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I am pleased to present to our citizens and criminal justice agencies 
the New Jersey Correctional Master Plan. This document represents the efforts 
of a broad-based Policy Counc~l to define correctional needs in New Jersey 
and to articulate policy to meet those needs. The correction of crime is a 
fundamental responsibility of government and the coordinated effort of those 
agencies which deal with offenders is a necessary first step to assure that 
this essential need of a secure society is fulfilled. 

In my capacity as Chairman of the National Advisory Committee on Crimin,al 
Justice Standards and Goals, I have become increasiagly aware of the absolute 
necessity of planning and defining public policy for criminal justice based on 
hard data and a system-wide perspective. The Correctinnal Master Plan for 
New Jersey has met these critical requirements and, having done so, deserves 
the serious attention of the citizens of this State. 

The impact of crime affects us all. Those who break our laws enter a 
system of criminal justice which must accomplish a variety of goals, often with 
scant resources. To improve the ability of that system to function effectively 
there must be a high degree of communication and a shared commitment to the goals 
of that system by the component agencies. The Correctional Master Plan attempts 
to illitiate that communication. 

The Master Plan policy recommendations are based on an extensive data
gathering effort and 011 much thoughtful analysis and debate by the Policy Coullcil. 
Indeed, the effort is probably unique for New Jersey in that the total systems 
approach it employed examined correctional activities beyona the traditional 
scope of the Department of Corrections in an effort to broaden ttle range of 
possible solutions to the correctional problems confronting us. These policy 
recommendations, then, may be viewed as an invitation to a much-~eeded 
correctional dialogue. 

I thank the members for their efforts. 
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ROBERT E. MULCAHY. III 
COMMISSIONER 

Dear Colleague: 

STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
TRENTON, N.J. 

MARCH 11, 1977 

In November 1976, with a recognition of the need to confront effect-
ively our complex correctional problems, the state of New Jersey created 
a Department of Corrections. Among the mandates imposed by that legis
lation was the charge to " ... develop and from time to time revise and 
maintain a comprehensive master plan for the state's correctional system." 
This document, the New Jersey Correctional Master Plan, the product of a 
two-year effort, may be viewed as this Department's initial plan. 

It is important to realize what this Master Plan 5.s -- and what it is 
not. It is a statement of general policy recommendations made to the 
Department by a Policy Council concerning various aspects of the 
correctional system. It is an indication of what the Policy Council 
thinks, based on data analysis and study, corrections shoUld be or 
might be in New Jersey. It is not an attempt to impose a single view 
or philosophy on others, nor is it a detailed implementation strategy. 
Rather, it represents a point from which we may begin to forge an 
effective system together. Our data and projections indicate clearly 
that New Jersey is experiencing increasing difficulty in providing ade
quate programs and facilities for offenders. Unless the various components 
of the system work together in a mutually supportive fashion, such as the 
Plan recommends, we will be hampered in meeting our common goal of crime 
reduction. 

I hope the Master Plan will be viewed in the light in which it is 
presented - - as a beginning and an offer to plan for a more coordinated 
and effective correctional system. What lies before us is an opportunity 
to review the Master Plan, to criticize it, and to implement those re
commendations which we feel most accu~ately reflect what is possible and 
desirable. 

A deep debt of gratitude is acknowledged to the Master Plan Policy 
Council and staff for their time and commitment to this project and 
also the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and the state Law 
Enforcement Planning Agency for their support of this effort. . . 

Robert E. Mu.lcahy, 
Commissioner 



f 
I 
1 , 
I 
1 

I \ 

NEW JERSEY-CORRECTIONAL MASTER PLAN 
I , I 

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Submitted to 

Ann Klein, Commissioner, Department of Human Services 

and 

Robert E. Mulcahy, III, Commissioner, Department (If Corrections 

byThe 

New Jersey Correctional Master Plan Policy Council 

Report Prepared by 
Jay Friedman, Ph.D., James L. Benedict, and fra Piller 

March 1977 

-------------



I 
\ 

! 

:1 

I. 

N.J. Correctional Master Plan Policy Council 

Don Gottfredson, Ph.D., Chairman 

Daniel Arnold 
Joseph Baranyi 
LeRoy Beans, Jr. 
Herbert L. Birum, Jr. 
James D. Compton 
Harold Damon, Jr. 
Robert Del Tufo 
Jameson Doig, Ph.D. 
Philip Dwyer 
William H. Fauver 
Scuator Garrett W. Hagedorn 
Horace Laws 

Dorothy Powers 
Milton ReGtor 
Mario Rodriguez 
Philip Showell, Jr. 
Kate Silver 
Judge ArthurJ. Simpson, Jr. 
Lee Stanford 
Daniel Sullivan, Ph.D. 
Commissioner Stanley Van Ness 
U. Samuel Vukcevich 
Betty Wilson 

DESIGNATED ALT5RNATES 

David Arrajj 
Ulric A. Brandt 
John DeCicco 
Albert Elias 
Edythe M. Herson 

STAFF: 

Jay Friedman, Ph,D. 
Director 

James Benedict, 
Correctional Analyst 

[ra Piller, 
Assistant Director 

Michael R. Wiechnik 

DanielObstein 
Marianne Stephen 
Salvatore J. Russoniello 
Edwin Stern 
Robert Walton 

CONSULT ANTS 

National Clearinghouse For Criminal 
Justice Planning and Architecture 

Michael Dane 
Janette Harris 
Teri K. Martin 
SyIZucker 

Lawrence Bershad, J.D. 
Mr. Robert Joe Lee 
Richard Singer, J.D., L.L.M 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

The preparation of the Correctional Master Plan entailed the assistance of numerous individuals and 
agencies. Special acknowledgment is giv~n to Miriam Glantz, Project Secretary. 

The extensive data base for this plan was significantly enhanced by the participation of Stan Repko of 
Correctional Information Systems, the staff in each institution and in the Bureau of Operations who served 
as data gatherers, and the Bureau of Data Processing of the Department of Human Services. Essential data 
was provided by the Office of Business Economics of the Department of Labor and Industry. 

The cooperation of institutional superintendents and staff is acknowledged as is tre cooperation of the 
Department of Corrections staff. Finally, the assistance and expertise of the Bureau or Office Services in the 
preparation of countless reports and documents is gratefully acknowledged. 

.. 



I , 
II 

, r 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF THE NEW JERSEY CORRECTIONAL 
MASTERPLAN ..•..•••....••.••...•..•••.•..•....••.••...••... , . , ..•••• , 111 

INTRODUCTION: 
A History of Reaction to Crisis, the Total Systems Planning Approach, and the Master Plan 
Study Areas ...................................................................... . 

L CORRECTIONAL PHILOSOPHY: 
Reform, Rehabilitate, Restrain, or Reintegrate? .. ' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 

SENTENCING DECISIONS: An Overview and the Organization orthe Judiciary. . . . . . . 8 
Sentencing Authority in Criminal Cases, uhder the Sex Offender Act, for Youth 
CorrectionalOffende'rs .......................................................... 10 

Review of Past Recommendations: The N.J. Criminal Law Revision Committee, the Ad Hoc 
Parole Committee, the Special Study Committee on Parole Reform. the Office of Fiscal 
Affairs, and Nutional Standards .......................... ............................. 13 

PAROLE DECISIONS; Organization and Jurisdiction ......................... .......... 19 

Parole Eligibility, Sentence Adjustment, and Parolr~ Hearings ................................ 20 

Recommendations from other sources: Ad Hoc PtlroJe Committee. the Special Study 
Committee on Parole Reform. Assembly Bill #3467. The Office of Fiscal Affairs. and 
N alional Standards ................................................... . ........ , 24 

BASIC PHILOSOPHICAL ISSUES 
Focus on the Offense or the Offender .................................................... 30 

The Role of Discretion, Determinate vs Indeterminate Sentences, and the Validity of the 
Youth Offender Classification .......................................................... 30 

Available Dispositions. Criteria for Dispositions. Community Program Alternatives. and 
Decriminalization .... ....... . ............ , ........................ ,........... .... 32 

SENTENCING AND PAROLE RECOMMENDATIONS 

A SPECIAL ISSUE: RACE AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

................................ 34 

.... " ......................... , 38 

II. COMPONENTS OF NEW JERSEY CORRECTIONS 
STATE INSTITUTIONS: 
An Overview and a Description of each Major Facility .......................................... 41 

Trends in Admissions and Length of Stay: Admissions by Institution, the N.J. Correctional 
Catchment Population, Admission Rates, Seriousness of Offenders, Previous Correctional 
History of Offenders, and Length of Stay ............................................... , 59 

Current Capacity and Overcrowding: Definition of a Standard Bedpsace, Other Standards, 
and Current Overcrowd ing ................. .......................................... 81 

Policy Alternatives and Future Needs: 
})Ian A: The Strict Sentencing Plan. 
Plan 3: The Current Practices Plan. 
Plan C: The Local Corrections Plan ................................................. , 86 

STATE INSTITUTIONS RECOMMENDATIONS: A Local Corrections Plan and 
Limited State Construction .......................................... ................. 91 

i 
I 

\ 

I 
1 
l' 
t 
r 

I 
I 
I 



·(' 

'I ~ .", _ 

. ._.~k:.; v::':,.:,,,~~ _, .... :~ ... ~.""'~".-.'.- . ____ ...... _.~"_.~.;._....:,.~ __ ,.: .... _,_: 

TABLE OF CONTENTS (Continued) 

PAROLE SERVICES: 
Organization, Staffing, and Relationship to Other Organizations .............................. " 93 

Parole Policies and Procedures: Pre-parole Plans, R(>ports, Parole Conditions, and Probable 
Cause Hearings ...................................................................... 94 

Programs and Classification: Special Programs, Work Release, and Classification of Parolees 99 

Parole Supervision: Staff Allocations, Assignment of Parolees for Supervision, Work Unit 
System, Caseload Analysis, Parole Functions and Operations, Staff Qualifications and 
Training, and Parole Work Volumes ............ . ...................................... 102 

PAROLE SERVICES RECOMMENDATIONS 109 

PROBATION SERVICES: 
A National Perspective .................................................................... 119 

Organization of Probation: The Administrative Office of the Courts, New Jersey Statutes 
and Court Rules Governing Probation, AOC Support Units, and County Organization Plans ...... 121 

Survey of County Probation Operations ................................................. 124 

Analysis of Probation Caseloads ........................................................ 132 

PROBA nON SERVICES RECOMMENDATIONS 136 

COUNTY INSTITUTIONS: 
Information Gathered and Overview of Facilities 144 

Architectural Description and Budget, Staffing, Inmate Population, Programs and 
Alternatives to Incarceration, Summary ...... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 145 

CCJNTY INSTITUTION RECOMMENDATIONS .................................... 156 

ORGANIZATIONAL ANALYSIS OF STATE CORRECTIONS 
Overview and Methodology ................................................................ 161 

Analysis of Division Structure in terms of Administrative and Fiscal Adequacy, Geographical 
Adequacy, Popular Responsiveness, and Structural Sufficiency .............................. 168 

ORGANIZATIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS: ........................................ 172 

III. IMPLEMENTING THE LOCAL CORRECTIONS PLAN 
A Draft Phased Implementation Plan to Satisfy Institutional Needs .............................. 179 

The Local Corrections Implementation Group and its Task .................................... " 215 

APPENDICES 
A. A MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE .................................. 192 

B. THE JUVENILE ISSUE .......................................................... 211 

C. INDIVIDUAL COUNCIL MEMBERS' STATEMENTS ......................... , ... , 215 

ii 



Executive Summary of 

The New Jersey Correctional Master Plan 

In mid-1974 Commissioner Ann Klein of the Department of Institutions and Agencies 
appointed a Correctional Master Plan Policy Council to formulate advice and policy guidance on 
the future direction of corrections in New Jersey. In presenting the charge to the Policy Council, 
Commissioner Klein noted that corrections often reflects a legacy of uncoordinated reaction to 
successive crises rather than a thouU\:}tful consideration by New Jersey citizens and officials of what 
they want their correctional system to accomplish. 

Appointments to the Correctional Master Plan Policy Council included not only representatives 
of the legisiature, the judiciary and the executive (the Attorney General's office, the Public Advo
cate's office. the Parole Board, the State Law Enforcement Planning Agency, and state and local 
corrections) but also included representatives of national and state citizen groups (The National 
Council on Crime and Delinquency, The New Jersey Association on Corrections. The League of 
Women Voters, and the Morrow Projects)., two New Jersey universities (Rutgers and Princeton), 
the Policemen's Benevolent Association, the Garden State School District, and representatives of 
correctional institution boards of trustees, staff and inmates. 

An extensive data base was developed to guide policy foundation. A full-time staff was hired in 
1975. Staff coordinated all data-gathering, r'eport-writing and the production of data volumes which 
statistically profiled the state offender, analyzed the length of stay of these offenders. and projected 
future bedspace needs for state offenders based on population trends and a comprehensive analysis 
of existing institutional capacities. (See supplementary volume on Correctional Master Plan Data.} 
In addition, a review of New Jersey sentencing and parole statutes, rules and past recommendations 
for change was contracted to legal consultants from Rutgers and Seton Hall Law Schools. An 
extensive survey outlining special needs of Hispanic offenders throughout New Jersey was con
ducted. Further, a survey and analysis of parole, probation supervision services and county jail 
operations and 1lU analysis of the administrative organization of corrections at the state level were 
prepared under contract by the National Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Planning and Archi
tecture. 

The preparation of this Master Plan entailed a sustained and thorough involvemel1t by the 
Policy CounciL In all, the Policy Council met with staff for 16 full-day sessions between January 
1975 and September 1976 at which time final recommendations were approved for proposal to the 
Commissioner. During this period. the Policy Council: 

• Reviewed in small study groups and us a total group the standards proposed by the National Ad~'isory 
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Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 

• Reviewed and analyzed various correctional philosophies and models of correctional policy toward the task 
of defining a correctional philosophy for New Jersev. 

• Analyzed the implications or the resulting correctional philosophy for changes in New Jersey's st'ltutes 
and rules concerning sentencing and parole decision-maKing. 

• Reviewed the surveys and organizational anlllysis of parole. probation supervision. county jails and the 
state correctional system conducted by the Natinnal Clearinp;house for Criminal Justice Planning and 
Architecture. 

• Reviewed the data volumes concerned with state offenders and determined II possible direction for New 
Jersey corrections which avoids a massive state construction prugnun. upgrades the quality of local cor
rections. and maintains significant local responsibility for corrections. 

The following basic policy recom mendations of the Council reflect the specific wording agreed to 
after discussion. ' 

SENTENCING AND PAROLE: 

The correctional philosophy for New Jersey should emphasize equity of punish~i~nt and tIl(' 
reintegration of offenders into society. This philosophy will be manifest in sentendng and parole" 
practices as well as in the administration of correctional facilities and programs. In practice this 
would mean: 

• A modified "just deserts" model of sentencing and parole should be adopted for all ~Idult offenders who arc 
sentenced to state-administered correctional flldlities. Thi~ recommendation stresse'i th~ crime more than the 
offender although the offender is emphasized in ~\lc choice of particular sentencing alternathes. 

• The least restrictive of a range of sentencing alternathes should be utilized with incarceration seen as the last 
resort when no other alternative will suffice to achieve the aim of deterrence and incapacitation. Available 
sentencing alternatives should inclmle: 

.. ~. financial sanction8 such as fines and restitution 
an expanded probation sen ice 
partial imprisonment {e.g., work relea~e I 

- short-term incarceration 
~ long-term incarceration 

• Sentences to institutions should he determinate for a fixed maximum period. The Polic~ Council recommends 
amendment of the '-jew .Jer5e~ criminal code to reduce maximum terms and eliminate thl' imposition 
of minimum terms. 

• The latitude of judicial discretion 'ihould be guided through the use of formalized sent(.'Ilcing criteria. 

• Discretion in parole relea"e should be reduced by the adoption of presumptive parole at fir';t eligihility 1\ ithin 
specified guidelines by a single parole board. 

• Responsibilit~ for making decisions 011 parole relocation remain with the parole honrd. \5 with sentencing 
decisions, there should be the presumlltion of using the lenst restricthe alternathe'i: relocation of parole 
status and reincarceration should be used only as n hl'it resort. 

RACE AND CR,IMINAf. JUSTICE: 
The data concerning racial disparity in corrections is a primary issue which must be cQnsidered 

as an integral p~ut of any long-range plan. The implications of the merwhetming overrepresentationof 
minority race nH!:mbers in correctional institutions are profound and a long-range correctional policy 
cannot ignore or overlook the questions of morality and justice involved. What is recommended is an 
immediate in-depth study of racial disparity throughout the criminal justice systern. Such a study must 
be undertaken immediately and should be conducted under the joint auspices of law enforcement, 
courts, and corrections since the data points to disparity throughout the system. A study of sufficient 
scope and design should be completed within a reasonable period (6 months) and the findings of that 
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study should be used as a basis for review of the incarceration and institutional construction policies 
of the Department of Corr~ctions. 

A LOCALLY ORIENTED CORRECTIONS PLAN: 

It is recommended that a locally oriented corrections plan be adopted to serve New .{ersey's 
correctional needs. Under this plan, only serious offenders should be assigned to state correctional 
institutions and responsibility for less serious offenders should be transferred to locally based facilities 
and programs. The state should provide funding for facilities and services to local units serving 
offenders who under present practices would be incarcerated in state facilities. (Less serious for 
projection purposes was taken to mean those types of offenders with expected lengths of stay of one 
year or less.) Under this plan a single sentencing and release structure would apply to all state 
offenders. 

LIMnED STATE CONSTRUCTION: 
The Council is aware of the current use of substandard and emergency bedspace that can be 

remedied only by construction. The Council supports only construction which replaces such existing 
and antiquated facilities and which is consistent with the recommended correctional philosophy. 

The present best estimate of required state bedspace constructiun to accomplish the above is approximately 
1200 by the year 1984. This estimate assumes: 

• That a significant number of less serious offenders now sened b~ state facilities will be sen-ed b~ local facil
ities and programs in 1984 • 

.. That lerigth of stay will, be increased for.' more serious state offender'i as a result',of implemelHing Ii ~.k:gle 
senten.cing structureJor 'all offenders sentenced to sta te facilities, and " . , ' 

., That present state bedspace capacity can be supplemented by transferring o,t..:~~merting a 'iignificant mini.ber 
of existing bedspaces to'state offender use and by continuing to use some te'inporary (e.g., trailer) bedspaces 
nfter 1984. 

This number of 1200 newly constructed bedspaces' can be reduced if other crimhml justice' practices whi~h 
reduce admissions or length of stay and which are consistent with the recommended philosoph~.' llre implemented. 

, When the proposed recommendations are implemented to support programs and servkes in local com
munities and to use such programs for less serious offenders (currently 56% of state admissions), it "ill be 
necessa~y to reassess the need for new construction of additional state institution spllce. Such construction 
should not be undertaken until attainment of maximum implementation of local correctional services. 

There is a severe present deficiency in standard bedspaces, The Correctional Ylaster Plan re,commends that: 

• for eX;\fillg facilities, at least 50 square feet of bedspace be provided for every inmate, and other reoovlltions 
be undertaken as necessary to meet minimal standards. 

• before llny new construction is undertaken, all suitllble existing bedspaccs should be utilized: 

• for additiol/al or replacellll!nt bedspaces, the standards to be adopted should comply with the physical ano' 
space standards promulgated by the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Star:tdards and Goals . 

ORGANIZATION OF CORRECTIONS: 

It is reco.mmended that an agency of state corrections be established at the department level 9f 
government. * The jurisdiction of the Department of Corrections shall include all offenders sentenced 
or committed.to the custody of ~he Commission('r of C orrecti ons by a court of competent jurisdiction. 
The purpose of this agency shall be to provide for adult al',d youthful <?ffenders those institutional and 
community-based programs and sen-ices within its jurisdiction which best p~otect the public .through 
the reintegration of offender~ into society for lawful community H~a~g. The Commissioner shall be 
professionally qualified to administer. the department in accordance with the highest pr'ofessional 
correctional and managerial standards. 

*This recommendation was enacted with the passage of Assembly Bill 1912, effective Nov. 1. 1976. 
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• The Department of Corrections, with the advice and consent of local correctional officials, shall define 
minimum standards for county and municipal cust.odial correctional facilities, operations and programs. The 
Oepartmel1t shall be charged with the responsibility for inspecting the custodial facilities, operations, and 
programs; for offering technical assistance (0 these facilities, and may enter into contractual arrangements 
with the facilities for the purchase of care. (Legislation should be enacted to authorize the Department of 
Corrections to enforce in the courts the minimum standards it promulgates.) 

• The Department of Corrections shall have responsibility to upgrade, expand, and utilize non-institutional 
services for offenders within its jurisdiction, when consistent with the demands of public safety. To accomplish 
this, the organizational structure which shall be created for the Department of Corrections shall indicate a 
unit with a community services mission at the same organizational level as the unit with an institutional ser
\ices mission. 

• To ensure the highest possible degree of puhlic support and confidence, the departmental ,structure Should 
reflect a strong professional management component, such as a management services unit and the. use of an 
advisory board with representation from the ranks of citizens and other components of the criminai Justice 
system. 

The Master Plan document also contains other recommendations geared to the support and 
upgrading of the individual correctional components. These recommendations were prepare~ by 
staff and consultants and while not specifically considered by the Policy Council, are proposed in 
the Master Plan on the basis that they are consistent with and are derived from the policies reCOm
mended by (he Council listed above. Further, it should be noted that two Council members prepared 
statements describing their differences from specific portions of the Master Plan. These statements 
are appended to this report. 

***** 
The Master Plan data documents very clearly the incapacity of the current correctional system 

to meet the present and predicted demands on that system. The recommendations of the Policy 
Council represent a definition of what the New Jersey correctional system should accomplish and 
also a means to arrive at that end. 

It is acknowledged that the tasks related to the implementation of these recommendations are 
not insignificant amI will in fact require a high degree of cooperation and commitment to change 

. from all affecte,d correctional operations. It is the intent oJ. the Policy Council that these Master 
Plan recomme~datiQns repr~sent the .kind of significant but achievable change for the total New 
Jersey correctiorial system which is "required. These recommendations, if implemented as a total 
plan, offer promise of meeting the. state's correctional needs with efficiency, effectiv.eness,>.and 
fairness. 

\ vi , 

l 



;) tl_!)' 

.() 

, f.' 

() 

o 

/) 

o 

o 

Q. 

fj 

'\ 
,I 

Introduction 

Corrections in New Jersey, as is true in many other 
states, is in a critical period. Historic, economic and 
social forces have interact~d with the result that 
choices must now be made which will determine to a 
large extent the correctional future for this state, and 
decisions with long-range consequences confront cor
rectional policy-makers. This Correctional \'1 aster 
Plan has been developed to guide those decisions and 
to define a clear direction which will make possible the 
efficient and rational expenditure of public resources 
toward the attainment of public safety and a .iustly 
administered system of corrections. The desirability 
and necessity of undertaking a comprehensive correc
tional plan is e\·ident from even a cursory review of 
corrections throughout the nation. Charges of inef
fectiveness and inefficiency abound. Correctional 
systems do indeed vary widely in scope, in structure, 
ineffectheness and in the amount of public confidence 
and support they generate. This is perhaps dl:e to two 
main factors: 

• Correctional systems are seldom "planned". Rather 
they tend to evolve OVer time with their form lleing 
determined more from reaction to crisis or a com
bination of historic and economic constraints than 
from a definite plan of action dictated by specific 
goals and objectives. 

• l!ntil fairly recently tt/ere has been little support 
available-either technical, financial, or political
to upgrade corrections in accord with professional 
standards and guidelines. 

An analysis of correcti onal systems indicates 
that long-term and comprehensive planning has not 
been widely practiced. Systems more often arrive at a 

level of functioning through traditional evolutionary 
patterns of growth or change which are occasionally 
disrupted by disorders. riots and public outcry for 
immediate change. Aside from these periodic episodes 
which push corrections into public consciousness. the 
general public reaction has been one of neglect or 
apathy. When systems develop in that manner and in 
such an atmosphere, it is hardly surprisirtg that cor
rections has come under the criticism and challenge 
it has in recent years. Increased crime rates, the 
documented inadequacies of correctional institu
tions, intervention by the courts. prison riots and the 
widespread overcrowding of state and local facilities 
have all tended to thrust corrections into public view. 

Perhaps the seed for correctional change - artd 
the planning needed to guide that change- was the 
creation in 1967 of the President's Commission on 
Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice. 
The publication of that Commission's report, The 
Challenge oj Crime ill a Free Society. documented 
for the nation that there was a drastic and immediate 
need for coordination and planning in all sectors 
of criminal justice. In the following year, the national 
preoccupation with burgeoning crime rates added to 
the increasing recognition that change was sorely 
needed, and in that year Congress created the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEA A) in 
the conviction that "'law enforcement efforts must 
be better coordinated, intensified. and made more 
effective at all levels of government". That initial 
legislation, since supplemented by the Omnibus 
Crime Control Act of 1970 and the Crime Control 
Act Amendment of 1973, marked amoral and finan-

1 

~ _______ \L--_·_) _____ ~~1-----



cial commitment to change. Clearly, the patterns of 
isolation, fiscal neglect, and fragmentation of ser
vice which characterized cotl'ections in earlier times 
could no longer be mainmined. 

In 1971, LEAA appointed the National Advisory 
Commission on Criminal Jusl:ce Standards and 
Goali'i. It was the stated objective of this Commission 
to thoroughly assess correctional practices and to 
formulate for the first time standards and goals 
which could serve to upgrade corrections practice at 
the state and local level throughout the nation. 

The pioneering efforts of this Commission in 
establishing professional standards and the publica
tion of the Corrections Task Force Report by that 
Commission have provided a means for states to 
assess their own correctional activities and for the 
first time specific comprehensive guidelines for 
change and reform are available. 

The combination of renewed interest by the 
public and the professional corrections -:ommunity 
has ushered in a climate of concern about corrections 
that previously was non-existent. Long-held attitudes 
and practices concerning offen<l1crs, institutions, and 
the administration of correctional services have been 
questioned, examined and challenged. Given the 
increased status of crime as an object of social and 
political concern, state and local governments are 
now reviewing corrections in light of these nationally 
promulgated standards. Comprehensive correctional 
planning has become regarded as an effective and 
necessary means of providing correctional services. 
The correctional situation in New Jersey is not unlike 
that of other states. Greater demands are bei ng 
placed on corrections than ever before. Increasing 
dissatisfaction with the utilization of antiquated 
facilities is expressed by administrators, inmates, 
staff, and reform-oriented individuals throughout 
the state. The public is justifiably demanding that 
corrections meet the recently articulated standards 
of effectiveness and efficiency. 

To respond to this chal/enge. Commissioner 
Ann Klein of the then Department of Institutions and 
Agencies provided support. with LEA.\. assistance, 
for a Correctional Master Plan with the following 
stated objective: "This study will result in the pre
paration of a comprehensive Master Plan for the co
ordinated operation a nd growth of correctional pro
grams in New Jersey consistent with national and 
state goals for public safety, crime reduction and the 
resocialization of sentenced offenders." The Correc
tional Muster Plan project was structured so as to 
utilize maximum input from a wide range of correc-
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tional professionals and concerned citizens from 
throughout New Jersey. A 24-member Policy Council 
WaS appointed by Commissioner Klein to establish 
the goals and objectives of the planning process, to 
review the work performed by staff and consultants, 
and to formulate correctional policy which would be 
['ecomrnended to the Commissioner. 

The Total Sy.~tems Planning Approach 

The Correctional Master Plan was conceived 
as quite comprehensive in scope. Its inclusiveness is 
summarized in the statement of objectives: "To 
undertake un evaluation of the various components 
Of the Criminal Justice System in New Jersey and to 
prepare policy and program recommendations based 
on this evaluation". It was the initial task of the Cor
rectional Master Plan Policy Council to translate 
this mandate into distinct operational tasks accom
plishable within the constraints of the Project. Early 
staff work consisted of defining specific activities 
aimed at the collection and analysis of data for sub
sequent policy formulation by the Council. 

The issue of jurisdictional legitimation was 
raised early in Council meetings. The specific aredS 
to be studied had to be defined in such a way that the 
planning effort remained within the general intent of 
the project and yet it required sufficient scope so that 
it could truly be a Master Plan for corrections rather 
than a study of an isolated criminal justice compo
nent. The early discussion which centered on this 
jurisdictional matter highlighted a central issue in 
correctional pIa nning: only to the extent that correc
tions began to function and be regarded as an imegral 
part of the larger criminal justice system was an 
effective comprehensive plan possible. Under tradi
tional notions, the planning and operation of com
ponents was conducted under specific jurisdictional 
auspices. The Master Plan Policy Council in the 
formulation of the planning: methodology chose to 
adopt the process of Total Systems Planning. as 
proposed by the National AdvisQry Commission. 
This planning approach is defined in the Corrections 
Task Force Report: "Total system planning is a 
process that defines, analyzes, and develops re
ponses to problems of a specific service area. The 
process is open-ended. That is, it describes the inter
actions between activities or components of one 
system and those of another. Changes in any single 
component of an open system or a related system will 
affect all other components." When a total systems 
planning approach was proposed for the Correctional 

M'lster Plan, it acknOWledged the actual impact and 
effect of one component's functioning on the other. 

One of the main reasons for adopting this plan
ning approach was that it introduced essential deci
sion options into resource allocation. In view of the 
tremendous financial burden imposed by current 
admission and sentencing practiceS and the com;ider
able questions raised concerning institutionaleffec
tiveness, a high degree of Justification and a thorough 
assessment of alternatives was felt necessarY' before 
institutional constructlbn could be recom~lended. 
This entailed an analysis of operations not within the 
jurisdiction of state corrections, such as probation 
and county correctional facilities and programs. To 
the degree that such allernutives might bv effectively 
used for offenders, it was felt the overall correctional 
system would benefit. Should tht1 study and analysis 
indicate that a chant~e was desirable in any of those 
areas. it was acknowledged that this would necessitate 
the collaborative relationship between the Depart
ment of Corrections ane! the affected agencies or 
operations. 

The following general areas were defined by the 
Policy Council as study areas for the Master Plan and 
it was felt that their inclusion was well within the 
mandate of the project as stated in the grant applica
tion: "[t is the intention of this application and work 
program to establish a broad skeleton through which 
the Council will have the latitude to change direction 
and supply emphasis on issues which become impor
tant throughout the planning process." 

Master Plan Study Areas 

Tempering the potential limits of the Master 
Plan project with the constraints of time and staff 
resources, the following study areas were iden tifled 
by the Policy Council for consideration in the Master 
Plan: 

• The definition of u correctional philosophy for 
New Jersey 

e An analysis of the organiLational structure of Lile 
New Jersey Division of Correction and Parole 

• An analysis of the offender profile 
• An analysis or parole opera tions 
• An analysis of probation supervh>ion operations 
• A review of county corrections 
• A la-year projection of institutional re4uirements 

based on: 
- an analysis of existing tucilities 
-- adm ission trends for various offender types. 

--- trends in-length of stay 

The work plan which Was adopted called for 
staff and consultants to gather data ynd relevant 
information for each of the above study ureas. to 
prepare staff reports and to present the draftmuterial 
to the Policy Council for review and recommendation 
to the Commissioner. In many areas, datu did not 
exist and a number of data-gathering systems had to 
be instituted. On-site;data~gathering occurred at 
every state and county correctional facility, as well as 
at each probation and parole district office. Elec
tronic data processin!! was utilized in the analvsis of 
information for the approximately 66,000 admissions 
to and departures from state correctional institutions 
between 1970 and 1975. These cases constituted the 
data base for the Master Plan. The collection and 
analysis of this information made possi ble the devel
opment of base line trends and projections which 
served as the basis for policy development. In other 
t\reas under study, extensive interviewing of key 
agency personnel and the review or extant literature 
(legislation. manuals. nnalvses. etc.) provided the 
information base for policy analysis and formulation. 

Onee gathered, informatio'h was presented to the 
Policy Council in the form of written and verbal 
reports by staff. consultants and guests invited to 
participate on the basis of expertise and ram iliarity 
with subject matter. In all. lhe Policy Council met for 
16 full-clay sessions between January 1975 and Sep
tember 1976 at which time final recommendations 
were approved for proposal to the Commissioner. In 
addition, there were a number of meetings involving 
individuals or small groups of Pollcy Council mem
bers for discussion of staff reports and related cor
rectional material. 
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'Correctional Philosophy: 

Reform, Rehabilitate, Restrain, 

Or Reintegrate? 

Policy Council members agreed that the formulation 
of a correctional philosophy for the State of ~ew 
Jersey would be the necessary prerequisite for a Cor
rectional :\1aster Plan. The rriminaljustice system is a 
combination of many components, each of which 
determines the policies which characterize the dis
position of offenders while under its co~trol. The 
understandable result is often a bewilderh1g experi
ence of contradictions and inconsistencies to both the 
offender and the public. While ead} criminal justice 
component can defend its actions on lin indhidulll 
basis, there appears to be lacking a consistent merall 
system rationllie. Charged Witll the recommendation of 
overall correctional policy, the :Ylaster Plan Policy 
Council perceived the need to articulate the correc
tional philosophy it espoused - one which would 
define its goals and ,alues and one with which its 
indh'idual correctional recommendations would con
form. There was c1enrly a need to state what the 
system's goals nnd objective" were before the Council 
could recommend design features. Consequently, 
much Council and stn ff work was devoted to reliew 
and analvsis of literature and standards on lariou,:; 
aspects of correctional history and I)hilosophy. [I'olv
ing social and professional attitudes toward correc
tions were analyzed in depth as a bliSis for the defini
tion of a correctional philosophy. 

Discussion of vllrious philosophical positions and 
attempts to translate these positions into a plan soon 
led to the following conclusions: 
• A correctional philosophy cnn best be deyeloped 

with a consideration of other parts of the criminal 
justice system; 

• At the center of any pnrticular correctional philos
ophy is the particular mode of Sl'ntencing and 
release; and 

• These I{ev factors -, who enters the system and the 
condition~ of their release - more than anything 
else manifest a philosophy of corrections. 

The Correctional Master Plan Policy Council re· 
viewed various correctional models and correspond
ingly different sentencing and release policies. The 
endorsement of a particular model would then lead to 
the formulation of recommendations concerning the 
structures, facilities and services needed to achieve 
the desired end state. At this point, the following 
discussion outlines four primary models of correctional 
policy to provide a frame of reference for a subsequent 
review of New Jersey sentence and parole decision
making. 

Models of Correctional Policies: 

The following discussion utilizes a strategy for 
analyzing correctional policies that was developed by 
Professor Vincent O'Leary of the School of Crim inal 
Justice, State University of New York. Albany, in 
1971. His model is described in more detail in his 
article in Crime and Delinquency. 17(4):373-386, 
197 L The Models of Correctional Policies chart, 
developed by 0' Leary, was constructed by placing 
two of the major concerns of a corrections system, 
(I) the offender and (2) the community, along either 
side of a simple two-dimensional matrix. A high tlnd 
a low is assumed for each dimension and the four 
basic models are thus derived: 

MODELS OF CORRECTIONAL POLICIES 

High Emphasis 
on the Offender 
as an Individual 

Rehabil itation Reintegration 

Low Emphas is 
on the Offender 
as an Individua I 

Restraint Reform 

Low Emphasis 
on 

Community 

High EmphasiS 
on 

Community 

The Reform Model 

As O'Leary describes it. the Reform Model is 
characterized bv high emphasis on communitv stan
dards tlnd low emphasis on the individual's behavior. 
This model is based on changing behavior through 
behavior modeling. Inmates have few rights and 
those which they do have are given by the state in a 
standardized fu;hion. Decision processes emphasize 
the authoritv of the administration and are discretion
ary and unpredictable. The Parole Board seeks to 
ensure that only inmates with productive potentiul 
will be released before their sentence expires. In 
general, any programs which lessen control und 
authority are discouraged because of weukening 
effect on habit changing. 

The Rehabilitation Model 

The Rehabilitution Model is characterized by a 
high emphasis on the individual offender and a low 
emphasis on the community. This model has also 
been called the "medical model" and inmates are 
seen as "sick people" who need treatment. Attitudes 
are the focus of uttention. not habits or skills ,IS in the 
Reform Model. Field services staff are counselors. 
not law enforcers. Similar to the Reform Model. 
legal interventions are Ilot appreciated und are seen 
as interference. The Parole Board is very essential 
to this model. since it is charged with the responsi
bility for muking decisions on the success of treat
ment of an inmate. 

The Restraint Model 

This model is characterized by minimal emphasis 
on both the community and the offender. There is no 

attempt to reform. rehabilitate. or reintegrute indi
vidual offenders. Maintaining the correctional orgti
nization and its efficiency is the major goal. Sentenc
ing policies such as indeterminate and minimum
maximum discretion often clash with the institu~ion's 
policy of merely rroviding maintenance. The FUfOlc 
Board is extremely responsive to public opinion in 
order to avoid criticism and maintain the svstell1. 

The ,Reintegration Model 

This model emphasizes both the offender and the 
community because both the offender and the com
munity ar~ seen as needing change. The community 
must learn to accept the offender and to provide 
opportunities for him to fit into a law-abiding struc
ture. Inmates must learn to adapt to changes within 
the community. Confinement is de-emphasized be
cause it isolut~s inmates from the community. Com
m unity supervision, prerelease. and worK release 
are e~,phusized. The community itself is both the 
locution and the object of treatment. Due process and 
legal conflicts are not uvoided but seen as elements 
of change. The Parole Board acts as reviewer and 
appellate body und studies decisions made In stuff 
according to c1eurly delineated policv and regulations. 

What Is New Jersey's Present "Philosophy"? 

One of the major issues to be resolved in New 
Jersey is the question of which policy model is to be 
adopted to shape development und reorganization of 
programs, Sentencing and purole decision-making 
in New Jersey today features elements of all four 
policy models. For example, sentencing statutes 
with judicial discretion in selling minimum and 
muximum limits involve some aspects of rehabilita-
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tion, restraint, and reform. The judge's duty is to 
afford justice both to the community and to the de
Fendant. The judge attempts to establish a sentence 
which ranges from necessary restraint of the offender 
to protect the' comm unity to considerations of how 
much time will be required to rehabilitate the offcnder 
into a law-abiding citizen and reintegratc him/her 
into the community. The paroling process also 
involves community protection and offender reha
bilitation factors; but. because of the political nature 
of Parole Boards, avoidance of public criticism is 
also a concern. The lack of state (;ommitment to 
probation and other com munity alternatives illus
trates a non-existent or dysfunctional reintegrative 
policy model. Parole releases influenced more by the 
effects of overpopulation than by policies of rehabili
tation. refr)rm. or reintegration are other illustrations 
of inconsistent commitment to any particular policy. 

CORRECTIONAL PHILOSOPHY 

AND DECISION MAKING 

The New Jersey Corrections Master Plan cannot 
propose a final solution to the problem of crime in 
New Jersey. The Plan's basic purpose is to define and 
structme a corrections system which is sufficiently 
strong to racilitute decisive action on New Jersey's 
immediate corrections problems llnd yet flexible 
enough to allow necessary growth and change. Deci
sions made about individual offenders form the core 
of the criminal justice process. After apprehension, 
many df!cisions are made u bout a suspected law
breaker both before and after the legal determ inu
tion of guilt or innocence. Most of these relate to the 
potential curtailment of his/her personal liberty. The 
decisions which most fundamentally affect the New 
.Jersey corrections sYstem are those which determine 
both 'input and ouq;ut for the various sectors of the 
system, These include the sentencing and probation 
revocation decisions made by the judiciary, the parole 
grant/revocation decisions now made by the two New 
Jersey paroling authorities, and the parole and proba
tion discharge decisions made by the supervising 
agencies and the judiciary or paroling authority. 

With the increasing interest in the field of decision 
theory following World War II, decision-making in 
the criminal iustice system came under closer 
scrutiny. The penal reform movements of the nine
teenth century, which were seen as humanitarian 
replacements of corporal pu nishment with u rehabili-
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tative approach, ushered in (with the medical model) 
"treatment" as one of the major objectives of the 
criminal justice system. The focus was placed on the 
individual offender and the treatment of what was 
seen as his/her unique problem or deficit. so that 
decisions about him/her were "individualized." This, 
in effect. meant that questions of fairness and equity 
became more or less irrelevant. Many critics have 
since condemned this "treatment" or "rehabilitation" 
orientation as a euphemism for the punishment 
model. arguing that punishment is just more arbi
trary, not less real, under a rehabilitation approach. 
Punishment remains. in fact, a primary purpose of 
criminal sunctions. (Wilkins, 1973. Meehl, [970:) 

. The "treatment" orientation has led to a disregard 
for decision errors, to the extent that many criminal 
justice decision-makers apparently feel that "errors 
in decisions are of no consequence so long as the 
individual concerned was honest and tried his best to 
make the right decision". (Wilkins. [973 1) 

As the treatment model gain~d support in cor
rectional circles. the role of parole decision-ma\<ers 
expanded. Indeterminate sentences to confinement. 
with u set maximum but no minimum. were instituted 
in many jurisdictions, including New Jersey where 
such sentences apply only to non-repetitive offenders 
under the :l.ge of thirty. This meant that prisoners 
were technically eligible for parole immediately upon 
sentencing to prison. It then fell to the institutionul 
boards to determine when an individual inmate had 
been sufficiently "rehabilitated" to be safely released 
to the community on parole. 

Muny experts concur in the conclusion that, to 
date, there is Ii Ule knowledge about .\that measures 
are effective in reducing the probability of recidivism 
for an offender. "The painful fact of the matter is 
that we do not know how to treat, cure. or rehabili
tate. or reform criminal offenders" (Meehl. 1970). 
Differential treatment effects have not been isolated, 
despite the wide variety of correctional programs 
which have been developed and implemented. Thus. 
neither judges nor parole boards have obiective 
evidence about the effects of prison sentences on 
which to base their assessments of individual offend
ers. 

I Wilkins. L. T. "Directions for Corrections". Paper pre
sented to American Philosophical Society. Autumn Meet
ing, November 8-9, 1973. 

: Meehl. P. E. "Psychology and the Criminal Law", 
Ulliversity of Richmond Law Review. Volume 5, Number 
I. Fall, 1970. pp. 1-30. 

Given this lack of knowledge. the crucial decison
making problem is presented by Gottfredson, 
Wilkins, Hoffman. and Singer (1973) as the following 
questions: "Given the present state of knowledge. 
what is the best thing to do (decide) about the in
dividual now'?" or, stated in another manner. "what 
is the rational decision under conditions of uncer
tainty'?" It is possible to isolate several factors which 
must be defined in order to make rational sentencing 
and parole decisions (Gottfredson et. aI., 1973 1); 

• The objectives and goals of the correcti ons systems, 
especially of probation, prisons, and parole: 

.. Information which is demonstrably relevant to 
sentencing and/or parole outcomes: 

• Available decision alternatives; 
.. The consequences or outcomes of the decision 

alternatives in terms of objectives/goals. 
There are generally four acknowledged purposes 

of corrections programs/facilities as they now exist: 
• Physical isolation of offenders from society. which 

is more frequently termed "protection of the 
public." (Of the various correctional alternatives, 
only prisons or jails can serve thi!) purpose.) 

r. Punishment or retribution, which is related to 
moral concepts of justice; 

• Deterrence of the nonoffender from initiating 
criminal activity, and of the offender from con~ 
limting it. 

• Reform or rehabili tation of offenders to prevent 
their return to criminal activity. 
Most pructitioners in corrections would agree that 

physical isolation and punishment of the offender are 
the only two of the four goals which can definitely 
(through a sentence to incarceration) be achieved at 
present. Punishment may also be meted out through 
a sentence to probation. though its relative severity 
compared to a prison sentence is mode:st: in fact, it is 
most often, though perhaps incorrectly. viewed as a 
form of mercy Or leniency. However, it has not been 
demonstrated that criminal sanctions have a deter
rent effect either on potential future criminals or on 
convicted offenders; in fact, evidence from cross
national studies seems to indicate that the incarcera
tion rate varies directly with the crime rate. The 
causal linkage is not yet clarified, but there is cer
tainly no indisputable evidence to support th~ deter
rence concept. Finally, rehabilitation has not yet 

I Gottfredson, Wilkins, Hoffman and Singer, 1973. Parole 
DeCision-Making: Summary. The UtilizatioA of Experi
ence ill Parole Decision-Making, A Progress Report 
Davis, California: NCCD Research Center. 

be".en shown to be a probable consequence of most 
corrections programs; it is a discouraging fact that 
the more methodologically sound 11 study of rehabili
tation programs, the less likely it is to demonstrate 
positive effects on offenders. Further, "research 
fIndings tend to show that the less it is found neces
sary to interfere with the personal autonomy of the 
offender, the better his chances of going straight in 
the future" (Wilkins. (973). 

If punishing and isolating are t.he only two pur
poses which are definitely served by criminal sanc
tions. then the next issues to be confronted are the 
questions of which offenders can justifiably be 
isolated and/or punished, and what the relative costs 
of the various available decision alternatives are. The 
information available to decision-makers is a critical 
variable in this determination. "Decisions cannot be 
better than the data on which they are based. no 
matter what techniques of handling the data may be 
employed" (Gottfredson, et. al.. 1973). The level of 
confidence which can be placed in a decision about an 
individual is directly related to the quality of informa
tion available about the individual. Computer tech
nology is making possible the storage and manipula~ 
tion of vasl quantities of data regarding offenders' 
backgrounds. The development of experience tables 
is one way of organizing many items of information 
about an individual into a single figure reflecting 
probability of parole sUccess. Several researchers 
(e.g., Wenk," et al.) have attempted to develop 
similar actuarial scales to assess the probability of 
dangerous behavior. but because the base rate for 
dangerousness. even in a population of convicted 
lawbreakers. is so low. most such efforts have not yet 
proven fruitful. Currently, much of the information 
on which judges and parole decision-makers must 
base their decisions is fragmentary, inaccurate and 
misleading, since many jurisdictions must still rely on 
manual record-keeping systems. The Uniform Parole 
Reports project, in operation since [965, is an 
attempt to compile a broad data base for further 
development of parole prediction instruments which 
will be more reliable and valid for larger segments of 
the offender population. By 1973. datu had been 
compiled on over 130,000 offenders from many states 
and the federal corrections system. Unfortunately, 
New Jersey has not fully participated in this project. 

In the realm of parole decision-making. the grant
ing and denial of parole is not usually a dichotomous 

2Wenk, E. A., Robinson J. A., and Smith G. W. '~,Can 
Violence Be Pr(!picted?" Crime and Delinquency, October. 
1972, pp. 393-402. 
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decision. Rather, it is a decision as to when an inmate 
should be released. Earlier in the cri minal justice 
process, judges are faced with a series of choices or 
decision alternatives which are also not dichotomous; 
according to accepted sentencing practices. possible 
dispositions can range from a fine to a prison sen
tence, with sentence to probation marking a midpoint 
between these two extremes. 

Feedback concerning the actual consequences of 
these decisions is absolutely essential for decision
makers (Gottfredson. 1971: Hoffman, 1973). The 
development of computerized record-keepiniJ: sys
tems has enhanced the likelihood that decision
makers will be kept informed as to the collective 
outcomes of their decisions. If judges and parole 
boards could be informed as to the types of errors 
they have made in the past, they would be better able 
to modify their fu~~re decision-making according to 
the desired objectives set by legislative and/or admin
istrative bodies. However, most states are still 
markedly deficient in their ability to provide adequate 
feedback to decision-makers. 

Changes which either increase or decrease correc-

tional client populations can occur at all decision 
points which control input to and outflow from the 
system. Decisions made by courts, parole boards, 
institutions and community supervision agencies all 
affect the quantities and kinds of offenders who are 
placed on probation, in institutions, or on parole. At 
critical points in the criminal justice decision-making 
process, modifications and changes are suggested by 
this repon which can help to alleviate some Of~;}',,~· 
more pressing correctional problems. Sirrt::/ta· 
neously. sllch changes would establish a more oJ.~.:.a·lv 
defined and applied set of procedures, enabling~~1.t; 
effects of changes to be evaluated and further modifi
cations to be made as part of a continuing process of 
change. 

The criminal justice system in New Jersey is evert 
now undergoing continuing change. The direction and 
degree of control over that change is what is at stake 
in this Plan. The following sections describe the 
current sentencing and parole decision-making 
processes and make recommendations for change 
which will facilitate progress toward more fair, 
effective, and efficient decision-making. 

Sentencing In New Jersey Courts 

Article VI, section 1 of the New Jersey Constitu
tion (effective September 15, 1948) provides that the 
State's judicial power be vested in a Supreme Court, 
a Superior Court, county courts, and inferior courts 
of limited jurisdiction. The Supreme Court consists 
of a Chief .Justice and six Associate Justices. The 
Supreme Court exercises appellate jurisdictions in 
the last resort in cases involving causes under the 
constitution. 

The Superior Court consists of three dhisions: 
Appellate, Law, and Chancery. The Appellate Dh'i
sion hears appeals from the !.aw and Chancery 
divisions, the county courts, certain inferior courts, 
and State administrative agencies. The Law Division 
exercises general juriSdiction in criminal and civil 
cases. Both the Law Dh'ision and Chancery Dh'ision 
may exercise the functions and powers of each other's 
division. 
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County courts in each of the twenty-one counties 
exercise civil and criminal jurisdiction over matters 
arising within the county and appellate jurisdlction 
011 appeals from municipal courts. 

Inferior courts of limited jurisdiction currently 
consist of the county district court, municipal court, 
and the juvenile and domestic relations court. County 
district courts exercise jurisdiction concurrent with 
the municipal courts. Municipal courts exercise 
criminal or penal jurisdiction in cases under munici
pal ordinance§, disorderly persons laws (N.J.S.A. 
169-1 through 2A:171-12), poor laws (Chs. 1 and 4 of 
Title 44, and N.J.S.A. 2A:IOO-I), and child bastardy 
proceedings (Ch. 17 of Title 9). [n addition, munici
pal courts exercise jurisdiction in cases charging 
offenses set forth in N.J .S.A. 2A :8-U or. offenses of 
a lesser degree than misdemeanor or for which in
dictment is re(luired. The juvenile and domestic 

NEW JERSEY COURT SYSTEM 
As of September 1, 1973 

- ._._--------., 
Chief Justice and 6 Associate Justicas. Initial term of 7 years with tenure .on 
reappointment. Mandatory retirement at 70. .' 

Final appeal in: 

(I. Constitutional questions. 
2. Where dissent in Appel/ato; Division. 
3. Capital causes. 
4. Certifications. 
5. In such causes as provided by law. 

t 
SUPERIOR COURT 

120 Judges authorized. ietm, tonure and retirement same as Supreme Court. 

LAW DIVISION 

I. Generdl jurisdiction in 
all causa., civi I and 
criminal. 

2. Proceedings in lieu of 
prarogatlve writs, ox
copt review of state 
ddministrative agencies, 

t APPELLATE DIVISION 

AI>peols frol~: 
L Low onef Chancery Divisions. 
2. County Courts. 
3. County District Courts. 

~ 4. Juvanile and Domestic Rela
tions Courts. 

5. State Administrative Agencie •• 
6. As provided by low. 

t 

21 COUNiY COURTS 

CHANCERY DIViSION 

I. General Equity. 
2. Matriml1niaJ. 
3. Probate 

103 Judges authorized, 1 to 12 per county. Term·S years, tenure after 10 yeats and third ap' 
pointment. Mandatory r .. 'riremen! ut 70. 

1. Law Divisi!>n: General judsdiction, civil and criminal within county. Appeals from 
Municil>al Court~. 

2. Probate Division: Contested probate matters. 
3. No equity jurisdiction except as requited to finally resolve matter in controversy. 

21 COUNTY DISTRICT COURTS 524 MUNCIPAL COURiS 21 SURROGAiE'S COURTS 21 JUVENILE AND DOMES/IC 
RELATIONS COURTS 

34 Judges authorized. Term: 5 yrs. 
Mandatory retirement at 7(h 

1. Contact octions to $3,000. 
2. Negligence actions to $3,000. 
3. Landlord and Tenant 
4. Small Claims to $200. 
5. Concurrent jUrisdiction With 

Municipal Courts. 

389 Judges. Torm: 3 yrs. 

I. irafflc 
2. Minor criminal. 
3. Ordinance violations, 

l
4. Probablo cause hearings. 
S. Fish and Gamo and 

\-Iavigotion violations. 
6. B~stordy proceedings. 
7. Spocified offensos 

whete indictment and 
, trial by jury OC" awarded. 

21 Surrogat"~. Elected. 
Term: 5 yrs. 

1. Uncontested probate 
matt~rs" 

2. Clerk of Probata Div. 
of Cou!1ty Court. 

tShoWS court to whi.ch appeals are taken. 

29 JUdges authorized. 
Term: 5 yr •• 

Mandatory retirement 01 70. 

1. Exclusive iudsdlctlon 
iuvon! les. 

2. Support. 
3. Tamporory custcdy 01 

children. 
4. Adoptions. 
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relations 'cour. : ::scs exclusive jurisdiction over 
juvenile matter!), '0 the request of the youth or on 
the court's awn initiation, the juvenile court may 
waive jurisdiction in proceedings agail1st a youth 16 
to 18 years of age, when the youth is charged with 
an act that would be indictable if committed by an 
adult. 

Sentencing Authority in Criminal Cases 

Unless the legislature has set a mandatory sentence 
for an offense, sentencing judges have discretion in 
sentencing (State v. rvan). They must, however, 
impose sentences within the range prescribed by 
statute for the particular offense and, when sentenc
ing to the state prison, they must impose a sentence 
having minimum-maximum limits (l"U.S.A.2A:164-
17). The minimum must be one year and the maxi
mum can be no higher than provided by statute. 

If the defendant has been convicted of multiple 
offenses, the sentencing judge has discretion to im
pose concurrent or consecutive sentences. If the 
court determines th.at the defendant is a repeat of
fender, that is, that the defendant has a record of 
prior convictions for high misdemeanors, the court 
may impose a longer sentence than otherwise per
mitted. However,' the maximum duration of the 
lengthened sentence is limited by statute and varies 
according to the number of prior convictions 
(N.J.S.A. 2A:85-8: 8S-9; 85-12). 

Aside from determining the length of sentence, the 
sentencing judge has limited discretion to designate 
where the sentence shall be served. For sentences of 
less than eighteen months, * the sentencing judge 
may designate the type of facility in which the sen
tence shall be served (N.J.S.A. 2A:164-IS) and if a 
sentence to a county facility is imposed. he may desig
nate part of the sentence to be served on probation 
;N J.S.A. 2A:164-15, 16). Sentences to both county 
and state institutions may generally be fully sus
pended and the defendant placed on probation for a 
period of one to five years. Only sentences to county 
institutions mav be partially suspended. The statutory 
guide for imposing probation is that "the best inter
ests of society shall be subserved thereby" (N.J.S.A. 
2A:l 68-1). 

Probation may be revoked upon showing that 
probationers violated the terms of their probati on. If 
a county sentence is partially suspended only the 

*Sentences for fixed term~ of uptll 12 months may be imposed to 
county'jails and for lip to 18 months to counly penitentiaries or 
workhouses, if there exists such an institution. 
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balance of the original term may be re-imposed. If a 
county or state sentence was totally suspended, the 
court may re-sentence the defendant (subject to the 
statutory maximum), after revoking probation. The 
court may also decide to continue probation or re
institute the originally suspended sentence. However, 
if it imposes a new sentence, the new sentence may 
exceed the original sentence so long as the new sen
tence does not exceed that which could originally 
have been imposed (State v. Louis, State v. Fisher). 
Proof of the alleged violation(s) need not :Je beyond a 
reasonabie doubt (State v. PolIastreIli). Probationers 
are entitled to a hearing at which they ha ve a right to 
be heard and to be represented by counsel (State v. 
Louis). The procedures for probation revocation are 
set forth in N.l.S.A. 2A: 164-4 and caselaw imple
ments the due rrocess requirements of the U.S. 
Supreme Court's decision in Gagnon v. Scarpelli. 

Defendants have a right to appeal alleged errors 
at trial, including errors in sentencing (State v. 
Johnson). Appellate courts may review sentences 
which, although within statutory limits, are mani
festly excessive (State v. Johnson). If an error in 
sentencing is found, the appellate court may revise 
the sentence, or remand for re-sentencing (State ,v. 
Johnson). Appellate courts will not disturb the sen
tencing judge's discretion, however, unless the defen
dant clearly shows abuse of that discretion (State 
v. Williams; State v. Cox; State v. Knight). 

While' there aie no explicit statutory standards 
governing the exercise of discretion in sentencing, 
courts have developed some standards for review. In 
State v. Ivan, for example, the Supreme Court of 
New Jersey examined factors in sentencing. The court 
noted that the sentencing judge's duty is to afford 
iusticeboth to the public and to the defendant. 
Factors affecting the determination of the sentence 
he imposes to discharge this duty include the goals of 
sentencing. the rehabilitation of offenders and the 
protection of the pUblic. 

The sentencing judge must not render judgment 
based on a preconceived plan (State v. [van). He must 
base his judgment upon an evaluation of all the cir
cumstances (State v. rvan). One source of the infor~ 
mation necessary to make his judgment is the pre
sentence disposition report (State v. Ivan). This 
report, prepared by a probation officer. states the 
cirl'umstances of the offense, the offender's criminal 
record (if anv), and his/her present condition 
(N.J.S.A. 2A: 168-3). The presentence report is 
required "by statute so that punishment may fit the 
offender as well as the offense (State v. [van.) [n 

\. 

reviewing sentences, appellate courts may examine 
the contents of the presentence report to determine 
whether it supports the sentencing judge's determina
tion (State v. Cox) or whether its contents were 
misapprehended by the sentencing judge (State v. 
Johnson). 

Sentencing Under the Sex Offencer Act 

The Sex Offender Act (N.J.S.A. 2A:164-3 et seq,) 
provides a program of specialized treatment for per
sons convicted of sex offenses in certain circum
stances. The stated purpose of the Act is to cure, 
through treatment, of the aberrations which caused 
the sexually deviant offense (State v. Clark; State v. 
Mickschutz). The legislative rationale is that "such 
persons are suffering from mental and physical 
illness underlying their conduct. for which criminal 
incar'.'eration, whether thou/!ht of as punb:lment or as 
a det.!rrent, will accomplish nothing." (State v. Clark, 
at474). 

The Act provides that a person convicted of certain 
sex offenses must receive a thorough physical and 
mental examination at a Diagnostic Center prior to 
sentencing." The contents of the diagnostic report 
determines whether the offense. is within ~he''Purview 
of the Act. Acase is within the purview of {he Act if' 
the diagnostic report indicates. first, th"at the of
fender's conduct was characterized by a pattern oJ 
repetitive, comp~l.siv~ hehaviot: and; second, except 
in cases of lewdness or indecent exposure, that the 
offender used violence in committing the offense 
or that the victim was under 15 years of age (N.J.S.A. 
2A; 164-5). If the diagnostic report indicates that the 
offense is withi n the purview of the Act, the court 
must impose sentence according to its provisions 
(N.J.S.A. 2A:164-5. State v. Mickschutz, State v. 
Thompson). On the other hand, if the diagnostic 
report indicates that the offense is not within the 
purview of the Act, the court must impose sentence 
as provided bv law for the offense (N.J.S,A. 2A: 
164-9). 

If the defendant is found to come within .the pur
view of the Sex Offender Act and if n custodial sen
tence is imposed, the Act provides for an indeter-

. minate prison sentence followed by parole super
vision. If the court grants probation, it may require, 
as a term of probation, that the offender receive 
psychiatric care. An offender sentenced to an indeter
minate term serves same at an institution deSIgnated 
by the Commissioner. Although the sentepce states 
neither a: minimum nor a maximum term, the·dura
tion of incarceration and parole may not exceed the 

maximum provided by law for the offense (N.J.S.A. 
2A:164-6), and the defendant is to be released when 
no longer in need of specialized 'treatment (State 
v. Dalanges). 

If the offender is Gommitted to the Department of 
Institutions and Agencies, the Commissioner must 
arrange for treatment of the offender in the institu
tion which, in the Commissioner's Judgment, is best 
suited to care for the offender's needs. The offender 
may subsequently be transferred to other institutions 
in the Department (N.l.S.A. 2A:164~7). , 

During incarceration, sex offenders may not 
obtain remission of their sentences by way of commu
tation for good behavior and work performance. They 
may, however, receive monetary compensation for 
work in an amount prescribed by the State Board of 
Control (2A: 164-10). The chief executi ve officer of 
the institution wherein the offender is cont1ned must 
prepare a written, semi-annual report of the of
fender's mental and physical condition, which states 
recommendations for continued confinement or 
parole. The offender may be released on parole when, 
after reviewing recommendations of a special classi
fication review board, the Parole" Board is satisfied 
that the offender is no longer in need of specialized 
treatment and is capable of making an acr.eptable 
social adjustment in the community (NJ.S.A. 2A: 
164-8), 

Sentencing to the Youth Correctional 
Institutions Complex 

The Youth Correctional Institutions Complex 
houses yourlg men between the ages of 15 and 30 who 
have been convicted of offenses punishable by impris
onment at the state prison (N.J.S.A. 30:4-147) or , 
found delinquent (N.J.S.A. 2A:4-61g). The phil<ls
ophy underlying the YCI is conceptualized as reform 
rather than retribution (State v. McBride), and all 
sentences are indeterminate, i.e., having no min~ 

imum (.N . .r.S.A. 30:4-148). 
There are two routes by which a youth may be sen

tenced to a Youth Correctional Institution. The first 
is through the Juvenile and Domestic Relations 
Court and the second is through the County Court or 
Supelior Court. Permissible sentences (N.J.S.A. 
2A:4-61. N.J.S.A. 30:4-148) and certain other conse
quences of convictions (e.g., N . .r.S.A. 2A:4-64, 

. N.J.S.A. 2A:4-67) vary'depending upon whether the 
proceeding is in juvenile court or in a court of general 
jurisdiction. 
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Jurisdiction 

The luvenile and Domestic Relations Court has 
exclusive jurisdiction over juveniles, that is, youths 
under the age of 18 (N.l.S.A. 2A; 4-46). The juvenile 
court may waive jurisdiction if the youth is 16 years 
of age or older, if the offense is of a serious nature as 
defined in N.l.S.A. 2A:4-48 and if the juvenile cannot 
be rehabilitated by the "age of majority". A youth of 
16 years of age or older may elect to have his/her 
case transferred to a court of general jurisdiction 
N.l.S.A.2A:4-49). 

The county courts and superior courts have general 
jurisdiction in criminal cases. Offenders 18 years of 
age or older are tried in these courts. Youths 16 to 18 . 
years of age may be tried in these courts if the juvenile 
court waives jurisdiction (N.J.S.A. 2A: 4-48) or if the 
youth so elects (N.l.S.A. 2A:4-49). 

Disposition 
The Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court, sitting 

without a jury (N.J.S.A. 2A:4-60) may adjudge a 
youth guilty of delinquency. Delinquency is an act 
committed by a juvenile, which, if committed by an 
adult, would constitute homicide, treason, a high mis
demeanor or misdemeanor, a disorderly person of
fense. or a violation of a pen'al statute or ordinance 
other than minor traffic. violations (N.J.S.A. 2A; 
4-44). The court has broad discretion in disposing of 
delinquency cases (N.J.S.A. 2A:4-(1). For example. 
the court may adjourn the case for a trial adjustment 
period of up to 12 months. R5:9-9. The juvenile court 
retains jurisdiction and can subsequently change 
disposition of the case (N.J.S.A. 2A:4-52). 

The juven;le court may commit the juvenile "to a 
suitable institution· maintained for the rehabilitation 
of delinquents" for an inderterminate term of up to 
3 years (N.l.S.A. 4A:4-6l). A Youth Correctional 
Institution is such an institution. If the offender's 
conduct would be any form of "homicide, treason" 
if committed by an adult, the court may impose an 
indeterminate sentence at sllch an institution, not to 
exceed the maximum provided for the corresponding 
adult offense. [n such cases, if prison authorities 
aJlow an early release, they may impose a term of 
parole for the remainder of the maximum permissible 
term (N.J,S.A. 2A:4-61). 

The second route to commitment at a YCl is 
through the county court or Superior Court. Adults 
(or juveniles treated as adUlts) under 30 years of age 
may be sentenced to the Youth Correctional Institu
tion if they have never served a sentence in State 
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prisons. If the youth is convicted of an offense punish
able by imprisonment at the state prison, the court 
has discretion to sentence the youth 30 years or under 
to an indeterminate term at the YCl (N.J.S.A. 30: 
4-147, 30:4-148). Because of the rehabilitative philo
sophy of the indeterminate sentence, commitment to 
the YCl is seen as preferable for youths (State v. 
McBride). The maximum of the indeterminate is 5 
years, unless the statute requires the imposition of a 
lesser maximum penalty. In such case. the lesser max
imum controls (N.J.S.A. 30:4-148, State v. Prewitt). 
If the statutory maximum on the crime is higher than 
5 years. the court may raise the maximum up to 
the statutory maximum "for good cause shown" 
(N.J.S.A. 30:4-148). The court must state the reasons 
for the greater sentence (State v. Prewitt). In all 
cases, a maximum sentence must be designated by the 
courts (N.J.S.A. 30:4-148), and the sentence re
mains indeterminate. 

In sentencing. the court considers the juvenile of
fense without equating it to adult crimes (State v. 
McBride). It is possible for youths to receive length
ier sentences than they would receive for the same 
conduct if they were OV6r 18. In State in Interest of 
K. V.N., for example, a youth was sentenced to a four 
year seritence at a YCl for being under the influence 
of a narcotic drug. The vouth's motion to limit 
the sentence to 6 months, the maximum for the 
equivalent adult offense, was denied. The denial was 
affirmed on appeal. The Superior Court. Appellate 
Division, held that sentencing classifications based 
on age did not violate the equal protection clause 
of the 14th Amendment. The court stated that "the 
fact that adults and youths may be treated the same 
in the correctional institutions does not indicate that 
the classification of juveniles in respect to sentencing 
is without reasonable nexus" (283 A 2d at 345). The 
court noted that age classifications were intended to 
benefit youths and that age was reasonably related 
to the goals of sentenci ng. 

Disposition Within The YCI Complex 

Once an offender is committed by the court to 
the YCI, the prison authorities, not the court, deter
mine the institution within the complex to which the 
offender will be assigned (N.J.S.A. 30:4-85, 30:4-91.1, 
State v. Prewitt). Upon recommendation by a special 
review board, the Commissioner may transfer an 18 
year old offender to the State Prison, when appro
priate for the individual and necessary for general 
benefit of the inmate population (N.J.S.A. 30:4-85). 
Subject to the maximum imposed by the court. the 

prison authorities then determine when the offender 
shall be released (N.J .S.A. 30:4-148, State v. 
McBride). 

SENTENCING RECOMMENDATIONS 
FROM OTHER SOURCES 

The purpose of this section is to review and consol
idate some of the most recent recommendations for 
sentencing reform in New Jersey: "The New Jersey 
Penal Code," the final report of the New Jersey 
Criminal Law Revision Commission; The Parole 
Denial Process by the Ad Hoc Parole Committee: 
"A Way Out of Wonderland", a report of the Spe
cial Study Committee on Parole Reform of the New 
Jersey Association on Correction; and Program 
Analysis of the New Jersey Parole System by the 
Division of Program Analysis. Office of Fiscal 
Affairs. A survey of national sentencing guidelines 
will also be presented including reviews of the Ameri· 
can Law Institute's (ALI) "Model Penal Code," the 
Advisory Council of Judges of the National Council 
on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) "Model Sen
tencing Act", recommendations of The American 
Correctional Association in their Manual of Cor
rectional Standards, policy of the American Bar 
Association in "Standards Relating to Probation", 
suggested organizations for probation in the "Stan
dard Probation and Parole Act", and standards and 
suggestions from the National Advisory Commission 
on Criminal Just'ice Standards and Goals 
(NACCJSG). Following 'the discussion, there will 
be some changes suggested in the s~ntencing policy 
proposed by the "Nf!w Jersey Code for Criminal 
Justice" (Assembly Bill §3282). It is felt that these 
modifications would facilitate implementation of 
the parole recommendations presented. later' in 
this report. . 

The New Jersey Criminal Law Revision Commission: 

The New Jersey Criminal Law Revision Commis
sion (NlCLRC) developed a "Comprehensive New 
Jersey Penal Code," published in October, 1971. The 
Commission used the "Model Penal Code" and the 
President's Task FO;'ce Reports as the basis for most 
of its recommendations. Only those parts of the code 
which effect incarceration rates or length of incarcer
ation will be discussed. The NJCLRC asserts that the 
existing New Jersey sentencing system is to be de
plored for its inconsistency and irrational distinctions. 
To remedy this situation. the Code stresses the seri
ousness of the crime, rather than the character of the 
offender. The NJCLRC proposed five classifications 

of crimes, each with distinct sentencing categories, 
which were felt to exhaust legislative discrimination. 
The Legislature would still have input, since it would 
assign crimes to categories and set specific sentencing 
limits for each classification. The proposed classifi
cation of crimes 'and sentencing categories are shown 
below. 

Degree of Crimes Ordinary Terms I Extended Terms 

Capital 
Death or Life 
Imprisonment 

1st Degree 10-20 yrs. 20-Life 
2nd Degree 5-10 yrs. 10-20 yrs. 
3rd Degree 3-5 yrs. 5-10 yrs. 
4th Degree Definite Term Does not apply 

not to exceed 
18 months 

Young adult offenders less than 26 years of a~e and 
convicted of second, third, and fourth degree crimes 
would be givcn sentences to the YCI Complex for 
males or the correctional institution for females in
stead of the sentences otherwise authorized bv the 
Code. A sentence to the YCI complex would be ~n in
determinate period of commitment for five years or 
the maximum term provided by the Code, whichever 
is less. A longer term, but in no case greater than the 
maximum provided by the Code, could be specifically 
imposed by the court. There is no essen tail difference 

. between'this section of the Code and existing statutes. 
The Code proposes that sentencing courts be 

granted only two sentencing options: to impose a 
statutorily authorizcd term. of imprisonment •.. ()r tQ 
:refrain from 'imposing <lny term 'of ·in~prlsonment. -
. (suspended' imp!)sitJon) and placing the 'convrcted 

. defendant on probation. Present Iv, courts 'have u 
third option: 'to prorl.Ouncea term' ofimprisonl11ent 
but stispend execution. of that sentence and place the 
defendant 'on probation. An important effect of the 
proposed'change would be seen in the probation re
vocation process. A court could consider the total 
circumstances of a cuse and the factors contributing 
to failure on probation in making 1.\ decision upon 
re-sentellcing; rather it would not be forced to restrict 
itself to automatic execution of an imposed but sus
pended sentence. This is a departure from current 
New Jersey law. which does not regard probation as a 
sentence in itself. Under the proposed model. if the 
court decided to impose a new sentence. it would be 
executed by: (I) fine or restitution: (2) placement on 
probation with or without a short period of il11-
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prisonmcnt: (3) imprisonment for a term authorized 
by the Code: or (4) fine, restitution. and probation. 
or fine. restitution. and imprisonment. 

If the court decided to imprison, it would have 
discretion to decide within fairly narrow limits the 
maximum length of incarceration. It would nolo how
ever. be given discretion to set a minimum. This 
would allow for immediate parole eligibilitv. The 
Commission argues that this change from the present 
system would achieve the best balance of judicial and 
administrative discretion and also eliminate disparate 
and inordinately lengthy sentences. The Code pro
vides for an extended term through means similar to 
those of the current system. by classification of of
fenders as some type 0 f multiple offender. 

Operating on the premise that successful reintegra
tion into society is aided by a period of community 
supervision, the Commission built a separate parole 
term into the Code. The idea of parole as only the 
unserved portion of the prison sentence is abandoned 
and replaced by a parole term that is part of any pris
on sentence. This approach is substantially different 
from the present parole system in New Jersey wherein 
parole is superimposed on the sentencing structure 
and used only if a prisoner is released before the max
imum term of his or her prison sentence. The Code 
provides fo'r a separate parole term of five years, 
except for young adult offenders, who would be super
vised for two years, and persons convicted of fourth 
degree crimes, who would be supervised for one year. 
Thus, every sentence would have two separate parts: 
(l) the court~imposed maximum period for which a 
prisoner could be held before his or her first release 
on parole, and (2) the term of parole supervision 
which would start when the prisoner was released. If 
parole were revob;d and no new offense had been 
committed, the total length of recommitment and 
reparole would not exceed the aggregate of the un
served portion of the original sentence and the un
served balance of the parole term. Only when the 
parole term had expired or when a parolee was dis
charged from parole would an offender be deemed to 
ha ve served his or her sentence. 

The Code also outlines criteria for withholding or 
imposing sentences of imprisonment, fines and resti
tutions, extended terms. and multiple sentences. 
These criteria are designed to provide consistency in 
dispositions and to encourage a preference for and 
presumption of no imprisonment, except in cases 
where imprisonment was mandatetl for specific 
crimes bv the Legislature. 

Maintaining that probation and its conditions 
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should be a jUG;cial decision, the Code emphasizes 
the court's jurisdiction over probation sentences, 
probation conditions, and probation supervision. The 
Code provides for continuance of the present practice 
of court-imposed individual conJitions of probation. 
When the court suspends a sentence or sentences 
someone to probation, the period of suspension or 
probation supervision would not be less than one year 
nor more than five years, except for disorderly of
fenses, when probation could not exceed three years. 
The court would also be given the power to extend the 
period of probation within the limits imposed by the 
Code, to modify conditions of probation, and to add 

. additional requirements to probation. 
The Code makes note of amendments to statutes 

relating to parole. It is recommended that all parole 
decisions for state correctional insititution inmates 
be made by the State Parole Board, including parole 
decisions for persons who are presently paroled under 
the authority of the Boards of Trustees. Because no 
minimum sentence would be imposed under the 
Code, prisoners would be eligible for parole immedi
ately upon confinement, with the exception of prison
ers sentenced to life imprisonment, who would be 
eligible for parole after ha.ving been confined for fif
teen years. It is the policy of the Commission to pre
serve the discretionary power of the Board. "The dis
cretion of the Parole Board should, in our view, be as 
absolutely unfettered as possible in favor of granting 
parole." However, unlike their criteria for sentenc
ing, the Commission does not make any suggestions 
to guide parole decision-making. Nor do they discuss 
the nature of the Board's discretionary power. The 
parole process, however, is assessed in the "Model 
Code". The Board would consider an inmate for pa
role no later than six months after initial confine
ment. If parole were denied. reason would have to be 
shown. New parole hearing dates would be set alleast 
once every year until the prisoner is released. The 
Board would still determine the terms and conditions 
of parole and the parolee would still remain under 
the legal custody of the institution from which he or 
she was released. The Code advocates the avoidance 
of recommitment to the institution except when a 
parolee commits a new crime. A parolee could be 
discharged prior to the expiration of his parole term 
provided he or she had demonstrated at least two 
years of sa tisfactory adjustment while on parole. 

The Ad Hoc Parole Committee 

The Ad Hoc Parole Committee in The Parole 

Denial Process in New Jersey would disagree with 
minimum-maximum and indeterminate sentencing 
as found, respectively, in the present sentencing stat
utes and in the "Comprehensive New Jersey Penal 
Code" developed by the New Jersey Criminal Law 
Revision Commission. Although the Ad Hoc Com
mittee agrees that the minimum-maximum sentence 
is designed to treat prisoners as individuals and that 
the potential for early release provides incentive 
for improvement, they maintain that the indefinite 
nature of the term is in sharp contrast to the other 
aspects of institutional life and that the resulting 
uncertainty is psychologically destructive. They cite 
the high recidivism rate in New Jersey as evidence of 
the ineffectiveness of the New Jersey sencencing-pa
role scheme. Current law outlines when an inmate is 
eligible for parole, but the decision to grant parole 
and the actual date of release is invariably determined 
by the State Parole Board. The Ad Hoc Committee 
claims that the discretionary nature of the Board's 
decision-making is inherently "nothing more than 
dictatorship." Since refined analytical tools for 
determining the optimum point of release have not 
been developed. the Ad Hoc Committee suggests a 
contract system for parole releasing. Inmates would 
be eligible for parole after serving one-third of their 
maximum sentences and would be released if they sat
isfactorily fulfilled their contracts. However, since the 
Ad Hoc Parole Committee maintains the minimum
maximum sentence system in its Act, discretionary 
contract evaluations and discretionary parole· 
decision-making are stilI possible. Minimum-maxi
mum sentencing, without a policy of presumption of 
release on parole after a designated portion of the 
maximum sentence, necessarily requires discretionary 
parole decision-making. 

Special Study Committee on Parole Reform of the 
New Jersey Association on Correction: 

"A Way Out of Wonderland", a report of the Spe
cial Study Committee on Parole Reform of the New 
Jersey Association On Correction, suggests an alter
native to this system. Similar to the New Jersey 
Criminal Law Revision Commission, the Special 
Study Committee proposes sentencing that consists 
of (l) a specific "confinement" portion of a sentence 
that serves as a deterrent through punishment and 
provides public protection through confinement of 
the offender and (2) a "community adjustment" 
portion of a sentence which recognizes that rehabili
tation is more likely to take place in a comm),lnity 
setting than in a prison. Release would be automatic 

after serving the "confinement" portion of the sen
tence except in special cases where an inmate had 
committed a crime or persisted in serious anti-social 
behavior while confined. Parole decisions are. there
fore. largely removed from the Board's discretionary 
determination of rehabilitation. An inmate is pre
sumed releasable; discretion is necessary only in 
special cases to evaluate evidence of dangerousness. 
Under this system, even the poorest risks are neces
sarily provided with parole supervision. Minimum
maximum court sentencing would be abandoned in 
favor of set sentences that would be i~determinate 
only in the sense that, if parole was denied, an inmate 
would be imprisoned for longer than the original 
"custodial" portion of the sentence. Actual impris
onment would never be beyond two-thirds of the ad
justed maximum or five years of actuai confinement, 
whichever came first. 

Office of Fiscal Affairs 

The Division of Program Analysis of the Office of 
Fiscal Affairs in the Program Anafysis oj the New 
Jersey Parole System presents a fairly complete de
scription of sentencing and parole eligiblity. After 
describing the judicial power to determine sentences· 
complemented by the Parole Board's power to alter 
the terms of that sentence, the OF A suggests that the 
judiciary acknowledge the ability of paroling author
ity to evaluate additional information reluted to the 
offender's institutional behavior that will affect the 
determination of the optimu m release date. 

Flexible sentencing guidelines are suggested to 
contribute to the discretionary decision-making 
ability of the Board. The OFA report points out that 
this discretionary power can help to resolve "in
equities in the sentencing system when, for example. 
different sentences are meted out to defendants of' 
similar backgrounds upon conviction of the sttme or 
very similar crimes." It must be pointed ou t that 
adjusting inequalities in sentencing should not be the 
task of the Parole Board. A recommendation to 
reform judicial sentencing is in order. The only OFA 
recommendation pertaining to sentencing calls for the 
development of a standardized systen;r of sentence 
adjustment and parole eligibility for the same types 
of offenders. 

National Standards 

In a general comment on sentencing and parole. the 
American Correctional Association, in its Manual oj 
Correctional StandardS,$uggests f1exiblity in sen-
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tencing to permit the parole of an offender at a time 
when his or her release is in the best interests of soci
ety, If'the Parole Board could be relied upon to make 
wise and realistic decisions, an indeterminate sentence 
with no maximum might be favored by the ACA. But, 
recognizing the difficulty of parole decision-making, 
the ACA suggests that the court maintain its power to 
fix minimum-maximum sentencing. "No legislation., 
however, should permit the court to fix both a min
imum and a maximum sentence together so as to 
prevent wide latitude on the part of the Parole Board 
to determine the time of release." The ACA would 
probably criticize current New Jers(;y sentencing law 
which permits u judge to define t minimum-maxi
mum sentence with a difference of one day. thus 
frustrating discretionary intent. 

The American Law Institute (ALI) "Model Penal 
Code" is designed to affect not only length of terms 
and criteria for sentencing, but treatment of offenders 
and the organization of corrections. The "Model 
Pena I Code" is a legislative model that reclassifies 
offenses, urges alternatives to imprisonment, and 
creates two separate terms of treatment. All major 
crimes are classified into three degrees of felonies. 
Lesser offenses are divided into misdemeanors and 
petty misdemeanors. Sentencing would be b&sed 
primarily on the classification of an offense. Judges 
would be given the discretion of fixing a minimum 
term within statutory limits although they would be 
given no discretion on setting maximum terms, which 
are prescribed by statute for each offense category. 
Provisiolls could be made for extended terms of im
pdsonmen t if the offender were over 21 and a "persis
tent offender" or a "professional criminal" whose 
extended impris()l1ment was deemed necessary to pro
tect the public ~Iaf'ety. Extended terms would also be 
available for "dangerous, mentally abnormal per
sons" and multi pIe offenders "whose criminality is so 
extensive" that a longer sentence is warranted. Tr.e 
"Model Penal Code" defines specific criteria which 
would have to be met for an extended term to be im
posed. 

The "Model Penal Code" highly recommends 
alternatives to imprisoilment. especially probation. 
Specific criteria are identified for use in probation 
grunting. 

I nmates would become eligible for parole as soon 
as they have served the minimum term of their sen
tences. When offenders had been paroled from Or had 
served (heir full terms, th~:y would begin to serve sep
arute terms of parole. lrhe "Model Penal Code" 
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Degrees of Length of Terms 

Felony Ordinary I Extended 

1st Min: 1-10 Min: 5-10 
Degree Max: Life Max: Life 

2nd Min: 1-3 Min: 1-5 

Degree Max: 10 Max: 10-20 

3rd Min: 1-2 Min: 1-3 

Degree Max:5 Max: 5-10 

minimum for a parole term is one year and the max
imum is five years. This parole term would assure 
that the first release of all offenders will be on parole. 

The "Model Sentencing Act" of the National 
Council on Crime and Delinquency differs in intent 
and content from the Model Penal Code. The "Model 
Sentencing Act" is not designed to reform principles 
of criminal justice or to reorganize the criminal jus
tice system. It is primarily intended to fit into exist
ing systems by merely assigning appropriate disposi
tions to offenders. The emphasis for sentencing is 
placed on the characteristics of the individual offend~ 
er and not. as in the "Model Penal Code", on the 
definition of the offense. In general, sentence terms 
are shorter in the Act than in the Code. The Act also 
would establish a precedent for diversion by allowing 
a court to grant probation after a guilty plea without 
entering an adjudication of guilt. 

fr an offender were to be imprisoned, the Act would 
allow the court to impose only a maximum term not 
to exceed five yuars. A special option on "atrocious 
crimes" would establish a maximum term not to 
exceed ten years. A separate catep:ory. requiring spe
cial evaluation of the offender, provides for a max
imum term of 30 years for dangerous offenders. Be
cause no minimum terms would be imposed, parole 
could be granted for an offender at any time. How
ever, in the Act there is no separate parole term as 
provided for in the ALI "Model Penal Code". 

The American Bar Association, in its "Standards 
Relating to Probation," suggests that probation be 
treated as an independent sentence (with a maximum 
of five years) rather than as a postponement of a pris
on sentence. The court would still main tain its juris
diction over probationers and would not be required 
to follow any standard guidelines. 

The "Standard Probation and Parole Act" of the 
National Council on Crime and Delinquency pro
vides for a similar independent probation sentence 
but would place supervision of probationers under a 

combined probation and parole system operated by a 
single board. The court would still maintain jurisdic
tion over probation revocation or termination. 

The National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
Justice Standards and Goals (NACCJSG) incorpo
rates many ideas from the "Model Penal Code", the 
"Model Sentencing Act", and task force reports of 
the President's Advisory Commission and confronts 
the many contrasting issues presented in these docu
ments. The following statement concisely sums up the 
sl~ntencing policy of the Commission: 

Some difference between sentence imposed and time 
seryed is supported by the need to individualize sentence 
and to give some discretion to parole boards to release 
individuals when they are ready. However, the longer 
an offender is subjected to absolute discretion, the more 
frustrated and dependent he becomes, making his rein
tegration into society more difficult. The recommenda
tions of the Commission seek to allow discretion to oper
ate where it bears a reasonable relation to legitimate 
goals of the system but to limit and check the discre
tionary decisions in order to avoid arbitrary and counter
productive actions. 

In carrying ou t this basic policy, the National Ad
visory Commission recommends a maximum sen
tence of 5 years unless an offender is in a special 
category which justifies a longer term. Although this 
term may seem unrealistically brie~, a study of Na
tional Prisoners Statistics: State Prisoners, Admis
sions and Releases, 1970, reveals that, although many 
offenders are sentenced to terms over 5 years, only a 
small proportion of those offenders actually serve 
more than five years. In a recent survey of parolees 
currently under supervision in New Jersey, the anal
ysis of the data revealed the parolees' mean length 
of stay in prison had been 24.3 months and that 90% 
of the parolees surveyed had been released from pris
on after serving five years or less. Regardless of 
whether or not a five year maximum represents a sub
stantial change from the present system, the National 
Advisory Commission maintains that a longer prison 
sentence cannot be justified in most cases because 
the deterrent effects of a long prison sentence versus 
a short prison sentence are not significantly greater, 
while the detrimental effects on the otTender are 
demonstrable. 

The entire tenor of this reporl is that incarceration is not 
an effective answer for most criminal offenders It is 
neither effective in reducing criminal behavior n;r effi
cient in the utilization of scarce resources. 
Admitting that, in general cases, retribution may be 

the only justifiable reason for imprisonment, the 
National Advisory Commission suggests that five 

years is substantial puniShment for carrying out this 
purpose. By requiring state legislatures and the 
courts to state the purpose of the sentences they 
authorize, the National Advisory Commission feels 
that unnecessarily long sentencing provisions will be 
criticized as blantantly unjustifiable and will eVen
tually be revised. 

To encourage revision of sentencing practices. the 
National Advisory Commission proposed standards 
for sentencing in their Corrections report. These 
standards will be outlined briefly in the following 
pages. 

Although recognizing the inherently harmful ef
fects of uncertainty and the possible abuse or misuse 
of discretionary power, the National Advisory Com
mission still recommends an indeterminate fiye year 
maximum sentence because a determinate sentence 
would invite the more serious harm of a sentence that 
may be longer than necessary and could not be al
tered. Since only as much confinement as is abso
lutely justifiable should be imposed, the Commission 
deliberately excludes minimum limits on sentences. 
In New Jersey, the sentencing judge determines min~ 
imum-maximum sentences within statutory limits, 
precluding parole until the minimum term is served, 
or, in some cases, until some percentage of the max
imum is served, 

Standard 5.2 also establishes sentencing criteria 
that advocates the imposition of the least drastic sen
tence which does not conflict with public safety. Stan~ 
dard 5.2 even suggests reasons for withholding a dis
position of incarceration. New Jersey has no statu
tory standards governing criteria for sentencing. 
There is no policy of least drastic sentencing or of 
avoiding confinement unless there is specific justifi
cation. Clearly, revision of New Jersey policy and 
sentencing statutes would be needed to meet the 
National Advisory Commission's policy and stan
dards. 

Standard 5.3 suggests a provision for extend~d sen
tences when it is justified by the need to incapacitate 
an offender for a term longer than 5 years. Both the 
"Model Penal Code" and the "Model Sentencing 
Act" also have provisions for extended terms. How
ever, the Commission sets a maximum extended term 
of 25 years (except for murder), define~ specifically 
the types of offenses to be considered, and attempts 
to avoid a dependence on questionable psychological 
classifications, The court is given the authority to 
set a minimum term with statutory restrictions be
cauSe the Commission recognized that a community 
may need reassurance that a particularly dangerous 
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offender will be removed for some time. The New 
Jersey habitual offender provision adjusts sentences 
according to the number of repeat offenses and Gnly 
applies Lo offenses that were high misdemeanors. It 
closely complies with the National Advisory Com
mission's standards for sentencing to extended terms. 

Another standard emphasizes the use of probation 
as a sentence in itself and encourages the use of pro
bation as the standard sentence in criminal cases. 
"Probation. with its emphasis on assisting the offend
er to adjust to the free community and supervising 
tha t process, offers greater hope for success and less 
chance for human misery." Standard 5.4 declares 
that probation should be a sentence for a specific term. 
(not exceeding the maximum sentence authorized by 
law) and that, if probation is revoked. an alternative 
sentence may be imposed. The court could also dis
charge the offender from probation at any time. 
Other recommendations of Standard 5.4 involve 
conditions of probation. violations of probation. 
and hearing procedures. fn New Jersey today, pro
bation is a term imposed as a result of a suspended 
prison sentence and there is no policy encouraging 
the use of probation as the primary sentencing option 
for most nondangerous offenders. 

Other standal'ds make recommendations about 
fines. mUltiple sentences. credit for time served. con-
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tinuing jurisdiction of sentencing court, judicial visits 
to institutions, sentencing equality, sentencing insti
Hites and councils, presentence reports, rights of the 
defendant. role of counsel, and imposition of sen
tence. While the Commission's standards call for 
concurrent sentences (except where substantial evi
dence demonstrates the need for longer sentence. and 
even then consecutive sentences should never exceed 
double the maximum sentence for the most serious 
offense involved), New Jersey statutes give the courts 
complete power to impose consecutive sentences or 
concurrent sentences when sentences are imposed at 
the same or different times. The Commission also 
recommends that defendants be allowed to plead 
guilty to any other offenses they may have committed 
in the State and that these pleas should be taken 
into account in setting a sentence, A provision is also 
made for imposition of a sentence to run consecu
tively with out-of-state sentences. In concurrence 
with NACCJSG standards, New Jersey's credit for 
time policy is automatic. Tv encourage court super
vison of correctional institutions, the National Ad
visory Commission proposes to continue jurisdiction 
of the sentencing court over sentenced offenders. A 
system of sentencing councils and institutes is sug
gested to ensUre sentencing equality. Standards 5.14. 
5.15. and 5.16 all refer to presentence reports. 

7 

Correctional Philosophy: 

Parole Decisions 

There are two types of paroling authorities in New 
Jersey: the State Parole Board and the Institutional 
Boards of Trustees. In general, the State Parole 
Board is the paroling authority for the State peniten
tiaries and the Boards of Trustees are the paroling 
authorities for the V outh Correctional Institution 
Complex and other juvenile institutions. The State 
Parole Board re\'iews for parole those inmates who 
are sentenced to: life imprisoument (N.J .S.A. 30;4-
123.11); a minimum-maximum term (N.J.S.A. 30:4-
123.5); an indeterminate terIII under the conditions of 
the sex offender statute (N.J.S.A. 2A:164-8); an 
indeterminate term transferred to a state prison 
(N.J.S.A. 30:4-123.40); or an indeterminate sentence 
imposed for "conviction as a narcotic addict" when 
the inmate voluntarily enters a hospital treatment 
program (N.J.S.A. 30:123.43-123.44). Inmates of 
county jails who are serving a term with a maximum of 
over one year, and who have served at least one year 
of that term, are eligible for parole consideration by 
the State Parole Board. The State Parole Board 
members are allPointed by the Governor with the 
consent of the Senate. A Board of Trustees for each 
institution or complex is appointed by the State Board 
of Institutional Trustees and the Governor, subject to 
confirmation by the Senate. * 

The State Parole .Board and the Division of Cor
rection and Parole occupied parallel positions within 
the Department of Institutions and Agencies so that 

*To offer an idea of the scope of the paroling operations, 
during 1974 & 1975, an annual average of 1337 individuals 
left the prison complex and 2616 individuals l\fft the Youth 
Correctional Complex. 

parole decisions could be made by an authority that 
was sympathetic to correctional problemS yet rela
tively independent of them. The Boards of Trustees 
are directly responsible for the operatio n of youthful 
institutions and are, thus. much more likely to be 
influenced by correctional problems such as over
crowding when it makes parole decisions. Necessar
ily. because of the decentralized nature of the Boards 
of Trustees. parole decision-making for inmates 
under their jurisdiction operates under a variety of 
policies. procedures, and criteria. 

The State Parde Board and Board of Trustees 
for the Youth Correctional lnstitution (YCT) Com
plex will be described individually in the following 
text. The policy and procedures described in this sec
tion on the existing process of parole decision-making 
may not be fully applicable to the Parole Board chair
man's administration. However. the recommenda
tions and conclusions outlined later in this section 
will remain valid until they are effectively imple
mented. 

The State Parole Board (SPB) consists of three 
full-time members. a chairperson and two associate 
members. The appointees of the Board must have 
recognized qualifications or experience in law, socio
logy. psychology. penology, or related branches of 
the social sciences. The Parole Board members are 
subject to removal by the Governor. 

The Board of Trustees or the YCI Com'plex con
sists of fifteen members. The only prerequisite for 
membership on these boards is residence in the State 
of New Jersey. The Trustees serve sta!!f!ered three
year terms ind receive no compensation; they are 
subject to removal bv the Commissioner of the De
partment. 
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According to New Jersey statutes, the State Parole 
Board has three major powers: (l) determining when 
and under what conditions person under its jurisdic
tion may be released on parole; (2) promulgating 
rules and regulations which establish the general 
conditions under which parole is granted and revoked; 
and (3) investigating· all facts and circumstances 
surrounding applications made to the Governor for 
pardon and ex.ecutive clemency. The State Parole 
Board is also empowered to specify written regula
tions for parolees. The Board has the power to revoke 
parole following the guidelines set down in Morrissey 
v. Brewer. 

The Boards of Trustees (for the YCI complex and, 
the juvenlle institutions) derive their powers from the 
Sta te Board of Institutional Trustees, although in 
1972 the power for establishing rules and regulations 
was tnlnsferred to the Commissioner of Institutions 
and Agencies. A 1940 list, (amended in 1962), "Rules 
and Regulations Governing the Administration of 
P<:((o\e in New Jersey: Indeterminate and Juvenile 
Cases," established general criteria for parole of in
mates under the Boards of Trustees' j)1risdictions. 
These regulations are similar to those of the State 
Parole Board in that the Boards of Trusttes are given 
the authurity to grant parole when it appears "that 
such action will further the rehabilitation of the 
offender and that his release under supervision will 
not be incompatible with the welfare of society." 
You thfu I offenders released by the Board of Trustees 
of the YCI complex remain under its jurisdiction 
until they receive a discharge by a quorum vote of the 
Board or until the original maximum term of their 
sen tence expires. The Board of Trustees may also 
revoke the paro Ie of anyone under its jurisdiction. 

The State Pa.role Board sits ell bane in general 
session once each month at the call of the Chairman 
to discuss policy and procedure, schedule hearings, 
consider petitions, and review all other matters under 
the Board's jurisdiction. Hearings for parole release 
can be held at the Institutions and special meetings 
can be called bv the Chairman or by any member of 
the Board. Th~ State Parole Board rules establish 
the informal nature of Board proceedings: the Board 
is not bound by ordinary rules of evidence or judicial 
procedure. 

PAROLE ELIGIBILITY 

State Parole Board 
A prisoner sentenced to a fixed minimum and max

imum term is eligible for parole after serving the 
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minimum term or some percentage of th(: maximum 
term, whichever comes first, less comm-cttation time 
for good behavior and work credits. When a prisoner 
is serving two or more consecutive sentences at the 
same time, the sentences are aggregated for puposes 
of parole consideration. A person with no previous 
adult commitments is eligible for parole after serving 
the minimum term or one-third of the maximum sen
tence. A judicially declared second offender serves 
one-half of the maximum, a third offender serves 
two-thirds, and a fourth offender serves four-fifths of 
the maximum sentence, less sentence credits, before 
they are eligible for parole. Prior offenses committed 
when a person was under 18 years of age are only to 
be considered when the sentencing court considers 
the nature of the offense serious enough and directs 
that the offense be considered for parole eligibility 
purposes or in cases where the person was treated as 
an adult for the prior offense. Second and third of
fenders must be declared such by the court and may 
receive double or triple the maximum sentence appli
cable for a first offense. A person sen tenced as a 
fourth offender is labeled as a habitual offender and 
may be sentenced to any term of years 01" to life im
prisonm~nt. A prisoner sentenced to life imprison
ment is eligible for parole after 1~ years less com
mutation time. Prisoners who would ordinarily be 
eligible for parole later tha n if they had been sen
tenced to life imprisonment are also eligible after 25 
years, less good time. Inmates of county jails and 
penitentiaries having a lerm longer than one year 
are eligible for parole after serving one year, less 
good time. 

Persons servi ng indeterminate sentences in State 
prisons are eligible for parole at any time, excepting 
special sex offenders. who cannot be considered for 
parole unless the Special Classification Review 
Board recommends that they can be paroled. Per
SOns committed as special sex offenders cannot be 
confined longer then the maximum term for their 
offense. 

Boards of Trustees of the Y CI Complex 
Persons serving indeterminate sentences under 

the parole jurisdiction of the Board of Trustees may 
have their sentences terminated at the discretion of 
the Board of Trustees. Confinement and parole shall 
not exceed the maximum for the offense or five years, 
whichever is less. If the maximum for the offense is 
over 5 years, the court may, for good cause shown, 
impose the longer term. Juveniles assigned to YCT's 
arc sentenced for an indeterminate term of up to 
three years. At the Youth Correctional Institution 
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Complex, all inmates are given tentative parole dates 
or "Time Goals" upon consideration of the offense, 
ageofinmate,length of sentence, number of offenses, 
jail credit, etc, A Classification Committee at the 
reception and diagnostic center at Yardville period
ically reviews inmates' records and makes recom
mendations for treatment, training, and parole. The 
Youth Correctional Institution Complex Board of 
Trustees currently sets time goals between 4 and 
14 months for crim~s against property, 8 to 24 
months for crimes against persons, and 14 to 16 
months for possession or sale of narcotics or con
trolled dangerous substances. The Youth Complex 
has an additional schedule for some more serious 
crimes which include "Check Dates" for review at 
6 or 12 months intervals. If progress is satisfactory, 
a time goal of anywhere from 8 to 12 months is set 
from the prior check date. 

SENTENCE ADJ UST MENT 

State Parole Boards 
State Prison inmates can decrease their minimum 

and maximum term of sentence by receiving auto
matic jail credit for time spent in jail between arrest 
and imposition of sentence, by earning good work 
credit, and by earning good behavior credit. Work 
credit is awarded on a ratio of one less day of sen
tence for every five days of work. Good behavior 
credit is given according to length of the sentence 
and security classification. Minimum security in
mates receive additional remission of time at the rate 
of three days per month for the first year and five 
days per month for each subsequent year. 

Board of Trustees of the vcr Complex 
The Board of Trustees of the YCI Complex has 

developed criteria for sentence credits that serve as 
the equivalent to work and good behavior credits in 
the State prisons. In the YCI's, the adjustment [tIling 
varies from "poor" to "above average" and the days 
off vary from 21 days to 90 days for inmates with a 
12 month time goal. 

Parole Grant Hearing; State Parole Board 

After reception, a "best" eligibilty and an "actual" 
eligibility date are calculated for each inmate. The 
Parole Board maintains a rotating file of the best 
eligibility dates which are supposed' to be updated by 
the Classification Offices when any changes in an 
inmate's sentence status occur. Four months prior 
to the inmate's scheduled hearing date, the Board 
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sends the list to the prison Classification Offices, 
county prosecutors, county judges. and the Attorney 
General of New Jersey. The eligibility list is also 
made public at this time. 

The Board holds monthly parol~ hearings at each 
institution for all inmates whose best date for eligibil
ity falls within that month. Only the members of the 
Board, a representative of the Bureau of Parole, and 
the prisoner may be present. If prisoners are unable 
to appear for a personal interview, the. hearing will 
proceed on their case in their absence. P~isoners with 
"sta te hospital status" shall be heard on the record " 
but are not entitled to appear personally until they 
are returned to the jurisdiction of the institution. 
They are entitled to appear before the Board at its 
next meeting in the institution. In 1974. the Parole 
Board heard an average of 33 cases on each hearing 
day with each hearing lasting an average of 14 min
utes. 

The New Jersey Parole Board hearings are inform
al and it is only with the Board's permission that a 
legal brief may be filed on the inmate's behalf. The 
granting of parole rests entirely on the discretion 
of the Board. The "Board Rules" state that the 
Board must be of the opinion "that there is reason
able probability that, if such eligible prisoner is re
leased, he will asSUme his proper and rightful place 
in society, without violation of law, and that his re
lease is not incompatible with the welfare of society. 
No prisoner shall be released on~\ parole merely as a 
reward for good behavior or effich~nt performance of 
duties assigned while under sentence." Within these 
general statements of policy, the Board is given com
plete discretion in deciding who will be released on 
parole. 

The State Parole Board does not use a specific 
set of criteria nor an acturial formula for decision
making. According to Board policy, the merits of 
each case are considered individually. The August, 
1975, Program AnalYSis oj the Parole System by the 
Office of Fisca I Affairs indicates that the Parole 
Board may be relying on Inaccurate information 
when it makes its parole decisions. The () FA's survey 
of case files led them to conclude that the minimum 
of up-lo-date offender-related data necessary to make 
an individuaL nonstandardized, discreti onary deci
sion is not always available to the Board when an 
offender.comes before it for a parole hearing. In addi
tion, the OFA concluded that, while implicit slan~ 
dards may exist, the Board apparently had no explicit 
criteria or standards for general decision-mak~ng. 

The New Jersey parole system does not provide 
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for extensive due process proceedings at parole 
hearings because parole is seen as a privilege, not 
as a right. However, the Supreme Court of New Jer
sey ruled in Monks v. New Jersey Parole Board that 
the Board must provide reasons for parole denials. 
The Ad Hoc Parole Committee asserts that these 
denial reasons are standardized. not expt'lnatory, 
and not' demonstrative of the individual attention 
the Board claims to use for decision-making. 

No release on parole is declared except by Unan
imous vote of the Parole Board. Each prisoner con
sidered for parole is informed in writing of the 
Board's decision as soon as possible aftet the hearing. 
It is this written notice tha t describes the basis for 
the denial of parole. Also, in cases of denial, the 
notice includes the date the case will be reconsidered. 

When a prisoner has been declared eligible for 
parole, the Parole Board has the authority to set a 
release date at any time prior to the expiration of the 
maximum sentence. The OFA found that the aver
age length of stay pending release was 152 days, 
approximately five months. This time gap is ex
plained by seasonal and program considerations that 
the Board feels are important to the successful rein
tegration of the offender into society. When a release 
date is set, actual release is stilI conditional on the 
Board's approval of a parole plan a nd the prospective 
parolee's continued good conduct in the institution. 
The Board must be satisfied that the prisoner has a 
suitable community plan with visible means of sup
port or the likelihood of self-sustaining employment 
upon release. 

Where an offender's sentence includes a fine and 
costs, the Board determines the conditions under 
which the payments will be made. The prisoner re
mains under the supervision of the Bureau of Parole 
until the fines and costs have been paid in full even 
if the maximum sentence has previously expired. If 
the sentence has expired. parole may be revoked only 
for failure to pay the fine. 

Indeterminately sentenced offenders. other than 
special sex offenders. who are transferred from the 
YCI Complex are included on the parole hearing list 
which is under preparation when the transfer informa
tion is received. Time allowances in lieu of com
mutation. work. and minimum security credits shall 
be granted against the maximum sentence applicable 
to the inmate's offense. When any such prisoner 
is n:ieased OP parole, the length of supervision by the 
Bureau or Paroi~ is measured by the adjusted max
imum or a maximum set by the Board. subject to the 
maximum limit for offense. 
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A request for a rehearing may be made by an in
mate or by someone on the prisoner's behalf. The 
request for a rehearing must show good cause and 
set forth new facts or conditions which would warrant 
such a hearing. A rehearing may be granted or denied 
at the discretion of the Board and. if granted, the 
case will be reheard when :Jpecified by the Board. 

Having rendered a parole decision, the Board may. 
for an; reason, prior to release on parole, advance, 
postpone. or deny a parole which has been granted 
or advance or postpone a scheduled rehearing date. 
Reconsideration of parole decisions seems to be 
primarily involved with granted parole rather than 
denied parole decisions. The rescission policy allows 
the Board to nullify a previous parole decision at any 
time prior to the effective date of parole. Any cir
cumstances or conditions which, in the Board's opin
ion, would make the parole of the subject incompat
ible with the welfare of society could be the cause for 
a parole rescission. Misconduct in the institution 
called to the Board's attention by the Chief Executive 
Officer, transfer to a mental institution due to mental 
illness, or a serious illness which cannot be treated 
compatibly with the prisoner's parole plan are specific 
circumstances which will cause the Board to rescind 
an inmate's parole. A prisoner can also be held be
yond a designated release date for a period not to 
exceed 14 days. If the prisoner is to be held fot ovel 
14 days, the Board must rescind its prior decision 
and set a rehearing date. 

Before being released on parole. each prisoner is 
required to enter into a written agreement called a 
"parole certificate" which stipulates the terms 
and conditions upon which pamle has been granted. 
The Board may impose, in addition to general con
ditions, special terms and conditions which it con
siders necessary in particular cases. The Board may 
add to, eliminate, or modify the conditions of parole 
at any time. 

State prisoners remain in the legal custody of the 
Chief Executive Officers of the institutions from 
which the inmates were paroled and are under the 
continuous supervision of the Bureau of Parole until 
the expiration of the maximum periods of their sen
tences or until they are discharged from parole in 
accordance with the pertaining rules and statutes. 
County penitentiary cases remain in the legal custody 
of the Chief Executive Officer of the institution from 
which they were paroled and are under the contin
uous supervision of the probation officers of the 
counties from which they were committed until the 
maximum terms of their sentences have expired. 

PAROLE GRANT HEARINGS 

Parole Grant Hearings: Board of Trustees of the 
YCI Complex 

The only extant document which describes the 
parole process for the Youth COI'rectional Institu
tions Complex was originally drawn up in October. 
1940, and revised in 1962. It does not describe parole 
granting procedures. The institutional Classification 
Committee has a role in assigning time goals accord
ing to the Board of Trustees' policies; however. the 
specific procedures for parole grant ha ve not been 
documented and detailed information is not avail
able at this time. 

Parole Revocation Hearings: State Parole Board 

The U.S. Supreme Court decision in Morrissey 
v, Brewer requires certain minimum due process 
procedures for parole revocation. Requirements 
include a preliminary hearing to determine probable 
cause and a final revocation hearing conducted with 
due process. The State Parole Board has developed 
procedural guidelines for parole revocation which are 
designed to comply with the Morrissey v. Brewer 
decision. 

Revocation proceedings are commenced at the dis
cretion of the District Parole Supervisor. If the Dis
trict Parole Supervisor has reasonable grounds to 
believe that a parolee has seriously viola ted the con
ditions of parole, he or she can require the parolee 
to appear before a hearing officer for a probable 
cause hearing The District Parole Supervisor must 
give the parolee advance written notice of the pur
pose of the hearing, the alleged parole violation(s). 
and the parolee's rights at the probable cause hearing. 
These are: the right to appear and speak in his/her 
own behalf; the right to present witnesses; the right to 
present documentary evidence and other relevant 
material or information to the hearing officer: the 
right to confront and cross-examine adverse witnesses 
(unless the hearing officer determines that a witness 
would be subject to risk or harm); the right to remain 
silent: and the right to waive such hearing. There i:l no 
provision for a lawY,er to be present at the probable 
cause hearing. If the District Parole Supervisor 
believes that the parolee is not likely to appear at the 
hearing, has absconded form parole supervision, or 
presents a danger to the community or self. a warrant 
may be issued authorizing the apprehension and de
tention of the parolee in any suitable institution, 
pending the probable cause hearing. Upon the issu
ance of a warrant, the District Parole Supervisor 

must notify the Board. The Board may i~slle a war
rant-detainer authorizing return and con tinued deten~ 
tion of the parolee in the New Jersey State prison 
system. 

After a probable cause hearing i~ held, the prob
able cause hearing officer shall forward a notice of 
decision to the parolee consisting of a summary or 
digest of the proceedings. the reasons fol' the decision, 
and the evidence relied upon in support of such deci
sion. The probable cause hearing officer's decision 
is not binding on the Board and may be overruled by 
majority vote of the Board. If it is determined that 
probable cause does not exist, either the hearing 
officer or the Board shall decide whether or not the 
prisoner should" be detained until his or her final 
parole revocation hearing. The Board may overrule 
the decision of a hearing officer within ten (to) work
ing days of the receipt of the probable cause notice of 
decision. 

Upon a finding of probable cause, a final hearing 
is held within a reasonable time by the Board. or a 
representative of the Board. The purpose of the final 
hearing before the State Parole Board is to arrive 
at the final decision as to whether parole shall be 
revoked, The parolee is given written notice of the 
time, date. and place of the hearing as well as his/her 
rights at the final hearing. These rights include: (l) 
the right to disclosure 'on the alleged violation(s): 
(2) the right to be heard in person and to present wit
nesses, evidence, and any other relevant materials; 
and (3) the right to confront und cross-examine ad~ 
verse witnesses (unless it is determined that witnesses 
would be subject to risk or harm), At the fina1 hear
jng. the parolee may have counsel appear on his/her 
behalf and. if he/she is indigeI1t, counsel may be ob~ 
tained through the Office of the Public Defender. 

A record of the Final Hearing is kept for at least 
one year. When a hearing officer conducts the Final 
Hearing, a hearing summary stating the reasons for 
and evidence supporting the decision is submitted 
to the Parole Board for their review and final decision 
with regard to parole revocation, A copy of the Final 
Hearing transcripts and summary are forwarded to 
the parolee or his/her attorney so that they l11ay 
refute. supplement, or explain matters considered at 
the hearing by filing written ehception to the heqring 
summary. rf the decision is made to revoke parole, 
a written statement stating the reasons and evidence 
relied upon in making the decision is forwarded from 
the Board directly to the parolee and to his/her 
attorney. 

When persons are sentenced and paroled under the 
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"Sex Offender Act." a complete diagnostic ex
amination by the Diagnostic Center is made of the 
parolee subsequent to the Final Hearing. The ex
amination is done to discover if a parolee continues 
to suffer from mental dis<>rders grounded in sexual 
aberration which may require institutional super
vision and treatment. 

The Parole Board has discretion over the length of 
time parolees serve in prison as a result of their 
parole being revoked. If parole is revoked for a new 
conviction. the prisoner is required. unless reparoled 
by the Board, to serve the balance of time due on the 
original sentence computed as of the date of the 
original release on parole. If parole is revoked for 
reasons other than a conviction For a new crime, 
the prisoner is required. unless reparoled by the 
Board. to serve the balance of time due on the 
original senten:::e computed from the date he/she was 
declared delinquent on parole. The Board may 
rescind revocation or reparole a person at any time. 
The court must designate whether a sentence imposed 
for the new conviction shall run concurrently or 
consecutively with the original sentence. . 

Parole Revocation Hearings: Boards of Trustees 

The Boards of Trustees for the Youth Correctional 
Institution Complex must also provide for the 
minimum due process procedures as required by the 
U.S. Supreme Court's decision in Morrissey v. 
Brewer. The Board of Trustees has a policy of re
taining parole violators for 1 to 12 months. Detailed 
information on the exact parole revocation pro
cedures used by the Trustees is not documented at 
this time. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM 
OTHER SOURCES 

This section will review the most recent sources of 
specific recom mendations concerning the parole 
decision-making process in New Jersey. They will 
be discussed in chronological order starting with the 
Parole Denial Process in New Jersey, Public Inform
ation Report #1, by the Ad Hoc Parole Committee. 
(February 1975); then "A Way Out oj Wonder
land", a report 01' the Special Study Committee on 
Purole Reform of the New Jersey Association ~n 
Correction (February. 1975); Assembly Bill No. 
3467 (June. 1975): and finally. Program Analysis 
of the New Jersey Parole System. by the Office of 
Fiscal Affairs (August, 1975). These reports and 
recommendations will be evaluated and compared. 
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A summary of guidelines from t:l: President's Com
mission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice; National Council on Crime and Delin
quency; the American Law Institute; the American 
Correctional Association; the Association of Paroling 
Authorities; and the National Advisory Commission 
on Criminal Jurtice Standards and Goals will be 
presented. 

The Ad Hoc Parole Committee 

The Ad Hoc Parole Committee is a coalition of 
prisoners. criminal justice professionals. and con
cerned citizens working for the reform of parole 

. procedures in New Jersey. Their report, The Parole 
Denial Process ill New Jersey, is aimed at keeping the 
public informed so that it can more ef.fectively 
exercise its responsibility to incarcerated men and 
women and their return as contributing people to the 
free society. 

Dr. Walter A. Stewart summarized the major 
complaints of the Ad Hoc Committee. "The Star 
Chamber quality of the Parole Board's actions, 
with its secrecy and dishonesty, is not new to pris
oners; it only confirms their beliefs and makes a 
mockery out of the goal of changing their view of the 
world which is, in the final analysis, the only viable 
way to ever hope to change their behavior." Dr. Ste
wart explains that the report shows that the Parole 
Board's decision is largely based on a "Catch-22" 
psychiatrist's interview and some undefined or un
declared criteria of the Board. The report challenges 
that psychiatrists or psychologists who conduct inter
views are inadequately trained, do not devote enough 
time to giving a thorough examination. and are not 
trusted by the inmates. The Committee questions the 
Parole Board members' expertise in determining 
whether or not a prisoner is rehabilitated. They 
criticize the fact that Parole Board members "have 
more power over a prisoner's life than judges, yet 
they do not have to pass a Bar Examination. attend 
a special school. or be cleared by an Ethics Commit.:.. 
tee." The report goes on to assert that the "black 
box" parole detision-making process creates a psy
chologically destructive atmosphere and perpetuates 
the prisoners" alienation from society, Although 
the Supreme Court of the State of New Jersey, in 
Monks vs. New Jersey State Parole Board, requires 
that the Board give reasons for denial of parole, 
many prisoners claim, according to the Ad Hoc Com-

. mittee. that the reasons given for parole denial are 
merely a formula designed to speedily dispose of each 
case while giving the appearance of careful consid. 

eration to the public and to the courts. In Beckworth 
v. New Jersey State Parole Board, the State Supreme 
Court held that the reasons for denial were valid as 
they applied to individual prisoners; however. the 
pattenl of denials was never examined by the court. 
Members of the Ad Hoc Parole Committee inter
viewed 326 prisoners in Trenton State Prison who had 
been denied parole so as to describe the common 
characteristics of these prisoners and examine the 
stIlted reasons for the denials. They hypothesized 
that the Board discriminates against "violent" of
fenders even though the laws already provide for 
longer sentences for such crimes, thus usurping the 
Judicial sentencing function. The Committee also 
hypothesizes that the Board is significantly prejudiced 
against prisoners who continue to maintain their 
innocence even after their conviction. Previous incar
ceration also affected parole denials. Examination 
of the prior history of those denied parole revealed 
that 68CJf· had a history of previous incarcerations. 
Institutional charges filed against the prisoners al~,., 
seemed to influence denials. The Committee dis
covered that. although the Parole Board attempts to 
individualize' parole decisions for each candidatt' for 
parole. the length of time devoted to personally hear
ing each prisoner precludes such individ llal attention. 
Reasons for parole denials were' examined. and the 
same reasons were found repeatedly. The Committee 
concluded that the Parole Board uses an undisclosed 
formula for making parole decisions. ansI they criti~ 
cize such, tt formula as being an example of hl;. ~oss 

ineptitude and laziness on the part of such a wdl
paid group of people and at worst patently illegal." 
Claiming that formula decision-making leads to for
mula reasons. the Ad Hoc Parole Committee charges 
that. "such formula reasons are worse than worth
less for they not only fail to provide guidelines for 
the future, they also inspire an atmosphere of despair 
and hopelessness which is the exact opposite of the 
atmosphere prison officials try to create." [t is un
clear whether the Committee objects to a formula 
for decision-making or only to the resulting stan
dardized reasons for parole denial. 

It could be inferred. from this report that the Com
mittee feels that the factors of past criminal history. 
nature of the current offense (whether violent or 
not), and institutional infrat'tions should not be con
sidered in the parole decision-making process. Or. 
the Committee may not be objecting to the use of 
such a formula. but simply to an 'unconscIOus or at 
least unpubticized formula used bv th~Parole Board. 
which is seen as a failur.:; "to pr~vide guidelines for 

the future" by which inmates may gauge their own 
performance. If the former interpretation of the 
Committee's Report is correct, then this blanket dis
approval of decision-maki ng formulas would also 
imply disapproval of such well-researched decision
making formulas as those used by the U.S. Parole 
Board. Many corrections officials consider such 
clearly formulated and empirically substantiated 
decision-making strategies to be positive steps in the 
direction of increased objectivity and fairness. 

The Ad Hoc Committee suggests that the basis 
for parole decision-making be specifically relevant 
to each prisoner's particular problems. IF a psychiat
ric evaluation is to be included in the decision
making. it should be based on extensive and careful 
interviews. Summations of relevant portions of such 
interviews should be made available to the prisoner. 
Finally. the basis of the Parole Board's decision 
should be explained to the prisoner in detail. 

The Ad Hoc Committee has developed "An Act 
to Provide for Adult Purole, Conditional Release and 
Procedure in: the Consideration of Executive Clem
ency" which outlines its specific reaommendations 
for" parole decision-making in New Jersey. Signifi
cant changes recommended include: 
1. The ~ppointinent of five (S) fUll-time members 

for six (6) year terms by the Governor with the 
advice and consent of the Senate from a list of 
fifteen (IS) persons submitted by the following: 
the Chief Justice of the New Jersey Supreme 
Court (or a delegate appoit~ted by the Chief 
Justice); the President of the New Jersey Psycho
analytic Association; the President of the New 
Jersey Conference of Social Workers: and the 
President of the New Jersey Bar Association. 
Any recommendations by community, religious, " 
or prisoner groups, e~c., would also be con
sidered by the aforementioned individuals. 

2. A quorum of the Board would be three (3) of 
five (S) members and decisions of the Boaru 
would be made by a majority vote of a quorum. 

3. Reports used in denying or revoking parole 
would be disclosed to the prisoner or parolee and 
to the prisoner/parolee's representative, unless 
such reports would be counterproductive to 
rehabilitation. 

4. The Speaker of the General Assembly would 
appoint a State Director of Parole who would 
be the executive of the Boad and would super
vise and administer parole functions including 
hearings and supervision in New Jersey. 

"'. The Board could establish residential facilities 
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for parolees and could place a parolee in such a 
facility as a condition of Parole. 

6. Prisoners would be eligible for parole after 
completing one-third of their minimum sen
tences, less good time or at the end of ten (10) 
years, whichever comes first. Good time would 
be presumptively earned unless specific evidence 
for forfeiture is presented. Within thirty (30) 
days after sentence, prisoners would be informed 
of their initial eligibility dates and the means by 
which they would earn favorable consideration 
by the Board. This would be called a Contract 
and could tle renegotiated in good faith. 

7. After their first eligibility and at regular inter
vals. prisoners would be considered for release on 
parole by the Board. Pri5'Oners would be paroled 
if they substantially met their contracts. A 
Hearing Examiner would make the initial parole 
decisions, which would then be referred to the 
Board for final approval. 

8. Prisoners could appeal the decisions of the 
Hearing Examiner to the full Board. 

9. The Board would have the power to issue sub
poenas. 

10. Parolees would be provided with a minimum of 
$250 and a maximum of $750 upon release and 
would receive not more than $50 per week for 
basic economic needs and/or until employment 
was secured, not to exceed 90 days. 

The major innovations suggested by this Act are 
the "Contract," which would give prisoners clear, 
definite goals toward their .own rehabilitation. the 
presumptive determination of good time, which could 
not be denied without being substantiated by specific 
evidence with which the prisoner would be con
fronted, and the provision of a living allowance to 
newly paroled inmates. However, none of the recom· 
mendations deal with the actual criteria for decision
making. The Committee provides neither standards 
nor a methodology for arriving at such guidelines 
for setting up contracts. A "black bQx" process can 
still exist unless specific and objective criteria for 
contracting and methods of evaluating ·fulfillment of. 
contracts are established. 

The Special Study Committee on Parole Reform of 
the New Jersey Association on Correction 

"A Way Out of Wonderland" is a report on parole 
reform by the Special Study Committee on Parole 
Reform of the New Jersey Association on Correction 
which has been studying the paroling process in New 
Jersey since May of 1973. This Committee criticizes 
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the discretionary power of the State Parole Board, 
the extent of Board's responsibility for predicting 
the future behavior of inmates, the focus on release 
or continued confinement instead of on the respon
sibility for rehabilitation, and inequitable and unduly 
harsh sentences. They propose: 
I. that each sentence: to the Department of Cor

rections be comprised of a standard percentage 
"confinement" portion and a standard percentage 
"community adjustment" portion; 

2. that inmates be released automatically after they 
served the "confinement" portion of their sei1-
tences; 

3. that in cases of serious anti-social conduct while 
confined, the Parole Board would conduct a 
hearing with full due process provisions to de
termine whether the period of confinement should 
be extended up to two-thirds of the adjusted 
maximum or five years of actual confinement, 
whichever comes first. 

The Committee report asserts that no body of 
people can determine without possibility of error 
when inmates are "ready" for release or if they are 
likely to commit another offense. The Committee 
maintains that no inmate is ever "rehabilitated" in 
prison and, that a rehabilit-a:Hon or reintegration 
effort is mUJ.;h more likely to take place in com
munity-based programs. Recognizing this. the Com
mittee suggests that society should determine how 
much confinement is required to protect the com
munity, to isolate and punish the offender, and to 
deter others, and how much time should be allowed 
for a correctional, rehabilitative effort in the com
munity. The role of deciding how much confinement 
is enough should not be assigned to the paroling 
authority but rather to the legislature and judiciary, 
although the Committee would allow the Board the 
discretionary power to issue an order requiring a 
parolee to "show cause" why parole should not be 
revoked. 

The explicit division of a sentence into custodial 
and community adjustment portions would require 
expanded community resources and improved parole 
services. But the Committee points out that, rather 
than wasting a great deal of money unsuccessfully 
attempting to rehabilitate offenders in institutions, 
community services can be used more successfully 
and less expensively for this purpose. 

The Committee also suggests two applications of 
the ACA's Mutual Agreement Plan (MAP). Some 
form of a MAP system is seen as potentially useful 
for controlling inmates who must be detained beyond 

their automatic release date and might also be use
ful as a replacement for the current parole plan. They 
feel that this contracting system would provide more 
structure and motivation for rehabilitation. Upon 
successful completion of a plan. an inmate could be 
released on parole or a parolee's supervision could 
be terminated. 

Assembly Bill No. 3467 

The Parole Act of 1975, Assembly Bill No. 3467, 
is similar to the Committee on Parole Reform's 
Model Act. The burden of proof is placed on the 
paroling authorities to show why an inmate should 
not be paroled. rather than on the inmate to show 
why he/she should be. The inmate would be primarily 
eligible for parole after having served a statutory 
minimum term. 20 years of a life term, or one-third 
of the maximum sentence where no mandatory 
minimum term had been set. Tilt! inmate would be 
released at the primary eligibility date unless the 
inmate had committed persistent and serious mis
conduct which is reasonably predictive uf post-re
lease behavior or unless substantial likelihood exists 
that the inmate will commit a new crime if released. 
The Parole Board would still be given the power to 
determine this likelihood of recidivism, although the 
burden of proof is placed on the paroling authorities 
to show positively that there is a significent likeli
hood of recidivism. Howe.ver, unless procedures for 
appeal are guaranteed, the Board's decisions will not 
be monitored to assure that the burden: of proof falls. 
on the board rather than the inmate. 

The denial process would proceed through an initial' 
review by a hearing officer. a hearing conducted by a 
a hearing officer, and an appeal of denial to the full 
Board. A future parole eligibility date would be set if 
release on the primary eligibility date was denied, 
with a mandatory review after tW9 years. regardless 
of the eligibility date. There would also be a pro~ 
vision for parole release under contract agreement 
for inmates who are not serving any judicial or stat
utory minimum term or life sentence. 

The Parole Act of 1975 would eliminate many of 
the current standard· conditions of parole. leaving 
only four conditions plus any other special conditions 
assigned specifically for the parolee. There is also 
a provision for contracting for early termination of 
parole which would allow the parolee to be discharged 
without any hearings when he/she had fulfilled the 
contract. The Act would also provide these alterna
tives to revoca tion: (l) reprimand and warning; 
(2) reporting to be instituted or intensified; or (3) 

additional conditions of parole. A hearing would 
be conducted to modify parole <.!onditions. Parole 
revocation would also be accomplished by review und 
hearings by hearing offtcers. A new offense commi
ted bv a parolee would be processed through the court 
and 'the parolee must have been convicted before 
revocation would be applied. 

A parole violator could not be reconfined for a 
period exceeding one year. A parole violator recon
fined for a new offense would serve 6 months or up to 
one-half of the time that remained to be served on the 
prior sentence. less the time served on parole. which
ever was longer. The duration of time served for the 
violation would never exceed the maxim,um sentence 
for the original charge. 

This proposed bill also provides for a change in the 
organization of the State Parole Board. The new 
St~te Parole Board would consist ofa rull-time chair
person and four part-time associate members. each 
serving a three-year term. 

Office of Fiscal Affairs 

The Office of Fiscal Affairs (OFA), Division of 
Program Analysis. prepared a report on the New 
Jersey Parole System. The OFA suggests some 
sweeping changes in the organizational structure of 
parole decision-making, as well as some modifica
tions of the decision-making process itself. 

The OFA recommends that the State L~gi:;lature 
standardize the system for parole eligibility and sen
tence adjustment and eliminate any sentencing dis
tinctions between the saine type of offenders. This 
would eliminate indeterminate sentences for both 
female and. VDLlthful. mal~ offenders. The precedent 
for 'such action wa~ set by the New Jersey Sliprerrre' 
Court in State v. Chambers, when the Court held that 

.. the disti net ion made with respect to sentencing and 
parole eligibility for adult female offeilders was un-
,consitutional. . . , 

Arguing that there is no app.a,rent re~\son why the 
due process. provisions for parole revocation hearings 
should not also apply to parole grant hearings. the 
o FA recommends that such due process provisions 
as disclosure of evidence, opportunity to examine and 
present witnesses, etc., should be established for 
both parole grant and parole revocation hearings. 
Along with reform in the hearing process, the OFA 
suggested reform in the decision-making methods. 
After analyzing the cases of a sample population of 
prisoners considered for parole by the Board, the 
o FA concluded that "decision-making patterns do 
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exist, regardless of whether or not they are intended." 
Because certain implicit standards exist, it was rec
ommended that the Board's decision-making process 
be more objective and accountable. The OFA sug
gested that the Board establish parole criteria which 
would provide the standards for the Board. 

Other than the recommendations described above, 
the OF A evaluated and made recommendations 
about administrative procedures that are not inher
ently in need of change. 

NATIONAL 51 ANDARD5: 
Several national criminal justice agencies have 

delineated the organization of parole boards and' 
proposed procedural guidelines for parole decision
making. A brief synopsis of the criteria for parole 
board membership will be presented first, followed 
by a more detailed discussion of the procedural guide
lines developed by the American Correctional Asso
ciation and the National Advisory Commission on 
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. 

The President's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice (PCLEAJ) in Cor
rections suggests that, if a system of hearing exam
iners is utilized, no more than five (5) Parole Board 
members are needed. The "Standard Probation and 
Parole Act" of the National Council on Crime and 
Delinquency (NCCD) recommends a state Board of 
Probation and Parole consisting of not less than three 
(3) members appointed for 6-year terms on a fulI
time basis. The "Model Penal Code" of the American 
Law Institute (ALI) suggests boards varying from 3 
to 9 members, dependhg on the size of the state, 
serving full-time for 6-year terms. The association 
of Paroling Authorities (APA) recommends full-time 
board members serving not less than six years and 
even as long as ten years. 

Most of these guidelines require members to have 
academic or professional backgrounds infields re
lating to parole decision-making problems. The 
PCLEAJ and the NCCD recommend that members 
be appointed by the Governor from a list of candi
dates submitted by committees of persons involved in 
muny uspects of the criminal justice system. All of 
the guidelines describe the ideal personal character
istics of members as forthrightness, courage, pa
tience, wisdom, and impartiality. 

The PCLEAJ suggests a system using a staff of 
hearing examiners who would be delegated the power 
to make certain kinds of decisions within policies 
and guidelines set by the Board. The Board would 
concern itself with parole policy-making, making 
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decisions only on a limited number of cases and act
ing as an appellate body for decisions made by the 
hearing examiners. This recommendation served as 
the basis for the paroling structure described by the 
National Advisory Commission. The NACCJSG 
standards will be discussed later. 

American Correctional Association 

The American Correctional Association (ACA) 
outlines principles and standards for parole decision
making in the Manual oj Correctional Standards 
(1966). The ACA suggests that the parole board 
should be empowered by law to establish rules of 
operation governing conditions of parole, revocation 
of parole, and discharge from parole. The Board 
would be given wide latitude to determine the time 
of release and the period of parole supervision for all 
inmates of state prisons. The ACA sugge$ts that the 
paroling authority be administratively placed in an 
integrated correctional agency including probation 
and parole services, as well as institutional facilitIes 
and services. 

The ACA suggests that the Parole Board review 
each case at least once per year to become informed 
of each prisoner's progress and possible readiness 
for parole. Because hearings for parole decision
making are described as informal and not a retrial 
of the case, the ACA claims that legal counsel and 
witnesses should not be permitted to appear in order 
to avoid adversary-type bearings. Thus, due process 
considerations do not enter into the parole granting 
hearing as described by the ACA. 

To prevent personal biases and attitudes from 
playing a role in decision-making, the ACA recom
mends that the Parole Board determine its philosophy 
and criteria for parole selection. Parole experience 
and prediction tables are suggested to provide parole 
boards with norms against which they could compare 
their decisions and also to alert them to special needs 
of certain types of cases. 

The ACA recommends a gradual release from 
confinement, usually to a minimum security or an 
open type of institution prior to release. Home fur
loughs and work release are also alternatives to sud
den release into the community. Halfway houses and 
prerelease centers can provide a parolee with a period 
of adjustment under diminished controls as opposed 
to .he virtual absence of official controls during the 
critical early period of parole. 

The parole conditions would be fixed by the Board 
and would not be imposed unless the Board intended 

to use them as a basis for possible revocation of pa
role. The ACA goes on to advise that the following 
types of conditions should be imposed: obtaining 
permission for any change in employment or resi
dence or for leaving the geographical jurisdiction; 
maintaining steady employment (when possible); 
submitting written reports; keeping appointments; 
complying with the parole officer's instructions; and 
not violating any law. 

The ACA also recommends that Parole Boards 
seek alternatives other than incarceration for a pa
role violator, especially where it appears that further 
incarceration would serve no useful purpose. The 
ACA encourages an informal nature for parole 
revocation hearings, stressing that an adversary-type 
hearing is not suitable for discovering whether parole 
should or should not be revoked. They suggest that 
the files of the Board remain confidential for the 
benefit of the parolee as well as the parole system. 

Finaily, the American Correctional AS50ciation 
suggests that the Parole Board do research and collect 
statistics to be used as guides for the evaluation and 
possible moclification of the parole decision· makin~ 
process of the Board. 

The National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
Justice Standards and Goals 

The National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
JU5tice Standards and Goals sets down specific guide
lines for the parole decision-making process. The 
National Advisory Commission suggests that the 
Parole Board operate independently under an organi
zational structure that is a consolidation of all cor
rectional services. This organization encourages coor
dination with correctional programs throughout the 
system and, at the same time, preserves the position 
of the Parole Board as an autonomous check on the 
system. 

The responsibility of the paroling authority is 
shifted in the direction of policy-making and hear
ing appeals rather than toward conducting parole 
hearings. "Articulation of criteria for makin a deci
sions and developmen t of basic policies is one'" of the 
chief tasks that parole decision-makers need to under
take." Explaining that criteria must be specified be
fore they can be validated, the National Advisory 
Commission states that articulation of the basis for 
decision-making is cruci&1 to improving parole 
decisions. Through knowing the criteria for decision
making, institutiunal staff and inmates can realist
lcally deal with programs aimed at rehabilitation. 

The National Advisory Commission has designed 
a parole release hearing process that assigns the Pa
role Board the function of supervising the decisions 
of hearing examiners rather than the task of 
making detailed judgements in individual cases. 
Hearing examiners, operating under policies and 
guidelines set down by the Board, are responsible 
for the large volume of routine hearings. Appeals 
would be heard by the Parole Board. Instead of hear
ing every case, the Parole Board mem bers "should 
be developing written policies and using monitoring 
systems by which decision outcomes could be ob
served and strategies for improvement developed." 
As workloads expand. additional hearing examiners 
should be added to the staff rather than increasing 
the number of Parole BOLlrdmembers. This system 
is essentially that utilized by the Federal Parole 
Board, which is also regionalized, with eight Board 
members and their staffs of hearing examiners having 
responsibility for spe<;,:iic prisoners and parolees 
in each region of the country. 

Standard 12.3 describes the proposed parole grant 
procedures. This includes the following: 

• Personal hearings with inmates within one yenr 
after they are received in an institution .. 

• Decisions directed toward objectives agreed upon 
by the inmate and the institution staff. 

• Monitored and approved programs that can result 
in an inmate's release without further Board 
hearings. 

• Release of offenders when first eligible unless cer
tain specific conditions exist. 

• Further hearing dates within one year if release is 
not agreed upon. 

• Appeal process to the full parole board. 
• Personal and direct notification to the inmate of 

the decision by the board member or his/her repre
sentative within the same day as the hearing. 

• Written lists of reasons for decisions. 
• Disclosure to the inmate or his/her representative 

of all but sensitive information. 
• Representation of offenders under appropriate 

conditions, if required. 

Representation by lawyers or other spokespersons 
is contrary to the ACA recommendation to avoid 
creating an adversarial system. However, the Na
tional Advisory Commission points dut several 
advantages of representation. The information base 
can be enlarged and issues can be challenged more 
directly by free representatives who are not in the 
helpless position of the inmate and inmates are more 
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likely to feel that they are being treated more fairly. 
Representation involves people from outside the 
parolling process and thus encourages necessary 
reforms. The ultimate credibility of the parole 
system may be d,~cided by the principle of allowing 
offenders to have representation when crucial 
decisions are made. 

Standard 12.4 outlines the recommended pro
cedures for revocation hearings. The guidelines follow 

the due process requirements of Morrissey v. Brewer. 
The present revocation procedures in New Jersey, 
designed to satisfy that court ruling, also follow 
National Advisory Commission guidelines. In 
addition, the Commission strongly encourages parole 
boards to develop alternatives to revocation of parole 
such as changes in supervision levels and conditions 
of parole. referrals to community resources. and 
short-term ivcal confinement. 

CORRECTIONAL PHILOSOPHY: 

BASIC.ISSUES 
The previoul\ discussion summarized sentencing and 

paroling practices in New Jersey, which are perhaps 
the best indicators of this state's current correctional 
philosophy. In the analysis, it was possible to define 
certain issues or areas where policy-makers choo§e 
among alternative courses of action. It is the summa
tion of choices or policies made in these various area~ 
that characterize a correctional philosophy. The fol
lowing appear to be the major issue areas: 

• Should the focus be on the offense or on the 
offender? 

• What should be the role of discretion in decision
making? 

• Should determinate or indeterminate sentences 
be used? 

• How valid is the Youthful Offender classification'? 
• What should the range of dispositions include? 
• What criteria should be established for disposi

tions? 
• What programs of community supervision are 

required? 
• Should "vi<;timless" offenses be decriminalized? 

FOCUS OF THE OFFENSE OR THE OFFENDER 

Rehabilitative and reintegrative policy models 
focus on meeting the needs of individual offenders. 
Under these policies. sentencing and parole decision
making would involve flexible decision-making which 
could be adjl.lsted for each offender as needed. Re
straint and reform models are more likely to stress 
flat-time, standardized sentences with little discre
tionary decision-making. The National Council on 
Crime and Delinquency and the National Advisory 
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals seem to regard characteristics of individual 
offenders as most important in sentencing and parole 
decision-making. The American Law Institute. and 
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the American Bar Association. seem to place more 
decision-making weight on characteristics of the 
offense rather than the offender. One policy has not 
been shown to be more effective than the others. 
possibly because no policy has ever been directly 
focused upon for implementation. The lack of clearly 
defined policy leads critics to suggest significant 
changes in systems because of problems which are 
not inherent in the system and which can be solved 
by minor. functional repairs. Gross. inefficient. and 
misleading changes often result from not recognizing 
the implicit policy goals of a system. The Ad Hoc 
Parole Reform Committee's report is an example of 
critical response due to New Jersey's ambiguous 
policy goals. In their reports. these groups suggested 
changes including policy changes which were pri
marily based on dissatisfaction with the operation of 
policy implementation and not with the policy itself. 

THE ROLE OF DISCRETION IN 
DECISION-MAKING 

In recent years. abuses of judicial and paroiing 
discretion have been revealed and sharply criticized. 
The Ad Hoc Parole Committee in The Parole Denial 
Process in New Jersey and the Special Study Com
mittee on Parole Reform of the New Jersey Associa
tion on Correction in A Way Out of Wonderland 
have documented abuses in New Jersey's correctionai 
decision-making systems. The purposes. methods. 
and effectiveness of discretionary decision-making 
are challenged. Discretionary decision-making is 
most im portant for policies of rehabilitation and 
reintegration. Judges and parole boards attempt to 
evaluate individual offenders' needs and the length 
of time that will be required to treat the offender's 
problems. Parole is essentially an attempt to release 
an offender at the optimal peak of potential for suc-

cessful community living. Many of the most recent 
challenges to discretionary decision-making stem 
from lack of effective rehabilitation and reintegra
tion programs which could justify keeping offenders 
beyond periods of time required to meet communitv 
needs. Restraint and reform models are more co;
cerned with protecting the community through isola
tion of the offender. So, equal periods of isolation 
for similar offenses seem reasonable according to the 
restraint policy. 

Recommendations of the National Advisory Com
mission and the American Correctional Association 
suggest maintaining discretionary decision-making. 
However. the New Jersey Office for Fiscal Affairs 
and the American Bar Association recommend plac
ing controls on discretion to avoid its arbitrary use. 
Several other authorities recommend controlling 
discretion but most recognize the valuable flexibil
ity that discretiunary decision-making injects into a 
system. The American Bar Association and other 
authorities. some of whom are judges. suggests that 
judicial sentencing councils. training seminars, and 
advocate appellate review of sentences might reduce 
arbitrary decision-making. ~ 

In New Jersey. judges are required to give reasons 
to justify their sentencing decisions. The Ad Hoc 
Parole Committee which is extremely critical of 
judicial and. especially of parole decisi~n-making in 
New Jersey claims that the requirements to give ;ea
sons for decisions does not alleviate the problem. 
although the Committee maintains the discretionary 
paroling function in its own suggestions for chang~. 
The Special Study Committee on Parole Reform of 
the New Jersey Association of Correction would 
limit discretion of the Parole Board by presuming of
fenders who are eligible for parole are releasable 
unless shown otherwise. The National Advisorv 
Commission &l~o advocates placing the burden ;f 
proof on the Parole Board. Parole experience and 
prediction tables are suggested as useful tools for 
decision-making. One approach is through the devel
ment and use of structured guidelines. I 

The "just deserts" sentencing approach would limit 
d.iscretion within a rtinge established by the retribu
tIve ~eeds of the community rather than attempting 
to estImate the probable needs of the offender. Under 

I For discussion of parole guidelines, see "The Utilization 
of.E~perience in Parole Decision-Making" Gottfredson, 
WIlkinS et al. U.S. Dept. of Justice NILE, Nov. 1974. 
~ee especially Supplementary Report No. Nine. "Paro1-
Ing Policy Guidelines: A Matter of Equity." 

the "just deserts" model. offenders would receive 
a sentence that is only as long as they "deserve". 
regardless of the estimated lime required to rehabil
itate or reintegrate them. David Fogel. author of 
"We are the Living Proof ... ," a book on flat-time 
sentencing, goes even further in suggesting that dis
cretionary sentencing for purposes of rehabilitation 
or reintegration is unjust unless successful rehabilita
tive and reintegrative programs can be guaranteed to 
all offenders. Instead, Fogel claims that only sen
tences to restrain offenders or to satisfy a co'mmu" 
nity's needs for retribution are justified. ., 

DETERMINATE OR INDETERMINATE 
SENTENCES 

The issue involving .jeterminate and indeterminate 
sentences draws upon many of the same arguments 
pre~ented on discretionary decision-making. Indeter
minate sentences allow maximum discretion by 
parole boards, fulfilling poli<;;~es of rehabilitation and 
reintegration while determinate sentences do not 
allow as much discretionary flexibility to parole 
boards. When determinate sentences are fixed by the 
legislature. discretionary decision-making becomes 
subservient to community needs for restraint and 
reform of the offender. 

The Ad Hoc Parole Committee maintains that 
indeterminate sentences are psychologically destruc
tive while the report of the Special Study Committee 
on Parole Reform of the New Je.r$ey Association 
on Correction recommends the abandonment of 
minimum-maximum sentencing schemes. The Ad 
Hoc Parole Committee criticized both New Jersey's 
minimum-maximum sentences and indeterminate 
sentences and. instead. suggests contract release on 
parole. The New Jersey Criminal Law Revision Com
mission and the Special Study Commission on Parole 
Reform of the New Jersey Association of Correction 
suggest a specific. mandatory community supervision 
term to be served after a set prison term. thus meet
ing some of the reintegrative needs origimtlly met 
only by indeterminate. minimum-maximum sentenc
ing schemes. The New Jersey Office of Fiscal Affairs 
suggests that a standardized system is needed, even if 
it incorporates minimum and maximum terms. The 
Model Penal Code allows judicial discretion in set
ting a minimum term. but sets a legislated maximum 
limit based on the classification of the offense. The 
National Advisory Commission appreciates the dis
advantages of indeterminate sentences, but does 
not support determinate sentences because they are 
not flexible enough to meet the needs of individual 
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offenders. On the other hand, the American Law 
Insitute, American Bar Association, and the New 
Jersey Criminal Law Revision Commission empha
size the offense rather than the offender- leading 
to support for more determinancy in sent~nce~. Other 
independent authorities. have argued agaInst .\~de~er
minate sentences because they felt the rehablhtatlOn 
was not yet a reality and should not be treated as if 
it were 1! possibility when establishing sentencing 

policies. 

YOUTHFUL OFFENDER ClASSIFICA nON 

The need for a "Youthful Offender Classification" 
for offenders under age 30 at the State level of Cor
rections must be critically reexamined in view of the 
philosophy adopted. This classification of offenders 
was intended to em brace the less serious, but not 
necessarilv the vounger offenders. The name is mis
leading. Its purpose was to provide a separate correc
tional path for 0 rrenders presumed to be less danger
ous. less violent, more capable of rehabilitation, and 
less deserving of a "prison sentence" with the harsh
ness which that entails. (1n practice, these are often 
not the more youthful offenders.) 

If a pOlicy' model is adopted for the State which is 
not founded on the precepts of rehabilitation, then 
the necessit:,' or desirability of induding these. less 
dangerolls offenders in the system must be examlI\ed. 
[1' ';;e acknowledge that not all offenders (and not all 
offe[lses) should receive the same disposition (i.e., 
longer institutional sentences) then it is necessary 
to ~\llalvze the costs, thv relative benefits and the 
System' implications or accommodating these less 
d;ngerous offenders in costly, isolated and secure 
facilities which are demonstrably needed for more 
dangerous offenders ~erving longer sentences. There 
is at present an actual competition for secure bed
spaces at State correctional institutions. To the de
gree that these bedspaces are occupied by offenders 
~vho could be channeled to other service networks 
with little apparent increased risk to the community, 
the System is operating along lines of questionable 
nttionality and efficiency. 

AVAILABLE DISPOSITIONS 
Almost unanimously, standards and guidelines 

consi~tently support the policy of reintegration 
through community alternatives to incarceration. 
For example, the Natiortul Council on Crime and 
Delinqur:ncy articulates this position in a Policy 
Statement entitled "The Nondangerous Offender 
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Should Not Be Imprisoned". This statement begins 

with the following: 
"Prisons are destructive to prisoners and those 
charged with holding them. Confinement is neces
sary only for offenders who, if not confined, would 
be a serious danger to the public. For all others, 
who are not dangerous and who constitute the great 
majority of offe~ders, the sentence of choice would 
be ~ne or another of the wide variety of non-institu
tional disposition. "* 
This is supported from constitutional concepts 

which state that "The law favors the liberty of the 
individual" and that "When government has avail
able a variety of equally effective means to a given 
~nd, it must choose the one which interferes least with 
individual liberty," (same source). Further. this posi
tion is predicated on the judgement that prisons are 
ineffectual, cannot probably be run within the bounds 
of law, that prisons themselves produce crime and 
tha~ they are basically destructive to the keepers and 

the kept. 
Those who recommend that institutions play a 

"last resort" role oft.en cite documented high rates 
of recidivism among institutional rcleasees, the in
creasing action taken by the courts against in?ividual 
institutions (and entire systems), and the high cost 
of institutional construction, operation, and main

tenance. 

CRITERIA FOR ASSIGNING 
DISPOSITIONS 

The issue of establishing criteria for assigning 
dispositional alternatives seems to have evolved from 
arguments about the reality of rehabilitation and 
reintegration and the need for flexibility in reform 
and restraint. The New Jersey Criminal Law Revi
sion Commission is highly critical of the seemingly 
im.tional and inconsistent application of available 
dispositions. The Ad Hoc Parole Committee and the 
Special Study Committee on Parole Reform of the 
New Jersey Association of Correction express the 
dissatisfaction of those who must abide by disposi
tions made without recognized criteria for that deci
sion-making process. The National Advisory Com
mission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals rec
ommends that specific decision-making criteria be 
developed. In Standard 5.2, factors which should be 
included in sentencing criteria are outlined. Factors 
which would justify confinement are listed as wen as 

*Crime and Delinquency. Vol. 19, No.4, Oct. 1973, p. 
449, NeeD, Hackensack, N.J. 
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factors which would weigh in favor of nonconfine
ment dispositions. The American Law Institute in
cludes some criteria for imposition of a sentence to 
imprisonment in its Model Penal Code. Statutory 
sentence ranges for controlling discretion in sentence 
lengths can be complemented by criteria for control
ling discretion in the application of types of sen
tences. 

COMMUNITY SUPERVISION 

Issues in the area of community supervision range 
from whether or not community supervision should 
be eliminated to defining the proper organization of 
community sup~rvision services. Most advisory 
groups recommend gradual release of offenders into 
the community and stress the importance of main
taining community ties. Both the New Jersey Crimi
nal Law Revision Commission and the Special Study 
Committee on Parole Reform of the New Jersey 
Association of Correction have suggested separate 
PESOle terms which emphasize the importance of 
community supervision. Such authorities as the 
American Law Institute and the National Addsory 
Commission also support mandatory parole terms. 
Under a mandatory parole term scheme, prison sen
tences should be shorter than present sentences be
cause, currently. parole terms are usually included 
within a total sentence. The portion of the sentence 
to be served on parole is determined by the judicially 
set minimum and maximum and by the Parole Board. 
A separate parole term emphasizes the maintenance 
of community reintegration by elevating parole to 
a status equal to the prison term. 

Some argue that parole does not work, and advo
cate eliminating parole supervision altoget,her,main
taining that parole decision-making is merely game~ 
playing and that parole supervision is not counseling 
but harassment of ex-inmates. This position is based 
on the opinion that neither rehabilitation nor reinte
gration of individual offenders is feasible, and that 

_ .. . 
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the needs of the community are the only realistic 
justification for making dispositions. Since commun
ity supervision is an essential ingredient of the rein
tegration model. it is understandable ttat parole does 
not fit in this "justice model." 

If probation becomes a sentence in itself. should 
it be administered statewide by the Department of 
Corrections as are n\ost other sentences or remain 
under the jurisdiction of the courts? If probation re~ 
mains under the jurisdiction of the courts, should it 
be administered by a statewide or a local court agen
cy? The New Jersey Criminal Law Revision Commis
sion, the American Bar Association, and the National 
Conference of Commissioners on Uniform State 
Laws recommend that probation remain under the 
jurisdiction of the courts. The National Advisory 
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals, the Advisory Com mission on I ntergovern
mental Relations, the National Council on Crfme 
and Delinquency, and the Department of Health, 
Education and Welfare all advocate statewide pro· 
bation systems either under the aegis of the courts 
or of corrections. Some authorities recommend that 
probation services and parole services be adminis
tered by the same agency because of the similarity 
in service delivery. ... 

DECRIMINALIZATION OF 
CIERT AIN OfFENSES 

Victimless crimes have always been a controver
sial issue. If the corrections policy is one of restraint 
or reform. which emphasizes the community rather 
than the individual, then the restraint and reform 
of individuals who do not or will not harm the com~ 
munity cannot be justified. If the policy is to rehabil
itate and reintegrate, which emphasizes treatment 
of the offender, then victimless crimes can justifiably 
be handled in the corrections system. With the deter~ 
mination of correction policy, this issue will be more 
easily resolved. 

( . 
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Correctional Philosophy: 

Sentencing And Parole Recommendations 

The correctional philosophy for New Jersey should 
emphasize equity of punishment and the reintegration 
of offenders into society. This philosophy will be man
ifest in sentencing and parole practices as well as in 
the administration of correctional facilities and pro
grams. In practice this would mean: 

II A modified just deserts model of sentencing and 
I)arole should be adopted for all adult offenders 
who are sentenced to state-administered correc
tional facilities. This recommendation stresses the 
crime more than the offender although the offender 
is emphasized in the choice of particular sentencing 
alternath'es. 

.. The least restricti¥e of a range of sentencing alter~ 
natiyes should be utilized with incarceration seen 
as the last resort ,vhen no other alternative will suf
fice to achieve the aim of deterrence and incapaci
tation. Available sentencing alternatives should 
include: 

- financial sanctions such as fines and restitution 
-- an expanded probation seryice 
- partial imprisonment (e.g., work release) 
- short term incarcerati on 
-long-term incarceration 

.. Sentences to institutions should be de~etminate for a 
fixed maximum period. The Policy Council recom
mends amendment of the New Jersey criminal code 
to reduce maximum terms and eliminate the imposi
tion of minimum terms. 

.. The latitude of judicial discretion should be guided 
through th~ use of formalized sentencing criteria. 

.. Discretion in parole release should be reduced by 
the adoption of presumptive parole at first eligibil
ity within specified guidelines by a single parole 
board. 

.. Responsibility for making decisions on parole revo
cation should remain with the parole board. As with 
sentencing decisions, there should be the presump
tion of using the least restricthe alternatives: rem
cation of parole status and reincarceration should 
be used only as a last resort. 

These recommendations apply to all offenders sen
tenced as adults within the :Sew Jersey Criminal Jus
tice System and it was the intent of the Policy Council 
that the recommendations as proposed be applied to 
those offenders presently incarcel'ated where feasible. 

The Correctional Master Plan Policy Council 
recommendations concerning the definition of a Cor~ 
rectional philosophy for New Jersey are consistent 
with a total systems planning assumption - namely 
tha t there is a functional and real relationship be
tween the components of the criminal justice system, 
and that the articulation of a unifying philosophy is 
necessary for the effective administration of. that 
system, 

Generally, Policy Council discussions indicated a 
consensus toward a correctional philosophy contain
ing elements of both punishment, equitably admin
istered, and the reintegration of offenders. Using the 
concepts in the previous discussion of models, such a 
system would entail elements of restraint, reform, 
and reintegration, witli rehabilitation receiving less 
emphasis. In translating these ohjectives into an 
operational system, !!rcat care ml.\i,t be ~xercised to " 
ensure that there is internal polk;~' consIstency and 
that system conflict is eliminatp,d 'The restraint will 
be manifest in the standardized application of a range 
of punishments which includes the incarceration of 
persistent or serious offenders. The intention that the, 
punishment being meted will deter the lawbreaker 
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and others from future violation denote the reform 
element of the philosophy. Reintegration is the com
plex process~ beginning with the first day of confine, 
ment and ending with release from parole supervision 
~ by which as many offenders as possible are re
turned to a law-abiding life in the free community. 
The reintegrative aspect of the correctional philo~o
phy is reinforced by adoption of a "least restrictive" 
policy which minimizes the alienating effects of long 
sentences to institutiong by restricting this type of 
punishment to more serious offenders. The system to 
be recommended for New Jersey Corrections. then, 
would have as its main obJectives: 

• Equity ofpuni$htnent 
• Reintegration of offenders 

By "equity of punishment" is meant tha t similar 
punishments are meted out for similarly situated 
offenders (for example, under a matrix or guidelines 
as discussed ea,;.ier). 

"Reintegration" is not another word for rehabili
tation. It denotes the attainment of a more limited 
state or condition. Rehabilitation denotes that the 
offender has been returned to a presumed prior state 
or condition of socially approved rather th.tIl merely 
legally acceptable behavior. The concept reintegra
tion denotes that the ex-offender is leading a law
abiding life in the community, 

Efforts to rehabilitate offenders have often gone 
beyond the limits of current knowledge of the behav
ioral sciences in pursuit of what rnany now agree is an 
often unrealistic goal. Reintegration, with .\.ts ob
jective of assisting offenders to lead a law~abiding 
life in the community is a more realistic and attain
able goal. It is a goal toward which human and dollar 
resources can be rationally directed and managed, 
Effective embodiment of the concept would require 
that resources of all state and local correctional agen
cies be directed, from the day of an offender's com
mitment or assignment to helping him or her to:~vard 
the reintegration goal. This may require, for example, 
development of marketable job skills, provisions of 
pre- and post-release counseling, community social 
service referral and follow-up, or special assistance 
in times of crisis. 

Implicit in reintegration is a rejection of the reha
bilitative task of making the offender "a better per
son", of the notion that crime is a curable disease and 
of the concomitant search for treatments that will 
dramatically reduce recidivism, In short, this con
cept rejects an over-reaching medical model applied 
to all offenders. Equally implicit in the concept of 

reintegration is a process involving a variety of col
laborative efforts to assist offenders, in learning to 
cope, lawfully. with the urban environment to which' 
most will return. 

LIKELY O:JJCOME Of SENTENCING 
AND PAROtE RECOMMENDATIONS 

The proposed recdmmendutiolls for change in sen
tencing and paroling will have a \ariet \ (1l'spedlk 
effects but all contribute in some \\;1\ t(l the general 
consistencv of the chosen rolic\. 

The "just deserts" model of sentencing and parole 
is consistent with the restraint and r\.!integrat!\(: 
policies, Similar offender~ will· he l1unished a~ 
equallv us possible, but at the same time. individual 
characteristics of offenders would rIal' a role in hO\\ 

an offender is punished. As an e\umple of a \\(1\ to 
minimize discretion in sentencing. a matrix could be 
developed which places limits on the variance ol'indi
vid ual sentences for the sank' ,rren"e. \ cl ;t1IIl\\ -; some 
consideration I'or indiridual ..:I1.\ral'kri,t!~s (e.g. 
prior criminal record), Judue, would he l't:quired til 
set ,entences within thi~ 11:.,,:1\ \ ~'·I1IL'I1\.:in!! C0111-

mj,sion would review sentClh;e, ',tlbn!! "lItside till'" 
111 atrix.' 

Equally imrortant in the atil1ptioll nr a "just 
deserts" model 111' sentencjl1~ and parole is the re
striction of discretion in the pamlinl! process. Thc 
Policv Council's recol11l1lendati(1I1 to l'onsol,'date 
paroling authorities and to adopt a prcsumpti\l: 
parole structure was based on the roll(min.!! model Ill' 
purole whil'h Was presented as one option in an earlier 
stafr parer. The total model described .in that starr 
rerort read as follows: 

Limiting Parole Discretion (One Option, 

1. Parole decision-making roweres should be con
solidated in a single board in keeping with rec
ommended elimination of other distinction,> be
tween youthful and adult offenders <l!!e I g and 
over. This board's jurisdiction would extend to 
"state" offenders incarcerated in 10t:lll facilities, 

1 A grunt of pnrole would be pre~ul11ed after ser
ving a statutorily prest:ribed portion or the n141\-
imum sentence. \\ 

3. Denial of parole at this presumrtivc rarole date 
could occur only upon consideration of spe0ifi-

I See, for discussion of slructured guidelines. "Sentencing 
Guidelines: Structuring Judicial Discretion" Wilkins. 
Kress, et a!., NILE LEAA. Oct. 1976 and "Criminal 
Sentencing: A Game of Chance" by Edward M. KenJledy 
in JudicaIUr(!, Vol. 60, #5, Dec .. 1976, pp.209-215. 
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cally detlncd violations of institutionttl rules or 
with lise of a paroUng matrix constmcted in 
manner con~htcrn with the sentencilJg matrix. In 
any case. parole grant or denial should nl)t be 
based ()IJ an intlividual's level of participation in 
institutional programs. 

4. A parole term would be provided for every inmate 
through automatic parole after serving a defined 
portion or the sentence (e.g. two-thirds) or at a 
defined number or months or \I.!urs prior to thl.! 
expiration or the maximum sentence. 

S. Responsibility for making decisions on parole 
revoeation would remain with the Board. As with 
sentencing decisions. there should bl.! a pre~ump-· 
tion of using lht' least restrictive alternative: revo
eat ion or paroll.! status and reinearcerntion should 
be used only as u last resort. 

6. As recommended in the Parole Act of 1975. As
sembly Bill 3467, the Board should utilize a staff 
of hearing examiners to conduct all parole grant. 
probable cause, and revocation hearings, while 
thl! Board itself focuses on policy-making and acts 
as an appellate body in cases where decisions 
made by a hearing examiner are appealed either 
by offenders or by the corrections system. Hear
ing examiners should be persons with qualifica
tions similar to those of Board mem bel'S. Hearing 
examiners could be assigned to each of the cor
rectional service ureas described in a subsequent 
section of this document. 

7. A!i specified by the National Advisory Commis
sion. Board members "should possess academic 
truining in neld, sllch 'h criminologv. education. 
psvcholog:\, ps\chiatn. law, social work or soci
olog\ .. and "shOUld han! a high degree of ,kill in 
comprehending legal issues and statistical infor
mation and an abilitv to develop und promulgate 
policy." Members should be appointed b\ the 
Governor "from a panel on nominees selected [n 
an advisory group broadly representative of the 
community" and who. in addition to "being repre
sentative of relevant professional Orl!anillltions," 
should also represent "all important ethnic and 
socio-economic groups:' (Corrections. p. 399). 
Determinate sentences will help to eliminate' db-

erepancies between sirnilar types of offenders. Inde
terminacy IS valuable when it allows needed discrim
ination in deciding when an offender is "cured" or 
rehabilitated. But a clear understanding of re~lrainl 
polky shows th,l t indetcrmi nate sentences are unnec
essary. (.lnder the restraint-reintegration modI!!. the 
first goal is to restrain, the second to restrain equalh. 
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and the third to work toward reintegration during 
and after restraint. Offenders would be released when 
the restraint period expires regardless of the success 
or failure of reintegration. So. if. as some argue. 
reintegration is not possible at this time. the offender 
would not be punished for this lack of progrul11ming 
beyond the period of time justified by the commu
nity's need for punishment of offenders. 

Determinate sentences. would not allow discretion
ary release of prisoners and therefore could cause 
build-ups of inmates who would otherwise have been 
released by the paroli ng function. N ole partkularlv 
in this regard. that Youth Correctional offenders 
Ill)W serVe 14t::C of the average maximum on their 
indeterminate sentences while Prisoners serve 421'1, of 
the average IllJximul11 on their determinate sen
tences. The likely consequences in New Jersey of 
determinate sentences for the present Youth Cor
rectll)llal offenders is a significant increase in their 
current average stay of 9 months for Youth commit
ments. Unless the determinate sentences are shorter. 
average lengths ofstav and population will increase. 

Because or the equity-of-punishment policv. judi. 
cial and paroling discretion is limited. Sentencing 
matrices and the sentencing Commission should help 
to enforce equit:v in punishment and assurl! offenders 
that their cases are being handled justlv. lit least 
in the impostion of punishment. The previousl\ cited 
abuse and misuse of discrepant sentences and parole 
dates would be lurgely eliminated. 

Available sentencing alternutives are recommended 
to be expandcd. Most importantly. probation would 
be made a sentence in itself. Probation will become 
a much more viable sentencing alternative since it 
stands independently and will be uniformlv adminis
tered. Duplication of probation services and functions 
at the local levels could be eliminated. Upgrading of 
service delivery could be implemented in a relativeh 
more standardized manner. 

Community reintegration is much more likelY 
to OCCLlr within a community setting and the reeom
mendations imply a g~eater use of communily alter
natives. Another recommendation. that of upphing 
the least restrictive sentencing alternative. also com
plements the reintegrative approach. It is like!\' that 
the commitment rates will go down tiS a result of this 
concentrated emphasis on communitv reintegration. 
At the same time. programs ttt the local communit\ 
level will have to be e:-<.panded to absorb greater popu
lations. The recommended organilutional (lujust
ment supports a total systems approach to the inte
gration policy. 

Decriminalization of certain offenses. will have a 
more immediate effect at the loeal level than at the 
state level. The most likely offenses to be decriminal
ized are those which are usu~1I1v handled bv fines. pro
bation, or local jail imprisollment. 

However, if decriminali/ation of these offenses 
hdps to free court dockets. lowers popUlations in 
I(~c.aljails. and eliminates unnecessary cases on super., 
VISIon caseloads. the surplus resources could easil. 
absorb 'I reapportioned nu mber of offenders from the 
statf! system. If local agencies can absorb more or 
the offenders who would llsuallv be under state juris
diction. state efforts can be focused on the more ser
ious offenders while less serious offenders are more 
appropriately dealt with in the cOl1lmunit\. Because 
reintegration is the ehosl.!n policv for New .Jel'sc\ 
corrections. upgrading: services at this loeal level is 
essential. 

Eliminating the present distinetion between vouth 
'Ind. adult ~ffenders is consistent with the equal re
stramt pohcy and the reintegration policv, All 01'
renders should be eligible for reintegration programs 
to assure thal offenders do not feel they are receiving' 
un~qual punishment. It is just as desirable thal a;l 
offender older than 30 without a previous historv of 
criminal activity should not be incarcerated with 
more serious repeat ofrender~ and just as important 
~hat he/she benefit from reintegration programs. Am 
lIlmate. :e~ardless of age or other demographic 
ch.aracten.stlcs. who is motivated to participate in 
rel~tegratlOn programs should be given access to 
aV~\llable programs. Otherwise. these inmates are 
hemg punished more severelv (or. at least. differ
entl\} than inmate:; who hU\'e access to I'cinte!!l'atilln 
programs and cnmmunity alternatives. . 

Under the present system, the youthful offender 
c1u~sificution theoretically inhibit; the distribution 
of lIlmates between institutions. It is not necessarv to 
:ep~rate classes of offenders through incarceration 
111 dIfferent institutions as is currently the situation in 

~e~v. ~ers~y. I t is architecturally [,ensible to provide 
faCIlities. j~r man~ d~ffe:ent security and program 
levels wlthlll one InStitutIOn and thus allow almost 
any inmate to be located geographically close to hisl 
her ~wn community, Howevl;lr. since sentence cbssi
~catlOn~ p~event such an organilHtion within a par
ttcular Illstltution. a regionalized approach to insti
tutionalization in New Jersey would be finandallv 
impracticable. . 

To provide the same sen' ices and distrioution 
abilitv as a unified system. New Jerse\\ maintains 
two institutional systems cOl'respondinl! to the state's 
dual sentencing structure; the state adult prbilln svs
ten .and the youthful offender system. T\~() adminis
tratIons arf. involved in (I) the incarcerution or udults: 
(2) the rate tit which inmates leave the institutions; 
(~). the rute at which inmates entel' the pan1ic :;tlper
:Islon system; and (4) the provision of programs for 
Innllttes. 
T~e limitation or elilllinution or good time is also 

consistent with the equity of restraint polic\. l[ow~ 
ever. good time functions as u mechanism for control. . 
so that. with its elimination. altel'11Lltive methods 1'01' 

institutional management should be l!\plored. A 
standardized. predictable system ur reward should be 
an aspect of any alternative $Vstem. 

The changes proposed bv' the Policy COli ncil rein
force' the restraint and reintegration policies <Ind 
resolve some 01' the pmblems in the current s\stern. 
The major advuntage of the n;colllmendations is that 
they p:esent the beginning of u new approach to 
~orre~llonal systems change. A delibi:ntte attempt 
IS hemg made to decide what is H desirable result 
of corre.ctions programs and then to implement 
c~anges In a way that is consistent with that polie\,. 
Now that the .basis has been laid. ongoing plutining 
can oc~u.r whICh is specificulh designed tf) repair 
:ll1d relnlorcc what has alreadv hel!n planned and 
1111 plel11en ted. Should a shift in pulicv bl.! desirable. 
programs can be reorgani/ed in a dtdiberate. orderlv 
manner. 
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Correctional Philosophy: 

A Special Issue: 

Race and Criminal Justice 

The data concerning racial disparity in corrections 
is a primary issue which must be considered as an 
integral part of any long-range plan. The implications 
of the overwhrlming overrepresentation of minority 
race members in correctional institutions are pro
found and a long-range correctional' policy cannot 
ignore or overlook the questions of morality and justice 
involved. What is recommended is an immediate in
depth study Cif racial disparity throughout the criminal 
justice system. Such a study must be undertaken im
mediately and should be conducted under tile joint 
auspices of law enforcement, courts, and correc
tions since the data points to disparity throughout 
the system. A study of sufficient scope and design 
should be completed witl'iin a reasonable period (6 
months) and the findings of that study should be used 
as a basis for .review of the incarceration and institu
tional construction policies of the Department of 
Corrections. 

The Policy Council has taken cogni.tance tlf the 
striking racial factor in corrections. I n simplest 
terms, non-whites are confined in the state of New 
Jersey, as well as nationally, at a rate signifkanth 
higher than whites. The following data. compiled 
by the National Institute of Mental Health docu
ments this fact. 

Generally, minuritv groups. the poor and the 
undereducated are over-represented in correctional 
facilities based on their proportion of the general 
population. In New Jersey's state correctional insti
tutions, the Master Plan Offender Profile (see l'vlaster 
Plan Data Volume) reports that 68% of the Division's 
institutional population is non-white. The percentage 
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RACE AND INCARCERATION: 
TOTAL UNITED STATES 
I 1970 1985 

No. of Per- Expected* Per-, 
:nmates cen't No. of In- cent 

Age (All Non .. mates (All Non-

(Years) Races) White Races) White 

All Ages 328,020 43 455,116 46 
To 17 19,180 52 11,052 54 

18-24 1,13,650 46 146,214 51 

25-34 102,133 44 172,464 . 56 

35-44 57,651 42 78,180 42 

45-64 40,212 35 42,037 36 

65+ 4,194 27 5,169 26 

*Computed by applying 1970 inmate rates specific 
for age and race to estimated population 1985. 

of non-whites in the general popUlation of New Jersev 
in 1975 was approximately 12%. 

The differences in rates of incarceration for whites 
and non-whites are the result of complex relationships 
between the rates of arrest and the rates of commit
ment of whites compa~ed to non-whites for violent 
as compared to non-violent offenses. 

The data on pag(\ 40 shows that, 
• The arrest rate for violent offenses a mong non

whites (975 arrests per 100,000 non-whites in the 
New Jersey population) wa~ II times the compar
able rate lImong whites (88 arrests per 100,000 
whites in the New Jersey population) 

• The commitment rates for violent offenses showed 
even sharper differences. Among non-whites, the 
commitment rate for violent offenses (Ill per 

THERE HAS BEEN A CONSISTENT LONG TERM INCREASE 
IN THE PERCENTAGE OF ADMISSIONS WHO ARE BLACK 
(EXCEPT AMONG JUVENILES). 

PRISONS 

YOUTH 
CORRECTIONAL 

TRAINING 
SCHOOLS 

1953- 1955 

1953 -1955 

1974+ 1975 

1974 • 1975 

1974+ 1975 

:1 
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N. J. Arrests State Commitments 

Calendar 1975 Non -\ Non -I 
Arrest oniCommitment Rates White White White White 

VIOLENT tNDEX OFFENSES: 
Murd'}r, Manslaughter, Forcible Rope, Robbery and 

Atrocious Assault 975 88 111 5 
Rate per 100,000 population 11: 1 22: 1 
Comparison of Rates 

NON.VIOLENT INDEX OFFENSES 
Breaking and Entering, Larceny I Theft, and Auto Theft 

2555 561 43 7 
Rate per 100,000 Population 
Comparison of Rates 

100,000 non-white:; in the New Jersey population) 
was 22 times the commitment rate among whites 
(5 per 100,000 whites in the New Jersev popula-

tion. 
• When arrests and commitments for non-Violent 

offenses are analysed. the differences in rates are 
much less striki~g then they are for violent of
fenses. During 1915. the arrest nile for non-violent 
offenses among non-whites (2555 per 100,000 non
whites in the New Jersey population) was 5 times 
the comparable rate among whites (561 per 100.000 
whites in the New Jersey population) 

• This difference in arrest rules for non-whites as 
compared to whites was also reflected. with a. mini
mal further increase in disparity. in commitment 
rates for non-violent offenses. Among non-whites. 
the commitmentratcs for non-violent offenses (43 
per 100.000 non-whites in the New Jersey popula
tion) was six times the commitment rate among 
whites (7 per 100.000 whites in the New Jersey 

popuhition) 

• The large disparity in non-white compared to ,:hite 
commitment rates for violent offenses results III an 
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5: 1 6:1 

even sharper disparity in incarceration rates: This 
results from the longer periods of incurceratlon of 
violent offenders so that non-white violent offenders 
build up in the incarcerated population. 
The nature of the disparities attest to the complex

itv of the issue: Is the over-representation of minor
itie"l a correctional phenomenon alone or would .an 
explanation more properly be found in court or pO~lce 
practices? Do prosecution and defense pracllc~s 
account for the observed differences between comtTIlt
ment for violent and non-violent crime? 

ClearlY the disparity noted in our institutional 
populati~n as well as in arrest and co.mmitment dat.ll 
warrants u detailed study with collectton and analYSIS 
t,r <lata from the very point of entry into the svstem. 
.y research of a design and magnitude far beyond 

that or the Correctional Master Plan could realisti
call\' b~ expected to investigate in sufficient depth the 
inciJence of differential handling based on race 
throughout the criminal justice system. Even thou?h 
the Master Plan has been able to' document the raCial 
aspects of corrections only, th(~ serious. social a.~d 
moral implications of that data pose an Issue which 
must be addressed. 

, 

New Jersey Corrections: 

State Institutions: 

Description of Institutions 

In other parts of the Correctional \laster Plan. 
it has been documented through data gathering and 
analysis that New Jersey's correctional system is in 
need of immediate change if we are to realize the max
imum benefits for the resources we expend. The MaS
ter Plan Study of the correctional institutions, how
e~'er. highlights in very dear fashion the urgency and 
the depth of the changes needed. 

The Department of Corrections operates ten major 
institutions and a number of s,ltel!ite facilities. These 
major institutions vary markedly in overall physical 
condition, age. and anticipated maintenance require
ments. The following table summarized from a 1975 
architectural inventory of the Department's facilities 
conducted for the Master Plan. indicates major phy
sical characteristics of New Jersey's state correctional 
institutions and offers an outline for review. The 
institutions operated by the Department of Correc
tions vary widely along many dimensions. This dis
cussion now analyzes the institutional situation along 
these dimensions. ,. ~ 

Location 

The accompanying map of New Jersev indicates 
the location of the correctional institution~~. In order 
to interpret the adeq uacv or uccessibilit\' of these 
facilities. it is helpful to indicate where ~ur institu
tional popUlation originates. 

The institutional site map indicates that the three 
~lrisons are poorly distributed in relation to the 
counties of origin of the population. The newest 
prison. Leesburg, is situated in the extreme southern 

end of the state. Cumberland and its neighboring rOllr 
counties (Salem. Cape May, Atlantic. and Glouces
ter) accounted for less than 10% of the Fiscal '74 
and '75 admissior~s. Trenton State Prison had tl 

better location in terms of origin of offenders. Ap
proximately 23% of the admission:; originate in Mer
cer and the tttngent six counties. Rah\vav Prison has 
the most desirable location in relation to offender 
origin. It is at least near the counties or Union. Essex. 
Hudson. and Passaic which contribute 541(, of slute 
correctional admissions. Both Trenton and Rahwav 
Stale Prison enjoy relativel~ good accessibilit 't i~ 
terms of public and private transportation. L.eeslnlrg 
presents a dual problem in this regard: it is approx
imately 100 miles to the popUlation center of New 
Jersey. and its remote location is not convt!nientlv 
available to those who must depend on public trans
portation. The Clinton Correctionall nstitution. while 
closer in terms of miles to population center. is also 
in a rural setting in Hunterdon Count v which nec
essitates the use of private transportation. 

The Youth Correctional Institutions at Y'lrdville 
and Bordento\vn are side-by-side facilities and are 
generally accessible by private transportation. being 
near major state hig.hways and the New'Jersey Turn
pike. Further, they are within reasonable tmveling 
distances of the state',> population centers in the 
northeastern counties. The Youth Correctional In
stitulion and Annandale is in a rural section or Hunt
erdon County but is also reasonably accessible to 
private transportation. being situated adjacent to a 
major highway. 

The Training School at Jamesburg is relativelv 
near the poputation centers of the stnte und its subu~-
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NO MAJOR INSTITUTIONS ARE LOCATED IN ESSEX, PASSAIC1 BERGEN, 
HUDSON AND UNION COUNTIES. 2914 OR 54% OF ANNUAL CORRECTIONAL 
ADMISSIONS DURING 1974 AND 1975 WERE FROM TH ESE COUNTIES. 

% of Pop. 
Cor-
rctnl 

County Total Insti-
N.J. tutns 

Total 100 100 

Atlanti c 2.4 4.6 
Bergen 12.2 3.7 
Burlington 4.4 2.6 
Camden 6.6 8.3 
Cape May ,9 .6 
Cumberland 1.7 2.3 
Essex 12.5 22.5 
Gloucester 2.5 .9 
Hudson 8.2 9.3 

Hunterdon 1.0 .2 

Mercer 4.3 4.7 

Middlesex 8.2 3.9 

Monmouth 6.5 7.6 

Morris 5.5 1.4 

Ocean 3.5 2.0 
Passai c 6.3 9.9 

Salem .9 .6 

Somerset 2.8 1.0 

Sussex 1.2 .4 

Union 7.4 8.2 

Warren 1.0 .3 

\ 
\ 

@ \ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
I 

SALEM 

ATLANTIC 
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Number of 

KEY TO MAP 
Primary Standard 
Type of Acre- Bed' 

Age Custody age Spaces 

TOT AL INSTITUTIONS 5482 

* PRISONS 
Trenton 1836 Maximum 12 172 
Leesburg Medium 1968 Medium } 504 
Leesburg Minimum 1925 Minimum 1094 311 
Rahway 1896 MiniMax } 708 
Adult Diag/Treat Cntr. 1976 Medium 170 220 
Adu It Support Faci I. 441 
County Waiting List 0 

* CRRCTNL INSTITUTIONS 
Yardville 1967 Med/Max 50 518 
Bordentown 1935 MedlMax 530 585 
Annandole 1925 Minimum 747 439 
Clinton 1913 MiniMax 226 302 

* TRAINING SCHOOLS 
Jamesburg it 1867 Minimum 725 444 
Skillman 1968 Minimum 70 192 

@ SATELLITES 
Prison Satellites 362 
Youth Satellites 218 

II Halfway Houses 106 
Resid Grp Cnters 

# PAROLE OFFICES 

*Bedspaces needed equals number of residents plus seven percent. 

634,000 SQUARE FEET OR 
23 PERCENT OF STATE 
INSTITUTIONAL FLOOR 
SPACE WAS BUILT OVER 
50 YEARS AGO. Less 

Than 
25 

Years 
Old: 
49% 

25-50 
Years Old: 

28% 

Total Floor Space in State 
Correctional Institutions 

Bed 
Spaces 
Needed 
6/76* 

7049 

883 
557 
307 

1147 
166 
339 
150 

586 
681 
637 
324 

386 
147 

425 
268 
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ban location in Middlesex County is accessible 
primarily via private transportation, I t i~ conve
niently reached by the New Je~sey Tur~,plke. The 
T ." School at SkiIlman, whIle not distant from rammg , 'S > 

the population centers, is in a r~ral set:m~ m. o~er-
set County. accessible only to prIvate tr<tnsportatJon. 

Age of Institutions 

The Division's institutions fall into three general 
age categories: pre 1900, 1900-19~5 and pos,t 1~65, 
To be sure, there has been extensive renovatIOn dnd 
construction at the various institutions ove~ the vc.'m, 
with the result being some recent substantial. capital 
investment in basically inadequate f~cili~ies: (Jencral
I' however, age of a correctional mstltutlOn corre-

'Y, , d' , 
l~tes inversely with phYsical con ItlOn, 

AGE OF INSTITUTIONS (Original Occupancy) 
.. Pre 1900: Trenton (1836) 

Rahway (1896) 
• 1900-1935: Clinton (l913) 

Leesburg Minimum (1925) 
Annandale (1925) 
Jamesburg* 
Bordentown (1935) 

.. Post! Q65: Yardville Youth & Reception 
(l967) 

Training School for Boys 
Skilh:;an (1968) 

Lee$burg Medium (1968) 
Adult Diagnostic Treatment 

Center (1976) 
* Jamesburg was opened in 1867 but the maj~rity of ~ot
tages and program space was constr,uc~ed m the: ;ar!y 
1930's, In addition, the Treatment BUlldmg. AdmlnIst,ra
lion Building. Guidance Unit and an Inmate Housmg: 
U nit are of recent origin. 

Overview Of Each Maior Facility 

The Department of Corrections ,is res~on~ib17 fO,r 
! t' n of ten state correcllonal lOStitutlOns, t le opera 10 " , " I" d 

These institutions are ad ll11ntstered separate y an 
are organized into three major facility co~ple~es, 
• Prison Complex which incl'Jdes the pnsons III !ren

ton. Rahway, Leesburg, the ~Iinton, C~rrectto,~~~ 
Institution, and the Adult Dmgnostlc and Trea. 
menl Center at Avenel; , 

• Y ollth Correctional I nstitution Complex \~hl\;h 
consists of the Youth Reception and Correct~onal 
Center in Yardville and the Y lluth CorrectIOnal 
Institutions in Bordentown and An~andale: , , 

• Training School Complex whic!l IS compnsed 01 
the schools at Jamesburg and Sktlli~1a~. . , 
In addition, the Correctional Inslltutlon I~~r \\ o

men in Clinton is utilized for all female offenders 
above the age of 16 yea rs. 

The Prison and Youth Complexes are eac,h gov
erned bv a Board of Trustees. members of whlc~ are 
appoint~d for set terms b~ th~ G,overnor. tl~ a~t .I~ a~ 
advisory capacity to the lOstltutlOnal ma~agers an 
staff. The Y~)ulh Board serves as the paroitng author-
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itv for the Youth Complex, while this function is per~ 
f · db" the State Parole Board for adult offenders C)rme J , , 

committed to the Prison system. The other tnstltU-
tions each have a separate Board of Trustees, , 

I t should be noted that two distin,ct. sent~ncI.n,~ 
strudures exist in the New Jersey crtl11.tnal JustH;~ 
, sten1 Those offenders who are committed to the sv... 'tl 
Prison Complex serve determinate sentences WI ~ a 
fixed minimum and maximum term. However, un tn
determi na te sentence is utilized for persons com
mitted bv the courts to the Youth Compl~x and the 
Training'School Complex. What follows IS an over
view of each major institutIOn, The purpose ,of the 
facilit\" overview is to familiarize the re~der With the 
principal architectural and programmallc features of 
each institution. . 

An extensive architectural inventory of each ~aJor 
facilitv was conducted in 1975 for the CorrectIOnal 
Mast~r Plan. Data and information from that com
ponent of the Master Plan has produced, the cost 
estimates reported here for a five-year I11Ulntenance 
of each bcility. 

TRENTON STATE PRISON 

Trenton State Prison, one of the oldest corrections 
facilities in the United States, occupies 12 acres in a 
residential neigh borhood of the capital city. Part of 
the present structure housed the first prisoners in 1798 
and additional sections were erected in 1836 with the 
major prison facilities built from the mid 1800's to 
the early 1900's. The original areas tha t are in use 
today are the Front House, Center, and Wing 4. An 
education and staff office building, including a li
brary, a law library and reading laboratory, was 
added in 1972. Upon completion of the institution's 
growth, the space within the walls has been virtually 
filled with buildings and covered by bituminous pav
ing and is very crOWded. Aside from the Recreation 
Yard, little or no expandable areas exist. 

The radial design of the prison complex was pat
terned after the Eastern State Penitentiary in Phila
delphia and is considered the least acceptable in con
temporary penal architecture. The six inmate hous
ing wings and the Dining Hall radiate from the semi
circular Central Building which is the focal point for 
pedestrian traffic and security, as well as provisions 
for administrative offices, a waiting room, and visit
ing quarters. Other than Wing 4, which has individual 
rooms, all resident llnits contain interior tier cells 
based on those of the Auburn penitentiary. Steel 
gates operated by correction officers segregate the 
wings from the Central Building with its Sally Port 
serving as the only pedestrian entrance and exit. It 
should be noted that the institution is enclosed by a 
perimeter wall with 10 strategically placed guard 
towers which are manned by armed personnel. Oppo
site the main entmnce is a check-post which super
vises pedestrian and vehicular traffic associated with 
the institution. 

Expended TRENTON 
1969-70 

Although the combined standard and substandard 
capacity of Trenton State Prison is estimated at 
1l33, the popu~a tion of the facility has been reduced 
significantly during the past two years. This gQul 
has been achieved primarily by the transfer of the 
adult reception and classification functions to the 
Yardville Correctional Institution and the assignrnent 
of nearly all new commitments to the Rahway and 
Leesburg State Prisons and the Bordentown and 
Yardville reformatories. These changes ha ve J'esulted 
in a 33% decrease in population from January 1974 
to January 1976. 

However, this marked decrease in populution has 
not yet resulted in a decrease in the funcis earmarked 
for custody. Since 1970 the percentage of the Trenton 
State Prison budget devoted to custodial concerns has 
ranged between 54 per cent and 57 per cent. Of the 
three state prisons, the Tren ton funding pattern rep
resents a custodial orientation most dramatically. 
while the program thrust is given the least emphasis. 
(See Chart below), 

Although Trenton Prison is structurally sound, 
all mechanical systems are antiquated and require 
nearly constant attention. It may be said that the 
internal physical condition of the facilities are in nn 
advanced state of decay. In some areas sewer piping 
is in such a deteriorated condition as to make any 
repairs nearly impossible, Water pipes are in equally 
poor condition. The heating system is somewhat 
better than the plumbing and sewer syslems, but it too 
requires total replacement. Electrical service is in
adequate for the use of inmates' personal electrical 
appliances. A cost of $2, 179,425 has been proposed 
as necessary to maintain the institution for the next 
five years. 

Expended Budgeted 
% 1974·75 % 1975.76 - -& Custody 

2A99,OOO 54 5,338,000 57 5,054,000 58 Care 
1,476,000 32 2,594,000 28 2,406,000 27 Treatment and Rehabilitation 181,000 4 665,000 7 651,000 7 Education 

209,000 5 321,000 4 401,000 5 Administration 
235,000 5 ~,OOO 4" 284,000 3 --...1,--Total 4,600,000 100 9,292,000 100 8,796,000 100 
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RAHWAY STATE PRISON 

This prison is the only state-operated correctional 
insititution to be located in the heavily populated 
northeast sector of New Jersey. Some of the largest 
urban centers in the state, namely Newark, Jersey 
City, Paterson, Elizabeth, and New Brunswick are 
situated in this region and all lie within an hour from 
Rahway via automobile or train. Since the phased 
reduction of the Trenton State Prison population 
was begun in the early part of 1974. Rahway has 
maintained the highest number of inmates, estimated 
at 1249 in May 1976. in any New Jersey penal institu
tion. However, the capacity of the prison is considercd 
to be approximately 1097 beds. 

Built during the late nineteenth century as a two
wing reformatory in the now unpopular radial type 
design, the complex was later expanded to four wings 
and occupies about 170 acres. Radial facilities gen
erally consist of a center rotunda with inmate housing 
units radiating from the rotunda in a "finger-like" 
fashion. Three and four housing tiers comprise each 
wing with the ~:entral rotunda enclosed by one of the 
largest dome-constructions in the country. 

A perimeter wall surrounds three sides of the 
prison complex with a chain-link fence enclosing the 
east side. Ancillary buildings were built within the 
wall to provide working ,lfeas to support the institu
tion ans to supply services fbr other sta te facilities. 

Expended 
RAHWAY 1969~70 

Custody 1,934,000 
Care 1[091,000 
Treatment and Rehabilitation 111[000 
Education 138,000 
Administration 302[000 

Total 3[576[000 

46 

For example. over 200 men work in the Regional 
Laundry. which performs laundry services for eleven 
of the state correctional institutions and facilities for 
the mentally ill and retarded. Also, six State Use 
shops emr)loy Rahway inmates and a dental labora
tory services all state institutions. Until the new Adult 
Diagnostic and Treatment Center was opened in 
Avenel in March 1976, those inmates identified as 

, sex offenders had separate accommodations at the 
Special Treutment Unit on the prison grounds. 

It should be noted that food service, gounds main
tenance, institutional maintenance und farm services 
are provided by inmates at the Marlboro Psychiatric 
Hospital. New Jersey Memorial Home for Disabled 
Soldiers at Menlo Park and the N mth Jersey Train
ing School. Totowa. 

Based on the chart below it is clear that the Rah
way budget reflects an emphasis on the custody and 
care concerns of the institution. Also. rehabilitative 
and educational services are not appropriated suffi
cient funds to be considered priority items. 

r n general. the Rahway facility is in poor condi
tion-mostly due to age-and, after Trenton State 
Prison, is that institution which requires the most 
money. $1,744850, in order to be maintained for a 
five year period. 

Expended Budgeted 
% 1974·75 % 1975.76 % 

54 3,298[000 • 49 3,146[000 50 
31 2[246[000 33 2,102[000 33 
3 405[000 6 430[000 7 
4 413[000 6 336[000 5 
8 391[000 6 326[000 5 

100 6,753,000 100 6[340,000 100 

LEESBURG 5T ATE PRISON 

. Leesburg State Prison is situated near the southern 
tIP of New Jersey outside the town of Millville in 
C~mberland .County. Unlike the Trenton and Rah
way Stat~ PrIsons, Leesburg is not located in a major 
metr.opohtan area, nor is it easily accessible by auto
mobIle or other means of transportation. OccupYin 
~he .lar¥est tract of land of any state correcti~m~ 
InstItutIOn, approximately 1074 acres th· e . 

I . ' . PrIson 
c.omp ex con.slsts of t,:o distinct entities; a farm unit, 
first. begun 10 the. ~ld 1920's, with a capacity for 
hou~lng 316 full mInImum-security residents; and the 
~edlUm-custody prison proper with accommoda~ 
t~ons for about 504 men which was built in consecu
tIve phases and completed in the late 1960's. 

The larger facility is comprised of approximately 
twelve separate and interconnecting bUildings which 
(Ire arranged, in a. "court yard" type design. The cells 
surround an IOtel'lor Court yard and the housing units 
enc1?se a large mall. Two arcades with related inmate 
serVlces also are patterned after the Court vard I' 
Th' d . h J pan. 

I.~. eS.lg,n ~~ recently be~o~e popular for all types 
?f securIty ~nsons. Ten buIldIngs constitute the min
I,mum-se~unty. component which reflects a campus
st} Ie settIng WIth dormitory housing units. This kind 
of ~lan allows for maximum freedom within a prison 
envIronment. 

LEESBURG 
Expended 
1969-70 

Custody 
Care 1[030[000 

Treatment and Rehabi I itation 
697,000 

Education 93,000 

Adm in i strat ion 104,000 
97,000 

, :V0rk opp~rlunities are provided by the farm and 
d~lry o~eratlOns .as '~vell as the auto license tag, 
b,:kery and clothIng lI1dustries. The dairy supplies 
mIlk f?~ state i.nstitutions in southern N~w Jersey~ 
I,n additIOn, .an Inmate detail is housed and provides 
l.lUndry ser~lces at t~e Ancora Psychiatric Hospital. 
Leesb~rg s vocatIOnal training program offers 

cou:ses l~ the foll?wing areas: air conditioning and 
r~frtgeratlOn, ~eldIng. n;asonry, automotive repuir, 
~arpentr~, medical technIcian, building Construction, 
and hortl.culture. Also, qualified candidates mav take 
full, credit courses .at Cumberland County C~lIege. 
Treatm~nla!ternat~v.es ~t Leesburg range from group 
counsellIng and CrISIS lI1tervention sessions to drug 
programs. ~ 

Of the three st~lte prisons, Leesburg's budget pl1.ces 
the le~~t. en:phasls on custodial considerations, while 
r~hablht,,~tlv.e and ~1ducational programs receive the 
hIghest pnortty. 

A~cording to a 1975 architectural analvsis the 
medl~:n se~urity physi~al plant is in generaily good 
condItIOn, although mtnor repair work is required. 
r? fact, the cost to improve this part of the inslitu~ 
tlonal comple~ is about $148,000, while it is estimated 
nearly three limes that amount or $410 095 '. , . d ',7 • IS re-
qUIre to upgrade the farm facility. 

Expended Budgeted 
% 1974,,75 % 1975-76 % 

51 2,048,000 44 2,108,000 44 34 1,826,000 39 1,891,000 40 5 291[000 6 32(000 7 5 322,000 7 253,000 5 5 206[000 4 198,000 4 Totol 2,021,000 100 4,693,000 100 4,774,000 100 

, ____ /1 .. , ce, 
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CUNTON CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION 

S· 1913 female offenders have been incarcer-
tnee . . S' t d 

ated in the Clinton Correctional InstltutL~n. Ltua e 
'lose to the Youth Correctional Institullon at An~
~ndale, Clinton occupies approximately 226 acres ~n 
rural Hunterdon County. From 1915 to 1930 •. SIX 

residential cottages were constucted an.d succe~~l~g 
t · 1 acin1'LnL'stration and medIcal faclittles recrea IOna, , . 

followed. A recent trend to modernize all. t.he factl
ities, leading to the elimination of the .on~tn~l cot
tages. has enlarged the capacity of the II1stttutlO? to 
37~l beds. The housing structures are essentmlly 
minimum security with the exception ~f ~n~ scl:
contained maximum security unit for 40 tndlvldut~~~. 
A security perimetcr wall or fence does not e,\lst 
at Clinton. , . . 

I n terms of architectural design the tnstltutton 
\'ias first conceived as a campus plan. Howev~r, the 
setting hus evolved into a scattered patte!? with n~ 
major axis or focus due to mUltiple addItIOns: The, 
cre'ation of architectural order by careful lo~atlon of 
newer facilities will eliminate presen~ secur.lty ~rob
lems causled by i nrnate and staff houslI1g betng tnter-

mixed. ~ CI' t 
According to New Jersey State Statutes, 111 on 

is respoI1l;ible for providing custody and treatment 
programs for women offender~ 16 year~ ,of, a~e <~~~ 
older, Ihw,ever, since 1974 ClInton has als~ se~ >, 

as the res Idence for a s~parate grou? of male 1I1malc,s 
from the State Prison Complex. From 41 male ~)l
fenders in December 1974. the number reac~led a, hIgh 
of 106 men in January 1976. More r~ce~tly ~he 
amount has stabiliz.ed in the high 90's. ThIs sltuall.on 
caused some ma nagemcnt problems. but starr and 111-

Expended 

CLINlrON 1969-70 
--~-". 

Custody 799,000 
Inmate O~re and Maintenance 703,000 
Treatmeni' and Rehabilitation 86,000 
Education 156,000 
Adm in i stl'otion ~OOO 

Total 1,917,000 
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mates have come to accept the arrangement and cer
tain practices have been modified. i~ order to ~as~ 
inherent conflicts such as compettl1on for vanous 
services and resources. 

, Clinton's academic and vocational educational 
, o['r' gs in the former programs are extenSIVe, lertn~ . 

category range from basic education through. hIgh 
. 'hool ~quivalency and college courses are ava!lable 
~~a a cooperative arrangement with Somerset ~Ou~y 
Community College. Vocational. courses tn~l~ ,e 
clerical skills, quantity food servIce. nurses a~dc, 
~lectronics assembly, beauty culture, power ~ewtn~, 
and dental assistant. A work release program IS avatl
able to selected inmates and these women are, em
ploved in the community at a variety of occupatl~n~: 
In ;lddition, a federally-funded dl ug treatment umtls 
operational. . 

Although several rehabilitative programs are avatl
able at Clinton. the institution's budget of .1:74~75 
demonstrates the dominance of the non-rehabllttat~ve 
components, namely, custody, inmate care and maLn
tenance, and administrative costs. Based on th: 
following chart these latter b~d~et elements consti
tute 85% of the '75-'76 appropnatlon, 

According to an archi.t~ctural. study. o,r. M:trc!l, 
1975, the physical condItion of the tnst~tutlOn. s 
structural and suppurt components ar~ ba~lcally III 

('rood condition. The work required is prImanly ~o up
;rade the roadways, which are in need of ~I~en
ing and resurfacing, and other exterior site provlslO~S, 
It ~ is estimated that about $315.800 is ne.cessary III 

o~der to maintain Clinton during the next fIve years, 

Expended Budgeted 

% 1974-75 % 1975-76 % ----
42 1,497,000 44 1,390,000 41 
37 1,134,000 34 1,263,000 38 

4 232,000 7 228,000 7 
8 269,000 8 247,000 7 
9 251,000 7 246,000 7 

100 3,383,000 100 3,374,000 100 

Y ARDVU.LE YOUTH RECEPTION 

AND CORRECTION CENTER 

The Youth Reception and Corre~tion Center at 
Yardville is located on a 50-acre tract adjacent to the 
Burdentown Youth Correctional Institution and is in 
dose proximity to the city of Trenton. Other compon
ents of the Yardville operation are The Wlmrton 
Tract Narcotics Treatment Unit and the Yardfiekls 
Program which utilizes paraprofessional inmates 
from the parent institution to work with Men:er 
County probationers. The capacity of the main insti
tutIon is approximately 518 beds. In 1974, the facility 
expanded its operation to include the reception and 
das~ification for all males com milled to the State 
Prison Complex. Yardville continues to provide for 
the admission. assessment and assignment of male of
fenders between the ages of 15 and 30 who receive 
indeterminate sentences. Thus, the reception function 
for six corrections institutions has been centralized 
at Yardville. 

Completed in J nnuary 1968. the Center employs u 
court type design at the corrections complex and a 
radial type design at the reception unit. This lutter 
component ha!~ a drcular control center which COll

tains the guards and recreation areus and its housing 
units project from the central area in a finger-like 
fashion with Inng straight ctJrridors. The main cor
rections unit has a continual circular patt(!J'I1 which 
encloses a large court yard and eliminates the long 
corridor erfect. It should be noted that the perimeter 
of the institution h, surrounded by a chain link fence 
with guard Lowers at strategic points. 

Four years ago the Yardville Correction Center 
staff introduced an administrative and programmatic 
structure which is based on a series of goal-oriented, 
single-purpose residential units each with sufficient 
autonomy to function independently of other units. 
This management model is referred to as the Suppor
tive Education Team (SET) concept and to date five 
separate units have been established. The SET ap
prouch emphasizes participation in joint decision
making as \vel/ as the establishment of individualized 
correctional and treatment goals for the inmate. Each 
teum is composed of staff members who have direct 
COnt.lct with the inmate in various programs and in
clUdes a Unit Supervisor from the administrutive 
staff, a social worker as Program Coordinator, a 
psychologist, the 1st and 2nd shift Housing Officers, 

a Supervising Correction Officer. an educational or 
vocational teacher, and clergy, 

During its short history the SET operation has 
continually been refined as staff members gain ex
perience by working together. For instance. the teams 
have assumed u number of responsibilities thtH were 
formerly assigned to the Classification Committee 
under the more centralized administmtive model. 
Team members have input in making decisions re
garding educational, vocational. social work, psy
chiatric, psychulogical, custodial. recreational, and 
related programs. More specifically. the stafr per
forms the following function~: 
• assess the correctional needs of each inmate and 

develop and coordinate programs to help meet 
those needs; 

• observe the inmate's overall insitutional conduct; 
• proper evaluations pertaining to the inmate's per

formance in \vork, edUCtlLinn, treatment, and hous
ing programs; 

• make determinations regarding unit custodial 
status, transfers. und minor disciplinary ,~anctions; 

& forwnrding recornrnendutions to the Classification 
Comm ittt:e in rela tion to pre-release planning, 
il1stitutionaltransfer~. Hnd release dates. 
In addition, numerous staff personnel involved in 

every aspect or the institution (Le. academic, voca
lional education. work ussignm,.:mts, (.'ase\'iork and 
group work, psychological and psychiatric services, 
recreation. and religious guidance) are members of 
SET team!:> and participatt~ in weekday meetings to 
discuss treatment alternative's. These individuals 
contribute information based upon direct contact 
with the inmate in their particular program. 

I n sum, the team concept for rehabilitating in
mates at the Correction Center is geared toward inte
grating ('ustodial, treatment. and other staff in achiev
ing Common institutional objectives. Similar to the 
other reformatories the primary focus of support 
services at Yardville is in the educational and \toea
tionnl areas. Residents nre exposed to an extensive 
Academic Instruction Program and varied vocational 
opportunities, Each person is plac~d in a course of 
study appropriate to his abilities and interests. For 
instance, ins!t'uction is offered to those inmates who 
have not achieved a functional communication skill 
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l' . -I while G ED preparation and college level 
~~~~r:e!s are availahle to other i~divi~uals. The Vo~u. 
tional Training Program p:ovldes .lob d.evelo~~e~~ 

th"n 300 J'nmutes In the following occup.! 10 more u .' • , 1 
lionul fields: auto mechanics. auto bod? repulr. welt-
ing, landscaping. graphi,c arts. harbert~g. d~y ~I~~n
lng. data processing. cult nary arts. dent.ll teChnlCI.ln. 
and construction trades. 

The diversit v of vocational programs and educ~-
. Y d '11 'I' 'eOected In tional cou rses offered at ar VI e s I 

its operating budget which is pre~ent.cd .b~low. ~he 
. f fund e n"mely 23 Qj) dlredt.d tow,lrd proportIOn 0 .J." • , . ( .:; 

this sector of the budget in fiscal year 1974- J n. 

Expended 

YARDVILLE 1969-70 

Custody 1,533,000 
Inmate Core and Maintenance 743,000 
Treatment and Rehabilitation 409,000 

Er:lucation 397,000 
Administration 329,000 

iotal 3,411,000 
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't· bl'~hed Yardville as that state institution. after es ,I 1., 1 . 
Skillman. which placed the greatest emp mSI5 on :e
habilitation. In terms of percentages. even the S~llI
man and Jamesburg budgets fall short of the yar,~
ville appropriation for rehabilitative programs III fIS

cal year 1976. 

. . . , I mbinu heating and I n general, the instItutIOn s p u ~. . 
electrical !;vstems are in good condition. Those areas 
in need of ;epair are the interior kitchen ~Ioor and the 
parking facility. An architel~tu,ql analysts complete? 
. March 1975 suggested that $60,500 be ~ppropn
:~ed to maintain the institution for the next fIve years 

Expended Budgeted 

% 1974-75 % 1975-76 % 

45 2,761,000 45 2,386,000 40 

22 1,579,000 26 1,745,000 30 

12 1,002,000 16 804,000 14 

12 441,000 7 636,000 11 
10 ~2,OOO 6 294,000 5 

100 6,155,000 100 51865,000 100 

BORDtNTOWN CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION 

In dose proximity to the city of Trenton and within 
view of the Yardville Reformatory lb the Borden
town Youth Correctional Institution in Burlington 
County. The fhcility maintains an operating bed 
~apacity for 624 persons. A substantia! portioo of 
the 530-acre site which this institution occupies is 
lIsed for farming. Also. tW\) groups of inmatcs are 
pr<)vided Iivitlg acc()mmodation~ at the New Jef5e} 
Ncuropsychiltlrk Institute in Hopewell and the :..J'ew 
Lisbon State S.:hooJ and. in turn. arl~ required to 
work in the food servkes and grounds maintenance 
operations of those ithtitutions. 

Built in 1l)~(J. with new facilities added in succeed. 
ing year~. such as the Industrial Building in 1 %3 and 
.!!Yl11na~iurn in J 970, Bordentown wa~ constructed 
in the telephone pole tvpe design similar to that of the 
prison in Graterford. Pennsylvania. Basically. the 
pole is the long central ~orridt)r with inmate housing 
unih. :.hllPS. and support facilities protruding from 
this corridor as crossarms. Security is well main
tained since all movement is controlled by the de!sign 
itself as the residents cun move from uctivity to activ
ity via only one axis. which is continuously sup~r
vised. 

II' onc was asked to ~hoo~e which oj' the state insti
tutions appeared to be going through u transitional 
stage in its development in a more dramatic fashion 
th;m any of the others. the answer would probabl\ 
be Bordentown. In fact. to refer to Bordentown as a 
youth correctional institution or reformator~ is a 
misnomer. l\pproximately one-third of its popUlation 
is comprised of offenders who hu ~'e been comm itled 
to the State Prison Complex. but since transferred 
to the State Youth Complex. The net effect of the 
Depurtment of Institutions and Agencies policy dir
ective to reduce the popUlation of Trenton Slate 
Prison has been to place substantial numbers of 
prison cases in both Yardville and Bordentown with 
the latter receivi ng the la rger num ber of more serious 

Expended 
~ORDENTOWN 1969.70 
Custody 

1,425,000 
Inmate Core and Maintenance 888,000 
Treatment and Rehabi lital'ion 190,000 
Education 

104,000 
Administratior, 

204,000 

offenders. In essence. the very nalUn~ of the insti
tution it~i\!:r' has changed. Bordentowll b enduring u 
met'lmorphosis in \vhich the emphasis of the institu
tion has shifted from a rehabilitative orientation to 
more of a custodial environment. 

Related to this set of circull1stances is the over. 
riding c()n~ern of how be~t to meet the needs or such 
diverse djentcle groups in a single institution filled 
10 capacity. Here again Bordentown is .It a distinct 
disadvantage. For example. its educational and \'0~11-
tiona! facilities arc inadequate. Moreover. the phy. 
sical plant is incompatibk with those programs that 
exist and places severe limitations on the l'ariet\ of 
progrums that could be offered. Finally. Ihe institu
tional professional staff is small (nne psychdogist and 
four :.ocitll workers). hence. the crucial cle':hent nec
essary to develop innovative programs like- {he Y tlrt!. 
ville Supportive Education Team (S. E. T.) is lacking. 
The low priority placed in this area is reflected in the 
small proportion (Illlid or the institution's total oper
ating budget in 1974·75 tha t was devoted to trea[
ment and rehabilitation. Other fiscal priorities l1la~ 
be derived from the chart below. 

Arter the Trenotn and Rahway State! Prisllns. thut 
insllitution in need of the most repair anti replace
ment work is Bordentown. I n terms oj' a dollar fi!!
UI'e, an architectural analysis submittl!d in 1975 
estimated the cost to be SIW),4 7() in order to maintain 
the institution during the next five years. The heating 
function appears to be the Illost significant problem. 
By and large. the underground steam heating piping 
system is in poor condition. According to the ~tlld) 's 
findings. ventilators. unit heaters. and exhaust fans 
warrant replacement and (he installation of wdia. 
lion und associated piping is needed throughout 
the institution. It should be noted that age is the prin. 
cipal reason for deficiencies in the equipment of' the 
plumbing and electrical systems. 

Expended Budgeted 
% 1974-75 % 1975.76 % 

51 2,327,000 41 2,000,000 40 
31 1,949,000 35 1,720,000 35 
7 627,000 11 519,000 11 
4 492,000 9 458,000 9 
7 228,~00 4 258,000 5 

Total 2,811,000 100 5,623,000 100 4,955,000 100 
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ANNANDALE CORRE1CTIONAL INSTITUTION 

In the northwest section of the state lies the Youth 
Correction Institution at Annandale. The institution 
is one of the three facilities in the Youth Correctional 
Complex and admits young offenders between the 
ages of 15 and 26 who have not previously been sen~ 
tenced to a prison or other youth correctional insti~ 
tution. Of the 747 acres that Annandale occupies, 
approximately 560 are utilized for farming purposes. 
Established in 1929. this minimum-security institu
tion is set among several rural communities in Hun~ 
terdon County. 

A large mall is created with four cottages on either 
side, the Industrial Building at one end. and the 
Administration, School, and Service Buildings at the 
other end. Of the eight residential units, six contain 
50 c~lls and the remaining two are maintained in a 
dormitory-style setti!lg. In all. bedspace for approx
imately 573 persons are provid:::d. The security fence 
at the perimeter of the institution was erected at the 
request of the surrounding community. Regarding the 
physical plant, a collegiate-tyre atmosphere is pre
served with the combination of stone materials, at
tracij've landscaping, and campus layout. 

Annandale inmates are sentenced to indeterminate 
terms and the average length of stay is approximately 
10 months. The new resident at Annandale is-exposed 
for three to four weeks to the various vocational train
ing shops (welding. plumbing. carpentry. and building 
service' maintenance) so that he may select a fielJ 
according to his ~alents and interests. Also, a cooper
ative arrangement has been organized under the 
auspices of the Garden State School District whereby· 
certain facilities at Clinton are utilized by both clien
tele groups and joint programs have been developed. 
For instance. Annandale inmates participate in the 
following vocational concentrations offered at Clin
ton: electronics. beauty culture. health related fields. 
and clerical occupations. 

Expended 
ANNANDALE 1969.70 

Custody 1,247,000 
Inmate Core and Maintenanca 724rOOO 
Treatment and Rehabilitation 252 rOOO 
Education 300rOOO 
Administration 154,000 

Total 2, 677rOOO 
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During the period of incarceration. most inmates 
participate in one of several educatiunal orientations 
including the reading laboratory. remedial. learning 
center, and secondary academic programs. In addi
tion, approximately 40 residents are enrolled in col
lege curriculums through various arrangements with 
nearby institutions of higher learning. Somerset 
County Community College op~rates "in-house" 
courses at Annandale. while ThoflhlS Edison College 
in Middlesex County offers its facilities four evenings 
each week to the reformatory inmates. A major re
sponsibility of the Annandale staff is to identify op
portunities for the young men to continue their educa
tion in vocational and technical schools and colleges 
upon their release. 

Work details are assigned to cultivate a variety of 
field crops at both Annandale and the Clinton Cor
rectional Institution. and the dairy supplies the milk 
required for this institution as well as others .. 

The two State Use Industries located at Annan-' 
dale are the feed mill operation, which provides the 
feed for the animals maintained at all state institu
tions. and a small snow fence process. Also, a group 
of inmates is sent daily to work for. th~ Department 
of Environmental Protection. Finally; two pr.e-re
lease camps are administered by the parent institu
tion. The satellite unit located at High Point State 
Park accommodates 50 boys who perform forestry 
work there and in Stokes Forest. The latter site serves 
as a separate camp for 60 boys doing similar outdoor 
jobs and a work release program is also available. 

Annanuale's 1974··75 budget as compared to that 
of Jamesburg represents. a significant policy change 
in the allocation of education and treatment funds. 
These components comprise 23 per cent of the James
burg fiscal operation. whereas only 12 percent of 
Annandale's expenditures are devoted to programs 

Expended Budgeted 
% 1974·75 1975-76 % 

47 1r921,000 45 lJ37 rOOO 42 
27 1r513 rOOO 36 1,536 rOOO 37 
9 330rOOO 8 369,000 9 

11 190,000 4 236,000 6 
6 301,000 7 241,000 6 -100 4,255,000 100 4,119,000 100 

£~ 

in this. sector of the budget In "act A did 
• I. •• nnan a e e-

votes the smallest percentage of funds to this area 
~f the .three youth correctional institutions. Related 
fInancIal trends may be derived from tl f 11 . 
chart. le 0 oWIng 

~ 1975 archi.tectural report recommended certain 
capItal expendItures were necessary in order to 

. ..~ .. ..,. , " ,,"'- ........ ..... ---------------

repl~ce Or r~pair plumbing and heating systems of 
partIcular ?ulldings and cottages. However. the major 
work requ~re~ at the institution involves the exterior 
of the bUIldIngs. Approximately $230.675 is the 
~mount .of funds needed to perform these capital 
1m provements. 

\'.: . 
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JAMESBURG TRAINING SCHOOL 

The State Training School for Boys at Jamesburg 
is located in the :>outhernsector of Middlesex County 
about halfway between Trenton and Rahway, Estab
lished in I K67 and situated on a nS-acre site. the 
School facility complex includes twenty-nine farm 
buildings. twelve cottage residences. the Bodman 
Youth Clinic. the Special Treatment Unit. seven 
residences for supervisory staff personnel. dining 
halls, a hospital and gymnasium, a swimming: pool. 
and a powerhouse and modern sewage disposal plant. 
The newest additions are the Guidance Unit and a 
housing unit. Approximately 516 juveniles may be 
accommodated at Jamesburg. 

The institution was designed in a campus plan with 
the Wilson School located at the end of the mall 
tha t is created by the arrang~ment of the cottages, 
main dining hall and hospital. In the middle of the 
mall towards one end is the Administration Building 
which is the focal point of vehicular and pedestrian 
traffic. Those housing facilities designated for special 
custody, namely. the Guidance and Special Treat
ment U nits, are located on the perimeter of the insti
tution separated frol11 the daily activities of the main 
population. The campuS plan model is aimed toward 
segregating areas for different uses. 

The Jamesburg Tr.lining School is the only cor
rection'al institution in New Jersey to which juvenile 
males bet",,:een the ages of thirteen and sixteen are 
committed. Younger juveniles. 8-13. are sent to the 
Training School for Boys, Skillman. Both institl1tion~ 
are under the control of the same Board of Tru~tees, 
Delinquents older than fifteen may be committed by 
Court to the Youth R~ception and Correcti<.m Center 
in Yardville which may retain them Of aS5lgn them to 
the Annandale or Bordentown reforl11atorie~. It 
should be noted that a resident paroled frol11 James
burg. may be returned as a parole violator up to three 
years from date or commitment. but not beyond the 
age of twenty-one. 

Before the 1967 Supreme Court decision in the 
Gault case the Jamesburg population was approx
imately 650. However, this landmark decision con
cluded that Juveniles are entitled to certain due pro
cess pro~l!ctions including the right to counsel. The 
net effect of this action has been H significant reduc
tion in the Training School population. For instance, 
during the past five years (see Chart below). the pop
ulation haG ranged from a high of 313 juveniles in 
1971 to 249 (including 26 girls) in 1975. The total. 
both boys and girls. as of April 1976. has risen to 311 
juveniles. Given an operating Cllpacity of 450. the 
School has a number of available beds. This r(~pre
sents 000 of the primary reasons for transferring the 
juvenile population from the defunct State Home for 
Girls, Trenton, to Jamesburg. 

The composition of the institutional population 
includes a wide variety of clients in terms of persol1tti 
background and orientation, reason for commitment, 
and behavioral attitudes. In conjunction with the 
goal of rehabilitation. Jamesburg empha:;izes the 
need for a controlled, structured, stable environment. 
This model is manifest in the "token system of econ
omy" concept which affects an offender'S movement 
through the institution. Through this "token" pro
cess, privileges and rewards are granted to the resi
dents upon the fulfillment of various tasks. In most 
cases, as soon .as the inmate earns 10,000 tokens 
(usually a three month period) he is informed of his 
approximate release date. 

Residents are committed to the Training School 
for indeterminate sentences which may range from a 
short stay of one month to a maximum term of three 
years, Following an initial reception period of about 
three weeks during which the client is examined and 
interviewed by medical and professional staff and 
oriented to the programs and services of Jamesburg, 
the individual's record is reviewed by the Classifica-

FISCAL YEARS 

1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 
Dec. April 
1975 1976 

Admissions 605 431 427 386 317 263 

Resident 436 283 313 272 225 207 249 311 

(Last Day) 

'5,1 

tion Commit~ee for the purpose of determining the 
~ost ~ppropnate housing and program assignments, 
lOc!udmg a work detail and school placement, for the 
reslde~t. The committee is composed of the Assistant 
S.~perlntende~t, wh? serves as Chairman. the Super
visor of Cottage Life, representatives of the Y th 
Cl

" W' ou 
tntC, tison School, Division of Youth and F· '1' 

S
' d .tn11 Y 

erVlces, an Central Parole Office It co . . . nvenes 
peno~lca~ly .t~ ~valuate the resident's progress. After 
th~ client s mltlal three month residence, the Com
mittee sets a tentative release date, or time goal, 
based on staff reports related to school eottag d 

k 
. ' e, an 

wo: assIgnments. Thereafter, the classification unit 
reviews each case every two months or, if necessary. 
at more frequent intervals. As mentioned before, the 
to,k~n sty~en: ~f ec?nomy is the mechanism used to 
t~ace the Indtvldual s conformity to the institiutional 
lIfe style. 
. The progra.m emphasis at Jamesburg rests clearlY 
In the educatIOn sector with each client assigned t~ 
?ne 0,1' three departments: Special Education (an 
l?tenslVe basi~ ~kills course); Academic, and Voca
[lOnal. In addItion. the Distributive Education pro-

Expended 
JAMESBURG 1969·70 
Custody 1,046,000 
Support Services 878,000 
Treatment and Rehabi Iitation 230,000 
Education ProQrams 446,000 
Administration' 205,000 

Total 2,805,000 

gr~m is designed to develop business and marketino
skll.ls for those residents interested in supplementin~ 
their formal education with work experience. ~ 

I n t~rms of budget aHoca tions (see chart below), 
educatIOn and treatment programs account for only 
23, p:r c;nt of the total ,operating budget in fisc~l 
yea: 7~~ 7?, However, thIS percentage is higher than 
all ll1stltutlOns other than Skillman and Yardv'l! 
On the other hand, the combined categories of ~u:-' 
todyand !iupport services (i.e., food, medicine & 
dental, physical plant) represent the overwhelming 
pro~ort.lOn.of funds. namely. 70%, needed to operate 
the InstItUtiOn, 

Accordin~ t? an a.rchitectural analysis of March 
1975: ~he eXlstl~g facilities at Jamesburg are in good 
co?dltJon. relative to their age. From a structural 
powt of VICW the cotlage~ a:e in need of minor repair 
wor~. However, the maJonty of the older buildings 
reqUlre complete replacement of all plumbing systems 
and the heating piping is in poor condition. Based on 
th~se. and other. factors, the projected cost to main
tam (I.e. to repair or replace "in kind") the' t't t' f .. h . lOS J 11 IOn 
0, t e next five years has been estimated at $673.490. 

Expended Budgeted 
% 1974-75 % 1975·76 % 

37 1,324,000 36 1,250,000 35 
32 1,307,000 35 1,297,000 36 
8 300,000 8 299,000 8 

16 556,000 15 543,000 15 
7 205,000 6 209,000 6 

100 3,692,000 iOt) 3,598,000 100 
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SKILLMAN TRAINING SCHOOL FOR BOYS 

Situated on a tract of property adjacent to the New 
Jersey Neuropsychiatric Institute, the Training 
School for Boys at Skillman occupies 70 acres and 
was opened in 1969 as the newest state correctional 
facility. The institution can be best described as a 
residential grammar school for boys, 13 years of age 
and under. from kindergarten through seventh grade, 
who have been identified as serious early age behavior 
problems. Located in rural Somerset County, ncar 
Princeton University. the driving distance between 
the Training School and Trenton, the slate capital. 
is approximately thirty-five minutes. 

The attractive campus-style setting includes a com
bined administration-education trcatment building 
and six double-unit cottages holding no more than 
17 boys in each unit. 203 youngsters may be accom
modated at Skillman. The chapel is located in the 
(.:enter of the circulation system, adiacent to the skat
ing rink. and the recreational facilities are found on 
the perimeter and within the mall created by the cot
tages. The physical plant was developed to enable 
the staff 1l) rela te to the hoys in small groups. Char
acterized as a minimum security facility. Skillman 
docs not utilize any "corn!ctional type" security 
systems or hardware. 

Prior to placement the resident!'> have been exposed 
to special servkes provided for children in their 
communities and for whom there is no alternative tc' 
institutionalization. While the youngest boy~ at 
Skillman are 8, most of the 13-year olds have been 
transferred to Jamesburg. for an indeterminate sen
tence of 0-3 yt'ars and the average length of Slay is 
approximately 16 months. The Institutional BOMd of 
Trustees retains the authority to parole the clients: 
however. this decision is hased on the evaluation and 
recommendation or the administrative stafr. In 
concert with the 18 district offices of the division of 
Youth and Family Services. personnel from the insti
tution's Department of Social \Vork concentrate on 

'developing parole programs and identifying resi
dential placements for the youngsters. 

The period for holding the new child in the recep
tion cottage is approximately 4-6 weeks. During this 
period the child is exposed and oriented to the rules 
and regulations of the institution. Likewise, the stal'!' 
has an \.)pportunity to become acquainted with the 
child and evaluate him through a series of diagnostic 

tests as well as clinical examination. 
That mechanism which serves the purpose of reg

ularly evaluating the boy's progress during his stay 
at the il:stitution is referred to as the Cottage Treat
ment Team. In essence this is the vehicle through 
which the classification process functions. Nine such 
units have been established with each composed of 
nine staff members including juvenile officers, the 
..;1ient's classroom teacher. a social worker, and either 
the Director of ProCessional Services, or the Director 
of Social Work. During committee sessions the indi· 
vidual's attitude and behavioral patterns as exhibited 
in the course of both cottage and school activities are 
discussed and reviewed and recommendations are 
made to the Administrative Review Committee re
garding the child's future development, length of stay. 
and eventual release. This latter committee is com
posed of the Superintendent, who serves as chair
man, the Assistant Superintendent. the Director of 
Professional Services. the Director of Education. the 
Director of Social Work, the Supervisor of Cottage 
Life, the Classification Officer, the Staff Psycholo
gist, and a nurse. This unit meets regularly to review 
those decisions that have been made by the Cottage 
Treatment Teams. 

Since virtually all the boys will return to the public 
school system. a remt:diaJ. education curriculum is 
the major focus of the Training School program. 
The normal sch'ool year operates on a ten-month 
basis. but is always extended for a special two-month 
session in the summer period. The typical child en
rolled at the school is thl'ee or four grade levels defi
cient. Usually a multiplicity of behavioral problems 
accompany the child when he gets to Skillman and 
the youngster's social incompatibility represents a 
major obstacle in the adjustment to institutional 
living. The Director of Education has set as a goal 
the recycling of the juvenile back into the educa tional 
system through i nnovatjve approaches. Some of these 
mechanisms are the audio/visual techniques that 
have proved to be useful in other settings. 

I n conjunction with these factors it is not surprisin~ 
that compared to the nine state-run correctional insti· 
tutions. the Skillman Training School consistently 
places the most emphasis on treatment, rehabilita
tion. and educa lion programs. This commitment is 
rel1ected in the percentage, 25%, of the Skillman 

rr 
ts 
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budget expended for these programs in fiscal year 
1975. Such trends are reflected in the following chart. 

An architectural study pUblished In 1975 deter" 
mined that approximately $58,750 is required to 

SKILLMAN 
Expended 
1969.7Q 

Custody 

Inmate Care and Maintenance 
530,000 

Treatment and Rehabilitation 
'322,000 

Education 
190,000 

Administration 
239,000 
143,000 

Total 1,424,000 

maintain t,he facilities for the next five years. With I
I 

the plumb~n~, heating, and. electrical systems all in 
?ood condlt~on the only major repair work needed It 
IS .ne;-v roofIng for the chapel and cen tral services i 
bUlldll1g. i 

Expended 
% 1974-75 % 

37 809,000 39 
23 541,000 26 
13 236,000 1.1 
17 286,000 14 
10 209,000 10 

100 2,081,000 100 

Budgeted 
1975.76 

652,000 
591,000 
194,000 
277,000 
199,000 

1,913,000 

57 

% 

34 
31, 
10 
15 
10 

100 
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ADULT DIAGNOSTIC AND 

TREATMENT CENTER 

The new Adult Diagnostic and Treatment Center, 
ADTC, in Avenel cornmenced operation in fiscal year 
1976. Outpatien t diagnostic services were begun in 
September 1975 and the residential treatment pro
gram started admitting clients in February 1976. 
The facility is located in the industrial sector of Mid
dlesex County, just off of Route #1, which is one of 
New Jersey's main transportati(\n routes. [t occupies. 
approximately 12 acres on a tract of land adjacent to 
Rahway State Prison. 

In reference to the architectural design of the insti
tution. the building complex is comprised of three 
component parts. The administration and outpatient 
unit section. which is a non-security area, is connected 
to the central facility. This section contains a variety 
of service and program areas including the dining 
hall. vocational training rooms, maintenance shops, 
and the gymnasium, and leads into the housing com
ponent which forms a T-shaped design with its three 
wing$ of outside-type cells. The housing capacity for 
the general population is 160 beds. In addition, the 
Bvhavior Adjustment Unit contains 10 beds and the 
same nu mber of beds is used for the purpose of psychi
tUrk isolation. Both the central facility and the hous
ing units are designed as medium security areas. 

The Adult Diagnostic and Treatment Center is the 
only institution in the Department of Corrections 
which is mandated by taw to provide treatment. Its 
responsibility is two-fold. First, it provides forensic 
diagnostic services for court referred non-sex offender 
adults on an inpatient or outpatient basis. Also, psy
chiatrk evaluations arc made for persons referred by 
the Stat.:: Parole Board, the Department of Correc
tions. and county probation departments. This set of 
functions was previously performed by the Menlo 
Park Diagnostic Center which was closed during the 
past fiscal year. Second, it oTrers treatment for sex 
offe,nders on an inpatient and olltpatient basis. The 
basic residential trea tment program is known as 
ROARE, or Re-education of Attitudes of Repressed 

Emotions. ROARE utilizes a group therapy tech
nique that makes extensive LIse of communications 
and videl)tape equipment. Residents who are exper
ienced ifl therapy techniques work as paraprofes
sionals in the program. Prior to the establishment 
of ADTC, a Sex Offender Unit was located on the 
grounds of Rahway State Prison to serve the needs 
of sex offenders. This unit was under the jurisdiction 
of the Division or Mental Health and Hospitals, 
however, the new Center was transfem:d to the De
partment of Corrections. 

Persons who are committed to ADTC as sex of
fenders receive indeterminate sentences. The resi
dent's length of stay is dependent on the type of of
fense for which he has been committed and his prog
ress in the treatment progrnm as determined by the 
institutional staff. 

The procedure for release of the offender is an 
orderly one. First,. the professional treatment staff 
makes a recommendation for parole which is sub
mitted to the Special Classification Review Board 
(SCRB), a group composed of five individuals ap
pointed by the Commissioner of Institutions und 
Agencies. Upon approval by the SCRB, the recom
mendation for parole is forwarded to the State 
Parole Board which is responsible under state law 
to render parole. . 

The budget appropriation for the ADTC for fiscal 
year 1976 was $1,650.000. The fiscal limitations of 
such a fugure have placed certain restrictions on the 
size of the treatment stuff and the services which it 
needs to develop. Although the institution was estab
lished for rehabilitation and treatment purposes, it is 
clear that the current budget relects a custody orien
tation. For example, the institutional staff includes 
76 custody officers. :2 psychiatrists. 4 psychologists, 
and 1 social worker. It is anticipated tlUlt the treat
n'lent staff and program will be expanded in the 
coming years. 

New Jersey Corrections; 

State Institutions: 

Trends In Admissions And Length Of Stay 

TRENDS IN ADMISSIONS AND LENGTH 
OF STAY 

This ~ection reviews and analyses the contents of a 
compamon volume on New Jersey Correctional /II{as
tel' Plall Data, which includes statistical information 
gathered for the Correctional Master Plan. There are 
three sections in this companion volume: 

• A February 1976 Profile of characteristics of of
f~~ders received, characteristics and program par
tICIpation of residents, and offense type and lenath 
of stay of departures to 

• A more detailed April, 1976 analysis of sentences 
and length of stay in relation to offense se~'erity 
and correctional history . 

• ~ Ju?e. 1976 survey of existing institutional capa
cIty III relation to projected additional bedspace 

needs i~ current admission rates and length (J!f stay 
are prOjected to 1985 

!he analysis of this data yields valuable information 
,:hlch c~n be used in evaluating Mast~r Plan alterna
tIves whIch are presented subsequently. This analysis 
uses three main factors: 
• admission rates 
• I~ngth of stay 

• the. size o~ the Correctional Catchment PopUlation 
ThIS sectlO~ presents the data used in projecting 

be,dspace re~UI~ements for 1985. It should be Il.Otcd 
that. the projectIons of length of stay included in this 
sectIOn assume a continuation of current sentencing 
and ~~Ieas.e pra.ctices. Please see the following section 
of ~h.ls rep~rt for a consideration of alternate public 
polICIes whIch affect length of stay of offenders and 
consequently future bedspace needs for offenders. 
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ADMISSIONS TRENDS BY INSTITUTION 

As background for a consideration of rates of ad: 
mission by age group, the following trends in admis-
sions by institution are presented: . 

The data reveals that: 
.. Training School admissions have dropped 60 

percent since 1965 but have recently increased 
as indicated by a 16 percent increase in the past 
two years, 

.. Youth Correctional admisSIons doubled from 
1965 to 1972 and have since dropped by 19 per-
cent. 

INSTITUTIONAL 
ADMISSIONS 1965 1970 

Numbers 
Training Schools 1223 681 

Youth Correctll 1780 2560 

Women 374 189 

Pr.isons 1145 1304 

Net % Change 

.. Admission trends for Women dropped by one 
half through 1970, then increased by a third 
through 1972 and have remained basicully stable 
since then, 

.. Prison admission trends, while irregular, have 
resulted in a 73% increase in admissions since 
1965 . 

.. Younger admissions have dropped (for Training 
Schools from 1965 through 1974 and for 
Youth from 1972 tlt'rough 1976) and older Prison 
admissions have increased . 

Admissions By Fiscal Years 
1972 1974 1976 

593 428 495 

3559 3051 2884 

249 237 229 

1812 1785 1977 

Per report period: 
Training Schools -44 -13 -28% +16% 

-5 
Youth Correct'l +44 +39 -14 

Women ~50 +32 -5 -3 

Prisons +13 +39 -3 +1l 

60 
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ADMISSIONS BY INSTITUTIONS: FISCAL 1965 - 1976 

..... ..... ..... 
-13% ...... 

1965 1910 

1_1 _ 

-3% 

....... 
, 

" " , , 
-28%\ , 

" I +16% ........ , ..... 
'I ........ 
\; .... " 

-3% 

1972 1974 1976 
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THE NEW JERSEY CORRECTIONAL 
CATCHMENT POPULATION 

This popu lutian includes primarily non-white 
males <lged 10-44 and reflects the age, sex, and racial 
groups from which correctiona1 population is drawn. 

_lIi.......--------" .............. .- -~ .. - .... -..... --~ 

.. SA. 

The size of the basic age groups within the New 
Jersey Correcti@al Catchment Population shows 
some striking changes during the 1970-1985 period. 
Note that the size of these groups in 1980 and 1985 
anticipate nothing but past survival rates for each 
group. No net migration into New Jersey is assumed. 

._ ..... -- I' 

N. J. CCIRRECTIONAL Actual Projected 
1985 

CATCHMENT POP. 1970 1975 1980 

NUMBE]~ 
Age 10-'\9 673,000 775,000 743,000 705,000 

Age 20·24 236,000 296,000 376,000 383,000 

Age 25·;~9 216,000 221,000 293,000 366,000 

Age 30-44- 575,000 596,000 620,000 703,000 

NET % I::HANGE 
P~.l(JEAR PERIOD 
Age 10-'\,9 \ + 15% -4% -5% , 
Age 20.:1:4 \ +25% +27% +2% 
Age 25-!,!9 ! + 2% + 33% + 25% 

A:::~:.(.~~. ____ . ___ . ___ .-J.----.. _---.--------+-4-%--...t-----+-
4
-%------+-13_%_0 ---' 

The New Jersey Correctional c.ltchment Popula
tion i5 expe'~ted to be: 
• Slightly smaller in 1980 and 1985 for persons aged 

10-19, 
• 27~(} larger for 20-24 year olds in 1980 hut then 

unchang,i,>:d from that level in 1985, 
• 66% larger in 1985 for 25-29 year olds, ( group 

characlerileU by both high correctional admission 

rates and longer institutional stays), and 
• Somewhat larger fot the older age group (age 30-

44) from which corrections draw. 
The expected 66% increase in 25-29 year olds has 

the most serious implications in terms of beds pace 
needs since this age group characteristically shows 
both high rates of admission and longer institutional 
stays than other age groups. 

, -

TRENDS IN NEW JERSEY CORRECTIONAL CATCHMENT POPULATION 

BOO,OOO 

+4% 

600,000 [~ __ ~A~G~E~3~0~-4~4~_-~----:-:::---1-
+4% 

AGE 10.14 .-- .. 
_---------- .... -- _::::::::: .... 'C------.---------

_---- +7% ........ .. .... ..,.. +3% 
...... -11% ......... 

.," 

AGE 15-19 ........ .. .. ..... ..... .... .... 
.. ....... +26% 

+25% 

ACt: 25-29 

................. ..i~2% 
-10% .......... 

------------------~ +1% 
.. .., .. 

+2% 
200,000 lS~7~0~--------------~19~7:5--------·----------JL------------------~ 

1980 1985 
Actual Projected 
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RATES OF ADMISSION FROM THE 
NEW JERSEY C('RRECTIONAl 
CATCHMENT POPULATION 

While the previous table detailed trends in the size 
of different groups if) the New Jersey Correctional 
Cutchment Popu lation, the table below records trends 

ADMISSION 
RATES 

---~.-~--,. ..... -,..,.,." 
ADMISSION RATES PER 
100/000 POPULATION 
AgeiC'-~f4 .--------
Age 15·19 
Age 20.24 
Age 25·29 
Age 30·44 

NET % CHAN.GE 
PER 5 YEAR PERIOD: 
Age lO:T4-'~"-"-

Age 15·19 
Age 20-24 
Age 25·29 
Age 30·44 

111 
535 
772 
447 
175 

The datu shows that: 
• The rute of udmissilln from the New Jersey Correc-

tional Catchment Population for 10·19 years (lIds 
has dropped by more than one third during the pu:-t 
five years. 

Compared to other ugr groups, the rates of admission 
of 10.19 vcar \lIds are now verY low. The current admh,
sion:. in this u!:'!e group rellect tile confinement of only tht~ 
more serious offenders among those who would have 
been eommitted five years ago. 
The recent increase in Training School admissions 
(+ 16% from 1974 to 1976) suggest that a repetition of 
the past sharp drops in admission rate for thr.se 10·19 
year old offenders cannot be expected in the next ten 
years. 

in the rates of admission from those population 

groups. 

68 
350 
631 
504 
171 

-39% 
-35% 
-18% 
+13% 
-2% 

65 
333 
631 
519 
171 

-5% 
-5% 
+0% 
+3% 
+0% 

61 
316 
631 
535 
171 

-5% 
-5% 
+0% 
+3% 
+0% 

Despite the recent upturn in Training School admissions. 
a further 10% drop in admission rate is anticipated {lur· 
ing the next ten years. The basis for this further drop in 
admission rate is the strength of the trend movement. and 
not only in New Jersey. to find alternatives other than 
state institutions for young offcnders. 
• Despite a 13un increase in the rate of admission 

for 25-29 year olds from 1970-1975 (and a 73% 
increase in Prison admissions since 1965). an opti· 
mistic increase of only 30,0 in admissio n rate is pro· 
jected for this age group during: each of the next 
two five year time periods. 

Note that a higher projected rate of admission for this 
long slay offender group would have further swelled pro
jected bedspace needs in 1980 and 1985. 

I 1'· \ . 

. t..t 

RATES OF ADMISSION. PER 100,000 PERSONS FROM THE 
NEW JERSEY CORRECTIONAL CATCHMENT POPULATION 

77'0 

~O.24 
• -18% ~ 

'1 ____ ~;-____ -+ __ --__ ------~63 
+0% +0% 

S3~ , , ~ 
'" AGE 2S .. .G29J._-------t-----------5,3D 

~
'" +13%-

" 4417 , , 
" " 

AGE 1'S.19 
" 

-35% " 

llL AGE 30·44 

-2% 

1 1 

Actual 

" " " " 
'" 

+3% +3% 

'-- ........ - ... _".-... -
-.:5~f----··------ ---- ........... _- .... - .... 

--- L -5% -~------.. 216 

1 1 

+0% +0% 

Projected 
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PRISON ADMISSIONS BY 
OFFENSE TYPE 

The overall increase in prison 
admissions by seriousness of 
offense reflects: 
• No change in admissions of 

property offenders, 
• Decreases of20%, 21%, and 7% 

in admissions of such less seri
ous 'offenders as gamblers, 
narcotics offenders, and less 
serious assaultive and sex of
fenders, 

.. Increases of 25% and 48% in 
manslaughter and atrocious 
assault offenders, 

.. Increases of 66%, 70%, and 
71% in admissions of rapists, 
robbers, and first degree mur
derers. 

LESS SERIOUS 
OFFENDERS 

1 4 Less Serious 

______ 16 

MORE SERIOUS 
OFFENDERS 

Ro ery 
,..70% 

1970- 1974 1970-
1973 +1975 1973 
AVERAGE ANNUAL ADMISSIONS TO PRISON COMPLEX 

13 

1974 
+1975 

ADMISSJONS AND RESIDENTS BY 
SERIOUSNESS OF OfFENSE 

The table indicates, by most serious offense, for 
which committed, the number of admissions to the Prison Complex and the number of residents in April 

1975. 

PRISON OFFENDERS ---

Gambling + Other 
Property 
Narcotics 
Less Serious Vs. Person 

Atrocious Assault 
Manslaughter 

Robbery 
Forcible Rope 
1st Degree Murder 

% OF PRISON OFFENDERS 

Gambl ing + Other 
Property 
Narcotics 
Less Serious Vs. Persons 

Atrocious Assault 
Manslaughter 

I 
Robbery 
Forcible Rape 
1st Degree Murder 

~ 

The data reveals: 
I 

• That the increases and decl'eases in different 
types of offenders have changed the composition 
of admissions so that: 

- Property, gam bling, narcotics, and l~ss serious 
offenders vs. persons have changed from COm
prising 66% to comprisi.lg 51 % of admissions 

-Manslaughter and a'trocious assault offenders 
have changed from comprising 12% to com
Prising 15% of admissions 

- Rapists, robbers, and first degree murderers 
have changed from comprising 22% to com
prising 34% of admissions 

• That the seriousness of offense interacts with the 
length of stay for each Dffender group so that: 

- Property, gambling, narcotics, and less serious 
offenders against persons, who com prise 51 % 

Average Annual Admissions 
April 1970- 1974. Net % 1975 1973 1975 Chang~ Resid 

1650 1855 +12% 3334 

240 192 -20% 115 382 382 - 471 337 267 -21% 367 ]24 116 . -7% 214 

81 120 +48% 202 108 135 +25% 388 

284 484 +70% 975 35 58 +66% 170 59 101 +71% 432 - - --. _. 
100 100 100 

15% 10% -5% 3% 23% 21% -2% 14% 20% 14% -6% 11% 8% 6% -2% 7% 

5% 7% +2% 6% 7% 8% +1% 12% 

17% 26% +9% 29% 2% 
3% 

3% +1% 5% 
5% +2% 13% 
-

of admissions, represent only 35% of residents 
-- Manslaughter and atrocious assault offenders, 

who comprise 15% of admissions, represent. 
18% of residents, and 

- Rapists, robbers, and first degree murderers, 
who no\\- comprise 34% of admissions, repre
sent 47% of residents 

More Serious vs Less Serious Offenders 

The data suggests that while there is a core group of 
more serious offenders (for example, 432 first degree 
murderers resident in the Prison Complex on April 
15, [975), there are also significant numbers of less 
serious offenders (including [15 Prison gam bIers) 
for whom state institutions may represent neither the 
most effective nor the least costly alternative. 
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SERIOUSNESS OF PRISON OFFENDERS 

The summary table shows that a 12% increase in 
Prison Complex admissions during the past six years 

reflected a 12% drop in less serious offenders and a 
58% increase in more serious offenders: 

Average Annual Admissions 
1970 
- 1973 

Pri,;on Offenders 1650 
Less Serious 1083 
More Serious 567 

Percent of l' ota I 100% 
Less Serious 66% 
More Serious 34% 

The data reveals: 
., That the increase in admissions of serious of

fenders and the decreases in admissions of less 
serious offenders have changed the compositio'l 
of admissions so that 51 % of admissions are now 
less serious offenders and 49% are more serious 
offenders, 

• That the seriousness of offenses among admis
sions interacts with lengl.'! of stay so that less 

1974 Net % April 1975 
- 1975 Change Residents 

1855 +12% 3334 
957 -12% 1167 
898 +58% 2167 

100% 100% 
51% -15% 35% 
49% + 15% 65% 

serious offenders now comprise 35% of residents 
and more serious offenders now comprise 65% 
of residents. 

.. That, despite a general increase in the serious
ness of Prison offenders, there still remain in the 
Correc(onal population a significant number of 
less serious offende.rs, including some in the Pri
son Complex and even larger numbers in other 
state facilities. 

I 

1 

, . 
I 

i. 

LESS SERIOUS VS MORE SERIOUS PRISON COMPLEX OFFENDERS 

Average Annual Admissions to 
Prison Complex 

1974 + 1975 

1970 - 1973 

Resident Prison Inmates 
Apil IS, 1975 . . ' 

Less S~rious 
Offenders 
1167 or 35% 
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PRISON ATROCIOUS ASSAULT OFFENDERS 
1970-1975 RElEASES 

., 

The graph hel(lw -;ho\1I''' a significant increase dur
ing th,.! pa5l six years in both: 

assault category and 
_ The proportion of atrocious assa u It offenders 

with more extensive criminal histories. _ The seriousness of offenders within the atrocious 

50% 

40% • 

30% 

20% -

10% 

70 

20% 

1970· 
1973 

1974 + 
1975 

Percent Committed 
for Assault with 
deadly weapon or 
intent to kill 

1970· 
1973 

1914 + 
1975 

Percent with 
Six or More 
Prey Arrests 

1970· 
1973 

45% 

1974 + 
1975 

Percent with 
Two or MorE 
Jail Sentences 

PREVIOUS HISTORY 

52% 

1970-
1973 

56% 

1974 + 
1975 

Percent with 
Prey State 
Commitments 

Length of Stay of Prison Atrocious 
Assault Ofi~nd-;:-~s 

Th~ ,graph b~low shows that the more seriou<; and 
repetItive atrocIOus assault offenders being admiti~d 
to the New Jersey Prison Complex are now exped" 

j 
I I 

encing shorter stays and serving a smaller proportion 
of their maximum sentences. 

1970· 1973 
Releases l~i!II~~~il!lijf~I!~[~I~I~llliil!!il~~!""li:.;..;;!i:i:L. ______ se_!_~_;_n~;;_ea-;-~-~-uM-mO-S---:---~ 

$ 

1974 + 1975 
Releases 

Avg Maximum 
Sentence: 56 Mos 
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PREVIOUS CORRECTIONAL HISTORY 
OF PRISON OFFENDERS 

The graph shows: 
_ That significant pr,oportions of total Prison 

offenders have extensive prior arrest, jail, and 
state commitment histories, 

_ That one subgroup of offend~!'s, which includes 
both the least serious (gambling) and most 
serious (rape, manslaugl,ter, or murder) of
fenders, show very small proportions of of
fenders with a previous criminal history. and 

.f 

72 

_ That one large subgroup of offenders (who 
comprise 75% of Prison offenders), w.hlch in
cludes property, narcotics. and less serious 
offenses against persons" show large proportions 
with extensive criminal histories. Among this 
group, 58% have six or more previous arrests. 
38% have 2 or more prior jail sentences, and 56% 
have 3 prior state commitments 

f 

PREVIOUS CORRECTIONAL 
HISTORY: 

PREVIOUS 
ARRESTS 

Among 5,846 prison 
offenders committed' 
from the community 
ond subsequently re-
leased from 1970 
through 1975: 

Among the 25% of the 
above offenders who 
were committed for 

-Gambling (14%) and 
- Rope" Manslaughter, 

or Murder ("11 %); 

80% 
t-

f-

60% t-

I-

40% l-

I-

20% I-

l-

60% I-

r-

40% I-

9% 

I None 

76% 

lil~i~ili 
gg;g;~;;;g 
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PREVIOUS 
JAIL 
SENTENCES 

49% 

No 
Jail 

72% 

No 
Jail ii!il~I~!~ 28% 

PREVIOUS 
STATE 
COMMITMENTS 

53% 

No 
',' (>rev 

State 

79% 

No 
Prey 

State 
I-
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CORRECTIONAL HISTORY OF PRISON COMMITMENTS: Fiscal 1970·1975 
(This graph details the data on the previous page) 
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PREVIOUS ARRESTS Key: 0 None, • One to Five, • Six or More 
64 

49 

Vs. Persons 
More Seri ous 
Vs. Persons 

Key: rJ None, • One" • Two or More ~~~~~~~~~== 
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TOTAL 
OFFENDERS 

Gomblers Property 
& Other 

Narcotics 
Law Viol. Vs. Persons 

S Key; [J None, ~~~~~~~~~ One or Two, • Three or More 

7 

TOTAL 
OFFENDERS 

Gamblers Property 
& Other Vs. Persons 

Atrocious 
Assault Vs. Persons 

"J 
, .i 

The bar graphs revea~: 
• That there is a la,rge group who have an exten

sive history: 

-91 °6 had arrests prior to the arrest leading to 
their present confinement including 49% with 
6 or more recorded previous arrests, 

- 51 % had previous county jail sentences includ
ing 33% with two or more such sentences, 

~47% had previously been committed to state 
correctional instituiti ons including 12% with 
three or more previous commitments 

• That there is an impressively large group of Pri
Son offenders who tiave no recorded prior history 
- 9% had never been arrrested prior to their pre

sent commitment (or such arrests were not 
recorded in our computer files) 

- 49~(; had never been sentenced to a county jail, 
and 

-53~J,o had never been previously committed to a 
state institution 

• That gamblers and the most serious offenders 
agai nst persons (offenders comm i t ted for for
cible rape, manslaughter, and murder) show the 
fewest previous Ul'rests, county jail sentences. 
and previous state COll1m it men ts 

.. That property offenders. nUfcotics offenders. 
and robbery offenders show the most extensive 
prior histories 

The implication of the above datu. together with 
tnat {fD seriousness of offense is that a significant 
number of less seriOllS and nOll-repetitive offenders 
ure inclUded in the population served by state insti
tutions despite the overall increase in the proportion 
of stute offenders who are more serious. 
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LENGTH OF S1 A Y 

. The following tables detail length of stay trends and 
projections for "total departures" from institutions. 

I 
I 

Note that the length of stay of total departures 
includes the length of stay for such short stay offend
('Irs as technical parole violators (since they also con
tribute to bedspace needs). As a result, it should be 
noted that length of stay of commitments released to 
the community is significantly longer theW the stays 
reported below. 

Note that the projections of length of stay reported 

-,.------
AVERAGE MONTHS OF STAY 

OFFENDERS VS PERSONS 

Tr'aining Schools 
Youth Institutions 
Women's Correctional 
f>ri sons 

NET % CHANGE 
t PER 5 YEAR PERIOD 

Training Schools 
Youth Institutions 
Women's Correctional 
Pri sons 

1--'--- - -
I PROPERTY AND 

OTH ER OFFENDERS 

.. Training Scheols 
Youth institwti ons 
Women's Correctional 
Prisons 

NET % CHANGE: 
PER 5 YEAR PERlOD 

Training Schools 
Ynuth Institutions 
Women's Correctional 
Prisons 

j 
! 

are those used to anticipate the consequences of the 
"Current Practices" plan described in the following 
section of this report. 

Offenders vs Persons include persons whose most 
serious commitment offense was murder. manslaugh
ter. rape, robbery, atrocious assault. assault. weapons 
offenses, and other sex offenses less serious than rape. 

Property and other offenders include persons 
whose most serious commitment offense was a narcot
ics law violation, a property offense, or gambling. 

e __ 

1970-
1973 

9.0 
9.2 

18.8 
35.7 

8.0 
7.1 

11.8 
20.0 

A<:ltual 
1974-
1975 

9. 1 
9.7 

14.5 
30.2 

+1% 
+5% 

-23% 
-15% 

7.6 
5.8 
7.1 

18.3 

--

Projected 
1980 

9.1 
10.2 
15.2 
30.2 

+0% 
+5% 
+5% 
+0% 

7.6 
6.1 
7.5 

18.3 

-5% +0% 
-18% +5% 
-40% +5% 
-9% +0% 

1985 

9.1 
10.2 
15.2 
30.2 

+0% 
+0% 
+0% 
+0% 

. 76 
6.1 
7.5 

18.3 

+0% 
+0% 
+0% 

__ .,L __ _ • ____ • __ ~_______ _ ____ , 

+O%J 

L 

The data reveals: 
• That length of stay of juvenile offenders against 

persons has stayed constant (+ 1 %) while the stay 
for property and other offenders has dropped 
slightly (-5%) during the past six years. 
Taken together with the increased sl~riousness of 
the small number of juveniles who are still being 
admitted, a projected future decreas,e in stay ap
peared unlikely if current release practices are con
tinued. 

• The length of stay of Youth Correcti(li;al offenders 
against persons has increased by 5% while the stay 
of property and other offenders has dropped by 
18%. 
A very millOr 5% increase in stay for Youth (+9 
days) and Women (+ [2 days) is pl'bjected. This 

- • c " -', '.' _'-_'-"--'.,' _-~._ "",-c,"'_.=:~ ,. ~ 

'1 !'j 

represents the most minimal recognition of the 
current strong support for firmer handling of the
younger adult offenders admitted to state insti
tutions. 

• The length of slay of Prison offenders has dropped 
by 15% for offenders against persons and by 9% 
for property and olher offenders. 
These reductions occurred at lhe same time as the 
seriousness and repetitiveness of offenders being 
admitted increa:;ed significantly. As a result, 
greater reductions in stay for Prison offender:; 
did not appear to r·epresent a reasonable assump
tion in anticipating a continuation of current prac
tices. 
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LENGTH OF STAY PROJECTIONS 

Prison Offenders: The length of stuy of Prison Of
fenders against persons has dropped by 15% and for 
Prison offenders 3gainst property by 9%. These re
ductions have occurred despite increases in both the 
seriousness and the prim criminal history of offenders 
being admitted to the Prisons. However, for projec
tion purposes it was assumed that Prison length of 
stay could be held [Q current levels. 

PROPERTY AND OTHER OFFENDFRS: 
Among prison offenders during the past six years, 
less serious offenders (such as gambling, property, 
and narcotics offenders) showed little change in 
seriousness of offense or extent of history, yet 
served a higher percentage of higher maximum sen
tences. 
OFFENDERS VS PERSONS: The drop in aver
age stay for prisoners occurred despite significant 
increc:.ses in reported previous arrests, jail sent
tences, and state commitments among Prison 
offenders against persons. For example, there was 
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a 30% increase in atrociour-; assault first commit
ments who had 6 or more previous arrests and 2 
or more previousjail sentences. 

Again, note that despite a one year increase in 
average maximum sentence for Prison first com
mitments for murder and rape from 13.6 to 14.7 
years; average stay for these offenders dropped 
[rom 62 to 60 months. 

Youth and Womells' Correctional Offenders: The 
length of stay of Youth and Women is ver~' short 
compared to Prison stays. An anticipated nine-day 
increase in stuy for Youth offenders and a 12-day 
increase for Women represents minimal recognition 
of the current pressures for increasing the stay of 
these offenders. 
Juvenile Offenders: The length of stay of juveniles 
has stayed basically unchanged despite the limita
tion of state admissions to only the more serious 
juveniles in the past ten years. No changes in length 
of stay are anticipated through 1985. 

) . 
, 
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AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY IN MONTHS.DAyS 

Prison 35 -21 
Offenders 
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Offenders 
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Crrct'l 
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Trng 
Schl 
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20 -0 Property and 
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18 -24 

~~ ____ ------1~-6~----------11 -6 
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1~~~~ ____ -t9-~2~1----C6 Offe 

vs Persons 

'~1L _____ -------i~-3~-----------l6-3 -....:: -24 

9 -'p ___ ~!"p.;.e!!~n..s _____ , __ 9 ::~ _________________ 21--) __________________ ~ -3 

8 -0 Property and 

---- Other___ 7 18 "1 18 1 _______ _ I - J - 8 

1970· 
-1973 Actual 

---------------------- -------------~-----

1974 + 
1975 

1980 '1985 
Projected 

~A 

_,_Ui) __ ------------.I. .. --------~--------



r ":::::;:;";;'1"""'"';;:' ':'="~''''''';::':''''''';'''''''''P:''"'~::!:;"';':'''::lZ''.::;':'''':',.,.;-?~t;;2~,~~ .. 'IU.:.r""&."''''''''''=='''''' TO """~',,,,.. ' ,-~""""",.",,,,~, '." -,--'--

I 
I 
I· 
i 

I tI 

"INCAPACiT ATION OF OFFENDERS" 

It is noted that New Jersey correctional insititu
tions do not "incapacitate" offenders for overly long 
periods. 90% of Prison offenders serve 61 months or 

less and the comparable figures for other institutions 
are 20 months or less. (These figures do not include 
time spent in county jails.) 

MAXIMUM MONTHS SERVED BY 90% OF 
COMMITMENTS SUBSEQUENTLY RELEASED TO THE COMMUNITY 

Among Youth Correctional Commitments for: 

Property and Other Offenses 

Offenses against Persons 

Murder, Manslaughter, Rape 

Among Training School Commitments 

Among Women 

Among Prison Commitments 

Among Prison First Offenders for: 

Gambling 

Property and Other Offenses 

Narcotics Law Violation 

Less Serious Offenses Vs Persons 

ATROCIOUS ASSAULT 

Robbery 

More Serious Vs Persons 

Among Prison Repeat Offenders for: 

Gambling 

Property and Other Offenses 

Narcotics Law Violations 

Less Serious Offenses Vs Persons 

ATROCIOUS ASSAULT 

Robbery 

More Serious Vs Persons 

HO 

~' 17 

40 

61 

281 

(12 Yrs) 143 I 

22J 

281 

32 I 
44 J 

40 l 
61 I 

138 J 
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Institutions: 

Current Capacity And Overcrowding, 

The Correctional Master Plan, before it could 
. formulate recommendations in the area of institutional 

modification or construction, required a data base 
which analyzed the adequacy of the existing instj
tutiomd system. 

As par~ of this data-gathering, the Master Plan 
contracted with a senior staff person in e:lch insti
tution to assist in a housing unit analysis. In mid-1975, 
a survey of bed spaces in each institution WaS con
ducted by this staff. In April 1976, these capacities 
wl:re updated and revi~wecl for uniformity of judge
ment in an on-site survey. The purpose of the survey 
was to determine the number of bed spaces throughout 
the system which provide 50 square feet of gross floor 
space. 

BEDSPACE ST ANOARD 

Fifty square feet {e.g., a space 6' X 8' including 
space for bed and toilet) was set as the standard re
quired to house persons most of whom are out of their 
housing units for 10 hours or less each day and in 
their ceIls for a large proportion of the remaining 
14 hours. This represents a challengeable minimum 
standard and falls significantly short of the recom
mendation of the National Advisory Commission 
which offers 80 square feet and the discontinuation of 
dormitories as a guideline (Corrections Task Force 
Report, Chapter iI, "Major Institutions", p.358). 

OTHER ST ANOAROS 

In evaluating this standard of 50 square feet it must 
also be kept in mind that the definition 01' "standard" 
emp!oy~d took into account only square footage and 

did not consider other physical factors such as general 
condition of housing units, sufficiency of physical 
support systems, etc. These "standard" beds include: 
• 256 Training School standard bedspaces which re

quire such major renovation that a feasibility study 
is needed to assess the relative benefits of total 
replacement rather than rehabilitation. Further, a 
$2.5 million renovation estimate has been put for
ward for a needed new steam plant, water line 
and boiler at Jamesburg. 

• 439 beds at Annandale which are included despite 
a $1,000,000 estimate for plumbing, boifer and 
other substantial maintenance needs, 

• Approximately 300 beds at Leesburg Farm which 
require an estimated $800,000 for steam lines, 
boilers and structural renovations. 

• 172 beds at Trenton State Prison which meet our 
definition of standard. Yet the support systems 
at Trenton (plumbing, heating, electricity, etc.) 
have been documented to require at least $2.1 mil
lion for a 5-year lifespan. 

• 563 of the beds counted as standard at Rahway 
which are' in need of approximately $900,000 to 
upgrade severely deteriorated toilet and plumbing 
facilities. 

• 500 beds at Leesburg Medium which are in need 
of an estimated $460,000 to upgrade the e,lectikal 
system and to provide needed administrative space, 

• 585 bedspaces at Bordentown Main, for which 
approximately $500,000 is needed at present for 
heating cells in four wings. ItisJurther estimated 
that $2 million will be required over the next 5-1 ° 
years to keep the institution functioning at a 
standard level. 
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SMALL 
DESK 

16" x 30" 

SIDE 
CHAIR 

ARMY 
FOOT 
LOCKER 
16" X 32' 

"STANDARD" 
50 SQ. FT. 
BEDSPACE 
(6'6" x ts") 

(8'6" x 9'5") 

Program Space: It must further be kept in mind that 
program space has not figured in the definition of 
"Standard". Using the ratio of educational program 
space to standard bedspace found at Yardville, one 
of the newer facilities, the number of inmates which 
could be supported from a program viewpoint would 
be reduced from 585 to 243 at Bordentown and from 

439 to 146 at Annandale. 
Age Standards: It is noted that 634,000 square feet 
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or 23 percent of State institutional floor space were 

built over 50 years ago. 
Geographic Standards: Also note that, while Rahway 
is located adjacent to Union County, no major insti
tutions are located in Essex, Passaic, Bergen, Hud
son, or Union Counties. 54% of current Correctional 
admissions are from these counties and, even in a 
small state such as New Jersey, serious problems of 
accessibility to institutions result from this situation. 

H# 
, I 

t 
I 
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l 

SUBST At-WARD CHARACTERISTICS OF 
liST ANDARD" BEDSPACES 

PERCENT OF STANDARD BEDSPACES 
REQUIRING RENOVATION: 

PERCENT OF "EDUCATIONALLY 
SUBST ANDARD" B EDSPACES AT 
BORDENTOWN AND ANNANDALE 

PERCENT OF INSTITUTIONAL SPACE 
OVI::R FIFTY YEARS OLD: 

PERCENT OF ADMISSIONS FROM 
PASSAIC, BERGEN, ESSEX, 

HUDSON AND UNION COUNTI ES: 

__________________ .1. -------------------
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CURRENT OVERCROWDING 

It is difficult to detail accurately the "capacity" 
of a correctional institution. Very often cells ure used 
to accommodate an extra inmate; dormitory facilities 
can use bunk beds; beds can be squeezed into corri
dors or other areas not designed or intended for sleep
ing; entire buildings or rooms can be commandeered 
for conversion into temporary makeshift dormi
tories. To the extent that such practices are feasible 
and are practiced, institutions have an extremely flex
ible and expansive capacity. Such practices, however, 
sacrifice human, program, custody, and social con
sideration for expediency and the immediate allevia
tion of institutional or legal pressures. . 

When such drastic measures are resorted to, the 
concept of providing minimal housing standards is 
of necessity violated. From legal, humanitarian. 
programm;tic and managerial points of view. this 
situation is intolerable. 

The table below specifies the current bedspace use 
in relation to u vailable capacity. I ncluded in total 
bedspaces are: 

• Standard Bedspaces (but note the severe deficien
cies described above which can exist and still allow 
for counting a beds pace as "standard"). 

• Substandard Bedspaces 
- Which result from doubling up of inmates in 

standard betlspaces (and thus make an equivu. 
lent number of standard bedspaces. substandard) 
or 

- Are located within housing units but are areas 
such as hallways or dayrooms which are not de
signed for beds, and 

• Emergen~ Bedspaces 
- Which result from doubling up on substandard 

beds, or 
- Which are located in areas outside housing areas 

which are not designed for bedspace use, or 
- Whose use represents a disruption or limitation of 

movement or program activities which are essen
tial for long-range institutional functioning (ed
ucation, treatment, recreation, etc.) 

The 5,482 standard beds paces included in the ac
companying table are located as follows: 

2667 MEDIUM OR MAXIMUM CUSTODY 
BEDSPACES 
172 at Trenton Main 
708 at Rahway Main 
504 at Leesburg Medium 
180 at the Adult DiagnosliG and Trtmnt Cntr 
518 at Yardville Main 
585 at Bordentown Main 

1738 MINIMUM CUSTODY BEDSPACES 
302 at Clinton Correctional 
439 at Annandale Main 
311 at Leesburg Farm 
362 in Prison satellites 
218 in Youth satellites 
106 inAdult HalfWay Houses 

441 ADULT SUPPORT FACILITY BEDSPACES 
286 in Youth Reception Unit 

60 in Prison Reception Unit 
95 in Vroom Readjustment Unit 

636 TRAINING SCHOOL BEDSPACES 
444 at Jamesburg 
192 at Skillman 

Percent July 1, 1976 
OVERCROWDING 

Total ON JULY 1ST Total of Bedspaces Used 

Beds Standard Standard Stan- Sub- Emer-1976 
Needed Beds Capacity nard stan gency 

Total Bedspaces 7049 5482 129% 5136 1431 482 
111 County Jail s 150 0 (+ 100%) 150 

In State Facilities 6899 5482 126% 5136 1431 332 
Medium/Maximum 4020 2667 151% 2653 1139 228 
Minimum Custody 2007 1738 115% 1639 292 76 
Adult Support 339 441 77% 311 28 
Training Schools 533 636 84% 533 

84 

The accompanying graph reveals. in relation to 
current overcrowding: 

• That state medium/maximum facilities for general 
housing were fUnctioning at 151 % of standard 
capacity on July 1, 1976. 

e That medium/maximum facilities were forced to 
use 1139 substandard and 378 emergency bed
spaces (including 150 in county jails) in order to 
house the number of offenders on July I, 1976 who 
required medium or maximum custody, 

• That overcrowding in minimum custody facilities 
was significant (115% of standard capacity) and 
forced the use of 368 substandard Or emergency 
bedspaces. 

• That excess capacity ~;~s available in Adult Sup
port and Training School facilities. However, it 
should be noted that even within these categories, 
there was selective overcrowding (i.e., the Prison 
Reception unit was 46% over standard capacity). 
THE CURRENT SEVERE OVERCROWDING 

IN STATE FACILITfES PRESENTS A SITUA
TION WHICH DEMANDS IMMEDIATE AT
TENTlON. 

And added to this already critical situation are 
anticipated increases in state offenders reSUlting 
from projected increases in the New Jersey Correc
tional Catchment Population. 

CURRENT 
OVERCROWDING (Figures rounded) 

5500 

Trng 
Schl 
640 

Ad/t 
Min 
1750 

1976 
Beds 

Avail. 

1500 ADDITIONAL 
BEDS NEEDED 

7000 

Trng Schl 
530 or 84% 
of Capacity 

Adult 
Minimum 
2000 or 

115% of 
Capacit)1 

WIllA 
.: MaXImum ::;:::?::. 
" ::i:::.::: : 4470 or :::;::::: 

:' 144% of f.~/ff/ji 

1976 
Bed(; 

Needed 

* Includes general med/max 
and adult support facilities 
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New Jersey Corrections: 

State Institutions: 

Policy Alternatives p .. nd Future Needs 

It is not possible to predict exactly what New Jer
sey's future correctional requirements will be. It is 
possible to project, however, what these requirem.ents 
will be. based on certain assumptions. The factors 
which are most pertinent in projecting institutional 
requirements are admission rates and length 01£ stay. 
In addition, the physical status of existing institutional 
facilities must be considered in determining construc
tion needs. It is a combination of these factors and the 
choice among policy alternatives that determines 
what the New Jersey correctional capacity needs will 
be in 1986. 

The Correctional Master Plan has formulated three 
basic directions which the New Jersey correctional 
system may take. They involve specific assumptions 
conct!rning commitment rates, length of stay, and 
organization of services. Each, of course, has funda
mentally different costs and implementation schedules. 
These three plans are presented below. For purposes 
of identification they will be identified as Plans A, B, 
and C: 

All Three Plans Assume: 
• That all offenders will be housed in bedspaces that 

meet a challengeable standard of 50 square feet by 
1986. 

• Thnt present bedspaces which fail to meet other 
minimum standards will be renovated. 

• That the rate of admissions, from an increasing 
Ne',': Jersey correctional catchment population, 
rel1ects cvrren t practices, and 

• That existing state facilities which can be con
verted to correctional lise will be exhausted before 
considering new construction 
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Note that estimated costs are in 1976 dollars and 
that Bedspaces Required is the average resident pop
ulation plus seven percent, which provides adm inis
trators with a reasonable amount ofl1exibility. 

PLAN A: THE STRICT SENTENCING PLAN 

ASSUM.PTION 1: ADMISSION RATES 
Plan A (and Plans Band C) all assume that the 

rate of admission from an increasing New Jersey 
Correctional Catchment Population (See previous 
data analysis) will reflect current practices. 

ASSUMPTION 2-LENGTH OF STAY 
Plan A assumes that there will be an increase in 

the length of stay of incarcerated offenders. 
In the preceeding discussion concerning length of 

stay, it was noted that even in the face of increased 
seriousness of commitment offenses and despite an 
increase in the criminal history of those committed, 
the length of stay, especially in the Youth Correc
tional Complex, has been relatively short. In view of 
this, and amidst a growing public sentiment for in
carcerating offenders, Plan A assumes that there will 
be at least a modest increase in the length of stay for 
offenders. 

To translate this policy char:ge into a projection, 
it is assumed that the difference between average 
length of stay in the Youth Complex and in the prison 
Complex will be closed by tjne-third. That is. if the 
average Youth stay for total admissions is 7 months 
and the average Prison Stay is 25 months, the Youth 
Stay will be increased to 13 mO~Jths (by adding 6 
months, or Y3 the 18 month difference). 

1976 
Bedspaces 

Required 

"1986 
Projected 
B_edspa-::es 

Re-quired 

~'pproxi.IT\ate 
! rmplemen

tdtion 
Costs 

10,000 STATE $234 million 

7,000 411'!:::;'---"';;;''';;'';'';'''--;;'';;'';';';';~';'';''~';';';' ____ ;;':;' ____ ''II'''' 8,500 ST ATE $160' mil Ii on 

ASSUMPTION 3: ORGANIZATION OF 
SERVICES 

Plan A assumes that there will be no basicallY 
different organization of correctional services. 

Adoption of Plan A endorses the perpetuation of 
the isolated and costly present functioning of munici
pal, county, and state correctional'ilJervices for New 
Jersey offenders. -

PROBABLE CONSEQUENCES OF PLAN A 
(Numbers are rounded for clarity.) 

• From a 1976 state correctional population of 
approximately 7000 offenders, there will be an in
crease of apPl"Oximately 3000 residents producing 
a correctional resident population of 10,000 in 1986. 

• Because of the severe physical deficiencies noted 
in the Housing Unit Analysis and the need fo/ a 
large number of new bedspaces, there will be an 
anticipated capital cost of $234,000,000 in 1976 
dollars, excluding financi ng costs. This figure is 
based on the present !itandard bedspace capacity of 
5482. It must be kept in mind that the figure of 
5482 (including support facilities) is challengeable 
since it utilizes 50 square feet as standard.. Included 
are extensive major renovation and maintenance 
costs which will OCcur during the next 10 years. The 
$234,000,000 would allow the elimination of all 
substandard bedspace. 

7,000 STATE 

Ji,OO,O LOCAL 

~i, 00.0 TOTAL 
I 
! 

I , 

$113 million 
$ 80 million 

$193 million 

• The pursuit of Plan A' will also cause the l>evere 
overuse of substal1dard and emergenc)!, bed
spaces until the ne .... y irlstitutions are constructed. 
The increased use :oJ" such bedsp:.lces in over~ 
crowded institutions:' presents almost certain legal 
and managerial prob,lems. 

• It must also be kept 'In mind that the acquisition of 
the vast capital sum~ needed to pursue Plan A is(,a 
chance process at best, given the bond issue method 
of financing institut10nal construction in this state. 

• Further, even if capital funds are made available 
through a bond issue, design and construction time 
requirements would place use or such new bed
spaces five years froll1 now. 

PLAN B-CURRENT PRACTICES PLAN 

ASSUMPTION 1 - ADMISSION RATES: 
Under Plan B, as inferred from the title, it is 

assumed that admission rates will reflect current 
practices during the next 10 years. 

ASSUMPTION 2 - LENGTH OF STAY 
Similarly, under' this plan there is an assumption 

tha t current length of stay practices for the various 
offense types will remain unchanged. 

This Plan B assumption of no change iri length of 
stay was reviewed by Master Plan staff with a range 
of senior criminal justice system personnel. The gen-
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era] response was that extraordinary efforts would be 
required to keep length of stay at current levels, 
especially for Youth Correctional offenders who now 
experience relatively short stays compared to Prison 
offenders. 

ASSUMPTION 3-0RGANIZATION 
OF SERVICES 

Plan B does not call for reorganization of correc· 
tional services within the state. Essentially, the pre-i
eot pattern of the state uflsuming tesponsibility fJr 
the bulk of offenders continues. 

In effect, Plan B will be endorsed if no changeH in 
any of the above three factors occur. Plan B merel\' 
projects the likely consequences on the correctional 
system of an increase in the state's popUlation over 
the next 10 years. (The detailed statistic",1 proj'tction 
for Plan B are presented in Correctional Mastf:r Plan 
Data Volume.) A review is presented in the previous 
section of this report. 

To summarize. on July I. 1975 there wen; an esti
mated 7.2 million New Jersey residents. For purposes 
of this projection, it was assumed that in [985 there 
will be 7.7 milliDn residents of New Jersey. This 
figure is the most conservative projection offered by 
the New Jersey Department of Labor nnd Industry. 
It completely discounts net immigration. Other pro
jections range up to 8.6 million. A demographic 
analysis of the present correctional population was 
undertaken to define New Jersey's "Correctional 
Catchment Population" and with age and rac,e trends 
taken into consideration, the institutional population 
projections were made. 

PROBABLE CONSEQUENCES OF PLAN B 
(Numbers are rounded for clm'ity) 
• From the present state correctional bedspace re

quirement of 7000, them will be an increase to a 
need for slightly more tb.an 8500 bedspaces in 1986. 
This increased requirement will stem solely from 
the projected increase in that segment of New Jer
sey's population who constitute the correctional 
catchment populatit'n. 

• Recalling from the housing unit analysis thai. there 
are approximately 5482 standard beds (including 
support faciJi ties}, this translates into the need for 
capital improvement of existing cells and lhe '.:on
struction of approximately 3000 new bedspaces. 
The anticipatf:d captial outlay for these bedspaces 
plus needed renovations will be in the area of 
$[60,000,000, again lile figure cited in terms or 
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1976 costs, exciusiv, 0f fi nancing costs. 
• This increase in residential population will neces

sitate a corresponding increase in annual operating 
costs of approximately $18 million. 

• The adoption of Plan B will nec~ssitate, as does 
Plan A, the continued use of substandard beds paces 
until renovation of existing facilities or necessary 
construction can occur. This action will incur the 
possibility of legal and population management 
problems as noted above. 

• Similarly, to accommodate the influx of offenders 
ilt the face of severe space limitations, it will be 
necessary to utilize a considerable number of trail
ers as temporary bedspaces until more permanent 
facilities become available. 

PLAN C: LOCAL. COHRECTIONS PLAN 

ASSUIVlPTIOl\ 1: ADMISSlON RATE 
The thrust of Plan C is to restrict state institutional 

correctional services to the more serious offender 
while shifting responsibility for less serious offenders 
to local programs and facilities. 

For projection purposes, less serious offenders 
are defined as those state 0 ffenders with a current 
length or institutional stay (not sentence) of less than 
one year. Such offenders comprise 56% of state ad
missions and primarily include technical parole viola
tors, gamblers, property alnd narcotics first commit
ments, and a large prop~)ftion of Youth Correctional 
and Women Offenders. 

As in the previous two plans the rate of admission 
from an increasing New Jersey Correctional Catch
ment Population is assumed to reflect current prac· 
tices. 

ASSUMPTION 2: LENGTH OF STAY 
In keeping with incr-easingly widespread support 

for firmer handling of serious offenders, Plnn C 
assumes an increase in length of stay for the more 
serious offenders to be served by state facilities. 

In keeping with a modified just deserts model, the 
projected increase in stay is based on the elimination 
of indeterminme sentences for Youth and WOOlens' 
Correctional serious offenders. As in Pltln /'1, this 
change is expected to lead to increases in stay for 
Correctional offenders (i.e., one third the difference 
between current Correctional and Prison stays for 
serious offenders is added to the stay for serious 
Youth Correctional offenders still being admitted to 
state institutions). 

ASSUMPTION 3: ORGANIZATION 
OF SERVICES 

Plan C assumes a fundamental reorganization of 
correctional services in New Jersey. 

Plan C dramatically increases the role of sub-state 
units of government (individual or combinations of 
municipalities and counties) in the handling of of
fenders. 

The adoption of this plan would increase the ability 
of the state to provide for serious offenders with long~ 
er length of stay and improve the capacity of local 
corrections to provide for offenders with curren! 
institutional stays of one year or less. 

PROBABLE CONSEQUENCES OF PLAN C 
(Numbers are rounded for clarity) 

Plan C recommendations for the local delivery 
of services to New Jersey offenders are expected t~ 
result in the application of a uniform set of mini
mum standards (including the use of the least restric
tive and costly alternatives) in handling New Jersey 
offenders. 

Plan C projections and recommendations result in 
an expected increase in needed bedspuces from 7000 
to 9000. This increase of 2000 includes: 

• 2000 more local program or bedspaces than the 
150 currently used, 

• 500 more medium/maximum bedspaces in state 
facilities to serve an increased population of 
serious offenders. This increase results from in
creases in the age groups in the New Jersev Cor
rectional popUlation characterized by longer 
stays and in the longer stays for serious offenders 
called for in Plan C. No changes in admission 
rates for the less serious offenders to be served 
locally are projected. 

• 500 fewer beds paces in state adult minimum 
custody, adult support facility, and juvenile 
facili ties. 

Plan C calls for the housing of all offenders by 
1984 in bedspaces which meet minimum standards. 
For medium/maximum custody offenders, a total of 
2000 new standard bedspaces are required to meet 
this objective and include:. 

• ~OO new beds paces needed to house the expected 
Increase in medium/maximum offenders, 

• 1330 new beds paces needed to replace substand
ard and emergency bedspaces now in use, and 

• 170 new bedspaces needed to replace old Trenton 
Prison bedspaces which meet sheer space stan
dards but which may be lost in demolition. 

~ .. -..,-- .--.-~----.--c-:;;------- .. WlliZSSS. ---"'"1 
Place C recommendations provide these 2000 bed

spaces for medium/maximum offenders. as follows: 
• 1200 in newly constructed facilities (e.g .. three 

400 bed faGilities). 
• 600 in existing Department of Human Services 

facilities converted to continuing offender use. 
(These facilities are part of the bedspace which 
must be used to house sharp increases in offend
ers during the period before new facilities can be 
occupied or before significant numbers of offend~ 
era can be channeled to local correctional ser~ 
vices), and 

• 200 in temporary (trailer) housing. These bed
spaces are retained at the end of Plan C in the 
hope that OUI' projections are too high (although 
these projections are more likely to be too low). 

The primary revr;Ons for the differences in capital 
costs of Plans A, B, and C are as follows: 

• PLAN A: STRICT SENTENCING PLAN: 
The increase in length of stay for all state offend
ers leads to a total estimated ctlpital cost of $234 
million, 

• PLAN B: CURRENT PRACTICES PLAN: 
The holding of length of stay to current levels 
holds costs to the level required to deal only with 
increases in New Jersey Correctional Catchment 
Population. The resul ting total cost is $160 
million. 

• PLAN C: LOCAL CORRECTIONS PLAN: 
The state continues to bear the fiscal responsi
bility for less serious offenders. The increase in 
cost compared to Plan B is the result of the in
creases in length of stay for serious offenders. 
The reSUlting total cost of Plan C is $193 millions. 

The estimated total capital costs of Plan C in 1976 
dollars are $193,000,000 and include expenditures of 
$64,000,000 through 1980 and $129.000,000 from 
1980 to 1984. Included in the $193,000,000 are: 

• $80,000,000 for the local corrections capital pro
gram and represents funds that would otherwise 
be required to build state beclspuces. Plun C 
anticipates that more than hulf of this amount 
will be expended in developing non-institutional 
program spaces. 

• $67,000,000 for the state new facilities program 
described above 

• $19,000,000 for conversion of existing Depart
ment of Human Services facilities to correc
tional Use and for temporary (trailer) housing 
facilities and to allow existing beds paces to meet 
minimal standards beyond sheer space. 

• $27,000,000 for renovations to existing facilities 
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as required to meet standards other than sheer 
space. 

The estimated increase of $20,000,000 in annual 
operating costs for 2000 additional offenders rellects: 

• Increased operating costs in state fadlities which 
must provide increased custody for a more dirri
cult population, 

• Decreased operating costs i~ state facilities using 
bedspaces which rnel,!t physkal security stan-
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dards and do not present the exorbitant custodial 
costs associated with the use of substandard and 
emergency bedspaces . 

• Maintenance of the state's fiscal responsibility in 
local delivery of correctional services to less 
serious offenders. The exact nature and formula 
for payment to localities would be determined 
during the Phase I study errort. 

b 

New Jersey Corrections: 

State Institutions Recommelndations: 

A LOCALLY ORIENTED'x
CORRECTIONS PLAN 

It is recommended that a locally oriented correc
tions plan be adopted to serve New Jersey's correction
alneeds. Under this plan, only !lerious offenders should 
be assigned to state correctional institutions and re
sponsibility for less serious offenders should be trans
ferred to locally based facilities and programs. The 
state should provide funding for facilities and services 
to local units serving offenders who under present 
practices would be incarcerated in sta te facilities. 
(Less serious for projection purposes was taken to 
mean those types of offenders with expected lengths 
of stay of one year or less.) Under this plan a single 
sentencing and release structure would apply to all 
state offenders. 

Receipt of sta te funding, however, will be contingent 
on adherence by local units to standardized correction
al and operational guidelines to be promulgated by the 
Department of Corrections. 

LIMITED 51 ATE CONSTRUCTION 
The council is aware of the current usc of substan

dard and emergency bedspace that cun be remedied 
only be construction. The Council supports only con
struction which replaces such existing and antiquated 
facilities and which is consistent with the recommended 
correctional philosophy. 

The present best estimate of required state bedspace 
construction to accomplish the" above is approximate
ly 1200 by the year 1984. This estimate as!,umes: 

---
'See ~age 179 for consideration of the tasks involved in imple
mentmg the local corrections plan. 

• That a significant number of less serious offenders 
now serve~1 by state facilities will be served by 
local facilitres and programs in 1984, 

• That. length of stay will be increased for more 
serious state offenders as a result of implementing 
a single sentencing str.ucture for all offenders 
sentenced to state facilities, and 

• That present state bedspace capacity can be 
supplemented by transferring or converting a 
~\gniflcant number of existing bedspaces to stute 
offender use and by continuing to use some tem
porary (e.g. trailers) bedspaces aftr~r t 984. 

This number of 1200 newly constructed bedspuces 
can be reduced if other criminal justice practices which 
reduce admissions or length of stay and which are 
consistent with the recommended philosophy are im
plemented. 

When the pr9posed recommendations are imJlle
mented to support programs and senices in local com
munities and to use such programs for less serious 
offenders (currently 56'96 of state admissions), it will 
be necessary to reassess the need for new COllstruc
tion of additional state institution space. Such con
struction should not be undertaken until attainment 
of maximum implementation of local correctional 
services. 

• There is a severe present deficiency in standard bed
spaces. The Correctional :\Iaster j>lan recommends 
that: 

- for existing facilities, at least 50 s(luare feet of 
bedspace be provided for every inmate, and other 
renovations be undertaken as necessary to meet 
minimal standards. 

- before any new construction is undertaken, all 
suitable existing bedspaces should be utilized. 

- for additional or replacement bedspaces, the 
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standards t!) be adopted should comply with the 
physical and space standards promulgated by 
the National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
blstice Standards and Goals. 

RATIOHALE 
The pr\~ceding material presented projections of 

bedspace requirements and a summary of three alter
native plans whereby those needs might be met. In 
decidingW:hich plan best suits New Jersey's needs 
it is imp~1rtant to keep in mind that this decision did 
not have to be made in the way that correctional 
decisions have traditionally been made. Rather, it 
appeared highly appropriate at this critical juncture 
to consider factors not traditionally considered before 
endorsing any une plan. Only to the extent that the 
Master Plan deviates from the historical pattern 
whereby the "state" acts in isolation does it appear 
that New Jersey's correctional future would be essen
tially different from past experience. Further, the 
Master Plan presented an opportunity, through the 
particular type of piau it recommended, to address 
the probable future problems of other criminal justice 
components. 

I n earlier material, an institutional population of 
enormous size was projected for the Department of 
Corrections. Let us consider these projections at this 
point with a fuller appreciation of their implications. 
The National Institute of Mental Health has pre
pared projections for correctional institutions nation
ally through 1985. The NIMH projections used the 
same method as did the Master Plan staff. (This 
method entails a calculation by age, sex and race of 
who is incarcerated and lh<"n applies these rates to 
the estimated future population with figures supplied 
by the U.S. Bureau of the Census.) 

The NIMH projections virtually coincide with 
Master Plan projections. NIMH projects a 39% in
crease nationally from 1970-1985, The Master Plan 
staff projects a 36% increase over those years for 
New Jersey. These figures are painted out here pri
marily as a sou rce of validation but also to forewaru 
us. In the language of the NfMH report, "Ofparticu
lar importance is the facl that large increases will be 
occurring in age groups known from past experience 
be characterized by consistently ... high incarcera
tion rates in correctional institutions." 

This increase will undoubtedly have profound and 
potentially devastating effects o'n all agencies and 
organizations which deal with offenders in New Jer
sey. This includes, of course, the courts, probation 
services, county jails and penitentiaries, and the pd-
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vate sector. It is reasonable to assume that the effects 
of this ini:rease will be felt proportionately upon every 
corrections-related activity. Unless and until these 
components begin to cooperate in a variety of pos
sible ways it is highly likely that demands for services 
will far and soon exceed the abiHty 'to meet them. 
What is needed is the adoption of a plan which is 
committed to the o(:velopment of a relationship not 
currently present among the various justice compo
nents identified above. in the interest of sheer survival 
if not for incr~ased efficiency or effectiveness. As 
an example, for the State of New Jersey to be forced 
tq pay for the institutions needed under Plan A or 
Plan B would be questionable in the face of Our pre
sent economic conditions and the actual "returns" on 
these inves.tments~ 

Plan C. however, while also incurring considerable 
expense, utilizes the least restrictive and least costly 
dispositions compatible with the demands of public 
safety, thus appearing to be economically as well as 
philosophically superior. Further, the reorganization 
of the delivery of correctional services in Plan C is 
expected to result in a fuller utilization of existing 
facilities. In addition, in view of the extensive criti
cism concerning institutional effectiveness (what do 
they really accomplish?) and efficiency (what do they 
cost to plan, construct, operate and finance?) does 
Nyw Jersey want to commit itself to such a vast pro
gram of ca pita! constructiqn? 

What New Jersey has failed to acknowledge in the 
past is that, present structures notwithstanding, cor
rectional activities are related and the functioning 
of one component does have real consequences for 
the other. As an example, if courts give longer sen
tences or increa&e the commitment rates, the Depart
ment of Correctiops is directly affected. If the De
partment cannot accommodate the increased admis
sion, then county jails are forced into a role they are 
not prepared to assume. Similarly,. if monies which 
could be used to expand probation or other less costly 
non-institutional dispositions are sunk into the con
struction (and continuing operation) of new facilities, 
does this limit, the dispositional alternatives available 

. to the sentencing judge? In summary, we can no long
er afford to deny that we share a common correc-
tional fate.· . . 

The identification of a problem area or funding 
respon!'ibility as belonging to just one component 
is short-sighted, cu:;tly and counter-prod uctive to the 
achievement of common correctional goals. The state 
in isolation from counties and localities or corrections 
in isolation from the courts and probation cannot 

possibly respond With the level of effectiveness clearly 
required. The Master Plan was based on the realiza
tion that solutions to present and future correctional 
problems do not lie within the exclusive province of 
anyone component. Neither the time nor the 
resources exist to perpetuate current inefficient and 
ineffective patterns of correctional service delivery. 

Plan C, the plan adopted, acknowledges and is for-

mulated upon two main factors: 
1.) The demands facing corrections in New Jersey 
are critical to the point of requiring innovation in 
correctional planning; 
2.) There currently exists no sufficiently consti
tuted body with the authority, legitimacy and re
sources to address the total correctional system 
needs. 

New Jersey Corrections: 

Descriptic)n Of Parole Services 

This section describes the organization and nature 
of parole service delivery. It is based on inten'iews 
with parole staff in central office and each of the dis
trict offices. In addition, a survey was conducted 1.0' 
gather information on a' 20% statewide sample of 
parolees. 

Overall Organization 
The Bureau of Parole is the operational agency 

which is responsible for supervising persons released 
from New-Jersey's correctional institutions, prisons 
and training ';;hools. The basic activities of the 
Bureau are parole planning~ release, and supervision. 
In addition, the bureau conducts initial investigations 
on applications for executive clemency. The Bureau 
supervises parolees age 14 and over. Those persons 
under 14 years of age, and some individuals aged 
14-16, are the responsibility of the Division of Youth 
and Family Services. OrganizationallY, the Bureau 
falls under the jurisdiction of the Department of 
Corrections. 

The Bureau of Parole operates from nine district 
offices located throughout the state, offices in the 
major correctional institutions, and a residential 
facility (P.R.O.O.F.) in Jersey City. 

Bureau of Parole Staffing Plan 
The Bureau is headed by a Chief, under whom 

serve seven Supervising Parole Officers. While each 
of these seven positions carries specialized duties, 
collectively the Supervising Parole Officers have 
jurisdiction over district parole offices, institutional 
parole officers, special programs, and in addition, 
serve as Probable Cause Hearing Officers. 

Field operations are carried out in the District 
Parole Offices, each of which is headed by a District 
Parole Supervisor (DPS) who is assisted by one Or 
more Assistant District Parole Supervisors. Duties of 
the DPS include: personnel management and disci
pline, general supervisory duties, local public rela
tions, staff. training, and assi.s.tance with difficult 
cases. The primary- responsibility of the Assistant 
DPS is case review, but the AssiStant also assumes 
responsibility in the absence of the DPS. 

Each district office employs two or more Senior 
Parole Officers. One of these positions is federally 
funded by SLEPA. as a part of the Community 
Resources Specialist Project, initiated in July, 1975. 
The Re-source Specialist is responsiblefor developing 
and coordinating community resources, such us 
employment, housing, narcotics (md alcohol treat~ 

ment, etc., to assist Parole Officers in serving the 
needs of their clients. The second and/or third Senior 
Parole Officer(s) serve as district training officer, 
assist with difficult cases, and handle statistical data 
within the district. 

The Parole Officer is responsible for direct super-. 
vision of parolees. These duties, as carried out in the 
district offices, serve two b;)sic purposes: service and 
surveillance. The service fUnction inclUdes proviSion 
of assistance to the parolee in finding work, obtaining: 
education, and dealing with personal concerns includ
ing living arrangements, inter-personnl relationships, 
etc. The surveillanc~ function is designed to assure 
that parolees meet the'-contITtlons ofthf.icparole, 
such that they do not presen t a danger to thernselves 
or the community. 

r nstitutional Parole Officers are also placed at each 
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of the State's major correctional facilities. Here, the 
parole officers counsel inmates on parole-related 
matters, develop the parole plan for each inmate who 
is eligible for parole, and handle administration of 
the parole release. 

It is worthwhile to consider the role of the Super
vising Parole Officer in assessing the overall effective
ness of the Bureau's basic structure, Prior to 1972. 
the SPO's were primarily responsible for overseeing 
District Parole Offices. However, subsequent to the 
Supreme Court Decision Morrissey vs. Brewer 408 
U.S. 741 (1972) which outlined in detail the procedur
al aspects which were constitutionally required for 
parole revocation, the SPO's took on a new and size
able burden of serving as Probable Cause Hearing 
Officers, in addition to their other duties. For ex
ample, in July 1975, the number of hearings held by 
SPO's was 206 and, among individual SPO's, ranged 
from 4 to 63.' 

As a result of the differential in hearing loads, the 
amount of time left for District Office supervision 
must, of necessity, vary. In addition, interviews with 
Bureau staff revealed that Supervising Parole Offi
cers interpret their own roles and priorities different-

. ly. The result is that some District Offices receive 
limited supervision due to the .number and nature of 
the Probable 'Cause Hearings. A possible solution to 
both the variation in hearing loads, and maintenance 
of the Hearing process, such that both supervisory 
and hearing dillies would not create conflicts in the 
time available for fulfilling these [unctions. 

I Bureau of Parole Monthly Report, July 1975. 
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Linkages With Other Organizations 
The Bureau of Parole interrelates with a variety 

of governmental, social service and business agencies. 
Governmental linkages include New Jersey State 
agencies such as Police, Division of Youth and Fam
ily Services, SLEPA and the State Correctional 
Institutions, as well as appropriate inter-state links 
concerning adults serving their parole in and outside 
of New Jersey. 

Most social service and business relationships re
volve around providing services to parolees in order 
to secure housing, employment, counseling, treat
ment, rehabilitation, etc. Such linkages are critical 
to adequate parole supervision, and require substan
tial effort on the part of the parole staff. It is hoped 
that the federally-funded Community Resource 
Specialist Program will reduce some of the burden 
from the district office staff by providing a person 
to follow up on information and resources discovered 
by, and needed by, the parole officers. In addition, 
the Resource Specialist can coordinate and dissemin
ate information about resources throughout the dis
trict. Another effort which has been implemented in 
some district offices allows for representatives or 
agencies, such as training or employment counselors, 
to "maintain regular office hours in the district parole 
office. Thus, such individuals are physically more 
accessible to clients, and the scheduling of appoint
ments for clients is made easier.. This procedure. how
ever, seems to be quite limited at this time. Expansion 
of such a service should assist both the client and the 
parole officer. 

Policies And Procedures 

Pre-parole plans 
Prior to release rrom a correctional institution, 

a pre-parole plan must be developed for every eligible 
parolee. The two most important components of this 
plan are the establishment of an approved residence, 
and provisions for employment or other visible means 
of support (NJSA 30:4-123.19). 

This plan, which serves as required information 
in the parole-decision making process, is first devel
oped by the Institutional Parole Officer in consul
tation with the prospective parolee. The pre-parole 
plan is then sent on to the District Office which geo
graphically serves the intended residence, so that 
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both residence and potential employment can be veri
fied. In some instances a residence cannot be identi
fied by the IPO and the District Office must bear 
responsibility for developing a placement. As stated 
in the Bureau's Procedural Memorandum #14, Pre
parole Reports: 

The evaluation shall reflect the suitability of the parole 
plan in relation to the subject, and in no way shall include 
comments about the parolability of the subject. 

The District Office next submits the verified plan 
to the IPO and the Central Office. The parole plan 
is technically viable for a period of six months, at the 
end of which time the plan expires (NJSA 30:4-
123.19). 

, . 

BURLINGTON 

DISTRICT OFFICES· 

1 - Clifton 
2 - East Orange 
3 - Red Bonk 
4 - Jersey City 
5 - Elizabeth 
6 - Trenton 
7 - Haddon T wp. 
8 - Atlantic City 
9 - Newark 
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Pre-parde planning is directly related to the oper
ation of the Parole Board and YCI Boards of Trust
ees. The IPO must be responsive to the release sched
ules of these authorities, which are predictable in the 
case of minimum-maximum sentences. but less so 
in regard to indeterminate sentences. Thus, the work
load tends to vary in the development and investiga
tion of pre-parole pl;:ns. A summary of parole re
leases for the first six months of 1975 serves to illus
trate this point. ~ 

PAROLE RELEASES - 1975 
JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN 

State Prison Complex 98 77 94 86 86 116 
YCI 201 178 195 161 139 187 

Clinton 15 9 19 8 12 24 
Jamesburg Boy s 12 18 20 3 12 17 
Jamesburg Girl s 4 2 3 3 2 1 
Skillman 11 0 2 6 1 ----345 286 336 270 254 347 

The above figures shows a variation of almost 
40 percent in parole releases during the period. The 
variation may be higher among parole districts and 
emphasizes the need for coordination between the 
paroling authorities and the Parole Bureau. to reduce 
or accommodate the peaks and valleys shown above. 
Such peaks undoubtedly create difficulties for the 
Institutional Parole Staff. but even more so for the 
District Office Staff who must manage the inereased 
load in pre-parole investigations along with their 
regular supervision load. 

Reports 
Bureau of Parole operations involve an extensive 

reporting system. For example. parole officers alone 
submitted 59,254 written reports in FY75.; These 
reports. combined with the reports regularly gener
ated by District Office management. represent a 
heavy investment in time and energy. Following are 
descriptions of some of these reports. ' 

The Bureau: of ~ Parole utilizes a series of report 
forms and files to rt'<cord both the progress of the 
parolee while uncJu supe~vision: and the management 
and activities of the District Offices. The ['eports 
in this latter group inclu,de, but are not limited to: 
• a monthly narrative report covering the major 

~ Extracted rrom docum~nt, Admissions. Releases. and 
Residents June. 1975.Cotrectional Information Systems. 
Division of Correction llIid ·p'aFOle. July I, 1975. 

t Bureau of Parole Anmllli Report. FY75. 

activities of the district office (P. M. #18)* 
• an annual report summarizing activities of the 

district office for the fiscal year (P.M. #18) 
• permanent record cards (P.M. #1 I) 
• case folders (P.M. #11) 
• warrant file (P .M. #11) 
.. arrest and disposition file (P .M. fIll) 
• missing file (P.M. #11) 
• inventory file (P.M. #11) 
• daily reminder follow-up file (P.M. #11) 
• supervision file (P. M. #11) 
• investigation log (P.M. #11) 
• daily summary activity reports (P.M. #15) 
.' statistical record of case movement (P. M. #8) 
With many of these reports and files, data is first 
supplied by the parole officer on a specified time 
table, and then summarized for report to central 
office or properly maintained in district office files. 

Another group of reports relate more directly to 
caseload supervision by the parole office staff. Again, 
many of these reports are first submitted by parole 
officers to district office, and then forwarded to cen
tral office in summary or complete form. These 
reports include, but are not limited to: 
• case sheets, which together consitute the parole 

officers case book (P.M. #11). A case sheet is filled 
out for each parolee. in the parole officer's case
load. and all pertinent contacts are noted. Case
books are reviewed not less than semi-annually, 
and rated as satisfactory or unsatisfactory. 

• chronological supervision reports (P.M. #3). This 
report is submitted by the parole officer for each 
client in his/her caseload, and lists all pertinent 
contacts, as well as an assessment of the parolee's 
needs, problems and progress. Th,is report is pre~ 
pared in triplicate, and remain~ if! the district office 
case folder until submi~sion to Central Office. not 
less tha n semi-annually: for cases under intense or 
regular supel'visionjti1~ually for cases ~nder quar
terly; semi-annual or;'ll'il'nual supervision, and upon 
submission of other special r~p'ort~. e.g .. transfer 
summaries, crisjs reports .. ,""'; " .' 

• special report'form (P.M. #2). This report will be 
further discussed under Xiolation Reports, below, 
however the form'is also used for reporting: 1) first • , t 
visits, 2) enlistment '(~Hitary). 3) change of status. 
and 4) death. 

*P. M. = Procedural Memorandum - Bureau of Parole 
The full content and format or each report is 
described in the procedural memorandum noted. 
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A final element of the report process involves a 
computer print-out issued by Central Office which 
summarizes parole activities for the preceding month. 
Parole staff are expected to review this printout to 
ascertain that the print-out. case movement record. 
and casebook are in agreement. 

Violations of parole conditions and subsequent 
actions are reported primarily on two forms, the 
Special Report Form (P.M. #11, mentioned earlier) 
and the Parole Summary-Violation Report (P .M. #6). 
The Special Report form is often submitted along 
with the Parule Summary-Violation Report, and is 
used to report the following circumstances: 

.. notice of non-arrival, where the parolee does 
not report within five days after parole from an 
institution. 

• arrest, submitted immediately upon notification, 
particularly in cases of serious crimes: and 
suppl,emelltal arrest form to update or fill-in 
arrest report. 

• missing (from parole supervision) 
• decision for probable cause hearing, in the eVent 

the parolee is missing, arrested or has ignored 
an unpaid fine. This report must accompany a 
Parole Su mmary-Violation Report. 

• continue on parole, following an arrest or loca
tion of parolee. 

• disposition report, following final court disposi
tion after an arrest 

• warrant series (disposition), wherein the court 
has made final disposition of charges pending 
at the time of a parolee's release, and the warrant 
series report, detailing the status of charges 
pending at the time for the parolee's release from 
an institution 

• release from custody, in the case where a parolee 
is released from custody to parole supervision 
on recommendation of the District Parole Super
visor or Chairman of the State Parole Board 

• fine, for offense (per P.M. #4, Fine Cases). 
The Parole Summary-Violation Report, while 

often SUbmitted with· a Special Report, is intended 
to be a complete and separate summary of conditions 
with no reference to the Special Report Form. It is 
submitted upon recommendation for the issuance of 
a declaration of delinquency or following a new 
commitment to a penal or correctional institution. 

Stipulations on the content and recipient of the 
above reports are detailed in the appropriate Proce
dural Memoranda. 

Parole Conditions 
Upon release from a correctional instiltution, parol

ees are issued a certificate by the pa'roling authority. 
This agreement, signed by both authority and parolee, 
stipUlates the terms and conditions by which the 
parolee must abide in order to maintain parole status. 
Correctional institutions in New Jersey issue stan
dard, or printed, certificates to which :special con
ditions may be added, for examplei specifying 
participation in drug or alcohol treatment programs. 

The New Jersey Office of Fiscal Aff~tirs., in Pre~ 
paring its report "Program Analysis 61 the New 
Jersey Parole System" dated August, I 975, stated as 
a major finding; 

There are at least four separate sets of parole conditions 
being used in New Jersey which establish different stan
dards of conduct for those released from eac,h institution. 
Such inconsistency presents a serious problem for the 
parolees who must live by these standards atld the parole 
officers who must judge behavior by them. I,: 

The use of special conditions, specific to the pa
rolee. is a valid procedure. However, the a,bove men
tioned sets of conditions present an inconsistency in 
both behavioral expectations and degree of compli
ance for the parolee. In addition, it is oft~~n difficult 
to understand the rationale behind the different sets 
of conditions. A comparison of New Jer:sey Parole 
Conditions developed by the OFA for their report 
clearly illustrates the inconsistencies of the ~iystem.4 

The implications of this system on parole super
vision are clearly and accurately stated by the Office 
of Fiscal Affairs. 

Enforcement of these conditions creates an inherent 
dilemma in the parole officer's responsibility regarding 
the supervision of a parolee. The officer mu!stsimulta
neously perform the role of advisor/counsetor and law 
enforcer. The parole officer is expected to' counsel a 
parolee with respect to a social or physical plroblem, yet 
to acknowledge the existence of that problem :\s sufficient 

, cause for revocation.s 

In addition to the problems presented by differen
tial parole conditions. are those which result from the 
number and specificity of the standard cl~nditions. 

The chart on parole conditions serves to illustrate the 
sheer quantity of restrictions which are placed on the 
parolee in New Jersey_ The National AdvislDry Com
mission on Criminal Justice Standards a.nd Goals 
spoke to this issue in stating; 

4 Office of Fiscal Affairs, Program Analysis of:' Parole in 
New Jersey, August, 1975, p. 62. 

50FA,p.63. 
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COMPARISON OF NEW JERSEY PAROLE CONDITIONS 

Minimum· Female Male Female 
Maximum Indeterminate Youth Youth 

Comply with the law 3 3 3 3 
Res ide in approved res idence 3 3 5 3 
Chonge employment or residence 1 1 1 1 
Maintain gainful employment 3 - 3* 3* 
Report to Parole District Supervisor, or l'epr~sentative 3 3 3 3 
First arriva I report 
Follow advice of parole officer 
Report trouble or srrest 
Pay a fine or post bail 
Support dependents 
Associate with pen;ons of bad character 
Friends and ejmpanions 
liquor usage 
Narcot ic usage , 

Indebtedness 
Out-of-state travel 
Marriage 
Divorce 
Motor vehicle registration and license 
Weapons; hunting license 
Curfew 
Act as informer 
Restitution for crime, when required 
Visiting an institution 

* Or attend sch 001, if lega I age. 

Legend 

1 - Must have permission 
2 - Prohibited 
3 - Compulsory 
4 - Avoid 

.!, 

5 - Follow reasonable advice regarding 

. 
3 3 3 
- 3 -
6 6 6 
6 1 1 
3 - 3 
4 4 -
- - 5 
4 4 4 
2 4 4 
1 1 5 
1 1 5 
1 1 5 
1 1 5 
1 1 -
1 1 1 
- - -
- - 2 
3 - -

f - - -

Source: Compi led by OF A Staff from 
institutional parole certificates. 

3 
-
6 
1 
-
-
5 
4 
4 
1 
1 
1 
-
1 
1 
5 
-
-
1 

6 - Report to Parole District Supervisor or representative 

Problems of differential enforcement were bound to 
occur, and did. A great deal of ambiguity developed for 
both parolees and parole officers as to which rules really 
were to be enforced and which ignored. Studies have 
demonstrated that officers tend to dev,elop their own 
norms of behavior that should result in return to prison. 
These norms among parole officers became very power
ful forces in shaping revocation polici~s ... , " 

h National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals. Corrections, U.S.G.P.O.: 1973; 
p.412. 
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Aside from the above-stated effect on revocation, 
such conditions place unrealistic and unnecessary 
expection on the parolee in his effort to develop a 
via ble life style in reintegrating into the community. 
At the same time, extensive conditions continually 
'test', the parolee's ability to make decisions con
cerning his desires. needs and future. While some 
parolees may require this sort of intensive supervi
sion, many do not. 

The fewer the limits required by the parole system, the 
greater the opportunity of locating alternative behavior 

j , 

styles that are satisfying and meet the tests of legality. 
This is not to say that rules should not be enforced. but 
that there shOUld be as much honesty in the enforce
ment proces&ns possible. 7 

Further discussion of Parole Conditions, and of the 
o FA's findings and recommendations, will be pre
sented later in this report in the section on Parole 
Supervision. Briefly, the OFA has recommended es
tablishment of a minimum number of standard condi
tions, to be supplemented by appropriat<!, parolee
specific special conditions; this recommendation is 
clearly appropriate.~ The National Advisory Com
mission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals 
has takeil a similar position,') and further, formal 
responses 'to the OFA's report have concurred with 
the need for revising parole conditions in New Jer
sey.11I 

Probable Cause HeClrings 
The State implemented constitutionally required 

procedures for deaUng with parole revocation in 
March, 1973. The procedures resulted from the Su
preme Court decision Morrissey vs. Brewer 408 U.S. 
741 (1972) relative to due process in revocation of 
parole. The Bureau's Procedural Memorandum #20 
provides details on the full procedure for the Probable 
Cause Hearing; following is a summary of the pro
cedures. II 

I. District Parole Supervisor requires parolee to 
appear before hearing officer. where reasonable 
cause has, been demonstrated that parolee has 
violated c,onditions of parole. 

2. Notice of Probable Cause Hearing sent to parolee 
by registered mail. or warrant issued if parolee is 
viewed as presenting a danger to the community 
or if mailed notice is considered insufficient. 

3. Bureau conducts hearing within ten days of ser
vice of notice or warrant. Determination can be 
made at hearing to apprehend. detain or continue 
parolee in custody pending final hearing. if prob
able ct)use is found. 

4. Final Revocation Hearing held by Hearing 

7 National Advisory Commission, p. 413. 
" OF A, Recommendation 1.2, p. 65. 
QNationa1 Advisory Commission, Standard 12.7. p. 433. 
Each State should take immediate action to reduce parole 
rules to an absolute minimum, retaining only those 
critical in the individual caSI:, and to provide for effective 
means of enforcing the conditions established. 

IOOFA. 

II Extracted from Office of Fiscal Affairs Report, Program 
Analysis of Parole in New Jersey, August, 1975, p. 103. 

Officers of the State Parole Board, or Youth 
Com plexes. Parolee may request witnesses and 
counsel. 

5. Final determination made by Board of Parole or 
Boards of Trustees of YC[,s. based on informa

,. tion gathered at Final Revocation Hearing. 

BUREAU PROGRAMS AND 
CLASSIFICATION OF PAROLEES 

Special Programs 

The Bureau of Parole currently operates only two 
special programs to help serve the needs of parolees. 
One is a residential facility (PROOF) and the other 
a volunteer legal assistance program (V I PP), Both 
are described below. 

Prior to July 1975, there were II specialized case
loads in a project funded by SLEPA from June 1973 
to June 1975. Nine caseloads dealt with narcotics 
users, and 2 caseloads were established to assist in
mates released at the expiration of their maximum 
term. This latter group were not part of the parole 
populalion. however. they were deemed to need spe
cial assistance in re-orienting to community life. In 
July 1975 these II caseloads were disbanded, and 
the parolees and ex-inmates integrated into regular 
district caseloads. 

Proof House 
The Bureau of Parole began operating a special 

residential facility for parolees (PROOF) in Decem
ber 1969, located in a low-income housing project 
in Jersey City. As stated in the Bureau of Parole 
FY74 Annual Report: 

The Bureau Gf Parole operates a Parole Resource Office 
and Orientation Facility (PROOF) which houses parol
ees Who have experienced a malfunction in parole adjust
ment. Rather than possible return to an institution. an 
opportunity to reside at PROOF and participate in, a 
program of 24-hour-a-day seven-day-a-week SOCial 
diagnosb is offered. Length of stay varies from a few 
weeks to several months when, hopefully. the parolee 
is returned to his home district to continue parole in the 
communitv. In addition. no more than two work re
leases are" also occasionally housed at PROOF. being 
accepted from the State Prison at Rahway. ' 

\ 
PROOF can house a maximum of 15 residents at 

one time. During FY75, a total of 130 parolees were 
in residence on an average of 28.7 days. Eligibility 
requirements fOr'!'esidence state that the parolee nYU:$t 

\\ 
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be male, at least 16 years of age, and may not have a 
current record of arson, sex offenses, or serious psy
chological problems. 

PROOF is staffed by one senior parole officer, 
who serves as on-site supervisor, seven full-time 
parole officers, who work on a shift basis, and one 
full-time clerical worker. Off-site supervision of the 
facility is the responsibility of a Supervising Parole 
Officer in the Central Office in Trenton. Among the 
special services provided at PROOF are: 

• a team approach to operation of the facility and 
supervision of residents 

• 5 day-a-week group counseling sessions 
• therapy 
• in-depth admitting interview for the parolee. 

diagnosis of problems and developmen t of a treat
ment plan. 
According to the Bureau of Parole FY75 Annual 

Report, seven P.O.'s is the minimum number with 
which the facili ty can function. Provisions of bl~tter 
service to clients requires the addition of an eighth 
parole officer and/or aide. 

The Bureau's FY74 Annual Report speaks posi
tively about this facility: however. the OFA Report 
questions its effectiveness. While residen ts. who were 
selected on the basis of presenting special ptlrole 
adjustment problems. w,Jre aidec,i in finding employ
ment. the recidivism rate was high. As of 1972. when 
200 parolees had been in residence at PROOF: 
• 9% were arrested while in residence 
• 34% were arrested within one year of terminating 

residence 
• 27% had their parole revoked. 1z 

The OFA Report suggests an increase in facilities 
of this kind. but also suggests that the Bureau updl1te 
its statistics on the program. and evaluate its effec
tiveness. 

VIPP Program 
The second special program of the bureau is the 

Volunteers in Parole Program (VIPP). which was 
initially set up to utilize the services of volunteer law
yers. who could work with parolees on a one-to-one 
basis. The program was inaugurated with the use of 
Federal Funds administered by SLEPA, who chan
neled the funds to the Slate Bar Association. In 
FY74. however. managemen t of the V I P P was trans
ferred to the Bureau of Parole. and all VIPP staff 
were placed on the Central Office rolls of the Bureau 

110FA Report, p. 58. 
11 Bureau of Parole FY75. Annual Report, p. Ii. 
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of Parole. Thus. the program is expected to continue 
functioning within the Bureau when SLEPA funds are 
exhausted. 

The Bureau's comments on numbers served under 
the program are as follows: As of June 30. 1975, 
VIPP has a cadre of 250 volunteers available for 
assignment. One hundred and thirty-one of them were 
actively working with parolees on the street, and 27 
others had been matched up with inmates pending 
the inmates' release from institutions. 13 

Work Release Program 
. The Work Release Program. through which in
mates leave the institution for employment. is admin
istratively a program of the correctional institutions. 
However. this program will be briefly discussed here 
because of the high level of involvement required by 
the Bureau of Parole, 

The basic procedures are outlined in Procedural 
Memorandum #16 of the Bureau of Parole. L,sential· 
Iv. the I nstitution Coordinator initiates the process 
by informing the Institutional Parole Officer of the 
prospective employment s;. __ tion. The IPO then 
transmits this information by phone to the appropri
ate District Office. where the situation is investi
gated and reported to the IPO. The IPO reports again 
to the Institutional Coordinator. who notifies the IPO 
of approval or disapproval of the plan. The IPO then 
notifies the appropriate District Office and Central 
Office. 

Once the inmate is engaged in the work release 
program. it is the responsibility of District Office 
personnel to closely monitor the inmates personal 
and job performance. Immediate reporting, by phone, 
of tardiness or absenteeism is mandatory. The Dis
trict Office must supply written performance reports 
weekly during the first month. and tri-weekly there
after. 

ill all cases, except emergeocies. the channel of 
conl':wnications is from Institutional Coordinl.ltor to 
the l nstitutional Parole Officer to the District Parole 
Supervi~or, and the reverse of this system. 

Classification of Parolees for Supen'ision 
Parolees are assigned a classification of super

vision after their initial visit with the caseworker. 
This classification system denotes the minimum 
number of contacts required in a given period, be
tween the parole officer and the parolee, his/her 
family and others. The classification categories fol-

r 
t 

low: the number of contacts noted indicate a mini-
mum requirement. 
C1\tegory 
r nrense 

Regular 

Quarterly 

Contacts 
- two positive home visits per month 
-two office or community visits per 

month 
- one employment verification and/or 

school visit per month 
-collateral visits as required 
-one positive home visit per month 
-one office or community \'i::;it per 

month 
-one employment verification nod/or 

school visit bi-monthly 
- one positive home visit every 3 

months 
-one employment verification every 

3 months 
Semi-annual -- one positive home visit semi

annually 
- one employment verificaticn sem i

annually 
Annual - one positive home visit per year 

- one employment verification per 
year 

Recorded - as determined by individual case 

As of the first visit to the caseworker, all parolees 
are assigned to intense or regular supervision. Sub
sequently, the parolee may advance in status. on a 
minimum timetable requiring at leasL six months 
successful adjustment at each supervision level, or 
according to special guidelines noted in P.M. #8. 

Procedural Memoranda #8 and #13 define and 
outline classification procedures. However. it appears 
that assignment to a category, or a change in status. 
is much at the discretion of the district office. The 
guidelines offered in P.M. #8 indicate that intense 
supervision is assigned" ... to those cases requiring 
more intense supervision than a regular case." Simi
larly, regular supervision status is accorded '" ... to 
those cases requiring less than intensive supervision." 

Discussions with the Bureau of Parole staff indi
cate that the classiJication system is tn"effect. Main
tenance of supervision requiremenTs is verified 
through periodic casebook reviews at the District 

I(!vel, and. to the maximum extent feasible. parole 
officers are expected to fulfiH these requirements. 

The use of a clas.'lifica tion system for parole 
supervision is a valid approach.. Classiftcation 
schemes of one sort or another are used in mart\ 
states including Pennsylvania. Californill. Oklahoma, 
Mississippi. Oregon. Maryland and North Carolina. 

Common to all the systems developed is the prem
ise that different types of offenders have differing 
supervislon needs. and that formal procedures for 
determining and responding to offender needs benefit 
both the client and the agencY,by directing agency 
resources to tho~e clients who need them most. The 
major differences between the systems are seen in 
the ways that cases are classified, and in the range of 
supervision alternatives offered. Classification strate
gies range from the relatively straightforward ap
proach of reducing supervision level with the passage 
of time. (Mississippi, Oregon) which has been used 
in a less formalized manner in Nevada, to experi
mentation with actuarial scales used to predict the 
probability of c1ients'~uecess under supervision. 
(Pennsylvania, California).l~ 

Classification systems in other state~ are based 
on length of time under supervision and oWender type 
(Maryland). or matching or offender type with type 
of supervision. i.e .• specialized caseloads or lls~ign
ment based on special skills of puroIe officer (North 
Carolina). Research is still required to assess prevail
ing classification systems and determine which 
methods are most successful. 

A review of New Jersey's system. a~ compared to 
others surveyed, indicates that the !!uidelines for 
assigning classification levels are somewhat va!!ue. 
As cited earlier. the prevailing definitions provide 
minimal direction., which creates a reliance on the 
assessment abili ties of the purole stafr. I n New Jer
sey. however. only 32.1% reported training in as!iess
ment. in response to a survey conducted for this 
report. Assessment must be recogniLcd as a skill 
which requires truining and experience. 

14 National Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Planning 
and Architecture, Nevada Corrections Master Pial), 
Probation and Parole. 
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Parole Supervision 

Staff Allocations within Bureau 
As of June 1975 the Bureau employed a total of 

306 persons. Of these, 216 were professional staff 
and 90 were para-professional/clerical. District Of
fice staff totals ranged from a low of 19 employees in 
District #8 to a high of 33 in District 3. The PROOF 
facility in Jersey City employed 9 individuals, and 
there were 24 Bureau personnel placed in correctional 
institutions. The table below displays the total staff 
breakdown for the Bureau, as of November, 1975. 

Assignment of Parol~es for Supervision 
Supervision assignments in the district offices are 

made on a strict, geographical basis. Each parole 
officer is assigned to a geographic area within each 
of the parole districts, and generally, all parolees 
who dwell in that area automatkally fall into that 
parole officer's caseload. Some exceptions are made 
in special cases and to balance male and female case-

Parole Bureau VIPP VIPP Pro. 
Staffing, June 1975 Chief SPO Dir. Caar. Dir. 

C.O. 1 7 1 1 *1 
DO 1f1 
DO 1f2 
DO U3 
DO #4 
DO 115 
DO 1f6 
DO #7 
DO Ita 
DO 119 

Sub-Totals 

Proof 
IPO-YCIA 
IPO-YCIB 
IPO.YRCC 
IPO·CiV 
IPO-NJSA 

Sub~total s 

TOTALS 1 7 1 1 1 

load components. Efforts are made to ensure that all 
parole officers supervise both male and female 
parolees. 

H is reported that geographic boundaries are al
tered to equalize casel0ads according to size or degree 
of difficulty, i.e., high number of clients under inten
sive supervision. The impression is, however, that 
boundary adjustn1ents are not frequent. 

This system, whereby caseloads are assigned geo
'graptJically, is clearly an area for review and possible 
restructuring. An important component of parole 
administration is a continuing effort to achieve the 
best match of parolee needs with parole officer skills 
and qualifications. While one parole officer might 
best serve youthful offenders, another might be better 
suited for dealing with older parolees. Similarly, in
dividual parole officers may have special aptitudes 
for assisting narcotics users or alcoholics. This does 
not necessarily suggest a system based entirely on 

Supervisors Sen. Par. Of cr. 

DiS-1 
trict Asst. 

Adm. I Field 
P.O. Clk. Total 

1 1 7 20 
1 2 1 1 17 ±10 32 
1 2 1 1 15 a 2a 
1 1 2 1 19 9 33 
1 1 2 1 19 a 32 
1 1 2 1 13 7 25 
1 1 2 2 13 6 25 
1 1 2 1 14 a 27 
1 1 1 1 9 6 19 
1 2 1 1 17 a 30 

9 12 14 10 136 70 251 

1 7 1 9 
1 1 2 
1 2 1 4 
1 2 15 a 
1 1 2 
1 3 4 a 

5 7 12 24 

9 12 21 10 151 90 304 

Includes one position (leff) which is being used fov funds for the Division and one sl3nior clerk.stenograph~r 
(YRCC) being used by Hearing Officers at YRCC. 

* Federal funded positions (and clerical in Central Office) piu;!) one senior clerk.stenographer for VIPP program. 

(Eight parole officer posifions h:.ing uti lized by the Division and thirteen parole officer positions being held because 
of budget cutback and reduction in caseload. In addition, four clerical positions have been commandeered by the ' 
Division). 
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assigning caseloads according to personal character
istics. However, the arbitrariness and rigidity of strict 
geographic assignment seems to serve neither the best 
interests of the client nor the parole officer in the 
delivery of parole services. 

',,'\... 
\,-' 

Work Unit System 
In an attempt to ameliorate, to some extent, the 

rigidity in the geographic system of caseload assign
ment, some districts use a team approach. By this 
method, parole officers are grouped into three- or 
four-person teams. Each team member is then re
sponsible for exploring and developing resources to 
meet particular service needs, e.g., housing, employ
ment, drug and alcohol rehabilitation, mental he:fJth, 
and coordination with the parole volunteers ... thus. 
parole officers may not have to develop all of the 
resources needed by the client, but can rely on other 
team members for some of the necessary resources. 
Ideally, teams might meet weekly to discuss problems 
and approaches, and maintain constant contact for 
the sharing of resources. 

This approach has not been implemented fully 
in all districts. No effort has been made to evaluate 
the effectiveness, or efficiency of the team structure, 
on a Bureau-wide basis. However, the impression is 
that the team structure does not alter, in any way, the 
rigidity inherent in the geographic assignment of 
parolees. 

Caseload Analysis 
During the year 1973-74, a total of 12,784 persons 

received parole supervision; as of 6/30/74 there were 
8618 parolees under supervision. ls Over 95% of the 
total number of persons released from New Jersey 
correctional institutions are released to parol~ 
custody. Included in this group are 99% of those 
released from the You th Correctiona I I nsti tutia;is 
complex, 87% from the State Prison complex. and 
90% from the Correction/Institution for Women. 16 

As of June 30, 1974, the average parole caseload ratio 
was 53:1. 17 According to a sample parole staff pro
file carried out in the Fall of 1975, as part of th~ 
Corrections Master .Plan Survey, approximately 54% 
of parole officers carried caseloads ranging from a 

IS Bureau of Parole Annual Report, FY 74, p. II. 
16 Correctional Information Systems, Dept. of Corrections. 
I7New Jersey State Law Enforcement Planning Agency, 

Criminal Justice Plan for New Jersey 1975, DoclFnent 
#19, p. 16. As of June 30, 1976 the average caseioad 
was 55. 

. I 
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low of 50 to a high of 63. A further indication of the ,i 

spread in caseloadsize is the reported low and high 
range of 45 to 76 in one parole distr.ict, as of Novem
ber 1975. As of 11/24/75 this district carried 724 
cases totul, resulting in an average caseload size 
of 55.7, slightly higher than the \974 FY figures for 
the total Bureau. 

A parole profile survey, also carried out in prepara
tion for this report, provides data on personal char
acteristics of parolees in New Jersey. The survey 
involved a sample of 1405 cases, from which the fol-
lowing, basic characteristics curi'be noted: ' 

PAROLEE PROFILE 

Characteristic Category % 

Sex Male 95.2 

Female 4.8 

Raci a I/EtKh ic White 32.3 
Category Black 59.6 

Spanish 
(Other. than 

~lex.Aill~r. ) 7.6 
/f 

Other .4 

Age Under ,18 2.8 
18·29 65.8 
30·39 20.1 
40 & Over 11.2 
Unknown .1 

. 

This parolee profile survey was completed for a 
10 percent sample of the active case load and provides 
certain additional descriptive data, which can be 
viewed as representative of the state as a whole, in
cluding the following: 

• In terms of residence of parolee, the largest case
loads are in Essex, Hudson, Passaic, Camden, 
Union and Monmouth counties which collectivelv 
represent 67% of the State's parolee caseload. 
Caseloads in the other 15 counties represent VJ of 
the state's total caselioad. 

• 10% of the parolee caseload is reported as also be
ing, simultaneously, on probation. 

• 8% of the pllrolees had been committed to prison 
within 12 months of the date of the survey: 30% 
of parolees had been committed to prison' within 
24 months; and over half (55%) had been com-
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mitted to prison within 36 months of the date of 
the survey. 

• Nearly 40% of parolees had been on parole for 
12 months or less for the current sentence. and 640( 
had been on parole 24 months or less. Parol'.!es 
who had been on parole for 36 months or less repre
sent 800(, of the current caseload. 

• 80~ of parolees had not had their parole revoked 
under the current sentence. The 20o/r with parole 
revocations were evenly split between technical 
violations and new offenses. 

• Approximately six percent of parolees were served 
by New Jersey under interstate compact arrange
ments, 

• 17o/rJ of the parolee caseload had absconded While 
on pu role. 

• One-third of the parole caseload is listed as having 
no known violations. 25o/c had occasional. non se
rious violations. and approximately 4()~r had per
sistent. non-serious violations or serious violatiqns. 

• Approximately 44% of parolees were viewed by 
parole officers as likely to fail in the current parole: 
success in parole adjustment was expected in 561'; 
of the cases. 

• Approximately 69 percent of parolees re4uired 
four major kinds of services: alcohol-drug services: 
(17(';); psychological services (\3";.): employment 
(23(';,): and educational services (16';). An addi
tional I W:;· or parolees were viewed as having no 
social service needs. 

• 41 C:; of parolees had no prior incarcerations: I XC'; 
had one prior jailing. W'; had two. and ICY, had 
3 prior incarcerations. 

It should be emphasized that unemployment con
stitutes a significant problem. for both the parolee 
and the parole officer. A major condition for parole 
release is the seeking and maintaining of employ
ment, however, "according to figure!' established by 
the Bureau or Parole, in 1973. only 57% of those 
under supervision in New Jersey for that year were 
classified as employed. These parolees earned an 
average of$3.040 annually."ls Other available figures 
show even lower employment rates. 

It is apparent that New Jersey requires high level 
parole services to meet the range and concentration 
of serious problems described above. ft is obvious 
that whatever ca n be done to strengthen parole super
vision and services will aid the entire criminal justice 
system. case the burden on the state's limited tax re-

1KOFA. Program AnalySis of tlze New Jersey Parole Sys
tem. p. 60. 
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sources, and most importantly. avoid the tragic con
sequences of recidivistic criminal acts. Parole officers 
themselves, as indicated by the above described sur
vey results. paint a rather bleak picture of service 
requirements and expectation of successful results. 
The high concentration of caseloads in six counties. 
the infringement on supervisory time caused by prob
able cause hearings. the rigidity of the geographic 
assignment of cases. and the difficul ty or ~oor 
dinating the institutional and parole responsibilities. 
services and work volumes suggests the need to ex
plore possible restructuring of parole services. 

Parole Functions and Operations 
. r n earlier sections. the basic duties of the parole 

officer were mentioned. A brief reiteration of the 
nature and number of contacts will be discussed 
here to provide a general overview. Basic (Llties en
compass the functions of parole release. supervision. 
revocation and discharge. 

Parole release is primarily handled by the Insti
tutional Parole Officer. with significant input from 
the Field Parole Officer who must investir:!lte und 
verify the pre-parole plan developed by the IPO. Pre
parole planning is a time-consuming task for all 
parole staff involved. and is complicated in that the 
timing for such investigations is dictated by the State 
Parole Board or Boards of Trustees of the vcrs who 
decide whether an inmate should be considered for 
parole. Thus. the load of pre-parole investigations 
Olav vary from month to month. In one district the 
pre:paro'le investigation load was estimated at 1-10 
investigations for each parole officer. 

Parole supervision. revocation and discharge places 
the largest burdens on the District Office Personnel. 
and. in the case of revocation. on the Supervising 
Parole Officers who must officiate at Probable Cause 
Hearings. The most significant aspect of this work. 
in terms of staff and time. lies with parole supervi
sion. The classification system, discussed earlier, out
lines and defines the minimum number of contacts to 
be made with each parolee. In addition. however. 
parole officers spend much time in developing re
sources for clients. such as employment. rehabilita
tion. housing. etc. The following two tables summa
rize the activities or Field nnd Institutional Parole 
Officers. As can be noted in the charts. a major task 
for the parole officer is in the filing of reports. As 
reflected in the table, par<}le officers submitted 59.254 
written reports. including 51.519 supervision reports 
and 7.735 investigation reports. District Offices re
ported 873.730 miles traveled in performance of 

duties. Transportation is reported as a difficult prob
lem. The July. 1975 monthly report of the Bureau 
indicated that 46.6% of officer's time was spent in 
the district office and 53.4% was spent in the field. 
representing a slight decrease in field time over the 
preceding month. 

Staff Qualifications & Training 

Parole officers are hired through civil service 
testing. (written and/or oral) and establishment of a 
list. which is based on test scores und bonus points 
for veterans preference. New parole officers are 
assigned to open positions in District Offices from 
this list. The District Parole Supervisor must accept 
personnel assigned without the benefit of any prior 
interview or review. The employee is placed on a 
4 or 6 month probationary period. after which civil 
service (permanent) status is granted. Interviews 
with Bureau supervisory level staff brought out that 
success in the position could rarely be assessed in the 
4 or 6 month period; thus. most employees become 
permanent before their suitabilitv can be established. 

In most cases the minimum education requirement 

for the position of Par~\le Officer is a Bachelor's 
Degree. The staff profile developed for this report 
showed the major field of study for stafr in the sample 
as being quite mixed. The largest group (13l}) had an 
education degree. most likely reflecting the extreme 
shortage of teaching positions currently available in 
New Jersey and surrounding states. 

New parole officers are. for the most part, un
trained when assigned to n position. In response to 
the survey qbestionnaire, only 22.6% indicated that 
they had received related training prior to taking the 
job. Training of parole officers is. 1'01' the most part. 
handled on an in-service basis. As stated in the "New 
Jersey Bureau of Parole Manual 1974." addressed 
to new parole officers and trainees: 

You will receive on-the-job training in the district and 
when deemed advisable by the supervisor. you will be 
assigned a caseload within the district. You will also 
ret:eive additional training at the Bureau level with other 
new officers. when scheduled. 

A review of Bureau of Parole Annual Reports indi
cates that a variety of workshops, symposia and train
ing sessions on special issues are held throughout 
each year. 

ACTIVITI ES OF INSTITUTIONAL PAROLE OFFICERS (19) 

Inmate 
Preparole Requested Released 
Interviews Interviews On Parole 

NJSP 2808 1495 1161 

YRCC 1879 1757 786 
YCIB 1128 1009 724 
YCIA 922 * 753 
TSB-J 155 180 116 
CIW 272 453 173 
TSC 16 96 
Totals -- --7180 4990 3713 

NJSP - New Jersey Srate Prison Complex 
YRCC - Youth Reception and Correction Center, Yardville 
YCIB - Youth Correctional Institution, Bordentown 
YCIA - Youth Corre~tional Institution, Annandale 
TSB-J - Training School for Boys, Ja;"esburg 
CIW - Correctional Institution for Women, Clinton 
TSG - Training School for Girls, Jamesburg 
*UncIear if this is to infer zero interview or if data was unavailable. 

19Table is from Bureau of Parole 1975 Annual Report. 
inside back cover. . ,~ 

Parole Violation 
Classes Summaries 

383 315 

90 

83 47 

30 

19 7 

53 

16 3 - --
674 372 

to '5 
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Parole officer~ were also surveyed on the types of 
training that they had received, and had found. or 
would find, most useful. Eighty percent or higher re
ported training in interview and counseling tech
niques, community service referral and agency poli
cies, and similar high percentages matched the useful
ness question. Only 52% reported training in legal 
procedures, but 72%' indicated that such training had 
been: or would be useful. And, while 47% indicated 
previous law enforcement training, only 56% spoke 
of its usefulness . 

It would seem that a significant system change 
which should be explored is a possible revision in se
lection procedu res. District Office supervisors should 
be accorded a degree of review and choice in selection 
procedures particularly if caseload distribution moves 
away from the strict, geographical assignment system 
which currently prevails. Current procedures ,~'ould 
make the task of matching skills with needs all but 
impossible. 

Parole Work Volumes 
The table is taken from the Bureau of Parole FY75 

Annual Report. It represents total number of cases 
under New Jersey's Jurisdiction lhroughout the year 
including cases supervised in other states. 

NUMBER OF PAROLEES ·SUPERVISED 
5 Year COJTlparison - (1971-1975) 

1970·1971 1971·1972 1972·1973 1973,1974 1974-1975 

10,410 11,684 12,852 13,609 13,061 
+10.2% +12.2% +10.0% +5.8% -4.0% 

+25.5% 

FY75 saw a decrease of the in-state cases supervised, 
which continues the trend begun in [.974 w.;ien these 
cases decreased for the first ~time since 1968. There 
was an increase in .out-of-state supervision (26 cases 

'. 

or 6%) and Central Office supervIsIon (20 cases or 
2%) from the preceding year, However, in-state 
supervision dropped by 584 cases (1%). and overall 
Bureau responsibility dropped by 538 cases (6%). 

A sample of Probable Cause HearingkJuds for 
JUly, 1975 for six hearing officers serves as an illus
tration of revocation hearings in New Jersey. The 
following figure was extracted from the July, 1915 
monthly report of the Bureau of Parole. 

PROBABLE CAUSE.HEARINGS TOTAL 
TOTAL REFERRALS 206 
Hearing Requested and Hearing Held 127 
Hearing Wctived and Hearing He Id 5 
No Parolee Response, Hearing Held 49 
Hearing Waived, No Hearing Held 25 

TOTAL RECOMMENDATIONS 206 
Probable Cause Found 164 
Continuation on Parole Recommended 42 

Although Valid Violation Determined 36 
No Valid Violation Determined 0 
Other . 6 

I nstitutiQnal Parole 'Officer activities fQr July, 1975 
are listed below by institution, indicating the number 
paroled and number ofpre-pilrole interviews held; 

Number 
Number Pre-parole 

Institution Paroled Interviews 

Jamesburg 8 8 
Annandale 73 66 
Bordentown 42 113 
Yardville 44 165 
State Prison 86 228 
CI in'ton 16 31 

107 



lOS 

-.r C'I '0 '0 to 
LI')('IOM 

li1. '" ""t ..
~ N 

. 0 - lI') V} lI') 
11)-01.1')('1") 

~oo~co 
~ ~ ~ 

'OO-~('Ir--. 
-('I\Q("')('I? 
~OOr-O\ 
('I~ N ('I~ ('I' 

.... .... 
U 
t: 
o 
U 
~ 
o 

U 
c6 
t: 
o 

o 0 '0 
('I 
~ 

o 0 ('I 
to 
~ 

o 0 ~ 

o 0 0 
0-
-.r 

o 0 "
LI') 

"-

o 0 M 
0-
('I 

('I to ('I 
M LI') ('I 

'0 ;:: .. 

~ 

C'I 
to 
~ 

~ - ... 
E ~ D 0 ~ 
o c 0' '0 c 
f- :J f- f- :J 

New Jersey CorrectiC?ns: 

Parole Services Recommendations' 

• All correctional service, of both a residential and 
non·residential nature, provided for offenders not in 
institutions should be integrated in the organization
al structure of the Department of Corrections. 

• The proposed single unit which delivers community
based sen'ices should be administrati'vely organized 
into Correctional Sen'ice Areas. 

• A rational system for classification of parole super
vision needs should be instituted. 

• The traditional caseload system for assignment to 
parole supervision should be replaced by a work-unit 
system. 

• The number of existing partial residency programs 
(such as prerelease or work release) should be in
creased in accord with -the' number of admissions 
from each Correcti()nal Service Area. 

Rationale for Parole Recor:nmenaa,tjoi'lS 

Based upon the preceding descriptive analysis of
New Jersey's existing parole agency, the Bureau of 
Parole, issues an(.l problem areas which shciu'ld-direct
the course of future plantled change can be delineated. 
The objectives of parole, its organizational structure, 
staffing, workloads, and service delivery patterns 
are all areas which shOUld be examined. These issues 
are outlined in the following section of this report. 

Purpose 

The purpose(s) which parole is intended to serve 
should determine its organizational, staffing, and 
programmatic structures. Unfortunately, the ob
jectives of the New Jersey system of parole, like those 
of many of its counterparts in other states, have never 

been specifically defined and stated in a manner ade
quate to operationalize the actions necessary to 
achieve them. The current New Jersey parole system 
appears to assume the traditional stance of attempt
ing to prevent renewed criminal behavior on the part 
of persons released from the state's prisons. Two pos
sible ways of achieving this basic goal are: (I) sur
veillance of parolees, essentially a law enforcement 
function; and (2) providing and/or obtaining neces
sary soc.ial services for parolees. When the same stuff 
p.erson is required to perform both of these parole 
functions, as is the case in the New Jersey parole sys
tem, conflicts frequently develop between the roles of 
"enforcer" and "helper." With the increasing empha
sis on reintegration of offenders into the community, 
parole is becoming an increasingly vital component 

. -_ of the corrections system. It is, therefore, appropriate 
to reexamine and articulate the purposes of parole 
in order to ensure their consistency with the goals of 
the total corrections system. 

Staffing Patterns 

Staff roles in the New Jersey parole system for the 
most part follow the pattern Common to traditional 
parole agencies. The "career ladder" of the Bureau 
extends from the Chief, who heads the agency, 
through the levels of Supervising Parole Officer, Dis
trict Parole Supervisor, Assistant District p'urole 
Supervisor, Senior. Parole Officer. Institutional 
Parole Officer, and Parole Officer. Parole Officers 
comprise the bulk of the staff and, as discussed above. 
serve the dlial functions of service and surveillance. 
Several specialized roles have been developed at and 
below the Senior Parole Officer level. Using federal 

lO9 
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funding every District has implemented an innovative 
program involving Community Resources Special
ists, drawn from the ranks of the Senior Parole Of
ficers. In some Districts, an additional Senior Parole 
Officer specializes in staff training and compilation 
of statistical data. Another specialized role within 
the Bureau is that of Institutional Parole Officers, 
who develop preparole plans and handle administra
tive functions related to release on parole. Though the 
regional approach of the Bureau's administrative 
structure represents a progressive step toward in
creased responsiveness to the needs of localities, staff 
role specialization in terms of direct service func
tions is only beginning to be explored by the Bureau. 

Linkage of the Bureau's operations to other re
source agencies is also of vital concern. This is cur
rently facilitated by the Community Resources Spe
cialists; in addition, personnel from other agencies 
maintain office hours in a few District offices in order 
to provide service to parolees. However, both of these 
efforts are quite limited in scope at this time. As the 
role of the parole office shifts to accommodate 
changes in goals for the parole system, close linkage 
of community agencies to the parole agency will be 
increasingly critical to effectively accomplish th~ 

reintegration of parolees into free society. Thus, ex
pansion of these programs and development of other 
innovative forms of coordination should be seriously 
considered. 

The Bureau's lack of orientation and training for 
new staff members, though fairly common among 
parole agencies in general, is also problematic. Only 
22% of staff responding to the Master Plan survey 
indicated that they received parole-related training 
prior to being employed by the Bureau. Limited in
service training in the form of workshops and special 
training sessions is available, but financial assis
tance for obtaining training outside the Bureau is 
severely restricted. Only a few Districts have a Senior 
Parole Ofricer Who focuses on staff training and, 
though Assistant District Parole Supervisors have 
staff training among their responsibilities, their pri
mary duty, which occupies most of their time. is 
considered to be case review. 

Workload 

The workload of parole staff is generally assigned 
in terms of caseload ratios. In 1974, the average 
parole caseload was 53 per officer. [n November, 
1975, actual caseloads of individual officers ranged 
from a low of 45 to a high of 76. In addition to case 
supervision, parole officers must complete many 
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types of reports; in FY 1975, an overburdening 59,254 
written reports were completed by parole officers. 
In that year, each parole officer completed an average 
of about 362 reports, or about 1.6 per working day. 
Combined with caseloads which are above levels rec
ommended by the National Council on Crime and 
Delinquency (35 cases per officer), this "paper-work
load" constitutes a considerable strain on parole staff 
resources. These figures are representative of reports 
filled out by Ii ne staff and do not include reports 
generated by administrative parole staff. 

A specific problem area affecting the workload of 
Supervising Parole Officers since 1972 is the probable 

. cause hearings that must be conducted prior to parole 
revocation. In July, 1975, the number of hearings held 
per Supervising Parole Officer ranged from four 
to sixty-three. The responsibility of conducting prob
able cause hearings draws time away from super
vision of District parole offices. Since indivlduul 
Supervising Parole Officers may interpret their prior
ities differently, some Districts may receive less su
pervision than others. 

Service Delivery 
New Jersey parolees are typically assigned to a 

supervision classification level after their initial inter
view with a parole officer. These levels range from 
intense to regular. quarterly, semi-annual, annual 
and recorded. They are defined only in terms of 
degree of surveillance required, not in terms of the 
quantity or type of services to be provided to the 
parolee. The assignment of a parolee to a super
vision level is at the discretion of the District offices. 
but the guidelines for assigning parolees to levels 
are quite vague. For example, intense supervision is 
assigned " ... to those cases requiring more intensive 
supervision than a regular case." while regular super
vision is assign('d ". ; . to those cases requiring less 
than intensive supervision." At a minimum, six 
months of "successful adjustment" are required 
before transfer to a lower level of supervision is 
possible, though what constitutes successful adjust
ment is not clearly or uniformly defined across 
Districts or individual officers. 

Currently, the assignment of parolees to officers is 
made on a strictly geographical basis. There are no 
systematic, routine procedures by which the needs 
of individual parolees can be matched to the special 
skills or expertise of officers. Geographic boundaries 
can be altered to equalize caseloads with regard to 
size or intensity of supervision required, but such ad
justments are not made regularly or frequently, so 

that caseloads, as mentioned above, show significant 
variability across officers. 

New Jersey parolees are required to abide by a 
lengthy list of conditions, to which still more "spe
cial" conditions may be added in individual cases. 
There are no fewer than four separate sets of parole 
conditions now in use for the several subgroups in the 
corrections system. Persons with minimum-maxi
mum sentences must abide by one set, women with in
determinate sentences another, and male and female 
youths still others. The varying number, specificity 
and content variety of parole conditions create real 
problems for supervising officers; differential enforce
ment of conditions is a predictable result. 

The Bureau has operated a partial residential facil
ity for parolees (PROOF) since 1969. It offers an al
ternative to reincarceration for parolees who have 
"exp'erienced a malfunction in parole adjustment." 
Occasionally, the program also accepts a maximum 
of two work-releasees from Rahway State Prison. 
The house has a maximum capacity of 15 residents, 
and all resident must be male, 16 or older, and have 
no record of arson, sex offenses, or serious psycho
logical problems. Though reported recidivism rates 
for PROOF participants are relatively high (34% 
arrested within one year of terminating residence). 
selection of nearly all residents of PROOF is based 
on poor adjustment on parole. The 34% recidivism 
rate, may, therefore. represent a substantial reduction 
in the proportion of recidivism that could be expected 
among this population without benefit of the PROOF 
program. During 1975, PROOF housed 130 parolees 
for an average stay of about one month each: this is 
less than one percent of the total statewide caseload. 
According to data collected in the Master Plan 
survey of New Jersey parolees, supervising officers 
judged fullv 17% as likelv to be definitelv unsuccess
ful on pa;ole. Clearlv 'PROOF, with' its severelv 
limited capacity, can~ot fill the evident need fo~ 
intensive services, especially for parolees not residing 
in or near Jersey City. 

The Bureau of Community Services is responsible 
for the operation of. two community service centers 
(CSC's) for adult males, and three C~mmunitv Treat
ment Centers (CTC's) for juvenile males. The former 
are intended to function as prerelease facilities for 
offenders within nine months of their release from 
prison. The latter function as alternatives to state 
commitment for juveniles. There is no formal struc
tural relationship between this Bureau and the Bureau 
of Parole although, at a functional level, coordination 

of the two Bureau's efforts would seem to be essen~ 
tial. 

In summary, New Jersey's Bureau of Pllirole faces 
the following set of major problem areas which re
quire positive action: 
I. The Bureau has not clearly articulated i\:s purpose 

and goals, thereby impeding the develqpment of 
the functions and activities necessury' to meet 
these objecti ves. 

2. The traditional purposes of parole entail inherent
ly conflicting dual roles. New purpose~rilust begin 
to evolve in line with the changing demaods on the 

. total corrections system. 
3. Staff roles follow traditional, generalized surveil

lance service delivery patterns, which clln I·essen 
the effectiveness of stuffin both spheres. . 

4. The lack of specific criteria for ,Issignment of 
parolees to supervision levels, and the use of an 
exclusively geographic case assignment strategy 
can create an unequal distribution of the workload 
across officers. 

5. There is no comprehensive, coordinatel~, state
wide system of partial residential facilitil~s which 
can meet the apparent need for both "halfway 
out" and "halfway in" programs. 

From the analysis of problems currently expe
rienced by the system, and knowledge of pr~)gressive 
correction standards, recommendationslfor the 
future development and improvement ol~ parole 
services in New Jersey can be formu'.ated. 

Though it is generally agreed that the basic 'purpose 
of parole is reduction of recidivism (though defini
tions of recidivism vary greatly), the specifiC ways 
in which this goal may be achieved are neither ob
vious nor widely recognized. The traditional' model 
of the generalist parole officer who performs ~Ioth the 
surveillance and the helping runctions creat~s con
flicts which may interfere with the parole agency's 
ability to attain its goals. New approaches td. parole 
have been developed and are being utilized in'lseveral 
jurisdictions which can alleviate these confli~~ts and 
may contribute to a greater effectiveness of p~kole in 
preventing future criminal behavior of persl:>ns re
leased from prison. Parole is an essential par~:i of any 
system of graduated release from state prisQ:ns; to
gether with work release facilities, it makes a,i, major 
contribution to the reintegrative function, a Plriniary 
goal of the corrections system.' 

It is proposed that the Bureau of Parole ~,nd the 
Bureau of Community Services be integratediiinto a 
single unit for the more efficie.nt delivery of ~;orrec-
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tional services to offenders outside of institutions. 
Such a unit would constitute a major administrative 
subunit for the Department of Corrections. 

The Division of Community Services is to have a 
regionally organized administration. The advantages 
of this regional approach to service delivery have been 
outlined in the context of the organizational recom
mendations. The National Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) points out that 
there is a "need for interlocal approaches to providing 
major public services." and that "the possibility of 
achieving economies of scale in the production of 
public goods and services has served a'i a strong in
centive for cooperation." 

The Bureau of Parole has already attempted to 
establish a regional administration of parole services 
through its nine districts. It is questionable, however. 
whether the "economies of scale" mentioned by the 
ACIR can truly be achieved with nine substate re
gions in a state as geographically small as New Jer
sey, which has only 21 counties in all: the largest 
existing parole district encompasses four counties, 
while the two smallest include only portions of a 
single county (Essex). Workload equalization seems 
to have been the guiding principle used in delineating 
district boundaries; the percentage of the total state
wide parole caseload found in each district ranges 
from 7 to IS percent with six out of the nine districts 
clustering at :~round 9 to 12 percent. Given that the 
percentage of parole caseload per county ranges from 
.3 to 23.7, it is apparent that district boundaries have 
been drawn to reduce this disparity as much as.possible. 

A regional approach'to service delivery must be 
based on principles of efficiency, economy, and feasi
bility. Unfortunately, as the ACIR poin~'<out, it has 
often been true that "political feasibility and accept
ability have varied inversely with effectiveness." In 
order to optimally balance these considerations, crite
ria for developing and defining substate regions must 
incorporate several interrelated factors: 

1. Existing local government boundaries (especially 
counties). 

2. Existing administrative and political affiliations. 
:1. Corrections workloads. 
4. Transportation and communications linkages, 
5. Demographic similarities (e.g., urban/rural, pop

ulation density). 
6. Available community services. 

Workload equalizatIOn, the guiding rationale for 
the present parole districts. is thus only o'ne of several 
factors which should playa part in determining re-
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gional service area boundaries. A regional system 
can quickly become administratively "top-heavy" 
when regions proliferate beyond an optimal number, 
In a state like New Jersey, which is small in geo
graphic area, it is difficult to justify the development 
of more than four or five substate regions. 

The accompanying map illustrates hypothetical 
regions for the Division of Community Services. The 
smalleSt of the five regions (3 and 4) contain three 
counties, while the largest (5) encompasses six coun
ties, Regions I and 3 comprise the urban belt of the 
state, with the highest population density and parole 
caseload per county. Regions 2,4 and 5 are relatively 
more rural, with scattered population centers and a 
smaller proportion of the parole workload. Thus. the 
proposed regions are homogeneous units with regard 
to their urban or rural character, I n addition, the two 
urban regions encompass roughly equivalent geo
graphical areas, while the three more suburban/rural 
regions are also of similar area; this minimizes nec
essary travel by the staff of each region. As will be 
discussed more fully in a later section, staffing pat
terns for parole services in urban areas can and should 
differ from parole staffing patterns in less densely 
populated regions, Maintaining urban and rural re
gions as separate service areas can facilitate develop
ment of these distinctive staffing patterns by en
abling regional administrators to focus on the service 
needs unique to their regions. One final advantage 
of this proposed five-region schema is its concordance 
with the probation service areas proposed by the 
Administrative Office of the Courts in its probation 
unification plan for New Jersey (only the placement 
of Mercer County is inconsistent with the AOC pro~ 
posal). 

Staffing Parole Services 

Some degree of staff role specialization in the pro
'posed Division of Community Services is recom
mended in the organizational section of this report. 
The need for a tripartite parole officer role special
ization, with case managers, assessment specialists, 
and program developers, is especially critical in the 
urban regions, where workload levels, in terms of 
cases to be supervised. reports to be developed, and 
community resources to be cultivated, are quite high. 
Case managers are seen as those who maintain re
sponsibility for an assigned caseload, while assess
ment specialists and program developers perform 
specialized functions which assist case managers in 
serv(ng the parolees in their caseloads. 

Too often; the day-to-day demands of case super-
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vision and crisis management do not allow generalist 
parole officers to devote time to critical assessment 
tasks or to community resource development. With 
staff specifically assigned to these functions, the 
overall efficiency and effectiveness of parole staff 
can be enhanced: New'Jersey is already experiment
ing with Community Resources Specialist positions 
in each parole district; this effort should be expanded, 
particularly in the urban regions of the state. The 
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals states that "a significant num
ber of parolees can do very well without much official 
supervision." In keer :'1g with this premise the role o{ 
parole staff is envolving from the more tr~ditional 
one of surveillance to that of service broker or re
source manager for most parolees. Program develop
ers can playa central part in effecting such a role 
shift by coordinating and facilitating linkages with 

other social service agencies. Parole agencies have 
also become aware of the necessity for developing 
adequate assessment techniques to identify those 
parolees requiring more intensive surveillance and! or 
services; assessment specialists, with expertise in 
this area, can assis( both case managers and the re
gional administrators in implementing a parolee 
classification system which maximizes the use of 
relatively scarce resources for those requiring the 
most service. 

Development of specialized staff roles will require 
increased training opportunities. There is potential 
for a career ladder which begins at the case manager 
position and allows promotion to the assessment 
specialist or program developer positions as further 
experience and training are acquired. Financial in
centives can also encourage parole staff to continue 
their training and education. 

Distributed by Region 

Total Region Region Region Region Region 
Hew Jersey 1 2 3 4 5 

N. J. POPULATION 
Percent 100 39.2 11.5 19.9 14.4 15 

ADMISSIONS TO 
N. J. SlATE 
INSTITUTIONS 

Percent 96.5 46 2.9 17 13 17.6 

N. J. JAIL 
POPULATION: 

Number 3881 1680 2fl3 708 555 725 
Percent 100 42 6 20 14 18 

N. J. PAROLE 
CASELOAD 

Number 7464 3581 280 1308 1047 1248 
Percent 100 48 3.9 17.5 14 16.6 

N. J. ADUL T 
PROBATION 
CASELOAD: 

Number 28248 13281 1889 5714 2562 4802 
Percent 100 46 8 20 9 17 

* Approximately 4% are admitted from out of state. 
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Parole Service Delivery 

Client Classification Systems 

One of the most pressing needs which the New 
Jersey Bureau of Parole faces is the refinement of 
its parolee classification system. Guidelines for 
assigning parolees to the six currently available levels 
of supervision are vague, and in some instances tauto
logical, providing little real guidance. If unwarranted 
abuses of discretionary decision-making are to be 
eliminated or curtailed in both sentencing and parole 
granting, then it will be necessary to insure that fair
ness and equity prevail in correctional classification 
systems as well. 

Relatively objective classification systems which 
permit parolees to be classified into various levels 
of parole supervision are being utilized in other juris
dictions. The three basic supervision types can be 
called intensive, regular, and mi.'\1imum; termination 
upon successful completion of the requirements of 
parole constitutes a fourth category. The criteria 
most typically used in such classification schemes 
include: 

l. Length of lime on parole (this criterion is alread\' 
used to some extent by the Bureau of Parole). . 

2. Performance on parole. 
3. Probability of Success on parole. 

Data on these factors was obtained in the Master 
Plan survey of New Jersey parolees and was used to 
~omputer-classify a IA05-person random sample 
IIlto three supervision levels and a termination cate
gory. Performance on parole was assessed using an 
itel~ which asked for the frequency and relative 
serIousness of any violations of parole which the 
parolee had committed. Probability of success on 
parole was measured using a scale developed in 
California to provide such classifications. This 
scale is reproduced in the table below. 

Add 
If arrest-free five or more years 16 
If no history of any opiate -use 13 
If no family criminal record 8 
If commit~ent offense not checks or burglary 13 
Take age at commitment times 0.6 
Add 21 for all cases 21 

3 times number of aliases 
Subtract 

5 times number of incarcerations 

Base Expectancy Score (BES) = 
Equals 

If Base 
Expectancy 

Score is: 

92-100 
73- 91 
63- 72 
44- 62 
34- 43 
15- 33 
0- 14 

Then the 
percen tage 0 f th a t 

score group with favorable 
outcomes after 

two years is; 

87% 
76% 
64% 
53% 
49% 
29'10 
14% 

All of the information utilized in cal~ulaLing the 
base expectancy score (BES) is provided on the ques
tionnaire. The scale was originally designed to predict 
parole success and is, therefore, normed on a sample 
of prisoners released after a period of incarcera
tion. It WOUld, therefore, be inappropriate to inter
pret scale scores on an absolute basis, especially 
for probationers. However, as a means to estimate the 
relative probability of success, under community 
supervision the scale does have demonstrated validity 
for California and for federal parolees and for pro~ 
bationers in Essex County, New Jersey. ft was devel
oped and tested originally through a two-year follow
up of groups of parolees who had been terminated 
from parole supervision. The correlation of the items 
on the scale and other data with the parolee's success 
or failure was determined, and the scale items were 
shown to be highly correlated, either negatively or 
positively, with the outcome of the cases after two 
years. (Thus, a client with a BES of 63 or more would 
have 64% or better estimated probability of success 
on community supervision.) Ideally, New Jersey 
should develop its own ri~k assessment [Jcale based 
on a follow-up study of New Jersey parolees, but the 
scale used provides a foundation on which further 
study can be based. In this report, the 64% probability 
of success is used as the dividing line between high 
and low expectancy of success; clients with a 64% or 
better BES are classified as relatively low-risk (of 
failure), while all others are classified as high-risk. 

The table below records the number of parolees 
from our sample whom we classified into different 
levels of supervision based on' a combination of 
length of time on parole, performance on parole, 
and probability of success on parole. For the purpose 
of this combination, the following definitions of these 
three factors were used: 

- Length of time on parole is divided into the first 
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six months, second six months, second year, and 
more than two years on parole. 

- Parole performance is described as good (no known 
violations), fair (occasional, non-serious viola
tions), doubtful (frequent non-serious v':oiations), 
or poor (serious violations), and 

- Probability of parole success is described in terms 
of eit.her a high or a low base expectancy score. 
In developing the table, parolees were classified 

into different levels of supervision according to the 
following rules: 

Parolees assigned to intem:e supervision included: 
- All parolees in their first six months on parole. 
- All parolees with continued poor parole perfol'-

mance and less than two years on parole 
... All parolees in their second six months on parole 

with fair or doubtful parole pe,formance 
- All parolees in their second year on parole with 

doubtful parole performance and low base expec
tancy scores 

- All parolees beyond their second year on parole 
with poor performance and low base expectancy 
scores 
Parolees assigned to regular supervision included: 

--All ptlrolees in their second six months with good 
parole performance 

Less than 
6 months 

INTENSIVE 

Six Months to 
One Year 

PERFORMANCE ON 
PAROLE 

/' "" 1 (2,3,4) 
REGULAR INTENSIVE 

Parolees 
Length of Stay 

on Parole 

1 to 2 Years 

)E\ 

- All parolees in their second year with either fair 
performance and low base expectancy scores or 
with doubtful performance and high base expec
tancy scores 

- All parolees beyond their second year on parole 
with poor performance and high base expectancy 
scort:s 

Parolees assigned to minimum supervision in
cluded: 
- Ail parolees in their second year on parole with 

either good or fair performance and high base ex
pectancy scores or with good performance and low 
base expectancy score 
Parolees terminated from parole included: 

- All parolees with more than two years on parole 
with good, fair, or doubtful performance 
The accompanying flow chart is a linear represen

tation of the classification process described above. 

Of the lAOS-person sample, 155 could not be clas
sified due to missing data. The following table illus
trates the results with the rl;mu;!1ing 1,250 persons. 

According to this classification system, about 
one-fifth of New Jersey's parolees could be termi
nuted from supervision, but of those ren: j ning on su
pervision, nearly 70% would require intensive su-

More than 
Two Years 

PERFORMANCE 

/ \ 
1,2,3 BES 

TERMINATION 

/~ 
>- 64% 

REGULAR 

> 64% <64% 

<64% 

INTEN
SIVE 

PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE 

/ /'\// ~ 
1,2 3 4 1 2 3,4 
MIN REG INT MIN REG INT 

PERFORMANCE ON PAROLE KEY 

1 = no known violations 
2 = occasional, non-serious violations 

3 = frequent non-serious violations 
4 = serious violations 
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pervision and services. This finding further underlies 
the need for developing specialized staff roles which 
will enable parole staff to provide these intensive 
services. 

Percent of 
Supervis ion Percent of Those Not 

Level Number Total Terminated 

Intensive 658 52.6 67 

Regular 216 17.3 22 

Minimum 109 8.7 11 

Terminate 267 21.4 

1,250 100.0 983 

Work Unit System 
Development of a work unit system for assignment 

of cases and other tasks to staff is crucial, to ensure 
as equitable a workload distribution as possible. Since 
intensive supervision of a parolee should entail more 
concentrated and time-consuming effort on the part 
of parole staff, the intensi ve cases should be weighted 
accordingly. I ntensive supervision requires not only 
increased surveillance, but also considerable efforts 
at service brokerage. Minimum supervision requires 
only a small commitment of time to record-keeping 
for surveillance purposes, and involves no service 
brokerage functions except at the specific request of 
the parole client: active intervention in a minimum 
supervision case should occur only if a crisis neces
sitates it. 

Therefore, using regular supervision as a normative 
stand~lrd wherein one regular supervision client is one 
work-unit, an intensive supervision client can be 
seen as constituting four work-units, and a minimum 
supervision client one-half of a work unit. Thus, 
if an optimal workload is set at 60 work units, a case 
manager could supervise and service 15 intensive su
pervision clients, 60 regular supervision clients, 120 
minimum supervision clients, or any combination of 
types of clients which yields a total workload of 60 
units. These numbers are offered simply as iltustra
tions of what is meant by a workload as opposed to 
a case load approach to parole supervision. As New 
Jersey develops explicit definitions of the surveillance 
and service requirements of each supervision level, 
work unit figures can be adjusted and weighted ac
cordingly. In addition, comparable work units for 
other tasks performed by parole staff (e.g., preparoie 
investigations and other reports) can be developed 
which will further facilitate equitable workload 
assignments. 

Using this work unit system applied to the approx-

imately 7,300 parolees under supervision at anyone 
time during 1973-74, and the percentages of persons 
at each supervision level as estimated from the use of 
the proposed c1assW,~ation system on the Master 
Plan sample, an estimate of the number of' parole 
staff required to adequately supervise the state-wide 
caseload can be obtained. First, about 20 percent of 
the 7,300, or 1,460, can be terminated using the 
classification system discussed previously. Of the 
5,840 remaining, 67%, or 3,912, would be intensive 
cases, 22 percent, or 1,285, would be regular cases, 
and II percent, Or 642, would be miniinum cases. 
This translates to a total workload of 17,254 work 
units. Depending on the number of work units felt 
to be optimal (and the number of resources avail
able) a more rational allocation process could be 
introduced into the system using this method. 

RelationShips to the Paroling Authorit~ 
Several aspects of the relationship of parole ser

vices to the parole decision-making authority should 
be redefined. The probable cause hearing workload 
places considerable demands on supervising parole 
officers; for example, in July, 1975, 206 probable 
cause hearings were requested. Supervising parole 
officers must devote a substantial proportion of their 
time to tasks other than supervising the operations of 
the district offices. The probable cause hearing work
load is large enough to justify the hiring of at least 
five full-time hearing officers whose only task would 
be to conduct probable cause hearings. Not only 
would this alleviate workload pressures of super
vising parole officers, but it would also provide a 
hearing process which is more clearly separate from 
parole services, since these hearing officers could be 
on the staff of the paroling authority. 

Preparole plans are developed by institutional 
parole officers for all prospective parolees. It is dif
ficult for these parole officers to anticipate when a 
youthful offender serving an indeterminate sentence 
is going to be eligible for parole, even though the yel 
Boards of Trustees has promulgated guidelines 
which are used to estimate the length of time a pris
oner will serve before becom ing eligible. 

If such indeterminate sentences are replaced by 
fixed maximum sentences, and parole grant is pre
sumed at first eligibility, then the erratic workloads 
and uncertainties of prepamle planning will be alle
viated. In the sentencing and parole decision-making 
model proposed in this Plan, the role of institutionul 
parole officers will become increasingly more critic&l, 
since they will constitute a primary linkage mecha-
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nism between the proposed Division of Community 
Services and the institutions within the Division of 
Institutional Services. For example, institutional job 
training programs may begin to become more inti
mately linked to job opportunities in the community 
through the combined efforts of the institutional 
parole officers, prograrn developers and case math 
agers. 

A final modi fication of the policies of the paroling 
authority which could greatly simplify the super
vision tasks of case managers is a reduction in the 
number of standard conditions of parole which every 
parolee is required to obey. The number and variety 
of parole conditions which are now applied to various. 
classes of parolees in New Jersey create an enforce
ment dilemma for supervising parole officers. The 
National Advisory Commission of Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals recommends in its Standard 
12.,7 that parole conditions should be reduced "tll an 
absolute minimum, retaining only those critical in the 
individual case" and thal an "effective means of 
enforcing the conditions established should be pro
vided." 
Partial Residence Programs 

Work release programs. operated in m1l11lnum 
security residential settings in the communities to 
which prisoners return on parole, can provide un 
extremely valuable resource for easing a ne\\ re
leasee's transition from prison to the free societv. 
New Jersey's Bureau of Community Services has at
tempted t9 initiate development of such "prerelease" 
settings, but to date only a very small proportion of 
prisoners have an opportunity to participate in work 
release prior to being paroled. It is probably not 
essential for all prisoners to participate in such a work 
release program, but opportunities should be avail
able to a substantial proportion of both male and fe
male inmates. Placement in a work release facility 
for up to nine months prior to release on parole 
could comprise a vita I step in a graduated release 
program fDr inmates evaluated as needing intensive 
services. Such a graduated-release program has spe
cial value for New Jersey, where a majority of the 
current parole caseload can be classified as requiring. 
intensive supervision. 

New Jersey should commit itself to developing a 
number of partial residence programs located 
throughout the state. The actual number and location 
to be developed should be determined by the propor
tion of admiSSions f[,,(lIn the Correctional Service 
Areas. Using. the hypothetical areas previously 
suggested, admission data would indicate that Area 

llH 

1 should develop 16 such centers, Area 2 should devel
op 2 centers, Area 3 should develOp 6 centers, Area 
4 should develop 5 centers and Area 5 should develop 
6 centers. Such centers would be appropriate for any 
correctional service delivery system recommended. 
There is also a need for short-term residential alter
natives, similar to the existing PROOF program, for 
parolees experiencing adjustment difficulty. The net
work of work release I'acilities developed for the pre
release function could provide space for parolees 

needing such a "halfway-in" placement. Such factors 
as community attitudes, availability of appropriate 
facilities, and number of beds required for halfway-in 
parolees should determine whether the work release 
facilities should be multi-purpose or whether two 
separate networks of partial residential facilities 
should be developed. 

fn considering the expansion of comm unity correc
tions programs, special note should be made of the 
critical importance or community acceptance. Dur
ing 1975, a number of serIOUS incidents involving 
offenders on furlough led to a very sharp restriction 
in the selection criteria for offenders who could be 
released to furlough or assigned to the work release 
program. As a result, offenders on work release or 
011 furlough dropped from 361 in December of 1975 
to lOS in December of 1976. Primarily as a result of 
this restriction, the totul number of offenders in 
partial residence programs of the Department of Cor
rections dropped from 50 I in December of 1975 to 
301 in December of 1976, 

As of December 31, 1976, the count of 301 offend
ers in Community Corrections programs of the New 
Jersey Department of Corrections included 141 of
fenders in half way in programs and 160 offenders in 
half way out programs. 

The 14\ offenders in halfway-in programs included 
• 12 adult offenders at the Camden Service Cen

ter, 
• 69 juveniles in three Community Treatment 

Centers, and 
• 60 sixteen and seventeen-year-olds at four 

Residential Group Centers 
The 160 offenders in hulf way out programs in

cluded 
• 43 offenders in two Community Service Centers 

for Adults, 
• 87 offenders on work release, 
• 12 offenders in the Bureau of Parolc's Proof 

House (half-way back in), and 
• 18 inmates on furlough 
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New Jersey Corrections: 

Description Of Probation Services· 

This section discusses the organization and nature 
of probation services. It is based on interviews with 
probation staff in the Administrative Office of the 
Courts and the county probation offices. In addition. 
a survey was conducted to gather information on a 
1090 statewide sample of probationers. 

INTRODUCTION 
This report on the New Jersey probation system 

was undertaken as a part of the Correctional Master 
Plan Project. The objective was to survey probation 
operations as a part of the State's total correctional 
system. The survey undertaken makes possible an 
evaluative description of the system based primarily 
on county-by-ccunty visits and interviews with the 
chief probation officer and/or the deputy. County 
interviews included a request to have each probation 
officer complete a detailed prolile on a 10 percent 
sample of his/her existing caseload of adult (exclud
ing 'juveniles) probationers, These two sources
the county interviews and the probation profile analy
ses- provide the bulk of the operational data and in
formation for this report. 

The value of this data is enhanced if caution is used 
in interpreting statistics concerning individual 
counties where the'sample number of probationers 
was small (I.e. Burlington, Cape May, Cumberland, 
Gloucester, and Somerset each contains less than 2% 
of the state probationers, and HUnterdon, Salem, 
Sussex, and Warren each contain less than 1 %.) 

A National Prospective on the Probation 
Function 

The National Advisory Commission on Criminal 

Justice Standards and Goals, in actord with earlier 
recommendations developed from the \950's onward, 
emphasizes the need for expanded use of probation 
as an alternative disposition to institutionalization. 
The rising rate of crime, high costs of institutionaliza
tion, difficulties of reintegration into the commun
ity, and overall failure of the social and criminal 
justice systems to respond effectively to these defi
ciencies, have led to the need for appropriately fund
ed and manned probation services. The Commission 
states that probation has failed in reaching its potent
ial due to two major factors - (1) the lack of a system 
for selecting who should receive probation and (2) 
the lack of the necessary support and services to pro
bationers. Currently, overcrowded jails, tight correc
tions budgets and limited, inadequate probation ser
vices exist. The Commission's general observation is 
that probation is not adequately structured, financed, 
staffed or eql.1ipped with necessary resources. A major 
shift of money and manpower to probation as a com
munity-based corrections service is viewed as a 
national objective and requirement to facilitate the 
use of probation as a preferred disposition. The shift 
may also require strengthening the posi tion of pro
bation in the framework of government, defir.ing 
upgraded goals and objectives for the probation sys
tem, and developing an organization that can meet 
such objectives.' 

Placement of probation within a governmental 
framework varies among the states and remains an 
area of controversy. The two main issues are (\) 
its organizational structure and location, and (2) 
the nature of its services. In all states, correction 
components and subsystems operate within the execu-
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tive branch, sometimes in the judicial branch, and 
sometimes under mixed arrangements. On the state/ 
loca I control issue, state governments operate most 
subsystems of corrections, except for probation. jails 
and some juvenile detention facilities which have 
varying organizational patterns. 

The National Advisory COlnmission suggests that 
arguments for unifying probation are more persua
sive. Advantages cited are: it would facilitate a more 
rational and standardized allocation of probation 
staff services, increase the possibility of interaction 
and administrative coordination with corrections 
and allied human services, increase administrative. 
and political access to the budget process and estr.b
lishment of priorities, and provide for the courts a 
uniform level of community supervision fDr thost' 
offenders not incarcerated, thus making pu5sible 
an expanded use of probation supervision for of
fenders. 

On the state vs. local issue, the National Advisorv 
Commission states that uniformity in probation c~~ 
be best achieved when there is a unified and 'state
administered probation system. The tremendous vari
ations in local agencies (resources, staff. etc.) would 
be evened out, and the lack of strong. consistent lead
ership and supervision, which often is observed in lo
cally controlled. probation agencies. would be correct
ed. Moreover, a unified state-administered probation 
system can more easily organize and respond to the 
needs of a particular locality or region without being 
overly influenced by local pulitical options and im
pediments. New programs can be devised and imple
mented without requiring additional approval by lo
cal pOlitical bodies. Greater assurance is provided 
that uniform accountability on goals and objectives 
can be met, and that uniform policies and procedures 
can be developed. Also, more efficiency in the dispo
sition of resources is assured because all staff mem
bers are state employees and a larger agency can 
make more flexible use of manpower, funds, and 
other resources. 

A major problem which has prevented the effective 
development of probation is that the service goal has 
never been clearly delineated or given the priority 
which it required. Local control of probation fre
quently produces an emphasis on non-supervision 
aspects of probation to the extent that programs of 
supervision of offenders are insufficiently staffed and 
supported. The unifica tion of these functions, as de
scribed above. would improve this situation in that 
standards of probation service delivery would be es-
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tablished for the entire state based on an objective 
consideration of need. 

Furthermore, there is often inadequate differentia
tion between services to be provided by probation and 
those that should be provided by other agencies such 
as mental health. employment, housing, education 
and public and private welfare agencies. Manv 
agencies do not want to be associated with offender~. 
Probation administrators lack influence and funds to 
procure these other services and therefore are forced 
to expand their own roles and services. This leads 
to duplication and a negative categorization of ser
vices and inhibits the reintegration of probationers 
into the community. Probation agencies are also 
known to assume responsibilities and functions 
unrelated to probation, thus further stretching pro
bation agency effectiveness in providing basic ser
vices to the probationer. 

The Nadonal Commission points out that servil:,es 
to probationers are complicated by an overempha
sized casework approach which features the officer's 
complete control of the case. Greater attention must 
be given to classifying probationers and establishing 
workloads, as opposed to caseloads. 

Difficulties may 'also arise from the lack of a 
framework or guidelines for probation decisions and 
a lack of statutorily designated responsibility. 
Depending on the role orientation of the pr"bation 
agency, varying decisions are made about and 
for the probationer. The Commission places emphasis 
on the classification - rather than the traditional 
"treatment" - of offenders and/ or their needs and the 
development of appropriate service programs. 

At the operational level, the Commission summar
izes seven basic objectives to achieve a more effective 
probation service delivery system: 

• development of a goal-oriented service ddivery 
system 

• identification of service needs of probationers 
systematically and periodically, amd specifica
tion of measurable objectives based on priorities 
and needs assessment 

II differentiation between those services that the 
probation system should provide and those that 
should be provided by other resources 

• organization of the system to deliver services in
cluding purchase of services for probationers and 
organization of staff around' workloads . 

• movement of probation staff from courthouses' to 
residential areas and the development of servioe 
centers for probationers. 
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• redefinition of the role of probation officer from 
caseworker to community resource manager 

• provision of services to misdemeanants 

In the area of personnel, the Commission's report 
emphasizes that probation services will require more 
trained staff if probation is to be increased in use as 
an effective sentencing disposition. An undergraduate 
degree is recommended as the standard educational 
requirement for entry-level professiona I probation 
work. There is also a need and place for persons who 
do not have such educational background. Probation 

has lagged in the area of using paraprofessionals for 
tasks traditionally assigned to professionals. In pro
bation, the shift from the casework model to the one ': 
based on offender classification should encourage' <! 

such use of personnel. .. , 
The importance of volunteers. the necessity of 

developing a system in the probation agency for ad
vancement, rather than the current promotion to an 
administrative or supervisory job, are highlighted. 
The Commission emphasizes that this responsibility 
for 'manpower planning and utilization, including 
staff development, should rest with the State. 

Organization At The State Level 

The Administrative Office of the Courts 
An operational analysis of probation in New Jer

sey, unlike parole, is made difficult by the lack of a 
central, visible gov,:rnmental agency responsible for 
administration of all probation functions. Probation 
is essentially a county function. Yet. there isa central 
state judicial agency, the Administrative Office of the 
Courts (AOC) which has speQific coordinating re
sponsibilities. Probation services, as a unit, came 
into its own within the AOC in the earlv 1970's. An 
overview ·of this central state stnlCture -is necessary 
in o;der to establish a backdrop for the county op
eratIOnal analysis. 

Organizationally. in New Jersey, probation is a 
function of the courts at State and county levels. 
Within the AOC. the administrative arm of the State 
Supreme Court, the unit responsible for probation 
services supervision and coordination is the Probation 
Services Unit direcled by an Assistant Director for 
Probation. The Probatio-n Unit lies within the Divi
sion of Criminal Practice of the AOe. Within the 
probation unit itself there Ure three distinct divi
sions which will be described further on in this report. 

The hierarchy of judicial involvement with the pro
bation system is as follows. ·New Jersey is'divided into 
12 ~icinages each having an Assignment Judge •. This 
~sslgnment Judge, a judge of the Superior COllrt, 
IS responsible for the administrative responsibilites 
a~d benchtime of the county judges. One of the ad
ministrative responsibilites is the selection of the 
PrObation Liaison Judge, a co~nty court judge who 
acts as liaison between the state and county court 

system and the county probation department. The 
Probation Liaison Judge can report directly to the 
Assignment Judge. Also attached to the Assignment 
Judge's office is a trial court administrator for each 
vicinage. In some counties, the trial court administra
tor is involved in the probation function, although 
the duties and responsibilities of this recently created 
position (1972) are statutorily undefined. 

Although coordination and administrative respon
sibility for probation lie with the AOC, each of the 
21 counties in New Jersey. has an independently.op-. 
erated and financed probation department. Each 
county probation department., in accordance with 
statutory requirements, Supreme Court rules and 
judicial policy. organizes services to meet the needs 
of the courts and communities within its county jur-
isdiction. . 

New Jersey Statutes Governing Probation 
The legal bases for the probation function state

wide are set forth in two bodies oflegal regulalions
the New Jersey Statutes and the Court Rules. A sum
mqry of the statutes fo Hows: 

I. There shall be a state office to be known us the 
Administrative Office of the Courts with an 'ad- . 
ministrative director and u deputyadministrittive . 
director, both appointed by the Chief Justice of 
Supreme Court. Both directors must be residents •. "'.> . 

the State fot nOlless than three yellrs immediately 
prior to their appointment. Their compensation. 
duties and functions are fixed by the Chief -Jus-
tice or as otherwise. provided by hlW. (NJS 2A: 
12-1) '. 
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2. The director of the AOe, with the approval of the 
Chief Justice, shall appoint and fix the salaries of 
the employees needed to perform the duties of the 
director, unrestricted by Civil Service regulations. 
(NJS 2A: I 2-2) 

3. Probation officers, when directed by the court, 
shall fully investigate and report to the court in 
writing on the circumstances of the offense, crim
ina! r~cord, social history and present condition 
of any person charged with or convicted of a crime 
or offense,and, whenever desirable and facilities 
exist, they may also obtain H physical and mental 
examination of stich person and report the findings 
to the court prior to disposition or sentence by tne 
court. (NJS 2A: 168-3) 

4. The chief probation officer is appointed by judges 
of the county court. The judges can also appoint. 
on the application of the chief probation officer, 
probation officers as may be necessary. Before any 
order appointing any additional probation offi
cers is made by the judges, a notice of the upcom
ing order shall be given to the board of freeholders 
of the county and they will have the opportunity to 
hear the reU50ns necessitating the additional pro
bation officers. All probation officers must be 
appointed in accordance with rules and regulations 
set by the Civil Service Commission. (NJS 2A: 
168-5 ) 

5. The chief probation officer has genera! supervision 
of probation work under the direction of the court. 
He may appoint such other employees as may be 
necessary to carry out the probation service, but 
tbe am~unt exp;nded for probation cannot ex
ceed the amount appropriated for probation in the 
annual county budget. The chief probation officer 
can make rules and regulations with respect to the 
management and conduct of probation officers 
and other employees as may be authorized by the 
judge or judges of the county court. (NJS 2A:168-
7) 

. 6. Salaries of a chief probation officer or probation 
officers are set bv the judges. Before this action, 
notice of the tim~ and place of this order shall be 
given to the board of freeholders of the county 
who are given the opportunity to be heard upon 
this issue. The necessary and reasonable expenses 
of probation officers are also paid for out of the 
county treasury. The salaries of employees ap
pointed by the chief probation officer are fixed by 
by the board of freeholders in accordance with 
s~hedules of the Civil Service Commission and 
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paid in the same manner as the salaries of the 
probation officers. (NJS 2A: 168-8) 

7. The county court judges appoint and determine the 
compensation of temporary probation officers in 
the case of the absence or disqualification of any 
probation officer. (NJS 2A: 168-9) 

8. Probation officers shall have the powers of con
stables in the execution of their duties. The duties 
of pr\1bation officers include: 
• to make such investigations and reports under 

sections 168-3 and 168-13 of this title as may be 
required by the judge or judges of any court 
having jurisdiction within the counly for which 
the officer is appointed 

• to receive under their supervision, on request of -
the court having jurisdiction, any person or
dered to pay any sum for alimony or support 
in an order or judgment entered in a matrimo
nial action 

• to receive under supervision any person placed 
on probation by any court within the county for 
which the officer is appointed 

• to collect from persons under their supervision 
such payments as may be ordered by the court 
so to be made, and disburse the money so 
received under the direction of the court 

• to furnish each person under their supervision 
with a statement of the conditions of his pro
bation and to instruct him regarding them 

• to keep detailed records of all the work done 
• to keep accurate and complete accounts of all 

money collected and disbursed, and to give and 
obtain receipts therefore 

• to make such reports to the court~ as they may 
require. 

9. The chief probation officer of each county shall, 
when requested by the superior court, immediately 
investigate and furnish to the court all necessary 
and available information and data concerning 
persons in the probation officer's county who are 
subjects of or legally interested in any matrimon
ial action in that court or in any proceeding dir
ectly or indirectly involving the custody of infants. 
Upon order by the superior court, the ch ief proba
tion officer shall investigate the financial status 
of applicants seeking relief through forma pauperis 
petitions. The superior court may also order pay
ments of alimony or support to be made in proper 
cases through the chief probation officer, who 
shall distribute such payments as directed by the 
court. The superior court is empowered and uu-

thorized formally to request and require such in
vestigations and information from any chief pro
bation officer as may be necessary to effectuate 
the provisions of this section, and such requests 
may be made at any time and at any stage of any 
proceeding pending in the superior court. The 
court shall also have the discretionary power in 
actions involving the custody of infants, to file a 
certified copy of its order or judgement with the 
chief probation officer of the county or counties 
where the child or children reside, with a direction 
therein to make periodic reports to the court as 
to the status of the custody. (NJS 2A:168-13) 

Court Rules Governing the Probation 
Functions 
I. The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court is respon

sible for the administration of all courts in the 
State. He appoints the Administrati ve Director 
of the Courts to serve at his pleasure. The Chief 
Justice shall designate a judge of the Superior 
Court as Assignment Judge for each county and a 
judge of each multiple-judge county district court 
and juvenile and domestic relations court as pre
siding judge of such court, to serve at his pleasure. 
(Rule 1 :33-1) 

2. The administrative Director of the Courts shall be 
generally responsible for the enforcement of the 
rules, policies and directives of the Supreme Court 
and the Chief Justice relating to matters of admin
istration and shall perform such other functions 
and duties as may be assigned him by the Chief 
Justice or by rule of the Supreme Court. (Rule 
1:33-2) 

3. The Assignment Judge, subject to the directiOl} 01' 
the Chief Justice or rule of the Supreme Court, 
is responsible ror the administration- of ClvlI and 
criminal justice and for the administration of all 
courts in the county for which he is the Assign
ment Judge. Although there are no specific rules 
relating to probation, the Assignment Judge is 
responsible for the administration of criminal jus
tice, under which probation falls. (Rule 1:33-3) 

4. Probation officers and volunt~ers in probation 
shall be appointed in accordance with standards 
fixed by the Supreme Court. All probation officers 
and volunteers in probation shall be responsible 
to and under the supervision of the Chief Proba
(ion Officer of the county who shall be responsi
ble to'and under the supervision of the judge of the 
cuunty court, or in counties having more than one 
judge of the county court, the county court judge 
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designated by the Assignment Judge to be 
responsible for the administration of the proba
tion department in the county in- accordance with 
applicable statutes, rules of the Supreme Court, 
and directives of the Chief Justice, the Adminis
trative Director of the Courts, and the Assign~ 
mentJudge of the County. (Rule 1 :34-4) 

The Development and Programs of the AOC 
Probation Unit 

Probation, as a single office operatio\1, began in 
New Jersey in Hoboken in 1901. As described in an 
AOC report, the growth of probation was more of u 
response to ~n emerging need " ... rather than as the 
structured development of a well-defined concept." 
In the 1960's, the AOC began to playa greater role 
in the operations of probation - plan ning, policy
making, consultation -which led to the creation. in 
1972, of a Research & Development Service within 
the AOC. The objective of this unit was to aid in 
bringing about improvement in service operations. 

The Probation Research & Development Unil, 
which was brought into existence with a state match
ing appropriation and State Law Enforcement Plan
ning Agency funds, provides three primary services: 
(l) an information system, Probation Administration 
Management System (PAMS), (2) ongoing consulta
tive assistance to county probation departments to 
further the development and implementation of 
model programs and probation standards; and (3) the 
development of operational models for the improve
ment of probr:ttion services. Tt:.e PAMS has two basic 
components: (1-) a Monthly Statistical Reporting Sys
tem (MSRS) and (2) a Personnel Inventory Manage
ment System (PIMS). The Monihly Statistic,q 
Reporting System assembles summary data re2 
ceived from county departments on the numbers of 
persons supervised, th~ number of investigations, and 
thertumbers of defendants awaiting disposition over 
two months due to a presentence investigation' 
which is incomplete or· which has not been reported 
to the Court. Data -for the PIMS is collected on a 
form which gives each employee's name, social secu
rity number, address, phone number, sex, date of 
birth, marital status, military service status, educa
tion, special education and training programs, out
side employment, related criminal justice experience 
and probation experience. 

Future objectives for the Research & Development 
U nit consist of a comprehensive, computertized 
PAMS system of which MSRS and PIMS are the 
initial steps. The Unit has recommended that the 
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new system concern itself with the following: 
I. the bail population and activities 
2. the sentenced population 
3. the probation population 
4. the probation personnel 
5. probation programs and activities/goals and ob

jectives 
6. fiscal data and budgetary issues. 

In addition to the information system, the Re
search and Development Unit develops operational 
models and provides technical assistance to counties 
which includes specialized reports on a wide range 
of probation issues. Research & Development als? 
operates the Discretionary Service Purchase Pro
gram, a Law Enforcemt:nt Assistance Administration 
(LEAA) funded program to provide emergency s,er
vices to probationers through the counties. 

The Training Unit of Probation has as its major 
goals " ... to upgrade, intensify and expand client 
services; to help the probation officer attain the 
knowledge, skills and attitudes requisite to effective 
job performance, and to involve all levels of proba
tion staff in some type of formal probation training." 
Fulfilling these goals, the Unit provides (1) all proba
tion personnel with the option of taking on-the-job 
courses and (2) scholarships through the Educational 
Scholil.fship Fund, by which probation personnel can 
take graduate, undergraduate, and specialized 
courses at colleges throughout the st~te. 

. In April 1974, a grant from SLEPA made possible 
the appointment of a Coordinator of Volunteers. The 
Coordina tor (l) promotes the use of volunteers, (2) 
sqrveys and gathers data concerning the existing 
volunteer programs, (3) provides consultative ser
vices to county probation departments planning 
volunteer programs, and (4) develops model projects 
for implementation in improving volunteer services. 
Volunteer programs existed in 13 counties at the end 
of the 1973-74 court year; the first one began opera
tion in December 1970. Volunteers are involved pri
marily in one to one counseling but also perform cler
ical f~nclions, job deVelopment and other related ser
vices in some counties. Volunteers to be involved in 
counseling are asked to commit themselves for one 
year to the program consisting of training, case 
assignment, regular meetings with the offender and 
ongoing contacts with the volunteer supervisor. 

County Organization Plans 
County organization and staffing persons vary 

widely among the 21 counties. The patterns will be 

described in the county-by-county analysis. County 
organization has been influenced by a plan developed 
by the AOC in 1964 (revised in 1966). This plan was 
developed primarily by the AOC und the Department 
of Civil Service, with consultation from county court 
judges and chief probation officers. The counties 
were grouped into six different organizational cate
gories (A-F), based essentially on their respective 
populations- with some emphasis on service de
mands. 

A = Essex 
B '''' Bergen, Hudson, Passaic 
C'= Union, Middlesex 
D = Camden, Monmouth, Mercer, Morris, 

Burlington 
E = Atlantic, Somerset, Gloucester, Ocean. 

Cumberland 
F = Warren, Salem, Hunterdon, Sussex, Cape May 

Although the survey showed that the plan is either 
01solete or unused, it has played a part in the dev~~I
opment of the current patterns or organizution. 

SURVEY OF COUNTY PROBATION 
OPERATIONS 

As previously mentioned, the operational surve) 
of county probation operations was based on a visit 
to each county and structured persona I interviews 
with the Chief county probation officer andlor his 
deputy. A special questionnaire was constructed 
for the purpose and covers (I) organization. staffing. 
and personnel, (2) court-county relationships, (3) 

operations, (4) work assignment patterns and super
vision, (5) community services and relationships. 
(6) performance. The following sections are based 
on an analysis of questionnaire responses and related 
material provided by the county. 

Organization of Services 
County Probation Departments are responsible to 

a Liaison Judge appointed from each county by u 
state court designated 'Assignment Judge. A Chief 
Probation Officer presides as department head in 
each of the counties. Regardless of county size, there 
are basically three distinct divisions characteristic 
of each county probation department. They include 
an Adult Division, a Juvenile Division. und a Family 
or Domestic Relations Division. 

Under the Chief Probation Officer (CPO), there 
are seven position classifications which are used 
throughout the state. Although not all counties have 
staff positions uhder each of the titles. the positions 
are: 

Assistant Chief Probation Officer 
Principal Probation Officer I 
Principal Probation Officer II 
Senior Probation Officer 
Probation Officer 
Senior Investigator 
Investigator 

(ACPO) 
(PPOI) 
(PPOIl) 
(SPO) 
(PO) 

Tn the smaller counties, ACPO's and PPO I's are 
lacking. PPO I I's generally assume administrative 
respolll';ibilities, while SPO's are designated as super
visors. [n Gloucester County. for instance, PPO II's 
administer Adult Crim:nal. Juvenile and Domestic 
Relations Divisions. In Sussex County, one PPO I I 
is given great administrative latitude. which combines 
direct supervision of the Adult Division headed by an 
SPO and indirect supervision of the juvenile and 
Family Divisions (where two POs serve as acting 
supervisors). In two of the smallest counties (Hunter
don ;\nd Cape May), there are no PPO II's at all. 
Here, the CPO has direct control over the divisions, 
each of which is immediately accountable to either a 
SPO ora PO. 

In the larger (~ounties. there are more elaborate 
organizational structures. This is partly due to a 
brclIkdown into many functional units and the exis
tence of branch offices. These more populous counties 
also have at least one ACPO. In Essex County, there 
are five ACPO's. each assigned to one of the four 
branches and a Special Projects U nit. I n Passaic 
County, there is a First ACPO. who is Executive 
Assistant for Administrative Services, Training and 
Resource Development, Personnel. Plant Facility 
Management. etc.; and an ACPO. who is Chief of 
operations for the Family Division, Juvenile Divi
sion. and Division of Special Services. I n most cases, 
therc is also an Administrative Division. 

The inclusion of recently evolved probation func
tions and services has been handled in various ways. 
In counties providing a large number of these "spec. 
ial services" (e.g.. Essex. Bergen. Hudson, and 
P,\ssaic), there are separate divisions or branches, 
which oversee a wide range of programs. Depending 
on the individual county, Divisions of Special Ser
vices might include: Alcoholic Rehabilitation and 
Remission Units, Volunteer Programs, Job Banks. 
Pre-trial Intervention. Narcotics Programs. Bail 
Programs. Urine Drug Monitoring, Adult-Male Sec
tion, and Juvenile and Female Sections. 

Intake Projects in the larger counties are generally 
managed as separate units. However, Bail. PTI. and 
Volunteer Programs are not handled in any system
atic manner. In Camden. Essex, and Morris Counties, 

Volunteer Services are organized as a distinct proba
tion unit; while in Bergen and Middlesex CQunties, 
Volunteers are coordinated as part of a Division of 
Special Services. Pre-trial services are also lr~ated 
differently, ranging from inclusion within the Adult 
Division (as in Bergen and Middlesex Cuunties) to 
separate status under the authority of directc,rs lInd 
POs. 

In sum, most counties indicate a funclion:\l basis 
for organization and there does not appear tobe too 
much overlapping. As stated by one county, thereis 
a practical chain of command. with PPOs exerc!ising a 
good deal of authority. 

The growth in regular and new probation fu(\ctions 
has created a need for additional supervision. A basic 
concern of many CPOs has been the need for more 
supervisory personnel. In the smaller counties. inade
quate staff and funds were cited as the major prob
lems. In one county, improvement was claimed to 
depend upon staff expansion. 

Some personnel problems were also reble(i. The 
primary weakness in one county was said to involve 
the training and experience ofsupervi:;ors. In Mother, 
Noblems were associated with a lack of petsonnel 
'.raining and motivation. In terms of promotion pos
sibilities, one county maintained thut no real chl1nnels 
existed; therefore, the SPO has been used as a promo
tion position. Conversely, in another county,condi
tions for promotion were not believed to be stringent 
enough for a "complex organization". 

Although probation was originally conceived as a 
court-system service, its present organization has 
been affected by SLEPA grunts. As a result. argani~ 
zation and staffing have developed along mor~ spe
cialized lines. For the most part, currently operating 
organization plans highly resemble those ~rovided by 
the state AOC. The major difference is in the \'ecent 
proliferation of auxiliary services. These Special 
Services include: a Narcotics Division. Pre"Triul 
Intervention, Job Banks, Volunteer Programs. and 
Alcoholic Rehabilitation Units. 

The growth in reglliar and new functions (such as 
Bail. ROR, Juvenile Intake and PTI) has call~ld for 
a plan according to fUnctional divisions. Even tHough 
the plans are outdated. present ones follow a sir:nilar, 
but non-specific. structure. 

Differences among county units are not lacking, 
however. The major variations in organizationQl de
sign relate to differences in the handling of such rel
atively new services as pre-trial functions. bail-ROR. 
and Juvenile Intake. Even among the three largest 
counties. significant structural differences in these 
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areas can be found. Although the organization plans 
are based on territorial considerations (in line with 
branch-office operations). there are differences in 
supervision of services. For instances, in one county, 
pre-trial services are under the direct supervision of 
the court. but the workers are assigned to the Pro
bation Department for purposes of pay and personnel 
services. On the other hand. in another county, the 
pre-trial unit is responsible to a Principal Probation 
Officer II. And in a third county, a Principal Proba
tion Officer I administers pre-trial services, with some 
supervisory authority given to a PPO II. Supervision 
of the Bail Unit is another indication of worker de
tachment. In one instance, the Court Administrator' 
serves as the direct supervisor, although, as before, 
personnel are assigned to Probation for pay and 
personnel purposes. I n contrast, the Bail Program 
may be administered by an Assistant CPO working 
out of the Central Criminal Branch. One county in
corporates ROR·Bail in the Adult Division, under 
a PPO I; whUe a Senior PO, accountable to a PPO II, 
supervises ~ail in another county. 

One further difference is in the supervision of Ju
venile Intake. In one county, the Juvenile Court 
Judge is the direct supervisor, while workers are again 
assigned to Probation for the above reasons. In 
another county, the Juvenile Intake Project is an ad
junct of the Office of Chief Probatio;, Officer and a 
PPO I sup(~rvises. Juvenile Intake in a third county 
is supervised by a PPO II. The following charts. from 
thl! 1974-1975 Administrative Office of the Courts 
Annual Report, summarize probation personnel data. 

The data ,~how a fairly wide variation in entrance 
salaries and salary range within each position among 
the various counties. In general, the variation among 
counties in terms of salary amounts, is greatest in the 
higher-level positions and narrows somewhat in the 
lower four positions. There are some indications that 
entrance salaries tend to decrease in smaller size 
counties, but this characteristic is not consistent and 
there are notable exceptions. For example, the highest 
entrance salary paid to a Chief Probation Officer was 
reported by Mercer County which ranks 1 I th in size. 
An Assistant Chief Probation Officer in another 
county (Hudson) is at a salary level much higher than 
the same position in any other county. There also was 
a variation in salary ranges for the indicated positions 
among the various counties. These entrance sal
ary data, ranges and numbers of personnel were as 
reported during the interviews or were extracted from 
information provided by the counties. Interpretations 
of the data had to be made in some instances so that 
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exact precIsIon, particularly in the entrance salary 
or range established, cannot be assured. Nonetheless, 
it is clear that there exists a significantly wide varia
tion in entrance salaries and salary mnges among 
the countks. These variations do not seem to be as
sociated with population size. 

General evaluation of probation personnel 
systems 

Each county rated the following aspects of its 
probation personnel system: job classification, pay 
scales, job specifications and qualifications, recruit
ment, eligibility exams, performance rating, termina
tion and discharge, training. The rating choices were: 
(I) inferior, (2) needs revision or improvement, (3) 
adequate, and (4) superior: 

• All counties rated their job classification plan as 
either being adequate or needing revision and 
improvement. Most of the middle range of counties 
in terms of population size cited a need for im
provement. Two of the three largest, and five of the 
seven smallest counties rated the pr~sent classifica
tion plan as adequate. 

• Pay scales were rated inferior by four counties, 
as needing revision and improvement by 10 count
ies, and as adequate by 5 counties. One county 
rated its pay scale as superior. 

• Over half (12) of the counties indica ted dissatis
faction with job specs and qualification require
ments. The remainder of the counties, except one, 
thought this component of their personnel system 
was adequate. One county used a superior rating 
in response to this question. 

• Recruitment was decribed as adequate by nine 
counties and as needing improvement in seven 
other counties. Two counties rated recruitment as 
superior while one county cited an inferior rating. 
Several did not provide any information in re
sponse to this question. 

• Dissatisfaction was also observable in responses 
to queries about eligibility examinations. Only six 
counties believed these exams to be adequate. The 
rest rated the exams as needing revisi on or as in
ferior. 

• Performance rating systems were viewed in a better 
light. Eleven counties rated their performance 
rating system as adequate or better. Three counties 
used a rating of inferior. The same general pattern 
was observable in rating termination and discharge 
procedures. 

• The need for improvement in training programs 
or in the amount of time available for training was 
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a view held by the majority of the counties. Three 
counties rated training as inferior and nine addi
tional counties indicated the need for improve
ment. Only one county used a superior rating. 

Personnel turnover 

Counties were asked to estimate their professional 
staff turnover rate by dividing the total of staff de
partures in 1975 by total professional staff. On this 
basis, the turnover rates among counties varied from 
zero (in smaller counties) to 11.8 percent. Five count
ies had turnover rates between zero and 5 percent. 
The rates in nine counties clustered between 10 and 
11.8 percent. Most of the counties viewed their turn
over rates as acceptable and commented that the 
usual reason for departures was to take better jobs or 
a failure of provisional employees to do well on the 
qualifying examination. 

Supervision of probation 

All counties identified either an assigned liaison 
judge, or the senior judge, as the individual desig
nated by the court to supervise the probation agency. 
None of the counties made use of regular written re
ports (other than an annual report) as the means of 
supervision. Only six of the counties specified the use 
of regular supervisory meetings. About half of the 
counties stated daily communication around prob
lems as the primary means of supervision. Other 
comments indicated that problem oriented super
vision is the typical pattern used . 

It is important to note that over half the counties 
specified that either the degree of supervision was 
too little, or that there was a need for more regular 
meetings. 

Shared responsibility for probation 

Under the present New Jersey system, the County 
Court is primarily responsible for the operation of 
probation. However, as previously pointed out, the 
AOC has im portant coordinating responsibilities, 
and the County Boards of Freeholders have funding 
responsibility. With this background given, the 
question was asked whether this kind of shared re
sponsibility causes 'operational problems. County 
staff were asked to identify both strengths and weak
nesses of the present arrangement. 

Very few counties commented on any strengths 
of the present system and these comments were to the 
effect that the particular county had "no problems" 
with county judges or Freeholders. 

Almost all counties identified weaknesses and 

made comments which explained their view. Not 
unexpectedly, the most frequent criticism of the pre
sent system emphasized the fragmen.tation ofrcspon
sibility. "Too many people to report to," "Too many 
bosses," "duplication of effort," "chaotic" were the 
kind of terms used to specify weaknesses under the 
present system. It seems clear that the chief probation 
officer sees himself as the man in the middle. He/she 
must somehow serve and accommodate judges, be 
responsive (at least) to the AOC, and maintain good 
relationships with the Board of Freeholders which 
provides operational funds. Priorities q.ttached to 
these relationships may well change depending upon 
the circumstances and the personalities involved. 

Although, no questions were asked during the 
interviews about possible solutions, som~ were of
fered. These ranged from a state take-over of total 
responsibility to a centralized system under county 
control. Respondents were aware of the present limit
ed power of the AOC and of strength which attaches 
to the County Board of Freeholders' funding respon
sibility. They also felt they had little input into the 
development of state plans. 

Perceptions of the role of the probation officer 

Previous sections of this report commented on the 
role of the probation officer as viewed by the N ation
al Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals. That view rejected the one-on-one, surveil
lance oriented, case work approach in favor of a 
broader conception of the probation function. Under 
this broader conception efforts are made to classify 
probationers in accordance with needs, and to use 
probation staff flexibly in responding to those needs 
through the fullest possible utilization of all other 
community services and programs. In this model the 
probation officer operates as a "broker" whose 
objective is to link probation service needs to a full 
range of community services. 

In responses related to this question the counties 
exhibited a varied pattern. A humber of counties 
identified the "broker" role and indicated some re
sponsiveness to moving in this direction. ~n one 
county, the "broker" role was identified for juvenile 
probationers, but there was a frank acknowledgement 
that surveillance was the primary objective of adult 
probation. There was, however, no clearly discern
able, sharply identified role in most ;of the counties. 
Responses tended to stress the multiplicity of func
tions. the service arm of the court notion and the 
variety of tasks faced by probation officers. The lack 
of sufficient community referral sources was also 
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stressed. On balance. one would have to conclude 
that the more traditional probation role and func
tion. covering a wide variety of tasks and activities, 
is the pattern in most counties. 

probation agency should be client-oriented. rather 
than court-oriented. One county suggested that the 
family cases should be handled elsewhere. 

Major probation service emphases 
Counties were asked to identify major probation 

service emphasis in terms of actual staff time 
and/or budget allocations. Pre-disposition investi
gations, case supI!rvision and support paYI:lent col
lections were predominant among the maJor tasks 
cited. It seems quite clear that in many counties. pre
sentence investigations and collections demand aver?" 
significant portion of staff and budget allo~ation. 
Support payment collection activities. we:e Cited as 
requiring u heavy investment of staff tll11e 1I1111any of 
the counties. Several counties reported that the com
bination of pre-sentence investigations and support 
collections required 70 percent of the agency's budget. 
Another county stated that 60 percent of its starr 
and budget resources was directed to bail and ROR 
investig;tions a nd collections activity. Apparently. 
it is true in at least some counties that collection 
:mpervision goes on for a number of years so thatt.he 
workload ror this activity tends to constantly 111-

crease. One county made the seemingly worthwhile 
suggestion that arter a period of time of regular .sup-
port payments the probation staff should be permitted 
to cease anv oversight. 

The co;c1usion seems inescapable that in many 
counties the basic function of working with and pro
viding reintegrative services for probationers 
receives inadequate priority. and probably. also 
an inadequate allocation of staff and budget :e
sources. Many counties are aware of the need for 111-

creased services to adult probationers, but they are 
in l\ difficult position to either gain additional funds 
from county freeholders. or to really control their 
priorities a~d work-loads. Further evidence of the 
general validity of the above conclusions is found 
in the responses to a question about present 
county work-load volumes. Respondents were ask~d 
whether, in terms of available staff and finanCial 
resources, the present probation service work volume 
was either too high, too low, or about right. Com
ments on what changes should be made were also 
solicited. Fifteen counties stated that the present 
workload was too high. The consistently recom
mended change was to somehow increase the time 
and staff available for case load supervision, A dom
estic relations (collections) caseload of up to 
800/PO was cited. Another suggestion was that the 
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Utilization of probation as a disposition resource 

In onlv two count~s was the view expressed that 
probatio~ was underused as a disposition res~~rce
and in those ;';ollnties the opinion was qualdled tll 
include onlv certain types of cases. The remaininl! 
counties we"re about evenly divided between the views 
that (I) probation was overused or (2) the degree of 
usage was about right. 

The view that probation is rarely underused should 
be ,understood in the context that most counties be
lieved their present work load was too high. It is 
somewhat understandable that county staff holding 
tha t opinion would not also affirm that probali?n 
was underused as a disposition resource. More 111-

ter~sting is the variety of comments that were g~vel:. 
Those who fel t that probation was overused 1I1dl
cated the following kinds of reasons: 
• probation considered a catchall for all kinds of 

cases: probati on weakened when used for constant 
violators. 

• recividists given probation due to overcrowding of 
state institutions; reluctance to place juveniles in 
institutions 

• pressure on judges not to comm i t 
• plea-bargaining makes probationers out or too 

many persons who cannot be rehabilitated . 
• probation used for people in need of services that 

should be provided by other agencies. 
Some of the more positive comments supporting 

the statement that probation was used "about right" 
were as follows: 
• proper types of offender are placed on probation; 

judges do accept PO recommendations; resources 
are available but more are needed 

• probation IS used based on succe~s-failure ra~es 
• county courts stress rehabilitation, probation de-

partment has shown success . 
• judges and POs try to utilize probation to the maxI

mum. 
It is obvious that quite different views prevail in 

different counties. It is also fairly ckar that there 
may be little uniformity in the way pr.;lbation is used 
as a disposition resource in the variQU!J counties .. 

Basis for work assignments or probation case loads 

A wide variety of bases are used within and amo?g 
the various counties in assigning probation serVice 

tasks to specific probation officers. In general, pro
bation supervision cases are quite frequently assigned 
on a geographic basis, i.e., probation officers are 
designated to cover a certain area or district within 
the county and all probationers who are residents 
of that district are automatically assigned to the 
designated officer. In many counties. particularly 
the larger counties, "specialists" were used for cer
tain kinds of cases, e.g .• drug addiction. alcohol. Also 
female probationers were assigned to female proba
tion officers. In almost all counties juvenile and adult 
case loads were assigned to different officers. It 
should be noted that the use of geographic districts 
liS a basis for case assignment has advantages and dis
advantages. Obviously, there is some utility to an 
automatic case assignment process, and there is 
something to be said for a system which maximizes 
a probation officers' knowledge of the community 
and which minimizes travel costs. The prime dis
advantage. however. is that such a system tends to 
be rigid and makes difficult the matching of proba
tion officel ~kills and experience with probationer 
needs for services. 

There are some indications that assignments for 
pre-sentence investigation of Ctls,f!s are somewhat 
more selective than probation supervision. fn some 
counties. pre-sentence investigations are assigned 
to higher level stafr, or at least a probation officer 
who writes well. or one who is most knowledgeable. 
In other counties. investigations are assigned on a 
rotation basis. Rotation. or some similar uniform 
splitting of the work load, seems to be the primary 
assignment used for domestic relations or child cus
tody cases involving support payments. 

Equitability in work load assignments 

Given the nature and kind of constraints employed 
in the case assignment pattern described above. it is 
not unexpected that there exists a wide range in case
loads among individual probation officers in the var
ious counties. Work loads tend to be highest in those 
cases involving collection of support pttyments. The 
range of caseloads i'n adul t probation supervision 
tends to be wider than in juvenile cases. Some coun
ties frankly admitted to a lack of equitability in the 
case of probation officer case loads. especially in 
adult caseload supervision. Most counties were sensi
tive to the need for basic case load equitability: SOme 
indicated that informal adjustments of members. 
and/or district boundaries were made to equalize 
case loads. Some other counties linked the need for 
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equitability to the. need for more staff, or mOre stafr 
training. 

Nature and degree of supervision 

Principal Probation Officers I or 1I are usually 
charged with supervisory duties and responsibililes, 
particularly in the larger counties. In smaller coun
ties, probation officers function more directly under 
the chief probation officer. Supervisory procedures 
range from "on-line." direct supervision in smaller 
counties to such practices as more formal reports. 
weekly or monthly supervisory meetings in each of 
the units, or field offices, which are operative in the 
larger counties. The ratio of number of staff to 
number of supervisors varies among the counties but 
not too widely. It also may vary by type of case, Le., 
domestic relations, juvenile, adult, etc. The range of 
su pervisor to probation officer is from 1:3 to 1: 12. 
Highest supervisory ratios tend to be found in adult 
probation activities. Supervisory ratios for juveniles, 
and for pre-sentence investigators are generally lower. 

When asked whether the degree of supervision was 
(l) too much. (2) too little, or (3) about right, the 
responses re!1ected a fairly distinct dea vage. None 
of the counties indicated that there was too much 
supervision. and they were fairly evenly divided be
tween the options of too Ii'ttle and about right. Larger 
counties tended to specify that the amount of super
vision was about right while the smaller counties 
more frequently stated that too little supervision 
existed. 

Availability and utilization of community 
services and relationships 

All counties expressed awareness of the need for 
community services and involvement in probation 
services. Most com plained. however, th~.t the kind 
and degree of community activity was less than 
needed. Some counties indicated that it was easier 
to enlist community support around juveniles than 
around adults. Others were frank to admit apathy 
and/or disinterest by communitJ groups in relation 
to probation activities. A full variety of public 
rela tions and information r~ctivities were reported 
as means of seeking broader and deeper community 
involvement. Efforts to lise and enlarge the available 
number of volunteers have been made in most coun
ties. Some of this activity was undertaken with 
SLEPA funding as special programs. Some counties 
state they train 80-100 volunteers a year- some on 
a consistent year by year basis. A number of counties 
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stated they had a roster of 80-125 volunteers who 
could be called on. One county indicated an active 
roster of 650 volunteers of which 450 are actively 
assigned, Volunteers for juvenile probation work are 
easier to recruit than for adults. 

Performance measurement 
COllntil.!s tended to combine a ven rractical vie\\ 

or successful performance with aumissions that 
other. more sophisticated. measures 0(' successl\i\ 
performance were either not available or not possihle 
to develop. Redvirlism was frequentl, identitted as 
one kind or slu.:cessrul performance meU'iure. hut not, 
all agreed that such a measure \\ ould be vaiid or er
rective. In any event. none of the cOllnties kept ade
qllate records to determine recividism ratl!s. Some 
responses indicated that manageable cascloaus. or 
an absence or complaints from the court and/or the 
community were adequate indications of successful 
performance. Others stnted franklv that the\ wen! 
not at all sure of the degree of success their opera
tions produced. 

When asked about the ways in which perform
allce was measured. counties outlined a variet\ of 
procedures including semi-annual or annual gcneral 
evtlluutions. on-going periodic audits. ca:,e reading. 
and weeklv ease conferences. Some counties lIsed a 
perronnnnce rating svstem de'v'e111ped 11\ AOC whil\! 
others rejected ~lIch a system. I n domestic rclation~ 
case~. one response made was that sliccess could he 
measured in terms or amount oj' l110nev wHccted. 

In terms Ill' tbeir own estimation or how success
rulh their own agenc\ perfol'm:-, its function. all coun-

ties except two indicated a satisfactory level that 
could. however. be improvcd. One count\ believed 
that the highest possible level or SlIccess had been 
obtained, and one stated that thc level or success was 
inadequate. Comments added specified that more 
monev and/or starr would be required to raise the 
level ~)r success. Others called allention to thl! con
Oiet between investigation and slIpervision functions. 

Seven possible barriers to improved performance 
were listed and each countv was ask\!d to runk these 
in terms of whether the barrier constituted (l) no 
problem, (2) a moderate problem and (3) a severe 
problem. The table below identifies the barriers and 
ratings assigned to each. Not all counties ruted each 
barrier. 

Other barriers identifieu inclUded a severe space 
problem. too many directivcs and unlear polin state
ments. u need I'or managerial training. and restrict
ive civil service requirements. 

Number of Counties 
Possible barrier to 

~o Moderntc Se~ere improved services 
Problem Problem Problem 

a. Weak or unclear 
organization 13 3 2 

b. Below average manpower 
utilization D :> . 

c. Lack of good supervision 6 9 2 
d. Inadequate staff 

qualificutions 7 9 I 
e. Inadequate community 

services 3 12 :I 
f. Inadequate funds 2 II :' 
g. Too rigid law and policy 10 II -

Analysis Of Probation Caseloads 

In providing probationer profile information. each 
county was requesteu lo record certain thllll on 10 
percent of their adult probation caseload. Specific 
instructions were given to insure a random selection 
of cases. A tota I of apprO;i hnately* 2460 cases were 
selected and tletLliled infonnation was provided for 
computer an:~iysis. The data thus compiled provide 
useful insights on New Jersev's adult probation pr!l
gram and facilitates inter-county comparisons. 

*Not all information requested was provided for ull probatIOners 
included in the sample. thus causing minor variations in the totals 
used for different tabulations. 

Vt.uiation in probation caseloads in 
relCltioh to population 

There is a close and consistent relationship between 
the percent of the state's total adult probation case
load and the percent of total 1970 popUlation in each 
county. except ftor three counties - Essex, Bergen anti 
Cumden. 

• Essex has 13 percent of the state's total population. 
compared to 21.9 percent of the state's totul pro
bation caseload .. 

• I n Bergen. the situation is reversed. The count) 
has 12.5 percent of the state population and 7 per-

cent of the state's adult probation caseload. 
• Camden is similar to Essex: it has 6.4 percent of 

the state's popUlation and 12.5 percent of the 
state's aqult probationers. 

• In all other counties there is less than a 2.5 per
centage point difference in the percent probation 
case!oud and population comparison. 

• As might be expected from the above analysis, 
Camden and Essex lead in the percent of the pop
ulation on probation with .065 percent and .055 
percent. respective!;I. Counties with the lowest 
percentuge of the populntion on probation indude 
Hunterdon (.013%). Warren (.016%), Bergen 
(.018%) and Burlington (.018%). 

• While these data provide rough approximations 
and comparisons on the lise of probation among 
the counties. they of Course do not suggest reasons 
for observed differences. For example. relatively 
high probation caseloads may indicate either or 
both a greater usc of probation dispositions or a 
longer average probation period. The main eondu
sion is that the data show t\ high degree or com
parability among most counties. There is also some 
indication that probation is used less in smaller 
counties than in counties with larger populations. 

Variations in probation caseloads by sex
race and age 

There are some significant yarmtlOns among the 
counties in terms of the probation caseloads when 
classified by sex. race and age. In general. however. 
county probation characteristics follow state-wide 
ratterns. 

• The sample data show X6 percent of probationers 
are male and 14 percent are female. In five counties 

-_. Hudson. Morris. Gloucester. Sussex a nd War
ren -.- the male percentage exceeds 90 percent (hi!!h
est percentage is Hudson with 93.5 percent). In 
these counties the percentage of female rrobation
ers is less than IO"n (Hudson. 6.5 percent). The 
highest female percentages. all above 18 percent. 
are in four counties- Essex, Union, Mercer. and 
Atlantic. Mercer is highest with 20.5 percent 
female. 

• State-wide. 38 percent or the probationers are 
hlack. 55 percent are white and 7 percent ha\'e 
other racial origins. I n comparison to these figures. 
X9 percent of the stale's total 1970 population is 
white and II percent is black tlnd other racial min
orities. It is thererllre obvious that black and other 
minority components o\' the general popUlation 
tIre grossly overrepresented in the probationer 

caseload. Because the black popUlation is distrib
uted unevenly among the counties. there are cor
respondingly wide variation.; in the percentage of 
blacks among county probutioner caselouds. In 
Essex county. for example, 7S percent or the pro
bationers were black (including other minorities) 
and only 22 percent were white. Hi!!her th:ln the 
state average percentage of blacks are al:::o shown 
in Union (·n percent) and Mercer (45 percent). 
On the other hand. eight counties had 12 percent 
or less of hlacks in their probation caselouds und 
nine additional countit!s had a percentage of black 
probationers less than the overall state averuge of 
38 percent. It should be noted that rour cllunties 
had significant percentages of other minorit\ 
groups in the probationer caseloud·- Hudson (171l1l). 
Passaic (14%), Union (12%). and Middlesex (9 1l,i). 

• On a state-wide basis. 65 percent of probationers 
were between the ages of 18<!9 years: 19 percent 
were 30-39: and I () percent were over 40. I n ten 
0(' the counties. the percentage in the youngest 
age group was 70 percent or more. and in two of 
these the percentage was as high as 78 percent. 

Months since placement on probation 
On a state-wide basis. 58 rercent of probationers 

had been on probtltion betwegn 5 and IX months 
and 40 percent had rrobation status between 5 anti 
12 months. Longer term probations (more than [l{ 

months) represented 33 perc~nt of the total cascload. 
while those who had heen on probation for a short 
time (less thtln 4 months) represented 9 percent of the 
tota I. 

• In three counties (Camden. Ocean and Somerset). 
the percentuge on longer term prohation (more 
than IS months) ranged around 40 percent· sevcn 
percentage points higher than the state average. 
On the other hand. in rive counties (Morris. Mer
cer. Atlantic. Sussex and Warren) t he percentage 
on lon.uer term probation ran!!ed around 20 per
cent or lower. In three or these counties. (Allantic. 
Sussex and Warren) the percentage was l) per
cent or less. 

• Nine counties varied significantly rrom the state
wide average or 9 percent \vith short term proba
tion experience. The counties were Warren (27%), 
Sussex (25%), Morris (23%), Atlantic (23%). 
Mercer (21%), Monmouth (17%), Gloucester 
(17%), Hudson (16%), and Essex (16%). 

Percentage of Absconders and Probation 
Violators 

Based on partial returns (5 counties did not re-
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spond) the state wide percentage of probationers who 
had absconded was 7 percent. Almost 40 percent 
had one or more probation violations. 
• Six counties (Essex, Union, Monmouth, Burling

ton, Mercer, and Atlantic) reporkd no absconders. 
Bergen, Camden and CumbMland reported high 
absconder rates. 

.. Of the 40 percent in the sUlte-wide probationers 
case load who had one or more probation viola
tions, nearly 20 percent reported only occasional 
non-serious violations, 8 percent reported persis
tent non-serious violations and 12 percent reported 
serious violations. 

"Five counties (Burlington, Somerset, Sussex: 
Hunterdon and Sa lelT) tt:ported percentages of 
probation violators of less than 30 percent. One 
county (Sussex) reported that none of the pro
bationers in the profile sample has violated pro
bation rules and regulations. At the other extreme. 
six counties (Camden. Morris. Ocean. Gloucester. 
Cumberland. and Warren) reported at least 45 
percent of their probationers had vi olated pro
bation. Oc~an county reported a 57 percent pro-
bation violation rate. . 

" Higher than average serious probation violations 
were reported by the five cou nties: Bergen (16%). 
Camden (20%), Morris (16%). Gloucester (1896), 
a nd Cum berland (17%). 

Likelihood of Success on Probation 
Statewide. 29 percent of probationers were class

ified as likely to have an u~successful probation ex
perience and 71 percent were expected to possiblv. 
probably or definitely have a successful adjustment. 
Seven percent were projected as definite faiiures and 
12 percent were expected to be definitely successful. 

• As mentioned above, probation officers were asked 
to indicate the relative certainty of their expecta
tion of success or lack of success in terms of (I) 
possible. (2) probable, and (3) definite. Variation 
in these percentage rankings among the counties 
was wide. Perhaps the most consistent expectation 
was a possibly successful classification. but even 
in this category the range among counties varied 

tion of success for their probationers. One county, 
Hunterdon, indicated that all probationers in the 
profile sample were expected to succeed on pro
bation. 

• Counties showing the higher percentages of antici
pated failures by probationers included Salem 
(43%}, Cumberland (37%). Ocean (38%). Burling
ton (34%), Camden (33%), and Mercer (34%), 

Major Social Service Need. 
State-wide, the highest percentage of probationers 

classified by major social service needs were alcohol
drugs (20%), pyschological assessment/treatment 
(15%), employment (13%) and education (11%). 
All other specified social service needs included 
halfway houses/group homes, marital/family coun
seling, financial counseling/assistance, legal aid, 
and medical/dental aid and represented 12 percent 
of the state's probationers. For 29 percent of the state 
total, no social service need was indicated. 

• The le.ss populated counties tended to specify no 
social serviCe needs. Of the 12 smallest counties. 
eight indicate~ that 30 percent or more of their 
probationers required no social services. Two 
counties in this group, Burlington and Sussex. in- . 
dicated that 60 percent of probationers needed no 
social services, 

• Correspondingly, these' 12 cOllnties made less than 
. average use of alcohol/drugs and employment as 
major social service needs, There were exceptions, 
Warren County indicated 36 percent of proba
tioners required psychological assessment/treat
ment. Hunterdon County indicated that 44 percent 
of probationers required employment cou nseling. 

• The reverse of the above observation indicated that 
the larger counties, with larger numbers of proba
tioners tendd to be more definitive about social 
service needs. There was surprisingly little indica
tion of need for halfway houses. marital/family 
counseling, legal or medical aid. Urban counties 
reported higher than average need for financial 
counseling/assistance and alcohol/drugs treat
ment. 

from 12 percent in Burlington county to 46 per- Characteristics of Probationers. 
cent in Warren countv. compared to a state-wide 

State-wide, 84 percent of probationers had been average expectation of25 percent. 
o Counties with smaller population. and a corre- arrested one or more times, 28 percent had been pre-

d d viouslv incarcerated. and 56 percent had been pre-sponding smaller probationer caseload, ten e to . 
b · viousl.v convicted of a felony or misdemeanor. be more optimistic about the chances of pro atlOn 

suc>;.:ess. Of the ten smallest counties. in terms of • Variation in the percent of probationers with pre
population. five had a higher than average expecta- vious arrests ranges from 50 percent (Hunterdonl 

'.I 

to 100 percent reported by Somerset County. 
o For those with previous arrest records. most (679

0
) 

had less thal},'''( t~vo year elapsed period since 
the prior arrest. 

• Variation in percent of prolJationers with prior 
incarceration ranged from 7 percent (Sussex) to 38 
percent (Pu,ssaic). Most probationers with a pre
vious jailing record had only one priorincllrcera
tion . 

• Similarly, of those with prior convictions most had 
only one. Range in percent probationers with prior 
convictions was from 78 percent in Cumberland to 
33 percent in Sussex, A significant proportion of 
probationers, state-wide (17 percent) and in most 
counties had 5 or more prior convictions. 

• Nearly half (45%) of those with prior arrests were 
under 21 when first arrested. 

• About 30 percent of probationers carne from fami
lies with SOme record of a previous offense. High 
was 44 percent (Passaic) to low of 16 percent re
ported by Burlington County, 

• Opiate dependency was indicated for 27 percent of 
probationers, ranging from 43 percent in Bergen 
County to 8 percent reported by Burlington County, 

• State-wide, 14 percent 'of probationers had tl prior 
probutionrevocation ranging from 36 percent 
(Warren) to zero (Gloucester and Hunterdonl. 

Education Level Attained and 
Employment Stat~s . 

A significunt number (43 percent) of probationers 
completed no more. than the 10th grade. Another 
10 percent attended lip to the 7th grade. One-third 
were unemployed and another II percent were em
ployed only part-time. When these data are 'compared 
to the defined social service need it is clear that there 
is not a full response to the degree of existing social 
service needs among probation departments. 

" As between urban and rural counties, there is no 
clear indication that the lack of educational attain
ment or unemployment varies signillcantly. 

Living Arrangement of Probationers, 
State-wide, 30 percent of probationers lived with 

their parents and an 'additional 33 percent lived alone. 
23 percent had other types of living arrangements. 
In general, the county-by-county percentage ranged 
around the above state-wide average, There were no 
sharp c1eveages as between urban and rural counties. 

Current Offense of Probationers 
As shown below, a list of 33 kinds of offenses were 

used in recording this information. For purpo!\cs of 
this compilation. this list was further classified into 
six basic groups: (I) Offenses against Propert v, (2) 
Sex, (3) Alcohol/Drugs. (4) Weapons. (5) Offenses 
Against Family and Children, (6) Offenses against 
persons, and (7) all other, 

Murder/nonnegligent manslaughter ..... , . , .. ,. 6 
Negligent Manslaughter ......... , .. , .' ., , , ... 6 
Forcible Rape ........ , ....... , ...... , .... ,. 6 
Robbery ...... , ... , ...................... , 6 
Aggravated Assault ... , ................ , .. , 6 
Other Assault ....... " ....... , ... , ...... ~ ., 6 
Burglary/Breaking and Entering ..... , ....... , 1 
Larceny/Theft (not vehicle): 

equal to or greater than $1,000 ..... , ..... . 
Larceny/Theft (not vehicle): 

less than $1,000 .... , ... , ... , .......... . 
Vehicle Theft ... , .. ,., ................. , .. . 
Arson ................. , ................. , J 
Forgery or Counterfeiting (not checks) , ......... 7 
Check Offenses , ......... , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 7 
Fraud . ................................. " . 
Embezzlement ..... , .... , ........ , .... , ..•. , 
Stolen Property: buying, receiving, 

7 
7 

or possessing '" ; ; ~ ...... , ... : .. , . ,. , , . " 1 
Vandalism .. , ..... :, ..... : ............... ,. 7 
Weapons: carrying, HlegalJy possessing ... , .... 4 
Sex Offenses (except forcible rape 

. and prostitution) ., ............... ; .. "., 2 
Prostitution ot,commercialized vice ............. 2 
Sale of N arcottc Drugs (excepting 

marijuana y.. .., '.' •.... , , .......•...... " 3 
Possession of Narcotic Drugs ...... '" ....... ,3 
Sale of Marijuana ..... " ..•.. , , . . . . . . . . . . .. 3 
Possession of Marijuana .......... , .......... , 3 
Gambling ....... , ........ ,., .... , ........ ,. 7 
Offenses Against Family and Children .... ,., ... 5 
Driving WhiIeIntoxica ted ... , .... , ...... ,..... 7 
Alcohol Law Violations ........... ,.......... 3 
Disorderly Conduct ....... , ..... , ... , ... , ... , 7 
Vagrancy .... , ....... " ... , .. , ....... '., .. ,. 7 
Trespassing ................. , ..... , ...... ,. 7 
Escape ... , ..... , .......... " ........ , ..... 7 

Based on this summary classification, on a state-wide 
basis. the current conviction of 42 percent of proba
tioners Was for property offenses. 28 percent was on 

. alcohol/drug charges. 7 percent for weapons offenses. 
4 percent on sex charges, and all other current convic
tion offenses inCluding offenders against persons 
represented 13 percent. 

135 

j. 
I 



County of Residence of Probationers 
The great majority of probutioners had a penna

nent address in the county where they "vere under 
probation supervision. The following counties. indi
cated. however. that a significant percentage 01 pro
bationer:: had permanent resideJll:es outside the 
county. 

Percent Residing Outside County 
Cape May 34% 
Gloucester 29 
Bergen 
Burlington 
Atluntic 
Somerset 
Morris 
Hunterdon 

20 
20 
16 
15 
14 
II 

New Jersey. Corrections: 

Probation Services Recommendations 

-The probation sen ices should be unilied into a state
wide agenc), within the auspices of the Administrathe 
Office of the Courts. 

-The efficiency and effectil eness of probation sen ices 
should be enhanced by the establishment of a proba
tioner classification system and b)' the creation of a 
weighted workload (rather than traditional caseload) 
system. 

THE' UNIFICATION OF PROBATION 
.SERVICES 

Although the disposition of probation v.as initial" 
regarded ~lS a suspension of a sen tence to im prison
m~nt. placing the convictcd llfTender under supervi
sion of the court )!rantin.g this suspension. in recent 

. vears there has been a growing trend toward klse Dr 
probation as a sentence in itself. Probation can. there
fore be legitimatelv de\\ed as a subs\stem or correc
ti(}n~. com'parable to the :;entencing altl!rnative of im
nrisonment and parole status. The National Ad\'isol'\ 
Commission on Criminal JUsticl! Standards and 
Goals describl!s probation as "the bri)!htest hope for 
corrections." but also ackntmledges that '"probation 
is not adequately structurl!d. financed. slarred. or 
equipped withnecessan resourcl!s:' This critique is 
echoed by New Jersey's Administrative orncl! or the 
Courts (AOC) in its draft of a plan for a unified pro
bation system: thl! AOe states that "the ex.isting 
structure; for organLdng and administering probation 
services in New Jersey is defective und in need of sub
stantial modif'ication" . and there is general consen-. 
sus that the quality of probation services in New Jer-

sey must be improved through a program or planned 
cha nge a nd development. 

Th'"e Illost apparent problem or probation service~ 
in Nl!w Jersey is the lack of eriective central coor
dination am;ng the 21 county probation orrices. 
Technically. the Aoe has administrative responsi
bilitv ror p~obation. but probation services arc funded 
inde'pendenth by each count\', and probation oITi!;ers 
arc appointed by county court jUdges. The AOe has 
developed. with fundin!! from SLEPA. several central 
units concerned with probation services; thl! Proba
b,,' Research Hnd Development Unit. thl! Training 
l '''' and a Coordinator of Voluntl!ers. The elTorts 
of the.iV groups and individuals to improve and co
ordinate s~rvicl! operation, have bel!l1 hampl!red b\ 
their lack or control over local rundin)!. the priman 
source of support for probation sl!rvices. 

Symptomatic or this lack of coordination and uni
formity or set\'ices is the wide variation in both I!n
trance'salaries and salary ranges for the same position 
in different counties. The AOe in its unification plan 
points out that "because tl1e counties vary in thdr 
abilitv to finance probation services. sustantial di,
pariti~s have developed over the years in salaries paid 
to officers and other employees performing similar 
work.": Entrance salaries for probation officers range 

1. Administrative Office of the Courts (A OC), The Plan 
Jor a Slate Unified Probation System, February. [976. p.1. 

2. AOC, The Plan For a Stare Uni}led Probation System. 
February, 1976. p.2. 

from a low of $8.100 to a high of $11.700 and 
though entrance salaries seem to vary more or less 
directly with county popula tion size. there arc even 
exceptions to this pattern. 

During 1974-75. probation services in New Jersey 
were supported by a total budget of less than 22 mil
lion dollars. r n response to a question about present 
workloads. staffs of 15 counties stated that workloads 
were too high. while 16 counties cited inadequate 
funding as a moderate to severe barrier to improved 
services. As of August 31, 1974, a total of 28,688 
adults and 11,655 juveniles were under probation 
supervision in New Jersey. In addition. 18,794 adult 
presentence investigations were completed between 
September I, 1974 and August 31,1975 . .1 Including 
only senior probation officers and probation officers, 
who are the primary providers of case supervision, the 
average caseload is 38.4 adult cases per officer. 
Counting both adults and juveniles, 40,343 persons 
were on probation in August, 1973; this translates 
to an average caseload of 53.9 per officer (including 
only senior p.o.'s and p.o.'s). 

There is a need for additional personnel at both line 
staff and supervisory levels. Inadequate staffing is 
especially problematic in the smaller counties. and 
staff expansion is seen as essential to im provement of 
probation services by many counties. Also in need of 
improvement, according to a majority or the counties. 
are truining programs for probation starr with op
tional on-the-job training, and with funding through 
the Educational Scholarship Fund to participate in 
llthl!r courses: due to the pressures of hean work
loads and lack of' adequate promotional and mone. 
tary incentives. hO\vever. the truinin)! opportunitil!s 
offered by this Unit are relatively underutilized. 

The generalist role of most probation officers in 
New Jersev couples surveillance with provision orser
vices in a casl!work approach. I n interviews'. most 
staff members acknowledged tha£. in practice. sur-' 
veillance is the primary objective of adult probation 
us it is currently operated. Since probation officers 
are staff of the courts. service to the court is a pri
mary focus. and mahy of the tasks performed by 
probation officers are in this cutegory. Generally, 
all probation officers are required by statute to: 

l. make investigations and reports as required by 
county judges: 

2. supervise persons ordered to payalimony or sup~ 
port (domestic relations cases): . 

3. A OC Annual Report, 1974.75. 

3. supervise persons placed on probation; 
4. collect from persons under their. supervision any 

payments required by the court, and disburse 
these payments under the court's direction: 

5. keep detailed records of all the work done. 

A limited degree of staff role specialization has 
occurred: investigators and senior investigators in 
some counties conduct the various types of predispo
sition and pretrial investigations required: and SOnle 

of the more populous counties have developed sevcm! 
specinl fUnctional units. divisions or brari~hes for i\ 

variety of programs (e.g., pretrial services. volunteer 
services. and narcotics Or alcohol rehabilitation). 
However, although many counties emphasized that 
their community referral sources were insufficient to 
the need for services amon!! probationers. no special
ized staff role focusing on program development and 
liaison exists in any county probudon office. 

In terms of starT time and budget allocutions. most 
counties agree that predisposition investigations. sup
port payment collections. and case supervision are 
the primary tasks of the agency. However. several 
counties report that the comrJinatiQn Q['prcdispositioll 
investigations and :;upw:"rt coll~ctions require 70('; 
of the probation llgency's budget. This estimate is 
supported by a recent AOC cost analvsis t)f probation 
services which reveals that in 1973-74 one presentence 
report cost $134 while one vear or supervised proba
tion cost $321. J n many counties. providIng services 
and supervision W .probationersistlot the highest 
priority task for pnibation Jfficers. though 1110st 
counties consistently recommend that Ne\,\, Jl!rsev 
probation agencies should have incrl!ased staff and 
time devoted to case load supervision in order to be
come more client-oriented ruther than primarilv 
court-oriented. ' 

No county has developed either a client classifica
lion system which assigns probationers to differing 
types of supervision. or a work unit system which 
allows worklond rather than caseload assignments. 
I-'robation cases are generally assigned solei v on tl 

geographic basis, which often results in disparities in 
workloads across districts. Attempts are made to' 
equalize cnseloads.but inequities still exist where 
district boundaries cannol be adjusted. and/or where 
officers may have workloads composed primarilv of 
Cl\ses requiring intensive supervision and services. 

In summary. the lack of effective central coordina
tion of probation services in New Jersey hus resulted 
in several pressing proble'ins which require active. 
intervention: 
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I. The inequities of' funding among the counties have 
led to considerable disparity in starting saltrries 
and salary ranges for the probation staffs of dif
ferent counties. The inadequacv of fundin!! in 
many cou:1(ies affects the quality of service both 
directly and indirectly. through widespread prob
lems such as understaffing and hean workloads. 
and through dirficu!tv in recruiting and retrain
ing high qualitv personnel. 

2. Training programs fOf probation starr are in
adequate and underutili/ed. Insufficient incen
tives for further training perpetuate the problem. 

3. Correctional services to clients do not appear to 
be the onlv or even the major priority among Ne\~' 
Jersev's probation agencies. Probation otTicers 
are assigned numerous court-related duties only 
tangentially related to probation. Moreover. few 
specialized staff roles have been developed. de
spite recognition of the need for certain special 
services. The cost-effectiveness of the court
oriented. generalist role for probation officers 
must be reexamined. 

4. The reliance on geographically-based case as
signment and the failure to develop any sort of 
system of classification which takes differing 
supervision needs into account has resulted in 
substantial disparities in workload within and 
across districts. 

Recommendations 

Organization and Funding Options: 
Most groups concerned with the qualitv or proba

tion services in New Jersev agree that the 21 count\' 
probation offices should be consolidated into a uni
fied statewide probution sYstem. As the National 
Advisorv Commission points out "a State-adminis
tered system provides greater assurance that goals 
and objectives can be met and that uniform policies 
and procedures can be developed. "4 A more contro
versial issue is where this probation system should 
be placed within the State's organization. Some have 
advocated placement in the judicial branch. under the 
AOC; others ha ve advocated placement in the execu
tive branch. either within the Department of Correc
tions or as an independent department. There are ad
vantages and disadvantages inherent in each ap
proach. but the rormer solution is at present probably 
most feasible. The AOC has developed a unification 
plan for probation services in New Jer5e:-.' which 

4. National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals. Corrections, 1973. p. 
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would create a Division or Probation Services within 
the AOe. The major changes in the cu rrent s\stem 
entailed by this plan would be complete State funding 
and trulv centralized administration of probation ser
vices. The AOC Division of Probation Services \\ ould 
build upon structures already established within the 
AOe to improve probation. and would preserve tht! 
traditional ties between probation ~taff and the iudi
ciary. Development of a Division of Probation Ser
vices within the AOC would enable implementation 
of many progressive changes in probation services on 
a statewidt! basis. and could resolve manv of the 
dilemmas no\~ facing most count\' probation agen
cies. 

An alternative scheme would place probation ser
vices (probably not including the domestic relations 
workload) in the proposed Division of Communit\ 
Services of the Department of Corrections. Under 
this organizational option. probation stafr 'Nou!d 
be combined with parole stafr. and staff w()rkload~ 
would include both probation and parole clienb. 
Though not now reasible p:iven the current direction 
toward probation unification under the aegis of the 
AOe. this placement of' probation within a unified 
state corrections agency would remain a potential 
even after implementation of the AOC unillcution 
plan. 

Unification under the AOC may be a transitional 
phase necessary for the upgrading of probation ser
vices. until such time as it becomes more advan
tageous to place probation within a corrections 
framework. Support for placing probation services 
within unified state correctional systems is given by 
the National Advisory Commission in its Standards 
10.1 and 16.4. 

Intermediate Jptions wherein some of the current 
probation functions would remain under the AOe. 
perhaps as a "Division of Court Services." while 
others would be subsumed under the Department of 
Corrections, have also been. proposed and could be 
considered for future implementation. This would 
enable the judiciary to retain starr to perform those 
functions which are clearly court-related. while 
enabling the transfer of probation's corrections func
tions to the Department of Corrections. For example. 
the AOe could retain jurisdiction over domestic re
lations cases. pretrial release and intervention pro
grams. presentence investigations. and juvenile pro
bation supervision. while the Department of Correc
tion~> would administer adult probation supervision. 
Some would argue that pretrial functions and presen-

" , 

tence investigations are more appropriately placed 
under the authority of the Department of Corrections 
because of the need for close linkages between these 
and other corrections functions. but the above redis
tribution or the current functions of probation ofCi
cers may represent an effective compromise between 
total placement in either the judicial or the executive 
branches. Such options would best be approached in 
the future onlv after appropriate analvsis of both 
feasibility and desirabilitv. 

Staffing: 

/\ unified probation svstem such as is recom
mended in this Master Plan will require use of more 
specialized staff roles. particularly in New Jersev's 
urban areas where workloads are high. The roles of 
case manager, program developer. and assessment 
specialist discussed both in the organizational and the 
parole services recommendations. are appropriatt! 
for probation services. for the reasons elaborated in 
these sections. 

Development of a unified probation system \\ill 
solve the problem or salarv inequities across locali
ties. and may facilitate recruitment or more hi!!hh 
qualified stafr in areas which currently cannot al:rord 
to pay sufficientlv attractive entrance-level salaries. 
Similarl ... _ problems with inad\!quate stafr trainin!! 
\\ ould be ameliorated through establishment of uni
form statewide trainin!! requirements. both at orien
tation and on-the-job. Promotions and salan in
creases based on completion of additi'lJ1Ctl trainin!! 
can be more effectiveh and realisticalh organil.ed un 
a statewide basis. 

Probation Senice Deli lery: 

One means of achieving: \\ orkillad et.juitabiilt\ Jnil 
optimal use of probation resource~ j, U\!\ ellJPm\!r1\ 
of a client classification s\stem \\ h;J,;h cnabb tiit
ferential placement of p.obationer~ 1m anN,)priJ.k 

supervision levds. Classification u~jn!! J.1l 'jt,ic-.:li',1.: 

and uniformlv applied set of criteria h a mCiln~ 1)1 in
dividualizing probation service deliv\!f\. "J thilt thl.: 
needs of each client for both supef\i.,ioi1 and ~Cf\ jl.:\!, 
can be appropriatel\- assessed and re"poi1deu tl) 0\ 
probation stafr. Th~ kinds of clas.,ificiltion ;,;ri~~ria 
tvpicallv used in many jurisdictions L1r\!: 
I. Tvpe of offense. 
2. length or timc on probation. 
3. Probabilit v of success on probation. 
4. Perrormance on probation. 

Al! of the~e can be construed as indicators both or 
the level or rbk which the client presents and of the 

level of services which the client requires. 

Three basic levels of supervision are utilized in 
most classification schemes. [ntensive supervision is 
reserved for clients requiring frequent sun'eillance 
and/or service intervention on the purt of the case 
manager. It consists not on Iv of a specified number of 
client-agency contacts. but also of provi~ion of a wide 
runge of social services. either b\ probation staffllr 
th rough refemtls to other CO 111 mll ni l \' agencies. Re.Uu~ 
lar supervision is seen as a maintenance level OrSlJP(~r
vision. with crisis intervention services anlilable,tis 
needed. Clients at this level would be expected to 
function more independenth' than those at the inten
sive level. Minimum supervision. the third level, is 
primarih a clerical function. since it usual" entails 
little personal contact between the <.:lient and the Ct\:se 
manager. unless such <.:ontact is client-initiated. S~!r
vices of the probation agenc\ should be available 
at the minimum supen'bion dienl's' request. S(1 tlull 
they will not experience involunlar\ agenc\ intervtln
tion unless their behavior warrants reclassification 
into another supervision level. 

Data obtained fro111 a ten-percent rund\lm ,amplt! 
of NeVi Jerse\ probation clients can he utili/ed to 
illustrate the lise of onc potential classification s\~
tem for probationers. The rationale and criteria wi~id 
are essentiallv the same as thtlSe for the pnfoJc c1ass~i
fication scheme discussed in the parole service~ sec
tion. but the specific combinations or criteria are 
somewhat different. The .. type of ofrense or whit:'h 
the probationer was convicted is categoriled us eith~!r 
violent (murder. forcible rape, robbery, and aggru.
vated assault) Or nonviolent (all other offenses Iistel~ 
on the survev form). The individual's probabilitv llf 
~ucces,> is estimated using the pah)le bast!-expectanc'l 
~.:~tle (BES) described in the parole servict!s section. 
Thouuh this scale was developed from a follo\\-lIf> 
~tud\ oj a '>ample of parolees. and thus 111m not b(~ 
totalh appropriate for use with all probationers. it 
~till i" a valuable tool which combines several item\j 
of demographic data on clients into a sin!!le probu;, 
bjJil~-()f-wt:t:e~s estimate; and a test in Essex Count\, 
\\ ith probationers. showed the scale to be equallv 
valid for those New Jersey probationers as for Cali, 
fornia parolees. Tlie 64% probability 01' success level 
cun be u~ed us a cllt"otT point betv,een high- und low~ 
risk clients. Client's performance is measured b\ an 
item which assesses the relative frequenc\ and t\ pc 011 
probation violations committed. 

'The table below records the number of' proba ... 
tioners from the sample classified into different levelsl 
of supervision based on a combinalion of type of. 
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offense, length of time on probation, performance on 
probation and probability of success on probation. 
For the purpose of this combination, the following 
definitions of these four factors were used: 

- Type of offense is divided into violent offenses 
(murder, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated 
assault) and non-violent (all other offenses) 

- Length of time on probation is divided into the 
first six months, second six months, second year, 
and more than two years on probation 

-Probation performance is described as good (no 
known violations), fair (occasional, non-serious 
violations), doubtful (frequent non-serious 
violation~), or poor (serious violations), anti 

- Probability of probation success is described in 
terms of either a high or a low base expectancy 
score. 

In developing the table, probationers were classi
fied il'lto different levels of supervision according to 
the following rules: 
Probationers assigned to intense supervision include: 

• Violent offenders on probation for: 
- Less than 6 months 
-6 to 11 months who show fair, doubtful, or 

poor performance 
-12 to 23 months who show either poor per

formance and high base expectancy scores or 
doubtful to poor performance and low base 
expectancy scores 

-24 or more months who show poor perfor
mance and low base expectancy scores 

• Non-Violent offenders on probation for: 
-Less than 6 months who show fair, doubtful, 

or poor performance 
- 6 to 11 months who show doubtful or poor 

performance 
- 12 to 23 months who show poor performance 

Probationers assigned to regular supervision include: 
• Violent offenders Oii probation for: 

- 6 to II months who show good performance 
-12 to 23 montl1s v/ho show either doubtful 

performance and high base expectancy scores 
or fair performance and low base expectancy 
scores 

-24 or more months who show poor perfor
mance and high base expectancy scores 

• Non-violent offenders or probation for: 
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- Less than 6 months who show good perfor
mance 

- 6 to 11 months who show good or fair perfor
mance 

-12 to 23 months who show doubtful perfor
mance 

- 24 or more months who show poor perfor
m&nce and low base expectancy scores 

Probationers assigned to minimum supervision 
include: 

• Violent offenders on probation for 12 to 23 
months who show either good performance and 
low base expectancy scores or fair to good per
formance and high base expectancy scores 

• Non-violent offenders on probation for 
-12 to 23 months who show either fair per

formance and high base expectancy scores or 
fair to good performance and low base ex
pectancy scores 

- 24 or more months who show poor perfor-
mance and high base expectancy scores 

Probationers who would be terminated from super
vision using this particular classification scheme 
include: 

• Violent offenders on probation for 24 or more 
months with doubtful to good performance 

• Non-violent offenders on probation for 
- 12 to 23 months who show good performance 

and high base expectancy scores 
-24 or more months who show doubtful to good 

performance 

The above rules are reflected in the accompanying 
form. On the flow chart, performance is keyed as 
follows: 
I = No known violations 
2 = Occasional nonserious violations 
3 = Frequent nonserious violations 
4=Serious violations 

I nstructions for completing the survey forl11 indi
cate that serious violations are only those which en
danger either the client or the community . 

The flow chart below Stlmmariles the manner in 
which probationers in the 2A65-person sample ,.,.ere 
classified into intensive, regular. or minimum leveb 
of supervision, or into a successful termination cate
gory. Note that the flow chart for probationers con
victed of violent offenses is the same as that used ror 
all parolees (see section on parole services). The chart 
serves as one example of how u client classification 
system might be operated. It can. of course, be modi
ned to reflect desired change. 

There were 341 persons who could not be classified 
due to lack of one or more necessary data .items. 
Of the 2,124 who could be clussi fied, 27 penici:( J.al! 

, 
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I 
Violent 

Length of Time 
on Probation 

Probationers* 
Current Otfense Type 

(See key below) 

N .11 onVlo ent 
Length of Time 

------., I 00 P,obot'oo I 
Less than 
6 months 

INTENSIVE 

Six months to 
one year 

Perfotmance 
on Probation 

More than 
two years 

Performance 

/ '" 1, 2, 3 4 
TERM BES 

/~ 

Less than 
six months 

Performance 

/ '\ 
(1) 
REG 

(2, 3, 4) 
INT 

More than 
two years 

Performance 

/ '" (4) 
BES 

,/ '" >~~ <f~~ /'" >64% <64% 
-MIN REG 

(1) (2/ 3, 4) 
REG INT 

One to two years 
BES 

~ 
>64%/ <64% 

Performance Performance 

/ I ""- / I '\, 
(1, 2) (3) (4) (1) (2) (3, 4) 
MIN REG INT MIN REG INT 

Six months to 
one year 

Performance 

/ '" (1,2) (3,4) 
REG INT 

One fo two years 
BES 

/ ~ 
>64% <64% 

Performance Performance 
/ I \,. '\ / I 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (1 f 2) (3) 
TERM MiN REG INT MIN REG 

'\ 
(4) 
INT 

The following table illustrates the results of applying this classification scheme to the sample of 
2,465 probationers surveyed. 

~upervision Level 

Intensive 
Regular 
Minimum 
Terminate 

Unable to Classify 

TOTAL 

*Performance on Probation Key: 
1::: no known violations 

Number 

299 
928 
315 
582 

341 

2,465 

2 = occasional non-serious violations 
3 = frequent non-serious violations 
4 = serious violations 

Percent 

14.1 
43.7 
14.8 
27.4 

100.0 

Percent of 
Those on Supervision 

19.4 
60.2 
20,4 

100.0 

lil 
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into the termination category, while approximately 
equivalent proportions of probationers remaining un
der supervision tire classified us requiring intensive 
and minimum supervision (about 20% at each level). 
A majority of probationers, 60%, are categorized at 
the regular supervision level. A basic requirement of 
any classi fication scheme is revaluation of each client 
at regular intervals. usually every' six months. to 
assess the appropriateness of his/her current super
vision level. The table above represents a "snapshot" 
of the statewide probation caseload at that point when 
the survey was administered, but since the sample was 
a random cross-section of clients from all countries, 
it is a valid aggregate representation of the proportion 
of clients which could be expected to fall into each 
supervision level at any time (barring any drastic 
alterations in the composition or characteristics of 
the probation caseload). 

Application of these tentative proportions at each 
level to ,he August 1974 state\vide adult probation 
caseloud vields an estimate of the supervision work
load. in terms of number of adult supervision work 
units for which a unified state probation system 
would be responsible. Terminating 27.4% of the 
28.688-person caseloud results in a tota I of 20.827 
adults remaining on supervision. Of these. 4.040 
(19.4%) are classified as minimum supervision cli
ents. 12.538 (60.}!]}')" arc classified as regular supcr
vision clients. and 4,249 (20AC'i) are dussified as in-

. tensive supervision clients. 
A work unit svstem which weighs each case ac

cording to the relative level of effort required on the 
part of' a case manager can be applied uSing these 
hwels of supervision. :\ssigning I work unit to each 
rt1gular supervision client .. 5 work unit to each mini
mum supervisiun client and 4 work units to each in
tensive supervision client yields a total adult proba
tion supervision workload (not caseload) of 31,554 
work units. Sixty work units (which COUld. for ex
ample, be comprised 01'60 regular supervision clients. 
120 minimum supervision clients. or 15 intensive 
supet'vision clients) can be taken as t\ standard work
load for each case manager. l\pplied to the [olal state 
workluad, this indicates that 526 cuse managers 
would be required Lo provide adequate supervi~ion 
and services to these lO.Xl? adults on probation. 
Given that-I) there were 748 senior probation offi
cers and probation officers in 1974, and 2) about 
70 per cent of the supervision workload across the 
state is comprised of adult cases, it is reasonable to 
assume that the full-time equivalent of about 70 per
cent of the 748 probution officers. or 523. devote most 
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of their time to adult probation. Thus the 526 case 
managers required to provide a tri-Ievel s\stem of 
supervision and services to a reduced adult probation 
caseload would involve no substantial increase in 
supervision staff over 1974 levels. 

This does not, however, include the potential need 
for additional assessment specialists who would be 
required to perform the presentence investigation 
(PST) function. An average of 1460 PSI's per month 
were completed in 1973-74. Using 60 work units as 
a standard monthly workload for assessment tasks 
and assigning 4 work units to each PS I (thus assum
ing one assessment specialist can complete 15 PSI's 
per month of full-time effort), a total of 97 full-time 
assessment specialists would be required to complete 
the 1973-74 workload of PSI's. In 1974. 169 persons 
were employed by county probation al!eneies as se
nior investigators and investigators: their workload 
presentlv includes manv types of investigations in 
addition to adult presentence assessments, so that the 
72-person surplus does not seem unreasonable. If 
other types of investigations performed in 1972-74 
ure included in the total assessment workload. then 
974 juvenile predisposition and custody investigations 
per month weighted at 4 work units each, plus 2,434 
other types of investigations per month weighted at 1 
work unit each (including baiI/ROR .. grand iun 
and others) would increase the total number of assess
ment specialists required to approximateh 200. The 
number of program developers needed (the third 
and last specializeri ~talT role) can be estimated using 
a ratio of one program developer per 500 clients un
der supervision: based on the 1974 caseload. a total of 
42 program developers would be required to serve the 
statewide caseload of probationers. 

These starr requirements are onlv estimates. since 
the workioad figures on which the\' are based are not 
current. However. the work unit svstelll here illus
trated can be flexiblv applied to \ield staff need es
timates based on current workloads. and will enahle 
a more equitable assilwment or both case mUllllgI'> 
ment and assessment tasks. 

Summary 
Many of the present inadequacies of New Jerse~ ':; 

probation system can be traced to its fragmented 
and uncoordinated administration. It is generalh 
recognized that the first and most basic step to\\ ard 
improvement of probation services is the unification 
of the 21 county-funded svstems into u single state
funded probution services agenc\. 

The AOC has developed a plan which delineates 
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how a Division of Probation Services could be devel
oped under the aegis of the judiciarv. Other organiza
tional alternatives range from totai assumptio'n of all 
probation services by the Department of Correc
tions to partial transfer of some probation functions. 
e.g. adult supervision onlv. to the Department of 
Corrections, with the AOC retaining all other present 
functions. Unification of probation services into an 
AOC-administered statewide system would alleviate 
present problems of salar.v inequities, workload vari
ability and staff training and recruitment. It is stronl!
Iy urged that the client classification scheme and tilt! 
work unit system discussed above be immediateh 
'U1plemented by the appropriate unit within AOC. 

Development of rational methods of assigning cli
ents to'appropriate supervision levels and workiouds 
to slaff should facilitate service delivery to and super
vision of' probationers. Many jurisdictions across the 
country have developed such systems in order to mort! 
flexibh meet the chullenges of ever-increasing case-

loads and investigution workloads. The development 
of specialized staff toles around ,three major rllnc~ 
tions (case management, assessment and program de
velopment) should also be accomplished in a state
wide unified probation system. Such specialization 
can further enhance the capacity of probation as a 
sentencing alternative to adequlItely deal with a wide 
range of' convicted offenders. 

The ultimate goal of unifYing Ne\\ Jersey's 21 
county probation agencies into n sinille statewide 
system is the improvement or probation services. 
Such improvement is essential if probation is to be 
utilized at an optimal level. thereby minimilinll the 
number of persons who mllst be incurcerated in the 
State's prisons. At a cost of' $321 per supervised case 
per year. probation is ccrtainl\' less expensive und 
quite probabl\ n more productive sentencing alter
native than incarceration for man\' convicted offen
ders. 
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New Jersey Corrections: 

Description Of County Institutions 

This .,cction is a summary description of count~ 
jail opemtions in 'len Jersey. It ghes comp(),;ite 
information which has been extracted from the count) 
jail sune~ conducted for the \laster Plan: The act~al 
sunev data is a facility-by-faciliH detailed descrip
tion ~f county correctional operation';. totaling almost 
JO() manuscript plIges in length. 

Introduction 
Local corr~'di(\llaj la..:ditie .. ,l":ross th.: natipn :~r~ 

dmraderiled h\ a transient and heterIH!.eneoll~ In
mate population and u m.ultitude of ~o~letimes in
compatible functions. TYPically. local Julls are over
utili.r.ed und overcrowdt:d. yet understaffed and under
financed. llnfortunately. the jails in New Jen,ey do 
not differ significantly from this pattern. 

111 the I \)6(r~. a nc\\ t.!ra or Pllhlic conccrn rc\!,lrd
Inl! the probklll' ,'!' "Timc and thc dctt.!ntl<lJ1 ,,f "f.
knders emt.!rged. In I%S. the Ol11nihu .. (rlllle ( tlll

till and Sare Strceh \d \\<l'i put into d'rl!ct. rc ... ulting 
in thc e~tahlbhl1lenl or the LilW Enl\ln:el11eI11 \~~is
tance ,\dminj~trati!ln. The l!nlire o.:ril11inal ill~tict.! 
~\s!em. polk·c. Cllllrt~. corrt!ctions. and iails wrrm:cd 
as an issue \\01'111\ 1)1' publk concern. New .lersc\·s 
respll,nse has been the dcvelopment of' a cllmprehen
sive ~:()frcdillns l11a~ler plan. This report is the n~sult 
or tile Plan's rllCUS on local jails a~ <l major sector 
of til,: statc's correctional system. . 

One of the first tasks undertaken was a survey of 
the New Jersc\ jails. :\ questionnaire/interview guide 
\\:1:. developed b\ lhl! Nationul Clearingholl'ie I'llr 
Criminal Justice Phmnin)! nnd :\rchitl!clllrl!. consul
tants t(, thl! Master f>1~1I1. The inl\lrI11ation collected 
was catC'gori/cd into Ihe roll()win~ major areas: 

1. General information ubou~ the facilitv. indudin!! 
facilitv tvpe, type of area s,mounding the radlit\. 
and limited information ,:\hOllt Gourt-relnted 

activities: .., 
2. Architectural information, inch.:(ti~\g the age 01 

the structure. the phYsical condition ~)f the raci~it\ 
and its support s\stems. thl! holdl(,i! capaclt\. 
tvpes of cells provided. nnd inspection .process: 

3. Fiscal information. including operullng e\pen~e ... 
and cost per inmate per dny, when obtail1uble: . 

4. Personnel information. including the number 01 
custodv staff. job description~ and u description 
of staff training procedun:s: . 

5. Offender data. including the average d:l1l\. popu
lation, breakdowns of the pn!s\~nt pnpUlatilln 1)\ 
age. sex. and trial statu~. and separation capabil
ities of the fucility: 

6. Programming information, includj~g eorr~s?~)n
denee and visitation policies. phvslc.d uct1\ltle~. 
religiolls activities. educational-vocationnl pro
grnms. and in-house support services. 

Interviews were conducted in each facilit\ in con
junction with an on-site visit bv t\ designated Ne\l 
.Terse\' locul corrections official who represented the 
Master Plnn. Shenffs. superintendents. \\ardens. 
record-keepers. personnel mttna!!ers. ,lOd other, 
having panicular knowledge of the subiect arl!,IS 
unde~ discussion were interviewed. When Hvailable. 
supporting literature. reports. and other document'> 
were obtained. 

Seriou~ data ~~ap~ \\ ere noted in s~\'era~ ~rilical 
areas requiring extensive recordkeep1l1g: 1I1lorma
tion on inmate chnrncteristics and jail budget:. were. 
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in particular. uneven. In addition. discrepancies be
tween information obtuined by the New Jersey 
Department of Corrections and ihat which was 
gathered for purposes of this study were noted. For 
example, one county's facility capacity is reported 
differently from year to year in the Department's 
reports and was reported stilI differently in the 
Master Plan survey. These deficiencies highlight 
the needs for iinproved recordkeeping systems. u uni
form reporting system, and increased accountability 
bv most of the jails in New Jersey. This report will 
utilize the data collected in the Master Plan survey, 
ruther than that collected by the Department The 
National Clearinghouse survey instrument utilized 
has been developed over a long period of time, 
has been administered previouslv in .1 number of 
states and localities. and has been continouslv revised 
and updated. Also. the Master Plan data \\ tiS col
lected bv n sin,!!1e person so that interview techniques 
and/or personal biases would not be Iikel\' to varv 
significantl\' from localitv to localitv. Thus. the in
formation obtained can be expected to be more con
sistent than the Department which employs a number 
or inspectors who may have a varietv of interview 
slvles and/or personal biases. 

This section of this report will present the salient 
characteristics of New Jersev's local correctional 
sv~tem. 

General Information 
The National Clearinghouse surveyed the follow

ing facilities, which include 19 county jails. two coun
ty penitentiaries, two county workhouses. two county 
jail annexes. one county prison, and one citv-count\ 
iail. 

A ~ can be seen in the following chart. most of the 
fucilities are located in commercial-residential areas. 

Commercial a nd industrial areas are excellent sites 
for correctional facilities. Opportunities for the em
ployment of inmates are "enhanced and work release 
and similar programs can be more easily managed 
When jobs and training programs for offenders can be 

LOCATlON OF FAC'fLITlES 

Number 
Rural 4 
Residential 3 
Commercial 3 
Commercial-Residential 15 
C ommercial-Residen tia 1-

Industrial 
Commercial-Industria! 

% of Total 

15% 
11% 
11% 
56% 

41} 

4% 

located near the facility. When an institution is lo
cated near or in a densely populated area it also has 
an available pool of persons from which to choose 
employees. Further. public transportution is tradi
tionally available in and around populated areas. The 
availabilty of public transportation affects such 41ctiv
ities as visitation in the jail. Finally, the facility lo
cated in the center of an urban area is able to draw 
upon the community's existing progrnms rather than 
being forced to duplicate them. 

The four facilities which are located in stricti v rural 
areas hold. primarily. sentenced offenders. This is 
unfortunate. as the programs and services uvailuble 
in urban settings are. perhaps. most important for 
persons who are serving time. 

Urban areas may pose difficulties as well as ad
vantages for correctional administrators. Congested 
traffic and the scarcity of adequtHe parking is often 
mentioned by jail personnel as being a severe prob
lem. Trunsportation of prisoners both to and from the 
institution can be inefficient. hazardous. und time
consuming. Nearly 35% of the institutions report that 
there are no adequate parking facilities for visitors 
or staff: 45% report adequate parking for visitors: 
nnd about 65% report having adequate parking facil
ities for stafr. Only five facilities report adequate 
parking in all categories. The lack of adequate park
ing may discourage the families and friends of in
mates from visiting. 

Most of the detention facilities, 6390. occupy the 
entire structure in which they are locuted. Almost 
75% reported that the courthouse is part of or adja
cent to the jail structure. The detention facility is 
usually part of II building complex in which the courts 
ani other county offices such a~ law enforcement 
and/or probation offices are nlso located. 

An average of 10 prisoners daily nre transported 
from each of the surveyed jails to various courts. 
Since many of the jails are situated either with or 
adjacent to the courts. transporting prisoners to court 
does not usually create security or escape problems. 
Transportation to court is achieved through the use 
of underground or overhead tunnels. or through 
close surveillance by guards. court employees. or 
Sheriffs officers. Two-thirds of the jali administra
tors indicated thal special detention rooms are 
provided for prisoners within the court facilities. 
Other less secure arrangements include the use of 
jury rooms and individual cells. 

Architer.tural Description 
The average age of the racilities visited is 44 years. 
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the olde:;t being constructed in 1876. However, 46% 
of the facilities have undergone some lype of renova
tion or ha ve had additions. These structural changes 
usually reflect preventative maintennnce or attempts 
to increase holding capacities. In 16 localities, plans 
to replace outdated facilities are in various stages of 
development. 

The current holding capacities of all the surveyed 
institutions totals about 5.000. With a 1975 combined 
average daily population of approximately 3,900, 
the local jail system is operating at close to ~O% of its 
capacity. An average daily population utilizing. 80% 
of all residential space in the local correction-al system 
is appropriate as it allows 15% to 20% for peal< oper
ation days. I n contrast, the State prison system is 
currently operu.ting above capacity. The following 
chart illustrates the facilities' stated capacitif!s. their 
average daily populations for 1974 and 1975. and the 
extent to which each facility was being utilized in both 
time periods. 

The churt clearly depicts a situation for local cor
rections in whIch some facilities, 22% of the tOlal, 
have an average daily population at or above capaci
ty. Thc3e peak days strain those facilities still further 
while other facilities, also 22% of the total, are gener
ally operating well below capacity level. A trend to
ward an increasing population size is also noted in 
this chart. Forty-four percent of the facilities ex
perienced an increase pf 5% or more in populati!Jn 
between 1974 and 1975. Another 37% had stabilized 
inmate populations while only 19%,:re able to re
duce their populations. 

The figures which 'denote capacity are somewhat 
misleading, since many of the facilities are double
ceiling inmates in living units originally designed for 
single occupancy. According to the New Jersey De .. 
partmcnt of Corrections guidelines, doubling of 
single-occupancy cells is "substandard." Thus, the 
listed capacities of these jails should be adjusted 
downward. In addition, according to national correc
tional standards, all residential living space should 
be single occupancy, thus further reducing acceptable 
capacity levels. Furthermore, few if any. of the facil
ities' residential areas meet minimum correctional 
standards. 

Single-person occupancy is considered by criminal 
justice professionals to be the optimal housing ar
rangement. Since all 27 facilities utilize holding areas 
designed for more than one person, none technically 
meet current corrections standards. In many insti
tutions. however, the bulk of the holding capacity is 
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in single.-occupancy cells: yet most of the 
single-occ.upancy cells do not meet minimum size 
standards of 70 square feet per single-occupancy 
cells, 

There are a total of almost 1,600 single-occupancy 
cells in the institutions visited. Four hundred and 
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thirty cells hold two persons each; 18 cells are in- ,,, 
tended for triple-occupancy; 19 units hold from 
four to eIght persons; 26 hold from nine to 12 persons: 
and 83 units are dormitories which hold over 12 per-
sons each. One of these dormitories is, reportedly. 
holding over ISO persons. The 27 facilities also have 
a combined total of over 35 short-term detention 
rooms and ulmost 65 isolation cells are available for 
usc across the state. 

The need to properly segregrate various factions of 
the inmate population places some restrictions on the 
local jails. Under New Jersey statutes, males must be 
out of sight and hearing from females and, if held, 
juveniles must be segregated from aduas. Of the 
total inmate capacity of 4,900, over 90% is reserv~d 
for adult male prisoners. slIghtly more than 9% fm.., 
females, and less than 1 % for juveniles. Only 6% oD) 
the population on the day of the survey was female{ 
demonstrating the difficulLy that mUlti-occupanq.v 
designs presents when enough space to accomodqIe 
peaks must be reserved for a relatively small propl;'lr
tion of the population. With the exception of one 
institution, which houses males out of sight .hut not 
out of hearing from females, all the facilitkls which 
hold females keep males out of sight and hearing 
from females. 

Seventy percent of the facilities reportr-d that juve
niles are not detained there. The 30% that hold juve
niles usually do so only when a court order requesting 
that the juvenile be held has been issued. Only three 
facilities, 11 % report having facilities for juveniles. 
In most instances, should a court ord,ef be received, 
special arrangements for housingjuvefliles have to be 
made. Separate juvenile detention facilities are avail
able in almost all counties .. 

Four facilities separate first offendel's from recid
ivists; seven are able to separate pretrial prisoners 
from those who are serving sentences; 12 institutions 
separate co-defendants, when requested by the prose
cutor; four separate felons from misdemeanants; 
nine separate sex offenders from the general popula
tion and 14 institutions segregate the mentally retard
ed and the mentally disturbed from the rest of the in
mate popUlation. Two facilities report no separation 
whatsoever. 

The Master Plan also surveyed the condition of 
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support systems within the facilities. It was noted 
that in only 44% of the facilities is the plumbing main
tained and working properly. The other facilities' 
plumbing systerr. ,1~eded repairs or totally required 
replacement altogether. Wiring is in only slightly 
better condition, with 60% of the systems being 
adequate, the remaining 40% either needing repair, or 
requiring replacement. Many of the heating systems 
were also in varying stages of disrepair. Only 48% 
were working properly; 43% could function properly 
with repair; and 9% required total replacement. 

Artificial lighting in the prisoners' living areas in 
10 facilities was reported to be insufficient for read
ing. It was found that the lighting fixtures are ofte'n 
constructed in a manner which allows inmates to have 
access to them. In many cases, including facilities 
which reported adequate lighting, light fixtures were 
destroyed, damaged or covered up. 

Poor design factors can cause such security prob
lems as: blind spots which prevent adequate super
vision of cell areas and/ol' movement areas; narrow 
corridors which are dangerous tobuth imnates and 
staff; inadequately placed control positions that may 
reduce an officer's view into cell areas or hinder staff 
response to CI;isis situations; and the lack of security 
vestibules which raises the likelihood of escape and 
personal da'nger to both staff and inmates. Two-thirds 
of the facilities, reported blind spots. Inadequately 
placed control points are the next most frequently 
occuring (41 %) security problem. Lack of security 
vestibules or interior pedestrian saliy ports were 
noted by 30% of the facilities. Other security prob
lems created by poor design which 'occur frequently 
were the lack of separation capabilities, locking dec 
vices which do not function properly, low visibility 
within Iivillg areas, and narrow corridors. Only three 
faci Iities report no problems due to poor design. 

The limitations of design also create security prob
lems in pri!>oner movement. The problem most often 
reported is that of moving inmates to and from visit
ing .ueas. Jail administrators typically do not want 
viSiting areas near inmates' living areas, not do they 
want inmates near areas to which the public hus 
access. Over 10% f)f the surveyed facilities have se
curity problems when moving inmates to and fr,om 
visiting areas. 

tsen though most of the facilities are with or ad
jacent to the courthouse, 30 % report security prob
lems when moving prisoners to CQurt. Those facilities 
experiencing court movement probiems also report 
the lack of vestibules and the presence of blind spots. 
Thus" the movement difficulties are more than likely 
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with the corrections facility itself. Others stating 
that movement to court is a security concern are those 
which are not in close proximity to the courthouse. 

Booking areas are usually situated nearer to the 
perimeter of the facility than are the cell areas. In 
order to move prisoners from booking LO the living 
areas, jail employees must again deal with internal 
design restrictions such as narrow corridors. blind 
spots, and no safety vestibules. Almost 40% of the 
institutions encountered security problems when 
moving prisoners from intake areas to the residential 
areas. Difficulties with prisoners being moved from 
cell areas to program rooms and dining "reas are also 
reported. Six facilities report that they ha ve no move
ment pattern problems which are created by poor 
design. 

The availability of specific program areas is illus
strated by the following table: 

FACILITIES WITH SPECIAL PROGRAM AREAS 

Percent 
Area Number of Total 
Chapel 14 52% 
Outdoor Exercise Area 11 41% 
Indoor Exercise Area 8 30% 
Multi-purpose Room (separate 

from cell areas) 10 .37% 
Dayrooms (living rooms) 9 33% 
Private Visiting or Interview 

Rooms 18 67% 
Infirmary (one or more beds) 15 56% 
Separate, Quiet Study Area 5 19% 
Library (not in multi-purpose room 

or shelves in a corridor) 16 60% 
Classrooms 12 44% 
None of the Above 2 7% 
All of the Above 1 4% 

Only one facility reporteq the existence of all listed 
program areas. The number of facilities havi ng no 
dayrooms, or areas immediately outside the cells 
where inmates may go during the day, was surprising
ly high (18). In many of those facilities. the corridors 
outside the cell areas are used as pseudo-da" rooms. 

Only five of tl.1e facilities surveyed ha ve access to 
computerized information systems; the other still 
manually record all data. Twenty-one facilities have 
installed' intercommunication systems in the prisoners' 
quarter;,; and seven have installed closed circuit tele
visions. 
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Budget 
Detailed budgetary information was unavailable 

for most facilities. However, enough information was 
obtained to calculate rough estimates of the cost per 
inmate per day for all surveyed facilities. In most 
cases. the cost per inmate per day which had been 
computed by the facilities was inaccurate. Usually 
maintenance and utility costs wen; not calculated. 
For example, One facility reported an inmate cost per 
day of only 17 cents, yet. by using the jail budget, 
a rough estimate of $19.52 was computed. All costs 
per day were estimated on the basis of total expend
itures divided by the average daily inmate popula
tions. The costs range from $16.00 per inmare per 
day (a low estimate since all the costs of maintenance 
and utilities were not available) to over $36.00. The 
average daily cost per inmate is estimated to be about 
$24.00. 

Staffing 
The number of custody staff emplo\'ed by the sur

veyed facilities ranges from 12 in a fat:ilitv huvin,!! 

an average daily popUlation of 30, to a staff of 246 in 
a facility having an average daily Roputation of 573. 
The National Advisorv Commission on Criminal 
Justice Shindards ~Jnd doals recommends a minimum 
of one custody person for even: six inmates in the 
average daily population. Thus. everv !ucility SUr
veyed meets niinimum national staffing standards. 
Because the average daily population and the average 
size of the custody staff were not both available for 
anyone ye<tl'. the staff size and the custodv population 
on the date of the survey were used for the following 
table .. The first column represents the number of t:us

tody staff which were employed on the day of the 
survey: column two is the popUlation on the surve\ 
date and the third column illustrates the starr/inmate 
rali o. 

The minimum recommended staff/inmate rutin 
does not compensate for the extra slarr which 
might be required because of sub;:.tandard urchitec
tural Itlvouts in most New Jersev facilities. The need 
for additional staff due to poor design could repre
sent an expenditure of as much as one and a hall' 
million dollars per year. 

Number of Inmate 
Custody Staff 

Inmate 
Population Staff Ratio 

Atlantic CQunty Jail 
Bergen County Ja i I 
Bergen County Jail Annex 
Burlington County Jail 
Camden County-City Jail and Annex 
Cape May County Jail 
Cumberland County Jai I . 
Essex County Jail 
Essex County Penitentiary 
Gloucester County Prison 
Hunterdon County Ja il 
Hudson County Jai I 
Hudson County Penitentiary 
Mercer County Dentention Center 
Mercer County Correction Center 
Middlesex County Jai I 
Middlesex County Workhouse 
Monmouth County Jail 
Morri s County Ja i I 
Ocean County Jail 
Passai c County Ja iI 
Solem County Jail 
Somersey County Jai I 
SUssex County Jail 
Union County Jai I 
Warren County Jai I 

57 
40 
45 
59 

138 
34 
35 

. 246 
145 
35 
20 
88 
24 
51 
37 
27 
46 
83 
40 
33 

. 67 
22 
26 
14 
66 
12 

189 
81 

",107 
183 
230 
68 
no 
492 
467 
57 
24 

180 
118 
153 
149 
66 

101 
258 

93 
105 
334 
73 
27 
16 

192 
41 

1:3 
1':2 
1 :2 
1:3 
1:2 
1:2 
1:3 
1:2 
1:3 
1 :2 
1: 1 
1 :2 
1 :5 
1 :3 
1 :4 

,. 1:2 
1:2 
1 :3 
1:2 
1:3 
1:5 
1:3 
1: 1 
1: 1 
1 :3 
1 :3 

149 
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Staff salaries are very diverse within the New 
Jersey jail system. The modal, or most frequentlv 
occurring. salary range is from $10.000 to $15.000 
per year and the average is about $11.250. Staff turn
over in the surveyed racilities runs at about 8%, the 
highest being 71 % and the lowest being J%. It was 
found that. as the salary level increases. the staff 
turnover rate decreases. The exception,; to this trend 
are three facilities located in highly urbanized areas 
where the cost of Iivi ng may necessitate the higher 
salary standard. 

Staff Turnover Rate 
5-10% 

10-20% 
20-30% 

Over 30% 

A~'erage Salary 
$11,300 
$11,600 
$10,400 
$ 8,900 

The exceedingly high turnover rates are probably 
attributed to a combination of ftictors:salary: poor 
assignment of personnel to various positions; the 
working conditions; the physical aspects of the facili
ty; and the degree of inmate unrest within the jail. 
At the time of the survey, 40% of the facilities had job 
openings and 25% of these facilities report that there 
are usually job openings for corrections positions. 

Without exception. all of the correctional facilities 
are governed bv Civil Service in their hiring proce
dures. even though Civil Service is an option for law 
enforcement agendes. The Civil Service Chief Ex
aminer formulates a plan which states the class of 
positions, the job titles. duties, qualifications. and 
promotion lines. Merit for emplovment or promotion 
is determined by the applicant's success in completinll 
a competitive eX:Jmination. a non-competitive exam
ination. and the meeting of minimum qualifications. 
Qualifications include standards of age. citizenship. 
residency. literacy, being of good character. and 
having no convictions for a criminal offense involvin~ 
moral turpitude. 

Once a person is appointed. a three month proba
tionary period begins: the period can be extended 
to six months. Onlv three facilities have elected to 
extended the probationarY period. one to four months 
and two to six months: vet most administrators have 
complained that three months is too short of u time 
period in which tojudge new employees' work. After 
two months. a report on the probationer's prollress is 
written; the report is filed with Civil Service after 
three months. In order to declare a potential em
ployee unfit ror appointment, the corrections admin
istration must show good cause before the Civil Ser-
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vice Commission. The employee may be present dur
ing the hearing and present evidence and testimony in 
defense. Unless good cause is shown, the employee is 
appointed. 

It is evident that several job classifications are 
utilized across the State to fill positions in correction
al facilities. Some counties operate facilities indepen
dent of law enforcement agencies. Thus. correctional 
positions are separate from law enforcement positions. 
In other counties. there is no distinction between the 
two. In some counties, new law enforcement recruits 
are assigned to jail positions until law enforcement 
positions become available. The application for em
ployment is. therefore, for a law enforcement position. 

According to available information. all correction
al officers receive some type of training ror their 
positions. Usually, training is in-service rather than 
prior Lo beginning work. Most facilities also send 
staff to officer training programs offered bv either 
the county or the state. Formal. on-the-job trainin/! 
in the for'm of classes, movies. speakers. workshops. 
and the like is virtuallv n6n-existent in the vast 
majority of the jails surveved. 

Inmate Population 
The rate at which New Jersey's counties incar

cerate is disparate from county to county. Sussex 
County. for example. detains 20 persons in its jail 
for every 100,000 persons in the general population 
of the county, Its incarceration rate. then, is said to 
be 20. 2 Essex Countv is the antithesis with an incar
ceration rate of 100. 'In com parison, the incarceration 
rate of the nation is 69.7, which is considered by most 
professionals in corrections to be high. The combined 

. incarceration rate of all surveyed facilities is' con
siderably less (49) than the national incarceration 
rate. 

If an overall incarceration rate of 49 were to be 
considered a r'easonable goal. it could be said that 
eight New Jersey counties are grossly, over-incarcer
ating. Even though incarceration rates may be affect
ed by crime rates, no direct relationship of this tvpe 
can be identified in many of these counties. For ex
ample. of the 21 counties comprising New Jersey. 
Salem County has the highest incarceration rate. 
but ranks onl~ 13th in its violent crime rate ~\nd 18th 
in its non-vioient crime rate. Union County which is 
experiencing u comparatively high violent crime 
rate (6th in the state), has one of the lowest incarcer-

2 X 
Inoaroeratlon Rate = 100,000 

_ Average Dai Iy Jail Pop'n. 

- General Population 

J .. 

ation rates, 16th in the state. Atlantic, Cumberland, 
Essex, Mercer, and Passaic counties are ranked in 
the highest eight in all three categories: incarcera
tion rate. violent crime rate, and non-violent crime 
rate. Thus, it may not be totally realistic for these 
counties to reduce their incarceration rates to the 
desired 49 per 100,000. 

The average New Jersey jail population on any 
given day in 1975 was approximately 3.900. On the 
day of the surveys. the popUlations of all facilities 
totalled 3,914. Adult males comprised 94% of the 
popUlation, while adult females comprised 6%.' 

Information concerning the various trial statuses of 
the inmates present on the survey date was collected 
and is compiled on the accompanying chart. 

In most institutions, inmate security status is based 
more upon architectural design features (i.e .• if there 
are dayrooms, inmates are not continuously locked 
up) than upon the characteristks of the detainees. 
Over 25% of the inmates are classified "maximum" 
and are being held in continuous lockup; another 41 % 
are classified "medium" and are locked in their cells 
during the night only, Inmates designated as trusties 
who work inside the facility at maintenance-type 
jobs comprise 9% of the surveyed popUlation; 
another }% are trusties involved in work projects 
outside the facility; and I % of the population is com
posed of persons who are on "minimum" security 
status but who are not trusties. Those incarcerate"s 
who are on work or study release comprise another 
3% of the total inmate popUlation. Finally, the se
curity stu tus of 715 inmates is unknown due to non
reporting. 

In over 40% of the facilities, meals are brought to 
the inmates in their cells. Four facilities serve meals 
in the dayroom and only seven institutions have sep
arate dining facilities. Several institutions, 19%, serve 
meals in a combination of ways dependent upon the 
inmate's particular security classification 'or, in one 
case, the sex of the inmate. 

On any given day. in the 16 facilities which pro
vided this information, 109 persons are being held 
for alcohol offenses. The only offense for these 
persons is their being drunk. I n addition. four 
facilities provide lodging for vagrants and transients. 

All of the surveyed facilities provide SOme level of 
medical care, either in the form of jail-employed, full
time medical staff or t~rough contractual services. 
Fifteen institutions arc equipped with infirmaries 
which are defined as huving one or mOre beds. In the 
23 facilities which described medical services. 579 
inmates require medical attention on an average day. 

As dicussed earlier. juveniles are not often held in 
an adult corrections institution. Other facilities for 
juveniles are available in 19 counties: two counties 
utilize juvenile facilities located in nearby counties. 
The Senate Bill 2141. enacted in N ovem ber of 1973, 
proscribes holding these particular Juveniles in juve
nile institutions. Accordingly. juveniles chargect' with 
motor vehicle offenses are held in county adult insti
tutions by court order. 

Programs 
It is somewhat misleading to refer to some of the 

areas discussed in this section as "programs." for 
TRIAL STATUS OF RESIDENT INMATES 

Status Percent of T ota I 
County Jail Population PRETRIAL: 

Under investigation - not formally charged with an offense 
Charged and awaiting indictment 
Charged and indicted but awaiting trial 
Waiting to enter a pl,ea 
Other court processes 

POST-TRIAL: . 
AWaiting sentencing 
Awaiting appeal process 
Sentenced but held for iran sfer 

Awaiting hearings for technical violations of probation and parole 
Serving sentences . 

Being held temporarily for other agencies 

n = 3,914 

9% 
16% 
24% 

3% 
1% 

53% 

8% 
1% 
1% 
2% 

34% 
1% 

47% 
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some are defined by constitutional law ~t" heing rights, 
and olhers are considered to be so important that no 
prison or Jail administrator would consider omitting 
them. Visitation is one such activitv. 

All 27 surveyed institutions allow inmates to re
ceive visitors. ['t was ascertained. though, that there 
are strict limitations on the number and times of visit
ing periods. as well as the number of visitors anI,' one 
inmate may receive ouring a visiting period or over a 
period of lime. 

To illustrate, the Essex County' Jail. maintains a 
visitor's list for each inmate. The maximum number 
of visitors allowed is four. and it is only these four 
persons named on the list who are allowed to visit' 
the inmate. With the exception of lawyers, members 
of the clergy and other professionals, people not on 
the list are not allowed to see the prisoner. The total 
number of visiting hours, liberally estimated, aver
ages nine per week in the 27 facilities respon~ing to 
requests for this information. Nonetheless. this does 
not mean that every inmate visits for nine hours every 
week. In some facilities an inmate is restricted to a 
minimal number of visits .. short in duration. while 
in others the total time per week is divided among 
various clussifications of inmutes. i.e, on Mondavs 
the work releasees may visit during the one-hour 
visiting period and on Thurdsays the females may 
visit during that period. 

The number of davs during which visiting is al
lowed ranges from one to seven, with an average 
among the institutions of nearly three duys. Te~ in~ti
tutions have visiting hours on weekends only; five in

stitutions huve visitation on weekdays only and only 
12 institutions provide for visi.ation both during the 
week and on weekends. Even more restrictive poli
cies are indicated by limitations imposed on the time 
of day that visitation is ullowed. Seventy-seven per
cent of the facilities restrict visitation periods to days 
only. the lime during which most persons are ~~pl?y
ed and are unable to visit, while 4% have VISitation 
during the evenings only, and 15% of the facilities per
mit visitors during both evening and day hours. 

The ureas in which inmates receive visitors varv 
widely from institution to ins'jlution. Most facilities. 
howe~er. have made urrangements for separate but 
secure visitation facilities. The inmates in 13 facilities 
visit with familv and friends through a glass wall and 
a telephone. Tn eight of the institutions, :creen~d 
partitions are provided and. in three. partwl solId 
partitions have been constructed. Chairs and tables 
within the dining areas or multi-purpose rooms are 
used in four institutions. Three facilities have a com-

bination of visiting enyironments, screening inmates 
for less normative environments according to their 
higher security status. In only four of the facilities 
is contact visiting the usual method; all others are 
secure settings allowing no physical contact between 
the inmates and their guest~ 

Even under the current restrictive visitation poli
cies in the 23 facilities which supplied information 
on visitors. a total of 1.573 visitors vist on anyone 
visiting day. This very poignantly demonstrates the 
extent to which the visiting program is in demand. 

Correspondence usually takes two forms in a local 
institutional setting: mail and telephone privileges. 
I n every institution. inrnates are allowed to both 
send and receive mail with varying levels of restric
tions. As a generUI rule. all incoming muil is inspected 
for contraband. the definitions of which vary from 
facility to facility und, in Some institutions. incoming 
mail i~ read for ~ontent. Likewise. it is a Iso common 
for outgoing maitto be censored, i.e .. to detect escupe 
plans, attempts to incite riots. lewd lunguage, or 
threuts to witnesses. 

In most institutions, the inmate, unless indigent, 
is solely responsible for the cost of the postuge. In 
some facilities. the number of letters that can be sent 
is also restricted. A limitation placed on the volume of 
mail for which the facility is responsible for paying 
is seen as reasonable. but the limitation on the total 
number of outgoing letters is too restrictive. i.e .. 
sometimes as few as three letters per week. For the 
inmate whose family and friends are not able to visit. 
such restrictions do not allow adequate contact. 

Telephone privileges are even more restrictive. ~he 
inmates in only six facilities are allowed to receive 
calls, usually li~ited to emergencv situations or call!> 
from professionals such as the inmate's counsel. 
Nineteen facilities make arrangements for inmates to 
place outgoing calls. always restrict~d in tim~ and 
number. The Camden County-City Jad has deVIsed a 
workable soluti on to the problems associated with 
prisoners' phone calls. Two pay phones have been in
stalled in the inmates' living quarters. 

Various kinds of passive, leisure activities are 
available to inmates in the facilities which were 
visited. Board games such as checkers und Monopolv. 
us well as cards, are ayailuble in all institutions ex
cept one. Inmates ma~ also rea~ bo,ok~ and maga
zines although. dependIng on the InstitutIOn, the type 
and content may be restricted. In many cases. the 
reading material is the inmates' o\vn, so inmates must 
rely on visitors to supply reading material. or to 
supplement that which is supplied by the facility. The 
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standards of court review of censorship are becoming 
progressively more strict. Only one institution ap
proaches adherence to court guidelines which state 
that censorship of reading material, as well as mail, 
serves few legitimate penal interests. 

For more strenuous physical exercise and the use 
of leisure time. ten facilities are equipped with out-

.. Joor exercise areas and eight with indoor exercise 
areas. Eleven facilities manage to conduct indoor 
exercise programs throu.gh the utilization of dining 
facilities or multi-purpose rooms of activities such as 
pool and table tennis. 

Religious services and activities are not offered as 
a matter of course in six facilities. It is hoped that, 
should inmates be interested in religious activities, 
accommodations would be made. The First Amend
ment right of religious freedom is most fundamental, 
particularly for incarcerates who cannot freely pursue 
their religious beliefs and practices. 

Radios and/or television sets, sometimes at the in
mates' expense. are allowed in all but one corrections 
facility. Most facilities do provide television sets. 

Educational programs (often preparatory for 
school equivalency exams), some vocational training. 
and counseling programs are available to only a min
imal number of inmates in only a few select facilities. 
Because of the widespread activities of Alcoholics 
Anonymous in New Jersey, alcohol counseling is 
a common prograrl;:in local institutions, . 

At leusl X5% Of the facilities have commissar\! 
privileges. This is handled most frequentlv bv ullo\;
ing inmutes to place orders with u correctional officer 
for such items as toothpaste. soap. and stationerv. 
The items are then purchased. the amount deducted 
Ih'l11 the inmates" accounts. tind the inmates receive 
their purchases the following d.I:':. One institution 
reports a profit of over $4.000 from its commissary 
activities. whi~h should be reverted back to the in
mate~ in the form of additional progrums and privi
leges. 

or the 27 facilities surveyed. 60gu (16) offered 
work release programs. The great majority of these 
programs are operated from within the .iail and lire 
only available to a sma'll number of inmates (general
ly less than ten). 

Alternativf:;s to Incarceration 

The established programs which are considered to 
be alternatives to incarceration vary bv county, ttl
though release on recognizance (ROR) progrtllns 
Ure common to ull counties. A scule standardized 
for the state hus been issued but the procedures for 

utilizing the scale are not standardized. Some coun
lies. for example. use the scale in conjunction with 
other material such as police or probation reports 
while other counties do not Ilse the scale at all. 

Many counties were unable to provide statistics, 
concerning the number 01' persons considered for' 
ROR and the number actually releused on recog
nizance. For those counties providing this informa-· 
tion, the stutistics indicated that the county court's 
stated policy has not been effectivel:.,: implemented" 
In one county, 3,000 persons appearedberore tht: 
court in 1974. Of these, only 200 Were considered for 
ROR, and only 60 were granted ROR. Other report
ing counties displayed similar results. Virtually no 
county in New Jersey is utilizing the ROR alternative 
to its fullest potential. 

Pretrial intervention progrllms ure virtuallY' nOI1~ 
existent in New Jersey with only about ISHii (3) of tht: 
counties offering such programs. 

Summary 

The descriptions in this section ure primarily of 
county jails und penitentiarie:;. City jails delain pris
oners of city law enforcement agencies. as do lOckups. 
However, lockups usually ho.ld for less then 48 hours 
or until the first court appearance. Subsequent to the 
initial appearance, the prisoner is tnlditionall:.: trans
ferred to the count\' .iuil to await trinl. The effect 
upon this section of the plan or omitting local lockups 
is undeterminable. For exumple. a countv's total 
holding capacity (the number of beds) may be greater 
than reported here. Further, the county incarct:fatiotl 
rates are probably higher than reported here since 
informution about the number of inmutes detained in 
city jails and lockups is not available. For this reason, 
rates of incarceration previouslv discussed in this 
section must be considt:red conservative estim.ates. 

The majority of the facilities surveyed tII'e loctlted 
in the most urban areus of the counties. pdmarilv 
commercial-residential. Thev experience ~he accom
panying problems of locati ng adequate park ing for 
staff, inmates, and inmates' visitors. Almost two
thirds of the correctional institutions occupy the en
tire structure in which they are housed, ar:d about 
75% ure with or adjucent to the courthouse. Building 
complexes designed to accommodate a variety of 
county offices and functions has been u common 
upproach to jllil site lociltlon. The courts utilized bv 
66% of the surveyed facilities provide spe<;iul deten~ 
tion rooms for the holding of prisoners 4waiting coun 
processing. 

The facilities ure an average of 44 years old but, 
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nonetheless, appear to be structurally sound as a 
generul rule. Forty-six pen:ent have undergone reno
vation and/or have had additions since firsl con
structed. The support svstcms, however. seem to be 
a major structural pr9blem, with plumbing, wiring, 
heating, air conditioning. and lighting systems need
ing extensive repair, and even replacement. in many 
of the facilities. 

The total reported holding cap,lcitv or the reporting 
facilities is approximate\v 5.000 persons with an 
average daily popUlation of about 3,900. Residential 
areas in most fucilities do not meet modern correc
tional standards for housing. inmates. ) 

Most facilities have single-occupancy ~(.:Il$, but 
nevertheless. the greater holding capacity is repre
sented by multi-occupanc\ cells. particularly those 
holding four or more person~. This architectural 
limitation restricts the capabilitv to clussifv and to 
separate particular types of inmates from one 
another. such as felons from misdemeanants and. 
in one institution, such absolutel\' necessary separa
tion us males from females. 

In many institutions the phvsical arrangements or 
the cells. as well as LlarfOW guard corridors, poorlv 
placed control ~':nlers,and the absence of security 
vestibules, create security and movement haltlrds. 
Movinl,( prisoners from the jail to the court. from 
intake to booking, trr.d from cells to visiting and/of 
program rooms are concerns expressed in approxi
mate"" 75 0

0 of the facilities. 
Fina ncia lin Co rma ti on, though !iU fficient to muke 

general statements. was lacking in detail for most 
facilities. Even where.budg.et information does exist. 
it was often found to be incomplete and/or mislead
ing. Inadequate budgetary information, as well as a 
lack of knowledge of inmate demographic charac
teristics, dC::\1lonstrates the immediate need for im
proved record and information keeping systems 
throughout the New Jersey local jail system. 

The jails which were examined were found to be 
generom;ly starfed. both with custudv and adminis
trative personnel. The inmate-lo-custody stafr ratio 
in all cases is above the recommended minimum 
ratio or six-lo-one. The average starr turnover is 
about 8% per year. Stafr turnover may be related to 
lind affected by such aspects as the salary levels, 
assignment of duties and responsibilities commensu
rate with prior truining und aptitude and workin!! 
conditions, both architectural and attitudinal. in the 
facilities. 

The total local rate at which the surveyed fuciiIties 
incarcerate persons in count\ racilities is 49 per 
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100,000 in the general population. The national mte 
is nearlY 70. New Jersey's incarceration rate u.n
q.\l:lIhtedly exceeds 49, since the population being held 
in city jails and lockups have not been included in 
these calculations. Forty-nine is considered to be a 
realistic goal for all counties. but additional research 
would be necessary in order to determine the actu,11 
county incarceration rates. 

In 1975, the average daily inmate population in 
the sur~eyed facilities was 3,880. Ninetv-four per
cent of the New lersey jail population is male: na
tionalY, 95% is male. Persons who have not yet b(!en 
tried for their charges represent almost 55% or Ne\r 
Jersey's jail population. Nationally, 55% are pre
sentence and 45% are sentenced. 

Maximum security prisoners comprise 251](1 of the 
total population, 41 % are mediu III security, and 1611tJ 

are various categories of minimum security. The 
security status of 18% of the inmate population was 
unreported./although maximum seems the most likelv 
classification of inmates due to available cell types 
rather thanipmate classifications which might be 
necessary for security. JuvenileG are not held in these 
facilities unless by court order for motor vehicle 
violations; secure juvenile detention facilities are 
provided throu!!hout the State. 

Visiting is the ,most commO!1 program in all facili
ties. An average of nine hounr'per week in each facili
ty. is devoted to visiting, althourh each inmate may 
visit for less than two hours per week. Hours vary, 
with about 45% of the faqilities providing for both 
weekday and weekend visiting. Most facilities restrict 
visiting to the daytime, a limitation effectively omit
ting working persons who would be inclined to visit 
family and friends in jail. Secure-type visitin!!. pro
hibiting any physical contact between inmates and 
their visitors, is, unfortunately, the norm. with most 
visits taking place by telephone with a glass or 
screened wall separating the individuals. N ormatjve 
visiting environments such as table and chairs in n 
mUlti-purpose room or small private rooms are the 
exceptions. Even in institutions where nvrmntive 
environments do exist, not every inmate is allowed to 
visit in this manner. 

Correspondence by mail is also allowed in even 
facility, but restrictions are placed on both incoming 
mail. which is inspected and censored, and on out
going mail, which is restricted in number and some
times censored. Correspondence by telephone is. ror 
all practical purposes, non-existent. Outgoin!! calls. 
when allowed, are often restricted in number and 
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duration and in-coming calls are restricted to emer
gencies. 

Leisure activities such as cards. games, television, 
and reading are available to most inmates. Counsel
ing, education, and vocational programs are available 
to only a limited number of persons. More physically 
strenuous exercise activities such as shuffleboard 
ping-pong, and pool are offered in some institution~ 
and. in a few others, indoor. and outdoor recreation 
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ureas are available I'or basketbalL calisthenics, and 
similar activities. 

Alter~atives to incarceration.Anwablv ROR, arc 
present, In every county in varyilfg d~\grees of imp le
me~tatlo~ and uljliltl~ion. although;Ya general lack 0: co~mltment to USIng ROR waij noted. Pretrial 
dlvers.JOn programs are operating i in onlv a few 
countIes and are usually underutilized. 
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New Jersey Corrections: 

County Institution Recommendations 

Elsewhere in this report: 
• A locally oriented corrections plan which would 

fUndamentally change the state/local corrections 
relationship is recommended (See page 91' for 
recommendation and page 179 for consideration 
of implementa tion tasks) 

• An upgrading of state responsibilities in regard to 
definition of minimum standards for county and 
municipal custodial correctional facilities, opera
tions" and programs is also recommended (See Rage 
172) 

In this section, four alternate or complementary ways 
of upgrading and supporting county services in support 
of the abo\'e recommendations are presented for CM

sideration: 
• incorjlOration of local jail operation into the state 

system, 
• State subsidies to encourage, through the use of 

incentives, the improvement of jail conditions and 
practices, 

• The coordination of resources for jail operation and 
services by the state. while jails remain under local 

jurisdiction, 
• The creation of service areas served by a single 

facility or network of facilities under local control. 

1% 

REViEW OF ALTERNATE OR 

COMPLEMENTARY WAYS 0 f 

UPGR.ADING LOCAL SERVICES 

The first step in upgrading county corrections 
appears to be defining the desired state-county cor-, 
rectional relationship. It is from this relationship, and 
the demands it will place on both parties, that a state
ment of organizational, fiscal, architectural and pro
grammatic requirements may be made. If the long 
range intention is for counties to continue serving the 
same number and types of offenders as they presently 
do then recommel,dations will be tailored to those 
co~ditions, calcula~~d on present practices and pat
terns of service dertiand. If, however, a stat wide cor
rectional poliCy il; adopted which changes the likely 
requirements on the counties, this presents a new set 
of conditions to which the Master Plan must re
spond, In another section of this Master Plan, the 
Policy Council recommends the adoption of a "Local 
Corrections Plan". If implemented, thi.F. plan will 
modify the likely role-an-: requirements - for county 
corrections. At this stage, then, it seems otting to 
slate options which ma\' be pursucd. The scledion 

of any particular one would depend On the overall 
state correctional policy implemented. All four 
options are intended to generally upgrade and support 
county correctional services. 

[t should be pointed out that these options are not 
mutually exclusive and, in a sense. more than one 
could be at least partiaIly incorporated into a single 
plan of action. 

Option I - Incorporation of local jail opera
tions into the state system: 

The Master Plan Policy Council, in their initial 
review of the National Advisory Commission on 
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, Correction 
volume, endorsed Standard 9.2, which called for 
"state operation and control of local (jails) institu
tions." The National Advisory Commission bases 
this recommendation on the assumption that avail
ability of the broader base of fiscal and service re
sources found in state government is necessary to up
grade local jail systems. They conclude that to fully 
employ these resources at the local level. the state 
assume responsibility for the operation of local jails. 

To be sure, this proposal to expand the state's 
authority and jurisdiction over what has traditionally 
been a county function offers one of the more contro
versial issues to be considered for the state of New 
Jersey. Beyond the issue of state vs. local control. 
however, lies a more concrete issue whose impact is 
at least as great as the political and philosophical 
considerations; lhis issue concerns fiscal resources. 
In! the COUrse of gatheri~g data for the Plnn, it was 
learned that the overalJ t!udget for the annual oper
ations of local j ails waS over $30 million in 1975. This 
is a conservative estimate, since budget information 
was either unavailable or incomplete for some racili~ 
ties. The capital budget required for the state to 
assume ownership or even to lease these facilities 
(many of which are substandard) would be staggering. 

For the state to assume the responsibility for and 
fiscal burden of operating detention facilities which 
have historically been seen as the counties' responsi
bility would require a substantial reallocation of state 
funds, even jf a multi-phased approach were utilized. 

The impact of such a shift in fiscal responsibility 
w()uld be two-fold. First, given the stale's current 
financial limitations and the absolute absence of sur~ 
plus funds. a dramatic reordering of funding priori
ties would be necessary. Other critical services such 
as mental health. public education. and welfare would 
be in direct competition for limited dollars. Only if 
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new tax sources were to become available could such 
competition be minimized to the point that no ser
vices, existing or new, would suffer. Second, if the 
state assumed operation of jails, it is doubtful that 
county taxes would be reduced, despite the fact the 
counties would have been relieved of the fiscal burden 
of jail operations. The most likely outcome would be 
to shift the unused funds to other county services. 
To the taxpayers, then, this would appear to be 
merely a more expensive means to achieve the same 
end. 

In conclusion, a complete assumption of the oper
ation of local jails by the state. while in some ways 
desirable, is not likely to be implemented in the near 
future. 

Option II - State sUbgidies to encourage, 
throiJgh ,the use of incentives, 
the imprlovement of jail condi
tions and practices: 

As in the preceding alternutive, the role of the 
state is severely limited bjr the funds available for 
this approach. The only remaining sou rcc of funds 
which can be utilized us incentives is monies availnble 
through the State Law Enforcement Planning Agency 
(SLEPA). While SLEPA is in a position to purtially 
fund corrections programs t\ nd even new construc
tion, the policy of the Agency proscribes allocation 
of Part E funds for corrections construction. A 
change in policy. such that Part E funds \~()Uld be 
restricted to construction of multi-county projects, 
could provide the incentives necessary to move the 
counties in this direction. SLEPA, however, does not 
have an inexhaustible supply of funds for any pur
pose, and Pnrt E funds are limited. Even if Part E 
funds were utilized in this manner. they would repre
sent only a small fraction of the cost of planning. 
design, and construction costs. It should be recog
nized that SLEPA has nOL shirked its responsibility 
to support local corrections needs: rather, it has in 
many cases chosen to fund county programs that have 
committed themselves to reducing the level of incar
ceration in the jails. Indeed. the answer to many 
problems facing jails lies in the system which con trois 
intake and outnow for the facilities. SL.EPA also 
funds programs designed to improve conditions and 
services within Nc\v Jersey's jails: in a sense. of 
course, such funding acts as u positive incentive to 
im prove jail practices. 

Given the fact that SLEPA is a lready providing a 
number of incentives. and that the state is otherwise 
unable to increase substantiully the available finun~ 
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cial incentives. much less to subsidize operations. 
this alternative also sufrers from pragmatic imple
mentation problems. 

Option III - Coordination of resour~es for 
jail operation and servIces by 
the State, while jails remain 
under local jurisdiction. 

This alternative would involve the state in coordin
ating many of its corrections and non-correcti~ns 
resources with those of the county. A second high 
priority fnr the state would be facilitating the much 
needed communication among the counties. Becausl! 
of its sil,e and broader jurisdiction. the state has mam 
resources to offer the counties. It could be activelv 
involved in providing such services as: assistance in 
planning: state-wide group purchasing for specialized 
corrections equipment lind possiblv food: partieipu
tion in the state com:clions training program; and. 
technical assistance in man~' areas of policv develop
ment and operations within the jails. Unlike previous 
ulternatives. this does not require a substantial real
location or fiscal resources bv the state. Manv of the 
services mentioned above arc alread\' performed In 
the state level corrections agency: to extend them to 
counties. upon request. should not involve a signifi
cant increase in funding for slafr. 

OptiQn IV - Creation of service areas served 
by a single facility or network 
of facili~ies under local control: 

Short of incorporating local jails into tht! state 
system, local detention services could best be im
p·roved by a strategy in which locul governl1lt!nts com
bined their resources to meet mutual needs. The 
practice of forming multi-iurisdictional districts. 
regions. or uu thoritics is growing in recognition as a 
ralional. cost-effective method of increasing the ser
vices which mav be ddivered bv government. Such 
multi-jurisdict.ional efforts as Mass Trunsit Author
ities and regional planning districts are increasingh 
common. and numerous other cooperative agree
ments have been formed hetween counties. cities. and 
even slates. 

Detention is no less a vital and expensive service 
than man v or the other services required of govern
ment. Given the compact geographical size of the 
stale and the number of counties in New Jersev. the 
development of multi-county pre/post-trial correc
tions facilities is a viable solution to the problems 
of limited fiscal resources and concomitant high 
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demands for programming and professionalism in 
loca I jails. 

Multi-jurisdictional agreements are, however, 
more easily conceptualized than operationalized. 
Bevond the' obvious and sometimes substantial prob· 
lel~s presented by political and territorial issues 
(which often bear little relation to service needs). 
several other obstal;les to implementation must be 
faced. These are most easily categorized as: problem 
identification: resource assessment; and assignment 
of operational responsibilitv. The mutual needs must 
first be recognized by the involved parties. un assess
ment of the most advantageous geographical place
ment or the program decided upon, and an organiza
tional component established to operate the program. 

Virtuallv all of these issues may be dealt with b\ 
either -a single ad hoc commission representing the 

. involved agencies. or by an independent agent 01' 

agency which acts as a buffer or third party urbitrator 
betwe~n competing interests in a commission. It is 
not likelv that the counties will. on their own intita
tive. successfully form commissions or committees to 
begin planning multi-countv detention facilities. An 
independent agency or a collection of ai!'~ncies would 
seem likely to successfullv identify areus of mutual 
need and ,~ssess the potential for multi-iurisdictional 
programs. Data currently available to the inspection, 
unit of the Department of Corrections (the Bureau III 
Operations) and to SLEPA could provide an in
formation base to begin a routine system of need 
assessment. To facilitate the development or multi
jurisdictional detention facilities. a clear Illand:~te 
must be niven to a new Ot· existing agency to comptie 
data and'" demonstrate the reasibili ty and desirability 
or developing such multi-Jurisdictional facilities when 
appropriate. Without strong mornl and fi.nandal 
sLipport for such a movement bv the executive and 
legislative branches of state government, IH)\vever. 
th'e same patterns of independent planning bv the 
counties urelikely to continue. 

Rationale 
The traditional role or local corrections has been 

limited to the pretrial detemion and incarceration 
of those persons sentenced to brief terms. Recent 
revelations of' the positive impact of communitv
oriented corre,.::tions as u means of reintegrating the 
offender into his/her community hus initiated tI 

broadening of this role: local jails are beginning to 
be viewed' as potential resources in the reintegrative 
effort. A substantial effort of the New Jersev Correc
tional Master Plan has been devoted to the evaluation 

of the conditions in local jails and their future role 
within New Jersey's corrections system. 

Studies undertaken in the COLlrSe of the Plan have 
shown that local corrections in the State of Ne\\ 
Jersey follows the pattern apparent in most stutes. 
Essentia\l~i. the system is best termed a "quasi-svs
tem:' Its lack of coordination is most evident in the 
severely limited communication between county cor
ections ofl'icials and the state corrections system 
and. indeed. among the counties themselves. 

New Jersey county jails appear to be partially iso
lated from one another and isolated from the state. 
Perhaps the need for linkage among the counties and 
the staLe would be less urgent if the overall conditions 
of local f'acilities were at an acceptable level. How
ever. this is generallv not the ct\se. New Jersev jails 
have the capacity to house up to 5,000 persons on an\ 
given da\': in 1975 they were functioning at approxi
mateh: XO!!i) capacity, with a gross average daily pop_ 
ulation of about 3.900. Virtually none of the facilities 
meet nati onal recognized standards concerning cell 
sile, single occupant residency or minimum pro
gram space. It should be noted that the total single 
cell capacity of the state (1.600) (:ompri~es onlv 32"" 
of its totaljail capacity. 

New Jersey's local jails are organized in a variety 
of ways, all of which are in need of modernization 
lind upgrading in facilities, staf!ing, and services. 
This is not a sudden revelation: manv administrators. 
elected officials. and the citizenrv are beginning to 
move toward upgrading county correctional svstems. 
Unfortunately. many of the changes initiated bv this 
movement mav simply repeat many of the mistakes 
alreadv made. This is because one of the most limit
ing factors in the plannin~ and development of ade
quate pro~ram and facility resources has been the 
frugmentation of corrections services within the state. 
COUllty planning and budgeting has the inherent 
effect of insula ting the counties from one another. 
Other factors such as inter-county competition f'or 
industry and potential fiscal resources and stt'ong 
traditions of county "home rule" have had the cllmu
lative effect of restrict.ing explorati on of those altern
atives requiring multi-count" e(forts to satisfy mutual 
needs. 

The alternatives which have just been examined 
address many of the difficulties experienced in at
tempting to find solutions for the problems facing 
county jails. Conceptually. the only truly feasible 
solution revolves around the coordi~ation' of scarce 
reSOurces among the counties theinselves and between 
the counties and the state. 

The Master Planning Policv Courldl reviewed the 
Local Institutions chapter (Standards 9.1 to 9.10) 
of the National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
Justice Standards and Goals' Corrections volume. 
It overwhelmingly supported the principles estab
lished by the Commission. These standards were; 
9.1. Total System Planning: 9.2. State Operation and 
Contol of Local In~titutions; 9.3. State Inspection of 
Local Facilities: 9.4, Adult Intake Services: 9.5. 
Pretrial Detention. Admission Process: 9.6, Staffing 
Patterns: 9.7. Internal Policies: 9.S. Local Correl.!
tional Facility Programming: 9.9, Jail Release Pro
gram: and 9.10, Local Facilitv Evaluation and Plan
ning. 

To implement these standards would involve a total 
re-evaluation of the role of state corrections and its 
relationship to local corrections. Furthermore. us 
noted earlier. Standard 9.2. State Operation and 
Control of Local Institutions represents one of the 
more controversial correctional issues for the state 
of New Jersey. Immediate operationulil.ation or all 
the standards may be neither politicllllv feasible nor 
desirable for New Jersey at this time. 

lt should be emphasized that the goal sought by the 
Master Plan in the area of local corrections is ulti
mately to raise the level and quality of services avail
able in local jails. Services, in the broadest sense. 
include those programs which provide safet\', securi
ty, and meaningful ways to OCCUPY the detainees' 
time and energy. Potential meal)s of bringin!! about 
this goal have been discussed. with particular empha
sis on the role of the state government as either cata
lyst or resource. The Master Plan has /lot sought 10 

explore /llethods of bringing local ('orrections systems 
under theJurisdictioll 0/ the state, but to identify ways 
0/ bringing local jails up to minimum standards 0/ 
service delivelT. 

In a sense, each of the four alternatives described 
above has certain qualities to recommend it: the state 
should attempt to balance the advantages of each. 
Rather thar. incorporate jails into the state system 
in order to improve the conditions and practices in 
local corrections, it is recommended here that the 
state should first explore the less drastic alterna Lives. 
which still hold considerable promise of facilitating 
improvement. A thorough. ongoing evaluation of the 
operation and the success or f'ailure of tht! recom
mended system of regulation and/or coordination 
should be undertaken as a part of its implementation. 
Only when there is sufficient indication that the 
program cannot provide within a reasonable time 
frame the desired improvement in jail conditions 
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should it be abandoned in favor of more direct and 

costly measures. . 
The goal of these recommendatIOns has been .the 

devclopment of programs. policies. and pracl.lces 
which comprise an adequate system of correctIo.ns 
al the local level. With the press.\n~ need to deal Wlt~ 
less serious state offender& Wlt?lTI .. co~nty correc
tion systems, a reevaluation of priOrities :5 called for. 
Sevt~ral outcomes are possible. The counlles may: 
• attempt to identify nonincarceratory programs 

HiD 

which present a greater ran~e of alternatives for 
pre-trial und post-trial detention; . 

• attempt to identify mutual needs with other coun
ties and develop multi-cO'.lnty programs and/or 
facilities; . 

• uttempt, with their own resources, to provide ser-
vices which meet minimum standards. 
In any of these eventualities, the state's role should 

be that of facilitator, arbitnltor, service agent, and 
enforcer of standards . 

\ 

\ 
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Organizational Analysis Of 

The New Jersey Division Of 

Correction And Parole* 

A comprehensive, efficient, and. effective approach 
to the disposition of the cliiminal justice offender nec
essarily reflects an organizational structure which is 
capable of integration, coordination, and long range 
planning. The crisis in the American correctional 
system indicates that few of the component systems 
now have this capability. Indeed, even a cursory exam
ination of the organizational structures of the correc
tional systems of the 50 states demonstrates that most 
have developed on an ad !toe basis, with no deliberate 
effort toward fully coordinated service delivery. New 
comllOnents have been attached as a need arose or was 
recognized. 

The consequences of an ad hoc approach to organ
ization in corrections are fragmentation, duplication 
of function, lack of long runge planning or anticipa
tion of needs, and a strong tendency toward manage
ment-by-cris~",The objectives and operations of such 
a system bec(1~~(~ largely reflexive; that is to say, they 
develop as urif:.~)prdinated responses to a variety of 
events and pr~~~,ures. The administration finds it
self consistentl/ responding after the fuct, without 
reference to long range impact and Changing direction 
and policy in response to such pressures as crises in 
public relations, urgent needs for space, and funding. 
The end result is a system which seems lacking in 
goals and overwhelmed with conflicting directions. 
No correctional system. however. is without goals. 
whether stated or unstated, short term or lung term. 

"'NOTE: 
This analysis of the organizational structure of the Divi

sion of Correction and Parole, and its findings. were used in 
the subsequent restructuring of the Departmer1it of Correc
tions after its creation on November I, 1976. 

Furthermore, all correctional systems tend to proceed 
on the busis of their goals. Explicit goals entail ob· 
vious advantages of long term perspective, coordina
tion of services, and personal recognition and devo
tion to organizational objectives. This explicitly goal
oriented alternative to the reflexive posture is a reflec
tion of an Qrganizational structure that has been 
specifically designed to achieve the objectives of the 
correctional system. In general, the.se objectives 
include: (1) developing alternatives to incarceration 
to relieve space pressures and explore more effective 
means of reintegrating offenders into society: (2) 
minimizing the destructive effectspf incurcr.ration 
and maximizing its constructive potential; nnd. (3} 
developing mca-ns for Gontinuing evaluation of cor
rectional services so that anti<:ipution of needs and u 
range of alternative responses bccQ/TIes possible. 
Every correctional system would need to tailor these 
primary objectives to its own strengths and limita
tions, but the importance of managerhent-by-objec
tives remains paramount in ensuring efficient, re~ 
sourceful and responsive deli very of services. 

New Jersey is currently experiencing the types of 
difficulties in its correctional system that are indica
tive of the reflexive posture. Despite good intentions, 
many innovative staff members, and a shared sense 
of commitment within the Division, long range plan
ning and management-by-objectives is beyond the 
scope and capability of the correctional system as it 
is currently organi~ed" Crises and changing pressures 
are endemic tc!lcor~~ctions, but an organizution can 
be structured so as td",,'halyze and resolve problems in 
a manner consistent with its long range objectives 
and implementation strategy. Functioning within an 
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administrative structure bequeathed to them bv 
decades of ad hoc organization, the Division of Cor
rection and Parole is unable to do this. 

METHODOLOGY 
The organizational analysis of the Division of Cor

rection and Parole for the Correctional Master Plan 
proceeded in three stages. The first involved an analy
sis of the administrative components of New Jersey's 
correctional system as they have been formally de
scribed in various existing documents. Once fari1iliar~ . 
itv with the organizational structure was acquired, 'a 
chart iU,tempting to reflect day to day operations and 
lines of communication within the Division was devel
oped (figure 1 ). 

From this table, key functions and staff were iden
tified, and a number of interviews with staff were 
requested. An attempt was made to intervie\v the sup
ervisors of the major administrative unitS in the Divi
sion. Each interview emphasized discussion of the 
interviewee's perceptiun of certain key organizutional 
issues. It was intended that this would provide an 
"inside view" of the cort.:!ctional sYstem that would 
aid in the development of an individualized. mutuall, 
responsive Master Plan. The kev orllanizatlOnal 
issue:; discussed were: 
I. The current objectives of the unit: the current 

goals of the Division: and the ways in which unit 
p.;oals related to Divisional goals. 

., The current functions of the unit. 
3. The lines of authority and communieation sur

rounding the u·n'it. 
4. The obje:etives and functions the head of the unit 

saw as appropriate for that unit in the fUlllre devel
opment of the Division. 

5. The ways in which future objectives and functions 
might have an impact on organizational structure. 

6. Important b\lrriers to achievement of their objec
tives. if unv. 

The interviews constituted the second stage in the 
studv. 

The third stage involved analysis of the organiza
tion's philosophy, structure and operations. The_ 
analysis proceeded according to a model of admin
istrative and fiscal adequacy developed by the Adyis
orv Commission on I nterilovernmental Relations in 
their report. State-Local Relations in the Criminal 
Justice System. 

Within this model, there are four major criteria 

against which administrative adequacy should be 
judged. These are: 

1. Functional Completeness 
2. Geographical Adequacy 
3. Popular Responsiveness 
4. Structu ral Sufficiency 

Functional Completeness refers to the ability of the 
sYstem to deliver con1prehensive, coordinated ser
vices; that is. the degree tl) which all necessary func
tions are represented' in the ~ystem and organized for 
effiCIent delivery, of services. Geographical adequacy 
refers to the need for the sysl.em to encompass a large 
enough area and population to ensure that its func
tions will be performed with a modicum of technical 
experfis~. Developing such expertise is. of course, 
related to the financial base of the geographic area. 
The criterion of popular responsiveness requires that 
the system be comprehensible and accessible to the 
general public; some control should be located in the 
hands of an elected representative or board. to ensure 
popular support and the credibiljty of the system to 
the public. Structural sufJlt:iency involves investing 
the requisite legal authority in the system so that its 
functions can be adequately executed. This refers 
not only to specific enabling legislation. but a Iso to 
the distribution of decision-making and implementing 
authority such that lack of coordination and cooperll
tion among the components of the system has mini
mal impact on its functioning. 

In addition to administrative adequacv, an organi
zation or system must be evaluated in terms of fiscal 
adequacy. As developed by the Advisory Commis
sion. fiscal adequacy includes the availabilitv of stable 
and sufficient financial resources and organization 
to permit economies of scale and to prevent external
ities in the pr0vision of services. 

In the following pages. a description of the cur
rent responsibilities and functions of the administra
tive units of the Division of Correction and Parole is 
presented. Following this, issues concerning the Divi
sion's organization.as theY emerged from the inter
views are discussed. . 

The Director: 
Organizationally situated within the Department of 

Institutions and Agencies. the Division of Correction 
and Parole is·charged with the operational responsi
bility for correction31 institutions and supervision of 
paroled offenders in New Jersey. The Division is 
headed by a Director who reports to the Commis
sioner of the Department. The Director is responsible 
for the operation of the entire Division of CQrrection 
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and Parole. As such, he has final authority over all 
its component units. He often serves in a direct advis
ory role and participates in the decision-making 
processes of the Bureaus and the correctional institu
tions. In time of crisis, this decision-making role be
comes paramount. He. formulates and guides Division 
policy and its implementation. He is the primary 
liaison iIi the comm unication process between the 
Division and ,the Commissioner of its umbrella 
agency, the Department of Institutions and Agencies. 

The D~puty Director: 
The Deputy Director assists and supports the Dir

ector, chanrieling information from several of th'e 
Bureaus to the' Director's office. He handles com
plaints and inquiries,JrorIl the public and from of
fenders' families. He oversees the implementation of 
the.I nterstate Corrections Compact. He reviews and 
comments on proposed standards. The current Depu
ty Director is also participating in the development 

, of possible innovations in New Jersey Corrections, 
notably a r~"/ision' of parole functions and the estab
lishment of an interstate "time bank". 

The Youth Correctional Institutions: 
The Youth Correctional Institution Complex is 

composed of three (3) Youth Corr~ctional Institu
tions at Yardville. Bordentown, and r\nnandale. and 
6 satellite units at West Trenton and Wharton Forest 
(Yardville), the Neuropsychiatric Institute and New 
Lisbon (Bordentown), and Stokes Forest and High 
Point State Park (Annandale). In addition to the 
YCI's themselves, the two Training Schools for Boys 
and Gids at Jamesburg and Skillman. for juvenile 
offenders 8-16 years of age, are also part of the YCl 
complex. The YCl's were originally designed for the 
incarceration of offenders under 30 years of age who 
had been given indeterminate sentences. but with the 
cu ("rent problems of overcrowding, a substantial 
proportion of the YCl bed space has been formally 
reassigned to offenders who are technically sentenced 
to the Prison Complex. 

The entire complex is supervised by the Super
vising Superintenc'ent, who acts as coordinator. He 
Provides directior for the superintendents of the 
individual institul ions, coordinating the relations 
between il1'Jtitutj ons in matt~rs such an transfers, 
prl)g:rams. staffing, reporting proceuures. and union 
matters. He is responsible for the coordination of 
allotted resources among the YCI's. At present, one 
of his major functions relates to the resolution of 
the bed space crisis. As chairman of the Reception 

16,i 

and Classification committee, he plays a major role 
in the distribution of offenders to a vailable beds. The 
Supervising Superintendent reports to the Director 
regarding the operation of the YCI'S. YCI superin~ 
tendents, following long tradition, also tend to report 
directly to the Director, especially in crisis situations. 

The State Prison Complex: 
The State Prison Complex consists of three major 

institutions at Trenton, Rahway, and Leesburg, as 
well as three satellite units at West Trenton, Marl
boro and Rahway Camp. The Correctional Institu
tion for Women at Clinton is under the same adminis
trative authority. These institutions serve adult 
offenders with mil1tmum-maximum sentences. Ad
missions are cla.:sified according to security needs and 
assigned to one of the prisons or to a satdlite unit. 
With the present overcrowding and the movement to 
reduce the popUlation of the Tr<!nton facility. how
ever, available bed space has become a primary cri
terion for assignment. 

The Prison Complex and the superintendents of its 
institutions are supervised by a Supervising 
Superintendent who serves much the same function 
as the Supervising Superintendent of the YCI com
plex. He provides direction for the institution heads 
and coordinates the needs of the institutions in the 
Prison Complex. He assists in the development of the 
bu~get. Like the head of the YCl complex. the posi
tion of Supervising Superintendent is a new one with
out administrative and clerical support. The posi
tion has experienced difficulties similar to the YCl 
Supervising Superintendent's in role deFinition: su
perintendents of Prisons tend to bypass the head of 
their complex and repvrt directly to the Division 
Director on matiers they consid-.:r urgent or critical. 

Bureau of Fiscal Management and Planning: 
The Bureau is responsible for the preparation of the 

budget for the Division of Correction and Parole. As 
a result of this fiscal management role. its Chief also 
acts in an advisory capacity to other bureaus on 
questions of the financial feasibility of various pro
gram alternati\es. He is present for consultatIOn in 
meetings with the Division Director relating to policy 
decisions. program Changes, Rnd so on. 

In addition to budgetary and advisory responsi
bilities, several other distinct functions are directed 
from the Bureau of Fit~al Management and Planning. 
Among these is the development of a Correctional 
IrJormation System. a management information 
tool that is expected to be entering information in a 

matter of months. The coordinator of the SLEPA 
funds allott~d to the Division also works out of the 
.Bureau ~f ~Iscal Man~gement and Planning. A p~o
J~ct speclaiJst who momtors the accumulation of over~ 
tIme among correctional officers has been attached to 
the Bur~au in an effort to reduce expenditures r'elated 
to overtime. 

The Chief of the Bureau re'ports directly to the Dir
ector of the Division. In addition to th; staff in his 
~ureau: the Chief also maintains close communica
~lOn.s w~th the Business Managers of each correctional 
IIlstltutlOn. 

Bureau of Parole: 

The Bureau is t.h~ administrative agency responsi-, 
ble for the supervISIOn of most persons over the age' 
of l~ paroled from training schools, Ycr's, and pris
ons In New Jersey, as well as parolees from other 
s~a.les who resirte in New Jersey and require sl1per
VISIon., ~the: resp?nsi.bili~ies include parole planning 
~nd makIng investIgatIOns for applications for Execu
tIve. ~lemency. The Bureau of Parole is not a parole 
deCISIOn-making agency. 

~he Bureau of Paroie maintains a number of insti
lutlOnal parole offices (in the training schools. YCI 
comp~ex. and Trenton State Prison complex) for 
pIa.nnln~ and release. as well as nine (9) district parole 
offIces In strategic physical locations throughout 
the state. It. also operates a residential ft~cility 
(:.~.O.O.:.) In Jersey City for parolees who are 
flndlllg ~~Justl11ent to the community difficult and 
need addItIOnal support. 

Th~ Bureau is responsible for overall planning, 
sel~ctl.on of products. management of equipment a;d 
ma~eJ'Jals, coordination of processes, product distri
~lutlOn •. and technical advice and services to the prison 
md.ustnes. However, the superintendents of the insti
tuy?ns ar~ responsible for managing and directing 
the Industnal shops within their institutions, adhering 
to ~~nufac,turing schedules, and meeting the inmat~ 
tramm~ objectives established by the Bureau. Shop 
~up~rvl~ors and all State Use staff members at .the 
InstltutlOns a,re responsible directly to' the Superin
tendent, who l~ their appointing authority. 

The Central Office staff Wit~'l their administrative 
a~? coorciinatingresponsibilities is under the super
VI~lOn of the Chief of the Bureau of State Use Indus
t:lt:S, who reports directly to the Director of the Divi
SIon of Correction and ParOle, Hqwever. the Bureau 
operates' semi-autonomously from the Division 
largely .b~cause it is exp~cted to be economical!; 
self-suffICient. All operating costs, salaries. inm~lte 
wages, etc. are furnished by. the Bureau from its in
c~~e. This semi-autonomy of the Bureau from the 
DIVls!on a?d the industries from the Bureau results in 
curtade? lInes of communication between the agents 
res~onslble for planning and the agents responsible 
for Implementation. 

Coordination of State Use Industry needs with 
other program priorities hus proven difficult. For 
maximum efficiency of operation, with its many 
repercussions for competitiveness. income, and 
quality of products. a stable. skilled work force is 
necessary. No formal structure exists for dealing with 
the man~ conflicts with other programs that arise 
from these needs. 

Bureau of Programs: 

The ~dministrative staff of the Bureau is composed 
of a Chief and seven (7) Supervising Parole Officers. 
These seven officers are responsible for Probable 
~ause hearin~s: interst~te matters. operational pro
l:e~ures, statlstrcs. tnuning, and the nine district 
offIces and their supervisors. 

The Chief, who reports directly to the Director 
Of. th~ Division establishes policy and procedural 
gUldeh?es. Certain of these procedures have been 
formalIzed as standards by the Bureau of Programs. 
Although the Bureau of Parole operates and c;ordin
ates .servi~es in the community, it has no structural 
relatIOnshIp to the Bureau of Communitv Services. 

Bureau of State Use Industry: 

This Bureau operates 23 different industries Oll+ 
of"O hi' ' l , ~ sops ocated tn seven of New Jersey's correc-
tIOn I' . . . 
. a InstItutIOns. The industries are deliber'ltel" 

dlv T d' , , 
e:s l Ie In order to reduce their impact on anv one 

OutSIde competitive manufacturer. 

. The title of this Bureau implies the translation and 
Implementation of policy into program elements. 
The actual function of the Bureau of Programs is the 
dev~lopment of a set of minimum standards to ensure 
eqUItable. workable, and acceptable practices in New 
Jerzey's correctional system. The standards are gen
erated by the Bureau's staff from correctional guide 
I~nes suggested or established by natiomll org;lniza~ 
tJO~s: othe~ states, adviso!'\' bodies and recen't court 
deCISIOns .• hey have been directed at numerous areas 
such as classification. il,h1ates' rights, discipline, and 
parole :evocation hearings. Standards are directed at 
the reSIdential facilities and programs. Their intent 
and impact is short or medium range planning. The 
Bure~u of Prog:~ms has no direct means of imple
mentIng. supervIsing or enforcing standards. although 
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there is some feedback on the institutions' adherence 
to the guidelines via audits by the Bureau of Opera
tions. Institutions may make "requests of variance" 
regarding particular standards that they feel <Ire not 
feasible or appropriate for their facilitv. 

The Chief of the Bureau of Programs mav report 
to the' Director or the Deputy Director of the Divi
S[Of'. He also communicates with the heads of the 
correttional institutions regarding the development 
ofo1!w standards. 

Bureau of Operations: 
The Bureau of Or:~rations has mUltiple functions. 

but its primary responsibility is the inspection of all 
stat>'!. county and local correctional facilities to deter
mine compliance with standards for programs. main
tenance. operati ons. inmate rights. und the physical 
plant. Inspections und programs audits are made on a 
vearly bas.~s with each facility receiving approxi
matelv our; dav's investigation. 

The sl:J te facilities are evaluated against Division 
standard', promulgated bv the Bureau of Programs. 
The standards against which the local facilities are 
evaluated were recently developed bY' the Bureau of 
Operations and are endorsed by bodie:; such as the 
American Correctional Association and the National 
Council on Crime and Delinquency. [f a facility 
is found to deviate from the standards. the Bureau of 
Operations notifies the administration of the facility. 
However. if action is not taken despite repeated warn
in!!s, the Bureau can onlv refer the deviating institu
tion to the Courts. The Bureau's power or enrorce~ 
ment is thus entirely indirect. Difficulties with devia
tions have been especiallv troublesome in th~ county 
and local facilities, the facilities with which the Bu
reau is least closely as~ociated. 

Other functions of the Bureau of Operations in
clude coordinatiTlg of escort for returning escapees, 
acting as a liaison during inmate crises and disputes, 
serving as the 4th level of appeal for employees griev
ances. and reviewing plans for major new construc
tion. Bureau of Operations personnel consult with 
local corrections administrators on county v )rk re
lease programs in accordance with recent legis,u·tion. 
and also give aid in writing or amending rehabilita
tive programs for inmate:;. 

The Chief or the Bureau of Operations may report 
directly to the Director or Deputy Director of the 
Division. While he communicates directly with the 
facilities under audit. local corrections facilities com
municate with Jhe Bureau of Operations through the 
Director of the Division who then refers matters to 

the Chief. All Bureau output is cosigned by the Di
rector. 

Bureau of Community Services: 
The Bureau was created to plan. implement. super

vise, and coordinate the· community-based correc
tional facilities and se;'vices in the Division of Correc
tion and Parole. At present. the Bureau exercises 
these functions through 3 community treatment 
centers (eTC's) for juveniles and 2 community ser
vice centers (CSC's) for adult offenders. The juvenile 
treatment ctflters are designed as alternatives to insti
tutions for adjudicated male delinquents 14-16 years 
of age. The Community Service Centers act as transi
tional pre-release facilities for male offenders 18 
years and over who come from within the city limits 
in which the CSC is located and who have less than 9 
months remaining before release. Several additional 
facilities ha vc been projected for the near future. 

The Bureau of Community Services is essentially 
a \.me-position operation. This position. that of the 
Chief. is funded by the state. but no stale funding 
for additional central office staff or clerical workers 
is providl,,"d. Under the Chief are the staffs of the 
community facilities, whose superintendents he se
lects. Several of the facilities and their staff are like
wise not funded by the State. Federal funds have been 
requested (through SLEPA) for several of the pro
jected faci lilies. 

The Bureau of Community Se,-vices is not r~spon
sible for all of New J~rsey's community-basec' J,lcili
ties. A women's halfway house at Clinton, the four 
residential grou p centers for older adjudicated male 
delinquents. and the PROOF facilities are the respon
sibilities of three other agencies. The Bureau of Com
munity Services also does not have any formal 
structural relationship to the Bureau of Parole. the 
ot!ler major unit responsible for community service to 
the offender. 

The community services Gffered by the Bureau of 
that title are largely restricted to residential facilities. 
Programs for juveniles not residing in the Community 
Treatment Centers have recently become operational. 
These represent virtually the only diversionarv (i.e .. 
non-residential) alternatives to incarceration that 'the 
Division of Correction and Parole currently sponsors. 
However, these programs do not serve the adult of
fender popUlation. The Bureau of Community Ser
vlces has legal authority to house in its facilities adult 
offenders partkipating in the county work release 
programs. but to date active cooperation between 

). 
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state and county resources has not taken place. large
ly because of unresolved financing issues. 

Youth Residential Centers: 
Responsibllity for the four Youth Residential 

Centers (Highfields, Warren, Ocean and Turrell) 
i~ ~ot assigne~ to a Bureau or to eitheJ of the Super. 
VlSlI1g SuperIntendents of thl;! prison/YCI com
plexes. Rather, they are under the supervision of a 
coordinator who reports directly to the Director of the 
Division. 

The coordinator is not only responsible for the 
operation of the four centers; he also serves as a liai
son between the Division of Correction and Parole, 
the Division of Youth and Family Services. and the 
Courts. The relatively long experience of the Youth 
Residential Centers and the relationship they have 
evolved with trf! judicial and probation SYstems 
facilitates a degree of ",ooperation and coordi'nation 
that the juvenile treatment centers of the Bureau of 
Community Services have not yet experienced. 

The Youth Residential Centers serve only the 16-18 
year old adjudicated male delinquents. Tile Centers 
are generally not located in the youths' home resi
dence areas, unlike the Community Treatment Cen
ters for the 14-16 year old delinquents. Neither type 
of center services the younger (l4and below) or "the 
older (18-21) delinquents, although the latter may be 
placed in a Community Service Center for the ·'ast 
few months of his sentence. 

leRal Services: 
An attorney is retained by the Division of Correc

tion and Parole to serve as a legal assistant to the 
Director. The great majority of his contacts are dir
ectly with the Director or Deputy Director. He does 
not defend the Division in court because he is not 
affiliated with the Attorney General's Office; how
ever, he may informally assist in the preparation of a 

case when the Division becomes the defendant in a 
suit. Other functions of the Legal Assistant are to 
provide the Division with advice on matters such as 
the legality of new programs. due process require
ments, constitutionality. and inmates' rights. He 
pr~pares the I nterstate Compact contracts.~ He also 
conducts classes at the Correctional Officer's Train
ing Academy. 

He does not come into direct contact with inmates, 
nor does h~ provide them with legal counsel. instruc
tion, or referrals. Another function not formallv 
assigned to him or anyone else is preventive legal 
action against lawsuits. by keeping the Division s~s
tematically abreast of new court decisions and th'eir 
implications for policy, programs. and planning. 

Project Specialist: 
Reporting directly t,o the Director is a Project 

Specialist, who is a~ 19ned as a troubleshooter to 
H,eas or projects which merit immediate attention. 
Projects assigned to the Specialist since the position 
was created include c1as<:ification and the furlough 
program. The Project Specialist has no formal affilia
tion with any of the Division's other functional units. 
Her authority over the project to which she is assign
ed emanates from executive command. 

Liaison Functions: 
Reporting to the Deputy Director and the Director 

himself is the person responsible for divisional liaison 
between the Garden State School District, the Bureau 
of State Use Industry, and SLEPA. There have been 
conflicting demands between the GSSD. the institll~ 
tions; and the State Use Industries with regard to in
mate program priorities. The liaison agent coordi
nates the needs of the different programs, and is also 
used as a troubleshooter tind mediator in other situa
tions that require intervention. such as intrainstitu
tional affairs. He has. however. no bureaucratic affil
iation. 
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Analysis Of 

Division Structur(e 

The following analysis proceeds from the m{Jdc\ 
deH~!oped by the Ad\"isory Commissi~n on Intergov
ernmental Relations in their repQrt, State-Local Re
[atiolls ill tlze Crimil/al JIIHIce ,S:l'stel1l. The Dhision 
of Correction and Parole is discussed in terms of the 
degree to which it mCl'ts the Commission's criteria: 

• Administrath e Adequacy 
• Geographical Adequacy 
• Popular Responsheness 
• Structural Sufficiency 
• Fiscal Adequacy 

ADMINISTRATIVE ADEQUACY ... 
Tn a lan!e e\tcnt, the wa,S in which the DIVISion 

fails to me~t these criteriu can h';! traced to tl~e renex
in: I:our~e tll \\ hich the corrections sV:ilem IS boul:d 
h\ it:; cum!nt onmnifational strLl\.:ture, It is caup:htln 
a t.'ircular process whereb\ the services availab!e to 
Se\\ .!erse\ 's olTcndcrs arc defined b\ the functional 
administrative units avnibble for ddiverinp: the se~
vkes. and vice versa; the result is that New Jersev.s 
dc Illctll correctional philosoph\ is institutiona.l. T~ls 
nHI' or ma\ not accol'd with the sell'ima.l!e lind Implic
it objectives llr the Division of Correction and ~aro,le. 
The implications or this drcular process ro,l' elrecllve 
and comprehensive sen'ice deli\"en are t)bvl~u~: wh~n 
the objectives or a correctillnal system remalll Imphc
it. lhe funclilln~ and strut;lure~ neeessarv to ace~)m
plishin!! these obkdives nUl \ remain unreco!!nlfed 
und unrealiled, 

Functional Completeness: 
It would appear that the organilation of the Divi

sions. of Corredion and Paro Ie is jimctionally incom-

plete. That is. not all runctions necessary for a com
nrehensive correetional system are formally or ~v~n 
inlormuliv performed by an administrative unl,t III 
the Division, The most important runction~1 de~l~lts 
in the Division orCorredion and P~role are,ldentlfled 
bv this analysis include: (I) luck of evuluatlv~,c"pac
it'v: (2) lack of long-range planning capabtillY: (3) 
lack of alternati ves to incarceration; (4) lack or c?n:
munication with other kev components or the Crll~'~
nal justice system and between the units o~ tl"e DI,VI
.' 'tself A corollary impediment to admlnlstratlvc slon I" , f 
,\..Jequacy is fraamentation and duplication 01 une-
L \.' .".. , f 
tion' this is most apparent in the disperSion 0 respon-
sibility for (l) community services. (2) ju' enilc. ser
vices.' and (3) for the development of eorrecltOnal 

standards. 

Information and E:valuation: 
One of the Division'S most serious functional def-. 

icits is the lack of systematic or relia?le. mean,s 01 
obtaining information about the functlolllng. 01 ~he 
eorreetional svstem, An inform::.tion system I~ bel~!t 
developed at this time. but it ~~p'~Hrs t~ be PfJma~lh 
for managemen t and not su rflclently oriented, tow,lrd 
evaluation. The potential value of systematic fee~
back as a uasis for P,)licv does not seem to be s,ufrl
dentlv acknowledged in New Jersev correctl~ns. 
Prog;ams and services tend to be evaluated sU,blec
tivelv bv thos,~ responsible ror them. There IS nO 

age~cy whose expt:rtise is in the <~rea of.~esearch anl~ 
objective evaluation or the services ollered b\ tl 
correctional system. 

i 
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Long Range Planning: 
The virtual absence of long term planning capacity 

is closely related to the lack of an information base 
and is perhaps the most single functional deficit in 
the Division of Correction and Parole. No unit or 
agency has the mandate or the capacity to translate 
information about the present system, its neecfs, and 
the needs of the target popUlations into active plan
ning for future programs, services, and facilities. A~ 
has been repeatedly stressed. this inevitably leads 
to a crisis-orientation and increasing curtailed options 
for response. Planning and evaluation are insepara
ble and must be concurrently developed. 

Alternatives to Incarceration: 
Another functional deficit in the Division is the 

lack of alternatives to incarceration, Such commun
ity services as exist are largdy residential and even 
those are directed at higply specified target popula
tions, Few alternative placements except incarcera
tion in training schopls. ycr's, or prisons are avail
able for several potential target populations (e.g" 
youth under 14. <)1' over 18 years of age), The Huthor
ity to implement diversionary programs is scattered. 
not only with.)n "the Division but beyond it in the 
courts. loca],;and county governments, and the Divi
sion of Y ouih a nd Family Services, The most ,videly 
used alterr,t'ative to incar~eration - probation - is not 
presentlylrelated to the Division of Correction and 
Parole. There appears to be little commitment of 
funds 9;;' manpower to the development of new alter
natives', 

Lac~Jof Communicaticn: 
The isolation of the Division from other major 

cOIJ1ponents or the criminal justice system reflects 
a ,:hlarked functional deficit. No regular channels 
of communication. reed back. and coordination exist 
b.hween the Division and the courts. the legislature. 
~he police, the Parole Board, or loca.1 correctional 
;/Juthorities, The void in official, systematic liaison 
,;tacdvities has a .significant impact on the present 

:1 programs or the Division; an excellent example is the 
1 difficulty experienced by the Bureau of Community 
, Services in having the courts utilize the Community 

Treatment Centers for juveniles in their dispositions, 
As the activities of the Division expand further into 
the community. formal liaison and coordination with 
the rest of the' criminal justice system will be critical 
to the SUccess or the programs, 

The Division of Correction. and Parole also surfers 
from a lack of communicati~n among its own units. 

This is exemplified in non-systematic and disputed 
lines of communication and authority. It was not 
unusual for the intervi(~wers to be given conflicting 
answers to questions regarding who reports to whom,' 
the structure of feedback loops, and the distribution 
of authority, It appears. however, that when in doubt 
the head of virtually every administra'·ive (and some
times operational) unit relies On reporting directly to 
the Director of the Di.vision. r nformation thus tends 
to flow in a nonsystematic fashion from unit to Dir
ector to other unit, with little or no lateral communi
cation. This enormous concentration or responsibility 
into the hands of a single administrator and the omis
sion of any formal mechanism ensuring routine com
m unication between units leads to a kind of heedless 
independence of the units from each other. Thus it 
is possible, for example. for the Bureau of State Use 
Industries to consider planning a new shop in a build
ing the institution planned to demolish. A secondary 
level of authority responsible fol' coordinating similar 
and related functions is virtually non-existent in the 
Division of Correction and Parole. 

There are other important functional deficits evi
dent in the New Jersey Correctional System. There 
are no units responsible for designing and imple
menting comprehensive programming for inmates at 
institutions; no systematic means of assessing the 
needs of offenders according to criteria more sensitive 
than age. level of security, or available bed space: 
no unit that devotes itself to public information and 
response. Still other deficits, perhaps less momen
tous, exist. Tn some cases, they are the result of a 
choke of priorities. but many times they result from 
oversight or failure to recognize a need, These over
sights are the legacy of haphazard organizatic'nal 
development. 

Fragmentation and Duplication of Function: 
A corollary obstruction to administrative adequacy 

in the organizational structure or New Jersev' s cor
rectional system is fragmentation and duplication of 
function, T'he most obvious example of this is the 
distribution of a single functional concept, Commun
ity Services, across at least three separate units: the 
Bureau of Parole. the Bureau of Community Ser-·· 
vices, and the Youth Residential Center Program. 
The extreme inter-relatedness of these functions re
quires close cooperation among them for maximal 
impact. Such coordination can only be ensured by 
structural integrity of planning. implemenatation, 
and administration, It seems pointless. for essentially 
similar programs serving essentially similar popu~ 
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lations to be under separate coordinalinp: administra
to rs. 

Juvenile services :mffer fro m sim ilar fragmentation. 
The problem here is exacerbated bv the fact that these 
services arc scattered among at least three separate 
systems: the Division of Correction and Parole. the 
Division of Youth and Family Services, and the 
courts. The Division of Correction and Parole han
dles some nint: residential facilities forjuvenib under 
18, a few nonresidential programs attached to resi
dential facilities. parole services for most offenders 
over 16, and the Youth Correctional lnsti tution Com
plex for offenders 15 to 30 vears of age, The Division 
of Youth and FamilY Services handles parole super
vision for all those under 14 veal's of age and f~)f ;,ome 
juvenile offenders between 14 and 16. The district 
courts handle probation services. E8scntiallv then. 
New Jersev has no juvenile correctional sYstem. but 
merelv an aggregate of uncoordinated services. 

A final example of this fragmentation is the de
velopment of stundards. The Bureau of Programs 
creates standards for state correctional institutiuns: 
the Bureau of Operations is in the process of devel
oping mi nimal standards for local correctional facili
ties. Parule standards were drafted as a statement of 
existing policies and practices, 

GEOGRAPHICAL ADEQUACY 
Another criterion by which administrative ade

quae", should be jud!!ed is that of geogrnphical ade
quacy, This means that a sy~tem must encompass a 
lurge enough area to ensure that its function will be 
performed with a modicum of technical expertise 
and stable financial resources. The state-level cor
rectional functions in New Jersey certainly have an 
adequate geographical base. (If anything, the base 
is too broad to he sufficientlv responsive to local and 
regional correctional needs.) However, few counties 
or municipalities can hope to satisfy this criterion 
without extensive provision of services from the state: 
they do not have the financial resources necessary to 
develop and maintain technical expel t;,;e in service 
deliverv. This has serious repercussions on the admin
istrative adequacv of the entire New Jersey correc
tions svstem. The organizational structure of the Di
vision of Correction and Parole contributes to con
tinued' geographical inadequacv insofar as the inter
relations between the state and local correction;; 
functions are profoundly limited. The state (through 
the Division) provides virtuallv no services to alleviate 
the burden of responsibilitv on loca I governments. 
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POPULAR RESPONSIVENESS 
The third major criterion against which adminis

trative adequacy can be judged is popular respon
siveness. This simply refers to the organillition's 
ability to maintain sufficient public credibility and 
support to implement its policies. Ordinarilv, popu
lar responsiveness entails public input into correc· 
tions policy through the use of a citizen advisorv 
board or other elected representatives. An adminis
trative unit involved with public a nd press relations 
and information can playa key role. Comprehensi
bility and accessibility of the system are critical to 
meeting this criterion. 

The Division of Correction and Parole has no 
active boards or administrative units of this tvpe. 
The outcry in New Jersey over the furlough program 
is only the most recent example of the consequent 
lack of public credibility and support. Part of the 
difficulty in this case may be the public's failure to 
comprehend the nature, guidelines and goals of the 
furlough program. Unfortunatelv, there ai'e not e~
tablished channels within the current Divisional s~ruc
ture through which reassuring inform,ation can be 
provided. Nor is it reasonable to expect the public 
to have any sense of identification and commitment 
to the programs and policies of the corrections system 
with no input or mechanism for initiating change. 
The public cannot be expected to support unfamiliar 
correctional practices which they do not understand. 

STRUCTURAL SUFFICIENCY 
Still another criterion of administrative adequacy 

is structural suffici~ncy: that is, placing the requisite 
authority in the system so that its units can execute 
the responsibilities assigned to them. The Division 
of Correction and Parule is structurally insufficient 
in several respects, notably in its powers of ettforc
ing minimal standards, selecting and regulating its 
prison industries. and its ability to take constructive 
action despite resistance from local governments. 

The Bureau of Operations offers the most salient 
example of structural insufficiency. This Bure&u has 
been deSignated as the unit of inspection but has not 
been given legislative authority for direct en force
ment of standards. This has greatly diluted the impact 
of the inspection process. Another instance of struc
tural insufficiency is revealed in the statutes relating 
to prison industry. Although much pressure has been 
placed on the Bureau of State Use Industry to pro
vide a constructive and profitable' training experience. 
they are handicapped in this endeavor by statutorY 
restrictions which limit contracting with private in-

dust:y, the ~oods which can be produced, and the in
centives which can be offered to the inmate em
ployees. The industrial skills acquired by the inmate 
~ay.or may not be transferable to the free commun
Ity smce the pace, quality controls and performance 
demands of prison industries are not comparable 
to those of prIvate industry. These skills mav or may 
not be useful because the industries have not been 
se~ected wi.t~ future employment opportunities in 
~md .. AdditIOnally, the resources from which pa\' 
incentives ar~ drawn are limited by the requirement 
that all profits above a minimal level revert to the 
State Treasurv. . . 

A? additi6~al aspect of structural sufTiciencv is the 
ii.'!qulrement that the correctional svstem be or;anized 
so as to prevent any single unit or minority ;r units 
from impeding constructive action bv the other units' 
rn. the .Advisory Commission's model, this referre'd 
pflmar~ly to go"crnmental entities. Local govern
ments III New Jersey can ttt this time effectively im
pede the establishment or impair the efforts of 'com
munity services offered by the Division of Correction 
and Parole. Perhaps due to a legacy of non-involve
~ent, .tl.1er~ arc no structural provisions for encourag
Illg utlh.zatlOn and coordination of services to target 
pop~latl~ns which are under the jurisdictional ~u
thortty of a county or municipality. 

Wit~in th~ Division. a compar~lble problem exists. 
T~ere IS so Illtle utilization of a secondary, coordin
atlllg level of ~uthority that the Director must give 
personal attentton to much of the Division's routine 
Illf?rmati o~ flow and decision-making processes. 
ThiS constitutes an inadvertent but often significant 
bottleneck in intitiating constructive aclion. ' 
FISCAL ADEQUACY 

Fisc,~1 adequacy complements administrative ade
:uacy In corre.ctional systems. The concept of fiscal 
adequacy entails stable fiscal resources sufficient to 
carry out designated responsibilities. Further. the 
system should. be organized to achieve economies of 
sC~le,. to avo.ld dependence on external funds for 
essen!>al serVices, and to anticipate all reasonablv 
foreseeable fiscal lIeeds. Fiscal adequacy is inti
~ately ~elate.d to geographical adequacy. and is patti
ally a fUnctIOn of popular responsiveness. rnsofar 
as New Jersev corrections does not meet t!l>i! criteria 
for g~o~raphica I adequacv and popu/;.O;- ('...:sponsive
;,ess,.lt I~ also fiscally inadequate. Other fiscal dif
leultles Illclude limited resources, concentration of 

reSOurces on incarceration of offenders. and the use of 
~h,<)rt:term, externally provided funding ror a sub
stantml proportion or its noninstitutional alternatives 

to incarceration. 

Corre~tions usually receives minimal funding from 
state legislatures. and is traditionally the lisca! under
~og of the criminal justice system, This is no less true 
III New Jersey than elsewher:.. und the problem is 
compoun~ed by the delegation of such l11ujor services 
as probation, to the financial support of local gOV
ernmen~s. However, the Division of Correction 'and 
Parole IS so organized thut most of its limited re
s?urces must b,e spent on the most expensive correc
tional. ult.ernatlve- institutionalizution, 'The present 
orgat1lzatlOnal structure revolves around institutiori
al . facilities. Virtually all the Division's functional 
ul1lts-e~en t.hose committed to community services 
- <~re p~lmartl~ .concerned with the adm inislralio'n of 
:eslde~ttal f~cl"tes. Virtually none, except parole, 
IS .actlvely I.nvolved with non-residential services. 
ThiS emphaSIS on residentbl services has grown out. 
of th.e urgent need for space to accommodate the 
growll1g number of offenders. Efforts to resolve this' 
problem have centered almost entirelv in the avail
able s~rvices-mostly institutional-and have not 
been directed at developing alternatives. A corollarv 
outcome of this uneven distribution of resources i~ 
t~at 70mmunity-based correctional progrUI11S (re
sldentlUl and non-residential) have no .stable, inter. 
nall~ supported source of funding. Thev consistentlv 
receive second priority and. if implemented al all. 
are ~enerally financed on a short term basis. The 
future of the least expensive m~\lns of dealing with the 
offender is considerably less !;ecure than ll;at of the 
most expensive alternative. 

It should be emphasized tlMt the administrative 
and risca I inadequacies discussed in the preceding 
pages are not unique to New Jersev. Furthermore. it 
~ho~ld be obvious that no correctional or criminal 
.Justice agencv can ever be organized so as to full\' 
meet all criteria for administrative and fiscal ade
quacy. However, as the Advisory Commission on 
!nter~ov~rnmental Relations cautions. "Where crim. 
lI1al Jusllce systems, in a general \HI\. do not meet 
the conditions of being administratively and fiscallv 
sound, they will [lice increasingl\' problems of efrec .. 
tiveness, efficiencY. and equity." These are the prob
lems New Jersey is facing today. 

One of the repercussions of the increasi ng pressures 
and problems faced by the Division of Correction Hnd 
Purole is the morale of the organization. A subtle but 
significant atmosphere of resignation Hnd fatalism is 
striking to the ouside observer. The staff of the Divi
sion give devoted effort. but aguinst great odds for 
constructive changes. 

171 



;1" 

~ I 

'.- ~ 

New Jersey Corrections: 

Organizational Recommendations 

It was recommended that an agtmcy of state correc
tions he established at the department level of govern
ment. * The 'jurisdiction of the Department of Correc
tions fltinll include all offenders sentencetl or commit
ted to the custody of thi\: Commissioner of Corrections 
by a court of compcrcnt jurisdiction. The purpose of 
this agency shall be to provide for adult and youthful 
offenders those institutional ana community-based 
programs and services within its jurisdiction which 
bcst protect the public through the reintegration of 
offenders into society for lawful community Ih'ing. 
The C<~mm!ssioner shall be profes1:ionally quaHficd 
to administcr the department in accordance with the 
highcst professional correctional and rnanag'<!rial 
shmdards. 

The Department of Corrections, with the advice and 
consent of local correctional officials, shall define 
minimum standards for county and ,mullilcip!~l custo
dial correctional facilities, operations and progr.,ms. 
!he Department shall be ,charp,ed with the respon~i
bility for inspecting the custodial facilities, nperations. 
and programs; for offering technic~t assistance [0 

these facilities, and may enter into cO!1tractural ~:r_ 

rangements with the facilities fOf the lmrchase of care. 
(Legislation should be enacted to authori;ge the Oe
partment of Corrcctions to er.1·orce in the court" the 
minimum standards it promulgates.) 

The Dcpartment of Corrections shull have respon
sibility to upgrade, expand, and utilize non··institu
tional services fm' offenders within its jurisdiction. 
when consistent with the demands of public safety. 
To accomplish this, the table of organization which 
shall he created for the Department of Corrections 
shall indicate a unit with a community scrvices mission 
at the same organizational level as the unit with an 
institutional scrvices mission. 

"This recommendation was enacted with the passage of Assembly 
Bil\1912, effective Nov. I. 1976. 
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To ensure the highest possible degree of public 
support and confidence, the departmental structure 
should reflect a strong professi6nal management com
ponent, such as a management services unit and the 
use of an advisory board with representation from the 
ranks of citizens and other components ofthecriminal 
justice system, 

. Corrections in New Jersey is ,1 mixture of activitil!s 
which are administered along jurisdictional or func
tionallines. Tha t is, certain organizations are respon
sible for particular segments of corrections. Counties. 
for instance, maintair: detention and short-sentencitlg 
facilities. Municipalities administer lock-up and 
holding facilities. Probation services are maintained 
for the courts through county-administered depart
ments. Tht' state government hus two muin correc
tional functions: the operutional responsibility for 
Long- term correctional institutions and the super
vision of offenders pumled ['rom these institutions. 
The Division of Correct. un und Parole which is 
charged with the state-administered correctionul 
functions is orguuizationally situuted with1 , the De
partment of Institutions and Agencies. Ii. is inter-
esting to review the size und scope of thut depurt
men!, The wide runge of responsibilities of the De
partment is at once obvious: seven operational Divi
sions .. a department-wide school district and a Com
mission for the Blind. The enormity of the tusk is 
refkcted in a single statistic: approximately one of 
seven New Jerseyans receives services supported by 
the Department of Institutions n nd Agencies. The 
Department directly administers thirty:one institu
tions for the following purposes: mental health. test
ing and diagnosis, mental returdntion. correcth:1S. 
chest diseases. and disabled veterans services. (See 
attached chart indicating the location and type of 
institution. ) 

o 
<3> 
0. 
o 
® 

NEW JERSEY STATE INSTITUTIONS 

ANCORA PSYCHIATRIC HOSPITAL, Hammonton 

GREYSTONE PARK PSYCHIATRIC HOSPITAL, Morris Plains 

MARLBORO PSYCHIATRIC HOSpnAL, Marlboro 

TRENTON PSYCHIATRIC HOSPITAL, Trenton 

NEURO.PSYCHIATRIC INSTITUTE, Skillman 

<t> ARTHUR BRISBANE CHILD TREATMENT CENTER, Allaire 

* (0 
o 
@ 
@ 
@ 
@ 
@ 

ADUL T TREATMENT AND DIAGNOSTIC CENTER, Avenel 

JOf:fNSTONE TRAINING & RESEARCH CENTER, Bordentown 

NORTH JERSEY TRAINING SCHOOL AT TOTOWA 

NEW LISBON STATE SCHOOL, New Lisbon 

WOObBINE STATE SCHOOL, Woodbine 

VINELAND STATE SCHOOL, Vinelond 

WOODBRIDGE STATE SCHOOL, Woodbridge 

HUNTERDON STATE SCHOOL, CLINTON 

@J YOUTH RECEPTION & CORRECTION CENTER, Yardville 

~ 
Em 
@] 
~ 

YOUTH CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION, Bordentown 

YOUTH CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION, Bordentown 

TRAININC SCHOOL FOR BOYS, Jamesburg PHILADELPHIA*, 

TRAINING SCHOOL FOR GiRLS, Trenton (closed) .. 

~ CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION FOR WOMEN, Clinton 

f!!l STATE PRiSON, Trenton 

~ 
[E] 
o 
@l 
~ 
o 
~ 

STATE PRISON, Leesburg 

STATE PRISON, Rohwoy 

TRAINING SCHOOL FOR BOYS, Skillman 

HIGHFIELDS RESIDENTIAL GROUP CTR., Hopewell 

WARREN ~EiSIDENTIAL GROUP CTR., Washington 

TURRELL RESIDENTIAL GROUP CTR., Farmingdale 

OCEAN RESIOENTIAL GROUP CTR., Forked River 

~ 
~ HOME FOR DISABLED SOLDIERS, Vineland 

NEW JERSEY HOSPITAI_ FOR CHEST DISEASES, Glen Gardner (closed) 

HOME FOR DISABLED SOLDIERS, Menlo Pork 

<> MENTAL HEALTH 

{) TESTING AND DIAGNOSIS 

o MENTAL RETARDATION 

LEGEND 

o CORRECTIONAL 

<> CHEST DISEASES 

V DISABLED VETERANS HOMES 
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The budget figures (appropriations for Fiscal Year 
1976) indicate the cost of state correctional services 
vis a vis the entire Departmental appropriation. 

DIVISIONS 

Mental Health and Hospitals 
Mental Retardation 

Correction and Parole 
Medical Assistance and 

Health Services 
Public Welfare 
Youth and Family Services 
Veterans Programs and 

Special Services 
Commission for the Blind 
Dept. Management and 

SUPP9rt Programs 
Garden State School District 
Capital 
Debt Service 

State Parole Board 

TOTAL 

FY1976 
APPROPRIATION 

(in $OOO's) 

105,380 
79,128 
48,942 

227,619 
223,275 
42,550 

7,193 
5,148 

3,815 
942 

9,669 
6,503 

305 

760,469 

The Corrections portion represents approxi
mately 6% of the total Department budget. This 
relatively small portion does not, however, aCCUr
ately reflect the amount /:>f time and atten tion actually 
allotted to Corrections by the Commissioner and her 
staff. The nature of Corrections, with the problems 
attendant to the incarceration of large numbers of 
individuals in antiquated facilities. is such that it 
often requires the full-time attention of an adminis
trator with cabinet status and immediate access to 
the execu tive officer. The present organizational 
status of Corrections within the Department of Insti
tutions and Agencies, it is felt, limits the capability 
of the Department to devote its administrative atten
tion to its other Divisions and operations. There is 
consequently a strong case to be made for the crea
tion of a Department of Corrections independent 
of the Department of.' nstitutions and Agencies. 

A Department of Corrections: 
In October of 1975, the Council.of State Govern

ments studied' the many issues involved in the estab
lishment of a separatt Department of Corrections. 
The report issued by that group, Human Resource 
Agencies: Adult Corrections in State Organizational 

Slructul'e* outlines many relevant details concerning 
the organizational placement of state correctional 
ncti vities. Genera lIy, state corredional operations 
may fall into one of three organizational postures: 
(I) it may be established as a separate and indepen
dent Department uf Corrections: (2) it may be com
bined with other criminal justice-rehted activities 
such as state police or probation and retain an iden
tity such as a Department of Criminal Justice; or (3) 
it may be placed with other service areas such as men
tal health, welfare, and chilr'rens services, and desig
nated as a "Human Resource~ Agency." . 

Presently, state correctional activities are included 
in Human Resource Agencies in thirteen states. This 
number is diminishing; one year ago, fifteen states 
included Correctio,l1s in such agencies. The following 
table identifies these states . 

The Council of State Governments defines quite 
adequately the disadvantages of locating state correc
tions within a larger human resources agency. Among 
the disadvantages which generally pertain when cor
rections is included in a Human Resources Agency 
are the following: 

• The goals and objectives of adult cdtrections are 
often confused with the primarily social service 
orientation of other units. 

• Lines of authority and accountability may be 
II nclear. 

• A management style reflecting an emphasis on 
security which is peculiar to corrections will prob
ably differ greatly from that of other operations 
within the Human Resource Agency. 

• Loss of direct access to the legislature is a handicar,~ 
in directly presenting corrections' case for legisla
tive support or reform. 

• The failure to possess "autonomy" in policy deter
mination generally weakens the authority of the 
correctional administrator which diminishes effec
tiveness vertically within the correctional division, 
and horizontally between the administrator and 
other key individuals in the criminaljustice system. 

• The organizational separation of the state-admin
istered correctional operations (in New Jersey this 
primarily means long-term sentencing institutions 
and parole supervision) from those components 
operated by other agencies impeded the function
ing of the parts as a system. In the words of the 
Council, "Another difficulty is the separation of 

*Humatl Resource Agencies: Adult Correctipns in Stale Organi
zational Structure, published by The Council of State Govern
ments, Iron Works Pike, Lexington, Ky. 40511. 
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adult corrections from other parts of the criminal 
justice system. Criminal justice programs have a 
maior impact in the adult corrections functions. 
but the I-IRA/corrections agency cannol t:t\~il\ 
effect decisions and 'planning in crimina I justice." 
In general. then. it may reasonablv be conduded 

that the particular issue- where to locate state cor
rections organil.ationally - has no absolute answer 
but ruther must be decided on the basis of the merits 
of the individual case under consideration. When the 
particular circumstances of New Jersey are ap
praised, a strong argument for the creation of .tn in
dependent department of corrections can be made of 
the following three grounds: 

I.) Correctional policv can best be determined b, 
a full-time, pro fessional correctional administrator 
at the cabinet level. The problems. issues. and deci
sions faci ng corrections today requires the indepen
dence and executive support of a cabinet position. 
As presently constructed with division status. correc
tions cannot receive the full-time policy attention 
or the individual who ultimately must determine or 
approve polic\'. Given the wide range of departmental 
priorities. demands and responsibilities. a division of 
corrections often receives departmental poliev
making attention in proportion to the press of the 
crises and emergencies it experiences. With the crea
tion of II department of corrections, ongoing policies 

and attention to correctional issues would emanate 
from a priority list exclusively determined bv correc
tional interests. A related benefit anticipated from 
the eleyation of corrections to department level would 
be the enhancement of the g.eneral status {If correc
tions which would facilitate progress in accomplish
ing change. The authority inherent in a cabinet posi
tion wou~d improve the status of the correctional 
policy-maker in transactions with significant criminal 
justice officials such as members of the judiciary. 
legislators. county correctional officials. etc. 

2.) Of the many "human services" represented in 
the Department t)f Institutions and Agencies. correc
tions because of its securit~1 and t;ustodv orientation 
is somewhat unique. The inclusion of corrections in 
a primarily social servicl:: ortwnization creates proh
lems since the other components of criminal justice 
do not as readilv identifv with or relate to a "human 
service" organi~ation as'thev would to a professional 
and exclusively correctional urganization. If im
proved relationship and increased comrnunication be
tween courts. jails. probation departments and insti" 
tutional corrections is sought. then the establishment 
of a department of correction may be seen as a help
ful. if not necessary. first step. It has been discusse,;/ 
earlier that a great many of the problems facing New 
Jersey corrections stem from a fragmented. poorly 
communicating system. An independent department 
of corrections, properly organized. staffed and sup-
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ported, would help to remove many existing doubts 
now present in other correctional agencies that the 
"state correctional agency" does not ha ve a correc
tional orientation, is not attuned to correctional 
problems and cannot possibly be seen as a source of 
resolution for New Jersey's correctional ills due to its 
size. structure, and philosophical orientation. 

3.) One of the most significant problems facing 
corrections today is the apparent lack of profession
alization. Lacking as it does a distinctive organiza
tional identification, correctional work is not ~viewed 
as a separate and distinct area of endeavor with a 
clear culture. values, and c:ueer ladder. As long as 
this condition exists, corrections will be handicapped 

initially by not being able to attract und ultimately 
by not being able to retain potential talent. A separate 
and distinct identity is necessary' for professional 
status with its attendant benefits. 

In general, it is reasonable to assume thut much 
may be gained by the creation of a Department of 
Corrections. This is not to imply that the establish
ment of a Department wiil. in and of itself, achieve 
all the desired ends which prompt the Significant 
administrative move. This action, accompanied bv 
other necessary organizational modific~;tions, will. 
however, significantly increase the likelihood of an 
upgrading of correctional services. 

Organizational Structure 

Immediately after the organizational analysis of 
the Division of Correction and Parole was completed, 
the staff and consultnnts proposed a new organiza
tional structure for consideration bv the Policv Coun
cit· That particular proposal rep;esented a~ effort 
to rectify several deficiencies noted in the analysis 
and was based on existing legal and administrative 
conditions. It must be noted that the organizational 
structure proposed by the staff was designed prior to 
the creation of a Department of Corrections with 
specific statutory requirements and also prior to the 
availability of significant data which made possible 
institutional projections leading to the adoption of a 
Local Corrections Plan. These developments have 
altered the specific applicability of the proposed 
structure. The implementation of such a plan and the 
establishment of a department present different de
mands on the organizational structure than could 
reasonably have been anticipated during work on 
the proposal. The proposed structure, however. is 
presented in the Plan document (as Appendix A) 
since it offers a model reflecting basic administrative 
and organizational principles relevant to anv of the 
several organizational structures which m'ight be 
adopted for the Department of Corrections. It does, 
for instance, attempt to embody the Policv Council's 
organizational recommendations upgrading com
munity services and substantially improving technical 
and managerial services. 

Undoubtedly. the structural model developed by 
the Master Plan staff contains some cOllcepts or ideas 
which will prove applicable to the organizational 
requirements of the Department of Corrections. The 
mandates for organizational change which emanated 
from the analysis are presented here as guidelines 
for the specific Departmental structure to be devel
oped: 

1. Long and short range goals and objectives of the 
Department must be clarified and explicitly 
stated. The functions necessary to accomplish 
these goals musibe incorporated into the organi
zational structure. 

2. The titles of the administrative units should re
flect their functions to avoid confusion and dupli
cation of effort. 

3. Organizational capacity for planning and evalua
tion must be developed in the form of an admin
istrative unit with technical expertise and execu
tive mandate f('~r this function. 

4. Closely related to the preceding recommenda
tion, the organization must develop an apprecia
tion for a systematic means of gathering inform
ation on its functions. 

5. Greater coordination of state and local correc
tions is imperative for comprehensive, effective 
service delivery. 

6. The emphasis of the Department must be shifted 
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from almost exclusive use of institutionalization 
toward increased use of nonre-sidential alter~a
tives to incarcel'Ution whenever consistent wIth 
considerations of public safety. This implies an 
upgrading of parole and community services to 
a higher administrative level an.d the intrl:duc
tion of expanded non-residentwl correctIonal 
service into the Department. 

7. Similar functions should be consolidated under 
a single administrative unit. . 

8. All services for juveniles should be coordtnat~d 
by a single organizational unit, regardless of It~ 
o~ganizationallocation. 

9. Lines of authority should be clarified so that 

17H 

all parties are clear tiS to whom they are re" 
sponsible. . 

to. More authority should be delegated tnt dO the 
hands of a second and third line of COOlman. . 

II. Greater popular responsiveness, thr~ugh IPu.bltc 
input into policy and an active pu bltc re atlOns 
program, should be established. . 

12. Legislative action should be sought to repaIr 
obvious structural insufficiencies in the correc
tions svstem. such as the lack of authority to 
assure ~om pliance to jail standards. 

13. Financial resources should be distributed l:lOr~ 
appropriately among the various c?rrectlOna 
alternatives, and new sources of fundtng sought 
for the development of additional alternatives. 
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Implementing The Local Corrections Plan 

This section contains a detailed explanation of the 
steps necessary over an eigl1t-year period to implement 
the locally oriented corrections plan. 

Included are: 

• A Draft Phased Implementation Plan to satisfy 
institutional needs and 

• Assignment of an implementation group and a 
review of its tasks. 

PHASED IMPLEMENT A nON PLAN 
The central problem in the implementation of 

Plan C, the locally oriented corrections plan, is th~t 
an increase of 1200 medium/maximum offenders to 
be housed in state facilities is expected by 1980. These 
added offenders are expected against the background 
of a current situation in which the state has exhausted 
all substandard and emergency bedspaces for medi
um/maximum offenders and has turned to the forced 
hOlding of state offenders on county "waiting lists." 

The medium/maximum beds pace problem is the 
resulllJf the following two factors: 
• New medium/maxium facilities started now can 

not be occupied until after 1980 
• Local Corrections (who must continue to serve 

their present popula tions) can not be expected to 
absorb an additioniil significant number of less 
serious state offenders until the Master Plan Imple
mentation Tasks have been completed. 1980 is a 
reasonable ~.arget date for completion of these 
implementat?n tasks. 

The accompanying graph renects the expected 
phase by phase absorption by various Plan C Com
ponents of expected numbers of state offenders. The 

following pages describe the proposals for dealing 
with this and other problems. One expected result of 
the Plan C recommendations is that overcrowding 
in state medium/maximum facilities will be reduced 
from a current 151% of standard capacity to 138% 
by June of 1978. to 134% by June of 1980. to 123% 
by June of 1982, and to lOO% by June of 1984. 

ft should be noted that the proposals to implement 
Plan C were developed on the basis that they would 
provide the bedspace needed and that they Were 
apparently feasible. The kind of specific planning 
and information gathering required to implement 
them will undoubtedly reveal that some are not vi. 
able. However. it is thought that the process of ex
ploring these alternatives in depth with operational 
personnel will lead to uncovering alternatives which 
did not emerge during our research. One thing that 
we can say is that a package of recommendations On 
a level and scale comparable to the recommendations 
described below will be required if OUr projections 
turn out to be sound, as we expect they will. 

It should also be noted that the recommendntions 
are the most specific in regard to medium/maxium 
bedspaces which present the most criticnl problems. 
Thev are also relatively more detailed for Phases 
r a~d I r since the recommendations for the later 
phases will almost surely be revised depending on 
what is actually implemented during the next two 
to four years. 

The number of bedspaces expected to be provided 
by the Plan C recommendations during each phase 
are detailed in tfie worksheets which follow the narra
tive des.cription below. 
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DURING PHASES I AND II OF PLAN C, (PRIOR to THE AVAILABILITY OF NEW FACILITIES AND 
PRIOR TO AN INCREASED LOCAL CORRECTIOWCAPACITY), THERE IS PROJECTED TO BE A 
SEVERE STRAIN ON STATE FACILITIES 

BEDSPACES 
REQUIRED 

9000 
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OTHER STATE SEDSPACES 

2000 

1000 
LOCAL CORRECTIONS 

o 
June, 
1976 

DESCRIPTION OF PHASES I AND II 
(JULY 1976 - JUNE 1980) 

June, 
J978 

State bedspace needs during the next four years 
reflect: 
• The need to absorb in state facilities the increases 

in state offenders based on sharp increases in New 
. Jersey Correctional Catchment Population (See 
Correctional M3!;ter Plan Data Volume), 

o The need to continue the housing of less serious 
offenders in state facilities until local capacity 

180 

June, 
1980 

YEARS 

Juna, 
1982 

June, 
1984 

can be developed t? accommodate these offenders, 

o The need to accommodate in state facilities the 
increase in resident inmates resulting from the 
planned increase in stay for more serious offend
ers, and 

o The need to assume that pressures on medium/ 
maximum facilities will mount as more serious 
offenders with longer stays comprise an increasing. 
proportion of the offender population housed in 
state facilities. 

The most serious implication of the above is an 
expected increase from 1976 to 1980 of 1,200 in the 
number of adult offenders requiring medium or max
imum custody bedspace. Since new facilities cannot 
be occupied by that date, Phase I and I I recommen
dations focus on a range of expedients characterize<i 
in many cases by exorbitant operational costs and 
doubtful continuing quality_ 

DURING PHASE I (JULY 1976-,rUNE 197R) the 
expected increase in adults requiring medium or 
maximulTI bedspaces is 630. This total includes the 
need to absorb offenders currently on county "wait
ing lists". 

The Phase I recommendations to absorb these 630 
(lffenders are: 

• To transfer juveniles and selected less serious of
fenders now housed in medium/maximum bed
spaces to Training School arid local facilities 

o To add temporary (trailer) bedspaces to free bed
spaces for medium/maximum inmates, 

• To add the use of bedspaces not currently used for 
general offender housing (i .e., the Prison Reception 
Unit, a new psychiatric unit at Vroom main, and 
the basement of the Adult Diagnostic and Treat
ment Center). 

o To use additional substandard bedspaces at Tren
ton, and 

II To discontinue the current use of emergency bed-. 
spaces at Rahwav. Leesburg, Yardville, and Bor
dentown 

The expected result of these recommendations are: 
• The continued use of [140 substandard bedspaces 

in medium/maximum facilities, and 
• A reduction in overcrowding in state medium/max

imum custody facilities from 151% to 138% of 
standard capacity. 

Other Phase I recommendations include: 
o Development of the local corrections implementa

tion plan, 
o Transfer of selected minimum custody facilities 

for juvtmile and local co!;rec~ions use, 
e A merger of .Prison and Youth reception units to 

improve population management and provide 
added bedspace for housing, and 

o Initiation of renovation of existing facilities as 
required to meet minimal standards beyond sheer 
bedsjJace. 

In addition, expected increased in beds paces needs 
during later phases must be antic~R!lted during Phase 
I as follows: 

o Planning and design for one new medium/maxi
mum facility needs to be completed. 

• Conversion of an existing miriimum custody facil
ity for medium custody use and renovation of the 
main psychiatric facility at Vroom need to be com
pleted for correctional use ciJ)ring Phase II. 
The estimated Phase I c:,tjJital costs total $25,000,000, 

DURING PHASE II (JULY 1978"JUNE 1980), an 
additional incre.ase of 570 in offenders requiring 
medium or ma:dli1m custody bedspaces is expected. 

The Phase II, recommendations \0 absorb these 
570 offenders an::: 

o To purchase local services for additional less seri
ous offenders. 

• To transfer the Vroom mnin psychiatric facility 
10 correctional use, 

o To occupy the minimum'i custody facility which was 
converted during Phase} to medium custody use, 

o To use additional substandard beds'paces at 
Trenton 

The expected result of these recommendations are: 
o The continued use of 1160 substandard bedspaces 

plus 350 temporary beds paces in medium/maxi
mum facilities, 

• A reduction in overcrowding in state medium/ 
maximum facilities from l38% to 134% of stand
ard capacity. 

Other Phase II recommendations are: 
o To initiate local programs and facility planning and 

design as required to serve less serious state of
fenders 

o To construct the new medium/maximum facility 
designed during Phase I 

o To plan and design two additional medium/maxi
mum facilities 

• To continue required renovations started during 
Phase I 

The estimated Phase I I capital costs total 
$39,000,000. 

DESCRIPTION OF PHASES III AND IV 
(JULY 1980-JUNE 1984) 
8edspace needs for state offenders during Phases III 
and IV reflect: 
• Less sharp expected increases in the New Jersey 

correctional catchment population from which 
state offenders are drawn, 

o A leveling off .';tt htgher levels in length of stay 
for more serious offenders served by stute facilities, 
and 
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• A planned increase in capacity of local programs 
and facilities to absorb less serious state offenders. 

mum custody facilities no longer required for more 
serious state offenders. 

The overall increase of 560 in expected bedspace The estimated Phase III and IV capital costs total 
needs from 1980 to 1984 reflects: $129,000,000. 

• An increase 0 f 1500 less serious offenders expected 
to be served locally 

• A reduction of 850 adult offenders served by state 
facilities 

• A reduction of 100 juveniles served by Training 
School facilties 

The Phase III and IV recommendations are: 

• To complete the development of local programs . 
and facilities required to serve less serious state 
offenders, 

• To occupy the new 400 bed facility during Phase 
II I that was constructed during Phase II, 

• To construct and occupy an additional new 400 bed 
facility, 

• To construct a new 400 bed housing unit, 
• To transfer to local use or phase out state mini-

tH2 

The expected results of Phase III and IV recom
mendations are: 

• Delivery of local correctional services for 2150 
less serious state offenders who will represent 56% 
of total state offender admissions according to 
present projections, 

• Continued use of 930 substandard bedspaces at 
Trenton, Rahway, and Bordentown through Phase 
In but elimination of use of all substandard state 
bedspaces by the end of Phase IV, 

• Continued use of all temporary (trailer) bedspaces 
through Phase III but elimination of' half of these 
bedspaces by the end of Phase IV, 

• A reduction in overcrowding in state medium/max
imum facilities from 134% to 123% of standard 
capacity during Phase III and from 123% to 100% 
of standard. capacity during Phase IV. 
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DEl AILED BEDSPACE PLAN 
Note: The following pages present the detailed 

number of offenders "expected" to be housed at pre
sent and proposed locations. 

This is a draft plan with many detailed locations 
which appeared reasonable during planning likely to 
be f(lund to be not feasible for implementation for 
unanticipated reasons. 

However, if some of these detailt:d alternatives are 
not possible, comparable numbers of bedspaces will 
need to be found elsewhere if the Master Plan gro-
jections of total bedspaces prove to be correct. . 
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PHASE·~ 

JUL Y 1976 - JUNE 1978 .-
Initial Resultant 

Plan C: Detailed Worksheet 1/ f----. 
Capacity BEDS Net 

Capacity BEDS 
Stan- Stnd NEEDED Chng Stan NEEDED 
dard + Sub Stan +Sub 

PLAN C BEDSPACES 5482 7483 7049 +701 6254 8363 7750 
Loco I Programs 0 150 150 +235 127 402 385 

State Beds paces 5482 7333 6899 +466 6127 7961 7365 
Exi sting (i net. Cotlvrted) 5482 7333 6899 +112 5773 7607 7011 
Temporary 0 0 0 +354 354 354 354 
New Construction 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 

PLAN C BEDSPACES 5482 7483 7049 +701 6254 8363 7750 

MEDIUM/MAXIMUM TOTAL 2667 4206 4170 +382 3216 4725 4552 
Loca I Medi urn/Max 0 150 150 -30 0 120 120 

State Medium/Max 2667 4056 4020 +412 3216 4605 4432 
Existing 2/ 2667 4056 4020 -37 2767 4156 3983 
Converted 3i 0 0 0 +95 95 95 95 
New Construction 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 

MINIMUM CUSTODY TOTAL 1738 2117 2007 ~149 1690 2807 1858 

I_ocal Programs 0 0 0 +265 127 282 265 
Transferred State Facil 0 0 0 +127 127 144 127 
New Programs 0 0 0 +138 0 138 13~ 

State Minimum, Adults4l 1738 2117 2007 -414 1563 1925 1593 
Institutions 1052 1260 1268 -216 1052 1260 1052 
Prison Satellites 362 452 425 -190 235 308 235 
Youth Satellites 218 299 268 -47 170 251 221 
Adult Halfway 106 106 46 +39 106 106 85 

ADULT SUPPORT UNITS 5' 441 441 339 +18 381 381 357 

JUVENILE CORRECTIONS6/ 636 719 533 +450 967 1050 983 
Existing frng Schls 636 719 533 +127 636 719 660 
Converted/Transferred Facil 0 0 0 +323 323 323 323 

DET AILED WORKSHEET; NOTES: 
1/ This worksheet, which specifies a particular combination of the use of existing standard, substQndard, 

converted, tempCjrary, and newly constructed bedspaces, is intended to provide a stal,ting point in the develop
ment of an operational plan to provide the needed bed/program spaces if the Local Corrections Plan is to be 
implemented. Minor or major changes would be expected in the options presented in this Worksheet as im
plementation planning proceeds. 
See page 84 for a definition of standard and substandard bedspaces. Note also that "Beds Needed" includes a 
7% increment above expected resident counts to allow for required minimum management flexibility. 
Custody levels distinguished in the Worksheet include medium/or moximum vs minimum. In regard to copacity, 
a bedspace is counted as medium/max if it Is included within a secure perimeter. In regard to Beds Needed, a 
bed is counted as needed on the basis of the number of offenders requiring housing within a secure perimeter. 

21 State Medium/Maximum Custody, Existing: The main institutions at Trenton, Rahway, Avenel Leesb'Urg, Yard-
ville, and Bordentown are included. The changes in counts during each lJhase reflect: ' 

- A reduction in the use of emergency bedspace during Phase I ond 
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PHASE II PHASE III PHASE IV 
JULY 1978 - JUNE 1980 JUL Y 1980 - JUNE 1982 JUL Y 1982 - JUNE 1984 

Net 
Chng 

+668 
+250 

+418 
+418 

-
-

+668 

+558 
+125 

+433 
+21 

+412 
-

+125 

+125 
-

+125 

-
-
-
-
-
-

-14 
-14 
-

Resultant Resultant Resultant -----
Capacity 

BEDS Net 
Capacity 

BEDS Net 
Capacity BEDS 

Sh,il NEEDED Chng Stan NEEDED Chng Stan NEEDED 
Stan +Sub Stan + Sub Stan +Sub 
7174 9025 8418 +279 7821 9712 8697 +277 9009 9826 8974 
635 652 635 +443 1078 1339 1078 +1069 2147 2208 2147 

6539 8373 7783 -164 6743 8373 7619 -792 6860 7618 6827 
6185 8019 7429 -564 5989 7619 6865 1-1442 5456 6214 5423 
354 354 354 - 354 354 354 -150 204 204 204 

0 0 0 +400 400 400 400 +800 1200 1200 1200 

7174 9025 8418 +279 7821 9712 8697 +277 9009 9826 8974 

3873 5262 5110 +220 4398 5787 5330 +218 5547 5975 5548 
245 245 24.5 +125 370 370 :370 +671 1041 1041 1041 

3628 5017 4865 +95 4028 5417 4960 -453 4506 4934 4507 
2767 4156 4004 -305 2767 4156 3699 I- 1104 2595 3023 2595 
507 507 507 - 507 507 507 - 507 507 507 

0 0 0 +400 400 400 400 +800 1200 1200 1200 

1953 2332 1983 +92 2075 2494 2075 +92 2162 2468 2167 

390 407 390 +318 708 969 708 +398 1106 1167 1106 
127 144 127 +196 323 384 323 - 323 384 323 
263 263 263 +"122 385 385 385 +398 783 783 783 

1563 1925 1593 -226 1367 1525 1367 -306 1054 1301 1061 
1052 1260 1052 - 1052 1260 1052 -304 741 944 748 
235 308 235 -90 145 174 145 - 145 174 145 
170 251 221 - 170 191 170 -2 168 183 168 
106 106 85 -85 0 0 0 

381 381 356 +15 381 381 381 +14 381 381 385 

967 1050 969 -48 967 1050 921 -47 919 1002 874 
636 719 646 -48 636 719 598 +1 636 719 599 
323 323 323 - 323 323 323 -48 283 283 275 

- An initial increose in use of substandard bedspaces at Trenton followed by a reduction in the use of such 
bedspaces at Trenton, Rahway, and Bordentown during Phases III and IV as replacement bedspace becomes 
avail able. 

3/ State Med/Max Custody, Converted: Included for initial planning purposes are the maximum custody facility 
which now houses psychiatric patients ot Vroom Building and an unspecified minimum custody facility which 
would be converted for Use by medium custody state offenders. 

4/ State Minimum, Adult: Included are the main institutions at Clinton, Annandale, and'Leesburg Farm. Counts in 
these and other minimum custody units for adults are offected by the diversion of juveniles ond less serious 
adults from these units. As a result, a number of these bedspoces are transferred to local or juvenile use or 
are phased out during the pion. -

5/ Adult Support: Included are the Prison and Youth· Reception Units ond the Vroom Reodjustment Unit. 
6/ Juvenile Corrections: Included are the present Troining Schools at Jamesburg and Skillrllanand a number of De

parl-ment of Human Services units which are needed to house adjudicated juveniles who, under the present plan, 
would no longer be housed in Youth Correctional facil ilies. 
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Implementing The Local Corrections Plan: 

The Implementation Group And Its Tasks 

Throughout the material above there has been much 
discussion of possible change. We have noted that some 
proposals have been specifically aimed at individual 
components (e.g. instituting a classification system for 
lelels of parole supervision) while others are of a more 
general level imolving more than a single component 
(e.g. ad\'ocating the use of the "least restrictive" of a 
series of dispositions ). Further, some recommenda
tion areas are within the purview of the existing state 
correctional structure while others go beyond tradi
tional boundaries or present conceptions of correc
tions. 

Those recommendations which concern areas under 
the administrative control of the Department of Cor
rections can be implemented as they are accepted by 
the Commissioner. The others will require the under
standing, support and cooperation of a variety of "out
side" agencies. Becau!le of this and also because it is 
futile to propose a plan with no regard for implemen
tation, some thoughts are presented here concerning 
how the Master Plan can be implemented. 

Unless a strategy for implementation is spelled out, 
the Plan can become just another document with 
valuable potential which goes unrealized and unful
rilled. It is quite likely that the implementation of 
the Plan's recommendations would be greatly en
hanced by the formation of a body or a group formed 
for that purpose. As the Plan is presented to the Com
n:issioner some thought must be given to ensure its 
"success", and it will succeed only to the degree that 
it us used to determine or influence the future of cor
rections :n New Jersey. 

Two major decisions must be made concerning the 

establishment of a group charged with the implemen
tati on of the Master Plan: 
• the composition of the group 
.. the nature,of the tasks the group is to perform 

THE IMPLEMENTATION GROUP 
The tasks required for implementation are awe

some; they will clearly require the participation and 
cooperative effort of individuals outside the area of 
"State Corrections". The reasons have been devel
oped throughout this report: the solution to present 
and future correctional problems does not lie within 
the boundaries of the state correctional agency. 
Therefore, the group charged with effecting the neces
sary changes to implement the Master Plan must take 
cognizance of that fact. The group must include those 
who are empowered to represent and who can there
fore act on behalf of the other components of the 
Criminal Justice System and the units of government 
to be affected by the Plan. Who are these others: 
• the Judiciary. The absolute necessity ·of the partici

pation of the courts and probation services is evi
dent. There can be no fundamental change in cor
rections without the planned cooperation of the 
courts. 

• the legislature. As the enactor of the Penal Code 
and Statutes governing the administration of cor
rections, and as the authority for correctional· 
budgets, the legislature is essential to the imple
mentation of the Master Plan. 

s local corrections. Since the role of local corrections 
will be enhanced and substantially modified by 
adoption of the Master Plan, the cooperation of the 

chief correctional executives and the freeholders 
is necessary. 

• law enforcement and prosecutors. It is clear that 
the implementation of the Master Plan depends on 
inter-governmental cooperation noth horizontally 
(executive, judical, and legislative) and vertically 
(state, county and local). 
As a guideline, it is suggested that the highly tech

nical charges placed on the group would wa;-rant as 
small a number as is deemed essential to maximize 
effectiveness and to streamline the decision-making 
and policy formulation which lies at the core of these 
tasks. 

The Nature of the Implementation Tasks 
The following tasks would fall upon the Implemen

tation Group. These tasks, as might be expected, vury 
widely in nature since they reflect the range of recom
mendations suggested throughout the PIa n. The tasks 
outlined below would be required to implement Plan 
C which represents a fundamental reorganization of 
Correctional Services . 

Statutory and Administrative Tasks 
There are numerous statutory and administrative 

tasks necessary to accomplish the sentencing and 
parole recommendations. 

Statutes and court practices would have to be mod
ified to: 

• Institute a modified just deserts model of sentenc
ing and release 

• Adopt a general sentencing scheme which utilizes 
the least restrictive sentencing alternatives 

• Establish a single sentencing structure for all of
fenders committed to state institutions 

• Channel more serious offenders to State facilities 
and less serious offenders to local facilities 

" Institute a system for both more serious state und 
less serious local offenders which maximil.es the 
use of alternatives and the early reintegration of 
offenders into the community 

REORGANIZA nON TASKS 
As Plan C is considered, it must be remembered 

that what is entailed is a basic redefinition of which 
correctional services are provided for which offenders 
and by whom. Here we are talking about approxi
mately 56% of those offenders currently admitted to 
state institutions but who would be channeled into 
localities under the less serious offender aspect of 
Plan C. The magnitude of this task is not to be under-

estimated. An effort which directly affects so man\ 
agencies and units of government (which have histor
ically functioned independently) and which under· 
takes to change long-standing practices of courts 
and local correctional officials will undoubtedly 
present a taxing challenge to the Implementation 
Group. 

Therefore, the rationale and moti"ation fol' recom
mending this Plan must be made clear to all involved. 
Until and unless new patterns of correctional service 
delivery are defined and implemented, all correctional 
agencies in New Jersey will surely suffer. The unac
ceptability of alternative actions, above and beyond 
the anticipated benefits of greater efficiency and 
effectiveness, demonstrates the necessity of this task. 

The group char,;;·;;d with the implem~ntation of the 
local corrections plan must initially define its scope 
of activities. To accomplish the vbjectives of the plan. 
at least the following activities would be necessary~ 

• An analysis of what is the most desirable unit at 
which correctional services and programs should 
be organized and delivered. Should each county 
attempt to provide ,!II correctional services or 
should some services (residential or community
based) be provided .iointI1y? An example might 
be a relatively specialized service such as deten
tion for female offenders, or the establishment of 
a restitution center. Ho",; should these correctional 
areas be detined--according to political bound
ariel' or according to I~atchment areas which are 
determined by an analysis of the actual locution of 
offenders and availability of services? The very 
first task or reorganization, then, is the establish
ment of Correctional Service Areas, according to 
criteria defined by the Implementation Group. 
(Data such as is presented in the figure relating 
criminal justice statistics by COLI nty might serve as 
a basis for this necessary analysis.) 

• Undoubtedly much information, not currently 
a vailable, is required to provide a sound basis for 
the Implementation Group to determine the actual 
Correctional Service Areas around which services 
io all less serious offenders shou Id be organil.ed. 
The absolute necessity Cif accurate duta for stich 
planning was demonstrated in the course of the 
Master Plan. At a minimum, the Implementation 
Group will need to survey local offenders as well 
as the facilities and programs available in each 
locality and on the state level. From this informa
tion could be formulated a statement of facilities 
and services required and available. An example 
of this task would be to surve~) the distribution of 
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NEW JERSEY CRIMINAL JUSTICE STATISTICS BY COUNTY 
ADMISSIONS ADULT CRIME RATE 

STATE TO STATE JAIL PAROLE PROBATION 
POPULATION INSTITUTIONS 1 POPULATION2 CASELOAD3 CASELOAD4 

PER 100,000 5 

COUNTY (% OF) (PERCENT) % I NUM. % I NUM. % I NUM. 1974 I 1975 

Total 100.0 100.0 100 3,881 100 7464 100 28,248 4,723 5,060 

Atlantic 2.4 5 4 173 4 300 2 605 6,042 6,439 

Bergen 12.2 4 6 228 4.2 319 7 2,070 3,387 3,777 

Burlington 4.4 3 5 187 4.1 309 2 647 3,383 3,914 

Camden 6.6 8 7 257 7.9 589 8 2,380 j 5,650 5,7l5 

Cape May 0.9 0.6 1 57 0.7 54 2 519 8,251 7,575 

Cumberland 1.7 2 I 3 115 1.8 138 2 474 4,978 5,361 

Essex 12.5 23 25 981 23.7 1763 23 6,546 6,233 6,651 

Gloucester 2.5 1 I 2 69 1.2 91 2 448 4,459 5,176 

Hudson 8.2 9 5 186 10.7 801 9 2,555 4,112 4,923 

Hunterdon 1.0 0.2 1 28 .5 35 1 168 1,870 1,194 

Mercer 4.3 5 8 309 4.8 359 . 4 1,165 5,411 5,727 

Middlesex 8.2 4 5 178 . 4.4 332 8 2,175 4,525 5,115 

Monmouth 6.5 8 7 280 . 8.0 .599 4 1,204 4,702 4,984 

Morris 5.5 1 2 93 1.1 79 3 899 3,758 3,793 

Ocean 3.5 2 2 88 ~ 1.9 139 3 711 5,369 5,592 

Passaic 6.3 10 7 285 9.4 698 7 2,110 5,985 6,048 

Salem 0.9 1 1 54 1. 76 1 376 3,405 3,912 

Somerset 2.8 1 1 40 1.7 126 2 508 3,696 3,914 

Sussex 1.2 0.4 1 18 .3 20 1 162 3,182 3,707 

Union 7.4 8. 7 221 8.3 617 8 2,374 4,627 4,778 

Warren 1.0 0.3 , 1 34 .3 20 1 152 3,214 3,287 I - ----- ---- -.-------~ .. ---~ -~ ---- ---------_._-

1 Approximatel y 4% are admitted from out of state. 
21975 Average Dai! y Popul ation. Source: Survey of County Correctional Facil ities for N. J. Correctional Master Plan,' Dept. of Insti· 

tutions and Agencies, 1975. 
3Source: Annual Report - 1975, Bureau of Parole. The figures fO'r separate counties are estimated from Bureau of Parole caseload data 

which is reported by 9 District Offices each of which may encompass more than one county. 
4Adult Probation Cases under supervision on August 31, 1975. Source: Administrative Office of the Courts, Trenton, 1-1. J. 
5 Source: Crime in New Jersey - 1975 Uniform Crime Reports. 
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NEW JERSEY CORRECTIONS: OFFENDERS AND COSTS 

48,000 OFFENDERS 
IN CUSTODY OR SUPERVIS ED -

Probation 
62% 

$112 MILLION FOR 
ANNUAL OPERATING COSTS 
~ 
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narcotics law violators and programs (residential 
and non-residential) throughout the state. From 
this information could be specified; 
- What service needs were not being provided, 
- What were the existing catchment areas, and 
- What resources were needed in which areas. 

• A determination of fiscal responsibility must be 
undertaken. It is difficult to imagine a reorganiza
tion task in which the imagination, creativity, and 
diplomacy of the fmplementation Group wiil be 
more challenged. Accompanying the administra
tive and programmatic reorganization there lies 
the critical task of defining fiscal responsibilities 
and methods of financing services which will be . 
delivered along non-traditional lines. The less 
serious offenders who are the state's current re
sponsibility wll! receive a variety of services at the 
local level; what will the cost of the services be and 
what methods of payment should be created? 

• The final reorganization task suggested here to be 
undertaken by the Implementation Group involves 
the setting of standards which will govern the 
actual operation ohhe Correctional Service Areas. 
I?articipation in the local plan and receipt of State 
funds will be contingent upon meeting these stand
ards. Standards will be required for: 

ItJO 

- Decision-making- These refer to those stand
ards which will be used to determine assignments 
of offenders to various programs or services, to 
transfer offenders from one program or level of 
supervision to another and also to release an 
offender from u program. Such standards would 
be expected to reflect the philosophical tenets 
endorsed in the Plan, namely modified just de
serts and adoption of a scheme to uti Iize the least 
restrictive program or service alternative. (e.g. 
First-time property offenders must make restitu
tion to the victim and pay a fine before an incar
ceration sentence may be imposed.) 

- Senice Delivery - As a condition of receiving 
state funds for the provision of services to the less 
serious offenders who would remain in the 10-

caJities under Plan C, standards would be re
quired specifying the nature and quality of ser
vices to be provided in each service area. Each 
Correctional Service Area, as determined by the 
Implementation Group, would be expected to 
provide a range of programs (residential and 
non-residential) sufficient to permit the imple
mentation of a "least restrictive" disposition 
policy. This would ensure that a range of suitable 
alternatives would be available throughout the 
State for offenders. The provision of a progran 
of partial residency, for example, offers the 
sentencing judge an alternative to either proba
tion or incarceration neither of which might 
be appropriate. Another example of a Service 
Standard might be the requirement that an In
take Center be created in each service area estab
lished by the Implementation Group. 

- Capital Expenditure-Since considerable money 
for providing services to current state offenders 
will be allocated to the Correctional Service 
Areas d~signated by the Implementation Group, 
standards must be created to ensu re that such 
funds are spent in a manner which reflects the 
Master Plan correctional philosophy. All 
money, therefore, should be spent in accord 
with the "least restrictive alternative" policy. 
Standards to ensure this would require, for ex
ample, justification (yielded by the survey of 
local offenders and programs, noted above) for 
expansion of detention and incarceration capaci
ties. Such standards, utilizing maximum alterna
tives to Incarceration could ensure the creation of 
a wider range of sentencing dispositions to the 
judiciary. Further, am funds expended for capi
tal construction should be made contingent 
upon meeti ng progressive correctional standards, 
both architectural and programmutic. The es
tablishment and enforcement of such standards 
would result in the upgrading of present county 
facilities physically and programmulicall\. 
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Appendix A: A Mod'el Of Organizat~~~nal 
Structure ij 

This material was prepared to offer a model of how thority of a Deputy Director for juvenile Services, 
correctional services might be organized based on an appears on the organizational model, but was not 
analysis of the Division of Correction und Parole. It developed further, pending resolution of the issue as 
was proposed before the recommendation to adopt a to where juvenile correctional services might best be 
LqcaICprrections Plan. It would require modifica- organizationally located. (See Appendix on Juvenile 
tion to be adapted to the implementation of such a Organizational Issues.) 
plan and also to conform to the statutory require- The roles and administrative support of the wings 
ments Jlf, Assembly Bill 1912 creating l\ Department are presented in detail in succeeding sections of this 
of Cor'tevtions. Appendix. A brief functional description of the role 

'" ~~ 

[n reviewing this early organizational model pro- of each ef~H)f.cWeputy Dire?tors may. how.eve:, be 
posed by the staff. it is helpful to remember its spe~ help~ul h.ei\~,/)},~~ .Deputy DIrector for InstItutIOnal 
cific objectives. It was des~gned to provide both the Ser\{}ces IS res~ons~ple for all long-term. state cortec
essenti~{l operational and managerial components tio.mrl facilities: -the institutions currently part of the 
which characterize efficienland effective correctional Pnson Complex, the YCI Complex, and the Correc
administration. It attempted to ensure the regular and tional Institutfun for Women. The Deputy Director 
systematic assignment or responsibility and authority for Community Services is responsible for all short~ 
for the performance qf c1earlv defined tasks. The Of- term residential facilities for adults, including pre
ganizational principles which "guided the design of the release centers and halfway houses, all communitv 
structure are; supervision activities including parole and diversion

(I) organizu,tionul objectives should" be clearly 
del1ned and policies formulated accordingly: 

(2) these objectives must be translated into func
tional und operational components; 

(3) the span of authority of any individual must 
permit effective communication: 

(4) lines of authority and responsibility must be 
explicit: 

(5) to attain its objectives, an organization must, 
possess the ability to plan, evaluate and modi
fy its operations; 

(6) all components are related and total organi
zational effectiveness is determined by the 
ability of each unit to attain its goa!. 

The attached table of organization (figure I) enti
LIed "Division of Corrections" was prepared bv Mus
ter Plan stuff LInd con .. ullants (prior to the creation of 
the Department) to illu~trute how the organization 
might be restructured in keeping with the findings or 
the previous anah sis. The overall functions and re
.. ponsibilities or the Division of Corrections were 
distributed across three separate organizational 
wings. These are under the authority of a Deput\ 
Director for Institutional Services, a Dcputy Director 
for Community Services, and a Deputy Director for 
Technical Services. The fourth wing, under the au-

ary programs, assessment functions including pre
parole inVestigations, and community program devel
opnient and coordination. The Deputy Director for 
Technical Services is responsible for most indirect 
supportive services, including technical assistance on 
capital development, the information and evaluation 
systems, short and long term planning, personnel. 
training, and fiscalmunagemenL 

All Deputy Directors report directly to the Dir
ector of the Division of Correction. The Director, 
of course, has final authority and responsibility for 
all operations of the Division, but under the proposed 
reorganization, most direct supervisory authority has 
been delegated to the Deputy Directors. The Director 
maintains close communications with the operation 
of the system through regularly scheduled meetings 
with the Directors, and plays a key role in the formu
lation of Division policy, disseminating it through 
the secondary, coordinating level of authority. The 
Director's most important responsibilities are to en
sure the coordination of all functions in the correc
tional system. and to maximize the integration of this 
system into the total New Jersey criminal justice 
system. This demands well-developed communica
tion and cooperative efforts with the Legislature, 
the courts, the police, local authorities, and other 
service-oriented agencies (such as the Division of 
Mental Health. and Youth and Family Services), 
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! , The heads of two additional offices report directly 
to the Director. The first of these is the Special Assis
tant to the Director, Office of Inspection. This unit 
has been retained as a separate office in order to en
sure its capability for independent investigation. Its 
functions have been divided between two separate 
staff teams: the inspection staff and the investigation 
staff. The former is responsible for inspections to en
sure compliance with written standards of minimal 
treatment levels and humane living conditions in all 
st.ate and local correctional faciHies. A minimum of 
two inspections (of each facility) per year should be 
made. One should be announced and one unan
nounced and unscheduled. Variance from the estab-. 
lished standards should be reported in writing to both 
the Special Assistant and the Director of the Division. 
Should a facility fail to comply with a standard over 
a reasonable period of time, the Office of Inspection 
should ha"e the :JUthority to force compliance 
through coridemnation of the facility. It would then 
be unlawful to commit or confine any persons to it, 
and all residents should be relocated until a renovated 
or new facility is available. Such authority is in accor
dance with the standards established by the National 
Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Stand
ards and Goals. A second staff team is responsible for 
investigating, on an ad hoc basis, any complaints and 
reports of noncompliance to standards received by 
the Office of Inspection. Thi:; enables the Office to 
provide prompt investigations whenever such action 
becomes necessary. 

The Special Assistant to the Director, as head of 
the office, should have a Bachelor'S Degree in one of 
the following areas: business, business administra
tion, architecture, or one of the behavioral sciences 
(e.g., psychology, sociology). He should have prior 
supervisory experience in correctional institutions, or 
a:> an inspector or investigator. An extensive knowl
edge of correctional programs and the current trends 
in corrections should also be required. The Special 
Assistant supervises and coordinates the activities 
of the inspection and investigation staff. A major 
responsibility is the maintenance of effective work
ing relationships with state and local corrections 
authorities. The Special Assistant keeps the Director 
advised as to any unusual conditions in correctional 
facilities throughout the state, and informs him/her 
of the needs of the facilities. 

The other unit in a direct line below the Director is 
the Office of Auxiliary Services. It is headed by the 
Administrative Assistant to the Director. The Admin
istrative Assistant is appointed by the Director to 

It) i 

serve as an official aide, to whom the Director can 
delegate troubleshooting, liaison, and research (etc.) 
duties on an ad hoc, short term basis. The Admin
istrative Assistant may act as a personal representa
tive and proxy for the Director on occasions when 
the Director is unable to be present, and does what 
can be done to facilitate the Director's task of moni
toring and coordinating a large and complex organi
zation. A secondary role is the supervision of the 
managers of the three suboffices in the Office of 
Auxiliary Services: Interstate Compact Affairs, Af
firmative Action, and Legal Services. These man
agers report to the Administrative Assistant, who 
keeps the Director advised of their activities. 

The Manager of Interstate Compact Affairs coor
dinates all services and transfers which fall under 
the Interstate Compact, for both insititutionalized 
and paroied offenders. The Manager has a staff of 
Escort Officers who take over the Escort duties of the 
current Bureau of Operations. If an Interstate "time 
bank" should be established, the Manager will be 
responsible for its upkeep. 

The Mafiager of the Affirmative Action suboffice 
is responsible for the development, implementation 
and administration of an Affirmative Action Plan 
approved by the necessary state and federal agencies. 
In this capacity, the manager also monitors job dis
crimination and maintains close communication 
with the Personnel Unit in the Division of Technical 
Services. 

The Manager of Legal Services is an attorney 
whose responsibilities are very similar to the present 
legal assistant to the Director. He/she may assist 
in the preparation of cases in which the Division of 
Corrections is a party, advise the Director on matters 
for which legal advice is desirable (such as constitu
tionality and legality of new programs, offenders' 
rights, due process requirements, etc.), prepare Inter
state Compact Contracts at the request of the Man
ager of Interstate Compact Affairs, and conduct 
classes on legal issues for the Training Unit of the 
Division of Technical Services. An important func
tion to be added to this role, however, is that of sys
tematic research irito the legal implications of new 
court decisions for Divisional policy, programs, and 
planning. The Manager of Legal Services keeps the 
Director advised of such implications through the 
Administrative Assistant. rt is hoped that this sort of 
activity may reduce the number of lawsuits in which 
the Division becomes a defendant. 

Two extraorganizational bodies which have con
siderable impart on the policies and direction of the 

-

Division oiCorrections are the Parole Board and the 
Citizen Advisory Board. This latter Board may be 
jointly appointed by the Governor, Commissioner of 
the Department, and the Director of the Division. It 
is designed to increase the popular responsiveness and 
credibility of the correctional system by providing 
representative segments of the public with input into 
Divisional policy. Segments of the public who should 
be represented might include: the courts, the unions 
of correctional employees, the business sector, com
munity action groups, and other interested citizens. 
Precedent for such an advisory body has been set 

by the existence of Boards of Trustees for the various 
institutions. However, the proposed Citizen Advisory 
Board would have no decision-making powers, unlike 
the existing boards. 

In the sections to follow, the roles and functions 
of e~ch of the major wings of the Division will be 
fully developed. Job descriptions and suggested qual
ifications for each administrative position will be 
presented. The final definition of these qualifications 
should be developed in collaboration with the De,part-
ment of Civil Service. . 

Institutional Services 
In this section, the proposed organizational frame

work for the delivery of institutional services is pre
selited (See Figure 2). In addition to the topmost, 
coordinating level of administration, the major posi
tions and/or units proposed for the large adult insti
tutions have also been projected. It shoulC: be noted 
that the superintendents of all seven major institu
tions are under a single supervising authority. The 
distinction between prisons and youth correctional 
institutions, already brertking down in practice, has 
been eliminated, consistent with the Master Plan 
recommendation to modify the current sentencing 
practices. 

The Board of Trustees has for several years served 
a valuable function as a monitor of institutional ac
tivities for the Youth Correctional Institution Com
plex in New Jersey. The involvement of citizens in 
corrections is not only a laudable goal but, as cor
rections moves toward a more community-centered 
approach, a requisite condition for an effective cor
rections system. The role of citizens as interpreters 
of public attitudes and needs and as enlisters of public 
Support for the corrections system is extremely valu
able and should be encouraged and fostered. An ad
visory board may fulfill many of the same functions 
as the existing Board of Trustees does in relation to 
the YCI Complex. Thus, the recommended develop
ment of a Citizens' Advisory Body for the Division 
of Corrections has a precedent in the advisory and 
monitoring functions of the Board of Trustees. 

However, this recommended advisory body is not 
seen as a policy- or decision-making group, unlike 
the present Board of Trustees with its extensive 
policy-making powers. Under the present system, 

the youthful offender classification has created an 
autonomous correctional institution administration 
wbk;;j inhibits the distribution of inmates between 
institutions. It is not nec:essary to separate classes 
of offenders in different institutions. It is architectur
ally feasible to provide facilities for many different 
security and program levels within one institution 
and thus allow almost any inmate to be located geo
graphically close to his/ber own community. How
ever, if different sentence classificlltions prevent 
such an organization within a particular institution, 
such a regionalized approach to institutionalization 
is impossible. 

Under currect practice, to provide the same service 
and distribution ability as a unified system, New Jer
sey must maintain two Insti tutional systems, a state 
prison system and the youthful offender system. Two 
administrators are involved with (1) the incarcera
tion of adults; (2) the rate at which inmates leave the 
institutions; (3) the rate at which inmates enter the 
parole supervision system; and (4) the provision of 
programs for inmates. This organizational duplica
tion of services is' mandated by the sentencing policy 
which determines the institutional placement of of
fenders. As a consequence, it is the judiciary that has 
jurisdiction over the distribution of offenders within 
the correctional institution organization. This power 
allows the judiciary to control populations of inmates 
in particular institutions, hampering any attempts 
by the Division of Corrections to effectively organize, 
distribute resources, or regionalize service delivery. 

Consolidation of the administration of all n011-
juvenile correctional institutions will permit a broad~ 
er, more sensitive range of classjfic~llion criteria. Age 
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and seriousness of offense will continue to be impor
tant factors in the classification of offenders, but 
separation of offender types and ages should be ac
complished within institutions by means of assign
ment to relatively independent, residential areas. 
Additional factors can be taken into consideration 
as a "classification for risk" process as defined 
through the combined efforts of Institutional and 
Technical Services. Finally, in a consolidated system, 
many offenders can be assigned to an institution on 
the basis of regional ties, and then to a particular 
residency area on th(~ basis of risk classific:.ttion .. 
Eliminating the often arbitrary distinctions between 
the YCI and Pr'ison populations will facilitate pro
gramming based on sophisticated assessment of of
fender needs, enable the grouping of offenders 
according to criteria both objective and meaningful, 
and encourage the maintenance of community and 
family ties. 

The conceptual basis for two major departures 
from the current organizational structure should be 
noted. Perhaps the more fundamental modificatioc.,is 
the separation of residency (and, thus, internal secu
rity) from control pornt and perimeter security. Resi
dency is conceptualized as a program function, placed 
under the authority of an Assistant Superintendent 
of Programs, and directed by Unit Supervisors who 
report to a Residency Coordinator. Control point and 
perimeter security is directed by the Chief of Security, 
who reports to the Assistant Superintendent of Oper
ations. Internal security considerations have not been 
dismissed, but security and programming needs have 
been integrated in order to focus the efforts of the 
correctional institution on the primary and integral 
objectives of creating an environment with minimal 
destructive impact and maximum p()tential for rein
tegrating the offender into the community. Thus, line 
staff members in residency units rely on personal 
relationships and appropriate staff/resident ratios 
in maintaining internal security, and are trained in 
primary counseling and crisis intervention techniques. 

Another important departure from current insti
:utional organization is the proposed creation of a 
Program Center, in each institution. The Center plans. 
monitors and coordinates all rehabiiitative program 
services for the residents of the institution, although 
the services are delivered by program supervisors 
and line staff, or even by extra-institutional agencies 
or persons (e.g., psychiatrist) with whom the Program 
Center contracts. The Program Centers of each cor
rectionul facility are closely associated with the Coor
dinator of Programs for Institutional Services. The 

Coordinator, in turn. will be in close contact with 
the Planning Unit under tlw Deputy Director of Tech
nical Services, The use of coordinated. centralized 
program centers will enhance the efficacy und impact 
of programs upon the incarcerated offender through 
more detailed assessment of individual anci popUla
tion needs. and systematic integration of these needs 
and the program alternatives in the institution. 

In the pages immediately following. the qualifica
tions and responsibilities of each administrative posi
tion in Institutional Services will be briefly de
scribed. The delineation of most direct service posi
tions are beyond the scope of thls report and will not 
be discussed. 

Administrative Positions: 

Institutional services has three positions at the 
highest coordinating level. 

Position: Deputy Director for Institutional Services 
Qualifications: A Master's degree in one of the 
social sciences with extensive experience in the 
management ofcorrectional institutions. 

Job Description: As head of institutional services, 
the Deputy Director is responsible for the policies, 
programs, support, and security of all adult penal 
institutions in New Jersey. As such, the Deputy 
Director must maintain regular and frequent con
tact with the Superintendents of the vurious facil
ities to ensure maintenance of Divisional standards, 
coordination of institutional needs and a smooth 
flow of information between the Superintendents. 
The Deputy Director has responsibility with the 
Director for the hiring of the Superintendents. 
who report directly to him. Program initiation, 
alterations, extension and discontinuation are 
monitored and approved by the Deputy Director 
through consultation with the concerned adminis
trators, the coordinator of Institutional Programs, 
and the Planning and Evaluation Units staff from 
Technical Services. Final authority for the alloca
tion of resources remains his/hers. 

Also, at the highest coordinating level, but under 
the authority of the Deputy Director, are the two 
Coordinators. Both of these positions maintain direct 
lines of communication with the relevant units and 
staff within each institution. While their authority 
in the institutions is channeled through the Superin
tendent and the Assistant Superintendent of Pro
grams, they are the supervisory and coordinating 
administrators in their respective program areas. 
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, . Position: Coordinator of Institutional Programs 
Qualifications: Master's or doctoral degree in the 
behavioral sciences, with extensive experience in 
institutional programming. 
Job Description: The Coordinator of Institutional 
Programs has a number of important advisory and 
supervisory responsibilities and activities. She/he 
coordinates the nl:!eds and resources allocated to 
program activities in and across the institutions, 
monitors the quality and representativeness of pro
gram offerings, consults with the Deputy Director 
and institutional administrators on program initia
tion, alteration, extension und discontinuation. 
A key aspect of his/her role is channeling feedback. 
between institutional programming and Technical 
Service Units for Evaluation and Planning. Infor
mation on the functioning of the institutional pro-

'grams is passed through the Coordinator to the 
Information and Evaluation Unit; their final report 
is made to him/her. Similarly, pilot programs 
are pa!>sed through the Coordinator to the Infor
mation and Evaluation Unit; their final report is 
made to him/her. Similarly, pilot programs 
designed by the Planning Unit are referred to the 
Coordinator for review and assignment to an in
stitution. Liaison with the Garden State School 
District is assumed by the Coordinator. She/he 
also assists in the interview and hiring from the 
final Civil Service list of candidates for the position 
of Assistant Superintendents of Programs and pro
vides supervision and guidance in the design and 
implementation of programs and their evaluation. 
Position: Coordinator of State-Use Industries 
Job Qualifications: Extensive experience in busi
ness management, with a bachelor's or master's 
degree in husiness or a rela ted field. 
Job Description: The Coordinator of Stat~-Use 
Industries formulates and supervises Divisional 
procedures on such matters as the priorities and 
objectives of prison indu~tries. choice of products 
to be manufactured. purchase and maintenance of 
equipment. and the representative distribution of 
shops and industries across institutions. She/he is 
responsible for monitoring the quality, pace, and 
competitiveness of state-use industries. and ensur
ing industry conditions consistent with advanced 
correctional practices and comparable to those of 
private enterprise. She/he explores and proposes 
new industries and incentive programs, and may 
request or review such proposals from other 
sources (e.g .• the Planning Unit). Should conflicts 
of interest arise between state use industries and 

other program elements at the institutional level. 
the coordinators may mediate the difficulty or, if 
necessary, consult with the Deputy Director. 
At the m~xt level of administrati ve authority under 

the Deputy Director are the superintendents ~f New 
Jersey's adult institutions. 

Position: Superintendent 
Job Qualifications: At a minimum, a Bachelor'S 
degree in the social sciences or corrections, with 
administrative experience in correctional institu
tions. 
Job Description: The Superintendent is the head of 
his/her institution. She/he is responsible for its 
programming, its industries, its supportive services, 
and its security. Thus his/her role is primarily that 
of coordinator: she/he supervises operations in 
each of the three major divisions within the insti
tution; coord inah~s their needs; and arbitrates and 
resolves conflicts between the needs of the divi
sions. She/he revil'!ws the dispositions of the Dis
ciplinary Committee al\d is authorized to approve. 
order fu~thering hearings, or reduce the sanction 
imposed. The Superintendent has final choice 
among the candidates for Assistant Superinten
dents of Programs and Custody, and reviews the 
hiring and training requests submitted by these 
Assistant Superintendents for their staffs. They re
port to him/her regarding the needs and oper~tion 
of their divisions at regular intervals. 
Under each Superintendent are two Assistant 

Superintendents. One is responsible for all program
ming and rehabilitative activities of the I nstitutioll. 
including residency, and one is responsible for all sup
port and :security activities. 

Position~ Assistant Superintendent of Programs 
Job Qualifications: Ph.D. or Master's degree in a 
social or beha vioral science and experience in cor~ 
rectional programming. A "systems" orientation 
and competence in research and information gath
ering activities is critical. 
Job Description: The Director of Programs is both 
head of programming (including the prison indus
tries) within a given institution and head of its 
Program Center, with the concomitant responsi
bilities of assessment, planning, treal:ment, evalua
tion, and supervision. She/he manages the Pro
gram Center and supervisory staff; allocates the 
available resources among the programs; and de
velops outside contracting resources for certain 
program needs. Final decision-making on im
mediate planning, implementation, evaluation, and 

-
following-up needs is his/her responsibility. As 
head of the Program Center, the Assistant Super
intendent pnrticipates in and coordinates the 
assessment efforts, in which each resident is com
prehensively evaluated for skills, deficits and spe
cial programming needs. The resident's assignment 
to a residency area and the offer of program ser
vices are the result of decisions made by a Program 
Center team whose plans the Assistant Superinten
dent reviews and approves. In addition, he/she 
designs and supervisus the data collection for all 
programs, is consulted on all program develop
ments by the Coordinator, and formulates the in
stitution's response to feedback from Technical 
Services' Planning Unit. 
Immediately under the Assistant Superintendent 

of Programs is the staff of the Program Center, the 
body responsible for assessment and programming of 
the residents in the institution, and for the planning, 
implementation, and data collection activities of all 
programs. This staff may be divided into the coordi
nating, central office personnel and the program 
supervisors. These positions constitute the coordi
nating administration for the institution's program 
activities. NonprogrammaLic elements such as cus
tody, security and maintenance are administered by II 

separate staff under the authority of a second Assis
tant Superintendent. 

Position: Assistant Superintendent of Operations 
Job Qualifications: A Bachelor's degree, preferably 
in Business Management, and experience in insti
tutional management. A strong background in 
security is desirable. 
Job Description: The Assistant Superintendent of 
Operations coordinates all operational needs and 
activities, including institutional maintenance, 
inventory, food services, laundry, medical services, 
and control point and perimeter security. She/he 
is responsible for maintaining Divisional standards 
in the institution in all of these areas. Determina
tion of operational priorities, administration of 
policy, and hiring of the Chiefs of Supportive Ser
vices and Security are all under his/her authority. 
The Assistant Superintendent of Operations sits on 
the Disciplinary Committee with -the Superinten
dent and Assistant Superintendent of Programs. 
While the supervisory authority for security is 
largely delegated to the Chief of Security, the As
sistant Superintendent of Operations retains ad
ministrative responsibility for the security of the 
institution and, thus, the authority to institute 
contingency plans (e.g., shutdowns· or riot man-

--, '-"-'-~-"'~-~'''--''~-~--1 

agement) also remains his/hers, subject to the 
review of the Superintendent who has final respon
sibility for security in the institution. 
Two Chiefs divide the supervisory responsibilities 

for the routine secure operation of the institution. 

Position: Chief of Supportive Services 
Job Qualifications: Experience in institutional 
management and a Bachelor's degree in a Business 
field. 
Job Description: The Chief of SupportiYe Services 
supervises building and grounds maintenance. 
medical, food and laundry services, and house
keeping service in the above areas and reports 
any deviations to the Assistant Superintendent of 
Operations. She/he reviews and makes recommen
dations 011 maintenance and other supportive ser
vice needs and priorities. The Chief also assists 
in the development of an inventory adequate to 
meet the institution's needs and ensures that it is 
maintained at that level. 

Position: Chief of Security 
Job Qualifications: Extensive experience in correc
tional security supplemented by a Bachelor's 
degree in a field such as Corrections, Police Science 
or Law Enforcement. 
Job Description: The Chief of Security is respon
sible for maintaining adequate security at the peri~ 
meter and all control points of the institution. She/ 
he designates these control poi nts, ensuring ade
quate coverage in all key areas by security person
nel. The Chief appoints the shift supervisors, but 
retains authority for the allocation and scheduling 
of manpower and equipment across the various 
shifts and duties. She/he identities possible prob
lem areas, including staff needs for inservice train
ing, and formulates recommendations on resolv
ing security needs for both the Assistant Super
intendent of Operations and the Superintendent. 
At the same administrative level as the Chiefs of 

Supportive Services and Security and the coordinat
ing central staff of the Program Center. but reporting 
directly to the Superintendent, is the Business Man
ager. 

Position: Business Manager 
.Job Qualifications: A Bachelor's degree in Business 
or Accounting. 
Job Description: The Business Manager, after con
sultation with concerned administrators, prepares 
an annual budget for the institution and submits 
it to the Fiscal Management Unit under the Deputy 
Director for Technical Services for review and 
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incorporation into the Division's budget. She/he 
conducts a continuing audit on budget items and 
monitors the institution's accou nt. The Personnel 
Manager and bookkeeping staff are under his/her 
immediate supervision. 
The organizational framework for institutional 

services described above has several advantages over 
the present administrative struc~ure. Chief among 
these is the establishment of coordinating adminis
trative authorities for all program functions and of 
dear mechanisms for gathering. processing and uti
lizing information about the effectiveness of these 
functions. Creation of a Program Center and its 
coordination of all programming greatly facilitates • 
the developmen t of adequate individualized services 

for each offender throuf:·(dl.!l.:1jl~<\\ assessment of in
dividual needs. The plad;;m~nt of :,:sidency under this 
same program authority ;.:"\d thl: personalization of 
security procedures. diminIsnlli\,;depersonalizing, 
destructive aspects of institutionalization and, con
sequently, tend to allay many of the most common 
management difficllHies. FinaHy" the separation of 
Programs and Op~btiol1s clirrtinates the (often un
satisfied) need for multiple areas of expertise in both 
areas. 

To alleviate the most urg:ent!:lf the problems faced 
by the current organizational structure- the need 
to accommodate increased numbers of offenden;
this model of organi:tational structure now considers 
a greatly expanded role of Community Services. 

Community Services 

Community Services. as can be deduced from Fig
ure 3. playa greatly expanded role in this structural 
model of New Jersey's correctional system. Small. 
community-based residential facilities are only one of 
four types of services essential to an advanced system 
of community corrections. The other three are (I) 
assessment services. including pretrial. and preparole 
investigations: (2) program development and referral 
services; and (3) community supervision services. 
includinp; parole. I n order to provide these services 
effectively. a certain amount of staff role specializa
tion is necessary. and all services must be coordinated 
in such a way as to avoid fragmentation and duplica
tion of function. The proposed reorganization pro
vides for supervisory and line staff positions for each 
of these types of services to be monitored and inte
grated by a Regional Coordinator. 

The use of regions as the primary administralive 
unit is a major departure from current practice. 
Under the regional system. an offender receives all 
community correctional services (and perhaps insti~ 
tutional services as well) in the region from which 
he/she comes. Thus offenders from Newark would 
have available to them all those community services 
and resources developed in that region. 

The advantages of a regionalized system are mani
fold, but foremost among them are responsiveness to 
special regional needs and the development and ex
tension of a wide variety of community alternatives 
to incarceration to offenders who do not live in major 
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urban centers. Different levels of role specialization 
are appropriate to the different regions: the more 
urban the region. the more specialil.ed the roles within 
a service area (e.g .• program development) become. 

Obviously. the effective use of community correc
tions is feasible only insofar as each region is able 
to provide adequate services and supervision for the 
offenders committed to its responsibility. The struc
ture depicted in Figure 3 has been developed to make 
optimal use of communitv alternatives, and w en
courage the availability of a wide variety of commun
ity programs. Coordination of services. and the as
sessment and classification procedures that guide 
the assignment of offenders to particular prop;rams 
eliminates expensive overlap in the services provided 
by various agencies to correctional clients. With 
minimum duplication of effort and maximum feed
back on the system's operation. it becomes possible 
to make the most efficient use of resources and, thus. 
to offer both a wider variety of programs and a higher 
quality of service. t:uthermore. as will be discussed 
later. a major function of the program development 
and referral unit in each region is to maximize utili
zation of appropriate services already offered by 
agencies other than the Division of Corrections. 

The rest of this section will describe the adminis
trative position~ and roles necessary to the delivery 
of effective community correctional services. At the 
highest administrative level. of course. is the Deputy 
Director. 
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Position: Deputy Director for Community Services 
Job Qualifications: A Master's degree in the social 
sciences or social work. and extensive experience 
and expertise in the areas of community organiza
tion and systems planning. 
Job Description: The Deputy Director is respon
sible for the policies. programs. and operation of 
all community services in all corrections I'egions. 
The most important single component of his/her 
role is the coordination of all regional activities. 
to ensure a smooth now of information, equitable 
allocation of resources. and maintenance of Divi
sional standards and policy. The Deputy Director 
monitors the establishment and implementation. 
of a state-wide system of community services, and 
appoints th,) Regional Coordinators. She/he 
serves as the primary source of information about 
the functioning of his/her sector to the Director. 
and. in order to maintain a smooth and updated 
flow of such information. chairs the regularly 
scheduled staff meetings with the Regional Coor
dinators. Another major function is consultation 
and review of program decisions (for initiation, 
renewal and termination) with concerned c()mmun
ity services administrators. based on the feedback 
from Technical Services' information and evalua
tion unit. The Deputy Director may also assist the 
Regional Coordinators in their efforts to develop 
reSOurces and services through strategic use of 
administrative support and prestige. . 
Reporting directly to the Deputy Director are the 

Regional Coordinators. These positions are drawn on 
a line with each other. reflecting the similarity of 
their functions and their common organizational 
level. 

Position: Regional Coordinator 
Job Qualifications: A Master's degree in one of the 
social sciences or social work; thorough knowl
edge of and experience with community organiza
tion, the criminal juscice system, and the resources 
and services;} vailable in his/her region. The Coor
dinator must have considerable exr:wrtise in social 
planning and public relations. 

Job Description: The Coordinator is responsible 
for all community correctional services offered by 
the state in his/her region. She/he hires the four 
Unit Chiefs in the region and coordinates their 
efforts, to ensure the smooth and integrated deliv
ery of services. She/he also maintains direct lines 
of communication with other Regional Coordina
tors. The Coordinator establishes final priorities 
between competing needs and goals of the four 

l(Jl 

types of service, and allocates the resources assign
ed the region. She/he monitors the implementation 
of Divisional policy and serves as the primary 
channel of data flow from regional services to the 
information and evaluation unit and back. She/he 
is an integral part of major decision-making efforts 
in all of the service units, and consults as well with 
the Planning Unit in their long-range planning ef
forts for the region. Development and maintenance 
of productive relations with the communities of the 
region is absolutely essential for effective commun
ity corrections; the Coordinator plays a t;ritical 
role in this effort through the cultivation of key 
personal and professional contacts and extensive 
public relations activities. 
Beneath the Coordinators are the Chiefs of the four 

types of regional units: Residential Services. Com
munity Supervisio'i1, Assessment, and Program 
Development. 

Residential Services: 
Position: Chief, Residential Services 
Job Qualifications: Bachelor's degree in a field 
such as psychology, social work, law, counselling, 
criminology, or correctional psychology, plus el'
perience in correcU ons, preferably as a Su perin
tendent of a community-based resid~ntial facility. 
Job DescriptIOn: The Chief of Residential Services, 
acts as a supervising superintendent for the Super
intendents of all community-based correctional 
facilities in the region. facilitating active commun
ication between them, assisting in the allocation 
of resources, and coordinating the implementation 
of any county-operated programs (e.g .. work re
lease) utilizing beds pace in state-operated facilities. 
The Chief is the prim:lry regional figure with whom 
Technical Services' Planning Unit consults in the 
planning of new facilities, and a key figure in deci
sion-making for and development of projected 
facilities. She/he monitors the implementation of 
all residential services, following the standards 
established by the Office of Inspection and policies 
formulated by the,Deputy Director. The Chief of 
Residential Services communicates frequently with 
the other Unit Chiefs to ensure efficient and effec
tive use of residential services through appropriate 
referrals both to and from state facilities. 
In regions with three or more wmmunity-based 

residential facilities, the Chief of Residential Services 
is head of an independent central office. In regions 
with two such facilities, the head of the larger facil
ity (e.g., a Community Service Center) is designated 
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as Chief, and the head of the smaller facility (e,g .. 
a Halfway House) acts as D~puty Chief. In regions 
with only a single facility, the Superintendent of that 
facility is also Chief of Residential Services in that 
region. 

Assessment Unit: 

Position: Chief, Assessment Unit 
J 01:> 'Q;1alifications: Bachelor'S degree in a social 
scienee discipline, with graduate work and demon
strable sophistication in th~ investigation and use of 
statistical prediction and other objective assess
ment tools. A comprehensive understanding of the 
entire criminaljustice process and extensive knowl
edge of resources and alternatives available in the 
system are critical to the role. The Chief must be 
capable of constructive interaction with law en
forcement and courts personnel, as the recommen
dations of the Assessment Unit will have little 
impact without the active cooperation of these 
groups. 

Job Description: The Chief of the Assessment Unit 
is responsible for the delivery of prompt, adequate 
a~d sophisticated assessment services at the pre
trlUl, and preparole, phases of the criminal justice 
process. In this role. she/he keeps abreast of re
cent developments and experimental tools in 
correctional assessment, works closely with the In
formation and Evaluation Unit in the"development 

. of tools appropriate for New Jersey offenders and 
monitors the proceduf(!sutilized by' the Assess;"ent 
Specialists. She/he also works closely with the 
Residential Service und Community' Supervision 
U nit Chiefs to enSlJre appropriate referrals to their 
services, and with the Chief of the Program Devel
opment Unit to provide an important SOurce of 
feedback on needed resources and possible loca
tions. 

The Assessment Unit serves all functions related to 
risk-evaluation (unless incarceration is recom
mended, at which lime the Institution's Program 
Center assumes all further assessment responsibil
ities), These functions include information gath-
ering, interviewing, classification and analysis using 
the most sophisticated and experimenta!iy well-docu
mented tools available. Some of ~he n~cessary in
formation may be gathered by law enforceme;t or 
courts personnel, but the Assessment Specialist 
assigned to the case would be. responsible for the 
adequacy of the final analysis and recommendations. 
This Unit also is a central source of valuable infor-

mation for the correctional information svstem and 
the Planning Unit, Assessment Specialists"are an in
termediate step on the Division.'s career ladder, falt
ing between line-staff positions. (such as Case tv! ana
gers) and Administrative supervisory positions. 

Community Superrision Unit: 
Position: Chief, Community Supervision 
Job Qualifications: Bachelor's degree in one of the 
social sciences, plus graduate work in the applied 
behavioral sciences, and lit least two years or di
rect-service experience in case manage~enl. 
Job Description: The Chief of Community Super
vision is responsible for all parole, and diversion 
services, offered by the state in the region. All 
case managers are under his/her authority. She/ 
he .is responsible for supervising their activities. 
although direct supervisory duties are delegated 
to, supervising Case lV!anag~rs. Similarly. tho ;pel'
attOn of diversion yrograrns is directlv managed 
by Program Supervisors who report to the Chier, 

,As head of the individual supervision services. 
however, the most importam single component 
of the Chiefs role involves the coordination of nil 
other elements in the team approach to case man- . 
agement. She/he is the integrating link in the reed
bac;k chain between community supervision. assess-' 
ment, and referral services for offenders committed 
to Community Services, ensuring that the team 
works smoothly together. 

The Community Supervision Unit is responsib'1e 
for most of the functions currently carried out b\' 
by the Bureau of Parole. The Case ~[anagers are th~ 
primary supervising agents fbI' all noni~carcerated 
offenders, In addition, however. the CommunitY' 
Supervision Unit assumes responsibility for $lale-ru~ 
diversion programs for the nonadjudicated adult 
offender. 

Program Development Unit: 

Position: Chief, Program Development Unit 
Job Qualifications: Bachelor'S degree in one of the 
social 'sciences, plus at least two years experience 
with community organization or program devel
opment and a thorough knowledge of the service 
resources in the region. The Chief must be an agres
sive, service-oriented individual with strong public 
relations skills. 
Job Description: The Chief of the !Program Devel
opment Unit has three primllry responsibilities: 
(1) appropriate referrals to all available service 
resources, both correctional and noncorrectionaI; 
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(2) advocacy of correctional clients through well
developed liaisons with services not operated by 
the Division of Correction; and (3) development 
of services for offender needs not being currently 
met in the region, usually through cooperation with 
some other service agency or through independent 
efforts of the Division of Corrections. The Chief 
plays an especially act.ive role in this last activity. 
Acting on information input from the Chiefs 01" the 
other units. the Chief identifies emerging or un
satisified program needs in the region and provides 
supervision and guidance for the program develop
ment efforts of his/her staff. Through consultation 
with the Regional Coordinator and Deputy Direc
tor, she/he determines priorities in development 
and "assigns specific responsibilities to the Program 
Developers. The Chief is the pivotal figure in the 
systematic coordina tion of correctional agencies 
and existing community resources. Through the 
Coordinator. she/he is the primary source of in
formation for the planning Unit and the Deputy 
Director for Community Services on long-term 
needs in New Jersey community corrections. 
The Program Development Unit has as its general 

objectives: (1) developing official intake and follow
up procedures to facilitate· referral to all relevant 
public agencies in the region (e.g., employment. men
tal health. drug and alcohol programs); (2) obtaining 
the funds necessary to purchase services from indivi
dual vendors (e.g .• psychologists). and from social 
service agencies (e.g., marital counseling. education. 
vocational training, methadone maintenance); (3) 
initiating new programs for correctional clients in 
need of services which are currently either nonexistent 
or inadequate (e.g., a vocational training program for 
a: group of community supervisees interested in a par
ticular career area); and (4) establishing time limits 
for clierli involvement in di fferent social service pro
grams to facilitate formalized evaluation of program 
effectiveness in accomplishing clients' stated goals 

and objectives. 
On an ongoing basis, the activities involved in 

meeting the above objectives would be carried out by 
a staff of Program Developers and would include: 
needs assessment. interagency linkage. community 
public relations. planning and development of new 
programs. arranging for the purchase of essential 
services, and systematic evaluation of the effective
ness of different programs with different types of 
clients. Program developers would need to work 
closely with Case Managers and Assessment Special
ists in assessing the needs of clients in their respec-

. tive districts. While those indi vidua Is wou Id be re
sponsible for needs assessment on a caSe by case 
basis, the program developer would collectively assess 
the needs of the total caseload in a given district. 
based on information received from the Assessment 
and Community Supervision Units. 

The organizational structure proposed for the 
delivery of community serviees would remedy the 
most pronounced deficits of the current service deliv
ery structure: the organizational and philosophical 
emphasis on institutional corrections. the isolation 
from and lack of coordination with both local correc
tions authorities and courts and community resources: 
and the failure to provide for or coordinate services 
delivered at the community level. such as residential 
programs. parole, diversion. and systematic assess
ment of both individual and population needs. It will. 
however, be apparent that the efficient and effective 
operation of both institutional and community ser
vices demands the availability of staff which are 
provided the time and resources to develop the nec
essary technical expertise. The need for such ~ndirect 
services staff is not specific to any particular direct 
service area. but extends across the entire Division 
of Corrections. The necessary technical services and 
the organizational structure proposed for their deliv
ery are described in the following section of the 
report. 

Technical Services 
As New Jersey's system of corrections has devel

oped and expanded. the need for highly specialized 
technical expertise in the operational aspects of the 
system has become critical. Services such as statisti
cal analy:;is, research design, program evaiw.ttion. 
long-term planning. inservice and preservice staff 
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training, data processing. budgetary systems. archi
tectural and engineering recommendations for facility 
renovation and development. and personnel manage
ment of the large number of correctional employees 
represent the wide range of activities that must be 
undertaken by the Division in order to deal effec-
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tively with the performance demands all correctional 
systems face today. 

None of the functions assumed bv Technical Ser
vices are direct services, and none or"them are limited 
in impact to a single correctional alternative. Insti
tutions, community-based residential facilities. 
parole, community diversion. and local corrections 
will all routinely have need of technical services. In 
order to a void duplication of function and to enable 
the Division to concentrate the resources available 
for the development of technical expertise, the Tech
nical Services identified as critical to the effective 
delivery of direct services have been centralized under 
the authority of a Deputy Director. Whereas Institu
tional and Community Services will operate through 
the activities of numerous line staff mem bers. Techni
cal Staffing is rarely carried more than three or fOllr 
levels below the Deputy Director. This phenomenon 
is a result of the unusually high levels of professional
ism and specialization required for Technical Ser
vices. (See Fig. 4.) 

Technical Services. as discussed here. is comprised 
of six units. responsible for (l) information and 
evaluation. (2) planning. (3) capital development and 
architecture, (4) training, (5) personnel, and (6) fiscal 
management. The specific functions of each unit 
and its coordinators are detailed in the succeeding 
pages. In charge of the Coordinators is the Deputv 
Director. 

Position: Deputy Director 
Job Qualifications: A Master's degree in one of the 
social sciences, with extensive experience in ad
ministration/management. Obviously. the Deputy 
Director cannot be expected to have expertise 
across the broad range of services offered by h.is 
wing of the Division. but he/she should have tIn 
adequate academic and professional backgrou"nd in 
corrections and administration. 
Job Description: The Deputy Director for Techni
cal Services coordinates the activities of all the 
units. Close communication and cooperation be
tween the units is absolutely essential: the Deputy 
Director ensures continuity through regularly 
scheduled staff' meetings. chaired by him/her. The 
Deputy Director is ultimately responsible for the 
delivery of Technical Services: he/she employs 
the Coordinators. allocates the resources among 
thier Units. monitors the output of the Units to be 
sure Divisional standards and policies are upheld, 
consults with and reviews the recommendations of 
the Unit Coordinator(s), designates priorities for 

assistance and intervention and/or research. The 
Director relies on him/her for information about 
the present activities. capabilities, lind limitations 
of the Technical Services. With the Director and 
other Deputy Directors, he/she assists in problem 
definition and the assignment ot' responsibility for 
the development of solution alternatives. Crhus, 
for example, the Director and Deputy Directors 
might decide to investigate the efficacy of a certain 
type of diversion program: responsibility might 
then be assigned to the Planning. Information and 
Evaluation. Fiscal Management,. and Training 
Units for various steps in the development proces;, 
and to the Coordinator. Chief of Communitv Su
pervision and Program Developers of a certain" re
gion to implement and collect information (<Sf a 
pilot program.) The Deputy Director for Technictil 
Services also provides. through stuff meetings, 
feedback to the Deputy Directors of the other 
wings on the functioning of their programs and 
services. 

Information and Evaluation Unit 
One of the key innovations in the proposed organ

izational structure is the Information and Evaluation 
Unit. It has three primary functions. each fulfilled bv 
staff with specialized training for that particular re~ 
sponsibility. The three functions are: public inforl11~ 
alion. the development. maintenance and use of a 

" correctional data-processing system, and systematic 
. evaluation of various aspects of the correctional 
system. 

The Public Information Office is designed to .In-
. crease .and maintain populitr credibilitv and support 

for the Division of Corrections, primarily through 
the edu~ation and preparation of the public in mode~n 
correctionalphl~osophy and prograt~m'ing. Thisbasie: 
goul can, be realized in mall\' wavs. including: the 
dissemination of information ~lbout the effecti;enesli 
of innovative programs explored by the Division: 
coordination of all public communications (includ
ing speaking engagements, interviews. press releases. 
tour groups. Annual Reports. and Division of Cor
rections pamphlets): assumption cif responsibilitv for 
dealing with public inquries and compl.aints.incltiding 
requests for information from the families of offend
ers. 

The Correctional Information SYstem should be 
capable of assisting two somewh~\t distinct functions: 
management and reseatch. As a management tool. 
the System should hold personnel information such as 
number of employees. capacities. location. salaries. 
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age, education, and other demographic variables, 
as well as the basic personnel records for all employ
ees (e.g., each employee's work hours worked in that 
pay period, accumulated retirement, vacation time 
and sick leave, and overtime). It should also hold of
fender data such as sentencing information, parole 
dockets, demographic and assessment information, 
program participation, and progress reports. Such 
information makes p<'ssible considerable reduction of 
manpower needs, and assists in the efficient operation 
of the Division. The programming, entering and 
retrieval of information from the system is supervised 
by the Correctional Information System Chief. 

As a research tool, the Correctional Information 
System stores the information on program function
ing gathered by Program Centers and Community 
Services. This information is utilized by the Evalua
tion teams in analyzing the efficacy and efficiency 
of New Jersey's corrections programs. The teams 
interpret the data and prepare reports to the Deputy 
Directors and concerned administrators, providing 
feedback on program functioning. The activities of 
the Evaluation Teams must be carried out in close 
conjunction with those of the Plannil'g Unit. The 
two units have remained organizationally separate 
in order to permit greater independence of evaluation, 
but it should be obvious that feedback is useless with
out considered recommendations for change. (Such 
recommendations, as will be discussed later, are 
supplied by the Planning Unit in accompanying or 
subsequent reports.) The Evaluation teams also 
design and conduct quasi~experimental research on 
topics with implications 'for planning, such as chang
ing offender characteristics. Since data systems are 
no better than the data on which they are based, the 
Evaluation Teams may also provide technical assis
tance in the development of efficient data-gathering 
techniques to other units and services of the Division. 

At the head of the Information and Evaluation 
Unit stands the Coordinator. 

Position: Coordinator, Information and Evaluation 
Unit 
Job Qualificatipns: A Master's or doctoral degree 
in one of the applied behavioral sciences, demon
strated competence in applied research, and five 
years of supervisory experience in corrections. 
Job Description: The Coordinator supervises the 
Chiefs of the Public Information Office and the 
Correctional Information System and the Evalua
tion Teams. For the former, his/her responsibili
ties are largely to ensure a smooth flow of informa-

tion from these offices to the Deputy Director, 
to monitor the appropriate use of the fnformation 
System, and to assure that the quality and content 
of information disseminated to the public accurate
ly reflects the Division's policies and activities. 
The Coordinator is far more actively involved in 
the Evaluation process. She/he has the research 
skills to provide professional guidance and super
vision to the Evaluation Teams in their activities. 
The Coordinator aF,signs the projects to the Teams, 
works closely with its members in the interpreta
tion of data and coordinates the Teams' use of the 
Correctional Informatio'n System. She/he has final 
responsibility for the project report ultimately 
issued by the Team. The infctmation flow to and 
from the Planning Unit is channeled through the 
two Coordinators . 

Planning Unit: 

Serving functions closely allied to those of the '~n
formation and Evaluation Unit is the Planning Ufiit. 
Competent, soundly-based long-term planning is 
critical to the adequacy of any correctional systems. 
The Planning Unit is responsible for operationalizing 
the long-term goals of the Division as defined by the 
Director and Deputy Direcors. This entails the 
development of detailed implementation strategies 
for achieving these goals, including estimates of staff 
and training requirements, financial commitments, 
and possible capital development needs. as well as the 
formulation and description of the program elements 
involved. Ordinarily, such long-term planning would 
be presented in terms of phased implementation to 
minimize organizational upheaval. 

In addition, the Planning Unit investigates promis
ing new lines of development in Correctional Sys
tems, including current research on new programs or 
alternatives. From such investigations the L1nit may 
design pilot projects in various program areas and 
recommend that particular regions, communities, 
or institutions implement them. The Planning Unit 
would provide guidance and supervision to the pilot 
project at all stages. 

The Planning Unit must be in close communication 
with both Institutionai and Community Services, 
as well as the other Units within Technical Services, 
if it is to produce workable strategies 'for implementa
tion of Divisional objectives. In Community Services, 
the primary liaison would be with the Chiefs of the 
Program Development Units; in I~stitutional Ser
vices, it would be with the Coordir\\~or of Institu
tional Programs and the Assistant S(rperintendents 
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of Programs. In addition, the Planning Unit would 
serve as H technical resource for the Program Devel~ 
opment U nits and the Institutional Program Centers. 

The Planning Unit is staffed bv at least two Plan~ 
ning Teams of~three members ea~h. The activities of 
the Teams are coordinated and supervised by the head 
of the Unit. 

Position: Coordinator, Planning Unit 
Job Qualifications: A master's or doctoral degree 
in the social sciences, preferably an applied behav~ 
ioral science such as social work or psychology, a 
strong background in social systems planning, and 
five (5) yet.rs experience in corrections. 
Job Description: As head of the Unit and the only. 
staff member with professional~level skills in sys
tems planning, the Coordinator heads both Plan
ning Teams. She/he is responsible for project 
assignment and maintaining the balance between 
short- and'long~term planning needs. The Coordi
nator has extensive direct input into most projects, 
but an important additional component of his/ 
her role is maintaining continuous feedback to and 
from Institutional and Community Services., 
through regularly scheduled contacts. She/he is 
also the primary source of information for the De
puty Directors and Director about long~tenn plan
ning needs. 

Capital Development and Architecturalllnit: 
A third unit proposed for Technical Services is the 

Capital Development and Architectural U nit. New 
Jersev has an acute need for technical assistance 
in th~ remodeling and refurbishing of many correc
tional facilities. Unless such renovation is reviewed 
and approved by an office possessing [he necessary 
knowledge of und experience with correctional archi
tectural and engineering needs, the results may 
quickly becume costly, obsolecent structures. The 
Capital Development and Architecture Unit is de
signed to provide an intermediate professional be
tween the Division and outside contractors to en
sure that specific correctional needs are adequately 
met in all capital development and renovation. 

Other than a small slafr of Draftsmen, this Unit 
has only a single administrator/architect. 

Position: Coordinator, Capital Development and 
Archi tectu re 
Job Qualification: A five-year Bachelor of Archi
tecture degree, a1 least two years of professional 
experience, and background in corrections or a 
related field. 
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Job Description: The Coordinator is responsible 
for the design of modifications required for exist
ing state~operated structures, and for the archi
tectural planning necessary before bids can be let 
to outside contracting, engineering or architectural 
firms. She/he then reviews and makes recommen
dations to the Deputy Director, Technical Ser
vices, on the bids submitted. The Coordinator may 
also receive and act on requests for technical assis
tance from local jails, lockups, and county peniten
tiaries, referred either independently or through 
the Office of Inspection. The Office of Inspection 
may also request technical assistance for itself 
in the development of physical standards for facil
ities. 
The Coordinator's expertise should allow the Divi
sion to perform smaller projects with its own re
sources, thus avoiding the expense of contracting. 
For example, the remodeling of existing structures 
for use as Community Service Centers or halfway 
houses .should not, in most cases, call for engineer
ing or architectural skills available only through 
consulting firms. 

Training Unit: 
A fourth unit offers the coordination of training 

activities necessary to ensuring a uniform and accept
able level of staff and program quality acrosS all 
services of the Division. The Traini ng 1I ni t is respon
sible for the communication and acquisition of the 
necessarv professional skills to all employees of the 
Division: including the Correctional Officers, Correc~ 
tional Workers, Case Managers, Assessment Special
ists and Program Developers. 

These groups should undergo a period of preservice 
training and orientation designed and implemented 
by the Training Unit. However, the Unit also oper~ 
utes inservice training workshops in such areas as 
management principles, counselling, crisis interven
tion, and correctional programming. These should be 
scheduled on a regular basis and attendance by all 
appropriate staff members (including administrative 
staff, where relevant) should be mandatory. 

In addition, the Training Unit offers periodic sem
inars on topics such-as Community Resource Devel
opment, the implementation of new services or prO
gram policy changes, and intra-Divisional coordina
tion of needs and services. For these and other spec
ialized training functions, the Unit may contract with 
outside consultants (from Sta<e universities, colleges, 
etl'.). The staff of the Unit can assume.' most of the 
mo,re routine preservice and inservice training func
tions. 

, -

The Training Unit should absorb all training duties 
presently carried out by the Correctional Officers 
Training Academy, but its role, as outlined above, 
is far broader and more encompassing. This Unit 
must work closely with the Planning Unit in the de
sign or appropriate training programs for new proj
ects and services, and also with the administrators 
of Institutional and Community Services, in order to 
provide technical assistance in on-the-job training. 

Position: Coordinator, Training Unit 
Job Qualifications: Master's degree in Education or 
a related social science, training experience, pref
erably with high school or adult students, and 
(horough knowledge of the needs and objectives 
of New Jersey's correctional system. The Coordi
nator obviously cannot be an expert in all the neces
sary training function, but she/he should have 
demonstrated competence in curriculum design 
and some supervisory experience. 
Job Description: The Coordinator is responsible for 
the comprehensiveness and quality of all training 
programs administered by the Unit. While he/she 
does not teach them all personally, she/he provides 
supervision and guidance during all phases of cur
riculum development in aspects such as maximally 
effective presentation, organization, depth and 
breadth of the material, and evaluation of outcome. 
Certain programs or courses may be taught by the 
Coordinator, if falling within his/her area of ex~ 
pertise. 
The Coordinator is also responsible for locating 
and hiring appropriate consultants for those train
ing programs or special seminars that unit staff 
are not qualified to offer. Coordination of the 
training activities of these consultants and toe Unit 
staff are under his/her authority. She/he also 
takes primary responsibility for the coordination of 
tr~ining and planning functions. 

Personnel Unit: 
The Personnel Unit becomes an essential coordin

ating office as the Division of Corrections assumes 
new functions entailing increased personnel. The 
Division is a very large employer in New Jersey state 
government. The Master Plan recognizes a need for a 
central office to provide systematic liaison between 
the State Civil Commission and the Division of Cor~ 
recti on, and to coordinate the activities of the Per
sonnel Managers within Institutional. Community 
and Technical Services. 

The Personnel Unit staff is responsible for such 
functions as entrance and exit interviews for all em-
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ployees, the writing: of job descriptions, upkeep and 
circulation of the lists of available Division positions, 
circulation of the Civil Service !.ists of job candidates, 
and employee record keeping. While much of the 
salient information of each employee is staled by the 
Correctional Information System, the centtal person
nel records repository remains with the: Personnel 
Unit. 

Institutional Personnel Managers are under the 
immediate supervision of the institution's Business 
Manager. but they must carry out their responsibil
ities in a manner congruent with ,Personnel Onit 
policy so as to ensure consistency of job descriptions, 
qualifications, and recordkeeping practices. Person
nel Managers for Community and Technical Services 
utilize the Central Office as a base. and are under the 
supervision of the Coordinator. 

Position: Coordinator, Personnel Unit 
Job Qualifications: At least a bachelor's degree, 
preferably in Business Management, with a consid~ 
erable amount of course work or experience in per
sonnel management and related areas, with two or 
more years of supervisory experience. 
Job Description: The Coordinator establishes per~ 
sonnel policy and job requirements for line-staff 
positions in the Division, in consultation with the 
Deputy Director. She/he supervises the Personnel 
Managers in the central office of the Unit, and 
monitors the activities of the Institutional Person~ 
nel Managers in order to ensure consistency of 
policy and procedure. The Coordinator is also re~ 
sponsible for the updating of personncr:rrtforma
tion to be entered into the Correctional lnforma~ 
tion System. The Information System must be 
notified in order to enter the appropriate informa
tion on new employees, and removal of information 
on past employees. This notification, and the ac
companying data, is channeled through the Coor
dinatorofthe Personnel Unit. 

Fiscal Management Unit: 
The Fiscal Management Unit of Technical Services 

serves essentially the same functions as the present 
Bureau of Fiscal Management. These include budget 
development, grant coordination and management. 
and fiscal advice to the Director. The sheer volume 
of affairs requiring financial management, however. 
should increase substantially due to the large number 
of additional services to be administered by the Divi
sion. 

The Fiscal Management Unit would be ~itder the 
authority of the Deputy Director for Technical Ser-
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vices, and its Coordinator would report directly to 
this person. The Unit consists of the Coordinator, 
a Supervisor for SLEPA grants, and a small account
ing staff, the size of which is to be determined by the 
accounting needs of the Division. When the Correc
tional Information System is available as a resource 
for fiscal manageme~t,the support staff of the Unit 
can be minimized. 

Position: Coordinator, Fiscal Management 
,J ob Qualifica tions: Certification as a Public Ac
countant, at least two years of supervisory exper
ience, and experience in the preparation of budget 
proposals and accounting systems design. 
.Job Description: The chief responsibility of the' 
Coordinator is the preparation of the Division's 
budget. In addition, the Coordinator may assist in 
the preparation of budget proposals and reports for 
the Director and Deputy Directors. He/she reviews 
and advises on contracting, program budgets, and 
other anticipu~,ed expenditures by other Units or 
facilities in the Division. Close liaison between the 
Coordinator of Fiscal Management and the Coor-
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dinators of Planning and Capital Development and 
Architecture is important for input on the fiscal 
feasibility of their work. The Coordinator of the 
Fiscal Management Unit plays an important role 
in the planning process; utilizing feedback and in
formation from the rest of the Division, he/she 
analyzes the current budget and estimates the 
budgetary alterations necessary for implementa-

Appendix B: The Juvenile Issue 

tion of continuing and anticipated services. , 
The Coordinator also supervises the accounting 
staff and the Supervisor for SLEPA grants. In 
addition, he/she may monitor and guide the bud
gets prepared by the Institutional Business Mana
gers, in order to ensure consistency (If format 
and requests appropriate to the Institution's posi
tinn in the context of the entire correctional system. 
These six units comprise the Technical Services 

identified as critical to the administrative adequacy 
and functional completeness of the New Jersey Divi
sion of Corrections. The preceding discussion of their 
functions completes the description of this model 
of reorganization of the Division. 

- J. ~ 

Although the Master Plan Policy Council deter
mined at the outset that the Plan was to focus on the 
adult correctional system, when the Policy Council 
was considering the organizational issues related to 
the creation of a new Department of Corrections, 
there was considerable discussion concerning where 
juvenile corrections should be located organization
ally. While the Council voted to support the creation 
of such a Department, a decision concerning the in
clusion of juveniles adjudicated delinquent by the 
Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court in the new 
corrections agency was suspended until further inves
tigation. At that point, it was requested that a 
Juvenile Care Committee be formed by the Com mis
:-;ioner of the Department of Institutions and 
Agencies to advise the Policy Council on the appro
priate organizational structure and location for ad. 
judicated juvenile delinquents. Commissioner Klein 
convened a com mittee consisting of representatives of 
the following agencies: 

County Probation Office 
County Hospital 
.1 INS Task Force, Dept. of Institutions & Agen

cies 
Department of Law and Public Safety (Division 

of Criminal Justice) 
Division of Correction and Parole 
Garden Sta te School District 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

Section; SLEPA 
County Juvenile Court 
Governor's Office 
Division of Youth and Family Services 
County Detention Center 
Department of the Public Advocate 
N.J. Citizens Committee for Children 

DEFINITION 

After discussion with each Committee Member 
and review of the Juvenile Code of the New Jersey 
State Statutes, a juvenile offender was defined as 
a person who has been adjudicated delinquent by the 
Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court. Further, 
it is deemed necessary by the Court to remand that 
individual to a state correctional facility, or commu
nity treatment center, residential group center, or 
another residential placement for an indeterminate 

period of time, not to exceed three years, during 
which the juvenile is provided l\ program of super
vision, care and rehabilitation. Those individuals 
currently in residence and in parole-aftercare super
vision under the jurisdiction of the State who meet 
the preceding terms represent that group ofiuveniles 
for which the Juvenile Care Committee was requested 
to concentrate its efforts. ' 

It should be pointed out that Juvenile Detention 
Centers and JINS Shelters Dre operated by county 
governments with limited state support services pro
vided. Also, probation services are a county function. 
Thus, the individuals served by these facilities and 
programs were not considered for inclusion in the 
state correctional system at this time, although ways 
in which to establish a closer, more formal relation
,hip between the state and counties will be explored. 

POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE STRUCTURES 

Based on the sessions conducted with committee 
members and several other persons with experience 
in the administration of juvenile justice, three 
possible organizational plansl~v;~re proposed for meet
ing the needs of juvenile offenders. Each would be 
compatible with the establishment of the Depart
ment of Corrections. The first scheme combines 
adjudicated juveniles and adult offenders in a new 
Department cf Corrections. The Second and third 
options leave adjudicated juveniles in the Depart
ment of Institutions and Agencies, al though each .,. 
proposal dictates a different structure. A brief de
scription of the three alternatives follows. 

PLAN A 

Inclusion of the juvenile offender population in the 
Department of Corrections.' In terms of the location 
of juveniles this concept would mean no substantial 'C 

change from the jurisdiction of the Division of Cor
rection and Parole which is responsible for both juve
nile ::lnd adult commitments. However, the organiza
tional structure of the Department would be mpdified 
to incorporate juvenile service £ornponen ts. 

PLAN B 

Integration of the juvenile offender population 
under the jurisdiction of the Division of Correction 
and Parole and the juveniles, both adjudicated and 
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non-adjudicated, who are maintained in residential 
placement by the Bureau of Residential Services of 
the Division of You th and Family Services. Such an 
"umbrella" agency providing a wide range of ser
vices would be located within the Department of In
stitutions and Agencies and operate as a separate 
Division of Juvenile Services. 

PLANC 
Retention of the juvenile offender population with

in the Department of I nstitutions and Agencies 
through the establishment of a separate Juvenile 
Authority or Division of Juvenile Services. This alter
native preserves the distinction between juvenile and. 
adult offenders set forth in the second plan, yet re
tains rhe special nature of corrections implied in the 
first scheme. 

RECOMMENDATION OF THt,iUVENILE 
CARE COMMITTEE: 

The Juvenile Care Comluittee convened in May 
1916 to discuss the merits of the various organiza
tional models designed to serve the needs of adjudi
cated juvenile delinquents. There was full debate of 
the issues related to the three plans described above. 
A vote was taken and a majority of the members sup
ported Plan C, that is, the establishment of a separate 
Juvenile Authority or Division of Juvenile Services 
within the Department of Institutions and Agencies 
to serve the adjudicated juvenile population. Two (2) 
members favored Plan A - inclusion of juvenile 
offenders in the Department of Corrections. No 
member voted for Plan B. One (1) individual ab
stained from voting. 

Based on the discussion at the meeting, the ma
jority of the committee favored the separation of the 
adjudicated juvenile offender population from the 
Department of Corrections for three fundamental 
reasons: 
I) Since the majority of residents in the Department 

of Corrections will be adults (presently, approx
imately 5000 adult offenders and 1000 juvenile 
offenders reside in facilities operated by the Divi~ 
sion of Corrections and Parole), it is probable 
that the Department of Corrections will be domin~ 
ated by the problems. issues, and crises of the 
adult population and the institutions in which they 
live. Therefore, the need exists to establish a :sep
arate identity for juvenile offenders (from adults) 
so that the issues pertaining to juvenile offenders 
are assured 'Of I'eceiving the priority and appro
priate attention they deserve in terms of budgetary 
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considerations and program direction. 
2) The basic purposes of adult corrections and juve

nile corrections differ. That is, the New Jersey 
Supreme Court has stated that the goals of adult 
corrections are: retribution; detertence; protection 
of society; and, rehabilitation. As defined in the 
Juvenile Code of the New Jersey State Statutes, 
the purpose of juvenile correction is provision of 
"an adequate program of supe'rvision, care and 
rehabilitation." Recognizing thau\rehabilitation is 
the primary goal of a juvenile off6nder agency, it 
is clear that placement of such an agency would be 
more compatible and consistent within a human 
services department such as the Department of 
Institutions and Agencies rather than the Depart
ment of Corrections. 

3) If we accept the premise that the long-range goal 
of juvenile services is to integratl~ the entire range 
of prognims and facilities offered to juveniles, then 
steps should be taken in the short;term which leads 
in this direction. By retaining the juvenile offen
ders in the Department of ,lnstitutions and 
Agencies, the ultimate unification of all these ser
vices in the future would be more easily facilitated. 
This is because some of the Department's agencies 
currently fSovide services to these same young~ 
sters and their families. 

ORGANIZATIONAL STR UCTURE 
The organizational structure to be developed for 

the delivery of services to juvenile offenders is a key 
issue for discussion. The activities and operations of 
a juvenile correctional system must be organized in 
some meaningful way into functional components. 
Identified below are the various administrative units 
with their primary responsiblJities which would be ap
propriate for implementing a coordinated system of 
services to juveniles. Following this outline is a pro
posed table of organization that incorporates these 
structural com ponents. 

I) Institutional Services U nit is responsible for the 
operation of the Jamesburg and Skillman Train
ing Schools and the proposed juvenile unit at 
Annandale. 

2) Community Services Unit supervises the com
munity based residential facilities and programs: 
namely, the four Residential Group Centers and 
the three Community Treatment Centers. 

3) Program and Evaluation Unit has a dual pur
pose: first, it would coordinate the intake and 
classification process for reviewing new commit-
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ments; second, it would determine the impact of 
new and current policieCl, procedures and pro
grams on the juvenile system. Also, this bureau 
would, perform necessary administrative and liai
son duties related to other segments of the crim
inal justice community, namely, the juvenile court, 

'i) probation department,s, the State Law Enforce
ment Planning Agency, and others. 

4) Operations Unit is responsible for enforcing mini
mum program and treatment standards as well 
as assessing the physical conditions of state insti
tutions and facilities, county Juveni Ie detention 
centers, and JINS shelters. In addition, this unit 
should serve to monitor the operations of county 
and local facililies and programs on an ongoing 
basis. 

5) Aftercare/Parole Services for the juvenile of
fender population are now provided by two agen
cies: the Bureau of Family Services. Division of 
Youth and Family Services, supervises thosejuve
niles under 14 years old and the Bureau of Parole 
(in the Division of Correction and Parole), super
vises those juveniles between the ages of 14 ancl18. 
It is clear this arrangement is fragmented. 
Therefore, the Juvenile Care Committee recom
mended that the parole operation should be reor
ganized so that a single administrative unil in the 

lli 

Division of Juvenile Services is responsible for 
delivery of aftercare services to all adjudicated 
juveniles. 

CONCLUSION 
The Juvenile Care Committee of the Correctional 

Master Plan Policy Council submitted its report and 
recommendations to both Commissioner Klein and 
the Council in June, 1976. Also, various members of 
the Committee testified before the New Jersey Senate 
and Assembly Legislative Committees on Institu
tions, Health and Welfare in conjunction with hear
ings regarding Assembly Bill No. 1912. the primarY 
objective of which was to establish a new Department 
of Corrections. After testimony. the legislators de
cided to retain the administration of juvenile offend
ers within the Department of Corrections. However. 
Assembly Bill No. 1912 makes special note to "Sepa
rate juvenile offenders from the adult offender popu
lation and develop programs and services for '(tlvenile 
offenders which recognize their special needs." 

Because of the need for information which would 
have necessitated a more intensive study than was 
possible by the Juvenile Care Committee. the Correc
tional Master Plan Policy Council did not formallv 
act upon his recommendation. 

Appendix t: 
Individual Statements 
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Dear Dean Gottfredson: 

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

Glen Ridge, New Jersey 
January, 1977 

As is true of any document of this nature, it is important to fully recognize both its obvious merits and its 
less obvious limitations. My comments in no way should be construed as a criticism of the Council'S recom
m~ndations. I voted in favor of each of them. Rather. this commentary is intended to caution against the ten
dency to consider the "master plan" as a completed task. I would submit that the plan must be considered a 
valid and constructive first step in a planning 'process that must remain "open-ended" -'- and which must be 
supplemented by immediate additional research and top-level, interagency focus on the rather considerable 
problems of implementation. 

While the Council's recommendations call for a fU'ndamenta[ and bold restructuring of corrections for 
New Jersey- including a philosophy against which to measure the progress of that restructuring- it is impor
tant to understand why this docLlment cannot and should not be considered the complete and comprehensive 
master plan that was envisioned at the outset of our work 22 months !lgo. Three factors, in my view, frustrated 
our attainment of that goal: 

1. Our work began, quite .. literally, from scratch. There simply was no available data on: the capacity or 
condition of institutions, the effectiveness Or level of participation in voc:ational, educational or counseling 
programs or on the composition of the uffender population confined in state facilities. The staff had to develop 
the first data baseline on current and prospective composition of the state's correctional popUlation. This was, 
in itself, an essential, formidable and time-consuming research task. 

However, this data baseline was a cross-sectional "snapshot", already more than a year old. To remain 
valid for planning purposes it must be continuously updated. A system for on-going data collection must be 
developed and funded. 

2. The projections of the correctional popUlation for which New Jersey must provide by 1986 revealed 
a racial differential in arrest and commitment rates or such a magnitude as to require immediate initiation of· 
a complex study of these phenomena- before estimates of bedspace ne'eds based on these projections are em
bodied in hundreds of millions of dollars worth of new ~onstruction and operating costs. Here the staff and 
Council confronted data that posed a public policy question or the gravest magnitude, one which must be fur
ther explored before definitive conclusions and recommendations may responsibly be advanced. 

3. The nature of the research and planning task before the staff and Council required a degree of partici
pation and cooperation from other entities .of a criminal justice system characterized - \n this and other states 
- by the absence of any developed habits of communication and consultation on critical decision-making. 
While the level of communication and consultation did improve during the pro.cess of Council deliberations, 
it did not do so fast enough or well enough. As an instance, we were unable to assess the impact on future cor
rections populations of Administrative Office of the Courts plans for implementation of new bail and sentenc
ing rules and pretrial. intervention programs. Nor were we able to assess the various proposals for restructuring 
of the state's courts and probation departments. This also requires prompt address. 

There are other items of "unfinished business" which should be noted. The entire subject of juvenile cor
rections was deemed at the outset to be outside the scope of the master plan effort. However, there is a 
need to promptly determine the extent and nature of juvenile confinement h.istory among the current adult of
fender population. Only when this data is available and analyzed can valid estimates be made that would, 
conceivably, impact the resources devoted to intervention and diversion programs for the juvenile offender 
population. The Staff and Council simply lacked time to consider many issues central to effective embodiment 
of a "reintegration" philosophy- the need for pre-release centers, the role of Garden State School District 
educational and vocational programs, work and study-release and furtough programs, the role of State-Use 
Industries and prison farms, pre-trial intervention and court-related intake services. 

To restate the point: with all that has been accomplished there is a great deal more to do if we are to 
finish the truly comprehensive master plan that has been so well begun. 

Philip S. Showell 

Dear Dean Gottfredson: 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
November 19, 1976 

We have reviewed the "Final Draft" of the Correctional Master Plan and offer the following comments 
with respect thereto. The Correctional Master Plan Policy Council as a whole never collectively considered the 
explanation or commentary to the proposed Plan or the documentation supporting same (except in written 
response to your letter of November 1, 1976), and it must therefore be emphasized that, except for the major 
recommendations (see pp. i-vi), the Plan and commentary are exclusively the work product of the staff. * 
As noted on page vi of the Plan: 

"The Master Plan ... contains other recommendations geared to the support and upgrading of the individual correctional 
components. Tbese recommendations were prepared by staff and consultants and while not specifically considered by the 
Policy Council, are proposed in the Master Plan on the basis that they are consistent with and are derived from the policies 
recommended by the Council listed above." 

There is substantial question ~s to whether or not some 0 f the recommendations prepared by stafr .ire con
sistent with the policies recommended by the Council. Hence, not all the recommendations necessarily embody 
the views of the Correctional Master Plan Policv Council. 

. Nevertheless, the report is a significant "first step" towards recognizing the need for reform. and us such 
constitutes a significant contribution. However, we add a few comments on some of the matters and recom
mendations embodied in the report. 

I 
We respectfully dissent from the proposition that the Correctional Master Plan is a master [lInn for cor

rectiGns in' New Jersey. When the Commissioner of Institutions and Agencies appointed the Correctional Mas
ter Plan Polley Council, we expected an~ hoped that the Plan would address itself to the necessary upgrading 
of correctional facilities and programs within the Department. Unfortunately, the Plan does not do that with 
any particularity Or specificity. Moreover, in addition to matters of relevance to the Department, the Plan pur
ports to e .... amine matters well beyond the jurisdiction of the Department oflnstitutions and ~gencies (and the 
newly created Department of Corrections). Despite this. there was no representation on the C;ouncil from bail 
units, pretrial diversion programs, or probation services within tthe Judiciary. In addition, important segments 
of the Executive Branch of Government were not represented on the Counci). Unfortunately, the Policy.Coun
cil did not have sufficient expertise from the various Branches and agencies to properly analyze all of the inror
mation gathered and the interrelationship thereof. The desire on the part of some Council members to expand 
its jurisdiction is also unfortunate in light of the fact that several groups (including the Governor's Commiltee 
on Juvenile and Adult Criminal lusticeStandards and Goals) were constituted to study, in detail. several oftne 
very subjects addressed in the Report. As important ~s these subjects may be, this State can ill afford the 
du plication of effort and resulting burden on our extremely limited resources. 

As we have so frequently stated, the subject of the criminal justice process shOUld be studied by a group 
appointed by and composed equally of representatives of the three Branches of Government and the public. 
Moreover, we must accelerate the developments of Criminal Justice Information Systems (O.B.T.S.-C.C.H., 
S.J.I.S., O.B.C.I.S.) so that needed statistical information absent from this report can be obtained and 
analyzed. There must be closer planning, coordination and communication among the three Branches of 
Government. 

II 
The Council recommends that "a modified 'just deserts' model of sentencing· and parole should be 

adopted for all adult offenders who are sentenced to State-administered correctional facilities." (p. ii) It also 
recommends that sentences to institutions should be determinate for a fixed maximum pe.riod. (p. iii) In our 

*While the staff has made a significant contribution at gathering 
daHl and unalyzing same. there Ilrc some inaccuru.:ies and out
dated referenced to present lind proposed pn\ctices and law. [t 

would be counter productive to delaillhem herein. but we remain 
willing to meet with the stafr to review same and to continlle 
worki~g with starnn the future as in the past. 
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view, without adequate consideration, the Council rushes to abandon the general concept, well described by 
former Chief Justice Weintraub, that "the punishment should fit the offender as well as the offense." See State 
v. Ivan. 33 N.J, 197, 200 (1960). See also A.B.A. Standards Relating to Sentencing Alternatives and Proce
dures, §§2.1~2.5; 3.1-3.2; National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, Standards 
Relating to Courts, §5.2. Nevertheless, there may be some merit to the recommendation that a "modified 'just 
deserts'" model be established. The real problem is that the COl!ncil never came to grips with the extent to 
which cOllcernfor the offender must be preserved. Moreover, the Council does not definitely indicate whether 
the maximum or definite term recommended is one which can be established within a permissive range (such as 
the concept embodied in the Proposed 'Penal Code, A-3282) or if it can be any definitive term subject to the 
statutory maximum (see A.B.A. Standard 3. 1 (c)(i).) If it is to be the former, the argument can be advanced 
(depending upon the range) that, if a custodial sentence is imposed, defendants may go to prison for longer 
terms than at present (because at present the minimum-except in certain instances-can be one year, and a 
sentence to a county institution can be imposed for any definite term up to 12 or 18 months). lfit is the latter, 
greater sentence disparity could easily result even with reduced statutory maxima. In any event, the major 
recommendations of the Council supporting the "modified 'just deserts'" model are without any true meaning 
or significance until the sentence maxima or ranges are established. There can be agreement on the "just 
deserts" concept without the slightest agreement on its application. * It also appears that the Plan does not 
consider the extent to which the recommended sentencing model (limiting discretion) might affect 
prosecutodal discretion, plea discussions and court congestion, including additional resources which might be 
needed at the pre-judgment stages. 

We agree with the Council that "latitude of judicial discretion should be guided through the use of formal
ized sentencing criteria." (p. iii) To that end, we have commenced a very significant study to establish criteria 
and terminate undue disparity. Every sentence imposed in the Suite and the facts evaluated with respect 
thereto are being studied as a result of a grant recently obtained in this office. We question, howt:ver, Whether 
bed space facilities can be analyzed or planned before definite maxima or ranges are assigned to the "modified 
'just deserts'" model, for given crimes or classification of crimes. We also question' whether present and 
planned facilities will be sufficient without assignment of terms to "the "modified 'just deserts'" model. With
out same, there can be no real Correctional Master Plan for New Jersey. ** 

III 
The Council makes some significant statements concerning "Race and Criminal Justice," pp. iii-iv. There 

can be no question. but that there is "over representation" of minority race members in correctional institu
tions. There is also "over representation" in non-institutional settings. What is needed in this State, and in 
others, is a com.parative analysis involving all offenses, including a comparison of the number of crimes being 
committed and the number of charges being filed against members of all groups, and the background of all 
offenders. Our sentence disparity project will endeavor to compare sentencing patterns involving all groups, 
and the issue transcends corrections. As noted above, what is so badly needed in order to makc this stuuy valu
able a~e Criminal Justice Information Systems which have been advocated by various standards and by the 

*/t should be noted that some criticism of indeterminate. sentences 
for youthful offenders (up to 30 years of age who may be sen
tenced for an indeterminate term of up to five years. unless the 
statutory maximum is less then five in which event the maximum 
will be as sct in the statute, or unless the statutory maximum is 
greater than five years in which event it can be raised to the 
statutory maximum "for good cause shown") might be dissipated 
by" solution to the "bedspace" problems and the resulting parole 
policies, SeeS/ale v, Spinks, 66 NJ. 568 (1975);Slale v. McBride, 
66 N.J. 577 (1975). Abolition of indeterminate terms will 
increase sentence duration. With respec\ to locally oriented cor
rection facilities, less serious offenders are already being sent 
to county facilities. All defendants receiving custodial sentences 
(except those who must be sentenced to State Prison) may be 
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sentenced to county jails for up to one year and to county work
houses and penitl!ntiaries for up to 18 months. 

.* The issue of construction needs is dependent upon the sentenc
ing model utilized and the terms of same. Unfortltnalely, disposi
tional alternatives areafCected by bed space availability, and bed 
space availability frequently contributes to the sentencing alter
native utilized. The Council IS recommending a reduction of sen
tencing maxima. However, the fact is that there are more cases 
being processed through the Criminal Justice System. and more 
defendants are being sentenced. The bed space problems may bas
ically result from the number of additional defendants being 
processed through the system and not necessarily from any great 
increase in the length of sentence imposed. 

. ! . 
a 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA.) Unfortunately, it is most naive to feel that the neces~ 
sary studies on this subject can be properly complet\!d within six months. 

IV 
The staff recommends that County Probation Services be unified in the Administrative Office of the 

Courts. We are in total agreement and have, in fact, submitted to the Council staff our proposa~s t~ that end. 
However, this subject was not specifically discussed by the Council and the staff report embodymg Its recom~ 
mendations suggests that eventually all probation services, including pre-dispositional, might well b~ some day 
integrated into the Executive Branch of Government. In our view, the latter, co~cept ~as no. place In ~he Cor
rectional Master Plan commentary. The staff has failed to analyze the constitutIOnal Issues lnvolved.l~ a pro
posal to unify probation in the Executive Branch, The Probation Service in this State must be admlfll:tered, 
under the New Jersey Constitution, by the Judiciary which it services, and the staff has neglect~d tc POl?t out 
the constitutional basis of R.:33 and 1:34. Moreover, fundamental fairness requires that p~ese.nten~e ~nves
tigations, bail investigations and the probation revocation processing be handled by neutral partles Within the 

Judicial Branch of Government. 
It is clear that the present probation service in this State is fragmented and in need of unification. On~ of 

the reasons that bail units, pretrial intervention programs and juvenile intake services have, in some coun~les, 
developed outside of probation, and in all counties in a dissimilar way, is caused ?y the fact that o?r ASSIgn
ment Judges have recognized the constitutional power of the Judiciary over probatJOn ~nd have applied. R.l:33 
to develop the best service delivery system available in their vicinages. As a result of review of the expe:lm.enta
tion noted above, this office has been moving in the direction of assuring uniformity where appr?pnate. We 
have commenced to handle all collective bargaining on behalf of the 21 county Courts, and to lflcrease the 
training programs, special services, pretrial programs, volunteer activities and research programs beyond 
those noted in the Master Plan commentary. The Supreme Court and the Administrative Office of the Cou.rts 
have recorrnized the need for consolidation of the probation service within the Judiciary and have been see~tng 
that unifi;ation for almost five years. However, those who have studied the issues noted above oppose the' Idea 
that probation eventually be integrated into the Executive Branch of Government. .. .. 

It should also be noted that, while probation is a far less expensive alternatlVe mcarceratlon (m the last 
fiscal year it cost $358, on the average, to supervise each pr~bationer, which is a~ incr~ase of $37 over ~he 
prior fiscal year), the Plan calls fbr an increased use of probatIOn and local correctIOns Without really deahng 
with important finanCial issues and the net cost result of the Plan. 

V .. 
We agree with many of the general concepts embodied in the Report and With the ~eed for further st,udy 

and co-ordination by. all Branches of Government. We feel, however, that the s~eclfic recommendatIOns 
embodied in the Report require additional study and considerati~n. 

cc. All Council Members 
Hon. Robert Mulcahy 
Mr. Jay Friedman, Project Director 

'" 

Very truly yours, 

Edw'in H. Stern 
Director of Criminal Practice 

" 
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