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Chapter I
Incarceration During Fiscal Restraint:
The Problem for Policy-Makers

There may be no issue more important in the coming decade
than»the cost of corrections, particularly the cost of incarce-
ration. . The documentatidn of the problem includes statistics
that are freguently repeated: prison populations have increased
over 60 percent‘nationwide,l overcrowded conditions persist.in_
the correctional facilities of nearly every state,2 and harsher
sentencing codes have gained a sweeping popularity, moving state
officials in directions which generally lead toward more extensive
use of incarceration.3 At the same time, states face pending
financial crisesffcurrently, 24 states are affected by court orders
which declare existing penal operaéioqs unconstitutionally in-
adequate;4 recent court decisions hold government and its employees
liable for injuries to prisoners arising from unconstitutional
conditions;5 current plans»call'for $8 billion dollars in new
construction expenditures alone, not including operatihg costs;6
and it is estimated that such costs‘themselves will iﬁcrease up
_to 60 percent in the next decade.7“ It is not overstating the
case to say that, in light of the currently popular government
approach’of fiscal restraiﬁt, the economic crisis facing corrections
will be as much a political prdblem as a monetafy one. Indeed,
the responses of the legislative andlthe executive branches of

%

government to this problem have been sometimes curious, given the

critical nature of the problem in many states.8

N




However, too frequently the prcblem of rising costs is
thought to be primarily due to increases in criﬁe conibined with
pressuraes for greater use of imprisonment. Policy-makers in
every state are confronted with familiar scenarios: more
céiminals are committing crimes; more criminals need to be sent
to prison so that less crimes will be committed; more dollars are
needed so that more criminals can be put away. In rgality, the
forces which infagepce incarceration costs are much more compli-
cated. Below, we briefly explore some of the more cruciél aspects

of this problem. : T

The Problem Redefined

Public treatment of the recent growth ic prison and
jai% populations tends to focus on assessments of the crime
rate, which.is usually depicted as ricing. Such assessments
are not only inaccurate but are misleading approaches to an
understanding of the population boom. Uniform Crime Reports
.(UCR),9 which are maintained by the FBI and based upon the
voluntary reports of citizens, proﬁide data from which most
publicized estimatcs of criminality are drawn. Yet numbers
of crimes reported to the police comprise as little as half
of the total amount of crime, according to more accurate
méasures, such as victimization surﬁeys. Upon thc incorpora-
tion of:these more accurate measures into the analysis, it is
no longer possible to explain'populatioﬁ-increases solely in

terms of crimes committed.
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Recently, attention has been directed toward the develop-
ment of more appropriate explanations of prison population
increases. Popular poiicy options, such as mandatory sentencing,
community corrections subsidies, repeat offender pfovisions
and even new prison construction have all been positively
linked to increases in inmate populations, although the'effects
of each have been found to vary from state to state.11 The
point is that policy-makers are in a position to proactively
manage the flow of offenders through the system.
Much of the policy-maker's justification for increased
use of limited incarceration resources may be predicatedﬁbn
assumptiéns concerning the benefits offered by this sanction.
In fact, much of the research related to this topic suggests
that these kinds of policy reform are mcre likely to contribute
to oﬁercrowding without meaningfuliyaffecting levels of_crime.12
Deépite a wide range of methodological limitations, a very
large body of,evidencg;%ésts a skeptical eye on the ability of
incarcerative measures to seriously affect the number of crimes
committed.
The crime-control .capaéity of incarceration varies
according to the benefit anticipated. Examinations of incapaci-
tative effects, for example, can produce very different estimates

of averted crime, depending upon the assumptions which are employed

‘regarding the number of crimes felons would be committing were they

not in prison. Nonetheless, most of these estimates are discouraging,

)




A R ’.:’ e SO0t

~

at 1-18 percent.]"4 Higher estima -es have been offered,
but thesé studies are normally based on less tenable assumptions.15
- Detexrrence, on therther haﬂd, presupposes that-thé |
criminal justice system will behave in a way in which, in fact,
it hés been shown not to behave. Evaluations of stiff
mandatory penaltieslslconsistently reﬁeal the refusal of system
_‘6fficia13?to "waste" scarce incarceration space on those
._bffehders'for whom they feel the full force of the system is
‘  juét~ﬁbt‘warranted. Rése;rch.which has been faVorable to the
.ﬁypﬁthesis that potential ofﬁenders can be deterred from
committing crimes,17 on the other hand, suffers ffom serious
methodological drawbacks.

TWd finalrcategories of crime control——rehabilitation
and special deteirénce-—pféxfperhaps'@he least encouraging
support in favor of the use of incarceration. Literally_

hundreds of,stud,ie_s18 have indicated that prisons do not

rehabilitate, yet it‘isruniik}ly.that costlyAprisbn»programs

can be'eiiminated f:om'prisbn)life. There is some é&idénce
from the behaﬁioral sciencesthat is supporti§é of the crime
cohtroiybenéfité of puﬂishment celerity, but celerity is nearly
: impossiblekto obtain in a system which honors due pr§¢ess and
,othérwise has a 1imitéd capacity to proceed quickly.
Confqunding tradifional responées to an‘inadequaﬁely_
‘. \perceiﬁed prbblém is the extreme expénse assodiated’withAthé
’éﬁﬁansion of'priédn éépacity, Few would argge that prigonh“
‘cdhstrudtibn ié not.éfcostly'éhdeaVor. Yet all tdo often;

decisions concerning new prison construction are formed using
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figuresé—typically per bed estimates~-which tend ﬁct.only to Ly
understate the actual costs of building correctidnal facilities, A
but which fail to reflect the full range of monetary considera-
tlons a commitment to 1ncarceratlon 1nvolves.k
Researcliers of the topic of incarceration coststegree

that as much as oneethird of prison costs may be regularly
rkunreportedg ".In the case of new construdticn, the largest hidden
costs may encompass architectural fees,‘equipment costs, site
acquisition. and preparation, insﬁrance and bid, and construction
superx'rision.l9 If the construction effort mﬁst be financed,
original'estimates can‘quadrﬁple.zo For the existing prison, S .
hidden_expenses can include pensions and fringe benefits, arnd

the costs of outside services.2!

hCommonlytquoted per bed estimates generally do not 1end.

themselVes,to the analésis of the many'ccst-relatea issues

integral to the maihtenancekof‘an incarceration pol%cyg For

exaﬁple, perfcell figures do not reflect.the‘costs of running

an‘instituticn years into the future--yet any;ccmmitment to
“build is tahtamount.toia commitment to operate. Moreoﬁer,

,1ncarceratlon leaves little opportunity for later reductions

in costs, in that most of the expenses assoclated with the use:”k o Visf‘
of prisons are fixed and can decrease only.slightly.w1th dimin—,

i . : .

‘ished populations. The acceptance of the extreme costs of new

constructlon may be conditioned on the belief that current

demand for cell space will be met by thlS strategy. However,

4
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researchers22 haﬁe indicated that this is not an .inerditab

of construction policies. At any rate, prisons can take

23 A |

five years to construct,

solutions to immediate demands.

preclude'consiq§ration of other uses of the same funds.

and non-incarcerative sanctions.

control, and can be substantially cheaper.

de&elopment‘of‘these othér strategies is frequéntly left

]

o

§

le. resdlt -

up to

and therefore are not realistic

Per bed estimates can errone-
ously assume that institutions will comply with contemporary,
standards of operation, but if they do not, compliance costs

can be crippling.24 Finally, per bed estimates, by themselves,

Efficient use of fiscal resources calls for.definitive informa-

tion on a wide range of options, including both incarcerative

Theoretically, a wide variety of approaches is'available-
for punishing offenders, although feasibility of someioptions
may be limited. Alternative punishment straﬁegies,'including

variations of incarcerative measures, offer no less crime

Past experiences with'cérgain;OPtions—ésudh as pretrial
sefeices~findicate that the use of alternatiﬁévmeasures ma&_
hot<automatically.significantly.afﬁect‘the“numbefs of persons.
senténced to pfisbn.zs‘Too often;‘thekintentith‘of.pon—incar—
‘cerative bpiioné are distorted and reblaced with‘pracﬁices

which only "widen the néﬁ“;k MOreoﬁer, responsibility for the

to

only a few actors in the criminal justice process. Yet a recent
nationwide assessment of options currently employed to reduce
5 S X

‘ ':. " - D : N o k"’ 2 ) - - > * : . ° - ‘ N " L]
. pPrison overcrowding 6 indicates that, in reality, creation and

72
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- can be crippling.24

- sentenced to prisOn.25

22
researchers

- of construction policies. At any rate, prisons can take up to

23 and therefore are not realistic

five years to construct,
solutions to immediate demands.’ Per bed estimates can errohe-
ously assume that institutions will comply with contemporary
standards of‘operation, but if they do not,'compliance costs

Finally, per bed estlmates, by themselves,

preclude con51deratlon of other uses of the same funds.

Efficient use of fiscal resources calls for definitive informa-
tion on a wide range of options, iﬁCluding both incarcerative
and non—incarcerative~sanctiohs. 7

Theoretically, a wide variety of apprg§§pes is available
fqi punishing offenders, although feasibilit§§qf some - eptions
may be limited. Altefnati&e punishment straéegies, including
variations of_incafceratiﬁe'measures, offer no less crimé
control, and can be substantially cheaper.

Past experiences with certain options--such as pretrial
serﬁices?findicate that the use of(altefnatiﬁé measﬁres may

not -automatically 51gn1flcantly affect the numbers of persons.

Too 6ften, the intentions of non-incar-

" cerative options are distorted and replaced with practices

which 6nly,"widen the net". MOreoﬁér, responsibility for the
de&elopment‘of,these;other stfategies is frequéntly‘léft to
only‘a‘few actors in the criminal justice process. Yet a recent
nationwide assessment of optiohs currently employed to reduce

prison overcrowdin’g26 indicates that, in realiﬁy, creation and

have indicated that this is not an.inenﬁtabk;resdlkf’

A m{?w
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promotion of alternative measures can involve a wide range

of policy-makérs, from both within and outside the.system,
including legislatures, pProsecutors, the judiciary, private
agencies, probation and parole and the goﬁernorfs office in
addition to departments of corrections. When one Qiews the
potential contributions which each of these acéors can make'
through controlling both the flow>of_offenders into prisonb
(and therefqre,'into altefnative options) and lengthvof~stay;

it becomes increasingly evident that crises such as the

one which currently faces corrections can be a&erted.

Remedies

The preceeding discussion illustrates tﬁe complexity of
the ?rison costs issue. Contrary tgpgublic;sentiment,'Sharp
increases in prison populations are n;t the immediate result
of a 1argerknumber of actors operating outside the bounds of
leéal beha&ior. Rather, the crisis is the more direct outcdme
of an uncoordinated mix of .System approaches. to an inaccurately
diagnocsed problem. Solutlons which require extreme moﬁetary
commitment yield less than desirable results at a higher cost
thanbanticipated, eﬁen,théugh less éxpensi&é‘means are a&ail-
able which offer similar ends. This, and not the familiar
scenario'reéounted equief,”is.the problem which presently
confronts the policy-maker. It is imPexiti&é‘that the decision-
make§ begin to take action toward relief,of,the current crisis,

and responsible action must be based upon an informed

14
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assessment of the problem. Subsequent actions might include
the following strategies:

The adoption of short-~range solutions which are sensitive

to the needs of corrections administrators. Overcrowding is

- for action.

indicative of a breakdown occurring in the later stages of
what should hate been the evenly distributed flow of’offehders
through the criminal justice process. ToO be'effectite, the
short-range solution must involve whatever options may be
available at the latter end of the system. Obviously, immediate
remedies which alter the flow of persons igtg prison leave

the overCrowding problem untouched. Viable backend strategies
must be directed toward decreasing seﬁtence,length of those
persons already in prlson, reduc1ng current capacity, or both.
Mechanisms which are available to achleve these aims 1nclude
work—-release, furloughs, clemency; emergency‘overcrowdlng_legls—

lation, lower custody placeﬁents, parole and early release.

The adOption‘of,long—range solution which can effectively

match supply with demand. Basically, what is being referred

to here is the deﬁelopment offresource management framework

| This approach presupposes the interaction of a wide
spectrum'of<decision—makers”who are ultimately responsible for
creating a demand for incarceration--e.g., legislators, who
pass stiffer penalties, but who can authorize the adoption of
less drastic means, sgch as restitution, or special probation;

prosecutors, who can press for non-custodial sanctions, and

-
b

]
i

£

* members of the judiciary, who can employ them; officials of

departments of corrections, who can revise classification
practices to adhere to more accurate criteria--with those
parties, e.g., prison and jail administrators, who are‘charged
with the responsiblity of managing a limitedvsupply of
incarceration space. While construction of additional prison
capacity offers one long-term avenue toward relief of over-

crowding, decision-makers must realize that this is a sluggish

measure requiring extreme expense for little gain in capacity.

Some Ohservations

The preceding treatment of the crisis in corrections and
potential responses bares two critical impediments facing
those parties whose job it is to deal with the problem. The
first of these is that constructive solutions to the current
crisis depend upon the working union of parties who normally
perform their duties apart from each other. Seldom do they
have to confront the ultimate impact of their occasional decis~
ions about corrections, and even less frequently are they able
to deVelop an interacting, supportire network for addressing
the problem.

A second impediment, and certainly a crucial one, is the
lack of information at the policy-maker's disposal upon which
he or she can make rational decisions. Clearly, a considerable
gap exists between the fruits of~prison‘cost—re1ated research

and the behavior of the policy-making community. This should

A
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come as little surprise, since the training and experience of
most of these individuals are rooted in fields other than
corrections, and the pressures of corrections administration
often leaves these officials uninformed of corrections research.
The point is that all too often key decision-makers are unaware
of the’informatibn that is already available which can help

them in policy decisions regarding ihcarceration costs. Their
needs for information can be.divided into three major categories.

At the most basic level, decision-makers need descriptive
data on incarceration costs. These should include a detailed
description of all "bricks and mortar" costs, in addition to
an account of all potential operating coéts.; To be most.helpful,
cost figures should transcend the boundaries typically associ-
ated with public corrections budgets. : Such a description should
be capable of_feflecting other costs committed, such as the
amortized construction debt. Beyond the mere distribution of
costs by categories, decigion-makers need to be aware of the
degreg to which these costs are.subject to alteration due to
policy and population changes.

A second category of costs information héeded by decision-
makers inVolVes projections of the demand for incarceration
space, since these are critical to. their role as final
authority_oﬁer policy planning. The 'point heré is not the
provision of a crystal ball predictioh of future need, since
projections were never intended for this purpose. Because

they are unscientific guides, projections can only be as

‘costs of prisons.

¢
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accurate as the assumptions, or trends, upon which they are
based. Trends are nonetheless important, of course, because
they show the demand for resources which may be experienced
by the corrections agency. _For the policy-maker, trend data
can be used to reflect the differential impact of different
operating assumptions-—especiall& punishment policy options.
For example,'projectibns that include alternate representatibns
for pending sentencing reforms”'obtional redistributions of
penalties emphasizing community corrections, changes in the
age structure.of the population and differing economic fore-
casts can‘ali demonstrate helpful points regérding the vola-
tility of prisbn costs. The point is that vérious policy~
produced cost forecasts demonstrate the degree to which
decision—makers, through enactment bfupolicies that influence
incarceration, have the capacity to artificially inflate the

The final category of cosgg?ﬂgiéxﬁith which policy-makers
should be equipped is infgyﬂézgén regarding altérnative
expenditures for the corrections dollar. One particularly
meanipg£u1 measure here is the conceptualization and comparison
of puniéhment "experiences“.27 Simple per clieﬁt estimates of
service tend to disguise the fact that different punishment
options are applied for varying lengths of time. When per

client costs (calculated by dividing an institution's or

program's operating costs by the number of its inmate days)

e
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are similar for programs which otherwise involve dissimilaxr
sentence duratlons, the failure to take sentence length into
account can lead to erroneous conclu51ons regarding the optimunm
On the other hand, what may appear to be

use of resources.

lower per client costs in one program may end up as higher

total costs if the sentence exceeds alternative options with

Decision-makers need to be able to
determine how many punishment experiences of different sanctions

can be bought for a fixed amount of resources.
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.see also S. P.Lagoy et al.,
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Supplemental Report -~ Case Studies of New Legislation Governing

Sentencing and Release (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing

Office, 1980) p. 47.
[17] Por further explanation, see Nagin, supra note 13.

[18] See, for example W.C. Bailey, "Correctional Treatment: An
Analysis of One Hundred Outcome Studies," Journal of Criminal Law,
Criminology and Police Science 57 (1966):153-160; J. Robison and G.
Smith, "The Effectiveness of Correctional Programs," Crime and
Delinquency 17 (1971):67-80; and D. Lipton, et al., The Effectiveness

of Correctional Treatment (N.Y.: Praeger, 1975).

[19]. See G.P. Falkin et al., Revising Connecticut's Sentencing
Laws: An Impact Assessment (Alexandria, Va.: Institute for Economic

and Policy Studies, Inc., 1981).

[20] This calculation is suggested.by.D..MacDonald in The Price
of Punishment: Public Spending for Corrections in New York (Boulder, Co.:
Westview Press, 1980) p. 54.
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[21] 1Ibid.; see Coopers and Lybrand, supra note 7.

[22] One report indicated that demand for prison space would
exceed expansion of capacity within two years of new.construction
of a single prison. See Carlson et al., American Prisons and Jails
Volume II: Population Trends and Projections (Washington, D.C.:

National Institute of Justice, 1980). Other researchers have
re—-evaluated this data and have concluded that the original
researchers overestimated the rapidity by which new prison space
would be consumed. This reanalysis was conducted for the Panel
on Sentencing of the National Academy of Sciences. Their report
is currently being drafted. ’ ‘

[23] K. Carlson et al., supra note 22.

[24] For some illustratiﬁe examples, -see R.C. Grieser, ed.,
Correctional Policy and Standards: Implementation Costs of

Correctional Standards (Washington, D.C.: Law Enforcement Assistance

Administration, 1980) p. 76.

[25] See, for example, F.E. Zimring, "Measuring the Impact of
Pre-Trail Diversion from the Criminal Justice System, "University
of Chicago Law Review 31 (1974). o

[26] See M.K. Harris and B. Siebens, "Reducing Prison Crowding:
An Overview of the Options,® draft report to the National Institute
of Corrections, Washington, D.C., 1981.

[27] For examples of the use of this concept, see G.S. Funke,
"The Future Counts: Economic Prospects for Corrections," paper
presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Society of
Criminology, Washington, D.C. November 12, 1981.
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Chapter II
Design of the Seminar

The seminar was designed with three major aims in mind:

(1) To present state-of-the-art information on incarce-

ration policy in a format that would be meaningful to'key decision-’

makers.

(2) To provide key decision makers with an opportunity to
intéract with one another around the problem of incarceration
policy.

(3) To promote cost-effective change in the incarceration
policies of participating states.

In addressing these objecti%es, several désign issues emerged.
In two meetings, the Ad%isbry Bbard exercised a prominent role

in determining the best ways to resolﬁé:these issues.

Issues in Seminar Design
Many of the issues confronted by this seminar surface in
any type of training program--e.g., what quantity of materials
should be distributed prlor to the seminar; what meals should be
held in group fashion; what v1sual aids should be used agd SO on.
- These technical design issues were-resolved by project staff, based
upon their prior expérience in nunerous other training pr;grams.
‘However, the fact ﬁhat prograﬁ staff sdhght’the participation

of predominantly top officials in state go&ernment raised thrée

major problems of design, which are listed below. Each

16
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by the seminar-design.

/// /'"‘J 1 7

of these problems was fully discussed and resolved by thé Advisory
Board, and their suggestions incorporated into the seminar design.
ISSUE # 1l: To what degree should the seminér desién

take an advocacy position against new
construction?

This was perhaps the central substantive issue in the area
of seminar design. Because most of the project staff and

Advisory Board members believed that the e&idence supported a

-position; of limited or no new construction, it was important to

clarify how this issue would be handled during the project.

On the other hand,‘concern was’expreSSed that the project
could be perceived as a version of "pait and switch". That is,
were the semina;/participants to be reCruited‘wiﬁh the aid of a
neut:al seminar title such as "Costs of Incar?eration During Fiscal
Restraint," staff could not rgsponsibl§ place the@ in the posiﬁian
of attending a seminar focuging solely on alternatives to |
incarceration. Hence, a straightforward presentation of materials
was encouraged, which left policy-relevant interprefgiions to

the participants. ' It was agreed that an appeal for participation

based upon a pretext of information--which would precede, in fact,

a\program of advocaqx%—would be unfair to those attending.

“ Nonetheless, both Advisorx}Board‘membership and program staff

étronglyj believed that the facts, when fully understood, led
naturally to a position against wholesale construction programs

and that such an implication of the data could not be downplayed
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it was further argued that "facts" in and out of themselves were

not the only important data on the problem, but that "expert opinion”

“would exert an additiomnal, crucial influence ober the projected

zudience.

Similar concerns were expressed regarding the degrée to which o
other policy changes should be promoted by the seminar. If the
purpose of the‘program were merely to disseminate information, then
an agenda of change would be inappropriate. Yet the proposal called
for the creation of "state plans" for resciﬁing the problems faced
by systems oflincarceration; and it was these plans which were
viewed as the first step toward improﬁedkmethqu of handling
incarceration demand problems. Again, it was recognized that the
decision to force state officials to develop "action plans" as part
of a seminar could lead to a task unsuitable for a d%gsemingtion—
type seminar, but not for an advocacy program. Theréfore, the
issue of advocacy was directly relevant to the problem of seminar
design.

After extended discussion, staff and advigory board acknowledged
that the program should not take any positionxbn the.substantive
issues facing the participants. It was finally decided that the
program should 1) help define the issues correctly,VZ) provide
data about ﬁ%rious positions on the problem,'B)gand proﬁide the
opportunity/%or_@ecision—makers to explore various resolutions to
the problem:.éz;en the problem definitions and data. To the

degree that it was to be "expert”, and not personal opinion
. f‘\\
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which was to be solicited by participants duriné the program,
any personal opinions which might be-offeredyby speake¥s as answers
to questions would be regarded as highly inappropriate.
This point of view helped staff to resolve those problems
which concerned the issue of enforced chanée itself.

They

- recognized that the gathering of an influential, concerned group

would be only wasteful were no arrangements made to pioﬁide them
with an opportunity for discussing the problem among themselves.

But provision of the opportunity to work together on the problem

‘demanded an acceptance of the legitimacy of those solutions which
included as cornerstones programs of new construction.

All these related issues were finally resolﬁed through agree-
ment in favor of a pdsition of "disinterested advocacy.“ The
program was defined as a change-promoting ﬁehiclé through which the
faculty and staff could pro&idé information about and insight into
the problem of‘incarcerétion costs. f?lans were made to proﬁide
participants with the opportunity to explore solutions to.these ' |
problems that could be applied to situations in their own states,
without emphasizing the preferability of non-construction solutions. %
It was acknowledged that solutions could not be dictated by the |
project; that instead, theif‘deﬁelopment depended on those persons
who wogld have to implement them, and therefore, that some:timé

should be put aside which would allow participants to plan solutions

to these critical probléms.

0

ISSUE # 2: How long should the seminar last? éﬂ
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The original proposal called for a three day seminar that
included three overnight stays. It was felt that this much time
would be needed to adequately cover the material. However, several
Advisory Board members questioned whether truly "key" decision-

makers wduid be able to attend for this length of time. It was

o

felt that elimination of one overnight stajlrwhiletmaintaining the
program at three days—iwould be much more feasible. The analysis
of program costs also made clear the financial advantages of
eliminating one of the overnight stays. Advisory Board members
encouraged staff to test the feasibility of a longer program duriﬁg
the recruitment stages of the initial seminar.:

It was learned that many of the target participants who could
have attended a shorter program would not have been able to attend
the proposed longer program. On the basis of this experiencé, a
program was designed which was to begin on Sunday and conclude
én Tuesday,  which would consume three days but require accomodations
for only two nights. \

ISSUE’# 3: How should the semihar time be apportioned

among lecture, task and open discussion
time?

There was clearly a need for lecture format in the program;
the amount of material to be covered made it necessary to present
the seminar in a time-efficient manner. Yet, there was also

value in giving the participants discussion-tasks with reported

results as it is during these tasks that the concepts and informa-
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tion presented in the lectures is clarified. Moreover, tasks

allow the participants to test their reactions to the new

approaches to the problems covered in the seminar.

There was|also a need for time for open discussion among the
participants. Advisory Board members pointed out that, at its
basic level, incarceration policy is in fact a political problem,
and that the people who would be attending the KDM programs would
be accustomed to resolving political problems informally, such as
over a drink or dinner conversation. They needed to be allowed time
to conduct their business in this manner.

Because the Ad&isory‘Board members were widely experienced
in the presentation of similar educational programs and materials,
they were quite helpful throughout discussion of these design
issues. They endouraged the following strategy: each substaﬁtive
component of the program would be presented by short lecture, or at
least some type of participatory task, using the component's concepts,
following each presentation. In addition, the seminar would begin
with a group discussion task. This design would reinforce the
importance of participation during the seminar, while providing
opportunities for concept clarification and experimentation
regularly through the seminar. Moreo&er, it would break up the
intensity of the material. All eﬁenings would be left open for
informal interaction amongrthe participants, but to faciliﬁate
this process, the staff,would‘"hOSt" a reception in their suite

on at least one e&ening during the program.

Design of the Seminar

The specifications of the seminar design were completed
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jéiﬁtly by the seminar faculty, rather than by thé Advisory Bbard,
because it was they who would be ultimately responsible for pre-
senting the materials. Two different designs Were actually used,
but the essential sequencing followed the general model contained

in the original proposal. This design is as follows:

23
Day #1

3:00-5:30 - Introduction to the Problem
. Presenter: Dr. Todd R. Clear
Rutgers University

The general problems of incarceration costs and
incarceration trends are summarized. Specific

issues facing each participant state are identified.
The seminar design is presented, with highlights of
the link between lectures, tasks and substantive
incarceration policy problems in each state.
5:30-6:30 - Reception
6:30-8:00 -~ Dinner

8:00-9:00 - Open discussion of_incarceratibn problems

Day #2
8:30-11:00

Py e pessy pees g

e

.fu;‘t

g 5

g

Prison Populations and Incarceration Policy
Presenter, Dr. James Austin, Dr. James Galvin*
‘ National Council on Crime and
Delinquency

This presentation begins with a group task which out-
lines the scenario in which incarceration problems are
typically addressed in many jurisdictions. The point
of the task is-to demonstrate how limited policy options
- and fragmented decision-making have exacerbated the
) fiscal dilemmas facing most state prison systems. This
is followed by a presentation of recent findings regard-

il et B S

ﬁﬁ ing the relationship between policy-making, crime trends
i and changes in prison populations.
> ¢ ?,éﬂ * Dr. Austin lectured during the Cherry Hill, Atlanta and
- Kansas City seminars. Dr. Galvin participated in the
i Eﬁ Raleigh and Indianapolis seminars.
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11:00-12:00 - The Costs of Incarceration, Part I

Presenter: Dr. Gail Funke
Institute for Economic and
Policy Studies

A complete assessment of the costs of incarceration
is presented. Areas covered include operating,
capital, hidden and opportunity costs. Research

on correctional expenditures is summarized, including
the total costs of different incarceration policies.

12:00-1:00 — Lunch; discussion in state groups

1:00-3:00 —~ The Costs of Incarceration, Part II

3:00~

6:00

Presenter: Dr. Gail Funke
Institute for Economic and
Policy Studies

The conclusion of this presentation focuses on long-
range incarceration costs. Incarceration policies
are approached from the point of view of "resource
management”, and a group exercise is used to illus-
trate the varying costs of alternative resource
allocation strategies.

5:00 - The Crime Control Effectiveness of Incarcer-
ation Policies
Presenter: Dr. Todd Clear
Rutgers University

A major impetus for incarceration is its crime
control value: This lecture summarizes the most
recent research on the effectiveness of imprisonment
as a deterrent, incapacitative and/or rehabilitative
device. Benefits of increased use of incarceration
are explored, based on this research.

- Dinner; discussion in state groups

At this dinner, several issues facing each state are
summarized, and dinner discussion is directed toward
the significance of the day's information for the
state. _
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Day #3

8:30~10:30 - Punishment Policy Options
Presenter: M. Kay Harris
Temple University

This lecture focuses on the effectiveness of
existing strategies for controlling incarceration
costs by managing demand for limited incarcerative
capacity. New policies at the entry and exit stages
of the prison system are explored, with jeneral
points regarding their potential for cost-control.
The benefits of flexible punishment methods are also
described.

10:30-12:30 -~ The Politics of Cost-Effective Incarceration
Policy
Presenter: Honorable Jeffrey Padden
Michigan House of Representatives

Any improvements in incarceration policy require
political decisions, and the context and strategies

in this area are discussed in this presentation.

The presentation begins with a frank, instrumented
assessment of the political climate in each partici-
pating state. The experiences of the state of Michigan
in politically dealing with this issue serve to illus-
trate the need for politically feasible cost-effective
incarceration policies.

12:30-1:30 —~ Lunch; state groups
1:30-3:30 - Planning Strategies for Managing Incarceration
Costs

Presenter: Stefanie Barth
National Courncil on Crime and
Delinquency

The availability of assistance from consultants and
organizations serves as a starting point for devel-
oping strategies for improving the cost-effectiveness
of incarceration.policies. Put into state groups,
each group is given a task of assessing its current
need for change, capacity for change and potentially
feasible direction for achieving results. The task
is followed by group reports.

3:30-4:30 - Discussion, evaluation and wrap-up

- 5:30 - Dinner (optional)
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The logic underlying the program, using this design, is
fairly straight-forward. After introductory activities, the
program begins by providing the participants with a task that

illustrates the policy-based nature of the problem. This was

followed by a lecture on prison populations; a lecture on the

costs of various prison policies, including policies based on
construction; and the completion of a group task which.linked the:
two concepts. Thus, the first segment of the seminar was used to
define the problem as a variety of policy-related demands for
correctional resources, and to demonstrate the requisite costs

of providing those resources.

The second segment addressed the crime-control benefits of
incarceration by assessing productive outcomes of various policies.
This is the only segment not followed_by a task--rather, the
participants were pro&ided with time for open discussion. During
these initial segments, participants were put in mixed state
groupings to facilitate exchange across political and jurisdictional
lines.

The néext logical step--that of policy options and their
pclitical feasibility--was covered in two lectures and complemented
by a single task. To address this area, participants were put
back into home state groupings, in preparation for the final
segment of the program.

A lengthy, state-specific assignment comprised the final

- program element, in which the state groups were asked to develop

plans for change based on what participants had learned in the.
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program. This was the most crucial part of the program, and set
the stage for later work on the problems, summaries of which are

reported in Chapter 6. (Program evaluations are presented in

Chapter 5.)

This design proved extremely effective, and the manner
in which ﬁajor design issues were resolved helped to make the
seminar a success. The only problem--which ﬁaried in seriousness
from state to state--was a tendency to lose some participants.
A re-design experiment which allowed the program to end earlier
on Tuesday did not markedly reduce this problem, and it was felt
that the difficulty in keeping all participahts would apply, no
matter what design was employed. One might speculate whether early
departure provided an avenue by which participants were able to
avoid participating what may have been perceiﬁed as a threatening
or difficult in state planning task. Nevertheless, this problem
did not substantially interfere with the work group products for

all but 2 or 3 participating states.
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Chapter III
Design of Seminar Materials

The materials were designed with needs of the users in
mind, and these included: need for summaries which could be easily
and quickly reviewed; need for limited, representative selections

from the literature which provide detailed information; need for

- references to further material, need for data on the problem nation-—

wide ‘but also locally. The materials contained in the seminar note-

book were divided into five packets; The packets corresponded to

the materials covered by the presentations in the seminar:

Prison Populations and Incarceration Policy

Packet #1:
" Packet #2: Costs of Incarceration
Packet #3: Crime Control Impact of Incarceration
Packet #4: Punishment Policy Options
Packet #5: Resources for Change

e

The final packet, designed by Stefanie Barth of NCCD,
contained a function-organized listing of technical assistance
resources that participants could turn to for specific problems
they might face. Each of the other four packets were divided into
four sections. The contents and deﬁelopment of each of the sections

is as follows:

Literature Review

The first drafts of the literature reviews were prepared by

project staff. Each literature review was designed first, to

summarize and criticize the existing literature in the area

28
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and second, to assess its implications for the problem of
incarceration costs. 1In order to be most useful, this needed
to be done in no more than 12-15 pages. The purpose of these
discussions was not only the provision of critical summaries of
the literature, but the emphasis on those guidelines regarding
incarceration costs which a surVey of the literature can yield.

Principal points of interest, which were highlighted in a preface

:i
:
;
|

to each review, are as follows for each packet:

Packet #1: Prison population changes, especially recent

changes, are more a product of changes in incarceration policy

than changes in rates or levels of crime. Moreover, in upcoming

- -, .

decades, rates and levels of crime can be expedted to decline due

to shifts in population characteristics.

Packet #2: Expansion and maintenance of incarceration

brd bBrd B

R

resources cost from 3-5 times the normally published statistics.
Delays in construction suggest this approach does not pro§ide
-solutions to the immediate population crisis.

Packet #3: The deterrent, incapacitative and rehabili-

tative effécts of incarceration are very difficult to estimate

with confidence, however research suggests that these effects
can be meaningfully increased only at the expense of major and
unprecedented increases in prison populations.

Packet #4: Useful options exist for controlling demands

for incarceration resources, particularly release options. But

these must be cerefully planned and implemented, especially
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those that operate at the selection stage.
Each of the literature reviews underwent two stages
of preparation. Initial drafts were prepared by project staff,
which were sent to Advisory Board members for commentary ’
and used in the first seminar. Based on their reaction to

these drafts, revisions were incorporated into the final materials.

‘Key Literature
Upon completion of literature review, a series of papers
were selected for potential inclusion as key literature. Advisory
Board members were also asked to identify candidates for key
literature. To be accepted as key literature, a paper had to
(1) make a unique contribution to the area; (2) represent a *
state-of-the-art workpiece; (3) be comprehensive; ahd (4) be

readable by laypersons. The following list of handbook contents

shows the key literature for each packet:
. X «

" CONTENTS
PROGRAM MATERIALS
;PACKET #1: INCARCERATION POLICY AND PRISON POPULATION

A. Literature Review
B. Key Literature

1. Jim Galvin and Kenneth Polk, "Any Truth You Want:
The Use and Abuse of Criminal Justice Statistics.®

2. Joan Mullen, Ken Carlson and Bradford Smith,
"Summary Findings and Policy Implications of a.
- National Survey," American Prisons and JailsVol. I.

e
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3. Kenneth Carlson, "Logic of Projections," American
Prison _and Jails Vol. T.

4. William G. Nagel, "On Behalf of a Moratorium on
New Prison Construction."® ~

C. Abstracts
pD. Data

COST. OF INCARCERATION

A. Literature.Review : :
" B. Key Literature

1. Gail S. Funke, "The Future Counts: Economic

Prospects for Cerxrections.” ..

2. Gail S. Funke, "Current Operating.Costs,"
Comparative Costs 'of Stdte and IL.ocal Facilities.

3. David S. Weimer and Lee S. Friedman, "Efficiency
Considerations in Criminal Rehabilitation Research."

4. Douglas McDonald, "The.New York State Prison System,"
‘ The Price of Punishment.

C. Abstractsb
D. Data

PACKET #3: CRIME CONTROL IMPACT OF INCARCERATION

A. Literature Review
B. Key Literature

1. Jacqueline Cohen, "The Incapacitative Effect of )
Imprisonment: A Critical Review of the Literature."

2. Paul Gendreau and Bob Ross, "Effective Correctional
Treatment: Bibliotherapy for Cynics."

3. Daniel Nagin, "General Deterrence: A Review of the

Empirical Evidence."

C. Abstracts
D. Data
A

PACKET #4: PUNISHMENT POLICY. OPTIONS

A. Literature Review
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B. Xey Literature

1. M. Kay Harris, "Reducing Prison Crowding: An
overview of the Options."

2. Barry Krisberg and James Austin, "The Unmet Promise
of Alternatives to Incarceration."”

C. Abstracts
D. Data

PACKET #5: RESOURCES FOR KEY DECISION-MAKERS

Packet #3 was the only one for which we had problems in selecting
key literature, largely becagse of the highly technical problems
associated with interpreting éhe work in the’area of crime control
research. As a consequence, this section of kéy literature includes
formulas and other difficult reading. Neﬁertheleés, it was felt that
a non-technical reading of these documeﬁfs, in Eombination with the

literature reﬁiews, pro&ided a suitable understanding of the area.

Abstracts

It was recognized that 3-5 articles might not be sufficient
for some purposes, and so additional‘sources were prQQided in
abstract form. Initially, the projectistaffvpreparea original

abstracts. Howe&er, it soon became clear that this task would be

unreasonably time-consuming, and so the Crime and Delinquency

Abstracts were employed as the chief resource'for this section,

an approach which‘proﬁed satisfactory. The following articles were

abstracted in the final notebook:

University of Minnesota. School of Social Development.
National assessment of adult restitution programs. °-Final
report, by Joe Hudson, Burt Galaway, and Steve Novack.
Duluth, Minn., 1980. 421 p. , )
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S 22799

S 26405
S 19252
S 26273

S 18706

S 22814

S 14621

S 14664

- Goldberyg, Nancy E.
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U.S. National Institute of Justice. BAmerican prisons and
jails. Volume 1l: summary and policy implications of a

‘'national survey, by Joan Mullen, Kenneth Carlson and Brad-

ford Smith, Abt Associates. Washington, D.C., U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1981. 172 p.

U.S. National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice. Cost analysis of correctional standards: half-
way houses, by Donald J. Thalheimer. Washington, D.C.,
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1976. 2 vol. $2.65.

Van Dine, Stephan; Conrad, John P.; Dinitz,.simon. Re-
straining the wicked: the incapacitation of the dangerous
criminal. Lesington, Mass., Lexington Books, 1979. 134 p.
$14.50

U.S. National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice, Halfway houses, by Harry E. Allen and others.
Washington, D.C., U.S. Government Printing Office, 1978.
111 p. ' )

Myers, Samuel L. "The rehabilitation effect of
punishment." Economic Inquiry (Long Beach, Calif),
18(3):353-355, 1980.

Singer, Neil M. "Economic implications of standards
affecting correctional programs," Crime & Delin-
quency (Hackensack, N.J.), 23(2):180-195, 1977.

Witte, Ann D. "Estimating the economic model of crime
with individual data. "Quarterly Journal of Economics
(New York), no vol. (February):57-84, 1980.

"Baliley, Willaim C.A. multivariate cross-sectional and

longitudinal analysis of the deterrent effect of the
death penalty. (Paper presented at the 1976 annual
meeting of the American Society of Criminology.)

Cleveland, Ohio, Cleveland State University, 1976. 16 p.

American Correctional Association. Arts in corrections:
a summary of Project CULTURE and a handbook for program
implementation. Washington, D.C. 1978. 23 p.

"Pre-trail diversion: bilk or bargain?
NLADA Briefcase (Chicago), 31(6):490-501, 1973. s

Nimmer, Raymond R. Diversion: the search for alternative forms
of prosecution. Chicago, American Bar Foundation, 1974. 119 p.
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S 18284

S 18309

S 18355

S 18533

S 18552

S 14829

S 15054

S 15242

S 15253

S 20965

.5 18264

S 18273

App. (Mimeo.)

34

Vaughan, Diane; and others. "Shock parole: a preliminary
evaluation" International Journal of Criminology and Penology
(London), 4(3):271-284, 1976.

Finckenauer, James 0.; Rauh, Carol. "Contract parole: some legal
and -rehabjlitative issues of mutual agreement programming for
parole release." Capital University Law Review (Columbus, Ohio),
5(2):175-195, 1976. ‘

Beck, James L.; Hoffman, Peter B. "Time served and release perfor-
mance: a research note." Journal of Research in Crime and
Delinquency (Hackensack, N.J.), 13(2):127-132, 1576.

U.S. National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice.

Community-based corrections in Des Moines: an exemplary project,
by David Boorkman and others. Washington, D.C., U.S. Government

Printing Office, 1976. 88 p. App. $3.20.

Nagel, w%11iam G.A Statement on behalf of a moratorium on prison
construction. Philadelphia, The American Foundation, 1976. 21 p.

American Bar Association. National Pretrial Intervention Service
Center. Diversion from the criminal justice system: technical
assistance handbook on pretrial intervention techniques and action

programs. Washington, D.C., 1973. 68 p.
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ter. Cost analysis of correctional standards: insti-
tutional-based programs and parole, volume 1, by Neil
M. Singer and Virginia B. Wright. Washington, D.C.,
U.S. Government Pringting Office, 1976. 21 p.

American Bar Association. Correctional Economics Cen-
ter. Cost analysis of correctional standards: Al-
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~D.C. U.S. Government Printing Office, 1976. 2 vols.

National Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Planning
and Architecture. The high cost of building unconsti-
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nity service as an alternative to imprisonment."”
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The last section of each packet included data from each of

the states pertaining to the packet.

For example, the section on

"incarceration costs” included data on the corrections budget and

the existing corrections facilities.

Unfortunately, adequate data on each of these points are
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not élways easily availablé. Some information could be taken

from regular census sources such as the American Corrections
Association's annual directory of correctional institutions.
However, for many of the tables, we had to rely on the states own
data sources, but these are of highly variable quality and scope.
For example, some states collect monthly intake and population data,
whilevother states are barely able to provide this information at
approximate yearly intervals. Where possible, we provided specific
For each seminar, we

information on each participating state.

provided each participant with data on all the attending states,

since this allowed comparison of state information on a regional

basis.
For most states, we were able to provide the following data:

Population trends

Intake trends

Institution~-specific population counts

Institutional capacity

Capital and operating budget for corrections

Construction-expansion plans

Offense-specific prisoner distributions

Distribution of offenders among sanction
alternatives

Summary Concerning the Matefials

It is difficult to evaluate a seﬁ of materials such as that
prepared for this project. In retrospect, howeber, we can say
that we subsgtantially underestimated the costs—-in both money
and time--of their preparation.

Yet, there was feedback of various types concerning the

importance of these materials. Participants rated them highly
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Chapter IV

(see Chapter 5) and continued to use them after the ' ' :
P program was Site and Participant Selection

PRAEE aE e
| patamawivong § et e e e

over (see Chapter 6). Moreover, a special issue of The Prison Q

t ; - Journal was devoted to a paper based partly on a revision of these Z ’yf In order to be selected, states had to meet three criteria:
|

g materials, and negotiations to publish the notebook in its entirety f i (a) They had to be facing serious problems of incarce-
: . ) ) ; ration policy, with current consideration being
gJ are progressing rapidly. ) I given to expensive construction programs;
L (b) They could not have made any irrevocable commitments
gs § I to programs of construction;

(c) They had to be in close physical proximity to other
: . i : states that met the first two criteria, in order to
g g minimize travel costs.

The assistance of the Advisory Board was enlisted to

é'( identify states of various geographic regions which met the

- criteria. Based on their comments a preliminary plan for

s

} seminar sites was established:

m
=
s

Seminar #1 (pilot program): January

Connecticut
Delaware
New Jersey

Lo
§ ¥
3
A

¥

Seminar #2: March

- North Carolina
oA . South Carolina
3 Virginia

=

Seminar #3: April

Indiana
_Kentucky
Michigan
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Seminar #4: May

Alabama
Georgia
Mississippi
Tennessee

Seminar #5: June

Kansas
Missouri
Oklahoma

In February, the NIC Overcrowding Project. selected South
Carolina and Michigan to be among their sites. Considering the
potential conflicts of two NIC projects in the same state,.it
was decided to substitute Florida and Iowa in seminars #2 and
¥3, respectively, Centrally iocated training facilities were

selected in each region, and the recruitment process was started

early in January.

Recruitment
Participant selection followed a multi-stage process which

began with the assessment of each state's socio-political climate

and ended with the identification of those actors with the greatest

potential for creating change.

The first step in this sequence of events was the identifi-
cation of a key contact person who was familiar with the politi-
cal structure in’ the state in question, and who could recognize
the most influential actors in that structure. in some cases,
this contact person was a staff member of NIC's O§ercrowding

Project, who had already made a simjilar state assessment during

a

St s Fps clemi i EARE A

the technical assistance application process. State-specific
identification of key persons proved to be critical, becaﬁse

the roles of these persons were found to vary considerably among
our states.

Based upon the suggestions of this key contact person a
list of key decision-makers was developed. At this point, initial,
personalized invitations, with an agenda and program description
enclosed, were mailed to each decision-maker. This mailing was
followed by the contact (by letter or phone) of each participant
by an influential person from the participant's state such as
the go%ernor's chief of staff. Project staff followed this contact
with a telephoned invitation, and ét this poiﬂtka final list of
participants was developed. * By the time of the last seminar,
the pfogram's reputation appeared tp‘héve spread and demand for
participant slots had grown to such a point that prospective
pérticipants needed to be advised that openings were limited, and
that participants abcepting late would not be able to secure space
in the program. From beginning to end, the recruitment process
required approximately 4-6 weeks of intensive effort for each
program.

The participant selection process was central to the success
of the seminars; one“comment consistently received from participants
complémented the caliber of attendees. The use of a space—limiﬁed,
personalized and multi-faceted recruitment process, intensively
applied over a very short period of time, /was the best mechanism
for insuring high quality participants. In this type of

process, one noted a mobile effect: as persons learned of other
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colleagues who planned to attend, they became encouraged to
similarly accept the invitation. |

Results were quite positiﬁe. 'In virtually every state, most
key agencies—--the Chief Egecuti&e's Office, the Department of
Corrections, the judiciary, the Attorney Generals' Office, budget,
planning and priVate criminal justice agencies were represented.
Sometimes, however, a core concentration of persons from single
areas--such as the legislature--was desired depending upon the

political climate in some states. In other cases, representatives

from a wide variety of interests were impossible to obtain, given

the circumstances which governed their capacity to attend, such

as the timing of sudden meetings. The distribution of agencies

" represented, by seminar, is presented in Table 1.
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Tdb]e T: Agenciés Represented in KDM Seminars, by Seminar and State

Seminar
#1 #2 : #3 i #4 #5 A1l Seminars
Agency NJ CT DE NC VA FL IN 10 KE AL MS TN GA MO KA 0K TOTAL

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF
EXECUTIVE

Legal Counsel T 2 -1 1
Other Staff 1 1 1

DEPARTMENT OF
CORRECTIONS

Commissioner 1 1 ' 1T 1 1 1 6

Bureau Chiéf/Deputy .
Director 2 2 1 1 1 2 1 1T 1 1 13

Other Staff 1 1 1

LEGISLATURE

House 1T 1 1 1 4 1 4 2 1 1 1 4 2 2 1 27
Senate 1 ] 2 2 3 3 12
Analysts - 1 1 1 T 1 1 2 8
BUDGET AGENCY

Comptroller 1

Other Staff 1 ' 1 2

OFFICE OF ATTORNEY
GENERAL )

Attorney General 1 1 _ :
Other Staff ‘ 1 1 1 2 1

cont'd
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Table 1; Cont'd

Agency

OFFICE OF DISTRICT
ATTORNEY

District Attorney
JUDICIARY

STATE/COUNTY
PLANNING AGENCY

Director
Other Staff
PAROLE BOARD
Chairperson
Other Members

STATE OFFICE OF
THE COURT

Director
Other Staff

TASK FORCE/ADV.
COMMISSION

OTHER PUBLIC
AGENCIES

PRIVATE CRIMINAL
JUSTICE AGENCIES

Total

NJ CT DE

poms o
NC VA FL
1
1 1
1 1
1
1
1
1 8

5
i

P o

Seminar
#3

IN 1Q KE
2

1

1

1

3

12 12 7

e

MO KA 0K

A11 Seminars

TOTAL

15

10

143

LoD




Chapter v
Evaluation Results

Upon termination of the final program task, participants
were asked to complete an evaluation measuring their reactions
to the guality and content of the Seminar. Participants were
asked to rate each of the program's segments with respect to
1) the degree to which the purpose of the session Qas acHieved;.
2) the usefulness of the subject matter presented; 3) the
quality of the speaker's presentation of the subject matter;
and 4) the usefulness of the group task in better understanding
of the session's issues. Participants were asked, also, to rate
the general quality of handouts and written materials. Scales
ranged from 1 to 5, with 1 defined as "not useful"; 3 as
"moderately useful"; and 5 as "very useful." 1In addition, the
evaluations included two open-ended inquiries, requesting the
participants' opinion on the most important aspects of the pro-
gram, and asking them to indicate any changes which they would
like to see implemented in future training. A copy of the evaluation

used in the program is appended to the end of this report.

Results
With the exception of the Cherry Hill Seminar, respondents
were limited to the number of participants who remained at the

program through its completion. For the Cherry Hill Seminar,
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evaluations were mailed to participants who departed early. 1In
all cases, completed evaluations were obtained from at least
three quarters of participants. Quantitative results are
provided in Table 1. The number of participants responding to
evaiuation inquiries within seminars tends to Vary; this is

because not all participants could be present for each session.

Scores

Each.of the seminars was rated relati&ely high.in most
respects, with most scores falling between 4 and 5. The mean
scores of the Cherry Hill Seminar-eﬁaluations tend to be lower
overall than are the mean scores of‘other seminars, which may
be attributed to the fact that this was the pilot program. Atlanta
ratings for the orientation session are lower ﬁhan«those for
orientation sessions at other seminars; this may be because the
Atlanta program started earlier and ran longer than the other
programs. Scores for the "politics of incarceration costs"
segment of the Indianapolis seminar are lower than most other-
scores for that seminar; however, the scheduled speaker was not
able to be present and was replaced by another member of the
faculty who was not deeply experienced with these issues.
Scores for the "costs of incarceration" task tend to be lower
than the scores of other tasks; lower scores may be attrlbuted to the
somewhat complex and quantitative nature of that particular
exercisa, An attempt has been made here to explain abherrent

scores; in most respects, it appears that the seminars were
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Program Area . _ R o Kansas
ORIENTATION - Lthry Hil1l _Ra1e1gh Ing1anap011s ﬁt1anta4 B City
Degree to Which Session X (N) X (N), X (N) X (N) X (N).

Achieved Objectives 4,35 (20) 4.70 (10) 4.15 (23) 3.75 (12) 4,57 (21)
Usefuiness of Material '

Presented 4.0 (20) 5.00 (10) 4,29 (24) 3.58 (12) 4.71 (21)
Quality of Speaker's

Presentation 4.35 (20) 4.80 (10) 4.46 (24) 4.67 (12) 4.43 (21)
Usefulness of Task in : ,

Clarifying Key I§sue§‘_3.95>_'(20). :4.30‘ '(TQ). 4.81 (24) 3.55 (11) 4.52 (21)
PRISON POPULATIONS
Degree to Which Session : ,

Achieved Objectives 3.95 (20) 4.38 (13) 4,40 (24) 4.33 (12) 4,52 (21)
Usefulness of Material ,

Presented ‘ 4.00 (20) 4.46 (13) 4,37 (23) 4.17 (12) 4,71 (21)
Quality of Speaker's

Presentation 4.25 (20) 4.62 (13) 4,21 (24) 4.17 (12) 4.62 (21)
Usefulness of Task in

Clarifying Key Issqgs:.4.15.4‘(20) a14'85" (13) 4.24 (23) 4.17 (12) 4,67 (21)
COSTS OF INCARCERATION
Degree to Which Session -

Achieved Objectives 4.15 (20) 4.85 (13) 4.24 (23) 4.17 (12) - 4,67 (21)
Usefulness of Material ‘

Presented ‘ 4.00 (20) 4.85 (13) 4,35 (23) 4.00 (12) 4.62 (21)
Quality of Speaker's . ' A

Presentation 3.95 (20) 4.92 (13) 4.35 (23) 4,08 (12) 4.67 (21)
Usefulness of Task in '

Clarifying Key Issues 3.30':_(2Q)"43185,'.(13) - 3.87  (23) 2.92 (12) 4.43 (21)
CRIME CONTROL IMPACT OF

INCARCERATION
Degree to Which Session ‘ :

Achieved Objectives 3.75 (20) 4.23 (13) 4,18 (22) 3.85 (13) 4,14 (21)
Usefulness of Material , '

Presented ‘ 3.90 (20) 3.85 (13) 4,27 (22) 3.92 (12) 4,27 (21)
Quality of Speaker's

Presentation 3.80 (20) 4.54 (13) 4,36 (22) 4.23 - (13) 4.52 (21)

(= ot
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Cherry HI11  Raleigh  Indiamapolis  Atlanta Kansas
Prqgram-Area_r X (N) X (N) X (N) X (N) X (N)
PUNISHMENT POLICY
OPTIONS
Degree to Which Session
Achieved Objectives 3.35 (20) 4.50 (12) 4,04 (25) 3.70 (10) 4.40 (20)
Usefulness of Material
Presented 3.95 (20) 4.75 (12) 4.08 (25) 3.90 (10) 4.65 (20)
Quality of Speaker's :
Presentation 3.40 (20)‘ 4.58 ._(12) 4.46 (24) 4.20 (10) 4.65 (20)
POLITICS OF INCARCES '
RATION COSTS
Degree to Which Session : ‘
Achijeved Objectives 4.00 (18) 4,54 (13) 3.74 (19) 4.00 (14) 4.48 (21)
Usefulness of Material :
Presented 4.00 (18) 4.85 (13) 3.53 (19) 3.71 (14) 4.48 (21)
Quality of Speaker's
Presentation 4,33 (18) 4,85 (13) 4.05 (19) 4.14 (14) 4.48 (21)
Usefulness of Task in .
Clarifying Key Issues - 4.00 (18) 4,08 (13) 4.00 (19) 3.57 (14) 3.90 (21)
STATE ASSESSMENT TASK '
Degree to Which Session '
Achieved Objectives 4,24 (17) 4.46 (13) 4.00 (24) 4.00 (11) 4,35 (20)
Quality of Speaker's
Presentation N/A 4,04 (25 4.09 (11) 4.40 (20)
Usefulness of Session to :
Participant in role as
key decision-maker N/A 4.21 (24) 4.55 (20)
General QuaTity of Hand- o
outs; written materials 4.59 (17) 4.85 (13) 4,36 (25) 4.75 (12) 4.86 (21)




considered very useful and meaningful to the persons who

evaluated them.

Comments

Remarks by participants tended to focus upon similar aspects -

of the program's format and content. Most participants who
responded to thé "important aspects” inquiry of the eﬁaluation
pointed to the capacity of the program to encourage group in-
teraction. Some participants regarded the overall exchange of
ideas as beneficial, but others were more specific:

Discussion with other participants - 10
Interaction with other states - 18
Interaction within states - 14
Exchange with other types of professionals - 12
Getting people who could make a difference, together - 2
Getting a chance to talk to people in same situation - 2
The opportunity for legislators to discuss and analyze
criminal justice issues in a politically diffused arena - 1
The opportunity to meet others with a different
perspective on the problem - 1

Still another body of remarks pointed to the quality and/or
importance of the program's faculty, format and materials:

Quality of presentations -~ 4
Format - 2
Materials - 5
Information -~ 4
- Quality of faculty - 1
Group tasks - 8
Receiving new information - 4
Practical examples - 1
Good pace - 1 :
Variety of activities - 1
Opportunity to think about the problem - 1
Combination of lecture and tasks - 2
Appropriate combination of people - 4

R
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Making us think of fragmented ideas as a whole - 3

Data which clarified problem - 1

Attention to promoting follow-through after conference - 1
Effective use of statistics - 1

A third bddy of remarks pointed to the importance of various
‘Program segments: :

Costs information - ¢

State assessment -~ 4

Options information (for addressing solution) - 6
Political realities ~ :

Crime control - 1

Comments regarding suggested changes represented less agreement.
Most of these remarks concerned changes in program format and
content: )

Restructure group tasks - 1
More emphasis on planning - 1
Less emphasis on statistics - 2
More emphasis on solution - 5
Don't overrepresent roles - 2
More time for participant reaction - 1
Opportunity to get literature pre-meeting - 1
More and better emphasis on crime control - 1

 Revise or eliminate punishment policy options - 1
Less lecture - 1
Less emphasis on 'no prison construction' - 24
Allow participants to mingle freely at dinner -~ 1
More data on rehabilitation -~ 1
More participants - 1
Hold meeting in state not represented -~ 2
Hand out materials in beginning with table of contents - 1
Hand out materials sooner - 2
Shorter sessions - 3
More opportunity for discussion - 2
Less segregation of faculty and participants - 1
Have each person introduce themselves to all - 1
Don't hold in state capitol - 2 ,
More breaks - 1
Reduce task time - 2
Increase fact time - 1
Have more correctional professionals - 1
Change cost exercise--took too much time - 1
Tasks too ambiguous - 1 \

Shorter presentations - 1

On some days participants were required to eat only with repre-
sentatives of their own state. A
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More state time - 5

More interaction with other states - 1

Let states use current data in costs task - 1
More interaction within states - 1

Send 'tests' to participants before seminar - 1
Appoint group leader before seminar - 1
Better audio-visual aids - 1

Material had been covered before - 3

Closer control of group tasks - 1

Let media share seminar - 1

Don't use politics questionaire - 1

More time for group discussion - 1

More group exercises - 1

More emphasis on understanding statistics - 1
Change final lecture-==too simplistic - 1
More free time - 1

Conduct one program for each state - 1

A small group of participants emphasized that changes should be
made in the temporal placement of the seminar:

Too long - 1 :
Hold at a different time so more legislators can come - 1
Shorter first day - 1 (This by the way, was not Atlanta)
Don't start on Sunday - 2 »

Finally, some participants indicated that no changes should be
made:

No changes - 12
The diversity of this latter group of comments and the
numbers which they represent preclude further generalizations on

this issue.

Summary

From the numerical scores and written comments, it is
apparent that the program was quite well received by an audience
that can be expected to be fairly_critical. Despite the complex
and potentially Qolatile material being presented, the participants
were positive in their assessment of the meaningfulness of the

material and skills of faculty. Suggestions for change are
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largely ideosyncratic, while valued aspects of the program

conform to the major objectives of the seminar.
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Chapter VI
Results of the Key Decision-Makers Seminars

Follow-up telephone contact with numerous program partici-
pants was made during the month of July, a period 2-5 months
following individual seminars. The selection of survey respondents
centered around persons who were judged by ?rogram staff to be
in key positions to best note the impact of the seminars in their
states. In many cases these participants had served as -the
spokesperson for the program's final group task, or back~home
plan. A wide variety of results was noted, and at least some
impact was noted in each state. Outcomes, listed here by category,

are recorded below.

Development of New Avenues for Problem Solution
Following the Raleigh seminar, legislation introduced in the
Florida House of Representatives by two participants of that
meeting established both a task force to examine the problem
and the creation of a community based sentencing advisory council.
House Bill 37-H called for the creation of the "Corrections
Overcrowding Task Force", composed of 11 members, including the
governor, &hé State Attorney General, the Chief Justice, the
secretary of the Department of Corrections, the chairman of the
Parole Commission, three senators and three representatives. One
senator and three representatives who participated in the Raleigh

seminar are among the latter group. Original groundwork for the
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Task Force was laid at that seminar during the state assessment
task.

House-Bill 39-H, which created a local ad&isory board for
circuit judges in two pilot circuits, has the capacity to recommend
offenders in those’jurisdictions for community programs. Both
pieces of legislation, copies of which are appended to the
end of this report, passed through the House successfully.1

Attendance by a number of key officials from Missouri
at the Kansas City seminar, including one state legislator and
the Attorney General's representative to the Corrections
Committee of the Go&ernor‘s Crime Commission, has led to the
consideration of more constructive ways to spend the corrections
share of a recently passed $6 billion public purpose bond.
Participants interviewed pointed out fhat prior to the seminar
a new maximum security prison had been one of the proposals
kicked around as a potential solution to that state's overcrowding
problem. Now participants state that there is a greater probabi-
lity that these funds will not be used for this purpose.2
One representatiﬁe from Missouri® has indicated that the funds
will more likely be directed toward the construction of a new
classification unit to encourage the placement of offenders into
alternative programs.

The Missouri Coalition for Alternatives to Incarceration
(MOCAI) is currently working with members of that state's
legislative ?esearch staff and representatives of probation and

parole to write legislatioh which would establish and subsidize
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a local penalty program in lieu of incarceration in that state.
One representative of MOCAI4 who participated in the Key Decision-
Makers Program attributes inception of this idea to the training.
The creation of a new 55 member committee to review
Georgia's overcrowding'crisis followed participation by that
state's representatives at the Atlanta seminar. The committee
is divided into four substructures, each which will attend to
one of these subject areas: enforcement, prosecution and
adijudication; correctional‘services, citizens"® in&olvement; and .
policy analysis. The committees, whose members have been selected
from a wide range of public and priﬁate agencies and groups, will
look at their respectiﬁe topic with ‘the objecti&e‘of determining
what key decision-makers in that area need to do to contribute to
the préblem‘s solution, and what resourées they need to accomplish
a contribution. FEach subcommittee will meet two to four times,

and it is expected that an interim report will be produced in

December.5

A 1egislati§e budget analyst and participant from Kentucky6

has recommended to the legislature that reclassification of that
state's inmate populatibn can lead to a better use of corrections
resources. Two other participants from Kentucky who serve on a
Task Force on Jail.oﬁercrowding now support options as

community treatment centers, citations in lieu of arrest, and
special programs for alcoholic offenders. One of these members

has indicated that these recommendations are the direct outcome

of participation in the training program.
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The director of the Delaware Criminal Justice Planning
Section® has indicated that bail-reform legislation has been
- bassed in that state. Impetus for the legislation is credited to
.communication with Connecticut barticipants at the Cherry Hill
seminar, who ha&e similar legislation in their state. |
.Upon their participation in the firs£ Key Decision-Makers
seminar in Cherry Hill, representati&es of the Connecticut
legislature and .the director of a pri%ate criminal justice agency
Co-authored two pieces of legislation aimed at reducing demand
for prison space in that state. ‘House Bill 5925 called for the
establishment ofvcombinatioh‘ofjmeasures——restitution, mediétion,
and community service--which would pPrimarily have directed class
C and D felons away from incarcerative sanctions. This bill did not
make it through the General Assembly. One §eréion of this bill |
that did pass, howeﬁer,'established mediation Projects in numerous
mechanisms. Both versions of this'bill, and an except from a
state newspaper chronicling its outcome, are included in the
appendix at the end of this ‘re.por.t.'9 |

Improvgd Relationship Between Public
and Private Criminal Justice Agencies.

The invitation to attend the'Key‘Decision—Makers Seminar
afforded one Virginia-based priﬁate criminal justice agency a
legitimacy neVer before experienced, claims a representatiﬁe of
that agency who participated in the training. The chance to meet
and work with state agency representatives in a reputable setting

accelerated and enhanced the ability of the two agencies to work
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with each other.lO

The executive director of a Missouri based private agency
(MOCAI)ll noted, also, that inclusion in the program lent her
agency a neﬁ credibility with public officials. She noted,
particularly, that the program convinced public officials of

the validity of the kinds of information MOCAI has stressed in

the past, howevér unsuccessfully. Now, she finds, public officials

who attended the program are much easier to work with.

Refinement of Ongoing Projects

A representative of the North Carélina Office. of the Public
Defender12 communicated seminar information to more influential
parties in her state, and upon doing so was able‘to‘secure their
commitment to support the recommendations of the North Carolina
Citizen's Commission on Alternatives to Incarceration.

A group of policy-makers from Mississippi has proceeded
with a plan to hold public meetings concerning.corrections issues.
The meetings, in which representatives of the Department of
Corrections and legislature participate, had been in the "pre-
planning" stages prior to the seminar but was definitized during

the state assessment group task.13

An Increased Awareness of Issues
Involved in the Problem

A representatiﬁe cf the North Carolina Office of the Public
Defender14

notes that members of the Governor's Crime Commission

who were present at the Raleigh seminar are now more responsive to
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planning for solutions to the problem, and are cooperating with
her office in designing strategies for the education of both
the Crime Commission and the Public.

A representative of the Kansas Office of the Governor15
attributes his greater awareness of the definition of the problem
to his attendance at the Kansas City Seminar. Following the
training, the participant composed a memo to the Governor requesting
that he appoint a Task Force members of different disciplines to
address the problem. He states that when he approached the governor,
he had all his arguments in hand--solely due to his seminar
attendance. He has also discussed ﬁhe issue with several legislators.

The director of Delaware's Criminal Justice Planning Sectioan
notes that his state's Comptroller General--also a program partici-
pant--seems to exhibit a greater understanding of the problems
faced by corrections agencies. While he has no way of knowing
for sure, he believes the fact that halfway houses have been
funded for the first time in Delaware is linked to the Comptroller's
new receptivity upon attending Ehe seminar in Cherry Hill.

An Oklahoma legislator17 who is currently working on reﬁisions
of that state's criminal justice code has requested an interim
study of the criminal justice system. Although the study had been
in the planning stages prior to the Kansas City seminar, the
fepresentatiVe's attendance helped him to refine the focus of his
study.

A co-chairman of the New Jersey Governor's Transition Team

(corrections committee)18 claims that his participation in the
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Cherry Hill seminar helped him to make better recommendations
during his Task Force service. Now, he states he is able to
converse intelligently with both legislators and public in such
issﬁes as mandatory sentencing and new construction. He is aware
now that popularly endorsed, easy "solutions" are not the

answer to what he learned was a much more complicated issue.

A representatiﬁe of the Virginia-based Offender Aid and
Restoration organization 9 was able to refine the focus of a
project-in-progress aimed at structuring sentencing and encouraging
alternatives. Moreover, the participation, and increased awareness,

of two state legislators has made his work relationship with them.

a much more productive one.

Ongoing Dissemination of Program Materials

A legislative analyst from Florida20 duplicated and circulated
entire copies of program materials to the Florida Attorney
General, the staff of the Senate and the Governor's staff.

A circuit juage from Alabama21 plans to distribute program
materials at the next meeting of the Alabama Circuit Judges
Association, an influential group of which he is chairman.

4 Mississippi officials have duplicated and distributed copies
of the program materials to members of that state's Board of
Corrections.22

Program materials have been distributed to amjare in use

by the National Institute of Corrections Overcrowding Project

k4
staff. An overview of research performed during the preparatory
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stages of the Key Decision-Makers program will be published by The

Prison Journal in its 1982 Spring-Summer issue. Papers produced

by project staff for the training manual more or less represent
an nriginal synthesis of the problem of incarceration costs.

Creation of a Working Network of
Mutual Assistance Interaction

Numerous respondents23

noted that their participation in
the seminar allowed them to meet other professionals in the

problem context, and that their association with these parties
had continued through the present. Persons represented in these

relationships encompassed both participants and staff alike.

Recognition of Additional Information Needs

A number of states are in the initial stages of planning
additional training solely for their area officials. Iowa has
petitioned the National Institute of Corrections toward this

24

end. Officials in Florida are seeking program lecturers to

address that state's Overcrowding Task Force.25 Mississippi
officials have contacted Gail Funke, a member of the training
program faculty, to develop more factual cost statements than
those which had been in use and to look at the economic long-
range implications of their proposals for additional correctional

facilities.26
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NOTES

[1] Conversation with Liz Barnes Abernathy, Legislative

Analyst, Florida House of Representatives.

[2] Conversation with Lucia Erikson, Executive Director,

Missouri Coalition for Alternatives to Incarceration; and Duncan
Kinchloe, Missouri Office of the Attorney General.

[3] Conversation with Joe Holt, Missouri State Representative.
[4] Conversation with Lucia Erikson, supra note 2.

[5] Conversation with Bill Kelly, Georgia Criminal Justice

Coordinating Council.

[6] Conversation with Barri Christian, Budget Analyst, Kentucky

Legislative Research Commission.

[7] Conversation withk Mike Bewley, Louisville-Jefferson County

Criminal Justice Commission (Kentucky).

[8] Conversation with Tom Quinn, Director, Delaware Criminal

Justice Planning Section. .

fal Conversation with Sherri Haller, Director, Criminal Justice.
Education Center (Connecticut).

[10] Conversation with Jim Nolan, Offender Aid and Restoration
(Virginia).
[11] Conversation with Lucia Erikson, supra note 2.

[12] Conversation with Mary Ann Tally, Public Defender's Office
(North Carolina).

[13] Conversation with John Hennigan, Chief of Staff, Mississippi
Governor's Office. - . .

[14] Conversation with Mary Ann Tally, supra note 12.

[15] Conversation with Bert Cantwell, Kansas Office of the
Governor.

[16] Conversation with Tom Quinn, supra note 8.

[17] Conversation with Oklahoma State Representative Don McCorkle.

[18] Conversation with Louis Nickolopoulos, Somerset County
Sheriff and Co-Chairman, Governor Kean Transition Team.

[19] Conversation with Jim Nolan, supra note 10.

[20] Conversation with Liz Barnes Abernathy, supra note 1.

B N

&
PR

o

ANt gt iy e iy

RS,

B L

|
i
i
I
I
1
I

i

68

[21] Conversation with the Honorable J i
.G C Oseph
6th Judicial Circuit (Alabama). ph Colquite, Tudge.

[22] Conversation with Morris Thigp issi s
en, Commission Re] e
Board of Corrections. ’ oner, Mississippi

[23] Conversation with Liz Barnes Abe
C : ! rnathy, supra note 1:
gonvergztlgn w1§h Mark Umbriet, Executive Direcéor, Prisoner énd
ommunity Together (Indiana); Conversation wi
supra ey Toge ; with Mary Ann Tally,

[24] Conversation with Stefanie Barth, R i i
I : ecruitment Coordinator
(this project) and Director, Technical A i i
. h ssistance i
on Crime and Delinquency. ’  larional Council

[25]1 Conversation with Liz BarneskAbernathy, supra note 1.

[26] Conversation with Morris Thigpen, supra note 22.
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! ! ] solutions demanding the interaction of the agencies and concerns
' Chapter VII 1o . ’ .
Implications for Future Seminars i i which they represent. Evaluations of program components indicated
!) j § that participants recognized their need to work cooperatively
i

a i f l with other professionals upon receiving a chance to do SO0. Moreover,
] The ¥ey Decision-Maker Seminars permit a number of . Lo i

: ‘ g the initial contacts provided by the seminar led to the creation
: observations to be drawn which deserve review by other groups ; I ) . .
a A of relationships which persisted beyond the completion of the

wishing to pursue similar efforts in the future.

é training. Finally, the interaction provided by the seminar
One of the most noteworthy aspects of this program--and ! #'l ) i o o _
: i instilled an energy in its participants which encouraged them to
probably one of its greatest strengths--was its capacity for i - g0 . ] . : : .
g é ‘I continue working on the problem even after they had returned to
: getting persons together who need to work with each other, but .
i their home states. In this respect, it is suggested that some form
! who otherwise would not have had the chance to do so. The o ;I
1 | of follow-up technical assistance could be 1 beneficial addition
combinatins of persons being referred to here include that f . ' |
- . 5 I to future programs Creating similar kinds of energy.
g of the academic community with the community of policy-makers, ; ]
% Favorable response to materials during the program and the
and of policy-makers with each other. , | LT

eemy

. continued dissemination of program documents by key decision-

It is much too rare that members of the academic research f .

L o makers upon return to their home state indicates that assumptions
community are provided with a forum in which they can share this b

i ' 1
£
€

concerning the needs of policy-makers for rele&ant and recent
knowledge with those very persons who are most able to act on »

r research in a convenient and accessible vehicle such as the train-
the basis of their work. The experience accumulated during the R

ing manual, were, in fact, appropriate. Future Programs should

Key Decision-Maker program indicated not only that the community

== ] et
n
fsd
sy |

continue to emphasize the a&ailability of similar materials,
of practitioners has an appreciation for shared information, but

= |

although the high costs associated with this program's handouts

1.,.;..-.'1'.,3

also that the material could be presented in a manner that made it

;{‘ e

L=

demand exploration of other design and duplication alternatives
both palatable and understandable to persons who most need to use .
i in order to minimize costs.

A Gt g o,

it. .. c . . .
* Similar types of training could benefit from a longer time
Assigned group tasks provided an opportunity for represen- ’$

i

frame from which seminar dates can be selected. 1In some cases
tatives of diverse backgrounds to meet and commence professional

T during the present key decision-maker training, such as in the
!

working relationshipswhich are integral to the creation of
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case of Alabama, training followed the close of the legislative
session or fell too far away (and sometimés, was separated by
an election) from the start of the next. Since materials pre-
paration consumed one-half of the period allocated for the pro-
gram, staff had only six months in which to conduct all five
seminars. In the future, selection from a period of up to one
year can assure that training closely precedes the start of the
legislative session in all cases.

One final suggestion regarding future efforts involves the
consideration of other groups as subjects for training. Addi-
tional parties deserve consideration only if any increase in
their understanding of the problem can lead to more constructive
efforts toward its solution. Surely one of most adﬁantageous aspects
of the present program was that it removed key decision-makers
from a political context in which the uninformed pressure of the
media is omnipresent; indeed, the program demonstrated, at least,
that policy-makers can ‘think creatiﬁely about corrections when
removed from that context. It is believed that upon return to their
home states such creative thinking can be hampered when other key
groups in the problem context have not been similarly enlightened.

In general, however, the seminars must be seen as a successful
experiment. It is possible to use innoVative program designs to
bridge the gap between policy-maker and research, between correc-
tions officials and political decision-makers. Programs much as

these should be expanded and continued.
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!5“ Orientation:

with a background on the problem of incarceration costs during
fiscal restraint.

1 2 3 4 5

Very Some- Completely

\
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l The purpose of the orientation was to provide participants
l . little what achieved

I‘ 1. Degree to which purpose of session was achieved:

2. Usefulness of subject matter presented:
g 1 2 3 4 5
Not Moder- Very
useful ately useful
_useful
'”f, - -
i AN
3. Quality of speaker's presentation of subject matter:
o
{
4 1 2 3 4 5

Poor Fair Excellent
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4. Usefulness of the "group exercise" to better understand the
session's issues:

vt ]
4

1 2 3 4 5

Not Moder- Very
37 useful ately useful
' useful
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Session 1: Prison Populations and Incarceration Policy

The purpose of this session was to explore current knowledge
concerning prison poulations, with special emphasis' on the re-
lationship between policy-making and changes in populations.

1. Degree to which purpose of session was achieved:

1 2 3 4 5
Very Some- Completely
little what achieved

"2. Usefulness of subject matter presented:

1 2 3 4 5
Not Moder~- Very
useful ately useful
useful
3. Quality of speaker's presentation of subject matter:
1 2 3 4 5
Poor Fair Excellent

4. Usefulness of the "group exercise" to better understand the
session's issues:

1 2 3 4 5

Not Moder- Very

useful ' ately useful
useful
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o . i g Session 3: Crime Control Impact of Incarceration -
. . . gc: The purposé of this session was to present the most r
" : : . . ecent
li: Session 2: Costs of Incarceration Policy guriipt information about the effectiveness of incarceration at con-
’ . . . : rolling o i : : .
. The purpose of this session was to present the various types ? i 9 or reducing the number of crimes being committed.
of costs of incarcerating offenders, with special emphasis on long-term - 1. Degree to i i :
i‘ implications of incarceration. : g to which purpose of session was achieved:
Bl te thi i the following: i - 2 3 4 5
3 ease rate this session on the following: Very Some— - ' Completely
= . . . little :
1. Degree to which the purpose of the session was achieved: ! what achleved
g 1 2 3 4 5 ‘
Very Some- Completely ' 3
i little what » % l
z g{ ; 2. Usefulness of subject matter presented:
! ! _
2 lity of subject matt ted: |~ 1 2 3 4 s
‘ . Quality of subject matter presented: : 5 : Not Moder- Very
3 1 9 3 4 5 ; P useful ately useful
~ s f Lo useful
Poor Fair Excellent s T
- L TE -
) '{( . | ' . Mw
tl . t o - . 4 . . R X
3. Quality of speaker's presentation of subject matter: - 3. Quality of speaker's presentation of subject matter:

1 2 3 4 5 | = 7. , 3 . .
Poor Fair Excellent S Poor - Fair Excellent

Py | —
¢
1

1# 4. Usefulness of group task in clarifying incarceration costs:
1 1 2 3 4 5 : )
i, Not Some- Very '
useful what Useful : A
Useful S R

poimd peey
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Other comments:
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Session 4: ©Punishment Policy Options

The purpose of this session was to present an array of punish-

-ment policy options now being used which night prove helpful and
controlling or reducing incarceration costs. o

1. Degree to which purpose of session was achieved:

1 2 -3 4 5
Very Some- Completely
little what

achieved

2. Usefulness of subject matter presented:

1 ' 2 3 4 5

Not Moder- Very

useful - ately useful
useful

3. Quality of speaker's presenation of subject matter:
1 2 3 4 5
Poor Fair Excellent
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Session 5: Political Aspects of Incarceration Policy

The purpose of this session was to explore the political context

within which incarceration policies are established with special
attention t6 the politics of controlling incarceration costs.

~l.

3.

Degree to which purpose of session was achieved:

1 2 3 4 >
Very Some- Comoletely
little what achieved

Usefulness of subject matter presented:

1 2 3 4 , 5
Not Moder—~ Very
useful ately useful

i

¥

Quality of speaker's presentation of subject matter:

1 12 3 4 5
Poor FPair Excellent

Usefulness of the "group exercise" to better understand the
session's issues: :

1 2 3 4 5

Not Moder- Very
useful ' ately useful
“useful
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Session 6: State Assessment Task

The purpose of this session was to provide an opportunity for
participants to explore the current status of incarceration policy
and fiscal restraint in their states. Emphasis was placed on
developing strategies for controlling incarceration costs.

1. Degree to which the purpose of this session was achieved:
1 2 3 4 5
Very Some- Completely
little what " achieved
2. Quality of speaker's presentation of subject matter:
1 2 3 4 5
Poor Fair

Excellent

-Please rate the general usefulness of this session to you in your

role as a key decision-maker

1 2 3 4 5

Not Moder- Very
useful ately useful
useful

comments

Rate the general gquality of handouts and written materials

1 2 3 4 5
Poor Fair Excellent

comments:

e S e eSS o a1 e

« Rate the program's accomodations

1 2 3 4 5
Poor Fair Excellent

‘What were the most important aspects of this program, in your opinion?

comments:

What changes do you suggest in this program the next time ié-ﬁill
be run?

comments:
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L ' ) ) ] efficiency and economy in the delivery of co}rectional (
: An act relaéing to corrections; crehtinq 8. serviées.
j 944.927, Florida Statutes, the Local Offender (2) In the event that cities or counties or
- hdvisory Council Act; providing legislative combinations thereof within the 1st and 8th judicial circuits
: intent with respect to establishment of " elect to develop, establish and maintain such community
; optional pilot community programs within the programs, they shall provide support to 2 local offender
. 1st and 8th judicial circuits to provide . ‘ , advisory council composed of members appointed by the county
sentencing alternatives for certain nonviolent or city governing body; if a combination thereof, an equal
offenders; providing for loeal offender ) . number of members shall be appointed by each participating
advisory councilg in Participating counties and o governing body. Each council shall also include in {its %
cities and specifying duties thereof; providing - membership two persons appointed by the chief judge of the ~%
for assistance by the Department of ' circuit serving the jurisdiction or jurisdictions %
Corrections; pProviding procedure for withdrawal ‘ participating on the committee, and one person appointed by ;
from the program; Providing an effective date, the appropriate regional office of the Department of f
’ Corrections, Such councils shall be responsible for: ;
Be It Enacted by the Legislature of the State of Florida: . (2} Identifying and developing community services and i
P s ’ programs,fof use by the courts in diverting offendefs from f
Section 1. Seétioﬁ§944.957, Florida Statutes, ig state correctional institutions, |
: created to read:’ “ K g . ) . (b) Praviding a mechanism whereby all offenders with f
5' 944.927 Local Offender Advisory Council Act,e. L: ' v needs for services will be linked to appropriate agenéiaa and g
(1) 1t 48 the intent of the Legislature that citieg - . individuals. : , ”
nzf and counties oy combinations thereof within the 1st and 8th . " (¢) Upon referral to the council by the circuit court,
‘ Judicial circuit have the option to develop, establish and determining if an appropriate behavioral contract can be )
: maintain as pilot Projects community Programs to provide the ‘ . developed with an offender in ; community program as an )
; Judicial system with sentencing alternatives for certain . ‘ ‘ alternative to incarceration, and Providing findings and ’ '
g nonviolent offenders who may require legg than inatltdtlonal recommendations to the referring judge.
; custody but more than Probation superviasion, It is further ) ’ : . (3) The Dep§rtment of Carrections is authorized to - ‘ . >'“".w““
%E intended that such programs provide 1ncreaaedk6pportun1t1eu , ) agsint a.county or city, or combihation therebf, to deielop %
sj " for offendets’fo make restitution to‘victims of crihe'throqgh and to enter into cbntracts to establish, pufauaut to the g
;F financial reiﬁ$ursement or community Bervice, while Promoting ) Provisions of this section, communify pPrograms to provide the '
oo E; IR . ' ' : . : : judicial system with sentencing alternatives for those
; . ' 1 . o . o o o o, ' ’
?~ copine: ?:S?SWé:d:t::;:r:?::;q:r:ysgd?:f aeletlone from existing L ' .CODINGx Worda in skruel threveh type are deletions from existihq
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1982 Legislature HB 39-H, 1st Engrossed

offenders sentenced to incarceration but who may require less

supervision than that provided in a state correctional

institution. The department in consultation with members‘of
the judiciary is further authorized and dirécted to prescribe
standards for the development, operation and evaluation of
pregrams and services authorized by this section.

(4) Any participating cities or counties or’

combinations thereof may, at the beginning of any fiscal year,

by ordinance or resolution of its governing authority, notify
the depArtment of its intention to terminate the local
offender advisory council. The departmeqﬁ shall notify the Z
Governor and the ippropriate substantive and appropriations . '
committees of the Legislature of any such termination, which

shall be effective 60 days foliowing notice to the department. .

(5) Any participating cities or counties or ' ‘
combinations'thereof éreating such boards may make
recommendations to the department with regard to future i
adoption of fiscal incentives. to encourage further development . i '

of existing programs. . £

Section - 2. This act shall take effect upon becoming a

law.
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1982 Legislature 18 37-H, 2nd Engrossed

An act relating to corrections; creating ..
944.021, Florida Statutes; creating =
corrections overcrowding task force to make
recommendations wi@h respect to prison |
overcrowding; provldlnq fot appointment and
renponnibilities; providing for a report to the
Governor and Leginiature; providing an

effective date,
Be It Enacted by the Logislature of the State of Florida:

Section 1. Section 944.021, Florida Statutedb, is
created to read: '

'944,021 Corrections overcrowding task forcé.~-

(1) There is creatad a corrections overcrowding task
force which shall be compoaea of 11 members, to 1nciude threa
Reprenentatives appointed by the Speniter of the House of
Representativen, thrae Senators appointed by the President of
the Senate, and the following individuale or thelt designeen:
The Attorney General, the Secretary of Correctloﬁe, the
chalrpernon of the Parole sand Probation Commission, the Chief
Justice of thg Supreme Court and the Governor.

(2) Members or'the task force shall meet‘on a monthly
basis for a period of 8 months beginning in July 1982. A

majority of members shall constitute a quorum. A final report

. with specific reacommendations shall be gubmitted to the

Governor and Legislature no later' than February 15, 1983, and
shall include consideration of the tollqwinq:
{n) Gain time.
{b) SItlpq of corroctional facilitien,
. ‘ 1 '
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1982 Legislature

HB 37-H, 2nd Engrossed

{c) Youthful Offender Act.

{d) Local monitoring of county jail populations,
corrections plans, alternative community services programa,
and restitution.

{e) Judicial use of lofnl offender advisory ceuncils.

(i) Pre-trianl lntervedékpn programé.

(g) Corporal punishment/excessive use of force.

{h) Inmnte:dnte and confidentiality.

(1) Probation revocation.

(j) Populntlop projections, and

(k) Parole and Probation Commission operations.

The task force shall also provide a prospectus for fhe
development of a 10-year plan for corrections with emphasis on
enstablishing population ta;geta in order to decreare the state
incarceration rate.

{3) Membere of the task force shall serve without
compennation, but shall be entitled to be reimbursed for per
diem and travel expeuses am provided by s. 112.061.

(4) WNocensary utntg support for the tank force shall
be provided by the Department of Legal Affairs,

‘Section 2. The provisions of this act shall expire on
April 1, 1983.

Bection 3. This act shall take effect July 1, 1982,
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FINAL BILL ANALYSIS

DO NoTt REMOVE FRroig FILE

FLCRIDA HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

RALPH H. HABEN, JR., Speaker/BARRY KUTUN, Speaker pro tempore
COMMITTES ON CORRECTIONS, PROBATION & PAROLE

James G. Ward
Chairman
Ray Liberti

Vics Chuirman

BILL NO:
SPONSORS:
SUBJECT:

HB 39 (SPECIAL SESSION)
Rep. Wards and Rep. Mills
Local Offender Advisory Council Act

I. ISSUE STATEMENT

A.

Current Situation

- the one described above.
‘and the 8th, with the option to create (as department pro-

Tn 1981 the State of Virginia passed an act similar to this
one. Among its provisions is a section which allows judges
to refer individual felony offenders to community correc-
tions resources boards for consideration for community pro-
grams in lieu of incarceration in correctional institutions.
Any such referrals are to be made following conyigtion, but
prior to commitment to a state correcticnal facility..

Issue Being Addressed- _

Although pre-trial intervention.programs operate in 18 gf~
Florida's 20 judicial circuits, there is no mechanism like
By providing two circuits, the lst

jects) local offender advisory councils whose primary func-

Tion is to seek alternatives to incarceration, more offenders

may be diverted from the state correctional institutions.
(Note: As pointed out in House floor debate, local govern-
ments statewide may create community corrections rssources
boards. The effect of the bill is simply to give direction
as to the sort of pilot program that might be created, and
to provide for Department of Corrections assistance and
standards.)

Probable Effect of Proposed Change .

During the first year of implementation, Virginia initiated
ten local councils, and a total of 48 felons were success-
fully diverted by eight of the ten projects. Two termigations
were reported. The program was not as active as anticipated
(the projected number of referrals for the first year was 9?);
however, it was successful enough that Virginia is not consid-
ering expanding the program to include misdemeanants.

Ma'or James W. Reese, 5. Director
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Because the concept presented in this bill is new to Florida,

it is not known what effect enactment of the bill would have

in terms of diverting offenders from state correctional insti-
tutions in the two circuits where pilot projects are authorized.
There 1is some concern that the judiciary might refer offenders
who are otherwise destined for traditional probation to the
councils, rather than limiting referrals to felony offenders who
are facing incarceration (the purpose for which the bill is
intended). This has reportedly not been a problem in Virginia.

FISCAL IMPACT

A,

State

The Department of Corrections is authorized to assist local
governments and is directed to prescribe standards for the
development, operation and evaluation of programs and serv-
ices authorized by this section. The cost of this service
to the Department has not been calculated, but it is antici-~
pated that the Department may be able to provide such
assistance within existing resources.

Local . A
Tocal governments which appoint local offender advisory councils
would be required to support such councils. It is anticipated
that persons appointed to the committees will serve on a volun-
teer basis; however, staff support and equipment would require

a monetary commitment.

NOTE: In Virginia, state money is appropriated to local boards
through grants from'the Department of Corrections. For the
first year of implementation the Virginia Assembly appropriated
funds to the Department of Corrections to provide grants to
local boards in an amount sufficient to allow for some resi-
dential and halfway house care, in addition to other less inten-
sive (and expensive) programs. A typical board is staffed with
a director and an administrative assistant.

COMMENTS

The concept presented in this bill emphasizes the need for
more community involvement in coping with felony offenders,
and takes into consideration the possibility that some non-
violent felons might be punished more cheaply and efficiently
in community rather than state programs. It also provides for
more community assistance to the judiciary.

In Virginia interested counties or cities participating in
the program set their own criteria for accepting or rejecting
an offender according to community standards. A board's recom-.

mendation to the referring judge is restricted to indicating
either willingness or unwillingness to accept the person; a
board is not asked to recommend a specific incarcerative sen-
tence in lieu of accepting the person for a community program.
A detailed recommendation is made only in cases when a board
decides to recommend community diversion. oo
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who have partlelpated thus far have
following offenses:

In Vlrglnla offenders
been convicted of the

Larceny: 13 {(offenders)

Burglary: 7 ) ]
Dangerous drugs/sale of cocaine: 7
Forgery: 5

Fraud: 4

Unauthorized use of vehicle: 3
Stolen vehicle: 2

Carry concealed weapon: . 1
Forge & utter, larceny: 1
Gambling: 1

Incest with minor: 1
Break and enter: 1
Possession of burglary tools: 1
Embezzlement: 1

PREPARED BY:
iz Barnes Abernethy

Legislative Analyst

STAFF DIRECTOR: Reese
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FINAL BILL ANALYSIS

FLORIDA HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

RALPH H. HABEN, JR., Speaker/BARRY KUTUN, Speaker pro tempore
COMMITTEE ON CORRECTIONS, PROBATION & PAROLE -
James G. Ward June 22, 1982
i
Ray Libertt
Vice Chairman -
AN

HB 37 (SPECIAL SESSION)
SPONSORS: Rep. Ward and Rep. Mills

SUBJECT: Corrections Overcrowding Task Force

I. ISSUE STATEMENT ~L —- ) ' -
A. Current Situation
"Over the years there have been numerous task forces and
committees whose purpose has been to examine various facets
of the criminal justice system. The Governor's Advisory
Committee on Corrections and the Governor's Task Force on
.Criminal -Justice System Reform are two of these which are

currently in operation (the latter is to present its final
.report in the near future). .

B. - Issue Being Addressed
--Florida is once again facing a corrections overcrowding P
- situation of major proportions. Even if the current crisis :
can be managed satisfactorily, the problem of overcrowding
is likely to be a continuing one.

C. Probable Effect of Proposed Change .
The Corrections Overcrowding Task Force created by thls bill is
required to address numerous issues in order to provide recom-
mendations concerning overcrowding in correctional facilities

in a report to the Legislature and Governor due by February 15,
1982.

The committee is also required to recommend a prospectus for
a ten-year plan for corrections with emphasis on providing

population targets in order to reduce. the state's incarcera-
tion rate. |

Majord’ames W, Reese. Staff Director
432 House Office Bmldu:g, Tallahnnsee Florida - 32301 (804) 488-6333
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)CAL IMPACT

State

Some funds would be necessary to provide .for the eight monthly
meetings required by the bill. Staff support for the committee
is to be provided by the Department of Legal Affairs. It is

expected that expenses will be covered by the existing resources

of the offices and agencies involved. There is no specific
appropriation for the task force. Should the goal of reducing
the incarceration rate in correctional institutions. be met, the
savings to .the state could be substantial (dependlng on the
populatlon targat adopted)

B. Local ;
None - ’ - -
COMMENTS

The Department of Correctlons supports the idea of appointing

" "an advisory task force, 'but .is concerned that without a spe-

cific appropriations providing for staff, the task force's work
would be impeded. The Department also- suggests that considera-
tion be given to the possibility of providing funding in an
amount sufficient to contract with gualified consultants.

The idea of reducing the incarceration rate in state
correctional populations is not untried. Michigan is one state
with an overcrowding emergency powers act which. authorizes the
early release of specially selected "nondangerous" inmates.

PREPARED BY: ! A
Q;z ‘Barnes Abernethy
Legislative Analyst
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Ma%ff?ﬁames W. Reese

STAFF DIRECTOR:
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File Ho. 758

Substitute House Bill Yo. 5925

House of Representatlves, April 23, 1982.

The Conmittee on. Appropriations reported through'
-Representative Wright
"Chairran of the Coamnittee on the part of the

of" the 77th District,

House, that the substitute bill ought to pass.

AR ACT CONCERNING RESTITUTION, COHMUVITY SFRVICL,.

BEDIATION AND SUPERVISORY RELEZASE.
A
Be it enacted by the Sanate and House of
Representatives in General Assezsly coavened:

Section 1. {¥FE¥) As. used in sections 1 to 9,
inclusive, of this acts

(1) "Comnunlty service" neans the nlacement

of offenders in unpaxd positions with nonnro'lt or

tax-supported agencies for the perfox"arce of .a
specified number of hours of work or service
vithin.a given period of tine.

(2) iConnunity service ‘plan" shall consist of
an agreenent between the court and the offender
and shall specify (1) the nuaber of required
copamunity service hours, (2) the type of agency
for placezent, (3) the period of tine in which the
comnunity service will be conpleted, (&) the
tentative schedule, (5) the job title and a brief
description of the responsibilities, (6)
conditions and sanctions for failure to fulfill
the plan, and (7) the supervisor of the plan.

{3) vhediation"™ wmeans the process vhere two
or more persons to a dispute agree to meet with an
impartial third party to work tovard a resolution
of the dmspute -which is satisfactory to all

20




sy

- B7 the supervisor of the plan.

.. 2 File ¥o. 754
T 22 parties in accordance with pPrinciples of mediation
23 commonly used in labor nanagenent disputes.
25 (4) ‘"Hediation planm shall consist of an
25 agreement between the Peérsons to a dispute for the
- 26 resolution of that dispute and nay specify (1) the
© 27 anount of roney to be paid or nature cf services
28 to be rendered by a party, (2) the manner in which
29 such sums or services ars to be provided, and {3)
:30 the time within  which the plan wvwill be
31 accomplished. . _
32 . +(5) YRestitution" neans the restora.ion by an

. 33 offender of a victin's losses through either

34 payment of money or provision of services to the
‘35 victin or, with the concurrence of the victim, to
36 a third party. '

37 (6) "Restitution Plan®™ shall consist of a

.. 38 written agreenent between the victinm of a crime or

39 a thirad party and the offender and shall specify
40 (1) the anmount of the restitution, (2) whether the
- 81 restitution will bde in the fora of cash or
42 services, (3) the bayaent schedule, :"(4) whether

-

. 43 the paynments are to be made diroctlv to the victin

B4 'or to a thirgd party, (%} ancillary obligations or
45 rights of  the offender, (6} conditions and
46 sanctions for €failure to fu;fill the plan, and (7)
48 Sec. 2. (NKE®) The burpose of sections 1 to
49 -11, inclusive, of this act is to reconcile the

. -50 losses of victins of crime, assist in the

51 reduction of prison overcrovding and speed court
52 processing  through the use of restitution,
53-community service, nediation and. supervisory
54 release.
55 Sec. 3. Section 53a-28 of the general
- 56 statutes is repealed and the following is
57 substituted in liey thereosf: ‘
58 - (a) Except as provided in chapter 359, to the
59 extent that such chapter is inconsistent herevith,
60 every person convicted of an offense shall be
61 sentenced in accordance with this title. ' :
62 (b} ®Bxcept as provided in sections 53a~-15,
63 S3a-46a, 53a~54b. and 53a-92, - when a person is
64 convicted o€ an offense, the court shall inpose

* 65 one of the following sentences: (1) & termn of

66 inprisonment; or {2). a sentence authorized by
.67 sections 18-65a or 48-73 or (3) a fine; or (4) a
68 tern of inprisonnent and a fine; or (5) a tern of
€9 inprisonment, with the erecution of such sentence
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i isonnent suspended, entirely -or afteg.a
;2 ggrizgpgzt by the court, §nd a period of-probazlon
72 or a period of cond@tlonal dlschagge, or {6) i
73 term-of imprisonment, with the execution of . suc
74 sentence of inprisonment suspendgd, egtltelg or
75 after a period set by the court, and a flng_:g ?
76 period of probation, or a period of con ; i?nad
77 discharge; or (7) a fine and a sentence auf o.lzef
78 by section .18-65 or 18-73; oig;S) ; segégﬁce gf
iti discharge; TER?
gg ¥ggg;gl§;;3;} WITH THg EXECUTIOH GF SUCH SBHEEHCE
81 OP .INPRISONNENT SUSPENDED, ENTIRELY OR AFE“R Al
82 PERIOD SET BY THE COURT, A¥D AN ORDER . OF
83 RESTITUTIONY -OR'A PERIOD OF COMMUMITY SERVICE.

|

icd of probation or

.84 -+ {c} A sentence to a perio . )
- 25 cdndiéional discharge in accordance ¥ith sectlon§
ﬁg 86 53a-29 to 53a-34, inclusive, OR A SEHTEHCE ?ETH id
L ' 87 .ORDER OF RESTITUTION OR A PERIOD OF COUAUNITY

88 SERVICE I¥Y ACCORDANCE WITH S?CTIO? ? OF TgIS AgTL
B9 shall be decred a revocable dlspo§ltlon, in - E.at
90 such sentence shall be tentative to the extent
: ‘91 that it may be altered or revoked in agcorcang:
: 92 with said sections but for all other. purposes lf
93 shall be deened to be a final. Jngnent o
gg Con\lé:;?n.u. {¥ER) (a) The court mayvsentenc? a
96 parson Lo nake restitu?ion or ?erEoim com§u?lty
' 97 service upon conviction of a ciass € 92‘0 §e¢§gy
' 98 or a class Lk misdemeanor, if t@e gourt is: of h:
T 99 opinion that (1) such convxct{on -a?d tge iag
P 100 crimiral history of the defendant woul gvg
& 101 ordinarily resulted in the inposition of a teram 99
P 102 imprisonment, or  (2) suwch  a senEegchic;,
! 103 .appropriate to @gmeet the requirements of ju E %
i 104 A:defendant may be septenced to a perio 0
105 éommunity service if he is §?ntenced to pay a f1n§
106 and is unable to pay +the fine at the tine o
107 sentencing .or in accordance with terms set by the
}gg cour;ib) The court in sentenging a person to nage
g 110 restitution or perform community service shall fix
111 the terms and conditions of such sengence. In the
112 judicial districts of Hartford-New H_Brltaln,i
113 vaterbury, Stanford-Norwalk .and Litchfield, the!
114 court, at the tine of sentenciiig, shall reviev the
115 restitution plan or community service, plan
116 prepared by the organization 'adnlnlsgerlpq
117 sentences of restitution or community service in
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that judicial district pursuant to . section 7 of
this act and shkall, upon approval, seastence such

person in accordance with such plan.

{c}) ¥®hen ipposing a sentence of restitution
or conmunity service the court zay order that the
defendant mnake restitution of the frults of his
offense or make restituticen, iz an azount he can
afford to pay or provide in a suitable pansner, for
the. loss or daunage caused by - iach offense and . the
court npay. fix the anount of such restitution and
the mnanner of performance, Ko sentence of
comnunity service and no terus or conditions of a
restitution or coznunity
imposed without the consent of the defendant.

A{d) At any tine during +the period of
restitution or comnunity <cervice, after hearing
and for good cause show¥n, the court nay =odify or
enlarge the terms or conditions and ‘extend the
period,  provided +the: original period .vith aay
extensions shall not exce2d the length of the
suspended . tern of iaprisdnment. The court shall
cause a copy of any order mnodifying or enlarging
the conditions to " be delivered to the defendant
adninistering such
restitution or coassunity service.

(e} The court or sentencing Jjudge ray at any

service plan shail be -

time during the period of restitution or cozmunity .

service, . after hearing and for good caese shoun,
terninate the restitution or cozmrunity service.

(£) At any tice during the period of
restitution or coxounity service, the court or any
judge thereof pay issue a warrant for the arrest
of a- defendant for wviolation of any of the
conditions of the. restitution. or ccnaunity
service, or nay issue a notice to appear to ansver
to a charge of such violation, which notice shall
be perscnally served upon the defendant. Any such
varrant shall authorize any police officer naned
thereir to return the defendant to the custody of
the court or to any suitable detcention facility
designated by the court. kA vritten statepent
setting "forth the alleged violation shall be
presented to the defendant and to the official in
charge of any correctional center or other place
of detention of the defendant by the arresting
officer. Provisions regarding rclease on bail of

persons charged with a crice shall be applicable’

to any defendant arrested under the provisions of

93
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tais section. Upon an arrest by warrant as herein
provided, +the court shall cause the defendant to
»e brought before it without unnccessary delay for
2 hearing con the violation ckharges. At such
hearing the defendant shall be informed of the
na..ner in which he is alleged to have violated the
sentence of restitution or coanunity service,
skall be advised by the court that he has the
right to'retain counsel and, if indigent, shall be
entitled to the services of a public defender, and
shall have the right to cross-exanine witnesses
and to present-evidence in his ovn behalf.

(g9) If such violation is established, the
court may continue or revoke the sentence of
restitution or coamunity service or nodify or
enlarge the conditions, and, if such sentence is
revoked, require. the defendant to serve the
sentence.

Ho such revocation shall be ordered, except upon

consideration of the whole record and unless such |

violation is established by reliable and probative
evidence.

(h) Nothing in this section shall preclude a .

court €from sentercing a person to a sentence of
restitution or comzunity service upon conviction
of any crike in an appropriate case.

Sec. 5. (KE¥) (a) In the judicial districts
of Hartford-New Britain, Yaterbury, Stanford-
Worvalk and Litchfield, the court may refer a
crininal prosecution to nediation or for
resolutien by restitution in appropriate cases
vhere the victim and the defendant consent to such
referral.

< (b)) If a case is referred to zediation or for
resolution by restitution, the prosecuting
authority shall enter a nolle prosequi and the
prosecution shall be terminated and the defendant

(c}- If pediation is unsuccessful or the

person fails to comply with the terns of the

rediation or restitution plan, a new prosecution
pay be initiated within thirteen ponths.

- Sec. 6. (NEW} The state's attorney for the
Judicial districts of Hartford-Kev - Britain,
Waterbury, Stamford-Norvalk and Litchfield shall
hire a case manager who shall review all criminal
cases filed in the judicial district to deterxzine
vhich cases are appropriate for disposition by the

94
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sentence of restitution or
mediation or
all cases

imposition of a
comnunity service or a referral to
for resolution by restitution. In
deemed appropriate for such disposition, the case
manager shall notify the organization which
adninisters sentences of restitution and comnunity
service. for that judicial district, which
organization shall inquire of any victim or
victins of the crime to determine whether such
disposition will be acceptable to then. The
state's attorney shall
reconnendations concerning the disposition of a
case to the court having jurisdiction of such
case. . A o

Sec. 7. (VEW) (a) There shall be provided in
the judicial districts of Hartford-New Britain,
Yaterbury, Stamford-Worwalk and Litchfield through
the office of the chief court adainistrator and
the Connecticut justice ccraission suitable
services to administer all - sentences of
restitution or coanunity service imposed under
section 4 of this act, and eediation services - and
restitution services for &l
nediation or for resolution by Testitution under
section 5 of this act. The predoaminant pethod by
wvhich - such services shall _be developed,
inplemented, and adoinistered shall be through
grants or purchase of service contracts to or with

private, nonprofit organizatiorns or with local
units of governoent to be adainistered by the
Connecticut Jjustice commission. The Connecticut

justice conpission may solicit and accept for use
any gift of noney or property nade by will or
othervise and any grant of moaey, services of
property made by will or othervise and any grant
of money, scrvices or property -froa the
governnent, private organizations and foundations,
in accordance with the purposes of this section.

The Connecticut Jjustice cormanission, 3imn making
expenditures for the purposes of this section,
shall give priority to prograns in operation

before the effective date of this act.’

(b) 2Any organization adninistering sentences
of restitution or conmunity service shall prepare
and file wvith the court a copy of all restitutior
or connunity service plans, and shall mnotify the
court vwhen such a plan is successfully conpleted.
In any case in vwhich financial restitution i¢

o S T e

cases referred toc

federal.

convey his findings and.
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ordered it shall be
defendant to nake payment to the victin or third ;
party through the organization or any other agent :
designated by the Connecticut justice conmrission. .
- () Any such organizatiom vhich becones awvare
that a defendant has failed to comply with a
‘restitution or coumunity service plan shall
prepare a written statement outlining the
-nolicoapliance and shall inmediately notify the
state's attorney for that judicial district. The
state's attorney shall file a &wotion with the
court requesting that a hearing be held wvithout
unnecessary delay to determine whether -the
sentence of restitution or community service
should be revoked in accordance with subsections
(£} and (g) of section U4 of this act. '
- - (4} Any organization providing mpediation
services to or adaministering restitution plans
for .persons for whous mediation or restitution is
ordered in lieu of a criminal prosecution under
section S5 of this act shall notify the state's
attorney in each case in +which a nediation or
restitution plan is reached, and shall inpediately
notify the state's attorney of any case in which a
person fails to «coaply with the terns of his
mnediaticn or restitution plan.

Sec. 8. (¥EV) Wothing in
prohibit or otherwise lirpit the office of adult
probaticn fron carrying out its 'duties and
responsibilities pursuant to sections 54-103a to
54-108, inclusive, of the general statutes.

Sec. 9. (NEW) The chief court administrator

this act shall

the responsibility of the

H

1 se advisory comzittee
consisting of the chief court administrator, the
chief state's attorney, the chief public defender,
the state's attorneys for the judicial districts
of Hartford-Few Britain, Yaterbury, Stanford-
Norwalk and Litchfiela, one mnember of the
Conngcticut Bar Association appointed by the
prc51§ent of the association, and one member of an
organization advocating the rights of crine
victins appointed by the chairpman of the crininal
injuries cocpensation. board. Not later than

ninety days a‘fter the effective date of this act,

the connittee shall develop guidelines to
determ}ne the suitability of restitution, .
community service or referral to mediation in
criminal cases, The conmmittee shall establish

96
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310 appboériate ranges of restitution according to

- 311 victin loss, and ranges of compunity service hours

312 according to the severity of the offense. The
313 chief court adzinistrator may request staff and
314 technical assistance through any organizations or
315 consultants deemed appropriate. L
316 Sec. 10. (W24} The Connecticut jusglce
317 comnission shall (1) secure an independent
318 evaluation of the services provided under sections
319 1 to 11, inclusive, of this act, including a

" 320 specific evaluation of their inpact on the

321 reduction of prison overcrowding _and speeding
322 court processiag, vhich evaluation shall pe
323 submitted to the governor and the gereral asseszbly
324 not later than Pebruary 8, 1384, and (2) es?ablish
325 a mechaniso to monitor on a regular basis all
326 services provided under sections 1 to 10,
327 inclusive, of this act, research and gather
328 relevant statistical data coacerning the inpact of
329 those sérvices im achieving the purposes .of this
330 act. .

331 Sec. 11. Subsection {e}) of section 18-100 of

332 the gereral statutes is repealed and the following

333 is substituted in lieu thereof: . } o
334 {e) If the connissioner of correction deens

335 that the purposes of this section may thus be rore

336 effectively carried out, he way traasfer any

337 person from. one correcticnal instituticen to
*338 znother or to any public or private, nonprofit
339 half-vay house, group . hore or nmemtal . health
340 facility, OR TO AN APPROYED COMNUNYTY RESIDERCE
34Y vith the' concurrence - of +the * superintendernt ox
382 person in charge of the faciiity to which saiad
343 person is being transferred. Any 1n§at9'} S0
344 transferred shall remain under the jurisdictiocn of
345 said connissjioner. AEY INSATE TRANSFERRED TO AN
346 APPROVED CONUONITY RESIDELCE SHALL &LSO BE SUBJECT
347 TO SPECIFICALLY PRESCRIDED SUPERVISIOR BY
348 PERSONNEL OF THE DEPART!HEN®™ OP CORRECTIDNS U3 TIL

389 RIS DEPINITE OR INDETERUINATE SEUTENCE is

350 COHPLETED. . -
351 Sec. 12. Subsection (a) of section_Su-63d of
352 the genecral statutes, as amended by section & of
353 public act 81-437, is repealed and the £ollowing
358 is substituted in licu thereof: .

355 (a) Upon notification by a police officer
356 pursuant to section 54-63c that an arrested person
357 has not posted bail, a bail comnissioner shall

97
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pronptly conduct an interviewv and investigation as
specified in subdivisions {n and (2) of
subsection (a) of section 54-63b and, based upon
criteria established pursuant to subdivision {2)
of subsection (¢) of section 54-63b, he shall
promptly order release of such persom on the first
of the following conditicns of release found
sufficient to provide reasonable assurance of his
appearance in court: (1) Upon his execution of a
vritten pronise to appear; (2) UZOi HIS EXECHTION
OF A HRITTEN PROMISE TO APPEAR ol CONDITION KE
RENAIN UNDER THE SUPERVISIOS® OF THE BAIL
CONUNISSION; (3) wupon his execution of . a bond
¥ithout surety in no greater amounrt than
necessary; [ (3) ] (4) upon his execation of a bond
with surety in no greater amount tsap necessary.
If the person is unable to rmest financial
conditions of = release ordered by the bail
connissioner, he' shall so infornm the court in a
report  prepared pursuant to subdivision {4} of
subsection (a) of section 5H4-63b. If the bail
commnissioner determines that conditions of release
other than financial OR SUPERVISORY are necessary
to provide reasonable assurance of the appearance
of such person in court, he shall provide, in lieu
of ordering the release of such person, a
recormendation regarding the terns and conditions
of release in the report. : <
Sec:. 13, (NEW) {a) The Coanecticut justice
comnission shall conduct a study of the inmpact of
sentencing defendants to a period of restitution
or conmunity service, as authorized by section 4
victims to rediation or resolving their dispute by
restitution, as authorized by section 5 of this
act, upon the adainistration of criminal justice
in.Connecticut. Such study shall examine, for the
judicial districts of Hartford-llew Britain,
Waterbury, Stanford-Norwvalk and 1itchfield, the
number of defendlants sentenced to pake restitution
or perforn conmunity service, the nunber of
criminal prosecutions disposed of by mediation or
restitution, the nature and anount of restitution
nade by defendants, the nature of comnunity
service perforned by defendants, the organizations

adninistering the sentences of restitution or ;
conmunity service or mediating dispotes, the costs

involved in administering such sentences, and any

of this act, and of referring defendants and their

98
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’ o . IR };ile .No-.‘ 754 ‘ ) ’ FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT :
g . . 10. - . . STATE FISTAL IMPACT.__ Ye3, sce below
i ' 406 other matters which tl}:e connission deems relevan ) I ' HNICIPAL FISCAL toncy mos
. - 3 3 th. - * ’ v v 3 ‘ N
407 in connection therewit t its findings B
.. .408 (b} The coanls sion Shal% repc?:(;i'lt standing v g STATE AGENCY(S) AFFECTED_ Criotnal Justfee Division, Connecticut Justice Comm., »
o O i ireee i i ihe gemeral assesbly having | - GRUPLT i
! . ) the gener ) sl ] . -{: ' REED SN .i:._ : '.:g]-'l.’. L3 e
g ‘ Z;g z:gg;;:flze g§ nmatters relﬁtn‘igg 19;3 agglgigii b STATE COST (or savings) $90,000 - $1%0,500 l
VElIJ: ‘ ’. i = . . K
h “‘}g gFgcedugibgzéuﬁseie;gi: yith said coamittee not e STATE REVDNUE (or loss)
4 ile a . ‘ _ - . -
- n PFebruary 8, 13984. .. i . : , 5 . WET STATIE COST (or savings)
a 2352'1&{:&.‘522? 14, The sun of fifty tt?;iinﬁ gzitii : - NUNICIPAL FISCAL IMPACT | | ‘
q 2 < o the Counectice ] e o
z}g 1§mngz§zir1a§§g ihe fiscal year ending June 30, : - : EXPLANATICN OF ESTIMATES:
c ’ il

l . he ~finance +'This bLll would result in costs 'to the General Fund, Lut theae costs could be offset by
518 1983' fron the sun .aPPEOPrlatEd to t " savings in the future. The ceats result from the b11l's recuirements to establisk case

ion i of smbhstitute .
: o T der section 1 oI sulks wmanagers in four judicial distriets to review fases, and provide finds to pay for the develop-
. 419 advisory comrmittee un rrent session, for 1982 : went of restftution, medistion, or commmity service plans for percons referred for such
420 house bill 50%4 of the cu. - ? h urposes of . : sexvices. Annually, these costs are estizated at §190,009, vith $35,000 for the Divis{on of
. u21 acts without appro pri:atlons, for the 1Y P ) Crininal Justice for the case managers and $105,000 for che Conncericut Justice Car=ission
422 this act.

b

[

sy

(]
e

) fot the services and adzindstrative exoenses. For 1932-83, ke bi11 would cost $30,000 for i
B lars . . . : - the Division of Crinfnal Justice and $50;000 for the Cornacticut Justice Cozaission. The
Sec 15. The sun of forty thousana d?]; nal - . : - bi11 appropriates these aniounts froa the account, FAC - Acts Without Appropriations in SH3
uz3 . 'pri.:‘:lted to the division of crinina - . . 5094, the 1932-83 Appropriations Act. : ]
n24 s appro )

425 justice, for the fiscal year ending June 3gév;2§i} | | y
425 ijfrnm the sun appropriated to the J':-L?afvel{cuse bill
427 committec.-under section 1 of substitute

- 3 +h s , - 'The savings from the b111 could result from decreased costs due to processing cases through
428 5094 of the currcent SQSSLOR, foypr 1982 acts without o . wore econonical means and teduced population in correcticnal {nstitucions.

roneny

Some ninimal costs to the Judicial Pepartosrt would resile Ires the 112, bdased on the
© tequirement to establish oa advisory cocmittee, but these costs could be absorbed.

£
¥

For exacple,
5 i act. if the progran resulted {n referring 50 individuals to restituticn, sediatien, or
429 approria tiOﬂsr for the purpoges of this o i community service who othervise would have been Incarcerated for 12 wonths, savings
. . . . to the Department of Corrections would he $300,500 usisng curzent ver capita costs. The
< . ° Yea u0 Hay 1 ° Se exact level of savings would dopend on tha nuzber of cases zctually referred for restitucion, .
. l}30 Connittee Vote: e . ) . Lo wodiation, or corunity service. This cannot be Zczaiwmined ac this timn, so an accurate ..
. ’ . . g esticite of ssvings froa the bill is not possibla.
{ A ) ‘ ) The provisions of the b1ll 2lloving the Commissfon of Corrections to transfer persons

to an approved coznunity residence vould tesult 1in no costs, and couldresult in savings
dependihg on the nuzber of persons transferred and the length of time such persons
. would have been {ncarcerated.
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7 ¢7 .description of provisions within H.B. 5925
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101 |

Section 5. This section formalizes the ability of the court to refer

Description of the Provisions within H.B. 5925 (section by section)
a criminal prosecution to mediation processing where the victim and
defendant consent. It also .outlines the process to be followed by

Section 1. This section provides all of the definitions to undertake

i
i
i
i

Fnaetsyinw

a compreheﬁsive program of commmnity serviée, restitution, and
mediation. The definitions were developed with the assistance Qf
national as well as state experts ahd program administrators in the
field and reflect a thorough explanation of the differences between
the options of commnity service a_ﬁd restitution, and mediation as
an alterriative to traditional court processing. Definitions are also
provided for the type of information needed within. any restitution,
commnity service or mediation plan ordered by the judge.

Section 2. This section defines the purpose of the legislation:
regaining victim losses '
reducing prison overcrowding

speeding court processing.

Section 3. This section clearly established the use of restitution and
commmnity service penalties as post-conviction options allowing a portion
or entire term of imprisonment to be suspended and the penalties of

restitution or commmity service ordered.

Section 4. This section emphasizes the use of restitution and commnity
service penalties in Class C or D felonies and A misdemeanors in lieu of
a portion or full term'of imprisonment. Although this is the primary

purpose of the legislation, this section also makes it clear that these

i wreoree

the prosecutor of entering a nolle prosequi and if the mediation is

~unsuccessful or the person is not in compliance, that a new prosecution

can be iqitia.ted within 13 nonths.

. Section 6. This section grants authority to the states. attorney in

each pilot judicial district to hire a case manager to review all
criminal cases for the possible use of restitution or commnity
service penalties or mediation processing. | |

" This ’section also describes the process by which the case
manager and corrmmiity organization responsible for administering the

- 'sentences shall contact the victim(s) of the crime to determine whether
- such dispositions would be acceptable to them. The states attorney

will then convey his finding and recommendations.to the court having
jurisdiction. '

..Section 7... 'Ihig.sectiqn specifies that the sentences of restitution o

and corrinunity service or. mediation agreements be develbped, implemented
and édnﬁnistered thi'ough purchase of service contracts with private,
nonQpr’ofit organizations or local units of government through the
Opnnecticut Justice Commission. It allows the Comniss;lon to accept
private funds to assist the state in funding this program.

' This section describes in detail the obligations of any .

-organization administering these penalties of notifying the states

. ) . - " 4 e RN} - .
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penalties can be used in any other cases deemed appropriate by the court. y attorney in all cases, whether the persons .are or are not in compliance

The proposed amendments to this section clarify that these with their plans. It further specifies that in cases where non-compliance

ey

penalties are available in all judicial districts not just the four pilot
districts cited in the bill.

g occurs that a hearing be held immediately to determine further action.
g ' - . This section also provides provision for the re-arrest and

Section 8. This section makes it clear that the Office of Adult Probation

confinement of any person sentenced to restitution or commnity service 1 can continue its restitution and commnity service work in the pretrial

=)

who fails to comply with the conditions of his/her restitution or community and probation cases which would be earmrked for their caseloadg.

service plan.
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" descrription of provisions within H.B. 5925
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Section 9. This section outlines the development of a committee, to
be chaired by the Chief Court Administrator, to ensure that guidelines

103 ‘a‘

to determine the suitability of restitution and commmnity service penalties

or referral to mediation be developed. It also requests the committee
to consider what the appropriate ranges of commnity service hours should
be commensurate with the convicted offense. ' '

Séction 10. This section specifies the Connecticut Justice Commission
to secure -an independent evaluation of the services in the bill, whether

the purposes of the legislation are being met and to report to the

Governor and the General Assenbly no later than February 1984. It also
specifies that the Justice Commission establish a mechanism to regularly
monitor the program. '

Section 11. This section allows the Department of Correction to place
screened inmates at an approved community residence under supervision.
(No cost to this section, in that the supervision can be absorbed
through parole officers already on line.) . - Q

Section 12. This section prior to the file copy was eliminated from
the bill. )

Section 13. 'This provision is a no cost provision allowing bail
comuissioners to develop conditions in order that a person charged with
an offehse be released on a conditional appearance from a police station.

Section 14. .This section authorized the Connecticut Justice Commission
to conduct a stxidy of the impact of sentencing convicted persons to
restitution and commnity service and the impact of referring defendants
and -théir victims to mediation. This report will be presented to the
joint standing committee no later than March 1983.

Section 15; Fifty thousanci dollars is appropriated in this section to
;Le Connecticut Justice Commission and forty thousand dollars to the
Division of Criminal Justice to enter into purchase of service contracts

and hire the case managers.,
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Substitute House Bill Wo. 5925
PUBLIC ACT NO. 82-383

AN ACT CONCERNING A PYLOT PROGRAM OF MEDIATION FOR
CRININAL CASES, SUPERVISCRY RELEASE AND . PROGRANS
FOR PRETRIAL OFPENDERS.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives in General Assembly convened:

Section 1. (a) There shall be established in
the geographical area of the superior court for
the towns of Berlin, New Britain, Newington, Rocky
Hill and Wethersfield and the geographical area of
the superior court for +the towns of Bethlehen,
Middlebury, Naugatuck, Prospect, Southbury,
Watertown, Wolcott, Woodbury and Waterbury a pilot
program of mediation wherein the court may refer a
criminal prosecution to mediation for resolution.
For the purposes of this section, "mediation"
means the process where two or more persons to a
dispute agree to meet with an impartial - third
party to work toward a resolution of tic dispute
wvhich is satisfactory to all parties in accordance
vith principles of mediation commonly wused in
labor management disputes. ,

(by 1f mediation is successful, the
prosecuting authcerity, upon recommendation of the
family relations or mediation officer, shall enter
a nolle prosequi and the prosecution shall be

-terminated and the .@efendant released fronm

custody. .
(c) If nmediation is unsuccessful or the
defendant fails to comply with the terms of any
nediation agreenment, the family relations or
mediation officer shall notify the prosecuting
authority and prosecution of the defendant may be
initiated.

' (d) There shall be established in the family

- relations division of the superior court in the

tvo geographical areas enumerated in subsection
{a) a mediation unit to provide mediation services
in cases referred by the court to mediation.

Sec. 2. Subsection {e) of section 18-100 of
the general statutes is repealed and the following
is substituted in lieu thereof: S

, (e) If the conmmissioner of correction deenms
that the purposes of this section may thus be more

effectively <carried out, he nmay transfer any
person from one correctional . institution to
another or to any public or private, nonprofit
half-vay house, group home or mental health

- facility, OR TO AN APPROVED COMMUNITY RESIDENCE

vith the concurrence of the superintendent or

942t e v . U,
——
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Substitute House Bill No. 5925 ; b Substitute House Bill No. 5325

[

(c) “Community-based service programs" means
residential or nonresidential programs provided by
private, nonprofit comnmunity or 1locally based

person in vcharge of the facility teo which said
person . is being transferred. Any inrate 50 ; P g

e eeiexinsar. Tht TR SeuEee o organizitions, STATZ AGHCIZS or units of local
APPROVED COHNUNITY RESIDENCE SHALL ALSO BE SUBJECT % - . government lincluding the public-private resource
TO ' SPECIPICALLY PRESCRIBED SUPERVISION BY ! i i - - expansion  project, vhich of fer housing,

. transportation, employment and c selin ice
PERSONNEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTION UNTIL : ; to ingarcer;teé, pgro{ed or discg:ﬁged gfiiiééﬁsf
gggpL%gggﬂITE OR  INDETERMINATE SENTERCE IS [ i victims of crime, persons charged with a crine,

. . ersons di ted o imi
Sec. 3. Subsection (a) of section 54-63d of person iverted from the criminal process and

the general statutes, as amended by section 4 of families of offenders.

: < . (d) "Residential programs™ means those
ggbétgstggﬁteg1;:3Zie§st§2£2§%?d and the following offered in "halfway houses," providing twenty-four

(a) Upon nofification b a police officer ] i hour care, §upervision,- and suppottive.setvices
pursuant topsection 548-63c thatyan arrested person ¥ .tgfprgtrxal, incarcerated, paroled or discharged
' : - . e ‘ . ; offenders.
e e e e Shall | () “onresidential progranst seans those
gggcgfiid nin' subéivisions (n andg (2) of prograns providing daytime or gp1sod§c conmunity
subsection (a) of section 54-63b and based upon correction services to pretrial, incarcerated,
[ 4 3 . 3
criteria established pursuant to subdivision (2) paroled or discharged offenders and thelir

L € U : ’ families, or victims of crime AND PROGRANS
of subsection (c) of section 54-63b, he shall ‘ INVOLVING RESTITUTION OR COMNUNITY SERVICE TO
promptly order release of such personm on the first

~ - aiti £ 1 P a PRETRIAL OFFENDERS. FOR THE PURPOSES OF THIS
of the following conditions of release found SUBSECTION, “COHNUNITY SERVICE" MEANS  THE
“sufficient to provide reasonable assurance of his

c . ] L o PLACEMERT OF - OFFENDERS IN UNPAID POSITIONS WITH
appearance in court: (1) Upon his execution of a S NONPROFIT OR TAX-SUPPORTED AGENCIES FPOR THE
wvrcitten promise to appear; (2) upomn his execution b PERFORMANCE OF 4 SPECIFIED NUMBER OF HOURS OF WORK
of a bond without surety in no greater amount than o OR SERVICE WITHIN A GIVEN PERIOD OF TIME, AND
necessary; (3) upon his execution of a bond with o "RESTITUTION" MEANS THE RESTORATION BY AN OFFENDER'

surety in no greater amount than necessary. If-

the ‘person is unable to meet financial conditions

of release ordered by the bail conmissioner, he

shall so inform the court in a report prepared
pursuant to subdivision (4) of subsection (a) of
section 54-63b. If the bail conmissioner
‘deternines that conditions of release other than
financial are necessary +to provide reasonable
assurance of the appearance of such persomn in
court, - he shall provide, in lieu of ordering the -
release of such person, a recommnendation TO THE L .
COURT regarding the terms and conditions of ' ' (::
.release, WHICH MAY INCLUDE A TERN OF SUPERVISION,
in the report.

Sec. 4. Section 18-101h of the general
statutes 1is repealed and the following is
substituted in lieu thereof:

' As used in this part:

| A" |

| oeets

- CF & VICTIM'S LOSSES THROUGH EITHER PAYMENT OF.
HONEY OR - PROVISION OF SERVICES TO THE VICTIM OR,
WITH THE CONCHRRENCF OF THE VICTIM, TO A THIRD
PARTY.

Sec. 5.. Subsection {a) of section 18-101i of
the general statutes is repealed and the following
is substituted in lieu thereof:

{a) To .establish and develop
noninstitutional, community—-based service
prograns, the commissioner shall award grants or
purchase of service contracts imn accordance with
the plan - developed under subsection (b) to
private, nonprofit organizations, [and] STATE
AGENCIES OR units of local government; provigded
such grants shall not be subject to the formula
funding requirements of section 18-101k. Such
grants or contracts shall be the predominant
nethod by wvhich the department develops,

oy fmomy

. "‘i

i

gy

A

(a) “bepartment" means the department of ! N implements and operates community correction
correctlon; L N .. ;? programs. In addition, the commissioner may

(b) "Commissioner" meamns the commissioner of 3 2 adnminister community-based service programs under
correction. i the direct control of the department.

-3-
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Substitute House Bill No. 5925

Sec. 6. The sum of seventy thousand dollars
is appropriated to the Jjudicial department, for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1983, from the sum
appropriated to the finance advisory connittee
under section 1 of special act 82-10, for 1982
acts without appropriations, for the purposes of
section 1 of this act.

Sec. 7. This act shall take effect July 1,
1982, except that sections 1, 2, 3 and 6 shall
take effect October 1, 1982.

Certified as correct by
Legislative Commissioner.
Clerk of the Senate.
Clerk of the Home.
Approved : ‘ , 1982
Governor.,
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i B 1 National Criminal Justice Reference Service
. Wes e
\ i ter¥l protected by the
in age (108) contain ma ; ED |
The f9ligwAcg D9 975 (17 U.8.C.): "PRISON OFFICIALStST§§£neSday
glc\)lp%ﬁ‘-gRT TO EAST CROWDING", from the Hartford Courant, ' |
May 19, 1982, Author, Fern Shen R /
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Copyrighted portion of this
document was not microfilmed

because the right to reproduce
was denied. |

National Institute of Justice .
United States Department of Justice
Washington, D.C. 20531 '




“
|
|

i

g

¥
i
L)

\
P R z ) ]
S ey
-
)
;
:
\
&
.

-
R S Yo e P VT W e

R e o R

T






