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STATE CRIME COMMISSION

CRIMINAL JUSTICE STANDARDS AND GOALS STUDY

Study Group: Corrections Date: Navenmnber 18, 1975

Position Paper Title: Adult Parole,Probation Practices, CR 2-5

Issue Statement

How can present adult probation and parole practices be improved to
enhance the opportunity for offenders to assume responsibility for
their own future behaviors and remain outside the criminal justice
system.

Conclusion

Georgila's correctional authorities are faced with the need to improve
probation and parole services at a time when a peculiar and difficult
set of circumstances and authoritative opinion exists. They are

faced with an increasing offender population, a 53 per cent recidivism
rate and a growlng body of thought that casts doubt upon the efficacy
of the rehabilitation model around which the correctional system has
been designed. Improving probation and parole services then will not

be easily achieved but becomes of paramount importance if both society's

and the offenders' needs are to be met.

After examining these needs, the conclusions reached, regarding proba-
tion and parole services in Georgia, are that:

(1) All probation and parole services in Georgia should
be unified gradually under .he State's Department of
Corrections/Offender Reha..litation (D.C.0.R.);

(2) Probation and parole supervisors' caseloads must be
reduced to afford offenders with ample supervisory
contact;

(3) Probation and parole supervisors must be provided with
career ladders which will ensure Jjob satisfaction and
improved job performa: ‘e;

{4) The Governor should resolve present differences between D.C.O.R.
and the Board of Pardons and Paroles, after which;

(5) D.C.O0.R. should establish the "pPErM" model as a pilot

project. With regard to parolees. the Board of Pardons

and Paroles should act as a third party to the contracts

between offenders and D.C.O0.R. With regard to probation-

ers, the performance contracts shoul” be between the
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probationer and D.C.0.R. in light of the requirements
set forth by the sentencing judge. A three~year

testing period should be utilized prior to

a three-

year evaludtion period. 1If evaluation demonstrates
the model's effectiveness, it should be phased int%to

the Statewide system.

Research Findings

Problem Identification

The facts which are cited in the following pages demonstrate that the
problems identified in the area of probation and parole services! are
urgent. fThe ratio of offenders to probation/parole supervisors has

already reached the point where the offenders' needs

for time and

attention are acute. There are only 237 probation/parole supervisors
available to supervise 28,757 offenders. In addition, if the present
rate of increase in the probationer/parolee population continues,
(approximately 10 per cent per yeag ) even greater burdens will be

placed upon the State's probation/parole supervisors.

The primary

goals of probation and parole supervision are the protection of the
public and rehabilitation of the offender. With respect to parole
and probation, the protection of the public is contingent in great

measure upon the reductiorn of recidivisw.3 Previous

studies have

tended to show that offenders who receive probation or parole super-

vision have a better chance of not being re-arrested,

or having their

paroles or probations revoked, than those who "max-out" after incar-

ceratlon and receive no supervisionit

Although studies tend to indicate that offenders who

have received

probation or parole supervision do not return to crime as often as
offenders who do not receive supervision, the current consensus in
Georgla and elsewhere, is that the effectiveness of present rehabili-
tation efforts is qguestionable at best. However, there are figures
which enable the State's corrections officials to determine the com-
parative costs of incarceration vis-a~vis probation/parole supervision.

For Fiscal Year 1975, the annual cost in Georgia per

incarcerant was

$3,317.85.° The annual cost of supervising an offender in the community

was $215.00, a saving of $3,102.85 per offender.5

Since supervision seems to have a positive effect on
vism, assisting probationers and parolees to achieve
community adjustment"f 1s of paramount importance in
protection of society and is economically attractive

reducing recidi-
the "best possible
providing for the
as well. There-

fore, improving the quality of parole and probation supervision is

c¢rucial.
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Other Stateg' and Federxral Experiences

Federal Experilence:

Federal probation and parole services coperate under a dual system:
probation services are under the judiciary and parole services are
under the Parole Board which is assigned to the Justice Department for
administrative purposes only. Probation and parole services are
organized on the basis of District Circuit Court boundaries.B

The Federal Probation Act (Maxch 4, 1925), amended June 6, 1930,
removed the probation system from civil service and placed the power

of appointment of probation officers in the hands of judges of distr.lct
courts. It also placed supervision of parclees upon probation
officers, removing this function from the federal penal institutions.
In 1940, probation was transferred from the Department of Justice
{Bureau of Prisons) to the Administrative Office of the United States
Courts (Division of Probation).9

The federal probation system is not centralized and local admlinistra-
tion is in the hands of Chief Probation Officers (of 91 district

courts) who are diresctly responsible to the courts they serve. Its
field sexrvices are coordinated by the Division of Probation of the
Administrative Office of the United States Courts. The system works

in close cooperation with the Bureau of Prisons and in close harmony
with the United States Board of Parole furnishing all necessary field
services for that body.l0

The Federal Board of Parole consists of eight members appointed by
the President with six year terms on a staggered basis. The Chair-
man is appointed by the Attorney General of the United States. Under
the supervision and direction of the Attorney General, the Board has
responsibility for the supervision of federal parclees and federal
mandatory releases through federal probation officers.ll

The Federal Probation Office reports that its "supervision"caseload
averages 52 cases per officer. 12
Other States' Experience:

With respect to organizational patterns of probation sexrvices at the
state level those most commonly found in other statss include:

1. Local Administration:

a. Either by county or city, by one or more courts,
or by a non-judicial government authority.
California, for example, retains local administra-
tion of all probation services.
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B. With the state setting standards and providing
general supervision and financial support as does
Minnesota and New York. The gstate agency may be

a probation board or commission, a department of
which probation service 1is a division or bureau,
or within the administrative office of the state
judicial systeml4

2. State~administered services available to all courts in
the state, such services being the responsibility of a state
department of which probation is a bureau or division,’
as in Wisconsin, Michigan and Ohio; or a state depaxrtment,
board orx commissign for probation and parole, as in

Florida's system}

Parole services in other states are administered under several organi-
zational patterns. In Florida the parole board serves as the adminis-
tratlve and policy-making board for a combined probation and parole
systemg6 In Wiscongin, Michigan and Ohio the parole board is part

of the department of correctionsil?’ In Alaska, Tennessee and Maine

the director of corrections serves as chairman of the parcle boardi8 ‘
In Minnesota, parole services are administered by the Minnesota
Department of Corrections which also administers probation and insti-
tutional services.l9

With respect to caseload size for probation/parole supervisions, a
national survey of correcticns revealed that probation officers with
over 100 cases are responsible for 76.34 per cent of all misdemeanant
cases and 67.05 per cent of all felony cases 20

The survey concluded that, based on population projections, 45,000
officers would be needed by 1975 (22,000 to supervise misdemeanants
and 23,000 to supervise felons) in the states' corrections systems.zl

In 1964, California reported adult supervision caseloads four times
the maximum acceptable standard of 50 cases advanced by the National
Council on Crime and Delinguency.

With respect to entry level criteria, in Florida, Parole/Probation Officers
must have a college degres. The entry level is PG-20 ($8,498.16 annually); 3
The second step is PG-22 ($9,333.36); PG~24 ($10,314.72). and PG~25 ($lO,899.36).2

In Alabama, Probation/Parole Supervisors enter the system at Supervisor I
($9,321); Parole Superisor II ($10,387); Assistant Director ($13,923);
and Director is fourth step ($16,523). A college degree is required.

Tn North Carolina, a bachelor's degree is required. Probation Trainee is '
the first level ($8,484); Probation Officer I ($9,276); Probation/Parole
Case Supervisor ($11,148); Assistant Branch Manager ($12,816) and Branch
Manager ($l4,052).25

In South Carolina, Probation (and Parole) Agents must have a bachelor's degree.
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Thelr entry level is Probation Agant I (%8,757 annually); Probation Agent II
($9,755); ©Probation Agent III ($l§6296); Claggification Officer ($10,858);
and Regilonal Supervisor ($12,168).

With respect to career ladders for probation/parole supervisors,
"under present practices in many jurisdictions, increased pay is__
¢enly available through...the acceptance of administrative jobs.”zj

At the same time, "some probation officers excel in presentence
writing, others may make better field supervisors, and still others
may excel in. .group work, or working with commurity resources."
Illinois is o..e of the states which, recognizing the problem inherent
in a one-track career ladder for probation/parole supervisoxrs, is
currently working on a structure which would prowvide two tracks for
the supervisor allowing him to advance while remaining in the arxea

in which he is most competent and contented. The details of Illinois’
approach to this problem were not yet availlable for inclusion in this
writing.?29

Illinois is one of the first states to publicly acknowledge that

it 18 no londer willing to rely on the efficacy of the rehabili-

tation model in corrections, and in January, 1976, its legislature will
conslder abolishing parole and conditional release programs and requir-
ing fixed determinate sentences, Illinois' proposed plan would en-
compass an automatic one-day reduction in sentence for each day of

good behavior within the gwrison, but life sentences would remain "life",
allowing no time off for good behavior. &An appel&?te court might re-
sentence after a specific number of years sexrved.

In California, a bill was proposed in June 1975 to abolish "open sentences"
which authorize inmate releases considered appropriate by prison
authorities. 3L

The Minnesota Department of Corrections$ recently stated that "it
rejects the belief that offenders can be coerced into conforming®

and that its programming "will be directed toward providing positive
reinforcement for the client who selects a program of self-improve
ment. " 32

New York State recently developed a program for testing, in probation,
the concepts of the Mutual Agreement Program (MAP) developed by the
American Correctional Association.33 The main elements of the program
are: (1) Problem Identification; (2) Program Objectives, and (3) Pro-
gram Procedures. Problem Identification addregses itself to (1) iack
of offender participation in program planning, 34 (2) lack of indivi-
dualized conditions,3® (3) time on probation longer than necessary, 36
and (4) test for short term intensive supervision needs. 3

Under the MAP plan a specific program will be developed for selected
offenders with their participation in the planning. The incentive to
participate is an agreed-upon early date of discharge with court
approval of the plan. A contract setting forth general and specific
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objectives is entered into by the judge, the offender and the probation
officer. The initial returns are considered by State corrections
officials to be very positive. They feel they are getting on probation
the people they want on probation; those who do not need probation are
being discharged”

Current Georgia Experience

Georgia Law:

As presently organized the Department of Corrections/Offenderx
Rehabilitation (D.C.0.R.)39 has six functional areas of responsibility.
Three of these, providing direct services to offenders, are Institu-
tional Operations, Community Based Services (which includes probation
and parole) and Community Facilities.#0

Georgia Code Annotated §27-2707 provides that if the judge, or the
majority of the judges, of a circuit are dissatisfied with a probation/
parole supervisor in that circuit,4l he or they may relieve the super-
vigor of his duties in that circuit and recommend to the Director of
Probation that the supervisor either be discharged or replaced.42

A probation/parole supervisor is responsible for investigating all
cases referred by the court and making his findings and recommendations
available in writing to the court. The supervisor is also responsible
for remaining informed about the conduct, habits, associates, employ-
ment, recreation and whereabouts of his probationers.43 '

The State Board of Pardons and Paroles derives it authority from the
Georygia Constitution. The Board presently consists of £ive members
appointed by the Governor subject to confirmation by the Senate .44

The 1972 amendment to the Constitution which created the Board provides
that "“it shall be composed of not less than five or (sic) more than
seven members, the number to be determined by the General Assembly." 45

Thls‘sa@e amendmen? removed from the Governor the responsibhility for
appointing the Chairman of the Board and provided for the Chairman to

The Board of Pardons and Paroles is charged with the

overall réspansibility for supervising all persons placed on

parole, investigating any violation of the terms of rParole and y'd'
p?rolees énd pProbationers in Securing employment .47 The Board i:laigg
g;:igedQZith the %espon;ibility for obtaining certain information on
is_ty person who is subject to releas. by the Board. Such information
: : 1nclud§ a comp}ete statement of the crime committed, the cir-

durgs ances of the crime, the nature of the sentence and other pertinent
ata. Thg court, all parole officers and other appropriate offi

must furnish to the Board such information as it may réquireﬁé neEe

.




Page 7

The Board prescribes all terms and conditions of release for any
person who is parxoled and in the event of a violation of such terms,
the parolee is subject to rearrest and/or extradition for placement "in
the actual custody of the Board™".4®

The Board has authority to make investigations of and collect infor-
mation on all cases for which it has responsibility.50

Georgia Experiences:

It is well to recall the statement of the National Advisory Com-

mission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals that the correctional
system “appears to offer minimum protection for the publi¢ and maximumnm
harm to the offender. "2l Further, the Commission states that "pressures
for change...are intense...(and) it is clgar that a dramatic realign-
ment of correctional methods is needed."?® Pressures

for change are manifested in Georgia's probatiom and parole sexrvices

in the six following specific areas:

1. Organization and administration cf probation angd
parole services.

2. Probation/parole supervisors' caselocads,

3. Pay rates and carcer ladders for supervisorsg.

4., Size of Pardons and Parole Board.
5. Caseloads of Parole Board members.
6. Offender release decision-making.
1. Organization and administration of probation and parole services.

The proper placement of probation/parole sexrvices within the government
framework was recognized by the National Advisory Commission on

Criminal Justice Standards and Goals as critical for effective
functioning. The Commission recommended that these services be
administered by the state rather than local units, reasoning that

the potential for coordinated planning, better utilization of man-
power and improved services to offenders is thereby increased.

In addition, it reasoned that such an arrangement more readily lends
itself tn a total system planning approach requiring state leadership,
implementation of planning strategies, uniformity of standaxds, re~
porting, evaluation and resource allocation.>
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with an importart exception noted below, probation serxvices are unified in

Georgia under N.C.Q.R. Consideration of unification of these services under ‘
the judiciary rather than the executive would be neither desirable nor

practical hecause,

As ong reviews the existing court structure in Georgia, it becomes
evident that it is characterized by a complex network of courts with
overlapping jurisdictions, many part-time judgss and employees,

and the lack of any system for central administration. Below the
superior court level is a multitude of courts created by special
legislation, the names of which often provide no reliable guide

to their jurisdiction. The overall structure is lacking in organi-
zation. 54

Further, probation/parole personnel require training, programs for develop-
ment and administrative functions which the present judicial system has no
way of performing.55

Except for two independent county preation systems (Fulton and DeKalb),
Georgia meets the NAC standard with respect to services for felony offenders,
However, the responsibility for the quality of probation services for misde~-
meanants in seven counties in Georgia is not presently within the purview
of the D.C.0.R. (See footnote 39).

A review of the independent counties56reveals that the hiring of probation
supervisors is done by judges in at least four of these counties, while two

of these seven counties (DeKalb and Fulton) have merit systems. Some of thase
counties require college degrees of the supervisors; some do not. Caselcad g
averages range from 200 in one county to a situation in another couaty (Bihb)

which has a caseload of 2800 with two supervisors employed. Starting salaries

are higher than those of D.C.0.R. in all but one of the counties.

In une county (Muscogee), the one supervisor employed is merely an
extension of the County Clerk's office and only collects child support
and alimony payments. There are appreoximately 85 probation
supervisors employed in these independent county systems. Probation
and parole supervisors in the rest of the state are hired and assigned
by D.C.0.R. but they must first be approved hy the judge or judges

of the circuit in which they will be employed.57 Georgia Code
Annotated §27-2709 divides the work of probation and parole super-
visors into two categories: investigation and supervision. This
division results in these supervisors' providing services to the
courts as well as supervision of the offenders.’8

Probation and parole supervisors attend court for various reasons

and collect fines, child support, restitution and court costs. Recent
research studies have concluded that on the average approximately
thirty-five per cent of a supervisor's time is spent on activities un-
related to treatment and rehabilitation.59 In addition, because of
the close working relationship between the circuit judge and the
circuit supervisor, there exists the possibility that a supervisor

may be used for other court or law enforcement duties!
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Probation services may be delivered in metropolitan areas on a functional
spacialization basis, i.e., certain supervisors perform supervision and

case work tasks while others perform investigations or attend court hearincs.
In less populous areas with smaller staffs all functions are performed by
each supervisor.S

b

2. The size of probation/parole supervisors' caseloads.

A recurring problem affecting the guality of supervision is the
unwieldly size of caseloads.

\
As of Februaxy, 1975, there were 26,520 probationers and 3,037
parolees (a total of 29,557 offenders) under community supervision by
D.C.0.R. There were 269 probation/parole supervisors employed by the
State. Of these, 32 were classgified as Intensive Supervisors whose
maximum caseload can only amount to 25 cases (a federal grant regulre-
ment). fThese 32 persons then serve a total of 800 cases, leaving 237
supervisors to serve 28,757 offenders. Therefore, the average caseload
per supervisor is 121 cases.®62

Offenders in the probation/parole system are classified according to
their need for supervision (maximum need, 3.25 contacts per month;
medium need, 2.20 contacts per month: minimum need, 1.50 contacts pex
month; misdemeanants, 1.50 contacts per month and parolees, 4.00 con-

tacts per month) 63 Based upon the 28,757 offenders cited above and the requirec
number of contracts they require each month (see footnote 63), 237 supervisors
mugt make 65,639 contacts each month®4  If these contacts were of 45-minutes
duration, 49,229 hours are required of 237 supervisors each month, or 208 hours
per month per supervisor.

In addition, in the month of January 1975, 8484 hours were required for all cate~
gories of investigation.65 Using the same 237 parole/probation supervisors,

this adds 36 hours per month to their workloads, or Z44 hours a month required
of parole/probation supervisors. ’

Further, D.C.0.R. estimates that 35% of a supervisor's time is devoted to
handling the "everyday crises which occur through the collection function, i.e.,
non-payment, issuing warrants, family has not received support checks, etc."66
Assuming a supervisor works a 40-hour week {172 hours per month) then 35% of
that is 60 hours a month.

Adding 208 hours in supervision, 36 hours in investigation and 60 hours in
collection activities, the total amount of time required is 304 hours per month
or 71 hours per week, or 14 hours per day. The conclusion is that with the
present number of supervisors, supervisors must reduce the length of time to
less than 45 minutes per contact as well as the number of contacts made with
offenders. And between 1968 and 1975 the number of probationers and parolees
increased . from 12,700 to 29,577, representing a 43 percent increase in eight
years. If this trend con*tinues, by 1977 there will be 38,400 offenders in
need of supervision.

Using the same figures above it can he deduced that if 28,757 offenderg gene-
rated 49,229 hours of supervision time, average supervision time was 1.7
hours per month per offender. A probation/parole supervisor devoting full
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time to supcrvision alone (172 hours) could, at 1.7 hours per month, supervise
101 offenders. If he spends 36 hours a month on investigations, his time is .
reduced Lo L36 hours per month, during which he can supervise 80 offenders at

an averaye of 1.7 hours par month per offender. If his time is further relvced

hy spending 60 hours in everyday colloction and its concamitant crises he is

loft with 76 hours durlng which he can supervise 45 offenders per month with

an average supervision time of 1.7 hours per month per offender.

-~

3. Pay rates and career ladders for probation/parole supervisors.

Another factor having a very direct effect on the guality of parole/
probation supervision is the opportunity (or lack of it) for job
satisfaction for the parole/probation supervisor. Where two-track
career ladders are non-existent supervisors must abandon their relatiori~
ships with offenders and assume administrative roles in oxrder to

advance and obtain concomitant pay increases. In many instances this
means the loss of personnel whose skill in dealing with offenders is
sacrificed because of the lack of an adequate careexr ladder for
supervisors.

The carecr ladder for statc probation and rarole supervisors in
Georgla has four levels: Merit System Position Grades 14, 15, 16 and
17. The entry level salary (PGld) is $8,196 annually and the job
description includes the supervision "of a caseload of probationers
and parolees in the community-based service programs. "®

At PG 15 the salary is $8,952 and the job description includes "a
caseload of the more serious or difficult offenders or those with
mental, addictive, or other special problems." At this level there
appears for the first time in the job description the statement that the
incumbent "may be responsible for supervising the operations of a small
probation or parole office or service unit within an assigned area." 69

AT PG 16 (59,780 annually) the incumbent is removed from offender con-
tact and "supervises a small group of probation/parole supervisors

and counselors and is responsible for all probation and parole acti-
vities in a small circuit," although the incumbent may "supervise a
limited caseload of parolees and probationers generally involving

the unusual or problem cases."70

At PG 17 ($10,692 annually) the incumbent "superxrvises and coordinates
a large group of ... supervisors and counselors ... and 1s responsible
for all probation and parole activities of a large circuit office.’l
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Based on these figures the following list shows Georgia's position relative to
four other southern states: (see footnotes 26~29)

Alabama South Florida Noxth Georgia
Carolina Carolina
Entry level $ 9,321 $8,757 $8,498 $8,484 $8,196
2nd step 10,387 9,755 9,333 9,276 8,952
3xd step 13,923 10,296 10,315 11,148 9,780
4th step 16,523 10,858 10,899 12,816 10,692
5th step 12,168 14,052

To illustrate the loss of probation/parole supervisors alluded to above,
there were 41 resignations from D.C.O.R. in fiscal years 1973, 1974, and
1975. Of these, 28 (68%) were at the PG 14 level; 11 (27%) were at the
PG 15 level and 2 (5%) were at the PG 16 level. 72

"Graduation from a college or university of recognized standing with major
course work in oune of the behavioral or social sciences, or in a generally
related field" is considered "desirable " at all four levels. No additional
educational requirements are imposed in order to progress from one grade
level to another.

The only training and experience standard required for advancement

is the number of years of "full-time, paid employment" considered
"desirable" for each position grade level.’4 fTherefore, it can be seen
that since the job descriptions beyond the PG 15 level call for adminis-
trative duties which remove the supervisor from offender contact, there
ig concern among professionals that probation/parole supervisors with
the skill and commitment essential to successful supervision are being
forved into administrative roles in order to meet financilal needs and
oxpectations.?5

4. Size of Pardons and Paroles Board.

The five-member Parole Board considers between 4,000 and 5,000 parole
cases each year. Approximately ten per cent of these cases are
required by Title 77 of the Code of Georgia to be examined by all five
Board members; i.e., cases such as exceptions to the parole eligibility
date set by law, commutation of sentences, or reprieves exceeding

four days. Title 77 of the Code of Georgia requires that approximately
five per cent of the cases must be heard by four of the members; i.e.,
cases where the required majority (3 member) agreement does not take
place, and these case$ may reach the point where they will have to be
heard by all five members before the majority agreement can be obtained.
Since it does take at least three members tc render a decision, the
basic caseloads range from 3,400 to 4,250 cases per member annually.
The monthly workload per member averages 350-400 parole decisions.

FEach member also daily participates in 15-20 hearings or other consid-
erations, such as when the Board is exercising its Constitutional
authority in clemency actions, restoring civil and political rights to
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convicted felons, pardoning first offenders, granting full pardons, ‘l’
commul Ing sentences, granting reprioves, holddng public hqaxingﬂ and
rovoking parnLon.76 And, of coursoe, under thoe proesont synh@m, ?ny

increase in offender population would correspondingly 1lncrease the

nummber of parole applications to be considered.

5. Casgeloads nof Pardons and Paroie Boards.

Professional assistance to the State Board of Pardons and Paroles
currently includes six Review Officers (Hearing Examiners). One'

is federally funded and five are funded by the State. 7?7 Thgse officers
conduct preliminary hearings on parole violatiens and review

some cases for the Board. They also conduct investigations for the
Board /8 The Executive Director of the Board is of the opinien that
more authority could be delegated to review officers allowing them

to review and release certain cases which do not require Board action;
e.g. misdemeanants serving consecutive 12 month sentences, those .
cffenders who have contracted for definite release dates and young first

offenders. Once this delegatable authority is identified by the Board of Par 'ons
and Parole and the Attorney General concurg, then Review Officers could assunc 79
these delegatable duties "without the quality of release decisions being affected.”

6. Offender releage decision~making.

In Georgia, as in the rest of the nation, there are conflicting points
of view on the methods of rehabilitation including the nature of re- ’
lease decisions. It is argued on the one hand that "Jjudgmental

decisions based upon subjective as well as objective information -
received only by pggoling authorities are extremely critical to the

release decision.” On the other hand, it is contended that the "cur-
rent... subjective, negative system" places the onus for rehabilitation

on the administration and corrections staff as a result o# which "in~

mates feg% no responsibility for taking steps to rehabilitate them-
selves," It is further asserted that presently the inmate knows
only "in vague, general terms what might influence the Parole Board
to let him out"®? and that in this present state of affairs moneg is
being poured into "a system that has not worked and cannot work"83 the
evidence being "the current crime rate and recidivigm rate.®

Currently, the Department of Corrections/Offender Rehabilitation is
consldering a "Performance Earned Release Model" (PERMY whlich, in the
~words of the Commissioner of Corvections is a compendimm of methods
derived by looking "at what other states and countries aie doung

and selecting the best from each".85 In this correctional modnl

the responsibility for behavior change would be shifted from Lhe
correctional managers to the offenders who would be required "to
work(their)way out of the system"; spend 90 days in preo-rclense
centers before being released and "everyone will pet a degree of
supervision when released'.86

The approaches of this modzl have been tested under the Youthful .
Offender Act in a method whereby the offender enters into a three-

party contract (offender, DCOR, and the Board of Pardons and Paroles).
Through this system the offender earns his release. After three vyears
experience, 659 offenders have been released. Of these, nine percent
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had had their conditional releases revoked but this figure included
technical violations of release conditions. The actual rate of
return to crime is described as less than five percent."

The "PERM" model, as described in a recent pamphlet published by the
Department of Corrections/ Offender Rehabilitation, would require
monitoring by the Board of Pardons and Paroles and the research
indicates that there is little or no direct communication between
DAOR and the Board of Pardons and Paroles. Since the plan requires
¢ ose harmony and cooperation hetween the two bodies there seems

to be no way to subject the model to an evaluation process in the
curtent climate of dilsagreement.

Authoritative Opinions

With respect to a unified statewide probation/parole system, the

National Advisory Commission's recommendation has been cited previously.

It argues for coordinated and uniform planning, use of manpower, and
gservices to offenders.

With respect to caseload size, the American Bar Associatlon in its
Project on Minimum Standards for Criminal Justice stated:

Too often a sentencing judge is faced with the Hobson's
choice of a sentence to an overcrowded prison that is
almost a guararitee thi.i the defendant will emerge a
more dangerousg man than when he entered or a sentence
to an essentially unsupervised probation that ls little
more than a reclease of the defendant without sanction,
as well as without incentive to avoid the commission

of a new offense.

The American Correctional Association's Study on Standards and Goals
recommended a workload of not more than 50 units90 The National
Council on Crime and Delinquency recommends 50 units per officer

as does the American Correctional Association.?2 The President's
Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice
recommended a staffing pattern of 35 cases per officer.

Criminologists point to the "clear need for additional probation

and parole officers" calculating that "for adult felons almost three
times the number of officers currently employed are needed." These
same authorities point out that offenders kept under supervision

cost one-tenth the amount needed to incarcerate them?” The President's
Crime Commission stated that probation and parole expenditures "can
clearly be increased several Sold and still remain less expensive
than institutional programs." 6




Page 14

One authority has stated that

Caseloads tco large to allow the probation officer any ‘
time to supervise individual cases may endanger the

safety of the public, preclude any meaningful effortis

toward rehabilitating offenders and cause probationers

to lose respect for the entire system of jUStice.97

As one approach to rectify this situation, the National Advisory
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals suggests that

staffs separate from probation services should be established to perform
many of the court services now done by the probation/parole supervisor.
One Director of Planning in a state department of corrections insists
that work other than offender supervision, such as fine collections,
should be removed from the responsibilities of the probation/parole
supervisor and assigned to a separate agency99 One professional who
has experienced both the Georgia system and the federal system (where
the average caseload is 38-60) held the opinion that, in Georgia,
because supervisors are burdened with other responsibilities, possibly
five of the supervisor's assigned offenders are really being supervised
and the rest neglected in each caseload. He recommended removing from
supervisors the responsibilities for making arrests, attending hearings
and collecting fines. In addition, he recommended the federal practice
of automatic promotion of a supervisor to the next paygrade level based
on satisfactory evaluationsi00 rThis practice would allow the supervi- ‘
sor to attain recognition and salary increases without being forced

out of the offender/supervisor role which the supervisor may prefer.

The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and
Gecals addressed itself to this need for two-track career ladders by
stating that:

Persons employed at the entry level must be given
the opportunity to acguire knowledge and skills
necessary to advance. Statf members should have
the choice of two tracks; direct service to pro-
bationer or administration. Each track should
have sufficient salary and statusg to provide con-~
tinuing job satigfaction.:

The Commission recognized that:

at present the only way to advance in a probation
system in terms of salary and status is to be pro- )
moted to an administrative or supervisory job. A :
more intelligent manpower policy would permit those
employees who are doing a service they like and are
probably best qualified for, to continue in service
to probationers, with the knowledge that they will
receive salary raises in line with their performance

there. 102
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The American Bar Association also recommended that:

Salaries should be structured so that promotion to

an administrative...job is not the only means of
obtaining a higher salary. Merit pay increases
should be available for outstanding job performance....103
With respect to the "rehabilitation-is~a-myth" concept, most of the
authoritative opinion is guite recent. However, in 1841, John
Augustus (ironically the father of American probation) spoke g
the "folly of attempting to force a man inito a reformation."lO

John Barttow Martin, an observer of American prisons, wrote after the
prison riots of 1952 and 1953, that rehabilitation was an unrealistic
and unattainable ideal.l05 Twenty years later, after Attica, Ben
Bagdikian made the same observations. Robert Martinson reviewed
231 studies of correct:onal treatment since 1945 and concluded in
1973, that current programs do not affect the rates of recidivism.
{Emphasis added.) Martinson's study was supported a year later by
a study of 679 offenders in Denver, Colorado. Here, the study con-
cluded that probation is no more successful than institutionalization
followed by parole with respect to recidivismlO8 william Nagei , writ-
ing in 1973, stated that after many yvears of pioneering in advanced
treatment techniques, "we did not appreciably change the recidivist
rate." 109 In March, 1975, Norman Carlson, the director of the Federal
Bureau of Prisons "instructed his staff to remove the term 'rehabilita-
tion' from their lexicon."110

107

Goldfarb and Singer, at the end of a 674-page detailed analysis of
the present corrections system, refer to their book as supporting

"a massive indictment of our corrective system." They argue that
there are two basic routes for reform to take. The first would be
"clean up the system...hiring more probation and parole officers,

providing lower caseloads...and taking other similar, worthwhile
stepsll1 The authors would not opt for this alternative contending
that "the fundamental mistake we believe the corrections system is
about to make is taking just such steps, which we consider superficial

and cosmetic." They argue instead for "more profound changes“llzand
agree with Martinson's insistence that "the myth of correctional treat-
ment is the main obstacle to progress ... (it) prevents the sound use

of resources to balance public protection and inmates' rights..." 113

Martinson's belief receives support from Dx. C. Ray Jeffery a crimino-
logist working on the application of environmental design to the
control of criminal behavior. Dr. Jeffery describes the persisting
insistence on reforming offenders and the criminal justice system on
the assumption {(mistaken, he implies) that we know how to rehabili-
tate offenders. Lléye refers his readers to the question asked in a
recent survey of the California correctional system, and its answer,
"will the clients act differently if we lock them up, or keep them
locked up longer, or do something with them on the inside, or watch

them ¢losely afterwards, or cut them loose officially - - Probably
not."
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Therefore, although figures cited earlier tended to show tha® there

may be differences Iin recidivism rates between parolees, probationers ‘
and "max-outs" the latest authoritative opinions in the field of
corrections point to the fact that much more remains to be done.

There 1s a growing recognition that the medical model (treatment) in .
corrections does not work. Martinson's studies need not be inter-

preted as demonstrating that treatment programs should be abandoned.

Among those rejecting the rehabilitative model as a historical failure

ig Professor James Q. Wilson who is opposed not to efforts to rehabili-
tate but rather to the use of rehabilitation as a penal policy.

However, rehabilitation (or treatment) programs might be effective in
conjunctlion with a program designed to enlist the offender's parti-
clpation -~ a plan to enhance responsibility in his behavior. In
other words, treatment programs could be used as options available

to offenders 1n a contract-making process.

Arguments against the contract proposal concept include the recogni-
tian that "there are inmates who could achieve almost any set of
goals ... but who would still be totally unready for releases."118

It has also been stated that '"prison 'treatment' programs are sin~
gularly unsuccessful in bringing about the rehabilitation of anyon.."
This latter authority also poilnts out that the contract method would
"formalize the 'gane' that some priscners play ~ enrolling in various
programs to make points toward parole,'"119

Such criticisme, however, do not speak to the fact that games are
played by offenders under the traditional systems and the game players ‘
are elther eventually paroled anyway or "max-out' with no supervision
whatever,120

Alternatives

In considering alternatives, 1t 18 necessary to keep In mind the
gilx speclfic areas discussed under Current Georgla Experience. The
State probation structure plus the State parole process plus the
quality of supervision equals the impact of the correctional system
on the offender. A simpler formula might be: a smooth administra-
tion process plus good supervision equals rehabilitation of more
offenders and greater gociletal protection.

Making no change would entail no additional cost (economically), no
disruption of the presert system and there would be no need for the
introduction of legislative change. But these adv ntages may be off-
set by continued duplication of sexrvices and economic waste. There
would be a continued lack of uniformity in standards and gnals, policies
and priorities in probation/parole services across the state, and in
resource allocation as well. There would be a continuation of un-
manageable caseloads for probation/parole supervisors, and caseloads
will continue to increase in size. 1In addition, the system will
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continue to lose good supervisors. In parole services there would
continue to be unrealistic demands on Parole Board members and a less

efficient decision-making process.

Measuring these facts against the formula demonstrates that rehabili-
tation and societal protection demand change.

Area 1. Orxrganization and Administration of Probation
Services.

Alternative I

The legislature should unify all probation services
in the State, and pay newly merged employees at cuXrent Merit
System levels.

Advantages:
A. Would eliminate duplication of services and effort.
B. Would establish statewide uniformity and quality of

services.
C. Would establish uniform record keeping.
D. Would make possible the cocordination and transfer of

records from one unit to another if an offender moves.

Disadvantages:

A. Would increase cost to the State because it would entail
absorbing approximately 85 officers currently employed
in independent systems.

B. Would meet with county resistance because of lower salarxy
level in State system.

C. Would necessitate further legislation.

Alternative 2

The legislature should unify all probation_sexvices

in the state by bringing all probation gystems under

D.C.0.R.; continue to pay newly acquired employees their current
salary levels but do not classify the new positions under the
Merit System until these acquired employees vacate theit positions.
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Advantages:
A. Would eliminate duplication of services.
B. would establish statewide uniformity and guality of services.

Disadvantages:

A. Would increase cost to the State by entailing absorption

of approximately 85 officers currently employed in
independent systems.

B.. Would still meet with county resistance because of
close working relationships between the judiciary and
the probation/parole supervisors in the smaller
independent systems.

C. Would require further legislation.

Alternative 3

The legislature should ultimately unify all probation/parole
services in the state by bringing the independent county systems

into D.C.0.R. at the rate of one each year until all are absorbed; ’
continue to pay newly acquired employees their current salary

levels but postpone classifying the positiong under the Merit System
until newly acquired emplovees vacate them.

Advantages:
a. Would eliminate duplication of services.
B. Would establish statewide uniformity and quality of

services.

C. Would allow gradual absorption of increased costs.

Disadvantages:

A. Would increase cost by amount of additional employees
absorbed.
B. Would increase costs because of higher salaries earned

by these employees.

3

Would still meet with county resistance.

D. Would regquire further legislation. ‘
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Area 2. Probatilon/Parole Supervisors Caseload Size.

Alternative 4

The D.C.0.R. should reduce probation/parole supexrvisors' case-
loads by annually requesting the legislature to appropriate
funds for additional supervisors necessary to maintain present

caseload sizes as the offender population increases.

Advantages:

A. Would provide a strict method of budgetary control over
this salary item.

B. Would have capability of providing supervisory positions
based on realities of offender population.

C. Would eliminate necessity for increasing the supervisors'

already unmanageable caseloads as offender population
increases,

‘ Digadvantages:

a. Would continue the need for an annual approach to the
legislature.

B. Would not provide for effective long-range planning and
forecasting.
c. Would continue a caseload size per supervisor which does

not provide for optimal offender contact.

Alternative 5

D.C.0O.R. should establish an ongoing ratio formula of supervisors

to offenders such that offenders are provided with the appro-
priate number of supervisory contacts and supervisors are pro-~
vided with caseloads no greater than 50 workload untts (as
definded by the Bmerican Correctional Association).

Advantages:
A. The quality of supervision would be optimally enhanced.
‘ B. Would provide for realistic flexibility relative to an

expanding or contracting offender population.
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C. Would free D.C.O0.R. of its need for an anuual approach ‘
to the legislature.

Disadvantages:

A. Would reguire legislation permitting D.C.O0.R. to hire
according to ratio formula without approaching legislature
annually.

B. Would reqguire immediate hiring of more supervisors.

C. Would increase D.C.O.R. costs.

D. Would require Merit System changes.

Area 3. Pay rates and career ladders for Prohation/Parole Superyisors.

Alternative 6

D.C.0.R. should provide dits probation/parole supervisors with both
Cllent Service and Administrative tracks in their career ladders
and increase entry level salaries to $8952 (Merit System Pay Grade ‘

LEY

Advantages:

A. Wouléd provide greater opportunity for supervisor job
satisfaction.
B. Would improve quality of supervision by allowing those

supervisors who prefer the offender/supervisor relation-
ship to remain in supervision without sacrificing status
or financial awards.

C. Would provide offenders with better gquality supervision
enchancing the probability of supervisory success,
rehabilitation of offenders and societal protection.

D. Would provide the system with administrators promoted from
supervisory ranks who have talent and inclination in this
direction and understanding of the services they are admin-
istering.

R

Would reduce supervigor turnover and loss to other agencies
by reducing supervisor's job dissatisfaction.
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Disadvantages:
A. Would requilre adjustment of Merit System entry pay grade,
job classification and description.
B. Would entaill additional expense for State.
Area 5. Parole Board Caseload.

Alternative 7

"he Parole Board should delegate releasing authority to Review
Officers in those casSes involving such circumstances as mis-
demeanants serving consecutive 12 month sentences, certain felons
who have contracted for a release date, and young first offenders.
The Board should then increase the number of Review Officers by
two to accomodate this change.

Advantages:
A. Would reduce Board's caseloads.
B. Would hasten release time for certain offenders without

reducing quality of decisions.

Disadvantages:

A. Would increase cost because of additional two salaries.
B. Would require creation of an appeal process to the Board.
Area 6. Offender Release Decision Making.

Alternative 8

Make no change in the present traditional method of releasing
offenders from incarceration either by parole, early release for
good time or release at the end of sentence without supervision

gmax-out}.
Advantages

A, Would require no legislative change.
B.  Would entail no additional financial cost to the State.
C. Would keep intact the present tésponsibilities and authority

of D.C.0.R. and the Board of Pardons and Paroles.



Page 22

Disadvantages ‘

A, The present 53 percent reclddvism rate may continue or dincrease
since there would be no interventilon into the present system
under which this rate prevails.

B. Corrections personnel would continue to be expected to rehabilli-

tate offenders with methods which have not been successfully
demonstrated.

Alternative 9

In keeping with the pgrowing recognition that there is a need for a
program beyond the traditional rehabilitation model, D.G.O0.R.
should establdish its "PERM" model for adult offenders; the Board
of Pardons and Paroles should be a third party to the contracts
between offenders and D.C.0.R. and have the final release decision
“authority after contracts have been fulfilled.

Advantages

A. Would provide the offender a program for partilcilpating in
the conditions for his release.

B. Would shift the responsibility for offender behavior change
- from corrections personnel to the offender.

C. Would provide an objective measure for deciding release
readiness.

D. Would retain the input of the Parole Board.
E. Would resolve difficulties inherent in a system where the
jaller becomes £fingl arbiter of the jailed by providing

a system of checks and balances.

Disadvantages

A, Would require additional legislation.
B. Would require a Constitutional amendment.
C. Would meet with resistance from tradionally-oriented corrections

personnel.

D. Given the present dissension between D.C.0.R. and the Board of
Pardons and Paroles, the "PERM" model would be difficult, if
not impossible, to implement.
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Alternative 10

The D.C.0.R. should establish the "PERM" model, the Parole Board
should be kept at dts present size and be given regponsibildity for

the release decisions only over capital offenders; the Parole

Board should be given the responsibility for final arbitration of

contractual disputes which may arise but have no responsibility

for release decisions where contracts are fulfilled. 1In this
system, when an offender fulfills his contract he would be released;
1f the offender does not fulfill a contract he would continue to
maintain the same eligibility for parole consideration as under

the current system; 1.e., an offender might fulfill a contract

and be released before he would become elipgible for parole consi-
deration, However, if the offender does not fulfill a contract

the same parole consideration eligibility time schedule would
apply as at present and 1f the offender is not paroled he would
max—-out at the end of his sentence.

Advantages

A, Would provide the offender a program for participating in
the conditions for his release.

B. Would shift the responsibility for offender behavior change
from corrections personnel to the offender.

C. Would provide an objective measure for deciding release
readiness.

Disaﬂvantages

A. Would require additional legislation.
B. Would require a Constitutional amendment.
C. Would meet wilth resistance from traditiomally-oriented

corrections personnel.

Alternative 11

D.C.0.R. should establish the "PERM" no5del as a pilokt project.

With regard to parolees, the Board of Pardous and Parples should

act as a third party to the contracts with offenders and

D.C.0.R. With regard to probatiomners, thm nerformance con-

tracts should be between the probationer sand D.C.0.R. in light

of the requirements set forth by the sentencing judge. In addition,

the model should be tested for three vears during which time an
official recidivism rate should be established for the PERM model.
Further, an additional three-year evaluation period should be
allowed, after which, if the evaluation demongtrates that PERM is
an effective model, it should be gradually established as the
statewide system, as resources are made available to D.C.O0.R. for
enlarging the scope of PERM.
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Advantages

A Would provide an opportunity to gain bageline data required
for the pussible applicatlion of PERM system-wide.

B. Would allow time and opportunity to dron out initial orx
unantilicipated difficulties in such a transdtion.

c. Would reduce resistance from the traditionally-oriented
corrections personnel.

D. Would not require additional legislation.

Disadvantages

A, Would temporarily add to corrections workload.
B. Would create an additional expense.
C. Would require an additlonal budget approprilatdion.

Recommendatilion

It is recommended the following alternatives and procedures be
adopted:

Alternative 3:

The legislature should ultimately unify all probation sexvices
in Georgia by bringing the independent county systems into the
D.C.0.R. one at a time; continue to pay newly acquired employees
their current salary levels but postpone classifying these
position slots under the merit system until they are vacated.

Alternative 5:

D.C.0.R. should establish an ongoing ratio formula of super-
visoxrs to offenders such that offenders are provided with the

appropriate number of supervisory eontacts and supervisors
are provided with caseloads no greater than 50 workload

units (as defined by the American Correctional Association).

Alternative 6:

D.C.0.R. should provide its probation/parole supervisors
with both Client Service and Bdministrative tracks in their
career ladders and increase entry level salaries to $8952

(Merit System Pay Grade 15).
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It is further recommended that the Governor intervene and

' arbitrate the differences in the points of view between the
Department of Corrections/Offender Rehabilitation and the Board
of Pardons and Paroles. Only after there is complete harmony
nnd cooperatlon between D.C.0.R. and the Parole Board can

the next

Miernatlve 11

recommended alternatlive (Alternative 11) be adopted.

D.C.0.R. should establish the "FERM" model as a pilot project., Wlth

regard to

parolees, the Board of Pardons and Paroles should act as

a third party to the contracts between offenders and D.C.0.R. With

regard to

probationers, the performance contracts should bhe between

the probatione? and D.C.0.R. in light of the requirements set forth
by.the sentencing judge. During this pilot project phase trans-
itional problems should be worked out. In addition, the model

should be

tested for three years during which time an official

recidiYism rate should be established for the PERM model. Fuzther,
an additional three-year evaluation period should be allowed, after

waich, 4if
model, it

the evaluation demonstrates that PERM is an effective
should be gradually established as the statewide systemn,

48 resources are made available to D.C.0.R. for enlarging the
scope of PERM.

Implementation

The 1976 General Assembly should enact legislation to ensure the
gradual inclusion of the independent county probation and paxole

‘ services

This legi

into the Department of Corrections/Offender Rehabilitation.
slation should also provide for an agreed upon timetable for

the inclusion of the independent systems and should insure that the
newly acquired employees be paid at the salary levels formerly provided
by the independent systems. These positions should be exempted

from the State Merit System until they are vacated by the incumbents.

The State Merit System should, in 1976, prepare to classify these

positions

and £11l them with Merit System eligible candidates as they

are vacated by the current incumbents.

The Department of Corrections/Offender Rehabilitation by Januwary, 19876,
should establish an ongoing ratio formula of supervisors to offenders
such that offenders are provided with the appropriate number of super-
visory contacts and .supervisors with caseloads .no greater than

50 workload units (as defined by the American Correctional
BAssociation).

The General Agsembly should, in 1977, enact legislation authorizing

D.C.0.R.

to hire probation/parole supervisors consistent with the above-

described formula as soon as the formula ig established.

The State

Merit System, in cooperation with D.C.0.R. should, by July,

1976, establish a two-track career ladder for probation/parole super-
visors such that the supervisors would be able to progress into

higher paygrade levels regardless of whether they remain in the work
of offender supervision ox assume administrative positions.
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In addition, the Merit System should, by July 26, increase entry
level salaries for Probation/Parole Superxrvisors to $8,952 (Pay
Grade Level 15) with concurrent increases of Pay Grades 1§, 1o
and 17 to the next levels.

The Governor should, before January, 1976, intervene and arbitrate
the differences in the poilnts of view between D.C.0,R. and the

Board of Pardens and Paroles 1in order to insure harmony and coopera-
tion hbetween the two.

The Department of Corrections/Offender Rehabilitation should, by
1976 establish the "PERM" model as a pilot project. With regard
to parolees, the Board of Pardons and Paroles should act as a
third party to the contracts between offenders and D.C.0.R.

With regard to probationers, the performance contracts should

be between the probationer and D.C.0.R. in light of the require-
ments set forth by the sentencing judge.

The model should provide for adequate community aftercare for all
releases. Duridng this period safeguards for emsuring just and
consistent administration should be perfected as well as procedural
adequacy.

By January, 1979, a recidivism rate based on the NAC Corrections
standard (15.5), should be calculated for the entire PERM model.
Following that a three-~year evaluation should be undertaken and

in 1982, if the evaluation demonstrates PERM to be effective it
ghould ygradually be phased into the statewide systems as resources
aye available. The Board of Pardons and Paroles should cooperate in
thig endecavor as desgcribed in Alternative IT.

Financlal Impact

The inclusion of the seven independent county parole/probation
offices into the Department of Corrections/Offender Rehabilitation
will have an annual £inancial impact to the State, once unification
1s concluded, of approximately $867,816 - based on the entry

~level salaries of the independent countiles' parole/probation

officers in August, 1975,

If Alter- If Alter- If Alter- IY Alter-
native 6 native 6 native 6 native 6

i8 not is also 1s not 18 also
also imple~ also imple-
County imple- ment ed imple- mented
mented mented
Bibb 4 supervisors x
$675 per month
x 12 months = 832,400 $35, 808
Chatham 12 supervisors x
$690 per month
x 12 months = 99,360 107,424
Cobb 5 supervisors x

$725 per month
x 12 months = 43,500 44,760
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native 6 native 6 mnative 6 mnative 6

is not is also is not is also
also im- dmplemen- also im- implemen—
County plemented ted plemented ted

DeKalb 21 supervisors x
$784 per month
x 12 months = 197,568 197,568

Fulton 38 supervisors x
5998 per month
x 12 months = 455,088 455,088

Muscogee 1l supervisor x
8725 per month

x 12 months = 8,700 8,952
Richmond~ 4 supervisors x
$650 per month
¥ 12 months = 31,200 35,808
-7 $867,816 or $885,408

To insure that there are enough parole/probation supervisors to
provide each parolee and probatiloner with the 45 minutes per contact
deemed necessary to impact upon the offender, it 1is estimated by
the Community Services Divislon, D.C.0.R., that, given (1) the
‘ present 269 parole/probation supervisors in the State system and

(2) the projected annual increase of almost 10 percent in the
number of persons on parole and probationm in the State system,
that in July, 1977, it will require an additional 200 parole/
probation supervisors (not including the above independent counties)
to allow the State system to contiuue Lo provide the proper level
of supervisor/offender interaction. .

200 additdional
supervisors x $746
per month x 12 months = $1,790,400 $1,790,400

To implement Alternative 6 would have the followdng impact:

130 supervisors (PGl4) x $756% = $98,280
66 supervisors (PGl5) x 828% = 54,648
22 supervisors (PGl6) x 912% = 20,064

19 supervisors (PGl7) x 1008%* 19,152
237 %% $192,144

192,144 192,144

"&otal Potential Annual Financial Impact +$2,850,360 0r$2,867,952

*The difference between the current pay grade level amount and the

. next successive one. . ‘
*% The number of supervisors employed by D.C.0.R. is a fluctuating
one. The figures used here are based on the percent of the present
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number of supervisors who are at the four Pay grades
assuming that the proportions are the same.




Footnotes

~

Probation is a judicial decision to have a convicted offender
supervigaed in the community and not incarcerated. It is a
sentence which represents an altornative to incarceration.

Parole is an executive decision to release an offender after
he has been incarcerated.

Georgia Department of Corrections/Offender Rehabilitation
(DCOR), "Trended Historical Data and Projections," 1975.

Historically, definitions of recidivism rates have varied to
such a great degree that they are virtually impossible to
compare. They may show trends. Presently, the National Ad-
visory Commission's definition, which includes a three-year
tracking period, is becoming the accepted definition through-
out the states. That definition states that recidivism con-
sists of:

"(l) criminal acts that resulted in conviction by a court,
when committed by individuals who are under correc-
tional supervision or who have been released from
correctional supervision within a specific tracking
period, and by

(2) technical violations of probation or parole in which a
sentencing authority took action that resulted in an
adverse change in the offender's legal status." et e

(National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and
Goals, Corrections, Standard 15.5 (Evaluating the Performance
of the Correctional System) 528 (1973).

In Georgia, of prison inmates released during the last quarter
of 1971, 53 percent were rearrested and convicted within three
years.

"The Georgia figure is based on computer analysis of records
of 262 inmates who were released during the fourth quarter
of 197L. During their first year after release, 56 had been
arrested; and another 59 were arrested in their second year,
and another 24 in their third -- a total of 139, or 53 per-
cent. Only arrests leading to conviction or revocation were
counted.

"Inmates released in the third quarter of 1971 had a recidivism
rate of 49 percent. At this time, there is no way to tell wheth-
er the rise from 49 to 53 percent represents part of an upward
trend or is simply a fluctuation caused by some irrelevant fac-
tor, except to wait and see what future reports reveal.



"Because of erratic reporting, especially from rural areas and
smaller cities, and because of problems encountered in trying
to match data, the records examined represented only 15 per-
cent of the inmates who were actually released. Reporting is
rapidly improving, however, and data matching problems are
being overcome. It seems unlikely that better reporting will
gubstantially alter the apparent recidivism rate, but it

is a possibility that should be remembered in interpreting

the trends that will be emerging with each successive
guarter."

(Ihis data is from a Bulletin published by the Research and
Development Division of the Georgia Department of Corrections/
Offender Rehabilitation, May 1, 1975.)

A "Recidivism Calculation" study produced by the Georgia Depart-
ment of Correcticns/Offender Rehabilitation in January, 1974,
tracked 6,400 probated felons and 5,718 incarcerants released
during calendar year 1972 for a period of one year. The study
showed that of the 6,400 probated felons tracked, 200 committed
new felonies during Fiscal Year 1973. This results in a rate

of 3.1% for rearrest and conviction for felonies by the sample
population over a one-year period. (Note that the figure does
not include revocation of . probation or arrest and conviction for
a misdemeanor.) Of the 5,718 incarcerants tracked during the
gsame period, 244 were back in prison within one year of release
for a "return to prison" rate of 4.2%. (Note that the figure
does not include rearrest and/or reconviction for any crime other
than the one that lead to a return to prison and includes both
"max-outs" and parolees.) This study tends to show that probas
tioners may have a better chance of not .returning to the coxrxeo-
tional system than do those who have been incarcerated.

Another study, entitled "A Recidivism Comparison Between Max-
Outs and Parolees," completed on May 9, 1975, by the Research
and Development Division of the Georgia Department of Correc-
tions and Offender Rehabilitation, compared 1966 "max-outs" with
2,099 parolees using the NAC definition of recidivism with the
single deviation being that in the case of both samples the
tracking period was from one day to 4 years. The study showed
that 24.7% of the "max-outs" recidivated and that 18.6% of the
parolees recidivated.

Both of the above studies, while not actually comparisons of
standardized rates of recidivism, show indications that both
probationers and parolees have a better chance of not re-
entering the correctional system than do those who receive no
supervision after incarceration.

State Board of Corrections, Cost Averages, 1975.

Georgia DCOR, Statistics prepared by Tim Carr, Chief of
Statistics, August 15, 1975.
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Another interesting cost analysis of incarcerating an offender
was prepared by the Research and Development Division of DCOR
in August, 1973. In this study, the cost of incarcerating one
offender per year was estimated at $17,678. Research to arrive
at this figure is based on a population of 6,122 offenders.

A breakdown of the cost is as follows: $4,303 for administra-
tive and institutional cogts to maintain one offender per year;
$12,450 for potential generated income loss per offender per
yvear (based on using an economic multiplier of $3.00); $650 for
family weltare costs per offender per year; and $275 for tax
loss per offender per year. (Interview Bill Baughman, Director
of Planning and Evaluation, Research and Development Division,
DCOR, July 15, 1975.)

Probation/Parcle Supervisor's Manual, Georgia DCOR, 5.01
(July 1, 1974).

Merrill Smith, As a Matter of Fact: An Introduction to Probation,

5-11 January, 1973.
Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Federal Probation System, {1974).

R. Goldfarb and L. Singer, After Conviction, 216-220 (1973).
Ibid.

Ibid., 267; and Florida Parole and Probation Commission,
Annual Report, 15 (1974).

Ibid.

R. Goldfarh, 267.
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Minnesota Corrections Authority, §241.045 at 2988; and
§243.05 at 3014.

President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administra-~
tion of Justice, Task Force Report, Corrections, 173 (1967).

Ibid,

Ibid.

Karen Dalton, Personnel Department, FPlorida Parole Commission,
in a telephone interview, September 15, 1975.

David Williams, Assistant Director, Alabama Board of ?ardons
and Parole, in a telephone interview, September 15, 1975.
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Paul McKee, Personnel Analyst, North Carolina Department of

Adult Probation and Parole, in a telephone interview, September
15, 1975.

Richard Hodges, Director, Support Services, South Carolina

Probation, Parole and Pardons Board, in a telephone interview
September 15, 1975.

American Bar Association, Standards Relating to Prpbation,
102 (February, 1970).

Ibid.

‘Interview with Leonard M. Lieberman, State Government Liaison,

Illinois Law Enforcement Commission, by telephone August 27,
1975.

-

News Release, Office ot Governor of Illinois, February 8,
1975. '

Atlanta Constitution, April 10, 1975,

Minnesota Department of Corrections, Mission Statement,
October, 1974.

American Correctional Association, Mutual Agreement Program,
(Resource Document #3), 1973.

Probation departments tend to perform for rather than with
offenders.,

Frequently the probation conditions imposed are not specific
to the individual offender.

Offenders may be supervised longer than the offender requires.

Short term intensive supervision needs testing as to its
efficiency and effectiveness.

Interview with Marc Salm, Senior Probation Program Analyst,
New York Division of Probation, by telephone June 23, 1975.

In 1956, a Statewide probation system was created to be ad-
ministered by a State Board ot Probation. Ga. Code Ann.
§27-2703 (1972). At that time the counties of Fulton, DeKalb,
Cobb, Chatham, Muscogee, Bibb and Richmond were exempted from
this system. Ga. Code Ann. §27-2716 (1972). The Executive
Reorganization Act of 1972 abolished the State Board of Pro-
bation and transferred its administrative functions to the
Board of Offender Rehabilitation. Ga. Code Ann. §77-506a
(1973). The Division of Community Based Services was created
by the Reorganization Act and given responsibility for the
supervision of parolees and probationers. Ga. Code Ann.
§40~35162.6 (1957). The office of the Director of Probation
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" Ibid., at §77-512.

was created in 1956; the incumbent to be appointed by the
Board of Probation. Ga. Code Ann., §27-2704 (L1L972). The
Executive Reorganization Act transferred this function to
the Board of Offender Rehabilitation. Ga. Code Ann.
§40-35162~-5 (1957). The Department of Offender Rehabilita-
tion was created by the Reorganization Act. Ga. Code Ann.
§40-35162.1. The Board of Offender Rehabilitation was to be
composed of nine members of the State Board of Corrections.
(Ga. Code Ann. §40-35162.2). Since 1956, five of the seven
counties exempted from the Statewide Probation Act have re-
linguished responsibility for all Superior Court Probation
cases and now maintain only probation supervision over mis-
demeanants sentenced in the State Court. The two exceptions
are Fulton and DeKalb Counties which continue to operate their
own probation systems providing all probation services for
those sentenced in the State and Superior Courts of those
counties. In Fulton County, the Department of Offender Re-
habilitation operates a State Probation Office which primarily
serves probationers sentenced in counties other than Fulton
and DeKalb and later transferred into the Fulton County area.
In DeKalb County, the Department of Offender Rehabilitation
operates a similar service, but additionally provides full
probation services for those sentenced in Rockdale County,
which along with DeKalb County, is in the Stone Mountain
Judicial Circuit. (DCOR evaluation of NAC Corrections Stan-
dard 10.1-10.5, Probation.)

The three not providing direct services to offenders are

General Services Administration, Research and Development and
Offender Administration.

One person may have both parolees and probatloners underxr
supervision.

Ga. Code Ann. §27/-2707 (1972).
Ga. Code Ann. §27-2710 (1972).

Constitution of Georgia of 1945: Article V, §I, paragraph
XI; amended by Ga. Code Ann. §2-3011 (1973).

Ga. Code Ann. 2-3011 (1973).

Ibid., at §77-502.

Ibid: F at §77'—517a ( Howeveaey , tne LXegl
of 1972, Ga. Laws 197Z, p. 1015, transferred the actual perele ‘
supervisory personnel to the Department of Offender Rehabilitation.
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Ibid., at §7/7-515.

Ibid., at §77-516.
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Parole/Probation Systems under State Control, dJdune, L1975,
57. Ga. Code Ann. §27/-2707 (1972).
58, Ga. Code Ann. §27-2708; §27-2709. These sections have the

effect of dividing the supervisors' duties as follows:

Investigation: Preparation of presentence investigation
reports used by the judge in determining proper penalty

for an offender; investigation of parolees and probation-

ers to assure that offenders are abiding by the conditions

of their release; preparation of pre-parole social reports
which provide the Parole Board with information on a potential
parolee's social background, and updating of parolee informa-
tion to determine if the family, employer and community are
ready for the inmate's release.

Supervision: Counseling probationers and parolees in the
field or during their office visits; aiding the probation-
er or parolee in his adjustment by social case work, and
referxing the offender to other social agencies which offer
specialized treatment services.

39, Interview with Linda Lyons, Research Analyst, Department of
Corrections/Offender Rehabilitation, May 6, 1975.

60, Ibid.

61, Interview with Harold Newton, Assistant Deputy Commissioner,

Cqmmun@ty Services Division, Department of Offender Rehabilita-
tion, in Lawrenceville, Georgia, May 5, 1975.

62, Georgia DCOR, "Caseload Trends," (March, 1975).

63. D.C.0.R. and the Parole Board, drawing upon their past
experience with offenders' needs have established that these ‘ I
numbers of contacts are necessary for the offenders in the five

categories and that if offenders are to be helped and their nceds
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(Harold Newton, Assistant Deputy Commissioners, Community
Services Division, D.C.0.R., in an interview 9/8/75) .

Georgia D.C.O.R., vcaseload Trends", (Maxrch, 1975).

o5,
66,
67,

68,

73.
74 .

75.

77.
78.
79.

80.

81.

82.
€3.
84.
85.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Georgia DCOR, "Trended Historical Data and Projections," 1975.

Georgia State Merit System, "Probation/Parole Supervisor I"
(Job Description), September 1, 1972.

Ibid., "Probation/Parole Supervisor II.

Ibid., "Probation/Parole Supervisor III."

Ibid., "Probation/Parole Unit Coordinator."

Judy Miller, Personnel Department, D.C.0.R., in a telephone
interview, September 12, 1975.

See Footnotes 68-71.
Ibid.

Dan Beal, State Coordinator, Probation and Parole, Georgila
DCOR, in an interview, May 8, 1975.

Robertson Haworth, Executive Director, Board of Pardons and
Paroles, in an interview, September 8, 1975.

Tbid.
Ibid.
Ibid. §

Cecil McCall, Chairman, Georgia Board of Pardons and Paroles,
in an intexview, September 8, 1975.

Allen E. Ault, Commissioner, DCOR, "Georgia Corrections =--
A New Direction," April, 1975.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Allen Ault, Commissioner of Correcticns, DCOR, in a speech to
the Southern Correctional Managers Council, Myrtle Beach, S.C.
Sept. 10, 1975.



86.
87.

88.

89 .

90 .

91.

92.

93.

94,

95.
96.
97,
98,

99,

100,

101.

102,
103.

1041

105.

107,

Ibid.

Ibid. o

DCOR, "Qperation Performance: Crime Prevention through Effective
Corrections, 1975,

American Bar Association, Standards Relating to Probation 2
(February, 1970).

The study weighted one work unit for each probationer super-
vised and five work units for each presentence investigation
completed. Accordingly, a 50-unit workload could mean fifty
supervision cases or ten investigations, or in a combined
workload, thirty-five supervision cases and three investigations.

National Council on Crime and Delingquency, Standards and
Goals for Adult Probation, 57 (1962).

American Correctional Association, Manual of Correctional
Standards, 109 (1966).

President's Commission, at 167, note 19, supra.

N. Morris and G. Hawkins, The Honest Politician's Guide to
Crime Control, 135, 136 (1970).

Ibid.

President's Commission, 28.
Goldfarb, 244.
National Advisory Commission, 46.

Interview with George Denton, Director, Ohio Department of
Corrections, by telephone, May 20, 1975.

Interview with Richard Maher, Supervisor, Federal Probation
Service, in Atlanta, May 9, 1975.

National Advisory Commission, 338.

Ibid.

American Bar Association, 101.
Goldfarb, 206.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Robert Martinson, The Treatment Evaluation Survey. State of
New York (1973). '



108.

109.

110.
111.
112.

113.
114.
115.

116 -
117.

118.
o

119.

120.

N
My

Denver Anti-Crime Council, Characteristics and Recidivism of
Adult Felony Offenders in Denver, 1974.

William C. Nagel, The New Red Barn: A Critical Look at the
Modern American Pxison, 138 (1973).

Atlanta Constitution, April 10, 1975.

Goldfarb, 675.

Ibid.

Robert Martinson, "The Paradox of Prison Reform," New Republic
23 (April 23, 1972).

C. Ray Jeffery, Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design,
1971. ‘

J. Robinson and G. Smith, "The Effectiveness of Correctional
Programs," Crime and Delinquency, 80 (January, 1971).

Marvin Woifgang, New York Times Book Review, July 20, 1975.

American Correctional Association, Mutual Agreement Program:
A Planned Change in Correctional Service Delivery, 6 (November, 1973).

Maurice Siegler, Chairman, U.S. Parole Board, "Federal Probation",
June, 1975.

Ibid.

Robert Martinson, "The Paradox of Prison Reform - III: The
Meaning of Attica", The New Republic, April 15, 1972.




Bibliography

American Baxr Association. - Standards Relating to Probation. 1970.

American Correctional Association. Manual of Correctional Stan-
dards. 1966,

American Correctional Association. Mutual Agreement Program.
Resource Document No. 3, 1973. '

Atlanta Constitution Article, April 10, 1975.

Ault, Allen. Commissioner of Corrections, D.C.O.R.

In a speech
Sept. 10, 1975.

Beall, Dan. State Coordinator, Pfggggion anéwParole, intexview,
May 8, 1975,

Constitution of Georxgia, 1945.

Criminal Justice Standards and Goals for Georgia.

"Position
Paper Courts 7", 1975.

Dalton, Karen. Pexrsonnel Department, Florida Parole Commission.

Denton, George. Director, Ohio Department of Corrections.
Interview, May 20, 1975,

Denver Anti-Crime Council. Characteristics and Recidivism of
Adult Felony Offenders in Denver, 1974.

Federal Probation System Report. 1974.

Florida Parole and Probation Commission. Annual Report. 1974,

Georglia Code Annotated. 1972 and 1973.

Georgila Department of Corrections/Offender Rehabilitation:
Bulletin, May, 1975.
Caseload Trends. 1Y75.
Cost Averages. 1975.

Evaluation of NAC Corrections Standards 10.1-10.5
Probation. 1974.

Feasibility of UnifyinglParole/Probation Systems 1975.

"Operation Performance": Crime Prevention through Effective
Corr~~tions, 1975.




Probation/Parole Supervigsor's Manual. 1974.

Recidivism Calculation, Janusry, 1974.

Recidivism Comparison betwoup max-outs and parolacHu,
May 9, 1975. i

Trended Historical Data and Projections. 1975.
Georgia Merit System, Job Descriptions.

Goldfarb, R. and L. Singer, After Conviction. 1973.

Haworth, Robertson. Executive Director, Board of Pardons and
Paroles, Interview, May 8, 1975.

Hodges, Richard. Director, Support Services, South Carolina Pro-
bation, Parole and Pardons Board.

Institute of Government. University of Georgia. Judicial
Administration in Georgia: A Case Study, 1972.

Jackson, Wayne P. Chief, Division of Probation. Administrative
Office of U.S. Courts. Report presented to Committee on the Dis~
trict of Columbua, U.S. House of Representatives. May 8, 1975.

Jeffery, C. Ray. Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design.
1971. R
Lieberman, Leonard M. State Government Liaison, Illinois

Law Enforcement Commission. Telephone Interview. June 10,
1975.

Lyons, Linda. Research Analyst, Georgia Department of
Corrections/Offender Rehabilitation. Interview, May 6, 1975.

McCall, Cecil. Chairman, Georgia Board of Pardons and Paroles.
Interview, May 8, 1975.

Maher, Richard. Supervisor, Federal Probation Sexrvice. Inter-
view, May 9, 1975. '

Martinson, Robert. The Treatment Evaluation Survey. 1973.

Martinson, Robert. "The Paradox of Prison Reform - III": The
Meaning of Attica; The New Republic, 1972.

McKee, Paul. Personnel Analyst, North Carolina Department of Adult
Probation and Parocle.

Miller, Judy. Personnel Department D.C.O.R. Interview, Sept. 1?2
1975. '



Minnesota Corrections Authority. 1974.

Minnesota Department of Corrections. Mission Statement.
October, 1974.

Morxis, N., and G. Hawkins. The Honest Politician's Guide to
Crime Control. 1970.

Nagel, William C. The New Red Barn: A Critical Look at the
Modern American Prison. 1973.

National Advirory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and
Goals. Corrections. 1973,

National Council on Crime and Delinguency. Standards and Goals
for Adult Probation. 1962,

Newton, Harxold. Assistant Deputy Commissioner, Community Ser-
vices Division, Georgia Department of Corrections/Offender
Rehabilitation. Interview, May 5, 1975.

Pregident's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration

of Justice. Challenge of Crime in a Free Society. 1967.

President's Commission. Task Force Report on Corrections. 1967,

Robigon, J. and G. Smith. UThe LEffectivencss of Correctional ll
Programs." Crime and Delinguency. January, 1971.

Salm, Marc. Senior Probation Program Analyst, New York Division

of Probation. Intexrview, June 23, 1975.

Siegler, Maurice. Chairman, U.S. Parole Board. "Federal Probation",

June, 1975.

Smith, Merrill. As a Matter of Fact: An Introduction to

Probation. January, 1973.
Williams, David. Assistant Director, Alabama Board of Pardons

and Parole.

Wolfgang, Marvin. New York Times, Book Review. July 20, 1975,









