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Disclaimer

This technical assistance activity was funded by the Jails Division of the National
Institute of Corrections. The Institute is a Federal agency established to provide
assistance to strengthen state and local correctional agencies by creating more
effective, humane, safe and just correctional services.

The resource persons who provided the on site technical assistance did so
through a cooperative agreement, at the request of the Fresno County, and
through the coordination of the National Institute of Corrections. The direct onsite
assistance and the subsequent report are intended to assist the agency in
addressing issues outlined in the original request and in efforts to enhance the
effectiveness of the agency.

The contents of this document reflect the views of Mr. Billy Wasson and Bill
Crout, Consultants. The contents do not necessarily reflect the official views or
policies of the National Institute of Corrections.
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WHAT LED UP To THE REQUEST FOR THIS ASSESSMENT?

Fresno is a rapidly growing county and has been releasing prisoners from its jail
facilities per a Federal Court order when the population reaches 90% of its
capacity. The county is faced with the prospect of expanding its jail system to
meet the increasing demands. In an initial letter dated August 2006, the Board of
Supervisors and County Administrative Officer requested a local system
assessment to determine the county’s short and long term needs and the factors
that are driving the demand for jail space. In addition they requested assistance
to identify the physical requirements of the jail that they would need.

A letter from the county dated September 20, 2006 to NIC was amended to
include the signatures of the District Attorney, Presiding Judge, Sheriff, Chief
Probation Officer, Public Defender, County Administrator and the Chair of the
Board of Supervisors.

On October 10, 2006, after considerable discussion at formal Board of
Supervisor sessions, the Board approved a significant increase in staffing to the
District Attorney, Public Defender and Probation offices. The strategy approved
was to increase positions in these agencies to lessen the processing delays at
the pre-trial stage of the system and re-instate a pre-trial release/supervision
program. All of these changes came after an analysis revealed that the jail
population was made up of 75% pre-trial detainees.

ABOUT ASSESSMENT PROCESS

The Assessment process used by this consultant team, through the course of
interviews (interview list at the end of this report) and publicly available data from
the system and community, documents how the system is operating from a
process referred to as “decision point analysis”.

The criminal justice community and the National Institute of Corrections (NIC)
over a period of years have learned that the criminal justice system workload is
driven by at least the following seven decision points (outlined in more detail later
in this report) in the system:

Decision to arrest;

Decision to detain pretrial;

Decision to release from pre-trial detention;
Decision to prosecute;

. Adjudication outcome;

Sentencing decision; and

. Sentence modification decisions

NO O A wN

The consultants, based on the interviews and material gathered give an overview
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of the system centered on these seven decisions and offer suggestions for what
the officials and community might consider in changes intended to improve the
efficiency and effectiveness of the system.

In addition the team has toured the county jail facilities and done an assessment
of their condition and usable status as jailing resources for the county.

FRESNO COUNTY

Fresno County is located in the heart of the San Joaquin Valley, a rich
agricultural area in the center of the state. About half of the county’s pollution is
from agricultural and industrial related activity. Agriculture, construction and
manufacturing employ about 1/3 of all workers in the county.

PoOPULATION GROWTH

1980 1990 2000 2006
507,005 667,490 799,407 884,000
Source: U.S. Census quick facts 2000
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FRESNO COUNTY ETHIC MAKEUP

o)
White 37.9%
Black 57%
Indian or Native American 1.9%
o)
Hispanic 46.1%
) 8.9%
Asian

Source: U.S. Census 2000 quick facts
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UNEMPLOYMENT RATES (%)

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

10.7% 11.6% 11.8% 10.5% 9.0% 6.5%*

Source: California Employment Development Department, *Governor’s press release 10/20/06

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

Almost a quarter (23%) of Fresno County’s residents live below the poverty level,
that’s nearly double the rate of California (14%) and the U.S. (12%)

Source: 2000 U.S. Census
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Source: State of California Employment Development Department, 2004
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49% of the work force works in the services or government sectors of the

economy.
CRIME IN FRESNO COUNTY
VIOLENT CRIMES
Year 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005
Crime 1142.7 961.2 798.8 775.9 590.7 624.7
Rate per
10,000
Totals 8617 7485 6344 6378 5053 5574
Source: California Criminal Justice Statistics Center
1200-
100017
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600+
4001
2001
0-
1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005
CRIME IN FRESNO COUNTY
PROPERTY CRIMES
Year 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005
Crime 4421.4 3147.2 2219.0 2783.9 2528.2 2516.1
Rate per
10,000
Totals 33342 24507 17623 22884 21626 22452

Source: California Criminal Justice Statistics Center
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Violent and property crime trends, similar to national trends, have gone down
over the past 6 years. In our interview with the Fresno Police Department their
data through November 8 for 2006 shows a 9.4% decrease in total crimes (12%
decrease for violent and 9% decrease for property).

The Fresno Police Department 2005 annual report indicates that 2005
culminated a “34 year low in crime” for the City of Fresno.

COUNTY BUDGET OVERVIEW:

The following charts, taken from materials supplied by the County’s Budget
Officer, give a multi-year picture of the total county budget and then a focus on
the public safety share of that budget. Like most county governments the public
safety costs are growing faster than other services in the county.

COUNTY BUDGET

ADOPTED 2004-07
SUMMARY BY SYSTEM (in millions)
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SHARE OF NET COUNTY COST
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JUSTICE SHARE OF NET COUNTY COST
(MILLIONS)
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Fresno like other counties across the country is seeing an ever increasing portion
of its discretionary funds going to the justice costs of the county. The above costs
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do not include the supplemental increases to the District Attorney, Public
Defender and Probation Department approved in October 2006.

Serious issues facing
Fresno County
According to One Voice 2006 Publication

RAPID POPULATION GROWTH

From 1980-2000 Fresno Counties’s population grew by 56.4%, California
by 43.1%, and the United States by 24.2%.

During the three decades, 2000-2030, the County’s population is expected
to increase by 75.4% compared to California’s 42.0% and the nation’s
29.2%.

Sources:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, State of California Department of Finance
Central California Futures Institute

TRAFFIC CONGESTION

Large population growth in the County is expected to create traffic
problems.

Average number of daily vehicle trips in the County:
2005 2.9 million
2025 4.4 million (a 52% increase from 2005)

Average daily commute time:
1990 19.1 minutes
2000 20.8 minutes (a 9% increase since 1990)

Drive alone commuters:
74.2%  Fresno County
71.8% California
71.8% United  States

Sources: Council of Fresno County Governments, 2000 U.S. Census

Lack of transit rider-ship:

Only 1.7% of Fresno County workers use public transportation to get to
their jobs. This compares to 5.1% of California worker s and 4.7% of the
nation’s workers.

Source: 2000 U.S. Census
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UNHEALTHFUL AIR QUALITY

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency data shows that the air quality
in Fresno County ranks as among the worst in the nation. Since 1999, the
San Joaquin Valley has led the nation in violations of the eight-hour health
standard for ozone (smog). The County’s weather and topography create
an ideal setting for the formation and retention of pollutants. Smog is
created during the County’s many hot summer days. Then the pollutants
are trapped between the surrounding mountain ranges with little
opportunity to escape or dissipate due to our infrequent and low-speed
winds.

Sources:  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, California Air Resources Board,

LANGUAGE: PROBLEMS OF CHILDREN

Of Fresno County’s ¢ hildren aged 5-17 ye ars, 6.2% speak English “not
well” or “not at all.” T his compares to 5.8% of California’s 5-17 year olds
and the 2.5% of the nation’s 5-17 year olds.

Source: 2000 U.S. Census

LACK OF EDUCATION

« In 2000, 18.3% of the County’s population aged 25 years and older
had less than a 9" grade education compared to California’s 11.5%
and the United States’ 7.5%. Nearly a third, 32.5%, of the 25-year-
and-older population did not graduate from high school or receive a
GED compared to 23.2% for California and 19.6% for the nation.

« Four of Fresno County’s cities rank among the five California cities with
the highest percent of the adult population (aged 25 years and older)
with no high school diploma or GED. In all of these cities , San
Joaquin, Huron, Mendot a, and Orange Cove, over 75% of the adult
population did not complete high school.

Source: 2000 U.S. Census

HIGH UNEMPLOYMENT

« County unemployment rates have gr adually increa sed from 9.0% in
1980, to 11.6% in 1990, to 14.3% in 2000. In comparison, Calif ornia’s
rates have been 6.8%, 5.8%, and 4.9%, for the same years.

« Six of Fresno County’s cities rank among the ten California cities with
the highest unemploy ment rate (Mendota 32% unemployment, Huron
29%, San Joaquin 28%, Parlier 27%, Orange Cov e 25%, Reedley
23%)

Sources:  State of California Employment Development Department

U.S. Bureau of the Census
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POVERTY
Year 2000 Overall Poverty levels:

Fresno County 22.9% was living below the poverty level
California 14.2%
United States 12.4%

Year 2000 Poverty levels for school age children (5-17 years)
Fresno County 31.3% was living below the poverty level
California 19.1%

United States 16.0%

Four of Fresno County’s cities (San Joaquin, Mendota, Parlier, and

Orange Cove) have the lowest per capita income of all of California’s 474

cities.

Per Capita Income:
Fresno County $15,495
California $22,711
United States $21,587

Source: 2000 U.S. Census

COUNTY JAIL FACILITIES

The jailing system in Fresno County is comprised of four facilities, listed below.

COUNTY JAIL INVENTORY

Facility Population Cap 2005 ADP Age
e Main Jail 1064 930 1989

o Satellite Jail 300 172

e North Annex 1728 1248 1993*

e South Annex 686 581

*the North Annex completed a 1296 bed expansion in 2002.

Each of the three main facilities (does not include the Satellite Jail that is 2 miles
from the Main Jail) is connected through a basement tunnel providing access

between facilities and to the Court House.
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JAIL WORKLOAD SUMMARY

Year 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Bookings 39041 37838 38941 38432 40333 43175
ALOS 21.0 22.4 20.6 26.1 26.5 23.8
ADP 2249 2324 2196 2745 2925 2811
Total
ADP 1778 1835 1833 2338 2267 2276
Pre-trial
ADP 471 489 363 407 658 535
Sentenced
ADP 225 239 216 305 350 331
Females
Population 2382 2482 2482 3346 3346 3706
Capacity

Source: California Standards Authority Jail Profile Survey
ALOS: average length of stay of an inmate in days
ADP: average daily population

44000
43000 -
42000
41000
40000 -
380001
370001
360001
35000+

2000 2002 2004

Bookings seem to be sky-rocking even though the crime rate is falling in most
crime categories. The emphasis on special crime/gang teams, according to those
interviewed is the cause of this increase.

271
26.51
26
25.51
251
24.5

%
%
%
=

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
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The length of stay increase since 2002 is directly related to the increases in beds
without a pre-trial release program and a bond schedule that, according to most
people interviewed, is very high and does not realistically permit those arrested
to get a bondsman or post cash bail.

3000+

25004
20001
1500
1000

5001

0+
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Steady growth in average daily population since the 2002 opening of the 1296
beds and the closure of the pre-trial release program.
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O Total ADP
M Pre-trial ADP
1000 OSentenced ADP

1500

500

0- =
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Sentenced ADP has been relatively flat but the pre-trial continues to grow over
the six years.

BooKINGS By GENDER-10/6/2006

e Male 3037 87%
e Female 455 13%
e Total 3492 100%
NIC Jail and Justice System Assessment 14
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O Male

W Female

PoPULATION BY DisPOSITION-10/6/2006

e Pre-Trial

¢ Sentenced

N4

873

R

75%

25%

OPre-Trial
H Sentenced

OVERALL JAIL STATUS-10/6/2006

¢ Jail Capacity 3778

¢ Available for occupancy 3776

¢ Inmate population count 3492

e Occupancy % 92.48%

BOOKING BY RACE - 2005
White 11274 26%
Black 6814 16%
Hispanic 23277 54%

Asian 1241 2.8%
Other 572 1.2%

Source: Jail automated data base
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OWhite
H Black
OHispanic
OAsian
H Other

Except for the disproportionate number of Black inmates (5.7% of the General
Population vs. 16% of the Jail at Booking) the jail seems to mirror the overall

general population of the county at this time.

The jail uses the NIC objective based classification model and in a snapshot of
the population on November 7, 2006 the population looked as follows:

Gender Minimum Medium Maximum Total
Male 1247 735 213 2195
Female 306 70 8 384
Total 1553/60% 805/31% 221/9% 2579

OMinimum

H Medium

OMaximum
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AGENCY ARREST COUNTS BY AGENCY: 2005

AT BOOKING
Agency Number % of Total
Fresno County Sheriff 11727 27%
Fresno P.D. 12960 30%
Clovis P.D. 1288 3%
Multi-Agency Gang Unit 321
California Highway Patrol 2636 6%
U.S. Marshal 659 *
State Parole 771 1.7%
Sanger P.D. 273 *
Probation 905 2%
Parlier P.D. 222 *
Reedley P.D. 351 8%
Selma P.D. 222 *
Tri-County Transport 547 1%
Huron P.D. 179 *
Bondsman 166 *
Others/Misc. 10521 24%
Total 43175 100%

Source: Jail automated data base
* all others 4.5%

As discussed in all the interviews, the Fresno Police Department, as the largest
jurisdiction in the county, is the largest user of the booking unit. The City of
Fresno, using 2000 Census Data, is 53% of the county population so to make up
30% of the bookings is not a disproportionate share of the incoming workload.
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2006 Bookings
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The chart above is for the first six months of 2006 and shows the impact of the
largest jurisdiction, the City of Fresno, on all bookings.

The Greater Fresno Area Chamber of Commerce is currently facilitating a task
force of City and County officials examining the feasibility of a joint prisoner
processing unit (currently Fresno City does a redundant booking at their offices)
with the County Jail. In addition, separate task forces are examining evidence
and property storage, a joint dispatch center and governance issues.

In a May 10, 2006 report by the consulting firm Management Partners Inc.,
portions relevant to “Joint Prisoner Processing”, highlights some of the issues in
the county:

Page 16 of the report states:

“...To effectively accomplish single prisoner processing in the future...a larger
facility will be needed...any addition needs to be in close proximity to the jail...”
This consultant team certainly agrees with that statement and feels strongly that
the booking unit should be not just in the “proximity” of the jail but part and parcel
of the jail itself. The design, in addition to single and group holding cells, should
embrace a open booking format found in most new generation jails today. An
“open booking” format can best be described when you visualize most large
emergency rooms at hospitals that have a staging area for incoming patients to
wait until they can be processed. That same concept works in jails as well; the
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vast majority of prisoners are compliant and can be staged in a waiting area
adjacent to telephone and a television viewing area awaiting bail review/booking.
The few that are non-compliant (verbally or physically combative) are easily
detected and are isolated from the rest of the area.

PoPULATION BY PART | OFFENSE TYPE

SNAPSHOT 11/06/2006
Crime Number Percentage Violent Property
Homicide 47 6.2%
Manslaughter 6
Rape 23
Robbery 124 16%
Assault 171 23% 49%
Burglary 219 29%
Theft 2
Auto Theft 165 22% 51%
Total 757 100%

Source: Jail population data base

Of the most serious crimes, Part | offenses, the jail is evenly split between violent
and property offenders.

COMPARISON OF FRESNO COUNTY TO SELECTED JURISDICTIONS IN

CALIFORNIA
County Population | # of Beds* Rate ADP Rate
San Bernardino | 1,946,202 5,538 2.846 5442 2.797
Riverside 1,877,000 2,884 1.536 3357 1.788
Santa Clara 1,759,585 4,166 2.367 4606 2.617
Alameda 1,507,500 4,294 2.847 3988 2.644
Sacramento 1,369,855 4,125 3.011 4165 3.020
Contra Costa 1,020,898 1,987 1.949 1640 1.606
Fresno 883,537 2,792 3.213 3228 3.652
Ventura 813,052 1,810 2.226 1767 2173
San Francisco 799,263 2,144 2.683 1820 2.278
Kern 753,070 2,698 3.583 2288 3.039
San Mateo 723,453 818 1.131 1098 1.519
San Joaquin 663,333 1,333 2.010 1435 2.164

* The number of beds used here come from the California Corrections Standards Authority and
relate to “rated beds” versus the actual number of beds a county may have. In order to make a
fair comparison the data from every county was used from this single source.
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National Growth in Incarceration Rate*

Year #Held in Jail Incarceration Rate*
2005 747529 2.52
2004 713990 2.43
2003 691301 2.38
2002 665475 2.31
2001 631240 2.22
2000 621149 2.20
1995 507044 1.93

*# of jail inmates per 1000 persons U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics
According to the American Corrections Association directory for 2005-07 there are 3,751 locally
operated jails in the United States.

Relative to other counties in California and the national incarceration rate, Fresno

County has a high incarceration rate. Many of those interviewed were quick to
point out that Fresno is the “birth place of the three strikes movement”.

RELEASES BY TYPE OF RELEASE 2005

Type of release Number % of Total
Bond 6602 17%
Probation release 5595 14%
Released en-route 7645 20%
No charges filed 3393* 9%
Hold dropped 2336* 6%
On Recognizance 4244 1%
Time Served 4308 11%
Case Dismissed 762" 2%
Past time for Probable 280" 1%
Cause
Past time to pick up 133 *
Past time to File 2043* 5%
Superior Court release 814 *
Sentence modified 24 *
Sentenced and released 445 1.1%
Overcrowding release 2 *
Booked and released 35 *
Cash baill 68 *
Wrong defendant 256 T%

NIC Jail and Justice System Assessment
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Escaped** 5 *
Hold dropped no 2% *
signature
Total 38,992 100%

Source: Jail population data base
* all other releases total 2.5%

**these were “walk aways” from the Satellite Jail when inmates were on work details in the

community.

The above data on releases shows some alarming dysfunction with the current

legal system:

1. 23% (8816) of the releases, marked with a * above, were released
because the Prosecutor failed to act on the case in some manner;

2. Only 6670 were able to Bond or make Cash Bail (17%) this is a reflection
of a Bond Schedule that is too high.

5000
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4661
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Number of Releases
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The above chart is for the first six months of 2006 and shows the percentage of
releases by type. “Released enroute” reflects inmates released to a non-Fresno

County custodial facility.

PRE-TRIAL SNAP-SHOT TIME SERVED TO DATE

10/12/2006
Days served to date Number Percent of Total
30 days or less 285 11%
90 days or less 1149 46%
180 days or less 567 23%
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365 days or less 306 12%
Over 365 days 208 8%
Totals 2515 100%

Source: Jail automated data base

030 days or

less

[l 90 days or
less

1180 days or
less

0365 days or
less

H Over 365 days

SENTENCED SNAP-SHOT SERVED TO DATE

10/12/2006
Days served to date Number Percent of Total

30 days or less 23 3%
90 days or less 284 43%
180 days or less 351 53%
365 days or less 7 1%
Over 365 days 0

Totals 665 100%

Source: Jail automated data base

Some conclusions from the time served to date data:

1.

43% of the Pre-trial population have been in custody longer than 180 days
at the time of the snap-shot; this verifies the statements made to the
Board of Supervisors that the pre-trial processing system of the local
system is not working properly;

The Sentenced population numbers are relatively low; this combined with
the high pre-trial and the release data showing credit for time served and
release at the point of sentencing, it appears the defendants are paying
their price as pre-trial defendants not as a sentenced inmate.

If it has not done so already, the jail or some other agency close to the
process should assign staff to be “expeditors” of the cases and take the
longest cases (time served to date) and work them on a daily basis to
encourage the parties (Prosecution, Defense and Judge) to move the
case.

Other observations about the jailing services in the county:

1.

Using the financial information of the county, period ending 7/31/06, the
jail cost center of the county is $50,719,133. This equates to a per day
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prisoner cost for 2005 of $49.43 per bed day. This cost does not include
any amortization of physical structures or building improvement costs.

2. Currently the state reimburses the county $47.29 for the housing of parole
violators and the Parole agency uses an average daily population of 72
beds. When possible the county should renegotiate this rate upwards.

3. There has been local debate about whether to reduce the housing of
Federal inmates through the Federal Marshal Contract. The agreement
requires for the current year that the county provide a minimum of 260
beds; the average daily use has been above 400 beds. The Marshal pays
$75/bed day for those beds. This consultant team does not recommend
the reduction of the Federal Marshal use; the revenue can be used for
alternative programs in the county.

PRETRIAL PROGRAMS

In July 2003 the Bureau of Justice Assistance published a report, “Pretrial
Services Programming at the Start of the 21% Century” by John Clark and D. Alan
Henry (http://www.pretrial.org/pretrialsurvey.pdf).

Here are some excerpts from that report that are relevant to Fresno County:

e There were 200 respondents to the survey: 34% of Pretrial programs are
operated by Probation, 27% by Jails, 24% by Courts.

e The American Bar Association and Association of Pretrial Service
Agencies have published standards for these programs that call for the
use of an objective risk assessment of offenders. Fewer than 1 in 4
programs use such objective tools. 42% combine subjective and objective
factors and 35% use subjective criteria only.

o 48% of the programs reported that they have never validated their
objective risk assessment instrument.

e 71% of the programs do not calculate re-arrest rates for those released.

e Programs that assess risk of pretrial misconduct in an exclusively
subjective manner are more than twice as likely to have a jail
population that exceeds its capacity than those that assess risk
exclusively through an objective risk assessment.

A comprehensive pretrial screening process can serve this purpose of triage and the
investment is justified if the other system components (Prosecution, Defense,
Adjudication and Probation Supervision) have confidence in pretrial screening and
agree to utilize and build upon the assessment information in their discretionary
decisions.
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While on site this team supplied resource materials from Butte County, California and
the State of Virginia on the development of a pre-trial screening tool and supervision
program.

COURTS

The Superior Court operating in Fresno County has 45 Judicial Officers:
e Nine Commissioners
e 36 Judges, the state will add four new Judicial positions in 2007

The Court operates in two locations in downtown Fresno and five out lying
courts. There are eleven trial courts in the total mix.

The Court spent the past year with a consultant to realign how it and where
cases will be heard. Relative to the pre-trial crowding at the jail the court is going
from two to five courts to do early processing of cases. This has been referred to
as “vertical vs. horizontal” processing of the cases by prosecution and defense.

CRIMINAL TRIAL COURTS
FRESNO COUNTY
NEw CRIMINAL FILINGS
Year 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Total Case 138136 | 144725 | 135533 | 129201 | 130752 | 206394 | 210563
Filings
Felonies 10651 10717 | 11419 | 11481 10082 | 12268 | 13804
Misdemeanor | 15378 | 14267 | 13643 | 13766 9755 13057 | 14009
Non-traffic
Misdemeanor | 27595 | 27300 | 26322 | 24036 | 22718 | 34957 | 35573
Traffic
Source: Judicial Council of California
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DISTRICT ATTORNEY

The District Attorney for Fresno County took office in 2003; the office has 115
attorneys plus the addition of 15 positions on October 10, 2006.

The office is resisting what it feels is the Los Angeles experience that is creeping
up the valley where cases get settled “cheaper and cheaper”. The view is that the
move by the courts to a vertical process vs. the horizontal case system of the
past will speed up the handling of cases but it will be more staff intensive for their
office.

PuBLIC DEFENDER

Indigent defense is assigned to a county department, Public Defender, and
conflict cases are assigned to a contract legal service, Alternative Defense.

The Public Defender has a total of 135 staff positions in the office and 72 of
those are attorneys. In the October 10, 2006 action by the County Board of
Supervisors, they received an additional 11 attorney positions. They currently
receive 6000 cases per year and the felony caseload is 400-650 cases per
attorney. The staff increase will allow them to reduce the work load to
approximately 320 cases per attorney.

In a joint interview with the Public Defender representative and the Alternative
Defense attorneys, they indicated that when a conflict case is determined it will
mean another two week stay in jail because of the way in which the case is
assigned by the court. The current process requires the court to officially remove
the assigned attorney and appoint the new attorney and that will take an average
of two weeks time to get that procedure approved. In a follow-up meeting with the
county and Court the Court agreed to sign a resolution allowing for an expedited
appointment of Alternative Council thus eliminating the two week delay.

PROBATION
FRESNO COUNTY CASELOAD

Probation in California is a county operated system and in Fresno the 2005
annual report shows a continuum of sanctions:
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The Probation Department in Fresno County is funded and supervised by the
county but receives programmatic direction from the Superior Court. The agency
is an adult and juvenile agency and recently opened a new juvenile detention

complex a few miles from the downtown court house.

In the adult field unit there are 14 probation officers at this time and the October
actions by the Board of Supervisors will add 6 officers to that unit. In addition
there are 4 probation techs (work in the data entry in the banked caseloads). The
agency has 4 banked caseload of 600-650 cases each; each of these caseloads
has a probation officer and tech assigned to it.

ADULT PROBATION CASELOAD AND ACTIONS

Year 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Caseload 12305 12806 12548 11987 11777 10725 11906
Felonies/% 8544/69 | 8672/68 | 8658/69 | 8072/67 | 7992/68 | 8336/78 | 8918/75
Misdemeanors | 3761 4134 3915 3915 3785 2389 2988
Revoked 2539 3046 2696 3080 3915 4973 4602
Source: California Department of Justice statistical profile
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The agency currently does not use any risk/needs classification tools although
historically it did use the Wisconsin risk and needs system at one time but
abandoned it in the process of budget cutting a number of years ago.

The recent funding increases will allow the agency to take the following actions:

1. Increase the Honor Release Program (Pre-Trial Release) from a two staff
program to a five staff operation by February of 2007. The target will be to
reduce the pretrial population of the jail by 375 inmates. The program has
been approved for electronic monitoring/home detention as well. The
program is currently structured to make recommendations to the Court
and the Court decides;

2. Divide the current sex offender caseload of 400 cases into two caseloads
of 200 cases per officer;

3. Divide the gang caseload of 400 into two caseload of approximately 200
cases per officer;

4. Create a “youthful offender” caseload and in addition form a mental health
caseload;

5. Divide the auto theft caseload.

The agency is aware and several interviews indicated that the probation
department workload is excessive and because of that the program is not viewed
as a credible program in the eyes of many.

This consultant team certainly agrees with the conclusion but the agency
solution(s) can be improved in our view. The agency should pursue an
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Evidenced Based Practice approach to redesigning the agency approach and
workload.

While on site we were given a November 6, 2006 Draft memo from the Sheriff’s
Association and the Chief Probation Officers Association addressed to Jim Tilton
Secretary of the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation. The
memo was a draft of a comprehensive state-wide strategy to deal with crowding
in prisons and jails.

The memo states:

“...Itis anticipated that overcrowding and early release of convicted felons would
be eliminated by:
1. Treating mentally ill offenders instead of just housing them;
2. Treating inmates who are substance abusers instead of just housing them;
3. Rehabilitating inmates to help them succeed once released and reduce
the rates of re-offending;
4. Providing better medical care;
5. Providing state-of-the-art facilities that will improve inmate and staff
safety.”

The memo goes on to propose a state funding plan and suggest it be modeled
after the successful Juvenile Justice Crime Prevention Act. | will quote from
segments of the plan in the memo relevant to the Probation Department in
Fresno County:
e “...The plan would require a department to identify the
implementation of a validated risk and needs assessment tool
(RNA) will assist the probation officer in determining the safety
concerns the offenders present and the services they need to
change behavior. The tool will assist in the appropriate use of
banked caseloads.
e The plan would require a department to use services and programs
to address drug treatment, mental health treatment, cognitive
behavior skills and educational/vocational needs....”

“‘Proper assessment and supervision of offenders will enhance public
safety, improve the repair of victims and hold offenders and officers more
accountable. Additionally, proper supervision and support of the offender’s
efforts to change will increase their social and emotional competency while
increasing the cost effectiveness of services....”

With all of this in mind, this consultant team strongly recommends that the
County and Court start now to realign the Probation department around an
evidenced based strategy with objective risk based assessment being the
foundation for both the pre-trial and post trial population. Since the Court is using
the Level of Service Inventory-Revised (LSI-R) tool for the Drug Court this should
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probably be the tool adopted for the probation population. If it were me | would
realign the resources in the Investigations section of the agency to include
assessment with the LSI-R. Recent data indicates it takes 35-45 minutes to
administer the LSI-R (2004 Topics in Community Corrections research article by
Lowenkamp and Holsinger).

EVIDENCED BASED PRACTICE (EBP)

The California Chief Probation Officer Association in conjunction with the
National Institute of Corrections (NIC) recently sponsored training on Evidenced
Based Practice (EBP) with the presenter being Dr. Ed. Latessa, University of
Cincinnati. In light of that direction | have included a summary of the EBP
strategy.

Recent research efforts, based on meta-analysis, have provided the criminal
justice field with much needed information about how to better reduce offender
recidivism (repeat criminal conduct). This research indicates that certain
programs and intervention strategies, when applied to a variety of offender
populations, reliably produce sustained reductions in recidivism. Unfortunately,
few criminal justice agencies are using these effective interventions and their
related concepts/principles.

The conventional approach to supervision in this country emphasizes individual
accountability from offenders and their supervising officers without consistently
providing either with the skills, tools, or resources that science indicates are
necessary for risk and recidivism reduction. Despite the evidence that indicates
otherwise, officers continue to be trained and expected to meet minimal contact
standards which emphasize rates of contacts. These standards largely ignore
the opportunities these contacts provide for reinforcing behavioral change.

The research has indicated a “Works” and “Not Works” list of programs currently
in use in the country:

WHAT DOESN’T WORK

Direct deterrence efforts

Physical challenge programs

Military models of discipline and physical fitness (Boot Camps)
Intensive supervision without treatment

¢ Non-action oriented group counseling

e Client-centered, non-directive therapy

e Approaches of non-skill education
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WHAT DOES WORK

e Target criminogenic risk and need

e Cognitive/behav ioral in nature

e Boot Camps that incorporate evidenced based programming as a part of
the curriculum, such as cognitive behavioral programming like the Fresno
model
Incorporate social-learning practices
Balanced integrated approach to sanctions and interventions
Incorporate the principle of responsivity

Therapeutic integrity

REVIEWS ON RECIDIVISM

¢ Not a single reviewer of studies of the effects of official punishment
(custody, mandatory arrests, probation, increased surveillance, etc.) has
found consistent evidence of reduced recidivism.

e Atleast 40% and up to 60% of the studies of correctional treatment
services reported reduced recidivism rates relative to various comparison
conditions in every published review.

CRIMINAL SANCTIONS VS. TREATMENT

Mean Phi

€S -.07 (N=30) &Eﬂtﬂﬁm A5
02

Reduced
Recidivism 045 beroromme e

0.1
MEAN EFFECT
(PHI) 0.05

0

Increased
Recidivism g o5

0.1

The above research summaries (source: Dr. Ed Latessa, University of Cincinnati)
state pretty clearly that sanctions/punishment do not reduce recidivism and, in
fact for low risk offenders, increase recidivism.
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The biggest challenge in adopting these evidence-based practices is to change
existing systems to appropriately support the new innovations. ldentifying
interventions with good research support and realigning the necessary
organizational infrastructure are both fundamental to evidence-based practice.

Evidence-based practice is a significant trend throughout all human service fields
that emphasize outcomes. Interventions within corrections are considered
effective when they reduce offender risk and subsequent recidivism and
therefore make a positive long-term contribution to public safety.

The evidence-based principles component of the integrated model highlights
eight principles for effective offender interventions. The organization or system
that is most successful in initiating and maintaining offender interventions and
supervision practices consistent with these principles will achieve the greatest
recidivism reductions.

The following framework of principles is listed in developmental order and they
are all highly interdependent. For example, offender assessments must consider
both risk to reoffend and criminogenic needs, in that order. Research indicates
that resources are used more effectively when they are focused on higher-risk
rather than lower-risk offenders, therefore considering offender’s risk to reoffend
prior to addressing criminogenic needs allows agencies to target resources on
higher-risk offenders.

Eight Evidence-Based Principles for Effective Interventions

1. Assess Actuarial Risk/Needs.
2. Enhance Intrinsic Motivation.
3. Target Interventions.

a. Risk Principle: Prioritize supervision and treatment resources for higher

risk offenders.

b. Need Principle: Target interventions to criminogenic needs.

c. Responsivity Principle: Be responsive to temperament, learning style,
motivation, culture, and gender when assigning
programs.

d. Dosage: Structure 40-70% of high-risk offenders’ time for 3-9 months.

4. Skill Train with Directed Practice (use Cognitive Behavioral treatment
methods).

5. Increase Positive Reinforcement.

6. Engage Ongoing Support in Natural Communities.

7. Measure Relevant Processes/Practices.

8. Provide Measurement Feedback.

1) Assess Actuarial Risk/Needs
Develop and maintain a complete system of ongoing offender risk screening /
triage and needs assessments. Assessing offenders in a reliable and valid
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2)

manner is a prerequisite for the effective management (i.e., supervision and
treatment) of offenders. Timely, relevant measures of offender risk and need
at the individual and aggregate levels are essential for the implementation of
numerous principles of best practice in corrections, (e.g., risk, need, and
responsivity). Offender assessments are most reliable and valid when staff is
formally trained to administer tools. Screening and assessment tools that
focus on dynamic and static risk factors, profile criminogenic needs, and have
been validated on similar populations are preferred. They should also be
supported by sufficiently detailed and accurately written procedures.

Offender assessment is as much an ongoing function as it is a formal event.
Case information that is gathered informally through routine interactions and
observations with offenders is just as important as formal assessment guided
by instruments. Formal and informal offender assessments should reinforce
one another. They should combine to enhance formal reassessments, case
decisions, and working relations between practitioners and offenders

throughout the jurisdiction of supervision.
(Andrews, et al, 1990; Andrews & Bonta, 1998; Gendreau, et al, 1996; Kropp, et al, 1995;
Clements, 1996)

Questions to ask:

% Does the assessment tool we're using measure for criminogenic risk and
need?

% How are officers trained to conduct the assessment interview?

+» What quality assurance is in place to ensure that assessments are
conducted appropriately?

+ How is the assessment information captured and used in the development
of case plans?

Enhance Intrinsic Motivation

Staff should relate to offenders in interpersonally sensitive and constructive
ways to enhance intrinsic motivation in offenders. Behavioral change is an
inside job; for lasting change to occur, a level of intrinsic motivation is needed.
Motivation to change is dynamic and the probability that change may occur is
strongly influenced by interpersonal interactions, such as those with probation
officers, treatment providers, and institution staff. Feelings of ambivalence
that usually accompany change can be explored through motivational
interviewing, a style and method of communication used to help people
overcome their ambivalence regarding behavior changes. Research strongly
suggests that motivational interviewing techniques, rather than persuasion
tactics, effectively enhance motivation for initiating and maintaining behavior
changes.

(Miller & Rollnick, 2002; Miller & Mount, 2001; Harper & Hardy, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000)

Questions to Ask:
% Are officers and program staff trained in motivational interviewing
techniques?
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% What quality assurance is in place?

+ Is staff held accountable for using motivational interviewing techniques in
their day-to-day interactions with offenders?

3) Target Interventions

a. Risk Principle: Prioritize supervision and treatment resources for
higher risk offenders.

b. Need Principle: Target interventions to criminogenic needs.

c. Responsivity Principle: Be responsive to temperament, learning style,
motivation, gender, and culture when assigning to programs.

d. Dosage: Structure 40-70% of high-risk offenders’ time for 3-9 months.

e. Treatment Principle: Integrate treatment into the full sentence/sanction
requirements.

3a) Risk Principle

Prioritize primary supervision and treatment resources for offenders
who are at higher risk to re-offend. Research indicates that
supervision and treatment resources that are focused on lower-risk
offenders tend to produce little if any net positive effect on
recidivism rates. Shifting these resources to higher risk offenders
promotes harm-reduction and public safety because these
offenders have greater need for pro-social skills and thinking, and
are more likely to be frequent offenders. Reducing the recidivism
rates of these higher risk offenders reaps a much larger bang-for-
the-buck.

Successfully addressing this population requires smaller caseloads, the
application of well developed case plans, and the placement of offenders
into sufficiently intense cognitive-behavioral interventions that target their
specific criminogenic needs.

3b) Criminogenic Need Principle

Address offender’s greatest criminogenic needs. Offenders have a
variety of needs, some of which are directly linked to criminal
behavior. These criminogenic needs are dynamic risk factors that,
when addressed or changed, affect the offender’s risk for
recidivism. Examples of criminogenic needs are: criminal
personality; antisocial attitudes, values, and beliefs; low self control;
criminal peers; substance abuse; and dysfunctional family. Based
on an assessment of the offender, these criminogenic needs can
be prioritized so that services are focused on the greatest
criminogenic needs.

(Andrews & Bonta, 1998; Lipton, et al, 2000; Elliott, 2001; Harland, 1996)
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3c) Responsivity Principle

Responsivity requires that we consider individual characteristics
when matching offenders to services. These characteristics
include, but are not limited to: culture, gender, motivational stages,
developmental stages, and learning styles. These factors influence
an offender’s responsiveness to different types of treatment.

The principle of responsivity also requires that offenders be provided with
treatment that is proven effective with the offender population. Certain
treatment strategies, such as cognitive-behavioral methodologies, have
consistently produced reductions in recidivism with offenders under
rigorous research conditions.

Providing appropriate responsivity to offenders involves selecting services
in accordance with these factors, including:

a) Matching treatment type to offender; and

b) Matching style and methods of communication with offender’s
stage of change readiness.

(Miller & Rollnick, 1991; Gordon, 1970)

3d) Dosage

Providing appropriate doses of services, pro-social structure, and
supervision is a strategic application of resources. Higher risk
offenders require significantly more initial structure and services
than lower risk offenders. During the initial 3-9 months post-
release, 40-70% of their free time should be clearly occupied with a
delineated routine and appropriate services, (e.g., outpatient
treatment, employment assistance, education, etc.). Certain
offender subpopulations (e.g., severely mentally ill, chronic dual
diagnosed, etc.) commonly require strategic, extensive, and
extended services. However, too often individuals within these
sub-populations are neither explicitly identified nor provided a
coordinated package of supervision/services. The evidence
indicates that incomplete or uncoordinated approaches can have

negative effects, often wasting resources.
(Palmer, 1995; Gendreau & Goggin, 1995; Steadman, 1995)

3e) Treatment Principle

Treatment, particularly cognitive-behavioral types, should be
applied as an integral part of the sentence/sanction process. A
proactive and strategic approach to supervision and case planning
that delivers targeted and timely treatment interventions will provide
the greatest long-term benefit to the community, the victim, and the
offender. This does not necessarily apply to lower risk offenders,
who should be diverted from the criminal justice and corrections
systems whenever possible.
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(Palmer, 1995; Clear, 1981; Taxman & Byrne, 2001; Currie, 1998; Petersilia,
1997, 2002, Andrews & Bonta, 1998)

Questions to Ask:

% How do we manage offenders assessed as low risk to reoffend?

+ Does our assessment tool assess for criminogenic need?

% How is criminogenic risk and need information incorporated into offender
case plans?

% How are offenders matched to treatment resources?

+ How structured are our case plans for offenders, especially during the
three to nine month period in the community after leaving an institution?

+ How staff is held accountable for using assessment information to develop
a case plan and then subsequently using that case plan to manage an
offender?

4) Provide skills training using cognitive-behavioral treatment methods
Provide evidence-based programming that emphasizes cognitive-behavioral
strategies and is delivered by well trained staff. To successfully deliver this
treatment to offenders, staff must understand antisocial thinking, social
learning, and appropriate communication techniques. Skills are not just taught
to the offender, but are practiced or role-played and the resulting pro-social
attitudes and behaviors are positively reinforced by staff. Correctional
agencies should prioritize, plan, and budget to predominantly implement
programs that have been scientifically proven to reduce recidivism.

(Mihalic, et al, 2001; Miller & Rollnick, 2002; Lipton, et al, 2000; Lipsey, 1993; McGuire,
2001, 2002)

Questions to Ask:

% How are social learning techniques incorporated into the programs we
deliver?

% How do we ensure that our contracted service providers are delivering
services in alignment with social learning theory?

% Are the programs we deliver and contract for based on scientific evidence
of recidivism reduction?

5) Increase Positive Reinforcement.
When learning new skills and making behavioral changes, individuals respond
better and maintain learned behaviors for longer periods of time when
approached with carrots rather than sticks. Sustained behavioral change is
better achieved when an individual receives a higher ratio of positive to
negative reinforcements. Research indicates that a ratio of four positive to
every one negative reinforcement is optimal for promoting behavior changes.
These rewards do not have to be applied consistently to be effective (as
negative reinforcement does) but can be applied randomly.
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6)

7)

Increasing positive reinforcement should not be done at the expense of or
interfere with the administration of swift, certain, and real responses for
negative and unacceptable behavior. Offenders having problems with
responsible self-regulation generally respond positively to reasonable and
reliable additional structure and boundaries. Offenders may initially overreact
to new demands for accountability, seek to evade detection or consequences,
and fail to recognize any personal responsibility. However, with exposure to
clear rules that are consistently (and swiftly) enforced with appropriate and
graduated consequences, offenders will tend to comply in the direction of the
most rewards and least punishments. This type of extrinsic motivation can

often be useful for beginning the process of behavior change.
(Gendreau & Goggin, 1995; Meyers & Smith, 1995; Higgins & Silverman, 1999; Azrin, 1980;
Bandura et al, 1963; Bandura, 1996)

Questions to Ask

+ Do we model positive reinforcement techniques in our day-to-day
interactions with our co-workers?

+ Does our staff understand and use the four-to-one theory in their
interactions with offenders?

Engage On-going Support in Natural Communities

Realign and actively engage pro-social supports for offenders in their
communities. Research indicates that many successful interventions with
high risk populations (e.g., inner city substance abusers, homeless, dual
diagnosed) actively recruit and use family members, spouses, and supportive
others in the offender’'s immediate environment to positively reinforce desired
new behaviors. This Community Reinforcement Approach (CRA) has been
found effective for a variety of behaviors (e.g., unemployment, alcoholism,
substance abuse, and marital conflicts); and research also indicates the
efficacy of twelve step programs, religious activities, and restorative justice
initiatives geared towards improving bonds and ties to pro-social community
members.

(Azrin, & Besalel, 1980; Emrick et al, 1993; Higgins & Silverman, 1999; Meyers & Smith,
1997; Bonta et al, 2002; O’Connor & Perryclear, 2003; Meyers et al, 2002)

Questions to Ask:

+ Do we engage community supports for offenders as a regular part of case
planning?

+ How do we measure our community network contacts as they relate to an
offender?

Measure Relevant Processes/Practices

Accurate and detailed documentation of case information, along with a formal
and valid mechanism for measuring outcomes, is the foundation of evidence-
based practice. Agencies must routinely assess changes in offenders’
cognitive and skill development, and recidivism, if services are to remain
effective.
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In addition to routinely measuring and documenting offender changes, staff
performance should also be regularly assessed. Staffs that are periodically
evaluated for performance achieve greater fidelity to program design, service
delivery principles, and outcomes. Staff whose performance is not
consistently monitored, measured, and subsequently reinforced work less
cohesively, more frequently at cross-purposes and provides less support to

the agency mission.

(Henggeler et al, 1997; Milhalic & Irwin, 2003; Miller, 1988; Meyers et al, 1995; Azrin, 1982;
Meyers, 2002; Hanson & Harris, 1998; Waltz et al, 1993; Hogue et al, 1998; Miller & Mount,
2001; Gendreau et al, 1996; Dilulio, 1993)

Questions to Ask:

% What data do we collect regarding offender assessment and case
management?

% How do we measure incremental offender change while they are under
supervision?

% What are our outcome measures and how do we track them?

+ How do we measure staff performance? What data do we use? How is
that data collected?

Provide Measurement Feedback

Once a method for measuring relevant processes/practices is in place
(principle seven), this information must be used to monitor process and
change. Providing feedback to offenders regarding their progress builds
accountability, and is associated with enhanced motivation for change, lower
treatment attrition, and improved outcomes (e.g., reduced drink/drug days,
treatment engagement, and goal achievement).

The same is true within an organization. Monitoring delivery of services and
fidelity to procedures helps build accountability and maintain integrity to the
agency’s mission. Regular performance audits and case reviews with an eye
toward improved outcomes, keep staff focused on the ultimate goal of

reduced recidivism through the use of evidence-based principles.
(Miller, 1988; Agostinelli et al, 1995; Alvero et al, 2001; Baer et al, 1992; Decker, 1983;
Luderman, 1991; Zemke, 2001; Elliott, 1980)

Questions to Ask:

% How is information regarding offender change and outcomes shared with
officers? With offenders?

% With whom do we share information regarding outcome measures?

+ How is staff performance data used in the performance evaluation

process?

Summary
Aligning these evidence-based principles with the operations of a system is
difficult, but will largely determine the impact the system has on sustained
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reductions in recidivism. In order to accomplish this shift to an outcome
orientation, practitioners must be prepared to dedicate themselves to a mission
that focuses on achieving sustained reductions in recidivism. The scientific
principles presented in this document are unlikely to produce a mandate for
redirecting and rebuilding an agency's mission by themselves. Leadership in

organizational change and collaboration for systemic change are also necessary.
Source: - Lore Joplin, Brad Bogue, Nancy Campbell, Mark Carey, Elyse Clawson, Dot Faust,
Kate Florio, Billy Wasson, and William Woodward NIC/CJI Project 2004

http://www.nicic.org/Library/019341

This consultant many times summarizes this Evidenced Based Practice
approach by suggesting that jurisdictions: “Take A.l.M. at Criminal Re-Offense”
The AIM represents:
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OBSERVATIONS

1. This consultant team received excellent staff support from the County
Administrator’s and Sheriff's office and open and honest information from
those interviewed. Many of those interviewed encouraged this consultant
team to be “brutally frank”, as one person put it, with the county with our
assessment. It is in the spirit of this request that this is written;

2. Even though the population of the county has had steady growth the crime
rate for both violent and property crime has declined or remained stable
through 2004 with some slight increases in 2005;

3. The county history/reputation, born out by the data, is conservative in the
handling of adult offenders. The community is the reportedly home of the
“three strikes” movement and has one of the highest incarceration rates in
the nation. The officials interviewed report that they are not convinced that
the community will support any serious efforts at “treatment” programs for
adult offenders and the community wants them “jailed” and certainly not
forced released from the jail;

4. The City of Fresno population dominates the county demographics and
the policies/resources of the Fresno Police Department drive to great
extent the county criminal justice workload (this is not a new issue and
was formally studied in 1993 for example). The current Fresno Police
Chief took office in 2001, in the three years ending in 2004 the agency
added 92 officers to its staff bringing the agency total staff up to a today
authorized force of 836 sworn/1251 total agency employees (on any given
day 35 of the sworn positions are vacant/in the process of recruitment). In
2002 the jail brought on line the last major expansion of beds, 1296
expansion from the 1999 master plan. During these same years the other
parts of the adult criminal justice system, especially the probation function
were in budget decline. Fresno P. D. focus in this expansion has been on
targeted enforcement of gangs, drugs, traffic (from 22 motor-cycle officers
to over 75 in this time period) and parole violators.

5. Jail bookings and court filings seem to mirror each other with significant
increases in the last two years. These spikes over the last two years are
tied to the increases in enforcement and the policies of targeted
enforcement in the above areas primarily by the Fresno Police
Department. The other components of the system, in order to deal with the
increased workload in the face of a delay in increased resources have
taken the following steps: prosecution failing to file on up to 32% of the
felony cases coming to it from Fresno and very few of the misdemeanor
cases at all, a probation and parole staff that are “case banking” the
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majority of the cases (i.e. no real community based supervision taking
place and the staff are turned into running from one brush fire to another)
and a jail system that has been rapidly turned into a pre-trial holding
facility and as the following paragraph outlines by necessity uses its cap
mechanism of the Federal Court to regulate its ultimate workload level ;

6. The jail system of the county has been governed under a Federal Court
Consent Decree since 1994 and the county has periodically had need to
follow the directives of the order to keep the facilities in compliance with
the order. The most recent actions to initiate the population releases
brought about action to increase resources to the prosecution, defense
and probation functions of the county and initiate this third party review of
the situation;

7. Clearly, 75% based on most recent jail data, most of the jail population is
held pre-trial in the jailing system. Those pre-trial offenders appear to have
long lengths of stay with the overall length of stay of inmates exceeding
comparable counties rates;

8. The county’s actions to add resources as a strategy to impact length
of stay of pre-trial inmates is the right strategy based on the data
available;

9. On any given day in the county there are 3400 inmates in custody; 11,000
offenders on probation and another 5000 offenders on parole in the
county. All told there are on any given day over 18,000 adult offenders
under government supervision and the vast majority of this population is
under supervision for a felony offense;

10. With the exception of the jail classification system, the other segments of
the adult correctional system (probation, parole and pre-trial services) do
not risk classify their caseloads or use any other objective based tools to
organize/prioritize the cases/workload;

11.There is a lot of usable data from the criminal justice segments of the
Fresno criminal justice system but there are few examples where this data
has been converted into usable management reports:

12.Most importantly, in the view of this consultant team, is that in the face of
this overwhelmingly endless flow of cases/workload there is no clearly
understood mission and vision for the adult corrections system in Fresno
County. There is a clear view by most of those interviewed that the current
system and methods of handling the repeat offenders (and there are
many) is not working. The question unanswered in this small assessment
project is whether the community and its’ elected officials operating the
adult criminal justice system can accept change based upon evidenced

NIC Jail and Justice System Assessment 40
Fresno County



based practice to reduce repeat criminal conduct in the face of a history
that has had such a foundation of punishment as the core value of the
process. The first step is to see if the criminal justice stake-holders and
executive branch leaders that fund the system can reach consensus on a
vision and mission of the adult corrections system of the county, currently
no such policy statement exists that has consensual support of the parties.

RECOMMENDATIONS

ISSUE #1:

The criminal justice system officials in Fresno County are operating in their own
“silo” of influence and are not sharing information with one another and not
collectively coordinating their efforts.

The situation has led to almost no communication and coordination of policy in
the county related to the direction and effectiveness of the system.

This is a common issue in a system in which it has been historically designed to
disperse power in different branches of government and in different and
separately elected officials.

The national learning around this issue has evolved into the formation of
“Criminal Justice Coordination Councils” in the county criminal justice system.
NIC has a specific training/resource manual on this topic to assist the county
(http://www.nicic.org/pubs/2002/017232.pdf).

1. Form and operate a Criminal Justice Coordinating Council

a. Establish improved communication links among agencies;

b. Develop a clear and system wide purpose (Vision and Mission)
of correctional services for jail and community based
corrections. It is important to engage the community and
create opportunities for input and ownership in this Vision and
Mission setting process;

C. Develop a master plan for the implementation of these
purposes.

ISSUE #2:

The data in the various “silos” of the criminal justice operation is not usable as
information for policy change or assessment of existing practices. The
experience of this assessment project demonstrates that this management
information does not currently exist. The data being collected seems adequate
but there does not appear to be the report writing software and/or the expertise to
put it in operation in the county.
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This is a critical issue in this age of information and change based on
documented facts, not anecdotal sense of the policy makers.

2. Create an Information Systems Resource support to staff the
Coordination Council;

ISSUE #3:

The current process with the jail and other officials is to place too much
importance on the crime of the moment with the offender. The national
learning is to develop a risk and need based process (EBP) based upon
many other factors, including the immediate charged offense, to guide in
decision-making. These tools can be validated for pretrial as well as post trial
cases. Their value is to bring consistency and fairness to the process and
provide a justification for decisions made in the event they are challenged by
the inevitable case gone badly.

3. Implement an early risk assessment of arrestees with information
sharing to make detention, bond setting, and pre-trial release and
charging decisions. NIC may be able to assist with the process by the
development and delivery of a workshop for the criminal justice stake-
holders on Evidenced Based Practice (EBP), we recommend the county
pursue this opportunity with NIC.

ISSUE #4:

The 1947 “Old Jail” needs to be replaced; the design and maintenance issues
make it no longer serviceable as a detention facility in today’s corrections
environment. The design being linear and with additions over the 59 years there
are many blind spots where staff can not supervise, in an efficient manner, the
inmates. One official interviewed summed up the old jail very succinctly: “the old
jail is a shame and disgrace”.

NIC has a Planning of a New Institution (PONI) program that the county should
apply for that will assist the county with design and construction planning issues.
NIC also has a workshop on How To Open a New Institution (HONI) that the
county may also want to participate in at the appropriate time.

In the design of the new facility it is feasible to generate a new facility that can
generate more inmate beds with the same staffing pattern as the current poorly
designed facility. It should also be pointed out the inventory of beds the county
currently has at its disposal is deficient of medium and maximum security beds to
meet the rising classification needs of the inmate population.

The scope of this assessment does not allow for a full need assessment of the
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counties jailing services and the county does need to pursue a separate analysis
of jailing needs. When this occurs the analysis should include the financial ability
of the county, it is only realistic that the projection of jailing services be done in
the context of other county services and the financial ability of the county to
operate those services.

In the replacement here are some other recommendations that are related:

4. Replace the old 1947 jail with a podular direct supervision new
generation jail that includes:

a. Centralized booking for all police agencies in the county with
digital printing and digital photos integrated into the
automated record system;

b. Upgraded automated information system to have a report
generation feature to provide management information reports
to the management staff in a user friendly manner.

Discussion: This consulting team is aware that the concept of “Direct
Supervision” has been rejected in Fresno County on the basis that it is too
expensive for the county to consider. There is conflicting evidence on this topic
and in the appendix of this report we have included a section of an evaluation of
that subject that was done by an independent assessment that determined that in
both construction and operations direct supervision facilities were less expensive
to the jurisdiction. The issue can not be truly resolved until there is a schematic
design on the table for Fresno County and a staffing analysis can be done of the
design. The issue is important because in every respect in the jailing community
and every measure that has been tested direct supervision as an inmate
management strategy is superior to in-direct supervision. It has however met with
serious staff resistance where ever it has been implemented.

On the topic of “Centralized Booking” this consultant team was made aware of
the work group with the City of Fresno and the efforts to combine some services.
It is not our intent to interfere or suggest that that collaboration is not desirable it
certainly is. The difference with booking over the other topics is the need to
transport prisoners that brings with it cost and increased security issues. It is our
experience that from a cost and security stand point the fewer times an inmate
has to be moved (i.e. bring all services to the inmate in their housing unit) the
better off the county will be from a cost and public safety stand point. We
therefore took the stance that the booking unit should be planned and designed
with the pre-trial holding facility.
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ISSUE # 5:

Even if the county were to begin building immediately it will take 3-5 years for
those beds to be available for occupancy. So the county needs a strategy on how
it is going to manage the jail population on an on-gong basis. The Federal Court
has already set the upper limit and capped the facilities with a number not to
exceed and the State Jail Inspection process reinforces this with annual
inspections. In other words the county is regulated by outside parties to keep it
within acceptable boundaries from a total number of inmates stand point.

Clearly the county and the community response to “forced releases” where the
inmate is release pursuant to the Federal Court order has not been popular and
has raised fear and concern for those involved. This consultant team suggests
that the county develop a “Population Management Plan” that lays out from a
policy stand point the steps the parties (Sheriff, District Attorney, Courts,
Probation and Public Defender) will take to collectively move offenders into
alternative sanctions and services in lieu of force releasing them to the
community. The parties can regulate intake and length of stay and make choices
to move inmates to other options such as: pre-trial supervision or probation re-
instatement for example.

The concept is to make a policy choice note to use the forced release option of
the Federal Court order but at the same time recognize that you must adhere to
the cap placed on your facilities.

5. That the County approve a Population Management Plan in conjunction
with the District Attorney, Superior Court, Sheriff, Public Defender and
Probation departments.

A SYSTEM WIDE STRATEGY TO MANAGE JAIL USE

A survey by the National Institute of Justice of 1,400 criminal justice officials from
all parts of the country identified jail and prison crowding as the most serious
problem facing the criminal justice system. Crowded jails may compromise public
safety when lack of space and the cost of the space denies a bed to a serious
offender or takes away resources from other aspects of the governing body. The
results of crowding and an ever-rising use of the jail system have been
documented as follows:

e Increased victimization and fear
Decreased public confidence in the public safety system
Lawsuits, the former county jail had a Federal Court cap placed on it
Federal court imposed limits on population and other required programs
Significant tension and strain on correctional and general fund budgets
Delays in case processing due to cumbersome access to prisoners
Lack of hope and stress by those working in the system
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Virtually every decision maker in the local system exercises discretion that can
impact the jail population. Jurisdictions that use a SYSTEM WIDE approach to
the management of jail use can reduce some of these conditions and represent
proudly to their constituency that they are managing the situation rather than
letting it manage them.

There are Seven Key Justice System Decisions that determine the workload,
size and cost of any justice system:

Decision to arrest.

Decision to detain pretrial.

Decision to release from pretrial detention.
Decision to prosecute.

. Adjudication outcome.

. Sentencing decision.

. Sentence modification decision.

NoO O AN

Let’'s examine in more detail each decision point and the options (discretion)
available at each point:

Decision to Arrest
o Citation to appear in court on a date and time certain
e On the spot counseling with no further intervention
e Submit information to the Prosecutor for review and action to
request a warrant of arrest
e Take into custody and transport to a processing center

Decision to Detain Pretrial

Issue summons to appear at date and time certain

Accept a promise to appear at a date and time certain and/or bail to
be posted

Divert the case to a pretrial release/supervisory authority
Lodge into a pretrial detention facility

Decision to Release from Pretrial Detention

e At anytime after detention, the pretrial authority and/or court may
issue a summons to appear based on a promise, bail and/or
conditions of community release

Decision to Prosecute (District Attorney)

e Do not file charges and release from custody with no further action

e Divert to a community program and/or set of conditions

e Proceed to file formal charges at a lesser charging level and
release to pretrial conditions and/or bail
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e File formal charges at a greater or lesser level based on the facts
available and hold in custody

e Hold bail hearing and/or initial appearance proceedings

e Plea bargain the case

Adjudication Outcome:
e Accept the plea bargain agreement and impose sentence
e Hold trial with or without jury
e Order and receive a pre-sentence investigation to guide the courts
actions
e Dismissal or not guilty finding

Sentencing Decision:
e Impose a sentence from available continuum of sanctions and
services

Sentence Modification Decisions

e Appeal the outcome to a higher court

e Release by shortening the length of stay based on a capacity
management plan

e Class ification system movement of the offender to a lesser intrusive
sanction and/or service

CONTROLLING THE SYSTEM

Can these decisions be monitored and controlled? Many experts believe that
they can but it takes quality information about the system and a willingness to
cooperate in ways not previously believed possible. Managing the justice system
more effectively will require new ways of organizing, and new ways of thinking.
The appropriate policy mechanism would be collegial and it would emphasize
coordination, cooperation, and communication as principle ways of operating.
The policy makers need to be organized into a group and have regular meetings
in an atmosphere where the separation of powers and the authority of each entity
are respected. There may be breakdowns from time to time but on the whole the
decision makers would acknowledge that each of their individual decisions do
impact the others workload and that they are in the system together.

Managing these decision points properly requires timely and quality information.
Fresno County does not have this information available in a usable form at this
time but has the capacity to do so in the near future.

Available from the Bureau of Justice Assistance is a publication: A Second Look
at Alleviating Jail Crowding, A Systems Perspective that discusses in detail the
system decision points and what a jurisdiction might do to better regulate its own
work load. This publication is also available from the NIC Information Center
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(www.nicic.org) at no charge.

UNDERSTANDING JAIL CROWDING

Preventing and/or managing crowding requires a basic understanding of the jail
population dynamics that determine how many people are in a jail. This
understanding comes from examination of a basic formula:

THE JAIL POPULATION ANALYSIS FORMULA:

The admission rate and inmate length of stay determines the number of people in
jail. This can be expressed as (number of admissions x average length of stay =
number of jail bed days required) divided by 365 days per year = average daily
jail population.

Changes to either portion of this equation (number of admissions or length of
stay) will change the number of people in jail on any given day.

The length of inmate stay is a very important but under-appreciated, and

perhaps, less understood determinant of the number of people in any jail. Many
jail administrators can quickly produce detailed information about their number of
admissions, often with additional detail about arresting agency, charges, and so
forth. Yet, it is much harder to find jail administrators who can produce length of
stay information for these same classes of Flow Diagram of the Seven Key Justice Systemn
D risoners. Decision Points
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The seven-decision point flow diagram (at
right) may be helpful in conceptualizing
these data elements (Table1). The key data Sneraat Ny o | o cranou
elements monitor and reflect any changes )RR
in policy and practice by the justice system
officials and their staff.
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It is precisely in these times of crisis that
the jail administrator is expected to answer
what lay people believed are pretty simple
questions:

e Who s in jail? \
o Why has the jail population been ~=~| woncustoor I

increasing?
e Why is the jail crowded?  —
« What can be done about this s | s o ome -
crowding?
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e How much will these changes cost?

Typically, the people responsible for answering these questions do not do a very
good job. This is because they simply do not have sufficient information to do so.
This difficulty in answering even simple questions can undermine public
confidence in the ability of the jail administrator to understand and manage the
situation.

Usually, it’s not that the jail administrator isn’t trying. The interaction of these
variables can be complicated. These are not easy interactions to understand.
Many computerized jail information systems seem unable to create the kinds of
reports that are needed. And, if done manually, it takes time to pull the booking
jackets, collect the data by hand, analyze it, and prepare a report. Even then, the
report may not contain information sufficient to answer some of the questions
that will be asked. For example, it may not contain information that will confirm or
discredit some of the hypotheses (guesses) others will set forth to explain
changes in jail population levels. Thus, the analysts must return to the data, do
additional analysis, and repeat the process.

By the time a written report can be presented, additional changes in admission
and release rates may be taking place. The situation keeps changing. Analysts
are always shooting at a moving target. It is difficult to create a clear picture of
the situation. Rather, the process seems to go in circles. There is erosion in
confidence in the department’s ability to analyze the situation. As a
consequence, there is little enthusiasm for proposed courses of action because
too many people are unsure that these are the appropriate remedies. The result
is inaction.

Table 1: Jail Population Analysis System Data Elements

Essential Data Elements

Description

Person identifier

Number unique to the person

Booking event number

Number to identify the jail admission

Sex |dentify gender
Booking date Date inmate was admitted to the jail
Booking time Military time inmate was admitted

Release date

Date inmate was released from jail

Release time

Military time inmate was released

Release Type

Bail, ROR, acquittal, escape, etc.

Other critical data elements

Arresting agency

Agency making arrest (not transport)

Sentence status

Sentenced all charges; partial; none

Offense level

Felony, Misdemeanor, Infraction, etc.

Court jurisdiction

Court of jurisdiction

These data should be collected on every person in the jail at a specific date and
time, and thereafter for anyone who enters or leaves the jail. The data for each
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inmate would appear as a row on a spreadsheet or in a database. Conceptually,
it is like creating a checkbook where the checkbook balance represents the daily
population count, deposits represent admissions and checks written represent
releases -- It's a crude equivalent of a “Quicken” for Corrections.

Fresno Counties’ conversion to the Motorola automation system in the upcoming
year should improve the current data management situation for Fresno and make
the data much more manageable. The system will go from the current main
frame environment to a distributed model with much improved user friendly soft
ware choices for the jail management staff to use.

MODELING JAIL POPULATION MANAGEMENT OPTIONS

Once the basic jail population analysis capability is established it can be used to
begin modeling the results of hypothetical or actual changes in admissions or
lengths of stay. Hypothetical changes may be labeled “defensive,” as in the case
of a crowded jail that seeks to find ways to reduce the size of the inmate
population. But other changes may be labeled “proactive.” For example, officials
may seek to make more effective use of jail bed space by deliberately changing
the composition of the jail population so as to keep some people longer and
move lesser offenders to other corrections options in the community.

CONCLUSION

The key to preventing crowding, and to managing the jail population, is to
continuously collect, monitor and analyze admission and length of stay
information, then share the results with other justice officials and officials
in leadership positions in general government.

Their cooperation will be essential. They, collectively, control the policies and
practices that determine jail admissions and length of stay. As noted earlier, with
only a few minor exceptions, these levers and mechanisms lie outside the control
of the jail administrator and/or the Sheriff.

For this reason, the County and the jail administrator have a stake in forming a
justice system wide Criminal Justice Coordination Council (CJCC), or in
strengthening an existing CJCC that is not operating well. This is a forum where
the County can change the perception that potential crowding is a “jail problem.”
The data and ensuing dialogue will allow the County to portray potential or actual
jail crowding as a justice system dysfunction. That change in perception makes it
“our problem” instead of “the Jail’'s problem.”

These officials have a big stake in making sure the jail bed resource is best used
to maximize public protection. When they are presented with clear and
convincing, empirical evidence, they will do what they can to modify their policies
and practices. A jail administrator can exert a great deal of influence on the
decision making of these other agencies. But they can only do so if they have the
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facts, if they can competently answer questions about how the jail population is
changing, and if they can clearly demonstrate how changes in admission rates or
lengths of stay can improve the administration of justice.

Primary source for this document comes from Understanding Jail Crowding by Bob Cushman, an NIC Publication
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OTHER RESOURCES FOR THE COUNTY To CONSIDER

1. “Guidelines for Developing a Criminal Justice Coordinating Committee”,
U.S. Department of Justice, National Institute of Corrections. January
2000. NIC Accession number 017232.

2. “Jail Crowding, Understanding Jail Population Dynamics”, U.S.
Department of Justice, National Institute of Corrections. January 2002,
NIC Accession number 017209.

3. “Jail Resource Issues, What Every Funding Authority Needs to Know”,
U.S. Department of Justice, National Institute of Corrections. February
2002, NIC Accession number 017372.

4. “Preventing Jail Crowding, a Practical Guide” Second Edition, U.S.
Department of Justice, National Institute of Corrections. May 2002, NIC
Accession number 016720.

5. “A Second Look at Alleviating Jail Crowding, A Systems Perspective”,
U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice
Assistance. October 2000, NCJ 182507.

6. “Jail Design Guide, A resource for Small to Medium Sized Jails”, U.S.
Department of Justice, National Institute of Corrections. November 1998.

7. “Objective Jail Classification Systems: A Guide for Jail Administrators”,
U.S. Department of Justice, National Institute of Corrections. February
1998.
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8. National Center for State Courts, www.ncsconline.org/, phone 888-450-
0391x1864.

9. National Institute of Corrections, Evidenced Based Practices Project
http://www.nicic.org/pubs/2004/019341.pdf

10. Evaluation of Direct Versus Indirect Supervision Correctional Facilities,
NIC 1989. http://www.nicic.org/pubs/pre/007807.pdf

Items 1-7 and 9 and 10 are available from NIC at no cost to the jurisdiction.

APPENDIX

e Jail Assessment Report

e Community Meeting attendance list

e A Comparison of “Direct” and “Indirect” Supervision
Correctional Facilities, June 1, 1989, NIC, Conclusions
section.
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Fresno County Jail System Assessment

The Fresno County J ail system consists of four “local detention facilities.” T hree
of these facilities are locat ed in t he main downtown area of the City of Fre sno.
These facilities are located in close proximity to each other and the courts, and
are connected via un derground tunnels. The forth jai |, a facility for sentenced
inmates, is located a pproximately 2 mile s south of the main city core in an
industrial area.

Facility Rated Capacity 2005 ADP Age
e Main Jail 1064 930 1989
o Satellite Jail 96 172 1986
e North Annex 1104 1248 1993
e South Annex 528 581 1947
MAIN JAIL

The Main Jail was ¢ onstructed in the late
1980s and opened in 1989. The Main Jail
is a six story building — some stories wit h
second “tier” levels - that contains most of
the core services for the jail system
including: intake receiving, jail
administration, an infirmary, court holding
and inmate hous ing. This facility has a
Title 24; California Code of Regulations
(CCR) “rated capac ity” of 1064 inmates.
This does not include medical space or
other “special use cells.”

Law enforcement agencies with arrestees
enter the facility via  a vehicle sallyport
located on the north side of the facility.

| The sallyport door is remotely operated by
staff in the facility’s control room and
observe waiting vehicles via a video
monitor. This vehic le area will accept
multiple cars and/or interstate busses used
to transport inmates.




Once in the secured sallyport, officers
access the booking area for the jail system.
This book ing area consists of three
booking windows, one of which is staffed
by a registered nurse who performs a
medical pre-screening on the arrestee.

The arrestees are searched for contraband
and enter one of a s eries of holding cells
adjacent to this booki ng area. This area
is significantly undersized for the
population it serves. Thisis ev idenced by Fu :
the lengthy backlog of police vehicles that are lined up outside of the sallyport
during busy hours to wait their t urn to book
their arrestees. This backlog not only puts
a strain on the booking staff, it takes these
. officers out of service from their respective
jurisdictions for extended periods of time.

o, ‘
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The inmate is led to a “dress out area”
adjutant to the book ing holding cells after
necessary paperwork is complet ed
(booking and classification). Here, the
inmate is showered, provided with jail
clothing and assigned to appropriat e

housing.

While the first floor consists of intake and
release related areas , the second floor is
dedicated to an infirmary i ncluding a
medical treatment room, medical records, a
pharmacy and dedicated medical housing.
This floor is not a hospital, nor a
Correctional Treatment Center; rather it
provides s pace for “out-patient” type care.
Inmates needing in-patient care are




The third, forth, fifth and sixth floor of the
Main jail are identic  al. Thes e floors
consists of six “pods ” — each containing
sixteen cells with eight on the m ain floor
and eight on the second tier level. These
sixteen cells share a common dayroom
and are all visible to a central security
station that is located in the center of the
floor (with a 360 degree view).

In addition to the six pods on each floor,
there are ten adminis trative segregation
cells arraigned in a linear fashion. These
are single occupancy cells that are used to
confine the most dangerous inmates in the

¢ System. Eachinmate is afforded a period
of time each day to access the adjacent
“‘dayroom” (albeit a long narrow one) and
use the shower.

One of the unique as pects of this facility is the fact that these pods of double
occupancy cells are “triple-bunked”. Under
a 1993 “Pilot Project” with the California
Board of Corrections , these cells were
allowed t o exceed their normal rated
capacity by adding a third level to each
bunk in each cell. In addition, the doorst o
the cells are left open so that the inmates
may have free acc ess to the dayroom.
Essentially, these floors have become very
expensive dormitori es. Dormitories that
allow the free access to the dayroom, as Sy
these pods allow, are much cheaper t
construct than the double occupancy cells.
The only explanation fo r this occurring is
the fact th at the system was overcrowded
and needed additional beds. Hopefully,
one day, these pods will be rev erted back
to the function (double occ  upancy) that
they were constructed for.




Each hous ing floor of the Main Jail also
contains its own v isiting area. The public
accesses this area through a dedicated
“non-secure” space and is directed to the
proper floor. The inmates are escorted to
the secure area on each floor and provided
their visits. “Bringing the services to the
inmates” is a cost effective and s afe way to
perform these activities and eliminates the
need to escort these inmates between
floors using the stairwell or elevators.

The outdoor exercis e area is located on
the roof of the facility . This exercise area
is sub-divided into s maller exercise yards
to afford exercise to different classifications
of inmates at the same time.

Unfortunately, this area does not take
advantage of bringing the services to the
inmates with the inmates needing to be
escorted up floors to access this area.

Also located in the M ain Jalil, is the main
control room. Here one or two staff
controls all access doors and elevators. All
security systems and fire alarm s are als o
controlled here. This is an extremely busy
area during most of the day and night and
only s lows down briefly dur ing e arly
morning hours.




NORTH ANNEX JAIL

The North Anne x Jail is the ne west facility
in the Fresno County Jail System. It was
initially co nstructed adjacent to the Main
Jail and opened with two fl oors in 1993. In
December 2002, three more floors were
opened giving it a total rated capacity (by
the Corrections Standar ds Authority) of
1104 beds . Similar to the Main Jail, the
second, third, forth and fifth floors eac h
have second housing tier s. Pictured on
the right are the Main Jail on the left and
the North Annex jail directly next to it.

The first floor of the North Annex Jail ¢ ontains a public lobby, staff locker rooms,
and most importantly, two courtroom s — Division # 95 and 96. These
courtrooms provide excellent sec urity for the inmates whose cases are assigned
there.

The second, third, forth and fifth floors F
consists of six pods of dormitories with
triple bunks on a main level and a second
tier level. While eac h pod has 72 beds ,
they are only rated for 48 inmates. These
dormitories represent relatively
inexpensive construction of a hardened jail
environment. The difficulty with this type of
housing is that “like classified inmates” of
lower levels (medium security) must be
identified to be hous ed in each pod. This

limits the ability to house higher securit y inmates without risking adv erse
incidents.

- These triple bunks not only create an
extremely close housing environment, they
limit the visibility of inmate areas by staff
when they are occupied. It should als o be
noted that upon exam ination, these bunks
were not “ correctional grade” fixtures that
do not allow tampering.




Each floor has an elevated “security
| station” (or control room) that sits in a
raised portion in the center of each floor.
'] There is an intervening room between the
/] security station and the dorm/dayroom

{ space that can be des cribed as a “staging
area.” Staff is generally afforded good
sightlines into the dorm/dayroom areas and
can monitor inmate activities. When this
area is crowded, however, good sightlines
are diminished.

Each floor on the North Annex Jail has it s
own dedic ated “outdoor” exercise yard.
Inmates are escorted to these y ards from
their housing units without the need to use
stairwells or elevator s. This is another
example of bringing the servic es to the
inmates that allows much safer inmate
movement activities.

In addition to the exercis e areas and
visiting, each floor has its own medica I
exam room. Again, the services are
brought to the inmate providing less inmate
movement between floors. Inmates are
triaged here and the more seri  ous cases
are transferred to the infirmary and/or
hospital.

Inmate meals for all four of the detention
facilities are prepa red off-site
(approximately two miles away) in a
commercial kitchen by a privat e vendor.
Hot meals are deliver ed via insulated trays
on carts to the inmates in their  respective
housing units. This is a very cost-efficient
system, as valuable security areas of the
jail are not used for the preparation of
meals.




Underground tunnels connect all three of
the detention facilities located in close
proximity in downtown Fresno. Inmates are
escorted to and between the detention
facilities a s well as courts that also have
access to the tunnels. This is a very
efficient system that, combined wit h
adequate staffing, provides s afety and
security to the public, inmates and staff.

I As with the Main Jail, the North Annex Jail
has a well-equipped ¢ entral control room.
This spac e contains the heart of all
security, fire, video and door systemsfo r
the facility. It is design ed to provide
maximum security for the facility, its staff
and the inmates while allowing for the
timely movement of staff and inmates
through the facility. All elevators are als o
controlled within this space. T he two staff
assigned to this spac e are extremely busy

monitoring and operating the various systems of the jail.

SOUTH ANNEX JAIL

The South Annex Jail is the original main jail
for Fresno County. The core of the facility
was opened in 1947 and additional space
was provided in the early 1970s. This is the
third of three detention  facilities located in
downtown Fresno that are connected by
underground tunnels. Alth ough this building
appears to be a “normal county building”
constructed several decades ago, its interior
is worn out from conti nuous “hard” use. This
facility is four stories tall (without tiers) with

additional space in a basement level fo r court holding, a laundry, and program

space.



Although c ounty staff have made heroic
efforts to maintain this facility, it represents
obsolete “linear type” construction that is
very staff intensive and unsafe. The door
hardware, security systems, electronics and
all other integral systems are  considere d
antique requiring frequent timely and costly
repairs to keep the facility functioning.
Instead of using glazing (glass) where
inmates are readily visible to staff, bars are
used to provide security.

The cells and dormitories are located off of
long corridors. Staff mu st walk to the end
of each corridor to observe the inmates

— during their security checks. Inmates fro m
~ the middle to the end of the “cell block” are
| provided plenty of notice that staff are
making their checks and can easily cease
or hide illegal activity. This jeopardizes the
safety on staff, and especially s ome of the
inmates.
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For staff to open eac h cell, they must first
operate an antique system of door
controls. These controls stopped being
made decades ago and their replacement
parts are non-existent. Consequently, if
parts break down (something that renders
the entire cell or cell block unusable), parts
must be custom fabricated. This is
extremely expensiv e and time ¢ onsuming
(staff intensive).

Conversely, staff operating electronic
controls (such as in the Main Jail pictured
on the left) can observe the doors and the
inmates while the doors are being
operated. Additionally, replacement parts
are much quicker to install and are readily
available.




Although many of the spac es in this facility
have received replacement systems and
have been remodeled over the years, the
basic structure — and indeed many of these
systems - is fundamentally flawed. The
control rooms on each floor have no
visibility int o the housing un its and very
limited visibility of in mates who pass the ir
stations.

Even when staff accesses the dayrooms of
a cellb lock, visibility intoeac  hcell is
severely restricted due to the us e of bars.
Although each cell in the picture to the left
is full, it is very difficult to observe the
inmates. One other re ason that bars are
no longer used in jail construction is that
they provide easy “tie off” points for nooses
for inmates who are intent on hanging
themselves — a frequent means of
committing suicide in jails.

Another design flaw of this facility that
causes security and safety problems for
staff and inmates is t he size of the doors
leading int o cells and dayrooms. An
average sized staff member may barely be
able to nor mally access a door, but larger
and taller staff must duck and/or turn
sideways to enter and exit the r oom. This
poses a dangerous situation should an
inmate become combative at this opening.
ltisals overyd ifficult to transport
unconscious or injured inmates through these openings.




During the on-site visit, a freshwater
plumbing line burst in this cell c hase. This
line was encased in concrete and required
many staff hours to repair — during which
time all water to the cells in this block were
cut off. With water unavailable th e inmates
were unable to flush their toilets. Should
there have been ¢ omplications to this
situation, the inmates would have needed
to be moved to another space — a very
difficult and time-consuming process given
the overcrowded nature of the jail system. This highlights the fact that the core
systems in this building are falling apart and many are past their useful lifespan.

To be fair, some of the space in this facility
has been remodeled using current
technology including this high security
disciplinary isolati ~ on/ administrativ. e
segregation area. Ho  wever, this area
represents a very sm all (and very staff-
intensive) portion of th is jail. Itis an
example of where considerable public
funds have been inv ested into an obsolete
facility with a qu estionable life spa n
remaining.

The medical exam room and pharmacy are
located on the second floor of this facility.
Unlike the newer facility where services are
delivered to where the inmates are housed,
all inmates in this facility must be escorted
to the sole space in this building used for
this purpos e. The medical spaceisals o
vastly undersized for the inmate population
that it serves.
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The outdoor exercise area for the facility is
located on the roof. An observation station
is located above and to the side of the yard
for staff to supervise t he exercise activity .
Inmates must be escorted up elevators or
stairwells t o reach this area — a practice
that is staff intensive and potentially
dangerous.

Visiting is accomplished on the first floor of
this facility with inma tes remaining inth e
secure portion of the building and the
visitors on the non-secure side. Again,
inmates must be escorted down one or
more floors to access this area - a staff
intensive and potentially dangerous
process.

One of the few spaces in this building that
appears to be well planned in the laundr vy
that is located in the basement. Here, all of
the laundry for the jail system is washed
and dried. The equipm ent looks relatively
new and is very well maintained. Should
this facility be replaced, it is possible to
move this equipment to a newer location.

11



SATELLITE JAIL

The final facility in the Fresno County Jail
System is known as t he Satellite Jail. This
facility is located ap proximately two miles
south of the downtown jail com plex in an
industrial area. Orig inally opened in 1986
as a “temporary facility” to house overflo w §¢
inmates from the overcrowded old Main
Jail (now the South A nnex) while the new
Main Jail was being constructed, this jail
has become a permanent fixture in the jail
system.

This “minimum security jail” is made up of
four “mobile home type” dorm units (two to
each s ide) with a covered common
dayroom in the middle. Additionally, there
is a staff administrative “trailer” located in
the front of the complex to provide
necessary support area for staff.

This facility is rated to hold no more
than 96 inmates, yet has enough bed
space for over three times this number —
300. These beds are often filled. Staff
must have a very difficult time entering
each of these dorm units to conduc t
security checks.

Although these inmates are consideredt o
be “minimum security” ten years ago they
would hav e been a much higher security
level (due to the release of all truly
minimum security inmates due to
crowding). Thiscr eatesav ery volatile
environment.

12



FACILITY ASSESSMENT
OBSERVATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Fresno County Jail System — consisting of four jails — is operating beyond its

intended capacity. Despite this problem, the management and staff of the jail are

doing an excellent job at operating a professional system . Incidents of litigation

in the jail, one measurement of the success or failure to successfully operate a

jail, are very minimal. Despite the efforts by staff, however, the age and

architecture of one of the facilities (Sout h Annex) poses a significant risk to the

safety and security of staff, inmates and the citizens of Fresno County.

The following outlines the observations and recommendations f or the physica |

plants:

The jail sy stem is crowded bey ond th e capacity that it was intendedt o
safely operate. The Satellite Jail o ften operates above 300% of its rated
capacity. Although the Main Jail was designed and constructed to operate
as a jail with double occupancy cells, because of crowding, it operates as
modified dorm units. The jail crowding diminishes the staff's ability to
safely and securely operate the system.

While two j ail buildings are of new er podular design and contain modern
electronics, the South Annex jail is  operating far beyond its useful life.
Any funds identifie d to improve the facility shoul d only be spent to keep
the facility operationa | until a new fac ility can be cons tructed and this jail
closed. Since it takes from five to eight years to fund, design, construct
and open a new jail, we strongly recommend that this process begin
immediately. At the sa me time, firm plans should be made to close and
tear down the obsolete S outh Annex Jail as soon as the new facility
opens.

The new jail designed to replace t he South Annex s hould be constructed
with single and double occupancy cells to provide staff with the necessary
tools to saf ely house inmates wit h the many class ification levels found in

the Fresno system.

13



The Main Jail should eventually reve rt back to its original intended
purpose of providing double and single occupancy cells where inmates of
varying classifications may be housed in the same building, but kept
physically separate.

The population of the Sate llite Jail should be reduced as soon as possible
to its rated capacity. True minimu m-security facilities are relatively
inexpensive to construct, however even a minimum-security facility can be
dangerously crowded as is the Satellite Ja il. Potential future use of the
Satellite Jail includes operating as a “day reporting center”, a work release
center, an electronic home monitoring  center, or any out-of-custody

minimum security program.
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iV.l. CONCLUSIONS

INTRODUCTION

This study set out to find the sahent differences among comrectional faciihes operated by the divergent
iInmate management styles which are characlerzed as direct and indirect supemision We have reported
above on the methods and findings from a broad maiout survey and seven in-depth case studies While
some desired data could not be reliably assembled, we have amassed a great deal of perbinent informaton
We have also gained impressions from the exposure to so many indwduais involved mn both forms of
supervision These impressions are shared below, along with our summary of “hard” data findings

Our study has revealed some of the multiple facets of direct supervision Direct supervision reflects the
physical design and condition of a facilly, the policy and rules which govern staff superwvision, the location of
staffing, but also perhaps a “state-of-mind” of the officers and the inmates

According to its proponents, the diect supervision style defines supervision as a matter of proximity and
Interpersonal relations, more than of wisual observation from a distance Secunty and safety come from the
officer’s function as a socal faciitator and serice prowder, as much as from being “the cop on the beat.”
indirect supervision relies more on on wisual observation under condiions of physical separation of inmates
from staff Thus, the ndirect jall we studied relied heavily on view ports, electronic surveillance, and secured
staff areas away from inmates And the mdirect pnson instalied closed control stations spectfically to reduce
officer vulnerabilly to inmates

Based upon dlaims made by proponents and findings from pnor research, we hypothesized that direct
supervision facilies would perform better on most measures impactng staff and inmate percepbon,
behawvior, communications, safety, health, and so forth It was also thought that direct supervision might cope
better with crowding, cost less to build and operate, and have rather specific design impiications This final
chapter, then, reports on our conclusions i reviewing the findings These will be discussed by 1ssue,
companng direct and indirect supervision faciliies on each one Finally, the limitations on our findings wil be
discussed, and recommendations for further studies will be offered

REVIEW OF FINDINGS
What is Direct Supervision, Anyway? (Or, “Indirect Supervision, By Any Other Name')

Many pnsons describe themselves as direct supervision, even though they have enclosed control booths at
the housing unts with at least some of their staff staboned in them These staff are typically responsible for
controling doors, communicating over loudspeakers, and prowding back-up In addhon, they have one or
more staff who are staoned within the housing unit. This may be a floor officer who is assigned to the
dayroom in one housing untt, or a “rover” who crculates among units - but spends a considerable amount
of time faceto-face with mmates This officer is typically responsible for room or cell checks, close up
observation of achivites and equipment, and direct commumcaton with Inmates We refer to these faciies
as "hybnds" (and one was induded among our case studies) In fact, “pure” indirect supervision appears to
be unusual among medium secunty pnsons These facts make it difficult to dassfy prisons and to identdy
ones that are truly imited to indirect supervision

Jails, by contrast, appear to more closely follow the directindirect dichctomy The preponderance of jails do
not appear to station officers within the housing unit dayrooms (and rovers appear to typically do litle more
than perform securty checks) and, thus, woutd be clearly dassfied as indwect supervision The direct
supervision jalls are all quite new However, some of them are prowded with enciosed control booths, either
because the system committed to direct supervision after plans were finalzed, or as a fall back (preserving
the ophon of reverting to indirect supenasion at a later date) or as a falsafe measure (a haven in

emergences) See the discussion below of ways in which the presence of the booth may subvert direct



Natwonal Insttute of Corrections Page V1 -2
Evaluation of Direct Versus Indirect Supervision Correctional Facilities
V1 Conciusions

supervision goals
How 18 Each Supervision Mode Perceived By Management?

Assuming that direct supervision and indirect supervision are understood, how do administrators and others
percenve the appropnateness of each mode? From our marout survey, we found that there wes a trend
toward direct supervision facihes being rated somewhat better As one might expect, managers of direct
supervision faalibes were significantly more likely than managers of indirect faciites 1o feel that direct
supervision was an appropnate design and management form for many or all mmate types In interviewing
these managers, we found a tendency for them to be “true believers,” almost fotally convinced about the
efficacy of dwrect superviston and, possibly, bimd to any possible shortcomings Since direct supenasion 18
the relatvely new and less common mode of supervision, it 1s perhaps natural for these managers to be self
assured and even evangelical Managers in the more prevalent indirect supervision facibes have no need to
convince people that their mode 1s viable - and may well never have even considered the direct supenvsicn
altemnative On the other hand some highly professional managers of indirect supervision faciies are
becoming somewhat defenstve, and wish to prove that they can achieve the same poshive outcomes as
direct supervision claims

in What Ways Do Direct and Indirect Faciities Differ Physically?

We have mentoned the presence of an enclosed control booth at the housing unt as charactenzing indirect
supervision faciliies (though this has been demonstrated not to necessanly be a decsive differenbation)
We have also found from the marout and case study surveys that direct supervision facihes are more hikely to
be “softer” and more “normalzed” (e g, to have movable fumiture, wooden doors, and upholstered

fumtture) They do net, however, seem to be any more likely to have single versus double occupancy cells
The cells in direct supervision facdibes, on the other hand, are more lkely to have more amenties than those
in ndirect faclibes Santation levels, cleanliness and overall condition were not found to drffer

How Critical ls the Built Environment?

Three issues are dealt with here enwironmental qualty, wisual surveillance, and the prowision of an endlosed
control  booth

How much does an improved quality of environment coninbute to mmate management or other
benefical outcomes? Many interviewees spoke of the kind of behavioral expectations which the
ervironment sets up Direct supervision administrators were more likely to rate “softer,” more flexible, and
more "nomalzed” fumiture as appropriate for their facilty From the case studies, inmates were more
favorable toward condmions in the direct supervision than in the mdirect supervision faciites direct
supervision faciites were perceived as more satisfactory, and as hawing better privacy, and better
environmental conddions

The “softest” faalty in the case study survey was Contra Costa (which was also sufferng from extreme
overcrawding) It did not seem to denve great added benefits in terms of outcomes compared to the other,
harder direct supervision faciies (such as Pima or Lieber which have soft features but are relatvely hard) An

unanswered question, then, Is at what pont are the desred expectatons communicated (or not) to inmates
and staff?

A great deal of effort in coectonal facility design has gone into making cell doors, the dayroom and other
inmate-occupied areas wisible from a staff station In ether supervision mode, staff gain a tremendous
amourt of information about goings on in the unit by visual observation. Good wisibiity was uniformly
praised and poor visibity decned where they were perceved to exist Of course, if staff are not hmited to a
fixed vantage point from a control booth, the geometry of the unit becomes less mportant With staff mowving
about, the openness of a direct supervision dayrocom (if there are not significant blind spots or hidden areas)
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appears to suffice. Interestngly, admimstrators of direct superwision facitties rated ther facihes as better on
abilty to survey the setting than did those from indirect supervision Thus, visibily from a fixed control
station 18 all important in indirect supervision facites

The provision - or not -of an enclosed control booth (assumed for indirect supervision facities) dees
seem to be qurte crtical in direct supervision facihes While many indirect supervision systems appear to
beleve that the booth 1s needed for secunty or as refuge, it 1s clear from observations and interviews that it 1
possible to do without it very successfully (e g, at Contra Costa, Ross and Lieber) On the other hand,
several staff at a direct supervision facim which has a booth {Pima) felt that ds presence was a benefi as a
refuge (for paperwork and potentially for emergency escape) In direct supervision faciibes with control
booths, the challenge 1s to manage staff so that they do not “hang out” n the booth, rather than circulating
through the umit. This problem seems to be magnified when more than one staff 1s assigned io a untt (see
discussion of overcrowding below)

The companson between the two New Jersey pnsons Is parbcularly nterestng with regard to the control
booth, since the housing unrts are essentially identical except for the degree of enclosure at the officer
station Each pnson has two officers assigned to a parr of imng unis, and at each one an officer remains at
the staton while the other roams through the two units At one, however, both officers are in contact with
inmates An inmate can contact the desk officer by simply teanung over the desk and talking to hum or her At
the other, however, the stationary controi officer 18 within a glassed in booth and functions only to operate
the control panel, prowde imited wisual surveilance of Imng ums through glass panels, and, if needed,
provide back-up to the floor officer

Inmates were dearly aware of this distinchion, and rated the former as a direct supervision facilty, and the latter
as an indirect supervision facilty Interestingly officers rated the latter as a direct supervision facilty,
apparently focussing on the time they spend “or-tour” in the Imng unds

s One Mode Safer Than The Other For Inmates or Staff?

While objective, comparatve measures of safety such as numbers of physical and sexual assaults, suicde
attempts, and escapes were impossible to obtan, there 1s considerable ewidence that direct superwision
facltes are seen as safer than indrect supervision ones From our mailout survey, we found that direct
supervision administrators rated therr facilties as better on vanables of safety and reported fewer incdents of
violence (at borderime significance fevels) than did mdirect administrators

The ewidence from the case studies is less clear and appears to have been distorted by extreme
overcrowding at two of the direct faciies However, when crowding (in the form of double bunking) al the
pnsons is controlled for, nmates appear to feel considerably safer in direct supervision facilties Among jatis,
even the crowded direct supervision ones perform better than the lower densty indirect supenvision one,
according to both staff and nmates Inmates at the indirect supervision jail feel fess well protected by officers
and more exposed to sexual assault, and officers, too, feel less safe (even with their control booths)

A clear differentiation s seen i terms of staff response tme to a fight or emergency The direct supervsion
facilttes were seen by inmates as prowiding an acceptably quick response {under a minute), while the mdirect
supervision facilities were felt to have unacceptably long response tmes (in the 3 to 5 minute range)
Perceived inmate safety relates to their perception of the officers’ locatton Where the officer 18 seen as
mainly being n the housing unt rather than away (in a booth), inmates feel better protected and even i less
danger from the officers themselves

How Do Staff and Inmates Interact in the Two Modes?

Our data provide considerable, but not complete, support for some of the assumptions which underay the
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operation of direct supervision facilties The observations of staff and inmate interaction showed that officers
in direct supervision faciites do indeed spend their tme within the Iving units and largely in interaction with
inmates In the indirect facilites this was much less so In the indirect jatl, not onty did officers stay outside the
Imng unt, but the data also show therr interactions to be largely with other staff at their stabons Inmate
contacts were bnef, hmted, and at the unit entrance

The interview comments also reflect some of these differences Direct supervision officers, for example,
were more likely to see ther job as nvolving counseling, and regularly spoke of “stopping problems before
they start” Inmates who had expenenced both types of supervision contrasted the difficulty of talking with
the "guy In the booth™ in other facilies with the ease of simply approaching the officer in the dayroom “f
something comes up, you can just talk to hm™

Who i3 In Control of the Institution?

Staff, rather than mmates, appear to be n contro!l of direct supervision faciies Staff and administrators feel
postive about this Inmates appreciate the safety it gives them, but some miss the “old days” (in other
faclties) when they ran the institutbon With officers having so much knowledge and control (and an absence
of more senous ncdents), some Inmates complain that even petty rules are enforced (which would be
overlooked in other instrtutions) An inmate might get wrtten up in a drect supervision facilty for not having a
clean room, where It would take something much more senous In an mndirect supervision faciity

Does Supervision Mode Have an Impact on Coping With Overcrowding?

Crowding (occupancy above design or rated capacity) has been mentioned several tme above as hawing a
negative or distoring effect on the results at direct superwision faciites It 15 important to recognize that
crowding 18 part of a complex set of effects, nduding physical and social density, number of inmates
assigned to sieeping rooms, and Imng unt size, among other factors

In our case studies, we found some ratings of institution safety, for example, where direct supervisian
facities did not rate as well as some indirect superision facilies This seems to be related to the level of
overcrowding in the direct superision facities, to the sheer numbers of inmates on Imng unts, and to
staffinmate ratios In fact, the direct supervision housing urits were much larger than the indirect supervision
- and far more over capactty

For example, one of the direct supervision jails in our sample has two correctional officers for 100+ inmates
on one Iving unit designed for about 45 inmates The Iindirect supervision jail, by contrast, has 3 officers to
supervise 56 to 60 inmates and is operatng at design capactty These inmates are \n 8 distinct, very small
pods of 7 to 10 beds Similar contrasts in crowding and Imng unt size exist for our pnson sites

There are several concusions which seem far about crowding in direct supervision facities First, the direct
supervision sites seem to hold up farly well under what in some cases IS extreme overcrowding For some
factors, the overcrowded direct supervision facilihes are operating as welt as - and n some cases as or better
than -the indirect supervision faciliies

Yet direct supervision I1s clearly provides no immuntty aganst problems There are wamings in our data of
potential problems from contmued crowding And n some ways, the crowding seems to sinke at the
foundation of the pnnciples of direct superision For example, one sees officers are spending more time
with other officers and at ther desks than the direct supervision model would propose Officers also indicate
that they are increasing unfamiliar and out of touch with iInmates

One 1ssue at the heart of direct supervision problems with crowding comes from adding extra officers on the
Iving untt as population increases At one direct supervision facilty, officers exphiotly stated that adding an
extra officer does not compensate for dealing with addiional inmates For example, cne officer may be able
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to reasonably deal with 80 inmates on a direct supervision unit and be able to know therr names and
problems However, if the population doubles, nerther of the two officers can know 100 inmates as well as
ohe can know 60 The nature of the job and the form of interactons with inmates change

Adding a second officer provides imited help, and may be a hindrance in some ways Many inmates wll
remain anonymous to each officer 1f an Inmate asks one officer for something and s not satisfied with the
response, he can make the same request to the other one, perhaps playing them off against each other An
added problem is the understandable temptation to spend more tme with a colleague at the officer desk, and
less time n inmate spaces At our overcrowded direct supervision jail, we cbsefved this phenomenon, as
untt officers “retreated” to each others’ company

Of the facilies in our sample, the mdirect supervision jail had the smallest number of inmates in s Imng unts
This smaliness 1s helpfut in reducing social density, there are fewer other inmates for each inmate to deal with,
thus potentiat for conflict may be fewer There 15 also less competrtion for telephones, televisions, or food
The smallness of the housing units, in fact, probably accounts for most of its postive ratings Unfortunately
smallness comes at the expense of direct officer contact, which appears to have negatve effects And at
current staffing levels, the officer-to-Inmate ratio 1s the highest of all the mstitutions studied, making it the
most expensive to operate Cost forecloses the possibilty of having enough officers to constantly supervise
all inmate areas, and the design makes such supervision mpossible with current staffing

" Are There Differences in Cost Between the Two Modes?

There is evidence that direct supervision faciihes may cost less to build and operate than do indirect ones
Nelson (1988) has discussed the contnbuting factors at some length However, our mailout survey was
inconclusive, finding no difference 1n construction cost per bed (639,500 versus $41,700) Among
comnbuting factors, direct supervision faciites were somewhat (although not stabstcally signdficantly) more
likely than ndirect supervision facifites to use porcelain versus stainless stee! toilets, wood versus metal or
barred doors, swinging versus siidng doors, and manual versus remote or motor dnven locking mechanisms
Indirect faclites also reported greater concems and problems with condrons of confinement lawsurts than
did the direct supervision facilties

The case studies, though less generalizable, show more stnking differences in cost The two more
nomalized, direct supervision pnsons cost far less than the two indrecthybnd facihies to build (about

$42 000 versus $73,000 per bed), to staff (about $11,000 versus about $17,000 on a per mmate per year
basis), and to run (about $4,200 versus $6,700 per year per inmate) The same contrast holds for the jails n
our sample, where the direct cost less than the indirect to buld (about 944,000 versus $58,000 per bed), to
staff (about $28,000 versus about $42,000 on a per inmate per year basis}, and to run {about $11,000
versus $16,000 per inmate per year) While we caution against drawing condlusions from these figures, they
may lend support to arguments others have made about relative costs

How Do Managers Choose a Supervision Model?

Given the cumency of the debate within the comrections field concermng direct supervision (and

endorsements from some professicnal assocations), it may be difficult for a comrectional system to avoid
faang a conscous choice of supervision modes when planning a new faclity With considerable (even if
inconclusive) ewidence pointing to benefits of direct supervision (and Ile or no ewidence that aftemative
models are supenor), why do some systems select direct supervision while others consider and reject t?

Perhaps because direct supervision facilbes (and especially the softer facithies hke Contra Costa ard the
recent federal faclibes) may not be consonant with their deepest feelngs about what a comectional setting
should be ke These facities may be seen as being too nice for inmates, who after all are supposed to be
punished Unbl the Tombs in New York City was bullt, direct supervision might have been argued aganst as
incapable of use for tough urban inmates
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Again, the Supervision mode may not represent what some see as being expected of an officer (interaction,
communications, inmate management) If the impression of the supervision mode! runs courter to deeply
held feelings or behefs, ¢ may be rejected no matter how much objective evidence 15 marshaled on s behalf

Direct supervision requires very considerable change for a system which s operating by indirect supervision
This change may be percenved as unnecessary nsk taking by decssion makers, who may feel that they will be
blamed ff it fals, or ostraczed even for suggesting . Changing to direct supervisicn requires overcoming
considerable resistance within the system Some officers feel that indirect supervision 1s a supenor
approach, and a number of these officers do not successfully make the transiton to direct supervision,
probably leawng for other postions

Direct Supervision Requires a Commitment to Make it Work

As part of the decision to operate under direct supervision, there must be a commitment from top
management that it works and contnbutes to the organizaton's mission Management must believe that it 1s
viable and effective, In order to bnng the balance of therr Organzation along with them Bul believing in direct
supervision Is not enough, management must also make a commitment Of resources, manpower, training,
public relations, and so forth An effectve dassffication system to screen nmates and altemative settings for
those iInmates who cannot succeed In a direct supervision unit are also essential

There has even been a concem expressed that, with many systems planning new direct supervision
faciibes, one or more will put the officer in the housing unt without the training and the dassrfication of

Inmates required to make the direct supervision system work This could lead to a real problem (such as an
officer being killed)

We observed some stiuations in which officers were In open contact with inmates without the benefit of a
management commitment to direct supervision or the kind of fraining and support which accompanies that
philosophy An example 1s RSP Where officers work 1n a system which looks very much ke direct supervision
(no bamers to contact), but felt n danger because of therr openness, and desired an enclosed station In
stnking contrast 1s the ease with which officers in direct supervision facilihes handle open contact and do not
express a need for an enclosed stabon

We interpret this distincion as being directly connected to the overt presentation of a direct supervision
philosophy, training and superision It 1s the tack of traimng and management commitment that makes RSP
officers uncomfortable, not an inherent danger of being in direct contact with Inmates

ls One Mode Better Than the Other?

To summanze, direct superwisicn facilities appear to cost less or the same as indirect supervision ones to
builld and operate, require less or the same level of staffing, and achieve desirable outcomes in terms of
meeting therr rmuissions, reducing stress, improving safety and secunty, and so forth |f there is a drawback to
direct supenvision facilihes tt is that they may take more effort and commitment to plan, train for, and manage

On the Other hand, and even with the apparent advantages of direct supervision, it must be stated that some
of the indirect supernision faclibes in our surveys performed quite wefl In many ways Well managed, well
designed indirect supervision correchonal faciites must not be looked down upon, partcularly since so many
of them are hybnds with partial direct supervision charactenstics Such facdiies would appear to be within an
acceptable range n terms Of cribcal outcomes

Two factors which could account for the lack of stronger differences between direct and indirect supervision
in our findings must be noted First, the direct supervision faciities were unformly overcrowded, and
expenencing double bunking at moderate to severe levels The indirect supervision faciltes were largely at
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capactty with single bed ceds The direct supervision facilies were, then, operating at a disadvantage
unrelated to supervision mode One might presume that the questonnaire scores would have been more
posttive at lower population levels This seemed most clear at CCC and LCI where overcrowding was most
severe, and problems m this area were picked up 1n comments and interviews

Second, the indirect supervision facility case studies suggest that they may be operating well in
rather than because of, ther design and management philosophy. Indirect supervision design and operation
seem clearly to make the officer's job more difficult, and at tmes seem to have required increased staffing At
RCJ, for example, both staff and nmates indicated that the lack of clear and constant staff observation of
inmate lving spaces makes operations difficult At RSP, officers spend too much tme at the station, talking
with one another, and too Ittle ttme in the dayrooms

Thus, while our research shows dearly that direct supervision does work and can work very well (especally
when crowding 1s limrited), it does not demonstrate that indirect supervision does not work, only that
presents certain obstacies which must be overcome Our conclusions, however, must be considered
fentative for the reasons outined above and in the next section

AN ASSESSMENT OF OUR RESEARCH

Several aspects of, and mitations on, the research methods and approach used here have become clear
We focussed on two main approaches a broad mailout survey plus relatively few in-depth case studies 1t has
become obwious that, m sprte of our careful attention to selection of case study sites, the results are not (and
cannot be) a simple companson of direct versus indirect supervision Differences in supervision style dlearly
exsted and appeared to have an impact, but faclites also dffered in significant ways such as untt size,
degree population was over capacty, and staffinmate ratos They undoubtedly also vaned n other
important but more subtle and more difficult to measure ways on policy issues, programs, procedures, staff
training, etc. Of course, no field study of settings as large and complex as pnsons or jails could ever be as
controlled on one 1ssue, such as supenvision, as one might want Our ultimate approach has been to view
these sites as a senes of case studies and to look for simitanties and differences it would be an error to look
for or expect a finely controlled expenment here On the other hand, the behawior tracking data 1s quite
powerful in descnbing effects directly related to supervision

There are other imitations on the generalizabity of our findings. We only lcoked at relatively new, medum
securty, adult male msttutions Because of the problems of “hybndization® we were only able to have a
kmted sample of indirect supervision pnsons We have been Careful, however, not to compare pnsons with
jails

We have also concdluded that problems in collecting archival data (sick call, mcdents) are senous and

inherent Vanations i the way these are collected and recorded by the insttutions themselves are so great
that the stes were hardly comparable Thus, we rejected the archival data and have not reported on it here
The problem of having to use data on such outcomes as incidents or sick call rates, which are collected
idiosyncratically among comectonal systems and even facities, wil remamn untl a more umform reporting
mechantsm 15 established It would require another study at least the size of this one focussing on those
vanables alone to gather reasonable data of this type We recommend consideration of a “prospective” study
which would collect these data as events occur, rather than relying on histoncal records
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i HINGS TO KEEP IN MIND DURING DISCUSSION OF

JAIL AND THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM...

The jail, council, judicial and law enforcement
functions are all entities that are part of the distinct
and separate but mutually jnterdependent and
intradependent branches of government—executive,
l_u icial, eﬁls ative—as designed by the Founding

athers. These relationships form the basis of our
governmental balance of power.

"

The following phrases:
J *nnocent until proven guilty”
1 "form follows function™
O “tough on crime”

"IN
- Cnminal Justice System
..+ dail
= BIG BUSINESS

Yet, the necessary data for decision-making and planmng
is not acquired because 777

Because too oflen, planning is not a priority. Why?
- Separation of power
- Executive branch ‘pays the bills’
. Independent (silos)
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HELPFUL FOR UNDERSTANDING THE
INTERCONNECTIVITY OF THE CRIMINAL
JUSTICE SYSTEM AND HOW THE
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relationship )

= Desired outcomes
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM DATA

= Booking to Formal Arraignment

® Arraignment to Trial/Prelim Exam

» Pre-Trial to Finding of Guilt/Plea

s Pre-sentence time Finding/Plea to Sentencing
= Sentenced time

= Released from jail - credit for time served

» Probation violations - length of time
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Vehicle sally-port: too small for today's needs.

Metal deteclors to detect contraband
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* Medical screening window. offenders are a high risk population.




The siale allowed double bunked cells 10 be triple bunked
Np'e control rpom in the background.
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* Main control mom located i the Main Jail

mr ==
Ll HOHH !nnex !all. one o! six pods of dormilones.

i Note_the triple_bunks.
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Each floor has an elevated security station.
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. Food is prepared off sie 1 a commercial kitchon abgai 2 miles away and
trarsnored to each facility. Foord preparatior is cortracled wal.
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Y
Worth Annex Jail also has a wel equipped Central Control Room
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*South Annex Jail, core opened in 1942, even the sign is rusting.
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Outdated door cor:rol system. nota crank al bolsom of photw.

Officar can not sce cell fronts when opening coors.
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Need a height limit on hinng of staff in the 1942 jail!
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* Excellent new laundry localed in the basement.
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Locaied 2 m:les rom the Court House Opened in 1987 as a " Temporary Faahiy
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Operated in a Direct Supervision style.
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In 2002 added beds and closed the Pre-trial
release program.

p.14
Sentenced numbers slaying the same but
pretrial are climhing.
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Since 2002 length of stay has  »»
took a serious increase.
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Evidence-Based Principles (EBP)

m Principles thut are empiricatly proven to:
Otmprove offender ourcomes
ORcduce reciclivism

m Focus on:
DAssessment and Classification
GlEnpagement
OService Assignmenr
OService Utilization

ORchavioral Compliance
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Research Supported Principles

p.3

1) Assess Actuarial Risk £ Needs

1) Enhance lntrninsic Monvation

3)  Target Interventions

4)  Skill Train with recied Practiee

3) Increase Positive Reinforcement

) Engage On-gaing Support in Communities
7) Measure Relevant Practices

2} Provide Meacarement Foedbak
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From the Earliest Reviews:

& Not a single reviewer of studics of the elfects of
official punishment has found consistent evidence of
reduced recidivism.

Dcustody, mandatory arrests, probation, inereased
surveillance, ere.

m Ar least 40% and up to 60% of the studies of
correctional treatment services repartedd reduced
recidivisim rates relative to various comparison
conditions, in every published review,

What Doesn’t Work

a Dir .
Direct Deterrence Efforts = Nom-action onontan

. roup counsalin
® Physical challenge group co 9

programs
u Clientcentered,
» Military models of non-directive
discipline and physical therapy
filness

w Approaches of

= Intensive supervision .
P non-skill educauon

without troalment
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What Does Work

+Features of Effective Interventions:

C Target criminogenic . Balancoed integrated
risk and need approach to sanclions
ann nerventicns

(= Cognitivedbehavioral in - - |ncorperate the principle
nature sof responsivity

\ T Therapeutic integri
Otncorporate social- pe gty

learning praclices

el
A Balanced Approach

= Risk Management {low rish)
Oinvolves providing least resrrictive, most
apprapriate sanctions & supervision
s Risk Reduction {moderate-high risk}
Olnvolves determining criminogenic needs and
reducing risk facrors throngh effecrive intervention
& appropriate supervision
= Risk Cantrol (extreme high risk)
Jlnvolves techniques that conrral risk of reoffending
while under correctional authority

=
m  Characteristics of offendersund their situation that prechet
future criminal hehavior

m  The “Bfg 47— Hich Correlation
Criminal History
 Histony ol antisocial behavior evident from an early
e

- In avariety of settings
- Involving a number & vartety of different uets

1 Anmisocial Artitudes/Beliels

v Antisocial Associates

1 Personality/Behavioral Characteristivs
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Three Critical Alignments

m Between principles and
offender application.

» Between principles and the
organization. - .z

a Between principles and lhe' Wj pa (ﬁ
persons in the A

organization. ‘\}Lﬁ
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Continuum of Application....
It's not just one thing
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What gets MEASURED
is what gets DONE
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If you can’t MEASURE it
you can’t MANAGE it
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Builders of Visicnary Companies Align .. ...

a Stralegies a Incentive Systems
» Taclics = Building layout

» Organization m Job design

» Systems w Everything

» Structures

Ruilt to [.ast, James Collins & Jerry Porras

For More Information:

P

® Visit NIC's Website:

www nicic.org/Resources/TopPu1:bs.aspx

m Visit CJl's Website:

www crjustice.org/cjifcjiprojects.himl

= Or Contact Billy Wasson:
www. wassonconsulfting.com
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