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" purpose of correctional facilities,

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Problem ~

The planning, design and construction of correctional- insti-
tutions occurs in an environment of changing public. K values,
administrations and economies. Each of these factors, in turn,
translates into different realities concerning the¢ intended
"the manner in which they
actually operate and staff- roles in carrying out the correc-
tional task. The history of coxrrectional institution develop-
ment provides ample evidence of various attempts to incorporate
competing correctional needs and philosophies into correctional
de51gn. :

Changing philos¢phies of correctional practice, often
‘influenced by public concerns, have been reflected in the
"Pennsylvania system" of penance in isolation without work, the
Auburn "silent system" of inmate work to support the prison,
the treatment programs of the last three decades, and the
current use of "pod" or cluster designs to increase security,
all with variations based on local priorities. These
correctional philosophies are reflected in the diverse forms of
correctlonal architecture.

Various  institutions proclaimed as the "state-of-the-art" at
the time they opened, later succumbed to problems such as
changing philosophies, crowding, political interference, and
lack of resources to carry out the intended mission. The
outcome of such influences, in many instances, has been a
failure of the institutions to meet operational expectations,
the premature physical deterioration of facilities, frustration
for the staff who run the institutions, and unant1c1pated and
exorbitant malntenance and operating costs.

Despite the existence of over 600 adult long-term correctional
institutions in the cOuntry, with over 150 of these built in
the last ten years, there has been 1little effort to
systematically accumulate, record and disseminate knowledge and

[=)
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experlence in correctional facility planning, design,
construction and operation to improve upon both the process and
the outcome. In the last two years, major building programs
have resulted in the construction of 55 new correctional
facilities throughout the country. An additional 112
institutions or additions to existing facilities are currently
being built or are planned, The issues, . problems and
experience in planning==-in moving fréom a definition of needs,
to concept, to design and construction--still remain to be
systematically addressed and documented.

Research Objecti‘ves ‘

An objective of this project is to document, based on a one-
yvear study of new facility construction in 15 states, attempts
to plan, design and construct correctional institutions in
environments that emphasize different objectives at different
times. The jxreport is intended for wuse by correctional
administrators and managers responsible - for building new
facilities, and as such it explores some of the issues,
problems and trends in correctional facility construction in
order to assist in the development of a greater understanding
of the process and promote productive communication between the
correctional community and the architects, builders and others
who create correctional institutions. With the goal of
deflnlng a planning, design and construction process that will
minimize costs and problems associated with the construction
and operation of new institutions, the report contains:

® a description of the practlces and processes
found for the planning, design and
construction of new correctional facilities;
specific reference is to the interaction of
corrections staff with the representatives of
legislative, executive and administrative
branches of government who play key roles in’
the process;

@ an illustration and discussion of ‘critical

~tasks and decision points in the planning,
design and construction process, as identified
by project participants; these were the points
at which decisions and .activities often were
found to result in planning delays, cost
overruns, or construction of facilities that
failed to meet operational expectations;

e a presentation of methods and practices that
states have found to be useful in building new
facilities;y; this includes recommendations  or
guidelines for coordinating, contrplling and
monitoring planning, design and construction
activities that can lead to more workable,
safe and functional facilities that are less
costly to build and maintain.

Several other issues related te¢ facility planning, design and
construction are included in the repoxrt, such as: consider-
ations in the selection of materials, hardware and egquipment;
the use of prototype designs; considerations in fuse of
prefabrlcated or modular types of construction; and, the use of
standards in design and construction.

Data Collection

Information for the study was obtained through a 1lengthy
mail/telephone survey completed by individuals responsible for
new facilities' construction in 15 states. Using a case study
method, the survey contained questions about budgeted and
actual costs for facility construction and operation; partici-
pants, activities and timeframes in the planning, programming
and design stages of the project; processes for the selection
of the architect/designer and contractors; construction of the
facility; and facility operation since opening. Survey infor-
mation was supplemented by visits to thrc¢e states where Commis-
sion on Accreditation for Corrections project staff toured

recently-opened - institutions and spoke with department of

corrections (DOC) project managers, representatives of state
projects, project architects, contractors and facility opera-
tions staff regarding the plannlng, design, construction and
operation of the facilities.

Findings and Recommendations

The findings of the project focus on the following areas:

® The influence of forces outside the immediate
correctional environment +that impact upon and
often " control correctional facility
construction, and methods for' dealing with
political/ bureaucratic influences.
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® Intornal.systoms and mechanisms for decision-
making, 1nciuding use of existing knowledge and
resources within the department of corrections.

e Planning, design and . construction problems
common to many large construction projects and
those unique to correctional facilities.

® Stfategies for the continuing operation,
maiptononce and support of newly constructed
facilities, and for providing staff support.

® The need .. for follow~up evaluation of

correctional facility construction, and the need
to document and disseminate information. ’

Recommendations are grouped into five major areas:

1. The diffusion of authority and responsibility among govern-

ment agencies, including complex approval processes, turnovers
igf agency persopnel. and failure to establish and maintain
erfective communication between decisionmaking authorities was

identifi : . .
culgzégied as a primaryvfaotor in project delays and diffi-

involves:

) depa?tment of corrections understanding of
aod involvement in the process for control-
ling and administering expenditures of state
funds,_ including assumption by +the chief
exXecutive officer of the DOC responsibility

for mgnaging the politics of new con-
struction;

® provision by the DOC to the aporoori
government authorities timely iggorggézgﬁ
about correctional policy issues and vari-
aoles influencing decisions and ongoing
dialogue to ensure agreed upon resolutions;

° compreheosiva planning that includes cost
calculations for new facility construction
based on a clear definition of facility
needs, operating and life cycle costs; and J

e department of corrections participation in
the selection of professional design services
and. contractors using an established review
process and  selection «criteria based on
qualifications, demonstrated competence and
ability to do the job. ‘

2. The lack of continuity in project planning and
decisionmaking stands out as one of the most critical problems

in correctional facility construction. Over 50 percent of the

jurisdictions studied had two or more administrators during .

project duration. Turnover of project decisionmakers and the
resultant changes in philosophy and mission for the new facili-
ty was the most frequently mentioned impediment to fluid and
consistent project planning.

‘To maintain project'stability and continuity within changing

administrations, and to maintain appropriate liaison with the

' state general services department and other units of government

required for project tracking, management and completion, there

‘must be a project manager and the necessary support staff.

This involves:

® creation of project management units within
the DOCs including establishmént of a perma-
nent staff composed of persons with knowledge/
experience in ‘design and construction tech-
nologies and correctional facility operations
needs; and : e

@ use of established project management tech-
niques, including a standard review sequence
within the department of corrections in
pre-bid, bidding and construction project
stages and provision of adequate job ' site
supervision.

3. A most critical issue during project planning and program
development is the need for involvement of facility staff
members and practitioners in order to identify critical opera-
tional and practical needs of the institution., Department of
corrections project staffs identified as a problem a failure to

think operationally in designing the facility, particularly.

about security and maintenance needs. One-half of the project
managers surveyed who requested assistance from department of
corrections staff reported that they were unable to get help.
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Intgrnal.systeps and mechanisms for decision-
making, 1nc}ud}ng use of existing knowledge and
resources within the department of corrections.

Planning, design and construction problems

e department of corrections participation in
the selection of professional design sexvices
and contractors using an established review
process and selection c¢riteria based on
‘qualifications, - demonstrated competence and

common to many large construction projects and : ili ‘ -5 ' ’
. , ability to do the job.
those unique to correctional facilities, : : YRR R ‘ '

* i:iﬁi:giige .5?; the continuing operation, ' 2. The lack of continuity in project planning and
Facilits nd support of newly constructed ) decisionmaking stands out as one of the most critical problems
‘Llities, and for providing staff support. Dol in correctional facility construction. Over 50 percent of the

e The d ) o jurisdictions studied, had two or more administrators during
need — for  follow-up  evaluation of o project duration. Turnover of project decisionmakers and the

resultant changes in philosophy and mission for the new facili-
A ty was the most frequently mentioned impediment to f£fluid and
C consistent project planning.

correctional facility construction, and the need
to document and disseminate information.

Recommendations are grouped into five major areas: o i o L

. . ; Co To maintain project stability and  continuity within changing

iéntngeit§2251gzmﬁfdégthgflt and regponsibility among govern- S 3 ~ administrations, and to maintain appropriate liaison with the

in acene e;so g ing complex approval processes, turnovers ! state general services department and other units of government

effectivéycékmunﬁnet' and failure. to esta?llsh and maintain required for project tracking, management and completlon,,the;e

tdentificd o cation between d'ecn.s:Lox}makJ.ng. authorities was ‘ Cf must be a project manager and the necessary support staff.

cultiee. a primary facto; +n project delays and diffi- ‘ This involves:

® creation of project management units within
the DOCs including establishmént of a perma-
nent staff composed of persons with knowledge/
experience in design and construction tech-

Plans for new fadility construction and ‘ i i

-Or new : : 1 v operation which require
large_lnltlgl capital expenditures and continued fundinéland
administrative support must be understood and endorsed by those

ggsglvnge decisionmaking authority for the project. This o ‘ nologies and correctional facility operations
: o v ‘ needs; and ’ ; S
e degagtment of corrections understanding of , o ® use of established project management tech-
i? 1nvglvem§n§ in the process for control- o ~ niqueds, including a standard review sequence
P ng and administering expenditures of state : Lok within the department of corrections in
unds, including assumption by the chief , | : - pre-bid, bidding and construction project
executive officer of the DOC responsibility Lo stages and provision of adequate job site
for managing the politics of new con- L supervision. o :
struction; . : g ‘ :
® provision by the DOC to the appropriate ‘ b 3. A most critical issue during project planning and program

development is the need for involvement of facility staff
members and practitioners in order to identify critical opera-
tional and practical needs of the institution. Department of
corrections project staffs identified as a problem a failure to
e comprehens:i o, ) Cod think operationally in designing the facility, - particulgrly
calz S :.51ve planning that includes cost e about security and maintenance needs. One-half of the project
5 Ag ations for new fgc}l}ty construction o managers surveyed who requested assistance frcm department of
ase on a clear definition of facility corrections staff reported that they were unable to get help.
needs, operating and life eycle costs; and g - : ’ '

government authorities timely information:
~about correctional policy issues and vari-
a@les influencing decisions and ongoing
dialogue to ensure agreed upon resolutions;
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Ensuring use of in—house'knowlédge and experi iti
] . ; , | . rience
the project involves: . : P - critical to

[} Providing the time and encouragement for the
1nvque@ent of correctional staffs in new
f§01}1t1es' planning, which may entail estab-
lishing task forces of correctional facility
staffs to contribute to programming and design
plans; and A

e developing formal information exchange chan~
gels.and a system for documenting and retriev-~
ing information about new facility operation
based on the experience of line staffs.

4. Many of the problems in facility operation can

1n§t1tqtiona1 use and operation aigéefint from theégugéggzdfgi
which it was o;lginally designed. 1n the facilities studied
many of the design problems associated with layout, adjacencies
gnd space allocations frequently arose from having to deal with
inmate population characteristics, crowding and staffing
arrangements unplanned for at the time of design. These
problems spould have been addressed in the architectural
program, Vh1c§ tells the designer exactly what is expected of
the fa0111Fy_1p functional and. operational terms. Two-thirds
of the facilities surveyed had insufficient numbers of skilled
staff and lacked a budget sufficient to maintain the physical
glan? ang operate the. facility as intended. One-half of the
1ns?1tutlons ag the time of the survey were filled beyond their
designed capacity; one-third of the survey respondents felt
that the 1n§t%tution was- housing an offender population type
that the facility had not been designed and equipped to handle.

Once completed, the facility must be maintai
. intained and
to operate as intended. This involves: - supported

e gstablishing administrative policy and operat-
ing procedures consistent with the design

p@ilgsophy‘of_the facility and its intended
. mission; .

® ensuring'aq adequate operating budget to staff
~the facility as planned, with particular
attention to the resources necessary to
maintain the physical plant and equipment; and

R R TG < e

e training staff in facility operation and
maintenance at the facility prior to moving
inmates into the institution; :

5. There is a need to evaluate what has been done in an
attempt to build on past experience rather than continue to
repeat past errors. This entails a post-occupancy evaluation

for every facility built and a national program of post-

occupancy -evalvation of -new prison construction to compare

‘exXperience across jurisdictions and preserve vital information

on the planning, design, construction and use of correctional
facilities. The evaluation program would address:

e security hardware, equipment, systems and
building materials, including such factors as
initial «cost; durability, and maintenance
demands and costs; the goal is to develop
standardized definitions related to explicit
performance capabilities of materials;

e design features in terms of flexibility,
security, effect on staffing patterns, staff
and inmate safety, and space use;

@ energy consumption, including heating, ven-
tilation and air conditioning systems.

Conclusions

A truly functional facility should achieve the following: @&
greater sense of safety for staff and inmates, less destructive
(or "normalized") inmate behavior, minimal staff turnover
through greater worker satisfaction, and a more humane and
positive environment based on the implementation of design
concepts consistent with the standards of good practice of the
field. If accomplishing this goal, problems of detail should
not be allowed to overshadow the positive features of a good
design. Staff may have to learn to live with designs, havdware
and equipment which create a more humane environment yet
present more difficulty in their operation and maintenance,
provided they do not create security problems. In this sense
it is vital that operations and maintenance staff are trained
in and understand the new responsibilities being given them in
the operation of a new facility, and that resources be devoted
to this aspect of facility design and construction. :



Corrections professionals have i i
: ) . good intentions for the
effective planning, design and construction of functional

correctional facilities. However, the profession lacks many of |

the essential elements of the i

_ ess : planning process: better
deflnlt}on of goals, improved communication among planners
correctional administrators and architects, and continuity of
oversight throughout the planning, design and. construction

- process. Many of the difficulties encountered in i
oces . planning for
building and operating new correctional institutions éin bé,

traced back to decisionmaking and planning processes in which
departments of corrections have. had 1limited influence and
input. Many of the¢ restrictions or impediments to successful
department of corrections involvement can be linked to the
structure and mechanisms for controlling and administerin

state funds, the pgiitical environment in which such activitieg
occur, pressures common to the criminal justice system, and a
failure on the part of the departments of corrections to’commit

process of building facilities for their own use
iti .« As these
problems are addressed, lmprovements should be possible in

construction of correctional facilities i i
needs of the users. ' which will meet the

ety

Chapter 1
~ INTRODUCTION

After one of the most extensive studies of correctional facili-
ties construction and operation in the United States, the
Naticnal Clearinghouse on Criminal Justice Planning and Archi-
tecture found that, "differences between concepts of operation
upon which a facility is designed and the concepts of operation
upon which it is run can lead to significant functional break-
downs and serious damage to the building."(l) In tracing the
history of prison design and construction, Johnston clearly
illustrates the manner in which society's attitude toward crime
and punishment has influenced the design of prisons. (2) He
points out that, as the size of prisons has increased and
programming options for residents have grown to entail more
than work or ccnfinement in cells, there has evolved a need for
more sophisticated designs that can cope with complicated and
increased movement of inmates within the institution. In his
review of prison architecture, Johnston provides insight as to
the inappropriateness of facilities designed and built to
accommodate treatment philosophies and practices of one era
when called on to support, let alone complement, programs based
upon different theses of another era. Conklin echoes these
observations in referring to the majority of justice facilities
in use today as inflexible and ill suited to accommodate
contemporary penal philosophy and function. (3)

Prison design has always been in a state of change. Correc-
tional architecture is well illustrated by the various insti-
tutions proclaimed as "state-of-the-art" facilities at the time
they opened, which later succumbed to problems such as compet-
ing philosophies, crowding, political interference, and lack of
resources to -carry out the intended mission. Such model
programs include the Walnut Street Jail in Philadelphia and the
New York City House of Detention which was opened in 1935 and
cited as the model for the nation. It was known as the "Tombs"
at the time of its closing in 1975 and is now being completely
renovated to become a "new generation" jail.
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The history of correctional institution development provides
ample evidence of various attempts to incorporate competing
correctional needs and philosophies into institutional désign.
The life span of an institution is frequently given as 30
years, yet almost one-fifth of the correctional institutions.in
use today were built before 1925. The historical shift from
security to emphasis on programs of. rehabilitation that began
in the 1940's has caused problems in the use of these facili-
ties. :

Participation in programs reduced the isolation of prisoners
from one another and from staff, increased inmate mobility and
placed new demands on supervision and control. New prison
designs were developed to cope with treatment programs and
related organizational and staffing needs. Recent trends have
created a different set of problems as facilities designed for
rehabilitation have been required to shift to an emphasis on
security. As a consequence, some institutions are again
operating contrary to their design philosophy, with the focus
on control of inmate activity and decentralized services and
programs for small groups of inmates. Diversion programs,
coupled with increased use of the least restrictive sanctions
for less serious offenders and longer sentences for serious
offenders have increased the number of serious offenders in
prison populations. Dealing with this more serious, longer
term group of inmates has increased the problems of treatment
and control. Attempting to manage such a population in an
institution that is inappropriate in design has caused serious
security and management problems. The need for careful
plannlng in order to meet changing needs and competlng
philosophies of treatment and security for such populations is
a critical problem in all areas of corrections.

An objective of this.study was to document the planning, design
and construction process for new institutions in 15 states.
The recommendations made are intended to assist in the
development of a greater understanding of the process and to
promote productive communication between the correctional
cecmmunity and the architects, builders, and others who create
correctional institutions. o

1.0 ExperienCe in Design and Construction

Despite the existence of over 600 adult long-term correctional
ingtitutions, with over 150 of these built in the last ten
years, there has been little effort to accumulate,
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record and disseminate knowledge and experience in correctional
facility planning, design and construction.(4) In the 1970's
the National Clearinghouse on Criminhal Justice Planning and
Architecture (NCCJPA) conducted the most comprehensive work on
this topic to date, developing information and guidelines for
correctional facility architecture. The Clearinghouse, under
the auspices of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration,
introduced the "advanced practices" model for institutionms,
advocating a "normalized" 1living environment for inmates. (5)
Over ten yvears have passed with no systematic evaluation of
these institutions and the process for their planning and
construction. The issues, problems and experiences in moving
from a definition of needs, to concept, to design and
construction, as well as operational problems, have not been
systematically addressed and documented.

During this same period, Nagel and Johnston reported on a study
of the correctional institution and prison architecture after
touring 100 institutions across the' country. (6) While the
research did result in a number of recommendations for prison
construction, Nagel's conclusion was somewhat disheartening:

When we first started this study we had in mind
producing a very precise guidebook for archi-
tects ... If we could, in our book describe the
better jails, prisons, and training schools that
we saw, we could then help correctional people
and architects replicate that which is good and
avoid that which is not good ... This we have
not done for two reasons.

Such handbooks tend to freeze architectural and
correctional concepts. ... But the urbanization
of the nation, the explosion of behavioral
knowledge, the evolving drug culture, the
politicizing of our prison population, the new
consciousness about legal and civil rights, and
many other dramatic changes all have produced a
new set of correctional problems and concepts ‘to
which even the new institutions are ill equipped
to handle ...
We did not produce a new handbook of contempo-
rary correctional design for a second reason.
Most of the institutions which we visited have
seemed to us to be grossly ineffective, grossly
dehumanizing, and grossly' mvsleadlng‘ in their

,,4
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appearences. We conclude that they are mostly
failures--programmatically and architecturally. .

.. We have no desire, therefore, to contribute
to their replication. (7) ‘

Aside from such efforts, few resources have been available to
assist in the planning, design and construction of new correc-
tional facilities. A number of recent events, however, have
sparked renewed study of prison construction in the United
States.

The early 1980's have witnessed epidemic prison overcrowding in
the wake of an offender incarceration rate unprecedented
in correctional history. In 1982 approximately three-fourths
of the states showed deficits in bed space compared to rated
capacities, with an average of 15 percent fewer beds  than
prisoners.(9) With a swing toward tougher  public attitudes
about crime and limited use of community treatment
alternatives, many states have adopted more stringent
sentencing practices, . and several have abolished
parole. These occurrences may further increase the number of

incarcerated offenders.

Court intervention into correctional practices has resulted in
challenges to conditions of confinement as measured against
constitutional minima.(1l1l) Currently 30 states and the
District of Columbia are under court order +o improve
conditions in correctional facilities. (12) While judicial
directives do not provide blueprints for prison construction,
their demands can be translated into requirements for
institutional design, construction and operation. (13)
\

For many of the reasons cited in the§’Abt report, American
Prisons and Jails, prlson populations are increasing at a rapid
rate, having doubled in the years from 1971 to 1982, ' The study
of conditions and costs of confinement indicates that 52,843
new beds were planned for federal and state systems between
March 31, 1978, and December 31, 1982. The repcrt shows capi-
tal outlays for federal, state, and local correctional facili-
ties of $416 million dollars for fiscal 1977. According to the
report, estimated capital outlays for federal and state prison
construction, renovation, or acquisition between March 31,
1978, and December 31, 1982, range from a low of $692.1 million
to a high of $1,593.3 million, with a middle estimate of
$1,393.8 million. Jail construction figures are equally
dramatic. (14) '
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The Criminal Justice Institute, based. on gquestionnaire re-
sponses from directors of corrections for 1981, reports that 26
new facilities were opened in 21 states in 1981 along with one
new federal facility. The total construction cost is reported
as $348 million dollars for 25 of these institutions, an
average cost per institution of just under $14 million. The
total costs appear to exceed the national estimates. .In the 27
new facilities 11,033 beds were built, at an average cost of

'$32,494; 9,607 beds were added through additions or renovations

to existing facilities at an average cost of $10,807 per bed.
A total of 20,640 beds were added to existing correctional Led
space in 1981. (15)

The pace has not slowed. At the start of 1982, prison con-
struction estimated to require $1.5 billion dollars in funding -

was under consideration or slated for consideration by state
legislatures. (16) A 1982 Gallup Poll indicated that the
public, by a 2 to 1 margin believes their own states need more
prisons and are willing to pay more taxes to get them.(17) In
California seven new "prison complexes" are planned, including
a major expansion of community facilities at an estimated cost
of $945 million dollars. Voters approved $425 million in new
prison construction bonds in June of 1582, which will provide
about half the funds needed. (18) Projections are based on the
1983 Facilities Master Plan, which indicates more of the same:

Even this mammoth program will not really ease
prison overcrowding, the plan warns, but merely
enable the Department to "keep pace". Conserva-
tive population projections predict that the
prison population will nearly double in the next
five years. (19)

New York State defeated a $500 million bond initiative for
prison construction in 1982. But the .urgency of increased
population pressures has led to expansion and additional
capital expenditures:

Governor Mario Cuomo...is proposing to f£find
nearly 7,000 new cells over the next three years

in order to close down prisons at two locations

‘and reduce crowding at others. Population in .
the state's nearly 40 prisons has been running

at 1ll2% of capacity this winter...The three-

year plan, which will cost between $200 and $300
million, is to be financed in part by the sale

of bonds by the state's Urban Development Corpo-
ration. [The governor's 1983-84 budget] request

13



includes $66.7 million for new capital projects,
...an additional $3.6 million  in new appro-
priations to supplement the cost of expansion
progects already under way and $22.1 million for
repairs and renovatlons at existing prisons. (20)

Fiscal ‘support for the constructlon of correctional facilities
was recommended by the United States Attorney General's Task
Force on Violent Crime in 1981. However, it is difficult to
predict what will happen with recommendations of this type.

Several organizations are now responding to the need for infor-
mation to assist in the construction of new facilities. The
American Correctional Association, 'with the National Institute
of Corrections. developed design criteria for correctional
facilities. (23) Also, a complementary monograph series on
- correctional facility design has been prepared by the NIC.
Training programs for correctional staffs responsible for new
facilities construction have been developed and implemented at
the National Corrections Academy, sponsored by - the National
Institute of Corrections. The Committee on Architecture for
Justice of the American Institute of Architects, initiated in
1972, has grown in membership and continues to work for the
development of standards, research programs and policy f£for
prison and local detention facility .construction. (24)

1.1 Research Objéctives

This report presents the results of a one-year study of the
planning, design and construction process for a limited number
of adult correctional institutions. The publication 1is in-~
tended for use by correctional administrators and managers
responsible fcr building new facilities, and as such it ex-
plores the issues, problems and trends in correctional facility
construction. With the goal of deflning a planning, design and
construction process that will minimize costs and problems
associated with the construction and operation cf new insti-
tutions, the report contains: :

e a description of existing practices and
processes - for the planning, design and
construction of new correctional facilities;

® a descrlptlon of the interaction between
representatives of ~departments of
corrections' and legislative, executive and
administrative branches of the government
that play key roles in the process;
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@ illustrations and discussion of' critical
tasks and decision points in the planning,
design and construction process where
decisions and activities were found to
result in planning delays, cost overruns, or
construction of facilities that fail to meet
operational expectations;

® a description of methods and practices that
states have found to be useful in building
new facilities, including recommendations
for coordinating, controlling and monitoring
planning, design “and construction
activities.

A number of related topics are addressed, such as issues to
cvns1der in selection of materials, hardware and equipment,
1ncludlng securlty components, the use of prototype designs,
considerations in use of prefabricated or modular types of

‘construction, and the use of standards in design and

construction.

This is not a planning document. The steps involved in plan-
ning and programming, design techniques and construction
methods are well documented in other sources, which will be
referenced where applicable. All too often, faith has been

"placed in recipes or models with the expectation of an assured

outcome without full consideration of external issues and
situational- realities., It is these dynamics--the human and
political factors, the competing philosophies, and the design
trends as they relate to correctional thinking--that will be
examined and reviewed in this report. The goal is the develop-
ment of a common ground on which both corrections and architec-
ture can meet and communlcate, to the benefit of both.

1.2 Data Collection: Description of Facilities and Programs Studied

Information for the study was obtained through a lengthy
mail/telephone survey completed by individuals responsible for
new facilities' construction in 15 states. Survey information
was supplemented by visits to three states where Commission on
Accreditation for Corrections project staff toured recently-
opened institutions and spoke with department of corrections
(DOC) project managers, representatives of state agencies
involved in the administration of correctional building pro-
jects, project architects, contractors and facility operations
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staff regarding the planning, design, construction and opera-
tion of the facility. (Additional information on data col-
lection and research methodology can be found in Appendix A of
the report). , :

All of the facilities described in the survey were occupied
after 1977, most having been opened in 1981. in terms of
operating mission, designed capacities, physical plant and
staff complements, facilities surveyed were quite diverse.
Many of the institutions repdrted the capability to house
inmates of all security levels, containing a mix of rooms/cells
designed for maximum, medium and minimum security inmates, with
a few facilities having dormitories. Reported designed capaci-
ties ranged from 180 to 1,335 inmates (the latter, a facility
with several satellite units). One-half of the facilities
surveyed were designed to house fewer than 500 residents.
Slightly over one-~half of the respondents indicated that the
institution was filled beyond its designed capacity, and others
foresaw increasing resident populations that would exceed the
rated capacity.

An overall look at the surveyed institutions reveals the
largest group of respondents describing a facility exhibiting
characteristics common to the "advanced practices" model.
These facilities are characterized by cluster housing units or
modules with accessible dayroom space; use of doors, windows
and walls (versus bars) representing attempts to provide a
"normalized" environment; single room occupancy - (although
one-third of the facilities had begun to double bunk in the

‘rooms), with most rooms providing 70-80 square feet of floor-

space. Reported gross square feet of space per inmate ranged
from 352 to 833. Three-quarters of the institutions considered
the American Correctional Association (ACA/CAC) standards in
their design. As previously noted, in terms of mission, use
and physical plant, the facilities surveyed varied considerably
to include a high-security or special offender unit, a
renovated mental health facility and two diagnostic=reception
units. About one-half of the institutions included medical/
hospital units.

Costs for construction (or in one case, renovation) of the
facilities ranged from three and one-half million to thirty-one
million dollars. The cost differential in most cases was
explained by factors such  as facility size, security level,
hardware needs, and special units or design characteristics.
In half of the surveys, reported final costs exceeded the
initial budget allocation for construction..
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The average length of time reported from the start qf planning
until occupation of the facilities was four to five years,
excluding those cases where the length of plannlng.p§ase§ was
reduced by use of existing prototype plans and specifications,
or fairly extensive system master plans. In.general, one-half
of the project duration was spent in planning and the other
half in construction.

Most respondent states had units within the departmept§ 'of
corrections that had responsibility for managing fagllltles
construction projects. Generally found within offices of
capital programs, facilities services, planning or operations
and administered at the deputy director level in the DOC, the
divisions were usually comprised of three to ten upeop}e.
Staffing included individuals with backgrounds in engineering
and a staff member familiar with operations of the state
corrections system and its individual facilities. Some of Fhe
units also supported an architect. For' new - construction
projects, these staff worked closely with s@ate agency
representatives (the department of general. services, s?ate
building commission, capital development.unlt, etc.) project
architects, and other DOC staff. In addition to ngy.fq0111t1es
construction, the units wusually had respon51b1{1qY_ for
maintenance, repair and renovation of existing DOC facilities.

Of considerable significance was the finding that in most of
the DOC's studied, these units did not exist at the tlme.the
facilities discussed in the survey were planned and built.
Many of the difficulties described bx respondents were
recognized and dealt with through the creation of them. In most
cases these units were making good progress in the planning for
new facilities and renovations and in the tracking and
coordination of current construction.

1.3 Organization of the Report

The organization of the report, for the most part, will follow
the flow chart of steps in the planning, design and construc-
tion process for new institutions, illustrated in Figure 1.1.
The model is intended to establish a common reference point for
discussion; it assumes that the decision to build has glready
been made and does not suggest that the process always does or
‘'should occur as illustrated. Chapter 2 describes.proce§ses.for
new facility planning and decisionmaking, .lncludlnq the
facility programand special issues such as architect/engineer
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‘Figure 1.1 Planning, Design and Construction Flow Chart
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selection, facility site selection, staffing for‘the institu-
tion and cost and funding considerations. Chapter 3 -addresses
facility design and hardware selection concerns. Contract
administration and construction are discussed in Ch_agter 4,
Considerations in opening and maintaining the new f§0111ty.are
presented in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 considers .spec1a1 topics,
including prototype designs and modular/prefabricated units.
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Chapter 2
PLANNING AND DECISIONMAKING IN FACILITY CONSTRUCTION

The planning, design and construction of a correctional insti-
tution which will be in use for 30 to' 100.years requires a
sound planning and decisionmaking process. It cannot be done

"on a part-time or intermittent basis. or by people unfamiliar

with the operation of correctional institutions. To the extent
possible it  must .be free of ©political “influence and
bureaucratic -gamesmanship. Cost cutting at the expense of
future operational concerns, siting tug-of-wars and rejection
of humane design features that may appear as frills have all
posed impediments to good prison planning and construction.

Problems and major delays due to these problems have resulted

in considerable dollar 1losses and -in both  frustration and
demoralization for those who must operate substandard or
nonfunctional facilities. , . o

W,
N

Good planning and decisionmaking does not gudarantee success in
the design and construction of new facilities or the renovation
of existing ones; however, it can increase the chances of
building functional institutions.* Failures in planning and
decisionmaking are related to the fact that there is no perfect
design, model or prototype facility. There are also limits to
the ability to amicably or successfully resolve competing
objectives without compromise. And often the attempt to meet
competing objectlves through sound planning and decisionmaking
processes is thwarted by political or bureaucratic influences
beyond the control of the participants. :

*A functional facility operates consistent w1th its
missxon statement and provides the following: a greater sense
of safety for staff and inmates, less destructive (or "nor-
malized") inmate behavior, minimal staff turnover through
greater worker satisfaction, a physical plant which operates
efficiently with minimal maintenance problems, and a more
humane and positive environment based on the implementation of

design concepts consistent-with the standards of good practice

of the field. . v o L g

Y
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2.0 The Politics of New Construction

The diffusion of power and responsibility among government
agencies, including complex approval processes and turnovers in
agency personnel, have often contributed to costly project
delays. (1) One of the most difficult problems encountered in
the course of the study was the effect of the political process
on the planning, desigrn and construction of correctional
institutions. As a part of the executive branch of government,
the department of corrections must work through the governor
and the governor's staff to present acceptable programs to the
legislature. Without the understanding: and support of the
legislature, programs will not be funded. A common complaint
of legislators is that their concerns are not addressed by
department of corrections officials.

There is a critical need for correctional officials and staff
considering new construction to understand the working steps in
government-~-the legislative' process, the system for approval
of expenditures, and the avenues of approach to the governor or
staff, local citizen's groups, and others who influence the
governmental process. An understanding of the process is of
special importance during the initial approval and funding
stages to ensure adequate funds for construction and for
continued staffing, operation and maintenance of the
institution. Such support is also vital to endorsement of the
design and operating philosophy, and for support during site
selection,; selection of professional services, bidding on
construction, and in implementing opening and start-up plans.

The construction of new facilities is a particularly sensitive
issue due to the large initial expenditures involved and the
public reaction to the location of these facilities. For these
reasons department of corrections leadership must be in a
position to evaluate 1legislative and public concerns and
propose solutions that will meet a wide range of needs. In a
public climate stressing offender punishment, for example,
corrections officials must emphasize public safety and deempha-
size offender rehabilitation while continuing to provide basic
programs, such as work and education.

In one jurisdiction included in the study, an administrator who

had been with the department of corrections for several years

spoke candidly about past failures in working with executive
and legislative branches of government. In the mid-1970's
several facilities had been constructed based on a prototype
design for minimum to medium security units that emphasized
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treatment and rehabilitation programs. The planning for the
facilities had been done without consultation with appropriate
representatives of the executive or legislative branches of
government. The plan was presented to the public without full
support of key state fiscal and personnel officials, nor the
leadership of legislative committees. Thus, while planning for
the new correctional facilities was not integrated with other
state planning, department of corrections officials proceeded
with the project based on three assumptions: that the
treatment philosophy which was in place at the time of the
prototype design (mid-1970's) would not change; that the
facilities would be . located in urban areas to allow hiring of
needed educational/vocational staff; and that the treatment
plan would be adopted in all its particulars. The architect,
following the guidelines of the treatment concept, developed
the prototype institution.

At this time only one of the facilities operates as intended.
All but one of the facilities are located in rural settings,
and the one placed in an wurban area is being used as a
reception/classification  center. Also, as the public/
legislative climate changed to emphasize greater security, the
facilities were found wanting. The program and design concept

‘used in building the facilities now requires greater staffing

than originally budgeted. Increased security levels have been
difficult to achieve due to budget restrictions, and programs
have been difficult to implement due to the rural settings of
the facilities. It is now recognized that the facilities were
designed for too singular a purpose and that the treatment plan
should not have preceded both security considerations and the
politics of site selection. Neither the goals of the
department nor the legislature have been met.

In the state in question, the current corrections plan does
involve key executive and legislative representatives. It is
being presented informally to these persons prior to public
discussion. As part of the process the governor has been urged
to state a:public corrections policy consistent with the new
plan. Most important, however, has been the desire and ability
of corrections staff to "test" the plan and present alterna-
tives to it. This is particularly important with respect to
costs. For example, the new plan presents the cost differen-
tials between prefabricated modular construction and
traditional cast-=in-place concrete construction for a medium
security facility. (See ~fhe discussion of modular units in
Chapter 6.) The new plan also addresses the need for
flex1b111ty in meeting security needs across the system. The
experience in building the prototype minimum-medium facilities
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has, therefore, led to an understanding of the political

structure and resulted in a pattern of new facility';

constrgction that will meet a,variety of correctional needs.

Based on this type of experience, suggestions for working
within the political environment entail providing government
gfficials with timely information about correctional policy
issues and variables. Plans that require funding and continued
support should present well thought=-out options backed by
recommendations that support department of corrections'
preferences. Failure to do so has invariably 1led to
difficulties down +the road, particularly in obtaining the
support and resources required to open and operate facilities
as planneﬁ. Responsibility for managing the politics of new
construction rests with the chief executive officer of the
department of corrections.

2.1 The Decisionmaking and Management Proéess

The lack of continuity in project planning and decisionmaking
stands out as one of the most critical problems in correctional
facility construction. Specifically, this 1is related to
changes 1in philosophy, project plans and design by key
decisionmakers and the turnover of project administrators,
usually the director of the department of corrections. The
resulting failure to proceed with projects as planned has
resulted in elevated project costs, extended schedules, and the
use and operation of facilities in ways which differ consider-
ably from the original intent.

The average tenure of wunder two years for department of

corrections' administrators, leading to the high turnover of
project decisionmakers, and the resulting changes in philosophy
and mlssiqn for the new facility rank highest among problems in
the planning, design and construction of correctional institu-
tions. (2, 3) The extension of project timelines for planning,

delays in obtaining approvals, and the inability to f£find
_someone to make project decisions have been linked to

decisionmaker turnover. The most costly design changes clearly
reveal changes in philosophy and the function of the facility
and are often preceded by a change in the department of cor-
rections administrator.
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In order to maintain project continuity, the project manager
should not be affected by changes in department administrators.

Tt is essential that the project manager have the appropriate

authority and responsibility to provide the necessary
continuity during adminstrative changes. The manager must
provide the new administrator with the history of the planning,
and provide advice and counsel concerning the problems and
solutions to the construction as it has been experienced.
The manager is the vital link between changing administrations,
and the knowledge and experience. gained are invaluable in
making certain that the prior planning, and current experiences
and knowledge, are used to see that prior planning and current
experience are not not lost, and that the construction is not
delayed. :

The role of project manager may be delegated by the director of
the department of corrections to a qualified individual, or if
the project is managed by a state administrative agency
(department of general services, capital development board,
etc.) the responsibility may rest with an individual who deals
with correctional construction projects. The outcome of
correctional facility construction projects illustrates how
planning and design decisions necessary to the creation of a
functional facility have not been made by the persons who will
have to live with and work in correctional. institutions. When
consultation with experienced  personnel does occur,
communication of information to the programmer/ designer is

often hampered by poorly defined channels of communication or

by lack of timely and consistent decisionmaking. For this
reason, it is suggested that a project manager be located in
the department of corrections to maintain appropriate liaison
with the state general services department and other units of
government required for project completion. When project
management occurs outside of the department, a strong liaison
must be maintained. '

A related concern involves project planning and design stages
in which the: knowledge and experience of correctional facility
staff may be used minimally or not at all. 1In particular, when
planning and design call for a thorough analysis of facility
operations, those who work in institutions can be a valuable
resource for obtaining information on problems and successful
applications in facility design that influence day-to-day
operations. For example, security staff can make significant
contributions to design where it may:.affect lines of sight,
population traffic control, control room equipment use and
placement, and elimination of dead space. Security staff and
maintenance personnel will be acutely aware of details, such as
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the placement of fire alarms and thermdstat controls, or the
use of particular locking systems, door handles and lighting

fixtures in terms of maintenance, complexity of operations and

vulnerability to inmate tampering. The need to consult
facility staffs in institutional planning and to ensure
communication of their concerns to the designer was a recurring

theme in the study and will be emphasized throughout the

report.

Many states have made considerable progress in stabilizing
project administration and decisionmaking through the creation
of "project management units" within the departments of correc-
tion. This has involved establishment of a permanent staff
knowledgeable about operating channels and capable of keeping
records on new construction, renovation and repairs to all
facilities in the system. These units have been shown to
provide continuity in project decisionmaking, improve coordina-

tion with others working on the project, allow input from

corrections practitioners and represent the interests and
experience of the department of corrections to all project
principals. ‘ :

These multi-disciplinary units should be staffed by individuals
with experience in construction contract administration,
architectural or engineering backgrounds and a knowledge of the
operations and maintenance requirements of correctional
facilities. The size of the unit should be allowed to
fluctuate depending on the size of the building program at a
given time. For large departments with continuing construction
needs, or for periods of maximum construction in small

-departments, the following staff are recommended, at a minimum:

an architect, - engineers, to include electrical, mechanical,
structural, and civil engineering specialities, an individual
with construction experience and/or project management skills,
and a department of corrections administrator/practitioner.
Additional services will also be required from individuals with
expertise in budget/fiscal matters, personnel, and security
requirements. Correctional staff with experience in facility
operations can be part of the unit or incorporated into the
unit as a "team" when needed. The temporary use of personnel
is most important in specialty areas such as medical services,
education, industries, and food service; due to the importance
of security operations, the long-term use of a person with such
expertise is preferable.
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Recommendations for stabilizing decisionmaking and project

management include:

ll

From the start of the project, the Xkey
decisionmaker or project administrator is
known to staff and principals involved in
the planning, design, and construction for
the new facility. The project administra-
tor is - the director of the wuser agency--
the department of corrections--or an
individual with the authority to make
final decisions {(e.g., mission statement,
funding commitments, staff assignments,
etc.) for the DOC concerning the project.

The project administrator initiates and
maintains contact with key government
officials to obtain support for project
goals and activities.

Through continuous involvement in planning
for the project, the project administrator
ensures that planning and objectives for
the facility are consistent with the
philosophy and goals of the corrections

- system of which it is a part.

The project administrator participates in
planning and budget preparation to ensure
availability of staff and resources to
support  the continued - operation and
maintenance of the completed facility.

The project administrator or qualified
designee has final approval power over
project plans and ensuing project work,
after consultation with the owner and/or
appropriate funding officials and project
staff. :

The project administrator appoints or con-

‘racts with a full-time project manager who
- has specialized knowledge or experience in
managing - . the correctional facility

planning, design and construction process;
this person has access to staff or con-
sultants familiar with the following:
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® project management skills and
techniques;

® organization of the owner and user
~agencies; - C

e budget preparation and maintenance;

'ovstaffing, operating and maintenance

requirements of a correctional'facility;

° eonstruction contracting, bidding and
" negotiations; IR

‘o architectural_programming;

‘@ correctional facility construction; and

® architecture/engineering.

Selection criteria for the project manager
includes consideration of the individual's
commitment to remain with the project for
its duration (approximately 5 years).

The projeet manager, staff and principals
develop and maintain a written.p;an that
is approved by  the project administrator
which: '

° delineates project staff and principals;

@ designates roles/tasks to be performed

by each; ; : ' :

e contains a task/time schedule; and

e includes an organizational chart that
clearly establishes communication
channels.

The project manager is authorized to make

-decisions in the absence of the project

administrator, - consistent with ' project

plans.

~ The pfojeet manager possesses and imple-

ments management skills and knowledge of

techniques for planning, controlling andﬁ

scheduling project activities:
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2.2 The Planning Process

In this

; ‘ report planning Eefers te. all aCtivities that occur
~following the decision- o .build thro
construction documents.

® Maintains channels of communication
between project staff and principals,
assuring at all times that principals

are informed of department of correc-

tions needs and decisions.

® Coordinates project activities and
schedules and conducts meetings on a
weekly, monthly, or as needed basis,
with project staff and principals.
Written minutes of project meetings
that reflect decisions about project
work are kept by the project manager

and made available to project
principals. SR
® Organizes and coordinates facility

personnel to participate in the formu-
lation of the architectural program and
design, selection of hardware and
equipment, and development of policy,
procedure and programs  for the
facility. Facility staff members, such
as the facility administrator, chief of
institutional - security, maintenance

-involved in facility -design and
programming. 1 : . S
® Attends to the schedule of activities
to assure timely delivery of  products
-for - which the owner/user is given
responsibility in the contract and
supplementary agreements. : ‘

® Monitors and controls budget expendi-
tures., : ,

- The “department of corrections assures con-

tinuing training of replacement staff for
the project management unit. : S

3

supervisor and program directors are-

-ough ' the ~-completion of
Several basic elements of the_planning



process will be discussed in this chapter: the use of studies
and information defining needs of the correctional systenm and
the new facility; the ' preliminary budget request or scope
statement; and the architectural program. . Design issues are
addressed in the following chapter. It is not suggested that
Planning always follows this sequence, although these divisions
of activity represent tasks that incorporate increasing detail
in establishing facility needs and the response to them.
Included in the‘'discussion of the planning process and respon-
sibilities of those involved, several ‘issues will be raised in
examining planning for new facilities: S

® " The process and problems in cost estimating,
7 vobtaining project funds and budget control;

® Consideration of facility costs and’staffing
in planning for the new facility;

® Siting for the new facility; ahd

® Selection of professional design services.

For reasons that have been stated in relation to the decision-
making process, planning for a new correctional facility often
exceeds several years time. Poor planning can cause delays
that extend project  ‘schedules, prematurely exhaust budgets,
cause confusion about institutional mission and result in a
facility designed to meet needs defined five or more years
before its completion. The average length of time given for the
planning phase of projects studied was two to three years, with
a range of'ten months to four years. Planning time was short-
est when plans and specifications were based on a model or
prototypexand“Whenuexisting master plans or systems studies
defined needs and expectations for the new facility. “

Ideally, facility planning begins with the use of studies or
plans that address the needs of the correctional system.
Sometimes the basis for new facility planning is part of state
systems stﬁdies,orfmaster'plans;"but often the need for an
institution is established with the ‘governor or legislature
solely through use of population projections that fail to
consider alternatives, or the relationship of the proposed
institution to a carefully thought out plan that considers the
total system. Proposals for new construction often have not
included feasibility studies that contain analysis of 1life
cycle costs or expectations for future use of the institution.

Rather, factors: such’ as - political. considerations, economic

limits and -perceptions of public opinion may be the key
determinants in prison planning. The description. of proposals
to build a new institution in Maryland, illustrated in_the.
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icles contained in Appendix B gaptures _ 8
;i:éning that relies primarily on llm;tqd population studies,
political considerations and public reaction.

i state master plan may not necesa_-,arlly be required,
gziii ?ngi;;ation on c%rrect@onal pppulatlops, future ?izggf
and alternatives must be considered in plgnplng forlgew lor -
tutions. Specific planning ,fof::fatnew hfie::chllf:g :;xo:he éggisgon

i rmation from those efforts w

igtgu;fg? Data should be current and plqps must be endorsggcgy
those that have decisionmaking authorlty. for Tﬁfeb Pgogiveé
Presumably the type of instituthn to be.bul%t w; e Zrated
from these types of data. Such 1qform§t19n is often %?n ated
by a research and development unit w1th1r} the de;_aarfmen - O
corrections or by independent consultants proughp 1%. %r nis
purpose. It freguently occurs that Fhe basic ratlonﬁ e eram-
facility is lost inktransmittal.of information to the pr?gsion
mer and/or designer, contributing considerably to con

‘about the mission of the institution or duplication of efforts.

‘ inui ication in institutional
The need for continuity and communication in ins L
planning starts from day one, particularly in bringing depart
mental expertise to the process. :

2.2.1 Cost Estimating and the Funding Process

verruns - and cost constraints are major problems in
Sgigeczional facility construction, and are usual%g due ;g
inaccurate cost estimates.(5) The correctional tg anne:'cess
placed at a disadvantage at the .beglnnlng of the dpr ess
‘because all too often the qugstlon of cost prece es'th~a
qﬁestidn of need. "Although it is reasonable to beglntwl 2
general figure of projectig cost %?if ggsziii Egthﬁiirlgnhew
money is available or wha it wil X W
?g:tfgﬁﬁgon, t{e arbitrary constra@nts imposed by a 'bgll.giiﬁ
figure should not ‘be the contrall}ng~fact9rs at‘thiikﬁg} Whag
of the planning process. The‘b591c;questlons shoul kghds at
is needed? What purpose(s) will. it serve? . What kinds

programs and security regquirements should be addressed? Cost-

. . he
i1 factor that needs to be examined at each.sFep in t

QZV;Eopment of the architectural_program, and rev1slo§sdtov;§2
program should be made after f1nal~cost§ are compu ewh e
final architectural program may be a compromise betw:enh '?d¢

wanted or needed and what is affordable: Howeyer,'l sfoulter-
be an intelligent compromise, based on an examination of a be
native ' solutions ‘and consequences. Budget overruggdngg' be
related to delays in project‘fundxng,.plannlpg and ;' s ig s
that result in inflationary costs. 1In part1cul§:, ime g

“
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. requesting - and = obtaining funds or delays between
?ﬁggiig alfgcatiog and the start of._work after completing
planning have resulted from problems 1n working through the
legislative process. In one instance, six years elapsed between
allocation of funds and start of work.

To a certain extent, difficulties with cost gnd funding esti-
mates result from the scarcity of informat}on .on c?sts. of
correctional construction and the many vaglgbles .whlch may
effect costs. (6) Cost estimates can be divided 1into three

categories:

construction c¢osts, to

e first costs, or .
include "the cost of constructing the
building, including land, profess%onal
fees, permit fees, and other associated

costs of construction--the amount,qf.mogey
you pay to open the door of your facility";

® operating costs to include "the costs of
staff, utilities, on-going plant mainte-
nance, providing services such as food and
medical care, or other recurrent costs
associated with running the facility"; and

e life cycle costs, to include "all of ?he
costs incurred by a building owner during
the various stages of a project . . . from
the capital investment in land, construc-
tion and financing to the eventual costs
of salvage and disposal of the building." (7)

The primary concern of this chagter is first costs; operating

s are addressed in Chapter.6. - C
:::?iating first costs, although the most diff}cult step 1is
determining a realistic unit cost to, use 1n making the calcu-
lation. (8) This must be done by surveying other recent local
projects and then adjusting for inflation to a 9urrentrcost or
by consulting an estimating publication or service. Some data
is available which provides average cost information for
correctional facility construction, althoqu these data vary
widely. Figures may represent average facility costs, such as
those contained in this report, or average unit cqsts~—cost per
square foot or cost -per: bed. Even when av§;1able, .these
figures alone do not allow for accurate est%mates ‘without
additional information on factors such as materials and  labor
costs per region, type or security lgvel and program pﬁ Fhe
facility, project duration and inflation ratg, and activities

Formulas are available for

and products included in the cost estimate.
budget include planning costs,
administrative services, site
equipment, furnishings, etc.?)

(Does the total
profegsional design fees,
acquisition and development,

The process for requesting funds for correctional facility
construction often does not include mechanisms to ensure that
the appropriate skills and techniques are applied in developing
cost estimates and that the project has been well enough
defined to identify true costs. The preliminary budget request
is often part of a project "scope" statement that contains the
minimum amount of information necessary to justify the budget
expenditure to the 1legislature and other approving bodies.
While far more detail will be provided in developing the
facility architectural program, the initial budget request
should be comprehensive enough to establish accurate funding
needs based on requirements for the facility. The incorpor-
ation of previous systemwide planning is essential to this
process because of the need to establish philosophy and
priorities for the proposed facility as well as expectations
for facility size, security levels, <¢lassification system
requirements, programs, special features and site proposals.
These 1issues and others will affect the design, functions,
appearance, operation, and specifically the cost of the
institution. '

Initial budget estimates for the facilities surveyed were most
often developed by the project architect or the state adminis-
trative agency in conjunction with the governor's staff. Many
were done as part of "scope" statements designed to begin the
funding process. While working in departments familiar with
construction budget estimating methods, often the persons
developing these statements operated with limited knowledge of
corrections and would miss key factors affecting costs. On the
other hand; in several cases preparation of the ‘facility budget
request was performed by department of corrections personnel
who- had never worked on a construction project.

If the budget for construction is to be developed based solely

on the information provided in a project scope statement prior
to aychitectural program development, the following concerns
sh aid be observed: : :

1. The preliminary planning or scope state-
ment should be comprehensive enough in
.defining needs and desires (in terms of
. space, size, functions, programs, security
requirements) that a funding request can
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be developed that accurately reflects the
costs of what is truly wanted. i}

2. Cost estlmatlng, for purposes of funding.
‘requests must be done using the appropri-
.ate expertise, time, and attention. A
number of sources such as digests and
engineering periodicals contain current
figures and formulas for estimating
conventional construction costs based on
materials and labor «costs by region.
Information on correctional facility
construction should also be researched
through contacts and information sources
within the correctional community.

3. Contingencies for error or changes in pro-
ject scope must be built into the budget
request. Uncertainty or a lack of well-
defined needs may warrant an increase in
budgetary provisions for change. Allowing
for variance with project size, generous
rule of thumb contingencies are: 15-20%
of the planning budget, 10-15% of the
design budget, and 3-7% of the construc-
tion budget.

4, All cost calculations for new facility
construction must con51der operating  and
llfe cycle costs.

Even when estimates and funding requests have been reasonably
accurate, delays in funding, planning and bid stages can lead
to increased costs at the time of construction, often neces-
sitating deletions or modifications which can affect the
usefulness of the facility (less storage space; poorer quality

equipment; often less recreation, vocational, industrial or.

educational program space). Or a request for additional funds
is necessary. Such regtests are difficult to obtain, and the
usual result has been design changes in the hope that they will
lead to cost sav1ngs.‘

Rather than risk construction of a less than adequate facility
based on a fixed appropriation, separate funding for facility
planning and programming is recommended, followed by funding
for design and construction based on planning decisions and
results that clearly establish what is needed. This procedure
wiil avoid cost overruns based on off-target estimates and time
lags between the planning and construction process. However,
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when several years elapse between planning and construction,
and construction is based on an older cost estimate, overruns
will still occur, as was the case in two facilities surveyed.

2.2.2 Facility Staffing

A major problem in planning for new facility construction was
estimating facility staffing, particularly the numbers  of
correctional officers needed. (9) Similarly, costs  of
malntenance and daily operations often had not been adequately
addressed prior to completion of the facility. Two-thirds of
the facilities surveyed had insufficient numbers of staff.
There have been recent instances of institutions, particularly
jails, that have not been able to open due to errors in the
original estimates of staff needs. Both program and design
will influence staffing needs. The architectural program is a
first cut at staff estimates. It is " here that the
determination will be made as to staffing ratios. However, the
design, with its specific location of posts, related control
points, and traffic control features, must be used te futher
refine the original staff estimates. Staffing for correctional
officers is particularly critical, since the institution cannot
operate without a ‘method for 1nmate control. Program and
administrative staff, while no less important, can be estimated
with more certainty. Problems related to design implications
for staffing are addressed in Chapter 3; staff skills and
attitudes are addressed in Chapter 5. ‘

2.2.3 Facility Siting

The politics of siting play a major role in facility planning,-

design and construction. (10) (See Appendices B and C for
examples of siting issues.) Those responsible for obtaining an
appropriate location for the facility face opposition in many
communitieés. And even with communities vying for placement of
a facility in their locality, selection may still be based on
criteria other than those established by the department of
corrections., = The survey revealed more than one institution
placed on land lacking the terrain characteristics, proximity
to highway access and public transportation, adequate space,
and availability of sewage - and utilities preferred for
institutional operation. The implications of a mismatch

between the planned program for an -institution and site

location was illustrated earlier in this chapter. Ironically,
inappropriate siting based on the desire to keep an institution
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out of a locality can also occur when there is community
pressure for placing a facility in an area which may see it as
economically desirable. McGee has delineated many of the
practical problems of siting and discussed the political basis
for these types of decisions,(ll) 1In indicating that "fear of
harm from the inmates, economic anxiety, and civic pride" are
concerns, he notes that facts and logic often contribute little
to political decisions.

Suggestions from the earlier discussion about working within
the political environment also apply to siting:

1. 1Initiate contact with key community repre-
sentatives to inform community leaders
about the potential plan and reduce oppo-
sition based on misinformation. While the
grassroots approach to educating communi-
ties may be effective, the majority of
respondents strongly favored the practice
of starting with +the most influential
members of the community. o

2. Prepare to respond to the traditional .
reactions to a correctional institution,
and anticipate the problems of selectlng
an inappropriate site based on communlty
needs.

3. Present a plan to decisionmakers that in-
cludes options backed by recommendations.
‘This might include a list of site selec-
tion criteria and weighting for each
variable. »

224 ArchitacturallFaciIify Program 'Development‘

More explicit than the preliminary budget planning document, or
scope statement, but preceding design development is the
completion of the architectural or facility program. While
some confusion exists regarding thls phase of planning,
sometimes referred to also as the "pre-architectural" phase,
for purpose of discussion "architectural program" will be used.
The architectural program should tell the designer exactly what
is expected of the facility in terms of functional and
operational requirements. (12) Every aspect of the facility

must be addressed, such as movement patterns, staffing
patterns, security details, programs and services, overal
space needs, housing configurations, and the like. = Issues

L,;i;'

addressed in prellmlnary planning, such as siting, staffing and
overall goals, must again be addressed in more detail to show
the designer what is needed. As will be discussed in Chapter
3, expectations or possibilities for future use of the facility
must be considered realistically in terms of their implications
for the design. For example, how might the mission of the
facility change? Will crowding be an issue?

All of the facilities surveyed reported that an architectural
program had been done; however, the programs appeared to vary
considerably in emphasis, focusing on either philosophy-
function definitions or more technical details. This appeared
to occur regardless of the source~-consultant/programmer,
architect/engineer or designer, or department of corrections
staff. In one case, the contents of a legislative act were
adopted as the program statement, which illustrates the
difference in approaches to programming. A comprehensive and
detailed architectural program is vital to the construction of
a facility which will meet the needs of the owner. The greater
the detail the less likely the possibility of poor coordination
and confusion in the completion of the facility.

In retrospect, departments of corrections project staffs point
to a failure to "think operationally"” in designing the
facility, particularly about security and maintenance needs.
Often the primary consideration in design has been the types of
programs offered to inmates, at the expense of addressing the
safety and security of staff and inmates, developing secure
traffic flow patterns and preventing disturbances and escapes.
{Chapter 3 addresses the appropriate use of security zones to
allow for the free movement of inmates in facilities that
emphasize programs.)

The project archltect/englneer (A/E) should be involved in
program development as early in the process as possible. 1In
almost every case where this did not happen the A/E rewrote the
program once assigned to the project. The dangers are that the
A/E may (1) rewrite the program inconsistent with departmental
philosophy and objectives or (2) depend on a non-correctional
person to develop the program inconsistent with needs as stated
within budget limitations and/or additional funds may be needed
to pay for the rewrite of the original program. The advantages
appear to favor early involvement to ensure timely and
consistent input from all participants.

Perhaps the most critical issue during program development 1is
the need for involvement of facility staff members and
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practitioners in order to identify critical operational and

practical needs of the institution. Department of corrections

personnel must not rely on the architect/engineer to define the
needs stated in the architectural program. Involvement of
department staff and/or consultants familiar with' current
practices and technical issues must be a part of the process.
The ability of these individuals to contribute to the project
at this stage may be guestioned for any of several reasons.
Their experience may be limited, some may have difficulties
relating to the technical questions, and resistance to change
is often encountered. There may also be problems in the
availability of these individuals, since many departments of
corrections are short of staff, particularly staff who
supervise the operation of facilities. (13) Finally, it may be
difficult to gain the commitment of staff who are not only busy
with their day-to-day duties, but may not see the importance of
their involvement at this stage. Despite these concerns,
experience of . correctional staffs in the operation of
facilities, if adequately assessed, is required to ensure the
construction of a facility that meets the mission for which it
was designed. Acceptance of new practices, hardware and

equipment may also be increased by involving staff in their

selection.

Several jurisdictions surveyed developed task forces of facili-
ty personnel to assist in planning, programming and design
review. The task forces were seen by respondents as very
effective means for identifying facility needs through the
provision of specific guidelines for information needs and
organization of activities. In other states department of
corrections input~expertise came primarily from one
representative (usually an active or former superintendent).
Involvement in pre-design planning must be coupled with
controls for individual preference and  Dbias. Project
management units have been very effective in providing control
over individual preferences and biases and in achieving balance
between input from facility staff and department of corrections
policies. When information is channelled through these units,
states are able to benefit from previous knowledge and
experience and maintain consistency.

2.3 Architect/Engineer Seiection

Selection of the project architect is an aspect of the plan-

ning, design and construction process heavily influenced by
political interests, although the effects on project outcome
have been difficult to identify. Very few departments of
corrections have total authority to select the architect
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although their choices carry varying degrees of weight in-the
final decision. In most instances department of corrections

staff have felt that they have little say in A/E selection.

Most states now have systems where boards or commissions select
the project architect through a system of progressive screen-
ing, ranking and elimination of applicants based first on
qualifications, submitted proposals and detailed presentations,
followed by fee negotiations. Two-thirds of the departments
surveyed had department of corrections representation on the
selection board. This was not true at the time the facilities
discussed in the survey were built and is an important trend in
correctional facility construction. Still, however, the
composition of the boards and, even more, the criteria used for
evaluation of applicants vary too widely.

The American Institute of Architects has published considerable
material on the selection process for architects.(14) This
material emphasizes the importance of open deliberations,
public participation, and increased competition. The fgderal
government has led the way with the Brooks Act, Public Law
92-582, which suggests an agency-based selection system which
has been enacted and expanded upon by sixteen states. This
system contains three basic elements:

1. public announcement of intent to award a
commission, :

2. review of qualifications and ranking a
number of eligible firms on the basis of
demonstrated competence and ability, and

3. negotiation of a fair and reasonable fee
with the most qualified firm.

While no single system may be best for all jurisdictions, the
AIA indicates that "experience has shown that the agency-based
selection system or an architect selection board system are the
most effective procedures for obtaining highly gualified firms
to design public buildings".(1l5) Four states in the United
States have adopted the architect selection board system which
incorporates the three elements of the federal law. The
selection committee is often comprised of public members,
registered architects, and public officials in addition to the
user agency representatives. The wuse ©of either the
agency-based selection system or the architect selection board
system is recommended for the selection of the architect in
correctional facility planning, design and construction.
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An equally important issue is the often underutilized
capabability of the architectural firm to make suggestions in
the course of planning, design and construction. It is the
responsibility of both department staff and the architect/
engineer to identify both potential problems and problems which
are evident in existing facilities, and to bring them to the
attention of officials at levels high enough to ensure that
action is taken. Too often it was found that architects were
willing to accept the requirements of the department without
pointing out possible problems. This is of particular impor-
tance in an age where court decisions mandate minimum con-
ditions and national standards have been developed for the
field (see chapter 6). When court cases and/or standards
require consideration in facility design the architect should
not proceed with the designated work until an authorized
department representative has approved use of the standards or
provided a suitable and written waiver of compliance in the
area of concern.(16) This councern by the A/E should extend to
design flaws which may be evident in departmental staff
proposals, and in particular when an existing facility design
or prototype is site-adapted to a new location. Where
necessary a legal opinion should be requested.

The type of contract and payment made for professional services
was governed by state law in two-thirds of the surveys and
state agency representatives often handled contract activities.
Most frequently, the architect/engineer was retained at the
beginning of the planning stage for conventional design-bid-
construct services and reimbursed on a fixed fee or lump sum
type payment. At one facility, where a prototype design was
used, the architect was retained to site adapt only. While
there was some awareness of problems in the original design,
changes were not made due to the limitations of the contract.
While the initial savings for site adapt work were consider-
able, the failure to correct design details required facility
modification in two facilities and at considerable additional
cost. g

The primary issue at this stage involves the need for depart-
ment of corrections personnel to know and understand all of the
details of the contract, its conditions and agreements., While,
as noted, involvement of the state administrative agency is
often maximal during this phase of the project, it is essential
that department of corrections project staff have a clear

knowledge of tasks and responsibilities contained in the

contract.

Recommendations for increasing department of corrections
influence in the selection of professional services include:
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1. Establishment of departmental criteria and
procedures for review of applications and
selection of the architect, preferably
based on the Brooks Act requirements
and/or the selection board system;

2. Representation of the department of
corrections on the selection board;

3. Selection criteria based on qualifica-
tions, to ' include investigation of
information submitted by firms that may
involve calls to former clients, visits to
facilities and to the firm offices;

4, Formal presentations in final‘stageg of
competition made by the proposed project
team leader or project architect to repre-
sent who will be performing the work;

5. Greater concern for the role of the archi-
tect in identifying critical issues in
legal, professional and technical areas;

6. Increasing the awareness of departmental
staff regarding legal, professicnal and
technical issues.

7. Budgeting adequate funds for the selection
process.

2.4 Summary

Findings of this study suggest that many of the difficulties
encountered during the planning process for new institutions,
and the problems in facility operations found in the decision-
making and planning stages relate to inadequate involvement in
the process by departments of corrections. Many of the
restrictions or impediments to successful department of cor-
rections involvement can be linked to the structure and mecha-
nisms for controlling and administering the expenditure of
state funds, the political environment in which such activities
occur, and pressures common to the criminal justice system.
Yet, findings often revealed a general lack of ability or
effort, or the necessary commitment of time and expertise by
department officials and staff to actively participate in the
process of building facilities for their own use. The tendency
clearly has been for the corrections profession to have
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others--state ‘agency representatives, architects, consultants--
make decisions for them. »

The attitude assumed by corrections personnel may -have resulted
from the frustrations of attempting to deal with .a process
yharacterized by bureaucratic complexities and political
influences. Initially there may have been a lack of
understanding of the resources required by the task. In the
past fiye or ten years departments of corrections have become
increasingly aware of and responsive to the need for their
effective‘>participation in. the planning, design and con-
§truction process. There remains, however, a need for
increased understanding of the systems in which these
facilities must be created and, along with this knowledge, an

active pursuit of the right to influence decisions affecting
future correctional activities. . . - ’
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Chapter 3
‘ DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS

One element in the construction of a durable, lasting and
functional facility is thoughtful design that supports safe and
efficient operation. Institutional design needs, for the most
part, are defined in terms of inmate population characteristics
and the philosophy for dealing with those incarcerated. (1)
Both factors have proven difficult for correctional
administrators to control and predict. (2,3) Furthermore, if
the history of corrections is taken as a lesson, it should be
clear that expectations for correctional behavior and the
mission and function of correctional facilities change. Much
of the difficulty, then, arises out of the need to construct a
facility that not only meets demands known at the time of
planning, but those needs which may arise throughout the
lifespan of the institution. In the facilities studied many of
the design problems associated with layout, adjacencies and
space allocations frequently arose from having to deal with
inmate population characteristics, crowding and staffing
arrangements unplanned for at the time of design. ’

It is during the programming and design stage that current and
future expectations for the facility are translated into
required security levels, type and durability of building
materials, housing accommodations such as unit size and ar-
rangements and special purpose housing, and programs, services
(and concomitant space needs) and designs that can direct and
control movement patterns and associations among inmate groups.
The purpose of this chapter is nnt to recommend a model or
prototype facility, but to help avoid repeating the mistakes
that have been made in the construction of new facilities. The
following discussion will highlight the kinds of problems found
and suggest a number of issues that must be considered in
designing new correctional institutions.

Two levels of design concerns will be discussed in this chap-
ter. The first relates to the general design of an institution,

- Preceding page blank | .
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hav@ng to do with the layout and space allocations of the
faC}llty that address functional needs defined in the program.
Design flaws in this area were seen to perpetuate high
long-term costs and inmate management problems stemming from
the poor arrangement and allocation of space. Difficulties
were reflected in an inefficient distribution of staff,
%neffeqtive‘sight lines and control techniques, and difficulty
in moving inmates, the public and staff to and from various
portions of a facility.

The second issue concerns the details of facility design and
construction including the selection and use of materials and
hardware and construction and installation work performed by
contractors. (Chapter 4 will discugs the latter.)
Difficulties in this area are specific to hardware or materials
§nd were seen to result in continuous maintenance problems,
lnadequate environmental quality and inconveniences for staff,
often resulting in security problems. '

3.0 Security Issues

The most consistent and clearly defined expectation for a
correctional institution by the public is security, which was
revgaled as one of the major shortcomings in the planning and
design of new institutions. Over one-third of the respondents
emphasized that correctional planners must assist designers in
addre§sing security issues. In particular, the problem was
perceived as a failure to define the security 1level of the
institution or once done to consistently focus on its
implications in design and hardware selection. A number of
problems related to designs which did not adequately address
the use of security zones affecting the observation and
supervision of inmates. Respondent recommendations for in-

creasing involvement of facility staff members in program

devglopment also included participation of these personnel in
review of preliminary drawings and ‘design documents. While
edugatlng the staff members to read the documents admittedly
took some time, the effort was perceived as beneficial in the
early identification of design features requiring reconsid~-
eration and possible change. Most respondents felt that use of

three dimensional design models for this purpose would be -
the additional cost. ’ purp e worth
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The concept of security zones deals primarily with varying
degrees of reliance on physical barriers to regulate inmate
movement within the institution and restrict access to the
outside. The traditional maximum security facility attempts to
provide a stronger inner core security £for maximum inmate
control with limited movement and contact. In minimum security
ingtitutions, where freedom of movement, staff-inmate inter=-
action and program involvement are goals, emphasis is on a
strong perimeter security with use of interior design to

" control inmate flow and movement.

A number of the institutions surveyed reported problems with
the,use of security zones as a control technique. Difficulties
were related to a failure to make a decision about where the
primary 2zone or strongest barrier will be placed within the
institution. Problems arose in the use of security hardware
inappropriate to the security level desired for creating zones,
and inadecquate staffing arrangements to complement the degree
of supervision required within each zone. A common concern
reported during site visits was a lack of awareness and
responsiveness by the designers of the facllity to these
progressive levels of security. Too often the armory, or the
maintenance, engineering and communications control centers
were placed on the compound in areas accessible to inmates.
This problem was particularly critical in conversion of
institutions designed for minimum security to medium security,
where internal layout and an absence of physical barriers to
control inmate movement necessitated staff escorts of all
inmate movement. Conversgely, institutions were constructed
using maximum security hardware in locations where plans called
for constant staff surveillance. Three facilities were
described as overbuilt for security; one medium-minimum
facility included "barrier-type" control booths in each living
unit when the program called for unit management.

Incongruent mixes of "supersecure" hardware and' conventional
building materials also compromised the zone control concept.
A failure to think through security measures was revealed by
use of a heavy duty security door for a room in which a drop-
down particle board ceiling was conspicuous immediately above
the door; in another case an inmate room combined a steel plate
door, a glass/polycarbonate laminate window and unreinforced
cinderblock walls.
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The most prevalent security design concern in housing areas was
the 1layout of the unit in relation to staff capability to
supervise inmates. As noted in Chapter 1, the design seen most
frequently during the survey included modules with single cells
for approximately 15 to 40 inmates, common dayroom space in the
center of the unit and an enclosed correctional officer control
booth. A problem revealed in almost every case was limited
observation of cells from the fixed control centers with little
or no use of circulating officers ("rovers") on the units. 1In
every facility surveyed, when personnel shortages occurred the
officer permanently assigned to the unit was eliminated or
fewer visits to the units were planned, having the officer in
the control center call for help when needed. The need for
supervision became especially critical when individual rooms
were used for multiple occupancy. This is an example of how
good design based on a stated philosphy can be violated when
circumstances warrant. '

Nelson has emphasized the need for realizing the philosophical
and management implications of such designs. (4) He has pointed
out that the trend toward isolating the officer from the inmate

is incompatible with the professionalization of the position.

In addition, as compared to detention facilities, the impact of
such isolation from inmate populations in institutions intended
for long-term incarceration has not been considered.

One-third of the survey respondents reported insufficient
housing space for special management inmates. To some extent
respondents were concerned about having too few units equipped
with security hardware capable of withstanding abuse; however,
the concern was related more to the separation of special
categories of inmates from those in the general population.
The difficulty of predicting inmate population types and
numbers that will enter an institution has already been recog-
nized. However, design development must accommodate different
types of offenders should there be major population shifts over
time. (5) For example, trends such as the increase in young,

.violent and aggressive offenders in the prison population; the

overpopulation of facilities; the emergence of gangs; increas-
ing female populations; and 3juveniles and minors in adult
facilities have severely affected the mission of many facili-
ties and placed new demands on them.

N
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3.1 Design Problems

The National Clearinghouse on Criminal Justice Planning and
Architecture cautioned that "the perceived and real success of
a facility design frequently rests more on the successes of
specific material applications and construction details than on
larger design concepts such as single occupancy and normative
design." (6) Indeed survey findings suggested that details such
as the placement of equipment, the functioning of security
system components, building - maintenance requirements and
environmental factors have a great deal to do with the staff's
perception of the facility. Minor, daily functional problems
in the institution can often be demoralizing. When respondents
were asked to indicate those areas where they had problems or
were disappointed in the performance of facility materials,
hardware and equipment, a number of shared concerns
consistently appeared. Some of these areas will be discussed
in order that they might receive special attention in future
construction projects.

Security and Safety Systems. The major concern for two-thirds
of respondents was with electronic security systems. In most
cases, door control systems had never operated as expected and
required constant maintenance and repair. Often the problem
was related to the incompatibility of components comprising the
systems, for example, doors were too heavy for their hinges and
mechanical opening and closing devices. Staff frequently found
the systems complicated to operate. Security perimeter systems
were reported to pose problems in half of the institutions
surveyed. Frequent false alarms symptomized the problems with
these systems; again, the overriding concern of respondents was
with the complexity, difficulty of maintenance and cost of
using electronic perimeter security systems.(7) Fire safety
systems were seen as a problem principally where computerized
systems were involved. -

In an effort to capitalize on technological advances in the
development of security and operational systems for correction-

al institutions, staff acceptance and ability to operate and

maintain the equipment has not been adequately addressed.
Training programs for staff to demonstrate the purpose of the
systems and the provision of concomitant operation skills and
techniques also have been overlooked. Consequently, in the
operation of the equipment the systems may not be used properly
or to their fullest capabilities. This problem is exacerbated
when the required staff, skills or budget for maintenance are
not available. Planning for the facilities surveyed rarely
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included consideration of operation, service and maintenance
needs and costs.

Environmental control. One of the most pervasive problems
found in the correctional institutions surveyed was with the
heating and cooling systems. When environmental control was
part of a computerized system, its complexity caused operating
and maintenance problems, including limited staff capabilities
for servicing the equipment. Maintenance and servicing
problems also occurred when access to ducts or service areas
was restricted. HVAC systems sometimes appeared to be
incorporated in a facility without consideration of the
regional climate. 1In one instance, when a prototype model was
used, the environmental control system was duplicated although
the two institutions were located in regions with vast
differences in climate. Climate control problems were also
found when inmates had access to the controls, cathedral
ceilings allowed heat loss, shutters on outside vents let cold
air in in the winter, condensation was created on ducts which
created water seepage, and the like. In too many cases the

lack of concern with energy conservation in design resulted in.

excesgive costs., In one institution surveyed, an estimated
$70,000 per yvear in heating costs could have been saved if
proper ventilation shutters had been installed. A related
concern was heating system piping, with two facilities
reporting leakage and breaks in hot water pipes. :

Communication Systems. Problems with communication systems
were reported by one-third of the respondents. These problems
involved communication by inmates with staff and staff with
control center personnel. For the most part, not enough
communication equipment, or no equipment, was the reported
difficulty. In a few instances no speaker system into the
control center was installed. Malfunctioning of equipment was
also a problem, although it was observed in most field sites
and pretest facilities that noise levels were most likely to
defeat good electronic communications systems.

Sewage Plant Capacity. Respondents generally reported that’

correctional institution solid waste processing requires twice
the breakdown required by civilian facilities. Several of the
facilities surveyed reported less sewage capacity than
required. Respondents suggested that as a general rule of

thumb that equipment be capable of operating at one-third over

its expected peak use. The general rule for building a

g

correctional facility has been to plan on a doubling of the
population and hence to double the capacity for all support
services, including the sewage plant. It has been observed
that the capacity of the sewage plant will be the first problem
to surface with increases in population, and even more capacity
must be anticipated in initial planning.

Window Construction. Over half the respondents reported
problems with window construction--glazing, casing, framing,
etc. Problems included windows that were designed to open and
did not, a serious problem when air conditioning or ventilation
systems failed; cell windows which were changed in construction
from security glass to safety glass that could be broken by
inmates; and the general problem of selecting the correct type
of glazing in relation to security requirements.(8) A major
problem for two of the facilities was the construction (by
design) of substandard window casings or poor installation in
the frames. In the former instance two escapes from maximum
security were reported as due to "cost savings" based on "value
engineering" that resulted in removal of the reinforcement from

window casings; all windows had to be redone at considerable
cost.

3.2 Value Engineering

The U.S. General Services Administration uses the term "value
management" rather than "value engineering." It is defined as:

...an organized effort directed at analyzing the
function of systems, equipment, facilities, and
supplies, for the purpose of achieving the
required function at the lowest overall cost,
consistent with requirements for performance,
including reliability, maintainability, delivery,
and human factors.

A value management study is defined as a
function-oriented appraisal of all the elements of
an item, system, or process to achieve essential
characteristics at minimum overall cost. (8)

Value management or "value engineering® can be an asset to
construction when it is used in conjunction with sound advice
regarding security requirements. It can be useful in reducing
costs sometimes incurred in "overbuilding," or using materials
and hardware which exceed security needs. Care must be
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fexerc1sed,‘ however, when it is anticipated that a facility
built using sound value management technigues might be requlred
to exceed its security level at a later date.

* 3.3 Security Materials, Hardware and Eqdipment

The testing, selection, operation and maintenance of durable,
efficient and cost-saving hardware and equipment for c¢orrec-~
- tional facilities posed a problem for almost all of the insti-
tutions surveyed. The frequency with which seemingly minor but
nagging facility difficulties plagued survey respondents was a
significant problem. These included:

® No reinforcing bars ("re-bars") in critical
security areas; :

e Breakage and maintenance problems resulting
‘from use of traditional building materials such
as screws, door hinges, and window stops
inappropriately matched with components;

® Doors too heavy for frames;

e Awkward placement of control panels, &
thermostats and lighting contrcls; and ‘

® Lack of communication/speaker systems.

These were all noted as causes of difficulty in facility
operation. Some of the deficiencies were related to problems
with the drawings. For example, 'in one institution, the
maintenance access panels in the ceiling were placed dlrectly
below ventilation ducts, obstructing access for maintenance; in
three facilities the plumbing chases were too small to allow
easy service access. ‘ : ~

A particular difficulty was in the identification and selection
of hardware and fixtures that will withstand inmate abuse,
(mostly for 1lighting, temperature regulation and 1locks),
dismantling fixtures and furnishings for use as weapons, or
destruction for no reason. In part, this relates to deflnlng
needs ,for the materials and hardware to DbBe wused ‘'in the
facilitles, the testing of components to establish specifi-
cationg and, perhaps the most crucial, achleV1ng a match
between facility needs and capabilities. :

Along with the concern that overall security considerations had
been neglected in planning and design, a number of survey
respondents  indicated that performance expectations for
materials were not specified by the departments of corrections
or ‘a trepresentative familiar with facility requirements and
security components' capabilities. With the state oversight
agency making the purchasing decisions in most cases, exper-
ience within the department of corrections often was not used.

When users aware of their needs enter into negotiations with
vendors, who are aware of their materials capabilities, a
common language is often lacking. A method is needed to link
the corrections professional's experience and knowledge with
the technical information and specifications of the materials
supplier. For example, the buyer in many cases may be directed
to select and obtain "maximum ;security" fixtures and
furnishings or "detention quality" materials. Standardized
definitions for such. terms that tie needs in with explicit
performance capabilities of materials do not exist.(10) A
related difficulty arises when bid procedures require that a
product "or equal"” be specified. The component submitted as an
equal product may not meet the needs but will be accepted for
lack of sufficient information or careful review of the
specifications.

This lack of common definitions and guidelines for testing and
selection of hardware and equipment has contributed to the
purchase and installation of equipment which does not operate
correctly, which staff cannot operate and/or maintain, and
which may result in functional breakdowns, staff dissatisfac-
tion, high maintenance costs, possible escapes or injury, and
potential lltlgatlon. i

Finally, the best materials, hardware and equipment will not
ensure facility security. Various respondents indicated that

‘about ninety percent of their security is: invested in staff

trained to perform their jobs. Most materials, hardware and
equipment can be overcome by inmates under conditions of poor
surveillance and inspection. For this reason the failure
parameters of these items must be known; i.e., their capabil-
ities in relation to their use. . Since, as stated in the
standards of the American Correctional Association and Commis—
sion on Accreditation for Corrections, inmates in high and
medium security in jails must be observed at least every 30
minutes by a correctional officer, the security materials,
hardware and equipment must retain its integrity and function
for this interval or longer, generally with a safety factor of
twice the anticipated need. (11)

s
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The'continuiné education of corrections practitioners in the
- evaluation of materials, hardware and equipment needed in their
facilities is essential to solving these types of problems.

When materials, hardware and equipment .are. evaluated the best

method is to actually see them in use and to obtain valid,

independent test data.

applies

to

as part of the design process. And, most importantly,

and local jurisdictions should plan and budget for this stage

of the building process.

Recommendations for the evaluation and selection of
hardware and equipment include:

1.

Selection of materials; hardware and
equipment involves identifying and
contacting previous and/or existing users
to obtain information on component
performance, durability, maintenance, and

- operating needs. Vendor guarantees should

be considered as well as vendor  service
performance.

Bid specifications and submittals for

‘particular materials and components are

reviewed by qualified project staff to

‘ensure that the desired product is

obtained.
. f‘f—,

- Needs and expectations - for the \eﬁuipment

and components are clearly defined.
Definitions of needs and expectations are
an integral part of +the architectural
program.

Materials, hardware and equipment  in the
facilitly meet .requirements of applicable
building and safety codes.

Facility security personnel are consulted
in assessment of needs and selection of
security systems and components. ‘

Selection of materials considers weather
and climate conditions of the locality in
which the ' facility is located; energy

conservation and efficiency of components

are addressed.

by et s ¢

The concept of seeing things in use
every part of facility planning and -design.
Architects and planners should encourage site visits by clients

materials,

e S L

10.

Selection of security systems and facility
equipment addresses physical and functional
compatibility of each item or part. A
package is included in the architectural
‘program. ,

A  system of establishing materials
capabilities that includes "failure
parameters" for hardware is achieved
through testing and setting specifications
@y, the manufacturer, vendor, and
independent lab and/or the buyer, and
whengver possible, use of the components on
a trial basis. For example, testing for

- Qurability of cell/room furnishings and

fix?ures (lighting, desks, beds, toilet
facilities) has involved use of the product
on a trial basis in juvenile detention
facilities and disciplinary detention/
segregation units.

' Facility materials, Hardwarekand'equipment

are sglegted consistent with the philosophy
and mission statement of the facility, and
include consideration of:

® Security levels needed;

° Staff-inmate interaction/contact; and

® Possible shifts in mission over time.

Fac?ors in the selection of hardware and
equipment are: : '

o Staff capabilities_  for operating

components;

e Training of staff in the proper
operation and use of equipment and
components prior to facility opening
and regularly thereafter;

¢ Operating  costs  and servicing
requirements of components; ~ -

'®  Maintenance capabilities, including the

sige, availability and skills of the
malntenance group, and the funds
available for purchase of supplies,
parts, tools and replacement items.
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11. A "users manual® is “developed by the.
agency, -with the assistance of vendors and
builders, for use in facility operation. It

~contains guarantee/warranty information,
operational specifications for security
systenms, hardware; and equipment, and
maintenance information. The purpose and
‘intent of the systems are described, along
with instructions for operating components
as intended. o ‘ '

12, Prior to selection and purchase of compo-
nents the availability of continued fund-
ing for the operation, maintenance, and
servicing of materials, hardware and equip-
ment is ensured. Vendors assist in
estimating these costs. '

13. Prior to occupying the facility, systems
and components are physically checked to
ensure their proper installation and
operatiorn. : :

14, The initial purchase of security compon-
ents, hardware -and equipment includes
replacement items/parts.

3.4 Summary

A number of steps can be taken during the planning process to
minimize some of the difficulties experienced by the juris-
dictions studied in designing a new correctional facility and
selecting the materials, equipment and hardware components to
complement the design. First, it is essential to identify
facility needs (anticipating future needs, to +the extent
possible) , develop a clearly defined mission that is responsive

to those rieeds and adhere to it throughout the planning, design

and construction process. Further planning must involve
carefully thinking through design needs consistent with the
institutional mission with particular sensitivity to security
issues and management implications of the design. Components
and materials must be selected accordingly. Then, it is
imperative to use the facility and its systems as intended.
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Does an experienced project architect have the
necessary technical expertise in this area?

Should an independent expert be consulted?

Should facilities in other agencies be visited,
and if so how should they be selected?

- In the absence of "specialists," or. to

supplement their knowledge, are staff available
who - have experience working in
engineering and maintenance in correctional
institutions who can be consulted?

Where will budget cuts in the interest of
economy Jjeopardize design and security?

Where must department of corrections
representatives compromise in the
process and in the selection of components, and
what are the implications of compromise? . '

How can department of corrections :
representatives work with the appropriate
funding authorities and government agencies to
ensure that the necessary design features and
materials to support the design are obtained?
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Corrections professionals often lack knowledge of rapidly
changing technologies and need standardized definitions and
performance~based data on which to formulate selection criteria
materials, hardware and equipment.
knowledgeable about security requirements and components'
capabilities should be consulted prior to selection
materials. The foliowing gquestions must be addressed:
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Chapter 4
THE FACILITY CONSTRUCTION PHASE

The length of the construction phase for the projects surveyed
ranged from slightly over one year to six years, with an
average of two years nine months. One-third of the respondents
reported that they used phased construction, or fast-tracking,
entailing the start of construction drawings and site activi-
ties prior to design completion. While such a technique may
accelerate project completion, the requirement for strict
monitoring and control of budget expenditures is increased,
especially when working with a fixed budget. In two of the
projects that fast-tracked, difficulties with the budget were
experlenced and addltlonal project funds had to be obtained
in order to complete the facilities,

In one instance working drawings and the bid phase were
completed prior to legislative funding for construction and
considerable project delay occurred until funds were obtained.
The allocated budget was insufficient to complete the project
as planned, due to an inflationary increase in costs for
materials -and services. In another case, project work
proceeded assuming that a certain amount of funding would be
forthcoming, yet the actual budget was less than expected. 1In
both instances, adaptations to the facility designs were made,
which were inconsisstent with the planned. use of the
institutions. Today, neither facility meets the needs for
which it was intended. ' :

One respondent reported problems w1th long lead-times ‘for some
items, such as spec1al security components and hardware, that
defeated accelerated-work schedules. An additional regquirement
associated with accelerated construction schedules involves the
need for more intensive on-site monitoring and inspections to
keep up with the fast pace of the building activities.

J

Seventy-five percent of the survey respondents reported delays
of six months to one year in the construction phase of their
respective projects. One-third attributed construction delays
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to poor time management and poor work performance by the
general contractor. Another third related the delays to a lack
of timely and consistent decisionmaking by the department of
corrections. Others identified delays associated with product
availability, strikes and weather. While the fast-track method
described above did not ensure project completion according to
schedule, the majority of projects completed on time used
this method. :

4.0 Bidding and BuiIder—Contractof Selection

The state general services agency had the primary
responsibility for contract development and review, bidding,
and contractor selection for half of the agencies surveyed. In
the remaining cases the responsibility was shared with or
delegated to the project architect. In only one case was the
bid phase handled by the department of corrections. Overall,

this phase of project work provided the least amount of
flexibility and opportunity for input from the DOC, since it
was controlled by established state regulations. All projects
were bound by state law to accept the 1low bid following
satisfaction by the contractor of prequalifications based
primarily on licensure and bond requirements and financial
status of the company. Refusal to use the low bidder was
possible based on evidence of past difficulty with the
contractor; however, the process for disqualification was felt
by several respondents to be so cumbersome, vulnerable to
litigation and time consuming that acceptance of the lowest bid
was simply easier. One-fourth of the states had provisions for
acceptlng the lowest responsive bidder. In these jurisdictions
criteria used to eliminate unsatlsfactory contractors
considered previous work performance in such areas as adherence
to schedules, ability to meet architectural  specifications,
late projects, excessive change orders, and defaults.

4.1 Contract Administration

Delegation of authority for contract administration,‘entailing
tracking timelines and expenditures, galn rested with the

state general services agency for half of 'the respondents. The .

departments of corrections assumed this responsibility in a
remaining fourth of the surveys. Other projects relied upon
the project architect or a construction manager for contract
administration. As was noted above, several respondents
reported considerable difficulty in keeplng the contractor to
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the established schedule. In half of the cases, the problem
was caused by too many prime contractors. In others, the
conditions of the construction contract that restricted
intervention in contractor activities reportedly rendered the

‘departments of corrections powerless. One survey participant
- reported success with a contract that included phased payment

upon satisfactory completion of work, and bonus clauses as well

as liquidated damages.

All of the construction projects that were completed on sched-
ule were administered by the departments of corrections. Only
one department of corrections administered project reported a
delay--for reasons of weather conditions and materials avail-
ability. Aside from external factors (weather, strikes,
contractor problems), in describing those projects administered
solely by the state, respondents indicated that many of the
construction delays could have been avoided if department of
corrections project staff had been more actlvely involved in
the contract adminlstratlon process.

4.2 Site Observation/Supervision

While there are bound to be some changes during the con-
struction phase, the failure to carefully review drawings and
specifications, which is by no means particular to corrections
building programs, will exacerbate construction problems that
occur when the contractor is performing in conformance with the
drawings and specifications. Change oxders also escalate
costs. The number of change orders reflects the effectiveness
of the planning process. It is essential that a rigorous
review process be established by the department of corrections

‘prior to design, after design and prior to bid. Project

respondents indicated that involvement of department of
corrections personnel who have respon51b111t1es for engineer-
ing, maintenance and security in this review may reduce the
number of change orders.

All of this suggests that a knowledgeable representative of the
department of corrections, if not an official inspector, should
be on site full time to check for work quality, design errors,
and errors in the interpretation of the design. It may be

possible to request changes during construction for which major

change orders may not be necessary as, for example, in
correcting the awkward placement of equipment or controls.
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. The contractor is not :esponsible for errors in design. Site

visits revealed how an error missed in planning or design could
be perpetuated in construction due to the contractor's fear of
legal liability associated with performing beyond the range of

.contract requirements. In this case, however, it was not clear

why the contractor did not point out the problem to the
architect or the project manager. This is an excellent example
of the need for on site supervision by corrections department
personnel, and/or the lack of effective communication between
the contractor and the corrections site supervisor.

Three survey respondents enthusiastically encouraged having a
department of corrections representative familiar with
correctiondl institution security needs on site to spot over-
sights and work closely with the contractors to negotiate and
approve changes. This required authority is often vested in
the state agency, although numerous survey respondents noted
having informally or formally negotiated workable arrangements
with state agencies. One activity highly endorsed by the two
survey participants who had tried it involved having the
maintenance engineer to be assigned to the facility on site
from the day construction began. Such a procedure considerably
reduced the pains of transition and assisted in the opening,
operation and maintenance of the facility. Of particular
significance was the ability of this individual in tracking
equipment and hardware requirements, including warranty agree-
ments, and knowing how to find help when needed.

The issues in observation and control of construction site
activities are related to the diffusion of responsibilities for
observation and representation of department of correction's
interests. A mechanism to ensure a fluid approval, submittal
and inspection  process is imperative to maintaining con-
struction schedules. The majority of respondents suggested the
creation and implementation of clear-cut procedures for identi-

fying one user/owner site representative capable of spotting

possible problems and working within the state system to make
corrections.

‘Differences in agency Jjurisdictions and responsibilities

preclude identification of the best party to perform site
supervision in ‘every project. Experience with +the survey

indicated that the need for construction supervision varied

considerably with the reliability and performance of the
general contractor. Given'the inability to select based on
work quality, the best safequard for increasing chances of
receiving quality construction services is to have at least one
full-time site supervisor. For those projects surveyad, the
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state oversight agency rarely had full-time capabilities for
site supervision, having responsibility for numerous public
building projects. The architect conducts construction obser-
vation only if negotiated as an addition to the contract for
services. In general, respondents felt that if the departments
of corrections were able to provide site supervision, project
continuity and representation of correctional interest would be
more likely to occur. While supervision will not ensure
problem-free construction, the presence of a ful}—tlmeh site
inspector will help to ensure that the agency will get the
facility for which it has contracted. :

4.3 Construction Management Services

The use of specialized firms offering construction management

(CM) services to control costs, schedules and work quality is
one method available for managing correctional building pro-
jects. Erickson defines construction managemen? or project
management as "the use of an experienced professional manager

to represent the best interests of a project owner to oversee.

all aspects of a building project f£from inception to com-
pletion." (1) Serving in such a capacity (as compared to the
general contractor who provides construction management as a
special condition of the contract), the CM firms offer to ?he
project "state-of-the-art building technology" and the ability
to apply "sophisticated management tools," such as Vglue
engineering and the critical path method to control project
costs and schedules. (2,3) In addition to expertise in con-
struction technologies, when involved early on in the planning
phase, the CM as a project manager will assist in such areas as
siting, obtaining permits, bid packaging, record keeping and
transition and start-up. (4) Essentially, says Davis, the CM is
capable of providing coordination, control and communication--
three ingredients essential to project success. (5)

Two projects reported use of & construction manager. _One
retained the CM as a consultant, the other hired the CM into
the department of corrections for the term of the project. The

first felt that while the services provided were valuable,

their cost and time~saving expectations were not met; the
latter recommended such an arrangement to cut down on the costs
associated with such services. Both representatives felt that
the use of construction management services can be warranted.if
the department of corrections or the state do not have
an individual with project management skills, and with the time
and authority to manage the project. Wipp projects using
phased construction, CM services may be especially useful for
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keeping track of concurrent activities proceeding‘ at an
accelerated pace. As with other professional services,

performance based criteria should be used in choosing a CM.

Caution must be exercised to ensure that the individual or firm
used has capabilities and qualified expertise beyond that which
may be available through existing project staff. , :
Recommendations for the project bidding and construction phases
include: | ' : : :

1. Procedures for awarding contracts which
require acceptance of the low bid should be
reviewed in order to allow for acceptance
of bids based on the quality of the
construction team, including past perfor-
mance on similar types of construction
projects. '

2.  Whether responsibility for contract admin-
istration is placed in the department of
corrections or elsewhere, this responsi-
bility must be placed in one unit to ensure
project continuity. This unit must clearly’
define project tasks and responsibilities
and perform the necessary follow-up tasks
in order to ensure proper completion of
work. - ' , ,

3. The project includes full~time site

v observation and supervision. Preferably,
construction oversight 1is conducted by
department of corrections staff or with
their assistance. : ‘

4. Provisions are made to have the facility
maintenance engineer on site as early in
the project as possible but at least during.
the latter stages of the construction phase
in order to develop a working knowledge of
equipment operation and maintenance "needs.

5. The use of construction management services
should be considered when the owner/user
lacks the capability to properly manage the

- construction project. Past performance and
recommendations of others are prerequisites
to the use of construction managers as for
all professional services. (See Chapter
2.) :
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44 Summary

Many of the difficulties in the bidding and construction phases
of project work for the facilities surveyed are not peculiar to
correctiorial institution construction, but are common to any
large building project, particularly one suyject to regu-
iations, bidding and approval processes that 1nvo}ve sgveral
different state, and perhaps, local agencies. leﬁu51on. of
authority and responsibility often prevent thej’tlmely apd
proper completion of project work. Invariably, persons 1n
several agencies, each with other jobs, were asglgned to track
the construction project. Regardless of who ult%mately was the
responsible'authority, the basic elements pf pro;ect management
were lacking. As such, suggestions for improving thg process
for constructing correctional facilities could pertain to any
general construction project. Since the dgpartment of
corrections must live with the outcome, however, it would seem
reasonable that the department either demand or accept
responsibility to ensure that: « -

e Authority and responsibility for project
administration and management are clearly
established; '

e Project principals are selected based on
ability to perform the work desired;

e Bid documents and specifications are .
carefully developed and reviewed with
specific attention ~ to correctional
architecture needs; and

e Job site work is supervised, prefgrably by
someone with knowledge of correctional needs.

It is critical to keep channels of COmmunicqtion, open and
current to ensure that department o? cor;ectlons ‘ngegs and
experience continue to be represented in project activities.

(4!
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Chapter 5
'PHYSICAL PLANT OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

KDiligence in the planning, design and construction process with
attention to consistency and detail will not ensure a

functional facility if the initial purpose of the facility is

not recognized  in its operation. After one of the most
extensive studies of correctional facility construction and
operation in the United States, the National Clearinghouse on
Criminal Justice: Plannlng and Architecture reported that,
"differences between ‘the concepts of operation upon which a
facility is designed and the concepts of operation upon which
it is run can lead to significant functional breakdowns and
serious damage to the building”. (1) The following activities
were identified by survey respondents as necessary to facility
operation consistent with original intent:

® Contlnulty of plans, dec151ons, and. actions
: after completion and occupancy of the facility.
Creatlon and maintenance .of a record-keeping
and | communications system is necessary . to
ensure that those operaelng the facility will
be aware of reasons -behind facility - design
features and selection of components and
equipment. At one facility visited during the
course of  the study where operations and
maintenance problems were especially severe,’
staff  members exhibited confusion and
frustration at what appeared to them to ke
excessive design flaws and ignorance in select-
ing equipment. In this case,: staff members
were totally uninformed about the purpose for
which systems components were selected, - how
“they were intended to be operated, and the:
purposes of specific facility design charac-
teristics. Often,,thiS'outcome'related to :the -
fact that the philosophy used in developing the
mission of the institution was not communlcted
to new employees. :
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Staff training at the new facilit
accepting inmates. Staff must develop an

"operational ‘mentality" as early din the
construction. process as possible. Prior to the
acceptance of  inmates there must be an
orientation for staff that allows them time to
become = familiar with the layout of the

institution and the correct ‘procedures. for

operatirig and - maintaining equipment, with
special attention to new technologies. All
staff, including maintenance and engineering
personnel, should receive training. Having the
facility resident engineer present during
construction and equipment installation was
suggested in the preceding chapter. - Where
training is a responsibility of they equipment
manufacturer or vendor, department of
corrections training personnel may have to work
with vendors in developing training and
operating manuals appropriate toc the correc-
tional employee and to assure training for
staff members working all shifts. :

Provision of an operating budget to staff the

facility as originally planned, including funds
for urchasin supplies arts and services
needed to maintain the hysical lant and
equipment. Especially with an increase in the

use of -high-technology systems, increased.

salaries for engineers and facility maintenance
staff may be needed to acquire qualified
individuals. This concern has been emphasized
throughout the report. R .

Administrative policy and o eratin rocedures
consistent with the design philosoph of the
facility.  Facility policy and procedures
should include post assignments appropriate to
the layouf: of the institution, supervision

"schedules as required by the design, the

control of inmate movement within and between
security zones, and pProvision of programs and
services = consistent with original plans.

Facility - administrators ‘with differing
management - and operating philosophies often
change facility - operations., For example,

decentralized or centralized® services such as
dining and visiting were: reported as a problem
in one-third of the surveys. Even subtle
changes,in\operationS»not complemented by the
facility design may lead to staffing and
physical plant problems. : ‘ ;
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- Realization of the implications of changes
* ?ﬁa facility mission in response to system
‘pressures--particularly the number and ;type
of inmates. Increased deman@g on facility
capabilities, ~ when , unav01Qaple,, a§§
accompanied by. demands for additional sta
“resources and adaptive measures to increase
programs and support service qua01t1es.
One-half of the institutions at the time of the
survey ~were filled beyond their designed
capacity, others anticipated - populatlon
increases and several had expansion plans
underway.  One-third of the respondents felt.
that the institution housed an - offendef
population that it was not equlgped to handI.Lei
in particular, insufficient hou51ng for special
management inmates was a'pFoblem. One surv§y-
item had respondents identify areas where the
institution  failed - to  meet needs. or
expectations and identify the cause for disap-
peintment. Slightly over one-third of the
time, overcrowding was identified as the key
cause of operational probleps. In addition to
an overlcad on support services gstoragg space,
kitchen and laundry facilities, in part1¢ul§r),
increased demands on program space (educa;;on,
counseling and intake areas) were reportedytq
be problematic.

*

] - » b ignifi ' in ‘plans
ation pressures have been a 51gn1f%cagt factor in 'p
?giu%c{éilitg occupation. fO’ne lretspor:tdenf.e é;lg.ral.cztr:lzd :ﬁ'l;;: 2212:;::
ed in prior to facility comp : r . _
zizilsggi" Anoé%er was concerned that thg- 1nst;tut;§ECi:2:
filled to capacity" immediatelyrlppon opening. . ngg fe leat
prépafation of staff, limited testing of equlpmegt,'a s post-
tion of prototype design errors due to lack qf Eime ureg st

occupancy evaluation are the result of population press

must be avoided when possible.

5.0 The Need for Post-Occupancy Evaluation

) - i ssizal plant design, operation and
e method for improving physical p m, -ion
321ntenance is the evaluation of newly constructed fac1;1t1i§é
It was clear from the study ' that a method for  systema 1h
pbst—occﬁpancy evaluationlof,facilit;es‘was.needed. No suc

system was found. ‘
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Vital information on planning, design and construction 1s being
lost both within jurisdictions and throughout the country. A
national model for post-occupancy evaluation 'of new prison
construction is needed in order to provide information which
will assist in alleviating problems such as those described in
the study. Such a program would provide an omn-site evaluation
of a new facility one to two years after occupancy. An
evaluation would include, but not be 1limited to security
hardware, equipment and systems, emergency and fire safety
systems, building materials, and heating and cooling systems.
Data specific to design . characteristics could also be
collected, such as staffing (numbers ang use), availability of
program space, security/observation features, and population
patterns. Comprehensive and uniform information on
initial facility construction costs and annual operating costs
could be obtained in order to provide better comparative
information. Problems specific to the institutional
environment might also be considered, such as features which
meet minimal requirements for human comfort, the impact of the
interior atmosphere on inmates and staff, the wuse of
furnishings, and the overall use of space. '

A national program for post-occupancy evaluation of correction-
al facility construction which would serve as a model for local
jurisdictions should be established. This could be done by
existing federal or state agencies. Information would be
provided to those jurisdictions based on general findings, and
specific information could be provided on request. Information
would be obtained from a preliminary written survey and an
on-site evaluation of both pPositive and negative features of
the new construction, conducted by an independent observer,
All data collected would be stored on a computer to provide

contribute significantly +to the construction of future
correctional facilities which would be more functional and
perhaps less expensive to build and operate.

5.1 Problem-solving for Future Corstruction

Departments of corrections conducting their first "new genera-
tion" of prison construction may focus. on the larger conceptual
issues at the expense of concern for the details of day-to-day
operations and maintenance. Rather than make mistakes and
resolve these problems in later construction, identification
and resolution of potential problems should be attempted during
the first generation of new construction, Methods for problem
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i i fication include the development of checkllsts‘ on the
;g:§:tfggal aspects of the faciliﬁy @eyeloped py operat}ons a?g
maintenance staff, contact with 1pd1v1duqls with experle%ég in
other systems, more time in plgnnlng, anq ghq use of tec négme
assistance resources.. Completion qf facilities one ﬂt'i ih
to allow for post-occupancy evaluation can be of great va ge.n

problem identification, especially yhen a prototype is e}eg
used as a model. A related problem is the search for.eco%?mlnd
in construction which may result in costly operatlzgé grk
maintenance problems later, as well as an uncomfortable w

environment for staff.

5.2 Summary
Operational concerns should not be allowed to Qvershadiy thi
positive .features of a good de51gn. A truly func 1ongf
facility should achieve the following: a greatexr sense

7 staff and  inmates, less  destructive (oxr
Eigigglizigﬁ) inmate behavior, minimal staff turnover thgzggg
greater worker satisfaction, and a more humane gnd p051e1ts
environment based on. the implementation of de51gn11co2g ?d
consistent with the standards of good practice of tde lejmé
Staff may have to learn to live with d§51gns, hardware ant
equipment which create a more hgmane env1;9nment yetlfrifeof
more difficulty in their operation and n@xntenancg s ozital
creating greater security problems. In this sense.liilin tal
that operations and maintepapcg staff are tra;r;:el1 p and
understand the new responsibilities being given toJ demoted he
operation of a new facility, apd that resources ke dev
this aspect of new facility design and construction. .

The following are recommended to enhance transition, operation
and maintenance of new facilities:

j anagement and follow-up includes crea?lon

L iigjigzngenagce of a record-keeping and communica-

tions system to inform current agd neW.staff about

the facility and its operation, including hardware
and equipment specifications and componentsj

2. Training of staff in facility opera?ion and main-
tenance at the £acility occurs prior to moving
inmates into the .institution. :

3. There is provision of adequate ope;ating bquet to
staff the facility as planned, with partlgula;
attention to those resources necessary to maintain
the physical plant and equipment. .
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Administrative policy and operating procedures

are developed consistent with the design
philosophy of the facility and its intended
- mission. The primary consideration is security

levels in relation to the physical limitations of
the facility. S ‘

A system for post-occupancy evaluation is imple-
mented for use with every new facility in order
to provide the information necessary to improve
future construction.

A major national program of post-occupancy evalu-
ation is needed to compare experience across
Jurisdictions and preserve vital information on
the planning, design and construction process for
correctional facilities. This program would serve
as a model for local evaluations and make data
available to them relative to both general and
specific needs in planning for new construction.

et
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Law Eﬁforcement Assistance Administration! Advanced
Practice Design Criteria for Secure Juvenile and Adult

Detention and Correctional Facilities, LEAA Program Brief

DRAFT, March 1981, p. 28.
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Chapter 6
SPECIAL ISSUES IN CONSTRUCTION

6.0 Modular and Pre-Designed Facilities

Current dramatic increases in jail and prison populations and
the pressure for longer sentences have resulted in crowding,
the deterioration of overused and aging structures and a
building boom in correctional construction. Most states are in
the process of constructing new prisons or renovatxng old ones.
The exact number of new jails being constructed is not known,
but it is substantial. .

Financial constraints have had a significant effect on major
capital improvements until +the last few years. However,
financial considerations remain a major factor in determining
the size and type of prison or 3jail constructed, although
correctional planners now have choices other than traditional
construction. Recent trends have provided options that include
modular design and barrier free environments, modular
gsnstruction, and variations in types of construction that
include factory built, prefabricated and pre-cast units, and
pre~engineered designs and prototypes. These new technologies,
with +their related terminologies, are often confusing and
seductive, promising speedy construction of needed space,
decreased staffing, improved security, and finally, less cost.

The interchangeable use of terminology, such as "modular design
and modular construction," and prefabricated, factory built or
relocatable  construction, have complicated the planning
process. (1) Unsubstantiated and untested entrepreneurial
claims have injected wuncertainty into planning, sometimes
leading planners to suspend Jjudgment based on experience and
factual data and place their faith in vendor's claims., The
issues that must be considered in planning that includes these
new developments are the subject of this chapter. While these
issues were not a formal part of the study, they were of such
concern to warrant discussiomnk
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Most of the construction techniques and designs to be discussed
are not new. They have been in use in general architecture and
construction by the private sector for years. The repetitive
construction used in modular design and prototypes has been
used by the home building industry for mobile homes, as have
precast and prefabricated wunits. The concept of prison
environments free of physical security barriers separating
staff and inmates was first used in the Norfolk, Massachusetts
prison early in this century. Although the "new technology" is
not new, its application in the design and construction of
prisons and jails is new, :

The application of new ‘technologies to corrections 1is
necessary. The adoption of concepts or techniques from the
private sector, although healthy, needs careful examination in
order to determine their relevance *o corrections and their
consequences for correctional practice. Certainly corrections
can benefit, but only if these innovations are_ adapted to
correctional needs. And to do so, professionals must not be
misled by entrepreneurial claims of monetary savings, or fail

to ignore the special problems imposed by their responsibility.

to the community and to staff and inmates of these facilities.‘

6.1 Modular CQnsimction
6.1.1 Prefabricated

There are several types of "modular" construction which have
been used in the private home construction sector for some
time. The most common consists of prefabricated construction,
or the building of standardized, predesigned and partially
assembled sections of a home that are delivered to the site and
assembled on a prepared foundation. The term has been used
increasingly in corrections to refer to either sections of
housing or entire units that are assembled at the factory and
trucked to the site for final assembly. It also refers to
concrete cells that are poured on or off site and set in place
in foundations or shells that have been built by traditional
construction methods. (2) It is recommended that for purposes
of clarifying the term, modular be used only in reference to
construction which has been partially assembled, or
prefabricated at the factory and finally assembled at the site
on a foundation. Typically this type of construction uses wood
or wood sheathed with steel. Large panels can be cut at the
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factory and trucked to the site where they are assembled, with
support provided by steel structural units.

6.1.2 Precast Concrete

Precast concrete construction is a form of prefabrication that
uses standardized precast concrete units, usually entire cells,
that are¢ poured off site and placed into the building shell.
The forms, which can be used repetitively, provide the
appropriate spaces for windows, doors, and plumbing or wiring
passages.

6.1.3 Factory Built Construction

This type of construction Has its counterpart in the mobile
home. Like its private sector counterpart, it is constructed
or assembled in the factory and trucked to the site ready to
use. Usually this type of construction is used for housing
units, but it can be used for larger components such as
offices, corridors and other support spaces. Variations on
this type of construction include a mix of factory built
housing wunits and prefabricated support . areas such as
gymnasiums which are pre-cut and assembled on site. Factory
built units are also referred to as relocatables, or "steel
boxes." Precast concrete units are said to be relocatable, and
in theory they may be. There is some question as to the
feasibility of such an effort in terms of cost and logistics.

6.2 Pre-enginéered Designs

A1l of the construction methods described above use
pre-engineered designs. The design is developed by the vendor
based on a fixed concept of program needs, security, traffic,
administrative requirements, and staffing patterns. In the
case of the prefabricated units there is some latitude for tbe
purchaser to make changes. Basically, however, the design is
sold "as is," and any modifications come at a cost to the
purchaser. Usually the design is developed in standardized
blocks, which can be arranged in various configurations.
Changes within the building blocks are not encouraged.unless
they coincide with the standardized sizes already available.
Modifications outside of the measurements of these building
blocks may have an effect on the profit margin of the
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manufacturer, since there will need to be changes in the
production . process. The purchaser can expect to pay’ these
costs. ‘

6.3 Podular Designs

Y

(o
N4

The podular design -is a management concept that places inmates

in housing units of a manageable size around a common area that

contains a secure control booth from which a c¢orrectional:

officer observes inmate activity. (3) The unit can be

constructed using modular, prefabricated techniques, since it

can be constructed in standardized wunits, either through
traditional methods or through the use of precast concrete
sections. It also 1lends itself to precast concrete . .cells
placed in a shell or framework erected by traditional
construction methods.

6.4 The Costs of Innovation

Given the market potential for new facilities it 1is not
surprising that products have been developed to meet new needs,
particularly prefabricated and factory built modules. The
increased interest in such units is reflected by advertisements
describing modular units in Corrections Today, the official
publication of the American Correctional Association, as

- follows:
‘ No. Total Total Priggh

Issue of Ads Pages Population*
Mar-Apr '79 none none 314,457 (1979)
Mar-Apr '81 none none ' ,
Mar-hpr |81 r ; } 368,772 (12-31~81)
‘Aug '82 3 2 394,316 (6-30-82)
Oct '82 3 2.5 405,371 {9=306-82)
Dec '82 3 2.75 . 412,303 (12~31-82)
Feb '83 4 5 ;
oo 153 ] > g } 425,678 (3-31-83)

*Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics
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The February 1983 edition was devoted entirely to corxrrectional
architecture. -

For a jurisdiction in which the 3jail or prison is seriously
over capacity, with severe budget constraints, the possibility
of a relatively cheap and quick solution to overpopulation and
fiscal problems can be attractive. Little data exists at this

‘time on the actual cost of prefabricated factory built units

although some estimates are available. Brodeur cites the

following types of predesigned, relocatable, prefabricated

facilities with reference to their cost:

Costs for site-built maximum security beds vary
between $23,000 and $60,000 per bed. The cost
per maximum security bed for modular instal-
‘lations in Washoe County, Nevada, has been
about $16,000. A 120-bed maximum security
modular jail now being built for Santa Clara
County, California, worked out to $16,250 per
bed. The two facilities, which were built by
different contractors, are multiple~occcupancy
cell block buildings. (4)

Brodeur does not give a specific time to completion but refers
to builders' claims that they can halve the time of conventional
construction, nor is "maximum" defined in relation to this type
of unit.

An article in the Wall Street Journal cited the purchase of two.

modular units in Garfield County, Colorado, for $250,000 each,
to be delivered in three months with occupancy "soon." (5)
Estimates were that a conventional new Jjail would have cost
three million dollars over three vyears for the same space.

‘There is no indication of the number of inmates to be held in

the two facilities, although 50-foot long units of 10 inmates
each are discussed. From the article it appears Garfield County
paid $25,000 per cell, far more than the §16,000 quoted by
Brodeur and considerably more than the prices gquoted by other
manufacturers. None of the costs guoted appear to represent
siting and installation costs, although this 1is not clear from
the information presented.

A Large department of corrections has recently leased and
installed portable factory built housing and recreation units of
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approximate 44,500 square feet for 300 beds. The units provide
148 sq. ft. per inmate housed in 50 man dormitories. -Leased at
a cost of $665,748, the total cost to the state will be
$3,328,740 or $11,095 per bed. The list price of the structures
was  $2,861,908. Costs do not include siting or connection  to
utilities.

Cost comparisons between conventional and -prefabricated or
precast, and-factory built construction can be deceptive, since

generally, there is‘ no equivalency in the - square footage
provided between these two types of facilities. A newly formed
organization based in Chicago places the cost of precast cells
poured off site and trucked and stacked in modules at one third
the cost per cell of traditional construction methods. (6)
Based on a comparison recognizing the total facility, including
support space, program space, and space within the housing unit
itself, a recent study found the total cost of premanufactured
facilities to be approximately 30 percent higher than for
conventionally constructed units. (7) A fair comparison can
only be made if the cost per square foot for particular kinds of
space and the total gross square feet per inmate are compared,
with housing being the most expensive space. In a facility with
+ 300 to 380 gross square feet per inmate housing accounts for
less than 200 square feet. A facility which does not provide
adequate support or program space and uses housing space for
‘these purposes will be less expensive on a "per bed" basis, but
it is not 1likely to be a complete facility without the
additional expense of support and pProgram space.

In the case of the Department of Corrections discussed above,
the living space is given at 60 sq. ft. of bed space (dormitory)
and 35 sq. ft. dav room area per inmate. The addition of
recreation space brings the gross total to 148, which is less
than the national average of at least 200 sq. ft. Precast cells
used in traditional construction when the design also includes
activity areas and support space may  .not present a similar
problem. Additional considerations for premanufactured units
must also include costs for land, site development, foundations
and fitting to electrical, plumbing and other services.

6.4.1 Construction Time

There is little argument that when crowding is a problem and
when court suits are providing the motivation for new
construction, time is critical. In this regard, prefabricated
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and factory built units have a distinct advantage, even if long
term costs may Dbe greater. The comparison .study of
premanufactured units and conventional fapllltles qlted above
found that premanufactured facilities require anrox1mately one
third less time to design and one third less time to construct
than conventional facilities. (8)

6.4.2, Staffing

Vendors claim staff savings with the use of premganactuyed
units and predesigned facilities, but there is no 1ntormat%on
available regarding savings or excessive costs, and staffing
figures are not yet available. When pre—gnglneergd des?gns or
units which predetermine a particular design configuration are
used, the level of staff is dictated by the design, over which
the purchaser will have 1little contro%. Carter et. alz note
that, "because of the differences in 51te.and conflgurat}on of
modules, there is generally less supervision or observaglon of
inmates in premanufactured housing units than in convenplonally
constructed housing units."(9) Departments of correction need
to consider staffing very carefully before any commitment to
modular prefabricated or factory byilt const;uctlon that
predetermines staffing levels. Staffing needs in excess of
conventional designs must be evaluated parefully. The
possibility always exists that an increase in stqff may be
necessary, and this additional expense can easily eliminate any
potential short term savings.

6.4.3 Facility Life Expectancy

Vendors often claim a 1life expectancy of twenty years for
prefabricated and factory built structures. Respondents with
some experience with this type of construction state that they
do not expect more than five years habitable use. The twenty
year claim by vendors includes reasonable provision that these

- facilities. be adequately maintained. Hard use, typical of

correctional housing and problems of adequate maintgngnce may
compromise the life span of these uﬁits,~altnouqh most have not
been in use long enough to predict their durability.

The following recommendations address concerns in the evaluat%on
and selection of pre-engineered, prefabricated, or factory built
units. These units: ‘ :




e

1. BShould be carefully evaluatsd to determine
the actual savings in dollars and time in
relation to meeting the needs of the user.

2. Should be evaluated considering the same
factors addressed in = planning and
programming for facilities Dbuilt using
conventional construction methods.

3. Must meet applicable local and state codes,
including zoning, fire, health, and
environmental requirements.

4, Should be evaluated considering square
footage for the total facility, inclusive
of support space, as is done’ in
conventional construction. i

‘5. Should be seen as temporary; primary use of
them should be for short-term detention in
the community or as temporary additions to
existing long-term facilities.

6.5 Prototype Faci!itiés ,

Recommendation 55 of +the Attorney General's Task Force on
Viclent Crime asked that the National Institute of Corrections
"develop models for maximum, medium, and minimum security
facilities of 750 and 500 (or fewer) beds, from which states
would choose the appropriate model(s) for construction™. (10)
Prototype, or model facilities are pre~designed prisons or
jails which have been developed incorporating the state of the
art. Theoretically,  the design has been developed with the
participation of persons expert in their field and who have
taken into account all the factors necessary to the design of
an ideal facility. The final product should be a model that
can be duplicated, effectively provide the level of desired
security and supervision, have the appropriate program and
support space, and provide a standard level of staffing.

| 6.5.1 issues in Prototype Design

The use of prototype design can reduce the time and costs
associated with the planning and design phases preceding

facility construction. Prototype use, however, suggests that -

there is a model that can be replicated in all climatic
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cBnditions, adapted to any terrain or soil condition, and meet
correctional program needs and philosophies. Selection of a
prototype design requires an awareness of assumptions built
into the model. This includes careful consideration of
features related to correctional philosophies, design features
included to suit regional and geographic conditions, and other
factors such as the composition of the inmate population
between jurisdictions, ignoring crime rates, incarceration
rates, sentencing practices, release policies, and the use of
alternative sanctions.

6.5.2 Use of Untested Designs

Any design which is based on an.analysis of needs and the
development of an architectural program cannot be tested until
the facility is built and occupied. The prototype may claim an
advantage in that the design has been rigorously reviewed prior
to construction. If one facility has been built, it can serve
as a test of the model and provide an opportunity to £find
problems and correct them. At the time of the study, one

vendor of a prototype design had one facility almost completed

and six others were in the early stages of construction. The
problems in the design will: not become known until the £first
facility is occupied, and wunless the vendor conducts a

post-occupancy evaluation the errors in the design will be

repeated. A common problem found in the study was the
repetition of mistakes in the prototype design. One~fourth of
tlie states surveyed had recently completed construction of
several facilities concurrently using an untested design. In
one case, except for some changes: made that were deemed
absolutely necessary by the architect, major design errors were
replicated in new construction. Time must be taken between
construction of facilities, especially prototypes, in order to
test the design. T

The current trend in  prototypes underscores the need for
research ~and = evaluation = of. . correctional design and
construction. ' Research is needed to test specific design
features such as -cells and their fixtures for resistance to
vandalism, the placement and internal arrangements of
electronic equipment in control centers, and the effectiveness
of the podular arrangement. Post-occupancy evaluations must _be
conducted to determine the effectiveness of the design in
meeting the needs specified in the architectural program.
Construction costs, staff savings and other claims by vendors
need to be evaluated so that some clear and definite figures
are available to planners. As McGough points out: :
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We are still short of hard research in prison
design. For every very positive article of why

ink paint has a calming effect, there are also
dozens of built environment subjects that have
not been researched at all. In the absence of
research, architects and planners have made
their own judgments. For instance, the
triangular housing units, which architects seem
to be working to death, have become today's
counterpart to the 19th century Auburn

cellhouse. (11)

Tn the final analysis, there is no guarantee of success with orx
without a prototype. There is no ideal design, and there are
no absolute answers in planning. There is a need for careful
review of all variables which must be coordinated in
institutional planning. The planning process must be applied
with equal rigor to the selection of a prototype as it is to
the development of any other design. This responsibility
cannot be left to the vendor, the architect, or an agency too
far removed from corrections. A prototype should it be
selected only when it meets the requirements of the system.
When jurisdictions are considering the development and use of
prototype facilities, the  first facility constructed should be

evaluated prior to beginning construction of another.

6.6 Design and Construction of Jails

Although local detention facilities, or jails, were not part of
the study, the conclusions regarding planning, design and
construction are clearly relevant to them. Because of the
small size of most sheriffs' departments or county departments
of corrections, it is difficult, if not impossible, to retain
full time planning or project management units. Local county
planning boards are often not able to provide the time needed
for facility planning. The construction of a detention
facility is a rare occurrence, happening only once or twice in
a century. Outside expertise and "one-time" assistance must be
relied upon, often coordinated by a staff person with limited
knowledge of the planning process. Since the planning process
in a 1local jurisdiction may be unique to many of its
participants, the architect/designer .and the planning staff
must willing and able to communicate with each other about
secure detention facility needs in general, and the specific
needs of the local facility. Such an effort can be aided by
programs such as that offered by the National Institute of

Corrections through its program for planning of new

institutions, or P.O.N.I.
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At the local level, particularly in smaller communiti i
sentiment angvthe influence ofyspecial interest?igiizi; g:flgg
especially 1qtqnse and, therefore, planning processes more
gomplex. Dec151opmaking may also be more sensitive to budget
issues. The gx1stence - of state standards and/or related
inspection services for detention facilities also may require

~that representatives of the state b i i
planning process. ve be included in the local

(;rowding in prisons has produced a backlog in imi '
justice system, resulting in many jails\gﬁoldi;gm!sgitzgggé
prisoners Waltlng transfer to prisons. Crowded court calendars
have al§o 1ncr§ased the number of persons waiting trail. Since
sentencing pelicies and state parole procedures have aﬂ effect
gn.the jal¥ population it is critical that they be included in
gi;% plannlng. Some relevant questions for them to address
e If the jail is holding sentenced ri
because of prison crowding, what can bé)ggggeig
speed up transfers? If this is not possible
- will the state pay for increasing the capacity oé
the new facility to house this backlog?

‘e Has the state subsidized or is it nni
th planning to
subsidize the county for alternative (diversion)

programs to relieve crowding on t
state level? 9 he local and

e Will ophgr 'local or state agencies assume the
responsibility for some classes of detainees,

such as public inebriates, mental health
and juveniles? ' casesy

The design of locaz detention facilities i

dlfge;g?t from those found in 1long tZﬁi&udgsrrggggﬁﬁgi
fa01l+t1es. The three most important, among many, are traffic

security, and supervigion- Intake is a major actiVity whicﬂ
1ngludes‘_the rgspcn51bility for booking, medical screening

bail con51deratloq (or other release programé), transportatioé
to. ?ourt‘ and discharge. Medical receiving screening is
critical if qourt suits are to be avoided. The booking area
must be designed for = this purpose. According to survey
consgltants and other detention experts, the booking area
remains the most difficult problem in design. _The multiple
functions pf that area have not been examined critically, and
ihe traffic ,flow has not been dealt with adequately. ’ The
hen.gth of stay for a @ajority of jail admissions may be only 24
ours, usually averaging three days. For those who cannot make
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bail, pre-trial detention nationally averages 3.2 months. (12)
In addition to intake traffic, there is constant movement of
family visitors, attorneys, other officials and bondsmen, all
of whom add to the problem of security and control.

N

Pretrial facilities are usually maximum se&urity, since they
hold offenders about whom little is known. Any inmate may be
assaultive, suicidal, or an escape risk. The design must,
therefore, take 1nto account means of achieving the needed
security level’ without 1limiting the ability to supervise.
While it is possible to de51gn a secure configuration of cells
this will not ensure supervision of suicide rlsks, or ensure
safety of inmates from assaults. -

Restricted land use can create design difficulties. In a
metropolitan area there are limited opticns for the location of
a jail, most are sited in a high density area or on land a
great distance from the courts. The usual choice is to select
land that is county owned and near the courts. If the decision
is to build the jail in the suburbs, transportation costs and
staff levels increase. Designing a jail for a metropolitan
site poses problems of perimeter security, recreation space and
all the attendant problems space limitations place on design.

~ Many of these concerns are discussed by Folse. {13)

About 80 percent of the jails in this country have under fifty
beds. (14) The reduction in scale may appear to reduce design
difficulties. However, the size of the jail is not relevant in
terms of the complexity of function. In fact, it may be more
difficult to ensure separation of Jjuveniles from adults,
provide secure space for work releasees, and manage the public
inebriate, mentally ill, extremely violent, or the suicidal.
The small size of the jail places limits on flexibizity.

Construction of a detention facility, whether large or small,
requires as: much attention to planning as does a large priscn.

Shortcutting the planning process by borrowing a design from

another jail may reduce costs and the time to open a new jail.
It will not ensure that the design will meet. the immediate or
long term needs imposed by 1local custom, court practices,
communlty resources, or the other variables that may

be unique to the jurisdiction. It is possible that one of the
recent innovations in construction may meet the needs of a
particular jurisdiction. Perhaps modular construction is
appropriate, or a prototype exists that will meet the needs for
a new jail. Nonetheless, it is  recommended that realistic
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planning always be completed prior to the development of the
design and before selection of prototype designs or
pre-engineered units. This planning must include the
consideration of local and state codes and regulations,
professional standards for corrections, and cost factors beyond
immediate construction outlays.

6.7 Using Standards in Design and Construction

Standards created by professionals and practitioners in the
field are perhaps the most comprehensive source of information
to be called upon in planning considerations. These standards,
created to provide goals and guidance for the operation of
correctional services and institutions, often incorporate court
decisions, codes, and regulations, and attempt to translate
them into operational guidelines for correctional programs.
Sechrest and Reimer point out that mandated changes in correc~
tional services, whether instigated by the courts, legisla-
tures, or administrators, will exist in a vacuum until
implemented in an orderly manner and followed by verification
of their use, as done through correctional accreditation. (15)

Among standards issued by various profe551onas‘ groups and
agencies, the American Correctional Association in conjunction
with the Commission on Accreditation for Corrections has issued
the most comprehensive standards for adult correctional facili-
ties and provides a mechanism for measuring and maintaining
compliance. (16) Ten of 14 survey respondents (71%) reported
use of ACA/Commission standards in planning and design. (17)
For physical: plant design the standards provide specific guide-
lines and recommendations, such as suggested housing capacity
for facilities, floor space per resident, necessary sanitation
and fire safety equipment, and hardware and materials for
control of lighting and noise levels. The standards, along
with judicial decisions, call for provision of program oppor-
tunities that translate into necessities for phy31ca1 program
space.

While compliance with standards does not provide exemption from
legal liability, the standards can be used as a legal defense
and have become part of court cases in seven states: Kansas,
Kentucky, New Jersey, Nevada, Washington, New Mexico and
Oklahoma. (18) Accreditation was mandated by federal courts for
the entire Oklahoma Department of Corrections, the Kansas State
Kentucky State Reformatory and
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Penitentiary. The Oklahoma Department of Institutions, Social
and Rehahilitative Services was ordered by the federal court to
comply with the  standards for juvenile training schools,
juvenile community residential services and juvenile probation
and . aftercare services. . Legislation in Oklahoma now also
requires certification of detention services and Jjuvenile

detention centers throngh the;process of accreditation. (19)

iy

Other resources that support the standards and attempt to
qualify recommendations for prison construction can be drawn
from a growing body of research that addresses the conditions
of confinement. Studies that look at the problems of over-
crowding and its impact upon those within the institution
provide a basis for decisions about living space for in-
mates. (20) Others address environmental aspects of facilities
such as noise levels , lighting levels , or color that may
influence tolerance, coping, and behaviors of the incarcerat-
ed.(21) On a different level, Wayson, Falkin, and Cruz have
produced a users manual for estimating the costs involved in
implementing American Correctional Association/Commission on
Accreditation for Corrections standards. (22)

Regardless of the involvement of the courts or the wvaried
studies of confinement practices, the ACA/Commission standards
are the correctional standards accepted by the field. They
have  been accepted as part of a voluntary program of
accreditation administered by the Commission on Accreditation
for Corrections. Accreditation began in 1974 and now involves
566 agencies in 40 states, the District of Columbia, Guam, the
Federal Prison System, and the Correctional Service of Canada.
Of the 566, 387 agencies have received accreditation, including
138 of the 201 correctional institutions under contract. This
involvement represents a significant commitment by the field to
the ACA/Commission standards and to their implementation in
practice. For this reason the standards must be considered in

all correctional facility designs. Use of the standards,.

however, sometimes presents a conflict for the designer.
Correctional institutions, like other residential care
facilities, ‘are subject to the conditions of jurisdictional
codes, regulations, and licensing requirements that address
construction, building, sanitation and fire safety conditions.
These requirements are not always uniform or consistent, and

selecting -and integrating the appropriate guidelines and.

regulations may be difficult.

Conklin, for example, expresses concern that excessive federal
regulations have the potential to usurp the rights and planning
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preferences of local and state governments; others, however,
warn that compliance with state mandated standards will not
ensure constitutionality. (23) Despite the array of ‘directives
issued by the courts -and regulatory bodies, the 1legal
Fequirements of building, operating, and running a correctional
institution still are not clear. (24}

Who, ‘then, has the responsibility for determining which stan-

dards apply and how they relate to national or local codes and
reqgulations? The primary responsibility belongs to the client
agency. The client must be knowledgeable about the standards,
codes and regulations. This should be the responsibility of
the project management unit within a department of corrections,
as described in Chapter 2. This unit must be able to
articulate departmental needs to planners, programmers, and
ultimately to the architect/designer. The architect/designer
has the responsibility for having a working knowledge of the
standards and national codes in order to identify problem
interpretations when necessary (see Chapter 2). It is not
enough for the architect/designer to know that the client is
familiar with the standards and codes and has incorporated them
into the program statement. The architect/designer  should
request that the client include a reference to relevant
standards and codes in the architectural program. When the
client does not wish to comply, or is unable to comply with
standards or codes; this should be made clear to = the
architect/designer in writing. o

When certain standards or other requirements appear indistinct
from an architectural perspective the architect should estab-
lish, in concert with the client, a precise definition of the
level of programming intended for each standard/requirement.
For example, when the standard calls for a comprehensive
educational program with no information on numbers of students
to be educated, the courses to be taught, or the time avail-
able, the architect and client must decide what level of
service 1s necessary to meet the standard. Such a decision
will lead to a determination of the staff, space and equipment
needs for that service. Work should not proceed until such
agreement is reached. Decisions are delayed for many reasons,

including the inability of two or more agencies to. agree on a

definition, lack of time to think through the problem, and
waiting for ' anticipated 1legislation' which will affect the
decision. Extended periods of indecision can result in rede-
sign problems with their attendant increases in capital and
operational costs. '
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National standards for corrections and national and local codes
and regulations are important considerations in the planning,
design and: construction of correctional institutions. The
agency and the architect/designer must respond to them in order
to create institutions which will not only be functional but
meet constitutional minimums for the safety, security and
humane care of the inmates incarcerated in them. The respon-
sibility for conformance to national standards and codes rests
with the client agency as advised by the architect/designer.
When misunderstandings or misinterpretations exist regarding
the standards and codes and the need for their application to
new construction, the architect should clarify the client's
intent before proceeding with the work. Recommendations for
using standards in facility design and construction include:

1. Correctional agency personnel should become
- aware of all applicable national standards
and codes prior to the planning and design
stages  of the facility  construction
process.

2. Planners and architects should be
knowledgeable about applicable national
standards and codes and make sure that the
client agency is aware of them in the
course of the design of new facilities.,

3. Architects should inform represéntatives of
- the client agency when national standards
and/or codes are not keing followed.

4. When certain standards or other
‘requirements appear unclear, the architect
should attempt to establish with the client
agency & precise definition of each
standard/requirement. . v

- 6.8 The Hidden Costs of New Construction

As crowding of correctional facilities increases due to greater
population loads, the costs of new facility construction have
become a significant issue across the United States. As stated
in the Bulletin of the Bureau of Justice ‘Statistics:

: " ' T

...in 1974 [the prison population] began a

dramatic rise that added nearly 150,000
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sentenced inmates to the national prison
Populatlon in 8 years. The average annual
increase during this period was 7.1 percent
compared to 2.4 percent for the entire 1925-81
period. At the end of 1981 the incarceration
rate was 153 per 100,000, the highest ever
recorded. The first 9 months of 1982 further
accelerated this trend, bringing the
incarceration rate to 169 on September 30. (25)

The number of state and federal risoners was 431

30, 1983, more than double the %mmmer at that3fﬁﬁf fg iggi
(198,061) , with projections of over 500,000 by the end of 1934
(26) Addltlonal_prison space is costly by any measure, witﬁ
one source providing cost estimates per cell ranging from
$7,§00.to $55,600 depending on the security level, size, design
variations, and regional cost differences. {(27)

W

William G. Nagel, President of the American Foundation and a
former prison warden, projected the costs of operating prisons

2225 a thirty-year life span in relation to initial capital

For every dollar spent on new prison

53 construct}on, the taxpayers of the several
A§tates; will have to pay $16 (exclusive of
inflation) for operations over three decades.
And that does not include bond costs. (28)

The percentages referenced by Nagel are shown in

alopg with estimates from other sources that preseﬁibﬂﬁﬂgéi
ratios of 1 to 10 and 1 to 11. The Nagel estimates would
require a 1p4 billion dollar commitment over the thirty-year
progected-l}fe span of a facility; the NIC P.O.N.I. estimate
would require $65 billion and the Building Design énd
Construct%on article requires $72 billion. The Nagel estimate

would add" $3.47 billion per year to the six billion dollars in
corrections operating costs for 1979 nationwide, an increase of
about ]58; percent per vyear, not ihcluding inflation.
Corrections costs went up 7.7 percent from 1978 to 1979. (27)

Based on long~term costs, these estimates stggest caution in

. pPlanning for new facility construction. While concern about

initial design and construction costs is important,
overemphasis on these costs may preclude discussion of
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Table 6.1

~ PERCENT DISTRIB»UTION OF CORRECTIONAL FACILITY
CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATING COSTS - 30-YEAR BUILDING LIFE

P.O.N.L WILLIAM BDC
- Program (1) Nagel (3) Articie (3)
(Jails) (State Prisons) (State Prisons)
_ Percent Percent Percent
Construction Costs 8.7 4 Construction Costs =
Architectural Fees -3 5 9 6-10 percent
Furnishings, Equipment 1.0 15 '
Maintenance, Supply 45 3 21
Food 5.6 5 Operating Costs =
Utilities - 6.2 6 \ 90-94 percent
Civilian Salaries 23.6 24 ' ‘
Guard Salaries 50.1 54 70
Other — 2 -
100.0 100.0 100.0

1. National Institute of Corrections Planning of New Institutions (P.O.N.l) Training (February, 1982)

2. William G, Nagel President, American Foundation, testlmony on the Dole BuII(S 186), reported in
Jericho 26 (Fall 1981), p. 4. :

3. Building Desrgn and Construction, “Teamwork Result: Better Prlsons Cost Less” (no author May,
, 1980) p. 64 '
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long-term costs which may affect the ability of a state or

local department of corrections to meet the goals of increased
use of incarceration, much less any type of program goalc.
Recommendations for cost considerations in facility plannlng
1nc1ude-' : . ‘

1. In planning for new construct;on, a
- projection of. 1ong—term operatlng costs
must be done. Cost savings in design or
construction are minimal in relation to
the 1life cycle operatlng costs .. for new
fac111tles. : A :

2. Planning must take into account life cycle
costs as an essential element in. the
design. Staffing requirements are built
into the design, and are the most costly
variable in planning.

6.8 Summary

Corrections does n@et suffer from a lack of desire to do good
planning in the construction of new facilities or the reno-
vation of existing plants. However, the use of pre-designed,
relocatable facilities, prototype designs and codes and stan-
dards should be secondary to good plannlng. Sound planning
should place these elements in perspective in relation to the
needs of a particular agency. Planning should include a better
definition of goals, improved communication among planners,
correctional ‘administrators and architects, and continuity of
oversight throughout the planning, design and construction
process.,

Of greatest importance, however, is the need to evaluate "what
has been done and build on experience rather than repeat past
errors. A common statement to project staff, usually by the

staff person involved in new facility construction, was "I wish

I knew some of these things when we began the project."” Post-

occupancy evaluation should be routine for all new construction
or renovations. \

Post-occupancy evaluation may show problems where none were
anticipated in such areas as traffic flow, lines of sight  for
observation and supervision, placement of equipment and
controls, functioning of security egquipment, and the like.




&

;J :
Since no central source now ex1sts for making such comparlsonS'
it is necessary for each user to evaluate what they are using
and make comparisons with other jurisdictions whenever possible
and on an "as needed" basis. The importance of using available
experience in planning, design and construction is vital to the
future of correctional facility construction. For this reason,
a final recommendation is for the creation of a national
program - of = post-occupancy evaluation.. of correctional

facilities.

A national program of post-occﬁpancy evaluation would include
consideration of all types of construction, emphasizing
long-term utility based on cost, time to occupancy, durability,

the quality of materials, hardware and components, and other
also

features of use. Significant areas for examination
include staff requirements (number and type), security,
flexibility, energy consumption, and such unique features as

the ease of relocation of modular units. -~ These data would be
compiled on a national scale to provide information to
correctional planners, architects; vendors and others involved
in the construction of correctional facilities. Without such a
program the problems cited in this report will not be
addressed, and correctional agencies involved in construction
will continue to “operate without the wuse of available
information and guidance.. . ‘ ' ' :
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Survey Methodology

 Preceding page bian

' DATA COLLECTION

Initial Contacts:  Selection of Respondents. A preliminary
inquiry was distributed to all directors of state departments of
correction. Forty-four (85 percent) of ‘the preliminary inguiries
were returned to the Commission, from which eighteen - (18)
respondents were identified for further study. Replies to the
inquiry appearing to meet the following conditions were chosen
for follow-up: ‘

¢ Construction of two or more adult correctional
institutions since 1975;

® Construction of a facility that presented pro-
blems in its planning, design, and construction;
and v : ; :

@ The newly constructed facility had been open and
operating for at least six (6) months.

Survey Development. The mail-telephone survey was designed to
obtain basic information about the facility identified in the
preliminary inquiry as having problems in its planning, design,
and construction. A case study method was used due to the need

.to obtain specific information regarding these problems. This

method was also selected since in each instance ' facility
construction was wunique in terms -of facility characteristics,
project organization and Jjurisidictional requirements. The
survey contains sections addressing: facility description and
characteristics; budgeted versus actmnal costs of construction and
operation; participants, activities, and timeframes in the
planning, programming and design stages of the project; selection
of professional services and contractors; and construction of the
facility. The survey -also contains a number of gquestions about

- facility operations since opening, focusing on the performance of

materials, hardware and equipment, and the extent to which the
facility was meeting system needs. :

The first draft of the survey was ©pretested at two local

correctional facilities. ©Following the initial pretests, the.

instrument was distributed ‘for review and comment by the
Committee on Architecture for Justice (CAJ), American Institute
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of Architects Steering Committee and other interested members
present at a quarterly meeting of the Committee. Following
revision of the guestionnaire based on information received from
CAJ members, the survey was again field tested at a State
Department of General Services. Upon completion of the field
tests, the questionnaire was  finalized and readied for
distribution. =

The instrument turned out to be guite lengthy, contain- ihg 55

%tems, both closed~ and open-ended. A variety of questions are
1pcluded, requiring the <respondent to rate items using
Likert-type scales, rank order choices, or fill in the blanks.

Survey Distribution. Given the wide range of topics covered in
the. survey (such as budgeting, design issues, programming
decisions, materials performance, ete¢.), identification of the
appropriate individual(s) able to answer all of the questions was
difficult. The decision was made to send the entire survey to an
individual identified in the preliminary inquiry as the person
responsible for the overall planning, design and construction for
the facility. _ : - : :

All of the telephone survey respondents were employees of the
state departments of corrections, generally holding positions in
divisions with responsibility for planning, facility operations
or engineering. Most of the respondents had fairly extensive
knowledge or background in engineering and maintenance, or the
state corrections system. Often the individual involved in the
initial planning and project coordination had not remained with
the department, and information provided by respondents was
retrieved from many sources. o

Respondents were‘contacteQ7by-projéct staff prior to receiving
the : survey. An initial {}all was made to verify information

_provided in the preliminary | inquiry, describe the project to each

person, and assess willingness to provide assistance with the
study. All of the 18 indiviiduals contacted agreed to receive the
survey. = Fifteen of the %urveys were completed. The calls
averaged two hours in length, ranging from 1% to 3 hours +to
review the full survey. The two project staff members completed
the survey calls. Some of the surveys were completed in ‘the

field during site visits, where additional data were also -

gathered.
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The following states responded to the survey:

Oklahoma (site visit)

Arkansas Kentucky

Colorado Louisiana Pennsylvania :
Florida Michigan South Carolina
Illinois (site = Minnesota Tennessee (site visit)

visit) Nebraska Washington -

Indiana
Site Visit Methodology

Site Selection. All survey recipients were considered for
follow-up visits by project staff. Selection of the three sites
visited was based on the potential quality of information to be
gained, willingness of the agency to host the project team and
the availability of project principals (the state representative,
architect, contractor) to contribute to the study. There was
also an effort to choose sites distributed geographically
throughout the continental United States.

viesit Activities. Site activities entailed a two-day visit to a
unit within the state department of corrections responsible for
facility construction. Where applicable, project staff spoke
with the state architect or project administrator, department of
corrections project team members, primary architect/engineer,
general contractor and facility operations staff. Interviews
with site visit participants followed the structure of the
mail/telephone survey, focusing on areas relevant to each indi-
vidual's area of expertise and project participation. Partici-
pants were also asked to review tentative conclusions from the
mail/telephone survey and respond to proposed project recom-
mendations. Additional information on desirble procedures or
alternative strategies for planning, design and construction was
sought. Respondents were asked to fully explore their problems,
solutions and projections for the future of prison construction.

The visit also entailed a tour of the facility described in the
survey or one developed using #ihe same prototype design. The
tour was conducted by an individual(s) familiar with the daily
operating and maintenance requirements of the institution, who
was also present prior to and/or during the time the facility was
opened. In the course of the field work, project staff reviewed
construction-related documentation and materials, including for
example, planning reports or documents, the architectural program
for the facility, bidding and selection criteria for the
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architects and contractors, and ‘post-occupancy evaluation
reports. A consultant-architect accompanied the two prOJect
staff for the flrst site visit.

As recommendations developed in the course of telephone surveys
and site visits, preliminary recommendations were reviewed by the
Steering Committee of the Committee on Architecture for Justice,
of the American Institute of Architects, a Project National
Advisory Committee, survey participants and other interested
groups and individuals. Project work was also coordinated with
current project management training con@ucted by the National
Institute of Corrections and architectural design criteria
material developed by the American Correctional Association. -

o
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The Problems and Politics of a Prison Site

By John Feinatein :
Wadiagisn Prs Al o

ANNAPOLIS=Bince 1976, wbtnum&
purchase of an okl can faczory in Baltimore

to be convertad into a penitentiary, prisons |
headaches o,
the lull"l governor and the General Adsern.

Anduveninthhm.whenmuchof&e
political rhatoeic here is directsd at Wash-
ington, the mention of prisons quickly di.
verts attention to iasues closer to home.

On 'Puudny. 2 task force appointed last
recommend

land Gov. Marvin Mande! &

have been a source of nonstop

-year by Gov, Harry Hughes will

thlllml,ooo-anpmonba«nmued

inSomtutComty,themtmmofthe

bou\m iu five-member county emnmiuicn

. countims on the: Eastern Shore. Hughes 5 tmade a rare request~they acked the
likely £o follow that recommendation and, If tmumu?&ghmm.&w e

guw&thompﬁmﬂwme- ofbunhnwk.whiwnqm
time ig 1887, s honored,

.;%
gis
H
%
3
?

_Maq-mhmwuum .

cnvxronmmt whers most

ab)
g«xmd. bullding a mx!mum-madmm s
aui;ypmonlnnmn!u&.ln:.mbwth

moEL prisoners . come
ding yiot to * orwt.bc!hn 1’5’“& g %:.”phnmmm‘
b/ yours., That h;
/ . fthatprhonnhouldbebuﬂ y
u'lmlmh!lvemdwbmtbeymbcm
d to return: wrban areas. To put prisonars
Innnmou,nmlu&nx havethtmvukon
puhnpu.mlwsuafﬁm :
S«PRI&ON.B!.C&L!

The Choosmg ot a Prlson Slte in Maryland

PRISON, From B!
Times have dunsed and so have

such a big priceto pay in the
rampant unemployment.

SomuwtCamtyhsh.am.hx ~
unemploy:.

bard by the recession. It

ment rate i 17.2 percent, more than s

double the state sverage. A prison
would creste 500 jobs, with state-

pnd salaries of $12,000 to $20,000 a

e in such an out-of- *
the-way lm.nnd the works

The prison slso wmld help local .
businesses with sn influx of friends
and relatives who would visit pris-
oners. )

T

The negative side & in the houn--»

ing market, which is often adversely
affected by having & prisan in the
neighborhood because new  busic
nimes tend to shy away from such
an area. But given Somerset’s econ-
omy, jobs, not "selling boum, ore 'y

“I think the commissioners in
Somerset showed a lot of foresight-
edness with their request” ssid Del.
R. Claywon Mitchell Jr, (D-Kent},
the chairman of the House Appro-

riations Committee and the man

ed to by Eastern:Shore residents

to protect their interests. “I've waid
all along | that T won't et the prisan
be bullt in 80y county that doem't
want the priwm. But they want it, so
.s~ for as I'm concerned, they've got

Precedmg page blank

’l‘l;ehktoryofthumnalong
-and tangled one. It dates back o the
- state's purdme, for $2.8 million, in ~*

1876 of the Continental
in Baltimore. The site was to be con-
verted into @ new Bul even
while the bulldozing wark went on,
ity officials acreamed that they

didn't want another penal institution ,
in the city, in addition to the state _sion:
S:mtenmry and the c:ty Jail slready -

. In 1978, Ad.deov'thrﬁeeﬂl

facing 8 tough elaction fight and

.nudmgmpponindnuty,gamv

on the site and sold the

. to the city for $2 milhon. ofter hav.*
ing invested another $1.6 million in"
.the site. Net ose 10 theruw $25

million, **

“Rloir made & political deciion”
said former Sen. Victor L. Crawford,
why until this month was chalrian
of the legislative committee that
eventually recommended the East.
ern Shore. site. *We desperalely
newled a pricon. But he desperately
needed  support - in the city and

Can Factory*

ine. and .
forth and said, “How about u:?'
The tesk force deferred its daci
sion to hear out the two mntiu.
Caroline's commissioners pulled out
.. within & week though Somerset
merxcd a5 the logical choice since
* the five commisaioners were unan.

NL unus(ﬁm)!nmddretont

-p‘cklphee.

!hep .

Now Somersel’s politicians sy
MwﬂlnkHu;hutobuko!fwd
go elswhere. That req umpmba‘l‘:}ﬂ

* , will be refused, but the battle s
* & long way from being over,

“You have to just. DO it at some
: point,® Mitchell ‘sald. “The fact k,
anywhere ‘you go, Somesst, Cecil,
the same pecple

&°, screaming they don't want a prison
." ¢ are the same people screaming that.

hen came the $64 question: Whm
would the new rldhty be put?;

Theve was some *sentiment. ta.
bu‘ld in Princk Géorge's . County,

The boys' villsge site in Cheltenham

sezmed to be & natutal spot, But twn -
factors blocked that ‘ides, according
to Crawford. “Prince George's has
seven senators and 21 delegates,
that's sizable political strength. Also,
construction costs in the thinxion
nrea would have beén incredible.”

Others, nolably then:zenator Ed.
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" all these people should be Jocked up,

., But they want it both ways, Tock,
" Em Up,’ they say, ‘but not at my
- door’ .That way of thinking will
*: never change”

E!]c ashington Post

Monday, January 31, 1983

"
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IN ANNAPOLIS

Communication Problem Snarls

House

By John Femstem

Washington PosLSlaIrerrer o

‘ANNAPOLIS, March 24—A-
House. of Delegates subzommittee

recommended today that! the legis-
lature instruct Gov. Harry Hughes te
reconsider his selection of Somerset
County for a new Marylarid prison.
The-appropriations sulcommittee
on prisons and transportatxon asked
that the final decision qn a site be
delayed at least until Nov. 1 so
Hugches can reconsider lais decision.
If the subcommittee pr(;posal is up-
held by the full House «of Delegates,
as.expected, and the Se*ﬂate, it could
delay construction, du¢ to start by
the end of this year, for six months.

This afternoon, at' his weekly’

press conference, Hughes was ada-
mant about” ngt, chanvmg sites’ at

this late date. “We've! made a site’

selection and we should go ahead as
rapidly as possible,” Hughes said. “
would hope that the legislature,
which has complained about delays
in this project, would- not bring
about any further delays.”

The subcommxttee action took
the' form- of a budget amendment
that said the governor may not

spend any money on a new pmson

_until Nov. 1. The. amendment re-.

quested that the governor and the

other members of.-the Board of Pub-,
lic Works examine! sxt& in Somerset .
*and Cecil County."

“The subcammxttee headed “by

Del. "Timothy F. Maloney {D-Prince-
George’s), said Hugh&s decision to .

put the prison*in Somerset was
based on the willingness of the coun-
ty. commissioners there to accept a
prison and not on whether it was the
best location.

“If. the governor says we should

 build & prison on the _moon, that ‘
doesn’t mean we're going to do it if
we think it's a bad site,” Maloney

said. “We think the governor acted
hastily on this. The legislature is not
gomg to do the same thing.”

- The subcommittee’s action fol-
fowed .a° Tuesday visit to the pro-

) posed Sometset site by Maloney and

Appropnatxons Committee  Chair-
man R. Clayton Mlbchell dr. (D-

‘Kent). The two-came back con-

vinced - that construction problems
plus the site’s location near a high-
way and a populated part of town, as

" well-as the area’s high water table,.

made it a bad choice. @
Hughes and the legislature have_

_.been wrangling ‘over the new prison
for more than a year. Late last year,

a gubernatorial task force was pre-
pared to recommend that the prison

" be situated - in Cecil County when

Somerset’s commissioners requested

“ the prison. Within 10 days, the task

force recommended Somerset . to
Hughes, who accepted their advice.
Hughes also announced today

that rather than build temporary

facilities during the next year to ac-

- commodate 600 more prisoners,. he
will recommend. that construction of

another  prison in Hagerstown be

“accelerated.

- Hughes' new opposition to tempo~

rary facilities comes after the governor -

was rebuffed Monday in an effort to
get the Washington COUUU commu

e Ll 114 ¥

sioners to dceept them “We came up

with this idea last week, after we met -

with the commassxoners," Hughes said,

forgetting the meeting was Monday '
- “It’s been a long week,” he added

when corrected,-

Maloney also dlsagreed with .

Hughes on the subject of temporary
facilities. “If we just accelerate, we're

_still going to be 600 beds shert,” he

said. “The system .is overcrowded
now and thns isn't gomg to help
things any.” .

This afternoon, Maloney and his
subcommittee presented their veport
on the capital budget to the full Ap-

.~ propriations Committee, which is’

expectéd to back the subcommittee.
And the committee has the back-

ing of House Speaker Benjamin L.

Cardin, “They have some problems

with the site and they want the gov-

ernor to take -another look,” Cardm

~«said. “The delay involved is minor -

and the final decision, ultimately,
will still rest with the governor.”

Said Hughes: “I have made a final
decision.”

o

FL..dHlD' fm' Nv W Md Prlsons

)/ ANNAPOLIS, - March 18——A

"House Appropnatlons subcommittee

today gave a setback to Gov, Harry -

Hughes and his staff by votmg to cut
off funding for two-250-bed prisons
scheduled to be built 'in- -Baltinjore,
deciding instead ‘to locate_ ‘the 500

heds elswhere in the- state pnson"

system, .
The two prisons, known as BG&E

1 and 2, since the two sites were pur-..
chased from the Baltimore Gas and -

Electric: Co., were deemed: By the

subcommittee to - be too. expensive,
.because of high construction costs in_

the city. The subcommittee veted to
add 4he 500 beds to the proposed

1,000-bed prison scheduled to be 4
" built in.rural Somerset Count’y. o
Because of a breakdown in com-.

munications between House Speaker
Benjamin L. Cardin, *committee
chairman R. Clayton - Mitchell Jr.

(D-Kent) and®subcomnittee chair-

man Timothy F. Maloney (D-Prince
George's), the.subcommittee voted
to move the 500 heds to Somerset
thinking Cardin approved of the

. move.

Cardin had ;poken to” Mitchell
and Maloney Gn the speaker's podi-
um during yesterday's session of the
legislature and the two had lef with
the impression that Cardin had ap-

proved the move. Cardin said yes-

terday he did .not realize exactly
what they were proposing.

“I thought they were just saying
they were going to take away the
funding for BG&E, and that was okay
with me," Cardin said. “But I didn't
realize they were talking about mov-
ing them to Somerset. I think that's-a
mistake. That’ might jepoardize the
1,000 beds [planned for that site] nnd

B don’t want to do that.”

Cardin told that to Maloney ths
afternoon. and” Maloney agreed (o

ask the subcommittee to change the

v

L

hill so that the loca\xon of the 500
beds would be left ungpeciticil.
Hughes statfers said they were
upset about the plans: to cancel. the;,
prisons, especially BG&E 1, where'
$2 million already has heen spent in

the planning nrocess. < Sources said
this afternoon that Hnwhes would

concede defeat on B(.:&F 2 but.
would prolmbly hght ton \BG&E
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Somerset seeks beriefits
if new prison built there |

. protect the county's interests if the prisonis ' -

Jsite. . -

If Maryland goes ahead with plans fo build anew. .
prison in rural Somerset County, officials there ° *
want a say in how it’s run and a fair share of the -
financial benefits the prison can bring to their
impoverished county, - - RIS

Members of the House Appropriations Commit-
tee were urged yesterday to approve & bill that would

constructed on U.S. 13 north of Princess Aune..
But state prison officials don’t like the bill and .
are pushing for its defeat, S e
One of the provisicns in the bill would prohibit
the state from housing more than 1,000 prisoners at
the institution. = | E o A
Gov. Harry Hughes said at his news conference he
is opposed to that provision because capson’ ’
population at state prisons “pose a very serious’ '
problem.” - C R
In addition to allowing no more than 1,000 inmates -
in the 1,000-cell prison, the bill would: .~ .°
—Prohibit location of work release or other
miniprum-security facilities at the Somerset County )

—Require the state to give Scmerset County
residents first preference in the hiring for -
construction and staffing of the prison.;. . ;)

—Ensure that purchases related to the prison be
from Somerset County businesses when practical.-
' —Require the state to get written approval from
the county commissioners before purchasing land

for the prison. E i
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Corhfnunities Battle Unemployment-

By Jay Mathews mental cancession for concession, to -get
Washinglon Port Siatf Writer those butchered hogs into their city limits.
MARSHALL, IIL—The last time Jilinols  ~ Throughout the economically devas-

bullt a prison, no town wanted it. But
when the state announced plans for a new

. 150-bed medium security facility last-year,
more than 20 linois towns exploded with
enthusiaam. .

The citizens of Marshall even painted
*Welcome Mr. Lane” on the high school
football field in hugs, fluorescent orange
Jetters when the state's director of correc-
tions paid a visit.

Like a prison, a mammoth slaughtering

tated Midwest, with factories crippled by
foreign competition and farmers chilled by
receasion, communities are ‘grasping for
unlikely saviors—prisons, chemical plants,
rendering yards—anything to keep tax dol-
lors and children from migrating to the
Sun Belt. R )

With some of the nation’s highest un--
employment rates, Midwesterners are suf-
fering not only in big cities, iike Detroit;
but also in little towns like Marshall, pop-
ulation 3,500, ‘

plant exuding the odors of 16,000 hogs a
day lends little enchaniment to any town.
But Stanwood, Jowa, and Shelfield, IlL,, are
fighting tax break for tax break, environ-

Here, small components of the auto in-

dustry like the Stanadyne/Supermet plant, .

See MARSHALL, A10, Col. &

: MARSHALL, From Al

2 beige brick-and-metal building where rear

view mirror brackets and air conditioning

‘parts are made, has laid off about 10 of 70
‘workers and helped push the town’s unem-

ployment rate to 16 percent.

+ Pete Kelley, 37, has been out of wark

eince July. The little plasties factory where

Te worked closed, leaving him to live on the

$10,000 a year from his wife’s work a3 an

accountant and odd electrical jobs he has,
been able to find. He hopes the prison will

come soon, which would mean $35 million to-
$30 million in construction work followed by

2 $9 million annual payroll for at least 400

Jocal peaple expected to be hired.

« Freckled and sandy haired, Kelley now

‘babysits his son Erie, 8 months, and thinks

about theé good job he used to have at a pris-

won in Indiana, “The last couple years have

deen real had,” he aid. “The prison would

p.® )

+ Mayor Ted Trefz, 60, a solid man arriving
2t his office in casual clothes and baseball
rap decorated with his feed company’s logo-
Type, has been to the state capitol at Spring-
field twice to lobby for the prison. .

L all has intense competition from 21
wother Dlinais locations, such as Brown Coun.
ty, which last week sent a 100-car “caravan
4o the capital® to impress Gov. James R.
Thompson, who must make the decision.
The county has offered an &0-ace site—

‘worth $150,000 or one-third of the annual

.

_ county budget—for free,
+ Half the county’s 5,000 residents turned
1p at a public hearing to support the project
‘&nd un Valentine’s Day Thompson and De-
‘partment of Corrections Director Michael
‘Lane each received a.dozen ved roses and-a
poem:

When you make your decision

On a medium security prisor,

You'll find not a frown |

In the County of Brown.

IF SRR ER]

Preceding page blénk

“In 1977, when we had to locate a couple
©of new prisons, we had to go around hat in
hand end cajole people into letting us even
telk to them,” said Nic Howell, public infor-
mation officer for the corrections depart--
ment. :

. The resson for the change of attitude, he
said, “is the economy.” Only two of the 22
tommunities competing for the facility have
unemployment rates below 10 pescent, “and
most are in the 16- to 20-percent range”
Howell said.

. In Stanwood, lowa, the unemployment
rate is at least 16 percent, according to the
calculations of mayor and carpentes Mike
Rouse and his sartist-insurance agent wife
Karen; who know every one of the 700 town
Jresidents. .

> “l.do not want it to end up like a ghost
towh;” said Karen Rouse, explaining the ef-
Jort they have put into attracting & huge and
potentially smelly pork processing plant,

', Already 17 houses are for sale in the little
community with no buyers in sight. Without

‘the plant, she said, “The town is going to dry

up and all- we are going to have is retired
people.” - °
One of the voung people the Rauses worty
‘about is Donald Daser, 27, who was laid off
as a painter at the Harischfeger crane plant
in Cedar Rapids s month ago. Doser'’s wife,
ynn, lost her job a year ago in cutbacks at &
mall factory eight miles from Stanweod,
The plent, which mekes battery chargers
d automobile parts, is one of hundreds of
fittle automobile-related factories scattered
through the Midwest feeling the auto indus.
Lry chill.
" In October, Doser’s unemployment ben-
“efits will run out and it will be time to think
of packing up 2-year-old son Anthony and
moving elsewhere, “T have been to Cedar
‘Rapids looking for other wark, but the sit-
uaré?n is futile; it really' isn't worth it,” he
saj
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Towns in Midwest Scmmble for Unlikely Saviors

‘Similar to Marshall, Stanwood sits just off
the main thoroughfare like a small patchof
history on the flat, rich farmland. It hss
short streets with big, two-story gabled
bouses on .acre plots, large trees and small
shops, gas stations and little factories slipped
in here and there, .

Many people engage in some part-time
work. Karen Rouse has painted soft-colored
Jowa wzodland scenes on her living room -
walls and sells some paintings at fairs. Doser
'_m:‘asionany finds a farm equipment repair
jol ,

But each family needs at least one steady
source of employment, so many have de-
pended on jobs at factories in nearby cities
(Stanwood is 30 miles from Cedar Rapids
and Marshall is 15 miles from Terre Haute,
Ind.) where layoffs have become rife.

The hog processing plant, which would be

“the country’s largest, would provide 600 new

jobs, not counting construction work for the
nultimillion-dollar facility. fowa Beef Pro-
cessors Inc. of Dakota City, Neb.—a subsid-
iary of Occidental Petroleum-~has narrowed
the search to Stenwood and Sheffield, L
Towa has arranged a big tax break on
Stanwood's behalf, a3 has llinois for Shef-
field, and the Jowa legislature is moving to
ease environmental restrictions on treatment
of water for the facility, which the company
says would consume 3.5 million gallons a

A few locsl farmers, backed by enviren-
mentalists, have gone to the state capitol to
oppose these concessions. Many Stanwood |
merchants think such oppesition is suicidal.

Deborahi Butler, 30, mother of two chil-
dren and owner of the Hi-Way Gardens
roadside bar, said if the town's economy daes
not improve soon, “I don't think I can stay in
business.” The beauty shop owner also is in
trouble. “She hasn't paid her water bill in &
year,” said Rouse, the frugal mayor. “She’s
working on it,” said his wife, the loyal cus-
tomer. '

“The Rouses have three tall, handsome
sons—Todd, 19; Tim, 16, and Tyler, 13—
the central reason why they and parents in
hundreds of other small towns throughout
the Midwest are fighting for projects that
would. increase the number of jobs close to

home.

In Marshall, city meter resder Jim Phil.
lips’ 18-year-old son, Jimmy, was laid off at
Stanadyne/Supermet and left for Houston
where he quickly found construction work.

According to Phillips, Jimmy “was tickled
to death” but Phillips’ wife, Patricia, was
not. “She’s down there right now, seeing how
be is,” Phillips said. ,

In Kankakee, 1L, 2 much lasier commu-
nity with 102,000 people and & well estab-
lished industrial base, the unéiployment
tate is just ey high—16.3 percéntwand the
determination to do something abotic 3 just
as fierce gs it is in Marshall,

Ropes Corp., the stove manufacturer hat
had been the county’s largest employer, has
laid off 680 workers and is acheduled to let
go 600 more,

D
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Smaller Midwest Towns Seek
Unlikely Saviors for Unemployed |

InmponutothntﬂmattoRopermd-

other large factories that depend on the erip-
pled housing and aitomobile markets, ba.nﬁ-
er and Chamber of Commerce Board Chair-
men Donald V. McCann and Chamber of
Commerce President Les L. Homl;IJr. are
trying to interview every msjor employer in
the county and, with the help of local offi.
cials, tend to their alightest need, ’

“If they need & atoplight to make the traf-

fic flow smoother, we get them a stoplight,”
_ Horpell said. - ’ )

They also aggressively have promoted
-Kankakee, 50 miles south of Chicago,
throughout the state and the world. A 13.
minute videotape on the city's advantages,
kicked " off with , the" brief mention of
Kankskee in the Arlo Guthrie song “City of
New Orleans,” has been sent to dozens of
companies and copies have been dubbed in

"Japanese ind German.

Their efforts have paid off, -

General Foods created more Jjobs by con-

solidating ita coupon redemption center in
the county, Connecticut General opened new
off;m ,t.imc‘o county town of Bour“onnais
an er Corp. is opening a nex_super-
marketsin an abandoned Montgomery Ward
building, creating 114 new jobs. .
. Some Japanese officials, entranced by the
videotape, landed their helicopter on the
sixth hole of the Kankakee country club re-
eently end got in some golf and a good lock
around, , .

Other Midwest  cities are pursuing busi-
nesses unwelcome elsewhere.

Auwstin, Minn,, .;';ed $350,000 tax ax-
empt bonds to entice NorthwesBy-Prod-
ucts Inc. to move its animal ~products

. Processing plant into tovm afte court or-

dered it moved out.of Mason ¢ Iowa, be.-
cause of complaints about f' odors and
teuck traffie noise, ' i

fit insome places, the protests about
'mppul,'p;ojecls have stymicd even (he
nok epfgetic city promoters,

Fukc outery over a proposal for a new
hampus waste treatment plant in
Kankee led the Chamber of Commerce to
wask8 hands of efforis to promate the idea,
In anwood, energetic lobbving by .a ‘few
fanfamilies persuaded the state House of
Recsentatives 1o - restore - protections
agist large quantities of sulfur in water
dnarged by the hoped for ‘pork-processing

at. ) .
pOur biggest gripe is how one company
3 come into Jowa and try to change our
#,” said Tom Fagan, one of the protesting
tanwood farmers. "Why can't they come

" ato the community clean?"

Donald Doser supports the plant becsuse
it would improve the job situation and per-
haps inake it unnecessary for him to move {o
Oklshoma City, where he could get an oi]
field job but has mixed feelings about work.
ing with flammable materials 150 feet up in
the air, . .

But, he cautions, if the plant comes in, 1
don't want to give up the environmental pp-
tections.”

In Masshall, only a few people—Miyor
Trefz says he can name all three—tirned
out at the public hearing on the second floor
of the American-Legion Hall to oppcse the
new prison: T

But some may have stayed away thinking
any opposition is futile. Georgia Rease, an
older woman who owns the East’ Marshall
Motel, explains thiy attitude as a/discomfort
with any change in what has Begn a pleasant
existence. . .

“Marshall won't ever set the'world on fire,
but it does have one thing going for it. Itisa
nice place to live,” she said. A Jot of peaple’
who have lived here a long time aren't too
crazy about the prison® . .

) . .
. ‘Mayor Ted Trefz bas been w the state capitol at Swringfield twice to
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Appendix D
Commission on Accreditation for Corrections
Standards Relating to Physical
Plant Requirements
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STANDARDS RELATING TO PHYSICAL PLANT REQUiREMENTS
Standards for Adult Correctional Institutions
Second Edition .
and ‘

Standards for,Adg}t Local Detention Facilities
Second Edition

The following standards indicate facility planning and design
requirements for adult correctional institutions and adult local
detention facilities. The list is not necessarily comprehensive in
that variations in the mission of an institution may require -
consideration of other standards; e.g., space for a medical
facility, educational program area, a barber shop, etc. The
following, therefore,. is intended for use as a guide to accompany
the standards manuals and should not be viewed as a complete listing
of design needs. The standards with an asterisk (*) represent
security design considerations. Bracketed [] standards have been
revised or deleted in the 1983 Standards Supplement.

Standard Numbers

ACI ALDF

2-4076 2-5073 - Personnel/inmate records (storage.spéce)
[2-4116] 2-5110 . ~ :
2-4086 - Staff training space

2-4127 -~ Units of 500

2-4128 : —'Rated bed capacity
*2-4129 o : - Single occupancy cell

*2-5110 - Single occupancy cell (£loorspace)
2~-5111 .

*2-5137 ~ Single occupancy cell/new facilities
*2-5138 o :

*2-4130 2-5112 -, Room furnishings
. ' 2-5113

*2-5139 - Room furnishings/new facilities |
*2-4131" 2-5114 - Dormitories

*2-4132 , - Minimum security rooms

Prec:edin'g page blank | 123
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Standard Numbers

ACI

[*2-4133]

*2-4134

*2-4135

*2-4136

2-4137

2-4138

2-4139

%2-4140

2-4141

*2<4142
2-4143
2-4144

*2-4145
24146

2-4147

2-4148

2-4149

2=4393~

2-4150

-2-4151

ALDF

2-5118

2-5119
2-5120

2-5115
2-5116

*2—5117~

2-5124‘_

2-5125

2-5339

2-5342

2-5045.

2-5126

2-5127
*225142

1 2-5143
2-5131
2-5131
2-5132

- 2~5255"
2-5350

2-5148

2-5133

‘Male/female, separation

- Emergency evacuation routes

-~ Segregation housing units

- Segregation observation

- Special purpose room

- Day room space/existing facilities

- Space for exercise

Classroom size

- Visiting area

Commissary space

S Watchtowers

- Food preparation area

Staff space

Handicapped inmates

-~Handicapped inmates/new facilities

- Pubiic/handicapped“accesé
*iPublic/handicappéd access/new facilities
- Janitor space

- Storage space
=~ Personal property storage
- Mechanical equipment

- Mechanical‘eqﬁipment/new f@cilitiesg

- Preventive maintenance

124
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‘Standard Numbers

ACI
¥2-4152
2-4153
2-4154
2-4155
2-4156
2-4157

2-4158
*2-415¢

*2-4160

2-4161

*2-4162

2-4163

*2-4164

*2-4165

| *2-4166

*2-4167
2-4168

" 2-4169

*2-4170

. %2-4173

*2-4175

ALDF

2-5134

[2-5135]

2-5136

2-5145
2-5146

2-5145

2-5146

2-5144

2~5140

2-5149
7. .

2=5150

2-5151

W

2-5152

- 2-5153
2-5154

2-5155
2-5156

2-5157

- 2-5160

2-5162" -1 .

Institution location/new facilities

'Fire safety code compliance

sz

Dormitories precluded/new facilities

Code‘appliéability/new facilities

Code applicability/existing facilities

Ventilation, light, heating/new
facilities

Interior finishing material/new
facilities'

Indoor recreation space/new facilities

Outdoor recreation space/new facilities

‘Day room spgce/new,facilities

Administrative segregation units/new
facilities (recreation space)

500 inmate maximum/new facilities

Fire and safety inspection

Fire prevention. regulations and

practices. ; A

Fire alarm and smoke detection systems

,Materials fire safety

Receptables for flammables

Mﬁrked exits L

Travel distance to exits

Back%up pbwer and lighting

Emergency release (doors)

Storage of flammables, caustics i

oo -
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Standard Numbers

ACI

*2-4177

*2-4178
[*2-4179]
[*2-4180]

*2-4181

2-4181~1
 2-4181-2
2-4181-3

2-4182

2-4186

2-4187
*2-4189

2-4196
*2-4197
*2-4213

[*2-4214].

*2-4224
*2-4227

2-4228
2-4229

*2-4232
2-4233
2-4245
2-~4246

 *2-4249

*2-4250

/L

A

ALDF
2-5121

225167
2-5123°

2-5204

2~5164
2-5165

2-5170

2-5185

2-5184

2-5190

' 2-5206

2~5215
2-5218

2-5219
- 2-5220

2-5223

 2-5224
 2-5235
2-5242

2-5236

Institution perimeter

Perimeter surveillance
'Sally péfté/safety vestibules

. Vehicular entrances/exits

Control centers

Control center communication
| ;!
Correctional officer posts

Observation of special management
inmates S

Regulation of inmate movement

Firearms control

- Arsenal

qu control
e ,

vd .
Tool control

Communications system to outside
facility

Segregation units
Showering/segregation
Visiting/segregation

Teiephone privilegés/segrégation ’
Exercise/segregatioh

Programs/segregation

- Toilets/wash basins in food service

Food service facilit%és/equipﬁehtﬁ

Dining area

i
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Standard Numbers

ACT
[2-4255]
2-4256
2-4258
2-4259

*2-4268

*2-4269
2-4275
2-4276

*2-4277

2~4285

*2-4297

| %2-4317

[2-4324]

[2-4325]
[2-4326]
[%2-4328]

[2-4330]

*2~4331

[%2-4332]

[*2-4337]
2~4376
2-4379

*2-4382

*2-4383

2-4384

ALDF

- {2-5243]

2-5244
 2-5247

2-5248

2-5257

2-5258

2-5264

2-5266

2-5271

2-5117

2~5288

2-5294

2-5295

[2-5129]
2-5370

~ [2-5129]

2-5370

2-5299
2-5333

2-5335
2-5338
2-5339

I

‘Law library access

Sanitétion.inspections/code compliance
Water supply. o

Vermin control

Waste disposal

Bathing facilities

Water>teﬁperature control

Medibal faciiity  ,
Infirméry/cbdé'compliance

Mééical space requirements

Emergency response time

Special treatment facilities

Storage of conﬁxolled
substances/pharmacy

Attornéy‘éccesé

-Healthful environment

Recreation areas/equipment

'Male/female separation

Male/female living conditions

Visiting

Inspection of mail : “2 ‘&s,ﬁ

‘Public telephone access o Ry

Visitor entry/search

Visiting facilities
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Standard Numbers

. ACI

2-4389
2-4396

2-4401

[2-4416]
2-4431

2=-4442

2-4458

2-4470 .

2-4486

ALDF

2-5345

2-5346

2-5352
2=-5354
2=-5355

g o L o 3% 4

[2—5365]

2-5375

[2-5376]
2-5373 .

2-5374
2-5128

2-5351

275383
2=5108
*2-5122

*2-5109"

[*2-5147]

*2-5166

#2-5168

*2-5171
[2-5174]

- *2-5173

*2~-5196

2-5378

Admissions/orientation programs
. Degrees of custody,»classification

- Degree of custody, classification/

new facilities
Compllance w1th work space codes
Educatlonal program space/equlpment

Libracy space (if provided)

- Recreation facilities and equipment

g

Religious program space

“Release‘preparatiOn

Conditions in activity area
Storagé of'security equipment

Intake area

- Water control/new_facilities

Alarm system

Electronic surveillance

- Supervision/observation

Locatlon of posts

Max1mum capac1ty overload

yPretrlal program space

*US, GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1985 461. 539 23767
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Dennis Hayes, Tennessee

Dale Headrick, Oklahoma

Fred Hicks, Tennessee

Richard C. Hill, Maryland
Glen Hodgson, Illinois

Norman Holzhauer, Illinois

A. E. House, Illinois

Ralph Igo, Illinois

~Jerry Joplin, Illinois

Ralph C. Kenyon, Florida
Kermit Kerley, Illinois

James Kessler, Washington, D. C.
William Kime, Michigan
Billy €. KXnowles, Oklahoma
Robert Kula, Colorado

Michael P. Lane, Illinois

Oy S NS VA A

Mark A. Levine, Maryland
Luther Luckett, Kentucky
Thomas F. Lynch, Minnesota
James M. Matarelli, Illinois

James E. McCart, Indiana

Kenneth L. McGinnis, Jr.,
Illinois
Larry Meachum, Oklahoma

“Nelson W. Meek, South Carolina

David Melton, Florida

* Charles Meyer, Louisiana

Eugene C. Molitoris, Illinois
Don R. Moreland, Florida
Robert V. Morford, Tennessee
Charles Oraftik, California
Tom O'Rourke, Washington
Jerry W. Preston, Tennessee
Hardy Rauch, Maryland

Robert K. Rhodes, Pennsylvania
Henry N. Shadid, Maryland
Larry Spanberger, Illinois
Samuel Sublett, Illinois

Ira Steinberg, Maryland
Dennis S. Summers, Nebraska
Eric Swinn, Maryland

James H. Thieret, Illinois
Catherine Walton, Tennessee
Carl Wilkins, Louisiana

Don Whitehead, Illinois

Joe Wortman, Oklahoma
Anthony Zelenak, Arizona
James B. Zelimer, Minnesota

American Correctional Association

H. B. Bradley, Chairperson
California

Paul E. Bailey, Texas

Lee Roy Black, Missouri

Rae McNamara, North Carolina

Robert F. Messmer, Missouri

Correctional Architecture Committee

Gary Mote, Virginia ;
Frederic C. Moyer, Illinois
Sanger Powers, Wisconsin
James H. Webster, Virginia
Norman Wirkler, Iowa
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