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1. 

Coopliance with Ccmn:i.ssion 6f Correcticn M:i.nimum Standards for Local 
Cbrrecticnal Facilities 1s nnn:itored by Facility Revie;v Specialists fran 
the Local Fa('ilities Bureau. Sixty-:-two (62) local correctional facilities 
were reviewed during 1979, andj or 1980 for their efforts to neet require­
nents and/or recalIIenl' ·~:l.ons set for with,in these nri.ninnJm standards. 

'.' 

Progr~ and Poll J AnalYf?is has provided c~rehensive analysis con­
cerning statewide coopliande with seven (7) min:inu:n standards. Local 
Correctional Facilities' coopliance was exmnined for the folloong standards: 

'\" 

1) 'Admissicns #7002 for 1980; 
2) Classification #7013 for 1980; 
3) Fire Safety #7039 for 1980; 
4) IiIplenentation and Operation of Treatrrm.t Programs {f7000 to 

{F7003 for 1980; . 
#- 5) Legal i:Services {f7031 for 1979 and 1980; 

6) Sanitaticn {POlS for 1980; 
7) Security and Supervision for 1979 and 1980; and 

Each standardwas analyzed for overall statewidecoopliance during 
the year(s) indicated with analysis of subsections and elenents also given. 
Analysis of each standard wasupresented at mmthly Ccmnission neetings during 
~~. ~ ~ 

This paper shall present an aggregate analysis of the seven m:i.n.irmlm 
standards examined by PAPA tp date. Each individual standard shall also 
be examined to delineate Local Correcticnal Facilities' efforts towards 
carpliance . 

AGGREGATE STATEWIDE <Xl1PLIANCE 
,t 

Aggregate statewide ~liance is calputed as the nean of the nean 
conpliance scores received by the local facilities on each standard. Table I 
indicates the 1980 statewideaverageconpliance scores achieved on each of 
the seven standards analyzed by P~A to date. . 

Standard 

TABLE I 

Average Coopliance '1980 Nunber Facilities M::mitored 

A@ssions 
Classifi~tion 
Fire Safety 
Legal Services 
Sanitation 
Security and Supervision 
Treat:In:!nt 

,.;93% 
91% 
59% 
77% 
90% 
84% 
65% 

i) 
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The trean of the statewide trean COIII>liance scores is 80% for 1980 concerning 
these seven standards. 'This figure indicates the average of the average com­
pliance scores received by local correctional facilities. 

Two of these standards, Legal Services and Security Supervision, 'tV'ere 
IIDnitored for both 1979 and 1980. Analysis of coopliance with these two 
standards indicated the average coopliance rates for Legal Services inproved 
from 71% to 77% and Security Supervision frem 79% to 84% from one year to the 
next. 

rnDIVIDUAL b'TANDARDS ro1PLIANCE 

A synopsis of each of the seven analysis of minimum standards conpliance 
shall be presented. Each standard's requirements, subsections, and conpliance 
rates will be included. 

1) Admissions #7002 

Chapter One, Subchapter A, Part 7002 of the NYS Conmission of Correction 
Mi..nimum Standards for Local Correctional Facilities provides standards for 
Admissions to local facilities. 

Section 7002.1 requires each local correctional facility to establish 
policies and procedures designed to ensure that all priscners are admitted 
to such facility in accordance with law, and in a manner designed to protect 
the safety of all persons and the security of the facility. 

The Admissions Standard includes eight subsections which cover discrete, 
substantive areas of policy and procedure where coopliance is enforced. The 
subsections are: 

1) Authori ty for Admission 
2)'Identification 
3) Property Confiscation 
4) Records 
5) ~dical Screening 
6) Personal Hygiene and Clothing Issue 
7) Admissions Phone Call 
8) Facility Rules and Information 

The follCMing table depicts the Ie'vel of conpUance with the Admissions 
Standard elemmts atmrlg 60 facilities according to coopliance score. 

Percent of CCllJ?lianc~ 

95-100% 
90-94% 
80-89% 
70-79% 

A~erage=93% 

TABLE II 

-2-

NUIber of Facilities 

29 
17 
12 
2 

bO 

Two sthsections, Property Classification, and Facility Rules and Information, 
contained elenents that had frem 10 to 39 facilities in non-coopliance. 

2) Classification #7013 

O1apter One, Sd>chapter A, Part 7013 of the New York State Conmission. 
of Correction Minimum Standards for Local Correctional Facilities, based on 
Correction Law, Section 500 (c), provide standards for Classification of 
prisoners confined in local correctional facilities. 

Section 7013.1 requires that each of twelve classes of prisoners IIlllSt 
not be confined in the' sam: roan or allaved to co-mingle in the corridors 
wi th prisoners of other classes. 

There are three basic categories of prisoners, with four identical sub­
divisions in each, providing for the follCMing 12 Classifications: 

1) Serving Sentence; 
(i) Male Adults, ages 21 and over; 
(ii) Male Minors, ages 16 to 20 inclusive; 
(iii) Female Adults, ages 21 and over; 
(i v) Female Minors, ages 16 to 20 inclusive; 

2) Civil Process, Contenpt or Material Witness; 
(i) Male Adults, ages 21 and over; 
(ii) Male Minors, ages 16 to 20 inclusive; 
(iii) Female Adults, ages 21 and over; 
(i v) Female Minors, ages 16 to 20 inclusive; 

3) Criminal Process, Trial or Examination; 
(i) Male Adults, ages 21 and over; 
(ii) Male Minors, ages 16 to 20 inclusive; 
(iii) Female Adults, ages 21 and over; 
(i v) Female Minors, ages 16 to 20 inc lus i ve. 

The follCMing table indicates the positive coopliance rates with the 
Classification Standard achieved by the 62 facilities evaluated: 

TABlE III 

p(t~tive Corrpli?Oce with Classification Standard for 1980 

Percent of Conpliance 

100% 
90-100% 
80-89% 
70-79% 
60-69% 
50-59% 
40-49% 
30-39% 
Average=9l% 
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Nunber of Facilities 

44 
o 
4 
3 
6 
3 
o 
2 

N=02 ' 
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Of the 18 facilities not in full corrpliance with all the elenents, there 
were up to 12 facilities evaluated in non-coopliance with respect to separation 
of minors frem adults and sentenced from tmSentenced (criminal cases only). 

3) Fire Safety #7039 

Chapter One, Stbchapter A, Part 7039 of the New York State Conmission 
of Correction Minim.nn Standards for Local Correctional Facilities provides 
standards for Fire Safety at local correctional facilities. 

Policy set forth in Fire Safety Standard, Section 7039.1 requires local 
correctional facilities to: "(1) be equipped with and maintain necessru::y fire 
detection, control and protecticn equipmmt; (2) establish in writing, procedures 
for the preventicn of, control of, and response to fires; and (3) ensure that 
all facility staff nenbers are trained in the use of fire detection, control 
and protection equipnent." 

Elem:mts of the Fire Safety Standard are contained within eleven subsections 
as follCMS: 

1) Fire Detection Equipm:nt/Fire Alarm System; 
2) Fire Detection Equipm:nt/Fire and Snnke Detecting System; 
3) Fire Control ~uipment/Standpipe System; 
4) Fire Control Equipnent/Hydrant System; 
5) Fire Control Equipmmt/Fire Extenguishers; 
6) Fire Protecticn Equipm:nt; 
7) Fire Detection, Control, and Protection Equipm:nt Specifications and 

Installation; 
8) Exits; 
9) Thergency Fire Flares and Procedures; 

10) Staff Training; and, 
11) Reporting of Fire Incidents. 

TABLE N 

Percent of '+' Conpliance with Fire Safety Standard {F7039 by ,absolute frequencies 
plus relative and cumulative Percentages for Local Correcticnal Facilities for 
1980 (N=59). 

Percent '+' 
Conpliance {;Corr. Facilities Relative % Cunulati ve % 

100% 0 0 0 
90-99% 3 5.1 5.1 
80-89% 8 13.6 18.7 
70-79% 9 15.2 33.9 
60-69% 9 15.2 49.1 
50-59% 12 20.3 69.4 
<50% 18 30.5 99.9 

TOl'ALS ~ 99.9 99.9 
Average = 59% 
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Non-coopliance with the Fire Safety Standard was found to be mainly in the 
follooing six areas: 

1) Fire Detection Equipm:nt/Fire Alann System; 
2) Fire Detection Equipnent/Fire and Snn¥'.e Detecting System; 
3) Fire Control Equipm:nt/Standpipe System; 
4) Exits; 
5) TheTgency Fire Plans and Procedures; 
6) Staff Training. 

Non-corrpliance with elemmts of the Fire Safety Standard was as high as 
61%, that is 36 of 59 facilities, when it carre to providing sufficient fire 
exits. 

4) Legal Services #7031 

, lliapter One, Smchapter A, Part 7031 of the New York State Conmi.ssion 
of Correction's Minimum Standards for local correctional facilities provides 
standards for Legal Services with the facilities. 

Section 7031.1 sets forth policy whereby each prisoner confined in a 
local correctional facility is entitled to legal services for the purposes of 
legal preparation to any civil or criminal action or proceeding; and, except 
as otherwise provided in subdivision (d) of the section, legal preparation 
with respect to matters including, but not limi.ted to, disciplinru::y dlarges and 
COIIplaints or grievances. 

The Legal Services Standard covers five areas of policy and procedures: 

1) Access to Legal Coursel; 
2) Mutual Prisoner Legal Assistance; 
3) .. Access to Legal Reference Material; 
4) Notary Public; 
5) Li.mj,.tation on Legal Services. 

The fol1CMing table represents Legal ..ervices Coopliance for the 61 
facilities evaluated in 1979 and 1980: 

TABLE V 
Ii-

LEGAL SERVICES <XMPLIANCE FOR 1979 AND 1900 
1979 1980 

Percent of Nurri:>er of NuIber of 
Conpliance Facilities ReI. % Cum. % Facilities Rel. % CJ,Dl. % 

100% 11 18% 18% 10 16.4% 16.4% 
90-99% 8 13.1% 31.1% 12 19.7% 36.1% 
80-89% 5 8.2% 39.3% 13 21.3% 57.4% 
70-79% 10 16.4% 55 .. 7% 7 11.5% 68.9% 
60-69% 9 14.8% 70.5% 6 9.8% 78.7% 
50-59% 10 16.4% 86.9% 5 8.2% 86.9% 
450% 8 13.1% 100% 8 13.1% 100% 

N= 61 100% N=61 -100% 
Avg.=71% Avg. = 77% 
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The 1979 and 1980 evaluations of statewide coopliance. by local correctional 
facilities. with the Legal Services Standard 117031 shaved average corrpliance 
rates of 71% and Tfio. respectively. 

Evaluation of h;'e Legal Services Standard. for 1980. indicate notable 
deficiencies in corrpliance concerning access to legal Reference Material. 
Additional deficiency in facilities' conpliance focused on undeveloped writte.) 
administrative guidelines and procedures for Legal Services within the facility. 

5) Sanitation 11=7015 

Chapter One. Subchapter A, Part 7015 of the New York State Ccmni.ssion of 
Correction' s ~1:i.nim.ml Standards for IDcal Correctiooal Facilities. provides 
standards for Sanitation within the facilities. 

_ Section 7015.1 requires each local correctional facility to establish' 
and iIrplemmt policies and procedures designed to ensure that the facility is 
maintained in a sanitary condition. 

The Sanitation Standard includes four parts which cover the following 
areas of policy and procedures: 

1) Facility Sanitation Equipnent; 
2) General Facility Sanitation; 
3)" Food Service Sanitation:_ 
4) Insect and Rodent Control. 

The folloong table depicts the level of positive COIIpliance with the 
Sanitation Standard elerrellts aIIDl1g the 60 facilities evaluated in 1980. 

TABIE VI 

Sanitation Standard Coopliance For 1980 

~ 

Percent of Nunber of Relative Cu1ru1ati Ve 
Conpliance Facilities Percent Percent 

100% 21 34% 34% 
90-99% 21 33% 67% 
80-89% 5 8.5% 75.5% 
70-79% 13 21% "> 96.5% 
60-69% 2 3.5% 100% 
Average = 90% N=61 100'7:-

(( 
" 

The 1900 evaluaticn of Local Correctional Fad1ities' Corrpliance with the 
Sanitation Standard 117015 seem; to indicate neaningful corrpliance with this 
standard, especially in the section concerning Facility Sanitation Equipmmt. 
Further suggested in the evaluation .is that, for those facilities evaluated, 
elemmts. within the sections concerning General Facility Sanitation, Food 
Service Sanitation and Insect and Rodent Control were cooplied with fully by 
mst facilities. 

-6-
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6) Security and Supervision 117003 

Chapter One, Smchapter A, Part 7003 of the New York State Comnission 
of Correction's MiniIrum Standards for Local Correctional Facilities, provides 
standards for Security and Supervision at local correctional facilities. 

~ction 7003.1 sets forth policy whereby, consistent with the requirenents 
of ,tlus part, each local correctional facility shall develop and enploy policies 
and procedures designed to ensure that proper facility safety. security and 
supervision is maintained. 

Subsections of the Security/Supervision Standaxds focus on the following: 

A) Supervision Within Facility HOl.lsing Areas; 
B) Supervision Outside Facility Housing Areas; 
C) Population Counts; 

li"D) Requiremmts of Staff Prior to Assuming Prisoner Supervision 
Responsibilities; 

E) Prisoner Transportation; 
F) Firearm; Control; 
G) Key Control; and 
H) Locks & Locking Devices. 

TABlE VII 

Percent of '+' Conpliance With Security/Supervision (117003) Standard 
By Absolute Frequencies Plus Relative And CUID.Jlati ve Percents for Local 
Correctional Facilities in 1979 and 1980. 

1979 1980 
Percent '+' 11 of CorJ!. 11 of Corr. 
Conpliance Facilities~ Rel.% CUll. % Facilities Rel.% Cun.%-

100% 1 1.6% 1.6% 9 14.8% 14.8% 
90-99% 11 18.0'% 19.6% 17 27.9% 42.7% 
80-89% 22 36.0% 55.6% 14 23.0% 65.7% 
70-79% 13 21.3% 76.9% 16 26.2% 91.9% 
60-69% 12 19.7% 9.6.6% 1 1.6% 93.5% 
50-59% 0 0% 96.6% 3 4.9% 98.4% 
50% 2 3.3% 99.9% 1 1.6% 100% 

N=6l N=6l 
X=79% X=84% 

Five stbsections conta:ins elenents that had deficen.t full ca:rpliance 
rates. 'l1)e five stbsections were: 

1) ~chanica1 or Electrical Time Recording Devices; 
2) "Active Supervision"; 
3) Firearm; Control; 
4) Key Control; 

- 5) Locks and Securing Devices. 

-7-
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Analysis of local correcticnal facilities for coopliance with the 
Security and Supervision Minimun Standard for 1979 and 1980, has indicated 
a systerrw.Lde itrproven:ent in neeting the required elemmts. Hcmever, there were 
five groupings of elem::nts within this standard that inproved less than the 
other elerrents. 

In general, these deficiencies focused en: a) lax "active supervision" 
when prisoner$ are confined in the housing areas, but not s.ecured in their 
individual housing units. b) failure to establish written procedures for sare 
operations, and c) failure to m:ri.ntain written records of sc:m: operations 
at local correctional facilities. 

7) Treatment Programs #7100-7103 

Chapter One, Subchapter B, of the New York State Ccmn:ission of Correction's 
Hininrum Standards for Local Correctional Facilities, provides recon:m:mdations 
for I!q:>lemm.tation and Operation of Treatment Programs. 

Section 7100.1 .indicates the background for the Ccmnission' s promulgating 
standards for correction treatment lies in C.orrection Law, Section 45, Stbsection 
6. Furtherrwre, Section 7100.1 (d) (1) considers, .... ' 'that correction treatment 
consists of any institutional activities or services 'Which would help prisoners 
develop a mre favorable attitude tcmard authority, better ability to get along 
with others, and rrore acceptable ways of making a liv:ing." 

Irrplemm.tation and Operation of Treatment Programs, Part 7102, suggests 
utilization of available resources from within the institution and the comn­
unity, as well as development of a general plarming for treatIIent. Utilization 
of a citizens' carmittee and correctional staff "grass roots" organizations 
is also suggested. 

Treatment areas reca:rm:mded within this standard are in four general 
areas as follcms: 

1) Recreation; 
2) Libriaries ; 
3) Instruction (vocational and academic) and; 
4) Counseling and Guidance. 

The follo;.ring Table VIII depicts the efforts, in 1980, by local facilities 
(except NYC) to iIq:llement and operate treatIIent programs as per guidelines 
set forth in Parts 7102 and 7103 of the New York State Commissien of Correction's 
Mi.nimurn Standards for Local Correctional Facilities. 

TABLE VIII 

Percent of 
RecOl'lIOOIldations enployed NUmber of Facilities Rel.% Cttn. % 

100% 1 l.6% l.6% 
90-99% 6 9.7% 11.3% 
80-89% 10 16.1% 27.4% 
70-79% 9 14.5% 4l.9% 
60-69% 9 14.5% 56.4% 
50-59% 13 2l.0% 77.4% 
40-49% 12 19.4% 96.8% 
30-39% 2 3.2% 100% 
Avg.=65% N=62 100'70 
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. Institutional. Resources utilized by local facilities during 1980 were 
m the form of avBl.lable areas for trea'!:lmnt program services. Available 
~eas for treat:nY:nt program services were found m:>re often in the areas of: 
mdoor recreation, outdoor recreation. regular library. education and counseling. 

Ccmrrunity Resources with 'Whom local facilities had established personal 
contact were clergy and 1reIltal hygiene. Additionally, IOOst facilities 
had also established contact with social services and ~CL1.ools. 

While tlDst facilities did provide various foms of correctien treatment 
programs, there appears to be efforts by only 14 local correctional facilities, 
22% of those surveyed, to institute overall plamri.ng and evaluation of treat:Ire:lt 
programs by a program coordinator and a citizens' conmittee during 1980. 

Recreation within local correctional facilities during 1980 appears rrore 
frequently in the form of televiSion, passive ganes and radio. Individual 
and cC!ll>etiti ve physical activities, and arts and crafts are less frequently 
available programs within local facilities. 

LibrW facilities were maintained at IIX>St local correctienal facilities 
during 19 and were assessed as possessing adequate facilities. collectirns 
and distribution of materials. Public libraries and donations were the major 
sources of supplying local facilities' libraries. 

Academic instruction was provided at m:>st local correctional facilities 
during 1980 while very few local facilities provided vocational instruction 
during the year, Educational needs, determination, high school equivalency 
testing, and E.S.E.A Title I tutorial programs were provided at local facilities. 

Counseling and Guidance was provided to prisoners at m:>st local facilities 
d~ng 1980 with clergy and social workers providing mst of the services; 
while drug counselors, phychiatrists and psychologists provided services to 
a lesser. extent. Group counseling was available m:>st often in the form of 
alcoholic anonynous. 

To date, local correctional facilities' coopliance with minimum standards 
have been analyzed for seven of the existing thirty-five standards. The 
preceding synopsis have indicated the results of those analyses. 

Discussion of the results of the analyses shall follCM along with corrmmt 
as to min:i..mum standards conpliance data tn=:thodology. 

-9-
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DISCUSSION 

Local Correctional Facilities' average statewide. ccnpliance with the 
seven (7) Mi.niIm.mJ. Standards analyzed to date, ranged fran 59% for Fire Safety 
to 93% for Adrnissions. 

Sci:>stantively, the mmitored canpliance of these seven standards ~dicated 
local facilities' difficulties in ~eting scm: written procedural reqm.rements 
within the standards, as well as difficulties in providing adequate. facility 
structures as mandated. Analysis of canpliance with the ~gal Serv:-~. Standard 
indicated roughly 40%, 24 facilities, of the local correct1.onal faCl.lit1.es 
mmitored had not established written guidelines for daily and equal ac_~s 
to legal reference materials and supplies. Fire Safety standard coopliance 
analysis indicated 36 local facilities, 61%, did not possess the mandated 
minitmml of two exits fran each facility housing area. 

The degree of difficulty in canpl~ with varic;rus mininun standards 
appears to influence the average compliance rate achieved by ea:h cotmo/ 
and hence the statewide average coopliance rate. Whether canpl1.ance WJ..th 
a standard or any of its elements requires procedural nodificaticns, nxmetary 
expenditures or sorre coobination of b0!h seems to infl~ce coopliance rates. 
Construction of exits to neet the reqUJ..rement of the F1.re Safety element 
mmtioned earJier is a IOOre difficult cc:npliance situatioLl to achieve than 
maintenance of the requirements within the Sanitation Standard. Not one 
local facility achie"l.7ed a 100% ccnpliance rate on the Fire Safety Standard 
for 1980 while 21 local facilities, one-third of those twnitored, achieved 
a 100% compliance rate with the Sanitation Standard. 

Two standards, Legal Services .and Security/Supervision, were analyzed 
for two consecutive years. Analyses indicated an incr7ase in tt'1; stat~de .. 
average cooplianc.e rates fran year to year; Legal Servl.ces ~lil9Il~ lll1?ro \Ted 
by 6% and Security/Supervision by 5% frem 1979 to 1980. Vh1.1e -. a five or 
six percent inFrovement mi.~t appear no~t, itsh~d be note~ that sucJ:; 
improvement reflects efforts by 55 cotmt1.es.sta~ewl.de to car~ ~to compliance 
with mandated m.inim.m standards; a system-Wl.de 1.IIprovement. 

ReP9rting statewide coopli~ce with m:i.n:i.m.lm stan~<l: ~ the aritbmatic 
m=ans of coopliance rates achieved by all local fac1.11.tl.es may not convey 
the fullest knowledge of what indeed is the sci:>stantive nature of that . . 
CCllpliance. For exanple, reporting statewide, ccnpliance with the Legal Se~ces 
as T7% does not, in itself, indicate specifically whCit aspects 9f the standard 
were\Qr were not net. Vhile this s1.llllIl8IY neasure, the antbmat1.c ~an, does. 
provide a neasure against which an indi vicru.;l .facility ~ coopare 1.ts con:pl1.ance 
rate, the camparison may lack concr7te. ~arung as to which 71ements of the 
standard were caIJllied with by the mdiVl.dual cotmty and which e;Lements the, 
average coopliance rate represents.. TI:Us aspect of the ~as~t of standards 
corrpliance is not unusual in a stat1.st1.cal ma:rmer because th1.S sunnary des­
cripticn statistic, the~, sci:>stitutes a sing17 ne~ure for IDa?Y ~ers, 
and certain irifot:mation is inevitably lost. Caut1.OUS lnterpreta~cn 1.S 
necessary when utilizing s\l!InlBJ:Y statistics and individual canpansons to those 
statistics. \\ 

II 

~,tandards caq>liance by any single local correcticna1 facility is reported 
as the, relative percent of positive (+) scores achieved. for all el~ts on 
the standard's checklist. 'Ibis ~asure allows equal Wel.ght to be gI. yen to 
each elenent within the standard. '!he relative i.I:rJlortance of indiVl.dual 
el.enalts can be illustrated within the Security and Supervision Standard. 
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One elenent is rated for maintaining "active supervision" and another 
maintaining duplicate facility keys. A full ccnpliance rating with the 
duplicate keys elerrent is given the sane weight in the standard conpliance 
evaluation as full ccnpliance with maintaining "active supervision." The 
laCk of "active supervision" as a basic custodial ~chanism can effect the 
sthstantive nature of Security and Supervision to a greater degree than 
maintenance of a duplicate filing cabinet key. Elem:mts within a standard 
should not be evaluated as if they were all of equal sci:>stantive value. 
Reporting conpliance rates in this form may over-shadcM problematic areas 
within a standrrd and may not accurately indicate a facilities ccmpliance 
with a standard in the nnst ~aningful manner. 

Additionally, a statistical rule of thumb is that one should not compute 
a percentage unless the nUIIber of cases on which the percentage is based is 
roughly 50 or nnre. However, the Classification Standard, with thirteen 
elerrents, utilizes a reported percentage as a coo:pliance score. 'Ibis score 
may not reflect fully the sci:>stantive nature of a facilities' coo:pliance 
and as a surmary ~asure requires careful interpretation. 

The M:i.niImml Standards checklists utilizes the follCMing trichotaoous 
ordinal scale: 

F + Condition(s) is/are fully satisfied; 
!.!.:.'.'..... - There is s~ variation or emission of the required items within 
if the elenent; and 
r 0 The essential factors are mi.ssing or so limi.:ted as to be ineffective. 
$-'," 

1-
L de Thit's whisc.:-ch1e prolvides

al 
scorestithaal't fare. rli~ hordered as

li 
tdo !h

th
e relat1.

l
·ve N gree 0 a oc correc on aCl. ty as coop e WJ.. any e ement. 

l';{ 
L Scores v.'d.thin this ordinal scale do not follow nonnal mathmatical r sequence. In mathmatics + is greater than 0 and 0 is greater than -

p' F~ providing for a rank-ordered, highest to lowest, sequence of +, 0, and -. 
\\~~" l~ As it stan~.' the checklist ordinal scale may be confusing. 

'~~-!d By &finition, an ordinal scale does not supply information about the -r eY.act magnitude of the differences between scores. However, the checklist 
'" scale ~asures caIpliance by relative degrees and yet one does have scm: r: c~= interpretation as to the relative size of the difference b'etween scores, 
gi \, 118Ill'!ly, + is full coopliance, - is partial coopliance and 0 is no COOI>liance 
r,,1 iiiIlaking the ~G.ale appear as an ordered-~tric scale. Moreover, ordinal and 
,," ~\.:",ordere~-~1rf2~~FeJ;atior;s do not translate. easily into mathmatica1 ~eratioos n 'sncl_pL'ov:r--de lesl; .~1r.actmg s cores than an lnterval scale. Once agam, 

\ i:4 cautious ~t.e!Opi!L-iiltion of any data collection efforts IIllSt be enployed. 

~';l S «"1)) . d' th .. dards' ch ckl' i., aIe ,e eDY.alts contaJ.ne ~ e Dll.IlllIlLIIl stan e 1.S ts are 
[i worded sucll--as not to provide objective criteria by which to ~asure conpliance r1 wit:.h 1;hat elenent. For exanple, Treat:mmt Programs Standard elem:nt 51 calls 
Ii) for\,rk review specialist to ascertain if the quality of a facilities ' library 

:.:.· .•. -.' .• -•. ·: .• : ... ·:.;i.!'. :l~j!~i;: ::~=~ :~~~f~ap~~:~:~es~~~~~ ~~~u:~~:1~~~ 
~. '. is left to make a stil?jective judgeuent as to whether the quality of selection 

1 ' 
Fi is appropriate. \' 
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Discussion has indicated the sIDstantive nature of the seven minim.m 
standards analyzed to date; facilities trend tCMards inproving coopliance 
scores from year to year; and s~ issues concerning data nethodology. While 
it appears that the lIDIlitoring of local facilitires has inpraved their c~ 
pliance with the mi.n:im.m standards, the Ccmnissi'UIl should examine further 
the data nethodology. 

Data nethodology, concerning the m:nitoring of local correctional facilities' 
coopliance with minimm standards, should be such that the recorded coopliance 
information and rates reveal the sIDstantive nature of the situation under scrutiny 
as fully as possible. Reported stmnary rates of statewide coopliance should 
be cautiously interpreted. Individual facility reported canpliance scores, 
l:eported as a percentage, should include Sate consideration for the relative 
wei~ of eleIlE1ts within a standard. Reported percentages for standards" 
with less than 50 eleIlE1ts should be carefully analyzed. The trichotaoous 
ordinal scale, utilized on the cOOlpliance checklists, ought to follCM normal 
mathmatical sequence and s~ consideration might be given to producing an 
interval level of neasurement for standards' COO1pliance. Measurable" objective 
criteria should be established for those eleIlE1ts that may be deficient of 
such criteria. 

In fulfilling obligations of its legislative mandate, the Coomission 
pranulgates and enforces miniIIm1 standards for local correctional facilities. 
Data nethodology, utilizing in assessing local correctional facilities' c~ 
pliance. with these standards, should be statistically sound in order to produce 
reliable, valid and revealing ~asuren~[lts. 
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