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Chapter 1. Introduction

Correctional standards in some form have existed for over 100 years,
dating from the 1870 Congress on Penitentiary and Reformatory Digscipline,.
It is only within the last 20 years, however, that there has been a sus-
tained effort to codify and gain universal agreament on a statement of
acceptable practice. As formal standards become a growing part of the
way in which individuals, agencles and whole systems are judged, they begin

to assume an aura of regulation that departs sharply from lofty principles
of the 1870 Congress.

Changs -- whether evolutionary, like correctional standards, or dramatic,
like prison riots — has its price. The codification, promulgation and
acceptance of a universally applicable set of operating guldelines is no
exception. At the most intangible level, there is a silent note of peer
group disapproval of "failing" to follow "acceptable" practice; more con-
cretely, standards may be the benchmark used to coerce behavior of entire
agencles or even states. Historically, correctional standards have been
seen as the humanitarian reformer's response to an uncaring society. The
sword cuts two ways, however: they can also be used as a cudgel for an
entrenched indifference, for Jjustifying the status quo, for complacency. Ideally
impetus for changing conditions which standards were designed to correct would
come internally from the self, from the professional collective; realistically,
externally-generated Principles can too easily become the timid's regulatory
excuse. Whether standards are ally or foe of continuing sensitivity to human
needs will be determined largely by those entrusted with their care.

Within this framework, the research on which this report is based had
a very limited scope, indeed. It set out to estimate the criminal Justice
system costs of implementing standards recommended by the National Advisory
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. (The other "prices" of
change were left to the philosophers.) As an analytical endeavor, however,

sistent to operationalizing in an eccnomicall& meaningful way an abstraction
like "administrative due process." This ostensibly required the develop-
ment of three methodologies:

® Sample Budgets were derived when there were data from activities
substantially in compliance with standards. This wag the case for
halfway houses and diversion programs.

® A Model Budget was required when the Commission recommended new
departures and resource configurations different from existing
practices. Workloads, ratios and similar data related to specific
functions were used to estimate costs  of"a model probation department
and pretrial services agency.

® The Cost Differentinl generated by a new procedure was estimated
in cases where there was no experience with or way of determining
the costs for a function or set of functions. Field and stationhouse
citation release were of this variety.
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These methods also can be conceptualized in terms of levels of aggregation:
differential costs focus initially on procedures (e.g., screening); model
budgets, initially on groups of procedures (functions), such as presentence
investigations; and, sample budgets on entire organizations perferming

g set of functions (halfway houses). A more elsborate explanation is
provided in Appendix A~2 and A-3.

The input focus of the original research —— direct criminal justice
system expenditures -— requires further elaboration. It arose not because
of (but, in fact, contrary to) the analysts' predisposition. The intercon-
nectedness of criminal justice processes only reinforce s the economist's
professional training to search for all costs -- tangible and intangible,
direct and externsl. Restraint, fortunately, was not always possible.

Opportunity Cost

"Opportunity cost" is the fundamental cost concept in economics and
simply refers to what must be foregone by choosing one alternative rather
than another. The measure of what is foregone may be psychological, physi-
cal or price. Conceptually, it implies that benign or benevolent motivations
for acting cannot contradict the fact that someone pays. Opportunity cost
should not be seen as a cynicism borne by economists, but a reality that
permeates all aspects of public policy formulation and execution.

This notion of cost is particularly crucial in analyzing a decision-
making process like criminal justice where an individual's libeety or personal
safety 1 at stake. For example, an opportunity cost of incarceration is
the foregone productivity of correctional clients. Most immates, if they
are emploved at all, are emploved in occupations which do not require their
most productive skills, and/or are paid at lower rates than they would have
been had they not been incarcerated. Society's loss, then, is goods and
services which are not produced. In 1972, Singer estimated this loss (fore-
gone productivity) for adult lnmetes in state, federal and local institutions
to be $8,038 per immate.l Adjusting for participation im maintenance and
prison industries, unemployment, and inflation 1972-1974, the foregone pro-
ductivity was estimated at $5,212 per inmate year for state institutions
and $7,125 for jails. (The figure is high&r becauge of the lack of alter-
native industrial opportunities in jails.)“ For 1978, this foregone pro-
ductivity is estimated_at $12,226 per immate year for state institutions
and $12,703 for jails.3 The total nationwide is estimated at $3.4 billion.

These more hypothetical estimates can be ccmparﬁd to more limited data
avallable on ipmate earnings prior to Incarceration. A January, 1974, prisoner
survey indicated that about 85 percent of the impates surveyed had been
employed; a moderate estimate ylelded an average annual income of $5.094.5
In 1978 dollars this would amount to $7,323 but should be regarded as an
understatement since some of the income wonld have been earned one or more
years prior to the survey period. (Such data of course, may include income
from illegal sources.) A survey of arrestee eagnings in 1975 4in Ohio indi-
cated average earnings of $7,935 (1978 dollars). Misdeme¢anants had a higher
average than f?lons. A 1976 study in New York City indizated lost earnings
of $30.16/day.’ 1In 1978 dollars this would be $34.29 or $8,916 per year.

e b g

Estimated Foregone Productivity Associated with Incarceration
in State Imstitutions and Jails, Per Inmate Year and Nationwide,

Figure 1-1

(1978 Dollars)

State Institutions
A. Potential Productivity per Immate Year
(assuming zero employment)2 $12,226
B. Unemployment Allowance (A x .15)b 1,834
C. Allowance for Inmate Involvement in

Institutional Maintenance Work (A x .10) 1,223

Allowance for Inmmate Involvement in
Prison INdustries, Vocational Tgaining
and Work Release ($6,554 x .33) 2,163

Estimated Foregone Productivity per
Inmate Year (A-(B+C+D)) 7,006

¥. Estimated Forggone Productivity, Nationwide

(E x 250,949) $1,758,148,694

Jails

A. Potential Productivity per Inmate Year

(assuming zero employment) $12,703
B. Unemployment Allowance (A x .15)P 1,834
C. Allowance for Immate Involvement in

Tnstitutional Maintenance Work )A x .10) 1,223
D. Estimated Foregone Productivity per

Immate Year (A-(B+C)) 9,646
E. Estimated Foregone Productivity, Natiomwide

(» x 157,570)¢ : $1,519,920,220

8This
Value

estimate was derived by redoing Neil Singer's original work, The

of Adult Inmate Manpower. See text for details.

bThis figure was used in the original report and was a function of total,
non~-white and youthful non-white unemployment rates; higher current unem-

ployment rates for all these groups would seem to indicate the use of a

new, higher figure. However, this begs the question of improving ex-offender

employment opportunities and, in aay case, society will pay through more

crime

Cpggumes (see original report) that the time of the 33 percent of ipmates
in prison industries, work release, or vocational training is worth an

or increased social welfare payments.




Figure 1-1 (comt.)

average of $6,554 (1974 data deflated to 1978) per immate year, rather tham -

the full potential $12,2256 due to other considerations; e.g., shorter dav,
different responsibilities, etc. !

dpgtimated 1977 population; see earlier texts
eEstimated 1978 population; see earlier text.

g e e e

There are, of course, less tangible and more important opportunity
costs assoclated with all types of correctional alternmatives:

o Elimination of money ball in fasvor of non-financial release will
foreclose opportunities for some with the resources to gain a
quick release;

® Pretrial diversion may increase the risk of victimization; or

o The cost of pretrial release may be monitoring beyond that used
for guilty persons by traditional probation.

These and other opportunity costs were discussed (but not priced) in each
of the Project's reports.

External Costs

External costs were the second area where a narrow input focus on only
direct criminal justice system expenditures wags extended. In this case,
the economist'g training was reinforced by the Commission's admonition:
Instead of hiring a large number of additional correctional staff members
to perform the services already provided to nonoffenders, it is much wiser
for correctional agencies to try to develop effective working relatiomships
with the agenciles and institutions with which offenders come in contact. '8
These agencles and orgamizations included:

1. Employment resources —- private industry, labor unicnaz, employment
services, civil service systems. ,

2. Educational resources -~ vocational and techmical, secondary college
and unilversity, adult basic education, private and commercial training,
government and private job development and skills training.

‘3, Social welfare services —— public assistance, housing, rehabilitation
services, mental health services, counseling assistance, neighborhood centers,
unemployment compensation, private sccial service agencies of all kinds.

4, The law enforcement system -~ Federal, State, and local law enforce-
ment personnel, particularly speclalized units providing public informatiom,
diversion, and services to juveniles.

5. Other relevant community organizations and groups -- ethnic and
cultural groups, recreational and social organizatioms, religigus and self-
help groups, and others devoted to political or social action.

As these recommendations imply, external costs or externalities are
those tangible and intangible costs borne by some individual, group or organ-
ization outside the particular ome under analysis. (There can be externpal
benefits, as well.) If followed completely, the Commissicn's recosmenda-
tions would create a substantlial new demand for services provided by others.
Whether or not they could be absorbed is contingent on a host of factors

ey T I R T e o v
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Figure 1-2. Estimated Mean Tultion and Fees
Per Student for Academic Year 1978-79

Public Private
University $789 $3,667
Other Four Year 648 2,681
Two Year 432 1,896
All Institutions 600 2,940

Source: U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
National Center for Education Statistics, Digesgt
of Education Statistics, 1979 (prepublication data).

Figure 1~-3. Mean Charge for Non-Collegiate
Post Secondary Schools by Occupational Group, 1978

e

Occupational Mean Charges
Group Public Private
Agri—Businéss $326 $2,514
Marketing/Distribution 310 926
Health Occupations 454 1,664
Home Economics 344 1,149
Business/0ffice 307 2,047
Technical 586 2,317
Trzdes and Industry 315 1,155
Average, All Groups $345 $1,616
Source:
6
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beyond the scope of this research such as volume of referrals, present

capacity utilization, ete.. However, an appreciation for the potential economic
impact can be gained by reviewing some potentlal externalities expressed

in terms of average costs. (The average vs. marginal cost debate is now

well known and will not be repeated here. Suffice it to say that pricing

by external providers, if dome, will probably use average cost.)

Figures 1-2 and 1-3 indicate tuition charged by various types of
educational and vocational training programs. Concelvably, a halfway
referral may generate not only $ 2,000 in costs for a 90-day stay, but also
$345 in tuition at a city voc-tech school and $420 for 12 weekly, one-hour
meetings with a psychologist.lo As with opportunity costs, many externalities
are Intangible and can only be analyzed verbally. More data and discussion
on potential external costs are presented in each Standard and Goals report.

Other Analytical Notes

Time, resources and availability of data placed the emphasis in the
original research on inputs and even more narrowly on direct criminal justice
system inputs. Where little cost information exists, this restriction does
not make the endeavor trivial. As one begins to compare inmput costs, however,
the question of results (effectiveness) invariably arises: "If two alter-
natives are equally effective, which one should be chosen?" Put another way:
"How can we be most effective, given a fixed budget?" Im formal parlance,
these are the minimum cost and maximum output criteria of economic choice.
The type of analyses which help answer these questions are cost-effectiveness
and cost-benefit. The former relates all costs (resources, time, etec.) to
some measure of output which may not be valued in dollar temms, for example,
cost per unit of tima, cost per distance or any other result deemed desirable
by the decision-maker. Cost-benefit analysis places an economic valuation
on alternative govermment investments. TFor example, the day of time (output
or benefit) might be valued at the minimum wage. Commoia benefit measures
used in criminal justice evaluations include: the costs averted by earlier~
than-usual exit from the system (diversion benefit); reduction in costs as
a result of fewer illegal acts in the future (recidivism benefit); or, the
increased productivity of a person as a consequence of the program (earn-
ings benefit). The analytical product is a ratio of benefits to costs, both
expressed in dollars. Obviously, some measure of "output" is necessary for
either cost-effectiveness or cost-benefit; not so obvious is that it must
be net output — deducting failures. The longstanding, elusive pursuit of
recidivism data is a clue to the inherent data limitations confronting more
sophisticated forms of economic analysis in correction. Except for project-
level evaluations, it simply must awsit an expanded knowledge base in the
other social sciences. In the Interim, less accurate measures of outputs are
uged: cost per unit of service per client, cost per program completion, etc.
Examples are provided in each of the chapters which follow.

et



Report Structure

@ The purpose of this repert was to update and summarize the results of
research previously conducted on the direct criminal justice system costs

of standards recommended by the Corrections Task Force of the National Ad-
visory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. (It is important
to distinguish this from new research.) The updating was accomplished in
two ways: Research results and statlstics published after the original
reports were reviewed to cross validate the original assumptioms and esti-
mates; secondly, all cost datz were deflated to 1978 dollars using the two
methods explained in Appendix A~4. The results are presented below.

The chapter sequence of this report follows the flow of cases through
the criminal justice system. The Commission's broad definition of "Corrections'
begins the process at the law enforcement stage with alternatives to arrest,
follows to arraignment with conditional and unconditional release and ends
the pre~adjudication phase with court-approved diversion. Chapter 2, Pretrial
Programs, covers these activities. Following trial, the preferred alterna-
tive is some form of community supervision; the second, community residential
care. Probation and halfway houses, are the subjects of Chapters 3 and 4,
respectively. Finally, incarceration in local and state institutions is

discussed in Chapter 5.

Each chapter opens with a description of the specific model recommended
in the Task Force Report titled Corrections. The assumptions underlying the
original estimates and any new research or statistics related to them are
reviewed in the next section. The revised estimates in 1978 dollars serve
as the concluding section in each Chapter. All technical material has been
relegated to appendices for the curious and stout-hearted.
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FOOTNOTES

INei1 M. Sin
. ger, The Value of Adult Inmate Manpower (Washington, D.C.:
2Correct:!.onal Economics Center, 1973) (Also reprinted in JoErnai oé N
ggggggch in Crime and Delinquency, January, 1976).
:22b2;72f82§;girds andiGoglg Report adjusted downward (25% to 107) the
es Tequired for institutional mai g
315 retained for this report. Reenance. That flgure
?his estimate was derived by redoing Singer's original work. The 1870
and 1974 Prison censuses provided information ofi the distribution of
inmates across occupational and educational groups. The 1977 prisom
z;zulation was thus distrubuted; earnings per cell for 1978 were est~
;ed by deflating 1974 earnings. This yielded dollar totals for
eicidjab/education category; summing the figures for prisons and jails’
Zﬁg ls an estimated potential productivity (inmate) average for state
oy ocal priscmers, respectibely. The advantage of this technique isg
i at it reflects the distribution of inmates across varying job and
emgneration cgtegories. The 1974 groupings suggest a potential
g;o uctivity level pf nearly $13,500 if the groupings remained constant.
ab;cel(l) this was not known and (2) the 197/ population was consider-
Yy lower than 1977, and (3) the reports generally used conservative
,zost estimefes, the lower figure of $12,226 was selected.
: 1978 Jail Census (February) collected this information but the
igures have not yet been authorized for release.
Fésilgeiartment of Justice, Survey of Inmates of State Correctional
Nazion:legrizzéél(gashington, D.C: Law Enforcement Assistmmce Administration
6Tab1e al ustice Information and Statistics Service, 1976),
Leon Rasberry, Summit Count Pretrial Rel
ease: A Cost-Benef
énalzsis-(Akron Bar Association, Feb. 1976) snetit
oopers and Lybrand,"The Cost of Incarceration in N
ew York Citcy"
National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 1978). " (for the
Corrections, p. 240-241,
Ibid., p. 240.
10pav1x
bav%d Mills and A%fred Wellner, "Hourly Fees for Indivi_.al Service
py Gsycggiggisgi, §h§ICalifornia State Psychologist (September, 1978),
. 6. y—tive dollars per hour is the mea
R o Peychotog oy ' n charge reported by 10,719




Chapter 2. Pretrial Programs

Introduction

The twin themes of minimizing penetration and least drastic means are
nowhere more in evidence than in the area of pretrial programs. This phil~
osophy and the broad definition of "correctioms” to encompass society's
official response to a crimiral law violation together spawn a host of
recommendations for expanded types and uses of alternatives. Halfway houses
are presented as a sentencing alternative, parolee residence, and resource
to non-adjudicated offenders. Probation services are seen as more than
a brief contact monthly to check employment status, but, rather, are bro-
kered services from a variety of public and private agencies. Pretrial
options range from a police-issued field citation to a judicially-approved
employment diversion program. Alternatives to Arrest, Pretrial Programs,
and Diversion estimate the criminal justice system costs of these recom-
mendations.

Standard 4.3, Alternatives to Arrest, recommends for minor offenses a
police~issued cltation, rather than arresting or detaining the person. When
the accused is not in custody, a summons in lieu of arrest warrant is the
preferred option for minor offenses. The goal of each of these alternatives
1s to assure appearance at trial while minimizing pretrial detention. For
those not free after passing the law enforcement stage of the system, detention
is considered the alternative of last resort with preference being given,
first, to unconditional release and, second, to conditional release.

Standard 4.4, Alternatlves to Pretrial Detention

Each criminal justice jurisdiction, State or local as appro-
priate, should immedliately seek enabling legislation and develop,
authorize, and encourage the use of a varilety of alternatives to
the detention of persons awaiting trial. The use of these alterna-
tives should be governed by the following:

1. Judicial officers on. the basls of information available
to them should select from the list of the following alternmatives
the first one that will reasonably assure the appearance of the
accused for trial or, if no single condition gives that assurance,
a combination of the following:

a. Release on recognizance without further conditions.

b. Releagse on the execution of an unsecured appearance
bond in an amount specified.

c. Release into the care of a qualified person or organ-
ization reasonably capable of assisting the accused to appear
at trial.

d. Release to the supervision of a probation officer or
some other public official.

e. Release with imposition of restrictions on activities,
asgociations, movements, and residence reasonably related to
securing the appearance nf the accused.
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f. Release on the baris of financial security to be
provided by the accused.

g- Imposition of any other restrictions other than
detention reasonably related to securing the appearance of

the accused.

h. Detention, with release during certzin hours for
speclified purposes.
i. Detention of the accused.

2. Judiclal officers in selecting the form of pretrial release
should consider the nature and circumstances of the offengze charged,
the weight of the evidence against the accused, his ties to the
community, his record of convictions, if any, and his record of
dappearance at court proceedings or of flight to avoid prosecution.

3. No person should be allowed to act as surety for compensstion.

4. Willful failure to appear before any court or judicial
officer as required should be made a criminal offense.

Corrections presents two versions of the organization which will be

Eesponsible for conditional and unconditional release. In the short runm,
each criminal justice jurisdiction (was to) develop a comprehensive plan for

improving the pretrial process."~ And, "information gathering services for
the judicial officer making the (release) decision (woulc be) provided in
the first instance by the law enforcement agency and verified and supple~
mented by the agency that develops presentence reports."”? Probation de-
partments gere to be organized into court services and client services
divisions. The long 'run goal was to make services for persong§ awalting
trial the responsibility of a state department of corrections. ' The
probation division of a newly centralized agency would perform supervision
functions only, and intake service units in the Judiciary would be created
to perform pretrial screening and release monitoring.3

These two models created a dilemma for the Standards and Goals Project.
Centralized corrections and executive branch responsibility for probation
were probably only second to the Commission's building moratorium in stim-
ulating opposition. If the long range perspective was adopted, the results
could easily be considered unrealistic; and a purely short run approach was
troubled by its lack of vision; so the compromise was to take what might
be called an "intermediate range" view. This resulted in estimates of oper—
ational costs for a "pretrial services agency," without specifying where
it was geographically or functionally located and without the presentence
investigation function. Figure 2-1 displays the organization's functions
and staffing. The probation department's functional auspice, also, remained
ambiguous, but it was located in a county with one c¢f its divisions servicing
the courts and another servicing clients.

The accompanying Figure 2-1 displays the pretrial agency's functions
and staffing configuration. It is important to note that key organizational
activities have not been included in the cost estimates, viz., planning, i
(Standard 13.2, Planning and Organization), research and evaluation,
(Standard 15.5, Evaluating the Performance of the Correctional System),
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Figure 2-1

ORGANIZATION STRUCTURE FOR A PRETRIAL SERVICES
AGERCY IN A PRIMARILY URBAN COUNTY

COURT, PROBATION
DEPARTMENT AND/OR
GOVERNING BOARD

ADMINISTRATION

1 Director

1 Deputy Director
1 Secretary

1 Clerk/Typist

Policy formulation

Overall administration
Planning and budgeting
Finance and accounting

e ¢ & 9 ©

technical zssistance
Research and evaluation
Data processing
Legislative analysis

¢ Day-to~day administration

* Collection and munggement analysis

of program statistics
Special studies
Lisiron with anciliary agencies

In-gervice staff training

Public information

SCREENING AND KOTIFICATION

1 Pretrial Supervisor
Screening:
1 Senior screener
4 Screeners
1 Case Adde
Notification:
1 Notifications Supsrvisor
4 Processors
1 Secretary
1 Clerk/Typisc

Screening
In

terview
® Verificetion of interview data
® Indigent defense screening
® Eligiblity determination and
initial needs analyeis for
diversion, conditional
release
Preparstion and presentation
of recommsndations
* Information and referral to
emergency services
¢ Dafendant orientation to
release requirements

Notification and Follow-up

¥ Notification to defendants of all

required court appearances

® Verification of court appearance

® Follow-up on defendents failing to
sppear

® Documentation of continuances,
dieponitions, other case actions

® Monitoring of client participation
and service delivery in diveraion
progrens

i

SUPERVISION

Pretrial Supervisor v

Counselors

Clerk/Typist

® Service needs analysis

Defendant orientation to supervision/
conditional release requirements
Negotiation of referrals to service
providers

® Monitoring of service delivery
® Monitoring defendant compliance with

releagse conditions

Preperation of necesssry records

and reports Including sn inventory of
available service resources and reports
on the violation of release conditione

* Note that with only a governing bosrd as the overall administrative structure,
the listed functions 1) would have tc be undertskan by a government agency such
as those listed or by various administrative departments of ganeral purpose
govermment or 2) would have to be supplied by private vendors, for example,

sccounting or research firms.
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Executive and special training and

Mobilizatfon of commmity resources

Contract monitoring (programmatic)
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training (Standard 14.11, Staff Development), and similar managerial
functions. While these activitles represent legitimate indirect cost
items, it is assumed that they are performed by a parent body and are
unknown.

Diversion — where further processing is suspended pending completion
of a non-criminal justice program -— is distinguished from other "alter-
natives" that represent continued criminal justice activity of a "less
drastic" means. The Commission recommended that:

l.a. . « «[Tlhe responsible authorities at each step in the
criminal justice process where diversion may occur should
develop priorities, lines of responsibility, courses of pro-
cedure, and other policies to serve as guidelines to its use.

b. Mechanisms for review and evaluation of policies and
practices should be established.

¢. Criminal justice agencies should seek the cooperation
and resources of other community agencies to which persoms
can be diverted for services relating to their problems and
needs.
2. Each diversion program should operate under a set of written
guldelines that insure periodic review of policies and decisions.
The guldelines should specify:

a. The objectives of the program and the types of cases
to which it is to apply.

b. The means to be used to evaluate the outcome of diver-
sion decisions.

c. & requiremernt that the official making the diversion
decision state in writing the basis for his determination
denying or approving diversion in the case of each offender.

d. A requirement that the agency operating diversion
programs maintain a current and complete listing of various
resource dispositions available to diversion decisionmakers.
3. The factors to be used in determining whether an offender,

following arrest but prior to adjudication, should be selected for
diversion to a noncriminal ptogram, should include the fcllowing:

a. Prosecution toward conviction may czuse undue harm
to the defendant or exacerbaterthe social problems that led
to his criminal acts.

b. Services to meet the offender's needs and problems
are unavailable within the criminal justice system or may
be provided more effectively outside the system.

¢. The arrest has already served as a desired deterrent.

d. The needs and interests of the victim and society are
served better by diversion than by official processing.

e. The offender does not present a substantial danger
to others.

13




f. The offender voluntarily accepts the offered alter-

native to furtherrjustice system processing.
g. The facts of the case sufficlently establish that

the defendant committed the alleged act. (Standard 3.1)

The Commission considered formalization of diversion and the establish-
ment of uniform procedures key steps in expanding non—criminal"justice alter-
natives. Standard 3.1 clearly suggests a broad scale effort ("at each step
in the criminal justice") that emphasizes individuals' needs ("listing of
various resource dispositions available").

Original Research

Alternatives to Arrest focuses on identifying the differences in cost
between traditiomal arrest and two forms of citatiom: field citatiom and
stationhouse citation. Three major sets of assumptions provided the found-
ation for the cost estimates:

® Procedures —- the discrete tasks and functions required to carry out
the traditional and recommended activities; .

® Resource costs —— these were estimated for each ac;used person anid
represent the costs of resocurces consumed by engaging in the activ-
ities; and )

e Case %low — the number of accused persons exposed to a given pro-
cedure(s) in the traditiomal and the recommended activities.

Figure 2-2. Interaction of Key Variables
for Alternatives to Arrest

CASE FLOW

e Number »f Accused
Persons Exposed to
Criminal Justice
System Procedures
Under Each Activity

W

PROCEDURES RESOURCES .

® Transportation # Law Enforcemen

#® Booking e Detention

e Justification foi NomRelease e Court

e Custody to Arraigruent e Other

#® Location and Proséecution of Persons

Failing to Appear in Court

Criminal Justice System
Public Expenditure
Costs

(OUTCOMES)

9 Appearance im Court
@ Fallure to Appear
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Figure 2-2 illustrates the relationship of these three variables.
The analytical task was first to identify discrete procedures asgociated
with arrest, field citation and stationhouse citation. Any procedures
comuon to all options were excluded. The balance (all procedures to which
equal numbers of persons were not exposed) formed the basis for the differ-
ential cost analysis. Figure 2-3 i1llustrates the procedures considered
in the study and the activities of which they are a part.

Figure 2-3. Basic Procedures Prior to
First Court Appearance

PROCEDURE LAW ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITY
ARREST FIELD STATIONHOUSE
CITATION CITATION
Phyasical Apprehension ° ® ©
Basic Identification of Accused @ o ®
*TRANSPORTATION TO STATIONHOUSE ° .
Records Search e . ®
*BOOKING ® ®
Preparation of Chérging Document/
Reporting ] ) @
*CUSTODY TO ARRAIGNMENT e
*JUSTIFICATION OF NON-RELEASE @ ®
*LOCATION AND PROSECUTION OF PER-
SONS FAILING TO APPEAR IN COURT ] ]

Certain additional assumptions were made in the study. Because of the
paucity of the data, all cost (savings) calculations have been based on
conservative estimates of case flows, resource utilization and resource
costs. For exmmple, mean entrance level officer salary costs were used
and the number of eligibles for citation release was based on a population
subset exhibiting minimum risk for future court appearance. Additional
costs of locating and prosecuting FTA's are included (as advocated by
Standard 4.3) and thus increase the citation cost estimates. Finally, the
analysis was limited to the three options discussed above; no other pretrial
release options (bail, ROR, warnings) were examined; and, field and station-
house citations are assumed to be substitutes for each other.

L s SRt 3 0
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There was one major research project including 8 cities that will
produce much better estimates of flow rates, but only preliminary data
from three sites were available. (See note to Figure 2- ). No other
data could be found that shed light on the procedural, resource or
case flow assumption, but more recent statistics were available for
updating costs of police departments.

' in the
The general comsideration in Alternatives to Arrest, as

cther Staﬁdards and Goals project reports, was to utilize comservative

estimates of rates, resource utilization and costs. In examining re-

lease eligibility and failure to appear rates, for examp%e, data"are

available for isolated programs around the country. An "average

is meaningless in such cases, particularly if wide variatiQn between

Maximum and minimms exists. So, flow rates are deliberatelz on th;
ted by a major

low side; they were, however, and continue to be, suppor

effort i; theyfield’by John éalvin in Instead of Jails (LEAA Washington,

D.C., 1977). Galvin's data on release rates was used in the origimal

report and is tetained here.

No new data on resource times presented themselves. Original est- 6
imates for patrol amd court resource time were derived from interviews,
and research./ Resource costs were derived from prior findings (Allegheny
County)Band nationwide salary and other cost data.” Subsequent conversations
with individuals such as Dr. Donald Pryor and Ann Jacobs of the Pretrial
Services Resource Center — and review of the Center's library materials
disclosed no new seminal research. Examination of selected documents
did indicate the veasonableness of flow rates and other original assump-
tions.

New data used are the F.B.I. Uniform Crime Reports for 1977 -& to
estimate the flow of arrestees into the crimii. ' justice system. One
statistical alteration was made: in 1974, the pool of citation—eligible
persons was estimated using a formula reflective of practices in the
District of Columbia. Twenty-five percent of the proportion of Part IT
Misdemeanor Arrests to all Arrestsl roduced a citation-elibible pop-
ulation flow rate of 13.2 percent. e other flow rates were retained
as they appeared in Alternatives to Arrest.

ding another
Diversion — or the halting of eriminmal justice process pen

program outcome — operates under a varisty of public, private, state, local
and other auspices. Many criminal justice system clients, for example, are
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diverted to entitlement programs (veteran's benefits) or special purpose
(alcohol, drug) organizations funded by mental health, social services

or similar public agencies. Sample budgets presented in Pretrial Diversion
were drawn from two scurces: Employment programs were based on thirteen
operational projects funded by the Department of Labor; drug diversion estimates
were derived from LEAA guidelines for and budgets from four Treatment Alter—
natives to Street Crime activities. No new data were found for the former,

but one study of 12 TASC projects provided expenditure data for operating
activities.

Figure 2-5 Comparison of Samples from Drug Programs
(1978 Dollars)

Difference
TASC Pretrial TASC /Pretrial

Mean Staff

Proportion of

Total Budget . 83.6% 79.0% 6%

Cost per Referral $636 $864 36%

Cost per

"Suecessful" Client $1,075 $1,235 15%

Total Budget $277,500 $432,000 B 56%

Mean budgets were $277,500 as compared to a mean of the high and low Pretrial
Diversion estimates of $370,700 (1974 dollars) -— a difference of 36 percent.
If the TASC Evaluation data are 1976, the difference is increased to 567%; if

1977, to 68 percent (using the implicit deflator).

A substantial portion of the difference is probably explained by when
data were collected, since sources for both sets are TASC projects. Infor-
mation for the budgets in Pretrial was collected earlier {1875) in the history
of the national drug diversion program and even at that time substantia
changes had been made from still earlier versions of the model activity.3
Therefore, expenditures from a later period probably reflect changes in
government priorities, alterations iIn project functions, steady state rather
than start-up costs, and better knowledge regarding projects' resource
requirements. This "maturation" effect on costs i%_suggested by the higher
cost of newer projects reported by Systems Science.a

Some of the difference ig explained by the compoments included in the
two budget estimates. Identical budget items were included in the Pretrial
sample of four programs; however, TASC Evaluation means have administrative
costs from 3 of 12 projects, contract evaluation from 5 of 12, urinalysis
charges for 7 of 12, and rent from some and not others. TFor reported cases,
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administrative charges were 4.3 to 8.4 percent of expenditures; urinalysis,
about 1 to 15 percent; evaluation, approximately 3 to 6 percent. Since

each of these are part of the sample Budget, this may account for batween
14 to 50 percent of difference ($155,000 in 1976 dollars). However, a size-
able difference still remains and is probably due to the factors described
above that created an unreasonably high estimate in the Pretrial Diversiom
report.

Model Budgets for a pretrial services agency are contingent upon:

® Dollar value of resources needed to perform these funetions;

e The flow of defendants through the process;and

¢ Estimated time required to perform screening, needs assessment,
notification and other functions.

No new data were found regarding the valuation of resources used in
pretrial agencles, so the original assumptions were used. Namely, national
data (State Salary Survey) were used to estimate personnel costs and the
results were consistent with data collected from fourteen projects surveyed
for study. Non-personnel costs for these projects averaged 13 percent and
was used for this budlget item; it was further allocated to travel, rent, etec.,
based on distribution found in budgets of fourteen probation departments.
Finally, the 10 percent, unaudited rate allowed by the Federal government was
used as an overhead item but reduced by to 7 percent to adjust for direct
billing of certain items.

Flow rate assumptlons were discussed in the previous sec®ion on arrest
alternatives. Suffice it to say, they are "reasonable" when one considers
the wide variation f{ound in different lo.ales.

At the time of the original research (1976), The American Justice Insti-
tute was conducting in 30 jurisdictions a study of pretrial release practices
that collected time estimates and work flows. The project director, John
Galvin, worked closely with the Standards and Goals project and Pretrial
Programs used a prototypical caseflow developed by Galvin. However, the time
estimates or work units in the two analyses differed substantially, because
of the assumptions regarding agency functions. Instead of Jails Iincluded the
following agency responsibilities not covered by Pretrial Programs:

o General and referral information to all pretrial releases (1/2 hour
per case)

s Separate review for emergency services cases (2 hours per case)

® Investigations for termination cases initiated by the agency (4 hours
per case)

e Close supervision of sentenced offenders (27 houzrs per case)

o Performing "limited" presentence reports (2 hours for each 2,500 cases)

e Intensive supervision of sentenced cases (90 at 63 hours per case)

These functions add approximately 22.4 person yeare to the estimates.
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The weighted, mean hours per supervision case is higher by about 14 hours
(adding 3 person years), but, the weighted average time for nmotification and
follow-up is less by 1.2 person years. (The weighted mean times have adjusted
for differences in offender classifications in the two case flows.) Post-
arrest screenings, estimated at one hour each rather than .75 hours, add 1.3
person years; four and ome-half rather than one hour for the second, more
thorough screening adds about 4.5 years. - The net effect of using different

work unit time estimates is to increase the Instead of Jails estimates by
about 7.6 person years.

A final difference is the process stage from which persons eligible for
pretrial diversiom are referred. Instead of Jails places all such referrals
(700) at the second screening point which includes both "limited" and "exten—
sive" needs assessment with a weighted mean time per case of 4.6 hours.

Pretrial Programs assumes these referrals occur both at initial (s hour per
case) and second ‘(1 hour per case) screening and does not differ-

entiate between types of needs assessment.
to estimate the effects of this difference in offender flow descriptions.

The estimated line staff needed to process a similar case flow differs
by 33.6 ?ositions. Two-thirds (22) is accounted for by differences in the
analysts’' assumptions regarding agency functions. For example, Instead of

Jails includes more process steps (Emergency Service Screening) and client

groups (sentenced offenders). Approximately 8 positions or 24 percent are
explained by using alternative work unit time estimates. TFor example,

For this reason, it is not possible

Figure 2-4 Comparison of Workunit Time Estimates

Workunit "Pretrial"’ "Instead"

Initial Screening .75 hours/case

1.0 hours/case

Second Screening 1.00 hours/case 4.6 hours/case

Notification and

Followup 1.50 hours/case 1.0 hours/case*
Supervision 12.50 hours/case 27.0 hours/case
Sources: John Galvin, et.al., Instead of Jails, Vol. 5 (Law Enforcement

Assistanca Administratien: Washington, D.C. 1977), pp. 34~39. Susan

Yg%s?g;g, Pretrial Programs (LEAA: Washingtom, D.C., 1978), pp. 59-62,

*Weighted mean of two service levels for pretrial releaseeg other
than divertees.
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Figure 2- 7 Procedural and Activities Costs for Criminal Justice Functions
in a Primarily Urban County

; Number of Resource Resource Average Costs/ Total Costs,
. Activity/Procedure Clients Resource(s) Time Cost/Unit Accused All Clients
Citation
A. Field 6202 Patrol 15 min.®  $0.21/min.© $3.15 $1,953
B. Stationhouse 6208 Patrol 30 min. 9 0.21/min. © 6.30 3,906
Bookings 10,122 Patrol 75 min.d 0.21/min. € 15.75 159,422
Non=Release Justi-~
fication (part of
Booking) 953° Patrol 10 min.9  0.21.minc (2.10) (2,001)
Detenticn 2,807 Patrol 7.5 minfd 0.21/min. ¢ 1.58 4,435 4
Detention 6 hours 23.51/day® 5.88 16,505 $20,940
(7.46)
Location and Progecu-
o tion of Persons Failing
S “ to Appear (first fail- 4
" ure notification) 138h Patrol 30 min. 0.21/min. € 6.30 869
Location and Prosecution
of Persons Failing to
Appear (second failure-
willful) 48t Patrol 13 min. 9 0.21/min.© 2.73 131
District d
Magistrate -5 hr. 29.24/nr.d 14.62 702
Progecutor .5 hr. 22.19/hr.d 11.10 533 $1,994
Public
| Defender .5 hr.d 26.17/nx.d 13,09 628
? (41.54)

Some recent findings (Martin Sorin, et al., "The Outcomes of Pretrial Release: Preliminary Findings of
the Phase II National Evaluation" Pretrial Services Annual Journal (Washington, D.C.: Pretrial Services
Resource Center, 1979) {llustrate releasees over a sample of 1,410 persons arrested. A total of 61%
were nonfinanclal releasees (high - 76%, low - 35%); Financial 25% (high - 45%, low - 18%) and an

average of 147 were detained (20% - 10%). But two-tkirds of these could not make bail. FTA rate =
14% (first appearance).
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%t 1e asgumed that the citation population might congservatively be estimated at equally distributed between ‘ ot
stationhouse and field. .

bEstimate for purposes here only; half of time spent transporting accused teo stationhouse.

CLoaded patrol cost; includes patrol salary, fringe and support costs. Based on adjusting average 1974 cost
($10.40/hour) to 1978, using GNP implicit price deflator. A lower bound estimate: deflating 1974 data
independently (using salary and GNP deflator or deflating 1977 average entry-level patrol salary) and adding
other costs yield higher hourly costs.

dSee Alternatives to Arrest. No new data were available to justify changing any procedural times. Isolated
or case data exlst but no national work has been done.

A conservative estimate, based only on the residual citation-eligible population not released (from Figure 2-6)
fStandard 4.5 (Corrections, p. 123) recommends maximum detention of 6 hours.

BIncludeas 1978 custody costs plus allowances for providing legal, grievance, educational and training services i
as recommended by the Standards (see elsewhere in this report). An allowance for capital charges would raige u
this figure to $33.73/day. Intake costs may add another $20-25 per day (Cincinnati Institute of Justice: ¢
Cincinnati Central Detention Facility), suggesting an upper bound of nearly $60 per detention. ;

hEstimated at 11.1%7 of Citation Pobulation. See text and Alternatives to Arrest. The above study had a first ]
FTA rate of 14% but virtually nc second FTA's. No FTA difference between financial and non-financial b
releasees was observed. : . i

iEatimated at 3.9% of Citation Population. See text and Alternatives to Arrest. 8

j1974 estimate (see Alternatives to Arrest) adjusted to 1978 using GNP implicit deflator. Original data %
were from Allegheny County with supporting materials reviewed for the report.
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Both estimates for Second Screeningl3are based on operating experience:
the Pretrial figures were derived from a report covering nine months of

the Vera Institute 0f Justice Pretrial Services Agency; Instead of Jails
estimates are from interviews with line workers and supervisors. Almost
five hours per case does not seem excessive, however, when compared to time
estimated for short and long form presentence investigations (4.5 and 7.5,
respectively) in a sample of 14 probation departments. On the other hand,
27 hours per supervision case over a 3-month period would be much more than
found even for intensive cases in the same probation departments. In the
absence of other data, it will be assumed that these differences offset each
other and the original workunit values used in Pretrial Programs will be
retained.

Revised Estimates

In 1977, an estimated 10.2 million persons were arrested. Of these,
19.3 percent or 1.9 million were eligible for citation. The actual released
population is estimated at 55%, to which stationhouse and field citation are
equally used (540,829 in each group). Of this released population, 120,064,
or 11.1 percent, fail to appear (FTA) in court when first scheduled; a sub-.
sequent 3.97 of releasees (42,185) are estimated to miss a second court appear-
ance. The not-released population (884,993) is booked and detained to first
court appearance. Appendix B7? illustrates these fiow zates and the estimated
criminal justice system resources and expenditures associated with various
activities., For example, stationhouse citation costs $3.4 million annually
and is twice as expensive.

Figures 2-6 and 2-7 illustrate annual flows and criminal justice system
expenditures for a "typical," primarily urban county. These costs have two
components: resource time and resource prices. The resource prices repre-
sent a "nationwide" average, using published salary figures and inflated by
standard method. The resource times are more variable and should be regarded
as benchmarks for comparative purposes. For example, a particular jurisdiction
may spend more or less time on an activity, such as fileld or stationhouse
citation, booking or arraigmnment. More important is the fact that fileld
citation will take less time than stationhouse citation or booking. The
information presented here is designed to indicate a suggested time and dollar
magnitude of different kinds of decisions. More research is needed on work-
unit values, case flows, etc., in order to more correctly estimate the costs
of alternative activities and perhaps to redirect resources into less costly
alternatives.

Diversion Model Budgets for employment and drug projects are presented in
Appendix B~6 for both Implicit and Item Index methods of deflating to 1978
dollars. As described earlier, the original drug diversion data is at var-~
iance with later expenditure reports from similarly structured projects. The
unexplained difference may be as much as 48 or as low as 27 percent; in elther
case, it is substantial. Therefore, the updated estimates from Pretrisl
Diversion for drug programs presented below have been reduced by 35 percent
and the mean of the high and low estimates was used.

Figure 2-6 Flow Rates of Arrested Population
for a Primarily Urban County

Arrests (actual) 11,362
Eligible for Citation? 2,193
19.372

Citation (actual) 1,240

® As a percent of eligiblesP 56.5%

e As a percentage of arrests® 10.9%
Bookings (actual) 10,122
Pretrial Releasees (actual) 5,168
Detained (actual) 2,807
FTA; (11.17)¢ 138
FTA, (3.9%)° 48

%Baged on .25 X (Part II Misdemeanants =Total Arrests); this calculation was
based on District of Columbia data and used in Alternatives to Arrest.

bThis figure 1s consistent with 1974 data provided by John Galvin, Director -

Alternatives to Jail Incarceration Project, American Justice Institute,
Sacramento, CA; Alternatives to Arrest assumed a 557 release rate.

c
dGalvin also found an average release rate (of all arrests) of 12%.
from Alternatives to Arrest; first FTA rates were averages of Ozkland, New

Haven and New York. Recent data from New York City, indicate an FTA rate

of 357 on 50,000 Desk Appearance Tickets issued in 1978 (New York Times
4/8/79); five Oregon countles had FTA rates of 2.2% to 10.6% on ROR partic-
ipants ("Research Brief: County Data on Failure to Appear in Court under
Oregon's Pretrial Release Program" Legislative Research, (Salem, Oregon,
1877). A 4.4% ROR/FTA rate was reported for FY 1978 by Kentucky Pretrial
Services Agency (Second Annual Report), 1978.

€from Alternatives to Arrest; average from Oakland, New Haven, New York
City, and Washington, D.C.
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Figure 2-g. Summary of Pretrial Diversion Costs
(1978 Dollars, Implicit Index)

Per Client Costs Emplovment Drug
@ Annual Capacity $1,285 $1,305
(n=260) (n=250)
@ Annual Clients Served 1,321 652
(n=250) (n=500)

o "Successfully" Terminated
Client (200)%* 1,658 932
(n=200) (n=350)

*'Successes" are those against whom charges are dropped
following program completion.

A deslgn capacity of 65 for employment diversion at any one time is
assumed, a8nd 250 for drug diversion; the length of stay is 90 days and
180 days, respectively. Therefore, mean costs of a client "slot" are
$1,285 and $1.305, even though unit costs of clients served differ sub-
stantially,

Pretrial Programs presents two Model Budgets for a pretrial services
agency operating in an urban county of approximately 300,000. Its principal
functions are screening, notification, limited needs assessment, and moni-
toring of both releasees and programs to which they might be referred.

(See Figure 2- 1 for an organizational configuration.) One model uses part-
time students and volunteers as a means of reducing costs (primarily due

to lower fringe benefits and longer net work year). The Model presented

here uses only full time employees. The fourteen agencies supplying data

for the estimates were selected because they were prototypical of some part

of the standards recommended in Corrections, i.e., two or more pretrial
activities, Integrated functions such as release and diversion screening, etc..

Figure 29 ghows how staff needs were determined, given a hypothetical
case flow, estimated workunit time and staffing ratios. Salary figures are
from a survey of 50 states covering positions and related qualifications
similar to those found in a pretrial agency. 'High average' estimates refer
to the mean values of budget items (e.g., salaries) falling above the median
of a distribution (social worker salaries in state government). The results
from Implicit and Item Indexes used to adjust the estimates to 1978 dollars
were different by 2.7 percent for the low average estimates and 5.0 percent
for the high average; the implicit deflator producing larger increases over
1974,
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Figure 2-9

Staffing Requirements for a Pretrial

Services Agency in an Urban County
(Population:

Annual Pretrial

Case Flow

11362 Arrests
1240 Citations
10122 Bookings
506 "En Route"
9616 Post-Arrest Screenings

300,000)

Work Units
per Line Staff Year

Line Staff

Required

2212

2941 Public Inebriates (Referred to Services)

3868 Immediate Pretrial Release
(308) Referred to Services

2394 Pretrial Release Review/Screenings or

Related Reviews
1300 Released as Consequences

5168 Total Pretrial Releases
(475) Monitoring (Divertees)
(4293) ‘Notification and Follow-up
(300) Low Supervision

(100) High Supervision

Line Staff Required:
Line/Supervisory Ratio:
Supervisory Staff Required:

Administrative Staff:
Director -
Deputy Director

Total Non~Support Staff:
Non-Support/Support Staff Ratio:
Support Staff Required:

TOTAL STAFF REQUIRED:

4:1

2.8:1

1604

1696
1148
167
83

12.8

b
L)
oo

|

[y
[e ]
.

o

<.}
®
-3

N
£~
E~3

4.3

1.5

Source: Case flow data only are from John Galvin, et. al., Imnstead of
Jails, (LEAA: Washington, D.C., 1977), p. 35 and are based on
a "typical" county of 300,000.
Programs Sample Description for an explanation of other sources.
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Figure 2~10 Comparison of Results Using Implicit and
Item Indexes (1978 dollars)
Implicit Item
_Index =~ Index = = Difference
High Average $505,375 $481,420 $23,955
Low Average 388,650 378,360 10,290
Difference 115,725 103,060 NA

(Detailed budgets are presented in Appendix B-7)

Perhaps more interesting is distribution of total budgets across
functions and the estimated cost for each defendant The data in Figure
2- 11 were calculated using the mean of the high and low Implicit Index
estimate and the caseflow described earlier.

Figure 2-11 Distribution of Pretrial Services Agency
Costs by Function
(1578 dollars, Implicit Index)

Function Percent of Mean Cost

Function Total Costs per Defendent
Pogt-Arrest Screening 30% $13.90
Review Screening 117 20.50
Monitoring 2Z 22.60
Notification and

Followup 307 31.20
Minimal Supervision 16% 244,40
Intensive Supervision 117 487.20
Source: Susan Weisberg, Pretrjal Programs (LEAA: Washington, D.C.,
1978), p. l44.

Figure 2-12 presents a comparative index of pretrial release alterna~
tives with the base (field citation) being that option which generates the
least direct criminal justice system costs. (An index is used to prevent
direct comparisons of dollar estimates based on data of varying quality.)
The assumption underlying the cost estimates on which the index is based are
described in Pretrial Programs and Alternatives to Arrest.
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Figure 2-12 Index of Comparative Costs
(Base = Field Citatiom)

Alternative Index
Field Citation 1.00
Station House Citation 2.00
Public Inebriate Diversion 7.64
Own Recognizance 17.82
Conditional Release

e Law Supervision 78.97

e High Supervision 227.83
Drug Diversion 309.23
Employment Diversion ~29.03
Source: Susan Welsberg, Pretrial Programs (LEAA: Washington,
D.C., 1978), p. 85.

This index gives an approximate comparison of the relative resource
costs to the criminal justice system associated with the pretrial alter-
natives examined by the Standards and Goals project. For example, employment
diversion requires about 30 percent more resources than drug diversien.

(The latter has not been adjusted as described earlier in this chapter.)
Release on own recognizance needs about twice as many as immediate public
inebriate diversion because of the second screening that occurs. This is
one method of ordinally valuing broad policy choices, even when data limit-—
ations make precise or reliable estimates difficult.

Summary

This chapter presented the pretrial models recommended by the National
Advisory Commission, estimated thelr costs in 1978 dollars and reviewed other
research or statistics that might affect agsumptions underlying all estimates.
With one exception, the original agsumptions about caseflow, workunit values,
resource costs, staffing ratios, etec. are still generally appropriate. The
exception, — drug diversion -- may be overstated by as much as 50 percent,
but even later, more accurate information shows wide variation in mean expen-
ditures among ostensibely similar projects.

27




_—
‘,‘( 5 ,

‘ FOOTNOTES

N =4

Corrections, p. 560.
Ibid., p. 126.

id., p. 332.

id., p. 560.

id., p. 296.

Robert O. Heck, Law Enforcement Speeialist (Police), U.S. Department of
Justice, LEAA (Patrol time)..

Cohen et. al., "Analysis of the Allegheny County Criminal Justice System:
Present Operations and Alternative Programs," Carnegie-Melon University,
School of Urban and Public Affairs (Allegheny County, Pennsylvania, 1974)
(FTA notification); Smith, et. al., Police Traffic Responsibilities,
Report prepared for the U.S. Department of Transportation (Gaithersburg,
Md.,: Management Research Division, International Association of Chiefs
of Police, July, 1969) (Patrol time); Cohen et. al., "Implementation

of the Juskim Model in a Criminal Justice Planning Agency," Journal of
Research in Crime and Delinquency (July, 1973) (Judicial Resources and
hourly costs).

Cohen et. al., "Implementation of the Jussim Model in a Criminal
Planning Agency.' ‘

Municipal Yearbook (International City Management Association: Washington,
D.C., 1978). _

1OSee, for example, Donald Pryon et. al., "Pre-Trial Diversion Program in

Monroe County, N.Y.: An Evaluation of Program Impact and Cost Effective-

ness" and Mary A. Torborg et. al., "Pretrial Release: An Evaluation

of Defendant Outcomes and Program Impact,”™ Pretrial Services Annual

Journal, 1978 (Washington, D.C., Pretrial kesource Center); and Ben-

Ami Oded, "The Use of Desk Appearance Tickets in New York City" (New York
1lCriminal Justice Agency Research Department, 1978.)

Part 1I crimes as defined by the FBI Uniform Crime Report include the
following assault other than aggravated, arson, forgery and counter-
feiting, fraud, embezzlement; buying, receiving or possessing stolen
property; vandalism; carrying or possessicn of weapons; prostitution
and commercizlized vice; sex offenses (except forcible rape and’ )
prostitution), narcotic drug laws, gambling, offenses against family and
children, driving under the influence, liquor laws, drunkenness, dis-
orderly conduct, vagrancy, suspicion, curfew and loitering law violations
12and runaways.

System Sciences, Ina., Evaluation of the Treatment Altermatives to

Secret Crime Program Phase II, (LEAA, Washington, D.C., 1978). BHere~

after, TASC Evaluationm.
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]LPretriaL Divérsion, pp. 35=36.

15TASC Evaluation, p. 97.

called "Further Assessment, Limited and Exteneive" by Galvin and
"Pretrial Release Review/Screening or Other Released Reviews" by

]

00

16

Weisherg.
Community Supervision, p. A=13.

17

Ibid., pn A-7l
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Chapter 3. Community Supervision

Introduction

Thalheimer's Community Supervision examines the costs of three post~
adjudication activities: probation, restitution and community service.
When the Corrections report was written (1973) and the original research
was conducted (1975), there was no systematic knowledge about restitution
or community service and only slightly more operating experience. The
Model Budget for such a program was derived almost entirely from workload
and organizational data available from the Court Referral Program in
Alaneda County, California. However, since it appeared to be a develop-
ing area, one possible organizationmal configuration and budget allocation
was provided. An evaluation of seven adult restitution projects now has
been undertaken and two surveys of community service programs completed.
Substantial amounts of descriptive data are available (particularly on
restitution), but consistent, thorough information on program costs is still
lacking. Unlike the restitution and community service areas, the Commig-
sion's recommendations on probation are wide~ranging and extemsive. Stan-
dards affecting organizational structure, exployee roles and probation

processes would significantly alter the character of this form of community
supervision.

The Corrections report recommended the creation of a state-~supervised
probation system whose organization structure separated units providing court
services from those providing probationer services (See Figure:3-l)} A key
requirement was that probation officers spend less time in one-to-one super-
vision and more in being a "community resource manager." This would mean
organizing work around offender needs rather than caseloads, and a greater
emphasis on purchasing services from other agencies. Standard 10.1, Organ-
ization of Probatilion, states:

Each State with locally or judicially administered probation
should take action, in implementing Standard 16.4, Unifying Cor-
rectional Programs, to place probation organizationally in the
executive branch of State Government. The State correctional
agency should be given responsibility for:

1. Establishing statewide goals, policies, and pricrities
that can be translated into measurable objectives by those
delivering services.

2. Program planning and development of iInnovative service
strategies.

3. Staff development and training.

4,
5.
ducting
6.

Planning for manpower needs and recruitment.

Collecting statistics, monltoring sexrvices, and con~-
research and evaluation.

Offering consultation to courts, legislative bodies, and

local executives.

7. Coordinating the activities of separate systems for
delivery of services to the courts and to probationers until
geparate staffs to perform services to the courts are established
within the courts system.
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Figure 3-1. Service Structure of a Probation System
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During the period when probation is being placed under
direct State operation, the State correctional agency should be
given authority to supervise local probation and to operate
regional units in rural areas where population does not justify
creation or continuation of local probation. In addition to the
responsibilities previously listed, the State correctional agency
should be given responsibility for:

1. Establishing standards relating to personnel, services to
courts, services to probationers, and records to be maintained,
including format of reports to courts, statistics, and fiscal
controls.

2. Consultation to local probation agencies, including eval-
uation of services with recommendations for improvement; assisting
local systems to develop uniform record and statistical reporting
procedures conforming to State standards; and aiding in local
staff development efforts.

3. Assistance in evaluating the number and types of staff
needed in each jurisdiction.

4, Financial assistance through reimbursement or subsidy to
those probation agencies meeting standards set forth in this
chapter.

The organization of each local office was specified in Standard 10.2,
Services to Probatiomers:

Each probation system should develop by 1975 a goal~oriented
gservice delivery system that seeks to remove or reduce barriers
confronting probationers. The needs of probationers should be
identified, priorities established, and resources allocated hased
on established goals of the probation system. (See Standards 5.14
and 5.15 and the narrative of Chapter 16 for probation's ser-
vices to the courts.)

1. Services provided directly should be limited. to activ-
ities defined as belonging distinctly to probation. Other needed
services should be procured from other agencies that have
primary responsibility for them. It is essential that funds be
provided for purchase of services.

2. The staff delivering services to probatiomners in urban
areas should be separate and distinct from the staff delivering
gervices to the courts, although they may be part of the same
agency. The staff delivering services to probationers should be
located in the communities where probationers live and in ser-
vice centers with access to programs of allied human services.

3. The probation system should be organized to deliver to
probationers a range of services by a range of staff. Varilous
modules should be used for organizing staff and probationers
into workloads or task groups, not caseloads. The modules
should include staff teams related to groups of probationers
and differentiated programs based on offender typologies.

4. The primary function of the probation officer should
be that of community resource manager for probationers.
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The Commission also recommended two types of process change that may
have resource implications. Pre-sentence Investigetions are to be required
for all felonies, all minors, and all sentences of confinement. (Standard
16.10). But, a short-form pre-sentence investigation is suggested for all
cases where the possible désposition is less than filve years incarceration
(Standard 5.14). Another type of process change is the addition of alterna-
tives such as restitution and community service.

Original Research

It was not possible to identify az department substantially in compliance
with the standards described above; consequently, the estimation methodology
involved identifying agencies that performed only one or more functions
similar to those recommended by the Commission. Interviews and documents
from these agencies were used to estimate time required for various tasks and
functions, e.g., revocation processing, needs assessment, etc. These were
translated into staffing patterns based on the hypothetical volume of cases
(see below). The mean ratios of labor to non—-labor costs (rent, utilities,
supplies, etc.) found in the 14 departments were used to calculate non~
personnel components of the Model Budget. (This is a variation on the Sample
Budget method desecribed in Appendix A~2.) Salary estimates for personnel,
however, were derived from nationwide averages for comparable positions ~-—

a variation on the Model Budget method described in Appendix A-2. Combining
workload data and budget ratios from 14 probation departments and general
labor costs, a hypothetical agency was created that met NAC standards. It
was assumed that it operated in an urban county of 750,000 (500,000 in a
metropolitan area), had 4,000 active cases, completed 400 presentence invest-
igations, recelved 250 and closed 240 cases monthly.

As this methodological overview implies, the set of assumptions necessary
to estimate costs of complying with probatlion standards is elaborate and .
intricate. However, the assumptions that have the greatest potential influ-
ence in the cost estimates are:

e Hourly estimates for speclfic functilons;
® Salaries used in estimating personnel costs;
o Employee ratios.

There is no known agency that complied with NAC standards: state-oper-
ated, bifurcated organization, community resource management, and extensive
use of presentence investigations; therefore, the credibility of the estimates
hinge on the reasonableness of the above assumptions, not the representative-
ness of the sample.

No additional data were found to support or contradict the time estimates
per case used for short-form presentence investigations (4.5 hours), long
forms (7.5 hours), revocation processing (6.5 hours), needs assessment (4.5
hours), client supervision (.75 to 3 hours monthly depending on intensity).

The second assumption is supported by using a census of salaries
actually paid similar positions by 50 states. The means of begimning
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salaries in the top 50 percent (high average) and bottom 50 percent (low
average) were used to provide a range of costs.

The employee ratios used were one supervisor for six officers and
one support person for 2.5 employeed. 5ased on data collected in 1976,
this is consistent with probation and parole agencies. The comparable
ratio (excluding the "other personmnel" category) is one clerical employee
for 2.49 administrative and direct service personnel. Differences in
definitions made a comparison of supervisor/probation officer ratios im-
possible, but the ratio of probation officers to administrative plus cler-
ical personnel was 1 to 1.9 in the Model Budget and 1 to 1.6 in the mational
survey.

New data permit some non~statistical comparisons between the sample
and the population. In the figure that follows, only adult probation and
parole agencies are included (except for the last two items), since they
most closely approximate the type of departnent being analyzed.

Figure 3-2: Sample and Population Characteristics

Characteristic Sample (n=14) Population (n=1042)
Auspices

® State 35.7% 72.9%

¢ County 50.0% 24.3%

® Municipal 14.3% 2.8%

Supervision Caseload:

¢ Adult Probation 71 1392
¢ Adult Probation and a
Parole NA 68

Percent of Workload Attributed
to Presentence - 33% 21%b

Mean Number of Investigations
(1975) 400 - 302

2 Tncludes only agencles that do not prepare presentence
investigations.

b Weighted average of all agencies with probation function
(n=3,303) using midpoints of percentage ranges.

Source: Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, State
and Local Probation and Parole Agenciles. Data are for
September 1, 1976.
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The study sample 18 over representative of county agencies, but the
impact of this bias on cost could be either upward or downward.

supervision caseload of 4,000 used for the Model Bud
larger than the nationwide average for state (310),

The

get is substantially
county (495) or

municipal agencies (1430). However, the national survey counted "branch

offices" as separate agencies and may have overstated the number of state-
operated departments, and thereby, affected both of these measures.
Other cost-related characterilstics are reasonably comparable and generally

support the values chosen for the model.

Revised Estimates

Caseload estimates for deriving the Model Budget were developed
from data collected in 14 probation departments (Appendix C-1) and were
adjusted for these agencies' departure from compliance with NAC standards.

Minimum compliance : is considered to be:

PSI's for all felonies, PSI's

for one-third of the misdemeanor cases; and, supervision of 70 percent
of sentenced offenders not receiving fines or suspended sentences. The
resultant caseload figures for an urban department located in a county

of 700,000 is:
4000 active cases
250 new cases monthly

240 cases closed monthly

400 Pre-sentence investigations monthly

Caseload per officer is estimated at 71, and from interviews in the

sample agencies, approximately two-thirds of available probation officer

time is alloeated to supervision (client contact, third party comtacts,
terminations, etc.). This is consistent with national estimates of

21 percent devoted to presentence investigation, since time for other
activities (.raining, meetings, sick leave, etc.) is deducted to pro=

duce net working hours per person annually. (Appendix A~6). Figure
3~3 summarizes the work unit values used in the estimates.
Figure 3-3
Work Unit Values for Estimating
Probation Officer Requirements
Presentence Investigation
e sghort 4.5 per case
@ long 7.5 per case
Needs Assessment 4,5 per case
Supervision
¢ minimum +75 per case monthly
mcmedium (low service needs) 1.50 per case monthly
e medium ( high service needs) 2.00 per case monthly
o}maximum 3.00 per case monthly
Terminations
¢ regular completion +25 per case
® early completion .40 per case
e revocation 6.5 per case

“VSupervision"levels are based on service needs, not risk levels.

34




N

Model Budgets were deflated to 1978 dollars using both Implicit
and Item Indexes. The two methods produced differences of from 7 to 1.5
percent, but the direction (higher or lower) was not consistent. For ; 2
example, the Implicit was always less on the average low estimates i
and both less and more on the average high. Since the higher estimates ' %
have been used throughout this report, the results of the Item Index
method are presented below.

FOOTNOTES

1this 1s an "interim" organization. When fully implemented the standards
would create in the judiciary an intake service unit for all court
services ( release servicing and presentence information) and a client
services agency in the state's executive branch. See discussion in

Figure 3-4 ] i : ﬁgapter 2, "Pretrial Programs."
Summary of Model Budget : .8. Civil Seryice Commission, State Salary Survey, 1978 (Government
for Probation Department S Printing Office: Washington, D.C., 1978).

(1978 Dollars, Item Index)

Administrative Division Average High Average Low
(8 staff) $177,600 $132,800
Probation Services Division .
(98 staff) . $3,801,800 $1,472,000 | i
Court Services Division
(32 staff) $581,300 $471,800

TOTAL $2,560,700 $2,076,600 A
MEAN $2,318,700 J

Appendix C-2 presents line item details of the Model Budgets as
well as estimates for performing needs assessments, presentence invest-
igation, and other functions listed in Figure 3-3- above.

Model Budgets were defeloped to reflect a hypothetical ' department «
comp? ring with standards recommended in Corrections; therefore, the o
fourceen departments were reviewed because they exemplified one or more '
activities recommended by the standards, not because they were representative
of all probation departments. The methodology illustrated here, however,
is applicable to all situations where economic information is needed for
pblicy decisions regarding altermatives that depart significantly from
past practices. In the case of correctional standards, the broadest
choices have been various forms of community supervision and various
degrees of residential confinement —— from halfway housee to maximum
security institutions.
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Chapter 4. Halfway Houses

Introduction

Halfway houses for felony offenders have existed in some form since
the late years of the last century, but the Commission placed this correc-
tional alternative at the center of its community programs. First, the half-
way house was envisioned as a sentencing alternative (Standard 5.2, Sen-~
tencing the Non—dangerous Qgffender):

Criteria should be established for sentencing offenders.
Such criteria should include:

1. A requirement that the least drastic sentencing
alternative be imposed that is consistent with public safety.
The court should impose the first of the following alternatives
that will reasonably protect the public safety;

a. Unconditional release.

b. Conditional release.

c. A fine.

d. Release under supervision.

e. Sentence to a halfway house or other residential
facility located in the community.

f. Sentence to partial confinément with liberty to
work or participate in training or education during all
but leisure time.

) g. Total confinement in a correctional facility.

Residential centers, also, were comsidered a resource for perscus in
pre-trial, probation, and other community supervision programs. It might
provide housing and food for the defendent released on recognizance. The
probationer might attend weekly group sessions at the house. Finally, the
traditional role of graduated release was integrated into the Commission's
overall concept that "...community correctional programs embrace any activ-
ity ir the community directly addressed to the offender and aimed at help~
ing him to become a law-abiding citizen."t

To carry out these three roles, the Report states that community cor-
rections clients at least should have access to the same services offered
in institutions but provided through community resources. Minimum services
include:

(1) A comprehensive continuous education program, and

(2) Pre-vocational and vocational training programs to enhance the
offender's marketable skills, which should be part of a reintegrative
continuum including determination of needs, establishment of pro-

gram objectjves, vocational training, and assimilation into the
job market.

AR TR

These service specifications and the Report's general rejection of the
treatment or medical model of corrections suggest a halfway house that
emphasizes basic, life support activities on a temporary basis -- housing,
food, financial aid, job skills and employment placement. This is dis-
tinctly different from drug treatment, mental health or other community
residential programs that directly provide and tend to give priority to
psychological and medical services over an extended perioed.

Original Reseagrch

Halfway Houses analyzes employment-oriented residential programs based
on a sample of 30 houses that substantially met the Commission's standards.
(See the Appendix for a description of the sample.) The "law abiding citizen"

goal stated by the Commission was also common to each halfway house; however,
related subgoals included:

e Develop attributes necessary for employment;
e Employment placement;
‘@ Reduce confinement levels and costs.

Beyond these essential features of the NAC Model, the sample included public
and private auspices, single- and multi~center operations, male and female
offenders, persons in pre-release and probation status, and referrals from
one agency and from many. They were intended to be "representative' in terms
of size, auspices, services, location, etc. Format and content of budget

or expenditure data for these houses varied considerably, but 21l information
was made comparable prior to analysis. ¥For example, charges for capital
usage were included (See Appendix A-5, Rental Equivalents); fringe benefits
added where necessary; and overhead allocated in agencies with more than

one house. The following assumptions were made in deriving sample budgets
for houses meeting NAC standards:

e The sample 1s representative in terms of clients served, size, ser-
vices offered, location and auspilces;
e Halfway houses operate at 100 percent capacity;

e Differences in cost per diem are primarily a function of services
offered. '

Since the original research (1975), there have been three studies that
included substantial amounts og data on community residential programs. One
study by Ohio State University~ surveyed residential inmate aftercare in
Ohic and nationwide; another® used various samples of residential services
for psychosocially disabled (drug addiction, mental health, alcohol treat-
ment, etc.);finally, a nationwide survey and in-depth studies of private
vendors In five metropolitan areas” produced cost datz on halfway houses
serving principally criminal justice clients. Given the scope of these
independent studies, there obviously is substantial overlap but they generally
confirm a profile consistent with most assumptions used in Halfway Houses.
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Figure 4-1. Comparison of Community
Residential Samplesa

Model Bawaii 0su Horizon House P

n=30
Mean Capacity 25 29 26 18/27
(n=65) (n=153) (n=61)
Mean Occupancy NA 79% NA 77%
(n=63) {n=356)
Daily Costs $20.83 $25.29 $19.78 $16.315/823.11
(1978 dollars) (n=55) (n=24) {n=61)
Mean Salary 70%Z 65% 60% class NA
Proportion (n=23) (median)

Sources: See Footnotes at end of Chapter.

8yumbers* in parentheses are sample sizes used in computing entries
in this figure. Variation is due to missing cases and different
sampling frames. Implicit GNP deflator used to adjust to 1978
dollars.

bData for alcohol and drug treatment respectively.

The assumption of fully utilized capacity is not warranted aud would
require an upward adjustment in mean daily cost of the Halfway douse
sample to between $26.00 and $27.00, making it comparable to the Hawaii and
adjusted Horizon House ($20/$31.00) samples. The persomnnel proportion of
total budget is similar in three of the studies.

Evidence regarding the third assumption on cost determinants is mixed.
In addition to number of services (operating through staffing levels), other
variables affecting cost include auspices (subsidy effects), regional price
differences, scale economies, and client group. Piasecki, for example,
found that "...facilities reporting the highest cost per client day, the
lowest number of residents per unit and the lowest occgpancy rate (were)
those operated by federal, state or local govermment."® But, government
programs provided more services, sc it is unclear whether these higher
costs are due to subsidy effects, scale (as measured by residents), under—
utilization of capacity, or services. This study also found slight nega-
tive correlations between costs and beds or clients. In the Kassebaum
study, ninety-four percent of the variation in total budget was explained
by the amount of program support derived from government sources; but, no
such subsidy effect clearly emerged to explain mean daily cost.
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Appendix A-7 presents regional 1978 salary indexes of selected positions
in state government; for social workers, employment counselors and similar
jobs typically found in halfway housas the variation cam be from 10 percent
above to 15 percent below the national mean simply due to regional price var-
iations. Within a city, however, the Seiter study sample of 18 Ohio halfway
houses found that purchase prices (caplital costs) were not a function of
the socio~economic }evel of the nelghborhood or its accessibility to jobs

and transportation.’ Even though capital costs are a small proportion

of community centers®’ total budgets, this Ohio study may indicate little
varliation in costs within a narrowly defined, geographic area. This seems
reasonable, since labor markets are area~wide and personnel are the largest
cost component. The Horizon House survey found that costs increased as one
moved to more rural settings,” but no attempt was made to control for larger
regions (northwest, south, ete.); therefore, the differences may be due to
disproportionate sampling of rural areas in higher cost regions.

Finally, the Piaseckl research suggests9 that a measure of service deliv-
ery more complex than simply number of services is required to explain cost
variation. A measure of "intensity" of care is suggested that uses number
of services, professional staff proportion as a proxy quality measure, and
living arrangement support that ranges from none to total care. This measure,
when differentiated by disability (alcoholics, drug abusers, mentally 111)
and age (adult, juvenile), produces the results shown in Figure 4-2.

Subsequent research has not produced conclusive results on the deter-
minants of halfway house costs. There are discermible regional variations
in cost, but they do not seem to occur within a metropolitan area. Scale
economies or diseccnomies are confounded by the fact that larger programs tend
to be government-operated or more heavily government funded and, therefore,
the differences may be accounted for by subsidy effects. Given the conflict-
ing evidence, the assumption of services affecting costs was retained for
the updated sample budgets described in the next section.

Revised Estimates

Halfway Houses describe sample budgets for residential centers offering
three different service levels. The lowest budgeted house only provides
"basic in~house" services which consist principally of lodging, food, group
counseling and employment assistance. These services are typical of a
house whose residents are primarily work releasees with no serious drug depen-
dency. Comsistent with the Corrections model, the second house also provides
to clients more services from other social services agencies. "Community
resource referral" might include education, training, specialized groups,
etc., and, therefore, would represent a cost to supplies. Finally, a "compre-
hensive in-house services" model, while not recommended, is presented for
comparison purposes. This halfway house includes more counselors and a
parttime psychologist/evaluator. Service levels operating through personnel
are the principal source of cost variation among these three models.
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In Appendix D, two sample budgets are presented for each type of half-
way: one presents estimates in 1978 dollars (updated from 1974) that were
calculated using the GNP implicit price deflator for purchases by state
and local governments; the second used a variety of published and specially
constructed indexes for each budget line item as a way of cross checking
the reliability of the less precise implicit deflator (See Appendix A-4),
The variation between the two estimation methods ranged from 5.9 to 3.1
percent, small enough to warrant using results from only the implicit
index in the figure below.

Figure 4-3. Summary of Halfway House Per Diem Costs
(1978 dollars, Implicit Index)
Service
Level High Average Low Average
Basic $27.50 $17.20
Basic plus
Referral Services 30.40 19.40
Comprehensive
Services 36.60 23.70

The proportion of costs allocated to personnel will be larger for "low"
estimates (72-79 percent), due to fixed costs —~— rent, communications, main~
tenance, food, etc.

It should be emphasized that these estimates are only direct expenditures
by the criminal justice system (See Appendix A-1), and, thereby, exclude
costs of services provided by others, including the client. If length of
stay data were available, it would be possible to provide a cost information
that reflected program efficiencies (assuming equal effectiveness). For
example, per diem rates for ome house may be 25 percent lower than another
but the mean length of stay is twice as long, so the net cost is 50 percent
larger. External costs, client turnover, as well as service levels, need to
be examined when making comparisons between and among correctional alternatives.
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LEAST
INTENSIVE

Apartment
Program

MODERATELY
INTENSIVE

Foster/
Boarding

Group Home

Halfway
House

MOST
INTENSIVE

Nursing
Homes

Figure 4 - 2,
Mean Per Diem Costs by Disability
Group and Intensiveness of Services
(1978 dollars)

Mentally Ill Substance Abusers

ADULTS JUVENILES AGED ALCOHOLICS DRUG ABUSERS

$ 3.66 —— $3.33 = mem—— ——

(14) (2)

7.85 $ 5.58 $ 7.86 $11.12 $11.12
i1494) (400) (1494) (25) (75)
$22.27 $37.57 — — ———

(159) (5)

22.06 $32.24 —— $16.12 $23.14
; (18) (11) (21) (11)
24.4 —_— $19.44 $24.49 $25.31
¥ (NA) (1908) (Na) (NA)

Source: Plaseckl, op. cit., p. 12. Implicit deflator used te put all
costs in 1978 dollars.
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Aftercare: The State of the Art, "Supplement B, Survey of Residential
4Inmate Aftercare Facilities,' (Ohio State University: Columbus, 1976).
Joseph Plarecki, Jane Pittinger and Irvin Ruttman, Determining the
Costs of Community Residentlal Services for the Psychologically
Disabled. (Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Alcohol, Drug
Abuse and Mental Health Administration: Washington, D.C., 1974.);
hereafter Horizon House.

Gene Kassebaum, Joseph Seldin, Billy Wayson and Gail Funke, Contracting
for Correctional Treatment Services, Vol. I (Law Erfiopcement Assistance
Administration: Washington, D.C., 1978). Hereafter, Hawaii.

Horizon House, p. 32.

Ohio Study, p. 167.
Horizon House, p. .
“Ibid., p. 12.=
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3} Chapter 5. Imstitutional Programs and Parole

Introduction

Institutional-Based Programs and Parole by Singer and Wright combirned
standards on local and major institutions, parole, offenders' rights,
pretrial procedures, system-wide administration, employment, and research.

Part One: "Management of Offenders" addresses Task Force recommenda-
tions that deal with physical environment, staffing and service levels.
"New and Expanded Programs'" focuses on existing and preposed programs;
education, training and library services, prison work experiences; and
extra-institutional activities. The final section, "Rights of Offenders"
includes legal system access, institutional grievance and disciplinary
procedures, and the rights of parolees.

The resources and cost estimates were developed around a "model"
institution, conforming completely with the standards. While actual expen~—
diture data are used (e.g., for current operating costs), they are not
necessarily reflective of an institution meeting the standards. New capital
data are used to indicate the magnitude of construction costs and the relative
prices of differing security levels.

The key elements in this chapter are:

"Model" 1967 Task Force staffing for custody and support
# Annual capital charges for institutions

Annual parole costs for qualified officers and boards

¢ Model educational and vocational programs with maximum inmate
participation

Distribution of the inmate population into meaningful work activities

e Maximum and minimum inmate wages

e Prison industries reflecting private sector production criteria
® Releagee programs and stipends

e Legal and grievance services

Each of these elements is evaluated in terms of potemtial recommended
participation and estimated costs, per inmate and natlonwide.

LTRSS e . F 2 " T T T T T T L S A T S I S T




Original Research

The original report drew om & combination of data sources: pub-

Expenditure and
hed national criminal justice system data, such as
éi;liyment Data for the Criminal Justice System, National Jail Census,

ation's Jails, Survey of Inmates of Local Jalls; selected
ii:gé 223 ?ocal information, e.8., plans and programs from Ca%ifornia,
Maryland, Minnesota, Ohio, etc. These data were used as proxies when
natiowide data were unavailable or to reinforce a particular esti?ate.
Other, more general references, such as The New Red Barn, (Nagel);

Jails: The Ultimate Chetto of the Criminal Justice (Goldfarb), Scale

Fconomies and other Economic Concepts (Block) and Local Jails (Wayson &
Funke) were used to provide background information and set the tone of

the analysis. Finally, numerous Department of Labor, Department ?f

Commerce and Census and other general references were used to derive

salary and other cost informatiom, deflate or inflate costs to 1974
dollars, estimate participation rates, calculate fringe benefits and

derive "loaded" cost figures. The Appendix provides greater detail on
sources and estimates. -

The key assumptions and related research by major section include:

Management of Offenders —— Nineteen institutions and jails natignwiiie
which were recently built or under construction served as the gasisf o;
capital cost estimates. These estimates were reinforced with ita r;or
other studies (Local Jails) or organizations (National Clearing ;zse
Criminal Justice Planning and Architecture) whers appropriate. 1thw§2c
not possible to survey these institutions for total compliance w A ew
standards; rather the attempt is to give an accurate, general cost fo
construction.

Capital stock refers to structure and equipment which are consumed over
time. It is inappropriate to charge off entire capital purchases i? agz one
year. Iiistead an apnual charge representing some fraction of the item
useful iifetime is used. The costs of financing new construction Yire .
estimated at 107 annuzlly, based on interest rates of 7-9% and an ailzzigc
for amortization and uncertainty. Thus, the total costs of 2 §10m
institution over 30 years would approach $30 millionm.

Another major assumption was that for a "nixed institution” (one-;hird
low security, two-thirds high security) the average costs of cozs;r;ctizn
are constant. There are some new data from Washington state wg ;1 )eg R e
to raise questions about this last assumption, (vide., local at 5 ;e
recent state construction data from California (see text) sugg;i sodata
economies of scale across 200, 400 and 600 bid tzstiiuzizzs;ncrezzzs 2 nce
also suggest some staffing economies as institutiomna .
widesprigd data were unavailable, this information has not been incorporated
into the revised estimates.

imated at .875 of total
Custodial and support service costs were est
staff payroll for state institutions and .90 for jails. Parttime persomnel
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were considered halftime for purposes of the calculations. New jall data
support this estimate; no comparable data were avallable for state insti-
tutions. j

Another set of assumptions Iinvolve the opportunity costs of incarcer-
ation. Estimates for foregone innate income were derived, weighted by likely
gkill level and expected unemployment. It was assumed that 10 percent
(rather than 25) represents the proportion of the inmate population neces-
sary to perform institutional maintenance. Other opportunity costs, such as
increased welfare payments to inmates' families, lost tax revenue, ex-offen-
der employment discrimination and family disruption, merit discussion but
are not calculable with today's data. The same is true for external costs
incurred by agencies cutside the criminal justice system, for such services
as medical care, recreation, education, counseling, etec..

New and Expsnded Programs -- Educational Programs were based on optimum
participation rates of 25 percent in secondary programs and 10 percent in
post-secondary programs. Vocational training participation was estimated
at 15 percent for imstitutions and .G375 for jalls, reflecting different
types of population. New data on educational and training participation
and costs were scanty; only post~secondary costs were changed by methods
other than inflation. The same was true for library costs.

The section on work experience addressed the reform of prison industries,
including payment of prevailing wages and adequate capitalization. The
applicable capital-labor ratio was estimated at 3/1 and 1s retained. Capital
stock was estimated then and now by using potential inmate productivity
(see Chapter 1) as an estimate for labor. It is still assumed that the
potential inmate participation in (meaningful) prison industries is 65 percent.

Prevalling wages may be estimated as falling between the potential pro-
ductivity per inmate and the Federal minimum wage. Payment to institutional
maintenance workers of at least the minimum wage would more accurately reflect
the actual costs of services performed. The actual number of inmates so en~

gaged was estimated at no more than 10 percent of the population of institu-
tions and jails.

Released offenders may participate in work or educational release. It
was assumed that the marginal costs of providing work release programs can
be completely recovered. Again, data were and are scarce for expenditures,

and participation rates, while not exhaustive, indicate low utilizationm of
this alternative.

Rights of Offenders -- Inmate and parolee rights are difficult to value
in monetary terms. Estimiated costs for legal and grievance programs were
derived by observing selected state expenditures and checking for reliabil-
ity with such organizations as the American Bar Assoclation. Croup and pre-
paid legal plans also lent credence. These estimates must be adjusted by
institutions to reflect their own practices and imnmate usage.

46

T S O IR IS




Parolee rights were found to be enhanced by increasing annual grant
hearings and improving the resources available for revocation hearings.
Estimated costs for implementing court decisions regarding this latter
procedure were used to derive general estimates.

Revised Estimates

Population statistics are the latest avallable. Unlike cost figures,
it is not possible to "inflate" populations to present-year figures. The
latest incarcerated population statistics are those collected (but not yet
published) by the Bureau of the Census. On December 31, 1977, prisoners
in State Institutions totalled 261,405. This number has been adjusted to
250,949 to reflect only adult immates. The latest jail population figure
is 157,570 as of February 28, 1978.

Expenditure data for operating costs of state and local institutions
was avallable for 1978. Since they were not disaggregated, adjustments
have been made to reflect nonjuvenile custody, support and other operating
costs. These are noted in the text as relevant.

Absent new studies or data of the type used to derive the original
estimates, costs were Inflated to 1978 dollars. State and local costs were
inflated either by using State Salary Survey information or the implicit
price deflator for purchases of state and local governments. Wages were
inflated with the GNP implicit price deflator (a more moderate approach than
using the Consumer Price Index).

Items that were thus inflated include: secondary education and vocation

program costs; legal and grievance costs; reported inmate earnings (partial) -

for earlier years; parole and parolee costs; library services.

Data that were limited but suggestive are included in the text, e.g.,
stipends for releasees; and, new cost data, e.g., post-secondary education,
minimum wage, recalculated value of potential inmate productivity are incor-

porated fully in the estimates. Actual program participation data are noted
when available but do not affect the "Model" rates developed for the project.

Costs of Custodial Facilities -- The Standards in the Corrections Report
relating to Institutional Design include the following:

# 2.5: Healthful Surroundings

e 4.2: Construction Policy for Pretrial Detention Facilitiés
e 8.3: Juvenile Detention Center Planning

® 9.1: Total System Planning

® 9.10: Local Facility Evaluation and Planning

e 11.1 Planning New Correctional Institutions
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e 11.2: Modification of Existing Institutions

e 11.3: Social Environment of Institutions

Summary construction cost data on nine
teen planned
(in 1978 dollars) are presented below. The per ged aver:;ezu:lt Jleritutions
$50,677 to $37,331, depending on secur’ty mix, “nee from

Figure 5-1

Summary Data on Construction Cost
per Bed, b
of Institation, for a Sample of Nineéeez fype
Recently Constructed or Planned Institutions
(1978 Dollars)@

Number of Per Bed Construction Cost

Type of Institution Institutions Current Dollars Average in 1978
in Sample High Medium Low Dollars

High--Security Institution 8 $66,745 $27,785 $47,982 $50,677
>

Mixed-Security Institution 6 42,323 26,425 36,817 38,885
. s t]

Jail
a 5 57,124 14,551 31,987 37,331

®Data inflated to 1978 dg
{structures .

l3ars with 1978 Price Deflator for non~residential

Some additional recent data from the State of Californis
} ]

tutions of varying sizes, were available for this report.1for mixed insti-

Population 200 400 600
Square Footage/bed 670 520 475
Total Cost $59,523 $44,713 $40,676

Average: $48,304

R:gional and other considerations will cause variation in any estimates
Presented here. 1In addition, it should not be assumed that even these sub-

8tantial construction costs
guarantee a structure that is
with the recommendations of the standards. in £otal compliance

The true cost of any of these ins
titutions is the sum of construct
pi:s financing charges over the building's useful lifetime. Figure 5321225—
Pilays such charges on an annualized basis using a ten percent cost of capltal.

These estimates re "
present an "operating” cost of capit
annual operating costs of the institutgon. spifel and should be in
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Figure 5-2

Per Bed, By Type of Institution

. Estimated.Annual Capital Cost
(1978 Dollars)

Annual Cost in 1978 Dollars

' " Type of Imstitution

' High Security Institution $5,068
’ Mixed Security Imstitution $3,888
1 Low Security Institution $1,179

Jail $3,733

2Bed cost for Low Security Institution (11,792) estimated at difference
between high-security ($50,677) and mixed security (38,885).

-

Jail functions differ somewhat, at least in degree, from those of an
institution holding a longer-term, sentenced~only population. Because of the
advanced age of many of the nation's jatls, new comstruction estimates for

jail functions may be of more use. Tigure 5-3 suggests some costs for
these functions.

0 Figure 5-3

Jail Functlons and Estimated Capital Costs
Per Bed (1978 Dollars)#*

Intake services, classification, and
pretrial detention $31,743

Incarceration (Primarily but not $26,963
solely misdemeanant) ’

Pre- and partial-release dormitory $26,194
A1l functions : $27,909

%
E tes derived from:

Stiggtional Clearinghoud3e for Criminal and Design Institute, Rhode
Island Pre-Design (Champaign, Illinois: Planning and Design
Institute, 1974). 1978 figures derived using Bureau of Economic

Apalysis: Implicit Price Deflator for Nonresidential Structures.

i

s

S

Even for major state institutions, however, their age, size and high
renovation costs may suggest substantial new construction. The original
report suggested that locating in a community getting (as recommended by
the Standards) might enable use of existing structures, thus defraying some
construction costs; in addition, it peinted out that "the cost of replacing
outmoded institutions with new ones should be roughly the same, whether the
new facility 1s a contemporary duplicate of the (large, highly Secure,
impersonal and even dehumanizing) original or a departure from tragitional

design along the lines recommended by the Corrections Task Force."

Operating Costs for Custodial and Support Services

This section concerns itself with staffing for custody and basic support |
services; "treatment" or program services and costs are addressed later.
Related Standards include 2.6 (Medical Care), 9.6 (Jail Staffing), 11.3 |

(Social Enviromment-Major Institutions), 14.1 (Recruitment) and 14.11 (Staff
Development).

Estimated operating costs per immate year (1978 dollars) are $6,166
for state nonjuvenile institutions and $6,645 for jails. Figure 5-4 provides

summary detail. (See Appendix for genmeral methodology and actual numbers
used in caleculating operational costs.)

Figure 5«4

Estimated Average Operating Cost for Custodial
and Support Services Provided by Correctional
Institutions (1978 Dollars)

Iype of Institution

Type of Average Cost State Local
Nonjuvenile Nonjuvenile .
Wages and Salaries ' ‘ $4,138 $4,514
Fringe Benefits 786 857
Other Operating Costs 1,242 1,273
Average Cost per Imnmate Year $6,166 $6,645

Since 1972, state and local correc
doubled; but gtate inmates increased by
increased by 11 percent. 4

These and subsequent estimates are based on expenditure data from
Expenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal Justice System 1977 -
Advance Report (U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Censusg).
Expenditure (payroll) were inflated to 1978 dollars uging State Salary

tional expenditures approximately
44 percent, while local inmates only
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Survey 1978 (U.S. Civil Service Commission, Washington, D.C.). For

gtate institutions and jails, the proportion of payroll associated with non-
juvenile institutions was estimated at 567, following prior patterns.

State prison populatiomns are taken from Prisoners in State and Federal

Institutions on December 31, 1977 (U.S. Department of Justice, April, 1979).
Since the report did not specify juvenile institutional population; an
estimate of .96 (which reflected the proportion of adult to juvenile
inmates in recent years) was used to arrive at 250,949 adults. The

jail data (1978 Jail Census Preliminary Figures, Bureau of the Census)

did not include local Jjuvenile institutdions. Population on February

28, 1978 was 157,570. Due to the proximity of the survey dates, the pop-
ulations basically represent 1978 figures.

Staffing information for "model" state institutions is presented below.

New jall data on kinds of personnel and inmate staff ratios are presented
in Figure 5-6.

Figure 5-%

Estimaﬁed Wage/Salary Expenditures in 1978 Dollars for a Nationmal System
of "Model" State Institutions Following 1967 Task Force Guidelines2

Estimated Total
Ratio of Average Annual Wages/Salaries

Type of Staff Numbex Inmates/Staff Wage/Salary (thousands)
Custodial Persommel 41,823 6/1 $11,329 $473,813
Case Managers 1,673 150/1 12,145 20,219
Technicians and
Service Personnel 5,019 50/1 12,539 62,933
' Correctional Managers 6,971 36/1 12,974 90,442
All Custodial and
Support Services 38,576 4.52/1 $11,669 $647,487
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Flgure 5-6

Number of Jail Employees and a
Estimated Inmate/Staff Ratios, 1978

Number of Employees Estimated Inmate/

Type of Jail Employee (FIE's) Staff Ratio
All Employees 54,288 2.9
Administrative 6,306 24,99
Custodial 34,947 , 4.5
Clerical 8,069 19.53
Professional and Technicalb 4,966 31.73

8source: (1978 National Jail Census Preliminary Figures), David Schaitberger,
Social Science Analyst, Bureau of the Census.

bIncludes social workers, medical doctors and nurses.

Figure 5~7 compares "model" institutional costs with existing state
and local nonjuvenile institutions. Suggested costs are less than actual
custody and support expenditures. This may indicate a redistribution of
correctional sexvices rather than massive budget increases.

Staffing Community-Based and "Mixed" Imstitutions

The Corrections report gives significance to serving clients in a
community-based setting with a mix of high- and low-security settings.
Figure 5-8 displays the staff and average operating costs for custodial
and basic services in a "Halfway House" component of a community-based
institution. The client costs are not significantly different from actual
custodial and support services in existing state nonjuvenile institutions.

A "mixed" security institution, combining high- and low-security

clients (two-thirds to one-third) results in an even lower client cost.
Figure 5~9 displays these estimates,
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Figure 5-7
Estimated Wage/Salary Expenditures and Operating Costsg
for Custodial and Support Services Per Inmate “ear (1978 Dollars)
Expenditure
Type of Institution Wages/ Fringe Other Total
Salaries Benefitg Costsg Operating Cost
|
"Model" with 1967 o d
Task Force Staffing $2,5802 $490 $1,178 54,248
Existing Logal
Nonjuvenile $4,514 $857 51,273 56,645
Existing Stgte
Nonjuvenile 84,138 $786 $1,242 $6,166
b
aDerived from Data in Figure 5-5,
bSee text for sourcesg and rationale for all estimatesg for existing state and local institutions.
cEstimated at 19 percent.
Estimated to be the same ag existing state instltutions after deducting $64 for bayments to inmates for
institutional maintenance work and a per capita expense for offenders! rights activities (1978 dollars;
GNP implicit price deflator),
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Figure 5-8

Estimated Staff and Average Operating Costs for
Custodial and Basic Support Services in the Section
of a Community-Based Institution serving
Eighteen Residents as a “Halfway House" (1978 Dollars)

Ratio of Estimated Total
Type of Staff Number Clients/Staff Average Annual Wages/Salaries
‘ Wage/Salary
Correctional
Managers 2 9/1 $15,764 $31,528
Counselors 1.5 12/1 11,044 16,566
Technicians and
Service Personnel , 2 9/1 8,175 16,350
Total Wages and Salaries $64,444
Fringe Benefits (197) 12,244

Other Operating Costs 36,677

Total Operating Costs $113,365

Estimated Average Cost per Client Year $ 6,298

Figure 5-9

Estimated Average Operating Costs for Custodial and Support Services
for a Community-Based Institution Serving Two-Thirds High-Security
and One-Third Low-Security Resident Clients

Estimated Average Proportion of

Type of Client Operating Cost Institution Weighted
Per Client Year Clients Cost
High Security $4,248 .667 $2,833
Low Security $6,298 .333 $2,097
Weighted Estimated Average Operating Cost $4,930
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The standards advocate 40 hours annual staff training with an additional
60 hours for first year staff. Most adult corrections agencies (97Z) provide
entry-level training; but it has been estimated that fswer than 10 percent

of all officers receive in-service training each year. The average length
of training was 107 hours at entry leve}l and 62 hours in-service. Larger
agencies tend to provide more training.” Providing in-service training
would add about three percent to staff requirements (60 hours < 2,000 hours).

ITarole Costs

The Standards recommend duty-relevant training for parole boards and
compensation comensurate with the judiciary. In 1974 such compensation was
estimated at $33,000 annually; in 1978 it is $41,500. This will vary by
state _or region but is consistent with prevalling judiecial salaries nation-
wide..5 Average salary costs of a five-member board could raise total costs
as high as $500,000. Given the high cost of incarceration, however, there
is much potential for averted costs through additional and more rapid parole.
(It is presumed these outcomes result from increases in quantity and improved
quality of board performance).

Parole officers may expect to earn $%0,656 to $12,575; for Senior Parole
officers the range is $13,313 to $16,017.° Ex-offenders are still legally
prohibited from serving in these or aide roles in eleven states. Nine states
have adm%nistrative restrictions; 148 ex~offenders had positions as aides
in 1974.

Standards for parole supervision cite as a model the Work Unit Program
of the California Department of Corrections; whereby different supervisory
duties are accounted for by different numbers of work units. Regular super-
vision 1s counted as 3 work units per case. Since 120 work units per month
are recommended, a target "regular" caseload would be 40.

As of December 31, 1977, the state total parole population was 144,143
persons. Using regular supervision with a target caseload of 40 as an
example, 3,804 parole officers would be required at an average annual salary
of $11,358.”7 An additional 600 supervising parole officers would be nisded
(to maintaln an officer supervisor ratioc of 6/1) at $14,403 per annum.
Parole officer salaries are $40.9 million nationwide and supervisors'
salaries are $8.6 million. Exclusive of fringe benefits and other support
costs, the salaries for servicing the parolee population are $49.5 million.
Allowing 19 percent for fringe benefits and a modest 22 percent for support
services and other expenses suggests nationwide criminal justice system
public expenditures of nearly $70 million for parolee services. A greater
proportion of intensive supervision would result in a downward resvision.

Education and Training within Institutions
Standards 9.8 and 11.4 call for educstional and vocational training
in jails and prisons and are specific in recommending individualized

instruction, use of volunteers and paraprofessionals and on limiting
student/teacher ratios to 12/1.
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Data available for the earlier report indicated that while education
and training were offered, the quality was well below that envisioned
bv the Standards. The Corrections report recognized that providing
tecommended programs would cost more than pupil costs in normal academic

environments.

Secondary Education

Information on two states, California (Budget, 1975-76) and Alabama
(John McKee, The Draper Project, MDTA Experimental and Demonstration
Findings, No. 6) indicated that loaded staff-year costs, ensuring a 12/1
pupil-teacher ratio were about $48,000 in 1974 dollars. Of this, approxi-
mately half was for salaries, the balance for equipment and supplies.

It was assumed that on average a student in need of educational
services would require two courses to prepare for the G.E.D. A 257 par-
ticipation rate was also assumed. At 12 students per class, then the
average student cost is $4,000 per annum; at 257 participation this
ampunted to $1,000 per inmate year.

Adjusting the educational costs to 1978 dollars and retaining the 25%
participation rate, the new student cost ig $5,204 or $1,301 per inmate.

The detail for state and local institutions 1s shown in Figure 5-10,

It should be noted that the dollar expenditure per inmate year is not
all additional expenditure for a jaill or prison. Current expenses should
be subtracted and known participation rates used for each jurisdiction
to calculate the cost of the standards.

Some monetary benefits accrue to inmates in education programs, par-
ticularly those completing the G.E.D. The benefit in 1974 dollars was
$365 per annum; in 1978 it is $455. The income gain over time may indeed
Justify the program costs.

Post~Secondary Education

Participation in post~high school education was about six percent in
1973. A ten percent participation rate was used in the report, assuming
an upward trend. Participation by Iinmates in secondary education, prison
industries and vocational training would suggest that ten percent is still
an appropriate level. The costs are based on tuition charges in public

two and four-year colleges. Total annual costs are $471 or $47 per immate year

and $19.2 million nationwide. Figure 5-11 provides the detail.

Vocational Training

Data from states and manpower programs were surveyed for the earlier
report. A combination of MDTA results (Robert Taggart, Prison of Unemploy-

ment) and California data (Budget) indicated that an azllowance of $2,000 per
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Figure 5-10

Estimated Criminal Justice System Public Expenditure Required
To Provide Secondary Education Services to Inmates in State
and Local Institutions, Per Inmate Year and Nationwide
(1978 Dollars)

State Institutions

A. Total Number of Inmate Years?® 250,949
B. Proportion of Inmates Participating
in Secondary Education Activities .25
C. Number of Inmate Years of Participation (A X B) 62,737
D. Average Expendituge per Inmate Year
of Participation $ 5,204
E. Total Expeﬁditure Nationwide (C X D)€ $326,483,340
F. Average Expénditure per Inmate Year (E % A) $ 1,301
Local Institutions (Jails)
A. Total Number of Inmate Years? 157,570
B. Proportion of Inmates Participating
in Secondary Education Activities .25
C. Number of Inmate Years of Participation (A X B) 39,393
D. Average Expenditure per Immate Year
of ParticipationP $ 5,204
E. Total Expenditure Natiomwide (C X D)¢c $205,001,170
F. Average Expenditure per Inmate Year (E =2 4) $1,301

8Estimate of 1977 Adult population; see earlier text.

b
1974 estimate of $48,000 of which 50Z = Salaries: $24,000 inflated to

1978 = $29,932; $24,000 goods and services inflated to 1978 = $32,514;
total expenditures = $62,446. This estimate is more comnservative than
applying the GNP deflator to the full $48,000.

c
This estimate is for total criminal justice system expenditures, not the
incremental expenditure necessary to meet the standard (see text).

“February 28, 1978 estimate; see earlier text.
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Figure 5-11

System Public Expenditures Required

Estimated Criminal Justice
amates in State

To Provide Post—Secondary Education gervices to 1
and Local Institutions, Per Inmate Year and Nationwide

(1978 Dollars)

State Institutiong

A. Total Number of Inmate Years? 250,949
B. Proportion of Inmates participating in Post-
Secondary fducation at Any One Time .10
¢. Number of Inmate Years of Participation (A X B) 25,095
D. Average Expenditure Per Inmate YeaTl of
participation® ' $ 471
E. Total Expenditure Nationwide (C X 1) $11,819,745
F. Average Expenditure Per Immate Year (E=4) $ 47
Local Institutions (3ails)
A. Total Number of Iumate Yearsd 157,570
B. Proportion of Inmates participating in Post-
Secondary Education at Any One Time .10
C. Number of Immate Years of Participation (A X B) 15,757
D, Average Expenditure Per Inmate Year of
participation $ 471
E. Total Expenditure Nationwide (C X 1) $7,421,547
(E=A) § 47

¥. Average Expenditure Per Inmate Year

8ggtimate of 1977 Adult Population; see earlier text.
s of the population is in two~-year
ts per academic year for tuition and

fees of $407) and one-third is in four-year public colleges (with average
coets per academic yealr of 4598 for tuition and fees). Inmate year equals
academic year for this calculation. Cost estimates supplied by George

Lind, Statistician, Statistical Information O0ffice of the National Center

for Educational Statistics, Waghington, D. C.

brhis estimate agsumes that two-third
community colleges (with average cOB

imate is for total criminal justice system expenditures, pot the
he gtandard.

CThis est
tal expenditure necessary to meet t

incremen

Arenruary 28, 1978 estimate; 8ee earlier test.
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Figure 5-12

Estimated Criminal Justice System Public Expenditure Required
To Provide Vocational Training Services to Inmates in State

and Local Institutions, Per Immate Year and Nationwide
(1978 Dellars)

State Institutions

Total Number of Inmate Years?@ 250,949
Proportion of Inmates Participatingbin

Vocational Training at Any One Time .15
Number of Inmate Years of Participation (A X B) 37,642

D. Average Expenditure per Inmate Year of Participationb $2,709
E. Total Expenditure Nationwide'(C X D)°© $101,972,170
F. Average Expenditure per Inmate Year (E—A) $ 406
Local Institutions (Jails)

A. Total Number of Inmate Yearsd 157,570
B. Proportion of Inmates Participating in

Vocational Training at Any One Time .0375
C. Number of Inmate Years of Participation (A X B) 5,909
D. Average Expenditure per Immate Year of Participation® $10,836

Total Expenditure Nationwide (C X D) $64,029,924

Average Expenditure per Immate Year (E—A) $ 406

2Egtimate of 1977 Adult Population; see earlier text.

b1974 estimate of $2,000 per participant experience X state and local
deflator for purchases of goods and services.

CThis estimate is for total criminal justice system expenditures, not the
incremental expenditure required to meet the standard.

dFebruary 28, 1978 estimate; see earlier text.

€A more intensive, 3-month tenure is assumed for jail participants, rather
than a year-long course.

60

economy, there is approximately $3-4 capital stock (equipment facilities,

inventories, etc.) for each $1 of labor productivity.

Since light manu-~

facturing and service industries have a lower capitalization than heavy

construction and manufacturing, a $3/$1 ratio is used.

The best avail-

sble estimate of the potential value of adult inmate manpower is $12,226.15
Efficient prison operatiomns would then require an average capital stoak
of approximately $1.5 millionm.

expenditures required,
structures and some equipment are already in use.

This estimated capital stock is & total, not the estimated incremental

Such items as utllities, transportatior access,
In 1974, 1t was estimated

that 36-552 of the required capital stock already existed in institutions.l6

Figure 5-13 1llustrates the incremental capital stock required under these
varying assumptions.

Figure 5-13

Egtimatied Incremental Capital Expenditure
Required to Make Prison Industries

in State Institutions Self-Supporting (1978 Dollars)

Total Number of Immate Years

Proportion of Inmates Participation
in Prison Industies at Any One Time

Number of Immates Participating
in Prison Industries at Any One Time
(A x B)

Incremental Capital Expenditure
Required Per Participating Inmate
D1 Estimate 1
Do Estimate 2

Incremental Capital Expenditure
Required for All State Imstitutions
E1 Estimate 1 (C x Dj)
Ep Estimate 2 (C x D3)

250,949

.65P
163,117

$16,200
$23,000

$2,642,495,400
$3,751,691,000

2g
b
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ee earlier text for explanation of this figure.
An optimum; assumes the balance ara engaged in institutional maintenaunce
work and education and training programs.
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Payment of Prevailing Wages

mpensation patterns im institutions (see earlier text
for r§§::§iii§§e:2 gaximum aniual remuneration of less than $500 per ??id
inmate. Potential productivity per inma%e is estimated a? 512,226, =
creating a gap of at least $11, 700 per 1gmate in prison industries
work or $1.9 billion nationwide. The minimum wage in 1978 was $2.65/
hour. On an annual basis, the per inmate shortfall is $4,800 or $783
million. Paying minimum wages to the ten percent of the inmate pop-
ulation considered necessary for industrial mainten§nce activities would
require an additional $120.4 million for state institutions and $75.6
million for local jails. Even if it is argued that many i?mates do
not work 40-hour weeks, the estimated hourly shortfall is between $2.44
and $5.90 (assuming a "high" average hourly rate of $0.21). This’should
not represent total net outlays, since room and board deductions are
common in other institutional programs with more generous compensation.

Services for Released Offenders
The Corrections Report recommends, in Standard 11.4 that:

On~-the job training and work release or work
furloughs should be used to the fullest extent
possible.

Each educational department should make
arrangements for education programs at local
coldeges where possible, using educational
opportunity progrems, work-study programs for
continuing education, and work-furlough pro-
ETrTnsS.

In addition, standards 9.9 .and 12.6 discuss jail release programs
and community serviees for parolees, respectively. No recoumsendations
are made es to participation rates, but existing state restrictioms would
suggest an eligible population of 25 percent of all feloms. The
Standards and Goals Report suggested that marginal daily costs of work-
release programs in 1974 could vary up to $8 per working day (considered
a high cost), New 1978 data from Minnesota report an average daily cost
of $28,00/day; no marginal costs were cited.l7 The program charges clients
$4/day for room and board.

Other data indicate some participation rates in release programs.
A li-gtate survey {n 1975 indicated that 27 of all women state prisoners
were involved in work-release programs.18 Results of the 1978 Jail
Census indicate thai 930 jails offered work release for males with
7,440 participants. 9 In addition, 8,747 males and 649 females were
serving weekend sentences in 1978.
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Parolee services are to include some ongoing stipend to releases
beyond current ''gate money" practices (Standard 12.6). A 1975
survey Indicated that 25 states provided $50 or less in funds to re-
leases, 13 provided $50-199 and four provided $101-250. Tour states
provided no funds at all. (At the time of the survey, ¥i:hington 8tate
was still granting up to $1430 on their stipend program). For nine-

ceen states these release monies represented increases from 1971; one
state reduced its felease funds.

A suggestion on how to estimate necessary funds for releasees

is offered below. 42 Estimates are based on a job search of 1-2
months,
1. Two months' income stipend o . _8495

(at poverty level $247.50/month)
2. Transportation: <£rom rural prison to urban

area $ 50
3. Housing: $150/month rent plus

1 month's deposit plus damage deposit $400
4, Utilities and telephone deposits $100
5. Extra clothing for job hunting $ 50
6. Two month's public transportation $ 22
Total funds for two post-release months $1,117

Recently passed legislation in California would provide %59/week in
unemployment benefits to recent releases who were eligible for work or

education programs while in prison. The rate is based on the federal
minimm wage.

Rights of Inmates

Standards 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 recommend that inmates be provided with
access to courts, attorneys, and legal materials. Standards 2.12, 2.13 and
2.14 discuss disciplinary procedures, non~disciplinary classification and
characteristics for instituticnal grievance procedures.

A survey of programs In several states led to estimates in the original
report of $75 and $70 per inmate for legal and grievance rights, respectively.
No better data were available for this report, although total budsets for
several states and a client estimate for one city were reviewed. 24 Inflating
the original figures to 1978 (using the State Salary Survey since most of the
costs are personnel) yields new suggested annuasl imnmate costs of $94 for
legal services and $87 for grievance procedures.

Rights of Parolees

Standards 12.3 and 12.4 are relevant to parcle grant and parole revocation
hearings, respectively. Other standards address the need of indigents and
the philosophy of keeping offenders in the community.
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The original report jooked at the possibility of increasggitgziii

heard by reducing examiners per hearing, arguing that ;nyiastitution&l
{sion or other costs would be offset by reducing the in ution
s:p§§:tion. 25The example suggested dividing a 3-member examiner boar
%egring 5000 cases per year (20/day) to 3 mimi-boagds hi§r§2§d6goszges
a day. Im 1976, 17 states held 1~19 hearings per day, i T ,
12 heard 30-~39 cases and eight had over 40 hearings per d y.te s potnt
totals slightly under 6,800 hearizgs ge; :;eﬁp;ziggozngoezzimate pe
estimate) and about 8,800 per week usin estinar is
the examiners are also the parole board and the av:ragg inducting 20
conducted by three persons, then2§he cost of thégo oa:escannually
hearings/day is $25 per hearing.</ To heariiiq, ;2 es snmually
(6,600/week = 50 weeks) would cost $8.25 million. < lag
a single individual, $8.25 miliion would prov

Z::il;oggzciiilgzn hear?ngs, or four hearings per inmate. 1£ i;:ziins
rates as a function of hearings remained constant, parolee pop o
would rise (as would supervision costs) but institutional costs wou
be reduced.

Revocation and prerevocation hearings as envisioned ?Z tgg7§ti§i:rds
were estimated to cost as much as $700 per case in 1“;\741.1 ~2f a78 this
figure would be at least $873. It was also estimated that £ zt
tation of these Standards reduced revocati?ns to 15%, t enszsg n £
savings (Incarceration minus parole supervision) Yould be .

1978 dollars this would amount to approximately $300.

Summary

A review of the costs discussed in this report and 1978 estimated

criminal justice system expenditures for residential services are presented

on the following pages.

st T

e

Figure 5-14

Summary of Estimated Criminal Justice
System Public Expenditures for 1978

Average Cost per Inmate

Activity/Cost Element Year (1978 Dollars)?@

Custody and Basic Support Cost
Capital Cost
Jail

$3,733
Mixed-Security Institution 3,888
High-Security Institution 5,068
Operating Cost
Existing Institutionb
Local Nonjuvenile 6,645
State Nonjuvenile 6,166
"Model" Institution
Institution with Task Force Staffing 4,248
Institution with Task Force/Halfway
House Staffing 6,298
Inmate Labor (107 of Inmates Paid National
Minimum Wage) 530

Program Cost

Secondary Education (257 of Inmates Participating) 1,301
Post~Secondary Education (107 of Inmates

Participating) 47
Vocational Trainigg (15% of Inmates Participating) 406
Prison Industries 0
Library Services 135

Offender Rights Cost
Access to the Legal System : 94
Non-disciplinary and Grievance Procedures 87

8For detailed analysis and background information on the assumptions (conceptua
and statistical) used in estimating the average cost per immate year for )
each of these activity/cost elements, see the text.

Non~capital cuost estimates for existing institutions are based on statistics
in Expenditure :ind Emplovment Data for the Criminal Justice System, 1978
prepared jointly by the U.S. Bureau of the Census and the U.S. Law Enforce-—
ment Assistance Administration (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office,
1977). For more information on techniques and data used to derive costs for
nonjuvenila institutions, allucate costs between custody and support and pro-
gram elements, add allowances for fringe benefits for institutional employees

and inflation, and arrive at average cost estimates per inmate year, see the
text.

cThough only the proportion of immates noted participates in the particular
activity, costs have been spread over all immates to arrive at the "average
cost per imnmate year" estimate shown in this figure.

This no-cost estimate is based on the assumption that prison industries are
sufficiently productive to allow for payment from value added receipts of pre-
vailing wages to inmates and capital costs. A difference in participation rates,
32 and 65 percent for community-based and state institutions, respectively,

allows for emplovment in the community for one-third of a community-~based
institution's residents.
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Figure 5-15

Estimated Criminal Justice System Public Expenditure
per Client Year (in 1978 Dollars) for Residential-Based Correctional Activities

. Estimated Cost
Type of Activity | per Client Year

Existing State Nonjuvenile Institution. This type of institution has structural
characteristics of recently constructed, high-security institutions. Staff
and services are like those of the average state nonjuvenile institution in 1978. $11,234

Existing Local Nonjuvenile Institution (Jail). This type of institution has structural
characteristics of recently constructed high-security jails. Staff and services
are like those of the average jall in 1978, . 10,378

Proposed Community-Based Institution. This type of institution has the structural
characteristics of recently constructed mixed-security institutions. Custodial
and support staff and services for high-security inmates follow recommendations
on the 1967 Task Force on Corrections; custodial and support staff and services
for low-security inmates reflect staffing patterns for halfway houses. Program
staff and services follow Corrections' recommendations for academic. and voca-
ticnal training, libraries and offender rights. 10,888

Pyropoged State Institutions. This type of institution has structural characteristics of
recently constructed high-securlty institutions. Custedial and support staff
and services follow 1967 Task Force recommendations. Program staff and services
follow specific Corrections' recommendations for academic and vocational training,

o~
ook

prison industries, libraries, and offender rights. 11,386
Halfway Houses. Providing Basic In-House Services. R 8,162
Halfway Houses. Providing Basic In-House Services and Community Resource REferral. 9,085
Halfway Houses. Providing Comprehensive In~House Services. 11,000

T
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Morrissey, and the subsequent budget allocations. Singer and Wright
Institutional-Based Programs and Parole, pp. 150-152.
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A-1. COST TYPOLOGY'

Administrators and planners, in satisfying the demands of the
annual budgetary process, are frequently forced to consider and to
justify their programs in terms of their own budgetary costs alone.
Therefore the following types of costs are often neglected in budgetary
debate and program analysis:

® The costs of goods and services from actors outside the
agency whose budget is beilng considered. (Example: Such
actors may include individuals as well as private or govern-
mental agencies. Specific examples of measures of the
value of thelr goods and services are: the cost of donated
facilities and equipment for a halfway house, the value
(imputed cost) of volunteer labor in a probation department,
or the value to a bail agency of legal aid or public defender
consultation.)

e Full costs of support or administrative activities which,
though they do not benefit a "clientele" directly, are
necessary to provision of direct services. (Example: The
accounting department for a corrections agency has no direct
relation to a person on probation, yet it manages the accounts
for a1l probation activities. Likewise, the manager of the
accounting department may never prepare data on probation
activities, yet 1s accountable for the work of those who do.)

® Costs Incurred by individuals as a result of theilr partic-
ipation (whether voluntary or involuntary) in a given activity.
(Example: 1If one participates in a diversion activity, he or
she may be losing the right to a speedy trial. It is assumed
that this loss will have a value to the individual, and in
this sense represent a "cost" of the diversion activity.)

@ Costs incurred by soclety as a result of a given action or
inaction. (Example: Incarcerating people suspected of a crime
has been assumed to reduce the risk of danger to society. If
soclety chooses to place some individual in halfway houses
rather than in institutions, it presumably agrees to assume a
greater risk of crime. The expected value associated with
this risk represents a cost to soclety.)

In the budgetary nrocess of criminal justice agencies, it may mot be
possible to consider all these costs routinely, but they are within the pro-
per purview of economic analysis. Ideally, familiarity with them could
open budgetary debate to consideration of the full range of program costs.

For the Standards and Goals Project's reports, the kinds of costs des-
cribed above have been incorporated into a cost typology which can be used

lThis Appendix was prepared by Susan Weisberg and Dr. Virginia Wright.
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for analyzing the resource implications of all criminal justice activities.
Types of costs within this typology are described and compared In the para-
graphs which follow. For the Project's program reports, only costs incurred
by the particular activity being studied are analyzed in detail.

CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM COSTS

Criminal justice systems costs include direct outlays for, or the im-
puted value of, goods and services by:

e Law enforcement agencies
® Courts
e Legzl services agencies, bureaus or firms

® Other agencies, organizations or individuals whose stated mission
could not be carried out if there were no crime

® Activities of organizational units or individuals financed by
any of the above

The criminal justice system thus is defined to comprise the activities and
agencies listed above.

Criminal jusfice system costs may be further subdivided in the follow-
ing way.

e Public expenditures -- direct outlays for, or the imputed value
of, goods and services provided or financed by governmental
agencies or units.

e Private exvenditures -- direct outlays for, or the imputed

value of, goods and services provided or fimanced by non-govern-
mental agencies or units.

EXTERNAYL, COSTS

External costs include direct outlays for, or the imputed value of,
eoods and services provided by all agencies, organizations or individuals
external to the criminal justice system. External costs, like the previous
classification, may be further subdivided into:

1There will be cases in which goods or ssrvices are financed through govern—
mental as well as private sources. The ratio of such financing would deter-
mine whether they were classified as "private" or "public" expenditures.

2The "criminal justice system" is defined to include the agencies or individ-
vals listed under "criminal justice system costs' above.
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e Public Expenditures -- direct outlays for, or the imputed value
of, goods and services provided or financed by governmental
agencies or units.l For example, these would inelude: welfare,
health, and mental health departments of facilities; employment
and training programs, public schools and departments of education.

o Private Expenditures -- direct outlays for, or the imputed value
of, goods and services provided or 7inanced by non-govermnmental
agencies or units.l For pxample, these might include: private
employment agencies or day care centers, private mental health
practitioners (not paid under governmment contract).

DIRECT AND INDIRECT COSTS

The following types of costs apply to all the categories above {criminal
justice and external costs) when a specific activity (for example, a halfway
house, citation, summons, diversion) is assessed. Direct costs include
personnel and other expenditures assoclated with the provision of services
to clients by a specific service-producing activity; in this report, service
producing activity is a halfway house. For example, the salary of a house
counselor serving individual clients within a house would be considered a
direct cost of a halfway house program. Likewlse, food, rent, utilities,
telephone and other non~parsonnel operating costs would be considered direct
costs.

Services may be provided directly to the activity's clients by the activ-
ity itself (the halfway house) or by other agencies (both within and outside
of the criminal justice system). Costs associated with services provided
by other agencies within the criminal justice system are still considered
direct client costs. If such services are provided by other agencles outside
the criminal justice system, then those costs, while still direct since the
agencles are serving a client of the activity being analyzed, are extermal
direct costs.

Where direct costs of halfway houses are not immediately ildentifiable,
such as in the case where personnel of other criminal justice agencles provide
services to clients of a particular house, estimates must be made on a per-
centage time basis., For example, consider a halfway house serving exclus-
ively probationers, and assume that some of the counseling and referral ser—
vices are being provided to clients of the house by officers of the probation
department. In order to determine the total criminal justice system costs
of the halfway house, in addition to the costs associated with the provision
of services by the house must be added to the estimate of tlie cost associated
with the provision of gervices by probation officers. 1If it is determined
that probation officers spend 15 percent of their time providing services to
halfway house clients, then 15 percent of thelr salaries and fringe benefits
would be a direct cosi of the halfway house. (The administrative cost ab-
sorbed by a probation dspartment or state department of corrections in

'iThere 6¥ii be céseslin winlch goods or services are financed through govern-
mental as well as private sources. The ratio of such finaneing would deter-
mune whether they were classified as "private" or "public" expenditures.
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referring and then monitoring the progress of clients through the same
halfway'house would be an indirect cost and therefore not included in the
Project’s criminal justice system cost estimates, as explained below.)

Costs which cannot be attributed to a specific service~producing
activity, such as a halfway house, but which are known to be associated

in part with that activity, are defined to be indirect costs. Indirect
costs, therefore, include:

(1) Costs of administering or monitoring clients of halfway houses

which are associated with an agency or organization other than
the halfway house:;

(2) Costs which are expended or charged to another agency or organi-

zation (except those of other criminal Justice agencies noted
under direct costs above).

Only direct costs have been analyzed in the Standards and Goals Pro-
ject's reports for relatively self-contained activities, such as correctional
institutions, most halfway houses (except those which are a part of a group
administered by a single private agency) and diversion projects. Indirect
costs assoclated with general administrative services, which are provided
by state or local correctional agencies or other state or local government
personnel, are assumed to be associated with general administration of
correctional programs and not specific correctional activities.

-he complexities of estimating indirect costs associated with particular
diversion activities make it impossible for the Standards and Goals Project
to include allowances for indirect costs in all of the Project's cost esti-
mates. However, administrative costs associated with a group of houses ad-
ministered by a single private agency, considered to be éart-of t.ie normal
costs of coperation (administrative functions normally performed by the
directors and assistant directors of single houses) are included in the
cost analysis (as private indirect costs). :

OPPORTUNITY COSTS

Opportunity cost is a measure of the cost which results from the fact
that when one activity is undertaken another activity must be foregone.

Opportunity cost can be viewed from the pergpective of many different

levels of resource aggregation, that is, there is a
% an opportunilt
associated with: ’ ? pportunity cost

@ A single resource which could be used in different ways (such
as a person who can hold different jobs):

@ A set of resources which could be used in alternative correc-

tional activities (such as $10,000 for a halfway house or non-~
residential probation);
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e A set of resources which could be used in alternative public
activities (such as government doctors for criminal justice or

mental health programs);

e A set of resources which could be used in public or private
activities (such as $10 million in loans to build a correc~-
tional instftution or private homes).

From the perspective of a single resource which could be used in
different ways, one measure of the opportunity cost of an inmate in an
institution is the productivity of his labor that is foregone, or the
opportunity cost of using a person to teach inmates is the teaching (or
other tasks) he or she might have performed elsewhere. At the level of
alternative iorrectional actlvities, the opportunity cost of using a set
of resources™ to provide services to clients of a halfway house can be
thought of ag being the result or product (measured in texms of the criminal
justice system's objectives, such as reduced crime or integration of offen-
ders into society) that could be ocbtained from using those same resources in
other types of correctional activities (such as non-residential probation
or parole). At other levels of resource use suggested in the list above,
individual halfway houses, or all houses as a group, can be compared to
other criminal justice activitles, other nog—criminal justice governmental
activities, or non-govermmental activities.

In all of these comparisons, if the opportunity cost (that is the
product of the activity foregone) is greater than the product of the activity
undertaken, there is a loss or "cost" to society above and beyond the eight
types of costs described earlier. This loss to society is a social cost
to be allocated to undertaking the activity whose productivity is lower. The
question of how to define and measure productivity (or even relative pro-
ductivity) becomes a m2jor problem when the analysils moves from the level
of individual resources to criminal justice activities whose "products” are
differentially defined as deterrance, rehabilitation and so forth, by
policy-makers and analysts.

1Their "walue" has previously been computed by the calculations of direct
and indirect costs described sbove.

ZAs a concept which is derived from production theory and efficiency consid-
erations, opportunity cost analysis focuses on the "alternative uses" of
products from a given resource or set of resources. The related, but ana-
lwiically diztinet, concept of cost aversion, on the other hand, focuses
on the "least cost alternative" for achieving a given product or set of
products,
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Standards and Goals Project staff.

2

activity Suggested in the Corrections Report

(staff salaries
for a type of

® -Law enforcement agencies

o Coufts

] Legal services, agencies, bureaus or firms

® gg:::dagjzgisz, organizations or individuals whose
vere o selo could not be carried out if there

® Activities of o

rganizational uni
financed by any one of the aboge?s or individuals

Estimates showm i
necessarily identicaj wi N a sample budget are derived from

T az;:aReEort. Txo estimates are Provided for
h ge” and a "low average"——to reflect -
approximately the same item (a staff pers Mol
s a4 police Patrolman] or 1,000 sqsgr:t ¢
nt parts of phe country,

1
This Appendix was wr
itten by Dr.
e Standards and GoalsyPrOjeZ:fginia B. Wright, Research
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Procedures and assumptions used to derive tgeisaggéizizzt

hown in the several sample budgets prese?te ditferent .
P : d Goals Project reports vary, depending on the ypfor
Standar's indata which are available and the num?er ?f places o
StétiSth: data could be obtained within the Project's timz an re-
e s tiaints Therefore more specific proced?res and issz'z
igziguugzgsin cons;ructing each sample budget are discussed in ti

text accompanying it.

For other activities envisioned in the Corregtizzsaﬁgpgzs;on‘
(such as a probation system which has separate proc: uers> 1 person
e iding services to the courts and probation . ,tivity
ret i pIOVIZtivities which approximate the recomm?nde ac :ble
o bedaor o Z' enditure data are so limited that it is not pOSSIdei
Zz 223%32 2nsa:;§e budget (as described above‘)i.G I? s;ingiiezéa?;

g i dards and Goals £.
pnets :ageetezz ii:;v:dSZ{ g?eeizzgated criminal.justice :xgenil— .
ﬁu2:2elbyul§ne item, but it is not based ondexging:t325iszd ?rgs e

; ivi tea IO
o iracr fromeEXiZEigga:CS;Z;izgz'es§?;ates’for probation oiflce;i_
indirec? SOEF;f ;ent kinds of services for different types © proies
D oreine ; eof direct and indirect costs for goYe?nment age?c ’
tioners% ra; OSAs for the sample budgets, more spec1f%c procedute:hiCh
2gi z:riszsgoa pacticular model budget are discussed in the tex

accompanies it.
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A=-3: (Cost Differential Estimatesl

The estimation procedure used In Alternatives to Arrest identifies
differences in cost between traditional arrest, fleld citation and station-

house citation. Three variables provide the foundation for estimating
these cost differences:

@ Procedures —~ The discrete tasks and functions required to carry out
the traditional and the recommended activities;

® Resource cost per accused for each procedure —- The cost per accused

of resources applied to procedures in the traditional and the
recormended activities;

® Case flow —- The number of accused persons who would be exposed to a
glven procedure under the traditional and the recommended activities.

The Concepts of Differential Cost-Generatin
Procedures and Cumulative Public Expenditure Costs

Cne key to identifying cost differences is the qualification placed on
the procedures co be examined: if under all threa study activitieg -- arrest,
field citation, and stationhouse citation -- anp equal number of people would
be exposed to a giver procedure, that procedure would not be included in the
analysis. The rationale is that vhey are =ssumed to produce no difference
in cost among the three activities, Consequently, the sum of procedural costs
for a given activivy is not the total cost of that activity. This methodology
was adopted because of the lack of data on the costs of traditional arrest
processes and newer alternatives. This approach has limitations: 1t does
not produce program cost estimates, per se; and, the use of average cost per

accused does not account for possible scale effects. It does, however, allow
comparisons between alternatives.

lExcerp:ed from Cpst Analysis of Correctional Standards: Alternatives to
Arrest.
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A-4, Normalizing Estimates to 1978 Dollars

Two methods were use’ to convert or deflate cost estimates .com various
years (typically 1974) so they were expvessed in 1978 dollars. The first
method applied the Implicit Gross National Product Price Deflator for Pur-
chases by State and Local Governments. The ratio of the 1978 index value
to its value for the year in which data were collected was applied to all

items in an estimate. ¥For example:

160.4
118.4

1978 Index:
1974 Index:

(1974 cost: $15,000) x = $20,321

Thus, on the basis of a national average covering all types of government
purchases, a program costing $15,000 in 1974 would cost approximately

$20,321 in 1978.

Since the Tmplicit Deflator approach does net differentiate between rates
of price change by specific budget conyonents (e.s., food, fuel, persomnel,
etc.), a series of published and specially created Item Indexes were used.

The published series of indexes included:

Housing

Food

Maintenance and Repaixs

Transportation

Utilities

Communications

Non~durables

Government Purchases of Industrial, Educational, Hospital
and Other Structures

Medical

Commodities, less Food

Government programs, generally, are labor intensive, so the largest
impact on costs over time should come from increases In salaries and wages.
A set of indexes for specific job .titles was created from the State Salary
Survey published by the U.S. Civil Service Commission. The indexes were
applied to the position that most closely approximated job descripiions
included in that survey. Where no comparable data existed, a composite
was constructed by using the mean value of all other salary indexes as an

approximation.

1
U.S. Department of Commerce, "Survey of Current Business," Vol. 58, No.7,

p. 61, for 1974 indem. Pre-publication data for 1978 were c¢btained by
Telephone Interview from Bureau of Economie Analysis in the Department

of Commerce. Base year is 1972.
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Sample/Model
Budget Position

Diversion:

Halfway
Houses:

Probation:

Project Director
Deputy Director
Careur/Job Developer
Screeners

Data Analyst
Bookkeeper

Sociasl Worker
Counselor
Intervievers
Supervisor of Evaluation
Clinical Psychiatrist
Lak Techmician
Egcort

Secretary

"Records Clerk

Statistical Clerk
Case Manager
Court Liason Unit

Director

Counselor

Night Counselor
Cook/Housekeeper
Secretary/ Bookkeeper

Community Resource Manager

Part-time Counselor
Assistant Director

Director

Probation Officer
Supervisor

Statistican/Research Analyst

Personnel Specialist

R i SO0 A B AT b5 i S 2 n e SRR SIS T

Source of Index

Senior Probation and Parole Officer
Probation and Parole Officer
Employment Counselor

Statistician

Composite Index

Social Worker

Graduate Social Worker
Composite Index
Prinicipal Statistician
Psychiatrist

Lab Technoleghst
Correctional Officer
Composite Salary Index
Composite Salary Index
Composite Salary Index
Social Worker
Composite Index

Senior Probation and Parole Officer
Graduate Social Worker

Correctional Officer

Composite Sal.ry Index

Composite Salary Index

Graduate Social Worker

Social Service Worker

Probation and Parole Officer

Director of Probation and
Parole Services

Probation and Parole Officer
Senior Probation and Parole
Officer

Statistican

Personnel Specialist

Using both the Implicit Index and Ttem Indexes
provided a test of
the sensitivity of total costs to variations in the prices of specific items.
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A~5. RENTAL EQUIVALENT ESTIMATION

€9

Commerce, Social and Economic Statistics Adminiétration,

This appendix contains a discussion and detailed presentation Bureau of the Census).

of the rental equivalent estimation process employed in this cost
analysis.

The index of ownership costs was selected because

_ f ' it includes, by definition, home purchase, mortgage
SELECTION OF AN ESTIMATION PROCESS : : . interest, taxes, insurance, and maintenance repairs.

Several alternative approaches to deriving rental equivalents ; .

The following formula was loyed to a
for facilities purchased rather than rented were evaluated. Three T e eapaooyed to adjust purchase

: rice and e ditur ti :
alternative approaches survived the initial evaluation: : B P € ¥penditures on renovations upward
/i : Value of Facility in _
(1) vUtilizing the annual rent for a (rented) building in o u ac yin = Pa, + T3, where
, 1974 Dollars »
the same neighborhood possessing similar characteristics; ‘

(2) Applying a rental equivalency rate against the appraised '
: ) S P = purchase price
(1974) market value of the facility; | f r = amount of removation, and

(3} Determining the market value (1974) by adjusting a

ﬁ ) ‘ @, and a, are the adjustment factors for purchase
: o
purchase price and amount of renovations utilizing . - price and renovation expenditures equal to
a housing value index, then applying a rental equivalency i s ‘ v v ’
rate. S a_"'p

‘ ap=T+l
The third approach was selected because it was the only approach : S .
allowing a uniform and systematic estimation of rental equivalents, ‘ a Va = Vp

CL a + 1, where
given the time and resource constraints of this research effort. , Y T \'f >

T
Time and resources did not allow the Standards and Goals Project to

carry out either the first or the second approach, and accepting each | ga : ;23:: z:iue zoi 19?4 f h
house's own estimated rental equivalent would have violated a uniform- ‘ i Vp = index valﬁg fgr ye:; gf Eurgvaii
ness criterion. Therefore, the third approach is the one which ; N T expenditure e enovation
was employed in determining rental equivalents, and which is discussed - R XPp .

in this appendix. i T If purchase and renovation occurred in the same year,
j then a_ and a, are identical, and the formula reduces

THE ESTIMATION PROCESS ‘i : é ror v
. 4 S v, -
Rental equivalents were calculated according to the following i C (p + )a, or complete, (p + r)(j Vp * {)'
two-step process: : + A The adjustment factors for the years in which facili-
(1) The sum of purchase price plus expedditures on renova- | } | : vies included in the sample were purchased are:
tions was adjusted upward (into 1974 dellars) utilizing EE L . 1964 1.7856
the index of ownership costs compiled by the Bureau of ?i o Togs 1.7605
Labor Statistics (published annually in the Statistical i o 1967 1.6320
" Abstract of the United States, U.S. Department of % ; A 1968 1.5440
§ | 1969 1.4069
'% 1970 1.2700
) ; 1971 1.2206
ﬁ = 1972 1.649
*® gi 1973 1.125
‘ ™ 1974 1.000
.\‘-:9! !
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(2) Once purchase Price and renovation expenditures have
been adjusted to 1974 values, the second step consists
of applying a rental equivalency rate incorporating
both a cost of capital factor and an allowance for a

normal rate of return on capital directly invested. The annual
equivalency rate employed is 127.
Five-sixths of that rate
annual cost of capital. Annual capital cost de-
pends on several factors; most important are interest
costs and amortization periods. Borrowing costs in
Tecent years have been in thé range of 77 to 97 for most
states. Adding an amortization factor and providing

a2 small margin for uncertainty makes 10% a very reasonable
cost of capital.

(10%7) 1is the estimated

The other two percent represents an allowance for
a non-compounded rate of return on capital invested of 8%,
on the assumption that 257 of the market value of the fa-
cility has been directly invested as capital (as down
Payment and as payments made toward the mortgage).

To capsulize the estimation process in a single sentence:
tal equivalents were calculated by first adjusting purchase price plus
Tenovations to 1974 values, and then applying an equivalency rate of

12% to allow for both annual capital costs and a normal rate of return
on capital invested.
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A~6. Estimate of Net Hours Available Annually
for Direct Client Services

Total Annual Working Hours: 8 hours/day

260 days/year (52 x 5)
2,080 hours

Subtractions:

Vacation 8.0 hours/day

12,5 days
100.0 hours
Personal leave, sick leave 8.0 hours/day
5.0 days

40.0 hours
Recurrent training 52.0 weeks
’ 1.0 hour/week
52.0 hours
Special training (semipars,
conventions, training programs) 8.0 hours/day
2.5 days
20.0 hours
Personal, administrative, intra- 260.0 days
departmental communication, ets. -26.5 days (12.5 + 5 + 6.5 + 2.5)
233.5 days

_X_1 hour/day
233.5 hours

Total Subtractions 445,5 hours

2,080.0 total annual working hours
445,5 total subtractioms
Total Net Annual Working Hours 1,634.5 hours
1,634.5
= 12.0 months/year

Net Monthly Working Hours 136.2
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Figure A-7

Indices of Regional Variation in Salaries for Selected Posgitions (1978)28

— Regional Index
Position National North North

e et i i L T

Mean East Central South West
Director of Probation $22,718 93.46 .96.39 104.20 $105.95
and Parole Services
Senior Probation and 14,653 104.93 101.01 85.29 108.77
Parole Officer
Probation and Parole Officer 11,604 109.30 101.27 87.00 102.42
Correctional Superintendent 24,182 99.82 99.64 90.83 109.70
Correctional Sergeant 11,708 104.41 99.56 91.06 104.96
“ Correctional Officer 9,989 106.00 102.35 90.59 101.15
Social Service Supervigor 13,628 99.13 101.07 92.59 107.21
Graduate Social Worker 12,410 97.70 106.95 87.00 108.36
Soclal Service Worker‘ 10,461 99,20 105.2¢6 90.15 105.38
Employment Counselor 11,856 97.08 102.63 95.13 105.60
Vocational Rehabilitation 11,649 100.14 101.44 93.80 104.62
Counselor
Employment Security Interviewer 10,237 98.10 104.18 92.90 104,81
Income Maintenance 10,056 104.65 99.19 91.73 104.42
Eligibility Technician I1
Statistician 11,898 89.91 95.08 116.81 98.20

8Source: U.S. Civil Service Commission,

State Salary Survey, 1978,

.,.__N._.__.M._..‘.._......._._~....__w_.._.,»....~,..<_u...«».___.“,-__.«u,‘...,._m‘*w‘,.__.__‘..."u.....q_,.._ R
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B~1 Pretrial Programs Sample Description

The agencies below were selected for this study because they were
prototypical in their implementation of Corrections Standards in one or
more ways, such as: comprehensiveness of the program (i.e., bsing in~
volved in two or more pretrial activities), use of alternate graffing
(e.g., students and regular full time staff), integration of functions
(such as common screening for release and diversion), and so forth. In
addition, most of the projects serve primarily urban counties, gnd were
selected because a jurisdiction of that type was to be used in estimating
the model budget for a pretrial services agency in this study. Fully
operational, rather than newly-established, agencles were chogen for the
same reason. The availability of expenditures and budget data as well as
gtatistics on program operations was an important consideration in selecting
the agencies, and given the other criteria an attempt was also made to
achieve geographic representativeness. (Asterisks indicate Site Visits)

% District of Columbia Bail Agency
Washington, D.C.

% Fifth Judicial District Department of Court Services
Des Moines, Iowa

* Hennepin County Pre-Trial Services
Minneapolis, Minnesota

Marion County Pre-Trial Services
Indianapolis, Indiana

* Mecklenburg County Pre-Trial Release
Charlr~te, North Carolina

Monroe County Pre-Trial Release Program, Inc.
Rochester, New York

* Project Remand
St., Paul, Minnesota

* San Francilsco Bail Project’
San Francisco, California

* Santa Clara County Pre~trial Release Program
Santa Clara County, California

San Mateo County R.0.R. Project
Redwood City, Califormia

* Waghtenaw County Pre~Trial Release Program
Ann Arbor, Michigan

* Vera Institute of Justice Pre~Trial Service Agency
Brooklyn, New York
Staten Island, New York
Bronx, New York
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B~-2. Pretrial Diversion Sample Description

Data for employment diversion programs were collected from 17 agencies
funded wholly or partially by the Department of Labor:

New York, Court Employment Project

& -Hanhatfan @ Bronx

e Brooklyn ¢ Queens
California., Project Intercept

@ Haywood e San Jose

e Oakland e Santa Rosa

Boston, Court Resources Project
e Boston/Suffolk County
¢ Middlesex-Esgex Counties
Baltimore, Pretrial Intervention Project
Washington, D.C., Project Crossroads
Atlanta, Pretrial Intervention Project
Clevelend, Offender Rehabilitation Project
Minneapolis, Project DeNovo
San Antonio, Project Detour
El Paso, Pretrial Intervention Volumteer Overtrial Project

Estimates were based on budgets (rather than actual expenditures), but
they were final documents (rather than proposals). While the personadl
portion of total budget ranged from 91.5 percent (New York) to 62.1 percent
(Boston-Suffolk), most projects clustered around the mean 78.3 percent. Non-

personnel costs were computed as a function of lsbor costs based on ratios
found in the 17 sample cases.

The model case flow is for a county of 300,000 population with an
urban population of 200,000. It represents possible defendant flow in
a jurisdiction whose pretrial releare activities conform to recommendations
of the Corrections Standards. The arrest rate shown in the figure is
based on FBI statistics (Uniform Crime Reports, 1924) for annual adult
arrests per 100,000 population in jurisdictions of the size mentioned
adjusted slightly to account for serious traffic offenses that tend to
be undercounted in the FBI data.

A person year is assumed to be 1,658 case~related working hours as
shown in Appendix A-6.

"Screenings', the workload unit used here, is somewhat different
from the statistical measure "interviews" most commonly aited in reports
on pretrisl agencles. Screenings represents a distribution of tasks
that would iInclude:

e Screening out-+some defendants (for example, public inebriates
who would mot be interviewed, but who would be referred to detox
centers, hospitals, or to family or friends)

o Interviews

o Verification of interview informatilion
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® Preparation and presentation of recommendations to the court

¢ Screening for indigent defense eligibility

¢ Providing information to defendants about available services
and negotiating some referrals.

Data from ongoing projects indicate that these tasks, on the average per
defendant, could be completed quite speedily. For example, published
data and those gathered during on~site vislts for this study reveal that
actual interview time may range from approximately 7 to 15 minutes,
depending primarily on the experience of the person conducting the inter-
view. Productive time spent on verification can amount to even less
depending on whether one pource can verify all information and the speed
with which accurate police and court information can be compiled. -Uander
ideal conditions, total time for the average interview and verification
should amount to twenty minutes distrubuted equally among the t¥##o tasks.
'Screening' as defined here, would involve these tasks as well as others.
To allow for this additional workload and for some less than ideal con-
ditions during the interview/verification process., average screening

time per defendant has been estimated at fourty five minutes. Thus, the
annual screening capacity per lime staff year (1658 hours) would be 2212,
and required staff would be 4.3. The corresponding average rate for staff
members in six jurisdictions surveyed is 2287 screenings per line staff
year, which produces z nearly identical staffing requirement. The six
jurisdictions: Washington, D.C.; Hennepin County, Minnesota; Santa Clara
County, California; and three New York City Buroughs.

"Pretrial Release Reviews/Screenings or Other Related Reviews" is
based on adjusted workload capacity estimates from the Vera Institute of
Justice Pretrial Services Agency for three boroughs (Brooklyn, Bronx
and Staten Island). In the aggregate, these data should not be dissimilar
to what might be found for an urban county. This work unit could inélude:

12 Reevaluation of the detained population, includiéng documentation
of ‘time in-detention (for speedy trial purposes), verification
of information not verified prior to arraignment, preparation and
presentation of verified information to the courts, assessment
of service needs for defendants who request services or who could
be recommended only for supervision;

2) Post-release assessment of service needs for releases who re-
quest services and/or might be diverted; and,

3) Referrals to service where appropriate. L
Like the "screening" workload umit, this unit reflects tasks that would
not be required for every defendant. The overall capacity estimate in-
dicates that om the average, this type of review would tazke approximately
twice as long as initial "screening", which included interviews, verifica-
tion and other brief tasks. See A Report on the Operation of Pretrial
Services Agency During the Period Between June, 1974 and November, 1975
(New York City, N.Y.: Vera Institute of Justice, February 1976).
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"Diversion monitoring"” is based on the following:

Diverted defendants: -.455

Average stay in diversion program: X 4 months
Total diversion case months: 1,900

Monitoring time/case month: X ’.25 hours
Total monitoring time for diversion cases: 475 hours
Staff requirement: 475 hrs. required + 1658 hrs. available

= ,28 staff
Staff workload capacity: 475 cases + .28 = 1696

"Notification and follow-up" includes letter notifica
appearances to defendants released on OR, conditionms not i;ig?vzﬁgai;egzgrt
supervision and percentage bond. In addition, this function includes
agency tasks associated with 1) tracking and documenting continuances
and d4spositions, and 2) defendant acknowledgment that notification was
received. TFor defendants not acknoledging receipt, notification would
include phone or personal contact as required. This function would also
inclu?e attempts to locate defendants who fail to appear in court.
Capacity estimate 1s based on adjusted Vera rates as discussed above
and assumes that letter motifications can be computer processed. ’

"Supervision" includes both direct contacts wi

th defendants, service
pProviders, other third parties, including follow up of FTA's. Tﬁis is
gogsi:taat with the Rretrial agency's role as a service broker for
eiendants and as a "system" monitor of service delive Actual £
estimates based on the workloads above would be: i uel statiing

Low Supervision High Supervision

Defendants 300 100
Avg, Time on Release x 2.5 Yos. X 2.5 mps
Supervision Case Months 750 250 )
Supervision Hours/Case Month x 4 X 8

KOtii ggpe;visi7n Hours Required 3,000 2,000
vallable Fours/Line Staff *+ : 2

Staff Requirement ‘ : g?g = g?g

Statistics from pretrial agencies do not normall K

‘ y identify levels of -
vision and the statistics are almost uniformly presented zg terms of i:ng
loads, making it difficult to determine what type of supervision was pro-
vided., The caseload figures used here are higher than those for most

projects surveyed. Actual caseloads in the sam le a i
approximately 12.5:1 to 20:1. Pie sgencies varied from

"Line/supervisory ratio"is the actual r:
this study. ual ratio for projects sampled in

"Non-support/support staff ratio" is an adjusted ratio bas
Initial experience in Federal demonstration projgcts; 2.5:1 was gglgnby
some to be adequate to support heavy reporting requirements associated
with the demonstration effort; others believed a ratic of 3:1 was justified
The.vatio used here represents a middle ground reflecting ongoing needs
for research and management data from operating units, but in lesser
Quantity than required for a demonstration effort.
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Appendix B - 3. :
Case Flow Used for Analysis of Citation Activities
Nationwide, 1977

Not Released

Total Annual Eligible for CitationP345% of Eligibles —-@
Arrests? [ 884,993

19.30°/0 of
Annual Arrests Released

10,189,900

1,966,651 55% of Eligibles

?* 1,081,658

N ) wle
Statlionhouse Ciration Tield Citation
7 _of R

é 540,829

540,829
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a - Arrest rates based on Uniform Criﬁe*Reports 1977; other flow statistics retained from

a eligible population. gee text for details.

i ﬁ

? b - Assumption of original report/new statistic: 257 (Part II Misdemeanor Arrests) L‘
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ACTIVITY

Field Citation

Stationhonse Citation
(Transportation to
stationhouse: 13 min.)

Booking
(Transportation to
stationhouse: 13 min.;
Justification for non~
release: 10 min.)

Custody to Arraignment

Location and Prosecution
of First Failures to
Appear

Location and Prosecution of
Second Failures to Appear

2 —See text for justification.
estimates was available.

Appendix B ~ &
Estimated Resource Times of Activities
used for Analysis of Citation Activities 2

89

RESOURCE

Patrol

Patrol

Patrol

Patrol ind
Detention

Patrol

Patrol

District Magistrate
Prosecutor

Public Defender

A

15 min.

30 min.

75 min.

7.5 min.
€ hours

30 min.

13 min.
30 min.
30 min.
30 min.

No new data which would have altered these

WRCTIW N,

SRR

Appendix B - 5

TYPE OF RESOURCE

Patrol Officer
District Magistrate
Prosecutor

Public Defender -

Annual loaded salary = $28,160;
for justification of those costs.

b gee text; 1974 estimates adjusted to 1978 dollars as above.

figures supplied in hours only.

Resource Costs Used for
Analysis of Citation Activities

COST/TIME UNIT

$14.08/ hour®
$29.24/.hour”
$22.49/ hour?

$26.17/ hourb

90

i b " S

See text for details; average of high and low loaded cost inflated to
1978 dollars using GNP implicit deflator for State and Local Governments.
2000 working hours. See original report

Original
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Figure Bl-A

3) Sample Budget of Annual Criminal Justice
Expenditures for an Operational, Emplovment Diversion Activity
(1978 dollars, Implicit Deflator)

ITEM ' AVERAGE AVERAGE PERCENT OF
: HIGH - Low TOTAL COSTS

PERSUNNEL SERVICES
Salaries and Wages

1 Administrator $29,262 $19,915
1 Career/Job Developer 17,205 11,109
7 Counselors (13,005 -
17,341 each) 121,384 91,038
3 Screeners (12,057 -
14,631 each) 43,893 36,171
1 Data Analyst/Researcher 21,405 14,902
1 Secretary/Receptionist 12,870 8,941
1 Accountant, halftime 10,973 7,722
Appendix B-6 SAMPLE AND MODEL BUDGETS Total Salaries and Wages $256,992 $189,798
Fringe Benefits 38,549 28,470
Overtime - 1,897 1,355
TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICES $297,438 $219,622
OTHER DIRECT COSTS
Travel 12,193 8,941
Consultants 2,709 1,897
Supplies and Equipment ! 12,193 8,941
Duplication Services 2,709 1,897
Rent, Utilities and
Maintenance 22,082 16,257
Communications . 8,399 6,232
Administration 11,380 8,399 ;
- Bonding and ‘Insurance 813 542 i
Clients Emergencv Fund - 6,503 4,742 ﬁ
Miscellaneous ’ 3,793 2,709 i
TOTAL OTHER DIRECT COSTS $69,498 $50,802 :
TOTAL ANNUAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE i
EXPENDITURES $380,212 $280,178 !
AVERAGE COST
At Design Capacity of Per Client Year $ 5,850 $ 4,311
260 Clients Per Year Per Client $ 1,462 $1,077
At Actual Total Clients Per Client Year $ 6,083 $ 4,483
Served of 250 Per Year Per Client $1,521 $1,120
@ @ Per "Successfully" Terminated Client $1,914 $1,401

at 200 Per year

91
92
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Figure B1-B

Sample Budget of Annual Criminal Justice

Expenditures for an Operational,‘Employment Dive

(1978 dollars, Item Indexes)

ITEM AVERAGE
HIGH
PERSONNEL SERVICES
Wages and Salaries
1 Administrator $26,248
1 Career/Job Developer 16,495
7 Counselors (810,302 -
$16,044) 112,308
3 Screeners ($11,493 -
$13,178) 39,534
1 Data Analyst/Researcher 19,567
1 Secretary/Receptionist 11,882
1 Accountant (1/2 time) 10,035

Total Wages and Salaries $236,069

Fringe Benefits (192) 44,853

Overtime 1,751
TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICES $282,673
OTHER DIRECT COSTS

Travel 12,304

Consultants 2,502

Supplies and Equipment 11,677

Duplication Services 2,000

Rent, Utilities and Maintenance 22,764

Communications 6,842

Administratien 11,479

Bonding and Insurance 820

Cliants Emergency Fund 6,559

Miscellaneous 3,826
TOTAL OTHER DIRECT COSTS $80,773
TOTAL ANNUAL CRIMINAL

JUSTICE EXPENDITURES $363,446

AVERAGE COST

Per Client Year
Per Client

At Design Capacity of
260 Clients per Year

At Actual Total Clients Per Client Year
Served of 250 per Year Per Client

Per "Successfully“ Terminated Client
at 200 per Year

$19,308
10,652

72,111

34,478
13,994
8,406
6,281
$165,230
31,394
1,274
$197,898

9,023
1,783
8,563
1,400
16,759
5,077
8,473
546
4,783
2,733
$59,140

$257,038

$5,592
$1,398

$5,815
$1,454

$1,817

T e e Aty e s T e s s ey, i e

rsion Activity

$3,954
$ 989

$4,113
$1,028

$1,285

PERCENT OF
TOTAL COSTS
(HL/Low)

(77.8/77.0)

(22.2/23.0)

e e 2 i o

Expendit

e A e oo e

Figure B2-A

Sample Budget of Annual Criminal Justice

ITEM

ures for an Operational D

(1978 dollars,

PERSONNEL SERVICES

Wages and Salaries
Administrative Tnit:

Project Director
Deputy Director
Administrative Assistant/

Bookkeeper
Secretary

Intake and Diagnostic Unit

Clinical Psychiatrist
Social Worker

Counselor
Secretary

Screening

Unit

Supervisor
Interviewers (3 at $11,922

and 12,734)

Lab Technician

Escort

Court Liaison Unit

(2 at $11,922 ang 13,276)

Tracking Unit

Supervisor of Evaluation

Case Managers (4 at $12,599

and 13,
Statistical Clerk
Records Clerk

005)

Secretary

Total Wages. and Salaries
Fringe Benefits ,
TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICES

OTHER DIRECT COSTS

TOTAL ANNUAL CRIMINAL
JUSTICE EXPENDITURES

Travel
Equipment
Supplies

Duplication Services

rug Diversion Act

Implicit Deflator)

AVERAGE
HIGH

$29,940
19,102

18,560
10,702

36,984
15,308
21,947
10,702

15,308

50,938

13,276
11,109

26,553
15,715

52,022
11,380
10,025
10,702
$380,273
57,041
$437,314

18,289
2,168
9,348
3,929

Rent, Utilities and Maintenance 23,843
Communications :

Urinanalyges (5,000 at §3.73
and $4.06)
Miscellaneous
TOTAL OTHER DIRECT COSTS

5,554

20,321
32,784
$116,236

$553,549

94

AVERAGE
Low

$23,843
13,276

11,922
9,212

23,843
11,380
12,464

9,212

13,818

44,977
8,806
9,890

23,843
15,173

50,396
9,890
8,535
9,212

$309,691

46,454

$356,145

14,902
1,761
7,722
3,116

19,373
4,471

18,628

24,656
$94,628

$450,773

ivity

PERCENT OF
TOTAL COSTS

A e e S8 0 K 55 s
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Figure B2-B
ATERACE COST Sample Budget of Annual Criminal Justice
Per Client Year i’% Expenditures for an Operational Drug Diversion Activity
Q!t (250 per year) $2,214 $1,803 (1978 dollars, Item Indexes)
Per Client Referral ‘
(500 per year) $1,107 $ 901
Per "Successfully" ITEM AVERAGE AVERAGE PERCENT OF
Terminated Client $1,581 $1,288 HIGH LOW TOTAL COSTS
(350 per year)
PERSONNEL SERVICES
Wages and Salaries
Administrative Unit
Project Director $27,593 $23,802
Deputy Director 17,134 12,872
Administrative Assistant/
Bookkeeper 17,136 11,207
Intake and Diagnostic Unit
N Clinical Psychiatrist 34,434 23,096
N Social Worker 14,406 11,436
i Counselor 20,306 9,872
o Secretary 9,881 8,660
S Screening Unit
& g Supervisor 14,13% 12,990
3 } Interviewers (4) 47,029 42,282
S Lab Technician 11,893 8,101
Escort iy 10,775 9,972
P Court Liaison Unit (2) 24,515 22,415
Ao Tracking Unit e
N Supervisor of Evaluation 14,293 14,485
o Case Managers (4) 50,647 48,956
¢ Statistical Clerk 10,507 9,297
& Records Clerk 9,256 8,023
@ Secretary 9,881 8,660
b Total Wages and Salaries $343,825 $286,126
b Fringe Benefits (19%) 65,327 54,364
TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICES $409,152 $340,490
& OTBER DIRECT COSTS
Travel -18,456 15,038
o Equipment 2,076 1,687
Sy Supplies 8,995 7,431
o Duplication Service v 2,900 2,300
& Rent, Utilities and Maintenance 24,579 19,971
5 Communications 4,525 3,642
" Urinanalyses (5,000 at $4.07
and $4.43) 22,171 20,324
Migcellaneous 33,071 24,871
TOTAL OTHER DIRECT COSTS $116,773 $95,264
TOTAL ANNUAL CRIMINAL
JUSTICE EXPENDITURES §525,925 $435,754
C T
95
96

e f}' /;_ e . ...,:Z?;"wm:vw,_.,.g..,. .




v

AVERAGE COST
Figure B3-A
Per Client Year (250 per year) $2,104 $1,743 Model Budget for a Pretrial
: Services Agency
PeiSSélgzi ?:ﬁ:gral $1,052 $ 871 ’ng (1978 Bollars, Implicit Indexes)
Per "Successfully" Terminated 1T AvgiégE AV%%%GE igﬁgﬁNT OF
Client (350 per year) $1,503 $1,245 a1 /ngsTS
PERSONNEL
i Wages and Salaries
i Administration
3 Director $30,253 $24,233
. Deputy Director 23,755 17,941
. o Secretary 10,702 9,212
1 Clerk/Typist 8,941 6,925
- ' Screening and Notification
o Pretrial Superviser. 19,873 14,632
: Notification
é Supervisor 16,104 12,428
o Senior Sereener 16,104 12,428
: 4 Screeners (10,816-14,677) 58,546 43,265
4 Processors (10,161-13,351) 53,403 40,642
Case Aide 13,737 10,357
; Secretary 10,702 9,212
kY 2 Slerk/Typists (6,925~
8,941) 17,882 13,851
Supervision
t Pretrial Superviscr 20,061 15,448
3 Counselors (12,428 ~
156,104) 48,311 37,285
Clerk/Typist 8,941 6,925
Total Wages and Salaries $357,315 $274,785
Fringe Benefits (15%) y 53,597 41,218
TOTAL PERSONNEL COQSTS i $410,913 $316,003 (81.3)
OTHER DIRECT COSTS
Travel : 5,194 4,511
- Supplies . ] 7,145 : 5,267
Communication 7,340 6,048
Printing and '
Reproduction » 6,048 2,439
Contract Services 5,560 4,584
Training 2,975 2,536
Rent, Utilities
and Maintenance 18,598 15,379
Equipment 4,721 4,721
Other 3,820 1,734
TOTAYL OTHER DIEECT COSTS $61,400 $47,219 (12.2)
97 98 [
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Figure B3-B
Model Budget for a Pretrial
“ Services Agency
3 (1978 dollars, Item Indexes)
TOTAL DIRECT BUDGETARY COSTS  $472,313 $363,222 ITEM szmng AVLERAOWGE gg%iz,moogs
' i Ccos
INDIRECT AND ADMINIS- . (Hi/Low)
TRATIVE COSTS 35,062 25,426 (6.5) PERSONNEL
Wages and Salaries
TOTAL ANNUAL CRIMINAL Administration
JUSTICE SYSTEM PUBLIC Director $27,881 $24,192
EXPENDITURES $505,375 $388,648 geputz Director : 2;9223 lg,ggg
‘ ecretary s ’
Clerk/Typist 8,255 6,511
Screening and Notification i
Pretrial Supervisor 18,315 14,607
b Notification
W E Supervisor 14,841 12,407
S Senior Screener 14,841 12,407
! 3 4 Screeners (10,310-13,183) 52,731 41,240
E 4 Processors  (9,552-12,364) 49,306 38,207
P Case Adie 12,683 9,736
: Secretary 9,881 8,660 N
e 2 Clerk/Typist (6,511-
e 8,255) 16,510 13,021
= Supervision
g 2 : Pretrial Supervisor 18,488 15,421
i f 3 Counselors (9,844~
2 14,900) 44,699 29,533
. Clerk/Typist 8,255 6,511
Total Wages and Salaries $327,876 $258,508
£ Fringe Benefits (197) 62,296 49,117
TOTAL PERS(ONNEL COSTS $390,172 $307,625 (81.3)
¥ OTHER DIRECT COSTS
s Tzavel © 5,242 4,553
Supplies . 6,876 - 5,069
i Communication 5,979 Y 44927
e Printing and E
& Reproduction ‘ 4,464 1,800
; Contract Services - 5,133 4,316
Training 2,975 2,536
Rent, Utilities
and Maintenance - 19,172 15,854
[ Equipment 4,522 4,522
by Other | 3,820 1,734
T TOTAL OTHER DIRECT COSTS $58,183 $45,305 (12.0)
& ’
B
& T
100
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TOTAL DIRECT BUDGETARY COSTS

INDIRECT AND ADMINIS=~
TRATIVE COSTS

TOTAL ANNUAL CRIMINAL
JUSTICE SYSTEM PUBLIC
EXPENDITURES

$448,355 . $352,930

33,062 25,426 (6.7)

$481,417 $378,356

101
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Estimated Flow Rates and Procedural Costs Nationwide for

Figure .B-7

Criminal Justice Activities?®

Nationwlde Total Costs

Activity . Population Average: Resource — Time - Cost
Field Citation 540,829 Patrol 15 min. $0.21/min. $1,703,611
Stationhouse Citation 540,829 . Patrol 30 min. $0.21/min. 3,407,222
Booking 884,993 Patrol 75 xin. $0.21/min. 13,938,639
Custody to Arraignment 884,993 Patrol 7.5 min. $d.21/min. 6,602,048
Detention 6 hours $23.51/day
FTA # 1 120,064 Patrol 30 min. $0.21/min 756,403
FTA # 2 42,185 Patrol 13 min. $0.21/min
. District
Magistrate 30 min. 29.24/hr.
Prosecutor 30 min. 22.49/hr. 1,758,271
Public '
Defender 30 mia. 26.17/hr.
a
Except as otherwise noted, percentages and cost estimates appear as footnotes to
Figures and . See Appendix for case flow percentages, resource times and costs.

bFederal Bureau of Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports for the United States 1977,

. {Washington, D.C., 1978)

e
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MODEL BUDGETS

Appendix C-~2
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¢~1. Sample Description

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF A SNMPLE OF PROBATION DEPARTMENTS STUDIED

Unit Workleoad Values

Active Presentence Supeavlshm
) Supervision Presentence Inveatigations Case
Location Type Population Cases © Investigations (hvs./liuvest.) (hra. /month}
(1974) (1974) "
Contra Costa County, California County 583,600 5,048 5,592 6.8 .7
Santa Clara Couaty, Californis County 1,181,600 7,193 8,105 4.7 vegular 1.2 -~ 1.6
(10.3 intensive)
Alameda County, California County 1,088,600 13,185 11,458 N.A. N.A.
San Mateo County, California County 572,600 3,795 3,618 3.0 I-i,2 II-1.6 IXI-2.6
(34%) €492)  (17%)

Hultnomah County, Oregon County 538,500 1,758 . 1,603 N.A. 5 .
Multnomah County, Oregon State 538,500 2,350" c’>,200b 2.8 regular ., .B regular

b b {20-40 Impact) {2-8 Impact)
King Councy, Washington State 1,134,500 3,697 15,481 6.2 - 7.0 I-.3 1I-.5 III-2.3 Iv-3.3

(38%) (35%) (19%) (8X)

Seattle, Waghington Municipal 503,073% 435% 1.155‘: 3.3 -~ 5.0 . aB-2
El Pesuv County, Texas County 410,000 1,473 112 6.0 - 7.6 1.5
Hennepin County, Minnesota County 924,800 1.913" 1,293% 6.0 1.5
Dade and Monroe Counties, Plorida State 1,468,700 6,791 4,187 4.5 - 6.0 5~ 2.5
Jeffaraon County, New York State 90,800 179 279 N.A. N.A.
Lewis County, New York State 25,100 70 76 N.A, N.A.
Diatrict of Columbia 733,801% 3,523 4,008 5.0 1.0 - 2.5

a
b

d

Population eatimater for cities are for 1973;
Superior courts only,
“Municipal courts only.

1974 estimates had not been cowmpleted.

Multiple estimaten v;afej: to different classificatfons., IMPACT is the High Tmpact Anti-Crime Program.
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Figure Cl-A ’
Model Budget for Administrative Division
(1978 dollars, Implicit Index)

ITEM

PERSONNEL
Salaries and Wages
Director
Assistant Director
Manager Budget
Statistical Reporting
Statistician/Research
Analyst
Personnel Specialist
3 Support Personnel
Total Wages and Salaries
Fringe Benefits (15%)
TOTAL PERSONNEL COSTS

NON-PERSONNEL
Rent, Utilities, Maintenance
Communications
Supplies
Travel
Training
Purchased Services
Other
TOTAL NON-PERSONNEL COSTS

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS

AVERAGE
HIGH

$27,617
25,292
24,704

14,333

14,317
24,487
$130,750
19,613
$150,363

5,859
1,861
1,812
1,843
1,057
1,830
890
$14,953

$165,316

AVERAGE
Low

$22,120
20,110
18,640

10,736

10,940
18,966
$101,518
15,228
$116,746

4,680
1,521
1,336
1,602
903
1,515
643
$12,211

$128,945

PERCENT OF
TOTAL COSTS
(Bi/Low)

(91.0/90.5)

(9.0/9.5)

b

> o

T e — f

Figure C1-B
Model Budget for the Administrative Division
(1978 dollars, Item Indexes)

ITEM AVERAGE AVERAGE PERCENT OF
KIGH LOW TOTAL COSTS
(Hi/Low)
PERSONNEL
Salaries and Wages LT
Director $27,550 523,642
Assistant Director 25,998 19,889
Manager Budget 25,394 18,428
Statistical Reporting )
Statistician/Research 13,575 10,423
Analyst
Personnel Specialist 19,067 10,372
3 Support Personnel 25,171 18,750
Total Wages and Salaries $136,755 $101,504
Fringe Benefits (15%) 25,983 19,286
TOTAL PERSONNEL COSTS $162,738 $120,790 (91.7/90.0)
NON-PERSONNEL
- Rent, Utilities, Maintenance 5,778 v 4,778 ;
' Communications 1,609 1,315 o
Supplies 1,739 1,282
Travel 1,863 1,619 ;
Iraining 1,057 903 '
Purchased Services 1,881 1,498 |
Other 890 643 :
TOTAL NON-PERSONNEL COSTS $14,817 $12,038 :
TOTAI. OPERATING COSTS $177,556 $132,828 (8.3/10.0) -
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Figure C2-A
Model Budget for the Services

to the Courts Division

PN D e e

(1978 Dollars, Implicit Index)

ITEM

PERSONNEL
Salaries and Wages
Director
3 Supervisors
18 Probation Officers
10 Support Personnel
Total Salaries and Wages
Fringe Benefits (157)
TOTAL PERSONNEL COSTS

NON-PERSONNEL
Indirect (Administrative)
Rent, Utilities, Maintenance
Communications
Supplies
Travel
Training
Purchased Services
Other
TOTAL NON~PERSONNEL COSTS

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS
AVERAGE COSTS

Probation Officer
working hour

Presentence Investigation
Leng Form :
Short Form

Regular Completion
Processing

Early Termination
Processing

Revocation Processing

AVERAGE
HIGH

$22,966
54,939
264,612
81,622
$401,878
63,621
$487,759

39,107
22,637
8,189
7,972
8,108
4,653
8,128
3,918
$102,710

$590,470

HIGH

$20.07

150.54
90.33

" 5.02

8.03
130.47

107

AVERAGE
LOW

$18,113
42,306
204,219
63,220
$327,858
49,179
$377,036

30,503
18,719
6,747
5,877
7,047
3,972
6,666
2,830
$82,363

$459,397

LOW

$15.61

117.05
70.23

3.91

6.25
101.45

PERCENT OF
TOTAL COSTS
(Hi/Low)

(82.6/82.1)

(17.4/17.9)

MEAN

$17.83

133.75
80.25

4.46

7.14
115.92

s,

s st 3 v

4
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Figure C2-B
Model Budget for the Services

to the Courts Division

(1978 Dollars, Item Indexes)

ITEM

PERSONNEL
Salaries and Wages
Director
3 Supervisors
18 Probation Officers
# 10 Support Personnel
Total Salaries and Wages
Fringe Benefits (152)
TOTAL PERSONNEL COSTS

NON-PERSONNEL
Indirect (Administrative)
Rent, Utilities, Maintenance
Communications
Supplies
Travel
Training
Purchasged Services
Other
TOTAL NON-PERSONNEL COST

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS
AVERAGE COSTS

Probation Officer
working hour

Presentence Investigation
Long Form
Short Form

Regular Completion
Processing

Early Termination
Processing

Revocation Processing

AVERAGE
HIGH

$23,607
51,845
243,340
83,902
$402,694
76,512
$479,206

39,107
23,112
7,081
7,653
8,195
4,653
8,355
3,918
$102,074

$581,280

HIGH

$19.76

148.20
" 88.92

4.95

7.90
128.36

108

AVERAGE
Low

§17,907
45,219
202,239
62,501
$327,866
62,295
$390,161

30,503
19,111
5,834
5,642
7,123
3,972
6,590
2,830
$81,605

$471,766

LOW

$16.04

120.28
72.17

4.01

6.41
104.18

PERCENT OF
TOTAL COSTS
(Hi/Low)

(82.4/82.7)

(17.6/17.3)

MEAN

$17.90

134.24
80.55

4.48

7.18
116.27
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f Figure C3~B
Figure C3-A : . ; sy Model Budget for the Services i
Model Budget for the Services 5 S to Probationers Division
. to Probationers Division ; @ (1978 Dollars, Item Indexes)
Q (1978 Dollars, Implicit Index) : '
ITEM AVERAGE AVERAGE PERCENT OF 4 . - ITEM AVERAGE AVERAGE PERCENT OF
HIGH LOW TOTAL COSTS : ! HIGH LOW TOTAL COSTS
(Bi/Low) . (B1/Low)
PERSONNEL PERSONNEL |
Salaries and Wages Salaries and Wages
Director $22,966 $18,113 Director $23,607 $17,907
10 Supervisors 183,131 141,021 10 Supervisors 172,816 150,729
60 Probation Officers 882,039 680,729 60 Probation Officers 811,133 674,131
28 Support Personnel 228,542 177,016 28 Support Persomnnel 234,926 175,014
Total Salaries and Wages $1,316,677 $1,013,630 Total Salarles and Wages $1,242,482 $1,017,781
Fringe Benefits (15%) 197,502 152,045 Fringe Benefits (19%) 236,072 193,378
TOTAL PERSONNEL COSTS $1,514,180 $1,168,924 (82.2/81.6) TOTAL PERSONNEL COSTS $1,478,554 $1,211,159 (82.1/82.3)
NON-PERSONNEL v NON-PERSONNEL
Indirect (Administrative) 126,209 98,441 Indirect (Administrative) 126,209 98,441
Rent, Utilities, Maintenance 70,032 57,911 Rent, Utilities, Maintenance 71,501 59,126
Communications 26,430 21,776 ‘ Communications 22,852 18,828
Supplies 25,727 18,966 : Supplies 24,699 18,208
Travel 26,166 22,742 . Travel 26,481 22,986
Training 12,141 12,820 * Training 12,141 12,820
Purchased Services 25,991 21,512 § Purchased Servic 26,717 21,268
Other 12,644 9,132 i Other 12,644 9,132
TOTAL NON-PERSONNEL COSTS $328,213 $263, 300 TOTAL NON-PERSONNEL COSTS $323,244 $260,809 (17.9/17.7)
TOTAL OPERATING COSTS $1,842,392 $1,432,224 (17.8/18.4) TOTAL OPERATING COSTS $1,801,798 31,471,968
AVERAGE COSTS HIGH 1.0%W MEAN AVERAGE COSTS HIGH Low MEAN
Probation Officer Probation Officer
working hour $18.79 $14.61 $16.70 working hour $18.37 $15.01 $16.65
Needs Assessment Costs 84.54 65.73 75.13 Needs Assessment Costs 82.68 67.54 75.11
Supervision/Service Delivery Supervision/Service Delivery
Minimum $14.10/month $10.96/month $12.53/month Minimum $13.79/month $§11.26/month $12.53/month
(169.18/year)  (131.49/year) (150. 33/year) (165.45/year)  (135.17/year) (150.30/year)
Low (service needs)  34.37/month 21.91/month  12.68/month Jrow (Service needs) 33.61/month 27.46/month  30.54/month
Medium (336.98/year)  (262.97/year) (300.52/year) | Madi (403.33/year)  (329.50/year) (366.42 /year)
Migh (service needs)  37.57/month 29.21/month  33.39/month : High (service needs) 36.74/month 30.02/month  33,38/month
(450.85/year)  (350.53/year) (400.69/year) i (440.88/year)  (360.21/year) (400.58/year)
Maximum 56.36/month 43.82/month  %0.0S/month : Maximum 55.12/month 45.03/month  50.07/month
(676.28/year)  (523.32/year) (601.04/year) 3 (661.44/year)  (540.36/year) (600.87/year)
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Figure C4-&
Model Budget for Rural County
. Probation . ] S MEAN
(1978 dollars, Implicit Indexes) 1 HICGH Low
ITEM AVERAGE AVERAGE i 3
HIGH LOW ; o AVERAGE COSTS
i Services to the Cour;§ "
PERSONNEL ! Probation Officer Working 20.20
Wages and Salaries | Hours $ 22.71 $ 17.69 $
Administrative Division | Long Form Presentence 151.47
Director $27,617 $22,120 | Investigation 170.29 132.64
Assistant Director 25,292 20,117 : Short Form Presentence 0.89
Budget analyst/ ’ ’ Investigation 102.18 79.58 9
Statistician 17,528 13,458 Regular Completion 443 5.05
Personnel Specialist 14,317 10,940 Processing 5.68 :
3 Support Personnel 24,487 18,966 Ezgrly Termination 7.07 8.08
Total Wages and Salaries $109, 240 $85,601 Processing 9.08 11495 131.28
Fringe Benefits (15%) 16,386 12,841 Retocation Processing 147.59 °
Total Administrative
Division $125,627 $98,441 Services to Probatioagr;in
Probation Officer Working 18.01
Services to the Courts ; Hours $ 20.24 3 %g';z ? 81.03
Division Needs Assessment 91.11 °
2 Supervisors 36,626 28,204 Supervision/Service
7 Probation Officers 102,905 79,418 Delivery
4 Support Persomnel 32,649 25,288 ] 13.51/month
Total Wages and Salaries $172:180 $132,911 i Minimum $ 15.19/month $ 11.§§;mont? $(162 06/year)
Total Services to the ; . 7.01/month
« _ : 30.37/month  23.66/month  27.
Gourts Division $198,007 $152,848 I Medium - Low (S§ZZ§:§ (364.48/year) (283.90/year) (324.11/year)
1 P 1 ’ o
Segzvi:iozo robationers EWE - High (Service 40,49 /month 31.54/month gg-g;;m:gi?
4 Supervisors 73,252 56,408 Lo Needs)  (485.88/year) (378.43/year) (432.15/y
23 Probation Officers 338,115 260,946 1 : '
11 Support Personnel 89,784 69,542 | Maximum 60.73/mont§ (Sg;.gg;?:§§§ (ng:g§§§::§§
Total Wages and Salaries . $501,152 $386,897 {728.81/year :
Friage Benefits (15%) 75,173 58,035
Total Services to Pro-
bationers Division $576,325 $444,931
TOTAL PERSONNEL COSTS $899,958 $696,220
NON-PERSONNEL i
Rent, Utilities and 5
Maintenance 41,029 33,928 ;
Communications 17,570 14,476 L
Supplies 14,494 10,685 i
Travel 17,394 15,119 :
Training 8,459 7,222 L
Purchased Services 14,643 12,120 ;
Other 7,123 5,145 E,
TOTAL NON~PERSONNEL COSTS $120,712 $98,694 ¥
! -
TOTAL OPERATING COSTS $1,020,670 $736,150 y
111 §
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Figure C4-B

Model Budget for Rural County

Probation

(1978 dollars, Item Indexes)

ITEM AVERAGE
HIGH
PERSONNEL
Wages and Salaries
Admiristrative
Director $27,550
Assistant Director 25,998
Budget analyst/
Statistician 16,600
Personnel Specialist 19,067
3 Support Personnel 25,171
Total Wages and Salaries $114,386
Fringe Benefits (18%) 21,733
Total Administrative
Division $136,119
Services to the Courts
Division
2 Supervisors 34,563
7 Probation Officers 94,632
4 Support Personnel 33,561
Total Wages and Salaries $162,756
Fringe Benefits (197) 30,924
Total Services to the
Courts Division $193, 680
Services to Probationers
Division
4 Supervisors 69,126
23 Probation Officers 310,934
11 Support Personnel 92,292
Total Wages and Salaries $472,352
Fringe Benefits 18%) 89,747
Total Service: to Pro-
bationers Division $562,099
TOTAL PERSONNEL ¢ TS $891,898
RON~PERSONNEL
Rent, Utilities and
Maintenance 41,890
Communications 15,191
Supplies 13,915
Travel 17,581
Training 8,459
Purchased Services 15,052
Other 7,123
TOTAL NON-PERSONNEL COSTS $119,211
TOTAL OPERATING COSTS $1,011,109
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AVERAGE

Low

$23,642
19,889

13,066
10,372
18,787
1$85,756
16,294

$102,050

30,146
78,649
25,049
$133,844
25,430

$159,274

60,292
258,417
68,751
$387,460
73,617

$461,077
$722,401

34,640
12,516
10,258
15,281
7,222
11,982
5,145
$97,044

$819,445

e A L e e

AVERAGE COSTS

Services to the Courts

Probation Officer Working
Hours

Long Jorm Presentence
Investigation

Short Form Presentence
Investigation

Regular Completion
Processing

Early Termination
Processing

Relocation Processing

Services to Probationers
Probation Officer Working

Hours
Nz2eds Assessment
Supervision/Service
Delivery

Minimum

Medium - Low (Service
Needs)

_ High (Service
' Needs)

Maximum

HIGH LOW
$ 22.49 $ 18.23
168.70 136.72
101.22 82.03
5.62 4.56

8.99 7.29
146.21 118.49
$ 20.06 $ 16.25
90.25 73.15

$ 15.04/month $ 12.19/month
(180.53/year) (146.31/year)

30.09/month  24.39/month
(361.07/year) (292.62/year)

40.11/month  32.51/month
(481.32/year) (390.08/year)

60.17/month  48.76/month
{721.99/year) (585.13/year)

114

$ 20.36
152.71
91.63
5.09

8.14
132.35

$ 36.31
81.70

$§ 13.62/month
(163.38/year)

|

< |
27.24/month ‘ l
(326.88/year) ;
|

36.31/month

(435.72/year) f‘ .
54,47 /month ‘
(653.58/year) | E
4




D-1. HALFWAY HOUSE SAMPLE DESCRIPTION

The thirty halfway houses used in the sample budget estimation were
selected in two stages. The first requirements were the availability of
detailed cost and expenditure data and a reasonable assurance that the
programs could be replicated. The first criterion was obviouely necessary
for a cost analysis; the second was a consequence of the Project's goal
to provide guidelines for state and local administrators, planners, and
researchers. Based on a literature review and consultation with project
advisors, an additional set of five criteria were imposed to produce a
degree of representativeness:

@ size in terms of capacity;
¢ services provided;

@ ausplces in terms of state, private single house, private
multiple house;

e location in terms of region, city size, and neighborhood; and

® types of clients served.

It was not possible to rigidly stratify sample selection because the

proportionate distribution of these five characteristics among the population

of halfway houses was unknown.
a mix in terms of size, services, auspices, location and clientele.
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Thirty houses were selected that represented
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Houses Included in the Sample

HALFWAY HOUSE PROGRAM LOCATION

Talbert House, INc.
(five houses)

Cincinnati, Ohio

Dismas House Kansas City, Missouri

Reality House Columbia, MIssouri

Morman House Farmington, MIssouri

Magdala Foundation
(four houses)

St. Louis, Missouri

Home of Industry for
Discharged Prisoners
(HIDP)

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Community Outreach Services
(cos)

Daytona Beach, Florida

Jacksonville Adult Development
Centers Project (JADCP)
(four houses)

Jacksonville, Florida

Washington Halfway House
for Women (WHHW)

Washington, D. C.

Bureau of Rehabilitatrion for
National Capital Area
(BRNCA) (five houses)

Washington, D. C.

District of Columbia Depart-
ment of Corrections
(three community correc-
tions centers)

-Washington, D. C.

Georgia Department of
Corrections (three
adjustment centers)

Atlanta, Gecrgia

Minnesota Department of
Corrections:
Project Reentry
Restitution Center

Minneapolis, Mimnesota
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426,245

487,799
60,832
7,250
558,006

1,861,719

47,352

521,953

733,801

733,801

733,801

451,123

382,423
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Washington Department of
Social Health Services
Comm~Home House

Pioneer Fellowship House

Family House

Opportunity Center

Pasco, Washington

Seattle, Washington

Seattle, Washington

14,277

503,073
503,073

T B oAt

S = T

e
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Waco, Texas © 98,713

aPopulation estimates are for 1973 and are from the U. S. Bureau of the Census.
Appendix D-2 SAMPLE BUDGETS
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Figure D-1A

Sample Budget for a House Providing

Basic In-House Services

(1978 dollars, Implicit Index)

ITEM

PERSONNEL

Salaries and Wages
Director
Assistant Director/
Supervisor
Counselor
Night Counselor
Part-Time Counselor
Secretary/Bookkeeper
Housekeeper/Cook
Total Wages and Salaries
Fringe Benefits

TOTAL PERSONNEL COSTS

NON-PERSONNEL

Professional Fees and
Contract Services

Travel and Transportation

Rent/Rental Equivalent

Maintenance

Utilities

Communications

Supplies

Food

Other

TOTAL NON-PERSONNEL COSTS

TOTAY, OPERATING COSTS

Annual Cost (18)

1

Dailv Cost ver Client

AVERAGE
HIGH

$21,635

17,255
15,926
12,790
6,199
10,358
9,470
$93,634
14,044
$107,678

5,476
4,862
16,652
3,334
5,809
3,281
4,896
24,388
2,787
$71,485

$180,727

$ 10,040

$27.51

12

0

AVERAGE
LOW

$16,515

13,347
12,083
9,703
3,498
8,311
7,516
$70,973
10,645
$81,619

1,388
2,282
6,428
1,782
2,506
1,875
1,167

13,108
954
$31,491

$113,110

$ 6,283

$17.22

PERCENT OF
TOTAL COSTS
(Hi/Low)

(59.4/72.2)

(39.6/27.8)
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Figure p-1B

Sample Budget for a Bouse Providing

Basic In-House Services

(1978 dollars, Itean Indexes)

ITEM

PERSONNEL
Salaries and Wages
Director
Assistant Director/
Supervisor
Counselor
Night Counselor
Part-time Counselor
Secretary/Bookkeeper
Housekeeper /Cook
Total Vages and Salaries
Fringe Benefits (19%)
TOTAL PERSONNEL COSTS

NOR-PERSONNEL
Professional Fees and
Contract Services

Travel and Tramsportation
Rent/Rental Equivalent
Maintenance
Utilities
Communications
Supplies
Food
Other
TOTAL NON-PERSONNEL COSTS

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS

Annual Cost (18)

Daily Cost per Client

AVERAGE
HIGH

$19,939

15,478
14,736
12,406
5,834
9,563
8,743
$86,699
16,473
$103,171

5,524
4,907

- 16,842
3,400
6,167
2,673
4,712
23,253
2,811
$70,289

$173,460
$9,637

$26.40

121

AVERAGE

(Hi/Low)

16,344

12,829
9,488
9,699
3,485
7,646
7,005

$66,426

12,634

$79,130

1,388
2,283
6,445
1,801
2,637
1,514
1,113
12,390
954
$30,525

$109,655
$6,092

$16.69

PERCENT OF
LOwW TOTAL cosTs

(59.5/72.2)

(40.5/27.8)




Figure D-2A

Sample Budget for a House Providing
Basic In-House Services
Plus Community Resource Referral
(1978 dollars, Implicit Index)

ITEM

PERSONNEL
Salaries and Wages
Director
Assistant Director/
Supervisor
Community Resource
Manager
Counselor
Night Counselor
Secretary/Bookkeeper
Housekeeper/Cook
Total
Fringe Benefits
TOTAL PERSONNEL COSTS

NON~-PERSONNEL
Professional Fees and
Contract Services

Travel and Transportation
Rent/Rental Equivalent
Maintenance
Utilities
Communications
Supplies
Food
Other
TOTAL NON-PERSONNEL COSTS

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS

Annual Average Cost (18)

Daily Cost per Cliemnt *

i R ettt 1 E—

AVERAGE
HIGH

$21,824
17,406

16,065
16,065
6,253
10,449
9,552
$110,516
16,578
$127,094

5,524
5,112
16,798
3,363
5,860
3,500
5,152
24,601
2,811
$72,720

$199,813

$ 11,100

$30.42

122

AVERAGE
LOwW

$16,515
13,347

12,083
12,083
9,703
3,498
7,516
83,056
12,459
$95,515

1,388
2,382
6,428
1,782
2,506
1,984
1,219
13,108
954
$31,752

$127,267

s 7,070

$19.38

PERCENT OF

TOTAL COSTS
(Hi/Low)

(63.6/75.1)

(36.4/24.9)

Figure D-2B
- Sample Budget for s House Providing Basic
\3 In-House Services Plus Comminity Resource Referral
(1978 dollars, Item Indexes)
ITEM AVERAGE AVERAGE PERCENT OF
BIGH LOW TOTAL COSTS
(Ei/Low)
PERSONNEL
Wages and Salaries
Director $19,939 816,344
Assistant Director/
Supervisor 15,478 12,829
Community Resource Manager 14,735 9,488
Counselor 14,735 9,488
Night Coumselor 12,406 9,699
One Part-time Counselor 5,834 3,485
Secretary/Bookkeeper 9,563 7,646
Cook/Housekeeper 8,743 7,005
Total Wages and Salaries $101,433 $75,984
Fringe Benefits (19%) 19,272 14,437
TOTAL PERSONNEL COSTIS $120,705 $90,421 (63.0/74.6)
NON-PERSONNEL
Professional Fees and
Contract Services 5,524 1,388
Travel and Transportation 5,114 2,383
Rent/Rental Equiymlent 16,842 6,445
Maintenance 3,400 1,801
Utilities 6,167 2,637
Comm:nications 2,826 1,602
Supplies 4,915 1,163
Food 23,253 12,390
{Other 2,811 954
TOTAL NON-PERSONNEL $70,852 $30,763 (37.0/25.4)
TOTAL OPERATING COSTS $191,557 $121,184
Annual Average Cost (18) $10,643 $ 6,732
Daily Cost per Client $29.16 $18.45
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Figure D-3A

Sample Budget for & House Providing
Comprehensive In-House Services

(1978 dollars, Implicit Index)

ITEM AVERAGE AVERAGE
HIGH LOW
PERSONNEL
Salaries and Wages
Director $21,824 $16,515
Assistant Director 17,406 13,347
Counselors (3) 48,196 36,249
Psychologist/Evaluator 9,908 7,926
(1/2 time)
Night Counselor 12,902 9,703
Part-Time (ftwo) Counselors 12,507 6,997
Secretary/Bookkeeper 10,449 8,311
Housekeeper/Cook 9,552 7,516
Total $143,234 $106,564
Fringe Benefits 21,485 15,985
TOTAL PERSONNEL COSTS $164,719 $122,548
NON-PERSONNEL
Professional Fees and
Contract Services 5,524 1,388
Equipment 1,695 763
Travel and Transportation 5,541 2,583
Rent/Rental Equivalent 16,798 6,428
Maintenance 3,363 1,782
Utilities 5,860 2,506
Communications 3,888 2,204
Supplies 5,585 1,321
Food 24,002 13,108
Other 2,811 954
TOTAL NON~PERSONNEL COSTS 875,665, £33,038 .
TOTAL OPERATING COSTS $240,384 $155,586
Annual Average Cost (18) $13,355 $ 8,644
Daily Cost Per Client $36.58 $23.68
124

PERCENT OF
TOTAL COSTS
(Hi/Low)

(68.5/78.8)

(31.5/21.2)
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Figure D-3B

Sample Budget for a House Providing
Comprehensive In-House Services
(1978 dollars, Item Indexes)

ITEM AVERAGE AVERAGE
HIGH Low
PERSONNEL
Wages and Salaries
Director $19,939 $16,344
Assistant Director 15,478 12,829
Counselors (3) 44,206 28,464
Psychologist/Evaluator
(half~time) 9,145 7,611
Night Counselor 12,406 9,699
Two Part~time Counselors 11,668 6,971
Secretary/Bookkeeper 9,563 7,646
Cook/Housekeeper 8,743 7,005
Total Wages and Salarles $131,148 $96,569
Fringe Benefits (197) 24,918 18,348
TOTAL PERSONNEL $156,066 $114,917
NON-PERSONNEL
Professional Fees and
Contract Services 5,524 1,388
Equipment 1,617 727
Travel and Transpertation 5,544 2,584
Rent/Rental Equivalent 16,842 6,445
Maintenance 3,400 1,801
Utilities 6,167 2,637
Communications 3,140 1,780
Supplies 5,328 1,261
Food 23,253 12,390
Other 2,811 954
TOTAI. NON~-PERSONNEL COSTS $73,626 $31,967
TOTAL OPERATING COSIS $229,692 $146,884
Annual Average Cost (18) $12,761 $8,160
Daily Cost per Client $34.96 $22.36
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PERCENT OF
TOTAL COSTS

(Hi/Low)

(68.0/78.2)

(32.0/2}.8)

T T B S - T T T



g

4

Appendix E-1

Samples and Sources used in
Institutional-Based Programs and Parole

1. Costs of Custodial Facilities

Nineteen recently completed or planned Institutions served as
the base for estimating capital costs . Eight were high-security
ingtitutions, six were medium-security and five were jails, pfoducing
an average bed cost in 1974 dollars of $37,117, $28,480, and $27,342
respectively. These estimates were supported by other studies:
Wayson, Funke, et al The Costs of Jail Standards Compliance in
Washington State (Correctional Economics Center, 1975); National
Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Planning and Architecture,
Planning and Design Institute, Rhede Island Pre-Design (Champaign,
Il1linois: Planning and Design Institute, 1974); and miscellaneous
sources such as Expenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal
Justice System and selected state data. The original architectmral
data have been adjusted to 1978 dollars for this report; additional
studies are moted in the text.

2. Operating Costs for Custodial and Support Services

Expenditures were derived primarily from Expenditure and
Unemplovment Data for the Criminal Justice System (Bureau cf the
Census/L.E.A.A.). Data were only available for 1973 so allowances
were made to 1974 dollars, and fringe benefits were added. Jail
staffimg Information was obtailned from The Nation's Jails (U.S.
Department of Justice, L.E.A.A.). Information on additional
positions was obtained from State Salary Survey (U.S. Civil Service
Commission). Inmate populations were available through National
Prisoner Statistics and the 1972 Survey of Inmates of Local Jails
(Bureau of the Census/L.E.A.A.)(The next jail survey was performed
in 1978; summary data were available for this report).

In general, selected state or local sources were used to‘
verify assumptions or create statistics useful to the analysis.
For example, the proportion of .875 for custodial and support
services in state institutions was based on information from
California, Vermont and Maryland.

3. Other Costs of Custody and Basis Support

This section addressed opportunity and external costs. For
the former, the foregone productivity of inmates was derived from
Veil Singer, The Value of Adult Inmate Manpower, supported by other
research and the Survey of Immates of Local Jails. External costs
were treated verbally rather than numerically.

4, Parole Costs

This section dealt with improving staff quality and used such
sources as The Book of the States (Lexington, Kentucky: Council of
State Governments); Pay Rates in the Public Service (Washington, D.C.,
International Personnel ‘Management Association); State Salary Survey
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5.

8.

9.

as principal documents to estimate costs of parole in concert with
the standards.

Education and Training

Selected state information provided the basis for most of the
estimates, such as California DOC: Budget; John McKee, The Draper
Project, MDTA Experimental and Demonstration Findings; Albert Roberts,
Sourcebook on Prison Education. These provided data on participation
rates and progrem costs. Sources such as the CEEB in Princeton were
used for college costs. Other sources included: Hans Mattick,
Contemporary Jails: Steve Barsby, Cost-Benefit Analysist and Manpower

Programs (on benefits of training); and Robert Taggart, Prison of
Unemployment (training costs).

Work Experience in Institutions

|

1

1

The major estimates on labor productivity and capital stock were }

derived from earlier work in the report on potential inmate productivity ‘

and capital costs. General background was supplied by: Georgetown |

Unlversity Law Cénter, Institute of Criminal Law and Procedure, The |

Role of Prison Industries Now and in the Future: A Planning Study): |

Jean Dempsey Wolf, Inmate Employment Programs in Federal and State {
Correctional Institutiggg (Washington, D.C.:

Service, October, 1973).

Congressional Research

Services for Released Offenders

No cost estimates were developed but results of various studies |
were cited. Some background #nformation from the States of Minnesota |
and California was used. Parolee services discussed gate money,
referring to several projects providing st pends to released offenders;
job placement costs had several sources, including U.S. Department
of Labor, "The Model Ex-Offender Program."

Rights of Inmates

Legal services and grievance procedures were the two key inmate
rights which were evaluated in dollar terms. Several state legal
services programs were surveyed (Texas, Vermont, Massachusetts, Ohio)
to arrive at a lower bound which was then raised based on information
from the ABA's Resource Center on Correctional Law and Legal Services,
Providing Legal Services to Prisoners;and Futures Group and National
Consumer Center for Legal Services, Prepaid Legal Services: BHow to
Start a Plan. Grievance procedure costs relied on a sampling of
programs in-Keating et al, Grievance Mechanisms; Jean Dempsey Wolf,
Inmate Employment and Rhode Island.

Rights of Paroclees

Again, this section presents no sumnary tables but provides
1llustrative costs. California DOC data estimating complinace costs
with the Bye and later decisions are presented (Califormia DOC
Budgets 1974-76).
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Appendix E~-2

Estimate of Operating Costs Per Inmate Year
to Provide Custodial and Support Services for Inmates
in State Non-juvenile Institutions (1978 Dollars)

Type of Operating Cost Amount in 1978 Dollars

Estimate of Proportion
of Payroll Associated
with Custodial and
Support Services

Total Wages and Salariesa

$1,186,906 b $1,038,542
(thousands) X .875 (thousands)
Fringe Benefits
19% X 1,038,542 $ 197,323
(thousands) (thousands)
Other Operating Costs of
State Nonjuvenile Institutions®
$356,072 X .875 $ 311,563
(thousands) (thousands)
Total Operating Costs $1,547,428
: (thousands)
Total Inmates, 1977d 250,949
$ 6,166

Average Cost per Inmate Year

8cource: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Censas: Expenditure
and Employment Data for the Criminal Justice System 1677 - Advance Report.
Datz inflated to 1978 dollars; annualized figures =~ 12 x October 1977
payroll; share of total state corrections payroll for nonjuvenile institu-

tions estimated at 56%.

1"Selec:ted state averages; see original report.

Crstimate based on wages and salaries = to 772 of institutional costs; other
costs = 23% of total or .3 x wages and salaries.

%ource: Department of Justice, Prisoners in State and Federal Institutions
on December 31, 1977 Advance Report. Nonjuvenile institutionmal population

estimated at .96 of total (see text).

Appendix E-3

Estimate of Operating Costs per Immate Year to Provide
Custodial and Support Services for Inmates in Jails (1978 Dollars)

Type of Operating Cost Amount in 1978 Dollars

Total Wages and Salaries? Estimate of Proportion
of Payroll Associated
with Custodial and

Support Servicesb

$790,359 X 90 $7
’ . 11,323
(thousands) (thous;nds)
Fringe Benefits
.19 x $711,323 $135,151
(thousands) (thousands)
Other Operating Costs of
Local Nonjuvenile Institutions®
$222,881 X .90 $200,593
(thousands) -
Total Operating Costs éf?gg;fgg$)
Total Inmates, 19788 157,570
Average Cost per Immate Year § 6,645

. .
Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Cen P
sus: Expenditure
and Employment Data for the Criminal Justice System 1977-Advance Report.
D;ta inilatedlt; 1978 dollars; annualized figure = 12 X October 1977 payroll;
share of total local corrections payroll for n
S ot pay onjuvenile institutions

b .
Bureau of the Census: 1978 National Jail Census Prelimina

ry Figures.
0f 54,288 full-time equivalents, 49,322 (90%) are custodial and support.

“Estimate based on wa
ges and salaries = to 787 of imstitutional costs;
other costs = 22% of total costs; .282 x wages and sala see
d g alaries.
1978 National Jail Census Preliminary Figures.
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Appendix E-4

Household Earnings Deflated to 1978 from 1972 Using GNP Price Deflator (1.5209)

Education
College High School Elementary
Occupation 4+ 1 -4 4 i1-3 8 1-7

Z Mean $25,416 $18,102 $16,444 $13,002 - $10,467 $ 7,557
¥ Professionﬁl | )
i and Technical 24,636 37,127 28,085 25,515 20,555 17,317 14,245
‘ Managers and .
% Owners 23,901 36,018 27,247 24,753 19,942 16,800 13,446
é Clerical and
;i Sales Workers 17,811 28,512 20,306 18,449 14,990 11,319 9,309
z% Craftsmen 18,566 29,720 21,349 19,229 15,626 12,808 9,703
; - Operatives 15,510 24,829 17,682 16.665 12,701 9,855 7,384
= .
j . Service Workers 11,611 19,819 14,237 12,585 9,419 7,227 5,387
% Laborers 12,903 21,048 15,145 13,366 10,003 7,675 5,720
i

» @ Mean 18,844

- - . $
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