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COST EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATION OF
THE PLANNTNG OF NEW INSTITUTTONS (PONT] PROGRAM

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The objective of the present evaluation is to getermine
whether participation in the PONI program lesds to cost
savings, either in planning or construction of & new
detention facility within tne participating jurisagiction.
Given the content of the PONI program, this evaluation began
with the assumption that PONI participation does result in
some savings for jurisgictions ang that these cost savings
can be quantified in some ¢rude yet useful way to develop a
cost-effectiveness analysis for wuse in further procram
budaetina,

NIC's Plannina of New Institutions (PONI) proaram is
desianeda to assist jurisgictions, (primarily counties), in
careful anag systematic planninc of new corrections
facilities, It has been presentea to 200 Jurisagictions over
the 4 years it has been federally fundea. The typical
particiopating jurisgiction was planning 4 new facirlity,
rather than a remodeled or expanded existing structure. Most
Jurisdictions hag participated in both Phase ], a one Or two-
day community meetina, and in Phase Il, a 7-gay training
seminar in Boulder, Colorado.

Survey data clearly demonstrated that the approximately
one half-million dollars in fegeral costs associated with
PONI return to ¢0Ost savings in corrections that are hungreds

of times greater than the proaram's cost. Potential savings



for a typical PONI jurisdiction can range from £765,000 to
$1.4 million in construction costs and $17.65 million to
$22.85 million in operations ﬁosts’avek the life-cycle of a
new jail. Savinags can thus range from 100 to 1,000 times tne
¢cost of the PONI program, delivered to one county.

The survey received responses from participants in 41
states. Stuady participants were clearly representative of
the t pical jurisdictions within the country. There was a
complete range of population, geographic reaqion, fungina
amounts, planned beds, economic and political enQironments,
etc. The respondents ranged from county sheriffs or
deputies to airectorg of a large correctional system 19
electea officirals,

The scope of the cost-effectiveness analysis was reaguced
after responses to questionnaires hag been tabulated. Given
PONI's attempt to provide training at the earliest point in
the plannina process, many jurisdictions aid not have the
necessary information to perform a pre-PONI plannina ang
post~-PONI planning comparison. Resoonaing Jurisaictions tnus'
represented various staages of plannina; only two had actually
completea construction of a facility anag only one, a
renovated project, haa been occupied at the time of the
study.

Nevertheless, in adaition to evidence of positive PONI

impact, the following 4areas of cost savinas were identifieq.




Planning: PONI teacnes tnat a cost-effective j;ail negs -g
witn careful ang thorough p1anq%ng. To ensure sucn planninag,
PON. recommenas the incorporation®of at least six elements
into the planning process: gata collection, cost analysis,
site analysis, gevelopment of a master plan, a feasibility
study and a needs assessment,

Tnese elements had been incorporated by 46% of tne
jurisdictions{with funded projects ana 50% of those with
unfunded projects. Those jurisadictions which adopted only
one or two of these elements usually adopted a needs
assessment or feasibility study, elements which may or may
not have included examination of the other suggestey
elements. Altnouah 38% of the funged projects reported PONI
participation led to an average of $26,000 in increasea
planning costs, the importance of these elements to the
planning process tends to offset the initial cost with much
higher "avoidance" costs.

Jail beds: Funded jurisaictions which reduced the number
of planned beds after PONI participation reported a reduction
range from 15% to 28% (based on what had previously been
planned); unfunded project jurisdictions reportea slightly
lower range of 14% to 25%. Since the average cOost to
construct a new bea is $51,000, the potential cost savings
are significant {f bpeds are reduced. Even if beds were
increased as a result of PONI participation, the primary
reasons reported was that initial ne2ds had been
underestimatea. The increase in beds planned, moreover, was

generally accompanied by a plan to utilize a movre bpalanced



classification scheme that included r2guctions in the numper
of maximum security bedgs ana an increase in mediun 2ns
minimum security p2ds. Several juriscictions agdea a work
release program ana other forms of non-secure releasg, sucn
as trustees or meagical release, and increasea tne siz2 of
gxistinag work furlough programs.

Staffing: PONI exposes its participants to alternative
designs and operating procedures in an attempt to achieve
cost-effectiveness in a new faci]ify. As a result, the
majority of Jjurisaictions planning a new facility had chosen
a pod-type design anog reported that staff recuctions had been

t the new facility would be more staff

Qs

achieved or th
efficient. Tne latter was confirmed by calculating staff to
bez ratios for the new facility and comparing them to tne
ratios for existinag facilities, which were tragitional hign-
rise, cell-block structures, Reauctions in the staff tc oSeg
ratio were found in 67% o¢of tne jurisdictions for whigh
complete information was available. Where there was an
increase in the staff to ved ratio for the new facility, the
increase was agenerally accompanieag by an explanagtion that
existina staffina was inadequate to meet the facility's
needs.

Classification: PONI! empnasizes the need for a balanced

classification system to avoid overpuilaing, and, as a
result, 88% of the participating jurisadictions {(for wnich
such information was available) altered existing

classification scnemes, Almost half of these jurisaictions



naad existing facilities classifiega as 130% maximum securiiy;

i

only one plannea to construct a new facility witn the sin
classification., Of the Jurisuic@ioﬂﬁ with existing atl
maximum security facilities, 63% plannea 3 balancz3 syszten
utilizing at least 3 levels of classification ang 33% olanned
to develop & work release program. where none had existad
before. (Costs avoided by not overbuilaing are substantial
since a medium security bed costs 36% less to buila tneéen 3
maximum seCurity bed; a minimum security bed 58% less; and a
work release bed 68% less.

Fixtures: Several jurisgictions reported tnat PONI's
emphasis on the use of common materials and fixtures led to
cost savings in Tixtures. Tne most typical response Was
shifting from a facility with all stainless steel fixtures
which were estimated to cost one-third more than conventional
porcelin fixtures to one where stainless steel fixtures were
limited to maximum security units. Although not all
juriscictions could not report expected savings, tne
experience of one county indicated as much as 3% of the
initial construction costs could be reduced by the use of
common materials,

Construction costs: B8y learning about project

management from PONI, some jurisdictions reported substantial
costs were saved throuagh the Didqinq process. The two types
of bidaing procedures cited were "construction managemert"
ang "prime bidaing", In one jurisagiction, the former
procedure led to a savings of $500,000 despite a slight

increase in tne amount of paperwork reguired to process




®

several contracts insteaog of one contract. "Prime pigcinzg®
was expected to result in savings up to 1J% oV overrice
pecause negotiations between E QEAEraI contractor and tne
mechanical and electrical contractors coula be avoicged,

______ ¥ Design: The most agifficult area for
quantifiable cost savings was facility aesign because none of
the jurisdictions actually had @ new facility in operation.
Mevertneless, B81% of the funged jurisdictions and 85% of the
unfunded jurisdictions were planning pod-type facilities andag
anticipated significant reductions in operating costs over
the facility's life-cycle.

Because operating costs are 10-16 times constructizn

costs. These savinas must be seen as enormous savinas ig

ultimate costs. Such reductions were believed possibie

because the pod adesian allows for more staff-efficiency,
easier classification or separation of inmates; ang petter
use of space.

In agagition to potential quantifiaple c¢osts, respondaing
Jurisagictions reported benefits that cannot be easily
gquantifieg, althouagh they c¢learly have value ang save COStS:
better congitions for inmates leading to lowering of stiress
levels inherent to incarceration; an ability to manage the
facility consistent with personal philosopnies of the local
sheriffs; and less isolation of staff from inmates witn an

increase in security,



Tne conclusion of tne present evaluation is that PO
nas had a positive impact on most jurisdictions who havs
participated in its bproqram aﬁo 3 generally positive impacs
in terms of very major cost savinas in jail construction.
Althouah not all jurisdictions were able to report exact and
specific cost savinas, those that dig e3ch ingicated savings
sufficient to offset over the cost of PONI.

Potential beg savings for a typical jurisaiction can
range from $765,000 to $i.4 million in construction costs ang
57.65 million to $22.85 million in life-cycle costs. If only
one post were eliminated (requiring 5 staff over a 24 nour
perioa), $125,000 perryear could be saved and $3.75 million
over the facility's T'ife-cycle.

Wnile local factors will influence the degree of PONI
impact and subsequent cost savings, jurisaictions can save
money 4as 3 result of PONI participation or at least construct
a facility tnat is well-designed anc flexible enougn to meet
future needs, thus avoiding present expensive mistakes ang

minimizing costs in the future.
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II. INTRODUCTION

During the last decade, the inability of correctional
institutions to meet the needs éhg demands of their legal ano
social environment has become increasingly apparent. The
county jails of today are often outdated facilities with
problems of chronic overcrowding and overuse. The pressures
on these institutional facilities will continue as
legislatures become even more responsive to public concern
about crime and public expenditures and as the courts, in
response to litigation, mandate improvea jail or prison
conditions and treatment for prisoners,

Given the competing or contradictory pressures upon
correctional institutions to change, gocd planning of a new
correctional facility becomes especially important if
correctional systems are to develop appropriate responses to
complex problems., Nevertheless, local jurisaictions may lack
the expertise and resources to plan systematically and
effectively. Local planners are often unaware of the
complexity of the criminal justice system, characterized by
interdependent relationships between the courts, law

enforcement, corrections, and the community.



For thé past four years, the National Institute of
Corrections Jail Center (NIC/JC) has addressed the need to
develop planning expertise and support among local officials,
administrators and corections managers through its funaing of
the Planning of New Institutions (PONI) Program. During this
period, 200 jurisdictions, including counties as well as
states, have participated in PONI. PONI is a three-phase
process designed to develop planning skills and to provide
technical assistance to states and counties which have begun
to plan, have planned or are planning to build, expand or
remodel their jails or prisons,

The primary purpose of Phase I .. to heighten local
awareness of the complex issues and problems relateag to
facility planning from a systematic planning perspective and
to develop a participatory planning process. During Phase I,
two NIC staff members and/or consultants organize and present
a program at a one or two-day community meeting attended by
criminal justice personnel and other interested members of
the community., The community meeting is essentially a forum
in which to explore a community's values and philsophies
underlying, incarceration; allow the exchange of information
and ideas; and provide the impetus to begin preliminary
planning in a systematic way.

Phase Il emphasizes skill development through team
building and the mastery of planning techniques and tools.
Teams, ranging in size from four to eight members, from a
participating jurisdiction are sent to NIC/JC in Boulder,

Colorado for a week-long training seminar. Team members not




only are taught planning techniques but also are exposed to
designs and management pra;ticés that have been found to be
effective and efficient a]ternéfives to the resource-
intensive and limited-use "traditional" <correctional
facility.

Phase III consists of technical assistance to
jurisdictions enrolled in or entering PONI. Such assistance
must be requested by the jurisaiction and is intended to
address special local problems related to jail planning,
design, construction, staffing or transition. NIC staff may
make an additional oq-site visit or provide documents or

other resources to the requesting jurisdiction,

The overall objective of PONI is rationalization of the

corrections facility planning process to ensure optimal

allocation of scarce resources. PONI neither encourages nor

discouraqes the building of new facilities; its focus is to
help local jurisdictions make a reasoned decision and to
provide support for the implementation of their solutions.

A reasoned decision requires knowing not only how ang

when to build, but also the costs of all options. The PONI

proaram is thus based on the assumption that a carefully

planned and well-designed jail will lead to cost savings. To

effect such cost savings, PONI] emphasizes the use of cost-
effective materia]s and fixtures and the use of less staff
through facility design,

When first presented in 1978 by Voorhis Associates,

Inc., of Boulder, PONI was funded directly out of NIC/JC.

10



Since 1980, however, PONI has been funded through federal
grants. The first grant was for approximately $155,000; the
largest grant was for $490,000 in 1982 whicnhn included travel
expenses for PONI participants. In 1983, when travel expenses
were taken over by the NIC Academy, the grant was for
$297,855 and for 1984, the grant is $309,900 which represents
a 7% increase over the 1983 grant. As part of its funding,
PONI is obligated to present 40 Phase [ community meetings
(although 60 were conducted in 1983) and 6 Phase II seminars
per year. Excluding overhead, the direct delivery costs of a
Phase I community meeting is $2300 and about $5000 for the
Phase 1] week-long seminar., A crude measure of the actual
costs c¢f the different phases of the PONI program can be
calculated by delivering total number of delivery days into
total budget. Based on 1983 data, the cost of one delivery

day is approximately $900:

-

60 Phase I community meetings (4 delivery days each) = 2
6 Phase II seminars (7 delivery days each) =
10 Phase III technical assistance (5 delivery days

each) -

TOTAL (1983) = 3

$297,855/332 = $897.15 per delivery day

Since most jurisdictions participate in botn Phase [
and Phase II, the actual cost of PONI per jurisdiction is
approximately $9,870. This study suggests that the cost
savings can range from 100 to 1,000 times this cost, or $1-

10,000,000.
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IITI. METHODOLOGY

The objective of the present evaluation is to determine

whether participation in the PONI proagram does lead to cost

savings, either in planning or construction of a new

detention facility within the participating jurisdiction.

Given the content of the PONI program, this evaluation began

with the assumption that PONI participation does result in

cost savings for jurisdictions and that these cost savings

can be guantified in some crude yet useful way to develop a

cost-effectiveness analysis for wuse in further program

budgeting.

Initially, a list of con£act persons from each of the
participating jurisdictions was obtained from the PONI
program. To avoid duplication of responses, a letter was sent
to the contact person, asking for the identification of the
person to whom a PONI evaluation questionnaire should be
sent. There were 130 responses to this letter, identifying
either the PON] team leader or project consultant to whom a
questionnaire was then sent.

Those participants who did not respond within a month
were sent up to two follow-up letters. If there was still no
response, a follow-up telephone call was made. After follow-
up efforts, 80 questionnaires or explanatory letters were
returned, of which only 59 were valid for the purposes of the
present evaluation, A questionnaire was eliminated for one
of three reasons: 1) the jurisdiction was no longer planning

a facility; 2) the PONI participant was no longer in the

12
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jurisdiction and answers to the questionnaire were unknown;
and 3) the participant comp]eiinq:the questionnaire was
connected with a state planning agency and not directly
involved in the planning of a local facility.

The valid completed questionnaires were evaluated for
completeness of information and categorized into
jurisdictions with funded and those with unfunded jail
construction projects. Numerous telephone interviews were
conducted with those respondents whose gquestionnaires were
incomplete or who indicated areas of cost savings that could
be further explored. Near]y all of the interviews were with
participants from jurisdictions with unfunded projects still
in the preliminary planning stage or with no present plans to
pursue funding. Planning costs, funding and construction
costs, and even facility design and size were often
unavailable or unknown.

The data from the questionnaires were coded ana
tabulated for analysis. The information gained from telephone
interviews was used to augment the data base and to perform a
preliminary qualitative evaluation of participant satisfaction
with the PON! program. The qualitative evaluation, which
showed PONI participants to be overwhelmingly supportive of

the program, is included as an Appendix.

13
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IV. GENERAL SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS

Despite the fact the sample does not include any
jurisdictions from the East §0utp‘Centra1 region of the
United States, the sample can fairly be said to represent the
planning experience of jurisdictions actually planning and
intending to construct a new jail. (The two responses from
the East South Central region were from the states of
Kentucky and Tennessee. The Kentucky gquestionnaire was
eliminated because no Jjail was planned and'the Tennessee
questionnaire was invalid because PONI participation had not
yet occurred.)

The sample included jurisdictions with a population
range from 11,000 to nearly 870,000. These jurisdictions
represented rural agricultural counties, moderately sized
counties with one dominant employer, such as the federal
government, and large urban counties. Local economic
conagitions ranged from a depressed construction industry
(Midwestern states); high rates of persons on welfare
(Arkansas); and accelerated growth rates (Pennsylvania and
California). The local governing body involved in the
planning process was usually a board of supervisors or
commissioners and represented the political spectrum from
conservative to liberal., The political spectrum was
particularly evident in court sentencing attitudes: some
used incarceration as a sentence heavily and others relied on
alternatives to incarceration and viewed jail time as a last

resort,

14



The sample jurisdictions predominantly had existing
traditions) correctional facilities; usually multi-story.
Only about 5 had an existing pod-type facility (modular
design). Planning projects ran the gamut from building a new
facility to remodeling or expanding an existing facility. The
planning projects included jails with only 10 beds to ones
with as many as 450 beds. Estimated or actual funaing for a
new Jjail ranged from $1.2 million to $73 million.
Construction funds came from every conceiveable source: state
grants, general obligation bonds, existing county funds,
sales tax, some combination of these, loans, and even a
federal grant. Some jurisdictions were innovative, (e.g.,
using television or video for arraignment) while others were
committed to the use of traditional practices.

The respondents were primarily county sheriffs or
sheriff's deputies. Nevertheless, other actors in the
criminal justice planning system were representea:
corrections specialists or consultants, architects, county
commissioners, corrections administrators, and even one
Judqge.

Overall, tnere was a general desire to build a facility
that would meet constitutional standards. The respondents
from some jurisdictions indicated there was substantial local
support for building such a jail regardless of the cost
while other respondents reported planning for a new jail was
constrained by the money available,

Given the broaa range of represented characteristics,

the sample is really a microcosm of the types of

15




jurisdictions that can be found throughout the United States,
It can thus be expected that the analysis presented in this
evaluation of the planning experiengé df Jurisgictions which
have participatea in PONI can provide a basis for the
development of policy relevant to the continuation of the
PONI program and its impact on Jjail planning in other

jurisdictions,

Regicnal Representation

As described earlier, questionnaires were sent to PONI
participants in 130 jutisdictions of whom 80 respondea (62%);
these jurisdictions represenfed 41 states. The different
jurisdictions were organized for analysis into 9 geographical
regions; the response rate and representation in the study

sample are presented below.

REGIONAL REPRESENTATION AND RESPONSE RATES

Geographical % of Response ¥ of
Region Total Rate Sample
Pacific 14% 83% 20%
Mountain 12% 56% 14%
East North Central 14% 718% 22%
Fast South Central 5% 33% 0
Middie Atlantic 11% 71% 12%
New England 4% 40% 2%
South Atlantic 14% 33% 8%
West North Central 15% 53% 14%
West South Central 12% 44% 8%

16



As can be seen from the table, the disproportionate
representation in the sample is due to the variances 1in
response rate from the 130 jurisdictions to which
guestionnaires were sent; sample”representation was also
affected by the elimination of invalid questionnaires,

Within regions, certain states dominate as far as PONI
participation. This "overrepresentation" of some states can
be attributed to state agency requirements or recommendations
that a local jurisdiction participate in PONI as an actual or
virtual condition precedent to state funding; these states

include California, Washington, Louisiana and Ohio. States

with the most participation by region are presented below:

REGIONAL PARTICIPATION BY STATE REPRESENTATION

Geographical States Most % of Total
Region Represented ~ Region
Pacific California 39%
Washington 33%
Mountain New Mexico 38%
Eas{ North Central Ohio 28%
I1linois 22%
East South Central Mississippi 67%
Middle Atlantic New Jersey 50%
New England No state dominated
South Atlantic Florida 39%
West North Central Minnesota 58%
West South Central Louisiana 50%

17



Popuiation and Construction Costs Sample

In terms of population, the sample jurisdiction ranged
from a low of 11,000 to & county with & population of
869,000. Most of the sample (16) represented a county with a
population of less than 20,000 and 9 had populations between
250,000 and 700,000. The sample consisted of both funded and
unfunded jail construction projects: 32 (54%) had been
funded while 27 (6%) had not been fupded or had attempted but
failed to obtain funding.

The following table represents only those jurisaictions
which have been funded: unfunded project Jjurisdictions were
not included because building costs were either not available
or only estimated. The table is intended to show average
construction costs by average size of jurisdiction. It should
be noted that population categories were determined by

similarities in funding amount.

CONSTRUCTION AMOUNT OF POPULATION

Population-County New Const, Renovation New/Renov/Exp
(Average) {Average) (Average) (Average)

13,000 (N=§) $2.67 million $ .47 million N/A

40,000 (N=3) $3.67 million N/A

64,670 (N=3) $2.9 million $1.05 million _
142,890 (N=9) $10.56 million N/A $8.2 million
550,400 (N=5) $21.35 million $6.1 million N/A
864,000 (N=2) N/A N/A $12.45 million

18



Average costs to build a new bed were not calculated
because there were 50 many differences in the number of beds
built within a population category; for example, in the
550,400 average population category, the number of planned
beds ranged from 253 to 520. In addition, construction costs
(represented by funoging and bid amounts) were often dependent
on the 1local economy; some respondents indicated the funded
amount was low because of a depressed economy for the
construction industry, There were also significant
differences between jurisdictions building a similar number
of beds and construction costs. The most extreme example is
between Dakota County, Minnesota and Ross County, Ohio, both
of which were planning to build new facilities with 84 beds.
For Dakota County which had a population of 194,000,
construction would cost approximately $7.8 million; in
comparison, Ross County, with a population of 64,000

anticipated costs of only $2.6 million,

PONI participation

Most of the respondents had participated in both Phase I
and Phase Il of the PONI program: 87% from jurisdictions
with funoged projects and 89% from wunfunded project
jurisdictions. Only 4% of the participants with unfunded
jail construction projects had participated in Phase [ only
compared to 13% for those with %unded projects. The number
of pérticipants who had received Phase IIl technical
assistance reflects the more advanced planning efforts of the

funded projects: 28% - funded; 15% - unfunded.

19



Reasons for project

Respondents generally listed 5ultip1e reasons for the
planning or building of a jew jail: 2.78 for fundeag; 2.93 for
unfunded prjoects. Only 4% of the unfunded jurisaictions
reported just one reason for planning; this compares to 13%
for jurisdictions with funded projects. The reasons for

building by funded and unfunded projects are presented below:

REASONS FCR JAIL COWNSTRUCTION PROJECT

Reason . % of Funded % of Unfunded
- “Projects ~ “Projects
Crowding 69% 74%
Compliance w/ standards 78% 74%
Court 4ction/titigation 22% 44%
OQutdated Facility 75% 81%
Daﬁaqed Facility 9% 11%
Other 6% 7%

From the table, it is clear that jail crowding, lack of
compliance with state standards and outdatea facilities are
the primary reasons for building, (Some respondents reported
that the existing facility had been built in the mid-1800"'s
or early 1900's.) Court action or pending litigation may
have been a less significant reason in the funded project
jurisdictions because of state action whereby facilities had
been condemned and jail population limited to well-below

rated capacity.

20



0f the funded projects, 69% were for new jails; 13% for
renovation and 19% a comhination of both new and renovation
or expansion., For the unfunded projecté, 74% were for new
jails; 4% for renovation; 15% for a combination of new and
renovation; and 7% still undetermined. For 63% of both
funded andg unfunded projects, & new county jail was planned,
About one-fourth of the responding jurisdictions planned a
city/county facility and a regional facility was planned in
6% of the funded jurisdictions and in 11% of the unfunded

jurisdictions.

Project status

Construction of @ new facility had begun in 50% of the
jurisdictions with funded projects. Construction was
scheduled to begin in 31%; had been completed in 6% and a
facility occupied in 3% (1). Three of the funded
jurisdictions (9%) were still in the planning stage. About
63% of the unfunded project jurisdictions were still in the
planning stage; 37% had more advanced planning and had sought

or would be seeking funding.
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V. DATA ANALYSIS

Quantitative data whichwcomld be used to identify
patterns or trends in cost savings were either nonexistent,
incomplete or extremely difficult to calculate.

After the questionnaires sent to participants had been
returned, it became apparent the scientific validity of the
anticipated cost-effectiveness analysis would be limited in
various ways. For example, because many of the PONI
participants entered the program early in the local planning
process, pre-PONI planning costs and post-PONI planning costs
could not be compared for the total sample. In addition,
operating and final planning costs were difficult to identify
since only one of the responding jurisdictions had a
facility that was occupied (two indicated the facility had
been constructed but was not yet occupied at the time of the
study). Of the sixteen jurisdictions that had begun
construction, several indicatedg that staffing regquirements
were either tentative or not yet determined. Nevertheless,
certain significant cost savings areas were identified
including construction, beds built, staffing, and facility
design.

When areas of cost savings varied considerably among
jurisdictions which made it difficult to project a typical
savings range for the particular area. It was also found
through interviews that a number of factors exist within a
local jurisdiction that will impact on planning and

construction costs independent of any impact from the PONI
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participation. These factors include the local economy,
philosophical attitudes of law enforcement and political
officials, local incarceration rates related to judicial
sentencing patterns, mandatory state staffing requirements,
and site availability for a new jail, In some jurisdictions,
cost savings was not a consideration in the planning of the
construction project; in others, the planning was determined
less by what was needed than by what amount of money was
available.

The following analysis describes the areas where cost
savings could be achiqved based on survey responses by PONI
participants. Savings, if calculated are for a particular
jurisdiction, not necessarily what can be expected in similar
or other jurisdict{ons. The analysis also focuses on funded
projects because of the better availability of data; where
possible, however, discussion cf unfunded projects has been

included.

Preliminary planning costs

In response to criticism by some participants that the
PONI prog;am leads to increased planning costs, preliminary
planning costs by Jjurisdictional staff and consultants hired
by that jurisdiction were tabulated. Preliminary ﬁlanning
was defined to include data collection, development of a
master plan, site analysis, cost analysis, needs assessment,

and feasibiilty study.
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Average planning costs were not calculated by
jurisdiction because of the wjde disparity in such costs;
there was also no correlation bemweeh'planning costs and
facility size or jurisdiction population. For example, a
jurisdiction with a population of 869,000 used a consultant
costing $27,000 while another jurisdiction with a population
of 54,000 hired a consultant for $42,000. The aifference
appears to be related to the use of staff for preliminary
planning. In other words, those jurisdictions with high
staff planning costs generally had lower consultant costs and
those with low or no staff planning costs had high consultant
costs. In several jurisdictions, planning costs could not be
calculated because responsibility for preliminary planning
was included in an architects contract.

The preliminary planning elements identified by PONI are
emphasized as necessary to a thorough and careful planning
effort., Several jurisdictions, through comments, indicated a
more thorough planning effort had to be undertaken because of
their PON] participation; these comments are consistent with
the tabulation of the elements of preliminary planning: 46%
of the funded projects had incorporated six or more of the
planning elements suggested by PONI while 50% of the unfunded
projected had done so. About 35% of the funded projects and
23% of the unfunded projects reported 1 or 2 elements had
been incorporated. The ltatter finding is somewhat
misleading, however, as to completeness of preliminary
pltanning efforts, since the one element usually performed was

either a needs assessment or feasibility study which may or
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may not include other preiiminary planning elements such as
data collection, cost analysis, and site analysis.

Preliminary planning {s u;ualTy performed by a
consultant for the responding jurisdictions: a consultant
(or architect) was responsible for such planning in 95% of
the funded jurisdictions which answered this question and in
93% of the wunfunded project jurisdictions. Jdurisdiction
staff did all or part of the preliminary planning ip half of
the funded projects and in 58% of the responding unfunded
jurisdictions.

Nevertheless, despite the extensive use of consultants,
only 38% of the funded and 29% of the unfunded projects
reported that PONI led to increased preliminary planning
costs. Where such an increase was reported, it was
invariably in the range of $25,000 to $27,000. One
ju[isdiction (unfunded) indicated PONI was responsible for
all preliminary planning costs - $118,000 - but this figure
is exceptionally high and well beyond the amount consistently
reported.

The criticism that PONI leads to increased planning
costs thus appears to be unfounded or at least exaggerated
and ignores the potential benefits of a careful planning
process., The elements that led to increased preliminary
planning costs included at least one of the following for
responding jurisdictions: site analysis, feasibility study,
data collection and needs assessment, Given the importance of

these particular elements to the planning of a new facility,
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it is difficult to see added costs related to these elements
as a negative impact of PONI. It is more appropriate to view
the incorporation of these elements as a positive PONI
influence which may have increased short term costs but are
virtually certain to reduce or avoid much higher costs over
the long run.

An example of the danger of not conducting & thorough
preliminary pilanning effort is Jackson County, Missouri. In
that Jjurisdiction, only a site analysis was performed
(although it appears a population projection was used by the
architect to determine beds needed) and funding requirements
were determined by local officials before any data analysis.
The planned 520-bed facility Qil] be 311 maximum security
despite the fact that a second county facility which
presently houses medium to minimum security inmates will be
closed. It is estimated that the new facility, funded for
$22.9 million, will actually cost $30 million by the time it
is built. Operating costs will also be inflated because it
is inmevitable that medium to minimum security inmates will
have to be housed in the maximum security facility in the

future.
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Areas of cost savings

Jurisdictions reported specific cost savings related to
PONI participation in at least siX“afégs: number of beds
built, staffing, classification, facility aesign, fixtures,
and construction costs. The analysis of beds, staffing and
classification changes is limited to those jurisdictions
which had conducted planning before PON[ participation; this
was 50% of the sample for funded projects and 44% of the

sample for unfunded projects.

Jail Beds

The following table shows the comparison of number of
beds planned both before and after PONI participation and is

divided according to funded ana unfunded projects:

IMPACT OF PONI ON BEDS PLANNED

Impact?* Funded Projects Unfunded Projects
{N=106) (N=12)

Increase in beds 56% 42%

Decrease in beds 25% 25%

No change 19% 33%

*Impact is defined as the change in number of beds
between pre-PONI plans and post-PONI plans.

Although the sample is very small, where a jurisdiction
had already planned bed needs, PONI participation led to a
decrease in number of beds planned in one-fourth of the

sample. Bed reductions ranged from 15 to 28% for funded
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projects and 14% to 25% for unfunded projects. The reduction
of beds built has an enorm;ﬂs ¢cost savings impact on
operating costs, staffing, and life-cycle costs.

For funded jurisdictions where the number of beds
planned increased after PONI participation, the range of
increase was 6% to 67% over the number of beds planned pre-
PONI. Much of the increase in number of beds planned can be
attributed to an increase in the number of beds allocated to
work-release type programs; this occurred in 67% of the
funded projects reporting an increase in planned beds. The
increase in work release beds (as a proportion of total
increase over pre-PONI plans) ranged from 22% to 62%, with
half of the jurisdictions (3) showing an increase of work
release beds in the range of 40% to 42%.

Other reasons given for an increase in planned beds
were: original estimates were found too low after a needs
assessment had been performed; and, contracts with federal
agencies, such as the Unitea States Marsnall Service, for
more beds. Thus, despite an increase in beds (and a
subsegquent increase in construction costs) after PONI
participation, the planned more expensive facilities will
clearly better serve their jurisdictions' needs, both in

terms of housing inmates and in classification.
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Staffing

Interviews with and comments by respondents indicated
that PONI participation led to reductions in staffing or to
the design of facilities that were staff efficient (minimized
number of staff needed). Nearly all of these respondents
attributed the reduction or improved staff efficiency to
PONI's emphasis that a Jjurisdiction explore alternatives to
traditional cell-block type facilities. To minimize staffing
needs, Jjurisdgictions planning new jails overwhelmingly
selectea the pod design (also calfed "modular" or "soft
approach"). One jurisdiction reported two staff positions
could be saved by going from a four-story high-rise facility
to a two-story pod design, (gtate law required one staff

person on each floor at all times).
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STAFF TO BED RATIOS FOR EXISTING AND PLANNED FACILITIES

N = 13 (New Construction and Funded Only)

Facility Existing Adequate

Design Ratio for Needs New Ratio Adequate
Pod .50 Yes .50 Yes
Pod .39 No .38 Yes
Pod .45 N/A' .38 N/A
Pod .45 No .35 No
Pod .15 No .19 Yes
Pod . 26 Yes .22 Yes
Pod .34 No .47 Yes
Pod .26 ' No .27 Yes
Pod .30 " Yes .24 Yes
Pod .35 No .31 No
Pod .57 No .47 Yes
Cell-block .35 N/A .24 N/A
Pod .32 Yes .31 Yes

Although the staff to bed ratio is a crude measurement,
the ratio was reduced in 9 of the jurisdictions (67%). Of
this group, 2 of 22% felt the staffing for the new facility
would be inadequate. In the three jurisdictions where the
staff to bed ratio increased, such increases are seemingly
due to the degree of inadequacy in number of existing staff
to meet the jail's needs. It does appear that the pod design
can lead to a more efficient use of staff. This s
particularly true in those jurisdictions where the present

ratio is adequate and the new ratio will be adequate but, at
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the same time, lower, In the two instances in the above
table where this occurred, the change in design was from a
traditional cell-block facility to a pod design (in fact,
nearly all of the jurisdictions planning a change in design

went from cell-block to pod).

Classification

Classification of inmates by level of security needed
(maximum, medium and minimum) can affect both operéting and
life-cycle costs of a facility., PONI not only exposes
participants to the need for a balanced classification scheme
but also other types of classification such as work release
beds and other non-secure classes which can minimize or
reduce the number of high-cost maximum security beds. (A
Jurisdiction's security needs can be determined from & needs
anflysis, and it appears such an analysis, in combination
with PONI's program, <classification systems have been
significantly reviewed.) That cost savings which result is
evident from the experience of Burnett County, Wisconsin
which reported a 3%$40,000 saving by going from a 100% maximum
security facility (20 beds) to one with both minimum security
and work release classifications.

Data on classification changes in the existing facility
to the olanned facility after PONI participation were
tabulated for 17 of the funded jurisdictions. Eight of there
jurisdictions had existing facilities that were classified as
100% maximum security. After PONI participation, the range

of maximum security beds planned by such jurisdictions ranged
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from a low of 7% to 72%, (one jurisdiction made no change).
Five of the eight 100% maximum security facilities adopted
classification schemes utilizing maximum, medium and minimum
security levels. In three of these jurisdictions, a work
release program was created where none existed before.

The results of classification in the other nine
jurisdictions on which data could be tabulated are mixed:
some reduced maximum security and increased minimum security
while others increased maximum, and reduced either medium or
minimum security levels. Two jurisdictions did not change
classification levels from the existing to the p]énned
facility. Five of these jurisdictions, however, did increase
the number of work release beds over the existing program,
the range of increase was from 14% to 58%.

Awareness of different classification levels can prevent
a jurisdiction from overbuilding., By building a facility
that has a balanced classification system, & jurisdiction can
substantially reduce cost associated with the fixtures,
materials, staffing, and security devices needed for maximum

security levels,

Fixtures

As described earlier, an assumption built into the PONI
program is that the use of materials common to an industry
can reduce construction costs. The fixture cited most
frequently as & cost saving feature was the porcelin

commode/sink combination, Several jurisdictions had planned
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to buy a similar fixture but made of stainless steel. After

.PONI participation, at least 4 blanned t0 reduce the number

purchased or not to buy any at all, ..

_Estimates of what could be saved varied because prices
of the stainless steel commode apparently varied by
jJurisdiction., For example, Phillips County, Arkansas
estimated it could save $1000 to $1100 per unit and bhad
changed its plans from 100% installation to 10% installation.
The stainless steel fixtures were planned only for the
maximum security cells (7 out of 70 beds). Cowlitz County,
Washington which abandoned plans to purchase the stainless
steel commode, estimated it would save $300 per unit (132 bea
facility planned). For Cowlitz County, the projected $30,096
saving represents 3% of its total funding for the jeil

project (funding approved for $1.02 million).

Construction Costs

Among the concepts taught by PONI is project management
which, broadly stated, is ensuring a job is completed on
schedule within the allocated budget and available resources.
Two jurisdictions reported cost savings through such project
management, Cumberland County, Pennsylvania ingicatead
$500,000 was saved in the bidoding process through a
“construction management" procedure whereby a general
contractor was hired by the county to oversee contracts with
subcontractors, (the general contractor di¢ not take part in
the construction), By letting out bids to several different

subcontractors, the bidding process became more competitive,
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and savings resulted. (The money saved was used to add a
basement to the new facility.) Shawnee County, Kansas
believed it would save at least ld% in override by letting
contracts to the three prime contractors: It was anticipated
costs would be reduced because it would eliminate
negotiations between the general contractor ang mechanical
and electrical contractors required in traditional

construction settings,

Facility Design

The area where cost savings were most difficult to
guantify is facility design. ‘Although PONI does not tell a
jurisdiction which type of facility to build, it does expose
participants to various designs of which the pod is one. The
pod design was the choice for 81% of the funaed
jurisdictions planning new facilities and for 85% of the
unfunded projects. This represents an increase of 50% anv
57%, respectively, over the percent of jurisdictions which
were building pod design facilities in an in-house PONI
evaluation conaucted in 1982.

While over half of the respondents planning pod-design
jails believed money would be saved in staffing, operations,
and life-cycle, none could specifically identify a cost
savings. At least two jurisdictions believed the pod design
would lead to higher construction costs but such costs would
be offset by long-term savings benefits., OQOther jurisdictions

reported the pod would be less expensive to build than a
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traditional cell-block faclity, these costs, however, could
not be compared because the costs of building a similar
traditional high-rise facility had not been calculated. It
would be more accurate to say that construction costs for any
facility including a pod design, depend upon the Tlocal
jurisgiction; it could be that the jurisdictions that
reported higher construction costs for & pod facility would
also experience highor construction costs for a traditional
cell-block facility.

The reasons cited for the potential cost savings of a
pod design were greater staff efficiency; easier separation
or classification of inmates; better control over inmates;
operational efficiency; and better use of space. Given the
preceding analysis of staff to bed ratios and changes in
classification schemes, it is very likely cost savings will
result in thece areas.

Respondents reported that the pod design would make it
easier to supervise the inmates in a facility; they also
reported that rovers (staff who moved through the facility)
would be used as part of the supervision procedures., The
combination of improved supervision capabilities and *rovers"
are intended to stop vandalism -and destruction to the
interiors of cells and other parts of the facility open to
inmates. |

The availability of more usable space in a pod-type
facility is demonstrated by the experience of Aitkin County,
Minnesota. By going from a traditional square building to a

modular pod design, Dblind corners were eliminated and areas
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hidden to security cameras were opened up. In aagdition, the
staff person assigned to the dispatch room would now have the

by

ability to see into a key corridor;“thus increasing security
while using a small staff. Aitkin County also reported that
the better visual security allowed in a pod design as well
better use of staff would result in cost savings for overtime
and safety devices.

One of the primary reasons why cost savings for
jurisdictions that chose a pod design could not be calculated
is that there were potential benefits which cannot be
quantified. These are best described as externalities; based
on the reasons given by jurisdictions, they are also external
economies (benefits) rather than external diseconomies
(losses that cannot be calculated or <could not bpe
internalized in construction estimates), Several
jurisdictions chose the pod design because of a desire to
provide a constitutional jail or a jail that allowed for the
humane treatment of inmates. Better living congitions in turn
are believed by these jurisdictions to have an ameliorating
impact on the inherent stress of a jail environment, At least
two jurisdictions believed levels of violence would decrease
as a result of the pod design., Other jurisdictions favored
the pod design because it allowed the local sheriff to manage
the jail in the manner most comfortable for him. Such
sheriffs liked the idea of direct supervision and "rovers"

rather than staff isolated from the inmates. Finally, some

jurisdictions reported that staff stress would be reduced
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because & pod design allowed easier supervision and greater
security,

Not all plans for a faéi]ity design led to the
construction of a facility. Luna County, New Mexico had
originally planned a $500,000 new facility. After
participation in PONI's Phase II, however, plans were
reviewed and a renovation project was found to be more
appropriate for Luna County's needs. As & result, $320,000
in direct construction costs were saved and staff positions
were saved as well (those required to maintain a separate
facility).

Other revisions were made in preliminary plans in at
least three jurisdictions f?om a traditional high-rise
facility to the pod design. For Shawnee County, Kansas, this
meant abandoning not only the traditional design.but a move
to another site where expansion was possible if necessary,
(the original site was considered "landlocked" with no

possibitity of expansion).
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VI. COST SAVINGS IMPLICATIOQONS

By averaging population and cost data from the entire
sample, @ hypothetical county can be cfeated to illustrate
the ranges of cost savings that are possible after
participation in the PONI program. Such a jurisdiction woulad
have a population of 187,930 and would be planning a new jail
costing $13.88 million, For the purposes of illustration, a
further assumption is that a 100 bed facility has been
planned prior to PONI participation.

Potential bed savings. The 1982 in-house PONI

evaluation found an average cost of $51,000 to construct a
new bed. The present study found that a funded jurisdiction,
if beds were reduced after PONI participation, could reduce
the number of planned beds from 15% to 28%. Thus, if the
hypothetical jurisdiction reduced beds by 15 (from 100 to
85), it could save 3765,000 immediately in construction costs
immediately and between $7.65 million to $12.24 million in
life-cycle operating costs (over 30 years). If planned beds
were reduced by 28, the immediate savings would be $1.43
million with a range of life-cycle savings from $14.28 to
$22.85 million.

Potential staff savings. Based on the staff to bed

ratios, our hypothetical jurisdiction could reduce the number
of staff needed in a new pod-design facility by 1 to 10
positions. Assuming & salary of $25,000 {excluding overtime
and benefits), $25,000 to $250,000 could be saved in the

short-term with substantial 1ife-cycle savings of $750,000
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for one position, If 10 staff positions were reduced,
$250,000 in short-term costs could be saved and approximately
$7.5 million over the facility'g life-cycle,

If the jurisdiction built a pod-design facility instead
of a three-story tragitional facility, at least 1 post could
be saved in a state where statutes reguire at least one staff
person at all times on a floor. Where one post is saved, 5
staff positions can be eliminated and the following cost
savings would result:

1 post X 5 staff X $25,000 = $125,000 per year

$125,000 X 30 years = 3$3.75 million over the facility's
life-cycle.

These savings would be even higher by factoring in
inflation and salary increases during a typical employment
period.

Potential classification savings., Assuming the existing

facility is classified 100% maximum seburity; substantial
savings could occur if the Jjurisdiction adopted a more
balanced classification scheme, The typical classification
scheme adopted by a jurisdiction with an exisitng all-maximum
security facility (from study findings) was 14% maximum, 46%
medium and 40% minimum. A maximum security bed in a
traditional facility costs $73,000 to construct; a medium
security bed - $47,000 and a minimum security bed, $31,000.
Thus, by constructing a facility with a balanced
classification scheme, & Jjurisdiction oculd save $2.88
million at the outset of the project.

Even if the Jjurisdiction increased the number of its

39



beds after PONI participation (such as, discovering initial
needs had been underestimated), the adoption of a balanced
classification scheme suggested by PONI to avoid
overbuilding, costs could be minimized. Cost savings would
range from 36% to 58%, these percentages representing the
cost differential between maximum security beds and medium or
minimum. Greater savings would occur if the jurisdiction
opted for more work release or non-secure beds which cost 68%
less to construct than a maximum security bed.

Potential fixture savings. Combined with classification

changes and better p]gnninq, certain fixture savings can be
achieved by incorporating only those fixtures needed for a
particular security level, Thus, if a jurisdiction wished to
purchase stainless steel commode fixtures, a minimum of $300
per unit could be saved with careful planning. Instead of
installing stainless steel units in all (assuming a 100 bea
single cell facility), and limiting such installation to the
maximum security cells, $25,800 could be saved initially.
Obviously, the hypothetical jurisdiction presented here
represents the "best case" experience. Given local factors,
not all ju}isdictions can be expected to achieve savings in
all the areas described above nor in the depicted ranges.
Nevertheless, even if one staff positicn is saved or %ixtures
changed, enough savings would result to offset any costs of
the PONI program or adaitional planning costs expended as a

result of the PON] participation,
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YII. CONCLUSION

Whether or not PONI cobontinues to exist, 1local
jurisdictions will sti]l'need to‘build new Jjails. The
profile for PONI respondents showed that the primary reasons
for jail construction were an out-dated facility, lack of
compliiance with state standards, and jail crowding, Even if
these reasons are not compelling enough to a jurisdiction to
embark on a jail construction project, court action or
litigation will provide additional pressure. Compined with
public demands that lawbreakers be incarcerated, it 1is
inevitable new jails will continue to be built in the future.

PONI's answer is a rational and systematic approach to
planning and construction of a new jail. PONI also
emphasizes alternatives to incarceration, but these are not
always feasible for jurisdictions with conservative judges
and prosecutors or legislatures. This is not to say that the
development of alternatives does not work; the experience of
counties in reducing the number of jail beds through the use
of a de-tox center for drunk drivers shows their potential.
For the near future, however, it appears a new Jjail is often
the right solution to a jurisdiction's incarceration needs
and problems.

The public which is demanding more incarceration also
will have to pay for its request. Of the funded projects,
44% were funded by general obligation bonds; 22% from a
combination of state grants and county general funds.

Overall, 97% of jail funding came from local and state money
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which ultimately comes from the public., Based on the PONI
respondents profile (avgraqe jurisdiction), a new jail will
cost $10.56 million. Any savings that can be achieved at any
point in the planning or construction project reduces the
amount of funding required of the public.

While cost savings could not be identified in every
Jurisdiction that sent a planning team through PONI's
program, areas where costs savings could result were
identified., The degree of cost savings obviously will depend
on 1local characteristics and po]itjca] climate. Those
jurisdictions that can save money because of their PONI
participation, howevér, will directly benefit the pdblic
during the short-term and over the long term if mistakes can
be avoided through a thorough planning process and a well-
designed facility. Needless to say, the jurisdictions where
construction was determined less by need than cost reported
their jails would probably be crowded on the day they opened.
Such "mistakes" can be avoided, and PONI provides a feasible
alternative.

Delivery costs of a PONI Phase I community (excluding
overhead) is approximately $2300. The week-long Phase I1I
seminar in Boulder costs about $5000 to present to an average
of 33 participants. For a jurisdiction that takes part in
both Phase I and Phase II, thé total delivery cost of the
PONI program is approximately $7300. If that jurisdiction
could save that amount in its planning or construction, PONI
will have paid for itself and any additional savings reflect

a major benefit to the public.
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Savings in excess of $7300 are clearly possible for PONI
participants. £Even adding in a $26,000'factor for increased
planning costs (which octhr%ed in only 38% of reporting
jurisdictions), substantial cost savings are likely because
jail construction is so expensive., By reducing one bed, at
least $51,000 could be saved. In fact, Jjurisdictions
reporting reductions in beds could reduce by 10 to 100 beds.
This presents a potential savings range of $510,000 to $5.1
million. As described earlier, a jurisdiction could save up
to $500,000 in construction costs through carefﬁ] project
management. At 1eas§ $10,000 per beds could be saved by
reducing classification levels from maximum security to
minimum security. As much as 3% of total construction costs
could be saved by utilizing common fi&tures rather than more
expensive newer models.

The only conclusion that can be reached is that PONI
offers its participants an opportunity to reduce planning and
construction costs. Several jurisdictions (44%) with fundeo
projects specifically identified dollar savings. Since PONI
incorporates the sharing of experiences with other
participants, it is possible to share these positive
experiences with others to increase the potential of cost

savings.,
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Finally, it must also be recognized that PONI teaches
its participants how to avoid mistakes or common pitfalls in
jail planning. It is 1mpossib?e tg calculate savings from
these "avoidable costs", but the overwhelming support for and
belief in the PONI program squests the lessons were well

learned.
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September 20, 1983

LMr-Ms& &FirstNamed &LastNamed
&Firmé :
&Addressd

&Cityd, &Stated &Zip&

Dear &Mr-Ms& &LastNamel,
The Institute for Law and Policy Planning is

conducting & study for the National Institute of
Corrections (NIC) to evaluate the cost-effectiveness

impact on counties, of the Planning of New
Institutions (PONI) training program. As you know,
PONI aims at providing training so as to improve jail
pltanning. As part of our evaluation, a questionnaire
will be sent to past PONI participants. We hope that
former PON! participants will take the small amount
of time necessary to complete these questionnaires to
provide us with the necessary information to
evaluate the program; the information will be used
to provide NIC's Board and others with financial
"planning data and toc make recommendations for
improvements or continuation of the program,

NIC has provided us with the names of all PONI
participants., To facilitate the information
collection and to avoid duplication of efforts from
any one jurisdiction, we would appreciate knowing the
most knowledgeable member or current team leader in
your jurisdiction (as regaerds your jail efforts) to
whom the questionnaire should be sent. Because of
the need to complete the evaluation as soon as
possible, we would like the name of this contact
person for your Jjurisdiction by return mail., For
your convenience, a form for this information is
enclosed, along with a pre-addressed, stamped
return envelope.

Thank you for your time. Your efforts and those
of other PONI participants will provide valuable
planning information and feedback on how to deal
with one of the most critical 1issues facing
corrections today.

Sincerely,
Alan Kalmanoff
Study Director

Enclosure




JURISDICTION:
(City and State or County and State for PONI project)

CONTACT PERSON:
(or more knowledgeable team leader, etc.)

ADDRESS:

TELEPHONE: ( )




October 5, 1983

&Mr-Ms& &FirstName& &LastNamed
&Firmd

LAddressd

&Cityd, &Stated &Z2ip&

Dear EMr-Ms& &LastName&,

About two weeks ago, we sent you a letter
requesting the name of a contact person for your
jurisdiction to whom a qguestionnaire could be sent as
part of our NIC evaluation of the PONI program. As
yet, we have received no response,

We would appreciate very much your taking the

time to complete the attached form so that we may
begin our éevaluation., It is evident that PONI has
been helpful to program participants. The issue now
is whether PONI should be continued or expanded to
allow other jurisdictions to take advantage of its
services, resources, .and training., This question
depends on the cost-effectiveness data we want to
collect from your County. Your efforts will enable
us to complete the study. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Alan Kalmanoff
Study Director

Enclosure



October 21, 1983

&Mr«Msd &FirstNamel& &LastNameld
LFirmé&

&Addressd

&City&, &Stated &Zipd

Dear &Mr-Ms& &LastNamed,

Enclosed is a questionnaire that has been
prepared by the Institute for Law and Policy Planning
which will form the basis of a cost-effectiveness
assessment of the PONI program. The questionnaire
has been made as short as possible, and its focus s
on financial data or variables which impact on the
cost-effectiveness of PONI training. The information
you provide will be coded and analyzed to provide the
data base necessary for assessment of cost-
effectiveness. .

Because the guestionnaire has been designed to
minimize the' amount of time required of you to
complete it, it is essential that every question be
answered, with the exception of those asking for
comment. We encourage you to answer the comment
questions, however, since your input wiil provide
valuable qualitative information and aid in the
jdentification of impact that cannot be quantified.
If you are willing, you should also attach any
documents (budgets, proposals, planning memoranda,
etc.) you feel may be helpful to the study.

After all the questionnaires have been returned,
we will randomly select a sample of jurisdictions for
additional information. The information for the
second phase of our study will be obtained from
telephone interviews, The purpose of these
interviews will be to identify particular problems
or special factors that can be used to develop a
planning model.

If you have any questions about the
questionnaire, please contact me at (415) 652-2847.
Thank you for participating in this important
evaluation,

Sincerely,
Alan Kalmanoff
Study Director

Enclosure
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PONI QUESTIONRAIRE

Date:

This quesionnaire is part of an evaluation of the cost-
effectiveness of the Planning of New Institutions (PONI)
program, Please answer each question carefully because the
information you provide will be used to determine the future
of PONI. Please feel free to use additional sheets of paper
to expand on your answers or to make additional comments.

I. Background Information

1. Name of person completing questionnaire:

2. Job title/position:

Telephone No.: ( )

3. Jdurisdiction:

City:

(01) County:

(01) State:

(02) County population:
(as of 1980 census)

4, PONI participation

(03) Phase I completion date:

Phase Il completion date:

Phase III assistance: yes no

Type of Phase IIl assistance:

#4




5.

Reasons for construction/planning (check all that
apply):

(04) ___ crowding
court action/pending litigation
compiiance with State standards
out-dated facility
damaged facility

other:

Type of construction/planning:

(05) new
renovation/remade]l
expansion
purchase modular units

other:

Scope of project:
(06) County jail
city/county facility
regional facility
number of counties:
number of states involved:

other:

a, How many detention facilities are there in your

jurisdiction?
b. For how many of these facilities is planning or
construction anticipated?

S ———

c. If more than one, which ones?




d. Does the planning or construction project (
involve an idincrease in the number of
facilities for your jurisdiction?
yes If yes, how many? __

no

9. a. Has construction of a new or remodelled

facility:
begun Date:
been completed Date:
been scheduled to begin
Date:

b. [f construction or remodelling has been
completed, is facility occupied?
yes no

Date of occupancy:

II. PONIl Impact

(07) 10. Has your project been funded? yes no
If yes, please answer the following:

(08) a. Amount of funding:

(09) b. Type of funding:

(i.e., general obligation bond, sales tax,
state loan or grant, etc.)

(10) c. Was funding obtained before or after PONI

participation?

If after, please answer the following:
d. How many times did you try to get funding

before you were actually funded?



12,

13.

0

e. Were amounts sought in previous funding
efforts:

the same as amount actually funded

greater by - $

lesser by §

Did participation in PONI lead to tactics or
strategies that helped obtain funding?

yes no

If yes, in what way?

Project costs

Planning Costs  Jurisdiction Staff Consultant

Data collection $ $

Development of
master plan

Cost analysis

$ $
Site analysis $ $
$ $
$ $

Needs assessment

Feasibility
study 3 $

Other: 3 $

Which of the above costs would have been expended

even without PONI participation?




13. Facility Costs

(18) a. Architect: §

b. Architectural services provided in above cost:
Pre-architectural program/decision
On-site inspection services
Project management
Construction management

Dther:

(19) c. Construction

Initial cost estimate: §

Final cost estimate: §

Bid cost: %

d. Costs comparison

0ld/existing facility New/planned facility

(20) Life-cycle <cost est.$ $
Energy cost est. b b
Other cost est. 3 $

e. Were construction cost estimates revised after
participation in PONI? yes no

If yes, in what way?




14, Facility Design

0ld/existing facility New/planned facility

a. Cell-block type
housing

Pod-type housing

Other:

b. Single-cell housing % %
Dormitory housing % %
Other: % : %

c. Compliance with standards for correctional facilities
{check all that apply).

State standards

D0OJ standards

CAC standards

AMA standards

ACA Accreditation
standards

NFPA standards

Other:




Old/existing facility

New/planned facilit

Type of construction

pre-pressed concrete

poured in place,
reinforced

concrete block,
reinforced with
rebar

steel plate

Other:

Facility has been designed to:
expénd up
expand out
be built oversized

have other expansion plan:

allow no expansion



15.

16.

Facility Capacity

Existing/old

Planned Prior to New/planned

Facitity
Total beds

l

Classification
(number of beds)

Max . security‘
Med. security
Min. security
Work release

Mon-secure
(describe)

111

PONT Participation Facility (Post-PON]

Other:

Facility Staffing

a. Total facility
staff

b. Number support
staff

c. Number staff working

inside inmate housing

units

d. Number "rovers" to

supervise inmate units

e. Number control room
staff

g. Number control rooms




h. Is number of total
staff adequate?
(yes or no)

e T————— e ———
et

17. Alternatives to Incaerceration {(check all that apply).

Already Developed Used More
Existed Post-PONI Post-PON/

Field Citation

Stationhouse
Citation

Release on Own
Recognizance (ROR)

1

Supervised ROR

Residential Supervised
ROR

————er
i———
————
e —
e—r—s——

10% Bail
House Arrest
Holds Clearance

Pre-trial
Diversion

Deferred
Sentencing

Deferred
Prosecution

N
|

Mediation/
Arbitration

Decriminalization of:
Drunk in public
Prostitution
Panhandling

Loitering

AREN

Fines



Alread gevelopéd Used More
Fxisted . Post-PONI Post-PONT
Suspended
Sentences
Alcohol Diversio;
Drug Diversion
Counselling
Home Probation
Shock Probation
Community Service

Work/Education
Release

Furlough
Restitution

Residential
Treatment

Re-entry Program
Weekend Sentence

Weekend Work
Program

18. What things do you think were done differently because
of your involvement with PONI?

10



19.

20.

In what ways were your PONI

involvement unsatisfactory?

Comments:

11



Lochotzki )
Yuna County Sheriff artment

P.0. Box 110, Yuma

Gene A]bauzm_ .
Nevana County Administrator
Courthouse
Nevada City, CA 95959

M. Greg Delgado
Co(l)urma Gngny Sheriff Department

o
Lake City, FL 32055

jef Deputy Robert W, S1rncox
nt Owarles unty Sheriff Department

St. Cnarles W’D £3301

LSherckﬁf Gerr{ Billy it et
ICK1 1 r
GaCKing Dty perarT Departmen
Newark, OH 3055

Sheriff Donald Chell

Burnett Comty Sheriff Department
Burnett Coun

Grantsburg,

Del o Gaéy Can&gha# Departmen
aware Count ri artment
100 kest Main Y

Muncie, IN

M~. Alva Lary
(p}‘ant Pari 59 Snemff Department

0
Colfax, LA 71417

Sheriff Lou Chalich
gass CountebSnemff Department

Kalker, M 56484

Sneriff Orielle Norland
Beltrami County Sheriff
Law Enforcement Center
Bamidji, M\ 56601

Sheriff Bill D. McDowell
Bergen County
Courthouse

Hackensack, NJ 07601

i ooy Pasane ot of Public Sef
ion Coun a t
PammstratmDegu:]om ° e ety
Elizabeth, New Jersey ~ 07207

Ungersheriff Neal J. Grover



%Sve]and County Sheriff's Office
South Peters
Norman, Oklahoma 73069

Sheriff Wayne McEleveen
gaécaggeuvg;?ish Sheriff's Department
Lake Charles, LA 70602

Sheriff Joe E. Vigil )
Colfax County She\giff ‘s Department
P.0. Box

Raton, WM 87740

Undersheriff Tom Dawson

Jefferson County Sheriff's Office
Jefferson County Courthouse
Boulder, M0 32

Chief y Wa&gﬂq R, Clifton, Jr.
9]8’:““6 1‘Zl.tr‘rty iff's Department

.0. Box
Gainesville, FLA  32602-1210

Sheriff Larr%l er .
Lincoln Coun iff's Office
225 W. Olive Street

Newport, Oregon 97365

M-, Edgar Estes
Commonwealth of Kentucky
P.0. Box 772

Richmond, Kentucky 40475

M~. James W. Freenan
géc. deparrment of Corrections
X

Lorton, Virginia 22079

M. Vermon Chang . .
Corrections Agninistrator I1I, Hawaii Youth Corr. Facility
42-477 Kalanianaole_Highway

Kailua, Hawaii 96734

Ms. Norma Alene Davis

Human Resources Developer, Dept. of Corr.
P.0. Box 531

Lyncrburg, VA 24505

M, Brian Gendron

Assoc. Comissioner, Dept. of Corr.
100 Cambridee Street

Boston, Mass 202

M-, Robert McCracken . _

Montana Dept. of Commerce, Div. of Econamic & Com, Dev.
1424 9th Avenue

Helena, Montana 59520

M-, Carl Wilkins ] . .
Louisiana Dept. of Correctins Executive Officer



501 Goverrment
Baton Route, LA 70804

Cmm'isswner Morris L.
m§s1ss1ﬁp1 es,art{ent of (q.gﬁectwns
Jad(son Mississippi 39201

3tanes 8 rectorR1CkEtt(s‘bl ado Dept, of Correcti

ecutive Di or

5%5 Nor-th Acadamy’BIva. or Lorrections
Colorado Springs, CO

M.Sprr&tnaw Eapg?corNeﬂ J Dept. of

jon n

rection, (2 rsey of Corr,
Tre'rtm NJ 08528

M. Robert B. Klug
Texas Youth Council

P.0, Box_9999
Austin, TX 78766

O ey e nger & Div. of Corr.
S anner ryian 1 [s)
Projects Planper, Maryland Div.
Baltimore, Maryland 21207

Ourm1ss1oner Don Alien
%artment of Cor‘rectmns
State f3

ice Ri
Axust, Maine 084333

M. Richard M. Steinert
mtenGdent Connecticut Corr. Institution

Bo
Enﬁelc Conn 05082

%rgwtl:;an W&(l)gr

an Count rdinator

Courtnouse Y _

Berkeley Springs, West Virginia 25411

M. Norm Risavi

Berkel E{ Count Admmstrator
119 West King Street-Roaml4
Martinsburg, “kest Virginia 25401

M. Dave Ash

Jefferson County Administrator
Courthouse

Charles Town, West Virginia 25414

Shemff Janes A. Gond]es, Jr,
rﬁton County Sneriff's Office
Courtnouse Road, Roan 500
A*hncton VA 22201

Mm;g\ Egoe;t %hegyg? Department
un 's
N. Court Stregt ! arimen




Warpville, NY 13163

iff Dale Carson .
g éson\é;}lgt&\eyt"aff's Office

. ree
Jacksonvilie. FLA 30202

sper ty Jail
115 N, 2nd Avenue East
, Jowa 50208

Sheriff Harry J. Berkemer

Franan_CouXty Sheriff's Department
9 S, High Street

Columbus, Onio 43215

Col, Russell L, r
Middletown Police Department
1 City Centre Plaza
Miadletown, (nhio 45042

Undersherif? Donald McLeod

Rockland County Sheriff's Dept,
iff's HeadGuarters

new City, New York 10956

Captain Clint Hutchens

Jail Administrator )
Washington Comtz Sheriff's Dept,
Fayetteville, Arkansas 72701

Sheriff Zane Grey
Begngo Coizlwt Sheriff's Department

Béul'ah,xMicniqan 4917

Sneriff John H. Shelley
Will Goun/}_y Sheriff'S Dffice
14 W. Jefferson Street
dlhiet, [1inois 60431

Sheriff James C. Freeman

Sgalqu County Sheriff's Department
232 East Broad” Street

Griffin, Georgia 30223

M. Mark D, Martin )

CSs%or F1g]o Representative, Nebraska Comm., on Law Enforcement &
. Justice

301 Centennial Mall South

Lincoln, Nebraska 68509

M. Art J87Jackson Jail Agministrator, Martin County Sheriff's Dept
X

Warden Jeffrey D, Hubert
Curberlang County Prison
37 East High Street




Cerlisle, Pems&lvani a 17013

Undersheriff Charles A. Wheeler
Kitsap County Sheriff's Department
614 Division Stret

Port Orchard, Washington 98366

Sheriff Joseph Gilmore
Mercer County Sneriff's Department
H. Livingston Street .
tina, Onio~ 45822

M. Jack Sapp )
Jail Inspector, Department of Corrections
P.0. %;ox 158

Lowell, FLA 32663

M. Luke Spith ) ) o

?wector of Correctinal Services Training Academy
134 New Scotland Rgad

Albany, New York 12208

Undersheriff Bob Stinnett

Dawson County Sheriff'S Department
P.0. Box 7

Glenaive, Montanta 59330

Sheriff Willian F, Miller

Rusk County Sheriff's Department
311 Miner Avenue, East
Ladysmith, Wisconsin

Sheriff Norm Counts

Lincoln Cquntg Sheriff's Department
225 W. Olive Street
Newport, Oreqon 97365

Chief Deputy Sheriff Glen Barron
Union Parish Sheriff's Dept.
Union Parish Courthouse
Farmerville, Louisiana 71241

Lt. Gordon Ogden
Coos County Courthouse

ille
R Caz3 L.

M. Arthur Scheeren , )
Indian River County Public Safety Committee
12525 Roseland Road

Sebastian, FLA 32

M. dohn Southern . " .
Coorainator, Georgia Peace Qfficer Standards and Training Council
4301 Memorial Drive, Syite 1

Decatur, Georgia 300

%ria%fP&]?y BDeSée“%se t
1ce r
220 4tn Avenue gouthn
Kent, WA 93031




Sheriff Tim Dobeck
gnman River County Sheriff'‘s Department

608
Vero Beach FLA 32960

M. Willian R. Barh
ital aﬂsUmt Aamin, Bldag,
1 Concordia_Court

Springfield, I1linois 62702

M-, Robert Williamson
Pike Conty Sheriff's Office
Pike County Courthouse
Magnolia, Mississippi 39652

Sheriff Demnis L. Hoque

&chg;gsm County Sheriff's Department
Te

Falls City, Nebraska 68355

Warden Joseph Wagner

Atlantic County

Atlamnc Oount Jail

Mays Lending, Jersey 08330

Chief De Wally Mo1)
Jeffersogufggmsh gheriff's Qffice

3300 Metairie Road
Metairie, Louisiana 70001

Sergeant R. Dean St
St, Charles County r1ff s Dept.
120 So. Second

. d
St. Charles, Missouri 63301

%

Kalispell, Montana 59901

Georae Riedel
Eau Claire Lounty Boara Supervisor
515 Fall Street
Eau Claire, Wisconsin 54701

Waraen Gene A. Scroqqy
Dawohin County Prison
501 Mall Road

Harrisourg, Pennsylvania 17111

T el o,
itz Count riff's
312 So. 1ot Avenve ket
Kelso, Washington 98626

IBY R;:Chdmnegh”sf o

irector t. of Corrections
200 East’7th - Courthouse
Topeka, kansas 66603



Sheriff Louis F. Gianoli
gasatggn %;)OLEW Sheriff's Dept.
Néuéau,xwisconsin 54401

M. Clifton Mickelson )
Butte County Aaministrative Officer
#25 County Lenter Drive

Oroville, 95965

Sheriff Richard E. Kienast
Pitken County Sheriff's Dept.
506 East Main Street

Aspen, CO 81611

.(%hief Criminal Deputy Willie W. Johnson
anqipahoe Parish Sneriff's Dept.
X

P.0, 7
Amite, LA 70422

Warden Robert Sharr

kprren County

Courthouse ]

Belvigere, New Jersey 07823

Sneriff Jack Canfield |

Grand Traverse Co. Sheriff's Dept.
320 Washington Street

Traverse City, Michigan 49684

Asst. Chief Harvey L. Suwol
Correction Division

2575 Center Street,North East
Salam, Orecon 97310

Sheriff Ralph P, Moore
Gipson Co. Sheriff's Dept.
01 No. Colleae St.
Trenton, Tenn,

Sheriff Ken Hanson

Swift Co. Sheriff's Dept.
Box 291 |

Benson, Minn, 56215

Sheriff Paul Moe _

Yellow Medicine Co. Sheriff's Dept.
35 Ninth Ave,

Granite Falls, Minn, 56241

R R
i . ! .
Box 130 s

Monteviceo, Minn, 56265

tain Nelson Goodfield
g%?affom County Jai%

County Farm Road

Dover, New Hamshire 03820



I ennebec (o, Sheriff's Dept.
15 Stafe Street
Auqusta, Ma

Sheriff Norman Fletcher
Natcgﬂoches Parish Jail

Box 266
Natchitoches, LA 71457

Sheriff Robert Wint
nta Clara Shemff s Dept.
&J West Heading Street
San Jose, CA 110

Sergeant Jonn

Peoma Count% Shervff s Dept.
Courthouse, Rc

Peoria, [linois 61602

t\SO(S‘erald .S?gttl eworth

t.
Lo Lo, Speriff's Dept.
Deming, New Mexico 88030

Chief Deputy Edward Garm

Ross Co ﬁe
Sheriff's t.
011]11cothe, 0110 45601

. Mark 0, Morris
ﬂ(:\_t E);geector State Boara of Corrections
aaanento CA 95814

Sheriff Don Moreland
glamon Cogngé,}' Sheriff's Dept.

.0, Box
Ocala, FLA. 32678

r,g:. Stsye L%edin% Sheriff's A
ec, Director, Minnesota Sneriff's Assn,
50, Box 623 ®
South St, Paul, Minn, 55075

Sheriff Willian J, Sopey
Aitken Co. Sneriff's Dept
Aitkin

Minn,, 56431 Sheriff

Jim McFaaden
I-‘ctmq Dir., Planning & Research, Bureau of Adult Corr,
30 Morovia Avenue
Smyrna, DE 19977

o B e ity Jai]
jler, Ri
621 FourtncStreet nty Jai
Augqusta, (A

Sneriff Leo Snider



ernWWlLy SR THY O LRYL,
use
Mandan, ND 58554

. Craig Campbell
gawa,céf’ b~ SreriFF'S Dept.
NStine TX 76767

M, Richard J. Lally | ; ]

Jail Administrator,” khitman Co. Sheriff's Dept
P.0. Box 470

Colfax, WA 90111

Sheriff Willian B, Dergsier
Lake County Sheriff's Dept.
613 Third Avenue

Two Harbors, Minn, 55616

Sneriff Pat W. Smith, Jr.
eSuewr County Sheriff's Dept.
30 Soutn Park Avenue
eCenter, Minn, 56057

Sheriff Ronnie Peterson
Hancock County Sheriff's Dept.
P.0. Box 262 °

Bay St. Louis, Miss. 39520

Sheriff Glen G, Osborne _
Cascade County Sheriff's Office
Courthouse Annex

Great Falls, Montana 59401

Sheriff Marion S. Hickey
Phﬂl;ps County

Sneriff's Dept’ .
Helena, Arkansas Sneriff

Deputy Sheriff Glenn Griffin
Monroe Qomtg Sheriff's Dept.
123 Madison Street
Clarencon, Arkansas = 72029

Cnief Deputy Carl W. Oxrer
Lee Count riff's Dept.
15 East Chestnut

Marianne, Arkansas 72360

M. Neil Zinm .

Field Representative, Board of Corvections
T Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Sheriff Ron E. khiteheed
Yolo Gount; Sheriff's Dept.
P.0. Box 179

Wooaland, CA 95695

Sheriff Jack Haynes
taale County ynes



Eagle, 0 ~BI63l

Sheriff Wayne Houck

Lincoln Paﬂgh Sheriff's Dept.
P.0. Box 267

Ruston, LA 71270

Sheriff Ropert D. Dykstra

Ot Count
Sheriff's Dedt,
Grang Haven, Michigan 49417

M-, Andrew Neiditz -

J(Jg:‘]tPrggsct &Cj?%mnator, Pierce County
nty-L1 n

Tacors, We 8802

Captain Braxton Bomner
arento Sheriff's Dept.
G Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Sheriff Howard L, Hobbs

Harrison County Sheriff's Department
P.0, Box 1480

Gulfport, Miss. 39501

M. Samy Garcia )
Oowtgocmmsswner, Santa Fe County Jail
P.0. Box 5071

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Sheriff-Warden Forrest B. Sebring
Mormoe Count

Courthouse
Stroudsburg, Penn. 18360

Chief Deputy John Baker

Wicomico County Sheriff's Department
Wicamico County Courthouse
Salisbury, M~ 21801

Sheriff Rod Bogd
Dakota_County Sheriff's Department
Box 247

Hastings, MN 55033

Warden John Parker

Werden's Office =

Camaen County Jail,Sixth Floor Courthouse
Camgen, NJ 08101

O’niemegggs \f].cgcavot_

ar r 1
P0. Box 7387 oo
Trenton, NJ (8528

Sheriff Willian Hasenauer
Oneida County Sneriff's Department
Law Enforcement Building, Judd Road



UIsKany, N1 Lo4¢H

Sheriff L.E. Driscoll

%ysbgntfomty Sheriff's Department
Houston, TX 75090

Sneriff Bill Carpenter
Chaves County Sheriff's Department
P.C. Box 1 .
Roswell, NM 88201
Sheriff Ira Schoppmann
%_%wt artment
iff's
Cedar City, 84720
Sheriff Robert E. Baldwin
Madison County Sheriff's Department

204 £, 8th Street
Anderson, IN 46016

Sheriff Richard P, Doria

BDJOP e County Sheriff's Department
X

Wheaton, IL 60187

Sheriff Frank Kanekoa

B3k Boumty sai1. P.0. Box 5000
ark County Jail, P.O. Box
Vancouwver, A 93663

Ms. Susan Stanton )
Director of Corrections, Dept. of Corrections
415 E, 12tn Street

Kansas City, M0 64106

Lt. Ken Keller .

City of Albuguerque Police Dept.
4tn’ & Marquette

Albuquergue, NM 87103

Comissioner J.R. Dickenson
Clovis C1t% )

121 East G r1st08her
Clovis, M 88101

M. Patrick D. Rackers

Corrections Agministrator

City-Co. Bloa., Roam B429, 555 So. 10th St.
LinCoin, Nepraska 68508

Comissioner Jonn Waters
Bullock County

208 West ConeCuh Street

Uhion Springs, Alabame 36089

M. Tim McCauley =
Crimnal Justice Facilities
City Conty Building
Helena, Montana 59601



November 15, 1983

&Mr-Msd LFirstNamed &lLastName&
&Firmd

LAddress&

&City&, &Stated &Zip&

Dear &Mr-Ms& &LastNamed,

About two weeks ago, we sent you a questionnaire
for your jurisdiction as part of our evaluation of
the PONI program. As yet, we have received no
response.

We woulg appreciate very much your taking the
time to complete the attached questionnaire S0 that
we may begin our evaluation. It is evident that PONI
has been helpful to program participants. The issue
now is whether PON] should be continued or expanded
to allow other jurisdictions to take advantage of its
services, resources, and training. This question
depends on the cost-effectiveness data we want to
collect from your County. Your efforts in the
evaluation will enable us to resolve this issue.
Thank you.

Sincerely,

Alan Kalmanoff
Executive Director

Enclosure



_January 13, 1984

We recently sent you a questionnaire regarding
your participation in PONI. The questionnaire is a
major part of the data gathering required to evaluate
the cost impact of PONI.

Your dinput is extremely important to our
evaluation effort, and we ask that you complete the
questionnaire as soon as possible. The final report
is due mid-March; therefore, it is essential your
completed questionnaire is returned to us by February
3, 1984. Thank you for your cooperation.

#*7



December 31, 1983

Michael 0'Toole
Corrections Specialist
NIC Jail Center

1790 30th Avenue
Boulder, CO 80301

Dear Michael:

Enclosed is the promised interim report on the
gualitative aspects of the PONI project. The prelimi-
nary data findings are derived from cur research ques-
tionnaires and follow-up interviews from the cost/impact
study.

I want to stress that this report is aimed at
helping you and NIC to fashion possible changes in the
PONI curricula and strategy, rather than at an evalua-
tion of the program as presented in the field. The
feedback we used to develop this report is useful to
review the big picture, but not to know what exactly is
happening in the field.

Qur study of PONI's cost effectiveness impact is
progressing well, We have nearly 70 questionnaires, and
we have been in telephone contact with most of the 64
delinquents. We expect a high final return rate.

I'm anxious to hear from you regarding the re-
quested extension. [ feel confident of providing you,
NIC's Board and others at the higher funding levels with
a study that sheds light on the cost impact of the PONI
effort.

Thanks for your consideration and support.

Sincerely,

Alan Kalmanoff
Executive Director

ENCLOSURES
ASK/dds



To: Michael 0'Toole
NIC Jdail Center

From: Alan Kalmanoff
Consultant

Re: Interim PONI Report on ' o
Qualitative Issues

Date: 12/31/83

INTRODUCTION

A qualitative evaluation of any program must be performed
within the context of the program's goals. NIC's Planning of Hew
Institutions Program (PONI), designed to provide basic training
and technical assistance tg jurisdictions planning new jails, has
established goals for each of its three program delivery phases
(Phase I Community Meeting, Phase II Boulder Week-long Training,
and Phase Ill Technical Assistance.

In general, the goals of Phase One can be stated as creatinag
an awareness through & two-day training/community meeting of the
scope and complexity of a jail construction project; and, as
encouraging systemwide participation in the corrections planning
process. Phase Two's goals focus on technical aspects of plan-
ning such as providing program participants with planning goals
and specialized techniques. The overall goals of Phase Three are
to provide specific assistance to special local jail planning
problems within a jurisdiction.

It is clear from PONI participants' viewpoints that the PONI
program is meeting its goals. Because this brief attempt at some
qualitative evaluation and input into NIC's program and contract

monitoring is based almost entirely on participant's question-



naire comments and follow-up interviews, it is necessarily
subjective.

Nevertheless, PON] participants were not asked to evaluate
PONI in terms of its’goalsﬁ nor wefe taey given a 1ist of PONI's
program goals to consider while writing their answers to the
survey. It is thus particularly significant that, in allowing
participants an opportunity to make open-ended responses to the
survey and interviews, that the many positive responses they‘
offered were in fact reflective of the established goals of the

PONI program,.

METHODOLOGY

The PONI survey questionnaire, sent to all past PONI partici-
pants, was chiefly designed to elicit quantitative cost data. By
definition, however, the broad survey also sought qualitative
information based on the participants' experiences. Although a
qualitative evaluation of PONI was not the primary purpose of the
present project, and is in no way possible without a carefully
planned evaluation design, still an analysis based on participant
comments and follow-up telephone interviews was accomplished to
assist the NIC Jail Center in fashioning program curricula plan-
ning and contract elements for the coming program cycle,

Forty-eight valid completed questionnaires were evaluated for
this preliminary and qualitative review of the PONI program,
(Five questionnaires were eliminated either because the partici-
pant had only attended PONI training sessions as an observer, or
the jurisdiction no longer had a jail or plans to builag a jail.)

Of the 48 valid responses, 25 were from jurisdictions that had



obtained funding for a jail <construction project and 23 had not
yet been funded. Of the nonfunded projects, two had attempted to
obtain funding; in one of these jurisdictions, a bond issue had
failed twice.

Information pertaining to the quality of the PONI program was
optained cheifly from interviews and from responses to the fol-
lowing questions on the survey instrument:

1, "What things do you think were done differently because

of your involvement with PONI?"

2. "In what ways was your PONI participation

ynsatisfactory?"

3. "Comments."

PONI participants were given an opportunity to expand or
clarify comments made En the questionnaire about the PONI program
through telephone interviews conducted as part of the overall
evaluation. (It should be noted, however, that the telephone
interviewing process is an ongoing follow-up effort; as a result,
not all PONI participants have as yet been interviewed.) In
addition, several participants wrote leters accompanying their
completed que§tionna1res from which relevant comments were taken.
A selection from these letters is attached, (as well as the

evaluation design).

EVALUATION

General Program Satisfation

PONI participants were overwhelmingly supportive of and

enthusiastic about the PONI program, There were very few purely



negative comments; most concerns were phrased in terms of
"constructive criticism", In every case, "tonstructive
criticism" was accompanied by comments of-praise and satisfac-
tion. h

Program satisfaction appears to be directly correlated to
the level of PONI paricipation. The purely negative comments
came from those participants who had only participated in the
Phase I training. Phase I only participants constituted 8% of
the total responses evaluated and, of this group, only 2 (out of
4) had negative comments., These responses were similar, however,
in finding the Phase I presentation superficial and irrelevant,
One participant not only found the presentation to be of little
value to county officials and planners, but also inaccurate in
certain areas such as legal citations.

In contrast, the majority of the PON] participants who
completed more than Phase ] had positive comments or positive
descriptions of the PONI program. (About one-fifth of the PONI
participants whose questionnaires were evaluated did not answer
the qualitative questions.,) Positive reactions to PONI fell into
three general areas:

) Greater awareness of or sensitivity to planning concepts.

® Increased involvement of criminal justice stakeholders

and the community in the planning process.

° Opportunity to learn from or share problems with other

jurisdictions.

Awareness of/sensitivity to planning concepts

Most of the comments made by participants fell into this



category of increased awareness. The comments reflected an
awareness of the complexity of jail planning and the need to
conduct extensive edarly planning.” This increased awareness of,
or sensitivity to, p1anning concepts was often accompanied by
greater confidence for respondents in dealing with other stake-

holders, the public, architects and consultants,

Involvement of criminal justice stakeholders/community

There appeared to be a cumulative beneficial effect of a
better understanding of plarmning concepts in that a better
understanding made participants feel better prepared to work with
other stakeholders and more willing to include them in the plan-
ning process. Comments in this category demonstrated that
broader involvement improved public education and levels of sup-
port. The impact on local politicians or community leaders was
particularly noted: i.e., exposing them to the "big picture" or

"opening their eyes".

Learning from/sharing with other jurisdictions

PONI participants noted that they appreciated the opportunity
to learn from the mistakes of other jurisdictions ("knowing what
to avoid") and the chance to share similar problems or needs.
These comments show that valuable learning experiences were
gained not just through the staff presentations.in Boulder, but
also from interaction with participants in the PONI program,
Sheriffs and corrections administrators were especially gratified
to learn they were not "alone" in the kinds of problems and

pressures they faced.




“Constructive Criticism®

With the exception of three suggestions from participants of
a funded project, all of the "constructive criticism" came from
PONI participants with nonfunded jail projects. Not surprising-
ly, several of these unfunded participants felt PONI needed to
address how to sell a construction project to both voters and
political decision-makers, as well as how to finance such a
project. PONI participants also believed that the PON! program
could be improved in training participénts to deal with the
political environment and by identifying the special needs of

smaller jurisdictions.

Selling a project/funding

The most freguently suggested improvement for the PONI
program was greater emphasis on media and public relations to
"sell" a jail construction project and developing tactics to
obtain funding for such a project. In making these suggestions,
participants cited a lack of expertise in public relations among
local law enforcement and corrections personnel and public resis=-
tance to tax increases, despite crowded and "unconstitutional"
jails.

It is unclear, however, whether the need for ways to sell and
fund a jail project are only a shortcoming of the PONI program or
also a function of local politics. Of the 25 projects that had
been funded, 9 had been funded before PONI participation. For
those projects that were funded after PONI participation, one-
half of the participants noted that participation in PONI helped

in obtaining funding and the other half noted otherwise. The



participants who believed PONI participation helped in obtaining
funding cited the same factors or areas that other PONI partici-
pants felt were areas needing improvement: i.e., gaining public
support, educating the public, and learning ideas and techniques
for funding from other jurisdictions.

Regardliess of how the PONI program is structured in the
future, it is clear that funding or financing is a major concern
for corrections and law enforcement personnel; and thus jail
financing strategies and issues should probably receive some
increased emphasis., One participant whose jail was being fi-
nanced from available local funds, noted that his jurisdiction
was making every effort to limit construction and planning costs
in order to avoid having to employ a bond issue, which he felt
would fail, Other participants be]ievéd that planning efforts
were circumscribed not by what was needed in the PONI curricula,

but rather by the amount of money that was or would be available

locally.

Dealing with the political environment

Closely related to the perceived need to improve training in
public relations and funding efforts was a concern that PONI give
greater emphasis in preparing participants to deal with the
political environment, Problems in dealing with local and
internal politics were cited by participants from both large as
well as small counties (in terms of population).

Typical problems described by participants were an unwilling-
ness on the part of local officials to change attitudes or to

modify a construction proposal which was not based on "hard



data". £Even participants whose projects'had been funded felt
PONI should provide more help in aiding participants in under-
standing and working with the special needs of local poiitical

environments.,

Special needs of smaller jurisdictions

The suggestion that the PONI program give more consideration-
to smaller communities or jurisdictions came from participants in
counties with a population of 45,000 and under, It was the
impression of one participant that the PONI program was oriented
toward the needs of larger facilities and thus less relevant for
jurisdictions planning smé]] Jails with 10 to 25 beds.

There were several comments from participants in smaller
jurisdictions who reported that their problems or needs were
"unique". Examples, which overlap with a need to understand the
political environment, include local politicians who exert a
great deal of power because of their economic and social
positions, or who come from an entrenched and conservative poli-
tical dynasty, (e.g., fathers serving for many years who are
replaced in the same position by their sons).

Other problems discussed were difficulties in compiling data
for a needs analysis to determine an optimum number of jail beds
in jurisdictions which did not previously have jails. Such
analysis was complicated by judicial sentencing patterns designed
to accommodate jurisdictions which had a limited number of
available beds.

Regional facilities are particularly well suited to small

jurisdictions; in fact, three of the nonfunded projects .were



planning such facilities. One participant whose jurisdiction is
now biilding its own jail, reported his participation in PONI was
originally to develop expertise in planning a regional facility.
This project was abandoned, however, after an inability among
participating counties to agree on a site and to obtain the sup-

port of local officials.

Technical Assistance

Suggestions for improvement in technical assistance came from
participants whose projects had been funded, The dominant
concern was that PONI staff provide assistance in how to operate
a new facility when construction has been completed. These
comments came from different jurisdictions; e.g., one planning a
$50 million project and another planning a $1.9 million project.

Other suggestions for improvement in technical assistance
included data collection and preparation of PONI staff reports.
The need was cited for better methods for data collection within
8 jurisdiction, particularly data required for a cost analysis.
One Jjurisdiction felt the PONI report prepared for its

participants was "canned" and therefore not totally helpful.




RECOMMENDATIONS AXD CONCLUSION

Despite overwhelming support éﬁd sg;st&ntia] progress toward
meeting its goais, the PONI program can be improved. On the
basis of PONI participants' written comments and follow-up tele-
phone interviews, three areas can be identified in which the PONI
program can be strengthened. These areas, might suggest a third
training day for Phase I, and/or a juggling and revision of
certain program training units. The three areas are treated

separately below.

Dealing with the political enviornment

The need to train éONI participants to deal with the
political envirpnment was not only directly expressed but also
indirectly apparent in problems described in the planning
process, funding, and in developing alternatives to incarcera-
tion. Given the current highly politicized corrections and crimi-
nal justice issues, it is critical that PONI participants identi-
fy, understand and learn how to use state and local political
factors.

Exposure to the political environment of corrections is
already an element in the Phase One curricula, but such exposure
needs to be expanded in Phase Two. The increased participation
of interested stakeholders and the public is necessary, but
creates problems for corrections officials who may not understand
the political dynamics, or feel f;ee to "play". Phase Two is
well suited to training PONI particiants to deal with the politi-
cal environment. Such training can be presented as & planning

“tool" or “"technique" which has particular relevance in issue
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identification and program implementation.

The need for more effective training to deal with the
political environment is demonstrated in the area of develcpment
of alternatives to incarceration. The local planning and devel-
opment and use of alternatives to incarceration requires system-
wide cooperation and a willingness to accept responsibility be-
fore a crime~conscious public. In many Jjurisdictions, alterna-
tives to incarceration are also dependant on state or county
action. The preliminary data on use of alternatives to incar-
ceration in the present evaluation show only 22% of the partici-
pating jurisdictions had .developed at least one new alternative
to incarceration that could be attributed to PONI*s influence;
this funding compares to 51% in the earlier 1982 in-house PONI
evaluation. In some instances, the development of an alternative
to incarceration was court ordered. While 32% of the partici-
pants~indicated alternatives were used more after PONI participa-
tion, several reported such use was a response to litigation over
crowded conditions, (rather than a response to PONI). From the
preliminay data, it appears that the use of alternatives to
incarceration, which is in part dependent on skill]l in dealing
with the political environment, is more often a last resort

rather than a planning adjunct.

Funding of a project
While PONI's primary focus is on the planning and

construction of a new jail, it is clear participants need to

learn how to implement the results of a jurisdiction's planning
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effort., The preliminary data show most jurisdictions lack provi-
sion for planning costs, such as hiring a consultant or preparing
2 needs assessment; these are costs that would not have been
expended in the absepce of PONI participation. Some participants
expressed frustration because éuch expenditures of money (and
time) were wasted when no new facility resulted.

Funding problems for corrections, nationally, are readily
apparent when present date are compared to the 1982 PONI in-house
evaluation results. In 1982, 63% of the .participating jurisdic-
tions reported they had been funded, which led the evaluators to
conclude PONI participants could have been aided by the PONI
program. The present daté show, however, that the proportion of
funded projects has declined to 52% and, of the funded projects,
68% reported they had been funded before PON] participation or
that such program participation did not help. Given the changing
economic environment, it is extremely important that PONI parti-
cipants be given implementation tools which include various tech-

niques and ways of obtaining project funding.

Expanding PONI participation

Although some state corrections administrators have
participated in the PONI program, the increased dependence of
local jurisdictions on state assistance for planning and funds
presents the need for even more PONI involvement of state person-
nel. This need is particularly true for jurisdictions in states
such as Washington or Minnesota where required local data
analyses, needs assessments, and bed capacity analyses are

performed by state corrections staff., The presence of well-
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trained state corrections personel could directly benefit state
planning within their responsibility and indirectly benefit local
jurisdictions through their advisory rdles.

It should also bg noted that local corrections officials rely
heavily on architects during the planning process. Whether or
not such reliance is desirable or justified, it exists, therefore
consideration should be given to PONI training for local archi-
tects. Although county architects are often included on the PONI
team, most jurisdictions turn to outside architects for their

jail designs.

Conclusion

Overall, the PONI program has been very successful, The
proposed recommendations are designed not to correct major short-
comings, but to "further" the prograﬁ. Taken together, the
recommendations are intended to make PONI even more responsive to
the needs of participating jurisdictions, although this respon-
siveness is already the program's strength.

To augment the more specific training in jail planning and
construction, the recommendations have incorporated broader plan-
ning concepts which include éen understanding of the external
environment, particularly political and economic factors. The
result can lead PONI to enhancing a planning process that is not

only systematic, but truly system-wide.
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QUALITATIVE EVALUATION FOLLOW-UP - 2/29/84

In December 1983, @& preliminary qualitative evaluation
of the PONI program was performed based on respondents’
comments on the survey gquestionnaires and telephone

interviews. Although the December evaluation was based on

%9

only a partial sample (only 38 valid questionnaires had been

received at that time), the responses of the rest of the
sample since then have been consistent with earlier findings
that PON] participants were overwhelmingly satisfied with and
in favor of the PONI program.

One 6f the early recommendations for the December
evaluation was that PONI provide more training in program
implementation, including methods or techniques for obtaining
funding. Based on later responses, it is now clear that PONI
does have a positive impact on a jurisdiction's ability to
obtain support for and subsequently funaing for a8 new jail.
Where PONI was reported to have helped in funding efforts,
respondents invariably cited the Phase I community meeting as
helpful because it exposed local officials with no criminal
justice backgrouna to the complexity of jail construction
issues, At teast one jurisdiction reported the turn-around in
support for a new jail led to approval of and passage of a
bond issue, thereby leading to substantial savings in
boarding costs (the existing facility had been condemned and
had been limited to only male inmates with sentences of less
than 45 days).

Another area where PONI participation assisted in




Another area where PON] participation assisted in
developing project support was the inclusion of 1lozal
officials with no criminal justice backgrounds on the PONI
planning team sept to the Phase II seminar, Such officials
became more knowledgeable about both jail construction issues
and planning techniques and were ocften instrumental in
convincing a reluctant local board of commissioners or
supervisors of the need for a new jail and to fund such a
facility.

Finally, there were virtually no %constructive
criticisms” in the later responses. The later respdnses
reintorced earlier fi&dings that PONI participants felt the
PONI program led to a better awareness of jail issues; more
participation of relevant policy-makers; & better and well-
designed facility, a greater degree of cooperation with other
criminal justice agencies (which @also aided in the
development and use of alternatives to incarceration); and an
improved ability to dea{ with architects and other
construction personnel, Based on the responses, PONI is
clearly an unusual program in the degree of enthusiasm for
its existence and high regard for the program quality and

content.,





