




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 were 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 inmate 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 employed by the sur­

veyed facilities ranges from 12 in a facility having 

an average daily population of 30, to a staff of 246 in 
a facility having an average daily population of 573. 
The National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
Justice Standards and Goals recommends a minimum 
of one custody person for every six inmates in the 
average daily population. Thus, every facility SUr­

veyed meets minimum national staffing standards. 
Because the average daily population and the average 
size of the custody staff were not both available for 
anyone year, the staff size and the custody population 
on the date of the survey were used for the following 
table. The first column represents the number of cus .. 
tody staff which were employed on the day of the 
survey; column two is the population on the survey 
date and the third column illustrates the staff/inmate 
ratio. 

The minimum recommended staff/inmate ratio 
does not compensate for the extra staff which 
might be required because of substandard architec­
tural layouts in most New Jersey facilities. The need 
for additionaCstaff due to poor design could repre­
sent an expenditure of as much as one and a half 
million dollars per year. 

Number of Inmate Inmate 
Custody Staff Population Staff Ratio 

Atlantic County Jail 57 189 1:3 
Bergen County Jail 40 81 1':2 
Bergen County Jail Annex 45 107 1:2 
Burlington County Jail 59 183 1:3 
Camden County-City Jail and Annex 138 230 1:2 
Cape May County Jai 1 34 68 1:2 
Cumberland County Jai I 35 110 1:3 
Essex County Jail 246 492 1:2 
Essex County Penitentiary 145 467 1:3 
Gloucester County Prison 35 57 1:2 
Hunterdon County Ja il 20 24 1:1 
Hudson County Jai I 88 180 1:2 
Hudson County Penitentiary 24 118 '1:5 
Mercer County Dentention Center 51 153 1:3 
Mercer County Correction Center 37 149 1:4 
Middlesex County Jail. 27 66 1:2 
Middlesex County Workhouse 46 101 1:2 
Monmouth County Ja iI 83 258 1:3 
Morris County Jail 40 93 1:2 
Ocean County Ja iI 33 105 1:3 
Passaic County Jail 67 334 1:5 
Salem County Jail 22 73 1:3 
Somersey County Jai I 26 27 1:1 
Sus sex County Jai I 14 16 1 :1 
Union County Jai J 66 192 1:3 
Warren Coul1~Y Jail 12 41 1:3 
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Staff salaries are very diverse within the New 
Jersey jail system. The modal, or most frequently 
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 facilities runs at about 8%, the 
highest being 71 % and the lowest being 3%. It was 
found that, as the salary level increases, the staff 

:turnover rate decreases. The exceptions to this trend 
are three facilities located in highly urbanized areas 
where the cost of living may necessitate the higher 
salary standard. 

Staff Turnover Rate 
5-10% 

10-20% 
20-30% 

Over 30% 

A verage Salary 
$11,300 
$11,600 
$10,400 
$ 8,900 

The exceedingly high turnover rates are probably 
attributed to a combination of factors: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 by Civil Service in their hiring proce­
dures, even though Civil Service is an option for law 
enforcement agencies. 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 employment or promotion 
is determined by the applicant's success in completing 
a competitive examination. 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 involving 
moral turpitude. 

Once a person is appointed, a three month proba­
tionary period begins; the period can be extended 
to six months. Only three facilities have elected to 
extended the probationary period, one to fou.r months 
and two to six months; yet most administrators have 
complained that three months is too short of a time 
period in which to judge new employees' work. After 
two months, a report on the probationer's progress is 
written; the report is filed with Civil Service after 
three months. In order to declare a potential em­
ployee unfit for 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 sevt~ral job classifications are 
utilized across the State to fill positions in correction­
al facilities. Some countiel' 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, therefoftl, for a law enforcement position. 

According to available information, all correction­
al officers receive some type of training for their 
positions. Usually, training is in-service rather than 
prior to beginning work. Most facilities also send 
staff to officer training programs offered by either 
the county or the state. Formal, on-the-job training 
in the form of classes, movies, speakers, workshops, 
and the like is virtually non-existent in the vast 
majority of the jails surveyed. 

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 County is the antithesis with an incar­
ceration rate of 100. In comparison, the incarceration 
rate of the natior:. 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 reasonable 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 type 
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 only 13th in its violent crime rate and 18th 
in its non-violent crime rate. Union County which is 
experiencing a comparatively high violent crime 
rate (6th in the state), has one of the lowest incarcer-

21ncarceratlon Rate = 100X,OOO - Average Dally Jail Pop'n. 
- General Population 



ation rates, 16th in the state. Atlantic, Cu~berland, 
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 characteristics 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 iocked 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 3% are trusties involved in work projects 
outside the facility; and 1 % of the population is com­
posed of persons who are on "minimum" security 
status but who are not trusties. Those incarcerates 
who are on work or study release comprise another 
3% of the total inmate population. Finally, the se­
curity status 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. In 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 through contractual services. 
Fifteen institutions are equipped with infirmaries 
which are defined as having 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 November of 1973, 
proscribes holding these particular juveniles in juve­
nile institutions. Accordingly, juveniles charged 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 Total 

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 plea 
Other court processes 

POST-TRIAL: 
Awaiting sentencing 
Awaiting appeal process 
Sentenced but held for transfer 
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 as being rights, 
and others are considered to be so important that no 
prison or jail administrator would consider omitting 
them. Visitation is one such activity. 

All 27 surveyed institutions allow inmates to re­
ceive visitors. It was ascertained, though, that there 
are strict limitations on the number and times of visit·· 
ing periods, as well as the number of visitors anyone 
inmate may receive during a visiting period or over a 
period of time. 

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 tei visit 
the inmate. With the exception of lawyers, mt';mbers 
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 estimaV.;:d, aver·· 
ages nine per week in the 27 facilities responding to 
requests for this information. Nonetheless, this does· 
not mean that every inmate visits for nine hours eV/~ry 
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 classifications of inmates, Le, on Mondays 
the work releasees may visit during the one-hour 
visiting period and on Thurdsays the females may 
visit during that period. 

The number of days during which visiting is al­
lowed ranges from one to seven, with an average 
among the institutions of nearly three days. Ten insti­
tutions have visiting hours on weekends only; five in­
stitutions have visitation on weekdays only and only 
12 institutions provide for visitation 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 allowed. Seventy-seven per­
cent of the facilities restrict visitation periods to days 
only, the time during which most persons are employ­
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 areas in which inmates receive visitors vary 
. widely from institution to institution. Most facilities, 

however, have made arrangements for separate but 
secure visitation facilities. The inmates in 13 facilities 
visit with family and friends through a glass wall and 
a telephone. In eight of the institutions, screened 
partitions are provided and, in three, partial 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-
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bination of visiting environments, 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 guests. 

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. 
In every institution, inmates are allowed to both 
send and receive mail with varying levels of restric­
tions. As a general rule, all incoming mail is inspected 
for contraband, the definitions of which vary from 
facility to facility and, in some institutions, incoming 
mail is read for content. Likewise, it is also common 
for outgoing mail to be censored, Le., to detect escape 
plans, attempts to incite riots, lewd language, or 
threats to witnesses. 

In most institutions, the inmate, unless indigent, 
is solely responsible for the cost of the postage. 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 
i~mate whose family and friends are not able to visit, 
such restrictions do not allow adequate contact. 

Telephone privileges are even more restrictive. The 
inmates in only six facilities are allowed to receive 
calls, usually limited to emergency situations or calls 
from professionals s'uch as the inmate's counsel. 
Nineteen facilities make arrangements for inmates to 
place outgoing calls, always restricted in time and 
number. The Camden County-City Jail has devised a 
workable solution 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 and Monopoly, 
as well as cards, are available in all institutions ex­
cept one. Inmates may also read books and maga­
zines although, depending on the institution, the type 
and content may be restricted. In many cases, the 
reading material is the inmates' own, so inmates must 
rely on visitors to supply reading material, or to 
supplement that which is supplied by the facility. The 



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
door exercise areas and eight with indoor exercise 
areas. Eleven facilities manage to conduct' indoor 
exercise programs through 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 wOl,lld 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 program in local institutions. 

At least 85% of the facilities have commissary 
privileges. This is handled most frequently by allow­
ing inmates to place orders with a correctional officer 
for such items as toothpaste, soap, and stationery. 
The items are then purchased, the amount deducted 
from the inmates' accounts, and the inmates receive 
their purchases the following duy. One institution . 
reports a profit of over $4,000 from its commissary 
activities, which should be reverted back to the in­
mates in the form of additional programs and privi­
leges. 

Of the 27 facilities surveyed, 60% (16) offered 
work release programs. The great majority of these 
programs are operated from within the jail and are 
only available to a small number of inmates (general­
ly less than ten). 

Alternatives to Incarceration 
The established programs which are considered to 

be alternatives to incarceration vary by county, al­
though release on recognizance (ROR) programs 
are common to all counties. A scale standardized 
for the state has been issued but the procedures for 

_ .. --.~-----------

utilizing the scale are not standardized. Some coun­
ties, for example, use the scale in conjunction with 
other material such as police or probation reports 
while other counties do not use the scale at all. 

Many counties were unable to provide statistics 
concerning the number of persons considered for 
ROR and the number actually released on recog­
nizahce. For those counties providing this informa­
tion, the statistics indicated that the county court's 
stated policy has not been effectively implemented. 
In one county, 3,000 persons appeared before the 
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 programs are virtually non­
existent in New Jersey with only about 15% (3) of the 
counties offering such programs. 

Summary 
The descriptions in this section are primarily of 

county jails and penitentiaries. City jails detain pris­
oners of city law enforcement agencies, as do lockUps. 
However, lockups usually hold for less then 48 hours 
or until the first court appearance. Subsequent to the 
initial appearance, the prisoner is traditionally trans­
ferred to the county jail to await trial. The effect 
upon this section of the plan of omitting local lockups 
is undeterminable. For example, a county's total 
holding capacity (the number of beds) may be greater 
than reported here. Further, the county incarceration 
rates are probably higher than reported here since 
information about the number of inmates detained in 
city jails and lockups is not available. For this reason, 
rates of incarceration previously discussed in this 
section must be considered conservative estimates. 

The majority of the facilities surveyed are located 
in the most urban areas of the counties, primarily 
commercial-residential. They experience the accom~ 

. panying problems of locating adequate parking for 
staff, inmates, and inmates' visitors. Almost two­
thirds of the correctional institutions occupy the en­
tire structure in· which they are housed, and about 
75% are with or adjacent to the courthouse. Building 
complexes designed to accommodate a variety of 
county offices and functions has been a common 
approach to jail site location. The courts utilized by 
66% of the surveyed facilities provide special deten­
tion rooms for the holding of prisoners awaiting court 
processing. 

The facilities are an average of 44 years old but, 
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nonetheless, appear to be structurally sound as a 
general rule. Forty-six percent have undergone reno­
vation and/or have had additions since first con­
structed. The support systems, however, seem to be 
a major structural problem, 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 capacity of the reporting 
facilities is approximately 5,000 persons with an 
average daily population of about 3.900. Residential 
areas in most facilities do not meet modern correc­
tional standards for housing inmates. 

Most facilities have single-occupancy cells, but 
nevertheless, the greater holding capacity is repre­
sented by mUlti-occupancy cells. particularly those 
holding four or more persons. This architectural 
limitation restricts the capability to classify and to 
separate particular types of inmates from one 
another, such as felons from misdemeanants and, 
in one institution, such absolutely necessary separa­
tion as males from females .. 

In many institutions the physical arrangements of 
the cells, as well as narrow guard corridors, poorly 
placed control centers. and the absence of security 
vestibules, create security and movement hazards. 
Moving prisoners from the jail to the court, from 
intake to booking, and from cells to visiting and/or 
program rooms are concerns expressed in approxi­
mately 75% of the facilities. 

Financial information, though sufficient to make 
general statements, was lacking in detail for most 
facilities. Even where.budget 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, 'd~monstrates 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 
generously staffed, both with custody and adminis­
trative personnel. The inrTlate-to-custody staff ratio 
in all cases is above the recommended minimum 
ratio of six-to-one. The average staff turnover is 
about 8% per year. Staff turnover may be related to 
and affected by such aspects as the salary levels, 
assignment of duties and responsibilities commensu­
rate with prior training and aptitUde and working 
conditions, both architectural and attitudinal, in the, 
facilities. 

The total local rate at which the surveyed facilities 
incarcerate persons in county facilities is 49 per 
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100,000 in the general population. The national rate 
is nearly 70. New Jersey's incarceration rate un­
doubtedly 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 actual 
county incarceration rates. 

In 1975, the average daily inmate population in 
the surveyed facilities was 3,880. Ninety-four per­
cent of the New Jersey jail popUlation is male; na­
tionaly, 95% is male. Persons who have not yet been 
tried for their charges represent almost 55% of New 
Jersey's jail popUlation. Nationally, 55% are pre­
sentence and 45% are sentenced. 

Maximum security prisoners comprise 25% of the 
total popUlation, 41% are medium security, and 16% 
are various categories of minimum security. The 
security status of 18% of the inmate population was 
unreported, although maximum seems the most likely 
classification of inmates due to available cell types 
rather than inmate classifications which might be 
necessary for security. Juveniles are not held in these 
facilities unless by court order for motor vehicle 
violations; secure juvenile detention facilities are 
provided throughout the State. 

Visiting is the most common program in all facili­
ties. An average of nine hours per week in each facili­
ty is devoted to visiting, although each inmate may 
visit for less than two hours per week. Hours vary, 
with about 45% of the facilities 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 visiting, pro­
hibiting any physical contact between inmates at:d 
their visitors, is, unfortunately, the norm, with most 
visits taking place by telephone with a glass or 
screened wall separating the individuals. Normative 
visiting environments such as table and chairs in a 
mUlti-purpose room or small private rooms are the 
exceptions. Even in institutions where normative 
environments do exist, not every inmate is allowed to 
visitin this manner. 

Correspondence by mail is also allowed in every 
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, for 
all practical purposes, non-existent. Outgoing calls, 
when allowed, are often restricted in number and 



duration an~ 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 institutions 
and, in a few others, indoor and outdoor recreation 

areas are available for basketball, calisthenics, and 
similar activities. 

Alternatives to incarceration, notably ROR, are 
present in every county in varying degrees of imple­
mentation and utilization, although a general lack 
of commitment to using ROR was noted. Pretrial 
diversion programs are operating in only a few 
counties and are usually underutilized. 
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New Jersey Corr1ections: 

Coun~ly ~nstitution Recommendations 

Elsewhere in this report: 
• A locally oriented corrections plan which would 

fundamentally change the state/local corrections 
rebtionship is recommended (See page 91 for 
recommendation and page 179 for consideration 
of impleinentation tasks) 

it An upgrading of state responsibilities in regani to 
defi~lition of minimum standards for county and 
munidpal custodial correctiOl~al facilities, o?era­
tions, and programs is also recommended (See page 
172) 

In this section, four alternate or complementary ways 
of uP!1:."ading and Supporting county services in support 
of th..:.ibove recommendatio.ns are presented for con­
sideration: 
• Incorporation of local jail operation into the state 

system, 

• St&.le subsidies to encourage, through the use of 
incentives, the improvement of jail conditions and 
practices, 

• The ~oordination of resources for jail operation and 

.~ervices by the stiite, while jails remain under loc~l 
jurisdiction, 

• The ·~rcation of service areas served by a single 
facility or network of facilities under local control. 
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REVIEW OF ALTERNATE Ol~ 

COMPLEMENTARY WAYS OF 
UPGRADING 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 ooth 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 recommendations will be tailored to those 
conditions, calculated on present practices and pat­
terns of service demand. If, however, a statwide cor­
rectional policy is 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, this plan will 
modify the likely role-:/'act. requir~ments - for county 
corrections. At this SMe$; then, it seems fitting to 
state options which may be pursued. The selection 
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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. 

It should be pointed out that these options are not 
mutually exclusive and, in a sense, more than one 
could be at least partially incorporated into a single 
plan of action. 

Option I -- Incorporation of local jail opera­
tions inttJ the state system: 

The Master Plan Policy Council, in their initial 
review of the National Advisory Commission on 
Criminal Justice Sta,ndards and Goals, Correction 
volume, endorsed Standard 9.2, which called for 
"state operation and control of local Galls) 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; this issue concerns fiscal resources. 
In the course of gathering data for the Plan, it was 
learned that the overall budget for the annual oper­
ations of local jails was over $30 million in 1975. This 
is a conservative estimate, since budget information 
was either unavailable or incomplete for some facili­
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 if a multi-phased approach were utilized. 

The impact of such a shift in fiscal responsibility 
w(;mld be two-fold. First, given the state'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 co\!ld 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 subsidies to encourage, 
through the use of incentives, 
the improvement of iail condi­
tions and practices: 

As in the preceding alternative, the role of the 
state is severely limited by the funds available for 
this approach. The only remaining source of funds 
which can be utili?:ed as incentives is monies available 
through the State Law Enforcement Planning Agency 
(SLEPA). While SLEPA is in a position to partially 
fund corrections programs and· -'1 ne;r-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 could 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 Part E funds are limited. Even if Part E 
funds were utilized in this manner, they would repre­
sent only a ·sman fraction of the cost of planning. 
design, and construction costs. It should be recog­
nized that SLEPA has not shirked its responsibility 
to support local corrections·1needs; 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 controls 
intake and outflow for the facilities. SLEPA also 
funds programs designed to improve conditions and 
services within New Jersey's jails; in a sense, of 
course, such funding acts as a positive incentive to 
improve jail practices. 

Given the fact that SLEPA is already providing a 
number of incentives. and that the state is otherwise 
unable to increa.se s~bstaritial1y the available finan-\' 
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cial<incentives, much less to subsidize operations. 
this alternative also suffers from pragmatic imple­
mentation problems. 

O~'ion III - Coordination of resources for 
iail operation and services by 
the State, while jails remain 
und~r local iurisdiction. 

This alternative would involve the state in coordin­
ating many of its corrections and non-corrections 
resources with those of the county. A second high 
pdority for the state would be facilitating the much 
needed communication among the counties. Because 
of its size and broader jurisdiction, the state has many 
resources to offer the counties. It could be actively 
involved in providing such services as: assistance in 
planning; state-wide group purchasing for specialized 
corrections equipment and possibly food; participa­
tion in the state corrections training program; and, 
technical assistance in many areas of policy develop­
ment and operations within the jails. Unlike previous 
alternatives, this does.wt require a substantial real­
location of fiscal resources by the state. Many of the 
services mentioned above are already performed by 
the state level corrections agency; to extend them to 
counties. upon request, should not involve a signifi­
cant increase in funding for staff. 

Option IV -·Creation of service areas served 
by a single facility or network 
of facilities under local control: 

Short of incorporating local jails into the state 
system, local detention services could best be im­
proved by a strategy in which local governments com­
bined their resources to meet mutual needs. The 
practice of forming multi-jurisdictional districts. 
regions, or authorities is growing in recognition as a 
rational, cost-effective method of increasing the ser­
vices which may be delivered by government. Such 
mUlti-jurisdictional efforts as Mass Transit Author­
ities and regional planning districts are increasingly 
common, and numerous other cooperative agree­
ments have been formed between counties, cities, and 
even states. 

Detention is no less a vital and expensive service 
than many of the other services required of govern­
ment. Given the compact geographical size of the 
state and the number of counties in New Jersey, 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 

demands for programming and professionalism in 
local jails. 

Multi-jurisdictional agreements are, however, 
more easily conceptualized than operationalized. 
Beyond the obvious and sometimes substantial prob­
lems presented by political and territorial issues 
(which often bear little relation to service needs). 
several other obstacles to implementation must be 
faced. These are most easily categorized as: problem 
identification; resource assessment; and assignment 
of operational responsibility. The mutu'al needs must 
first be recognized by the involved parties, an assess­
ment of the most advantageous geographical place­
ment of the program decided upon, and an organiza- < 
tional component established to operate the program. 

Virtually all of these issues may be dealt with by 
either a single ad hoc commission representing the 
involved agencies, or by an independent agent or 
agency which acts as a buffer or third party arbitrator 
between competing interests in a commission. It is 
not likely that the counties will, on their own intita­
tive, successfully form commissions or committees to 
begin planning multi-county detention facilities. An 
independent agency or a collection of agencies would 
seem likely to successfully identify areas of mutual 
need and assess the potential for multi-jurisdictional 
programs. Data currently available to the inspection 
unit of the Department of Corrections (the Bureau of 
Operations) and to SLEPA could provide an in­
formation base to begin a routine system of need 
assessment. To facilitate the development of multi­
jurisdictional detention facilities, a clear mandate 
must be given to a new or existing agency to compile 
data and demonstrate the feasibility and desirability 
of developing such multi-jurisdictional facilities when 
appropriate. Without strong moral and financial 
support for such a movement by the executive and 
legislative branches of state government, however. 
the same patterns of independent planning by the 
counties are likely to continue. 

Rationale 
The traditional role of local corrections has been 

limited to the pretrial detention and incarceration 
of those persons sentenced to brief terms. Recent 
revelations of the positive impact of community­
oriented corrections as a means of reintegrating the 
offender into his/her community has initiated a 
btoadening of this role; local jails are beginning to 
be viewed as potential resources in the reintegrative 
effort. A substantial effort of the New<Jersey Correc­
tional Master Plan ha~ 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 course of the Plan have 
shown that local corrections in the State of New 
Jersey foHows the pattern apparent in most states. 
Essentially, the system is best termed a "quasi-sys­
tem." Its lack of coordination is most evident in the 
severely limited communication between county cor­
ections officials 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 aJV.ong the counties and 
the state would be less urgent if the overall conditions 
of local facilities were at an acceptable level. How­
ever, this is generally not the case. New Jersey jails 
have the capacity to house up to 5,000 persons on any 
given day; in 1975 they were functioning at approxi­
mately 80% capacity, with a gross average daily pop­
ulation of about 3,900. Virtually none of the facilities 
meet national recognized standards concerning cell 
size, single occupant residency or minimum pro­
gram space. It should be noted that the total single 
cell capacity of the state (1,600) comprises only 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 
and upgrading in facilities, staffing, and services. 
This is not a sudden revelation; many administrators, 
elected officials, and the citizenry are beginning to 
move toward upgrading county correctional systems. 
Unfortunately, many of the changes initiated by this 
movemt!nt may simply repeat many of the mistakes 
already made. This is because one of the most limit­
ing factors in the planning and development of ade-

. quate program and facility resources has been the 
fragmentation of corrections services within the state. 
County planning and budgeting has the inherent 
effect of insulating the counties from one another. 
Other factors such as inter-county competition for 
industry and potential fiscal resources and strong 
traditions of county "home rule" have had the cumu­
lative effect of restricting exploration of those altern­
atives requiring multi-county efforts 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 coordination of scarce 
resources among the counties themselves and between 
the counties and the state. 

The Master Planning Policy Council 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 
~ontol of Local Institutions; 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; 9.8, Local Correc­
tional Facility Programming; 9.9, Jail Release Pro­
gram; and 9.10, Local Facility 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, as 
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 operationaIization of all 
the standards may be neither politically feasible nq!:' 
desirable for New Jersey at this time. 

It 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 safety, securi­
ty, and meaningful ways to occupy the detainees' 
time and energy. Potential means of bringing 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 not sought to 
explore methods of bringing local corrections systems 
under the jurisdiction of the state, but to identify ways 
of bringing local jails up to minimum standards of 
service delivery. 

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 than 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 alternatives, 
which still hold considerable promise of facilitating 
improvement. A thorough, ongoing evaluation of the 
operation and the success or failure of the recom­
mended system of regulation andlor 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 
development of programs, policies, and practices 
which comprise an adequate system of corrections 
at the local level. With the pressing need to deal with 
less serious sta te offenders within county correc­
tion systems, a reevaluation of priorities is called for. 
Several outcomes are possible. The counties may: 
• attempt to ·identify nonincarceratory programs 
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which present a greater range of alternatives for 
pre-trial and post-trial detention; 

• attempt to identify mutual needs with other coun­
ties and develop multi-county programs and! or 
facilities; 

• attempt, 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, arbitrator, service agent, and 
enforcer of standards . 



Organizational Analysis Of 

The New Jersey Division Of 

Correction And Parole* 

A comprehensive, efficient, and effective approach 
to the disposition of the criminal justice offender nec­
essarily reflects an organixational structure which is 
capable of integration, cOOl'dination, and long range 
planning. The crisis in thi~ American correctional 
system indicates that few olr the component systems 
now have this capability. Indi!ed, 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 IlOe basis, with no deliberate 
effort toward fully coordinated service delivery. New 
components have been attached as a need arase or was 
recognized. 

The consequences of an ad hoc approach to organ­
izati(m in corrections are fragmentation, duplication 
of function, lack of long range planning or anticipa­
tion of needs, and a strong tendency toward manage­
ment~by-crisis, The objectives and operations of such 
a system become largely reflexive; that is to say, they 
develop as uncoordinated responses to a variety of 
events and pressures, The administration finds it­
self consistently responding aft ,:r the fact, 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 overwhel!TIed with conflicting directions. 
No correctional system, however, is without goals, 
whether stated or unstated, short term or long 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 Department of Correc~ 
tions after its creation on November 1, 1976. 

Furthermore, all correctional systems tend to proceed 
on t'.le basis 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 organizational structure that has been 
specifically designed to achieve the objectives of the 
correctional system. In general, these 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 ~ffects of incarceration 
and maximizing its constructive potential; and, (3) 
developing means for continuing evaluation of cor­
rectional services so that anticipation of needs and a 
range of alternative responses becomes possible. 
Every correctional system would need to tailor these 
primary objectives to its own strengths and limita~ 
tions, but the importance of management-by~objec­
tives remains paramount in ensuring efficient, re­
sourceful and responsive delivery 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 llS it 
is curr~ntly organized. Crises and changing pressures 
are endemic to corrections, but an organization can 
be structured so as to analyze 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 by 
decades of ad hoc organization, the Division of Cor­
rection and Parole is unable to do this. 

METiHOOOLOGY 
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 familiar­
ity with the organizational structure was acquired, a 
chart attempting to reflect day to day operations and 
lines of communication within the Division was devel­
oped (figure I). 

From this table, key functions and staff were iden­
tified, and a number of interviews with staff were 
requested. An attempt was made to interview the sup­
ervisors of the major administrative units in the Divi­
sion. Each interview emphasized discussion of the 
interviewee's perception of certain key organizational 
issues. It was intended that this would provide an 
"inside view" of the correctional system that would 
aid in the development of an individualized, mutually 
responsive Master Plan. The key organizational 
issues discussed were: 
1. The current objectives of the unit; the current 

goals of the Division; and the ways in which unit 
goals related to Divisional goals. 

2. The current functions of the unit. 
3. The lines of authority and communication sur­

rounding the unit. 
4. The objectives and functions the head of the unit 

saw as appropriate for that unit in the future devel­
opment of the Division. 

5. The ways in which future objectives and functions 
might have an impact"on organizational structure. 

6. Important barriers to achievement of their objec­
tives, if any. 

The interviews constituted the second stage in the 
study. 

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 Advis­
ory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations in 
their report. State-Local Relations in the Criminal 
Justice System. 

Within this model, there are four major criteria 
r 
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against which administrative adequacy should be 
judged. These are: 

1. Functional Completeness 
2. Geographical Adequacy 
3. Popular Responsiveness 
4. Structural Sufficiency 

Functional Completeness refers to the ability of the 
system to deliver comprehensive, coordinated ser­
vices; that is, the degree to which all necessary func­
tions are represented in the system and organized for 
efficient delivery of sl;!rvices. Geographical adequacy 
refers to the need for the system to encompass a large 
enough area and population to ensure that its func­
tions will be performed with a modicum of technical 
expertise. 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 credibility of the system to 
the pUblic. Structural sufficiency involves im'esting 
the requisite legal authority in the system so that its 
functions can be adequately executed. This refers 
not only to specific enabling legislation, but also to 
the distribution of decision-making and implementing 
authority such that lack of coordination and coopera­
tion among the components of the system has mini­
mal impact on its functioning. 

In addition to administrative adequacy, an organi­
zation or system must be evaluated in terms of fiscal 
adequacy. As developed by the Advisory Commis­
sion, fiscal adequacy includes the availability of stable 
and sufficient financial resources and organization 
to permit economies of scale and to prevent external­
ities in the provision 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 situ,9.ted within the Department of 

Institutions and Agencies, the Division of Correction 
and Parole is charged with the operational responsi­
bility for correctional 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 Correction 
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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: ~ime of crisis, th!s decision-making role be­
comes putamount. He formulates and guides Division 
policy and its implementation. He is the primary 
liaison in the communication process between the 
Division and the Commissioner of its umbrella 
agency, the Department of Institutions and Agencies. 

The Deputy Director: 
The Deputy Director assists and supports the Dir­

ector, channeling information from several of the 
Bureaus to the Director's office. He handles com­
plaints and inquiries' from the public and from of­
fenders' families. He oversees the implementation of 
the Interstate 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 revision 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 Correctional Institu­
tions at Yardville, Bordentown, and Annandale, 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 

, YCl's themselves, the two Training Schools for Boys 
and Girls at Jamesburg and Skillman, for juvenile 
offenders 8-16 years of age, are also part of the YCI 
complex. The YCl's were originally designed for the 
incarceration of offenders under 30 years of !'1ge who 
had been given indeterminate sentences, but with the 
current problems of overcrowding,.: a substantial 
proportion of the YCI bed space has been formally 
reassigned to offenders who are technically sentenced 
to the Prison Complex. 

Th'p'l'entire complex is supervised by the Super­
vising Superintendent, who acts as coordinator. He 
Provides direction.' for the superintendents of the 
individual institutions, coordinating the' relations 
between institutiqlfls in matters such as transfers, 
programs, staffing, reporting procedures, and union 
matters. He isiesponsible for the coordination of 
allotted resource!$ among the YCl's. At present" one 
of his major functions relates to the resolution of 
the bed space crisis. As chairman of th~ Reception 
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and Classification committee, he plays a major role 
in the distribution of offenders to available 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 Lee.sburg, as 
well as three satellite unit~ 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 minimum-maximum sentences. Ad­
missions are classified according to security needs and 
assigned to one of the prisons or to a satellite unit. 
With the present overcrowding,and the movement to 
reduce the popUlation of the Trenton 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 (he 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 t'he development of the 
budget. Like the head of the YCr complex, the posi­
tie'n of Supervising Superintendent is a new one with­
out administrative and clerical support. The posi­
tion has experienced difficulties similar to the YCI 
Supervising Superintendent's in role definition; su­
perintendents of Prisons tend to bypass the head of 
their complex and report directly to the Division 
Director on matters they consider 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 alternatives. He is present for consultation in 
meetings with the Division Director relating to policy 
decisions, program changes, and so on. 

In addition to budgetary and advisory responsi­
bilities, several other distinct functions are directed 
from the Bureau of Fiscal Management and Planning. 
Among these is the developm~nt of a Correctional 
Information System, a management information 
tool that is expected to be entering information in a 



matter of months. The coordinator of the SLEPA 
funds allotted to the Division also works out of the 
Bureau of Fiscal Management and Planning. A pro­
ject specialist who monitors the accumulation of over­
time among correctional officers has been attached to 
the Bureau in an effort to reduce expenditures related 
to overtime. 

The Chief of the Bureau reports directly to the Dir­
ector of the Division. In addition to the staff in his 
Bureau, the Chief also maintains close communica­
tions with the Business Managers of each correctional 
institution. 

Bureau of Parole: 
The Bureau is the administrative agency responsi­

ble for the supervision of most persons over the age 
of 16 paroled from training schools, YCl's, and pris­
ons in New Jersey, as well as parolees from other 
states who reside in New Jersey and require super­
vision. Other responsibilities include parole planning 
and making investigations for applications for Execu­
tive Clemency. The Bureau of Parole is. not a parole 
decision-making agency. 

The Bureau of Parole maintains a n\lmber of insti­
tutional parole offices (in the training schools, YCI 
eomplex, and Trenton State Prison complex) for 
planning and release, as well as nine (9) district parole 
offices in strategic physical locations throughout 
the state. It also operates a residential facility 
(P.R.O.O.F.) in Jersey City for parolees who are 
finding adjustment to the community difficult and 
need additional support. 

The Administrative staff of the Bureau is composed 
of a Chief and seven (7) Supervising Parole Officers. 
These seven officers are responsible for Probable 
Cause hearings, interstate matters, operational pro­
cedures, statisticJ, training, and the nine district 
offices and their supervisors. 

The Chief, who reports directly to the Director 
of the Division establishes policy and procedural 
guidelines. Certain of these procedures have been 
formalized as standards by the Bureau of Programs. 
Although the Bureau of Parole operates and coordin­
ates services in the community, it has no struc~,lral 
rela tionship to the Bureau of Community Servicei !( 

Bureau of State Use Industry: 
This Bureau operates 23 different industri'es out 

of 20 shops located in seven of New Jersey's correc­
tional institutions. The industries are deliberately 
diversified in order to reduce their impact on anyone 
outside competitive manufacturer. 

() 

The Bureau is responsible for overall planning, 
selection of products, management of equipment and 
materials, coordination of processes, product distri­
bution, and technical advice and services to the prison 
industries. However, the superintendents of the insti­
tutions are responsible for managing and directing 
the industrial shops within their institutions, adhering 
to manufacturing schedules, and meeting the inmate 
training objectives established by the Bureau. Shop 
supervisors and all State Use staff members at the 
institutions are responsible directly to the Superin­
tendent, who is their appointing authority. 

The Central Office staff with their administrative 
and coordinating responsibilities is under the super­
vision of the Chief of the Bureau of State Use Indus­
tries, who reports directly to the Director of the Divi­
sion of Correction and Parole. However, the Bureau 
operates semi-autonomously from the Division, 
largely because it is expected to be economically 
self-sufficient. All operating costs, salaries, inmate 
wages, etc. are furnished hy the Bureau from its in­
come. This semi-autonomy of the Bureau from the 
Division and the industries from the Bureau results in 
curtailed lines of communication between the agents 
responsible for planning and the agents responsible 
for implementation. 

Coordination of State Use Industry needs with 
other program priorities has proven difficult. For 
maximum efficiency of operation, with its many 
repercussions fOf competitiveness, income, and 
quality of products, a stable, skilled work force is 
necessary. No formal structure exists for dealing with 
the many conflicts with other programs that arise 
from these needs. 

Bureau of Programs: 
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 
development of a set of minimum standards to ensure 
equitable, workable, and acceptable practices in New 
Jersey's correctional system. The standards are gen­
erated by the Bureau's staff from correctional guide­
lines suggested or established by national organiza­
tions, other states, advisory bocHes and receint court 
decisions. They have been directed at numerous areas 
such as classification, inmates' rights, discipline, and 
parole revocation hearings. Standards are directed at 
the residential facilities and programs. Their intent 
and impact is short' or medium range planrting. The 
Bureau of Programs 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 are not 
feasible or appropriate for their facility. 

The Chief of the Bureau of Programs may report 
to the Director· or the Deputy Director of the Divi­
sion. He aiso communicates with the heads of the 
correctional institutions regarding the development 
of new standards. 

Bureau of Operations: 
The Bureau of Operations has mUltiple functions, 

but its primary responsibility is the inspection of all 
state, county and local correctional facilities to deter­
mine compliance with standards for programs, main­
tenance, operations, inmate rights, and the physical 
plant. Inspections and programs audits are made on a 
yearly basis wi th each facility receiving approxi­
mately one day's investigation. 

The state facilities are evaluated against Division 
standards promulgated by 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 bodies such as the 
American Correctional Association and the National 
Council on Crime and Delinquency. If 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
ings, the Bureau can only refer the deviating institu­
tion to the Courts. The Bureau's power of enforce­
ment is thus entirely indirect. Difficulties with devia­
tions have been especially troublesome in the county 
and local facilities, the facilities with which the Bu­
reau is least closely associated. 

Other functions of the Bureau of Operations in­
clude coordinating 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 work re­
lease programs in accordance with recent legislation, 
and also give aid in writing or amending rehabilita­
tive programs for inm.ates. 

The Chief of the Bureau of Operations may report 
directly to the Director or Deputy Director of the 

, Division. While he communicates directly with the 
facUities under audit, local corrections facilities com­
mUllicate with the Bureau of Operations through the 
Director of the Division who then r.efers matters to 
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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 services in the Division of Correc­
tion and Parole. At present, the Bureau exercises 
these functions through 3 community treatment 
centers (CTC's) for juveniles and 2 community ser­
vice centers (CSC's) for adult offenders. The juvenile 
treatment centers 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 have been projected for the near future. 

The Bureau of Community Services is essentially 
a one-position operation. This position, that of the 
Chief, is funded by the sta te, but no state funding 
for additional central office staff or clerical workers 
is provided. 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 facilities. 

The Bureau of Community Services is not respon­
sible for all of New Jersey's community-based facili­
ties. A women's halfway house at Clinton, the four 
residential group 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 
other major unit responsible for community service to 
the offender. 

The community services offered 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 diversionary (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
vices has legal authority to house in its facilities adult 
offenders participating in the county work release 
programs, but to date active cooperation between 



state and county resources has not taken place, large­
ly because of unresolved financing issues .. 

Youth Residential Centers: 
Responsibility for the four Youth Residential 

Centers (Highfields, Warren, Ocean and Turrell) 
is not assigned to a Bureau or to either of the Super­
vising Superintendents of the prison/YCl 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 4ave 
evolved with the judicial and probation systems 
facilitates a degree of cooperation and coordination 
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. The 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 (14 and below) or the 
older (18-21) delinquents, although the latter may be 
placed in a Community Service Center for the last 
few months of his sentence. 

Legal 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· 
prepares the Interstate 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 he provide them with legal counsel, instruc­
tion, or referrals. Another function not formaily 
assigned to him or anyone else is preventive legal 
action against lawsuits, by keeping the Division sys­
tematically abreast of new court decisions and their 
implications for policy, programs, and planning. 

Proiect Specialist: 
Reporting directly to the Director is a Project 

Specialist, who is assigned as a troubleshooter to 
areas or projects which merit immediate attention. 
Projects assigned to the Specialist since the position 
was created include classification 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 institu­
tio'ils, and the State Use Industries with regard to in­
mate program priorities. The liaison agent coordi­
nates the needs of the different pr.ograms, and is alsd,: 
used as a troubleshooter and 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 Structure 

The following analysis proceeds from the model 
developed by the Advisory Commission on Intergov­
ernmentaX Relations in their report, State-Local Re­
latiOlts itt tile Crimillal Justice System. The Dh'ision 
of Correction and Parole is discussed in terms of the 
degree to which it meets the Commission's criteria: 

• Administrative Adequacy 
• Geographical Adequacy 
o Popular Responsiveness 
• Structural Sufficiency 
• Fiscal Adequacy 

ADMINISTRATIVE: ADEQUACY 
To a large extent, the ways in which the Division 

fails to meet these criteria can be traced to the reflex­
iwo! course to which the corrections system is bound 
by its current organizational structure. It is caught in 
u circular process whereby the services aVi:lilable to 
New Jersey's offenders are defined by the functional 
administrative units available for delivering the ser-

. vices. and vice versa; the result is that New Jersey's 
de facto COrrl;9-t;vnal philosophy is institutional. This 
mayor may not accord with the self image and implic­
it objectives of the Division of Correction and Parole. 
The implications of this circular process for effective 
and comprehensive service delivery are obvious: when 
the objectives Of a correctional system remain implic­
it, the functions and structures necessary to accom­
plishing these objectives may remain unrecognized 
and unrealized. 

Functional Completeness: 
It would appear that the organization of the Divi­

sions of Correction and Parole is functionally incom-
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plete. That is, not all functions necessary for a com­
prehensive correctional system are formally or even 
informally performed by an administrative 'unit in 
the Division. The most important functional deficits 
in the Division of Correction and Parole are identified 
by this analysis i nelude: (l) lack of evaluative capac­
ity; (2) lack of long-range planning cap,ability; (3) 
lack of alternatives to incarceration; (4) la.;:-\c of com­
munication with other key components of the crimi­
nal justice system and between the units of the Divi­
sion itself. A corollary impediment to administrative 
adequacy is fragmentation and duplication of func­
tion; this is most apparent in the dispersion of respon­
sibility for (l) community services, (2) juvenile ser­
vices, and (3) for the development of correctional 
standards. 

Information and Evaluation: 
One of the Division's most serious functional def­

icits is the lack of systematic or reliable means of 
obtaining information about the functioning of the 
correctional system. An information system is being 
developed at this time, but it appears to be primarily 
for management and not sufficiently oriented toward 
evaluation. The potential value of systematic feed­
back as a basis for policy does not seem to be suffi­
ciently acknowledged in New Jersey corrections. 
Programs and services tend to be evaluated subjec­
tively by those responsible for them, There is no 
agency whose expertise is in the area of research and 
objective evaluation of the services offered by the 
correctional system. 



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 needs, and 
the needs of the target populations into active plan­
ning for future programs, services, and facilities. As 
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 Inccnceration: 
Another functional deficit in the Division is the 

lack of alternatives to incarceration. Such commun­
ity services as exist are largely residential and even 
those are directed at highly specified target popula­
tions. Few alternative placements except incarcera­
tion in training schools, YCI's, or prisons are avail­
able for several potential target populations (e.g., 
youth under 14, or over 18 years of age). The author­
ity to implement diversionary programs is scattered, 
not only within the Division but beyond it, in the 
courts, local and county governments, and the Divi­
sion of Youth and Family Services. The most widely 
used alternative to incarceration-probation-is not 
presently related to the Division of Correction and 
Parole. There appears to be little commitment of 
funds or manpower to th£,: development of new alter­
natives. 

Lack of Communication: 
The isolation of the Division from other major 

components of the criminal justice system reflects 
a marked functional deficit. No regular channels 
of communication, feedback, and coordination exist 
between the Division and the courts, the legislature, 
the police, the Parole Board, or local correctional 
authorities. The void in official, systematic liaison 
activities has a significant impact on the present 
programs of the Division; an excellent example is the 
difficulty experienced by the Bureau of Community 
Service~ 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 of the programs. 

The Division of Correction and Parole also suffers 
from a tack of communication among its own units .. 

This is exemplified in non-systematic and disputed 
lines of communication and authority. It was not 
unusual for the interviewers to be gi~en 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 virtualIy every administrative (and some­
times operational) unit relies on reporting directly to 
the Director of the Division. Information 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 of 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 for 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 impie:: 
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
tOllS, exist. In some cases,. they are the result of a 
choice of priorities, but many times they result from 
oversight or failure to recognize a need. These over­
sights are the legacy of haphazard organizational 
development. 

Fragmentation and Dup!ication of Function: 
A corollary obstruction to administrative adequacy 

in the organizational structure of New Jersey's cor­
rectional system is fragmentation and duplication of 
function. The mpst 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 se-rving essentially similar popu-
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lations to be under separate coordinating administra­
tors. 

Juvenile services suffer from similar fragmentation. 
The problem here is exacerbated by the fact that these 
services are 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 nine residential facilities for juveniles under 
18, a few nonresidential programs attached to resi­
dential facilities, parole services for most offenders 
over 16, and the Youth Correctional Institution Com­
plex for offenders 15 to 30 years of age. The Division 
of Youth and Family Services handles parole super­
vision for all those under 14 years of age and for some 
juvenile offenders between 14 and 16. The district 
courts handle probation !lervices. Essentially then, 
New Jersey has no juvenile correctional system, but 
merely an aggregate of uncoordinated services. 

A final example of this fragmentation is the de­
velopment of standards. The Bureau of Programs 
creates standards for state correctional institutions; 
the BureCiu of Operations is in the process of devel­
oping minimal standards for local correctional facili­
ties. Parole standards were drafted as a statement of 
existing policies and practices. 

GEOGRAPH~CAL· ADEQUACY 
Another criterion by which administrative ade­

quacy should be judged is that of geographical ade­
quacy. This means that a system must encompass a 
large 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 be sufficiently responsive to local and 
regi(l'1al 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 arid maintain technical expertise in service 
delivery. This has serious repercussions on the admin­
istrative adequacy of the entire New Jersey correc­
tions system. The organizati, .. wal structure of the Di­
vision of Correction and Parole contributes to con­
tinued geographical inadequacy insofar as the inter­
relations between the state and local corrections 
funcH'tlDs are profoundly limited. The state (through 
the Division) provides virtually no services to alleviate 
the burden of responsibility on loca I governments. 
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POPULAR RESPONSIVENESS 
The third major criteria'., against which adminis­

trative adequacy can be judged is popular respon­
siveness. This simply refers to the organization's 
ability to maintain sufficient public credibility and 
support to implement its policies. Ordinarily, popu­
lar responsiveness entails public input into correc­
tions policy through the use of a citizen ad visory 
board or other elected representatives. An adminis­
trative unit involved with public and 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 type. 
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. Unfortunately, there are not es­
tablished channels within the current Divisional struc­
ture through which reassuring information 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 sufficiency; 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 Parole is structurally insufficient 
in several respects, notably in its powers of enforc­
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 Bureau has 
been designated as the unit of inspection but has not 
been given legislative authority for direct enforce­
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-
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dustry, the goods which can be produced, and the in­
centives which can be offered to the inmate em­
ployees. The industrial skills acquired by the inmate 
mayor may not be transferable to the free commun­
ity since the pace, quality controls and performance 
demands of prison industries are not comparable 
to those of private industry. These skills mayor may 
not be useful because the industries have not been 
selected with future employment opportunities in 
mind. Additionally, the resources from which pay 
incentives are drawn are limited by the requirement 
that all profits above a minimal level revert to the 
State Treasury. 

An additional aspect of structural sufficiency is the 
requirement that the correctional system be organized 
so as to prevent any single unit or minority of units 
from impeding constructive action by'the other units. 
In the Advisory Commission's model, this referred 
primarily to governmental entities. Local govern­
ments in New Jersey can at 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
ment, there are no structural provisions for encourag­
ing utilization and coordination of services to target 
populations which are under the jurisdictional au­
thority of a county or municipality. 

Within the Division, a comparable problem exists. 
There is so little utilization of a secondary, coordin­
ating level of authority that the Director must give 
personal attention to much of the Division's routine 
information flow and decision-making processes. 
This constitutes an inadvertent but often significant 
bottleneck in intitiating constructive action. 
FISCAL ADEQUACY 

Fiscal adequacy complements administrative ade­
quacy in correctional 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 
scale, to avoid dependence on external funds for 
essential services, and to anticipate all reasonably 
foreseeable fiscal needs. Fiscal adequacy is inti­
mately related to geographical adequacy, and is parti­
ally a function of popular responsiveness. Insofar 
as New Jersey corrections'does not meet the criteria 
for geographical adequacy and popular responsive-' 
ness, it is also fiscally inadequate. Other fiscal dif­
ficulties include limited resources, concentration of 
resources on incarceration of offenders, and the use of 
short-term, externally provided funding for a sub­
stantial proportion ~f its noninstitutional alternatives 

to incarceration. 

Corrections usually receives minimal funding from 
state legislatures, and is traditionally the fiscal under­
dog of the criminal justice system. This is no less true 
in New Jersey than elsewhere, and the problem is 
compounded by the delegation of such major services 
as probation, to the financial support of local gov­
ernments. However, the Division of Correction and 
Parole is so organized that most of its limited re­
sources must be spent on the most expensive correc­
tional alternative- institutionalization. The present 
organizational structure revolves around institution­
al facilities. Virtually all the Division's functional 
units-even those committed to community services 
- are primarily concerned with the administration of 
residential facilites. Virtually none, except parole, 
is actively involved with non-residential·· services. 
This emphasis on residential services has grown out 
of the urgent need for space to accommodate the 
growing number of offenders. Efforts to resolve this 
problem have centered almost entirely in the avail­
able services - mostly institutional- and have not 
been directed at developing alternatives. A corollary 
outcome of this uneven distribution of resources is 
that community-based correctional programs (re­
sidential and non-residential) have no stable, inter­
nally supported source of funding. They consistently 
receive second priority and, if implemented at all, 
are generally financed on a short term basis. The 
future of the least expensive means of dealing with the 
offender is considerably less secure than that of the 
most expensive alternative. 

It should be emphasized that the administrative 
and fiscal inadequacies discussed in the preceding 
pages are not unique to New Jersey. Furthermore, it 
should be obvious that no correctional or criminal 
justice agency can ever be organized so as to fully 
meet all criteria for administrative and fiscal ade­
quacy. However, as the Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations cautions, "Where crim­
inal justice systems, in a general way, do not meet 
the conditions of being administratively and fiscally 
sound, they will face increasingly problems of effec­
tiveness, efficiency, and equity." These are the prob- , 
lems New Jersey is facing today. 

One of the repercussions of the increasing pressures 
and problems faced by the Division of Correction and 
Parole is the morale of the organization. A subtle but 
significant atmosphere of resignation and fatalism is 
striking to the ouside observer. The staff of the Divi­
sion give devoted effort, but aga~~st great odds for 
constructive changes. . 
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New Jersey Corrections: 

Organizational Recommendations 

It was recommended that an agency of state correc­
tions be established at the department level of govern­
ment. * The jurisdiction of the Department of Correc­
tions shall include all offenders sentenced or commit­
ted to the custody of the Commissioner of Corrections 
by a court of competent jurisdiction. The purpose of 
this agency shall be to provide for adult and youthful 
offenders those institutional and community-based 
programs and services within its jurisdiction which 
best protect the public through the reintegration of 
offenders into society for lawful community living. 
The Commissioner shall be professionally qualified 
to administer the department in accordance with the 
highest professional correctional and managerial 
standards. 

The Department of Corrections, with the advice and 
consent of local correctional officials, shall define 
minimum standards for county. and municipal custo­

. dial correctional facilities, operations and programs. 
!he Department shall be charged with the responsi-
'bility for inspecting the custodial facilities, operations, 
and programs; for offering technical assistance to 
tliese facilities, and may enter into contractur~l ar­
rangements with the facilities for the purchase of care. 
(Legislation should be enacted to authorize the De­
partment of Corrections to enforce in the courts the 
minimum standards it promulgates.) . 

The Department of Corrections shall have respon­
sibility to upgrade, expand, and utilize non-institu­
tional services for offenders within its jurisd!ction, 
when consistent with the demands of public safety. 
To accompUshthi!l, the table of organization which 
shall be created for the Department of Correl~tions 
shall il!dicate a unit with a community services mi~,"ion 
attbe same organizational level as the unit wi~h\'an 
institutional services mission. I, i/ 

I; 

*This 'recommendation was enacted With the passage of AsseJ~blY 
Bill 1912, effective Nov. 1,1976. i 
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To ensure the highest possible degree of public 
support and confidence, the departmental structure 
should reflect a strong professional 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 of the criminal 
justice system. 

Corrections in New Jersey is a mixture of activities 
which are administered' along jurisdictional or func­
tionallines. That is, certain organizations are respon­
sible for particular segments of corrections. Counties, 
for instance, maintain detention and short-sentencing 
facilities. Municipalities administer lock':up and 
holding facilities. Probation services are maintained 
for the courts through county-administered depart­
ments. The state government has two main correc­
tional functions: the operational responsibility for 
long-term correctional institutions and the super­
vision of offenders paroled from these institutions. 
The Division of Correction and Parole which is 
charged with the state-administered correctional 
functions is organizationally situated within the De­
partment of Institutions and Agencies. It is inter-­
esting to review the size and scope of that depart­
ment. The wide range 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 task is 
reflected in a single statistic: approximately one of 
seven New Jerseyans receives services supported by 
the Department of Institutions and Agencies. The 
Department directly administers thirty-one institu­
tions for the followirtg purposes: mental health, test­
ing and diagnosis, mental retardation, corrections, 
chest diseases, and disabled veterans services. (See 
attached chart indicating the location and type of 
institution. ) 



NEW JERSEY STATE INSTITUTIONS 

ANCORA PSYCHIATRIC HOSPITAL, Hammonton 

GREYSTONE PARK PSYCHIATRIC HOSPITAL, Morri. Plolns 

MARLBORO PSYCHIATRIC HOSPITAL, Marlboro 

TRENTON PSYCHIATRIC HOSPITAL, Trenton 

NEURO-PSYCHIATRIC INSTITUTE, Skillman 

ARTHUR BRISBANE CHILD TREATMENT CENTER, Allaire 

ADULT TREATMENT AND DIAGNOSTIC CENTER, Avenel 

JOHNSTONE TRAINING & RESEARCH CENTER, Bordentown 

NORTH JERSEY TRAINING SCHOOL AT TOTOWA 

NEW LISBON STATE SCHOOL, New Lisbon 

WOObBINE STATE SCHOOL, Woodbine 

VINELAND STATE SCHOOL, Vineland 

WOODBRIDGE STATE SCHOOL, Woodbridge 

HUNTERDON STATE SCHOOL, CLINTON 

YOUTH RECEPTION & CORRECTION CENTER, Yardville 

YOUTH CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION, Bordentown 

YOUTH CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION, Bordentown 
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TRAINING SCHOOL FOR BOYS, Jamesburg PHILADELPHIA*, 
\ 
\, 

TRAINING SCHOOL FOR GIRLS, Trenton {closedl 

CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION FOR WOMEN, Clinton 

STATE PRISON, Trenton 

STATE PRISON, Leesburg 

STATE PRISON, Rohway 

TRAINING SCHOOL FOR BOYS, Skillman 

HIGHFIELDS RESIDENTIAL GROUP CTR., Hopewell 

. WARREN RESIDENTIAL GROUP CTR., Washington 

TURRELL RESIDENTIAL GROUP CTR., Farmingdale 

OCEAN RESIDENTIAL GROUP CTR., Forked River 

NEW JERSEY HOSPITAL FOR CHEST DISEASES, Glen Gordner (closed) 

HOME FOR DISA.BLED SOLDIERS, Menlo Park 

HOME FOR DISABLED SOLDIERS, Vineland 

<> MENTAL HEALTH 

¢ TES.TING AND DIAGNOSIS 

o MENTAL RETARDATION 

LEGEND 

o CORRECTIONAL 

<> CHEST DISEASES 

¢ 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 

FY1976 
APPROFRIA TION 

(in $OOO's) 

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 

Support Programs 
Garden State School District 
Capital 
Debt Service 

State Parole Board 

TOTAL 

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 of time and attention 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 executive 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 Departmept of Corrections independent 
of the Department of Institutions 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 separate Department of Corrections. 
The report issued by that group, HUman Resource 
Agencies: Adult Corrections in State Organizational 

Structure* outlines many relevant details concerning 
the organizational placement of state correctional 
activities. Generally, state correctional operations 
may fall into one of three organizational postures: 
(1) it may be established as a separate and indepen­
dent Department of Corrections; (2) it may be com­
bined with other criminal justice-related 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 childrens services, and desig­
nated as a "Human Resources Agency." 

Presently, state correctional activities are included 
in Human Resource Agencies in thirteen states. This 
number is diminishing; one year ago, fifteen states 
included Corrections 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 corrections are 

often confused with the primarily social service 
orientation of other units. 

• Lines of authority and accountability may be 
unclear. 

• 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 handicap 
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 adrrJinistrator which diminishes effec­
tiveness vertically within the correctional division, 
and horizontally- between the administrator and 
other key individuals in the criminal justice system, 

• The organizational separation of the state-admin­
istered correctional operations (in New JerStlY this 
primarily means long-term sentencing institutions 
and parole supervisioq) from those components 
operated by other agencies impeded the funl~tion­
ing of the parts as a system. In the words of the 
Council, "Another difficulty is the separation of 

"Human Resource Agencies: Adult Corrections in State Organi­
zational Structure, published by The Council of State Govern­
ments, Iron Works Pike, Lexington, Ky. 40511. 
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STATE HUMAN RESOURCES AGENCIES THAT CONTAIN ADULT CORRECTIONS 

STATE NAME OF AGENCY Reorganization date ** 

Alaska Department of Health and Social Services 1959 
California Health and Welfare Agency . 1968 
Delaware* Department of Health and Social Services 1969 
Florida* Department of Health and. Rehabilitative Services 1968 
Hawaii Departm1ant of Social Services and Housing 1959 
Iowa Department of Social Services 1967 
Massachusetts Executive Office of Human Services 1971 
Missouri Department of Soci al Services 1974 
New Jersey Department of Institutions and Agencies 1948 
Oregon Department of Human Resources 1971 
South Dakota Department of Social Serv-ices 1972 

Department of Soci al Services 1969 Utah 
Vermont Agency of Human Services 1970 
Washington Depal'tment of Social and Health Services 1970 
Wisconsin Depal'tment of Health and Social Services 1967 

* Adult Corrections separated from HRA in July 1975. 
** Note that New Jel'sey'-s Reorganization date is the earliest of all 15 states on the list. 
Source: Council of State Governments, Human Services Integration: State Functions in Implementation, 

September 1974. 

adult corrections from other parts of the criminal 
justice system. Criminal justice programs have a 
major impact in the adult corrections functions, 
but the HRA/corrections agency cannot easily 
effect decisions and planning in criminal justice." 

In general, then, it may reasonably be concluded 
that the particular issue- where to locate state cor­
rections organizationally- has no absolute answer 
but rather must be decided on the basis of the merits 
of'the individual case under consideration. When the 
particular circum!jtances of New Jersey are ap­
praised, a strong argument for the creation of an in­
dependent department of corrections can be made of 
the following three grounds: 

1.) Correctional policy can best be determined by 
a full-time, pro fessional correctional administrator 
at the cabinet level. The problems, issues, and deci­
sions facing corl'ections today requires the indepen­
dence and executive support of a catl'ilet position. 
As presently constructed with diVision status, correc­
tions cannot receiv~ the full-time policy attention 
of the individual who ultimately must determine or 
approve policy. Given the wide nmge of departmental 
priorities, demands and responsibilities, a division of 
corrections often receives "departmental policy­
making attention in proportion to the press of the 
crises and emergencies it experiences. With the crea­
tion of a department of corrections, ongoing policies 
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and attention to correctional issues would emanate 
from a priority list exclusively determined by correc­
tional interests. A related benefit anticipated from 
the elevation of corrections to department level would 
be the enhancement of the general status of correc­
tions which would facilitate progress in accomplish­
ing change. The authority inherent in a cabinet posi­
tion would 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 of Institutions and Agencies, correc­
tions because of its security and custody orientation 
is somewhat unique. The inclusion of corrections in 
a primarily social service organization creates prob­
lems since the other components of criminal justice 
do not as readily identify with or relate to a "human 
service" organization as they would to a professional 
and exclusively correctional organization. If im­
proved relationship and increased communication 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 discussed 
earlier that a great many of the probiems facing New 
Jersey corrections stem from a fragmented, poorly 
communicating system. An independent department 
of corrections, properly organized, staffed and sup-



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 iUs 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 identifica tion, correctional work is not viewed 
as a separate and distinct area of endeavor with a 
clear culture, values, and career ladder. As long as 
this condition exists, corrections will be handicapped 

initially by not being able to attract and 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 that much 
may be gained by the creation of a Department of 
Corrections. This is not to implY' that the establish­
ment of a Department will, in and of itself, achieve 
all the desired ends which prompt the significant 
administrative move. This action, accompanied by 
other necessary organizational modifications, 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 consultants proposed a new organiza­
tional structure for consideration by the Policy Coun­
cil. That particular proposal represented an effort 
to rectify several deficiencies npted 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 any of the 
several organizational structures which migiit be 
adopted for the Department of Corrections. It does, 
for instance, attempt to embody the Policy 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 concepts 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 must be 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 for this function. 

4. CloselY related to the preceding recommenda­
tion, the organizadon 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 nonresidential alterna­
tives to incarceration whenever consistent with 
considerations of public safety. This implies an 
upgrading of parole and community services to 
a higher administrative level and the introduc­
tion of expanded non-residential correctional 
service into the Department. 

7. Similar functions should be consolidated under 
a single administrative unit. 

8. All services for juveniles should be coordinated 
by a single organizational unit, regardless of its 
organizational location. 

9. Lines. of authority should be clarified so that 

II 
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all parties are clear as to whom they are re­
sponsible .. 

10. More authority should be delegated into the 
hands of a second and third line of command. 

11. Greater popular responsiveness, through public 
input into policy and an active public relations 
program, should be established. 

12. Legislative action should be sought. to rep3.ir 
obvioli,' "tructural insufficiencies in the correc­
tions system, such as the lack of authority to 
assure com pliance to jail standards. 

13. Financial resources should be distributed more 
appropriately among the various correctional 
alternatives, and new sources of funding sought 
for the development of additional alternatives. 



Implementing The Local Corrections Plan 

This section contains a detailed explanation of the 
steps necessary over an eight-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 TION PLAN 
The central problem in the implementation of 

Plan C, the locally oriented corrections plan, is that 
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 bedspace problem is the 
result of 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 populations) can not be expected to 
absorb an additional significant number of less 
serious state offenders until the Master Plan Imple­
mentation Tasks have been completed. 1980 is a 
reasonable target date for completion of these 
implementation tasks. 

The accompanying graph reflects 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 100% by June of 1984. 

It 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 rev:::al that some are not vi­
able. However, it is thqught t~~t the process of ex­
ploring these alternatives in df)pth 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 comparabl~ 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 recommendations 
are the most specific in regard to medium/maxium 
bedspaces which present the most critical problems. 
They are also relatively more detailed for Phases 
I and II 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 iitimber ~f beds paces expected to be provided 
bv the Plan C recommendations during each phase 
a;e detailed in the worksheets which follow the narra­
tive description 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 CORRECTION CAPACITY), THERE IS PROJECTED TO BE A 
SEVERE STRAIN ON STATE FACILITIES . 

BEDSPACES 
REQUIRED 

9000 

8000 

7000 

6000 -

5000 

4000 

Phas~ 
I 

TOTAL 

Phase 
II 

Phase 
III 

Phase 
IV 

.3000 
OTHER STATE BEDSPACES 

2000 

1000 
LOCAL CORRECTIONS 

o 

'. 

June, 
1976 

DESCRIPTIC)N OF PHASES I AND II 
(JULY 1976 - JUNE 1980) 

June, 
1978 

State bedspace needs during the next four years 
reflect: 

• The need to absorb in state facilities the increases 
in state qffenders based on sharp increases in New 
Jersey Correctional Catchment Population (See 
Correctional Master Plan Data Volume), 

• The neeld to continue the housing of less serious 
offende:rs in state facilities until local capacity 
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June, 
1980 

YEARS 

June, 
1982 

June, 
1984 

can be developed to accommodate these offenders, 

• 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 

• 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 II recommen­
dations focus on a range of expedients ch~fa\~terized 
in many cases by exorbitant operational costs and 
doubtful continuing quality. 

DURING PHASE I (JULY 1976-JUNE 1978) the 
expected increase in adults requiring medium or 
maximum 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 
offenders are: 
• To transfer juveniles and selected less serious of­

fenders now housed in medium/maximum bed­
spaces to Training School p.lIci local facilities 

• 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 (Le., the Prison Reception 
Unit, a new psychiatric unit at Vroom main, and 
the basement of the Adult Diagnostic and Treat­
ment Center), 

• To use additional substandard bedspaces at Tren­
ton, and 

• To discontinue the current use of emergency bed­
spaces at Rahway, Leesburg, Yardville, and Bor­
dentown 

The expected result of these recommendations are: 
• The continued use of 1140 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: 

• Development of the local corrections implementa­
tion plan, 

• Transfer of selected minimum custody facilities 
for juvenile and local corrections use, 

• A merger of Prison and Youth reception units to 
improve population management and provide 
added bedspace for housing, and 

• Initiation of renovation of existing facilities as 
required to meet minimal standards beyond sheer 
bedspace. 
In addition, expected increased in bedspaces needs 

during later phases must be anticipated during Phase 
I as follows: 

• Planning and design for one new medium/maxi­
mum facility needs to be completed, 

• Conversion of an existing minimum custody facil­
ity for medium custody use and renovation of the 
main psychiatric facility at Vroom need to be com­
pleted for correctional use during Phase II. 
The estimated Phase I capital costs total $25,000,000. 

DURING PHASE II (JULY 1978 - JUNE 1980), an 
additional increase of 570 in offenders requiring 
medium or maxium custody bedspaces is expected. 

The Phase II recommendations to absorb these 
570 offenders are: 

• To purchase local services for additional less seri­
ous offenders, 

• To transfer the Vroom main psychiatric facility 
to correctional use, 

• To occupy the minimum custody facility which was 
converted during Phase I to medium custody use, 

• To use additional substandard bedspaces at 
Trenton 

The expected result of these recommendations are: 
• The continued use of 1160 substandard bedspaces 

plus 350 temporary bedspaces in medium/maxi­
mum facilities, 

• A reduction in overcrowding in state medium/ 
maximum facilities from 138% to 134% of stand­
ard capacity. 

Other Phase II recommendations are: 
• To initiate local programs and facility planning and 

design as required to serve less serious state of­
fenders 

• To construct the new medium/maximum facility 
designed during Phase I 

• To plan and design two additional medium/maxi­
mum facilities 

• To continue required renovations started during 
Phase I 

The estimated Phase II capital costs total 
$39,000,000. 

DESCRIPTION OF PHASES III AND IV 
(JULY 1980-JUNE 1984) . 
Bedspace needs for state offenders durin~ Phases III 
and IV reflect:' 
• Less sharp expected increases in the New Jersey 

correctional catchment popUlation from which 
state offenders are drawn, 

• A leveling off at higher levels in length of stay 
for more serious offenders served by state facilities, 
and 
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• A planned increase in capacity of local programs 
and facilities to absorb less serious state offenders. 

The overall increase of 560 in expected beds pace 
needs from 1980 to 1984 reflects: 

• An increase of 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 
III 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-
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mum custody facilities no longer required for more 
serious state offenders. 

The estimated Phase III and IV capital costs total 
$129,000,000. 

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 
III 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 
bedspacesby 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 ca pacity during Phase IV. 



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 found to be not feasible for implementation for 
unanticipated reasons. 

However, if some of these detailed alternatives are 
not possible, comparable numbers of bedspaces will 
need to be found elsewhere if the Master Plan pro­
jections of total bedspaces prove to be correct. 
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PHASE I 
JUL Y 1976 - JUNE 1978 -

Initial Resultant 
Plan C: Detailed Worksheet 1/ 

Capacity Capacity 
BEDS Net BEDS 

Stan- Stnd NEEDED Chng Stan NEEDED 
dard +Sub Stan +Sub 

PLAN C BEDSPACES 5482 7483 7049 +701 6254 8363 7750 
Loca I Programs 0 150 150 +235 127 402 385 

State Bedspaces 5482 7333 6899 +466 6127 7961 7365 
Existing (incl. Convrted) 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 
Local Medium/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 3/ 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 

Local Programs 0 0 0 +265 127 282 265 
Transferred State Facil 0 0 0 +127 127 144 127 
New Programs 0 0 0 +138 0 138 138 

State Minimum, Adults4/ 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 Sate II ites 218 299 268 -47 170 251 221 
Adult Halfway 106 106 46 +39 106 106 85 

ADUL T SUPPORT UNITS 5/ 441 441 339 +18 381 ,381 357 

JUVENILE CORRECTIO)llS6/ 636 719 533 +450 967 lOS0 983 
Existing Trng Schls 636 719 533 +127 636 719 660 
Converted/Transferred Facil 0 0 0 +323 323 323' 323 

DETAILED WORKSHEET; NOTES: 

1/ This worksheet, which specifies a particular combination of the use of existing standard, substandard, 
converted, temporary, and newly constructed bedspaces, is intended to provide a starting 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' deHnition 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 rT\::Jximum vs minimum. In regord to capacity, 
a bedspace is counted as medium/max if it is incl uded 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. 

2/ State Medium/Maximum Custody, Existing: The main institutions at Trenton, Rahway, Avenel, Leesburg, Yard-
viJle, and Bordentown are included. The changes in counts quring each phase reflect:. 
" - A reduction in the Use of emergency bedspace during Phase I and 
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PHASE II PHASE iii PHASE,IV 
JULY 1978 - JUNE 1980 JULY 1980 - JUNE 1982 JUL Y 1982 - JUNE 1984 

Resultant Resultant Resultant 

Net 
Capacity 

BEDS Net 
Capacity 

BEDS Net 
Capacity 

BEDS 
Chng Sf.:!n NEEDED Chng Stan HEEDED Chng Stan NEEDED Stan +Sub Stan +Sub Stan +Sub 

+668 7174 9025 8418 +279 7821 9712 8697 +277 9009 9826 8974 
+250 635 652 635 +443 1078 1339 1078 +1069' 2147 2208 2147 

+418 6539 8373 7183 -164 6743 8373 7619 -792 ~860 7618, 6827 
+418 6185 8019 7429 .... 564 5989 7619 6865 ~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 

+668 7174 9025 8418 +279 7821 9712 8697 +277 9009 9826 8974 

+558 3873 5262 5110 +220 4398 5787 5330 +218 5547 5975 5548 
+125 245 245 245 +125 370 370 370 +671 1041 1041 1041 

+433 3628 5017 4865 +95 4028 5417 4960 -453 4506 4934 4501 
+21 2767 4156 4004 -305 2767 4156 3699 '-1104 2595 3023 2595 

+412 507 507 507 - 507 507 507 - 507 507 507 
- 0 0 0 +400 400 400 400 +800 1200 1200 1200 

+125 1953 2332 1983 +92 2075 2494 2075 +92 2162 2468 2167 

+125 390 407 390 +318 708 969 708 +398 1106 1167 1106 
- 127 144 127 +196 323 384 323 - 323 384 323 

+125 .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 T83 168 
- 106 106 85 -85 0 0 0 

- 381 381 356 +15 381 381 381 +14 381 381 385 
: 

-14 967 1050 969 -48 967 1050 921 -47, 919 1002 814 
-14 636 719 646 -48 636 719 598 +1 636 719 599' 
- 323 323 323 - 323 323 323 -48 283 283 275 

- An initial increase in use of substandard bedspaces at Trenten fellewed by a reductien, in: the' Use' ef such 
bedspaces at Trenten, Rahway, and Bordentown during Phases III and IV as replacement bed'space' beceme 
avail able. 

3/ Sf'ilte MedlMax Custody, Converted: Included fer initi 01 pi anning purpeses are the maximum custod:y fdcility 
which now houses psychiatric patients at Vreem Buildin,g and an unspecified minimum custedy facility whrch 
weul ,be cern" u ton d enverted f r use by edlum c stedy sta e ffe ders . 

4/ State Minimum, Adult: Included' are the main institutiens at Clinten, Annandale" and Leesburg Farm. Ceunts. ini 
these and ether minimum custody units ·for adults arc affected by the diverslen of juvenaes and less serrous 
adults frem these units. As a result, a number ef these bedspaces are transferred to' lecal or. juvenile use 0'1' 
are phased eut during the pran. 

5/ Adult Suppert: Included are the Prisen and Yeuth Reception Units and the Vreem Readjustment Unit. 

s' 

6/ Juvenile Cerrections: Included' are the' present Training Scheol s at Jamesbur.g and Skillman and' a. number ef De-' 
partment ef Human Services units which are needed to' heuse adjudicated juveniles who, under the- present pl:an, 
would n<> lenger be heused in Yeuth Correctional facll ities. 



Implementing The Local Corrections Plan: 

The Implementation Group And Its Tasks 

Tbroughout the material above there has been much 
discussion of possible change. We ha ve noted that some 
proposals have been specifically aimed at individual 
components (e.g. instituting a classification system for 
levels of parole supervision) while others are of a more 
general level involving more than a single component 
(e.g. advocating the use of the "least restrictive" of a 
series of di~positions). Further, some recommenda­
tion areas a~:e within the purview of the existing state 
correctional structure while others go beyond tradi­
tional boundaries or present conceptions of ccrrec­
tions. 

Those recommendations which concern areas under 
the administrative control of the Department of Cor­
rections carll be implemented as they are accepted by 
the Commi.ssioner. The others will require the under­
standi!!g, support and cooperation of a variety of "out­
side" agencies. Because of this and al60 b~cause it is 
futile to propose a plan with no regard for implemen­
tation, some thoughts are presented here concerning 
how t~e 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
filled. 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
missioner 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 in New Jersey. 

Two major decisions must be made concerning the 
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establishment of a group charged with the implemen­
tation of the Master Plan: 

• the composition of the group 
• the nature of the tasks the group is to perform 

THE IMPLEME~T AIION 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 charg~d 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 gO'/erning the administration of cor­
rections, ard as the authority for correctional 
budgets, the legislature is essential to the imple­
mentation of the Master Plan. 

• local corrections. Since the role of local corrections 
will be enhanced and substantially modified by 
ad6ption of the Master Plan, the cooperation of the 



chief correctional executives and the freeholders 
is necessary. 

!I law enforcement and prosecutors. It is clear that 
the implementation of the Master Plan depends on 
inter-governmental cooperation both 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 warrant 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, vary 
widely in nature since they reflect the range of recom­
mendations suggested throughout the Plan. 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 alternati yes 

o Establish a single sentencing structure for all of­
fenders committed to state institutions 

• Channel more serious offenders to State facilities 
and iess serious offenders to local facilities 

• Institute a system for both more serious state and 
less serious local offenders which maximizes the 
use of alternatives and the early reintegration of 
offenders into the community 

REORGANIZATION rASKS 
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 many 
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 motivation for 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 charged with the implementation of the 
local corrections plan must initially define its scope 
of activities. To accomplish the objectives 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 all corr~ctional services or 
should some services (residential or community­
based) be provided jointly? An example might 
be a relatively specialized service such as deten­
tion for female offenders, or the establishment of 
a restitution center. How should these correctional 
areas be defined-according to political bound­
aries or according to catchment areas which are 
determined by an analysis of the actual location 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 county might serve as 
a basis for this necessary analysis.) 

• Undoubtedly much information, not currently 
available, is required to provide a sound basis for 
the Implementation Group to determine the actual 
Correctional Service Areas around which services 
to all less serious· offenders should be organized. 
The absolute necessity of accurate data for such 
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 survey the distribution of 
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stArE 
ADMISSIONS ADULT CRIME RATE TO STATE JAIL PAROLE PROBATION PER 100iOOOs 

POPULATION INSrlrUTIONSl POPULATION~ . CASE LOADs .. CASELOAD4 .... 
COUNTY (% Of=) (PERCENT) % ... 1 NUM. % 1 NUM. % 1 NUM. 1974 . 1 1975 . 

or • ~. • W". ---. , . . 

T eta I 100.0 100.0 100 31881 100 7464 100 28,248 4/723 5,060 
AtlantIc 2.4 5 4 173 4 300 2 605 6,042 6,439 
Be!rgen 12.2 4 6 228 4.2 319 7 2,070 3,387 31777 

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 5,650 5,715 

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 2 69 1.2 91 2 448 4,459 5,176 
Hudson B.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 5,7'27 
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 51985 6,048 
Salem 0.9 1 1 54 1. 76 1 376 3,405 3,912 
Somerset 2.8 1 1 40 1.7 i26 2 508 3,696 3,914 
Sussex 1.2 0.4 1 18 .3 20 1 162 31182 3,707 

Union 7.4 8. 7 221 8.3 617 8 2,374 4,627 4,77B 

Warren 1.0 0.3 1 34 .3 20 1 152· 3,214 3,287 

1 Approxlmatel y 4% are admitted from out of state. \ 
21975 Average Dally Population. Source: Survey of County Correctional Facilities fOI' N. J. Correctional Master Plan, bept. of Insti-

tutlons and Agehcies, 1975. 
3Source: Ahnual Report - 1975, Sure aU of Parole, The figures for separate counties are estimated from Bureau of Parole,ca5eload data 

which i5 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, irenton, N. J. 
S Source: Crime in New Jersey - 1975 Uniform Crime Reports. 
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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 Implementation Group will 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 will 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 operati on of the Correctional Service Areas. 
Participation in the local plan and receipt of State 
funds will be contingent upon meeting these stand­
ards. Standards will be required for: 
- 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 a program. Such standards would 
be expected to reflect the philosophical tenets 
endorsed in the Pl~n, namely modified just de­
serts and adoption of a scheme to utilize the least 
restrictive program or service alternative. (e.g. 
First-time property offenders must make reBtitu­
tion to the victim and pay a fine before an incar­
ceration sentence may be imposed.) 
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-Service Delivery-As a condition of receiving 
state funds for the provision of services to the less 
serious offenders who would remain in the 10-

calities 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 program 
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 designated by the Implementation Group, 
standards must be created to ensure 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, any funds expended for capi­
tal construction should be made contingent 
upon meeting progressive corre'cHonal standards, 
both architectural and programmatic. The es­
tablishment and enforcement of such standards 
would result in the upgrading of present county 
facilities physically and programmatically. 

------1 
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Appendix A: A Model Of Organizational 
Structure 

This material was prepared to offer a model of how 
cvrrectional services might be organized based on an 
analysis of the Division of Correction and Parole. It 
was proposed before the recommendation to adopt a 
Local Corrections Plan. It would require modifica­
tion to be adapted to the implementation of such a 
plan and also to conform to the statu lory require­
ments of Assembly Bill 1912 creating a Department 
of Corrections. 

In reviewing this early organizational model pro­
posed by the staff. it is helpful to remember its. spe­
cific objectives. It was designed to provide both the 
essential operational and managerial components 
which characterize efficient and effective correctional 
administration. It attempted to ensure the regular and 
systematic assignment of responsibility and authority 
for the performance of clearly defined tasks. The or­
ganizational principles which guided the design of the 
structure are: 

(1) organizational objectives should be clearly 
defined and policies formulated accordingly; 

(2) these objectives must be translated into func­
tional and 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 goal. 

The attached table of organization (Figure I) enti­
tled "Division of Corrections" was prepared by Mas­
ter Plan staff and consultants (prior to the creation of 
the Department) to illustrate how the organization 
might be restructured in keeping with the findings of 
the previous analysis .. .The overall functions and re­
sponsibilities of the Division of Corrections were 
distributed across three separate organizational 
wings .. These are under the authority of a Deputy 
Director for Institutional Services, a Deputy Director 
for Community Services. and a Deputy Director for 
Technical Services. The fourth wing, under the au-
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thority of a Deputy Director for Juvenile Services, 
appears on the organizational model, but was not. 
developed further, pending resolution of the issue as 
to where juvenile correctional services might best be 
organization::\lly located. (See Appendix on Juvenile 
Organizational Issues.) 

The roles and administrative support of the wings 
are presented in detail in succeeding sections of this 
Appendix. A brief functional description of the role 
of each of the Deputy Directors may, however, be 
helpful here. The Deputy Director for Institutional 
Services is responsible for all long-term, state correc­
tional facilities: the institutions currently part of the 
Prison Complex, the YCI Complex, and the Correc­
tional Institution for Women. The Deputy Director 
for Community Services is responsible for all short­
term residential facilities for adults, including pre­
release centers and halfway houses, all community 
supervision acti vi ties including parole and diversion­
ary programs, assessment functions including pre­
parole investigations, and community program devel­
opment and coordination. The Deputy Director for 
Technical Services is responsibJt..: for most indirect 
supportive services, including technical assistance on 
capital'development, the information and evaluation 
systems, short and long term planning, personnel, 
training, and fiscal management. 

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 
reorga!lization, most direct supervisory authority has' 
been delegated to the Deputy Directors. The Director 
maintains close commqnications with the operation 
of the system through rqgularly 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 maxirriize 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 
state and local correctional facilities. 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 have the authority to force compliance 
through condemnation 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 responsibie for 
investigating, on an ad hoc basis, any complaints and 
reports of noncompliance to standards received by 
the Office of Inspection. This 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 
as 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 cQordinates 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 
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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 persop.al representa­
tive and proxy for the Director on occasions when 
the Director is unable to be present, and does what 
can be dom~ 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 sub offices in the Office of 
Auxiliary S{lrvices: Interstate Compact Affairs, Af­
firmative Action, and Legal Services. These man­
agers report to the Administrative Assistant, who 
keeps the Dire!ctor 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 paroled offenders. The Manager has a staff of 
Escort Officers who tak~ 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 Manager 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 preparatiQl". 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, offenderr>' 
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 into 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. It is hoped that this sort of 
activity may reduce the number of lawsuits in which 
the Division becomes a defendant. 

Two extra organizational bodies which have con­
siderable impact on the policies and direction of the 



Division of Corrections 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 each 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 Depart­
ment of Civil Service. 

Institutional Services 
In this section, the proposed organizational frame­

work for the delivery of institutional services is pre­
sented (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 should be noted 
that the superintendents of an seven major institu­
tions are under a single supervising authority. The 
distinction between prisons and youth correctional 
institutions, already breaking 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 
which inhibits the distribution of inmates between 
institutions. It is not necessary 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/her own community. How­
ever, if different sentence classifications 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 institutional 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~ 
Hon 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 non­
juvenile correctional institutions will permit a broad­
er, more sensitive range of classification criteria. Age 
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and seriousne&s 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 the basis of risk classification. 
Eliminating the often arbitrary distinctions between 
the YCI and Prison 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 modification is 
the separation of residency (and, thus, internal secu­
rity) from control point 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 Assis,tant Superintendent of Oper­
ations. Internal security consjderations have not been 
dismissed, but security ~\nd programming needs have 
been integrated in (j{der to focus the efforts of the 
correctional institution on the primary and integral 
objectives of creating an environment with minimal 
d'estructive impact and maximum potential for rein­
tl~grating the offend,er into the community. Thus, line 
s.taff 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 impOl:tant departure from current insti­
tutional organization is the proposed creation of a 
Program Center in each institution. The Center plans, 
monitors artd coordinates all rehabilitative program 
services for the residents ofthe 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
rectional facility are closely assQciated with the Coor­
dinator of Programs for Institutiortal Services. The 

Coordinator, in turn, will be in close contact with 
the Planning Unit under the Deputy pirector of Tech­
nical Services. The use of coordinated. centralized 
program centers will enhance the efficacy and impact 
of programs upon the incarcerated offender through 
more detailed assessment of individual and popula­
tion needs, and systematic integration of these need.s 
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 this report and will not 
be discussed. 

Administrative Positions: 
Institvtional 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 of correctional institutions. 

Job Dllscription: As head of institutional services, 
the Peputy 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 Superintyndents of the various 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 Prq" 
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 needs and resources allocated to 
program activities in and across the institutions, 
monitors the quality and representativelless of pro­
gram offerings, consults with the Deputy Director 
and institutional administrators on program initia­
tion, alteration, extension and discontinuation. 
A key aspect ofhis/herrole is channeling feedback 
betwe!!n 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 passed through the Coordinator to the Infor­
mation and Evaluution 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 business or a related field. 
Job Description: The Coordinator of State-Use 
Industries formulates and supervises Divisional 
procedures on such matters as the priorities and 
objectives of prison industries, 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 Qonsistent 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 
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other program elements at the institutional level, 
the coordinators may mediate the difficulty or, if 
necessary, consult with the Deputy Director. 
At the next level of administrative authority under 

the Deputy Director are the superintendents of 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; coordinates their needs; and arbitrates and 
resolves conflicts between the needs of the divi­
sions. She/he reviews the dispositions of the Dis­
ciplinary Committee and is authorized to approve, 
order furthering 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 operation 
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 Institution, 
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 behavioral 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, treatment, 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 participates 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 supervises the data collection for aU 
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. Nonprogrammatic elements such as cus­
tody, security and maintenance are administered by a 
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-

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 Suppor~ive Services 
Job Qualifications: Experience in institutional 
management and a Bachelor's degree in a Business 
field. 
Job Description: The Chief of Supportive 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 on 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 points, ensuring ade­
quate coverage in all key areas by security persoll­
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 identifies possible prob­
lem areas, including staff needs for inservice traim, 
ing, and formulates recommendations on resolv­
ing security needs for both the Assist~nt 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 account. 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 structure. Chief among 
these is the establishment of coordinating adminis­
trative authorities for all program functions and of 
clear mechanisms for gathering, processing and uti­
lizing int'ormation about the effectiveness of these 
functions. Creation of a Program Center and its 
coordination of all programming greatly facilitates 
the development of adequate individualized services 

for each offender through detailed assessment of in­
dividual needs. The placement of residency under this 
same program authority and the personalization of 
security procedures, diminish the depersonalizing, 
destructive aspects of institutionalization and, con­
sequently, tendto allay many of the most common 
management difficulties. Finally, the separation of 
Programs and Operations eliminates the (often un­
satisfied) need for mUltiple areas of expertise in both 
areas. 

To alleviate the most urgent of the problems faced 
by the current organizational structure-the need 
to accommodate increased numbers of offenders­
this model of organizational 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 
foul' 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, 
including parole. In otder 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-

·tiQn 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 administrative 
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 specialized 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 community alternatives, and to 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 programs 
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 programsa:liCf a higher 
quality of service. Futhermore, 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 Correctioils. 

The rest of this section will describe the adminis­
trative positions 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 socia! 
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 'regions. 
The most important single component of his/her 
role is the coordination of all regional activities, 
to ensure a smooth flow 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 the 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 commun­
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
ense of and experience with community organiza­
tion, the criminal justice system, and the resources 
and services available in his/her region. The Coor­
dinator must have considerable expertise 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 com peting needs and goals of the four 
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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 Pianning 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 critical 
role in this effort through the cultivation of key 
personal and professional contacts and extensive 
public relations activities. 

Beneat.h the Coordinators are the Chiefs of the four 
types of regional units: Residential Services. Com­
munity Supervision, Assessment. and Program 
Development. 

Residential Services: 

Position: Chief, Residential Services 
J ob Qualifi~atjlj)ns: Bachelor's degree in a field 
such as psychology, social work, law, counselling, 
criminOlogy, or correctional psychology, plus ex­
perience in corrections, preferably as a Superin­
tendent of a community-based residential 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 bedspace in state-operated fa.cilities. 
The Chief is the primary 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 community-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 



as Chief, and the head of the smaller facility (e.g., 
a Halfway House) acts as Deputy Chief. In regions 
with only a single facility, the Superintendent of that 
facility is also Chief of Residential Services in that 
region. 

Assessment Ucit: 
Position: Chief, Assessment Unit 
Job Qualifications: Bachelor's degree in a social 
science discipline, with graduate work and demon­
strable sophistication in the investigation and use of 
statistical prediction and other objective assess­
ment tools. A comprehensive understanding of the 
entire criminal justice 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 
and sophisticated assessment services at the pre­
trial, 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 procedures utilized by the Assessment 
Specialists. She/he also works closely with the 
Residential Service and Community Supervision 
U nit Chiefs to ensure 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 time 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 experimentally well-docu­
mented tools available. Some of the necessary in­
formation may be gathered by law enforcement or 
courts personnel, but the Assessment Specialist 
assigned to the case would be responsible for the j 

adequacy of the final analysis and recommendations. 
This Unit also is. a central source of valuable infor-

mation for the correctional information system and 
the Planning Unit. Assessment Specialists are an in­
termediate step on the Division's career ladder, faU­
ing between line-staff positions (such as Case Mana­
gers) and Administrative supervisory positions. 

Community Supervision 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 at least two years of di­
rect-service experience in case management. 
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 Managers. Similarly, the oper­
ation of diversion programs is directly managed 
by Program Supervisors who report to the Chief. 
As head of the individual supervision services, 
however, the most important single component 
of the Chiefs role involves the coordination of all 
other elements in-tIie team approach to case man­
agement. She/he is the integrating link in the feed­
back 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 responsible 

for most of the functions currently carried out by 
by the Bureau of Parole. The Case Managers are the 
primary supervising agents for all nonincarcerated 
offenders. In addition, however, the Community 
Supervision Unit assumes responsibility for state-run 
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 primary responsibilities: 
(1) appropriate referrals to all available service 
resources, both correctional and non correctional; 
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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 active role in this last activity. 
Acting on information input from the Chiefs of 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 coordination 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 neces5ary 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 client involvement in diff~rent 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 ,Qf the effective­
ness of diffe('ent 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 individuals would 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 djstrict, 
based on information received from the Assessment 
and Community Supervision Units. 

The organizational structure proposed for the 
delivery of community services would remedy the 
most pronounced deficits of the current service deliv­
ery structure: the organizational and philosophical 
emphasis on institutional correction's, 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 institutionalo 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 indirect 
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 Serviclls 
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 anaiysis, research design, program evaluation, 
long-term planning, inservice and preservice staff 
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training, data prol~essing, budgetary systems, arch i­
tecturoal and engineering recommendations for facility 
renovation and devt\lopment, 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-



tively with the performance demands all correctional 
systems face today. 

None of the functions assumed by Technical Ser­
vices are direct· services, and none of 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 avoid 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 members, Techni­
cal Staffing is rarely carried more than three or four 
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 heret is comprised 
of six units, responsible for (1) 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 Deputy 
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 his 
wing of the Division, but he/she should have an 
adequate academic and professional background 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, and limitations 
of the Technical Services, With the Director and 
other Deputy Directors, he/she assists in problem 
definition and the assignment of responsibility for 
the development of solution alternatives. (Thus, 
for exam\Je, the Director and Deputy Directors 
might deci.de 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 process, 
and to the Coordinator, Chief of Community Su­
pervision and Program Developers of a certain re­
gion to implement and collect information of a 
pilot program.) The Deputy Director for Technical 
Services also provides, through staff 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 by 
staff with specialized training for that particular re­
sponsibility. The three functions are: public inform­
ation, the development, maintenance and use of a 
correctional data-processing system, and systematic 
evaluation of various aspects of the c(~rectional 
system. 

The Public Information Office is designed to in­
crease and maintain popular credibility and support 
for the Division of Corrections, primarily through 
the educa tion and preparation of the public in modern 
correctional philosophy and programming. This basic 
goal can be realized in many ways, including: the 
dissemination of information about the effectiveness 
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 of responsibility for 
dealing with public inquries and complaints, including 
requests for information from the families of offend­
ers. 

The Correctional Information System should be 
capable of assisting two somewhat distinct functions: 
management and research. 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 possible 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 ~ystem 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·· ;~tivities of 
the Evaluation Teams must be carried out in close 
conjunction with those of the Planning 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 Qualifications: 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 Information 
System, and to assure that the quality anp content 
ofinfonnation disseminated to the public accurate~ 
Iy 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 assigns the projects to the Teams, 
works closely with its members in the interpreta~ 
tion of data and coordinates the Teams' use of the 
Correctional Information System. She/he has final 
responsibility for the project report ultimately 
issued by the Team. The information flow to and 
from the Planning Unit is channeled through the 
two Coordinators. 

Planning Unit: 

Serving functions closely allied to those of the In­
formation and Evaluation Unit is the Planning Unit. 
Competent, soundly-based long-term planning is 
critical to the adequacy of any correctional systems. 
The Planning Unit is responsible for operationalizing 
the long-tenn goals of the Division as defined by the 
Director and Deputy Directors. 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 Unit may 
design pilot projects in various program areas and 

'recommend that particular regions, communities, 
;Or institutions implement them. The Planning Unit 
"'(ould provide guidance and supervision to the pilot 
pl~oject at all stages. 

'The Planning Unit must be in close communication 
with both Institutional and Community Services, 
as 'well as the other Units within Technical Services, 
if it is to pmduce workable strategies for implementa­
tion of Dirisional objectives. In Community Services, 
the priroaiy liaison would be with the Chiefs of the 
Program Development Units; in Institutional Ser­
vices, it w()Uld be with the Coordinator of Institu­
tional Programs and the Assistant Superintenuents 
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>of Programs, In 8tddition, the Planning Unit would 
serve as a technicall resource for the Prog!'am Devel­
opment Units and the Institutional Program Centers. 

The Planning Unit is staffed by at least two Plan­
ning Teams of three members each. The activities of 
the Teams are coordinated and supervised by the head 
of the Unit. 

Position: Coordilnator, Planning Unit 
JGb Qualificatiol,s: A master's or doctoral degree 
in the social sciences, preJerably an applied behav­
ioral science such as social work or psychology, a 
strong background in social systems planning, and 
five (5) years expl~rience in corrections. 
Job D.cscription: As head of the Unit and the only 
staff member wUh professional-level skills in sys­
tems planning, tine 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 maintllining continuous feedback to and 
from Institutiooal 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-term plan­
ning needs. 

Capital DCl'clopmcllt and Architectural Unit: 

A third unit proposed for Technical Services is the 
Capital Developmlmt and Architectural Unit. New 
Jersey has an acHte need for technical assistance 
in the remodeling and refurbishing of many correc­
tional facilities. Unless such renovation is reviewed 
aM approved by lin office possessing the necessary 
k\10wledge of and Jexperience with correctional archi­
le,ctural and eng:lneering needs, the results may 
quickly become (lostly, obsolecent structures. The 
Calpital Development and Architecture Unit is de­
signed to provide an intermediate professional be­
twe:en the Division and outside contractors to en­
sure that specific correctional needs are adequately 
met in aU capital development and renovation. 

Other than a small staff of Draftsmen, this Unit 
has only a single administrator/architect. 

Position: Coordinator, Capital Development and 
Architecture 
Job Qualification: A five-year Bachelor of Archi­
tecture degree, at least two years of professional 
experience, and background in corrections or a 
related fi.eld. 
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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, caB 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 Training Unit is respon­
sible for the communication and acquisition of the 
necessary 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 pre service 
training and orientation designed and implemented 
by the Trainhlg Unit. J-Iowever, the Unit. also oper­
ates 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 State universities, colleges, 
etc.). The staff of the Unit can assume most of the 
more 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 
thorough 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 a~ 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 the Unit 
staff are under his/her authority. She/he also 
takes primary responsibility for the coordination of 
training 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
rection, 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 inferviews for all em-

ployees, the writing of job descriptions, upkeep and 
circulation of the lists of available Division positions, 
circulation of the Civil Service lists of job candidates, 
and employee record keeping. While much of the 
salient information of each employee is stored by the 
Correctional Information System, the central person­
nel records repository remains with the Personnel 
Unit. 

Institutional Personnel Managers are under the 
immediate supervision of the institution's Business 
Manager l but they must carry out their responsibil­
ities in a manner congruent with Personnel Unit 
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 ofthe 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 personnel informa­
tion to be entered into the Correctional Informa­
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
dinator of the 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 /iubstantially due to the large number 
of additional services to be administered by the Divi­
sion. 

The Fiscal Management Unit would be under the 
authority of the Deputy Director for Tech.nical Ser-

209 



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 management, the support staff of the Unit 
can be minimized. 

Position: Coordinator, Fiscal Management 
Job Q!lalifications: 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 
C06rdinator 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 contracthlg, program budgets, and 
other anticipated expenditures by other Units or 
facilities in the Division. Close liaison between the 
Coordinator of Fiscal Management and the Coor-
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dina tors 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
tion of continuing and anticipated services. 
The Coordinator also supervises the accounting 
staff and the Supervisor for SLEP A grants. In 
addition, he/she may monitor and guide the bud­
gets prepared by the Institutional Business Mana­
gers, in order to ensure consistency of format 
and requests appropriate to the Institution's posi­
tion 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. 



Appendix B: 1rhe Juvenile Issue 

Although the Ma~iter 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 Commis­
sioner of the Department of Institutions and 
Agencies to advise the Policy Council on the appro­
priate organizational structure and location for ad­
judicated juvenil'l.: delinquents. Commissioner Klein 
convened a committee consisting of representatives of 
the following agencies: ' 

County Probation Office 
County Hospitai 
lINS 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 a 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 of juveniles 
for which the Juvenile Care Committee was requested 
to concentrate its efforts. 

It should be pointed out that Juvenile Detention 
Centers and JINS Shelters are 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
ship 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 plans were 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 of Corrections. The Second and third 
options leave adjudicated juveniles in the Depart­
ment of Institutions and Agencies, although 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 
change from the jurisdiction of the Division of Cor­
rection and Parole whiclds responsible for bothjuve­
!tile and adult commitments. However, the organiza~ 
tional structure of the Department would be modified 
to incorporate juvenile service components. 

PLAN B 
Integration of the juvenile offender population 

under the jurisdiction of the Division of Correction 
and Parole and the juveniIc!s, 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 Youth and Family Services. Such an 
"umbrella" agency providing a wide range of ser­
vices would be located within the Department of In­
stitutions and Agenci~ •. and operate as a separate 
Division of Juvenile Services. 

PLANC 
Retention of the juvenil~ offender population with­

in the Department of Institutions 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 the special nature of corrections implied in the 
first scheme. 

RECOMMENDATION OF THE JUVENILE 
CARE COMMlTIEE: 

The Juvenile Care Committee convened in May 
1976 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: 
1) 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 facHities OP.trT"·:;;'~ by the Divi­
sion of Corrections and ParUlin .. il.is probable 
that the Department of Correctl"~lirw.ill 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 s~p­
arate identity for juvenile offenders (from adults) 
so tbat the issues pertaining tQ)uvenile offenders 
are assured of receiving 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; deterrence; 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 supervision, care and 
rehabilitation." Recognizing that rehabilitation is 
the primary goal of a juvenile offender agency, it 
is clear that placement of such an agency would be 
more compatlble 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 integrate the entire range 
of programs 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 Institutions 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 provide services to these same young­
sters and their families. 

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 
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 responsibilhies 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 components. 

1) Institutional Services Unit is responsible for the 
operation of the Jamesburg and Skillman Train­

. ing Schools and the proposed juveniie unit at 
Annandale. 

2) Community Services Unit supervises the com­
munity based residentfal 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 policies, 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
ina I justice community, namely, thejuvenile court, 
probation departments, 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 juvenile detention 
centers, and JINS shelters. In addition, this unit 
should serve to monitor the operations of county 
and local facilities 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 those juve­
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 and 18. 
It is clear this arrangement is fragmented. 
Therefore. the Juvenile Care Committee recom­
mended that the patole operation should be reor­
ganized so that a single administrative unit in the 
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Division of Juvenile Services is responsible for 
delivery o( 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 arid 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 juvenile 
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 formally 
act upon his recommendation. 



Appendix C: 
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
mendations. 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 imIpediate additional research and top-level, interagency focus on the rather considerable 
problems of implementation. 

While the Council's recommendations call for a fundamental 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 document cannot and should not be considered the complete and comprehensive 
master plan that was envisioned at the outset of our work 22 months ago. 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 vocational, educational or counseling 
programs or on the composition of the offender 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 of such a magnitude as to require immediate initiation of 
a complex study of these phenomena - before estimates of bedspace needs based on these projections are em­
bodied in hundreds of millions of dollars worth of new construction and operating costs. Here the staff and 
Council confronted data that posed a public policy question of 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-in 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 process 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 history 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 furlough 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 
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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. These 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 i~ ~nbstantial question as to whether or not some of the recommendations prepared by staff are con­
sistent with the policies recommended by the Council. Hence, not all the recommendations necessarily embody 
the views of the Correctional Master Plan Policy Council. 

Nevertheless, the report is a significant "first step" towards recognizing the need for reform, and as 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 plan for cor­

rections in New Jersey. When the Commissioner of Institutions and Agencies appointed the Correctional Mas­
ter Plan Policy Council, we expected and 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 part;cularity or specificity. Moreover, in addition to matters of relevance to the Department, the Plan pur­
ports to examine matters well beyond the jurisdiction of the Department of Institutions and Agencies (and the 
newly created Department of Corrections). Despite this, there was no representation on the Council 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 Council. Unfortunately, the Policy Coun­
cil did not have sufficient expertise from the various Branches and agencies to properly analyze all of the infor­
mation gathered and the interrelationship thereof. The desire on the part of some Council members to e.xpand 
its jurisdiction is also unfortunate in light of the fact that several groups (including the Governor's Committee 
on Juvenile and Adult Criminal Justice Standards and Goals) were constituted to study, in detail, several of the 
very subjects addressed in the Report. As important as these subjects may be, this State can ill afford the 
duplication 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) [t also 
recommends that sentences to institutions should be determinate for a fixed maximum period. (p. iii) In our 

*While the staff has made a significant contribution at gathering 
d'lta and analyzing same, there are some inaccuracies and out­
da\.\~d referenced to present and proposed practices and law. It 

would be counter productive to detail them herein, but we remain 
willing to meet with the staff to review same and to continue 
working with staff in 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,l-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 Council never carne to grips with the extent to 
which concern for 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 Of 18 months). If it 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 
prosecutorial 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 State and the facts evaluated with respect 
thereto are being studied,iis a result of a grant recently obtaint.~ in this office. We question, however, 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.:I;* 

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
tibns. There is also "over representation" in non-institutional settings. What is needed in this State, and in 
others, is a comparative 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 make this study valu­
able are Criminal Justice Information Systems which have been advocated by various standards and by the 

*It 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 I)f up to five years, unless the 
statutory maximum is less then five in which event the maximum 
will be as set 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. See State v. Spinks, 66 N.J. 5.68 (1975); State v. McBride. 
66 N.J. 577 (1975). Abolition of indeterminate terms will 
increase sentence duration. With respect to locally oricnted cor­
rection facilities, less serious offenders are already being sent 
to county facilities. All defendants receiving custodial scntences 
(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 penitentiaries for up to 18 months. 

·*The issue of construction needs is dependent upon the sentenc­
lng model utilized and the terms of same. Unfortunately, disposi­
tional alternatives are affected 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. 



Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA.) Unfortunately, it is most naive to feel that the neces" 
sary studies on this subject can be properly completed 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 proposals to that end. 
However, this subject was not specifically discussed by the Council and the staffreport embodying its recom­
mendations suggests that eventually all probation services, including pre-dispositional, might well be some day 
integrated into the Executive Branch of Government. In our view, the latter concept has no place in the Cor­
rectional Master Plan commentary. The staff has failed to analyze the constitutiomil issues involved in a pro­
posal to unify probation in the Executive Branch. The Probation Service in this State must be .administered, 
under the New Jersey Constitution, by the Judiciary which it services, and the staff has neglected to point out 
the constitutional basis of R.:33 and 1 :34. Moreover, fundamental fairness requires that presentence inves­
tigations, bail investigations and the probation revocation processing be handled by neutral parties within the 
Judicial Branch of Government. 

It is clear that the present probation service in this State is fragmented and in need of unification. One ·of 
the reasons that bail units, pretrial intervention programs and juvenile intake services have, in some counties, 
developed outside of probation, and in all counties in a dissimilar way, is caused by the fact that our Assign­
ment Judges have recognized the constitutional power of the Judiciary over probation and have applied R.1 :33 
to develop the best service delivery system available in their vicinages. As a result of review of the experimenta­
tion noted above, this office has been moving in the direction of assuring uniformity where appropriate. We 
have commenced to handle all collective bargaining on behalf of the 21 county Courts, and to increase 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 Courts 
have recognized the need for consolidation of the probation service within the Judiciary and have been seeking 
that unification 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 alternative incarceration (in the last 
fiscal year it cost $358, on the average, to supervise each probationer, which is an increase of $37 over the 
prior fiscal year), the Plan calls for an increased use of probation and local corrections without really dealing 
with important financial issues and the net cost result of the Plan. 

V 
We agree with many of the general cOllceptsembodied in the Report and with the need for further study 

and co-ordination by all.Branches of Government. We feel, however" that the specific recommendations 
embodied in the Report require additional study and consideration. 

cc. All Council Members 
Hon. Robert Mulcahy 
Mr. Jay Friedman, Project Director 

Very truly yours, 

Edwin H. Stern 
Director of Criminal Practice 
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