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December 1, 1978 

TO: Budget Committees of the California Legislature 

During this year, our committee has taken an active role in 
meeting the responsibilities specified in Assembly Concurrent 
Resolution 78 of 1977. Two hearings were held initially in 
Sacramento and provided an opportunity for Approach Associates, 
the independent contractor, chosen by the Joint Rules Committee 
of the Legislature, and the Department of Corrections to present 
their material on the .i.ssues before our Committee. 

Hearings were' held outside of Sacramento during May. Public 
officials, interested persons, and community organizations from 
San Ysidro and San Di~go offered testimony in Chula Vista on 
whether state-owned land in Otay Mesa should be actively 
considered as an appropri(".te site for construction of a correc­
tional institution, if found necessary. In Los Arigeles, the 
Committee took public comment on this same. issue for land in 
Chino and Camarillo. A large number of community organizations 
also presented their views on alternatives to committing individuals 
to state prison. 

Approach Associates submitted their final report on the due 
date of June 1, 1978. The Committee had the specific charge 
of evaluating the report. There were two hearings in June and 
one in October to discuss it. 

Although several recommendations carne from the Committee 
itself, the proposals in the Policy Summary were used as the 
agenda for developing our Committee recommendations. Consequently, 
the final report relies heavily on the work of Approach Associates. 
It would be impractical to include here the nearly 700 pages of 
that report. However, the entire five volumes are available to 
you in my office, or a copy can be made. 

The Legislature established this Committee to provide input 
into policy development. We have limited ourselves to issues 
of general policy, so that our recommendations do not include 
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specific information n~cessary for legislation. It ·is my hope 
that the completed work will provide a policy direction for 
the Legisiature in the years ahead. 

AT:im 

-. 

Sincerely, 

ART TORRES 
Assem:blyman 
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

Committee recommends that the Central and North Facilities at 
the California Training Facility (Soledad), the Deuel Vocational 
Institution (Tracy), the California Medical Facility (Vacaville») 
and the California Institution for Men (Chino), are all key 
institutions which can and should be improved to meet current 
correctional security and program standards. 

Committee recommends that written guidelines regarding the 
sUbstantive criteria to be applied in classification decisions 
should be developed. 

Committee recommends there should be a presumption of eligi­
bility for minimum security placement, unless a contrary showing 
can be made. 

Committee recommends the use of risk prediction in classifi­
cation should be clarified, and inappropriate or invalid 
predictive considerations should be abandoned. 

Committee recommends that in view of the restrictive conse­
quences of denying offenders lninimum security placement, all 
assignments to medium or. maximum security housing, especially 
those made on the basis of risk prediction, should be regularly 
reviewed. 

Committee recommends that external audits of classification 
decisions should be instituted by a department or agency deemed 
appropriate by the Legislature. The Board of Corrections should 
be considered-during the selection process. 

Committee recommends that the Legislature designate an appro­
priate entity to monitor all aspects of correctional facilities, 
and other institutions providing care on·a 24-hour basis, for 
compliance with state law, regulations, or applicable standards. 

\ 

Committee recommends that the Department of Corrections consider 
a new designation of low minimum security when it develops written 
guidelines regarding the substantive criteria to be applied in 
classification decisions. Prisoners without any current or prior 
convictions for violent crimes, sale or possession of drugs, or 
history of drug addiction or escape, should be the basis of this 
low minimum security classification. 

Committee recommends that the CDC contract with private organi­
zations to operate local correctional centers for appropriate 
state prisoners. 

Committee recommends that the CDC begin immediately to develop 
suitable compensation schemes and contracts with counties to use 
specialized facilities for appropriate state prisoners. 

, 



Committee recommends that public policy should promote the 
development of re-entry programs in order to provide an oppor­
tunity for state prisoners to re-adjust to community life. 
Whenever possible, the department should place inmates in re­
entry programs close to family and their commu~ity. 

Committee recommends that pre-release placement in local 
facilities should be a minimum of three months, while still 
recognizing that the particular need and security classifications 
will require some prisoners to receive incpeased or reduced time. 

Committee recommends that the Department of Corrections adopt 
the standards of the American Medical Association and the American 
Correctional Association as goals for in-patient health services. 

Committee recommends that the department consider contracting 
out these services to community hospitals when it is fiscally 
proper to do' so, and also develop procedures to allow health care 
personnel from community facilities into correctional institutions. 

Committee recommends that the position of Correctional Program 
Supervisor be re-examined; if the position is found warranted, it 
is important to clarify the role of the CPS vis-a-vis the 
correctional counselor. 

Committee recommends that a task analysis of the correctional 
counselor be undertaken (and the CPS position if maintained), and 
training be developed based on this analysis. 

Committee recommends that the state contract with a public or 
private education system capable of and interested in delivering 
such a service to the CDC. The contrac~or should determine the 
feasibility and cost of developing the service, so that the state 
would be better able to determine whether to implement' such a plan. 

Committee recommends that a systematic approach to scheduling 
and paying sponsors of self-help groups be established to make 
such groups more accessible to prisoners. 

Committee recommends that the department develop a plan for a 
co-correctional program in an institution when it is feasible to 
do so in view of the other planning responsibilities specified in 
SB 1342, Chapter 789, Statutes of 1978. 

COlnmi ttee' strongly recommends that a women ~ s facility be 
considered as a part of the reconstruction at San Quentin in lieu 
of the department's proposal for a new 400-bed facility. 

Committee recommends that a comprehensive disability survey be 
conducted to guide planning for services to prisoners with 
physical and learning disabilities. There is no reliable informa­
tion regarding the number of prisoners with various disabilities 
currently in the system. 
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Committee recommends that a living skills pro b 
~ofthose"prisoners with serious disabilities gr~~sede provided 
~n ormat~on on the current 1 t" . . on available 
immediate implementation ofP~h~ a ~on, the Committee recommends 

s program at CMF, CIM, and CIW. 

COJlU!li ttee recommends that a Child Develo ment Center .be 
establ~shed for women prisoners at CIW. p 

"Committee recommends the re eal f " 
wh~ch provides that "all arti i - 0 t Pe~al Code Sect~on 270,9 
produced or manufactured (b : es, ma er~als, and supplies, 
exclusively for public use"y ~~~~te labor) ... sI;all be sol,ely and 
facilitate a" ". ~s recommendat~on is made to 
should 'be all~:~~rt~xb:~~~~nc~!p;~~~~cti~nal Indu~tries, which 

~ ~ve ~n the pr~vate sector. 

Committee recommends that the CDC d 
determining the personnel and th ev~lop an apprOach to 
ensure greater prisoner accessOt er requ~~ements which would 
events. 0 recreat~on programs and special 

Committee recommends develo' "." . 
extending furlough programs e~~ngd~~s~t~n¥ ~erv~ces for children, 
to seve~ days a week (includin :~e~~g,V~s~t~ng hours systemwide 
develop~ng systemwide familY/f~iend d:Y seven~n¥ I;0urs), and 
be prov~ded for expanded fam~ly " "t"Y' Add~t~onal space should . ~ v~s~ ~ng. 

.r.he Committee finds that lands owned b . 
Ch~no, and Camarillo are not "y the.State ~n Otay Mesa 
for any potential constructioapp~opr~ate ~ocat~~ns ~t this time ' 

n 0 correct~onal ~nst~tutions. 

i~ceaCt~~oanftsl!f~1lIt~h~0~e~~:cI~f;d t~:s~~~~~!m~~t i~! Corrections consider 
~or' e construct~on of c t' eva~u~t~on of site 

1) population capable of meetin storrec ~onal fac~l~!~es. They are 
3) transportation for staff andgf ":li~tneeds, 2) hous~ng for staff, 
medical and psychiatric facil"t" aC~5) ¥ ne~ds,"4) adequate 
education, 6) an area of la ~ ~es, . ~nst~tut~ons of higher 
community, 7) 30 acres for ~~c~eparat~ng th~ ~acility and the 
area; Los Angeles and San Diego ~OO-betd"fac~l~ty, 8) metropolitan 

~n par ~cular are recommended. 
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INTRODUCTION 

One of the most significant issues before this Committee was 

an examination of the methods for projecting the population of 

correctional institutions in future years. The contractor, 

Approach Associates, analyzed the work of 'the Department of 

Corrections, then developed their' own projections. Based on 

this, the contractor recommended: 

1) That CDC's projections should not be used as the basis 
for planning decisions, particularly when costly new 
prisons are involved. 

2) That their own population projection methodology should 
be used when calculating future projections. Actual 
population levels should be compared with the limits of 
the probability envelope at quarterly intervals. . 

Before selecting its own method for population projections, the 

contractor made an assessment of the method used by the department. 

They made the finding in their Inventory Report of March 1978 that 

the department had a median error rate of 19 percent in its pro­

jections. Two different methods were developed to determine if 

population projections could be more accurate. 

One method was the regression technique which is based on a 

historical pattern of institutional population. To test the 

validity of this technique, a simulated projection was made for 

the years of 1973-7,7 using the population history until 1972. 

These regression predictions were then compared in accuracy to 

the projections by the department made in 1972. The regression 

projections were more accurate in four of the five years than 

were the projections by the department. In fact, as of Mid-May 

1978, the actual population level of 20,132 was very close to 

the regression line projection of 20,337 • I 
j ! 



The department has consistently questioned whether this is an 

appropriate method. Information rece{ved from the National 

Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Planning and Architecture, a 

nationally recognized agency with extensive experience in the 

field of projection methods, supports the position taken by the 

department. They state: 

As ~pplied directly to historical prison population data, 
linear regression analysis leads to extremes in projected 
population whether high or low, and thus, does not form a 
suitable basis for reliable prison population projection. 
(Letter to Assemblyman Art' Torres, May 29, 1978, Appendix I) 

However, the contractor notes the limitation of this method 

in its own report and only uses it as the lowest end of a range 

of projected population. 

The other method was the modified flow analysis. In this 
I 

method, the corrections population is broken up into specified 

groups and then tracked over time. Although the department 

utilizes a similar flow model with the assistance 6f computer 

programming, the lumping together of the entire 18-49 age group 

as an input into its projection system does not reflect differ­

ences of activity within smaller age groups. For example, the 

commitment rate for the 20-24 age group is four times that of the 

40-44 age group. 

The contractor broke down the l8~49 age group into eight smaller 

groups. The clearinghouse states: 

If, however, no differentiation was made by age, the 
procedures sugg~sted by Approach Associates (specifi­
cally, breaking up the population base into age cohorts 
having widely differing prison admission rates) is 
clearly 'superior, in my opinion. . (Ibid. ) -

Additional discussion on the long-term effects is contained in 

Appendix 2., 
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According to the department, the breakdown of specific age 

groups only reduces their projection for male felons in 1983 by 

450, However, as shown in Table I, there is a gap of approxi­

mately 4,500 between the "worst case" by the contractor and the 

revised projections of the department by 1983 for male felons. 

Table I 

Population Proj ections by Approach Associates,. 
and the Department of Corrections for Male Felons ~n 1983 

Approach Associates Department of Corrections 

Best Case Worst Case Initial Revised 
August 1977 June 2, 1978 

17,538 19,416 22,205 24,055 

One of the significant reasons for this difference lies in the 

assumptions adopted by the department and the contractor. The 

contractor held constant the admission-to-prison rate for 1977 per 

100,000 population for each of the age groups when projecting for 

each year through 1983. The department assumes the admission 

. rate for male felons will continue to rise until 1982 and then 

level off. 

However, it is difficult to determine what the admission rate 

will likely be wh~n the Determinate Sentencing Law has only been 

in effect for nearly one year and a half. The contractor states: 

It is still too early to predict the long-term effect 
of DSL (Determinate Sentencing Law); however, at this 
point in time, the transitional effects of ~he ~ba~ge-. 
over in sentencing systems should be weaken~ng rap~aly. 
Specifically, the pool of prisoners with retroactive 
parole eligibility should be almost eXhausted, and the 
majority of new commitments should be receiving . 
sentences under DSL. Correc~ions population flow and 
sentencing during the next six m<:>nths to a yea~ . 
should provide a much better bas~s for the ast~mat~on 
of long-term trends. (Policy Summary, pp. 17-18) 

-3-
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There are additional problems in analyzing the projections of 

the department and th~ contractor because, with the enactment of 

SB 709, Chapter 579, Statute~ of 1978, the disparity between 

them is even greater. This law extends the terms of imprison­

ment to state prison for a number of specified felonies. There 
, 

is a display of those projections in Table 2. 

Table 2 

Comparison of Population Projections for Male Felons in 1983 
by the Department of Corrections and Approach Assooiates 
for Commitments to State Prison, SB 709, and Bed Needs 

Depa~tment of Corrections 
Revised Population Projection 

24,055 
95% of Capacity 

19,804 

Projection of Additional Population from SB 709 
2,337 

Approach Associates 
Projected Population 

19,416 

95% of Capacity 
19,804 . 

Additional Population Resulting from SB709 
(As Amended on April 27) 

1,249 

Beds Needed 
4,474 

Beds Needed 
6,934 

Surplus Beds 
388 

Beds Needed 

905 

In view of the limited information aVailable now on the impact 

of both the· Determinate Sentenc'irig Law and SB 709 , it may be 

inappropriate to determine whi:6:tl method for pr6jectihg population' 

is more accurate. 
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The Committee did not take action on several other proposals 

by the contractor. The proposal to set aside planning funds for 

the reconstruction of San Quentin was not necessary because 

provisions of SB 1342, Chapter 789, Statutes of 1978, required 

it. This statute appropriated $7.6 million for planning to also 

include an additional maximum security facility or facilities. 

There was a recommendation to establish a community-based 

residential program for women prisoners with children. However, 

AB 512, Chapter 1054, Statutes of 1978, was recently enacted to 

accomplish this. Another recommendation was in response to a 

proposal by the department to construct an additional psychiatric 

facility. The contractor had recommended against it because a 

need had not been shown. During the hearings, the department had 

not provided information to the Committee to support its proposal. 

-5-
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS 

Recommendation 1 

Committee recommends that the Central and North Facilities at 
the California Training Facility (Soledad), the Deuel Vocat~onal 
Institution (Trac) the California Medical Facilit" (Vacaville), 
and the Californ~a Inst~tut~on for Men Ch~no are all e 
institutions which can and shOUld e ~mproved to meet current 
correctional security and program standards. 

This recommendation was made by the contractor and adopted by 

the Committee. The contractor made it after determining compliance, 

with applicable standards and codes in the following areas: 

1) environmental quality 2) organization of the institution 

3) operational requirements 4) securIty 5) structual and seismic 

safety 6) fire and life safety 7) en'ergy conservation. Each 

institution was also rated and compared to each other in Table 3. 

SB 1342 also provided that the planning funds be used for 

the renovation of existing facilities, but does not specify any 

particular institutions to receive priority. The department 

had reco~ended in its Program Planning Report that architectural 

studies be conducted for the institutions named by the contractor, 

except the California Rehabilitation Center was added and the 

Institution for Men at Chino was omitted. The contractor propo~ed 

that Folsom be reconstructed in a phased process after work on 

San Quentin had been completed. The departril,(;,~nt recommended an 

additional study be performed. 

Table 4 has the general cost estimates made by the contractor 

to bring the particular institutions up to standard. 
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Table 4 

Current Reduction Final .Estimated 
Capacity in Capac:ity Capacity Cost 

San Quentin 2,686 1,282 .1.404 $ 68.9 M 

CTF-Centra1 1,371 189 1,182 7.5 

CTF-North 1,200 144 1,056 11 .. 4 

DVI 1,523 189 1,333 5.6 

CMF 1,959 400 1,559 4.7 

CIM-Main ' 987 151 836 10.4 
--------------~------------------------~----------------~-------------

9,7~6 2,355 7,371 $108,,5 M 
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2. Committee recommends 
su stant~ve cr~ter~a 
sf.ould be develop,~. 

the 
ec~sions 

3. Committee recommends there should be a 
lity for minimum secur~ty p acement, un 

tion of eli ibi­
contrary s· owIng. 

can be made. 

The contractor found that there are extensive procedural 

guidelines're~arding classification and appeals, but not explicit 

written statements regarding the characteristics of prisoners 

which are pertinent to classification. The lack of criteria 

allows a prisoner to be placed in a higher security classifica-

. tion than is necessary. The contractor describes the effects of 

this when its report states: 

Prisoners in such instances feel unjustly 
punished, since they have actually committed 
no illegal acts ... Overclassification is, in 
'short, one instance of the concept of 
"Labeling" - in which the prisoners become 
what others have "labeled" the prisoner as 
being. (Vol. 2, p. 120) 

Reasons for overcla8~ification were also discussed. 

report states: 

... The tendency to avoid risks is rooted in 
the structure of organizational incentives 
and perceptions. Errors on the side of too 
little caution - as when a prisone~ escapes 
from a minimum security institution or when 
a prisoner commits a violent assault in the 
mainline population - receive far more atten­
tion, and are remembered far longer, than 
are other cases. Public and political atten­
tion to these failures has created a perhaps 
understandable caution on the part of prison 
officials •.. 
(Vol. 2, p. Ill) 
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The contractor also proposed to establish a presumption of 

eligibility for minimum security placement as an additional 

proqedure to prevent a sense of unfairness among prisoners who 
. '.' ·'> .. ;Y·'ff-., 

get a higher security class1f1cat10rt upon their immediate entry 

into state prison. As in a trial where innocence is presumed 

until guilt is proven, so should ~l:fgibility for minimum security 

be presumed appropriate until there'-is a suffioient showing of 

facts to the contrary. Referring to language in Wright ~. Enomoto 

(ND Cal., Sept. 30,1976, No. C-73-1422, SAW), the contractor 

states: 

Implementation of fair procedures decreases tensions 
in prisons and eases the work of prison administra­
tors. The reaSon for this is the existence in all 
of us of a sense of justice, which, if violated, 
diminishes our respect for societ~l institutions and 
causes us in various ways to settle our differences 
outside the normal channels created to resolve 
disputes. (Vol. 2, p. 121) 

The contractor suggested that to the degree possible, classifi­

cation decisions should be based on~ri6r~ rather than predicted 

conduct. Specifically, the repoptpecomme.nded that ,classifica"; 
• -'\~~::: '~"~~~~ ~' >. 

tions which result in medium or maximum security cus~pdy should 
. ,.~t':} , 

be based on actual misconduct orp' risk o;f.illegal activity which 
" .. ' 

is demonstrably present and ~epr~,i:~i1;t~ an actual threat. 
'?.j :'~ .. ' ;,r ~ _ 

The department agreed that ~h~.d·lassification system should 

be modified in the light of cu:tr~.~~;.sonditions. To ~ocomplish 

this, they have submitted a request to the National Institute of 

Corrections to fund a study of the ~lassification s~stem and how 

it,ea,nbe improved. 
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,The Committee recommends the use of risk prediction in classi­
fication should be clarified, and inappropriate or invalid 
predictive considerations should be abandoned. 

Risk of misconduct, such as escape or violence, is a factor in 

classification. In discussing the process of risk prediction 

of violent behavior, the department states: 

This will involve not just prior history, but 
evidence of gang affiliation and any informa­
tion about the inmate's behavior in the 
institution and his associations with other 
,inmates. It is admittedly an inexact process. 
We will continue to err on the side of 
conservatism since our mistakes may result 
in the loss of human life. (Program Planning 
Report, Vol. 2, p. 74) 

After performing extensive research into the literature on 

predicting violent actsi the contractor concluded that, '"Predict­

ing the commission of violent crimes is considerably more 

difficult than predicting recidivism in general. Neither 

statistical or clinical methods have been very effective t; date". 

(Vol. 2, p. 116). When discussing the clinical effort the 

'contractor states: 

There are a number of studies which amply 
demonstrate that the prediction qf dangerous­
ness by psychiatrists are unreliable. 
Professo~ Bernard Diamond, a noted psychia­
trist in this field, writes that "One can 
only conclude that psychiatrists who make 
such judgments tended to overpredict 
dangerousness greatly by a factor somewhere 
between 10 and 100 times the actual incidence 
of dangerous behavior". (Vol. 2, p. 117) 

The statistical methods have not been any more successful . 

The report refers to several studies by the department in which 

violence was greatly oyerpredicted. When a "high risk" gr,oup was 
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identified in one study, 8,6% did not commit a violent offense 

while on parole. In another orie, there were 326 incorrect 
. . , 

predictions of a potentially aggressive indiviaual for every 

correct one. (Vol. 2. p. 118) 

• In view of the inexact nature of predicting violent behavior, 

it is appropriate for the department to reas~ess its methods. 

Committee recommends that in view 

Committee 

Committee recommehds that the Le islature desi nate an a ro­
pr~ate ent~ty to mon~tor all aspects 0 correct~onal ac~ ~ties, 
and other institutions providing care on a 24-hour basis, for 
compliance with state law, regulations, or applicable standards. 

The contractor proposed several procedures to check abuses in 

the classification .process. Periodic self-review enables the 

dep~rtment to determine if the basis for prior classification 

still exists .. The audit samplings of classification records by 

an external agency would ensure that reasonable guidelines ~r.e 

being followed and that classificatiori decisions are consistent 

and equitable. 

Although the Legislature will select this agency, the Board 

of Corrections should be considered because its authority is 

inde~endent from the departme~t while having expertise and prior 

background in monitoring the activities of other correctional 
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facilities. 

The Committee on its own recommended that a mechanism for 

broader review of other aspects of the department should be 

established. This entity would also have authority to examine 

the activities of other public agencies providing care on a 24-

hour basis. 

Committee,recommends that the Department of Corrections consider 
a ~ew des~~nat~on of low ~inimum security when it develops 
wr~t~en ~u~del~nes regard~ng the substantive criteria to be 
appl~ed ~n classification decisions. Prisoners without any 
current or prior convictions for violent crimes sale or 
possession of dru~s, or h~story of ~rug addicti~n or escape, 
should be the bas~s of th~s low m~n~mum security classification. 

C9mmittee recommends that the CDC contract w~th private organiza­
t~ons to operate local correctional centers for appropriate 
state prisoners. . -

Co~ittee recommen~sthat the CDC begin immediately to develop 
su~table,co~pensat~9nis7hemes and contracts with counties to 
use spec~al~zed fac~l~t~es for appropriate state prisoners. 

One of the most important tasks of the contractor was the 

development of proposals for alternatives.to i~carceratio~ in 

state prison. To accomplish this, the contractor conducted a 

prisoner profile research study. They reviewed the records of 

approximately 350 male felons who had entered the CDC Reception 

Centers at Vacaville and Chino during March and April 1978. In 

addition, records for approximately 90 female felons imprisoned 

at CIW during April 1978 were reviewed. 

Several methods were used for determining the types of 

prisoners whose confinement in a local facility would be more 

appropriate. The most stringen·t criteria excluded any prisoner 
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with any current or prior conviction for a violent offense or for 

sale or possession of drugs, or had a history of drug addiction 

or escape. The contractor proposed that this group, which compris,ed 

13.0% of the men and 7.9% of the women, be the basis of a new 

classification designated as low minimum security. The Committee 

found that the proposal merited the consideration of the depart-

ment when it reviews its classification system. 

The contractor proposed that 1,000 low minimum security 

prisoners be placed in county facilities and another 1,000 such 

prisoners in facilities operated by private organizations. The 

proposal to place specified types of prisoners in the community, 

rather than state prison is based on an analysis of what prisons 

accomplish. 

Prisons obviously meet a basic ~entencing objective - punish­

ment. It is uncertain whether they serve any other criminal 

justice purposes as clearly or as well. Incarceration is often 

seen as an important factor in crime control or prevention. 

However, the data on this issue is far from cleaI'l. 

The contractor notes in its report that Florida and Georgia 

have incarceration rates ,two to three times higher than Wisconsin, 

Minnesota, Connecticut, and Iowa, but the latter states have far 

lower crime rates. In describing the effects of institutionaliza-

tion on offenders, the contractor writes: 

Recent criminological literature emphasize.s the 
conclusion that prolonged peri,ods of confinment 
in correctional institutions lead to increa~red 

,criminalization of prisoners \I]hen they ai'e released.' 
For example, The President's Commission on Law 
Enforcement and the Administrc;ltion of Justice 
reported that,. "The condi tiona:' in which (prisoners) 
live are the poorest possible preparation for their 
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successful reentry into society, and often merely 
reinforce in them a pattern of manipulation or 
destructiveness." Such observations appear justified, 
for research has shown that incarceration, and 
especially lengthy incarceration, does not deter or 
reduce recidivism. (Vol. 2, p. 78) 

When discussing the impact of community'facilities the report 

states: 

Therefore, social reintegration of prisoners by way 
of local alternative programs was accorded legitimacy 
as the new correctional direction by the President's 
Crime Commission: The goal of reintegration is likely 
to be furthered much more readily by working with 
offenders in the community than by incarceration.· 

Since the Commission's report was issued in 1967, the 
benefits of reintegration and the view that corrections 
is best undertaken in a community setting have been 
reinforced by numerous official planning and policy­
making bodies. The Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice 
established, as its 8tudy committee's 'fundamental 
priority, the replacement of Wisconsin's existing 
institutional correction system with a community-l?ased 
noninstitutional system. (Vol. 2, pp. 78-79) 

These centers should provide supervision and structure, work 

and training opportunities and procedures for rE~stitution and a 

variety of program models. They would be called "Urban Skills 

Centers" in order to distinguish them from the bulk of low 

structure and low supervision programs which abound. Such alterna­

tive modes of incarceration would provide a unique opportun~ty to 

maintain family contact, have access to current and future employ­

ment in the home community, and have multiple opportunities for 

learning social survival skills of daily life. 

The precise impact on prisoners placed in community settings 

is unclear. However, in discussing a project in another state 

using similar criteria the contractor states: 

Washington State ,is currently engaged in an "Intensive 
Parole Supervision Project" experiment, in which approx-
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imately 8 percent of commitments are released~ following 
intake, back into the community with special 'parole 
contracts. In the first 26 months of operation, about 
13 percent of the parolees have been returned to prison; 
most of these were for technical violations. Only 1.8 
percent -- or 4 individuals -- wer~ ret~rned after new 
arrests, all for property crimes. It should be noted that 
similar results were achieved with a control group Which 
received no special supervision. (Vol. 2, p. 146) 

In view of the potential for community faoilities to more 

effectively reintegrate offenders than a state institution, 

language was enacted in SB 1342 declaring that greater use be 

made of the authority delegated to the department to place inmates . 
in community facilities. 

Committee recommends that 2re-release placement in local 
facilities should be a min~mum of three months, while still 
~~cognizing that the particular needs and security classifica­
tions will require some prisoners to receive increased or 
reduced time. 

The department and the contracto~ agree on the need for 

community pre-release beds. The department recommended approxi­

mately 600 beds with a stay from 30 to 90 days for each prisoner. 

The contractor proposed that prisoners should be eligible for 

pre-release no later than one year prior to scheduled release, 

except for those with serious di$ciplinapy records. 

The contractor proposed this length of stay to ensure adequate 

p;r.eparation of prisoners for releClse. They state that their 
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recommendations are; 

consistent with pre-release practices in,many 
~t~tes such as Maine (three to six months,~n pre­
'releas~ for almost all prisoner~); Connect~cut 

(where pre-release programs typ~callY,last three 
to four months, including for some J?r~soners 

lacement in county jailS for the f~nal,two to 
~hree months of terms); and South C~rol~n~ (where 
the average stay in pre-re~ease program~'~~b~ome­
what shorter, but where pr:soners are e ~g~, e to 
for pre-re~lease programs e~ghteen months pr)~or 
scheduled release dates). (Vol. 2, p. 151 

The primary issue here was how to provide prisoners the quality 

standards applied to hospitals in the outside 
of care equal to the 

community. 

standards. 

The care available now does no't meet conununity 

The department itself states: 

While the actual level of medical,c~r~ in 
California institutions has not d~m~n~shed, 
it appear's to have lost ground when compaJ?ed 
with outside levels of medical care an~ w~th 
increasingly stringent st~ndards by wh~ch 
community health programs are regulated. 
(Planning Report, Vol. 2, p. 148) 

the 

The contra(Jtor proposed contracting out all in-patient health 

services to accredited community hospitals if a fiscal feasibility 

show ~t can be done without incurring excessive costs. 
study would ... 

The Committee recommendation would have the department consider 

the cost information when determining how to provide in-patient 
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health services. 

The Department of H~alth submitted a report recommending a 

reduction in' the number of in-patient facilities. The Depart­

ment of Corrections agrees that all institutions do not need 

such facilities, but maintains that in-house acute care 

d d The department ;s continuing to review facilities are nee e . ~ 

the necessary number with the Department of Finance. 

Committee recommends that the osit.ion of Correctional Pro ram 
Superv~sorbe reexam~ned; ~f the pos~t~on ~s ou~d war~anted, 
it is important to clarify the role of the CPS v~s-a-v~s the 
correctional counselor. 

Committee recommends that a task anal sis of the correctional 
counselor e undertaken and the CPS ~os~t~on 7 ma~nta~ned , 
and training be developed based on th~s analys~s. 

The contractor described .the correctional counselor as an 

employee wi~h significant clerical duties, lack of training in 

counseling techniques, and affected with a custodial attitude 

stemming from their backg:J:10und as officers. The problem with 

the CPS is even greater because they are supervised by the 

correctic1;'d.l counselor and perform an even more specific custody 

role. 

Committee recommends that the state cont~act with a public ,or. 
pr~vate educat~on system capaBle of and ~nterest'ed ~n deliver~ng 
such a serv~ce to the CDC. The contractor should d~e:mf!:e the 
feas~b~I~ty and cost of develop~ng t~e serv!ce, so :na; :ne 
state would be better able to determ~ne whe~her to ~mp~ement such 
a plan. 

There is agreement between the contractor and the department 

" 
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that the quality of education for prisoners should be improved. 

However, the contractor stated that the real issue is: Wha't 

can be changed in the CDC educational system given the framework 

within which prison administrators operate., They state: 

The constant tension in every area of programming 
caused by security classification concerns cannot 
be over-emphasized. It limits contact with the 
outside world that is 'necessary for the inmate to 
make a successful adjustment to society upon leav­
ing prison. (Vol. 3, p. 36) 

This along with the need to examine other more cost-effective 

methods of providing the educational program is the basis of the 

Committee recommendation. 

The department takes the view that program problems arise from 

the limited resources, such as available space for meetings. The 

contractor believes the issue, more often than not, relates to 

priority and security concerns and is not strictly a facility 

issue. The report notes that attitudes and ~pproaches to self­

help groups vary considerably from one institution to another. 

Consequently, the Committee recommended that minimum level!? of 

access be established. 

co-correctional ro 
to do so ~n v~ew of 
in SB 1342, Chapter 

department develo~ a plan for a 
ram ~n an institution when ~t is feas~ble 
the other Plann~n! respons~ ~ ~t~es spec~fied 
789, Statutes of 978. " 
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The proposal by the contractor for co-corrections is based 

on the following analysis: 

The overriding benefit of co-corrections, which 
manifests itself in a number of specific ways, 
is normalization of the prison environment. 
Because men and women participate in programs 

. and 'activities together, and interact personally 
and socially in co-correctional institutions, 
the' atmosphere more closely parallels the outside 
community. A sexually integrated environment 
also tends.to better prepare prisoners for release, 
and reduceg adjustment problems after release by 
providing everyday opportunities for interacting 
with the opposite sex. (Vol. S. p. 86) 

Committee stron 1 recommends that a women's facilit 
t e reconstruct~on at San uent~n ~n 

s proposal or a new 400 bed fac~l~t~. 

The construction of a 400 bed facility for female inmates in 

Northern California was proposed by the department in its Program 

Planning ·Report. Although the contractor does not find tlat this 

facility is justified by population projections for females, this 

recommendation was made because of the need to have a facility in 

Northern California. At the present time, women felons are only 

committed to the California Institution for Women in Southern 

California . 

Committee recommends that a comprehensive disability survey be 
conducted to guide planning for services to prisoners with 
physical and learning disabilities. There is no reliable informa­
tion regarding the number of prisoners with various disabilities 
currently in the system. 

recommends that 
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The contractor sought to determine the number of prisoners 

with physical and learning disabilities. Based on interviews 

with prison officials, it appeared to them that there are an 

estimated 160 seriously physically disabled male prisoners 

and.anotherfive or six percent of the prison population with 

learning disabilities. Many of the physically disabled 

prisoners are located at CMF and CIM. A more precise method of 

identifying these prisoners is necessary. 

To support their recommendation for a living skills program, 

the contractor states: 

I Currently, there are no independent living skills 
programs in California prisons which teach the 
incremental skills a disabled person needs in 
order to learn how to care for him or herself (e.g., 
dress, bathe, cook, and increase mobility). This 
need was pointed out in the report, Recommendations . 
for Rehabilitation Programs in the California Depart­
ment of Corrections, January 9, 1978, prepared by . 
the Department of Rehabilitation in response to Item 
410.1 of the 1977-78 Final Fiscal Year Governor's 
Budget for the Department of Corrections. (Vol. 3, p. 82) 

The contractor estimates the annual cost of this program to be 

approximately $375,000. 

Committee recommends that a Child Develo~ment Center be established 
for women prisoners at CIW. 

The contractor did not propose a live-in program for mothers 

and children at CIW. Instead, a child development center could 

1) reinforce and preserve the mother-child relationship through 

the incarceration period, 2) provide a program where inmate 

mothers could receive training in child care and parenting 
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techniques, and 3) provide opportunities for extended overnight 

visiting. 

Referring to one particular study, the contractor states: 

In the sixties, a study was conducted at CIW concern­
ing certain problems confronted by mothers and their 
minor children. Referring to this study, criminolo­
gist Joy S. Eyman notes that: Analysis of the data 
collected concerning the families disclosed, among 
other things, that the inmate-mother's own rehabilita­
tion and adjustment are sharply affected by her 
maternal role and her continuing relationship relative 
to her children. Unless there is clarification and 
stabilization of the role she is to play in the rear­
ing of her children, she will be faced with demands 
and crises that adversely affect her ability to utilize 
the institutional program or successfully complete 
parole. (Vol. 3, pp. 97-98) 

There was agreement between the department and the contractor 

on the need to reduce idleness in prisons by expanding work 

opportunities. The contractor made a favorable assessment of the 

program administered by Correctional Industries. The report 

states: 

Despite the multitude Qf,problems that complicate 
daily ope~ations, Correctional Industries has 
sustained its operations -- at rio cost to the 
public -- for 34 years, and has provided the 
most productive employment available to prisoners 
in California's prisons in an atmosphere that is 
more like a normal work place than any others in 
the system. California Correctional Industries 
compares _ favorably with systems in' otli.er state's; 
it is one of the best, according to staff at the 
American Foundation Institute of Corrections-~ 
(Vol. 4" p. 12) 
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The contractor cites a 1971 study by the Auditor General and 

the Legislative Analyst which reported that the economic impact 

of industries on the manufacturing wholesale segment of the state 

economy was minor. The report found that industries sales in 

1970 comprised only .12 of one percent of the production of the 

private sector. However, the contractor notes that the r;}port 

did not examine the issue of economic com~etition with individual 

manufacturers. 

The response by organized labor in states imposing less re­

strictions is a mixed one. The contractor states: 

(In Minneso~a) legi~lation has been passed that gives 
t~e enterpr~ses a v~rtual open market, and conflicts' 
w~th labor have been minimal. Minnesota maintains a 
very low unemployment rate ... Corrections officials 
report that the building trades unions in Colorado are 
opposed to industries involvement in construction work. 
Attempts to work out agreements between labor and in­
dustries have been unsuccessful. (Vol. 4, pp. 14, 16) 

90mmi ttee recommends that the CDC develop an approach \ to" deter~i~~-' -
~ng the pe~sonnel and other requ~rements which would ensure 
greater pr~soner access to recreation programs and special events. 

The contractor found that some institutions provide a diversity 

of recreational programs, while others are quite limited. A 

minimum level of such programming should be available at all 

institutions. 

Even when facilities are available, there are other problems. 

It was found that various physical improvements are needed, 

particularly in outdoor recreation. Use of certain facilities 

is restricted, particularly in evening hours, because of insufficient 

correctional staff for supervision. 
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The central reason behind this recommendation to expand certain 

visiting programs and establish new ones is taken from a finding 

from the department. The contractor referred to the conclusion by 

the department that "a consistent ,positive relationship exists 
1 

between parole success and maintaining strong family ties while in' 

priso,n" . (Vol. 3, p. 56) 

The recommendations were listed in order of priority. They are: 
, 

1) Visi ting Service for Children - The contractor' notes that 

a number of, volunteer organizations could be utilized. They could 

be reimbursed for travel expenses and meals and, if necessary, 

because of dis'tance, for overnight motel expenses. The estimated 

cost for this program is $101,750. Without such a program, the 

current har.dship for many children will continue. 

2) Furlough Program The report recommends this leave 

program be based on the Massachusetts model. In that state, 

prisoners are allowed up to fourteen 2~hour period passes per 

year. 

3) . Expanded Visiting Program Although visiting times vary 

among institutions"the contractor recommends a minimum level for 

the entire system. Contact visiting should be extended to seven 

days a/week, and should include evening hours. 
,I 

4)/ Family/Friend Days - CertaJ.n institutions sponsor a 

va:.vfety of .special events at which visitors are alloweil to 
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mingle-on the grounds of the facility. Thisrecommendation 

would require all institutions to have these events. 

Expanding Family Visiting - The contractor finds that all 

institutions have one or more trailers, but there are .not enough 

units to allow one family visit per year for the eligible popula­

tion. The estimated cost for additional trailers is $469,000. 

One of the key points in many of these recommendations is 

establishing a systemwide approach to visiting. This is important 

bec'ause it promotes a sense of equal treatmeI1:t for prisoners in 

all of the institutions. This may reduce tension, in addition 

tQ having a program that provides an opportunity for easier 

reintegration into society. 

Prison Gangs 

The Policy Summar'y by Approach Associates does not have an 

explicit recommendation on prison gangs. However, consideration 

by the Committee of a proposal in the main text of the report by 

the contractor may be proper in view of the Significance of this 

issue. The department has sought to physically isolate gang 

members and suspected gang members. The contractor maintains that 

this policy has, in fact, led to increased recruitment into gangs 

,because "once labeled" an inmate has little choice but to become a 

member even if that was not his intention. 

Control requires the separation of clearly identified gang 

members from the general population. 

To divert prisoners, the report suggests an orientation program 

describing gang realities and greater use of older, more stable 

prisoners to exert peer pressures~ 
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To defuse the conditions which contribute to violence and 

the recruitment of gang members, the contractor has proposed 

throughout the volumes O':t its report a wide range of reforms 

for facilities, programs, and 'alternatives to incarceration. 

In addition, the contractor is recommending an extensive 

training program for correctional officers. 

The Committee finds that lands owned by the State in Ota~ Mesa, 
Chino, and Camarillo are not appropriate locations at th~s time 
for any poten~ial construction of correctional institutions. 

area; 

These recommendations were developed by the Committee itself, 

pursuant to its responsibility to hold public hearings to review 

potential sites for additional penal facilities. Initially, the 

department had conducted a review of over 50 locations and then 

limited th~ sites under active consideration to lands owned by 

the State in Otay Mesa, Chino; and Camarillo. Some of the factors 

used in their site evaluation process were proximity to metro­

politan areas, availability of utilities, cost of site preparation, 

and impact upon the community. 

On May 12, 1978, a hearing was held in Chula Vista to take 

public comment on the 320-acre site of Otay Mesa and to hear views 

, 
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on alternatives to correctional institutions. The Otay Mesa 

site is less than a half mile from the international border with 

Mexico and approximately 25 miles from San Diego. Architectural 

consultants to the department conducted a review of this site. 

They state: 

T~e site can be recommended for its 'physical proper­
t~es c:n~ ~ack of complicate.d acquisition problems. 
The l~m~t~x:g factor of location offsets the 'advanta­
geous phys~cal properties and suggest that careful 
~onsideration be given to the type of facility that 
~s proposed for this site. 

They also found that utilities are not present at the si~e 

perimeter. 

Community opposition was substantJ.."al. El t d ec e representatives 

from the county and city of San Diego discussed their planning 

efforts for other economic development in the same region. Repre­

sentatives of organizations from both San " Ys~dro ~nd Sa~ Diego 

~mphasized the ineffectiveness of p~~sons t h b" " •• 0 re a ~l~tate offenders 

and recommended greater use of alternatives such as community 

service. An active community organization in San Ysidro is instead 

seeking to establish a university. 

Several groups representing economic interests stated their 

support for prison construction on the s;te. H . • owever, ~n view 
of the limitations of this s;te • and the substantial community 

opposition, Otay Mesa does not appear to be an appropriate site. 

On May 19, a .hearing was held in Los Angeles to take public 

testimony on state owned land in Chino, Camarillo; 

tives. There are app~oximately 2000 surplus acres 

and alterna-

of this land 
in the Chino area. The architectural conSUltants to the department 
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made a more favorable analysis of this site. They state: 

All utilities are availa,ble on adjacent institu­
tional sites and could supply proposed new 
facility ••. Soilsrequire no special foundation. 
Well drained farmland •.• There is an existing 
waste disposal system on adjacent correctional 
property and it would not have to be enlarged 
to be suitable for a new facility. 

Consequently, they concluded that, "The site would be ideal 

for a 400 person, work oriented institution. Depending on need, 

more than one such facility could be built on this site". Chino, 

like Camarillo, is also not far from the Los Angeles metropolitan 

are.a. 

The state owns a 266 acre parcel of land in Camarillo. The 

architectural consultants state this site "should be recommended 

on the basis of its location in regard to population centers and 

ease of acquisition ll
• Some of the reasons for this recommendation 

are: 

Roads and utility, except water, connections 
to the site are adequate. Connection to a 
proposed community water supply is possible. 
Grading and fill would be minimal ••• The 
community disposal system is sufficient to 
accept a new facility .. 

However, there was no testimony supporting additional construc­

tion of correctional facilities in either Chino or Camarillo. 

--The eiected representatives from both houses of the' Legislature for 
, 

'-these' communities testified in opposition. The respective 'boards 

of cou~ty supervisors and. city couricils took'this same-position. . .. 

Many of these officials pointed out that any additional construc­

tion would overburden communities that were already providin~ their 

fair share of support for correctional or other state and federal 

institutions. 
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A diverse range of community organizations from Los Angeles 

also opposed additional institutions. It is inappropriate at 

this time to recommend either Chino or Camarillo as potential 

sites when suc~ overwhelming opposition exists. Instead, the 

members of the community developed a list of factors which should 

be considered in the process of selecting a site. 
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May 29, 1978 

Assemblyman Art Torres 
Chairman, Joint Advisory Committee 

(l'1 Prisr'n~ and Incarceration Alternatives 
The Assembly 
St.'Jte Capital 
Sacramen~o CA 95814 

Dear Assemblyman Torres: 

lam responding to a request from Alan Kalmanoff of Approach AssQciates 
regarding an indep~ndent review of their prison population projections, 
as compared to ,those of the California Department of Corrections. 
RecogniZing that Approach Associates is submitting its study of cor­
rec.tiona 1 needs on or about June 1, 'I wi 11 simply send a summary of 
my obsetvations for now, and forward a more detailed report later on. 
The docurrents received for review are: California Legislature's Study 
of Correctional Needs by Approach Associates, together with an additional 
chapter e'ntit1ed "Alternative Population Projections, Analysis and 
Recommendations;" two chapters from a report issued by the California 
Department of Corrections entitled "IV. Corrections Population Pro­
jections" and "V. Facilities Utilization and Contingency P1anning." 

1. As applied directly to historical prison population data, 
linear regression analysis leads to extremes in pro­
jected population whether high or low, and thus, does 
~Dt form a suitable ba~is for reliable prison population 
projection. It appears as one of Approach Associates' 
alternative population projections; however, its limita­
tions are duly noted in their report. 

2. 0n a national scale, and in nearly 20 states we have 
studied, the size of the risk population as affected 
by the baby boom, is a major factor in today's burgeon-

. ing prison populations. Present-day imprisonment rates 
are certainly not atypical of the last 25 years and would 
not have produced nearly so large a pri~on population 
at any time in the past. Thus the prop'~rtion of the in­
mate population falling in various age groups is of great 

U"""""I',, ot tllroa It tkbena - CftA"'PIt;" Dtp.a""'IN 0' .,(J\.i.' 
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May 29, 1978 
Assemblyman Torres 
Page 2 

importance for long-term prison projections. To the extent 
that current and future prison populations are concentrated 
in the younger age brackets, e.g., 18 to 29 years, recognition 
should be given to the fact that the baby boom population 
is soon to pass out of the age range at risk, leading to a 
reduced rate of growth or stabilizing of the prison popula­
tion, unless unprecedentedly high imprisonment rates should 
oc,ur. Thus, it is of interest whether the CDC flow pro­
jections are based upon undifferentiated admission rates 
lumped together for the 18 to 49 year age group, as is 
claimed in Approach Associates ' report, The effect would be 
to prolong the influence of the baby boom as a factor in 
~rC7arting prison admissions, leading to higher numbers of 
admissions than might be projected in an age specific 
approach. There seems to be no indication in the CDC 
materials I have received regarding which of these approaches 
(i.e., undifferentiated vs. age specific) was used. If, 
hO\,/ever, no differentiation was made by age, the procedures 
suggested by Approach Associates (specifically, breaking up 
the population base into age cohorts having widely diff~r-
ing prison admission rates) is clearly superior" in my opinion. 

3. If the dat2 are available, the projected population base used 
in projecting pr;sonadmissions should be that of counties, 
weighted in proportion to their historical contribution to 
prison admissions, and not the state population as a whole. 

4. 

5. 

in theview of an "outsider," an increase in the number of 
pri~oners frQm 18,000 to 24,OQO by 1983 (an increase of " 
about 33 per.cC!nt) does seem a bit high, though not unreasonably 
so considering peaking of the baby bOv,n, the ncltional trend, 
toward higher imprisonment rates, and the possible future 
impact of the determinate sentenCing law. If, however, the 
imprisonment rate per 100,000 population at risk implied by 
prisoner projections is unprecedentedly high, even allowing 
for effects of DSL, then one has a right to question the 

. adequacy of the project·ions. 

It would appear that there is indeed a tendency for CDC to 
overestimate future ; nsti tuti ona 1 popul{~jons (as documented 
in the Study of Correctional Needs). It should be pOinted 
out, however, that in our experience this seems to be true 
of departments of corr~ctions generally, whose estimates 
are, perhaps, understaridably conservative. 
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As mentioned previously, this is only a very brief summary of our re­
actions, owing to the tight time frame available for review. We look 
forward to sending a more detailed set ofcomnents in the next few 
weeks. 

Sincerely yours, 

'r-J;~~t\.lJ. Lci1~,,--
Edward Lakner, Ph.D. 

. ·Sta ti sti c ian 

EL/dp 

cc: James Taylor 
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October 10, 1978 

Mr. Robert Lawson, Chief 
Program Planning Project 
Department of Corrections 
714 P Street - Room 792 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: NCCJPA Project #2404 

Dear Mr. Lawson: 

I am responding at long last to your letter of June 23 regarding comments 
which I addressed to Assemblyman Torres concerning prison population pro-
jections. . 

You are probably aware that my evaluation was soli.cited by Mr. Alan Kalmanoff . 
of Approach Associates whom, I presume, was speaking for Mr. Torres. The 
letter was sent to Approach Associates at their request for inclusion in their 
final report on the California legislature's study of correctional needs; 
however, to my knowledge, it was never published. In any case, judging from 
the resulting sequence of phone calls to and from Mr. Kalmanoff, Mr. Parales, 
and yourself, and finally, the comments contained in your letter, my preliminary 
evaluation received qui,te a controversial reception. 

I would like to make a more detailed presentation of those remarks in the con­
text of your response to my origi'hal letter. With regard to the specific 
pOints me.otioned in your letter, p.1ease let me make the following comments in 
turn .. 

Although you feel that my letter was quite different in content and tone from 
what our telephone conversation " ... had led me to believe it would be," it was 
certainly not my intent to be misleading. The main point is' that projections 
ofprhon he~dcount based on state population are likely to be more'reliable 
in the long run .ifan age specific population base is used. It was only to this 
methodological question that my remarks were directed (specifically, breaking 
u~ the population base into age cohorts having different prison admission rates), 
and not the extent to which either projection series, CDC's or the co~sultants' 
"worst case'! might be' in error. 
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You point out that the Series E-150 projections by the California State 
Department of Finance indicate only a small change in the relative proportion 
of the California state population in the age ranges of 20 to 34 and 35 to 49 
years, within the next few years. This is quite true. In fact, through 1984, 
the proportion aged 20 to 34 years should remain nearly constant at about 
26 percent of the total population, while that aged 35 to 49 years should gro'w 
slightly from about 18 percent (at present) to just over 20 percent. Your 
analysts are correct, therefore, in concluding through a forecast period of 
the next five or six, years, the use of age specific population projections 
would have minimal effect on prison populations projectionso But if the pro= 
jections concern the need for new prisons, specifically for new construction, 
a forecast period longer than the next sevel'al years should be used, one 
perhaps, beginning in 1982 or 1983. This is because a correctional institution 
takes typically 3~ to 4 years to build from inception to completion, with 24 
months for the actual construction. 

In decades following 1985, the annual total fertility rate, which has been 
dec~ining ever since 1960, has its greatest influenGe on prison popu1ation 
proJections. The current level of total fertility is just under 1.8 btrths 
per \'lOman (the number of births a woman would have in her lifetime if, at each 
year of age, she experiences the same fertility rates occurring at the present 
time - see Attachment 1). If the total fertility rate were to cease declini.ng 
and stabilize at the present level, a progressive decline would still occur 
after 1985 in the national population aged 18 to 34 years of agel and rather 
more rapidly in the range of 18 to 29 years (Attachment 2). The population 
aged 18 to 34 years would fall by 15.5% between the years 1985 and 2000, and by 
26.7% between 1985 and 2040. The 18 to 29 year old group would decline by 19.0% 
and 28'.5%, respectively. 

By contrast, the population aged 18 to 54 years* would grow sharply on a per­
centage basis, no less than 59.4 percent between the years 1980 and 2000, and 
4,3.5 percent .from 1985 to the year 2000. The net effect is a sharp increase 
through the year 2000 in the overall population aged 18 to 54 years, while the 
age grou~ most at risk for prison admissions steadily declines. Used as the 
basis for prison population projections, this is what I meant by "prolonging 
the influence of the baby boom." 

* This is the closest that the age range of Census Bureau projections corresponds 
to the age range used by CDC of 18 to 49 years. 
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It seems obvious that if different incarceration rates were to apply within 
these age groups, the resulting projection series could be quite different from 
that obtained by application of a single rate to 18 to 54 year old population 
(or 18 to 49 year old population) undifferentiated by age. This is the sub­
stance of th.e recommendation made by Approach Associates, but it is not appli­
cable so much during the forecast period atissu~ (1977 through 1983), as 
fr.om 1985 through the end of this century. It is .entirely possible that 
higher commitment rates in the younger age group would be offset by lower rates 
in the more rapidly expanding older group so that the net effect of age dif-

, ferenti~tion is zero, and this could be shown by demonstration. The point, 
however, is that in long-term projections, such as that demanded by new prison 
construction, the potential impact of age differentiation seems'to be very much 
worth evaluating. 

The.projections of population growth and decline previously cited through the 
year 2040 concern the nation as a whole (U.S. Census Bureau, CPR, Series P-25, 
No. 601), and will not be perfectly identical to similar projections for the 
State of California. Still, so large a subpopulation will tend to closely 
mirror national trends in the birth rate and age distribution. I mention this 
because the E-150 projections of the Department of Finance are based upon an 
assumed completed cohort fertility rate of 2.1 births per woman. As the data 
contained in Attachment 1 show (on a national scale at least), the total fer­
tility~rate has been declining from that level si-nce about 1971, to the current 
rate of just under 1.8 births per woman. It would seem reasonable, therefore, 
to use.projections based upon an assumed birth rate of 1.8 instead of 2.1, 
unless the current total fertility rate in the state is, in fact,'rather nearer 
2.1 as shown by birth registration data. Although current lifetime birth ex­
pectations (in 1976) were 2.1 births per woman, the~e is some evidence to ' 
suggest ~hat actual fertility rates are turning out lower than correspond'ing 
expectat10ns (se~ Attachment 1). On a more refined level, projections could be 
mad: s:para~ely 1n each ?f the popula~ions most representative of prison 
,adm1ss,10ns 1f notable d~ff~rences eX1st in the population birth rates; however. 
I do not know whether th1S 1S actually feasible. 

You ~sked for comments on the rel~tive merits of Approach Associates' holding 
~omm1tment rates constant, as aga1nst CDC's estimating a continued increase 
1n.these rates. As y?U know, the commitment rate changes continuously and for 
th1S ~eason, to hold 1t constant in projections of prison population enhances 
t~e ~lsk of error. This i~ shown in the graphical plot of CDC male felon ad­
~lss10n rates from 1960 Wh1Ch accompanied your letter, and which is very similar 
1n shap~ to the plot for the nation as a whole'and for other states (Attachment 3). 
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These data seem to suggest that imprisonment rates rise and fall within pre­
dictable limits on a cyclical basis, with historical periods of climb lasting 
for an average of about 14 years. ,Since my data for CDC admission rates date 
only from 1960, I can only speculate as to the extent of similarity in prior, 
yeaq;, but I would guess it to be substantial. In the CDC type,of projection 
model, the'timing of an imprisonment rate cycle in relation to the sizes of 
the population at risk would seem to be critical, especially in relation to ' 
the baby boom population. If the past can be used as a guide, we should expect 
the imprisonment rate to continue rising through the next several years, and 
even possibly into the middle 1980's. However, this increase cannot continue 
indefinitely, and a plausible projection series would specify a. limit in this 
regard. Historical data suggest that past peaks in the rate of imprisonment 
are quite reliable indicators of future ones. 

For long-term planning, it would seem that a probable range projection is pre­
ferable to one consisting of a single figure, as is done by CDC. A single 
figure forecast will not hit the mark exactly, except by sheer chance. It 
gives a feeling of being definite and practical, and thus creates an unwarranted 
belief in its reliability. Most important, it does not give an indication of 
the extent to which it might be in error, whether it is likely to be high or low. 
A two figure range, on the other hand,- Shclild be subject to a smaller error 
tha~ a single figure projection consisting of the maximum and minimum projections 
of 'correctional population that can be reasonably expected in the prison system. 
Within these e,xtremes, a narrower probable range of growth may be determined· 
within,which the chances are equal or better than the correctional population 
will be on the forecast date. The margins of error can then be expressed in 
terms of construction dollars (at $30 to $60 thousand per bed space for prison 
facilities) in order to estimate the range of possible over- or under-expenditure 
for construction. 

My earlier remark that a 33 percent increase in the number of prisoners by 1983 
"does seem a bit hi,gh" was indeed subjective and based on pri soner popul ati on 
data I had seen only from 1971. The important part of my sentence, however, is 
its' continuation, " ... but not unreasonably so considering peaking of the baby 
boom, the national trend toward higher imprisonment rates, and the possibl~ 
future impact of the determinate sentencing law." In fact, the imprisonment 
rate per per one hundred thousand population impl ied by your recently revised 
projection of 28,100 prisoners in 1985 is virtually unchanged from the year 
1975 (114 per one hundred thousand .popu1ation), and is considerably lower than 
the rate of 137 per one hundred thousand which existed in the year 1970. I 
would not, .therefore, characterize these projections as "extremelY improbable" 
as Approach Associates have done with specific reference to the period of th~ 
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next few years, although you have noted the past role of legislative and parole 
board decisions in reducing actual prison populations from their projected 
sizes. However, to project growth of the pri.soner population through 1990, 
even half as large:ls that between 1978 and 1984.would seem implausible in my 
opinion, owing to the probable distribution of ages in the pri$oner population, 
and future effects of the declining birth rate. 

If decisions of the parole board regarding early release have been made con­
sistently in response to CDC projections,. it would be an overstatement to say 
that "the CDC projections have shown a significant tendency to overestimate 
prison populations by large amounts" (p. 11 of the consultants'. report). 
Instead, we can say that policy decisions of the parole board are not part of 
the projections model, but their likely effect is to reduce the population from 
levels that are projected, levels which would have presumably occurred other­
wise. The point, however, is that the actual population levels have tended to 
be lower than the projected ones and this is a fact that may still need to be 
taken into account when planning future prison facilities. You are probably 
aware that the Council of State Governments has proposed a model to forecast 
future prison, pr'obati on, and parol e populati ons ("Simul ati on of Populations from 
Arrests to Corrections Exist," or SPACE) in which probation and parole trends 
are evaluated for their effect on prison population. In case you would find 

',.it useful, a copy of a monograph describing this model is enclosed (Attachment 4). 

The question naturally arises, of course, whether any projection model can 
anticipate all the factors influencing prison population, and give reliable 
forecasts except within an explicitly stated range of error. Some form of 
relationship holds between the number of inmates and, in addition to the size 
of the population at risk, the crime rate, police efficiency, unemployment and 

. recession, recidivism and revocation rates and a number of policy related 
factors. Assuming success in correlating prison population level~ to cha~ges 
in several contributing factors, we ask (as you well know) whether these ~ame 

.factors with the same weight have governed prison population levels in the past 
and whether they could reasonably be expected to do so in the future. If so, 
separate forecasts are needed for each of the identified factors to predict 
the prison population.' The result is that instead of a single forecast, we 
are now concerned with at least as many forecasts as the number of contributing 
factors~ Also, the numerical effect of future policy shifts (e.g., probation 
and parole) on prison population, assuming that such shifts will even occur, 
can be hard to assess with satisfactory reliability. 
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Accordingly, the purpose of long-term projections of prison population would 
not seem to be one of predicting the population on some future date with a claim to 
95 or 100 percent accuracy. Instead, such projections are, at best, guidelines 
for the evaluation of proposed facility capacity needs of an unrealistic 
character, as indexed by the plausibility of the policy assumptions implied 
by them. If the probable range of inmate population predicted by the projection 
model is too wide to arrive at a specific planning decision, especially' 
regarding the capacity of new prisons, then the size of the inmate population 
to be expected rests on agreement regard~ng policies and procedures to be 
implemented in the criminal justice system and not on the further application 
of statistical projection models. 

Finally, I am taking the liberty of not commenting on the adequacy of Approach 
Associates' methods of projection as compared to CDC's, since, as you have 
alreadY,noted, not much detail is given about their modified flow projection 
model in their report. Mr. Panell's paper is rather more informative in this 
regard, though apparently not intended to be a detailed narrative on the opera­
tional aspects of the CDC projection procedure. It was not my intention to 
make such a comparison anyway, not even originally, but only to address the 
question of age specificity in prison population projections. 

Sincerely yours, 

~ (.lw~"l (.l L.Q.rV\L?J\..--. 
Edward Lakner 
Statistician 

EL:sm 

cc: Warren Rawles, Chief 
Corrections Ml)t~agement and Facilities Branch, LEAA 

Jim Taylor, Dirtctor, NCCJPA 
Assemblyman Art·Torres, Chairman 

Joint Advisory Committee on Prison and Incarceration Alternatives 

Enclosures 

-38-

1 / 
.. ' 

. 
• y' 

UnIVersity o. IIwnoil a. Urbana - Champa'gn Olparlmanl o. Archilecl. 
505 Ea.t Graan, 5uila 200, Chlmpa.gn, lilt"",. 5'820 Tllephone 1217)333-03 

I 

Of 

o 

I) 

o 

n 

() 

o 

0' 

, 
;' 

,r 
r 

I 

i~ 

~ 

I 
J~ 

.• ~ ; ~ 

APPENDIX 3 



--------------- -----------

,AMERICAN FRIENDS SERVICE COMMITTEE 
NORTHERN CALIFORNIA REGION 2160 Lake Street, San Francisco, Calif. 94121 (416)762·7766 

October 26, 1978 

~t Torres, Chairperson 
Joint Advisory Oommittee on State Prison 
Faoilities and Incarceration Alternatives 
Capitol Building 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Art Torres: 

This Jetter is in response to your request at the hearing of your committee 
on October 5" 1978 in Sacramento. 

It was at the hearing that I reacted strongly against the notion that the 
oommittee had done the work given to it by the legislature as embodied in 
ACR 78., ACR '78 required your oomm:i.ttee among other things to study lithe oost 
and socj,.al effeotiveness of prison and alternatives to such prisons'l. I have 
attended most of the hearings of the oommittee and received and studied its 
reports, but I fail to see where the oommittee dealt with the three items 
mentioned above. 

In ~ testimony I suggested that the oommittee oontinu~ its work and that add­
i tional hearings be conducted in the ]a rger metropolitan areas • Community 
agencies and groups could present, from their experience working with persons 
now in prison or who had been in.prison, what they perceive alternatives to 
prison to be, how they work and what some of the ways are in whioh the oonun- , 
unity groups could be strengthened in their programs and how new alternatives 
oould be implemented. 

Immedia talY when 'I Came home I oontaoted ~ oounterpart in the Los Angeles area 
and asked him to submit to you a list of names of community groups and agencies 
which would like to testify before your oommittee. The groups whioh are listed 
following would like to see the oommittee explore, evaluate and reoommend pro­
cedures to implement alternatives before the legislature oommits itself to more 
prison construotion. Soon the eleotions will be over and many of the fe~lings 
expressed'by the groups are that legislators, s~ate agenoies and agency repre­
sentatives will be able to disouss more Urational" alternatives and the imple­
mentation of these. 
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ART TORRES 
October 26, 1978 
~age Two 

Several of the groups are divided on the question if the Committee on Alter­
natjves should be continued after the deadline of the first of Deoember. 

,Some of the reasons are that there are still two vaoanoies whioh'we have urged 
the Joint Rules Committee to fill. Seoondly, in spite of our insistence on 
Blaok representation on the oommittee there is none as yet. Also Persons like 
Senator Presley who introduced the bill for additional funding for new prison 
construction has a conflict of interest with the oharge given to the committee 
by,the legislature to seriously explore alternatives. 

The groups feel that a few hearings should be held in the lrge urban oenters 
after the election with public testimony specifically on the three aspects I 
mentioned above, 1.) the cost effectiveness of prisons, 2.) the social effec­
tiveness of prisons, 3.) alternatives to prison incarceration. A discussion 
of and decision of committee members on that testimony would greatly enhance 
the fulfillment of the oharge given to your committee by the legislature. 

Thank you for your concern. 

Of ......... ~ ... --.-___ ~ c::.-~ • --
Jan Marinissen 
Criminal Justice Secretary 

. co: A. Sieroty 
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Additional Groups: 

Commission on Social Justic~, Archdio~ese of San Franoisoo 
Swords into Ploughshares 
Reality House 
Women Against Prisons 
Allied Fellowship 
Seven Step Foundation 
AFSC 
National Allianoe Against Political Repression 
Northern California Ecumenical Council 

Joint Strategy Action Commission 
Diocese of Ala meds. and Contra Costa County 

Peninsula Halfw~ House 
Womens Jail Project 
Forum Project West 
Bar Association, Correction Commission 
Prison Law Project 
Phoenix Corporation 
Delancy Street Foundation 
UUSC 
Young Adult Project 
Genesis Church 

Committee to Reinvolve Ex-Offenders 

Prisoners Union 

Four County Coalition, Fresno 

Inmate Legal Service Project 

FCL 
Centro de Cambio 

Hission Pos~ibJ.e 

Antioch College )'lest 
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