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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Problem 

The planning, design and construction of correctional-insti­
tutions occurs in an environment of changing public. values, 
administrations and economies. Each of these factors, in turn, 
translates into different realities concerning th6 intended 
purpose of correctional fac!li ties, . the manner in which they 
actually operate and staff,· roles in carrying out the correc­
tional task. The history of correctional institution develop­
ment provides ample evidence of various attempts to incorporate 
competing correctional needs and philosophies into correctional 
design. 

Changing philos6'phies of correctional practice, often 
influenc~d 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 
correctional architecture. . 

Various institution's proclaimed as the "state-of-the-art II 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 unanticipated and 
exorbitant maintenance and operating costs. 

Despite the. existence pf oirer 600 adult long-term correctional 
institutions in the country, with over 150 of these built in 
the last ten year's, there .has been little effort to 
systematically accumulate, record and disseminate knowledge and 
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~xperience 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 from a definition of needs, 
to concept, to design and construetion--still remain to be 
systematically addressed and documented. 

Research Objectives 

An objective of this project is to document, based on a one­
year 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 ./report is intended for use 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 
defining a planning, design and construction process that will 
minimize costs and problem!:; associated with the construction 
and operation of new institutions, the report contains: 

• a description of the practiQes 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, CQst 
overruns, or construction of facilities that 
failed to meet operational expectations~ 
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• a presentation of methods and practices that 
states have found to be useful in building new 
facili ties ~ this includes recommendations or 
guidelines for coordinating,. contrplling and 
moni toring 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 to facility planning, design and 
construction are included in the repo:;:-t, such as: consider­
ations in the selection of mate'rials, hardware and equipmerit; 
the use of prototype designs; considerations in Use of 
prefabricated or modul-ar 'f::ypes of construction; and, the use of 
standards in design and construction. 

Data Collection 

Information for the study was obtained through a lengthy 
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 timefr~es in the planning, programm~ng 
and design stages of the proJect; processes for the. select10n 
of the architect/designer and contractors; construct10n of the 
facility; and facility operation since .opening. Survey inf~r­
mation was supplemented by visits to three states where Comm1S­
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 planning, design, construction and 
operation of the facilities. 

Findings a!1d 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 
cons'trtiction, and methods for 1 dealing with 
polit~cal/ bureaucratic influences. 
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• Internal systems and mechanisms for decision­
making, inc~ud~ng use of existing knowledge and 
resources w~th~n the department of corrections~ 

• Planning, design and construction problems 
common to many large construction projects and 
those unique to correctional facilitiese 

• Strategies for the continuing operation, 
maintenance 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 di~fusi~n of ~uthority and responsibility among govern­
~ent agenc~es, ~nclud~ng complex approval processes, turnovers 
~n ag~ncy perso~nel, and failuze to establish and maintain 
t;ffec~~,?,e commun~ca~~on between decisiorunaking authorities was 
~den~~f~ed as a pr~mary factor in project delays and diffi­
cult~es. 

Plans ~o~ ~ew faci~ity construction and operation which require 
lar,?e, ~n~ t~,al cap~ tal expenditures and continued funding and 
adm~n~strat~ve support must be understood and endorsed by those 
~hat have decisionmaking authority for the project. This 
~nvolves: 

• department of corrections understanding of 
a~d involvement in the process for control­
l~ng and administering expenditures of state 
funds, including assumption by the chief 
executive ?fficer of th~ poe responsibility 
for manag~ng the pol~t~cs of new con­
struction; 

• provision by the DOC to the appropriate 
government authorities timely information 
about correctional policy issues and vari­
a~les influencing decisions and ongoing 
d~alogue to ensure agreed upon resolutions~ 

• comprehensive planning that includes cost 
calculations for new facility construction 
based on a ,clear dt;finition of facility 
needs, operat~ng and l~fe cycle costs; and 
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department of corrections participation in 
the selection of professional design services 
and contractors USiI'lg an established re.view 
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 administ~ators 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 an.d 
consistent project planning. 

To maintain project stability and continuity within changing 
administrations I an~ 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 establishment of a perma­
nent staff composed of persons with knowledge/ 
experience in design and construction tech­
nol~gies and correctional facility operations 
needs; and 

• use of established project management tech­
niques, including a standard review sequence 
wi thin 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 neeas 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 nee.ds. One-half of the project 
managers surveyed who requested assistance frpm department of 
corrections staff reported that they were unable to get he~p • 

5 



---------

• Internal systems and mechanisms for decision­
making, inc~ud~ng use of eXisting knowledge and 
resources w~th~n the department of corrections. 

• Planning, design and construction problems 
common to many large construction proj ects and 
those unique to correctional facilities. 

• Strategies for the continuing operation, 
ma'intenance 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 di~fusi~n of ~uthority and responsibility among govern­
~ent agenc~es, l.nclud1l'~g complex approval processes, turnovers 
~n ag~ncy perso~nel, and failure to establish and maintain 
7ffec~~:re commun~ca~~on between decisionmaking authorities was 
~den~~f~ed as a prl.mary faGtor in project delays and diffi-
cult~es. . 

Plans ~o~ ~ew faci~ity construction and operation which require 
lar~e, ~n~t~,al cap~tal expenditures and continued funding and 
adm~nl.strat~ve support must be understood and endorsed by those 
~hat have decisionmaking authority for the project. This 
~nvolves: 

• department of corrections understanding of 
a~d involvement in the process for control­
l~ng and administering expenditures of state 
funds, including assumption by the chief 
executive officezr of the DOC responsibility 
for managing the politics of new con­
struction; 

• provision by the DOC to the appropriate 
government authorities timely information' 
about correctional policy issues and vari­
a~les influencing decisions and ongoing 
d~alogue to ensure agreed upon resolutions; 

• comprehensive planning that includes cost 
calculations for new facility construction 
based on 'a ,clear d7finition of facility 
needs, operat~ng and l~fe cycle costs; and 
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• department of corrections parti9ipat.ion in 
the selection of professional design services 
and con,tractors using an established re,view 
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 hadt:wo 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 projec-I: stability and continuity within changing: 
administrations, an~ 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 manageml1!nt units wi thin 
the DOCs including establishment of a perma­
nent staff composed of persons with knowledgel 
experience in design and construction tech­
nologies and correctional facility operations 
needs 1 and . 

• use of established project management tech­
nique;.;, including a standard review sequence 
wi thin 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 facilitf staff 
members and practitioners in order to identify critica opera­
tional and practIcal neeas of the institution. Department of 
corrections project staffs identified as a problem a failure to 
think operationally in designing the facility, particularly 
about se~urity and maintenance needs. One-half of the project 
managers surveyed who requested assistance frpm department of 
corrections staff reported tnatthey were unable to gat he~p. 
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Ensuring use of in-house knowledge and experience critical to 
the project involves: 

• ~roviding the time and encouragement for the 
~nvolvement of correctional staffs in new 
f~ci~ities' planning, which may entail estab­
l~sh~ng task forces of correctional facility 
staffs to contribute to programming and design 
plans~ and 

• developing formal information exchange chan­
nels and a system for documenting and'retriev­
ing information about new facility operation 
based on the experience of line staffs. 

~. ~any.of the problems in facility operation can be traced to 
~n~t~t~t~onal us7 ~nd operation different from the purpose for 
wh~ch ~ t was or~g~nally designed. In the facilities studied 
many of the desIgn problems associated with layout, adjacencies 
~nd space alloc~tions frequently arose from having to deal with 
~nmate populat~on characteristics, crowding and staffing 
arrangemen~s unplanned for at the time of design. These 
problems should have been addressed in the architectural 
program,. ~hic~ tells ~he designer exactly what is expected of 
the fac~l~ ~y.~!1 funct~onaland. operational terms. Two-thirds 
of the fac~l~t~es . surveyed had insufficient numbers of skilled 
staff and lacked a budget sufficient to maintain the physical 
~lan~ an? operate the· facility as intended. One-half of the 
~ns~~tut~ons a~ the time of the survey were filled beyond their 
des~gned c:apac:~ty;. one-third of the survey respondents felt 
that the ~nst~tut~on was housing an offender population type 
that the facility had not been designed and equipped to handle. 

Once completed, the facility ~ust be maintained and supported 
to operate as intended. This ~nvolves: 

• 7stablishing administrative policy and ope rat­
~ng procedures consistent with the design 
pl;ilc;>sophy of the facility and its intended 
m~ss~on,; 

• ensuring.a~ adequate operating budget to staff 
the fac~l~ty as planned, with particular 
at~ent~on to the resources necessary to 
ma~nta~n the physical plant and equipment; and 
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• training staff in facility operation and 
maintenance at the facility prior to moving 
inmates into the institution; 

5. There is a need to evaluate whrlt 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 evaluation of " new prison construction to compare 
'experience across jurisdictions and preserve vital information 
on the planning, design, construction and use of correctional 
facilities. The evaluation program would address: 

• 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; 

• 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: a 
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 impl.ementation of design 
concepts consistent with the standards of good practice of the 
field. t~ 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, hardware 
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. 
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Corrections professionals have good intentions for the 
effective planning, design and construction of functional 
correctiona~ facilities. However, the profession lacks many of 
the, :s~ent~al element~ of the planning process: better 
def~n~ t::on of g<?a~s , ~mproved communication among planners 
corre~t~onal adm~n~strators and architects, and continuity of 
overs~ght throughout the planning, design and construction 
pr<?ce~se Many of th7 difficulties encountered in planning for, 
bu~ld~ng and opera~~~g ne~ correctional institutions can be 
traced back to dec~s~onmak~ng and planning processes in which 
~epartments of corrections hav.e had limited influence and 
~nput.. Many of the r~stric~ions or impediments to· successful' 
department of correct;;~ons ~nvolvement can be linked to the 
structure and mech~,::t~sms for, controlling and administerin 
state funds, the P9i~t~cal env~ronment in which such activitie; 
oc~ur, pressures ,-jommon to the criminal justice system, and a 
fa~lure on the part of the departments of corrections to commit 
the necessary time and expertise to actively participate in the 
process of building facil~ ties for their own use. As these 
problems ,are addressed, ~mprovements should be possible i 
construct~on of correctional facilities which will meet th~ 
needs of the users. 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

After one of the most extensive studies of correctional facili­
ties construction and operation in the United States, the 
National 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." (1) In tracing the 
history of prison design and constru.ction, 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 I as the size of prisons has increased and 
programming options for residents have grown to entail more 
than work or confinement 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 caJ::'ry 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 Cil "new generation" jail. 

9 
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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 design. 
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 superv1s10n 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 t.he 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 
planning in order to meet changing needs and competing 
phiiosophies 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 proce¢s and to 
promote productive communication between the correctional 
community and the architects, builders, and others who create 
correctional institutions. 

1.0 Experience In Design and Construction 

Despite the existence of over 600 adult long-term correctional 
institutions, 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 Criminal Justice Pl'anning 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 institutions, 
advocating a "normalized" living environment for inmates. (5) 
Over ten years 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 
systematicallt 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' m?.;sleading in their 

! 
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appearances. We conclude that they are mostly 
failures--programmatically and architect,qrally. , 

••• 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, desi9n 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 
capaci ties, 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 
~ncarcerated offenders. 

Court intervention into correctional practices has resulted in 
challenges to conditions of confinement as measured against 
consti tutional minima. (11) Currently 30 states and the 
District of Columbia are under court order t,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) 

f, 

\ \ 
For many of the reasons cited in the j i Abt report, American 
Prisons and Jails, prison populations ar~l increasing at a rapid 
rate, having doubled in the years from 19,71 to 1982 •. The study 
of conditions and costs of confinement \fndicates that 52,843 
new beds were planned for federal and state systems between 
March 31, 1978, and December 31, 1982. The report shows capi­
tal outlays for federal, state, and local correctional facili­
ties of $416 million dollars for fiscal 1977. Aocording 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 questionnaire re­
sponses from directors of corrections for 1981, reports that 26 
new facilities were opened in 21 states in 1981 dlongwit~ pne 
!new federal facility. The total construction cost is reported 
mS $348 million dollars for 25 of these institutions, an 
average cost per institution of just under. $14 million. The 
total costs a~pear to exceed the national estimates. In the 27 
new facilitie"s 11,033 beds were built, at an average cost of 
$32,4941 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 bed 
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, ~nclud:lng 
a major expansion of communit.y facilities at an estimated cost 
of $945 million dollars. Voters approved $4·95 million in new 
prison construction bonds in June of 1982, 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 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 112% of capacity this winter ••• The three­
year plan, which will cost between $200 and $300 
million, is to b~ financed in part by the sale 
of bonds by the state's Urban Development Corpo­
ration. (The governor's 1983-84 budget] request 
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includes $66.7 million for new capital projects, 
••• an additional $3.6 million _ in new appro­
priations to supplement the coat of expansion 
projects already under way and $22.1 million for 
repairs and renovations at existing prisons. (20) 

Fiscal support for the construction 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 corr~ctional 
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 
facili ties construc'tion have been developed and implemented at 
the National Corrections Academy, sponsored by - the National 
Insti tute of Corrections. The Coromi ttee 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 for 
prison and loc~l detention facility ,construction. (24) 

1.1 Research Objectives 

This report presen"ts the results of a one-year study of the 
planning, design and construction process for a limited number 
of adult· correctional institutions. The publication is in­
tended for use by correctional administrators and m~nagers 
respons ible fer building new facili ti~s , and a~ such it, 7x­
plores the issues, problems and trends in correct10nal fac1l1ty 
construction. with the goal of defining a planning, design and 
construction process that will minimize costs and problems 
associated with the construction and operation of new insti­
tutions, t~e report contains: 

• a description of existing practices and 
processes for the planning, design and 
consb.·uction· -of new correctional. facili ties ~ 

• a description 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 0 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 'c6 meet 
operational expectations 1 

a description of methods and practices that 
states have found to be useful in building 
new facilities, including recommendations 
for coordinating, controlling and moni to:r'ing 
planning, design and construction 
activities. 

A number of related topics are addressed, such as issues to 
c'r::'llsider in selection of materials, hardware a'nd equipment,. 
in-eluding security 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 
si tuati'ona-l' reali ti'e's • It is these dyrramics--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 communicate, 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 
(POC) 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. (Addi tiona 1 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. 
~any of the institutions repOrted the capability to house 
~nm<:,-tes of all s~curity levels, containing a mix of rooms/cells 
des~gned for rnax~mum, medium and minimum security inmates with 
a few facilities having dormitories. Reported designed c~paci­
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 or the respondents indicated that th~ 
institution was filled beyon.d its designed capacity and others 
foresaw increasing resident populations that would' exceed the 
rated capacity. 

An ove~all look at the surveyed institutions reveals the 
largestg~ouP of respondents describlng a facility exhibiting 
character.::-s~~,?s common to the "advanced practices" model. 
These fac~l~t~es 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 conside~ably 
to include a high-security or special offender unit a 
!.'eI?-0vated mental health facility and two diagnostia~reception 
un~ ts. About one-half of the institutions included medical/ 
hospital units. 

Costs for construction (or in one case, renovation) of the 
f<:,-ci~ities ranged from three and one-half million to thirty-one 
m~ll~on 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 •. 

16 

I 
II 
~ ~ 
ft 

It I 
I 
I 

The average length of time reported from the start of planning 
until occupation of the facilities was four to five years, 
exclUding those cases where the length of planning phases wa~ 
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 wi thin the departments of 
corrections that had responsibility for managing facilities 
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 people. 
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 the 
units also supported an architect. For new construction 
projects, these staff worked closely with state agency 
representatives (the department of general services, state 
building commission, capital development unit, etc.) project 
architects, and other DOC staff. In addition to new facilities 
construction, the units usually had responsibility 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 time the 
facilities discussed in the survey were planned and built. 
Many of the difficulties described by 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 aX:ld 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 poin·t for 
discussion; it assumes that the decision to build has already 
yyb~en made and does not suggest that the process always does or 
should occur as illustrated. Chapter 2 describes processes for 
new facility planning and decisionmaking, including the 
facility program,Cand special issues such as architect/engineer 
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,Figure 1.1 Planning, Design and Construction Flow Chart 
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• Schedule and cost monitoring 
• ... 'pactlon reports 

I1sltlon Task Force 
,s bullts" 

selection, facility site selection, staffing for the ins.titu­
tion and cost and funding considerations. Chapter 3 ·addresses 
facili.ty design and hardware selection concerns. Contract 
administration and construction are 'discussed in Chapter 4 • 
Considerations in opening and maintaining the new facility are 
presented in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 consider.s special topics, 
including protcltype designs and modular/prefabricated units. 
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PLANNING AND DECISION MAKING 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 decisionmakingprocess.- 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 cutti,ng 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 lo'sses' and in both frustration and 
demoralization for those who must operate substandard or 
nonfunctional facilities. 

"\ 
\' 

Good planning and decisionmaking does not gllarantee succes§ 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 objectives through sound planning and decisiorunaking 
processes. is thwarted by political or bureaucratic influences 
beyond the control of the participants. 

*Afunctional facility operates consistent with its 
mission 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 phyedcal plant which operates 
efficiently with minimal maintenance problems, and a more 
humane and positive environment based on the implementation of 
design· concepts consistent·~ wi th the standards of good practice 
of the field. 
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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 proj ect 
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, design 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 unders·tanding 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 sUPPQrt during site 
selection, selection of professional services, bidding on 
construction, and in i~plementing opening and start-up plans. 

The construction of new facilities is a particularly sensitive 
issue due to the large initial expendi tures 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 legislative 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 
facili ties 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 urban area is being used as a 
reception/classification center. Also, as the publiG/ 
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 hqve been 
difficult to achieve due to budget restrictions, and programs 
have been difficult to implement due to the rural settings of 
t.he 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 q'oncrete construction for a medium 
security facility. (See -:£he discussion of modular units in 
Chapter 6.) The new plan also addresses the need for 
flexibility in meeting security needs across the system. The 
experience in building the prototype minimum-medium facilities 
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h~st therefore, led to an understanding of the political 
s'Cruct~re and resulted in a pattern of new facility 
construction that w~ll meet a variety of correctional needs. 

Based on this type of experience, sU9gestions for working 
wi thin the political environment entail providing government 
C?fficials with timely information about correctional policy 
1ssues and variables. Plans that require funding and continued 
support should present well thought-out options backed by 
recommendations that support department of corrections I 
p:ef7renc7s. Failure to do so has invariably led to 
d1ff1cult1es down the road, particularly 'in obtaining the 
support and resources required to open and operate facilities 
as planne~. Responsi,bility for managing the politics of new 
construct1onrests. wl.th the chief executive officer of the 
depa·rtment of corrections. 

2.1 The Decisionmaking and Management Process 

The lack of continuity in project planning and decisionmaking 
stands out as one of the most critical problems in correctional 
facility construction. Specifically, this is related to 
changes in philosophy, project plans and design by key 
decisionmakers and the turnover of project administrators, 
usuall:r the ~irector of the department of corrections. The 
resultl.ng fal.lure 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 ~onsider­
ably from the original intent. 

The av~rag~ ten~r~ of under two years for department of 
cor~ect1ons, ,adm1nl.strators, leading to the high turnover of 
proJe~t ~ec1sl.onmakers, and the resulting changes in philosophy 
and ml.ssl.~p for t~e new facility r~nk highest among problems in 
t~e plannl.ng, desl.gn and constructl.on of correctional institu­
tl.ons. (2 ~ 3) _ Th,e ,extension of proj ect timelines for planning, 
delays l.n obta1nl.ng approvals, and the inability to find 
som7o~e to make projec~ decisions have been linked to 
dec1sl.onmaker t~rnove~. The most costly design changes clearly 
reveal changes l.n ph1losophy and the function of the facility 
and ~re ofte.n preceded by a change in the department of cor­
rectl.ons adm1nistrator. 
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In order to maintain project continuity, the project manager 
should not be affected by changes in department administrators. 
It is essential that the project manager have the appropriate 
authori ty and responsibili ty 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 \;lsed 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 
consul tation wi th experienced person,nel does occur, 
communication of information to the prog:rammer/ 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, p. !;;trong 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. In 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 successfu\ 
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 thermostat 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 
facili ties in the system. These units have been shown to 
provide continuity in project decisionmaking, improve coordina­
tion with others working on the pl:oject, allow input from 
correct~ons 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 baykgrounds and a knowledge of the 
operations and ma~ntenance 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 If 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 sucb 
expertise is preferable •. 
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Recommendations for stabilizing decisionmaking and project 
management include: 

1. From the start of the project, the key 
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 user 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. 

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

3. 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. 

4. 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. 

5. The project administratqr 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. 

6. 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; 

• budget preparation and maintenance; 

• staffing, operating and fuaintenanc~ . 
requirements of a correctional faclilty; 

• construction contracting, bidding and 
negotiations; 

• architectural programming; 

• cor0ectional 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 proje.ct manager, staff and principals 
develop and maintain a .written 'p~an that 
is approved by. the' .proJect admlnlstrator 
which: 

• delineates project staff and principals; 

• designates roles/tasks to be performed 
by eacli; 

• contains a task/time schedule; and 

• includes ~n organizational chart that 
clearly establishes communication 
channels. 

The project manager ~s authorized to make 
decisions in the absence of the project 
administrator, consistent with project 
plans. 

The project manager possesses and imple­
ments management skills and knowl?dge of 
techniques for planning, controillng and 
scheduling project activities: 
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• 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 proj ect manager 
and made available to project 
principals. 

• 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, E!uch 
as the facility administrator, chie,f of 
institutional security, maintenance 
supervisor and program directors are 

,involved in facility design and 
programming. 

• Attends to the schedule of activities 
to assure t,imely delivery of products 
for which the owner/user is given 
responsibility ,in the oontract and 
supplementary agreements. 

• Monitors and control,s budget expendi­
tures. 

11. The:1department of corrections assures con­
tinuing training o£ replacement staff fo~ 
the project' management unit. 

2.2 T~e P1allning Process 

In tl1is report planning ,refers to, all activities that occu~ 
following the decision,' t'o. build through the,"comp;Letion of 
construction docum~nts.. Several ba.sic· elements of the" pl~nning 
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proc~ss will,be discussed in this chapter: the use of studies 
~~~ 1.nfOr~at~~r: defining nee~s, of the correctional system and 

new ac1. ~ ty; the prel1.m1.nary budget request or sco e 
statement; ,and the arohitectural program ... Design issues a~e 
addre~sed:-n the following chapter. It is not suggested that 
plann1.~g,always follows this sequence, although these divisions 
:,f act1.V1. t~ r~present, ~asks that incorporate increasing de'tail 
1.n estab~1.sh1.ng ,fac1.11.ty needs and the response to them. 
Ir;c~u~e~ 1.n the.~ d~sc~ssion ,of the planning process and respon­
s1.b1.~1.~1.es oft,:tose 1.nvolved, several, issues will be raised in 
exam1.n1.ng plann1.ng for new facilities: 

• 'The process and problems in cost estimating, 
obtaining project funds and budget control; 

• 

• 

~onsider~tion of facility costs and staffing 
1.n plann1.ng for the new facility; 

S'iting for the new facility; and 

• Selection of professional design services. 

For reasons that have been stated in relat1.r on to the de ' . mak' ", ' C1.S1.on-
1.ng process, plann1.ng,for a new correctional facility often 

exceeds several, ,Years t1.me. Poor planning can cause dela s 
that extend ,prOJ~:rct schedules, prematurely exhaust bUdget~ 
cau~e, confus70n about institutional, mi-ssion and result in ~ 
fac1.l1. ty des1.gned to meet needs defined f1.'ve 0 b f ' t " -, , ' r more years 

e or7 1. s compl~t1.on~ The aver~ge length of time given for the 
plann1.ng phase or proJects stud1.edwas two to three years with 
a range of ten months to ,f~ur years. Planning time was ~hort­
est when plans ,and spec1.f1.cations were based on a model or 
pro~otype and when existing master plans or systems studies 
def1.ned ne~ds and expectations for the new facility. 

Ideally, facility planning begins with the use of stud' 
plans. that addre,ss the needs of the correctional s1.~~e or 
Somet1.mes , the: bas1.s- for new facility planning is part OfY sta~~ 
~yst7ms ,stud:es or master plans, 'but often the need for a 
~nst1.tut1.on 1.S established, wit~the governor or legislatur~ 
ole~y through u~e of populat1.on projections that fail to 

<?ons7der, al ternat1. ves, or the relationship of the ro osed 
~nst~tut1.on to a carefully thought out plan that consiaer~ the 
, ot~ system., ::rc;:>posals for new construction often have not 
1.nc uded feas1.b1.11.ty s~udies that contain analysis of life 
~y~~e costs or expectat1.ons fo~ ~uture use of the institution: 
~, ,er, factors, such as pol1.t1.cal considerations' economic-

11.m1. ts, ,and ~erce~tions .of public opinion 'may b~the ke 
determ,~nants 1.n prJ.son planning. The description of pro osal; 
to bU1.1d a new institution in Maryland, illustrated !n the 
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articles contained in Appendix B captures the elements of 
planning that relies primarily on limited population studies r 
political considerations and public reaction. 

While a state master plan may not necessarily be required, 
basic information on correctional populations, future trends 
and alternatives must be considered in planning for new insti­
tutions. Specific planning for a new facility should incorpo­
rate information from those efforts which led to the decision 
to build. Data should be current and plans must be endorsed by 
those that have decisionmaking authority for the project. 
Preswaably the type of institution to be built will be derived 
from these types of data. Such information is often generated 
by a research and development unit within the department of 
corrections or by independent consultants brought in for this 
purpose. It frequently occurs that the basic rationale for the 
facility .is lost in transmittal of information to the program­
mer and/or designer, contributing considerably to confusion 
about the mission of the institution or duplication of efforts. 
The need for continuity and communication in institutional 
planning starts from day one, particularly in bringing depart­
mental expertise to the process. 

2.2.1 Cost Estimating and t~e Funding Process 

Cost overruns and cost constraints are major problems in 
correctional facility construction, and are usua,lly due to 
inaccurate cost estimates. (5) The correctional planner is 
placed at a disadvantage at the beginning of -the process 
because all too often the question of cost precedes the 
question of need. 'Although it is reasonable to begin with a 
general figure of projected cost that answers the question of 
how much money is available or what it will cost for a new 
institution, the arbitrary constraints imposed by a "ball park" 
figure should not -be the controLling factors at the beginning 
of the pa.anning process. The basic questions should be: what 
is need~a?' What pu·:rpose (s) ,~/dll', it serve? ,What kinds of 
programs and security requirements should be addressed? Cost 
is a factor that n,eeds :to be examined at each step in the 
development of the architectural program, and revisions to the 
program should he made after final costs are computed. The 
final architectural program may be a compromise between what is 
wanted or needed and what is affordable. However, it should' 
be an intelligent compromise, based on an examination of alter­
native solutions and .consequences. Budget overruns may be 
related to delays in project funding, planning and bid stages 
that result in inflationary costs. In particular, time lags 
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between requesting and obtaining funds or delays between 
funding allocation and the start of work after completing 
planning have resulted fr0In: problems .inworking through the 
legislative process. In one 1nstance, S1X years elapsed between 
allocation of funds and start of work. 

To a certain extent, difficulties with cost and funding esti­
mates result from the scarcity of information on costs of 
correctional construction and the many variables which may 
effect costs. (6) Cost estimates can be divided into three 
categories: 

• 

• 

• 

first costs, or construction yosts, to 
include "the cost of constructing the 
building, including land, profess~onal 
fees, permit fees, and other assoc1ated 
costs of construction--the amount .. of money 
you pay to open the door of your facility"; 

operating costs to include "the cost~ of 
staff, utilities, on-going plant ma1nte­
nance, providing services such as food and 
medical care, or other recurrent costs 
associated with running the facility"; and 

life cycle costs, to include "all of the 
costs incurred by a building owner during 
the various stages of ~ 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 chapter is first costs~.operating 
costs are addressed in Chapter 6. Formulas ar~ ava1lable for 
estimating first costs, although the mos~ diff.icul t step is 
determining a realistic unit cost to" use 1n mak1ng the calcu­
lation. (8) This must be done by surveying other recent local 
projects and then ad~ust~ng for ~nfl~tion to a c;:urrentcost or 
by consulting an est1mat1n~ pub11cat10n or,se~1ce. s~me data 
is available which prov1des average cost 1nformat10n for 
correctional facility construction, althOUgh these data v'ary 
widely. Figures may represent average facil~ty costs, such as 
those contained in this report, or average un1t costs--cost per 
square foot or cost per bed. Even when available, these 
figures alone do not allow for accurate est~mates wi thOllt 
addi tional information on factors such as mater1als and labor 
costs per region, type or security l~vel and program .o~ ~he 
facility, project duration and inflat10n rate, and act1V1t1es 
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and products included in the cost estimat,e. (Does the total 
budget include planning costs, professional design fees, 
administrative services, site acquisition and development, 
equipment, furnishings, etc.?) 

The process for requesting fund~ 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 reques.t 
is often part of a project. "scope" statement that contains the 
minimum amount of information necessary to justify the budget 
expendi ture to the legislature 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 r"8quirements 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, classification system 
require~ents, programs, special features and site proposals. 
These 1ssues 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 
correction~ and woulc:i 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. 

~~: 

~", ~ 

I~ the budget for construction is to be developed based solely 
on the information p;rovided in a project scope statement prior 
to a~',rchitectural program development, the following concerns 
shcu:!d be observed: 

1. The preliminary planning or scope .state­
ment should be comprehensive enough in 
defining needs and desi'res (in terms of 

\ spac7, size, functions, programs, . security 
requ1rements) that a funding request can 
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be developed that accurately reflects the 
costs of what is truly wanted. " 

2. Cost estimating, 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 consider operating and 
life 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 ~he 
usefulness of the facility (less storage space; poor~r quall.ty 
equipment; often less recreation, vocational, i?d?strial or 
educational program s·pace). Or a request foraddl.tl.onal funds 
is necessary. Such reqUests are difficult to obtain,: and the 
usual result has been design changes in the hope that they will 
lead to cost savings. 

Rather than risk construction of a less than adequate facility 
based on a fixed appropriation, separate f1,lnding 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 
wl.ii 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 
maintenance 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 to futher 
refine the original staff estimates. Staffing for correctional 
officers is particularly critical, since the institution cannot 
operate without a (method for inmate control. Program and 
administrative staff, while no less important, can be estimated 
with more certainty. Problems related to design implications 
for staffing are address,ed in Chapter 3; staff skills and 
attitudes are addressed in Chapter 5. 

2.2.3 Facility Siting 

The politics of siting playa major role in facility planning, 
design and construction. (10.) (See Appendices Band C for 
examples of siting issues.) Those responsible for obtaining an 
appropriate location for the facility face opposition in many 
communitiEiis. And even with communities vying for placement of 
a facility in their locality, selection may still be based on 
cri teria otht:!r 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 availabili ty of sewage and utili ties 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 locali"ty can also occur when there is community 
pressure for placing a facility in an area which may see it as 
economic~lly desirable. McGee has delineated many of the 
practical problems of siting and discussed the political basis 
for these types of decisions. (11) In 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 wi thin 
the political environment also apply to siting: 

1. Initiate 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. 

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

2.2.4 ArchitecturaUFacllity 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 this 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.(l2) Every aspect of the f(icility 
must be addres,sed, such as movement patterns , staffing 
patterns, security details, programs and services, overall 
space needs, housing configurations, and the like. Issues 
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addressed in preliminary 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, expectqtions or possibilities for future use ~f ~he ~aci~ity 
must be considered realistically in terms of the1r 1mp11cat10ns 
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--collsultant/programmer, 
archi tect/ 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 
facili ty , 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 architect/engineer (A/E) should be involved in 
program development as early in the process as possible. In 
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 departm7ntal 
philosophy and objectives or (2) depend on a non-correct10nal 
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 ~ri.tical issue during program development is 
the need for involvement of facility staff members and 
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practi tioners 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 teqhnical issues must be a part of the process. 
The ability of these individuals to contribute to the project 
at this stage may be questioned 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 t.hat 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 (usua,lly an ac'tive or former superintendent). 
Involvement in pre-design planning must be coupled with 
cont;ools for individual preference and bias • 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 Selection 

Selection of the project architecf is ~n 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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al though their choices carry varying degrees of weight in the 
final decision. In most instances department of corrections 
staff have felt that they h~ve little say in AlE 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 
qualificat~ons, submitted proposals and detailed presentations, 
follo\\7ed 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 facili ty construction. Still, however, the 
composition of the boards and, even more, the criteria used for 
evaluation of applicants vary too widely. 

The Artlerica,n Institute of Archi tec.ts 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 fede'ral 
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 
AlA 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 qualified firms 
to design public buildings". (15) 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 use 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 underutiIlzed 
capabability of the architectural firm to make suggestions in 
the course of planning, design and construction. It is the 
responsibili ty of both department staff and the archi tect/ 
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 
pointin.g out possible problems. This is of particular impor­
tance ~n 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 concern 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
abl7, . the. fai~ure to co~r?c~ design details required facility 
mod~fl.cat,l.on l.n two facl.Il.tl.es and at considerable additional 
cost. 

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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2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

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; 

Representation of the department of 
corrections on the selection board; 

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; 

Formal presentations in final-stages of 
competi tion made by the proposed project 
team leader or project architect to repre­
sent who will be performing the work; 

Greater concern for the role of the archi-
tect in i~entifying critical issues in 
legal, professional and technical areas; 

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

7. Budgeting adequate funds for the selectiop 
process. 

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 pressure,s cornmon to the criminal justice system. 
Yet, findings often rev'ealed a general lack of ability or 
effort, or the necessary cornmi tmant 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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othkerds--~t~te"agency representatives, architects, consultants-­
ma e eC1S10ns for them. 

The attitude assumed by corrections personnel may have resulted 
from the. frustrations of attempting to deal with ,a process 
7haracter1zed b¥. bureaucratic complexities and political 
1nfluences. In1t1ally there may have been a lack of 
unders~anding of the resources required by the task. In the 
~ast frY'e or ten years departments of corrections have become 
1ncreas1ngly aware, of and responsi ve to the, need for their 
effect~ve participation in the planning, design and con­
~truct10n process. There remains, however, a need for 
1nc:-eC;s 7d understanding of the systems in which these 
fac:-11t1es m,?-st be creat~d and, along with this knowledge, an 
act1ve pursu1t. ,of the r1ght to influence decis,ions affecting 
future correct1onal activities. , 
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ChapterS 

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 t:he 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 not 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 he considered in 
designing new correctional institutions. 

Two levels of design concerns will be discussed in this chap­
te~. The first relates to the general design of an institution, 
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having to do with the layout and space allocations of the 
fac~lity that a?dress. functional needs defined in the program. 
Des~gn flaws ~n th~s 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, 
~neffe~tive. sight lines and ~ontrol techniques, and difficulty 
~n rnov~ng ~runates, the publ~c and staff to and from various 
por.tions 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 discuss the latter.) 
Difficulties in this area are specific to hardware or materials 
and were seen to result in continuous maintenance problems 
inadequate 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 
revealed as one of the major shortcomings in the planning and 
design of new institutions. Over one-third of the respondents 
emphasized that correctional planners mus~, assist designers in 
addressing security issues. In particular, the problem was 
perceived as a failure to define the security level 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 addrefjs 
the use of security zones affecting the observation and 
supervision of inmates. Respondent reco)llI11endations for in­
creasing involvement of facility staff members in program 
development also included participation of these personnel in 
review of preliminary dra'l7ings and design documents. While 
educating the staff members to read the documents admittedly 
took some time I the effort was perceived as beneficial in the 
early identification of design teatures requiJ;"ing reconsid­
eration and possible change. Most respondents felt that use of 
three dimensional design models for this purpose would be worth 
the additional cost. 
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The concept of security zones deals primarily with varying 
degrees of reliance on physical barriers to regulate inmate 
movement wi thin 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 limi.ted movement and contact. In minimum security 
insti tutions, 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 nu.n1ber 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 dec:tsion about where the 
prilnary zone or strongest barrier will be placed wi thin the 
institution. Problems arose in the use of security hardware 
inappropriate to the security level desired for creating zones, 
and inade~luate staffing arrangements to complement the degree 
of supervision required within each zone. A common concern 
reported Quring site visits was a lack of awareness and 
responsiveness by the designers of the facility 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. Conversely, 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 'ach living 
unit when the program called for unit management. 

Incongruent mixes of "super secure" 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 unrein forced 
cinderblock walls. 
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The most prevalent security design concern in housing areas was 
the layout of the unit in relation to staff capabili tyto 
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. In 
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 £rom 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 pr~son population: the 
overpopulation of facilities; the emergence of gangs; increas­
ing female populations; and juveniles and minors in adult 
facilities have severely affected the mission of many facili­
ties and placed new demands on them. 
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3.1 Design Problems 

The National Clearinghouse on Criminal Justice Planning and 
Architecture cautioned that "the perceive6 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. MinoF, 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 acce tance and abilit to 0 erate and 
ma1nta1n the equ1pment has not een 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 pl."'oblems 
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. In 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. 
excessive costs. In one institution surveyed, an estimated 
$70,000 per year 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 .!l2 speaker system into the 
control center was installed. Malfunctioning of equipment was 
also a problem, although it was obser'\·ed in most field sites 
and pretest facilities that noise levels were most likely to 
defeat good electronic communications systems. 

Sewage Plant capacitlo Respondents generally reported that' 
correctional institut on 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 
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correctional faci1i ty 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 u 
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 engineeringil! 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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exercised, . however, when it is anticipated that a facility 
built using sound value management techniques might be required 
to exceed its security level at a later date. 

3.3 Security Materials, Hardware and Equipment 

The testing, selection, operation and maintenance of durable, 
efficient and cost-saving hardware and equipment forcorrec­
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~ 

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

e Doors too heavy for frames; 

• Awkward placement of control panels, 
thermostats and lighting controls; 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 
wi th the drawings. For example, in one ,tnsti tution I the 
maintenance access panels in the ceiling were placed directly 
below ventilation ducts, obstructing access for maintenance; in 
three facilities the plumbing chases were too small to allow 
easy servic6'access. 

A particular difficulty was in the identification and selection 
of hardware and fixtures that will withstand inmate abuse, 
(mostly for lighting, temperature regulation and locks), 
dismantling fixtures and furnishings for use as weapons, or 
destruction for no reason. In part, this relates to defining 
needs for the materials arid hardware to be used 'in the 
facilities, the testing of components to establish specifi­
cations and, perhaps the most crucial, achieving a match 
between facility needs and capabilities. . 
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Along with the concern that overall security considerations had 
been neglected in planning and design, a number of surv.ey 
respondents indicated that performance expectations for 
materials were not specified by the departments of corrections 
or a representative familiar with facility requirements and 
securi ty components' capabilities. Wi th 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 
defini tions 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 ?ot ,operate 
correctly, which staff cannot operate and/or ma~nta~n, and 
which may result in functional breakdowns, staff dissatisfac­
tion, high maintenance costs, possible escapes or injury, and 
potential litigation. I. 

Finally, the best materials, hardware and equigment will not 
ensure facility security. v~rious r7spo~den~s ~ndica~ed that 
about ninety percent of theJ.r securJ.ty J.S J.nvested J.n staff 
trained to perform their jobs. Most materials, hardware and 
equipment can be overcome,by inmates u~derconditions of,poor, 
surveillance and inspect~on. For thJ.s reason the faJ.lure 
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) 
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The continuing 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, 
ihde;eendent test data. The conc?p~ of seei~g things in. use 
appl1es to every part of fac111ty plann1ng and des1gn. 
Architects and planners should encourage site visits by clients 
as part of the design process. And, most, importantly, states 
and local jurisdictions should plan and budget for this stage 
of the building process. 

Recommendations for the evaluation and select±an of materials, 
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, durabili ty , maintenance, and 
operating needs: Vendor guarantees should 
be considered as well as vendor service 
performance. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Bid specifications and submittals for 
'particular materials and components are 
reviewed by qualified project staff to 
ensure that the desired product is 
obtained. ,---
Needs and expectations- - for the ,etluipment 
and components are clearly defined. 
Definitions of needs and expectations are 
an integral part of the architectural 
program. 

Materials, hardware and equipment in the 
facilHiy 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. 
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7. 

'. 

8. 

9. 

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 
by the manufacturer, vendor, and 
independent lab and/ or t,he buyer, and 
whenever possible, use of the components on 
a trial basis. For example, testing for 
clurability of cell/room furnishings and 
fixtures (light~ng, desks, beds, toilet 
facilities) has .involved use of the product 
on a trial basis in juvenile detention 
facili ties and disciplinary detention/ 
segregation units. 

Facility materials, hardware and'equipment 
are selected 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. 

Factors in the selection of hardware and 
equipment are: 

• 

• 

• 

Staff capabilities 
components; 

for operating 

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

Operating costs and 
requirements of components; 

servicing 

Maintenance capabilities, including the 
size, availability and skills of the 
maintenance group, and the funds 
available for purchase of' supplies, 
parts, tools and replacement items. 
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11. A "u'sers manual" 1.S developed by the 
agency, with the assistance of vendors and 
builders, for use in facility operation. It 
contains guarantee /warranty informi::i tion, 
operational specifications for security 
systems, hardware, and equipment; and 
maintenance information. The purpose and 
intent of the systems are described, along 
wi th instructions for operating components 
as intended. . 

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 t.he facility, systems 
and components are physically checked to 
ensure their proper installation and 
operation. 

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 needs and adhere to it throughout the planning, design 
a.nd 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. 

60 

1';:-, 

Corrections professionals often lack knqwledge of rapidly 
changing technologies and need standardized definitions and 
performance-based data on which to formulate selection criteria 
for materials v hardware and equipment. Pe.rsons who are 
knowledgeable about security requirements and components' 
capabilities should be consulted prior to selection of 
materials. The following questions must be addressed: 

• Does an experienced project architect have the 
necessary technical exp~rtise 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€xperience working in securi t.y , 
engineering and maintenance in correctional 
institutions who can beco~sulted? 

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

• Where must department of corrections 
representatives compromise in the bidding 
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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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~trackingr 
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 
experienced and additional 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 inf1ationary 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. In 
both instances, adaptations to the facility desigris were made, 
which were inconsilstent with the planned use of the 
institutions. Today', neither facility meets the needs for 
which it was intended,. 

One resp,qndent repdr:t:ed problems' with long lead-times for some 
items, such as special sec:uri'ty components and' hardware, that 
defeated accelerated;,~wO'rk sche'dules. An additional requirement 
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. 

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 
availabili ty, strikes and weather. While the fast-tJcack 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 Builder·Contractor Selection 

The state general services agency had the primary 
responsibili ty 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 proj ect 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 low bid following 
satisfactio~ 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 
accepting the lowest responsive bidder. In these jurisdictions 
criteria used to eliminate unsatisfactory 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, again 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 keeping 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 b.onus 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, str.ikes, 
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 actively involved in 
the contract administration 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 orders also escalate 
CQsts. 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 responsibilities for engineer­
ing, ma,intenance and security in this review may reduce the 
number lof 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. 

if 
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The contractor is not ~esPQnsible 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 ma~ager. This is an excellent example 
of the need for on site supervision by correctibns 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 
correctional 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 engin~er 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 ope~ing, 
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 ~ user/owner site representative capable of spotting 
possible problems and working within the state system to make 
corrections. 

. Differences in agency jurisdictions and responsibilities 
preclude identification of the best party to perform site 
~up7rvision in every project. Experience with the survey 
~nd~cated that the need for construction supervision varied 
considerably with the re],iabili ty and performance of the 
genera'l contractor. Given I' the inability to select based on 
work quality, the best safeguard for increasing chances of 
rece~ving quality construction services is to have at least one 
full-time site supervisor. For those projects survey-ed, 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 full-time site 
inspector will help to ensure that the agency will get the 
facility for which it has contracted. 

~.3 Construction Management Services 

The use of specialized firms offering construction management 
(eM) services to control costs, schedules and work quality is 
one method available for managing correctional building. pro­
jects. Erickson defines construction management 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 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 eM firms offer to the 
project "state-of-the-art building technology" and the ability 
to apply "sophisticated management tools," such as value 
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 eM 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 eM is 
capable of providing coordination, control and communication-­
three ingredients essential to project success. (5) 

Two projects reported use of a construction manager. One 
retained the eM as a consultant, the othe,r hired the eM 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. With projects using 
phased construction, eM 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 
perfc;>rmance based cr~teria should be used in choosing a eM: 
Caut~on must be exerc~sed to ensure that the individual or firm 
us~d has c~pabilities and qualified expertise beyond that which 
may be avai:lable through existing project staff. . 
Recommendat\d.ons 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 I this responsi­
bility must be placed in one unit to ensure 
pro~ect con~inuity. This unit must clearlyC 
def~ne proJect tasks and responsibilities 
'7nd perform the necessary follow-up tasks 
~n order to ensure proper completion of 
work. 

3. The project includes full-time site 
observation and supervision. Preferably, 
construction oversight is 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 luser 
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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4.4 Summary 

Many of the difficulties in the bidding and cons~ruction phases 
of project work for the facilities surveyed are not peculiar to 
correctional insti tution construction, but are common to any 
large building project, particularly one subject to regu­
lations, bidding and approval processes that involve several 
different state, and perhaps I local agenc'ies. Diffusion of 
authority and responsibility often prevent the, timely and 
proper completion of 'proj ect work. Invariably, persons in 
several agencies, each with other jobs, were assigned to track 
the construction project. Regardless of who ultimately was the 
responsible authority, the basic elements of project management 
were lacking. As such, suggestions' for improving the process 
for constructing correctional facilities could pertain to any 
general construction project. Since the department of 
corrections must live with the outcome, however, it would seem 
reasonable that the department either demand or accept 
responsibility to ensure that~ 

• Authority and responsibility for project 
administration and management are clearly 
established; 

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

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

• Job site work is supervised, preferably by 
someone with knowledge of correctional needs. 

It is critical to keep channels of communication open and 
current to ensure that department of corrections needs and 
experience continue to be represented in project activities. 
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Chapter 4 Notes 

1. Donald R. Erickson, "Successful Construction Management," 
Corrections Today, April 1983, p. 70. 

2., James E. Davis, "Managing Correctional Building Programs," 
Corrections Today, August 1982, p~ 46; Lawrence R. Veit, 
liThe Project Manager: Source of Balance," Corrections 
Today, April 1983, p. 132. ' 

3. See R. H. Clough, Construction Contracting, Fourth. 
Edition (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1981); this is 
a basic text describing constructi6n contracting and 
project management techn~ques. 

4. James E. Davis, OPe cit., note 2; Donald R. Erickson, 
op.cit., note 1; Lawrence R. Veit, OPe cit., note 2. 

5. James E. Davis, Ope cit., note 2. 
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ChapterS 

PHYSICAL PLANT OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

'.DDiliger;ce in the pla.nning, design and c;onstr,uction process with 
\attentl.onto Consl.stency and detal.l wl.llnot 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 Planning and Architecture reported that, 
"differences between 'the concepts of operation upon which a 
facili ty is designed and the concepts of operation upon "Thich 
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: 

• Continuity of plans, decisions, and actions 
aftefr completion and occupancy of the facility. 
cre~ltion and maintenance "of a record-keeping 
and ~ communications system is necessary to 
ensure that tho,se operating 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 exhibi ted confusion and 
frustration at what appeared to them to be 
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 wer~ 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 conununicted 
to new employees. 
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• Staff training at the new facility prior to 
accepting inmates. Staff ,must develop an 
"operational mentality" as early in . the 
construction. process as possible. Prior to the 
acceptance of, inmates there must be an 
orientation for. staff that allows th,em time to 
become familiar wi th the layout of the 
institution .and the correct procedures for 
operatii,ig and maintaining equipment, with 
special attentiont,o 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 the~, equipment 
manufacturer or vendor, department of 
c~rrections training personnel may have to work 
Wl. th vendors in dev'eloping training and 
operating manua,ls appropriate :it.o the correc­
tional employee and to assure trainirtgfor 
staff members working all shifts. 

• Pro:ri~ion of a~,~perating budget to ,staff the 
facJ.Il.ty as ?rl.gl.nally, planned, including funds 
for purchasl.ng suppll.es, parts and services 
nee~ed to maintain the physical plant and 
equl.pment. 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. 

• Admi~istrati~e policy an~ operating procedures 
consl.stent Wl. th the, desl.gn philosophy of the 
facilitx,. Facility policy and procedures 
should includ.e post assignments appropriate to 
the layout of the institution, supervision 

'schedules . a,s required by the design, the, 
control of: l.nmate movement within and between 
secu:-i ty 2!OneS, and provision 'of programs and 
serVl.ces consistent with original plans. 
Facility administrators ·with differing 
management and operating philosophies often 
change ~acili ty operat~ons. For example, 
decentral1.zed or centrall.zed 0 services such as 
dining and visiting were reported as a problem 
in one-third of the surveys. Even subtle 
cha~g7s in ",op,erations not complemented by the 
facl.Il.ty desl.gn may lead to staffing and 
physical plant problems. 
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• Realization of the implications of changes , 
in facili tX,J mission'" in response' to sx,stem 

'Eressures--particularlx, the number and ,t¥pa' 
of inmatBs. Increased demands on facl.ll.ty 
capabilities, when, unav6i~a~le, are 
accompanied by, demands for addl.tl.onal staff 
resources and adaptive measures to increase 
programs and s~pp;>rt, service c~paci ties. 
One-half of the instl.tutl.ons at the tl.me of the 
survey were filled' beyond their desig~ed 
capacity, others anticipated' populatl.on 
increases and several had expansl.on plans 
underway.' One-third of the respondents fel t 
that the institution housed an offender 
population that it was not equipped to hand~e; 
in particular, insufficient housing for specl.al 
management inmates was a problem. One survey 
item had respondents identify areas where the 
institution failed to meet needs ~r 
expectations and, identify the caus~ for disap­
pointment. Slightly over one-thl.rd of the 
time overcrowding was identified as the key 
caus~ of operational problems. In addition to 
an overload on support services (storage space, 
kitchen and laundry facilities, in particular), 
increased demands on program space (education, 
counseling and intake areas) were reported to 
be problematic. 

Population pressures have been a significant factor iIl;' plans 
for fa~ility occupation. One respondent indicated that l.nmates 
were moved in prior to facility completion a~d t,hat, escapes 
resulted.. Another was concerned that the l.nstl.tutl.O~, was 
filled to capacity immediately,. upon open~ng. Insuffl.cl.eI,lt 
preparation of staff I limited testing of equl.pment,' and repetl.­
tion of prototype design errors due to lack o,f tl.me for post­
occupancy evaluatio~are ,the result of populatl.on pressures and 
must be avoided wherf possible. 

5.0 The Need for Post·Occupancy Evaluation 

One method for improving physical plant design, opera't;i~n. and 
maintenance is the evaluat,ion'of newly constrUcted facl.ll.tl.e~. 
It was clear from the study' that a method for systematl.c 
post-occupancy evaluation, of facilities was needed. No such 
system was found. 
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Vital information on planning, design and construction is being 
los~ both within jurisdictions and throughout the country. A 
nat1.onal ,mode,l for pos~-occupancy evaluation "of new prison 
c<;>nstruc~1.on ,1.S need.ed. 1.n order to provide information which 
w1.11 aSS1.st 1.n allev1.at1.ng problems suqh as tho_se described in 
the st_udy. .Su<?h. a program would provide an qrr"::'site evaluation 
of a ~ew £ac1.11. t~ one to two years aftfir occupancy. An 
evaluat1.on .wo~ld 1.nclude, but not be limited to security 
hardware, e.qu1.,Pment anc:- systems, emergenc.y and fire safety 
systems, b~l.~d1.ng mater1.~ls, and heating and cooling systems. 
Data spec1.f1.c to des1.gn characteristics could also be 
collected, such as st~ffing (numbers and use), availability of 
program space, secur1.t~/observation features, and population 
~a~t7rns. ,~omprehens1.ve and uniform information on 
1.n1. t1.al fac1.l1.·ty con~tructi(m costs and annual operating costs 
~ould b~ obta1.ned 1.n order to provide better comparative 
1.nf<;>rmat1.on. . Problems specific to the institutional 
enV1.rOl:m7nt m1.ght. also be considered, such as features which 
~eet ~1.nl.mal requ1.rements for human comfort, the impact of the 
1.nte:1.o: atmosphere on inmates and staff, the u"se of 
furn1.sh1.ngs, and the overall use of space. 

A nati<;>n~l program fo: post-occupancy evaluation of correction­
~l ~ac~l1.~y construct1.on which would serve as a Inodel for local 
JU:l.s<;l1.ct1.ons should be established. This could be done by 
eXl.s~1.ng federal ·or state agencies. Information would be 
prov~d7d ~o thos~ jurisdictions based on general findings, and 
speC1.f1.c 1.nforI?at1.on Gould be provided on request. Information 
woul<;l be obtal.I~.ed f.r.om a preliminary written survey and an 
on-S1.te evaluat1.on. of both positive and negative features of 
the new construct1.on, conducted by an independent observer 
~ll d~ta collected would be stored on a computer to provid~ 
~mmed1.ate. and comprehensive .access in the areas of concern. It 
1.S co.nce1.vabl? "t;hc:t such a system of data collection could 
contr1.b :rte s1.gn~f~cc:ntly to the construction of future 
correct1.onal fac1.11.t1.es which would be more functional and 
perhaps less expensive to build and operate. 

5.1 Prob!em.solving for Future Cor.struction 

D7pa~tments,of corrections conducting their first "new genera­
~~on of pr1.son construction may focus. on the larger conceptual 
1.ssues,at the .expe~se of concern for the details of day-to-day 
6perat1.ons. and ma1.ntenance. Rather than make mistakes and 
resolve the,se p:t'oblems .in later construction, identification 
and r~solut1.on of,potent1.al problems should be attempted during 
the f1.rst generat1.on of new construction. Methods for problem 
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identification include the development of checklists on the 
operational aspects of the facility developed by operations and 
maintenance staff, contact with individu~ls with experience in 
other systems, more time in planning, and the use of technical 
assistance resources. CompletiQn of facilities one ,at a tim.e 
to allow for post-occupancy evaluation can be of great value in 
problem identification, especially when a prototype is being 
used as a model. A related problem is the search for economies 
in construction which may result in costly operational and 
maintenance problems later, as well as an ,uncomfortable work 
environment for staff. 

5.2 Summary 

Operational concerns should not be . allowed to overshado~ the 
positive features of a good des1.gn. A" truly funct1.onal 
facility should achieve the following: a greater sense of 
safety for staff and inmates, less destructive (or 
"normalized Ii) inmate behavior, minimal staff turnover through 
greater worker ~atisfaction, and a more humane and positive 
environment based on the implementation of design concepts 
consistent with the standards of good practice of the field. 
Staff may have to learn to live with designs, hardware and 
equipment which create a more humane envi.ronment yet present 
more difficulty in their operation and maintenance short of 
creating greater security problems. In this sense, it i~ vital 
that operations and maintenance staff are tra1.ned 1.n and 
understand the new' responsibilities being given to them in the 
operation of a new facility, and that resources b~ devoted to 
this aspect of new facility design and construction. 

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

1. Project management and follow-up. includes crea~ion 
and maintenance of a record-keep1.ng and cornrnun1.ca­
tions system to inform current and new staff about 
the facility and its operation, including hardware 
and equipment specifications and components. 

2. Training of staff in facility operation and main­
tenance at the fa,cili ty occurs prior to moving 
inmates in.to the institution. 

3. There' is provision of adequate operating budget to 
staff the facility as planned, with particular 
attention to those resources necessary to maintain 
the physical plant and equipment. 
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4. 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 li'mitations of 
the facility. 

5. 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. 

6. 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 cdnstruction process for 
correctional facilities. '!1his 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. 
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Chapter 5 Notes 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration! Advanced 
Practice Design Crite~ia for S7c~r7 Juven1le and Adult . 
Detention and Correct1onal Fac1l1t1es, LEAA Program Br1ef 
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 j ail 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 renovating 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 fa.ctor in determining 
the size and type of prison or jail constructed, although 
correctional planners now have choices other than traditional 
construction. Recent trends have provided options t.hat include 
modular design and barrier free environments, modular 
~:'~Instruction, 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, a.nd finally, le~s 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 uncertainty into planning, sometime~ 
leading planners to suspend judgment based on experience and 
factual aata and place 'i:heir faith in vendor's claims. The 
issues that must be considered in planning that inqludes these 
new developments are the subject of this chapter. While these 
issues were not a formal part of the study, the'y were of such 
concern to warrant discussion\ 
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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 units. The concept of prison 
environments free of physical security barriers separating 
staff and itlmates 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 is 
necessary. The adoption of concepts or techniques from the 
private sector, although healthy, needs careful examination in 
order to determine their relevance to 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 Construction 

6.1.1 Prefabricated 

There are several types 'of "modular" cqnstruction which h.ave 
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 tliat are poured on or off site and set in place 
in foundations or shells tliat 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 art# poured off site and placed into the building shell. 
The forms, which can be used repetitively, provide the 
appropr,:~ate spaces for windows, doors, and plumbing or wiring 
passages. 

6.1.3 Fac,tory 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 t~pe of construction include a mix of factory built 
housing- uni ts 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-engineered Designs 

All of the construction methods described above use 
pre-engineer~d 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 }.~ati tude for the 
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 avai~ab~e. 
Modifications outside of' t.he measurements of these bu~ld~ng 
blocks may have an effect on the profit margin of the 
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manufacturer, since 
production process. 
costs. 

6.3 Podular Designs 

there will need to be changes ,~n the 
The purchaser can expect to pafthese 

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 correctional 
officer observes inmate activity. (3) The unit can be 
constructed using modular, prefabricated techniques, since it 
can be constructed in standardized units, either through 
tradi tiona 1 methods or through the use of precast concrete 
sections. It also lends 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 is 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 
Issue of Ads Pages ----
Mar-Apr '79 none none 
Mar-Apr '81 none none 
Nov-Dec '81 1 ~ 
Aug '82 3 2 
Oct '82 3 2.5 
Dec '82 :3 2.75 
Feb '83 4 5 
Apr '83 9 7.75 

*Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics 
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Total pric~6n 
Population* 

314,457 (1979) 

} 368,772 (12-31-81) 

394,316 (6-30-82) 
405 i 371 {9=30-S2} 
412,303 (12-31-82) 

~ 425,678 (3-31-83) 

The February 1983 edition was devoted entirely to correctional 
architecture. 

For a jurisdiction in which the jailor 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 aQtual 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 var/ 
between $23,000 and $60,000 per bed. The cost 
per maximum security bed for modular instal­
la tions in Washoe County, Nevada, has been 
about $16,000. A l20-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 
di.fferent contractors, are multiple-occupancy 
ceil 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 jail would have cost 
three million dollars over three years 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. ~rom the article it appears Garfield County 
paid $25,000 per cell, far more than the $16,000 quoted by 
Brodeur and considera):)lv more than the prices quoted by other 
manufacturers. None ot the costs quoted appear to represent 
siting and inst.allation costs, although this is riot 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 conve,lltional and· prefabricated or 
precast, and-factory built construction can be deceptive, since 
gene:-ally, there is' no equivalency in the square footage 
prov1.ded 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 facil·ity, including 
support space, program space, and space within the housing unit 
itself, a recent study found the total cost of premanufactured 
facilit~es to be approximately 30 percent higher than for 
convent1.onally constructed units. (7) A fair comparison can 
only be made if the cost per square foot for particular kinds of 
s~ace and. the ~otal gross square feet per inmate are compared, 
w1.th housl.ng be1.ng 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 
~hes~ purposes,will be less expensive on a "per bed" basis, but 
1.t 1.5 not l1.kely to be a complete facility without the 
additional expense of support and program 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. d~y 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 
acti vi ty areas and support space may not present a similar 
problem. Additional considerations for prernanufactured units 
must ~ls? include costs for land, site development, foundations 
and f1.tt1.ng to electrical, plumbing and other services. 

6.4.1 Construction Time 

There is little argument that \'ihen crowding is a problem and 
when court sui ts are p;roviding the motivation for new 
construction, time is criti'cal. In this regard, prefabricated 
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and factory built units have a distinct advantage, even if long 
term costs may be greater. The comparison study of 
premanufactured units and conventional facilities cited above 
found that premanufactured facilities require approximately one 
third less time to design and one third less time to construct 
than conventional facilities. (8) 

6.4.2, Staffing 

Vendors claim s·taff savings with the use of premanufactured 
units and predesigned facilities, but there is no information 
available regarding savings or excessive costs, and staffing 
figures are not yet available. When pre-engineered designs 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 little control. Carter et. ale note 
that, "because of the differences in site and configuration of 
modules, there is generally less supervision or observation of 
inmates in premanufactured housing units than in conventionally 
constructed housing units." (9) Departments of correction need 
to consider staffing very carefully before any commitment to 
modular prefabricated or factory built construction that 
predetermines staffing levels. . Staffing needs :in excess of 
conventional designs must be evaluated carefully. The 
possibility always exists that an increase in staff 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 life 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 cl~im by vendors includes reasonable provision th~t these 
facilities· be adequately maintained. Hard use, tYP1.cal of 
correctional housing and problems of adequate maintenance may 
compromise the life span of these units, although most have not 
been in use long enough to predict their durability. 

The following recommendations address concerns in the evaluation 
and selection of pre-engineered, prefabricated, or factory built 
units. These units: 
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l~ Should be carefully evalu~ted 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 built using 
conventional construction methods. 

30 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. 

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 Facilities 

Recommendation 55 of the Attorney General's Task Force on 
Violent Crime asked that the National Institute of Corrections 
"develop models for maximum, medium, and m~n~mum 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 .imto account all the fp.ctors necessary to the design of 
an ideal facility. The final product should be a model tnat 
can be duplicated, effectively provide the level of desired 
security and s_upervision, have the appropriate program and 
support space, and provide a standard level of staffing. 

-~- '-, 

6.6.1 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 
th~re is a model that can be replicated in all climatic 
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" conditions, 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 
~lternative 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 al,most completed 
and six others were in the early stages of cons~ruction. The 
problems in the design will· not become knoWlt tintil the first 
facility is occupied, and unless 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 
tli(e states surveyed had recently completed construction of 
several facilities concurrently using ~n 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 
const~uction of facilities~ especially prototypes, in order to 
test the design. 

The current trend in prototype~ 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 gesignin 
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 
pink paint h~s acal~ing effect" there are also 
dozens of built env~ronment subJects that have 
not been researched at all. In the absence of 
research architects and planners have made 
their ~wn judgments. For instance, the 
triangular housing units, which architects seem 
to be working to death, have become today I s 
counterpart to the 19th century Auburn 
cellhouse. (11) 

In the final analysis, there is no guarantee of success with or 
without a prototype. There is no ideal ?esign, ~nd there are 
no absolute answers in planning. There ~s a need ~?r "ca::-ef';l 
review of all variables which must be coord~nated ,~n 
institutional planning. The planning process must be, ap~l~ed 
with equal rigor to the selection of a prot~type as ~~ ~s,to 
the development of any other design. Th~s respons~b~l~ty 
cannot be left to the vendor, the architect, or an agen~y too 
far removed from corrections. A prototype should ~t be 
selected only when it meets the requirements of the system. 
When jurisdictions are considering the development and use of 
prototype facilities, ~he~' first facil~ty constructed should be 
evaluated prior to beg~nn~ng construct~on of another. 

6.6 Design and Construction of Jails 

Although local detention facilities, ,or jails, ,were not ,Part of 
the study, the conclusions regard~ng plann~ng, des~gn and 
construction are clearly relevant to them. Because of the 
small size of most sPieriffs I departments or COU?ty departmen~s 
of corrections, it is difficult, if not imp~ss~ble, to reta~n 
full time planning or project management un~.ts. Local county 
planning boards are often not able to pr~vide the time nee~ed 
for facility planning. The construct~on of a~. det«;nt~<?n 
facili ty is a rare occurrence, happening ~~,lY o~ce or tw~ce ~n 
a century. Outside expertise and "one-time ass~sta?ce m';ls1; be 
relied upon, often coordinated by a staff person w::th l~m~ted 
knowledge of the. planning process. Sin~e the plann~ng proc:ss 
in a local jurisdiction may be un~que to many, of l.ts 
participants the archi tect/ designer' and the plannl.ng staff 
must willin~ and able to communicate with each other a~o,;t 
secure detention facility needs in general, and the s~ecl.f~c 
needs of the local facility. Such an effort can be al.ded by 
programs such. as that offered by the National, Institute of 
Corrections through its program for plannl.ng of new 
institutions, or P.O.N.I. 
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At the local level, particularly in smaller communities, public 
sentiment and the influence of special interest groups can be 
especially intense and, therefore, planning processes more 
complex. Decisionmaking may also be more sensitive to budget 
issues. The existence of state standards and/or related 
inspection services for detention facilities also may require 
that representatives of the state be included in the local 
planning process. 

Crowding in prisons has produced a backlog in the criminal 
justice system, resulting i.n many jails. holding sentenced 
prisoners waiting transfer to prisons. Crowded court calendars 
have also increased the number of persons waiting trail. Since 
sentencing policies and state parole procedures have an effect 
~n,the jai~ population it is critical that they be included in 
Jal.l plann~ng. Some relevant questions for them to address 
are: 

• If the jail is holding sentenced prisoners 
because of prison crowding, what can be done to 
speed up transfers? If this is not possible, 
will the state pay for increasing the capacity of 
the new facility to house this backlog? 

• Has the state subsidized or is it planning to 
subsidize the county for alternative (diversion) 
programs to relieve crowding on the local and 
state level? 

• Will otJ'l~r local or state agencies assume the 
responsibility for some classes of detainees, 
such as public inebriates, mental health cases, 
and juveniles? 

The design of local detention facilities includes concerns 
different from those found in long term correctional 
facilities. The three most important, among many, are traffic, 
~ecurity, and supervision.. Intake is a major activity which 
~n<?ludes . ,the r~sponsibility for booking, Inedical screening, 
bal.l cons~derat~on (or other release programs), transportation 
to court and discharge. Medical receiving screening is 
critical if court suit$ are to be avoided. The booking area 
must be designed for this purpose. According to survey 
cons~ltants and. other detention experts, the booking area 
remal.t;s the most difficult problem in design. The multiple 
funct~ons of that area have not been examined critically, and 
the traffic flow has not been dealt with adequately. The 
length of stay for a majority of jail admissions may be only 24 
hours, 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. 

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

Restricted land use can create design difficulties. In a 
metropolitan area there are limited options 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 thes~ 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 juveniles from adults, 
provide secure space for work releasees, and manage the public 
inebriate, mentally ill, extremely violent, or tr,~ suicidal. 
The small size of the jail places limits on flexibi~ity. 

construction of a detention facility, whether large or small, 
requires as' much attention to planning a,S does a large prison. 
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 local custom, court practices, 
community 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 1 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 follm.,ed by verification 
of their use, as done through correctional accreditation. (15) 

Among standards issued by various professional 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 physica~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 'physical 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 
Penitentiary and the Kentucky State Reformatory and 
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Penitentiary. The Oklahoma Department of Institutions, Social 
and Rehabilitative 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 certif.ication of detention services and juvenile 
detention centei~ thro~gh the!process of accreditation. (19) 

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 I 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 varied 
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 t,his 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 othe~ 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 po"t7,ential 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 legal 
requirements 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 
regulations? 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. rrhe 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. 

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 architec,t and client must decide what level of 
service is 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 legislation which will affect the 
decision. Extended periods of indecision can result in rede- I,ll, ", \\" 

sign problems with their attendant increases in capital' and \<~ 
operational costs. 
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National standards for corrections and national and local c<;>des 
and regulations are important consid~ration~ in, th~ plannJ.ng, 
design and construction of correctJ.onal J.nstJ.tutJ.on~. The 
agency and the architect/designer must respond to them, J.n order 
to create institutions which will not only be functJ.~nal but 
meet constitutional minimums for the safety, securJ.ty and 
humane care of the inmates incarcerated in them. The respon­
sibility for conformance to national standards ~nd codes ,rests 
with the client agency as advised by the archJ.tect/desJ.gn7r. 
When misunderstandings or misinterpretations, exist , reg?-rdJ.ng 
the standards and codes and the need for the~r appll.cat~on ;0 
new construction, the architect should clarJ.fy the] ,clJ.ent s 
intent before proceeding with the work. Reco~en~atJ.ons for 
using standards in facility design and constructJ.on J.nclude: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

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. 

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. 

Architects should inform representatives (,f 
the client agency when national standards 
and/or codes are not being followed. 

When certain standards or othE!.r 
requirements appear unclear, thearchitec:t 
should attempt to est'ablish .wi th the clieI1Lt 
agency a precise definition of each 
standard/requirement. 

6 .. 8 The Hidden'Costs of New Construction 

As crowding of correctional facilities increases due to q-reater 
population loads, the costs of new faci,li ty construction havE? 
become a significant issue across the,Un~ted ~ta~es. As stated 
in the Bulletin of the Bureau of JustJ.ce·StatJ.stJ.cs: 

••• in 1974 [the prison population] 
dramatic rise that added nearly 
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sentenced inmates to the national prison 
population in 8 years. The average annual 
increase during this period \'las 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 lIDO, 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 s.tate and federal prisoners was 431,829 by June 
30, 1983, more than double the number at that time in 1971 
(198,061), with projections of over 500,000 by the end of 1984. 
(26) Additional prison space is costly by any measure, with 
one source providing cost estimates per cell' ranging from 
$7,500 to $55,600 depending on the security level, size, design 
Variations, and regional cost differences. (27) 

\~ 

William G. Nagel, Fl:'esident of the American Foundation and a 
former prison warden, projected the costs of operating prisons 
over a thirty-year life span in relation to initial capital 
cost: 

For every aollar spent on new prison 
,) construction, the taxpayers of the several 

states 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 Table 6.1 
along with estimates from other sources that present dollar 
ratios o.f 1 to 10 and 1 to 11. The Nagel estimates would 
require a 104 billion dollar commitment over the thirty-year 
projected. life span of a facility; the NlC P.O.N.l. estimate 
would requ~re $65 billion and the Building Design and 
Construction article requires $72 billion. The Nagel estimate 
would add,' $3.47 billion per year to the six billion dOllars in 
correcti.ons operating costs for 1979 na.tiol1wide, an increase of 
about 58 percent per year, not including inflation. 
Corrections costs went up 7.7 percent from 1978 to 1979. (27) 

Based on long-term costs, these estimates suggest caution in 
. planning 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 'DISTRIBUTION OF CORRECTIONAL FACILITY 

CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATING COSTS· 30·YEARBUILDING LIFE 

P.O.N.J. WILLIAM BDC 
Program (1) Nagel (3) Articie (3) 

(Jails) (State Prisons) (State Prisons) 
Percent Percent Percent 

" 

Construction Costs 8.7 4 I I Construction Costs ;-, ~ 
Architectural Fees .3 .5 9 6-10 percent 
Furnishings, Equipment 1.0 1.5 
Maintenance, Supply 4.5 3 21 
Food 5.6 5 Operating Costs = 
Utilities 6.2 6 90·94 percent 
Civilian Salaries 23.6 24 

I 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.J.) Training (February, 1982) 
,;.: 

2. William G, Nagel, PreSident, American Foundation, testil110ny on the Dole Bill (S. 186), reported in 
Jericho 26 (Fall, 1981), p. 4. -

3. Building DeSign and Construotion, "Teamwork Result: Better Prisons 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 0.£ program goal!s. 
Recommendations for cost considerations in facility plannirtg 
include: ' 

1. In planning for new construction, a 
projection of long-term operating costs 
must be done. Cost savings in design or 
construction are minimal in rel~tion to 
the life cycle operating costs', for new 
facilities. 

2. 

6.9 Summary 

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. 

Corrections does nQt 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 planning. Sound planning 
should place these elements in perspective in relation to the 
needs of a particular agency. Planning should include a better 
defini tion 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 wis!) 
.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 
a~ticipated in such areas as traffic flow, lines of sight for 
observation and superv1s1on, placement of equipment and 
controls, functioning of security equipment, and the like. 
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Since ~10' central source now exists for making such comparisons' 
it is necessary for eacn user to evaluate what they a~e 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 6f post-occupancy 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 cpmponents, and other 
features of use. Significant areas for examination also 
include staff requirements (number and type), security, 
flexibili ty " 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 thi~ report. will not .be 
addressed and correctional agencies 1nvolved 1n construct10n 
will continue to'· operate without the use of available 
information and guidance •. ~ 

. . 
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DATA COLLECTION 

Survey Methodology = 

Initial Contacts: Selection of Respondents. A preliminary 
inquiry was distributed to all directo~s of state departments of 
correction: Forty-four (85 percent) of the preliminary inquiries 
were returned to the Commission, fr-om 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 

• 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 unique in terms of facility characteristics, 
project organization and jurisidictional requirements. The 
survey contains sections addressing: facility description and 
characteristics; budgeted versus actual costs of construction and 
operation; participants, activities, and time frame s 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 questions 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 Conuni ttee and other interested members 
present at a quarterly meeting of the Conuni ttee. Following 
revision of the questionnaire bas~d 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 re'adied for 
distribution. 

The instrument turned out to be quite 
items, both closed- and open-ended. A 
included, requiring the respondent 
Likert-type scales, rank order choices, 

lengthy, contain- ing 55 
variety of questions are 

to rate i terns using 
or fill in the blanks. 

Survey Distribution. Given the wide range of topics covered in 
the survey (such as budgeting, design issues, progranuning 
decisions, materials performance, etc.), 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. 

Respondents were contactedll by project staff prior to receiving 
the survey. An initial \:;al1 was made to verify information 
provided in the pre1iminarYi)inquiry, describe the project to each 
person, and assess wil1in~lness to provide assistance with the 
study. All of the 18 indiv~duals 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 ito 
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: 

Arkansas 
Colorado 
Florida 
Illinois (site 

visit) 
Indiana 

Site Visit Methodology 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Nebraska 

Oklahoma (site visit) 
Pennsylvania 
South Carolina 
Tennessee (site visit) 
Washington 

Site Selection. All survey recipients were considered for 
follow-up visits by project staff. Sele?tion o~ the th~ee sites 
visited was based on the potential qual~ty of ~nformat~on to be 
gained, willingness of ,the ag~nc¥ to host the project tea~.and 
the availability of proJect pr~nc~pa1s (the state representat~ve, 
architect, contractor) to contribute to the study. There was 
also an effort to choose sites distributed geographically 
throughout the continental United States. 

Visit Activities. Site activities entailed a two-day visit to a 
unit within the state department of corrections responsible for 
faci1i ty construction. Where applicable, proj ect staf f 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. Addi tiona I information on desirb1e procedures or 
alternative strategies for planning, design and construction was 
sought. Respondents were asked to fu1iy explore their prob~ems, 
solutions ~nd projections for the future of prison construct~on; 

, r~ 

The visit ~lso entailed a tour of the facility described in the 
sur.vey or one developed using .the same prototype design. The 
tour was conducted by an individual (s) familiar with the dai.1y 
operating and maintenance requireme~ts of t~e institut:i~n, who 
was also present prior to and/or dur~ng the t~me the fac~l~ty was 
opened. In the course of the f~e1d work, pr~ject s~aff r~viewed 
construction-related documentat~on and mater~a1s, ~nc1ud~ng for 
example, planning reports or documents, the architectural program 
for the facility, bidding and selection criteria for the 
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architects and cont~actors, and post-occupancy evaluation 
reports. A consultant-architect accompanied the two project 
staff for the first site visit~ 

As recommendations developed in the course of telephone surveys 
and site visits, preliminary recommendations were reviewed by the 
Steering COil"Uiiittee 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 war~ also coordinated with 
current project management training con\iucted by the National 
Institute of Corrections and architec~ural design criteria 
material developed by the American Correctional Association. 
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The ProhleqIS anq Politics 'Of fl" Priso,n, Site. 
By John Feillltein ' ID Someriet CountY.'the IDOIt reJDOIe or the beeallH III five-memoo- cowity' eomm!Uion 

- -..." - . counu;. 011 the' Eaatem ShOl'f. HIlIhes II rtIIde I I'III'e I'Iqtlelt.-they aked the llate 
ANNAP01JS-Slnce 1976. wbtn Mary· IlkeIy to rollow that _mtlldalloD and, It (or It. Even thouib they bad • 3-10-2 thanp , 

land Gov, Marvin Mandel IIIIhIlrIlld the all ,011 wi!, the _ priIorJ wru flIIIlllOlllt- 1of hwt last -II, tbIIr hlitlal Itqllllt JlIOb. 
PUrclllN of an ok! Cln Cactmy In Baltimore tJme 1111987,' . '. '. .bl~ wru honored. ," , ' , 
to be convmed InIO a penitentiary, prilona . The MIld! tor W. priIoa ii!ta hu been ,'Str.ond, bulldInc • IDIXIInwMlledium ... 
have betn I _ of nonstop betdachta to. lyplCl!lD llWIy ~ AlJumenta over whm euriey prilOn 'ID I f1.Il'IIIIItllDl, Car from the 
the atata'. JOYII'IlOf and &he General AMem. 10 PIi the priaoll, OIItlqe from dthlm environmtnt wbezt, DCI1. priecnm comt 
bI>',' , . 'lIhert; tMpriaoll ..... oontemplated and from. gOluplnst lllueh of &he penal philo&. 

And lven In this III, when much 0( tile 8IlOUI~ c:hmpI iD the lIIlfoldlnc r.iot to • opby or the last 10,_. That J)hIIoaophy 
politiCiI rhel«ic 11m II dlrectad .. t Wuh. 'make a d.CInllOlp opera. .• held that prlaons abould.be built wMrt mm 
Inrton. the mention of priJolII quickly cIi· . Two major radon, lKlMve:, make the de· crlmIllAlIliveand wbe1t they can be expect. 
Yl!rta lUention 10 __ cloaer 10 horne. cialon'lO build m Somentt unique and, 111 III 10 reUInI: urban I*&. To put pricaoDm" 

On Tutedily, I tuk rorce appointed last lOW "l1'l)'I, I ~ w I&nnI ot &Iw ID a remote, IU.'II MtIinc, hne them work em 
.)'tar by Gov. Harry Hue!- !l'ill NCOIM'IeI'Id' llate' •. futme CIImCIicn pella.. fIuma perhap., ..... I ..te of time. 
that I DeW l,ooo.c.n priaoD be cmstnIded • Fn, ~ II IibQ to ,.t tbe ,priICIi ~ PRIS<!N, 87. CeLl 

TIle Choosing of a Prison Site 'in 'Marylalld 
PRISON,From B1 ward ~. Ma.on, a member or c;r;.,. 

Times have changed .nd so ba"I! fonI'., commlu.e... ougested his 
thoie phr1osophieL "One or the InOIl 'home county, Allegany In _tern 
important thinp in buDdin&. priacm toUryland. Bul the lenain there 'w 
is the kind or __ k force you CIII ret . Ift<!Ul\tIluoui and, IPin. _ would 
to II&f1' the priaoa," -ld ~ W.~. hive been problbitiwe. 
Schmidt. U!e' llate'. ,~ .r/: ·So .lLmItion I.umed to the EML-
public safely.and ~,-i. ' am Shore. Cea1 County mthe DOrth 
wiCII6. "lII • rdrl! ma, ,ou'", PD& . --*1 like the place for I wbife. 
to have muCb .. ~ in IIaQ' , Tbm ,...,.. two potential lila. But 
than in au un.n ODe. ,",." :'. ,_ .. ' • the IMst one, at Baillbridae. ..... on 

"AlIo, you cu build a biae;" faderall., 0MIId land tNt mlcbt be 
IlIOre clI'Jdent prieon and you CID dei·. dif'/:..wt 10 purcn- And the Cecil 
it (Or .. Jl!DlWS," aid Scbmc!it,. Couney ~ ._1IppDIed 
pMuing to an acfoditiga 10 I priaon to the pn-. SIlJ~ thit tuk (Oft'i! 
lIE fiaIerIIoom that wru come ill - naay to _mend Cecil wheD 
fOl' S10 million to 51.2.miIlian .. BUddenly, ofrJCiak &om both <Arc-
than Ita projecUd _ • ..,., lint and Scomeraet 001111_ camt 

Schmidt ClIlIICIIIdIII 'his, view ~ Corih and .'d, "How about III?" 
_III c:hanIe in' prieon ~; The tuk fcree deremd III deci. 

In wn, in a report 10 the iIP-, Iioft to hIar out the two countitL 
Ia~ ~ JIIiI,ca. GoY. ~, ~. ~ .' ••• , _ _ CmlIine', commiuionm.JuUed out 
~.the irnpO/tllKle'~_~!.·.~:H~;~·~· FriOay, ~;JO' days' =J:e~ ~~I chol~m:t: 
pnIODI III urban - .... ,UI8Q, "_,,_ , ••• L. ., .'::0:, .L. ._. 
'wben De!. 'TimaIhy F Maloaey (II. · .. _·IIVl1lC ....,co-...... ,~, ..... five comm .... onm were \IIlID. 
n..:._ 1"_'.) the' .L'-__ ..I • leur ¢ poIe!ItW lit';. . imDIII (then) In their dIa!n: to pt "'"""" .....,..co,. ~ '" eet County ..., the riIon. 

. ~ H~.IU~IDltt.! that;dU '. ~re frOm :~ ~ .~ IY to . Jaw ~t'. Pclilieiana • 
W1!h prIIOIIS, ~ lP.JiJclil\t,I:·,·3-2 -, ..... the...,;.",,' TheIf.\ICte";· When . • .... ·'"'1 kH ...... -to'L .. LoIT-~ 
prIIQIllD • nuallocatioa. he nmem·. ., • -d ::!::::7- .t:-:.' .' 19'19" • "'"¥ .",. ....- ...... ...... 
bm, "the ~warld came and 1eI-:"-'" toa ~.ci ........ :.709. .. ~ .',,- .r~ elswbm. That NqUllt p~bly 
tirled !nit It. TIJey'ulc!.YOO Jis;. " that ~ ~ m. ~~"'l!'"~ ~ ~ . Gl'the .• will be rtlllMd., but the baUle • .un 
didn\: that," ' .• :'-:;.'"~,, .. ,,;to YOICe':llfIlK*tioIJ· to &he'P"!I¢.:'.;~ CityJ.n,. ~ ot~)); alonrWIY Crom beinr 1lI'e1. .. . .' ..... bii '. ." &t ~ thoucb ~tat!... ~ 1ic"St.f1ty and ~ s.w;.r. "Y1iU have to just DO It at lOme 

~(1fI. =~up~'U:." JI'ro\n tbe'county:~1 .meet ~I!! .'Kc~~·I,:poI~·'/I'I!'I ~l.,~: pol"!," Mildlefl uld. "!'he Cact Ii, 
~ '. ):. • i .,.~.<~'Ii the HUlhatMk. !~rca :' belie\'ed.m wwlOar ~ hba.bilatatioii~ anywhe~ you «0, Sointset, Ceci~ 
~ ~ ~." lim 011 M~ •• bmt.d ~~j.,:. .. Dd~ in,llariy ~.IO he ~: pick • plaee, the ume Jle!'/llt 

tbt:e it ~ tre!Id: funmuniti4t :. cbqe m:Jart • unlI~:', :.} ";e \";, theft ~ III? _~ •• z.cI.ror~:,: . ecumlng they don't wanl ~ pmon 
IICJt adarMntly oppoeed to pria.:" . "Ii's probably too late, Iiid MI'" ,.~pnIOI\. ", ".;, •• ,r; ,;:. ..' are the urne people ICI'amlng that. 

are in DIi '_ GoY Ja ::-:ebaef F. :~: me. ot H~'. to'. ""l1Iat ri:a1l,y let UI,br.i,~. cr.w. all U- peop!uhOidd be locked up. 
ona. rna.)'8Ir. • 1IIIII·,.ehler Iidts and • member d the 1aIlI·, : lord mDimberad. "I don \ We _ But they want It both WI>'I, 'Lock 
'IbompiOll "u ~ ~'I lour 10y :'.force. "They Mked 'for the .j!riton.:;. UbmI3'l'1UIre. We Meded'alJliaon,o" Em Up,' they lIlY, 'but not at my' 
~ ~ I 1II".,.m, iI:le)"reprObebly,oiP.r:tolttit,ICer:' '" Uncia- ~. H~' ~', donr.' ,That way 0( thinkIng will 

, him 10 ~ •• PfMOI! 1berr;: A'~ .wnl)')'Ciu WIllt )ocal auPPOl't;1!ut If :' 'Kamki '. 'ainw:Iiaae dIiif, In Marcb· MoW WD£e." • 
CU!e,the _~ ~ ~'~' joy only·put. .. priaon ,in'i Place' '1981, and .11 looIcinc ioctIYtly for 

...... 0:-.:""" UUUI ~ -....., • where I!m')'Olle wanted it, you'd • new priaoo lilt. J:..t lII'Iuter,.he . 
1IUCh. big pnce-lo p.y m the c..ce of .-r ret ODe builL e' • asked the \qiIlat.ure 10 lund • 760. f'll'I. k. It· f .an .... \ 
rampant unem~L . ,. • ~ H...p. ,biaeIf ~1ltI ~ '-1 •. bed addition toa c.a1i~ outiide &'-., \:aJe w&lS.Jmg on ."..0,:", 

Sommet Caun!-y his ., lilt ,doubt It thm'l •. Ioc:ation iD this ; ~ W..run,ton' County'Me. • .-
bard by ~ _lis !JD"'llPIoY:. ''II&te where 1!!U coUld put I prison' • ~t thrilled.. 10 the funding was d_ M~~y, Jlll!WU-Y 31, 198~ 
ment rate IS 17.2 perce.!l\(more ~n thal_ Mn't going to be upeet WIth • CI_t: HU£hes -sreed to.po ! ' 

double the state ~ .A pnson about iL what'. joo the nature ot IL poIlIl. !uk lon:e 10 examine wheth •. 
~d ~te 000 jobs, 9IIth atate- You.with You didn't have ,to. bt!iId er thepropoeed priIo11 ,...~ .. 
pa,d uIaries or $!2,OOO to $20,000 a , prilona but you do. It'. that simp,le: '''Doinc tboae projectiom,_. 
year, bandIome m 1Uc:h I!D out.-o!'.. The history or this pHIart lllliong eny~'.id Schmidt, who ,~. 
the-way L'U, and:. the work ~. ,and tangled ~ It da\ee beck 10 1I)e' Kamka and.imlIlIbt order to .. '1)'1, 

. ~~, : llate's purtbale, lor $2.9 plillion, in • tem. where thm ,bed been ehaoL , 
• 'The JI1'ISOI! .Iso would help.locaI, 1976 of the Continental Can 'FeetorY· "You look at fi£t,tta and l'IUIlce lOMe 
busi_ .. ,th In Innux of friends in Baltimore. Tne lite _ to be con· • ~ptiOlll. ; It :WIe • obvious "1We • 
and n1ative.; II'h" ,,"uld Yi&i~ pris- wrted into a DeW priooa. But Mn needtd Il'IOIhel: ~ Then, 18 'al. 
oners. while the bulldaEing MlI'It toent on, .... ys, the problem was the Ilte."·· ,:! 

The negIItir" >ide .. ill the houa··', city ofrlCials aaumed' thal they Hughes' tuk Coree .nd Crawford' •. 
Ing market. s .. hieb is often ad_Iy didn't WIInt another PI'.na1 iPllitution, commiU.le reached tIMi ume conclil. , 
atrecled by .haling 8 prionn in the m the city, ID idcUtion to the state ,aioII: A new 1,ooo.bed (acility Wu' 
neighborhood beCluse new bUli· penitentiary and the city jaD already , JIeIlded..Projecllorul-.,d that the 
Dt.a tend to shy away from IUCb there. ". '.' , priaOn 'population;"hlch atoo'i al' 
an am. Bul ~ Somen;et', toCO!l. • In 1I17a, Acting Gov.'Bfair'I;ee III, '11,058 this week in a l)'llem de; 
amy, jobs, oot'IIeUing boooes, ere a • c.ang • tou,h tIIetida (rgbt.nd signed lor a maximum or 7,600, 
priority. . ' • Deedirl! IUpporlln the city, pve up wouJa peak at .bout 12,500 hi 1990.' 

·1 think the commiaoionen' in on the site and sold the llICI.ory becJc Then came the S64 quertion: Whm 
Sommet ahow!d I lot 0( loreaighL- to the city Cor $2 lnilfion. .rter hay· • would &he J\!W facility be put?.J • , ~ 
tdMS5 with their reqiim: said Del. • Inc inVlllted anothet SI.6 mlllioo in' 'I'hm....orne ·_timent to 
R. CUn'ton Mitchell Jr. (D-Kent). the lite. Net los 10 &he llat.e: $2.5 .' buDd in Prince Giorp'l,;(:oIlnty,: 
the chiirrnail nC tilt HOUle Appro- • mnlion •. ' " • ,The ,boya' villitnite in Cheltenham 
pmtions CommilU!e and the man "Blair made • political Meldon,· ae:med to be. natuml.pot, But tWl) 
looked to by Eastern Shore reslden~ uid former Sen, Victor L. ~(ord, /'actors bloclced that idea, according 
to p~ their inte~. "I've Mlid ... h" UntJI thio munth _ chalrlilan to Cr.wford. "Prince George's l1li5 
.11 alnngthet I .... m't let the pm.m of the ieRi.latlve committee that leven eenalOllI and 21 delegates; 
be built in am,' count, that doeA11't eventtlally I'eCIlmmended the East. that'. t1uble Political atrength. Afao,' 
"'anT the pri",m, Sut the,' "'Dot it, 60 ern ShoNl Kite. "We desperately comltructiun COlts in the Washinl{lon 
.. far •• I'm c .... n<'1lrncd: thev've Got net(led fl pri...,n. Ililt he dfl<lK!rntely orca would have bNln incredihle.· 
it· 'needed ~11",)Ort in the citY nnd Olhers, notably then-l!enator Ed. 
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House FranelUrges That Hughes 
Reconsid~r ch6ice of Prison Site 

o 

I, . 

By John FeinsteiJi The subcommittee's action took 
Washlnliton Past Slat(·Wrli,.er the form- of a budget amendment 

'ANNAPOLIS, Marchi 24-A· that said thegQvernor may not 
Hpuse. of Delegates' su~~ommittee· ~pend any money. ona new prison 
--recommehded today that:; the legis- until Nov. 1. The'. amendment re-
lat~re instruct Gov. HarryirHughf.8 to quested that'the governor and the' 
reconsider his selectiono~( Somerset other memberS ,of-the Board of Pub-, 
County for a new MarylaiJd prison. lic Works eJ(amine ! sites in, Somerset. 

The'appropriations suhcommittee and Cecil County.- .;- '. 
on prisons and transportation asked T~e. -subcom¢ittee.J headed . by 
that the final decision dn a site be DeL TImothy F. MaloneY.(D·Prince-
delayed at least until i!Nov. '1 so George's), said Hughes' decision to 
Hughes can reconsider !!ais decision. put the' prisonl'in Somerset was 
If Hie subcommittee priiposans up- based on the willingness of the coun· 
frt:ld by the full House ;hf Delegates, ty: co~issi~neiS tliere to accept a 
as_expected, an~ the Sefilate, it could prison and !lot on whether it was the 
delay constructIon, dUfi to start by best loCation. Q 

the end of this year, for'six months. "If. th~ gover{lllr says we should 
This afternoon, at:: his weekly' build a pri~Q.n on t.he moon, that 

press conf~l'ance, Hughes was ada- doesn't mean we're going to do it if 
mant about· not chari,,~ng sites- ~t we think it's a bad site," Maloney 
this late date. j'We've:1made a site said. "We think the governor acted 
selection and we should ,go ahead as hastily on this. The legislature is not 
rapidly as possible," Hughes said. "1 going to do the same thing.~ 
would hope that the ~egislature, . The subcommittee's action fol­
which has complained about delays lQwed ,a' T~esdayvisit. to the pro· 
in this project, would· not bring . posed Somerset site by Maloney and 
about ~y furt~er delays." - Appropriations Committee Chair-

-man Ii' -Claytoti . Mitcli~n .)r: . (0- sioners to a~pt them. "We came up 
Kent). The two cameb8ck con- with this idea last week/after we me~ 
vinced that construction problems with t~e cQ~~issi6ners," Hughes said, 
plus the 'site's location near a high.!o~ettmg tHe meeting was ~o,nday. 

_ way and. a populated part of town, as r~ s been a long week," he added 
well-as the area's high water ~ble, when corrected .. ' 
made it a bad choice. Maloney also disagreed with . 
Hug~es and the legislature have Hu~~?so,~ the ~ubject of temporary 

.been wr.angling over the new prison' fa~lhtles. If we Just accelerate,' we're 
for more than a year. Late last year, stall going to be'600 beds shC!'t," he 
a gubernatorial task force was pre· said. "The system is overcrowded 
pared to recommend that the prison llOW and this isn't' going to help 
be situated in Cecil County when things any." . " . 
Somerset's commissioners requested Tliis aft.~rnoon, Maloney and his 
.the prison. Within 10 daYs, the task subcommittee presented their report 
force recommended Somersp.t, to on the capi~l budge't to the full Ap· 
Hugh~, ·who accepted their advice. propri~tions _Committee. wpich is . 

Hughes' .alsQ announced' today expected to back the subcommittee. 
that rather than build temporary And the committee has the back-
facilities during the next year to. lie· iog of House Speaker Benjamin L. 
commodate 600 more prisoners, ho Cardin, "They have some problems 
will recommend that construction of with the site and they want the gov· 
another prison in Hagerstown be ernor to take another look," Cardin 

, accelerated. ,said. "The delay involved is minor 
Hughes' new opposition to tempo· and the final decision, ultimately, 

rary facilities comes after the governor will still rest with the govllrnor." . 
was rebuffe.d Mondalin an effort to Said tfughes: "I have made a final 
get the Washington County.commis- decision." 
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THE WASIIINGTON POST B5 

IN ANNAPOLIS . . 

CommUnication Problem Snarls 

'\\ 

Ftmding for New Md~ Prisons 
)/ ANNAPOLIS,:Marcli l~A 
. 'House Appropriations' subcommittee 
tod~ty ,gave a ,setb8.ck 'to Gov: Harry 
Hug-hes and his staff by' voting'to cut 
off funding for :two:250:~,'prisons 
scheduled to, be ~uilt 'iii ',Baltimore,' 
deciding instead to l~te :the -500: 
beds elswhere in th~',:~tafe,:prisOn;' . 
system. 

The two' prisons, known 8S BG&E 
1 imd 2, s-i~~ t.he two sites. were·pur-:. 
ch!lSE\d 'from the Baltimore"GaS and' 
Electric: Co., were deemed:"6y the 
subcommittee' to . be too. expensive 

. because of high construction costs in" 
the dty. The subcommittee voted to' 
add the, 500, beds to ttie proposed 
1,OOO·bed prison scheduled to be 

. built in. rural Somerset County, 
Bealuse' of. a breakdown in com­

municationsbetween House Speaker 
Benjamin L. Cardin'; 'committee 
chairman R. Clayton Mitchell Jr, 
(D·KEmt) and' subcommittee chair.' 
man rrimothy F. Maloney (D·Prince 
George's), the. subcommittee voted 
to move the 500 beds to Somerset 
thinking Cardin approved of the 

. move. , " 
Cardin had spoken to' Mitchell 

a!1d Maloney 'Jli the speaker's p(}di~ 
um during ye!;;terday's session of the 
legislnture and .the two had left with 
the impre.'lsiontQnt Cardin !tild IlP­
proved the move. Cardin said yes­
terday ,he did not realize exactly 
what t.hey were proposing. 

"r thought they were just llaying 
they were going to take away the 
funding for BG&E, unci that was okay 
with me," Cardin said. "But I didn't 
realize they were talking ahout mov~ 
ing them to Somerset. I think that's a 
mistake. rrha~ might jepoardize the 
l.ooO.beds Iplanned fm' that sitel and 
I don't want to do tltut," • 

Cordin told tlU\t to Mli/olley th hi 
1l,I'terilOOn lind Mulo/ley agreed II) 
Il~k th~ SllbC()llltllitte~ tI) chnnEi.e the 

bill so that the locat-ion oi' the' 500' 
beds would he left ull*)pecifiud. 

Hughes stnffers said they were 
upset about the plans:' to cancel. thei 
prisons, especially BCi&g 1. where: 
12 million Illrendy hns 'leen S Jellt in 
,the plonning process., ~C)urces sai 
tTiis afternoon that Hnlghes would 
concede defeat 011 Bq&g 2 but· 
would prohubly tight t'or,\aO&E 1. 
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~omerset .seeks' ~~ni{liis',' 
, if new pnson. b-ailt. there 

If Mciryland goes ahead with plans' to 'build it ~e; 
prison in rural Somerset Co~ty, officials there'. " 
want a say in how it's run and a falr share of the'~ 
financial benefits the prison can ~ring to,their. 
impoverished county. . . " . . ,... , 

Members of the House Appropriations Commit­
tee were urged yesterday to approve. a bill that would 
protect the county's interes~s if the prison'!~ .':. ' 
constructed on U.S. 13 north of PrinCess Anne .. , 

But state prison officials don't like the bill and . 
are pushing for its defeat. .' . '.,.; 

One of the provisions in the bill would prohibit 
the state from housing more than 1,000 prisoners at 
the institution. , '" . ., . , '. ' 

Gov. Harry Hughes said at his .news conference lie . 
is opposed to that provisio~ because caps on " . . 
population at state pris,ons "pose a very serious' :.' 
problem." . . " . 
In addition to allowing no JDore than 1,000 UimatelJ:' 
in the I,OOO-cell prison, t~e bill would: '" 

-Prohibit location of work release or other 
minimum-security facilities at th~ Somerset CoUntY 

,site, .. ,.· . ..., . 
..,..Require the state to give Somerset County 

residents first preference in the hiring for " 
construction and staffing pf 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 coupty commissioners before purchasing land 
for the prison.' '. 
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Towns in Midwest Scramble for Unlikely Saviors 

Communitie~ Battle. Unemployment, 
By Jay Mathews 

--......\UtSlal'WJI~ 

MARSHALL, IlL-The last time Illinois 
built a prison, no town wanted iL But 
when the atate announced plans for a new 

, 750·bed mediUlll !!eCUrity facUity last,year, 
more than 20 Illinois toWns exploded with 
enthusiasm. 

The citizens of Mrushal! even painted 
'Welcome Mr. Lane~ on the high school 
football field in huge, fluorescent orang'~' 
Jetter! when the state's director Of come· 
, tions ~d a visiL 

Like a prison, a mammoth slaughtering 
plant exuding the odOr! DC 16,000 hogs a 
day lends little enchanl.menl to any town. 
But Stanwood, Iowa, and Sheffield.llI~ are 
fighting tax break for tax break, environ· 

lToanta! concession Cor concession, to: get 
those butchered hogs into their city limil.s. 
. Throughout the economically dev/t9. 
tated Midwest, with factories crippled by 
foreign competition and farm~ chilled by 
recession, communities are 'grasping for 
unlikely saviors-prisons, chemical plants, 
l'tmdering yards-anything to keep tax dol· 
Irus and children from migrating to the 
Sun BelL , • 

With some of the nation's highest un·' 
employment rates, Midwesterner! are suf­
.fering not only in big cities, iike Detroit; 
but aIsa in little towns like Marshnll, pop. 
ulation 3,500. 

Here, smoll components of the auto in· 
dustry like the StanadynelSupermet plant, 

See 3IARSIIALL, AIO, Col. ~ 

MARSHALL, From AI "In 1977, when we had to locate a couple 
11 beige bric.l{.and·meta! building v_here rear bf new prisons. we had to go around hat in 
~ew minor brackets and air <:lInditioning hand and cajole people into letting us even 
:parts are made, has laid off about 10 of 70, talk to them," Mid Nic Howell, pUblic infor-
,:workeB and belped push the town's unem. mation officer for the corrections depart· 

menL ' :ployment rate to 16 percent. 
, Pete Kelley, 37, has been out of work : The reason for the change of attitude, he 
~ce July. The little pla.~cs factory where ~d,"is the, economY.~ Only two of the 22 
:he worktd closed, leaving him to Jive on the communities competing lor the f:lenity have 
:510,000 a YW from his wife's work as an Unemployment rates below 10 percent, "and 
-accountant and odd electrical jobs he has. most are in the 16· to 20'percent range,· 
_ able to fwd. He hopes the prisOn will Howell said. 
<ome soon, which would mean $35 million to' : In Stanwood, Iowa, the unemploYment 
:$50 million in construction work followed by rate is at least 16 percent, according to the 
:a $9 million annual payroll for at least 400 Calculations of mayor and carpent.e;: Mike 
iocal people expected to be hired. Rouse and his artist-insurance agent wife 
; Freckled and sandy haired, Kelley now Kareni who know every one of the 700 town 
'babysib; his son Eric, 9 months, and thinks .residents. 
:about the good job be used to have at a pm- ' "1. do not want it'to end up like a ghost 
:on in Indiana. "The last couplll yerus have t.oll-ilt said Karen Rouse, explaining the ef­
~ rul bad,· he !Sid. "The prison would fort they have put into attracting a huge ArId 
~Ip:" . potentially meUy pork processing plant. 
: Mayor Ted Tre&, 60, a solid man miving '. Already 17 houses are for sale in the Jittle 
:at his office in casual clothes and baseball emmunity .. ith no buyers in sighL Without 
;tap decorated with his feed ClllIIpany'a logo-· e plant, she said, "The town 'is going to dry 
Wpe, bas been to ~e state capitol at Spring. p and all we are going to have is retired 
·fie1d twice to lobby for the pnson. eople. " . 
: .Mal3hall has intense competition from 21 " One of the voung people the &uses worry 
Dther rumois locations, such as Brown Coun. 'about is Donatd Doser, '1:1, who was laid off 
;tr, which last week sent a 10Ckar ~caravan as a painter at the Hamischfeger crane plant 
'to the capital" to,impress Gov. James R. ~'n Cedar Rapids a month ago. Doser's wife, 
~omP!On, who must make ilia d~on. ~lIn, lo.~t her job a year ago in cutbacks at a 
:rhe county has offered an 8!J.acre SIte- mall factory eight miles from Stanwood. 
:worth $150,000 or one-third of the annual The plant. which makes battery ~2l'S 
county budget-for free. • j!Ild automobile parts, is one of hundreds of 
: Half the county's 5,000 residents turned aittle automobile.related factories acattered 
:up at a public hearing to support the project Itbrough the Midwest feeling the auto indus. 
:and lln Valentine's Day Thompson and De· ltzy chill. 
:partment of Corrections Director Michael., In October, Doser's unemployment ben. 
:Lane each received a.dozen m roses and '8 efita will run out and it will be time to think 
;poem! of packing up 2·year-old &On Anthony and 
~ When you make yOW' decision .moving elsewhere. "I have been to Ctd!U' 
• On a medium security prison, ·Rapids looking for other work, but the SIt· 
• You 'U {ind not a frown. uation is futile; it teally' isn't worth it, ft he 
~ In. the County of Brauill. said. 

Preceding page blank 
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Similar to MmhlIll, Stanwood lib; just off 
the main thoroughfare like a small patch· of 
history on the flat, rica farmland. It baS 
short streets with big, two-story gabled 
houses on acre plots, large trees and small 
shops, gas stations ArId little factories slipped 
inhere and there. 

Many people engage in some part·time 
work. Karen Rouse has paint..<d soft·colored 
Iowa w;:~and scenes on her living room ' 
walls and sells !Ome paintiugs at fairs. Doeer 
occasionally finds a farm equipment .repair 
job. 

But each family needs at Ieut one steady 
source oC employment, 10 many have de­
pended on jobs It factories in Dea.rby cities 
(Stanwood it 30 miles from Cedar ~pids 
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 
multimillion·dollar facility. 'iowa Beef Pro­
cessors Inc. of Dakota City, Neb.-a subsid· 
iaty of Occidental Petroleum-bas narrowed 
the search to Stanwood ArId Sheffield, DL 

rowa has arranged a big tax brealc on 
Stanwood's behalf, as has illinois (or Sbef­
field, and the Iowa legislature is moving to 
ease ellvironmental restrictions on treatment 
of water for the facilitY, which the company 
says would consume 3.5 million gallons 8 
day. • 

A few locsl farmers, backed by environ':. 
mentalist&, have gone to the ,state capitol to 
oppose these conceasIoDS. MQ£ly Stanwood • 
merchants think such opposition is suicidal. 

Deborah Butler, 30, mother of two chil­
dren and owner of the Hi.Way Gardens 
roadside bar, asid if the town's economy does 
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 a 
year," said Rouse, the frugal mayor. ·She's 
l\'Orking on it," Mid 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 toWM throughout 
the Midwest are fighting Cor projects that 
l\'Ould. increase the DUlllber of jobs close to 

home. 
In Mrusball, city meter meier Jim Phil· 

lips' 19·year-old !lOll, Jimmy, MI laid off at 
Stanadyne/Supermet and Idt Cor HOU1Iton 
where he quickly found construction worle. 

According to Phillips, Jimmy "wi!! tickled 
to death" but Phillips' wife, Patricia, was 
noL ·She's down there right now, seeing how 
be is: Phillips said. ' 

Iu ,Kankak~ IlL; a much !ai.lu commu­
nity with 102,000 people and ',;well estab­
lished industrial hue, the' wimp\oymcnt 
tale is just as high-16.3 percent\·and tl)e 
delermination to do sometlung aboit~~juat 
as fierce as it is in Marshall.'" 

Roper Corp .. the stove manufactur~'/hat 
had been the county's largest employer, has 
laid off (is() W<lrkm and is scheduled to let 
go 600 more. 
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Smaller Midwest Towns Seek 
. Unlikely Saviors for Unemployed 

In I'eIpODIe to that threat to Roper and 
other luae (actort .. that depend On the. crip. 
pled hoUling and automobile awkets, bank. 
er' and Chamber of Commerce Board Chair. 

, man DonaldV. McCann and Chamber of 
Commerce Preeident.Les L. Horren Jr. are 
tzyinc to interview 'veJ'Y ~ employer in 
the cOunty' and, with the help 01 local om. 
_ tend to their a1ightest need. . 
: "If'they need a itopJ.ight to make the traf. 
'fie flow lllloother, we ilt them a ltoJilliht: 
Horrell aid. ' .. 

'they also aggreuively have promoted 
·Kanlcakee, 50 miles south of Chicago, 
.throughout the state and the world. A 13. 
minute videotepe on the city'. advanteges. 
kicked . off with the' brief mantim! of 
Kanlcalcee in the Arlo Guthrie lOng "City of 
New Orleans,· has been aent to dozens of 
companies and copies have been dubbed in 

. Japanese ind German. 
Their efforts have paid off. ' . 
General Fooda created more jolla by con. 

eolicbtinr ita coupon redemption Center in 
the county, Connecticut General opened new 
offices in th~ county town of Bour"onnais 
and Kroger Corp. is openinr a ~)uper. 
markekin an abl.ndoned Mont,omeJy Ward 
building, creating 114 new joba. 

; Some J~"omciiil. entranc:8d '6Y-tlle 
Videotepe. landed .their helicopter' on the 
mtb hole or the Kankakee country dub reo 
cently and got in some golf and a ,cod look 
around.' . . 

Other Midwest citieS va pultuilll bUll. 
~ unwelcome elsewhere. 

Austin, MinD., ;./Jed $350,000 tax IlX· 
empt honda to ant.ice North~y·Prod. 
ucta Inc:. to move ita animal;Producl.s 
procesaing plant into tot'ffi lIfiel court or· 
dered it muved out of Mason (1, Iowa, be· 
caU!e of complainta about fr' o:Iora and 
tl"uclt·traf{'1C noiGa. . . 

lhL inlOme places, the protests abQut 
UlPPUIt I projects have stymied even tile 

, Jloi er.'l1etic city promoters. 
Eu~'c outc:ry over a proposal for a new 

ham.lus waste treatment plant in 
Kan)kee led the Cham her of Commerce w 
w!.Is):a hands of efforts to promote the idea. 
In anwood, energetic lobhying by a 'fl!w 
Canfamilies persuaded the state House of 
R("!Sentativ!)S to resl.ore protections 
ar~t large quantities of sulfur in water 
dnarged by the hoped Corpork.processing 
~L '. 
Our biggest gripe is how one company 

l come into Iowa and try to change our 
NS," said Tom Fagan, one oC theprotesUng 
canwood farmers. ·Why can't they come 

ate the community clean?" 
Donald Doser lIupportsthe plant because 

it would improve the job situation and per. 
haps milk!! Jt unnetesNlry Cor him te move to 
Oklahoma City, where he could get an oil 
field job but has mixed feelinp about work. 
ing with flammable materials 150 feet up in 
the air. . ' 

But, h~ cautions, if the plant comes in, oj 
don't want to give up the environmental pp. 
lections." 

In Marshall, only a Cew people:...Mayor 
Trefz says he can name all three-umed 
out at the public hearing o.n the .econ~ floor 
of the American Legion Hall to opJXM the 
new priso!); ... 

But eome may have steyed away thinking 
any opposition is futile. Georgia Rease, an 
older woman who owns the East Marshall 
Motel, explailll thia attitude as I,tilillCOmCort 
with any change in what has heM a plensant 
aiaten~ . 
·~hall won't ever set thlJ'world on rile, 

but it does have one thillJt going for iL It is a 
nice placa. to Jive," ahe SQid. "A lot of people' 
who have lived here a long time aren't too 
crazy about the prison:" 

I, rlr"' ....... ' ... t.,TnoWt'.~"'" 
. M,)"or Ted Tref, hu i1Ha 10 the Nle capilolll SIriD~ekl twice 10 Iob~ (or I.ke IK! .... IIJiI pnsoa. 
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STANDARDS RELATING TO PHYSICAL PLANT REQUIREMENTS 
Standards for Adult Correctional Institution's 

Second Edition -;-
and 

\'. 

Standards for Adult Local Detention Fac:h~li ties 
Second Edition 

The following standards indicate facility planning and design 
requirements for adult correctional institutions and adult loca.l 
detention facilities. 'The list is not necessarily comprehensive in 
that variations in the mission of an institution may require-­
consideration of other standardsi 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 

2-4076 
[2-4116] 

2-4086 

2-4127 

2-4128 

*2-4129 

*2-4130 

*2-4131 

*2-4132 

Preceding page blank 

ALDF 

2-5073 
2-5110 

*2-5110 
2-5111 

*2-5137 
*2-5138 

2-5112 
2-5113 

*2-5139 

2-5114 

- Personnel/inmate records (storage space) 

Staff training space 

- Units of 500 

- Rated bed capacity 

- Single occupancy cell 

- Single occupancy cell (floorspace) 

- Single occupancy cell/new facilities 

;JRoom furnishings 

Room furnishings/new facilities 

Dormitories 

Minimum security rooms 
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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 

2-4148 

2-41:49 
'2-4393-" 

2-4150 

. ' 2-4151 

ALDF 

2-5118 

2-5119 
2-5~3.-H~ 

2-5115 

2-5116 

*2-5117 

2-5124 

2-5125 

2-5.339 
2.;..5342 

2-5045.-

2-,5126 

2-5127 

*2-=,5142 

2-5143 

2-5131 

2-5131 

2-5132 
2-5255 
2-5350. 

2-5148 

2-51--33 

Mate / female~ sepa.ration 

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 

~.~ Watchtowers 

Food prepa~qtion area 

- Staff space' 

- Handicapped inmates 

-'Handicapped inmates/new facilities 

Publ.ic/handicapped access 

... - Public/handicapped access/new facilities 

- Janitor space 

- Storage space 

Personal property storage 

- Mechanical equipment 

- Mechanical~quipment/new f:aC!ilit~es 

Preventiv~ 'maintepance 

S·tandard Numbers 

ACI 

*2-4152 

2-4153 

2-4154 

2-4155 

2-4156 

2-4157 

-2-4158 

*2-4159 

*2-4160 

2-4161 

*2-4162 

2-4163 

*2-4164 

*.2-4165 

*2-4;1.66 

*2-4167 

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 
i' 

2-5150 

2-5151 

2-5.152 

2~5153 

.2-5154' 

2-5155 

2-5156 

2-5157 

2-5~60 

2-5162' 'J 
l .• l 

-----.~-

Dormitories precluded/new facilities 

Code applicability/new facilities 

Code applicability/existing faciLities 

- Ventilation, light, heating/new 
facilities 

- Interior finishing material/new 
facili ties' 

" 

Indoor recreation space/new facilitie~ 

- Outdoor recr~ation space/new facilities 

- Day room sp~ce!ne~ facilities 

- Administrative segregation units/new 
facilities (r~creation space) 

- 500 inmate maximum/new facilities 

Institution location/new facil;!.ties 

-Fire safety code'compliance 

- Fire and safety inspection 

- Fire preven'tion. regulations and 
practice~,> /1 
~ t 
Fire alarm and smoke detection systems 

- Materials fire safety 

- Receptables for flammables 

Marked exits 

Travel distance to exits 

- Back-up power and lighting 

- Emergency r~lease (doors) 

Storage of fla~ables, caustics 
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standard Numbers 

ACI 

*2-4177 

*2-4178 

ALDF 

2-5121 

2 ... 5167 

- Institution perimeter 

- Perimeter surveillance 

[*2-4179] 2-5123 '- Sally ports/safety vestibules 

[*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 

(~ 

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 

... Vehicular entrances/exits 

- Control centers 

- Control center communication 

Correctional officer posts 

- Observation of special management 
inmates 

Regulation of inmate movement 

- Firearms control 

- Arsenal 

- Ke;y control 
/< 

:/ 

- 'Tool control 

... Communications system to outside 
facility 

- Segregation units 

- Showeringlsegregation 

Visiting/segregation 

Telephone pI:i vileges / se,grega tion 

- Exercise/segregation 

- Programs/segregation 

.,. Toilets/wash basins in food service 

... Food service facilitt,es/equipment, 

Dining area 
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Standard Numbers 

ACI 

[2-4255] 

2-4256 

2-4258 

2-4259 

*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 

ALOF 

[2-S243j 

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 

12-5335 
" 
2-5338 

2-5339 

.... Sanitation inspections/code compliance 

- Water SJlpply 

- Vermin control 

Waste disposal 

- Bathing facilities 

- Water temperature control 

- Medical facility. 

- lnfirmary/code compliance 

Medical space requirements 

Emergency response time 

- ~pecial treatment facilities 

- Storage of cont~olled 
substances/pharmacy 

- Attorney access 

- Law liprary access 

- Healthful environment 

- Recreation areas/equipment 

Male/female separation 

Male/female living conditions 

- V:t~iting 

-Inspection of mail 

.... Public telephone access 

- 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 
2-5383 

2-5141 
0. 

[2-5365] 

2-5375 

,[2-5376] 

2,..5373 
2...;5374 

2-5128 

2-5351 
2-5383 ,,, 

,~ 

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, classifi6ation/ 
new facilities 

- Compliance with work space codes 

Educational program space/equipment 

- Library space (if provided) 

- Recreation facilities and equipment 

Religious program space 
iJ-

- Release preparation 

Conditions in activity area 

- Storage of security equipment 

- In take area 

- Water control/new facilities 

- Alarm system 

Electronic surveillance 

- Supervision/observation 

- Location of pos~s 

- Maximum capacity overload 

Pretrial program space 
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