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The Honorable Thomas H. Kedr :

Ly ,

covernor of the State of Ne ;Setsey”ﬂhﬂ hf
The Honorable Carmen 2. Orechio
president of the Senate

of the State of New Jersey

The Honorable Alan Karcher
speaker of the Assembly

Members of the Legislature
of the State of New Jersey

on behalf of the Criminal Disposition
commission, I am pleased toO submit the fourth
annual report of the commission as required by
Chapter 48 of Title 2C, The New Jersey Code of
Criminal Justice. B&s you know, the Commission
was established in 1979 to study all aspects of
justice system relating to the
lisposition of criminal offenders. The report
describes the organization and work of the Com-
mission in its fourth year and summarizes its
recommendations.

in view of continued concern with
development of more adequate information for
policy development, problems of crowding in
New Jersey jails and prisons, issues of fairness
in sentencing, and needs for public education on
the functioning of the criminal justice system,
the Commission conducted its work through its
standing committees and regular reporting of
major components of the criminal justice system.



The standing committees addressed issues of
criminal justice statistics, alternatives to
incarceration, sentencing disparity, and
education. The most recent regqular reports of
the collaborating agencies are included as
Appendix A.

The Commission recommended specific
actions concerning the information needs of
criminal justice policymakers. A central state
level information system is necessary to meet
the increasing information needs of policymakers
as well as of the Criminal Disposition Commission.
The recommended modifications of the éxisting
systems are detailed in Appendix B, which is the
report of the Commission's Data Committee, sent
to Governor Thomas H. Kean, Aapril 1, 1985.

Citing the rapid growth in the State's
prison population, which has more than doubled
since December, 1980 (then 5,886 but now over
12,000) the Commission identified and examined
sentencing disposition and program options and
selected those that best address the problem of
jail and prison overcrowding. The options
recommended are those that, while alleviating
the current severe burden on the State's
" correctional system, address the needs for
public safety, appropriate punishment, and
economy. The Commission's report and recommenda-
tions are detailed in the report of its Alterna-
trives Committee which is Appendix C, sent to the
Honorable Richard F. Visotcky, Chairman, Assembly
Subcommittee on Prison Overcrowding, June 11,
1985. While supporting Governor Kean's reguest
for $60 million to provide 1,000 new prison beds,
the Commission proposed both immediate and long
term alternative solutions to the problems of
jail and prison overcrowding in New Jersey.

The Commission's Sentencing Disparity
Committee began a preliminary study of the
relations of offender and offense characteristics
£o sentences pronounced. Sentences following
convictions for burglary will be examined as a
pilot study for a more general investigation of
equity in sentencing.



The Commission sponscred a Statewide
criminal justice conference to familiarize
participants {(representatives of criminal
justice public and private agencies and in-
terested publics) with the role and functions
of the major components of the criminal justice
system.

The Commission recommends an amendment to
N.J.S.A. 2C:48-1 to enable the enlargment of
its membership to include representatives from
the county prosecutors and/or local police.

The Governor is urged to £ill the one
public member vacancy on the Commission with a
member of a mincority community.

The dedication of the Commission Members
has been exceptional and the staff of collaborating

criminal justice agencies have made outstanding
contributions.

Your consideration of the Commission's
recommendations is urged.

Sincerely,

Don M. GotthLdson

Chairman

Jw
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I. The Criminal Disposition Commission

The Criminal Disposition Commission, established by Chapter 48
of Title 2C enacted in September, 1979, is charged under N.J.S5.A.

2C:48-2 with :

", ..study [ing] and review [ing] all aspects of the
Criminal Justice System relating to the disposition
of criminal offenders, including but not limited

to terms of imprisomment, fines and other monetary
punishment, parole, probation, and supervisory
treatment',

It is charged annually with filing a report comncerning the
disposition of criminal offenders with the Governor and Legislature under
N.J.S.A., 2C:48-1. This report is being filed in accordance with that

statutory mandate,

I1. MEMBERSHIP AND ORGANIZATION

A, Membership

In accordance with N.J.S.A. 2C:48-1, the Criminal Disposition
Commission consists of 1l members:

Members of the Senate {(2):

Members of the General Assembly (2):

The Chief Justice, or his designee:

The Attorney General, or his designee:

The Public Advocate, or his designee:

The Chairman of the Parole Board, or his designee:

The Commissioner of the Department of Corrections, or his

designee:

And Public Members (2).

The present Chairman of the Criminal Disposition Commission is

the designee of the Chief Justice, Don M. Gottfredson, Dean of the School



of Criminmal Justice of Rutgers, the State University. He succeeded Peter
Simmons, Dean of Rutgers Law School, in .June, 1984, The Commission
Members and staff for the past 12 months are listed at the end of this
report.

B, Organization

Most work of the Commission is done by its standing committees
with review by the Commission as a whole. They are:

The Criminal Justice Statistics (Data) Committee;

the Alternatives to Incarceration Committee;

the Sentencing Disparity Committee and

the Education Committee.
These committees meet monthly to prepare reports and review issues prior
to the regularly scheduled monthly meeting of the Criminal Disposition
Commission which normally is held on the third Wednesday of each month.
The Commission at its regularly scheduled meeting discusses any reports
prepared by the Committees, conducts its general business and plans its
work agenda.
ITI. COMMITTEES

A, Criminal Justice Statistiﬁs {(Data) Committee

‘(i) Statistics

The Data Committee of the Commission is charged with developing
and monitoring statistics on criminal dispositions, criminal sentences,
state prison and county jail overcrowding and paroles. At its regularly
held monthly meetings the Commission is presented with reports on
sentencings, admissions and parole releases. Copies of the most recent
documents (distributed at the September 18, 1985 meeting of the Commis-

sion) are presented in Appendix A.



(ii) Prison Population Projections

The Committee was asked to partiecipate in an effort, requested
by the Governor's Office through the Department of Corrections, aimed at
an analysis of the current and projected prison population situation. In
a report sent to the Governor the Ad Hoc Committee on Prison Populaticn
Projections found that the actual prison populatien (as of Neovember,
1984) was remarkably close to the projections made in the Governor's

April 1982 report entitled Prison Overcrowding~A Plan of Action. The

Committee 21so found that bedspace deficits could be expected to continue
for the foreseeable future and urged that appropriate action be taken to
alleviate the problem.

(iii) Criminal Disposition Commission Reporting (C.D.R.} System

The Governor's Management Improvement Program in 1983 called
vpon the Criminal Disposition Commission to undertake a significant role
in long-term criminal justice planning. The Commission asked the Data
Committee to consider the appropriate role for the Commission in long-
range planning, |

The Committee examined the kinds of information available for
policy analysis. It considered the internal data systems of the various
State and local e¢riminal justice agencies as well as the central informa-
tion system managed by the Divisions of State Police and Systems and
Communications, known as the Offender Based Transaction System/
Computerized Criminal History System (OBTS/CCH). (This system receives
information on e¢riminal cases at Eey stages of the criminal process).

The Committee found that the OBTS/CCE data system had the
advantage of being the only system with continuous information from each

stage of the c¢riminal justice process. As such, the Committee found it



had the potential to fully meet the State's eriminal justice planning
needs. The Committee, however, identified deficiencies in the available
data which would have to be corrected before meaningful statewide infor-
mation could be extracted. While the structure of this system was found
to be genmerally sound, as was the management of data collection by the
State Police, the Committee found the system suffered from substantial
missing or incomplete information. Also, some software modifications
were found to be needed since the programs were designed decades ago.
The Committee drafted a report which the Commission sent to Governor Kean
April 1, 1985 (attached in Appendix B).

The report recommended that modifications be made to the system
to assure that all relevant and necessary case information is contained
in the system., The report alsc recommended that steps be taken to modify
input documents and software.

Thereaf;er, the Commission set up an Ad Hoc committee to
proceed with recommendations made in the report by £he data committee.
This committee was expanded to include representation of the State
Police, the county prosecutors and the Division of Criminal Justice

PROMIS/GAVEL staff.

B. Alternatives to Incarceration Committee

(i) Community Service

The Commission asked the Committee to determine whether there
were insurance issues (e.g., liability or workmens compensation) which
were viewed by municipal or county officials as still being unresolved
and which were holding up expansion of Community Service Programs. 'A
survey of Community Service Program Directors was conducted throughout

the State. That survey found that except for a small instance in Warren



County, in one municipality, the community service directors indicated
they had heard no outcry about insurance issues. The Committee reported
these findings to the Commission. Some Commission members indicated they
had heard of problems which the Committee did not uncover in the survey.

To resolve the matter the Committee reguested the Administra-
tive Office of the Courts to ask the Attorney General's office for an
opinion on the liability and workmens compensation issues.

(ii) Altermatives to Incarceration Report

The Commission was asked by the Assembly Subcommittee on Prison
Overcrowding to prepare a report on alternative programs to conventional
corrections. The Commission asked the Alternmatives to Incarceration
Committee to prepare a report for submission to the Assembly
Subcommittee.

The Commission sent that report to the Subcommittee on Prison
Overcrowding on June 4, 1985 (Appendix C). The report outlined a wide
- range of alternative programs that were recommended for further study.
While supporting Governor Kean's request for $60 million to provide 1,000
new prison beds, the Commission proposed both immediate and long term
alternative solutions to the problems of jail and prison crowding in New
Jersey.

Citing the rapid growth in the State's prison population, which
has more than doubled since December, 1980 (then 5886 but now 12,178),
the report urged that these sentencing options be made available and used
in order to make the best use of jail and prison resources.

C. SENTENCING DISPARITY CCMMITTEE

The Sentencing Disparity Committee began a prelimimary study to

explore the relations between the sentence given and various



characteristics of the cffender and circumstances surrounding the of-
fense. The Committee asked the Administrative Cffice of the Courts to
collect data to perform the preliminary study. The study will examine
all dispositions of persons sentenced from April, 1984 to March, 1985
when the most serious charge at conviction was for a burglary in the
second or third degree. The study will examine key variables believed to
impact upon the sentencing decision (such as the number of prior convic-
tions the defendant had within specified time periods; the occurrence and
frequency of probation and/or parole violation the defendant had withim
specified time periods; the presence/use of a weapon during the crime;
type of structure burglarized; amount of loss; extent of injury). The -
purpose of the study is to determine the extent to which these variables
account for variation in sentencing for burglary. This study has been in
progress during the summer of 1985 and results will be presented to the
Commission in the fall of 1985, Based on these results, the Commission
will decide whether or not té request a broader based study of disparity
on all types of crimes.

D. EDUCATICN COMMITTEE

The Commission established a new standing committee this year
to address the problem of 2 lack of understanding of the functioning of
the Criminal Justice System, The Committee discovered a general lack of
knowledge or understanding among staff of various criminal justice
agencies regarding the role and function of other agencies. The Commit-
tee recommended to the Commission that, as a first step, a Criminal
Justice Conference be held to familiarize the‘conferees (representatives
of criminal justice agencies, private organizations, and interested

publics) with the procedures for processing cases and to point out key



concerns of each component of the criminal justice system. The Commission
agreed and a state-wide conference was held on May 22, 1985.

The Criminal Justice Conference was divided into two segments,
In the morning segment an actual case was presented and panelists repre-
senting police, prosecution, the courts, the public defender, parcle,
corrections and victims discussed theilr reactions to decisions made
during the case. Each "actor," while not defending any decisions made in
the case, discussed why decisions may have been made the way they were.
In the afternoon session, various c¢riminal justice and private agencies
set up display booths which were open to all conference participants.

The general consensus among conference participants was that
the session was extremely useful and informative and they urged that
similar sessions be considered in the future. The Commission agreed and
decided to hold a similar Criminal Justice Conference on a yearly basis.

E. RECOMMENDATIONS::

The Commission respectfully makes the following recommendations
to the Governor and Legislature:

(i) Modify the Criminal Disposition Commission Reporting

(C.D.R.) System

The Commission recommends that the C.D.R. be modified to
ensure that all relevant and necessary case information is contained in
the system. This requires:

(a) increase in timeliness and compliance in reporting

Criminal Disposition Commissiorn (CDR) data to the
Courts, Prosecutor, Parole and Corrections;
(b) greater use of automated information systems such as

PROMIS/GAVEL and OBCIS to directly update CCH files;



(¢) resolving the current situation where many unfinger-
printed defendants escape inclusion in the data base ;
e.g., cases where only summonses are issued;

(d) dincluding a provision in the computer file for key
parole decisions on each case, as well as a capacity
for a county jail file and some key offender background;

(e) sufficient resources must be given to the State Police
to input and audit the completeness of the data base.

The Commission also recommends modification teo the CDR input
documents and soft ware to ensure that:
(1) the system comports to the New Jersey Code of
Criminal Justice respecting such data as degree
of crime, proper designation of minimum parole
ineligibility sentence, etc.; and
(2) revision of data elements to maximize amenability
to statistical analysis. Since the software was
written some time age, it should be reviewed in
terms of modern technology.

(1i) Addition of Alternative Programs to Conventional Correctioms

After close 'scrutiny of the State's prison population
which has more than doubled within the last five years, the Commission
urges that sentencing optioms be made avallable and used in order to make
the bests use of jail and prison rescurces. The Commission recommends
the following long and short term options be considered:

°Strengthening probation and parole supervision;

°Assigning probationers to different levels of supervision

based on risks of the offenses and needs for service;



°Improving programs of sentencing to required community
service;

°Augmenting supervised pre-trial pleas from jails;
°Introducing county level intensive probation
supervision;

°Establishing State residential treatment centers for drug
and alcohol abuse programs for paroles; and

°Developing a pilot intensive parole supervision program.

(i1i) Augment Commission Membership

The Commissicn, in submitting d1ts last Annual Report,
recomnended that membership be enlarged to include representatives from
the county prosecutors and/or local police. The Commission would like to
again recommend that legislation be drafted to amend N.J.S5.A. 2C:48-1 to
accemplish this.

(1v) Add Minority Representation

The Commission would also urge the Governor to fill the
one public member vacancy on the Commission with a member of the minority

community.



F, CRIMINAL DISPOSITION COMMISSION COMPOSITION

Dr, Don M. Gottfredson, Dean
School of Criminal Justice
Rutgers University

15 Washington Street

Newark, New Jersey 07102
(201) 648-5871

PBonald Belsole, Director
Division of Criminazl Justice
Attorney Gemeral's Office
Hughes Justice Complex

5th Floor, West Wing CN-085
Trenton, New Jersey 08625
(609) 984-0020

John Cannel, Esqg.

Office of the Public Advocate
Hughes Justice Complex

2nd Floor, North wing
Trenton, New Jeersey 08625

Christopher Dietz, Chairman
State Parole Board

P.0O. Box 7387

Whittlesey Road

Trenton, New Jersey 08628
(609) 292-0845

William H. Fauver, Commissioner
Department of Corrections

P.0., Box 7387

Whittlesey Road

Trenton, New Jersey 08628
(609) 292-9860

Hon., Walter M. D. Kerm, Jr.
Assemblyman, 40th District
171 E, Ridgewood Avenue
Ridgewood, New Jersey 07450
(201) 445-9300

Hon. Lee Laskin

Senator, 6th District

36 Tanner Street

Haddonfield, New Jersey 08033
(609) 795-1500

Hon. John A. Lynch

Senator, 17th District

96 Bayard Street

New Brunswick, New Jersey 08901
(201) 249-4550 (District)

(201) 545-0745 {(other office)

Hon. Frank M, Pelly
Assemblyman, 18th District
Curtis Place

North Brunswick, New Jersey 08902

(201) 249-6666

Hon. Christine Whitman

20 Springs

Far Hills, New Jersey 07931
(201) 231-7033

CONSULTANT
Hon. Leo Yanoff, J.S.C.
Essex County Courthouse
155 Hall of Records
Newark, New Jersey 07102
(201) 621-4088

ALTERNATES
Dr. Wayne Fisher, Chief
Research & Evaluation Unit
Attorney General's Office
Division of Criminal Justice
Hughes Justice Complex
5th Floor, West Wing
Trenton, New Jersey 08625
(609) 984-2799

Richard Goldman, Member
State Parcle Board

P.0. Box 7387

Whittlesey Road

Trenton, New Jersey (8628
(609) 292-4257

Stanley Repko,.Dep. Director
Div, of Policy and Planning
Dept. of Corrections

P.0. Box 7387

Whittlesey Road

Trenton, New Jersey 08628
(609} 984-4578

OBSERVERS

BEE'EEEIT Acting Director
SLEPA

3rd Floor, West Wing
Hughes Justice Complex
Trenton, New Jersey 08625
(609} 292-3820



William D. Burrell Joseph J. Barraco

Administrative Office of the Courts Administrative Qffice of the Courts
Chief, Supervision Services Chief, Sentencing Research
Justice Complex, 3rd Floor, North Wing Hughes Justice Research
CN-037 7th Floor, North Wing
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 Trenton, New Jersey 08625
(609%9) 292-8925 (609) 292-4637
Steven L. Carnes, Esq. Gilbert Jcohnson
Assistant Counsel Program Analyst
Governor's Office Bureau of Budget
State House State House, Room 401
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 Trenton, New Jersey 08625
(609) 292-6000 (609) 984-5241
Frank Dambeck John P. MecCarthy, Jr., Esq.
Department of Treasury Administrative Office of the Courts
Bureau of Budget Assistant Director
State House Criminal Practice
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 Hughes Justice Complex
(609) 292-5063 7th Floor, North Wing
Trenton, New Jersey 08625
Marianne Frierson (609) 292-4637
School of Criminal Justice
Rutgers University Loretta O'Sullivan
15 Washington, Street Legislative Liaison
Newark, New Jersey 07102 Department of Corrections
(201) 648-5870 P.0.Box 7387
Whittlesey Road
Ty Hodanish Trenton, New Jersey 08628
Juvenile Delinquency Disposition (609) 292-5781
Commission
Ty Hodanish Don Van Nostrand
Juvenile Delinquency Disposition Qffice of Policy & Planning
Commission Department c¢f Corrections
Hughes Justice Complex P, O, Box 7387
4th Floor, North Wins Whittlesey Road
CN-037 Trenton, New Jersey (08628
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 (609) 633-6567

(609) 292-2264
Meherji Wadia, Chief
Data & Analysis Center
State Police
(CN-113
River Road
West Trenton, New Jersey 08625
(609) 292-4719



APPENDIX A

Criminal Justice Statistics
Reports Received by the Commission
on September 18, 1985
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COMPARISON OF SENTENCING PATTERNS FROM 1984 - 1985

1985 Sentencings

Title 2C Title 2a**

1984 Sentencings
Title 2C Title 2A**

Total Cases

Percent Non-
Custodial

Percent
Incarcerated

Percent of Total
Cases Sentenced to:

County
Institutions

YRCC
State Prison

Median State
Prison Term

Percent of State
Prison Terms with
Minimum Parole
Eligibility
Sentence

11,213

51%

49%

23%
5%

21%

5 years

44%

181

66%

34%

20%
1%

12%

5 vears

N/A

19,484

51%

49%

21%
6%

22%

5 years

443

446

70%

30%

16%
2%

12%

5 years

N/A

** Included in this figure are cases where the offender was convicted of a
Title 2A offense, but was sentenced as if a Title 2C offense, pursuant

to N.J.S.A. 2C:1-(c)}{2).



COMPARISON OF SENTENCING PATTERNS FROM 1981 - 1983

1983 Sentencings 1982 Sentencings 1981 Sentencings
Title 2C Title 2a** Title 2C Title 2a** Title 2C  Title 2A**
Total Cases 18,564 787 18,315 1,662 14,855 3,147
Percent Non— , -
Custodial 53% 77% 49% 73% ~ 48% 68%
Percent
Incarcerated 47% 23% 51% 278 52% 32%

Percent of Total
Cases Sentenced to:

County

Institutions 19% 9% 193 15% 20% 16%
YRCC 7% 2% _ 9% 2% 11% 3%
State Prison 21% 12% 23% 10% 21% 13% -
Median State

Prison Term 5 years 5 years 5 years 5 years 5 years 5 years

Percent of State

Prison Terms with

Minimum Patrcle

Eligibility

Sentence 43% N/A 40% . N/A 28% N/A

#* Tncluded in this figure are cases where the offender was convicted of a
Title 2A offense, but was sentenced as if a Title 2C offense, pursuant
to N.J.S.A. 2C:1-{c){2).



PROFILE OF SUPERIOR COURT SENTENCINGS
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PERCENTAGE OF PERSONS
SENTENCED TO STATE PRISON
WHO RECEIVED MINIMUM PAROLE ELIGIBILITY SENTENCES
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MEW JERSEY STATE PAROLE BOARD
PAROLE RELEASE STATISTICS

VIONTH OF AUGUST, 1985

STATE PRISON 204
YOUNG ADULT 139
COUNTY/COUNTY 285
JUVENILE 45

TOTAL RELFASES 893
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(CDR) System
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REPORT OF THE DATA COMMITTEE

of the

Criminal Disposition Commission

on the

Criminal Disposition Reporting (CDR) System

SUMMARY
The Committee is of the view that a central state level information
_system Is greatly needed to meet the increasing information needs of
policy makers, as well as of the Criminal Disposition Commission. The
Committee notes that the Offender Based Tranmsaction System (OBTS)/Crimirnal
Case History (CCH)/Criminal Disposition Report (CDR) system run by the
State Police is one which could meet these needs if a number of important .
-'modificatious were made to that system. It 1s the strong belief of this
Committee that the State Police have done a fine job over the years with
the system, and the forthwith is in no way intended to critiéize their
work. Members of the Committee have observed the system and find it to be
a well run operation. It is simply that the time has come to improve the
system's ability to meet today's needs.

Modifications to the system that need to be made to make it more

useful to decision makers include the feollowing:



I. Ensuring that all relevant necessary case informatiom be contained

in the system, this requires:

A.

increase in timeliness and compliance iﬁ reporting Criminal
Disposition Report (CDR) data by the Courts, Prosecutor, Parole
and Corrections;

greater use of automated information systems such as PROMIS/
GAVEL and OBCIS to directly update CCH files;

resolving the current situation where many unfingerprinted
defendants escape inclusion in the data base - e.g., cases where
only summonses were issued;

including a provision in the computer file for key parole
decisions on each case, as well as a capacity for a county .
jail %ile and some key offender background;

sufficient resources must be given to the State Police to

input and audit the completeness of the data base,

II. Modificatiom to the input documents and gsoftware to ensure that:

A.

the system comports to the New Jersey Code of Criminal

Justice respecting such data as degree of crime, proper )
designation of minimum paroie ineligibility sentence, etec.:; and
revision of data elements to maximize amenability to

statistical analysis. Since the software was written some

time ago, it should be reviewed in terms of modern technalogy.

The Committee suggests that the proposed enhancements to the CDR

data base will iwmpact upon all major segments - of the Criminal Justice

System, and the full cooperation of each at a very high level will be

needed to ensure that all necessary modifications will be made. An



estimate of the costs of the modification should be made at the variocs
agencies affected. The Committee notes that the savings which can
result from the proposed enhancements are great. Currently, vast system
resources are being diverted to double-check information in State level
rap sheets., Sometimes this leads to a delay in the movement of cages
and decisions based upon faulty data. As well, at the State level,
policies are set in motionm ﬁithout full information which could improve

the quality of policy decisions.

BACK&ROUND
On January 9, 1985 the Criminal Disposition Commission Personmnel

Committee, including Chairman Don Gottfredson, John Canne; (Public -

Defender), Christine Whitman (Freeholder), Jack McCarthy and Joe Barraco

(AOC) met to discuss qualifications and duties for proposeﬁ '

Commission staff. It became important to understand what data this

proposed staff would have to work with in pursuit of the Governor's

mandate for the Commission to engage in some long-range Criminal Justice

planning. It was felt that the current fragmented sfsgéms within the
" hands of various system components are not conducive to the kind of

system~wide analysis ﬁeeded, and .that it would be most difficult and
'coahly, 1f not impossible, to merge these systems.

Therefore, at the January 16 meeting of the full Commission, the
problem was discussed. It was pointed out that the CDR systém contained
mich of the data needed and that a number of attempts have been made over
the last several years to improve the CDR system. It was discussed that

high level support would be needed since the system impacts on all

segments of the Criminal Justice system.



The Commission members seemed favorably inclined to address the
CDR issue, and it was decided to refer the questions to the Data
Committee for more in-depth consideration and repért.

This Data Committee met on January 28 and discussed the subject
generally. Jack McCarthy, of the AOC, discussed the results of an
earlier consideration of this subject in February, 1982 (see attached
memo from John P. McCarthy, ﬁr. i’ Appendix A), which identified a number
of improvements needed to this system. Wayne Fisher indicated that his
office expressed the need for degree of crime béing incorpoerated into

the data base. The Committee discussed the following:

I. Problems of relevant or necessary data not included in the

data base.
A, While the State Police have an audit capacity to retrieve
wissing documents, there is a significant problem of non-compliance by
the varicus agencies which are to forward CDR documents to the State
. Police. Some of these problems are related to training needs,

procedural difficulties, or lack of resources. Often the forms are

missing key information. )

. B. The Staée Police vigorously defend the need to include only
.’verified fingerprinted defendants' fecords into the CDR system, and there
is no question that thig system must have fingerprint verification. We
agree that no re;ofd should be initially established without fingerprint
verification., However, there seems to be no reason why updates to the
record such as indictment and conviction information can not be entered
directly from official records on the PROMIS/GAVEL system currently in

place in many counties, thus relieving the local manual effort in

in preparation of forms and the State level keypunch effort.



c. Currently, as mentioned above, unfingerprinted defendants,
i. e., summoned defendants, are not entered into the CCH systenm.

While this preserves the integrity of the system, it alse renders the
system incomplete as a rap sheet data base. With increased use of
surmonses to ;nitiate criminal complaint, a substantial percentage of
criminal histories are never entered into the State system. Recently, local
officials have been'urged to ensure that summoned defendants are
ultimately printed, perhaps at indictment. (See attached mémo from
Administrative Director Lipschgr to all Assigmment Judges in Appendix B).
However, more is needed. Perhaps a -separate file of summoned unprinted
defendants should be maintained at least for statistical purposes. This
file could also emit a tickler notice to remind the prosecutor to se;k
fingerprinting at the arraignment on the indictment..

D. Currently, there is little data on what portion of parole
hearings result in release versus denial for various classes of
offenses. This data is useful to deal with prison crowding, and to
understand more about the parole process. The CDR process captures
decisions at the prosecutor and court sﬁage. but not p;;cle. and it must
if the system 1s to be complete. ‘ :

E. The staff of the State Police operating the CDR system,

‘-inciuding keypunching, analysis, audits, etc., has been cut a number
of times. While often the economic realities are such that budgets must
be reduced, the Committee, nevertheless, notes that sufficieﬁt resources
must be allocated to maintain a quality information system.
The Committee felt that the above consensus would need to be
addressed before the data base can be useful. In the past a number of

research efforts in such areas as recividism research, sentencing



effectiveness, speedy trial data, ete., have been severely frustrated by

problems with missing case information.

II. MODIFICATIONS

Another problem area relates to changes needed in the data
collected itself, The system has not been modified since the new Penal
Code was passed and does not comport with some changes enacted by the
Code, such as inclusion of degree of offense, provision for minimum
parole ineligibility sentences, etc. Therefore, the CDR forms themsalves
need to be reviewed to see what new information is required, either by
virtue of the Code or as a result of data needs of the various policymakérs,
Finally, .the data elements should be reviewed to ensure that they capture
data consistently, and that the data is encoded in a way amenable to
statistical anmalysis. Sentencing data often includes mutually exclusive

categories, and each item of information should be encoded, individually,

I1I. Prioritz

Finally, the‘Coﬁmittee discussed the notion that the changes
suggested involve many aspects of the system, and that, therefore, it °
could be done only wiéh priority established at the highest levels and

‘eneigetically and vigorously pursueﬁ. Each compoment of the system

would need to make some changes, It will be necessary to invelve all

components, espe;ially the State Police, Prosecutors, Courts, Correc~
tions, and Parole in estimating the resources and the changes

necessary to accomplish the task. A central steering committee composed

of these officials may be needed to coordinate the effort.



IV. The New Jersey State Court Disposition Reporting System Overview

The fundamental concept underlying the Offender Based Transaction
Statistics/Computerized Criminal History (OBTS/CCH) system is its focus
on the individual arrestee., Once the identity of the arrestee has been
positively established through fingerprints, vital data elements are
gathered at various stages as the arrestee is processed through the
criminal justice system. These stages are:

Arrest Stage

Municipal Court Stage

.Prosecutor Grand Jury Stage

.Superior Court Stage
The information gathered at each of the above stages constitutes the
OBTS/CCH Data Base from which a wide variety of statistical information
can be obtained. The source documents for the OBTS/CCH Data Base are
the CDR forms of the New Jersey State Court Disposition Reporting

System. The following are the source forms for the data base:

CDR~-1 Uniform Complaint Summons

CDR-2 Uniform Complaint Warrant

CDR-3 County Prosecutor Criminal Disposition Report
CDR-4 Municipal Court Remand Criminal Dispositian Report
CDR-5 County Clerk Criminal Disposition Report

CDR-6 County Clerk Change of Criminal Disposition Report
CDR-7 County Probation Department Disposition Report
CDR-8 Conditional Discharge Final Disposition Report
CDR-9 Custody/Supervision Status Report

Since positive identificaticn through fingerprints is a key requirement
for inclusion in this data base, it contains information on adult
arrestees only. All juveniles are excluded since they canmot be

fingerprinted,



A, Coverage and Size of the OBTS/CCH data base

The OBTS/CCE data base was designed originally to cover all adult
offenders, who have been arrested since January 1; 1972 for either
disorderly or indictable offenses. If those adults arrested since
January 1, 19?2 had prior arrests on their rap sheets, the "priors"
information was also entered into the data base, Note however, that
since the rap sheets were a-ﬁanual'operation, the degree of detail
. available for entry in the computerized data base was limited and
restricted to whatever details were recorded on the rap sheet.

Thus, the information available for arrests from January I, 1972
onwﬁrds is richer in detgils than that for "priors."

As gf January, 1985 the data base contained a total of more than
500,000 persons with over one million five hundred thousand (1,500,000+)
entries,

B. Applications of the Data Base

The applications of this data cam be divided into two majer groups:

l. Computerized-Criminal-History

This ipformation pertains to an indiy;dual and gives
the entire criminal history of that particular individ-
ualrincluding identifiers such as: defendant's name,
defendant's addreés, ete, This information, since it
contains the aforementioned identifiere is restricted
to criminal justice agencies only,

2. Statistical-Studies

In these applications all identifiers are removed and

statistical aggregates, frequency distributions,



averages, etc. are generated. A pumber of statistical
studies have been completed for a wide variety of
agencles that comprise the New Jersey State Criminal
Justice System and include: Office of thé Attorney
General, New Jersey Legislature, New Jersey State
Police, Division of Criminal Justice, Administrative

Office of the Courts, Institutions and Agencies, ete,

In addition to any other recommendation made in this report, the
Committee recommends it be expanded to include representatives of the

State Police, O0.T.I.S. and other affected agencies,

Respectfully submitted,

John P. MeCarthy, Jr.

Don Apai

Joseph J. Barraco

Wayne Fisher

Stan Repko

Ed Rhine .
Don Van Nostrand

Meherji Wadia
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ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS
: -STATE OF NEW JERSEY ‘

R
: _ E e
SORZRT B.LIPZEHIR . - © VA % STATE HOUSE ANNEX
ADMINISTHATIVE DIACSION OF THE COUATS = wew 2 : oN-ox7
. i - -
-fff%l_’-%,.' : TRENTON, NEW JERSEY 03828
S 609:954-027S

FROM:

February 3, 1982

Director Dora2ld J. Blanco, Division of Systems and Comzmunications
Prosecutor Philip S. Carchman, Mercer County ‘
James F. Mulvihill, Division of Ciiminal Justice
Yajor Louis Grossi, Division of State Police
Captain Wally Miller, Division of State Police
Lieutenant Paul Woolverten, Division of State Police
Frank Bellis, Division of Criminal Justice
John M. Fzhy, Division of Criminal Justice
Donzld Rebovich, Division of Criminal Justice
Stanley Repko, Department of Corrections
Eolly C. Bzkke, AOC ’
isin Kennedy, AOC
Philip G, Miller, AOC
George J. Sikora, AOC

John P. MeCarthy, Jr.
sssistzat Director, Criminal Practice

Thank you for agreeing to serve on an inter-agency task forca which

‘will tzke 2 look at the CDR System and. recommended improvements., This is
.the second phase of an earlier effort which resulted in inclusion of various
elements to the CDR-1 and CDR-2, and added am NCR copy for the Superior

Ccurq.

- * Jim Mulvihill has been kind epough to provide the Divisfen of Criminal
Justice Training Conference Room which is on the Fifth Tloor of the Richard
J. Hughes Justice Complex here in Tremton. at 2:00 P.M. on Tuesday, February

-9, 1982,

r

While we probably don't want the committee to grow too large, the above

"1list’is not meant to be final in any way, and you may wish to Suggest some
- 2dditional inputs. : -

1 ez preparing 2n agenda for the meeting, and hope you will commmemd mara

your thoughts en this, There 1s much that can be done with rhis system, and
ve will need to consider priorities. Some areas T would suggest are:

(1) A merger of sowe sort between the CDR-3 and che "official

moving papers' for disposition of indicrable cozplzints,

L3



This pertains also to the CDR-4 and the Judgment/Order -
of Conviction/Commitment. It is likely that the separate
nature of the CDR forms leads to problems in completing
then, ' - i

* (2) Inclusion of degree of crime in the CDR-3 and CDR~4 to

. ensure that same is reflected on rap sheets in the
future. Other data elenmants may need to be considered
in econjunccion with #1 zbove,

(3) Methods to ensure that 211 documents are forwarded by
2ll parties on 2 timely basis.

(4) ZInsure that non-fingerprinted forms are nevertheless
entered into the OBTS files. I understand and agree
with the need to exclude sone cases from the CCE files,
but chink they may properly be distinguished. It may
be that we need to consider reducing the pumber of -
data items currently put into the systen (some of which
have never been "used™) in faver of the additional un-
fingerprinted cases. .

(53) Provide for monthly updazte of SAC QBTS files, and'make'
rovision for increased accessibility to information in
these {iles and regularized repor:ss.

(6) The State Police generation of CDR-3 and CDR-4 will need
be considered in terms of the accelerated movenent of
cases to disposition,

(7) Methods to 2ccount for 21l complaints, whether voided,
- . downgraded, etc. to ensure thar cases naver ara lost,

_ These are some important priorities. Perhaps we need also consider sueh
zajor Issues as relationship of CDR with all other Criminal Justice systems.
£lthe..h that alone would be a mouthful. In any event, please let me knew.
vhat you think., I look forward to seeing you all at the meeting.

. | / .
| /
- . i C_AL {
. :3.P-ﬁcc.
/dmg ‘ : ' h ;: -

i
¢s: Director Robert D. Lipscher, ADC
Commissioner William B, Fauver, Department of Corrections
Director Edwin H. Stier, Divisien of Criminal Justice
Christopher Dietz, Chairman, State Parole Board
Prosecutor’ Richard S. Rebeck, Middlesex County:



APPENDIX B




ADMINISTR%TIVE OFFICE OF THE C-OURT‘S
STATE OF NEW JERSEY

Aozt DL LirscuEs
ADMINIETRATIVE DIRECTOR OF THE COURTS

CN.oyy
TRENTON. NTW JERSEY i}

Decenber 19, 19854

T0: Assignment Judges
RO

i
b
v

Robert D. Lipscher

RE: CRIMINAL COURT DISPOSITION REPORTS

At the last meeting of che Statewide Speedy Trial Coordinating
Committee (STCC) a representative of the State Police indicated that the
State Bureau of Identificarien (SB1) 1is experiencing serious data
collection problems on COR reports of criminal case events from
zunicipal courts, county prosecurors and county clerks, Non-reporting
and delinquency on these reports affects the quality and efficiency of
decisions. on sentencing, diversion and bail, Since the Computerized
Criminal Eistories (CCH) of defendants are updated from CDR Teports, we
nust be certain that all events are reported to the SBI in a timely
manner.

Iomediate remedial action should be taken to eliminate any
existing backlog of CDR Teports in your vicinage., The AOC has obtained
CDR audit results of wunicipal court delinquencies {n each county.
Znclosed is a list of the courts in your vicinage with significant
backlogs discovered during a State Police audit of arrest files, Please
discuss this issue with all Munieipal Court Judges in your vicinage and
secure a specific timetable for CDR backlog elimination by the Courts
with significant CDR backlogs,

Tour loecal Speedy Trial Planning Committee should develop 2 plan

Lo assure compliance with the reporting requirements of the CDR systen

by each of the contributing agencies. Since only cases with fingerprint

identification are included on the CCH files, a2 coordinated .approach

should be developed to confirm that fingerprinting is performed ‘on every

- required case by the arresting agency. Confirmation should occur upon

receipt of indictable complaints referred by the municipal courts. A

procedure should be developed ro make certain that any defendant appear-

ing for arraignment on an indictment or accusacion 1s fingerprinted chat
day if he or she has not been printed previously on that case.



CiR backiogs and a description of your Speedy Trial Comnir
¢uality zssurance plan as scon as possible.

Please forward the time tables for elimination of munieipal court

/szm

g3

Crizinal Presiding Judges
Colenel Clinton L. Pagane
John 2, McCarthy, Jr.,
Yunicipal Court Judges

t. “hooag KEuestis
County Prosecutors
Trial Court Administrators
Cricinal Case Managers

R.D.L.

tee’s CDR



The following breakdown represents the most delinguent municipal

agencies per county, as per State Police, completicn August, 1984,

ATLANTIC

BERGEN

BURLINGTON

CAMDEN

CAPE MAY

CUMBERLAND

ESSEX

GLOUCESTER

Atlantic City
Egg Harbor Twp.
Ventnor
Galloway
Margate

Paramus
Hackensack
Englewocd
Garfield
Carlstadt

Hainesport
Burlington City
Moorestown Twp.
Willingboro
Pemberton

Camden

Cherry Hill
Gloucester Twp.
Voorhees Twp.
Somerdale

Wildwood
No. Wildwood
Ocean City

Vineland
Bridgeton
Millville

Newark

East Orange
Orange
Irvingten
Bloomfielad

Deptford
Washington Twp.
Paulsboro

West Deptford
Glasshoro

1,028
205
191
117

72

653
625
365
279
101

271
231
176
113
101

761
273
185
119

50

141
129
110

426
205
88

13,654
1,145
494
386
263

486
287
157
104

62

HUDSON

MERCER

MIDDLESEX

MONMOUTH

MORRIS

CCEAN

PASSAIC

Jersey City
Union City
Hoboken
Bayonne
Kearny

Trenton
Ewing Twp.
Lawrence Twp.
Hamilton Twp.

New Brunswick
Woodbridge
East Brunswick
Edison
Carteret

Asbury Park
Manalapan
Neptune City
Neptune Twp.
Red Bank

Rockaway Twp.
Parsippany Troy Hill
Morristown

Mount Qlive

Dover Town

Dover Twp.
Brick Twp.
Seaside Heights
Lakewood
Stafford

Paterson
Passaic City
Wayne
Clifton
Totowa

3,818
1,540
1,295
655
54

1,232
254
235
233

1,486
776
286
208
116

344
237
109
101

g0

232
193
150
58
49

610
495
254
229
.14

1,668
918
726
314
251



b Al

SUSs=zX

UNION

(G

— -y
—

Pennsvilie

Byranm _
Zorzatcong

Elizabeth
Eillsice

Plainfiesld
Union Tho.

Linden

Pahillipsburg

79

164
145
103

87

57
37

4,734
470
421
386
375

74
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CRIMINAL DISPOSITION COMMISSION

Don M. Goutfredson. Chairman
Dean, Schooi of Criminal Justice
Rutgers University
Newark

Donald R. Belsole, Director,
Division of Criminal Justice
John Cannel, Assistant Public
Defender, Office of the
c Public Defglder h
hristopher Dletz, airman
State Parole Board June 11, 1985
William H. Fauver, Commissioner
Department of Corrections
Hon. Waiter M.D. Kern.
Assemblyman, 40th District
Hon. Lee Laskin,
State Senator, §th District
Hea. John A, Lynch,
State Senator, 17th District
Hon. Frank M. Pelly,
Assemblyman, {8th District
Hon, Christie Whitman,
Public ¥Member

Hom. Leo Yaooff, J.5.C.. Ret., va
Consultant

honorable Richard F. Visoccky
Chairman, Assembly Subcommitzee
on Prison Overcrowding

104 Midland Avenue

Garfield, New Jersey 07026

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The Criminal Disposition Commission has

3[ Newhouse
Center for Law and Justce
LS Washington Street
Newark, New Jersey 07102
101-648-3870

exazined dispesitiocnal

and program opticns and selected those believed to best address cthe issues

before your Subcommittee on prison overcrowding. The Committae racognizes
that, although some offenders must be incarcarated there are cthers for
whow less restrictive dispositions may be apprepriate,

The report identifies dispositional and program options that,
while alleviating the current severe burden on ocur State correction svstem,
address the needs for public safety, appropriate punishment, econemy, and
reduction in crowding.

Our Report contains summary information on dajor programs chat
the Commission believes hold the greatest potential for immediate impact
upon prison crowding. The appendices provide more detailed informarion
on these selected programs. While recognizing the need for immediate
responses that should alleviate prison crowding, the Commission stresses
the need to address the long term needs of the correctional svstem,
especially including a needed enhancement of probation and parole
supervision services.



The report is desigred to help the Subcommittes determina the

appropriaceness of each program discussed ir relacicn fc che issues heing
addressed. The Subcommictee is therefore encouraged to contaer ths Crip—
nal Dispesition Commission for additional informazionm if vou find this would
be helpful.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sircerely,

652

Don M. Gottfredson,“Chairman

DMG/cc

Encl.

ccli

Honorable Thomas H., Kean

Honorable Alan J. Xarcher

Honorable Carmen A. QOrechio

Honorable George J. Otlowski

Honorable Nicheolas R. Felice

Honorable John P. Doyle

David Price, Aid to Assembly Corrections, Health and Human Servicsas
Commitree

Members, Assembly Correction, Health and Humar Ffervices Committee

Members, Criminal Disposition Commission



Report of the

ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION COMMITTEE

of the

Criminal Disposition Committee

Christine Whitman, Chairman

May 1985



INTRODUCTION

The Alternatives to Incarceration Commitces ¢f the Criqinal
Disposition Commission believes that there needs to be a fuil
range of correctional disposition and resources available to the
decision makers. This will enable the decision maker to select
the least restrictive correctional disposition that is compatible
with the needs for public safety, deserved punishment and cffender
well being. This is a pragmatic recognition of the facr that some

offenders must be incarcerated and the system must be able to

respond to that need.

The Committee is not of the opinion that implementacion of
certain alternatives :o incarceration will resolve +he oroblem of
prison overcrowding tiat continues to plague us despite allocation
of vast resources over the past several years. There are numerous
offenders processed through the criminal justice system each vear
for wnom public saZety and current statutes demand incarcerative
sanctions. We recognize that additional prison conscruc=ion mussc
e a compenent of any successful long-term strazagy tgo raduce
prison overcrowding. The Committee, therefore, =ndorses Sovernor
Kgan's current request for $60 million to construct 1,000 addi-
tional prison beds in addition to the alternative Programs

described herein.

It should be underscored that the likelihood of a lease
extension for the 300-bed Mid-State Correctional Facility at Fort
Dix beyond November 1986 is slim. Considering the loss of that
facility, construction of 1,000 additional beds constitutes a net

increase of dnly 500 prison beds. Current projections of inmate
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~eds to be constructad and to be constructed gquickly.
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At the same time, the Commiztee believes that there

an-
ders for whom less restrictive and instrusive dispositions than
incarceration would be appropriate and effective. These disposi-
tional options should be made available and be used in orZfer to
make best use of existing incarceration rescources. Cells are
expensive and take a lonz time to build. Our problem is now, and

we need to ensure that cells are being used by only those for whom

no alternative is appropriate,

The Committse Eelieves that %here are dispositional and pro-
cram options available for use in New Jersey that will help o
alleviate the burden currsntly stralning the state corraccional
system. Program options, proven in cother sctates and jurisdictions

will enable the bhest use to be made of limi*ed rasources.

The Commictes believes :that endeavoré o improve the alloca-
vion andé utilization of ccommunizy-based corractlional rascurces
should have two foci. First, %here shculd be a systematic eiifors
o upgrade and. enhance the capabilicies of current corrac:zional
field services. Probaticn and paroles have not been supported to
the level necessary to make them wviable, cradikle dispositions
shat have the confidence and support of judges, the parols poard
and the community. Second, we should pursue implementation of
programs that hold promise for relisf from overcrowding in the

short term.

If probation and parcle were to receive adequate rescurces,

it is likely that the supervision and enforcement services

-2
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active. This increased affactiveness

aroviied would e more e
would make the decision makers more confident 2hout communisw
supervisicon and more lik=lyv €2 usa 3

community would be well served by stronger supsrvision.

Probation was founded on the belief that an early interven=
tion, short of incarceration, could be more esfective in rzaching
and positively changing an offender. The Committee beliaves chac
enhanced community supervision through probation will enable
aarlier, effectivé intervention; more aid and-assistance to offen-
ders; and a positive impact owverall., This éan produce long-term

benefits which will reduce the demand for use of instituecional

correctional resources.

Parole, like probation, provides supervision in the cozmunitey

i

to assist the ofiender's reintegration to society and to provide

Ll

1like propation,

.

an assurance of communicy ané public safezr. ¢
which provides supervision in lisu of insarcsration or in coniunc-

tion with a short term of incarcerasion, parols su

"
1]
Lht
<t
'-ul
[7]]
e
O
ot
0
0
O
i
[} ]
Ul

Esllowing release from a lengthisr custodial santence.

The Committee believes that enhanced parcle supervision ser-
vices can also contribute to more effective uzilization of limitad
sedspace. Continued incarceration of inmates who have sarved
sufficient time to be eligible for parcle is a contributing Zacstor
to state correctiocnal facility overcrowding. Return of parole
violators to custody alsco impacts on the number of pedspaces
available Zor housing newly sentenced inmates. When varale super-
vision functions can be carried out effectively, decisicns to
release eligible inmates to parole supervision can be made with 2

greater degree of confidence. Recidivism in the form of Darole
-3-
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vielation can also de reduced by iLnsuring that requisize inter-
vention services are provided to parolees experiencing adjuscment

Droblems.

Building the strength and capacity of probation and parole
enhances their ability to do their job, but does not diresctly and
immediately impact on prison crowding. More immediate rasponses
are necessary, and the Committee believes that these program
responses can help to alleviate crowding in the near term and
strengthen the system's ability to manage demand on correctional

resources over time.

Several major programs proposals are presented in brief Ior
considera-ion. Each is designed to provide direct relial in some
measure to the demand on jail ané orison resources. They-are the
options which the Committee believes hold the greacest potancial
for immediate positive impact on prison crowding. The Committee
recognizes rthat the rapert merely touches zhe =iz ¢I the icebery,
Successul rascoluzion requires a more thorough examination and
analvsis of the issues and options available, 2 task which the

Committee will updertake. More detalled information is included

in the appendices, and the reader 1s encouraged to contact the

Criminal Dispesition Commission for further informacion.



LONG=TERM INITIATIVEIS

Eahancementz of Field Sucervision Services

Special program initiatives, while responsive to urgent and
immediate needs, <o not necessarily address the long-term needs of
the correctiocnal system. The Committee is convinced that the cur-
rent field supervision services provided by the county probaticn
departments (prokation supervision, community service) and the
Bureau of Parcle (parcle supervision for ceocunty and state inmates)
are seriously undersupported. They simply do not have the resources
needed to do the job as it is envisioned and as it can be done as
evidenced by the success of New Jersey's Intensive Supervision
Program (ISP). Of those released to ISP, slighcly more than 3%
have committed new offenses. The small caseloads and strict super-
vision have resulted in 14% being returned to prison for viclations
of the program requirements. By any standard of traditional super-

vision services, these figures are impressive,

This clearly shows that offenders c¢an safely and effactivaly
ne supervised in the community., The Committee helieves that citi-
zens would be better served if some oI the same type 0f rasources
could be infused teo probation, parole and community service. By
doing so, those services would be strengthened and dacislon makers
would be more confident of the ability oI the gprobation department
or bureau of parole to carry out effective supervision. The Com-
mittee believes this will have a salutary effect on the use of
correcticonal resources, reserving cells for those who truly need
and deserve it. Those for whom community supervision can safely
and effectively be provided need not use up a cell, a commodity

currently in scarce supply.



A racent report showed the dangsrs of understa fing probation.

The RAND Corporation in Cranting Felons Prorbazizn showed hmow two
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California counties, witn caseloads of 3
fallure rates (new convictions) of better than 50%. Several vears
ago, when probation caseloads in New Jersey were close to 100, the

failure rate in this state was 28%.

The average adult probation caseload is now nearly 150 ang
climbing every year. It is not unreasonable to think that the
rate of new offenses committed by probationeré 1s climbing along
with the caseloads. Table 1l shows the trend for average adult

caseloads since 1981. The average caselcads in the counties ranged

Irom 386 to 339 in 1984.

Table 1 '

r
Statewide Average Adult Supervision Caseload
Y2ar 1981 1382 ~393 1984
Average
Caseload 110 130 134 143

With excessively large caseloads, only a —ary Zaw oZfanders
receive real supervision. A caselcad of 148 would allat approxi-
mately 48 minutes per month to e=sach client., Spread out over the

period of a month, that is not much time. Ther=z is almost 900

times more minutes left unsupervised.

By strengthening probation and parole, effective supervi-
sion can be provided. As has been shown by ISP, intensive super-
vision can produce impressive performance in terms of law=-abiding

behavior of those under supervision. Smallar, specialized

-6-



caseloads can be more aeffactive IZor hard-to-manage, oroblem offan-
ders. Freguent contact and strict enforcement will pus 4Lse=h pack
into probaticn, rses=zoring i1ts credibilicy. The publlic nazds =2

have confidence in the ability of praobation and parole =o do thair
job. Joan Petersilia, one of the authors of =he RAND Corooration
report, stated that probation's most urgent need is for resources

to do its job.

This 1s certainly true here in New Jersev. The workload of
individual cfficers needs to be set at a levei which enables them
to proﬁide the supervision called for by the court or parole
board. 1In order for probation, parole and community service
workloads w0 be sat at an adttainable lavel, significarntly more

Ta250Urces are necessary.



VEAR-TZRM RESPONSES

Supervised Pretrial Rsizase

Almost half (483%) of the 7,263 persons currently confined ina
New Jersey's coun:tv jails are being held pretrial. These 3,491
offenders have not been convicted and are detained £o ensura their

appearance at subsequent court appearances,

Supervised pretrial release (SPR) has been shown tc be a

viable alternative to jail. It consists of small caseloads o©

rh

released oififenders who are monitored closely to ensure that thevy
appear in court. SPR targets individuals who ars unable to obtain
any other Zorm of release, and thus ctypically 3PR has zersons who

cose some risk of absconding.

Research into successIul SPR programs showed that 86% of

those raleased appeared Zcr all court hearings, and 88% complezad

(T
HS )
m
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i

ratrial supervision withou® sSeing arraszad,.

Counzy Intensive Supervision 2rogram

Qf the 7,263 persons in tihe county 3ails, 2,093 arz sansancsd
to short tferms of incarceration., Some of these could e relsasad
into the community under intensive supervision., Building on che

success of the state ISP, a county medel has zZeen develoged Ior

the model

rh

Essex and will soon be implemented. Replication o©
across the state would provide additional rel:iz=f to the county

jails.

Like the state model, county ISP would Z=zature small casa-

loads, ZIrequent contact, mandatory community service, "recuiresd

-3-



emplovment and rescrictions such as curlfsw and 4
close and demanding sugerwvision would work =tzward conctwolling
cliant risk to the community while providing a wviable cpzion =0

jail incarceration.

Supervised Group Community Service

Many individuals are sentenced to short terms of incarcera-
tion by the municipal courts. It is presumed that many are there
who could be effectively handled in a supervised group community

service setting.

Modelled on a successful program established in New York City
by the Vera Institute of Justice, <his initiacive would idenziiy
appropriate offenders, divert them from jail and place chem in a
highly structured secting to do their service. The service in

thils program 1is more punitive and the supervision provided will

nels to reduce problems while not reguiring heusing in a resisfen-
tilal facility. This is important, as ‘udges may sentance o
incarceration because they want to ;unish more than standard
community service or because they ses the oiiznder as not zeing

.

reliakla, dependable or a good risk for the

-

adividual assignment

which characterizes most community service assignments,

State ISP Residential Centers

The state ISP program has identified two groups of offenders
for which a residential center would be appropriate, This would
enable ISP to expand its eligibility criteria and take‘in more
prisoners, and also would provide an even more stringent option

for responding to in-program failures,

-9



The first group of offenders 1s those wich some elements of

rane osfanse Or in their hackground, Currantly

ks

violence in the cu
axcluded from ISP, zhey could be lacluded i

sional added structura, a residential facility, were availabkle,

The second group are those who are currently in the orogran
who develop into a special risk or need group. The residential
center could provide an opportunity te stabilize crisis situations,

provide added surveillance or conduct intensive counselling. I

successiul, a return to prison could be avoided.

State Residential Treatment Center

Many inmates iﬁ state correctional Zacilitises havea serious
and chronic drug and/or alcohol nroblems. Some could saZely aﬁd
effectively be housed in a secure residential treatment center in
the community. Such a facility would provide intensive trsatment

services to stablilize and control the proplsm and enable the offzan-

8]

der to be reintegrated back into the community wizh ths ort

Ut
[
s
H¢!
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guidance and control of the center's stai

Effaceiva treatment resources and environments selicm sxist

fender can efifectivaly

rn

in correctional institutions. If an o
be housed and treated in a community-based Ifacility, it makes more
sanse, The Commitiese peliaves this should e <he cholce whera

community safety will not be compromised.

Intensive Parole Supervision

Offenders released from prison to supervision in the commu-

nity pose many of the same dilemmas that are faced by probation,

-10-



and then some. One gresat additional problem is alding :zhe

)

carolee in the process oI reacclinating to Iree socisihy,

Parole caseloads are high, averaging 70, and it is difficuls
to manage the task at hand. Parolees, generally, are coovictad of
more serious crimes and nave a greater history of criminal involve-
ment than those offenders who are not committed to state institu-
‘tions., It is crucial to identify those who pose the greatest risk
and apply sufficient resources to those cases. One successiul

method is intensive supervision of parolees, providing close super-

vision, fregquent contact and restrictive conditions.

with such a orogram, it is likely that the paroling authority
would te more amenable to caroles of certain cases, Xneowing that

tight supervision will be provided.

Conclusion
It is important to racognize +that the proposals puz Iorth kv
=mig Committee ars substantial, and «will ne% be without cost. We

believe tha% these costs are lnvestmencts 1n a soundsr, mor:
raticnal and more effective correctional systam. There will be

scme immediate relief, and this is important. Just as important

(31
(B 1Y
q1]
0
r
'_..
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is the longer-term contribution of the increased use of 2
alternatives to incarceration. Such programs will help o ansure
selection of the least intrusive sanction compatible with public
safety, and this will contribute to cost control by avoiding

expensive incarceration.

With the negative effects of incarceration on the offender,

use of alternatives where possible should also have a salutary

-]11=-



affact on the behavior of the oIfenders. II the rasources oI the
system can be channelesd correctly, then pernacs the offandar will

not be as likely to rarcurn as a recidivisc oo clalim a Cell In our
jails and prisons. The Committee sees this as a worthy geoal 0 be

pursued along with the urgent demands of crowding and alternatives.
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Table 1

Stage of Criminal Point of Service
Justice Process Impact Provider Proposed Response
Pretrial Detention County Jail Probation Supervised Pretrial
Release
{Post-Dispositicnal Probation Probation Resource Enhancement
i Superwvision
. Community Service frobation Probation Resource Inhancement
Short-Tern County Jail ?robacion County I52
Incarceration - Supervisad Group CS
: Long-Term State Prison Isp Residentizl Cantsrs
Incarceration for State ISP
Depxt. of Stace Residential
Cerractions Treaument Can=zars
! Post-Incarceration Zarole dursay orf Intensiva Iupervision
Supervision Parcle
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APPENDICES - Program Descripticns

Enhancement of Probatieon Supervision
Enhancement ¢f Community Service

Supervised Pretrial Release

Supervised Community Service in Lieu of Jail
County Intensive Supervision Program

ISP Residencial Centers

Stace Residencial Treatmen+ Centers

Intensive Parols Supervision



Sahancament of Praobacion Supervision

Tilng The mancowar

Using currently awvailable data and estimating thsa
regquirements of enhanced probation services, ths dimensicns of

the staffing and Linancial resources can be aporoximated,

The model for enhanced services has three levels of supervi-
sion with different levels of contact based on an assessment of
client risk to reoffend and client needs for services. The

lavels of supervision are illustrated below.

Level No. of Contacts Est. ¥ of Total
Maximum 2 Per Week 10
Medium 2 Per Month 6d
Minimum 1 Every 2 Months 30

For each level, an astimate of £he arcunt of time regquirad
per case to meet the contact standards was Zeveloped from a pra-

vious time study. The time eszimates are:

Level Zours Per Month
Maximum 3
Medium 2
Minimum .3

-
-

hu

i

Applying these values to the total caseload, the total hours

=

required per month to supervise the existing cassload is 37,33
hours. Divided by the 120 hours available per officer for client
contact, this equals a demand for 812 probation officers for

adult supervision. Compared to the 347 currently doing the super-

vision, there is a deficit of 463 positions.
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Ior a total of

Costing that out, using cthe $18,000 starzing figure
fringe benefits at approxi-

total salary cost would be 38,416,500,
mately 20% would add another $1,683,300,
sositions.

$10,099,3800 Zor line
These line probation officers would need supervisors at a
Using a $25,000

ratio of 1 to 7, or an additional 66 supervisors.

salary, these would cost $1,650,000 with an additional $330,000
The total would be $1,980,000.

for fringe benefits.
Clerical support staff, at a ratio of 1 to 10, would reguire
A salary of $12,400 would reguirs 55793,400

46 clerical positions,

for salary and $114,080 for fringe, a total of $684,480,
All together, the enhancement salary cost would be

Operating expenses, such as =ravel, supplies, =tc.,

512,764,280,
would approximate 10%, for a total of $14,04Q,708.
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grown Irom 2,500 offsnders in 1982, 45 over 14,000 currentiv. The

growth L1s i1llustrated below.

Date Total Enreollrsnt
8/31/82 2,552
7/31/83 7,818
7/31/84 12,682
2/28/85 14,462

The programs are staffed by 73 probation officer and investi-
gator personnel. This has remained almost constant for =he past

tWQ vears, and 1s-beginning to show delatsarious effeces, Savaral

0]

counties have asked the courts to curb their use of community
service, and one program has had to curtail their interviaw and

scraening of offenders,

se of communitvy service,

[

This results in a reduction in che

T

the ional diszeosi-

0]

a1

cor

a1

with a zossinle increase in jail or Ele
tions, and can lncrease the risk t2 the communi=<y due to lass

rigorous interviewing and screening of oZfenders.

The Community Service program has seen 16,370 offendsrs com-
Plete their service, a success rate of ovar 8S0%i. A total of 2.3
million hours of service have been provided, valued at a minimum
of $8 million. In the driving under the influence cases,

384,780 jail days were not usad as a result of community .service,

avoiding an estimated $17 million in jail costs.

To enable the programs to continue, this exemplary record of
performance in the face of increasing workload demands, additional

IT-1



stafi are necessary. To preverly zaZf che programs, it is esci-
mated thac an additional 40 sta2ii wou.l De nsedsd. A cotal o 23
invescigators, at $11,000 salary and 32,300 Zor Zrince (316,339

total) would cost §420,000 and 15 probation officers at 518,100
salary and 53,626 fringe ($21,720) would cost 5323,800, for a

total of $745,800.
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stood at 130% of its rated capacity. Of the 26 facilities, 20 arse
above 100% of capacity, some as high as 292%. Stating the obvious,

there is an abundance of inmates and a shortage of jail space.

Of the 7,263 persons currently confined in the county facili-
ties, 3,491 are being held'pretrial. These are persons who have
not been convicted, rather are unable to make bail or other
release options;. Thus, 48% of the jail population is being held
to ensure their appearance at later court proceedings, Selecteé

counties are shown in the following table.

Taclility | 5 Pregrial \ 3 0Ff Capaclz”
Essex County Jail 96 106
Camden County Jail : 67.9 118
Monmouth County Jail 65.6 114
Burlington County Jail 60.5 134
Mercer County Jail | 38.9 105
I

Alternatives to the traditional option of Zail, bail or
racognizance release have been developed and tes=ed. One such
option is supervised pretrial release. This involves relsass of
an offender into the community under the supervision of the proba-
tidn department, The purpose of the-supervision is to ensure
appearance at court {(recduce fallure to appear or FTA) and to
reduce commission of offenses while under release. Additionally,
research has shown that controlling for all other facrors, being
released pretrial enhances an offender's chances of not being

incarcerated.

III-1



The Zatlonal Council on Crime and Delinguancy svaluated Supar-

o o =

wised Pretrial Releases and found it %o be effactiva in zch:

i
th

the purposes noted previously. Specifically,
of releases appeared for all of their cours nearings. Court
appearance rates for the supervised group werse systematically

higher than for defendants released on bail, rscognizance or cita-

ticn.

Also, they found that 88% of the releases completed their

period of pretrial supervision without being arrested,.

In analyzing the process of supervised pretrial release,
they found that as the rate of face-to~face and phone contacres

with the supervision increased, the FTA rate cacreased,

.

The supervision provided need not be sy a probation oficer

or other equivalant preofessional level staff, Paraprofessionals,
such as probation investigators or correc-ions officers can be

effactive in this rols.

The provision of social services had no systematic impacst on
‘the FTA or rearrest rates., Agencies with a service or Lreatment
orientation will have no gr-ater impact on defendant tehavior than

an agency whose staZf is oriented toward supervision.

Intensive supervision should be available, as it shows the
greatest potential for reducing FTA and rearrest rates. The

recommended caseload cer worker isg 25.

The NCCD research revealed that the population released under

this program were similar to those who typically were not released

III-2



or had difficulty gaining release. A orofile of those ra2laased

follows.

-All SPR defendants had felony charges and had been darniad
pretrial release at thelr initial court appearance,

-The most frequent criminal charges SPR defendants facad
were for burglary (22%), theft (12%), assault (113),
robbery (10%), -and drug related crimes (10%).

-SPR defendants spent an average of 9 days in pretrial detan-
tion before release to SPR.

-The median bail amount was $2,000.

-SPR defendants had an average of S prlor arrests and 2 prlor
convictions,

-In terms of their social characteristics, SPR defendants
could be described as follows:

~7Youthiul (Age 1l6-26 Years)

-Male (89%)

-Black (49%), White (25%), and Cuban/Haitian (18%}

-Unmarried (89%) '

-No Dependents {(64%)

-Unemployed (52%)

-Living With Their Parents or Some Qther Family Rela-
tive (48%)

-iffaving a Phone.Available at Their Place or Residence
(68%)

While no data is currently available on -hese characteristics
vis a vis the jail population, it is assumed zhat a great many

offenders who are detained could be released.

Development of a supervised pretrial rslease program would
assist in ensuring the most effective use of limited jall resources
by removing select pretrial offenders and supervising them in the
community. Scarce bed space would then be available for more

serious, higher risk offenders, and the sentenced population.

Using an eligibility estimate percentage of approximately 25%

per county, each county jail population was reviewed. All but two

III-3
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ed pretrial release, Statewide,

IJ
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personnel and one staze cogrdinator.

With this staffing level, approximately 825 oretrial detainers
could be released, comprising 23.6% of the detention population.
Using the 88% success rate (no new arrests) from the NCCD research,

there would be approximately 100 hew arrests as a result of these

releases. i

The program would cost approximately $654,420. The ilnvestiga~
tors (33) are salaried at $14,000 plus $2,800 fringe, for a total
of $16,800 each and $534,400 total. Operating =xpenses of 10%
would add $53,440 to that figure. This program would usilize
existing supervisory and clerical resources from the county pro-
bation departments. There would be a stats-leval coordinaror at

$30,000, & secretary at $14,400, for a subtotal of 544,400,

ITII-4
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The Vera Instituts of Justice has successiully dzerzc-si a
supervised community service program in New York City for sevarzl
vears. Replication of that effort in New Jersey would alliow cer-
tain inmates of county jails to substitute a supervised communisy
service option for short (less than 90 days) periods of incarcera-~

tion.

implemented on an experimental basis, this program would
attempt to divert 200 low-risk offenders during its first year o:f
operatidn. The program would be restricted te those defendants
santenced o terms of less than 90 davs wno alsc met the Iollowing
cricsria:

l. A verifiable local (within the county in which «<re Dro-
gram operates) address for a period of three mcniths,

2. The defendant does not suffer from érug, alcohol,
physmcal or emotional problems so serious as. to make
the performance of the community sarvice sentence

imprechable.
}. YNo history of violent behavior.
4. No warrants outstanding,

The program would be designed so as to o37ar the parcicipants
some life skill training in terms of employment responsibilicies,
such as, arriving on %ime, prover dress, personal hygisne habi:ss,
as well as offering some skill training. The program will also
offer such support services as drug, alcohol, employment and/or

educational counseling when needed.

Program Procedures

aAll individuals-sentenced to the local jail for a period of

»

less than 920 days {excluding those serving mandatory sentences)

Iv-1



will be interviswed by a program stali member within thrse davs of
arrival. fter a praliminary screening, all collected information
will be verified. Records ¢ inmatas who mee= <he grogram grizaxia
will he forwarded to the resentencing judge who will sit twice a
week and determine final eligibility. Upon acceptance to the pro-
gram, the inmate will be resentenced to a suspended sentence term
with community service as a condition. Participants will then be
instructed té report to the Community Service section of the local
probation department at 3 a.m. the next workday. The program
supervisor will provide an’orientation and an indoctrination to

the rules and requirements of the program.

The community service work will be done in groups supervised
by probation investigators.l TWwo groups of 10 will work concur-
rently, each with one supervisor. Particizants will be axpectad
to assemble at a designated location each working &ay, and the

probation staff will pick them up in a van and :transport them to

w

the work site. At the completion of the workcéay, thev will bhe

returned to the pick-up location,

The program would be staffed by one probation oifficer as
coordinator at $21,720, two investigators as work site supervisors
at $16,800 each ($33,000) and one secretary at $14,408. Operating
axpenses would be approximately 37,000, and $24,000 would be
allocated for two vans for transportation. Total program cost

would be approximately $100,000 for one year.
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County ISP

Intensive Supervwision 2rogran (I52) ara2 zurrancily 1n ozerxa-

i

tion in at least 8 states, including New Jersey. In the first 18
months of operation, the New Jersey drogram has been responsible
for the release of over 320 incarcerated felons. Eleven of this
group were returned to prison as a result of a direct viclation
of the conditions of their probaticn (a recidivism rate of apoproxi-
mately 3%). Additionally, 45 program participants were returned

to prison as part of the program enforcement procedures. Even

combined, a recidivism rate of 17% still compares very Zavorably

with more traditional probation supervision.

It is now proposed to expand this model to the county level
in an effort to relieve some of the overcrowding in local jail
facilities. In the larger counties of the state it is estimated
that from 2{500 to 3,300 individuals ére sentenéed annually to
serve up to a year in local jails. This program would consider
Zor conditional release these inmates sentanced to at lsast 90
days for non-violent offenses, whose participacion in the program
would not be an excessive risk to public saZeczv, and for whom

there 1s a reascnable probability of success.

As proposed for New Jersey, the County Intensive Supervisicn
Program will serve as an intermediate form of punishment. It will
offer a realistic alternative to incarceration designed around the
concept of social control within the community. Program partici-
pants will be offered a chance to learn the attitudes, habits and
skills which will provide them a reasonable opportunity to aveid

further criminal activity.



The program emphasizes self-motivation. To succeed, sach
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srogram participant musc make a significant persornal iny
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Superficial compliance with a set oI extsrnally impose onditions
will not sustain the applicant to completion. There must be a
genuine a..d continuing desire to succeed. In short, an applicant

who wishes to participate in ISP must "buy into" thsz Program by

active inveolvement.

It is also recognized that to succeed, applicants will need a
great deal of support, particularly during the initial stages of
the program. An important premise of the program is tha:z when
support is provided by defense counsel, friends, family and the
County ISP staff, success can be achisved. The applicant's plan
must therefore identify a Community Sponsor. This individual will
take significant responsibility for the acclicant and their
behavior while on release. The program Plan must also identify
those in the community who will assist the applicant in meeting

obligations under the plan.

To be considered for entry into the Local ISP Program, a
défendant must complete an application form. A program oificer
will review the application for eligibility criceria (non-violent
offanse, parole eligibility, no detainers or outstanding charges)
and compile additional Case'infcrmation for those applicants not
eliminated. Within 10 days from filing, statements will he
elicited from the original sentencing judge and the victim/com-
Plaintant. The Community Sponsor will be contacted and the
Sponsor's responsibilities will be reviewed, as will their suita-
bility, willingness and ability to participate,
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Information compilad will be submitzed to the Chiel Zrobaticn
Officer or his designee who will review the mazesrial Lo dsester-mine
the sincerity, motivation and abilicy =0 meet che ocligaticns saz

forth in the plan. He will assess the reascnable probabiliiy of
successful program completion and will consider community expecta-
tions and reactions in determining the cases to recommend for

entry inte ISP.

If the applicant is deemed eligible for the program, the
application will be forwarded to one or more judges of the ISP
Resentencing Panel. The judge(s) will grant the application for
resentencing and adjourn the hearing for 43 days, place the appli-
¢cant on recognizance to the Community Sponsor ang reqﬁire adhar-

ence to the applicant's plan and conditions of ISP. During :his

trial period, the applicant's behavior will be cleosely monitored.

At the conclusion of this period, the resentencing judge(s)

will assess the applicant's continuing motivation and commi+tment,

tn

IZ the resentencing judge({s) concludes that the arplicant remains
dedicated to the stated geals, the judge(s) will commence the
rasentencing hearing, vacate the original sentsnce ‘mp&sed on the
applicant and resentence the applicant to probation subject :o.the
program participant's continuing compliance witn his/her plan and
the conditions of ISP. Compliance by the participant will be
assessed throughout the period of release. Failure to aggressively

fulfill the plan's obligations will result in a referral back to

the resentencing judge{s) for a violation and incarceration.

On an experimental basis, the program will be designed

to maintain 30 program participants at any one time. These
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as a team. Once the program 1s in £ull operacion, iz is entidi-
pated that 73 participanes will be 1n the program du
0of a year. These numbers could be proportionately expanded with

the inclusion of additional staff.

The program would be staffed by two probation officers, ocne
program director and one secretary. Funding would alsoc be avail-
able for purchase of services for treatment services for the nar-

ticipants. Total cost for the program would be approximately

$170,000 per year.



ISP Residential Centars

The Intensive Supervision Program (IS?) ci New S8rsay gro-
poses to expand the scope of 1is operations wish a new compcenans
to provide additional services and control to the axisting ISP
population and to add the capability to accept a new, praviously
excluded group of cffenders. ISP has never accepted parsticipants
with either violence in their criminal history or who have been

convicted of an instant offense invelving violence. as an experi-

mental program (presently in its 19th month of‘operation), it was

necessary to demonst-ate that the concept of intermediate punish-
ment was both efficacious (less costly than incarceration, more
successful than traditional probation services) and benizn (posing

minimally higher risk to the community),

In effect, the experimental stage of ISP as presently con-
figurated is over. Over 320 incarcerated =alons have been released
Trom prison. OQf these, only 17%, or 36, have been raturned <o

orison as programmatic failures: ard, o
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slightly more than 3% of the total) have been raturned cdue to the
commission of new offenses (mostly disorderl: zersons ofisnsas!).

3y any standard of traditional supervision services, thess figures
are ilmpressive. Considering the intensive, int-rusive and rigorous

components of ISP, they achieve even greater significance.

The Residentiazal Center

What is here proposed is to use the proven success of New
Jersey's ISP to deal with two categories or groups of participants,

The first group would signal an expansion of the cifender-types
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currently admitzed into I3P. These offenders would have zlemants
of viclence in the instant oflense or a history of violence in
thelr criminal record, The second group ©f participants would ze
those who have been admitted into the program as it isg oresently
constituted, but who develop into a special needs or risk group,
This might occur because the participant has been found to have
continued drug use or has had other programmatic failures
(increased risk clients), or due to an unstable or unsuitablae

living situation (increased needs). -

To meet the dual demands of increased risk to the community

-,

and increased needs of the clients, the Program proposes the

astaplishment and operation of a residsential center. We oDropose
the starting of one such unit in a centralized location Zor a
trial period, not to exceed 12-15 months. Aftar this time, in the
anticipation of successful results, the ccncept would be expanded

to centers for each ISP reglon ia the stara,

The Residential Center (RC) would be a monitored Zacility,
designed for 2 maximum capacity of 8-15 par=zicipants., Iz would be
used as a diagnostic and treatment cencer for newly accepted parti-
¢ipants, to gauge their social/psvchological/emotional nseds/

icits; and to develop an individualized tresatment plan %o

(i}

e

{2

correct these needs/deficits.

During the initial phase, the participant would be allowed
out of the RC for only short time periods, and only under super-
vision. After this phase, as the process of integration con-
tinues, it is anticipated that the participant will gain more

autonomy--i.2.,, unsupervised employment', brief (evening or weekend)
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nome visits, etc. However, the participant would be reguired

weexands at the

fu

-
A

in

u

spend most non-working (or schooling) hour

RC.

Residence at the RC would be for reasonably short seriods of
time, perhaps no more than 6 months, with an average of perhaps 3
to 4 menths, If the participant has made satisfactory progress in
achieving his treatment goals during this time, he would be

allowed to live in the community under usual ISP supervision.

Process Components

The process to be followed during residence at the RC would
consist of a number of related items which would insure close
monitoring of the participant's behavior and his progress toward
aventual release intoc the community. Other component to he
followed would be instituted to satisfy the requirement for jus-

tice and equity in sentencing.

Among these items are the Iollowing tentatzive list:

1. Increased monetary obiligations, ge
of-gservice or room and bcard asses

2. Interaction'of ISP officers and par+ticipants wizh a clini-
. cal psychologist on a regular basis ZIor evaluation ol
supervision progress.

3. Monitoring, by ISP stafi, on a dally zasis, oI t-eatment
compliance. This would be verification that participant
is attending any required treatment programs, taxking
medication, etc.

4. Agreement on the part of the applicant's Zamily, spouse,
paramour, or others with whom the applicant resides, to
become invelved in components of the treatment program.

5. Attendance at ISP group meetings twice weekly which could
be comprised of this group of participants only.
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§. Specialized cassloads, not O axceed 13, o be supervised
by two officers working as a ctsam. Consicaration to =2
given to have one oificer act as a survelllancs oIficer,
in a capacicy similar ©o the Georgia 7S model.

Capacity

Qver the course of the yvear, a substantial number of partici-
pants could be processed through such a facility. If maximum
capacity (7~12) were achieved using only assaultive participants,
each remaining at the RC for a maximum term of 4 months, 48 per-
sons would be moved through in the course of a year. However, it
iz anticipated that the facility will have a mixed population ol
assaultive and regular ISP participants and that the assaultive
participants will move into regular ISP at a guicker page. Under
these conditions, the total number off persons processed through ths

RC would be in a rance of 80 to 100.

StafZiing and Budget

A residential program of this twpe is manpower-intansive,.
Tnere will be, of course, need Ior full-time s:affing,'as well as
other, supporsive members of a treatment 's=zam,' such as thera-
vists, counselors, etc., who might be part-time emplovees. It is
anticipated that perhaps 12 to 15 officers and ancillary personnel

will be needed to meet the requiraments of such a Zfacilisy Zor

moth treatment and control.

Budgeting for such a program is problematic, since many of
the necessary costs will be determined by the individual needs of
the clients., To further the difficulty, at least part oI the pro-
gram costs may be ob?ained from the earﬁings of program partici-

pants; so that actual costs may not be known until the program
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nas been in ogeration for some tinme. However, with thess caveats
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in mind, it may be eszimated that a
$20,000 and $30,000 may be used Ior <discussion. The tozal hudges

would approach $360,000 for one center for one year.
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Sra-e Residential Treatment Cenzers

Purpeose

To establish a program of community-based residential drug
abuse services rfor placement of certain inmates with established
parole release dates and for placement of other inmates at parcle
eligibility who might otherwise be required to serve additional

time.

Introduction

Mr. Richard Russo, Assistant Commissioner for Alcohol,
Narcotic and Drug Abuse in the New Jersey Department of Health,
cestified before the Assembly Sub-Committee on Prison Overcrowding
on March 28, 1985, He cited estimates of the high inciderice of
drug and alcohol abuse problems amongst ofZfanders incarcerated at
the state and county lavel. Mr. Russo requested suppert for
funding to vrovide treatment services in the community Sor d&rug
and alcehol abusing prisoners that will assist them in avoiding
recidivism through treatment of substance dependencv. The
Committee endorses a cooperative effort between che Department of
Health, the State Parole Board and the Department of Correct}ons

to that end.

Program Summarv

The Parole Beoard's Mutual Agreement Program for Alcchol
Rehabilitation exists as a model to be applied for use with drug
abusing offenders. As with that program, achievement of several

objectives would be anticipated.
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-Some inmates could receive a reduction in thelr primary
sarole eligibility date by successful completion oZ an appro-
aoriate residential treatment program. The reduction would
be subject to the consent of the sentencing courc >u- in no
case would a parole eligibility date be raduced below any
judicial or statutory mandatory-minimum term. Lengch of
stay in state priscons would be decreased for those inmates
awarded a reduction of the primary parole eligibility date,
accelerating bedspace turnover, and permitting some resduc-
tion in the number of state inmates who would otherwise pe
housed in county facilities.

-Some inmates within several months of parole release would
receive consideration for transfer to an appropriate
residential treatment program. Length of stay in state
prisons would be reduced for those inmates, accelerating
bedspace turnover, and permitting some reduction in the
number of state inmates who would otherwise be housed in
county facilities,

-For other inmates who are eligible for parcle release, the
Parole Board may be reluctant to release in the absence of
structured community-based treatment. Many such inmates
would not be released at eligibility, rather they would be
denied parole and would be reconsidered at a subsecuent
date. Availability of viable treatment programs would
result in parole release at initial eligibility as an alter-
native to continued incarceration. Once again, length of
stay would be reduced for this population, accelerating
bedspace turnover.

-Ffor all inmates transferred or released to such a Drogram,
the ultimate objective is reduction of recidivism and
re~incarceration.

The program will be expanded to include drug abusing offan-

ders. The Legislature has appropriated the sum of three hundred

rn

thousand dollars ($300,000), which will provide bedspace for 36

diug abusing offenders.

Recent word has bheen received from Mr. Russo that 90 beds in
existing approved residential treatment centers will not be funded
by the Department of Health during FY 86, He has expressed a
desire to examine the feasibility of using these beds to develop a

treatment program for state inmates as described above.
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Those entering the program.as pre-releases would probably
have been released at eligibility anyway. Thev would enter the
program one to three months prior to a schedulad releass daz=.
Any saving in inmate bed days would be one for one, according to
tha number of days that transfer occurs pricr to a s:theduled

release date,

Those entering the program as parocolees would be released at
eliéibility, usually in lieu of continued incarceration., If we
assume that each inmate released at eligibilit% would probably
serve an additional four to six months in custody were it not -for
the program, inmate bed days saved is likely to be considerable

for this group.
CQosts

Costs developed in 1982 for establishing a single 60-bed unit
providing similar services were estimated at 3$600,000. It is
suggestad that meetings between the State Parole 3oard and zhe
Departments of Correcticons and Health be convened és SQOn &as
possible. Necessary program components and treatment modalities
should be identified. Program cost estimates should then be formu-

lated for appropriation purposes.
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Intansive Parcle Supervision

To enhance the prospect of parole at eligibility for certain
inmates that the Parole Board might be reluctant to release and
who would normally remain incarcerated until released at a subse-

quent eligibility date,

Introducticn

Parole caseloads that average 70 cases per officer are often
too large to provide close supervision or in~depth provision of

service that certain inmates might require. ‘“when the Parole

Board 1s considering release of such inmates at eligibilitv, a

pgrceived need for intensive supervision that cannot be provided

by <he Bureau of Parole often mitigates against release. Without
sufficient confidence that the rssources exist to provide truly
intensive supervision, the Board will deny parsla. This results
.in continued incarceration and use of scarce orison heds for
inmates who have completed the punitive aspect=s of their sentencé.
The Parols Board should be able to parole inmates when there is no .
substantial liklihood of recidivism, assuming that close monitoring

and supervision services are provided.

Program Summary

A pilot program could be implemented that would provide for
Intensive Parcle Supervision caseloads modeled after AQC's Inten-
sive Supervision Program. . Caseloads would be limited to 20
parolees per officer. Intensive monitoring, surveillance and
services would be provided in an effort to maximize the potential
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for successiul community reintegration and minimize concern for
nsublic safety through early identification and detection c¢f inap-

propriate behavior.

Salient features of the program would include:

-A minimum of two personal contacts per week between officer
and parclee. Daily telephone contact would ke required on
non-reporting days.

=Participants would submit to both scheduled and random
testing to detect drug and alcohol abuse.

-Emphasis will focus on participants achieving econcmic self-
sufficiency=--assuming financial responsibility for self,
family, fines, penalties and restitution.

-Funds will be available to purchase emergency and other
services, especially as might be required during the initial
release period while seeking employment or participating in
job. training. Eligible services would include emergency
food, shelter, clothing and medical, in addition o services
related to commencement of employment or vocaticnal training.,

Costs
SkaEs
1 Project Coordinator $ 29,300
1l Principal Clerk Stenographer i5,300
12 Senior Parole QOfficars 290,000
Subtoczal $333,6G0
QOther
~Purchase of Services 2 §$500 Dar $120,000
Parclee (Average) :
=13 Vehicles 2 $8,000 104,000
-Maintenance for 13 Vehicles 30,000
($325/Mo, x 12 Mos. - Zach vehic1e)
-13 Sets of 0Office Furniture 3,300
{Desk/Chair/Side Chair & $408 Each)
Subtotal $280,000
Staff $335,600
Other 280,000
Total $615,600

Average Cost Per Caseload Sleot - $2,600/Year.
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Phased Approach

811

In

eration o

c

e

Based upon an evaluation of the first vear o

the Intensive Parole Supervision program, an enhancement of the

program can be initiated throughout the state. AaAn additional $3.3

million can provide 60 additional Intensive Parole Supervision

officers to service 1,200 parolees., This figure includes grafs

and other costs associated with a highly structured and intensive

caseloads,.

VIII-3



