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PENNSYLVANIA CONFERENCE OF STATE TRIAL JUDGES 
317. Three Ponn Center Plaza 

Philadelphia, Pa. 19102 

Mr. John Snavely 
Executive Director 
Governor's Justice Commission 
Box 1167, Federal Sq~are Station 
Harrisburg, Pa. 

Dear Mr. Snavely: 

April 25, 1974 

In 1972 the Governor's Justice Commission ai-7arded su1)grant DS-197 .. 71A 
to evaluate the visitation ,rogram of the Pennsylvania Oonference ot State 
Trial Judges which was alreaqy in progress. 

The purpOS8 of the evaluation study was multifold: To report on the 
observations and conclusions of the judges with regard to improving the 
correctional institutions; to recommend a plan of action for future judiciary 
training in corrections; and to recommend ways and means to bring about a 
closer working relationship between the Trial Judges and the agencies admin
istering criminal justice in the Commomiealth. 

The visits to five of the six State Correctional Institutions v1ere 
monitored for purposes of the stuqy. Faculty from the Pennsylvania State 
University Viere responsible for the Camp Hill SCI visit; University of 
Pittsburgh for the Pittsburgh SCI visit; and Mar,ywood College School of 
Social vlorlc for the balance of the monitored visits. In additicm, the 
Criminal Justice fi..esource Cente!' of Marywood was responsible for other data 
oollection and assembly of the final report. 

Each recommenda.tion lias given thoughtful consideration and is the dir
ect result of the judges input. Extensive tape recordings were made at each 
institution and the judges participated in exchanges with administrators, 
residents, staff.1 and various authorities in the field. In addition" resi
dents and staff wex'e surveyed wi th i~struments similar to those used by the 
judges. 

This is the first time for a judicial visitation program in Penns,ylvania. 
As such, it represents a unique effort on behalf of the State Trial Judges 
to becomo more intimately aware of the operations and programs of the State 
Correctional In~:)'l;,itut,ions and to 'iiroctly assist in the up-grading of our 
ontire correctional syst'eIn. ~'he monitoring and coordinating of these visits 
by several educational institutions added a new dimension to this effort. 

Hopefully the completion and publication ot this report will provide 
a blueprint for further action by the courts in the continuing effo~t ·~o 
up-grade and humanize efforts in the field of criminal justice. 

Sincerely, //),1 
/Z;£J ()P ~-UU~ 

/! JUDGE RICH.A..l1.D P. CON.AJ30Y (j 
? Chairman, Corrections Committee 
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PROLOGUE 

It has often been said that the most 
difficult task a judge must perform is to " 
send a fellow human being to prison. 
There is no doubt of the wrenching 
effect of pronouncing a sentence. 

What is much more thought 
provoking and in many instances 
extremely disturbing is for a judge to go 
to see those same people in the prisons 
where they are Gerving their terms. Is 
this the "punishment" he had in mind, 
or the law had in mind, - is this the 
"treatment" - is this the "education" 
- is this the "rehabilitation." These are 
the questions that came to the minds of 
the Pennsylvania Judges as they carried 
out their visitation program to the 
State's Correctional Institutions. 
Suddenly sentences were not simple 
Court Orders. Dramatically they each 
became an imposed severely handicap-
ping lifestyle on a specific man or 
woman. 

The lack of adequate facifities, the 
lack of adequate staff, the uselessness 
of meaningless programs, the devotion 
of many dedicated officers and ad
ministrators, the lack of sufficient fun
ding and the overriding question of the 
value of the "prison system" itself were 
matters forcefully demonstrated by this 
program. 

What impact the Judges of Penn- l" 
sylvania can or will have on the future I.,"., 
of OUI' Corrections System remains to 
be seen and will result only from con-
tinual concern and dedication of time 
and energy. But those making the visits 
were unanimous in two items - one, 
that the program should be continued, 
and two, that the visits made a 
remarkable impact on their concept of 
sentencing. 

Richard P. Conaboy 
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BACKGROUND OF THE VISITATION PROGRAM 
In the past decade we have seen much dramatic statutory and decision a! change in thE': cnminallaw field. There has 

been a new awareness among criminal defendants and trial lawyers alike about the rights of individuflJs accused, 
Likewls~ this awareness has carried over when defendants are convicted and sentenced. 

These changes have brought new demands upon thr judiciary and particularly evident is the need on the part of 
the sentencing judge for knowledge about the correctional alternatives available to him at the time of sentencing and 
later when his input is required for certain of the after~institution programs. 

It was in light of the many rapid changes and new demand!; on the judiciary that the Conference or State Trial 
Judges in Pennsylvania was established. Tht:! Conference selected, as one of its major objectives, the continuing 
education for the judiciary In all fields bearing on the operation of the Court system and the administration of justice, 

One of the most difficult jobs that a Judge has to perform is to sentence another human being to pri:\(,n. In doing 
so every judge should be concerned with the nature and quality of the facility and programs to whici) a convictp.d 
person ill) sent for rehabilitation. He should be aware of what conditions exist in that prison! what programs are 
available to meet the needs of the inmate; what educational and treatment opportunities exist; how well programs are 
administered; how well trained the staff is and what inmates think of the programs. These are but a fl:"!W of the concerns 
many judges have when considering sentencing alternatives. 

In early 1971/ wit" these and like concerns uppermost in the minds of the conference membership, the Corrections 
Committee was assigned the task of formulating an educational program which would provide the answers to these and 
other questions. It was felt that there was a need to have the judg~s acquire their answers on a first~hand basis rather 
than interpolating the written or verbal perceptions of a few. 

There was also considerable concern expressed among the membership about the range nature and procedure for 
a number of community furlough and aftercare programs initiated by the Bureau of Corrections and the Board of 
Probation and P.,an.)le. 

Intent on initi~1ting a sound educational program for the judiciary around these concerns/ the Corrections 
Committee submitted an application for funding to the Governor's Justice Commission. An award was made to cover 
the travel, food and lodging expenses of th03e participating in the visits. 
Setting up the visits 

Marywood College School of Social Work was appointed by the Committee as the coordinator of all visits. Staff 
from the Marywood Criminal Justice Resource Center would visit the facility beforehand and meet with the 
Superintendent and Deputies to arrange the logistics and scheduling for each visit. An attempt was made in each 
schedule to allow a maximum amount of time for judges to exchange with inmates. This was done by scheduling at least 
an hour on security cell blocks and by having residents particip(!,te as "Tour Guides", A tour plall was arranged with 
adequate facilities for st)veral small group meetings and for general meetings held at the opening and closing of each 
visit. 

Each visit was structured in a similar fashion and was prepared in conjunction with the Bureau of Correction. A 
sample agenda is as follows: 
9:00 to 9:15 A.M. Coffee 
9:15 to 9:45 A,M. Orientation by Superintendent/Staff 
9:45 to 12 Noon Tour of Institution 
12 Noon to 1 :00 P.M. Lunch 
1 :15 to 2:45 P.M. Rap sessions with residents 
2:45 to 3:00 P.M. Coffee 
3:00 to 4:00 P.M. Rap sessions with personnel 
4:00 to 4:30 P.M. Meeting with Commissioner of Corrections and Chairman of Bureau of Probation and 

Parole and other Institution staff 
4:30 to 5:00 P.M. <:;onference meeting-Judges only 
5:00 to 5:30 P.M. Terminate visit 
6:30 P.M, Social hour sponsored by local Bar Association. Judges and Institution staff attending. 

Judges usually arrived the evening prior to the visit and accomodations were arranged for nearby by the 
coordinating Judge for the visit. ;The coordinating Judge was chosen from among the judiciary iocated in the same 
judicial district as the State Correctional Institution to be visited. 

Usually a bus was arranged for to transport the participants from their lodging to the facility and back. This 
technique also contributed to preventing any attrition of participants in the latter part of the day, Upon arrival at the 
facility all participants signed in and were issued name tags. Resident tour guides, inmate rap session oarticipants, and 
staff wt!re also Issued name tags. Coffee was served upon arrival and an orientation and welcome session was 
conducted by the Superintendents and staff. The orientation covered not only a statistical presentation but a statement 
of the staff's philosophy ~bout corrections, rehabilitation and institutions as weI! as their role in carrying out the 
philosophy. At this point a fact sheet on the institution with considerable descriptive and demographic data was 
distributed. The orientation session usually took about a half hour. The membership was next broken into groups of six 
t? ten members each with usually two residents, a correctional officer and a counselor assigned as guides. The tour of 
the facility began with concentration on areas where residents spend the most time particularly cellblocks, Sufficient 
opportunity for Judges to communicate with and sound out residents on issues and concerns. Procedures and 
programs were discussed, often vigorously. Vocational shop areas were generally avoided on tours since the prevailing 
feeling was that most were quite similar. Program areas unique to several of the facilities were visited as were 
educational settings. 

The tour usually ended immediately prior to lunch. During the morning tour a student would be assigned to 
accompany each group in it's tour and tape record selected conversations on issues and concerns. The tapes were later 
lIsed as a resource in interpreting the data returned by questionnaire. 

Lunch was available usually through the buffet main line at the central dining area used by residents, Judges were 
em:ouraged to split up into pairs and bave lunch with two residents at their table and use this as an additional period to 
solicit views and opinions about the facility, 

. ,Th~ aftern?on sessions beg,an with "r~f? ,sessions" with randomly selected residents from all components of the 
i!lstl~U.t'0~' Residents representmg the facilities progr~ms; the complete range of offenses and all levels of security 
cla~slflcatlons were present. The Judges stayed In their pi'eviously designated small groups and were assigned five 
resl~ents for th~ ,"rap sessions." The sessions did not,include any institutional personnel at all in order to encourage 
mi\Xllnum participation. of all. concerne<;l. The seSSJGns often proved to be free wheeling and gave judges an 
opportun~ty to get questions raised by thmr tour aflswen~d by residents. Residents had the opportunity to question the 
Judges. The rap session rooms were set up with chairs ilia circle and the discussions focused not only on the facility and 
Its progra!'fls but ranged the full bmath of ~ssues present in the. criminal justice system. ~t provided judges the unique 
opportunity to attempt to understand the view from the other side of the bench. The resIdent rap sessions lasted about 
one and one half hours. 

. Af~er a s~ort coffee br~ak the ju~ges then n~et, with ins~itutional staff in the small group format for a similar 
discussion of Issues from their. perspective. Th: maJor!ty of staff' t,epresented were Ii~e correctional officers. FolloWing 
these ~r?ups a general session was ~eld With policy level personnel and admln!strators, u~udlly including th~~ 
CommIssIoner, of C~rrect.l?l:s, the Chairman of ~he Board of Probation and Parole, Policy questions arising from tht~ 
tour and meetmgs WIth resl(1ents and staff were discussed. Often agreement was genet'ally reached between the Jud(res 
?nd, Bureau ~f Correcti~:>ns personnel and Parole. auth~rities on the establishment of clarifying procedures to be 
instituted. This was particularly helpful to Judges In clarrfying the naturl~ and method of the furlough and aftercarn 
problems initiated by these authorities. 

After this the Judges would conduct a short business and discllssion meeting which was closed to attendance by 
others and not recorded as were all other activities. Following this the bus returned participants to the hotel when~ 
usually a social hour was arranged for by the local bar association. This hour also proved fruitful since institutional staff 
were also invited and discussion on the day's experiences continued. 

Methodol08r of Visitation Monitoring 
The Crimina Justice Resource Center of Marywood College School of Social Work was the coordinator for all of 

the visits. The task of the coordinator was to arrange the schedule, logistics and monitoring o. the visit. Monitoring was 
to i~clude the design of,an eV,aluative questionnaire to be distributed to the Judges upon completion of the visit. The 
tOpiC areas for the qlJestlonnalre& were suggested by the Corrections Committee but the precise questions and format 
~~s left to ~~e individual scho?1 r~s'ponsible for the visit monitoring. Topi~ areas generally suggested were: ratings of 
"vmg conditions; program availability; program adequacy; Bureau regulations and procedures; resident priority areas 
for change; problematic areas for staff; priorities for in~service training; proposed plans for the Bureau of Corrections' 
and use of correctional facility visits for Judges training. ' 

Initially the. ~ommittee :equested th~t que~tionnaires be limited to one page. Because of the good rate of response 
from the first VISit (Camp Hdl), the questlor,rna!res were later expanded to four pages. All data received is not exactly 
comparable between responses from each visit, since, while the topic areas were the same, questiol1 wording and 
method of response were often different. This was partly due to the fact that monitoring was initially conceived as a 
subjective device for feedback to improve the quality of the visitation program rather than formally evaluate them. 
Consequently, an application for funding an evaluation projp.ct was not filed with the Governor's Justice Commission 
until after the first (Camp Hill) visit took place. The grant award was made following the third visit (Dallas). 

The job of monitoring a visit also included tape recording of Judge/inmate discussions on the tour and of all rap 
sessions and general meetings. The tapes were later used by each of the monitoring schools to impart the flavor of the 
visit in their evaluation reports. More than sixty (60) hours of tapes were collected from the five visits which were 
monitored. Students from the schools designated as monitors were utilized as the recorders. The advance team which 
met with Bureau personnel to design the schedule and logistics of each visit also met with and briefed the recorders. 
More than forty students from the three schools participated as monitors and recorders. 

The Pennsylvania State University was deSignated as the monitor/evaluator for the Camp Hill S.c.!. visit. Dr, Henry 
Burns headed the Penn State Team, The Pittsburgh S.c.1. visit monitor/evaluator was the University of Pittsburgh. The 
Pittsburgh Team was headeo by Dr. Monroe Miller and Dean Arthur Fidel. The Criminal Justice Resource Center of 
Marywood College School of Social Work, Scranton, Pennsylvania, monitored and evaluated the visits to Dallas S.c.I., 
Muncy S.c.1. and Huntingdon S.c.!. The Rockview S.c.1. visit was not monitored. 
IV Attendance at the Visits 

The visitation program was successful beyond the initial expectations of the Corrections Committee. Aside from 
more than fifty (50) student monitors and project staff attending the visits, two hundred and eight (208) individuills 
participated in making three hur,dreo and five (305) visits. One hundred and twenty-four (124) individual Judges 
participated in making two hundred and eleven (211) of these visits. Fifty seven (57) Judges made one vi!.it. Thirty sb{ 
Judges made two (2) of the visits. Twelve (12) Judges made three (3) of the visits. Four (4) Judges made four (4) of the 
visits. Three (3) Judges made five (5) visitations and none (O) of the Judges made all six (6) visits. 

Judges were encouraged to brin~ with them, their probation officers since they often make sentencing 
r€;commendations in their pre-sentence investigations. Eighty-four such individuals attended the visits. Included in this 
number are several District Attorneys, Public Defenders and others concerned with learning more about what the 
Pennsylvania Correction system has. to offer. 

Included in a later section of this report is an analysis of participants and non-participants who responded to a 
state-wide questionnaire. Reasons for non-participation are examined and recommendations following that section 
directly deal with ways and means to encourage participation in s!!J.ch professional development programs. An analysis 
of visitations, other than those in this program made by Judges is also included in that Section. 

THE CAMP HILL S.C.I. VISIT 

i On October 25, 1971, more than 60 individuals including 42 judges, visited the Camp Hill facility. Compilation of 
l data for the report on Camp Hill was completed by Pennsylvania State University and was derived from 27 Judges who 
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responded to the questionnaire. The report was supplemented with observations which were extracted from the tape 
recordings. 

The cumulative results of the questionnaires and tape recordings indicated that those responding felt that the State 
Correctional Institution at Camp Hill tried to give a false impression of the existing situation. In the opinion of Dr. 
Henry Burns from Penn State, inmates selected for tour guidance and group participation were unusually compliant, 
cooperative subjects, who were not representative of the entire population. The Penn State report further indicated 
that the institutional staff painted a "rosier picture" than actually exists in the institution. Vocational training, for 
example, indicated vadous programs were a stunning success. In discussing the program with residents at the 
institution', they seriously questioned how beneficial these programs were to them. 

The overall impression of jurists visiting Camp Hill has been termed "guardedly" pleased. This seems to indicate 
that structurally and programmatically, Camp Hill is better than most prisons in this country. 

This material is an aostract of a 115 page research report which was submitted by Dr. Henry Burns as part of the 
Pennsylvania State University evaluation of the Camp Hill visit. 
The Questionnaire 
Question Number One 

Tile question: 
Previous visits to correctional institutions: Circle applicab!e items. 
a. county b. state t. before becoming judge d. after becoming judge 

The results: 
Coun~ 27 
State " 24 

3 Before becoming a judge 18 
After becoming a judge 25 
County 

before becoming judge 1 
State 

before becoming judge 0 
County 

attt':i" becoming judge 1 
State 

after becoming judge 0 
County & State 

after becoming judge 8 
County & State 

before becoming judge 1 
County 

before becoming judge and 
after becoming judge 1 

State 
before becoming judge and 
after becoming judge 0 

County and State 
before becoming judge and 
after becoming jlJdge 15 

. SPECIFIC RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNAIRE 
1. All 27 judges who returned questionnaires responded that they had previously visited a prison. 
2. On a 1 to 10 scale regarding the Physical Plant itself, 22 judges gave the plant an 8 rating which indicates they feel the 
structur~ is adequate. Some compared it to a military compound and a few were totally discouraged with the entire 
structure. , ~ 

Dining Fadlities - Twenty judges rated this item at 8 or above which indicates they feel this isn't a problem area. 
Living Quarters - Eleven judges felt the quarters were sufficient, some felt they were below standards, and the 
remainder ~aVl the living cell block arrangement as a definito hindrance to rehabilitation. 
Recreation - Ten judges rated this item at 8 or above; however, most felt uncertain since in the short span of time 

. allotted for the visit, observation of recreation was absent. 
Classification· Ten judges rated this item with an 8 or above. On the other hand, ten left it blank which indicates 
another Item which wasn't properly digested in order to give a knowledgeable response. 
Visiting· Nine judges rated visiting 8 or above. Two left it blank. Seven rated this category with 3 or less. This indicates 
obvious disagreement among the jurists regarding the stability of visitation at the Camp Hill Institution. 
Civil Rights - Fourteen judges indi~ated an 8 or better rating. Eight left it blank. In review, most felt this category was 
sufficiently being handled. . 
Mail PriVileges - Ten rated this item with 8 points or better. However, twelve respondents left it blank, thus indicating 
another item was only surfacely understood and not totally explored. 
Staff-Inmate Relations - Twelve judges responded with a rating of 8 or above. Some felt this was a hindrance while most 
seemed to indicate they didn't completely understand the relationships. 
Work Program - Fifteen gave this item an 8 or above rating which indicates, as the programs were explained, the 
majority of judges felt it is feasible. 
Basic Education & Vocational Training - Fourteen judges rated these items 8 or above which reveals they feel education 
and vocational training l in their basic sense, arc being covered. However l a considerable portion of the judges 
indicated they'd like to see education expanded beyond high school and vocational training, to more realistic areas. 

Medical Care ~ Twenty~one judges rated medical care at 8 or above. No rating fell below 4. This dearly signifies the 
judges felt medical care was sufficient. 
Pre-Release· This item received twelve ratings of 8 or above. Seven judges had no opinion. None of the ratings fell 
below 4. In general, judges seemed to concur with the program but had specific complaints regarding its 
administration. • 

Keeping in mind that these comments were recorded last year, much progress has been made in this area via the 
Governor's Symposium on Corrections and, in most areas, the problems have been solved. 

Question #2 (Evaluating Items 1-10) U= unknown 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 U 

Physical Plant 1 3 3 13 2 6 
Dining Facilities 2 3 2 4 11 5 
living Quarters 1 1 1 6 3 3 5 3 3 1 
Recreation 1 I 4 3 3 5 1 4 6 
Classification 1 1 4 3 3 5 1 4 10 
Visiting 1 1 5 3 4 3 4 2 3 2 
Civil Rights 1 1 2 6 4 4 8 
Mail Privileges 2 1 1 1 3 6 12 
Staff-Inmate Relations 1 1 1 4 4 2 6 4 2 1 
Work Program 1 3 1 4 a 5 2 2 
Basic Education 1 1 2 5 \ 7 3 4 3 
Vocational 1 1 2 3 6 a 4 2 
Medical Care 1 2 2 1 6 6 9 
Admission Procedures 1 1 2 1 6 4 4 8 
Pre~Release 3 2 4 6 2 4 5 
Human Rights 1 3 1 2 7 2 4 7 

Those items answered in the 8·10 range are consistent with scoring that is generaHy high for alt items; 
that is, once the observer established a first impression, the items were consistent with that mood. 

Question Number Three 
The question: 
Of the above, did you feel any elements could be Identified as being a hindrance (indignities, isolation, 

"dehumanizingll treatment, etc.) to the individual in his later adjustment to society when released? If so, circle the 
entire item. 

The results: 
Physical Plant 
Dining Facilities 
Living Quarters 
Recreation 
Classification 
Visiting 
Civil Rights 
Mail Privileges 
Staff-Inmate Relations 
Work Program 
Basic Education 
Voc2ttional Training 
Medical Care 
Admission Procedures 
Pre·Release 
Human Rights 

None 
None 

1 
None 

. None 
None 
None 
None 

3 
2 
2 
1 

None 
None 

1 
2 

Alternatives to Incarceration 
Note: Highest rating = 1 
Nine gave the "small unit regional correctional institution" a rating of 3 or above (1 == high). Three left it blank . 

Seven ratings fell in the 4-7 range. Seven were in the 8-10 range. 
Thirteen gave "increased use of normal probation" a rating of 3 or above. Five left it blank. Eight fell in the 4~·7 

range. Only one was in the 8-10 range. 
Ten gave "increased use of probation to halfway house" a rating of 3 or above. !=ive left it blank. Eight fell in the 4-7 

range. Only one was in the 8-10 range. 
Twelve rated "increased use of parole to halfway house" at 3 or above. five left it blank. Eight ratings fell in the 4-7 

range, and two ratings were in the 8-10 area. 
Only five rated lIincreased use of normal parole" at 3 or above. Six left it blank. Thirteen rated it in the range of 4-7, 

and three ratings were in the 8~10 area. 
"Work furlough" received fifteen ratings of 3 or above. Only three left it blank. Six ratings fell in the 4-7 range, and 

three ratings in the 8-10 area. 
"Educational furlough" rece~'(ed seven ratings of 3 or above. Seven left it blank, Ten ratings fell in the 4-7 range and 

only two ratings of 8-10 were given. 
"Vocational (skills) training furlough" received twe!ve ratings of 3 or above. Six !eft it blank. FIve ratings feU in the 

4-7 range, and three in the 8-10 area. 
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Role of Conference 
Sixteen rated "education" and eighteen "leadership." Only three chose "lobbying," seven "issuing position 

statements/' and four "other." (Note: These "other" choices are explanatory and will be included in the final report.) 

Question #4 (Priority of Alternatives to Incarceration) 
1 .. ~ highest priority 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 blank 
small unit regional 

correctional institution 6 3 0 3 2 1 1 7 0 0 3 
increased use of probation 

to halfway house 
increased use of 

7 6 0 1 2 3 2 0 0 1 5 

norma! probation 4 3 3 1 2 1 3 2 0 1 7 
increased use of parole 

2 0 to halfway house 6 4 2 3 1 2 1 1 5 
increased use of 

normal parole 2 1 2 3 2 5 3 2 0 1 6 
work furlough 3 4 8 1 4 1 0 1 1 1 3 
educational furlough 3 1 2 6 0 1 3 0 1 1 

.., 
I 

vocational 7 ~. 3 1 2 2 0 1 1 1 6 t\· 

THE PITTSBURGH S.C.I. VISIT 

The second visit of the Conference was in November 1971 to Pittsburgh State Correctional Institution. 1 he visit was 
monitored by the University of Pittsburgh who submitted an extensive report. Dr. Monroe Miller of the Department of 
Psychology was the principle investigator with regard to the Pittsburgh visit. 
Questionnaire Restdts - Judges Data 

Table 1 shows the coded responses of the judges with respect to the evaluative summary (section 1) of the 
questionnaire. The data presented reflect the mean response for all judges such that the greater the magnitude of the 
response the more favorable the evaluation it reflE?cts. As Table 1 shows, the general results show impressions across a 
variety of issue areas which are judged less than adequate or neutral. It should be noted that the maximum score 
possible on these coded scales was the value 5, thus any mean values under 3.0, the neutral poi.nt indicate evaluation in 
an unfavorable direction. Negative scores were not possible in the coding system used. It should be noted that all 
judges did not re5pond to all questions, however, omissions were minimal. 

The results of the judges evaluations clearly indicate that, in general, the judges felt the morale of inmates seems to 
be low but that staff attitudes are adequate or average. This is contrasted with the negative evaluation with respect to 
the adequacy of personnel and equipment. The reward versus punishment item was responded to only in part, with 
some indication that there was reflected in the equity in :nmates access to services and even more negative evaluation 
of the opportunity for individual attention within the correctional institution. Little originality and individuality is 
judged as being allowed the inmates. Further, there is very little negative evaluation of the match between training 
opportunity and civilian demands. Further, diversity of opportunities and services for inmates is negatively evaluated 
with concern for inmates dignity and privacy being evaluated slightly below average. The most positive item has to do 
with inmates' awareness of available services and it is difficult to determine if this is a function of limitation on available 
services or of good communication about these services. There is a suggestion that it is a function of the former on the 
basis of the last Item, i.e., that there is less than adequate use of available 'facilities. 

In general, the evaluative summary data suggest very strongly that a negative impression was gained by the judges 
with respect to most areas of opportunity, morale, etc., of the prison popUlation. In addition, when a comparison is 
made of the rating of judges with; respect to the counseling program and the vocational and training programs, equally 
negative evaluations occur. In both instances, as indicated in Table 1, evaluation was significantly below an adequate 
point for nearly all items and, in addition, the variability in responses on the part of the judges was extremely low 
indicating this to be a very reliable finding. 

Further evaluation of the data provided by the judges questionnaire can be seen in examination of their responses 
to the prison problem check list. It should be kept in mind that in this area of the ql1estionnaire, judges were required 
to check those items which they though\ be a problli!m at Western Penitentiary and, further, to respond again to those 
items that they felt were particular problems. The items felt to be problems in the prison by the judges. are presented in 
terms of fmquency of deSignation in Table 2. This reflects the frequency with which the items checked were felt to be 
existing problems in the prison. As can be seen in Table 2, virtually all items on the check list were included with only a 
few exceptions, specifically, the use of force il1 dealing with inmates, excel)s emphasis on control, lack of 
understanding, and visits being prohibited. A significant proportion of the other items were viewed by a significant 
number of judges as existing as problems in the prison. Most significant were the inadequacy of staff wages, the poor 
job opportunities for prisoners, understaffing, separation of prisoners from the outside world, low prestige of guards, 
recidivism, and inequity of sentences for similar crimes, loss of dignity by inmates, and homosexuality. Table 3 shows 
those items which were judged as most serious by the judges and it particularly instructive. While a number of items 
were checked by one or a few judges as being most serious problems in the prison, the most frequently checked items 
h.we to do with unequal proportion of black and white prisoners and staff, and the prison not dealing with the cause of 
crime. These were also suggested in the first part of the questionnaire. Each of these items was significantly judged as a 
serious problem in the ratings of the judges. 

The responses of the judges to other sections of the questionnaire were largely andecdotal in nature and suggest 
that the data reflected in the above two sections were consistent with other observations of the t'NO characteristics of 
th~ prison population. 

B. Comparison of judges with inmates and staff 
Comparisons were made between the judges ratings and the ratings of staff and inmates with respect to dl(! 

first and third sections of the questionnaire, that is, the evaluative summary and the prison p!l'Oblem check list. Since the 
evaluative summary was not presented to the prisoners, their genera! responses to the comparable section were coded 
and ratings assigned to make the results comparable:The results of this comparison with respect to evaluation of 
general adequacy is presented in Table 4. This indicates that the judges ratings concerning the adequacy of counseling 
are higher than those of the inmates but lower than those of the staff. The staffl in fact, considered thes('. areas to be 
clearly on the favorable side. With respect to vocational and educational training the judges ratings were somewhat 
higher than those of the inmates but significantly lower than those of the staff. Thus, the impressions gained by the 
judges of both these areas in gener,,11 are clearly different from the impressions maintained by the institutional staff and 
by the inmates. These responses to the items in the evaluative summary by the corrections staff are of particular intlw~st 
as they indicate approval with respect to the area of counseling far beyond any other indication gained. The ol'lly 
exception here were the counselors included in the sample whose mean rating was 2.9. The findings are as pronounced in 
the vocational and educational dimensions. Thus, the evaluation provided by the staff is largely inconsistant with that of 
the judges. 

Morale of inmates 
Staff attitudes toward men 
Adequacy of personnel & equipment 
Use of punishment vs reward 
Equity of inmate access 

Table 1 

Opportunities for individual attention 
Originality & individuality allowed inmates 
Match between training opportunities & civilian demands 
Diversity of opportunities and services 
Concern for inmate dignity, privacy 
Inmate awareness of available services 
Inmate use of available facilities 

Table 2 

Counseling 

X SD 
2.35 1.05 
3.25 1.06 
2.28 1.20 

2.63 .92 
1.68 .60 

2.20 1.02 
2.92 1.25 
3.57 1.22 
2.66 1.07 

Percent frequency deSignation of areas felt to be problems by Judges 
Area 

Vocational Train. 
Education, & 

Work Program 
X 51) 

2.60 .50 
3.00 .57 
2.37 1.18 
2.66 1.52 
2.71 .47 
2.50 .75 
2.44 .72 
1.87 .64 
2.14 .68 
2.62 .50 
3.44 1,12 
2.62 .91 

Percent 
1. Inmates wages too low .. f _ ••••••• , •• , ••• f" f ............... , ..... , •• ,' I • I ., ••••••••••• , ••••• I'" iii., .28% 
2. Too much force in dealing with inmates ............................................................ 00/0 
3. Staff wages too low. t •• , ••••••• ................ I •••••••••••• , • I •• t ••••••••••• , ••••••••••••••••• I •••• •• 39% 

4. Poor job opportunities for ex~pris.oners ......••................................................•.... 50% 

5. Poorly trained staff .................................... ,', ...... , .............. , ................... 22% 
6. Understaffed ............ t ................... • ' ••••••••••••• , , ••• ( • , , ... ~ • 4 • t ....... I f ~ •••• t ••••••••• •• 44% 
7. Prisoners cut off from the real v"orld .....................•.................................. , ...... 390/0 
8. Excess emph"sis on control and discipline of prisoners ............................. , ................. 6% 
9. Lack of understanding between guards and prisoners .. , ............................................. 11% 

10. Being a guard had low prestige in the society leading to limited opportunities for hiring ............... 39% 
11. Unequal proportions of blacks and whites among prisoners and staff ................................. 33% 
12. low morale for inmates and lack of trust between prisoners and staff ................................. 22% 
13. Visits from wife or furlough home prohibited ......... , ...............•............................. 6q·o 
14. Lack or privacy and no freedom from supervision for inmates ........................................ 20Q,) 

22° 15. Overcrowding ............... ,t •••• , •••• t t •• " •••••••••••••••••••• , •• " •••••• _ ••••• " •• 01 • t ••• , •• f l " •• II' • 10 
16. Recidivism ................. " .... t • , , ••••• I ... , • • t 1 , •• , ••••••• , •••••••••••••• 01 ••••• t ...... ~ • " .. ~ •• , , •• 50~,'o 
17. Prisoners learn criminal behaviors from inmates .............•................... , ................... 22~.'o 
1B. Prison doesn't deal with the cause of crime ...............•...................................•.•... 33% 
19. Sentence too long ............... , . "" " . . .. . ......... t • , ......... t • , ..... , •••••••••••••••••••• ••••••• • 22°/0 
20. Different sentences for similar crimes ........•........................••...........•........•....... :39'\·0 
21. Loss of dignity, humanity, masculinity and indiViduality for inmates ......•................ , .......•... 391.',u 

. 390 . 22. Homosexuality ..... ,. I •• " ......... " ....... f ................. t .................. t ••••••••••••• , t .......... t • • .0 

Table 3 
Percent frequency designation of areas felt to be most serious problems by Judges 

Percent Area 
0° ' 1. ~nmates wages too low ...... '" . t •••••• 1-, •••••• ,,' ......... , ............ It .......................... I .......... ;0 

T h f . d j' • h . 0"/ 2. 00 muc orce In ea Ing WIt Inl'l1ates...... . . • . . . . . . • . . • . . . • . . • . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . • . . . . . . . . . • . . . . .0 

3. Staff wages too low ..... t •••• " ............................................ , ... " •••• I •• I •••••• " , ..... It ~ • • • •• O(!;o 
4. Poor job opportunities for ex~prisoners ............................................................. 11~? 
5. Poorly trained staff .... " ................................ " .. , ......... " ........... ~ ....... I ••••• to ~ •••••• 0/0 
6. Understaffed ...... , ........................ , .... " ..... " ......................... ,., ~ ........ ,. I • , • 11 • , , •• •• 11 q/o 
7. Prisoners cut off from the real world ..........••....•.....•......•.....•......••.•.••......•....••• 6Q,o 

h . I d d' . I' f' 0°" B. Excess emp aSls on contro an ISCIP Ine 0 pnsoners ...•..•....•.... ,.............................. ,0 

, •.. ,_,. __ ~,., .h'.',.,,'''' ,.,.,n","",~"_",.,,Y.'."'''''''''''~'''''.''_'_'·''_'"".""""'.'" _.". ""._,"" •. _,,,_~.,,_,.,,,,,,,_ ." .. _ ... '_" .... _ .... _. __ "_"=~ ... _,.'_~...,=~~._. __ ._ ... ~. ___ ,,.''_' ________ ,._. ______ ._. __ ---.'i~"' _____ .. ___ • ___ , ____ ~ .. --.,-.... -----------"--,.~,,--.' .. -.~ .... ---'.' ... -.-.. -~-.~.~-------.", ... --" .. "" 
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9. Lack of understanding between guards and prisoners ................................................ 0% 
'10. Being a guard has low prestige in the society leading to limited opportunities for hiring ............... 6% 
11. Unequal proportions 01 blacks and whites among prisoners and staff ................................. 33% 
12. Low morale for inmates and lack of trust between prisoners and staff ...........••.................... 22% 
13. Visits from wife or furloughs home prohibited 0% 
14. Lack of privacy and no freedom from supervision for inmates ........................................ 0% 
15. ()vercrowding", .. t • , • , • , ••••••• , ••••• , ••••••••• J t I •• ~ ••••••••••• It ••••••• , ......... I •••••••• , t •••• , .. 0°/0 
16. Recidivism ... I ••• I • , •• , •• , ~ \I ••• , t ...... , ••••••••••••• I • , • , • t ••• ' •• " , •• , ••••••••••• t ....... , • t I , •••••• 220,/0 
17. Prisoners learn criminal behaviors from inmates ........ , ..........•................................. 11% 
18. Prison doesn't deal with the cause of crime .............•........................................... 33Q/o 
19. Sentences too IOtlg .......... , ................ t •• .o., •••• t.. •••••••••••••••• .o •••••• , •• ,." •• ". 11- •••••••••••• 11% 
20. Different sentences for similar crimes ... t • -4 ••••••••••••••••• " • , ...... 0 ••• f •••••• _ •••••••••••• , ••••••• 60/0 

2'1. Loss of dignity, humanity, masculinity and individuality for inmates ................................... 17% 
22. ~--iomosexuality """" t •• t •••• t ••• , •••••••••••••• ~ t ,t' •••• , .. " ••••• , ••••• t ••••• t •• " •••• " •• , ••• " •• 11% 

Table 4 
Comparison of Judges with Staff and Prisoner rating 

Counseling 

X 
2.61 

SO 
.57 Judges 

Counselors, Staff, & Custody Staff 

Vocational Train. 
Education & 

Work Program 
X SO 

2.58 .39 

(Officers & Guards) & Other Staff 3.24.41 3.39 .37 
Prisoners 2.22 .69 2.27 .83 

Prison check list. Comparison of the judges' responses to the prison problem check list with those of the staff and 
inmates Is presented In Table 5. This suggests certain similarities but more differenc~ . some of which are in highly 
predictable directions. Generally, recidivism is considered to be a problem as in loss of dignity. For the staff, the 
problems identified focused upon staff issues surrounding wages, understaffing, etc .. Also included were the areas of 
lack of understanding between staff and prisoners, low prestige of being a staff member, low morale for inmates, lack 
of trust in staff, and learning criminal behavior within the institution. These clearly differed in important respects from 
the judges ratings. Examination of the inmate questionnaires Indicate that the primary problems are viewed as poor job 
opportunities, prison separation from the outside world, lack of und~rstanding between prisoners and guards, low 
morale for inmates, difficulty in viSits from wife or furlough, loss of dignity, and prison not dealing with the cause of 
crime. These data suggest that the evaluations of the inmates and staff differ greatly from the judges as well a~ from one 
another. 

C. Obslm'ational and Interview Data 
Detailed presentation of these data are not included since their major thrust is to accentuate the general 

findings obtaineq in the questionnaire portion, Most significant among these is the support given by verbal expression 
to the problems suggested in the prison problem check list and the negative evaluation s.uggested in the evaluative 
summary. A variety of statements supporting this were heard from many prisoners as well as from the judges. it is 
interesting to note that most of the prisoners were anxious and interested in talking with. the judges and expressed 
some hope that the visit would be significant in correcting the system of corrections within Pennsylvania. 

Table 5 
Comparison of percent frequency designation of most serious problems between Judges, Staff and Inmates 

Area Judges Staff Inm,ltes 
1. Inmates wages too low 0% 23% 9~'o 
2. Too much force in dealing with inmates 0% 0% 0% 
3. Staff wages too low 0% 35% 0% 
4. Poor job opportunities for ex~prisoners 22% 12% 22"'0 
5. Poorlv trained staff 00/0 12° 0 13° 0 

6. vnde'rstaffed 11% 40°,0 9~'o 
7. Prisoners cut off from the real world 6% O~O 30% 
B. Excess emphasis on control and discipline of prisoners 0% 000 40 .. 0 
9. lack of understanding between guards and prisoners 0% 12°!0 13% 

'lO. Being a guard has low prestige in the society ieading to limited 
opportunities for hiring 

11. Unequal proportions of bi.leks and.whites among prisoners and staff 
12. Low mor,lIe for inmates and lack of trust between prisoners and staff 
13. Visits from wife or furlough home prohibited 
14. lack of privacy and no freedom from superVision for inmates 
15. Overcrowding 
16. Recidivism 
17. Prisoners learn criminal behavior from inmates 
16. Prison doesn't deal with the caUS'3 of crime 
19. SentcV1Iees too long 
20. Differcm sentences for similar crrime 
21. loss of dignity, humanity, masculinity and individuality 
22. Homosexuality 

6% 
33% 
22% 
0° 0 
0% 
0%1 

22% 
'11% 
33~o 
11~o 

Sq,o 
17% 
11% 

""0" I .0 
2q 0 

14% 

10% 
0% 
SOlO 

26% 
59"0 

12q,(l 
2%1 

33% 

0% 
4° 0 

13° C! nq Q 

4~o 
Oq·o 
40 (1 

4% 
22% 
17% 

40,'0 
30~/() 

4% 

.. ~ .. Il' 
I 

\ , 

D. Data Problems 
The above findings indicate some specific consequences of the visit of the judges. However, a few problem's 

attached to the data should be noted in order to emphasize the caution with which these data must be interpreted. 
Foremost among these considerations are the,: 'ne constraints in data gathering and the lack of time for preparation of 
administration evaluation. Difficulties were observed in respollding to some items. Of course it must be realized that 
this was a consequence of a brief one day visit. It should also be noted that many of the judges had not been in this 
facility before and in many cases were rather shocked by many of the characteristics of the institution. Caution in 
interpretation must also be exercised on the basis of the sampling of the staff and inmates included in the study. There 
is no reason to believe that these are not representative of the general population but it ~hould be noted that the 
sample is of relatively small size. Gathering similar data from a larger sample would be of great value. While the 
problems attached to the data should be noted, they do not significantly alter the general findings of the problems 
identified and the information gathered by the judges. 
Summary 

Thf' general findings of the evaluation, as indicated by the results presented above, point out a variety of valuable 
information being gained by the judges as a consequence of their visit. In addition, the specific information gathered, 
the general impressions, perceptions and attitudes seem to have been affected by the visit to varying degrees for 
different individuals. In particular, it seems clear that considerable information about the adequacy of a variety of 
programs within the institution in the areas of vocational and educ.:\tional training, counseling, etc., are prec~ived as 
being less than or adequate at best in terms of their consequences for the prison population. Further, a variety of 
specific problems were identified by the judges ali being significant alt.hough :;ome of these impressions are not a 
consequence of nor can they be attributed directly to the visit. On the basis of this information it would appear that 
such a visit was extremely useful as an educational effort which might have important consequences for st;\ntencing and 8 
case evaluation. 

The data also suggest that the information and impressions of the judges vary considerably from one judge to the 
next. This is at least in part attributable to the fact that individualli spent time in different areas of the prison talking with 
different inmates staff, etc. Thus the experience was not a unitorm one and indeed, on this basis, it is in someways 
surpriSing that as uniform an impression was obtained as shown by the data. 

The findings also indicate that considerable information was acquired and problems observed by judges, but th(~re 
seem to be serious discrepencies between their evaluations and those indicated by the inmcl:tes and staff. This is seen 
both with the respect to the adequacy of services and problem identification. The most ztriking aspect of this is the 
negative evaluation attached to adequacy by the judges as compared with the positive evaluation on the part of the 
staff. At the same time, the judges show a less negative evaluation than that indicated by the inmates. The implications 
here probably reflect a generalized positive response tendency on the part of the staff with respect to their own 
institution. It should also be noted that the comparisofts which were made are not reflective of any objective base~line. 
That is, in no part of the study was an objective assessment of adeqllacy of services not of problems conducted. !t would 
appear that this would be an important need not only in terms of implications for the Judges visit but with respect to the 
correctional facility more generally. 

While the discrepencies noted above cause a less optimistic interpretation of the consequences of the visit, it must 
be kept in mind that the amount of time spent in the institution was minimal The clearest implication is that such visits 
should be done on a more extensive basis, either for longer periods of time - several days - or on a regular basis as 
made possible by the judges' scheduling. It would seem to be extremely important in terms of decreasing the disp-arity 
between staff, judges and inmates in ratings and would undoubtedly be a useful experience for the Judges too. It w~uld 
be desirable, in addition, to be able to evaluate the assessment and impression of the facility over a longer time period 
thus providing information about other aspects of the consequences of famllarization with the facilities via a visit or 
other means. While many practical problems exist with respect to implementation of such a procedure, the general 
imp!ication is that even as minimal a visit as the one conducted here has the potential for providing importan! positive 
consequences for the judges as well as the entire corrections system. 

THE DALLAS S.C.I. VISIT 

The conference visit to Dallas took place January 14, 1972. Forty~four Judges made this visit. Data results from the 
questionnaire and recordings from the Dallas visitation indicated that, in general, all of the Judges coticured that the 
existing physical living conditions at the institution were adequate. 15% felt that improvements could be made in the 
area of recreation; education and vocational facilities. Eight percent (8%) felt the existing facilities were not utilized 
enough, although they were adequate. 46% felt that the physical plant aided the goals of corrections, while only 8% 
felt that the physical plant impeded attainment of the goals. The balance had no comment on this question. 

Based on the ]lIIdges' dislCussion with institutional staff and residents, 30% felt that the existing treatment, 
educational and vocational services at Dallas were inadequate to meet the needs of its residents. A larger percentage 
(40%) felt that the institutional treatment program was adequate, but that again, as noted above, the vocational and 
educational programs were in dire need of improvement, particularly with regard to, opportunities for higher 
education and a wider variety of training. 25% felt that all educational, vocational and treatment services were 
completely adequate; 5% had no comment. 

48% of the Judges felt that the residents tihey met with were reprc:sentative of the total Institutional population and 
accurately ref~ected inmate concerns and positions. 26% had no opinion on this issue. When asked to assess their 
discussions with residents and staff, the p:-twity areas of inmates for change, 69% felt that the priority area was 
development of rehabilitation services. This was taken to include, nOI; only treatment and diagnostic services, but also 
edu(:ational and vocational training. In addition, 62% felt that priority areas of residents was additional standardization 
of criteria for furlough and pre-release status. 
(Also the priority area of residents). . . . . . . . . 

Several issues, induding beuer preparation for parole, additional priVileges, additional procedures for dlspensmg 
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of privileges aDd upMgradlng of facilities, such as libraries and living conditions were noted by nearly 30% of the Judges. 
Regardir:!g1t\:le Judges' opinion on recently emerging offender rights, minimum wage, access to press, legal counsel 

hefore secu'l~ityor Hvingsituation is <Altered, etc., 25% felt that all rights should be granted including legal counsel, but 
that access to the press and minimum wage should not be permitted; 25% felt that none of the emerging constitutional 
fights of offenders should be granted while incarcerated and the balance (25%) had no position with regard to this 
issue, 15% felt that granting of these rights would ultimately aid the process of corrections and the task of prison 
administration; however, 17% felt that it would hinder same. Significantly, the majority of the Judges (58%) had no 
position on this issue, although a large portion did indicate that the granting of such rights should be determined by the 
prison adrninistration. 

Regarding the Judges' impression of the adequacy of residents' legal rights at Dallas and/or other facilities of the 
Bureau of Corrections, 27% felt that services were inadequate and needed expansion and improvement; however,42% 
felt that services were sufficiently adequate. Only 8% felt that the existing legal rights at Dallas were implemented on a 
too liberal basis. Several Judges noted that while legal services for State inmates were adequate that services for Federal 
prisoners were inadequate. 

When asked to describE=! the general philosophy of sentencing with regard to punishment, rehabilitation and 
tredtment, a majority (46%) of the Jurists felt that sentencing had a triple purpose, including the goals of punishment, 
rehabilitation and treatment. 27% felt that sentencing was for purposes of punishment or protection of the community 
only; however, 23% felt the sentencing was solely a means for rehabilitation and/or treatment. 

15% of the Judges felt strongly that punishment is a deterent to crime and that rehabilitation and treatment 
programs have little or no effect on the offender. In addition, 19% felt that severe punishment should be given to the 
recidivist, particularly those offenders who repeat sexual offenses. 23% felt that rehabilitation programs are an effective 

9 means of (vs. punishment) protecting the community from future ariminal activity. 23% felt that sen~encing should be 
highly individualized and determined by the situation of the crime and circumstances of the individual and individual 
needs of the person convited. 27% felt that a short minimum sentence and long maximum sentences were helpful in 
evaluation toward release and would be most conducive to carrying out a flexible rehabilitation program. Only 19% 
felt that all offenders should serve at least their minimum sentence before being considered for pre-release status. 

38% of the )udges felt that their intentions in sentencing were not being carried out by the facilities of the Bureau 
of Corrections due to primarily their opinion that rehabilitation program as existing, were inadequate. 8% felt that their 

. intentions were generally being carried out, but their specific recommendations regarding rehabilitation were largely 
ignored. 31O/c felt that their intentions were being adequately or completely carried out. 23% had no comment on this 
issue. 

The Judges from their discussions with Correctional officers identified the follOWing areas as pl'Oblematic ( for 
correctional officers) in their role in delivering services: 

Communication - 35% 
Training - 35% . , 
38% either felt there was no problematic areasor had no opinion on this question. The communication problems 

identified were at all levels, including between correctional officers, and treatment staff, inmates and administration. 
Regarding the. Judges' opinion about institutional furlough programs, Community Treatment Centers and 

Regional prisons, 23% complerely agreed with furlough programs, while 50% agreed with reservation. The balance of 
the Judges wc,' distributed evenly (4% in each category) between neutrality, serious reservation,. complete 
disagreement and lack of clarity as tlo meaning and implication of the program. 

Regarding Community Treatment Centers, 19% completely agreed with the programs, while 27% agreed with 
some reservation. 19% were neutral regarding the program; 12% had serious reservation with the program and 8% 
were unclear as to the meaning and implications of the program. 

In summary, 46% were completely agreed or agreed with minor reservations regarding Community Treatment 
Centers an1 significantly not a single Judge completely disagreed with the concept of the program. 

Regarding the same question in relation to the proposed Regional prison, 54% expressed complete agreement 
with implementation of this concept, while only 23% had agreed with some reservation. 23% remained neutral and 
none had serious reservations~ com~lete disagreement or lack of clarity as to the meaning and implication of the 
proposed facilities. 

THE MUNCY S.C.I. VISIT 

This visitation was conducted on June 2, 1972 and was attended by a significantly larger number of judges (53) than 
any previous visit. Due to the different nature, both physically and population-wise, of the Muncy facility, many of the 
opinions and impressions collected are not immediately comparable to those expressed about the other State 
Correctional Institutions visited. They can, however, be taken as a valid indicator of judicial thinking with regard to the 
type offuture facilities which mightbe planned or developed by the Bureau of Correction, including regional facilities. 

In evaluating physical plant adequacy, 74% of those responding rated it as either excellent, very good, or good. 
26% rated the facility adequate. Additionally, however, 23% felt that either recreation, library, or fire prevention 
capacities could be upgraded. 

The visiting judges' p2t'ception of the advantages and disadvantages of Muncy's Cottage system (versus cell block) 
in enhancing treatment and rehabilitation revealed that 87% felt that the system does enhance the rehabilitation effort. 
Includ2d in this group are 10% who, while agreeing that the cottage system enhances rehabilitation, note that there are 
disadvantages with regard to cost, security and supervision of deviant behavior. Only 10% felt that such facility design 
was appropriate for women only and the balance (3%) saw no difference (advantages or disadvantages) between 
cottages and cell blocks. 

Regarding the judges' opinion on the applicability of the cottage design concept to small popUlation, minimal 
risk male offenders serving 5 years or less (such as those to be served by the planned regional facilities), 84% agreed to 
its appropriateness and applicability. Thirteen pl~r cent (13%) disagreed and 3% had no opinion. 52% of the judges felt 

that there was a variation in administrative regulations governing the variety of inmate rights and privileges at Muncy as 
compared to the other State Correctional Institutions they visited. All 52% noted the variation in the direction of more 
flexibility, liberalness, and less restriction. 13% felt there was no difference. None felt they were more restrictive and 
35% had no basis for valid comparison. 

When asked if the variety of programs offered at' Muncy were available in sufficient quantity and quality to be 
significantly meaningful in the delivery of correctional services, 84% felt that they were not. Particularly noted as 
needing improvement was the vocational training area. 16% felt services as existent at the time of the visit were 
adequate. 

The judges' assessment of the residents' priorities for change at Muncy and in the Pennsylvania Correctional 
system was that vocational training was rated as the first priority for change (84%).10% did not perceive any particular 
priority on the part of the residents. Additionally, 68% also rated the need for improvement of counseling services. 55% 
noted the need for improvement of educational services. Included in the above are 16% who felt that all services were 
inadequate and required improvement. Aside from these which are included above are 6% who felt that there was 
upgrading needed in either food service, general living conditions, administrative procedures, or job counseling. 

The judges, from their discussions with matrons, assessed the follOWing areas as problematic in their role in 
delivering services: 

, Training M 26% Communication - 6% 
Six percent (6%) also felt that there was no particular priority of problems or issues which the matrons presented as 

far as their delivering services. However, 61 % noted that they did not have sufficient opportunity for discussion with 
matrons to state their opinion. There should be noted here that as compared to other institutions visited, 
communication at all levels is significantly better at Muncy than any other institution visited. 

When asked to note their opinion regarding institutional furlough programs, Community Treatment Centers and 10 
Regional prisons, the following responses were indicated: 26% completely agreed with institutional furlough; 45% 
agreed with reservation; 6% were neutral; and 16% had serious reservations. None completely disagreed or noted that 
they were unclear as to the meaning and implication of the program. This is a particular change to note as the visits 
progressed that the understanding on the part ()f the judiciary with regard to Bureau of Correction programs from the 
institutIonal basis was becoming clearer. With regard to Community Treatment Centers, 26% completely agreed with 
the program; 39% agleed with reservations, 13% were neutral, and an additional 13% had serious reservations. None 
completely disagreed and only 6% were unclear as to the meaning and implication of the Community Treatment 
Center programs. 

Regarding Regional prisons, again, as in other Visits, there was considerable support; 6'1% completely agreed with 
the implementation of the concept, 13% agreed with some reservations, 13% were neutral, and 3% had serious 
reservations. None completely disagreed and only 3% were unclear as to the meaning and implication of the planned 
regional prisons. 

The variety of reasons given for those who either agreed with reservation, were uncertain, or neutral, had seriolls 
reservations, disagreed completely, or were unclear to the meaning and implication, primarily fell in the areas of a) need 
for standardization and improvement in selection pre .edures, b) some felt it was simply too liberal and not in line with 
the purpose of corrections, c) some felt that more appropriate training of staff personnel and more appropriate 
locations should be made, d) some felt that such programs should have the approval of the Court before 
implementation. ' 

When asked about the potential solutions for the variety of reservations noted, the primary suggestions offered 
were: a) standardization of furlough procedures and necessity for court approval (19%); and b) suggestion for increase 
in the amount of communication from the Bureau of Correction to the judiciary (16%), so that programs could be 
better understood and accepted. Again, several felt that better training of Community Treatment Center coun~elors 
and better home investigations for out-resident statuses were needed. . 

The judges' perception with regard to in-service training priority for Bureau of Correction personnel is as follows: 
dynamics oLHuman Behavior (61 %); Relationships and communication skills (35%); and the Security and self defense 
(19%).29% had no opinion on these priorities. On the above training issue, each Judge was requested to list a range of 
areas in priority sequence thus accounting for the variance in percentages. 

The judges visiting Muncy felt that with regard to use of private sector resources, such as Consultants, 
Universities, research firms, and private industry, that the capacity for purchase of service arrangements should be a) 
increased (45%), b) agreed to increase, but with reservation, c) dealing with private sector should be arranged (16%), 
and 23% were neutral or had no opinion. 

The judges were asked their opinion on a series of issues at the end of the Muncy qUestionnaire. The first issue 
asked if they would support or oppose a residential and day care center at Muncy for children of residents, which 
would include a training component for residents (working in day care centers). 45% supported the concept, 29% 
opposed the concept, and 26% were neutral or uncertain. 

When asked if legislation should be implemented to require judges to visit State Correctional Institutions on a 
regular basis, 35% supported the concept, 42% opposed the concept, and 23% were uncertain or neutral. 

When asked if all juveniles should be transferred to the jurisdiction of the Department of Welfare (male and 
female), only 19% supported the concept, 52% opposed it, and 29% were unclear or neutral. 

Regarding their opinion on "co-ed" regional prisons and Community Treatment Centers, 19% supported the 
concept, 45% opposed the concept, and 36% were uncertain or neutral. 

WhEm asked if the Bureau of Probation and Parole should be combined with the Bureau of Correction to create a 
continuous flow of services and prevent duplicity, 48% supported such a plan, 39% opposed it, and 12% were 
uncertain or neutral. ,': " . .' . 

However, with regal;d to the recommendation to legislate the Bureau of Corrections to a cabinet leveL{Secretary) 
position as recommended by the 1968 legislative Task Force on Corrections, 61% supported the recommendation, '16% , 
opposed it, and 23% were uncertain or neUtral. 

The judges wbo'visited Muncy suggested that the visitation program could be improved by more frequent visits 
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and more opportunity for speaking with staff and inmates (26%). Several felt that visits should be mandatory, that 
Community Treatment Centers, Feoeral prisons and County pl'isons ought to be included in the program and that 
defined objectives should be built into the visits, including more definitive statements regarding the roles of the Court, 
prison administration and Bureau of parole with regard to pre~release and furlough. 

THE HUNTINGDON S.C.I. VISIT 

On qctober 13, 1972 Pennsylvania County Judges visited and reviewed the physical, personnel and program 
compcnents of Huntingdon State Correctional institution. Based IOn the statistical data of the questionnaire as well as 
the tape recorded information collected during the entire day visit the following information and interpretation of the 
material is available: 

The Judges consensus of opinion of the adequacy of the physical living conditions: 46% of the fifteen (15) 
participants felt the overall living conditions related to sleeping, dining, recreation, were excellent. 

An equal amount (46%) Indicated in reporting their respcnses that the physical conditions offered in behalf of the 
inmates were adequate with minor improvements. 

The remaining portion of the Judges (8%) saw the living conditions as being good while none indicated the 
standards as beIng poor. 

In general it appears the large majority of the individuals who responded felt the physical standards established by 
the facility were as least adequate or better at Huntingdon. 

Another area of examination was the question of cottage programs for a limited portion of the popUlation who 
were considered minimal risk male offenders serving five (5) years or less who will be served in the planned regional 
correctional facilities. 

Of the fifteen (15) respondants to this question 53% answered positively indicating their approval of the cottage 
concept. They felt the program concept of a cottage environment was applicable and should be implemented. 
However 33% acknowledged that the cottage concept was a workable one but should vary according to prison 
environrr'lents. 

A smaller portion of the Judges, 7% who replied indicated negatively regarding the feasibility of the concept while 
an equal amount 7% responded that they were unfamiliar with the concept of a cottage program in a regional 
correctional facility. 

An inquiry regarding the identity of variations in administrative regulations which govern inmates rights and 
privileges in Huntingdon compared to other State Correctional Facilities serving only male offenders yielded the 
follOWing results. 

There app'eared to be an even distribution of responses to this question in that 20% of the respondents felt there 
variations in administrative regulations at Huntingdon SCI as opposed to other facilities. However 13% also answered 
yes to the question but with reservations regarding the' extent of variation in regulations. Another 20% who replied felt 
there were no notable variations in regulations of this facility compared to others. 

The majority of the Judges answering this qUf;lstion i.e. 28% also felt there were no variations but added 
reservations which diluted their responses. Nineteen ('19% per cent were unable to answer the question because they 
were not entirely knowledgeaQle of the regulations lOr Muncy had been the only other facility they had visited. 
Question #4 

The question deals the qualitative and quantitative availability of programs for institutional administrative and 
treatment staff officers and inmates and the role the programs play in the delivery of correctional services, in the 
follOWing area. 
I. Educational 

In this category 14% of the Judges felt the educational prcgrams were good but more emphasis should be placed 
on college level academic opportunites for the correctional personnel as well as the inmates. 

The education program was seen as adequate with minor changes by 33% of the respondents most of whom felt 
the in-service training progr.at'n~s for personnel and inmates needed reinforcement. 

7% of the Judges viewed the overall educational program at Huntingdon as poor in regard to availability of 
programs and the extended period of time inmates had to wait before entering educational programs. 

Seven of the respondents had no opinion however their related comments regarding the educational programs 
indicated that funding was an important ingredient in the development and expansion of educational resources. Some 
also felt the vocational educational curriculum shoud reflect the job opportunites in the community. 
II. Ccunselling 

In commenting on this area of programming within the facility 14% of the Judges felt the caseloads of counsellors 
was too high and the pressures placed upon them in the pre-release furlough and Community Treatment programs was 
unwarranted. 

20% of the Judges saw the area of counselling as adequate with minor changes but the comments did not reflect 
the nature of the changes. 

lhe quality of the counselling was seen as adequate but 7% felt the quantity was below average. 
No opinion was expressed by 52% of the individuals who visited Huntingdon but the comments of these Judges 

strongly suggested that increased funding in this category would improve its effectiveness. 
III. Furlough 

Generally 14% felt that furloughs and the decision making process leading to their dispOSition was the 
responsibility of the Judges and not the personel of correctional facilities. However 20% saw the furlough program as it 
currently exists as being adequate but comments strongly indicated adequate progress of the inmate should be 
achieved as a determinant of eligibiiity. 

Based on their discussions with inmates 7% of the Judges felt the furlough progiam to be poor primarily because of 
the complaints of inmates regarding the involved process of meeting the criteria for eligibility. 

In their related comments 49% of the respondents indicated that funding, per-sonel, and public acceptance were 

cardin~1 factors .rel~~ed to the succ\~ss of a f~rlough p~ogram. A very small portion of the group, 10% had no opinion 
regardrng the significance of the program In the delivery of the correctional services. 

IV. Vocational and In Service Training • 
This category appeared to derive more response than the other categories in the question in that 14% of the Judges 

identified the vocational and in-service training programs as good and felt both pmgrams should be ~~xpanded with 
added inducements to attract the population to advantageously utilize them. 

The development of programs in this area leading to definite and concrete improvement in the trades skills and 
acceptance of inmates in the trade unions following release was viewed by 20% of the Judges as a means of stabilizing 
inmates returning to society. 

However 33% felt the vocational training and in-service programs were insufficient and inadequate citing the need 
for expansion, ~~Ie elimination of long waiting lists and the application of the minimum wage scale as criteria for 
improvement. 

The remainder of the group i.e. 33% saw insufficient funds for equipment and personnel, as well as the 
insignificant types of skills taught as areas of consideration which must' be reconciled if improvement in this area of 
programing is to become a realit.y. . 
V. Community Treatment 

The program of Community Treatment was considered good by 14% of the respondents with comments indicating 
the latitude of decision making in this area be returned to the Judges. 

Some of the Judges 13% felt they did not have an adequate amount of time to develop any in~depth understanding 
of the feelings of the Inmates and personnel during the visit. I 

Based on discussions with inmates 7% of the respondents replied that the major complaint regarding this program 12 
was the long waiting list which existed in being considered for placement. 

No opinion was the response of 52% of the group and the comments were rather ambigious in their nature. 
Question #5 

The fifth question addressed in this section of the report related to the Judges assessment derived from inmate 
group discussions to be the inmates priorities for change at Huntingdonand in the Pennsylvania Correctional system. 

Money for capital improvements and renovation of the physical plant were considered by 8% as important factors 
contributing to the resolution of problems verbalized by the inmates. Increased awareness of Judges of uniformity in 
sentencing and objective sentence review were areas reported by 19% of the respondents as expressed by the inmate 
groups. Improved communications between persons and staff and a change in custodial attitudes toward prisoners i. e.; 
less punative, was seen by 16% of the Judges as necessary. An increase in the number of quality of the counseling staff 
and establishment of meaningful drug programs were considered by 12% as making a significant change in the 
correctional system. 

The development and improvement of existing vocational training programs was considered by 15% of the Judges 
as being meaningful inovations in the priorities of the inmates. Improved and more sophisticated us~ of the furlough 
and pre-release programs had the highest priority as evidenced by 19% of the responses, 

Group inmate discussions as assessed by the Judges indicated that 7% were in favor of enlarged para-professional 
and legal aid clinics and 4%viewed an evaluation of the socio~economic evaluation of crime as priorities for change at 
Huntingdon and the Pennsylvania Correctional System. 
Question #6 . 

In discussing with correctional officers the problems related to their role in the correctional system, the 
participating judges seemed to express a high degree of understanding for the difficult position the officers are asked 
to fill. In suggesting resolutions, 53.3% identified continued training of staff as crucial to successful programming. 
Several judges suggested that the "gap" between treatment staffs and the expressed goals of the Bureau on one hand 
and the security staff on the other hand could best be budgeted by an intensive and on~going program of staff training. 

Several judges identified communication between administratton and staff as problem area. In identifying this 
problem, 40% of the judges suggested that this area deserved priority attention. Some remarked that Huntingdon 
appeared to have a high degree of communication between treatment staff, officers, and residents and that efforts must 
be made in establishing open communkation, particularly between administration and officers. 

More than one-fourth of the participating judges (26.7%) remarked that there was need for increased 
communication with the residents. Two specific areas addressed were informal communication b~tween the residents 
and the line officers, and communicators focused at the prevention of potential conflict areas. 

Twenty per cent identified various problem areas associated with implementing a treatment oriented philosophy, 
particularly the difficulties in conveying to line officers the rationale for this Bureau philosophy and specific job 
implications for them. These suggestions were highly correlated with recommendations to continued staff training. 

The working conditions of staff, specifically the physical plant and restricted funding levels, were identified by 20 D/a 
of the judges as having definite import. 

Only one judge stated that the "abolition of capital pt:tnishment" posed another problem area for officers. 
Question #7 

An inquiry in the questionnaire to the Judges included their opinion of institutional furloughs, Community 
Treatment Centers" and regional prisons which could range from agree to unclear as to the meaning and complications 
of each or all of the concepts. . 

47% of the Judges completely agreed that the institutional furlough program was adequate. An additional 47% 
agreed with reservation that the same program was in line with the concept of treating the offender in the community. 
Only 6% were neutral or uncertain. Those who agreed with reservation or were uncertain noted their reasons as the 
need for more individual consideration by sentencing Judges and that the furlough program can only be as effective as 
the staff Vi hich implements it. 

In regard to Community Treatment Centers 40% were in complete agreement while 47% agreed with reservation. 
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THE STATE-WIDE SURVEY 
appear to be a significant difference and both groups c:an be considered to be "matched" in this area. 

I Nature and Purpose of the Survey Questionnaire , . , The fact th t 445 P t f th d t h d I th f' (5) , h b h d 27 3 . Between October 1971 and February 1973, the Pennsylvania Conference of Trial Jud&es sponsc:>re~ a series of VISits . a . er cen 0 e respon en s a ess an Ive years experience on t e enc an • per cent 

by tr
'lal J'udges to var'lous State Correctional Institutions. One hundred twenty-four (124) different tn.al. Judges,of the t~? had from five (5) to nine (9) years of experience leads to some speculation. It could be inferred that judges with a single 

f hit d th t term are more able or more willing to participate in the.SCI visit program. However, lacking any comparative data in 
hundred sixty (260) judges in the Commonwealth, representing 47.7 per cent 0 t e tota, partlclP? ,e m e VISI this regard, the only thing which can really be inferred is that judges with less experience on the bench are more likely 

rogram. These one hundred twenty-four (124) judges made a total o,f two hundred ,e!even (211) .VISltS, t'l d . . 
p In addition, eighty-four (84) other court related personnel made ninety-four (94) VISits under this program. These 0 answer mal e questionnaires. Table 2 
persons are not included in this study. ," . . d T I Y h 

The'survey was initially conceived as a means of evaluating t,hese visits as percel.ved by the. participating JU ges. As ota ears on Benc 
the project was discussed with various official!. of the Pennsylvan!a Conference of Tnal J.ud~~s, It was suggested that the Participants Non-Participants Total Respondents 
scope of the survey be broadened to include other areas of timely concern to the JudiCiary and/or the Bureau of Years on Bench No. % No, % No. % 

Less than 5 years 33 47.1 16 400 49 445 
Correction. d . I h f . d t th v . . This unit, then, has three major sections, each base entire y on t e responses 0 JU ges 0 e sur ey 5-9 years 19 27.1 11 27.5 30 27.3 
questionnaire, including some comments by the respondents. 10-14 years 5 7.1 7 17.5 12 10.9 

The first section deals specifically with the demographic characteristics of the .re~pondent judges, both the. <;: who 15-19 years 11 15.7 5 12.5 16 14.5 
participated in the SCI visits and those who did not. The purposes of these descnptu;>os. are bO.th to demons~r "te the 20-24 years 1 1.4 1 2.5 2 1.8 
extent to which the respondents are or are not representative ~f ~he entire body of tn?1 Ju.dg~s In Penn.sylval1la and to 25 years and more 1 1.4 1.9 
describe as accurately as possible, some of the career characterIStics Cif the Pennsylvania trial Judg~JS which mayor may Totals 70 40 110 
not be important in the interpretation of the opinio~ data. . ' . E. Law Practice Prior to Judicial)' 

The second focus of this unit examines the perceived effectiveness of the SCI VISit program a~d also r~por~s the Table 3 lists the respondentSby years of law practice prior to serving on the judiciary. This indicates a good deal 
suggestions. of the respondents for similar programs in th~ future: An !~portant component of t~IS ev?luatlon IS .t~e of pre-judicial, legal experience with 89.9 per cent having ten (10) years of experience or more and 42.7 per cent having 
measure of perceived visit effectiveness by respondents With mUltiple VISits as o~po~e~ to those With a Single ~CI VIS~t. twenty (20) years or more of pre~judicial legal experience. In response to survey question #6, less than 20 per cent of the 

13 The third section is a tabulation and interpretation of the respondent judges opmlons on cu~rent selected Issues In respondents reported that they were primarily engaged in the practice of criminal law prior. 
corrections .:'l1d the administration of justice. In addition to a compilation of opinions, an effort IS made to relate these Table 3 
opinions to certain demographic characteristics. In some cases l null-hypoth~ses. ~ave been formulated and tested Years of Law Practice Prior to Becoming Judge 
validate or invalidate certain presumptions which might be held toward the JudiCiary. Years of Prior Total SCI SCI 
II. Methodology d' ( ). d h .. ' I . d 'th Law Practice No. % Participants Non-Participants 

Survey questionnaires were mailed to the two hundre sixty 260 JU ges t en slttmg as tria JU ges .1f1 e Less than 5 4 3.6 3 1 
Commonwealth. This did not include twenty-five (25) retired senior judges nor twenty-two (22f) orP

I 
haTnhs courqudddg~s. 5 - 9 7 6.5 3 4 

pf the two hundred sixty (260) judges, two hundred fifty (250) were male and ten (10) were ema e. ey presl e In 10 -14 27 24.5 14 13 
fifty-nine (59) judicial districts. . f 15 -19 25 22.7 13 12 

One hundred ten (110) judges responded to the mailed questionnaire rep~rsen~l~g a rd~pohses~~te. '? 42.3 per 20 - 24 25 22.7 21 4 
cent. Of the one hundred ten (110) respondents, seventy (70), or 63.6 per cent, ha partlcdlpate In t. ~ dVI~lt prhogr?r:t 25 and over 22 20.0 16 6 
and forty (40), representing 36.4 per cent of the respondents, reported that they ha not partiCipate In t e VISit Total 110 100% 70 40 
program. I h h' db' 'f t F, Summar~ 

The responses were then tabulated and correlated by items which the eva uators ypot eSlze to e Slgl1l Ican . Respondents, both participants in the SCI visit program and non-participants, appear to be fairly representative 
III. The Respondents in terms of age, locale, and years of pre-judiciary legal experience. The two groups appear "matched." A significant 
~ d portion of the total group has had less than five (5) years judic::ial experience and a considerable percentage has had less 

All but one (1) of the one hundred ten (110) respondents were male. The number of fem~le ~rial ju .ges in than ten (10) years experience. Women are under-represented. In addition, about one-third (113) report that they held 
Pennsylvania at the time was ten (10). Thus, females, who accounted for 3.8 per cent of the trial J.udges In the the positions of District Attorney or Assistant District Attorn~y prior to the judiciary. 
Commonwealth accounted for only .9 per cent of the respondents. Because of the under-representation of f~male IV. Perceived Effectiveness of SCI Visit Program 
judges (only 10) ~nd because this variable was not determined to be significant for purposes of this study, the remainder There were several obvious goals in instituting a program of judicial visits to the SCI/s in the Commonwealth. The 
of the data is not broken down by sex. first was to familiarize the judiciary with the various programs and policies of the Pennsylvania Bureau of Correction. A 

B. By County b f d b CI . f . I second was to expose the judiciary to each of the institutions, including time for assessment of the physical plant, staff, 
Analysis of the respondents by Class of county indicates that the num er o. respon ents . y ass IS air y resident population, and programs of each institution. It was hoped that such familiarization would lead to increased 

consistent with the population of the Commonwealth by Class of county. ApprOXimately one-thl,rd (1/3) of the understanding of the Bureau's policies and that the visits would be an effective vehicle of communication between the 
respondents were from 1st, 2nd, or 2ndA Class counties, which counties account for about one-thl.rd (1/3) of tht:; judiciary and the personnel of the Bureau. It was expected that each would come to a better appreciation of the 
Commonwealth's population. Similar consistencies were indicated between respondents ~nd population for 3rd and problem areas which the other encountered in attempting to carry out its respective mandate. 
4th Class counties and for t:ounties of the 5th through 8th classes. In prac~i~al terms, thiS mea.ns that there are no A further aim was to provide feedback, both "on the spot" and in written reports from the judiciary to the 
apparent reasons to believe that the data collected by the survey and the opinions expressed on It are skewed toward personnel of the various institutions. The evaluators were particularly interested in the effect these visits had on 
either urban or rural population areas. sentencing practices and on the impressions the judges had of the Bureau of Correction generally. Survey questions 

C. A~ . , f II . . #18-28 deal specifically with the respondent judges' evaluations of the SCI visit program and their recommendations for 
---rlie age distribution of the respondents appears to be representative With 48.2 per cent 0 a partlclP.ants future visits. 

reporting ages between 45 years and 54 years. The remainder of the age distribution resembles a ~~rmal c~rve Wlt~ .a A. History and Frequency of Prior Judicial Visitations 
slight over-representation of ju~ge~. 60. years of age and older among the respondents who participated In the VISit Table 4 is a compilation of the number of Judges who had participated in some sort of facility visit or 
program. Table 1 lists the age distribution of the respondents, conferences prior to or independent of the SCI visit program. Only seven (7) judges had not participated in any facility 

Table 1 visit or judicial conference. The remaining one hundred and three (103) respondents report five hundred thirty (530) 

Participation 
in SCI Visits 

1. Participants 
2. Non~Participants 

Total 

Total 

70 
40 

110 

Ages of Respondents by Participation in SCI Visits visits or conferences. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 While there have been attempts in the past to provide judicial visits of correctional facilities and while several 

Under judges report either a personal policy or a Court policy of periodic visitations, the picture of judicial visitations other 
35 35-39 40-44 45-49 50-54 55-59 60-64 65 & over than. those sponsored by this project is one which depicts a sizable number of judges who have never or infrequently 
2 0 7 16 19 6 10 10 visited certain types of correctional facilities. Obviously, many judges have not had the opportunity to participate in 
1 0 7 9 9 9 3 2 extensive visit programs. 
3 0 14 25 28 15 13 12 Based on the judges' responses: eighteen (18) judges (16.4%) have never visited a County Prison; forty-four (44) 

(2.7%) (0%) (12.7%) (22.7%) (25.5%) (13.6%) (11.8%) (10,9%) judges (40%) have never gone to a sentencing institute and thirty-three (33) judges (30%) have never attended a judicial 
D. Tctal Years on Bench conference; thirty-five (35) judges (31.8%) have never visited a State Correctional Institution; eighty-five (85) judges 

Table 2 indicates that more than 70 per cent of the respondents have served on the bench less than ten (10) (77.3%) have never visited a Community Treatment Cente~. While these figures presumably reflect both the lack of 
geographical opportunities and the relatively short period of time many of the respondents have servEld on the bench, 

yearA comparison of the participants with the non-participants indicate.s ,that a slightly higher percent.age of the . ~hey s~ill indica~e a ne,ed which has not been m~t i~ the C~:)\~'monwealth. ~hi!e t~lere,are obvious difficulties involved 
participants (74.2%) had served less than ten (10) years than the non-participant respondents (67.5%). ThIS does not : m haVing each Judge In the Commonwealth periodically VISit each type of institution, It appears that an expanded plan 

~ ._. __ ...... __ . __ . __ ... __ ... ___ .. ____ .»._. ____ ~ _____ J-.,.,,...,...,-__ ... _______ . ____ ~~~ _____ ~.~. __ .. ~~~~""""""~-~~ 

14 



--. 

of visitations would benefit both the judiciary and the various correctional facilities. With more and more public 
concern and interest being focussed on community oriented programs, it would appear that a program of visitations to 
County prisons, community treatment centers, and regional jails would ()e valuable. 

Table 4 
Total Visits to Non-SCI Program Institutions, etc. 

Total 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 
Participants 70 3 5 9 12 7 6 3 8 14 3 
Non-Participants 40 3 3 10 6 4 2 3 1 4 4 
Total - 110 6 8 19 18 11 8 6 9 18 7 
Total Visits 530 6 16 57 72 55 48 42 72 162 0 

Table 5 is a listing of the SCI visits by responde~t. It is noted that the two (2) visits w~i~h attracted the hig.hest 
number of respondent participants were th;- C~ml? HIli SCi and the Muncy SCI: Whether this IS ?ecause of th~ ~nlque 
characteristics of thl':! populations of these mstltutlons or because of other vanables (e.g., location, date of VISll, etc.) 
cannot be determifled. 

Table 5 
SCI Visits by Institution 

SCI No. % 
Camp Hill SCI 48 27.9 
Muncy SCI 34 19.8 
Dallas SCI 22 12.8 

15 Rockview SCI 19 11.0 
Huntingdon SCI 18 10.5 
Pittsburgh SCI 18 10.5 
Graterford 13 7.6 

Total 172 100.0 
Of the forty (40) respondents who did not participate in the SCI visit program, 88 per cent reported that the visits 

conflicted with their Court schedule and 10 per cent reported that they simply preferred not to attend. 
B. Evaluation of Visit Program Effectiveness 

Survey questions #2 j !, #26, #27, and #28 dealt with the respondents' evaluations of the visit program in terms of 
their own judicial roles. . .. , 

Table 5 indicates the judges' responses to the statement that SCI VISits are an Important part of th.e professional 
development of the judiciary, Sixty-nine (69) of the participant respondents (98.5%) felt the visits were Important and 
thirty-four (34) of the non-participant respondents (87.2%) felt similarly. Taken together, 94.5 per cent of the 
respondents agreed or agreed with reservations that such a visit program was worthwhile. . . 

In evaluating the impact the SCI visits had on the sentencing procedures of the seventy (70) participant 
respondents, twenty-two (22) respondents (31.4%) reported they were of considerable value, forty-two (42) 
respondents (60%) reported they were of moderate value, four (4) respondents (5.7%) reported they were of little 
value, and two (2) respondents (2.9%) felt they were of no value, 

Table 6 
To What Extent do You Agree with the Statement that Visits to State Correctional Institutions 

are an Important Part of the Professional Development of the Judiciary? 

1. Agree Completely 
2. Agree with Reservations 
3. Disagree with Reservations 
4. Disagree completely • 

Total 
* -1 - no response 

Participants Non-Participants Total 
No. % No. % No. 
50 71.4 22 56.4 72 
19 27.1 12 30,8 31 

1 
70 

1.4 
4 10.3 4 
1 2.6 2 

39* 109* 

% 
66.1 
28.4 

3.7 
1.8 

A suggested area of follow-up in this rega.rd is a study to determine in what way the visits had been valuable and 
what criteria the respondent judges used in determining their value. It could be of some benefit to include a study on 
the sentencing procedures of participant judges as part of a larger survey of sentencing practices throughout the 
Commonwealth. 

Survey question #27 asked to what extent the SCI visits increase the participating judges' knowledge of SC.I 
procedures. Thirty-four (34), or 48.6%, of the respondents felt there was conside:abl~ increase, thirty-two (~2), or 
45.7%, felt there was moderate increase, and three (3), or 4.3%, felt there was very little mcrease. One person dId not 

resPf;TIght of the central importa.nce the judiciary plays in the criminal justice system, and because of their need to 
make informed decisions in sentencing, this increase in knowledge appears to be of value both to the judges and to the 
SCI's. It is noted that this question does not address itself to the judges' agreement with, opposition to, or feelings 
about SCI procedures; it merely reports the increase of knowledge. 

Table 7 
What effect did your participation in the Trial Judges visits have on your impressions 

of the programs and policies of the Bureau of Correction? 
1. Visits reinforced previous positive impressions or changed 

impression from negative to positive 
2. Visits reinforced previous negative impressions or changed 

impressions from positive to negative 
3. No change in either positive or negative impressions 

32 

19 
7 

45.7% 

27.1% 
10% 

4. Both positive and negative impressions were reinforced 2 2.9% 
5. No resp.onse 10 14.3% 

Question #28 ~t~empte~ to me~s!-1re changes in.attitud~s of the judges as a result of the SCI visits. Table 7 indicates 
the effe,ct the participation an the VISits had on the Judges' Impressions of the programs and policies of the Bureau of 
Correction. , 

vyhile. it is difficult to determine the specific criteria upon which participating judges based their responses to this 
qu~s~lon, It does appear that th~re was some "net gain" in the impressions of the judges toward the program and 
poliCies of t,he Bureau of Correction. As it becomes more evident that some problems in the criminal justice system can 
most ~ffectlvely be dealt with through joint action of various segments, it would appear that positive impressions by 
those 111 one segn;ent of the system are a desirable prerequisite for well planned joint action. 

In summary, It would appear that the respondent judges who participated in the visit program feel that the 
p~ogram has, helped. their sentenci~g'process, has increased their knowledge of the SCI's, and has tended to leave them 
With better Impressl<?~s of the poliCies and programs of the Bureau of Correction than previously held. 

C. Future SCI VISit Programs 
Survey questions #21! #22, #23, and #25 explore the respondents' opinions on future judicial visit programs. 

More than ~~If the res~onde~ts f~e~ t,hat they shoul~ be held without any other activity during the visit, with those who 
made the V,lSltS express~np thiS opl~lon t~ ? mu~h higher degree than the non-participants, It could be significant that 
63 per cent o~ the participants de~l~ed VISI~S Without any ot~er activity while only 35 per cent of the non-participant 
respo~dents ~xpr~ssed such an Op1l110n. ThiS could be a function of the program of visits already conducted and should 
be weighed 111 thiS way. 

Another third of the respondents feel that they should be conducted in conjunction with sentencing institutes. 
Almost 80 per ~ent of the respondents feel that one day visits would be the most realistic. This would be assumed 16 

~ecause of,the hurn~d schedules of many of the judges and based upon the schedule used for this SCI visit program. It 
IS ,noted With some Interest that 10 p~r cent of the respo,ndents expressed an opinion in favor of two-day visits. This 
might be valuable under s?me conditions and would merit further consideration by the Pennsylvania Conference and 
by the Bureau of Correction. 

Survey question #23 ex~mines the judges' opinions on the type of invitations to be extended in future SCI visit 
p.r~gram~. Over half favored the pr~sent method, i.e., no geographic limitations. More than one~fourth (1/4) favored 
VISits by judges from the same section of the state. 

. The responses to question ~25 expresses the overwhelming opinion of judges that the visits be kept on a voluntary 
baSIS, as IS presently the c~se. Elghty-elqht (88) respondents (80%) felt visits should be voluntary, twenty (20), or 18%, 
felt the Supreme Court might mand~t~ It, a~d two (2), or 2%, felt that legislation should require such visits, In light of 
~he fact that so many of t~e ~o.n-partlclpant Judges reported they were unable to make visits because of Court business, 
It mlqht be helpful If the JudiCiary, through ItS Conference and possibly with the help of the Supreme Court designate 
certain days each quarter for various programs of training, including SCI visits, ' 
. , .In summary, the ,responses indicate that the judges are generally in agreement with the format used during this SCI 

VI!.ltlng program period. 
V. Current Issues Opinions 

Q~estions #~9 t~rough #41, polled the judges on various areas of primary importance in current judicial and 
co~r~ctlorts practice I~ the Commonweqlth. The intent was to provide as accurate a description as possible of judicial 
opInions fror:n t~e unique vantage point they enjoy. 

Table 8 indicates that almost 82 per cent of the responding judges support the current Bureau of Correction 
furlough program, while 17 per ce~t state that ,they op~ose i~. Of the re~pondents, 11 per cent reported strong support 
and 71 p~r cent reported support With reservations. While thiS could be Interpreted as basic confidence in the program 
an analYSIS of the "reservatio~s" could provide a better indication of the specific extent of support for the program. It 
can be presumed ~n t~e bas,ls of comments offered by respondents that the central "reservation" has to do with the 
role ~f the sentencing judge 111 the process of determining furlough eligibility. If the responses are being interpreted as 
a baSIC accep~ance ,of th.e program, it appears that this provides added rationale for working toward resolutions of any 
problems which stili might eXist. 

W~en polled as to their opinion regarding expansion of furlough and community treatment programs to those 
under life sentence, 42 per cent were in favor of such expansion wl-~;Ie 55 per cent were opposed (Table 8). This table 
poses peculiar problems in interpretation. While it is clear that a majority of the respondents opposed such expansion 
the most frequent response was "favor with r~se~v~tions." I~ addition, the question asked the judges opinion on tw~ 
separate programs which leads to a lack of clarity 111 mterpretmg the response. For instance a judge could be in favor of 
furlough release for certain persons under life sentence, while seeing no reason for a co~munity treatment program 
for the. same person. The question is unclear and, therefore, the specific responses are open to a certain amount of 
conf~slon. What does appear to be clear is that judges take a somewhat different view of pre~release programs when 
they mclude persons under life sentence. This opinion could fairly be presumed to be one of the "reservations" 
expressed in Table 9, dealing with support for the furlough program. 

Table 8 
To what extent do you favor expanding the furlough and community treatment 

center program to include persons under life sentence? 

1. Strongly favor 
2. Favor With reservations 
3. Opposed 
4. Strongly opposed 
5. Other (specify) 
6. No response 

Total 

Total % Part. 
4 3,6 1 

42 38,3 26 
35 31.8 27 
25 22.7 14 
3 2.7 1 
1 .9 1 

110 100% 70 

Non-Part. 
3 

16 
8 

11 
2 

40 

; I 
, . 
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Table 9 
To what extent do you support the current Bureau of Corrections furlough program? 

Total % Part. 
12 10S 5 
78 70.9 53 
11 10.0 8 
8 7.3 3 

1. Strongly support 
2. Support with reservations 
3. Opposed to program 
4. Strongly opposea to program 
5. Other (specify) 

Non-Part. 
7 

25 
3 
5 

6. No Response 1.9 1 
Total 110 100% 70 40 

When queried regarding their opinions on the need for the development of various additional alternatives, 
respondent judges Indicated a high degree of interest in such alternative programs. Question #,31 indicates that almost 
70 per cent of the respondents favored a program of direct commitment to the planned State Regional Correctional 
Facilities (Table 10). Similarly, nearly 70 per cent of the respondents favored restructuring the sentencing code to allow 
the sentencing judge greater flexibility (Table 11). From the responses to Question #32, it is not clear what specific 
changes in the sentencing code are advocated by the judges. Because such a significant portion of them express the 
opinion that it should be changed, this appears to be an appropriate area for follow-up investigation. 

1. Yes 
2. No 
3. No Response 

Total 

Table 10 
In the light of your Judicial experiencf'1 do you see the need for the 

development of additional alternatives such as: 
Direct commitment to the planned State Regional Correctional facilities? 

Total 0;'0 Part. 
75 68.2 52 
30 27.3 15 
5 4.5 3 

110 100% 70 
Table 11 

Non 
23 
15 

2 
40 

Restructuring of the sentencing code toallow the sentencing judge greater flexibility? 
Total % Part. Non 

1. Yes 76 69.1 51 25 
2. No 29 26.4 17 '12 
3. No Response 5 4.5 2 ;) 

Total 110 100% 70 40 
Table 12 indicates that in response to Question #33, 36 per cent of the respondents favored abolishing the 

minimum sentence with 61 per cent opposed to such abolition. 
More than half the respondents (56%) favored the development of positions in the Correctional system similar to 

advocates, ombudsmen, etc. (Table 13). The significant proportion of the respondent judges who favored such 
positions, seems to indicate a clear area for further investigation by the Bureau of Correction. Further, this seems to be 
a natural area of joint concern by the judiciary and the Bureau of Correction. 

lable 12 

Do you favor the abolition ofi the minimum sentence? 
Total % 

1. Strongly favor abolition 
2. Favor abolition with reservations 
3. Oppose abolition 
4. Strongly oppose abolition 
5. Other (specify) A-

6. No response 
Total 

13 11.8 
27 24.6 
44 40.0 
23 20.9 
1 .9 
2 1.8 

110 100% 
Table 13 

Part. 
7 

15 
31 
14 

1 
2 

70 

Non-Part. 
6 

12 
13 

9 

40 

Do you favor the use of advocates, ombudsmen or 'similar positions in the correctional system? 
Combin.,.d 

Total % Total % Part. Non-Part. 
1. Strongly favor 13 11.8 62 56.3 7 6 
2. Favor with reservations 49 44.5 31 18 
3. Opposed 31 28.2 41 37.4 20 11 
4. Strongly Opposed 10 9.2 8 2 
5. Other 2 1.8 7 6.3 1 1 
6. No Response 5 4.5 3 2 

Total 110 100% 110 100% 70 40 
Another area of joint interest based upon the data in Table 14 is the respondents favor for direct commitment to 

the Bureau of Corrections Community Treatment Centers. 60 per cent favor such commitments, while less than 40 per 
cent are not in favor. 

~~~~~tr~~~rti~~a~7~u~t~~~n~re~,e~~dti~h~el~d~~:~r~g~~uia~:~~~ \~ ~~~cli~r:a~h.here joint action by the Bureau of 
Table 14 

Direct commitment to the Bureau o«:orrections C0mmunity Treatment Centers? 

1. Yes 
2. No 
3. No Response 

Total 

'Total % Purt. 
66 60.0 42 
41 37.3 26 
3 2.7 2 

110 100% 70 
Table 15 -'-ROLE OF COUNTY 

To what extent has your court, the commissions or prison board 
developed plans or programs for detentioners? ' 

1. Have not given any consideration to 
such plans 

2. Have considered plans/programs, but 
have not developed anything concrete 

3. Have developed plans 

4. Have initiated programs 
5. No response 

Total 

Total 

23 

28 
15 

% 

20.9 

25.5 
13.6 

33 30.0 

Combined 
Total % 

51 46.4 

48 43.6 

11 10.0 11 10.0 
110 100% 110 100% 

Table 16 
What do you think the r~le of the county should be with 
regard to detentioners when regional prisons are opened? 

1. County should continue present methods 
of handling detentioners 

2. County should focus more attention and 
effort on detemiof"lcr than at present 

3. State should take over cus{ody of 
detentioners 

4. Jails should become state operated facilities 
S. Other (specify) 

Total 

36 

28 

15 

24 
1 

% 

32.7 

25.4 

13.6 

21.9 
.9 

Combined 
Total % 

64 

39 35.5 

Part. 

14 

18 
10 

19 
9 

70 

Part. 

25 

20 

5 

13 
1 

NO!,)NPart. 
24 
15 
1 

40 

Non-Part. 

9 

10 
5 

14 
2 

40 

Non-Part. 

11 

8 

10 

11 

. 7 64 
6, No response 6 5.5 . 6 -

T~~a! . . 110 100% 110 100% 70 40 
h \ .. uestldns #38 thkrough #40 deal With the use of the presentence investigation. Table 17 indicates that 90 per cent of 
~ e respo\ ents m~ e.~se of t~e presen.tenc~ investigation routinely or on a selective basis in feiony cases. Table 18 
. ow?ye,r,. sows a significant dlffere.nce m misdemeanor cases, where- only 62 per cent report using the prespntence 
mve(,ttg.ltlOn on u routme or selectIve basis. -

.on t~e hqU~stiod 0: crebatil~g a cabinet level Department of Corrections, which would include the present field 
~~~'~~ble ~9j oar 0 Pro atlon and Parole, 47 per cent favored the proposal with a similar number opposed tel it. 

Table 17 
USE OF PRE-SENTENC(INVESTIGATIONS 

How frequently do you order your county probation office 
to conduct a pre-sent<;lnce investigation for felons? 

Total % 
51 46.4 1. Order it in all cases of felony 

2. Order it on a selective bu!.is 48 43.6 
3. Order it only in unusual situations 6 5.5 
4. Rarely order it 
5. Never order it 
6. No Response 

Total 

3 2.7 
o 0 
2 1.8 

110 100% 
Table 18 

How frequently do you order your county probation office 
to conduct a pre-sent,ence investigation on misdemeanors? 

Combined 

Part. 
33 
30 
4 
1 

.2 
70 

Non-Part. 
18 
18 
2 
2 

40 

Total % Questions #36 and #37 relate to the Counties' handling of detentioners. Table 15 indicates that 46 per cent of the 
judges feel their counties have not given consideration to such plans, or, at least, have not developed concrete plans. 43 Total % Part. Non-Part. 
per cent report that their counties have developed plans or initiated programs. Table 16 indicates that 58 per cent of the 1. or~er it in all cases of misdemeanor 16 14.5 8 8 
respondents favor the counties continuing their present methods of handling detentioners or focussing more attention 2. order it on a selective basis 52 47.4 68 61.9 41 11 

18 

on them. 36 per cent favor some sort of state takeover. With more and more concern in the criminal justice field being . 3. Or er it only in unusual situations 22 20.0 40 36.3 11 11 
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4. Rarely order it 
5. Never order it 

6. No respc.me 
Total 

1. Yes 
2. No 
3. No Response 

Total 

14 
4 

12.7 
3.6 

2 1.8 

7 
2 

2 1.B 1 
110 100% 110 100% 70 

Table 19 
The 1968 Task Force on Corrections recommend the creation of a cabinet level 
department of Corrections which would place the field service functions of the 
Board of Probation and Parole under the jurisdiction of the new department. 

Do you favor the above recommendations? 
Total % Part. 

48 43.6 33 
48 43.6 28 
14 12.8 9 

110 100% 70 

YISITATION REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS· 
ANDCONC)lUSIONS 

., 

7 
2 

1 
40 

Non-Part. 
15 
20 
5 

40 

All of the conclu'51onsai~d recommendations drawn from the. previously presented data are also supported by the more 
than 60 hours (Iii. tapes from the visits. Conclusions are made on the basis of combined data from the judges 
questionnaires in' addition to similar data collected from residents and staff of the val'ious institbtions. The 

') rt~commendat!ons should not be taken as ufinal solutions" by any means but rather as carrying the intent of moving 
i, t()wnrd reform and improvement in the area addressed. Neither ar~ conclusions Clnd recommendations intel1ded to be 
" critical of the present administration of the Bureau of Corrections or the judiciary. Both groups welcomed this study 

ar'Ad were fully coope'riltivE~ in implementing it at alt stage';. The Bureau of Corree::tions welcomed the opportunity to 
e>lchange with the Judges and "selJ" their programs. As was nqted, thet'e was a progressive support of Bureau programs as 
the visitation ,program went aiong, particularly among those who made more than one' visit. Each conclusion and 
recommendation is valid to the extent that obije<.iivcQata and subjective obser~qtion was combined and analyzed from 
rl one day visit. ,Obviou~ly the recomme.ndations would carry more vaHdiW as"the propo~~ion of time sp~nt at each 
institution increased. At this beginning point! however, a one day pr()gram was the only <:ype feasible, ' 
Recommendations and condusions. are listed by th~ agency, organization and/or indMdu:l1 to whom they are prirnarily 
but not exclusively ,addressed. .' . 
l~HE GOVERNOR '" " 

1. The Governor is requested to review the; visitation report and to r.:ommunicate it to the agencies or bodies 
appropriate to the recommendation(s} with a request that the agency draw a feasibility plan and timetable for 
implementation of the recommendation(s). u ' ' 

2. Priority should be given to establishment \lnd expanded ust" of the .. Governor's Coundl on Corrections as a 
communication vehjcle for resolving procedural and legal issues arising from Bureau programs. The participation 
()f th~ council should be expanded to indude offenders ,and the r~solutions of the committee should be widely 
publicized in th~ Crimh~al Justice field, including institufions. . , 

TBE JUD~CIAR\, 
1, The Supreme CQlut should deSignate a specifi(: number of days throughout the year tt.' be utilileeJ,;for professional 

development and attendance by the Judidiiry at training visitationprograms, sentencing institutes and speciai topic 
area worksh()p~;~ seminars, and conferences. A task force of the Conference of State Trial Judges should recommend 
the most acceptable dateS. ' 'c., ' 

:2, It iNecomrriEmded that Standard 7.54 ot the Court's lillSk Force Report NOT be adopted in Pennsylvania at this time. 
Professio~)ai development should remain voluntary at least ~n,tiL there is opp()rt~nity to test the ,ef,fect}vene!>s of 
programs and the "tIVl~1 of attendam;e thei genernte after Judlc~iiiry recommendation number one IS Implt.nnented. 
if tht~ results of im~1lementing r~~'Ommendation number one are nof!\atisfactory, th(;'1t'\ the Standard (7.54) should be 
fully i?1plel;Oented. Tlte Standal'1{j, reads: 

\: a'1'he failure of any Judge, without good c~usei to pursue educational programs as prescrlbed 
\', '; in this staji(t~~rd (7.5) should be considered by the judicial conduct commission as grounds 

",. rtH' discipline or. removal." 
:3. The' existing correctional visitation program of the Pennsylvania Conference of State Trial Judges should be 

ccmtinued and expanded wlth~dequate Governor's Justice Commis'Slon and legislative appropriation support for 
both state-wide programs and'Yol':reglonal programs on specialized subject matter. The Visitation program should 
include visits to Community Treatment Centers, RegIonal Prisons, Federal Prisons, and a variety of alternative 
community bused programs. . ,. c ,. 

4. Visitation programs to countx Jails should be encouraged by the SuprE'me Court of a Judicial District level. 
5. It is recommended that StanClard 7.56 of the Coures Task force Report of the National Advisory Commission on ' 

Criminal lustice Standards and Goals be adopted. The Standard, reads: ., , t 

"Each State should adopt Oil program of sabbatical/eave for the purpose of enabling Judges to ' 
pursue studies and research relevant to their judicial duties. ", 

,6. The exlstin.g three day ~mnual orientation p(;ogram for new judges should be formalized in Pennsylvania and should 
,":' 'b~5.,altended imm~~iately before or after the judge first takes oYfite. Attendance at National orientation programs 

snoulcl b'e enco\~(aged upon implementation of recommendation number five. 
f.'-' ''::.!1 

7. It is rec,ommended that a compreherUiiv,c plan of. judicial orientation, s~bbatical iei.lV(~I. continuing education and 
profess~onal development b~created Wlt~ plannmg for adeq~ate fundmg for il~pf(J~I'lUte progrdrtl dt'vclopnHHlt 
and matnten~nce. Tne PI~~ snoul? designatE~ a centr~'1 authorlty, !)uch as a State N,dlclil! college to in"lp,\ement this 
plan a~d to Implement Jomtly With the" Pennsylvanta Conference of St.lte Trial Judges and the SLSpreml~ Court 
A~mlnlstrator, all of the report recommendations pertaining to the judiciluy. , 

8. It ~s r:ecomm~nded that Stan,dard 7.55 of the Courts Task Force Report of-the Nationi,ll Advisory Cornmission un 
Crlmmal Justice Standards and Coals be implemented fully in Pennsylvania. The St~mdard reads: 

:'Each St~te should publish periodically.:- and flOC less than quart(~rly - il m~ws/(!tter with 
mformat/o.n from t~e Chicf )u~tice, tf~e Court A~m;nistrator, correr.tional auth()t'iti(~s.f ilnd 
?th~r.s. ThiS should ,mclude articles of Interest ~o Judges, n:.fcrencc.'l to m~w IiterdWn~ in tfn,' 
judlpal and correctmnal fields, and citations of Importantflff)p(~/Ht(~ dfld trial wur! doehk~nl." 

Implemen!atl?n. of this recom.mendation is crudal since change in substantive Imd prm:(ldurlll law comes 50 
qUicklYI it IS diffIcult for most trial judges to stay on top of the ever changing situation without an OI'ganiled vehide 
for dOing so. 

f\ ,~ 

Bureau of Corrections " J 
1. Priority shoul~ be gi,ven to upgrading the quality. and qlla.nti~YI\lf BU,reau Training pr.ogl'anlS in the are;'lS of human 
, ~ehavlor~ SOCial enVironment, sub-cultu:e~ an~ (Omm~mlcatldl~s skills. There is a need t~) focus on the quality of 

co.mmunlcadon between staff ?nd adml~lstratloni reSidents and staff; and 'ldmir'listrath.:m and r(!sldent. 
2. It IS recommended that a~ OffIce of ~esldent Adv,()cate be created. and that such persmmel be ,assigned to (~ach 

~ureau ~rogram, Includrng inostitutlon prog~arns and community trcatf'n(mt. Such personnd would h4we 
mterventlon powers and be dIrectly responSible to the Attorney Gcncnxl. 'Such an office would contribl\te 
significantly in facilitating lines. of communication between residents and staff. 

3. It is reco~mended th~t, th~ research ca~acity of .the Bureau be cons!derdbly upgraded .mcl so designed and 
comput7rlzed so that. It I~ lthre~tly useful In analYSIS for program planmng on both th~ state clnd county levels. 

4. R~~ulanzed communication, via a new~J~uer should be established with ali trail judgE~s. This vehid~1 should be 
utlhzed to r~p?!t research; pr.ocedurcs aritj' regul,iltion changes; pwgram d,uification and introduction; and as a 
m7uns of sollcltmg expanded Input about upgradmg the system fo"'m the Judiciary. rf possible, implementation of 
th!s r.ecommendati~n should be coordinat(~d or joined with judiciary recommendation #8. 

5. Prr~rJty shou!d be given to t~~ creation and upgrading of the quantity and quality of institutionati'ccl'cational and 
baSIC ~ducatlonal .opportunities. ,E~pal1ded use shoulo be maoe of existing recreational facilities. 

6. VO,catlonal educatIonal opportunrtles should be expanded and made more realisti1c in line with f.~xistins community 
job opportunity ,areas. A master plan to imp!eme:nt this recommendation should h~prepared ilnd should considm 
the es~ablishment of a r.esidential vocatiomll school to serve the Bureau population. . 

7. rhe minority staff recruItment program of the Bureau should be continued and supported. 
8. furlo.ug~ and Work/Education release programs should be expanded with the Qx<:~ption of lifers. Th(~ refinemtmt 

of c!'terla and tlrocedure for these programs should continue to be d(weloped with judida! input and with 
particular use .of ~he Governor's !oint Council on the Criminal Justice. System. 

9. The CommuOlty Treatment Service of the Bureau should be expanded in conjunction with the cautions ()f " 

recommendation number eightt 
10. The [en~th o~ tin:'e necessary for d'lisifkation upon arrival at a diagnostic center should be reduced by one half. 
11. Th~ Reglon.abzatlon c?l1cept ~f.t~e Bureau of Correcti~ns should b,e continued including the development of small 

regional prisons. Regional faCIlities should allow for direct commItment of offenders with more th.m a six rBonth 
sentence. Th~ small cottage style design should be the primal,)' architectural mode of the facilities. Consideration 
shol:lld be gIVen to. mQdula.r desi.gn to "":''i)W lat,er programatic flexibility. In preparation for regional facility 
de~~ropmen.t, planning conSideration should be gIven to development of a comrnunityeducation plan about the 
facility and It's purposcj closer planning with the counties the frldlitics will 5(~rVe to define their needs' and 
refinement. of criteria and definition on the projected use of such facilities. . -, 

12, PriorIty should be given to the development of expanded use of purchase of service contracts with the privi.lte 
,sector i!l the areas of research, training, rE~sidcnt education, institutional and aftmcare program!). Particular 
en:p~as!s should be placed on the development of ~dditional pr?gram altematives for senlencing. 

13. PrIority should be glv~n to the development and Implementation of <l master w·at~:gy for intervention and 
treatment of offenders Incarcerated for drug related offenses. The strat(;!g~ shoukl be developed jointly with the 
Governor's Council on Alcohol and Drug Abuse. 

14. Emphasis and priority should be given by the Bureau and all concerned, including the judiciary, and lh<." !egislatun~t 
to a cooperative effort to research the feasibility of implementation of legislation altt~ring the sentencing code to 

)

11. allow more equality of sentencing while mtaining some fleXibility for comrnunity program(s) pi.utridpation. 
~. 15. The Bureau should examine the disparity of I'esiden regulation enforcement betwMn institutions with an cy(; 

toward standardization of the quality of enforcement through training. 
THE GOVERNOR'S JUSTICE COMMISSION 
1. It is ~ecommended that the Governor's Justice Commission actiVf!i!l' solicit a subgnmtapplication for the funding 

and Implementatipn of the recommendattions of this report which will Improve judicial edw:dtion and contribute ' 
to correctional reform in Pennsylvania. 

2. It is recommended that a subgrant application be solicited for a reseatch study on the sentencing prfl(:tkcs of 
Pennsylvania Jurists. 

3. It is recommended that a subgrant application be so~icited f(lrthe purp()Sc of compiling a b0Ttd~ manual for 
distribution to Trial Judges which would fully describe the programs, poliCies and capabilities of each correctional ,. 
institution in Pennsylvania. In addition the manual should list atld describe all programs and f.acilities public or 
prIvate, which are availE.ble as sentencing alternatives. This. would serve as one reference rt~sou;~c to the 
Sent~~cing Judg~. The compilation of this manual should be coordinated through th~.~ Suprl'.lme Court 
(administrator. 

. ........:...'~_ .... ~I..ftO~_, """"'''''''''''' ......... _ .... ., .......... _M __ t_::r:r;;o;nliiltet=WIIII!l!rsiO:li''''''=R'aiII'P~=_''''''''''O!!olW-''''79.,.~ .. : .. , ..... -.. ,~ -~ ..... ~--.. ,-, ,,-- - ~ 
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4. Priority'should be given to funding of subgrants which serve to increase and upgrade the quality and quantity of 
county probation office staffs to allow for expanded lise of pre~sentence inv.estigatlon and of probation as a 
sentencing alternative. . 

5. Priority should be giv~n to research subgrdnts which will evaluate the demonstrated effectiveness of judicial 
training programs as well es the evaluation of other recommendiltions to be implemented from this report. 

6. A research subgrant shou!dbe funded to study the (~ffect and lise of th(:: minimum sentencl~ in the r.ehabilitation 
process., 

7. The Commission should continue to support the implementation of Judicial Visitation Programs as per the 
rec;ornmended design In this report. 

8. The Commission sn·;:)il.lld entertain a subgrant application for the development of a comprehensive plan for judicial 
professional development, continuing (~ducation and the implementation of such a plan including, the creation of 
a State judicial college as described in judiciary recommendation #7.. 

9. A subgrant to d~termine the program feasibility of including offenders with a life sentence under furlough and 
Work/Education rel~ase programs should be funded. Additionally, through legislation or Supreme Courtrule, such .. 

.' a progr~m should ttl! Itrlplemehted on.a limited, experimental basis, to test the effect of putting lifers in a position 
of equal opportunity fo( programs WIth other offenders. 

THE PENNSYLVANIA LEGISLATURf 
'1. Many of th~ deficiencies and consequent recommendations made by the viSiting judges are directly linked to the 

unavailability of sufficient appropriations to begin and maintain the range of programs needed in the conectional 
system to provide a valid rehabilita.tive process. It is recommended that the full request of the Bureau of 
Corrections for l0>propriations be emlcted in order to Implement the recommendations of thi$ rp.port and to fund 
the implementation of other priorities identified and established by the Bureau. .1 

2. It is recommended that the legislation and appropriations required be strengthen an.ct implement other 
recommendations in this report, pa.rticularly those pertaining to the judiciary, be enacteci,i:':(' 

3. It is recommended that priority cons!.f.ieration be given to legislation reorganizing the administration and delivery 
of correctional services in Pennsylvallia including the creation of a cabinet level department and unificatioh of all 
aftercare systems. . . . 

4. legislation allowing for direct commitment to Regional Correctional facilities and to alternative communiW based 
programs be enacted. (, . ' 

5. It is recommended that local jurisdiction of county jailsl),multi-county jails, and detentio~centers be retained. 
Howevel~, consideration should be given to strengtheni('\g the State's role in the setting and enforcement of 
standards and goals for those facilities. Direct financial assistance from Stateappropriatio!'is should be available to 
counties in meeting standards and goals .. 

APPENDIX 
Pennsylvania State Trial Judges Visitation 

Camp Hill, Pennsylvania 
October 25, 1971 

It Is not necessary to identify yourself, however, if you 
wish to do so, please feel free to sign your name above. 

1. Previous visits to correctional institutions: Cirde applicable items, 
a. county b. state c. before becoming judge d. after becoming judge 

2. Rate the following items on a scale of '\-10, with ten indicating the most favorable. In arriving at the number, 
consider each item in terms 01: its worth to the overall goals of criminal justice; i.e., protecting the public and 
correcting the offender. Keep in mind that perhaps more than 99 per cent of these offenders will sooner or later be 
released to the free com~:nunity. In rating, evaluate each item in terms of the adequacy of that item in contributing to 
the individual's potential success in the open community after the prison experience. 
__ Physical Plant __ Civil Rights __ Vocational Training 
____ Dining Facilities _Mail Privileges __ Medical Care 
~.Living Quarters Staff-Inmate Relations __ Admission Procedures 
__ Recreation Work Program __ Pre-Release 
_._Classification __ Basic Education __ Human Rights 
____ Visiting 

3. Of the above, did you feel any elements could be identified as being a hindrance (indignities, isolation, 
"dehumaniZing" treatment, etc.) to the individual in his later adjustment to society when released? If so, circle the 
r.ntire item. 

4. If you are in agreement that more alternatives should be developed instead of incarceration, then your opinion is 
needed as to which direction ••. Indicate your choice from highest to lowest priority with number 1/1" for high 
priority. 

__ small unit regional correctional institution 
__ Increased use of probation to halfway house 
__ increased use of normal probation 
__ increased use of parole to halfway house 
_increased use of normal parole 
_work furlough 
__ educational furlough (academic - basic, high school, college) 
__ vocational (skills) training furlough 

.! 

5. To the best of your k.:owledge, do the vocational (skills) training offered prepare inmates for job demands in your 
particular county? Yes No 
Should the state do more in offering such training or should it be a joint effort developed under contract with 
industry? Circle one. State Joint Effort 

6. Your opinion is needed about the role our conference can assume in affecting change in the correctional phase of 
criminal justice. Of the following which two do you feel are of the highest priority? a. education, b. leadership, c. 
lobbying, d. issuing pOSition st.ltements, e. other - use reversa side of this sheet and identify as 6 (e.). 

7. Please suggest methods for improving our judicial visitation program. Circle most applicable item. 
More Less Time for Orientation 
More Less Time for the Guided Tour 
More Less Time with Staff of the Institution 
More less Time with Inmate Groups 
More Less Time with State and Regional Correc\lons Staff 
More Less Time with Probation and Parole Staff 
More Less General Meeting time for comments, suggestions. 
Pleasell!! l Additional Comments Welcome on Reverse Side 

State Conference of Trial Judges 
Dallas S.C.I. Visit .. January 14, 1972 

INMATE QUESTIONNAIRE 
1. What is your assessment of the physical living conditions (sleeping, dining, recreation) at Dallas? How do they aid or 

impede goals of your rehabilitation? 

2. In >'our opinion do the judges who participated in your discussion group now have a better understanding of living 
conditions and the effectiveness (or lack of) of incarceration? 

3. What is your assessment of the adequacy of medical services at Dallas? Please comment. 
4. What is your assessment of the adequacy, availability, opportunity, staff and/or motivation for programs? Please 

comment. 
Counseling: 
Education: 
Vocational Training: 

5. What are your priorities for change (if any) in the prison system? e.g. living conditions; rehabilitation and treatment 
programs; legal aides; mail and visiting privileges; furlough, community treatment and/or parole release 
procedures. 

6. Do you feel the humane philosophy expressed by officials by this facility is carried out by staff including 
correctional officers? If not, why not? 

7. Do you feel the judge's visits improve the understandl,'~ of problems involved in rehabilitation efforts? Sho'Jld 
such visits be required by law? If SOl how frequently? 

8. Did you feel the inmates comprising your discussion group IJI, ~re representative of the variety of viewpoints which 
are expressed in the general population? Were these viewpoh'ts accurately and/or directly expressed? 

9. What is your opinion of the effect (if any) that the Judge's visit!" have on prison officials? 
10. What is your main complaint(s) (if any) about Judges? Thp.lr ';;sitation? About Dallas S.C.I.? Be specific. 
11. General suggestions about future Judges' visits to prisons. Be Specific. 

Instructions 

State Conference of Trial Judges 
State Correctional Institution at Muncy 

Visit Evaluation 

This evaluation form is to be used by association members who visit Muncy SCion June 2,1972. DO NOT complete 
the form until the visit is over. The form is provided now so you may keep these areas in mind during your tour. 

The compiled results of this and other visit evaluations will be r.lstributed to association members later this year. 
Judiciary are not required to identify themselves on this form unles5 they desire to do so. 
Ail non-judiciary personnel completing this should identify themselves, at least by type of work, e.g. parole officer, 

etc. 
All completed evaluation forms should be mailed to: 

Judge Richard P. Conaboy 
Chairman, Corrections Committee 
Pennsylvania Conference of Trial Judges 
lackawanna County Court House 
Scranton, Pa. 18503 

or 
Mr. James F. Mellody, Director 
Center for the Study of Crime Prevention 
and Treatment 
Marywood College 
Scranton, Pa. 18509 
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1. What is your assessment of the adequacy of physical living conditions (sleeping, dining, recreation) in your tour 
area? 

2. What advantages or disadvantages do you perceive in Muncy's cottage system (versus cell blocks in the other six 
S.C.I.'s) for treatment and rehabilitation? 

3. Do you see the cottage treatment and living concept as applicable for the small population, minimal risk, male 
offenders serving 5 years or less who will be served by the planned Regional Correctional facilities? 

4. Do you recognize any variation in administrative regulations governing the wide variety of inmate rights and 
privileges at Nluncy as compared to other SCI's you have visited and which serve only male offenders? If you have 
not visited another S.C.I. in the past 12 months, please note this. 

5. Based on your discussions and the presentations by institutional administrative and treatment staff, matrons and 
inmates, do you conclude that programs such as counseling, education, furlough, vocational training, in-service 
training, community treatment and furloug:, are available in sufficient quantity and quality to be significantly 
meaningful in the delivery of correctional services? Comment specifically with regard to any program(s). 

6. What do you assess, from inmate group discussion to be their priority areas for change at Muncy and in the 
Pennsylvania Correctional system? List in order of priority. 

7. From your discussions with matrons, what areas do you assess as problematic in their role in delivering services? 
(e.g. lev(~1 of training, communication to and/or from inmates and/or administration; working conditionsi 
understanding 01' implementing the "Treatment Oriented Philosophyll of the Bureau; etc.) Comment specifically 
with suggestions for resolution. 

6. A) In lint~ with the concept of treating the offender in the community and development of small Regional 
Correctional facilities, please express your opinion of each of the follOWing listed programs by checking ( ) 
one cdtegory in each column. 

Institutional Community 
Furlough Treatment 

Centers 

Regional 
Prisons 

1. Completely agree 
2. Agree with Reservation 
3. Uncertain - Neutral 
4. Serious Reservations 
5. Disagree Completely 
6. Unclear as to meaning and implications 

B) If any of your checks fall in lines 2 through 6, please note your reason for or area of reservation, disagreement or 
lack of clarity. 

C) Specifically list suggested solutions which the Bureau of Corrections can implement to resolve your concerns 
listed in part B above. . 

9. What areas for in-service training do you see as priority ones for Bureau personnel? e.g. 1) dynamics of human 
behavior; 2) security-self defensAj 3) relationship and communication skills; etc. Be specific. 

'10. Should more use be made of private sector resources such as consultants, universities, research and private industry 
or should this capacity be expanded within the Bureau or eliminated? 

11. Would you support or oppose the following: (Check { ) the appropriate column) 
A) Residendal and day 'ue center at Muncy for children of inmates to include a training 

component for inmates to be trained in running centers. 
B) Legislation requiring l~dges to visit S.c.I.'s on a regular bil.sis. 
C) Tral15fer of all juveniles to the Department of Welfare, (male and female); 
D) "Co-ed" Regional Prisons and Community Treatment Centers. 
E) Inclusion of the Parole Board under Corrections to create a contmium of services and prevent 

duplicity of services. . 
F} Make corrections a c.abinet level (Secretary) Position as recommended by the Legislative Task

force on corrections. 

Support OpJjose Uncertain 

'12. Please add your comments and suggestions for future visits and programs or topics you would like to observe, 
discuss or see explored. 

Survey of Pennsylvania State Conference of Trial Judges 
Frequently members of the judiciary have expressed opinions on various aspects of Criminal Justice. No systematic 
approach to these various questions has been attempted, however, so that only isolated opinions are available. In 
"an attempt to determine judicial thinking on matters of importance, we are asking that you list below any areas of 
concem which you feel would be the proper subject of a questionnaire to be distributed to all trial judges. List as 
many subjects as you wish. When all the responses have been received, those questions which are raised frequently 
will be incorpol'ated into a questionnaire. Thank you for your cooperation in the completion of this questionnaire 
and for any suggestions you may offer. 

, 

Return within 5 days to: Judges Project ~ Center for the Study of Crime Prev(~ntion and Treatment 
Marywood College School of Social Work 
2300 Adams Avenue 
Scranton, Pennsylvania 18509 

1. CLASS OF COUNTY__________ Chec~ all appropriate items. 
2. AGE 1. Gr<1terford SCI __ 

1. Under 35 years _1 2. Camp Hill SCI 
2. 35-39 ___ 2 3. Pittsburgh SCI 
3. 40-44 __ 3 4. Dallas SCI 
4. 45-49 ___ 4 5. Momey SCI 
5. 50-54 __ 5 6. Huntingdoll ~(:I 
6. 55-59 __ 6 7. Rockview SCI 
7. 60-64 _ 7 O. None of the SCI __ 
8. 65 & over _ 8 19. Total SCi visited 197'1-73 under sponsorship 

3. SEX: 1. Male.____ of Pa. Conference of State Trial Judges 
2. Female_ 20. IF YOU DID NOT PARTICIPATE IN THE 1971-73 

4. Total Years Served on Bench: TRIAL JUDGES VISITS TO SCI, CHECK THE SINGLE 
1. Less than 5__ 4. 15-19__ MOST IMPORTANT REASON FOR NOT PARTIClw 
2. 5-9years__ 5. 20-24__ PATING. 
3. 10-14 years__ 6. 25 & over __ 1. Not applicable 

5. Number of Years You Practiced Law 2. Conflict with c,ourt business 
Prior to b2coming Judge 3. Conflict with personal schedule 
1. Less than 5___ 4.15-19_ 4. NoconflictiPl'efcrrednottoattend 
2. 5~9_ 5. 20-24__ 5. Do not believe visits are of any value _ 
3. 10-14_ 6. 25 & over.__ 21. HOW DO YOU THINK THAT SCI VISITS SHOULD 

6. Prior to Elevation to the Bench, Were you Primarily BE CONDUCTED? 
Engaged in the Practice of Criminal Law. 1. Without any other activity planned 
1. Yes_ during the visit 
2. No__ 2. In conjunction with a sentencing 

7. Which of the Following Public Positions have You in:ititute 
Held? Check all Applicable Positions. 3. Should not be conducted 
1. Dist. Atty. or Asst. D.A. 4. Other (specify) 
2. Elective Municipal Office 5. No opinion 
3. Elective County Office (other 22. WHAT SHOULD BE THE DURATION OF SCI VISITS? 

than D.A. or Asst. D.A.) 1. One day 
4. Appointive, Salaried Public Office 2. Two'days 
5. Other (specify) 3. Three days 
6. Held no public position 4. There should be no SCI vi&its 

Since Becoming a Judge How Frequently Have You 5. Other (specify) 
Visited the Following? Check All Appropriate Columns. 6. No opinion 
Exclude visits made under Judges' Visit Program. 23. WHAT SHOULD BE THE BASIS ON WHICH THE 

7. County Jails 
8. Sentencing Institutes 
9; Federal Correctional 

Facilities 
10. State Correctional 

Institutions 
11. State Community 

Treatment Centers 
12. Greensburg Regional 

Prison 
13. Probation/Parole Board 

Community Based 
Centers 

14. Other Rehabilitation 
Treatment Programs 

15. judicial/Criminal justice 
Conferences, etc. 

16. Other (specify) 
17. Total Above Institutions, 

Visited 

1 2 3 4 JUDICIARY ARE INVITED TO SCI VISITS? 
2-5 1. Judges presiding in counties- of 

Once Times 6+ similar class 
A A Times 2. Judges presiding in the same section 

Never Year Year Year of the. state 
3. No geographic limitations 
4. Other (specify) 
5. No opinion 

24. TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU AGREE WITH THE 
STATEMENT THAT VISITS TO STATE CORREC
TIONAL INSTITUTIONS ARE AN IMPORTANT 
PART OF THE PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
OF THE JUDICIARY? 
1. Agree completely 
2. Agree with reservations 
3. Disagree with reservations 
4. Disagree completely 

25. UNDER WHAT CONDITIONS DO YOU THINK 
THAT VISITS TO STATE CORRECTIONAL INSTI
TUTIONS SHOULD BE ARRANGED? 
1. On a completely voluntary basis 
2. Should be required by Pa. Supreme 

Court Rule 
3. Should be mandated by legislation 
4. Other (specify) " 
5. I am opposed to judicial visits to SCI 

18. Which of the state correctional institutions did you 
visit as part of the 1971-73 program sponsored by 
the Pa. Conference of State Trial judges? 

26. WHAT VALUE HAVE THE SCI VISITS HAD FOR 
YOU IN YOUR SENTENCING PROCEDURE? 
1. Have not participated in SCI visits 
2. Have been of considerable value 
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3. Have been of moderate value 
4. Have been of little value 
5. Have been of no value 

27. TO WHAT EXTENT DID THE SCI VISITS INCREASE 
YOUR KNOWLEDGE OF SCI PROCEDURES? 
1. Did not participate 
2. Considerably 
3. Moderately 
4. Very little 
£i; Not at all 

28. WHAT EFFECT DID YOUR PARTICIPATION IN THE 
TRIAL JUDGES VISITS HAVE ON YOUR IMPRES~ 
SIONS OF THE PROGRAMS AND POLICIES OF 
THE BUREAU OF CORRECTIONS? 
1. I did not participate in the visits 
2. Visits reinforced previous positive 

impressions 
3. Visits reinforced previous negative 

impressions 
4. Visits did not change previous 

positive impressions 
5. Visits did not change previous 

negative impressions 
6. Visits changed impression from 

positive to negative 
7. Visits changed impression from 

negative to positive 
29. TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU SUPPORT THE CUR~ 

RENT BUREAU OF CORRECTIONS FURLOUGH 
PROGRAM? 
1. Strongly support 
2. Support with reservations 
3. Opposed to program 
4. Strongly opposed to program 
5. Other (specify) 

30. TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU FAVOR EXPANDING 
THE FURLOUGH AND COMMUNITY TREATMENT 
CENTER PROGRAM TO INCLUDE PERSONS 
UNDER LIFE SENTENCE? 
1. Strongly favor 
2. Favor with reservations 
3. Opposed 
4. Strongly Opposed 
S. Other (specify) 

IN THE LIGHT OF YOUR JUDICIAL EXPERIENCE, DO 
YOU SEE THE NEED FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF 
ADDITIONAL ALTERNATIVES SUCH AS: 
31. Direct commitment to the planned State Regional 

Correctional facilitie~, 1. Yes 2. __ 
32. Restructuring of the sentencing code to allow the 

sentencing judge greater flexibility. 
1. Yes__ 2. No __ 

33. Do you favor the abolition of the minimum 
sentence? 
1. Strongly favor abolition 
2, Favor abolition with reservations 
~\. Oppose abolition 
4. Strongly oppose abolition __ _ 
5. Other (specify) __ 

34. Do you favor the use of advocates, ombudsmen or 
similar positions in the correctional system? 
1. Strongly favor __ 
2. Favor with reservations 
3. Opposed 
4. Strongly opposed __ 
5. Other (specify) __ 

35. Direct commitment to the Bureau of Corrections 
Community Treatment Center. 
1. Yes~_ 2. No __ 

36. TO WHAT EXTENT HAS YOUR COURT, THE COM
MISSIONS OR PRISON BOARD, DEVELOPED 

PLANS OR PROGRAi,,"'S FOR DETENTIONERS? 
1. Have not given any consideration to 

such plans 
2. Have considered plans/programs but 

have not developed anything concrete __ 
3. Have developed plans 
4. Have initiated programs 

37. WHAT DO YOU THINK THE ROLE OF THE 
COUNTY SHOULD BE WITH REGARD TO DE~ 
TENTIONERS WHEN REGIONAL PRISONS ARE 
OPENED? 
1. County shou Id continue present 

methods of handling detentioners 
2. County should focus more attention and 

effort on detentioner than at present __ 
3. State should take over custody of 

detentioners 
4. Jails should become state operated 

facilities 
5. Other (specify) __ 

THE FOLLOWING THREE (3) QUESTIONS ARE RELA~ 
TED TO YOUR USE OF THE PRE-SENTENCE INVES
TIGATION. PLEASE DO NOT LIMIT YOUR RESPONSE 
TO THE CHECKMARK. YOUR COMMENTS CON
CERNING YOUR REASONS FOR USING OR NOT 
USING IT WILL LEAD TO A BETTER UNDERSTANDING 
OF THE VALUE OR LIMITATIONS OF THIS PRO~ 
CEDURE. 
38. How frequently do you order your County Pro~ 

bation Office to conduct a pre~sentence investi~ 
gation for felons? 
1. Order it in all cases of felony 
2. Order it on a selective basis 
3. Order it only in unusual situations 
4. Rarely order it 
5. Never order it 

39. HOW FREQLJENTL Y DO YOU ORDER YOUR 
COUNTY PROBATION TO CONDUCT A PRE~ 
SENTENCE INVESTIGATION ON MISDEMEAN~ 
ANTS? 
1. Order it in all cases of misdemeanor 
2. Order it on a selective basis 
3. Order it only in unusual situations 
4. Rarely order it 
5. Never order it 

40. IF YOU DO NOT ORDER PRE~SENTENCE INVES~ 
TIGATIONS FOR FELONS, INDICATE THE SINGLE, 
MOST IMPORTANT REASON WHY YOU DO NOT 
ORDER THE INVESTIGATION. CHECK ONE ONLY. 
1. Not applicable __ 
2. Do not have a county probatiol1 office __ 
3. Budgetary limitations __ 
4. Limitations of staff time, etc. 
5. lack of qualified staff 
6. Believe it is a violation of the 

constitutional rights of the person 
7. Believe it is an infringement on the 

prerogatives of the court 
8. Depend on other sources for 

needed information 
9. Other (specify) 

41. THE 1968 TASK FORCE ON CORRECTIONS REC
OMMEND THE CREATION OF A CABINET LEVEL 
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS WHICH 
WOULD PLACE THE FIELD SERVICE FUNCTIONS 
OF THE BOARD OF PROBATION AND PAROLE 
UNDER THE JURISDICTION OF THE NEW DEPART~ 
MENT. 
Do you favor the above recommendation. 
1. Yes __ 
2. No __ 

, 

Instructions 

State Conference of Trial Judges 
State Correctional Institution at Huntingdon 

Visit Eva!uation 

This evaluation form is to be used by association members who visit Huntingdon S.C.I. on October 13, 1972. DO 
NOT complete the form until the visit is over. The form is provided now so you may keep these areas in mind during 
your tour. 

The compiled results of this and other visit evaluations will be distributed to association members later this year. 
Judiciary are not required to identify themselves on this form unless they desire to do so. 
All non~judiciary personnel completing this should identify themselves, at least by type of work, e.g. parole officer, 

etc. 
All completed evaluation forms should be mailed to: 

Judge Richard P. Conaboy 
Chairman, Corrections Committee 
Pennsylvania Conference of Trial Judges 
Lackawanna County Court House 
Scranton, Pa. 18503 

or 
Mr. James F. Mellody, Director 
Center for the Study of Crime Prevention 
and Treatment 
Marywood College 
Scranton, Pa. 18509 

1. What is your assessment of the adequacy of physical living conditions (sleeping, dining, recreation) in your tour 
area? 

2. Do you see cottage treatment and living concept as applicable for the small population, minimal risk, male 
offenders serving 5 years or less who will be served by the planned Regional Correctional facilities? 

3. Do you recognize any variation in administrative regulations governing the wide variety of inmate rights and 
privileges at Huntingdon as compared to other SCI's you have visited and which serve only male offenders? If you 
have not visited another S.c.1. in the past 12 months, please note this. 

4. Based on your discussions and the presentations by institutional administrative and treatment staff, officers and 
inmates, do you conclude that programs such as counseling, education, furlough, vocational training, in-service 
training, community treatment and furlough are available in sufficient quantity and quality to be significantly 
meaningful in the delivery of correctional services? Comment specifically with regard to any programs(s). 

5. What do you assess, from inmate group discussion to be their priority areas for change at Huntingdon and in the 
Pennsylvania Correctional system? List in order of priority. 

6. From your discussions with officers, what areas do you assess as problematic in their role in delivering services? (e.g. 
level of training, communication to and/or from inmates and/or administration; working conditions; 
understanding or implementing the "Treatment Ori~nted Philosophy" of the Bureau; etc.) Comment specifically 
with 5uggestions for resolution. 

7. A) In line with the concept of treating the offender in the community and development of small Regional 
Correctional facilities, please express your opinion of each of the following listed programs by checking ( ) 
one category in each column. 

Institutional 
Furlough 

Community 
Treatment 

Centers 

Regional 
Prisons 

1. Completely agree 
2. Agree with Reservation 
3. Uncertain ~ Neutral 
4. Serious Reservations 
s. Disagree Completely 
6. Unclear as to meanin!;1.nd implications 

, ... 
B) If any of your checks fall in lines 2 through 6, please note your reason for or area of reservation, disagreement or 

lack of darity. 

C) Specifically list suggested solutions which the Burerlu of Corrections can implement to resolve your concerns 
listed in part B above. 

8. What areas Y{)r in-service training do you see as priority ones for Bureau personnel? e.g. 1) dynamics of human 
behavior; 2) security~self defense; 3) relationship and communication skills; etc. Be specific. 

9. Should more use be made of private sector resources such as consultants, universities, research and private industry 
or should this capacity be expanded within the Bureau or eliminated? 

10. Would you support or oppose the following: (Check ( ) the appropriate column) 
A) Legislation requiring Judges to visit S.c.I.'s on a regular basis. 
B) Transfer of ali juveniles to the Department of Welfare, (male and female). 
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C) "Co-ed" Regional Prisons and Community Treatment Centers. 
f)) Indusiofl of the Parole Board under Corrections to create a continium of services and 

prevent duplicity of services. 
E) Make corrections a cabinet level (Secretary) Position as recommended by the Legislative Task

force on c:orre(:tions. 
Support OppOSf~ Uncertain 
11. Pleas(~ add your (;omm{mt~ and suggestions for future visits and programs or topics you would like to observe, 

discuss or see explored. 
State Conference of Tria! Judges 
Muncy S.C.I. Visit .. June 2, 1972 

MATRONS QUESTIONNAIRE 
1. In your opinion do you feel that you have sufficient communication with M.S.C.1. administration? If no please 

comment. 
2. What is your assessment of the Bureau of Correction's new training program? For example does it offer you the 

methods and techniques that assist you in your job at the institution. 
3. Do you feel educational requirements for Matron positions should be raised? How about salaries? If you see a need < ,< I 

for changes in these areas, please comment. 
4. What WilS your impression of the judges visit to Muncy? If you scheduled the visit, what would you have added or 

2 7 subtracted from the agenda, if anything, to make the visit more worthwhile. 
5. Should similar visits continue in the future? If so, how often and who should attend? 
6. Do you fel~1 correctional counselors at M.S.C.1. have sufficient educational background for their role as counselors? 
7. Do you enjoy working at M.S.C.I.? If so, why? If not, why? 
O. What is your opinion about the Bureau's Community Treatment Program? 

How about furlough? 
9. Muncy, as you are aware, is unique in structure compared to the Bureau's six other S.C.I.'s, one of the main 

differences is its small population and its cottage style of living arrangements. In your opinion, should Muncy adopt 
mor~ security measures like the other institutions or should the other institutions start resembling Muncy's pattern? 

State Conference of Trial Judges 
Muncy S.C ••• Visit - June 2, 1972 

INMATE QUESTIONNAIRE 
1. What is YOHr assessment of the physical living conditions (sleeping, dining, recreation) at Muncy? How do they aid 

or hinder the goals of your rehabilitation? 
2. In your opinion do the judges who participated in your discussion group now have a better understanding of living 

conditions and the effectivenc5s (or lack of) of incarceration? 
3. What is your assessment of the adequacy of medical services at Muncy? 
4. What is your opinion of the adequacy and availability of programs such as: 

Counseling: 
Education: 
Vocational Training: 

A( 

5. What do you feel should be changed within the prison system? For example: living conditions, rehabilitation and 
tr()atment programs, legal aid, mail and visiting privileges, furlough, community treatment and/or parole release 
proc(~dllres. 

G. Do you feel the human philosophy expressed by officials of this facility is carried out by the staff including 
correctional officers? If not, why? 

7. [)o you feel the judge's visits improve their understanding of problems involved in rehabilitation efforts? Could 
such visits be required by law? If so, how frequently? 

8. Did you feel the inmates comprising your discussion group were representative of the variety of view points which 
Me expressed in the gtmeral population? 

9. What is your opinion of the effect (if any) that the judge's visits have on prison officials? 
10. WhOllt 'is your main complainHs) (if any) abf)ut the Judge's? Their visit? About Muncy S.C.I.? Be specific. 
11. General suggestions about future judge's visits to prisons. Be specific. 
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