
and p r io r  incarcerat ions  including t he  reformatory, the boys1 school, and 
prisons i n  other  s t a t e s .  From t h i s  preliminary mater ia l ,  M r .  Manley prepared 
summary shee t s  f o r  t h e  counc i l l s  use. Each one of these  shee t s  dea l t  with 
one type of crime o r  two o r  more r e l a t e d  crimes, showing t h e  number of persons 
sentenced from each county, the  lowest sentence and the  highest  sentence i n  
each county f o r  each crime. 

A sununary of some of t h i s  ma te r i a l  i s  presented below, showing t he  type 
of crime, t he  s t a t u t o r y  sentence, number of inmates incarcerated f o r  t h e  
crime,and t he  highest  and lowest sentence f o r  these  inmates. This summary 
gives  some ind i ca t i on  of t h e  l ack  of sentencing uniformity: 

TABLE V I I I  

SENTENCE' RANGES FOB SELECTED CBIHES, 
INMATES CONFINED IN TKE PENITENTIARY, 1956 

Number of Lowest 
Crime S ta tu tory  Sentence 'Inmates Highest Sentence Sentence 

Burglary and not l e s s  than  1 292 18-25 yearsa 1year  -
B W Z l a r y  not  more than 10  15-30 yearsa 1 3  months 
with Force 9-10 years  -

Burglary not l e s s  than 1 46 9-10 years  1 year  -
without f o r ce  not more than 10 15  months 
and Larceny 
from Auto 

Larceny of 
- Auto 

not 
not 

less than 1 
more than  10  

37 7-10 years  1-2 years  

Grand Larceny 
and Lardeny 
by Bailee,  

Embezzlementb 

and False  

not l e s s  than 1 
not more than 10 

not l e s s  than  1 
not more than 1 0  

161 

22 

18-25 yearsa 
9-10 years  

6-10 years  

1-15 months 

1-3 years  

Pretenses 

Forgery and 
F i c t i t i o u s  
Checks 

not l e s s  than 1 
not.  more'than 15 

176 12-14 years  1-2 years  

Aggravated 
Robbery 
Bobbery and 
Simple Robbery 

two y e a r s  t o  l i f e C  

.not l e s s  than 1 
not more than 14 

190 

93 

30-l if  e 
50-60 years  
13-14 years  

9/11 mo .-lo yrs. 
1-3 years  

' 1-2 years  

Confidence 
Games -

not  l e s s  than  1 
not more than 20 

138 16-20 years  1-3 years  

*Footnotes t op  of following page. 



* a. 	 These s e n t e x e s  probably s e t  m d e r  t he  so-called " l i t t l e  hab i tua l  

cr iminal  a c t q .  An offender with two p r io r  fe lony convictions s h a l l  
 A 

be sentenced t o  a period of not l e s s  than the  longest  term provided 

by law nor more t h u  t h r ee  times t h e  maxiaum (39-13-1). + 


b.  	 Enibezzlenent by c a r r i e r s  and warehousemen i f  over $20 value;  not l e s s  
t h a n 1  nor m r e  than 2 years. Eubezzlement of l and lo rd l s  share  of 'r 

crops, value of szore than $100--not l e s s  than 1nor more than 1 0  years,  i 

or  f i n e  of not r o r e  than $2,000 o r  both. I n  both these  categories ,  
embezzlement below value limits cons t i t u t e s  a misdemeanor. k' -

c. 	 I f  under t h e  age of 21  years,  person m y  5 e  sentenced t o  Buena Vis ta  
o r  Canon Ci ty  at d i s c r e t i on  of cour t .  If sentenced t o  pen i ten t ia ry ,  C '  

however, term i s  not l e s s  than 1year  o r  mre than 10 years.  . 
After  a cursory examirration of t h e  sehtencing J a w s ,  i t  was decided t h a t  

expert l e g a l  research ass i s tance  was needed f o r  t h i s  phase of the  correction- 
a l  study. A t  i t s  .September 26, 1956 qua r t e r ly  meeting, t h e  Legis la t ive  Council 
authorized t h e  d i r e c t o r  t o  contact  t h e  Colorado Bar  Association and the  D i s t r i c t  
Attorneys1 Association and request  them t o  give earnest  and prompt consideration 
t o  zippointing committees? t o  work with t he  counci l  on t h i s  phase of t h e  correct-  
ions study. -4t t he  time t h i s  repor t  was wr i t t en ,  both the  Bar Association 
and t h e  D i s t r i c t  Attorneyst  Association had been contacted and a request  made 
t h a t  a meeting be s e t  f o r  discussing t h i s  matter .  

Other questions c lose ly  r e l a t ed  t o  sentencing procedures include: 

1. Whether t h e  age limits f o r  t h e  c o d t t m e n t  of juveniles t o  t he  t r a in -  
ing  schools should be the  same f o r  both boys and g i r l s ?  ( R e s e n t  limits a r e  
10-16 f o r  boys and 10-21 f o r  g i r l s . )  

-
2. Should there  be any change i n  t h e  age Limits f o r  c o d t t m e n t  t o  t h e  

reformatory'? 

3. Should pre-sentence inves t iga t ions  *be mandatory i n  a l l  delinquency 
and crime cases? 

It i s  hoped t h a t  these  and other  problems concerning sentencing prac t ices  0 

can be analyzed and r e c o ~ n d a t i o n s  nsade as a r e s u l t  of t h e  counc i l t s  jo in t  
4f 

e f f o r t  with t h e  Colorado Ear Association and D i s t r i c t  Attorneyst  Association, 
A b r i e f  presentat ion of what o ther  s t a t e s  a r e  doing i n  regard t o  sentencing 
and colmnittment appears i n  another sec t ion  of t h i s  report .  

', 
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VI 

FOPULATION PROJECTIONS FOR THE FOUR CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS 

Introduction 
fi 
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In theieir.presentatioi'bf su&&tng data for -their proposed ten- year building pro- 
, . 

grams to thee&tate. ... .: , .. p1anning~Commissio~,i~threeof the four .correctional institutions 
' 

(except the girls':sch&o~)includkd projections of their expected inmate pop&ations . . 

tion on the propordbn'oi each' -htitutiont e population to the population of the state . 

a s  a whole, -Theseproportione were developed from the ratios which have exiated 
during the past few years. The ratio at the penitentiary was 'determined a s  one in-
mate per each. 1,000 state population. At the reformatory, the ratio used was .25 - .-%-.. 

ainmates pe,r 1,000 population; .13 inmates per 1,000 population a t  the boys' school; - . 

and .Q85 inmates per 1,000 population at the girls' school. These ratios were then 
applied to the planning commission's projec-tions for total state population and also 
to the Garnsey- Pelz population projections .1 '  . . . ,- . 

, - - .+.- . f 7 . : = , - = ; ; *  
. . 

=, 
. h,.L 
,a c: 

', 
>. -? - . , \  -- " " -+ . ' - ..*;:, 

The po&lntiin projection mide by the planning commis&on predicts the state 
population will reach 2,000,000 by 1965. This figure is 250,000 higher than the 
estimate made by ~arns 'efand Pelz. There a r e  two. basic reasons for  this difference. 
The planning commissi6k has computed net in-migration at a rate  of one per  cent a 

_ I &  - -
year of the previ& ye&'~'population while the Garnsey study adds a flat 4,000 .-
people per yea r fo r  net hGrnigration. The planning commission also used a different *..-
method of comphdng'idstate population yearly increases. . , .".-

- ' , ' - ,:; ;/, * .-*- .:-. ,- I ' . b 

> -. < - , - ,  , '.* , . 
~ber 'methociswere a ~ s o  Commission in estimating 

-
used by the State ~ i a h n i n ~  

future institutional populations, For the reformatory, the planning commission corn- 
puted the inmate population by the ratio of comminqents~ to the male 16-24 age p u p  

-,ii a - , " < I  " L >  .. . c 
­T i  ...1 1 .&t> I%*+"  I - " 1 -,. . ;9  

I ' L, .. - -
i-% - - 1* .  

* -' _. " - -' ..., ' ."..- - *  X X . 5 , L:n1
L 
A Projection of the Population of Colorado, Morris E. Garnsey and R. 13. Pelz, 

Universitv of Colorado Studies.. Series in Economics. No. 2. Boulder. 1955. 



populatio'n. . The commission also computed the inmate population of the reformatory 
1 


in proportion to projections for the state population in the male 16-24 age group. These 
same techniques were tried in regard to the age groups applicable to the two training c 

schools. Population ratios between minority group inmates and total state population for 
these groups were also analyzed by the planning commission. 

The results of these other projections all fellwithin the maximum and minimum i 

limits in the population predictions for the institutions shown below and based on the + 

ratios of institution populations to the state population. These ratio projections are A 

used here because they a re  easier to understand, and because they point out, within 
broadly defined limits, the range of probable population growth in the four correc- 
tional institutions. . ,  

"$ . . L A  . . 
, . _I _ .  r. . 

In using these projections, it should be remembered that they a r e  based on the 
i

assumption that the present crime rate remains stable and that the proportion of of- 
fenders granted pmbation remains about the same,. -An  increase in crime incidence 
and/or a decrease in the proportion of offenders granted prohation could lead to even 
greater institutional populations. Conversely a decrease in crime incidence and/or 

+ 

a granting of probation to a greater proportion of offenders should result in fewer 
people commiued tn the institutions than the minimum projections. The forecasts 1 

for  the reformatory and the boys' school a r e  based on an average incarceration period 
of 8 months, which is the current practice. If the average sentence a t  these insti- L 
tutions were lengthened to 12 months (close to the national average and considered 
desirable from a rehabilitation point of view), the planning commission projections 'r 

should be increased 50 per cent for these institutions to give a more accurate pre- 
-diction of their population. :. 
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T A B U  XI1 

Population Projection for 


The Girls' School 
 14 

I 


(based on a confinemant rate of -085per 1,000 population) 

+ 

-Y e a r  . -.Maxinnun 9' 

, , - 138 ,A

'SS 132 - 143 
- '59 : 135 147 

160., - 137 152 


- '61. : 139 156 ;I 

'62 : 142 160 - 5. 
'63. 144 164 
'64 146 169 -

'65 148 173 'i 

66 150 177
'67 152 181 '= 

'68 154 186 
'69 156 1%' 
'70 160 194 b 

an 162 198 
'72 165 203 
'73 167 207 

;. 

'74 170 2lJ 5 
'75 173 a5 +'76 176 - 220
'n 178 224 

'78 181 , .  228 -
'79 184 - 232 .a. 
'80 187 237 a4 

'81 190 241 
'82 . 193 .. 245 

y 

'83 196 249
'84 200 254 b 

'85 204 258 



POPULATION YKOJECTIONS FOR THE 


FOUR .CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS THROUGll 1985' 
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I~ased'onthe midpoint between the high and low projections of the'colorado 


Planning Cmisbion and assuming continuance of eight month average sentenses at 
the reformatory and boyat-school. .. , .).+-.. %  . '  .. - + .  .- *.l.*. 
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Impact on Institutional Programs 

4 

The great increase in inmates in the four correctional institutions expected by 
1 9 6 ~ ~  -raises several pmblems which should be considered and solved as  soon as  
possible. If the high and low projections for the four institutions for 1965 a re  averaged, 
(see figure I.), the penitentiary may have 1,887 inmates, the reformatory 472, the I 


boys' school 283, and the gitls' school 160. These figures assume that the present 
i 

length of sentence for  imnates atboth the reformatory and the boys' school remains 
approximately eight months a s  a t  present. These projections shown above for 1965 1 

represent almost= 25 per cent increase for the penit-ry and the boys' school 
over July 1956 populations, and approxim.tely a 33 per cent increase at the reforma- 
tory and 45 per cent at &e girls' school.' 

1-
..- . 
p. 
..".$,:-"L. :>:?: .- - -


1 ,
Facilities . . 
- . -

I-r 
The primaxy problems raised by this expected institutional population increase 

a re  the construction of ad&imal facilities needed for  confinement and training of 
I-these shditiona~ inmatesand the pmvision of personnel to handle them, The state is 

confronted, thsefore, nut onlywith the problem of providing for present s t a e  and 
facility needs, but of estimating future needs and makinglong range plans for meeting -

> .them. .-
-2 - . h ,  7 2: 

_ l i  

vThe ten-year building programs at  the four institutions will in most cases meet 
the increased need in facilities for housing inmates in 1965-
-

The pre-parole center at the penitentiary will have a capacity of from 60 to 120 
and the new medium security penitentiary, about 500 inmates. This construction would _ 
enable the penitentiary to house a population slightly in excess of 2,000 inmates. . 
However, additional facilities would need to be planned for construction between 1965 
and 1975 to meet the needs predicted by the population forecast (between 2,035 and 
2,535 in 1975 and between 2,465 and 3,035 in 1985). 

1 . - . .  "' . > 
-,. A 

If the additional projects in the reformatory buildingprogram a r e  approved and 
q 

constructed (these inchrde rebuilding one cell block which would provide more cells, 
and remodeling the dormitory) there will be space for 623 inmates by 1965. These 

LI 

. - . .  .- L - .  _ _  * - * .  - - 9 <  .,*- - ,a . ' .. T. - L-
. . 

I 

L 

1965 is used a s  a fmal point for discussion becausexhat year representi the 
h _ of the present ten-yearbuilding programs for the four institutions. 

If the length of aver.+ term a t  the reformatory and the boys: school is increased - -
to 12 months, the populations at  these schools for the year 1965 would be approxi-
mately 50 per cent greater o r  708 at the reformatory and 422 a t  the boys' school. . & 

These forecasts represent an increase of 97 per cent at the reformatory and A 


84 per cent at the boys' school over June1956 populations. 
4 .  

- .  
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facilities would be more than adequate for the approximate 472 inmates forecast for  
u 


1965;but if the length of average stay at the reformatory is increased to 12 months, 
Z these facilities would fall short of the expected population increase by approximately 

80 units. 

I£ the balance of the ten-year building program for the boys' school is approved 
and constructed by 1965, i t  is estimated that there will be adequate facilities for 340 to 
350 boys. Again if the present eight month term is maintained, this new construction 
will take care  of the expected population and provide some room for further increases. 
However, if the average term is also extended at  the boys' school to twelve months, 
proposed construc tionduring the next ten years may fall short of meeting population 
needs by approximately three cottages o r  72 beds. 

. ,-- 8 .  - 5.' 
2 P Y - 3L$" . 3 ~ $ 2 % i : ~ 3  , .--:.. L ';:;;."I$.o. , - c - Q i l r ; , .  ir -

Of the ihr& buil& with inmate living facilities, included in the ten-year 
building program for  the girls'.school, only one will represent additional space, a s  
two a r e  replacements for  existing cottages which wil l  be torn down. The guidance 
center wil l  have quarters for 24 girls. With the completion of the remodeling job on , 
another cottage now underway, there wi l l  be room for another 25 girls, making a 
total of 49 additiona1 beds; The population of the girls' school is estimated a t  approxi- 
mately 160in.1965which w i l l  be about the maximum capacity of the institution a t  
that time unl&b the ten-year program is revised. This projection assumes that the 

- ' 

girls' school wilI &t be required to take girls 18 to 21 a s  is now provided for by law 
and that the school may continue to return girls to the court if they a r e  incorrigible 
o r  do not f i t  in with the institution's pmgra&. If the girls' school assumes responsi- 
bility for the female offenders in the 18 to 21 age bracket and a r e  required by law 

-	 to accept all girls committed tci the institution, the population would increase appreci- 
ably a s  a result: --	 . , , - :,. .--.L % - ......- * 

~ -
Personnel . . . .  

. 	 A e . 

Present inmate staff ratios, a s  were indicated in Section 111of this report, * 

a r e  6 to 1 a t  the penitentiary, 5 to 1at  the reformatory, 3.4 to 1 at the boys' school 
and 3 to 1 a t  the girls' school. l If the present ratios a r e  maintained, the average 

' 

population projections for 1965 indicate that the penitentiary would need 315 employees 
compared with 250 a t  present, At the reformatory, 94 a s  compared with 70 at present 
if present, eight-month average terms a r e  continued and 140 if the average term is . 
increased to 12 months. - At the bays' school, 83 a s  compared with 70 at  present if 
the average term remains a t  eight months and 124 if the average term is increased -
to 12months. At the girlsrschool, 53 employees a s  compared with 3'7 at present. 
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- Even from such a ' c e s o r y  analysis, i t  can be estimated that the four state insd- 
tutions will need a total of fmm 115 to 175 additional employees by 1965. This 
estimate assumes no addition of personnel other than that made necessary by the 

I I S  

' P  

P 


For inmate-staff ratios a t  similar institutions in other states see  section W. 



I institutional population increase. To these staff increases should be added what- a < 

I ever professional personnel is needed as a result of expanded institutional pro- & 

grams aside from the population increase, plus whatever clerical and administrative t 
personnel is needed as  a result of the growth of the institutions in size. 

2-

A thorough analysis of the administrative structure of the four institutions + 2 

would be needed, a s  well as the establishment of adequate inmate-staff ratios in + 
the various phases of the institutional programs, in order to make a more than 

isuperficial forecast of the number of personnel necessary in 1965. However, 
the above presents, albeit superficially, the scope of the personnel problem which A 

will be caused by expected institmional population increases, _ According to the ; L -

American Correctional Association.; the maxirnum capacity bf a peni tekary should 
% 

be 1,200 inmates. l ?he ideal maximum size of a juvenile training: school should . 
-

2 :- . . 
be 150 inmates. ,. Cobrado's .penitentiary.. . and juvenile training school populations : ' . .:.::. ' 
have already passed &ese desired .~$mcimumseven withoa,...considering future. . pop- . . .  : ..%. 
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. . . .It is somewhat impractical-.to".&uggest that the- state build new : institutions 1,. .-;:$ .I. . ... 

- ' ' - '  . ' -r 
and abandon someof the .exisring.- fakilities. The ten-year building p r a m s  a r e  ' . - ,n , . .: 

based on the expansion of present instinvions and not on the construction of new ones .' ' 
' 
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With the expected growth of institutional size well beyond the ideal maxi& . 
limits, careful segrega-n of inmates offers one means of combining the benefits* 
of a small institution within the confines of a large one. .. -Segregation is already-- --
practiced at the four institutions, a s  explained in Section III,,with- - the classifica-. P 

tion according to degree of security risk at the penitentiary and, to a lesser  ex- J -
tent, at  thk reformatory, and in mttage placement a t  the juvenile institutions. . , 

- ., , >.. s-..-r.,t,* . , I. ", .  ' i . _ .* . *Â.,. . ".. ' 
, +,-.. - " ' > 

The new medium security facility to be constructed a t  &.penitentiary will 3 

enable that institution to separate better its maximum and medium security r isks c 
and to have different programs and Procedures f o r  e a c ~&up.:.- One m a n s  of .. 

a .
effecting separation of inmates at the reformatory might be the creatlnn. of 'additional . 
mobile road camps o r  one o i  two stationary honor camps similar in to + 

the old C.C.C, :camps- Such a camp might be desirable for  the confinement and + 
reformation of the increased mrmber of-.minimum security r isks which will result 

- ?f
from the total imnate poplla&n gmwrh. A stationary camp would be able to handle a 
large number of boys at l e ~ s ~ e x p e n s ethan a series  of $38,000 mobile camp units. .- * - '  F-

. . 4 " .  L * .-
* .  p . -

> .  ; *..'. - ,-:', . C 1  . .-..." .. 2 *,; -:-* .r, +>": - "d? > 

_ *  - . - - ,  j i  
Superintendent Soelbergof the boys' school, in anticipating the growth at h i s  in- t 

stitution, suggested stationary honor camps also k set up in conrrction with the 
boys' school. It is his fee&g that be-school might find.it desirable to pur- e rg 

chase and remodel n krg6 home in Denver to house 3 0 - o r  40 boys from~enve; -- --- . ., 
1 - . -- .  

a 
1 A Manual of Correcrioh Standards, ?be American Correctional Association. 
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3 ~ i t hthe possible &&pion of an instit&oi for  female offend=& of reformatory ;,:, - ,, 

. -. . . . . .. . .  . . .  . . . . . . .  ... ....... ... . .  
, . . - .  

. . I .  .........- - .  , - ..-,, > .? .: .;,,.2 ; age. . . . . .  . . - . . *.... ,. . , ..;:+.:fb.r,: 7~-i~$~+;h;i)r.il';,, . . 7 . .  P 
. , 

.. .. .... ..... . 
. . . .  .- . lo6 - -.. ,;.*,-: > .*.&.:;.- .......*. *: ......../;,. ..~ .. 

< ' . .: ....... . -
> , -. . > ,*> g-'..... ;. -

-..-
1 - . , , . . . . . . - .  . . . . - .  

. . ,. ' .--," ..::7;.:~<&*;$6F,~,\~;$.:..,:;;:<;:>-..>:*..:: : 
... . .:. . . . . . . . . .  .;. 

. . ,.: * r.2...,,- ,. , . . .;: . .... . ... 
.;:' -;%.=. )i;.." "? .$*)<i..I*l..ijL.l..,:i 

. . . .  , , . : . . . . .. . . ... ;i...: . .. . . . . .  ' . :: . +., ...?... .zFc&;. :-$ .;:.:..i.,;:.- ,-; \, zr.s : :' vc.  ?.,' - e-.' . .' 



- -  

area,  who a r e  not custodial problems, but who a r e  sent to his institution primarily 
a s  a result of poor home condltions. Living at this home, these boys could go to 
school or work and be able to remain at large in society without being returned 
to home conditions which helped cause their commitment. 

Segregation of inmates a s  is suggested here would help provide separate facil- 
ities and programs within the existing institutional framework. However, it could 
not be effective without the addition of the personnel necessary to carry i t  out. 
Such personnel would include the case workers and psychologists necessary to handle 
screening, diagnosis, and assignment; custodial officers for the new camps and 
other facilities; ' and the professional, administrative, and clerical workers needed 
to staff the camps and other new facilities. These personnel additions would 
shift downward the inmate-staff ratios at all the institutions. Professional advice 
and counsel should be  sought in comparing the benefits in terms of successfully 
returning i n m a t e s ' t o ~ s ~ c i e t ~  and in eliminating possible sources of institutional 
friction to the' cost;:, thialambitious undertaking would entail. Such a comparison 

i? 

is beyond the swpe of this., . - .  I 

' I - ,. - - - , , " - ,, - " * .  
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~hateve= ' , ik  done .regarding fbe segregatibd of inmates and the creation *of . 
. ,separate programs, within each institution, consideration should be given to the 

relationshius between institutions 'and the coordination of the over-all correctional 
program, The anticipated"increase in the number.' of inmates and the construction 
of new facilities'at"each'institutions .makes such consideration necessary. This 
topic has been &~v&redin greater detail in the f i rs t  section of this report, but . - . 4  

a few comments 'seem appropriate here.' - <  . 
&' 

-. - : .. - t  
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With the construction of the- medium *&uhG9uhit a t  the" penit=ntiaG, colorado 
- will, in a sense, have three facilities for male felons--the two penitentiary units and 

the refopnatory-. Would it be practical under these circumstances to have one assign- 
ment agd classification center for the three units? Such a classification center would 
b e  useful only if the statutes were changed so that age no longer would be considered 
a criterion of reformability. Then the relationships between the three units in terms 
of purposes and types of &nates assigned would have to be carefully spelled out 
either by statute o r  administrative directive. Under this arrangement, the laws 
should also be changed to facilitate ease of transferring inmates from one 'unit to 

' , - . -X  . 
~ -another. r z  

# . t 

-..-y 

- 2  ,- - . I -, - . - .  

- , ;i,Y*-,: :, 7 . , _I . .. - > ,"-
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If it is considered desirable to continue to use age a s  a criterion of reform- 
ability and to sentence ,yo& men to the. reformatory and oldeifelons to the penid- 
tentiary, there wodd be  1ittle.need for a central classification and assignment unit. 
The question then may be raised a s  to whether 16-25 is a good age group to mix 
together in one institution. The,American Correctional Association says that there is 
too wide a range in needs and problems of young men in this group to make it desir- 
able to  house them together and attempt to reform them under one program. One 
possible age grouping for  the reformatory might be 18-25,-with boys under 18 being 
committed to the boyst school, This would require a revision in the statutes to in- 
crease the maximum age of commitment at  the boys' school from 15 to 17. Even 
if this change were m a d e  there should b e  some provisions made for transfer of 
inmates between the reformatory and the boys' school. 

A Manual of Correctional Standards, The American Correctional Association. 
~ e *York: 1954. p ,  170. 
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The problems touched on briefly above indicate the need for one correctional pro- a -
cgram instead of four in Colorado with facilities and programs developed in relation to 

the other institutions and che overall program instead of independently by each institu- a 
tion. With the expected growth in the size of the correctional institutions and building 
program needs resulting from this growth, attention should be given to whether one 

,+ 

central agency should be charged with the responsibility of the whole correctional pro- & ,  

gram. Various aspects of central agency operation in other states will be presented -e 

in Section VII of this study and the pros and cons of a central agency for Colorado have +
been discussed in:the opening section,. .. 
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Per capita costs a t  the four,corrst ional  &tirutions .. ' ' . . .  . - range fmm $1.206 at the 
reformatory to,.$1,960--.at. the girls*.a c -:~, --
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, 
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training,school.l,;:,Evenif per capita costs were to 
remain the.same, . the state-~aould-be more in 1965 :. . . . . . . .  .spending ippraximattily$834,000 .
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. . ~4 , ,to keep inmates at the four instit&ions~:..'rbismount  represehtp m incre&e'bf 22 p e r  -:?, -.,. 
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This figure--.$835, ~ ~ - ~ r c & a b l y.:represen&a very.umserra&veestimate,pf :,,: ..~ : . ..-gl: . . .  .+ 
additional appropriation needs for the four institutions by 1965. .Factors which could ' -

- .  

revise this amount &ward include:*a continued rise in the cost of Living,. the increased 
' - . q% . 

., 
institutional p.rogram and persormel needs, the change in average length of confinement e 

at the reformatory and boys' school from eight to 12 months, and an increased salary . a 
scale plus complete amversion to the 40 hour week. .A combination of all these factors . . .. . . 

. . . . . . .
might even double the $835,000 figure shown above. . . .  I. - * . _  . . . . .. . .. - . . . .- ,..-. . . . . . . . . . .  . . . 
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1.. The Department of Institutions computed the following per capita costs for the . : : z 
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A s  of August 10, 1956, 521 inmates at  the penitentiary had served at least one 
sentence in the reformatory and 273 had at least one committment to the boys' school. 
Of the 521 inmates who served a t  least one sentence in the reformatory, 194 also 
spent some time a t  the boys' school. This data is shown in the table below. 
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Thirty-four: pkr cent of the penitentiary population a s  of ~ & u a t10,'1956, served 
time in the reformatory and 18 per cent sewed time a t  the boys* school with 13 per 
cent putting in time at  both institutions. Altogether 600 inmates o r  roughly 40 per 
cent of the penitentiary's population have served time a t  either the reformatory o r  

-- the boys* school. . . .  
. ? *  <. 

- ,  
, - .  > ., I 

If this proportion holds fairly constant, when the penitentiary's population 
reaches close to 1,900 in 1965, i t  can be expected that 760 of that 1,900 will have 
spent time in one o r  the other o r  both of the two other male institutions. Improve-
ment in the program and facilities of the reformatory and boys' school might reduce 
this number that graduates, .so to speak, Xrom one correctional institution to another. 
In theelong nm the state would save money and a greater proportion of youths could 
make successful societal adjustments. It is beyond the scope of this study, except 
in a general way, to point out program needs in this respect. But i t  is highly recom-
mended that such an analysis be made to develop programs to achieve more success 
with youthful offenders and deter their admission to the penitentiary if a t  all pos-

. . .  , , .  . , . . . - .. . . . . . .  :..... :.;:,.: ...*,' ; " .  .:> - .. . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - . . . 
sible. - . - . :-. :...,. :, ...: .&...., e*;-,:;i:# '2.,'.;..*;,.. ' . . ' . j . . ' ,. . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  : . . . .  . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . .. , - :  . . . . .  . . .
:.......... . ,....;..... . .

-:*, .)';..-..: . . ".,.,:.; 

.: : /3 :  7 I .  .... . : * '  . .. . .. * '  ' i < . P . .. .'? . _  .. . .  . .  ,, . . . . .  .,. . ,. . .  :-'..;.: - .. . . . . . . .  
 .,... - < II-. .  
 ;,,.+: ;'.Y , ... . . .,,, . i . .. .  ,...: 

,. , .  
. . 
. . R . " .  

. ,. . . , . . . . . . . . 
. r 

Besides the institutions themselv~s,t h e r e a r e  two b t h ~ r p r o g r a m swhich can 
help deter the flow of state charges from one correctional institution to another. 
Adequate and judicious supervision of carefully selected probations and parolees 
can be a strong force in helping offenders to make a successful adjustment to 
society. And an expanded probation system might very well be the answer to the 
first  question raised above, how can we  decrease the number of offenders com-
mitted to our institutions? 
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Even if the present ratio of probationers to offenders confined in the four insti-
A 
I-

tutions remains the same there will still be a great increase in the number of 
probationers a s  both the state population and the number of offenses increase. Ac- Q --

cording to the probation report of the District Judges' Association, there a r e  at A 

least 1,594 adult offenders presently on probation in Colorado.' This.figlre 3 

represents 84 per cent of the number of adult offenders presentlyconfined in the 
penitentiary, the reformatory, and the Dewer ,~!e t )B  Jail. .At that rate there will A 

A 7jbe slightly in excess of 2,000 aduIt probationers in the state in 1965 even if probation 
is granted to only 52 -4 per cent of the. applicants, which is the present average. 3 -

6 - - .,,. :5 ",, ,-$ .*' ' . . . . .
.,.-a!. 


1. 
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The five judicial districts with'iat least one full time probation officer handle 

roughly 75 per centof alladultprobationers in the state with District II (Denver) - -. . <  2-

handling appro&ately 50p&r'c&-Lyi ?he other 11 districts dth part-time officers ‘“,. E ,  

handle the remainder ;:-Jnstthe normal increase in the number of probationers 
during the next 10 years will r a r e  the fivedistricts with full-time officers to ..-.
increase their staffs tokeep ihe i r  case load near the desired maximum of 60 to 75. 

- 7The other 11-districts will be confronted with the problem of handling zk increased 
number of probationers with &-time and often not well-trained officers, It may 

J < a  


be necessary in these districts not only to increase their staffs, but also to replace 

part-time officers 4 t h  full-time well trained ones in sufficient quantity to do an , - :-

€ 


adequate job of supemision, ._ - _ : .
I 

tu *.xrr mu-.e-u*t;ar*+--.- w 1 c - . . . .a?>; L .. 1 
> .  .-

- Expansion of probation services offers a way to decrease the number of - L .  - > 
offenders committed to the correctional institution. The cost of supervising an . 

L -offender onprobation is approximately one-tenth of the cost of confining him in an 
institution. Other savings result a s  well. A man on probation continues to support ., . . 9 

his family so that they do not become wards of the state;be may also make resti- - - 2s 


tution for his crime and pay a portion of the costs of his supervision. A first . . 


offender who completes a successful probationary period is much less likely to 3-


' continue his criminal acts than a first offender who is confined in an institution; -
~ - 2 , ~.,..,:-2.-. ,.
* -.:-,,;<fCr * '  w e<.. .;.. . . . . .. 
-
. .3 
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~ighty-five'percent of those on probation a t  the time in Colorado a r e  -
" L

completing their probation period successfully, according to the District Judges' 

Association report;--,To improveor-continuethis proportion inthewakeof an in-.; P 


.creased number of probationers and at the same time extend probation to agreater . 


Gr cent of first  offenders, the state's adult probation setup s h o d  be overhauIed, . 
. 5; 

k 

, 
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The district judges,. themselves, :are cognizant of.thisprow- m~an)i-'6f?~.?~=ty 
them advocate eliminating all part-time officers and rephcing them with full-time . .'i -

! qualified persome1 with a centzal office in each district. Some of the ,. P 

judges and the probation officers feel there should be minimum state standards set + - *  a 
but with the control ,-.~-.':' 

s' 

for probation officers with state financial aidto the program; 
,. 

.. 
- .  

. . . . .:.,;;,.;,,;:?:,>>.:,........-.3 . ;-. . . . . . . ...2.:-:., 
 .--- ...: 
;.... *. .............. 


' . 
;-

..., .
..p* . &.-;:,,:,*:

,.~.:: . 
~:: : . . .:?i;. . . . ..;.... 

. . .  - , 
; :-s.... .. 

i. ? - .  . . . . .. .-. . . . . .:! , . 
0 . ;',; , 

- , - -..
. . - 3  4 
.. . . . ....-. . . .  

' '..'; 
,.. . . . . .  . . . . . . . . 
-..... ..,!,<>, .;.!?-. -;> . . .  .?? . 

.:..~;. . ,,*, .. . ..... .. .- .> '  . '&: ..:..:,! <-P
' .. 
' , L,

' 
. . . . ,  .. . , .< . . .  . .: . ,  . - . . . ." . .. , -

::- : - < '  
... 
,.. - . 

1. . Total number of probationers in Judicial District XVI n 
. .:. - .  ,.- . ,". . , .. . .  , - ... I . .I--: . . .  . . .. . . .  . . . . . .. . .  . . .- ..:- . . > ,; ... -

7
. 
.I. . . . . ..* . . . .... ..-.....I. 

1 i .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . .. . . . . .. .. . .  
. . . . .  

. . . 
, . 

, . . - . . .  
-, &. . ..' -. : . . .- "  . , , . - <. . - , .&. . . 

0 



- - 

remaining in the hands of the judges in each district. Another possibility, not popular 
with either judges or  probation officers, would be a centralized agency, perhaps com-
bined with the adult parole department. 

Whatever steps a re  taken, planning should be made to handle adequately the 
increased probation case load as  weU as  the increase in institution inmates. To do 
less is to fail to develop one'of the best means of holding down institutional popula--

tions and helping offenders to become useful.citizens'.: ,; . . 
.. \ .. . . . . . . .
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During the past three years, the relationship between the total adult parole de- . . ': 
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xvho leave their home state. There is no way to estimate what effect this increased 
emphasis will have on the parole deparment case load. 

Even assuming a 2,400 case load in 1965 (and this is a consemative estimate), 
the parole department WIUneed several additional parole officers plus additional 
clerical help to handle this increase. 

The present parole department case load is averaging 150 per officer. Colo-
rado ranks very high among the 48 states in parole officer case load. Wayne K. 
Patterson, director of the parole department, has recommended that his staff be 
increased so that case load per officer can be cut to 60. This is the recommended 
case load per officer for adequate supervision, With a case load of 60, the adult 
parole department would need a staff of 40 pamle o f f i d s  by 1965 in addition to the 
administrative and clerical staff.' ( m e  present staff includes 12 parole officers 
and would have to be increased to 30 to make the 60 case load possible,) - .  

fu-, - - i-

- \" 
- 3  . t : :  . . r  

Each year, for  the papt i v e  years, the number of &nates released on.parole 
has represented about 42 per cent of the average penitentiary population, For  the . 
reformatory this rat& is about 110 per cent-I With a continuance of this ratio 
and also of the average eightmonth sentence a t  the reformatory, i t  can be expected 
that 1,325 inmates will be released on parole from the two institutions in 1965 a s  
compared with 1,083 in 1935. 

3: .. .  ,.. 

-

. 

1 . 

If the parole department has a staff large enoug3.1 to handle the increased case 
load while still maintatning adequate supemision over parolees, it is possible that 
the rate of parole violation can be kept down to the present level--28 per cent--or 
even further reduced, Wess t h e ~ eis more extensive use of adult probation where 
possible to reduce institutional committments, the responsibility for successfully 
returning offenders to society will fall more and more on the parole department a s  
the number of offenders increase in relation to state population p w t h .  

This is also true of the juvenile parole program which at the present is the 
responsibility of the two juvenile training schools. A t  the present time there are ' 

approximately 90 girls on parole from the girls" school o r  about 9 for every 10 . 
. . . .  

girls confined in the institlltion. By 1965, there will be approximately 140 girls " 

on parole if this ratio remains the same and the present 13 months incarceration 
period is maintained, There were 340 boys on parole from the boys' school a s  of 
July 1965 o r  about 11/2 boys for every one in the institution. A t  this rate by 1965, 
the number of boys on parole a t  the boys' school will be around 425 if the present 

9 . ,eight month committment period is continued. 

The girls*schooi has on; pamle officer to handle all  90 girls and she covers 
the whole state. The boys' school has 11/2 parole officers to supervise the 340 -

t 

P 
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1. With an average i n k e r a t i o n  of 8 months, more inmates a r e  released 
on parole a t  the reformarmy each year than the average population for 
that year. 

Ir 
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n -: 
boys. At present, arrangements for supervising juveniles on parole outside the Denver 
metropolitan area a r e  makeshift and leave much to be desired at  both institutions. By 
1965, there will be a need for at  least three juvenile parole officers for the girls and d 

seven for the boys, if there is to be any adequate supervision. Such supervision is L 

extremely important at  the juvenile level, because successful completion of parole at  b -
this this point is insurance against further criminal acts and will help to keep down the * 
penitentiary and reformatory population. 

. . .  
- ' . 
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.Ehpect " 0 creases a t  the four correctional institutions have wider * 

significance than merely for the programs and facility needs a t  the institutions alone. A 

. . 
- .  Accompanying increases..'andresultant problems* will also beset the state's probation 
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. ~ .  By 1965,!.':there will be:at . least2,800inmaies i n  the four institutions a s  corn- " 
: 5 ,  

. . 

pared with 2,200 at thepresent time. It will cost the state an additional $835,000 - I 

to $1,500,000. ,tp.+ , ,operate. the institutions just to maintain the present programs with-
out any of the 'recom'mended additions. -Thefour.institutions will need a total of 

+ 

from 115 to 175additional employees to handle the population increase a t  present ' r  

=, 

staff ratios ;' (This does mt take into consideration either the 40 hour week o r  ex- ' c -
panded institutional programs and thus is a very  c o n s e ~ a t i v eestimate.) When 3 
these costs a r e  added to the costs of constructing new facilities, the need for 

a 
. overall inregrated planning becomes imperative. Such planning would aim at  maximum- -

utilization of persome1 andfacilities and avoidance of duplication andwaste. Future 



VII 

CORRECTIONAL PROGRAMS IN OTHER STATES 

Introduction 

The correctiooal programs in 19 states were considered, in compliance with 
the portion of HJR 12 (1936) directing the Council to "evaluate the pocedures in 
other states where recognized progress has been achieved in the field of manage- 
ment and sentencing to correctional institutions." Data has been assembled from 
these states, some of which was obtained by direct inquiry and the remainder from 
the Council library files. 

These 19 states all  have some type of central correctional division o r  agency 
and range in populati~n size from Vermont to California. All sections of the country 
a r e  represented by this group of 19 states, although the programs of two southern- 
states, Flprida and North Carolina, have not been included here because of limited 
application to Colorado. 

The data received from these states indicate that there is a national trend . 
toward centralized correctional agencies. These agencies may be se t  up a s  inde- 
pendent entities o r  a s  divisions of an existing state agency, such a s  a department 
of institutions o r  social welfare. There i s  a difference of opinion among the states 
a s  to whether or  not adult and juvenile programs and institutions should be combined 
in one agency. Approximately 40 per  cent of the states surveyed combine these 
institutions and programs under one central department; the remaining 60 per cent 
have separate agencies for juvenile institutions. 

The primary emphasis is on rehabilitation and treatment in the correctional, 
programs of these states. With this emphasis in mind, most aspects of the cor- 
rectional program a r e  supervised and coordinated by these central state agencies. 
Some of the functions either supervised o r  assisted in by central agencies include: 
Institutional assignment and classification; education and vocational training; men-
tal health and counseling; farms and industries; and personnel recruitment and 
in- servic e training, 

These central agencies usually have well-qualified, professional personnel on 
their staff to direct these programs or  to ass is t  the institutions in their develop- 
ment. Professional personnel have also been added to institutional staffs to car ry  
out the programs a t  that level. 

Most of these state agencies, whether independent o r  part of another state 
department, have the assistance of boards. Some of these boards a r e  only ad- 
visory, and some have policy-making functions. In most instances, even when 
there is a policy-making board, the director of the agency has the administrative 
responsibility and authority for the functioning of the central department and the 
institutions thereunder. 



Many of these state organizations and programs a re  of relatively recent origin. 
In some states, such a s  Pennsylvania and Misscuri, the changes took place a s  a 
result of prison riots, general unrest, and dissatisfaction and low morale on the 
par t  of both inmates and personnel. (This was also true in Massachusetts, for 
which new program information has not as yet been received.) In these states, 
changes were made rapidly to avoid continuance of an intolerable situation and to 
decrease threats to public safety. 

In some of the states which developed their program without the added impetus 
of riots and disturbances, i t  took considerable time before the new program and 
organization could win general support and acceptance by both the public and the 
state legislatures. In Ohio,, the Division of Corrections was established in 1941, 
but it took eight years before it was activated, and it was three more years, o r  
1952, before the staff and budget became large enough to make anything but a 
iimited program feasible. It took five years for the present program and organ- 
izational structure to be approved by the legislature. 

Many of the states still lack both the facilities and the personnel to car ry  
out their ambitious programs. In this respect, their centralized correctional 
agencies have not a s  yet solved some of the problems which led to their establish- 
ment. Wlt even these states have the advantage of an integrated program with 
common goals. Needed facilities and personnel a r e  being added a s  funds become 
available. It follows that central correctional agencies a r e  not, in themselves, a 
ready-made answer to correctional program needs. However, if the necessgry staff 
and facilities can be provided, a central agency may do a better job of directing a 
coordinated program than can individual institutions. 

Many of the states a r e  unable to measure the results of their programs. In 
some cases, this i s  because the programs a r e  so new that there i s  a s  yet not 
enough experience for such measurement. Others report that there a r e  so many 
factors, other than institutional programs, to take into consideration that i t  is dif-
ficult to measure effectiveness by the rate  of recidivism. In general, these states 
recognize that a t  least 95 per  cent Of the inmates in their correctional institutions 
will be returned to society sooner o r  later.  Their programs a re  geared to rehab- 
ilitating these inmates in line with present-day accepted penal standards. They 
a r e  interested in avoiding riots and disturbances which threaten public safety and 
in returning inmates to society who have at  least some possibility of remaining 
there a s  law-abiding citizens. 

These a re  common goals for a l l  the states, including Colorado, and there 
is concern he= for the correctional program or  programs, a s  evidenced by 
HJR 12. Certain aspects of the programs'in other states do not have much 
application for Colorado. Certain of the organizational structures also would 
be out of place here. Many of the practices in the states surveyed do not repre- 
sent any improvement over what Colorado is doing a t  present, and others a r e  too 
costly to be practical here a t  the present time. From their reports and answers 
to questionnaires, it is difficult to evaluate fully what these 'states a r e  doing. 
However, there a r e  many aspects of these programs that appear to be sound and 
would be of interest to Colorado in considering what to do in the state correctional 
field, and these a r e  summarized below. 



Independent Adult Correctional Agency: Cali f ornia, Indiana, Maryland. hljch-
igan,' ,Missouri, Utah. 

Division of Another Agency: (Department of Welfare) Minnesota, Rhode Island, 
Wisconsin; (Department of Institutions) New Jersey, Washngton; (Department of 
Justice) Pennsylvania; (Department of Mental Hygiene and Corrections) Ohio; 
(Department of Public Safety) Illinois. 

Directly under Insntutions' Department o r  Control Board, without Separate Div-
ision for  Corrections: Jbwa, Oregon, Vermont. 

Seven of the above s ta tes  have combined central  supervision over both adult 
and juvenile institutions. Of the other ten, five have an independent agency f o r  
juveniles, and five a r e  divisions of other departments; three  in departments of 
welfare, one under the Department of Institutions, and one in the Department of Mental 
Hygiene and Corrections. 

Adult and Juvenile Inshtutions Combined: (independent agency) Indiana; (divi-
sion of another department) New Jersey, Rhode Island, Wisconsin; (clirec tly under 
Department of Institutions) Iowa, Oregon, Vermont. 

Separate Independent Agency fo r  Juvenile Institutions: California, Illinois, Minnesota, 
Missouri, . Pennsylvania. 

Separate Juvenile Agency in Other Departments: (Department of Welfare) Maryland, 
Michigan, Utah; (Department of Institutions) Washington; (Department of Mental Hy- 
giene and Corrections) Ohio. 

-
Police-making and Advisory Boards: Thirteen of these s ta tes  have ei ther  a policy- 

making o r  an advisory board in connection with their adult correctional agency. Five 
of these boards have some policy-making functions and four a r e  advisory. Of those 
s ix  states with independent adult correctional agencies, five have boards, with four 
of these boards having a t  least  some policy-making functions. Five of the eight 
correctional agencies which a r e  pa r t  of o ther  departments have boards. Two of 
these boards have policy-making functions and three have only advisory capacity. 
The two that make policy do not do s o  for  the  correctional institutions alone. One 
board 'has  policy-making functions fo r  a l l  s ta te  institutions and the other f o r  a l l  
welfare department operations. The three  s ta tes  where .  the correctional program 
i s  operated directly by the central  agency responsible f o r  a l l  institutions also have 
policy-making boards.  

Boards with Adrnininistrative o r  Policy-making Functions f o r  Adult Correctional 
Programs: (Independent correctional agency) Indiana, Maryland, Michigan, Utah; 
(Division of another agency) New Jersey, Wisconsin; (Directly under Department 
of Institutions) Iowa, Oregon, Vermont. 

Advisory Boards fo r  Adult Correctional Programs: Independent correctional 
agency) California; (Division of another agency) Minnesota, Pennsylvania, Rhode 
Island. 



In six states, the same hoard also has policy-making responsibilities for the 
juvenile institutions. In one state, the same advisory board also ass is ts  juvenile 
institutions. 

Five of the ten states with separate central agencies for juvenile institutions 
have boards, three do not, and information is unavailable on two. A l l  of these 
boards have policy-making functions, four of them a r e  attached to independent ju- 
venile agencies, and one is a policy-making board for the agency of which the 
juvenile division is a part. 

Same Board for Juvenile Institutions and Programs: (Polic y-making boards) Indiana, 
Iowa, New Jersey, Oregon, Vermont, Wisconsin; (Advisory boards) Rhode Island. 

Policy-making Boards for Separate Central Juvenile Agencies: (Lndependent agen- 
c ies) California, Illinois, Minnesota, Missouri; (Division of another agency) Michigan. 

This summary indicates the great variety in correctional organizational patterns 
in other states. A few of those patterns have some significance for  Colorado. The 
organization for adult corrections will he considered first ,  and those states with 
separate juvenile agencies will be discussed later in this report. 

In general, four types of organizational structure may have some application 
for  Colorado. 

1 .  	 Correctional divisions within a state department of public institutions. 

2. 	 Independent correctional agencies in the survey states the populations of 

which a r e  closest to Colorado's. 


3.  	 Correctional divisions of other departments where the divisional organ- 

zation structure has features not dependent upon the nature of the 

parent agency. 


4 .  	 Departments of institutions which administer correctional programs 

along with progran-rs of other institutions. 


Within the Department of Institutions 

New Jersey, because of i ts  population and large number of correctional insti- 
tutions and inmates, naturally has an elaborate organization for administering 
its correctional program. However, there a r e  some features of interest to Colo- 
rado. In New Jersey, central responsibility for the supervision of correctional 
institutions resides in the Division of Corrections. This division also controls 
the educational and vocational training programs in the several correctional in- 
stitutions, as  well a s  the assignment, classification, and transfer of inmates. 
There i s  central responsibility. for farms and industries, nutrition and food ser-
vice, and financial management, but this responsibility lies within the Depart- 
ment of Institutions and Agencies. 



This department, of which the Correctional Division i s  a part, also has sep- 
arate divisions to handle a l l  institutional farms and industries, financial manage- --
ment for all  institutioils, and food service for all  ins'citutions. Diagnostic services 
a r e  a v a i l z e  to the Correctional Division t h r o u s t h e  Diagnostic Center maintained 
by the department through i ts  Division of Mental Health a d  Hospirals, 

In the state of Washington, the Division of Adult Correction is one of four 
divisions within the Depaament of Institutions. The Division has a supervisor and 
three assistant supervisors who a r e  responsible for classification and treatment, 
security and maintenance, and state-use industries in the prison, reformatory, and 
work camps. This Division is responsible to the Director of Institutions for all  
phases of the correctional program. Unlike New Jersey, responsibility for al l  parts 
of the program resides with the division rather than partly with the Department of 
Institutions. However, the divison does use the Personnel Division of the department 
for staff recruitment, subject to civil service regulations. 

Independent Agencies 

California and Michigan have been excluded from discussion here  because of 
their size. (Features of their programs, where applicable, will be mentioned 
below. ) Utah has been excluded because i t  has only one correctional institution and, 
with the exception of the seven-member board of corrections, i t s  departmental 
organization is localized in the state penitentiary. 

Missouri. The central Department of Corrections was the result of recommenda-
tions made by an investigating committee following a ser ies  of riots in the state 
penitentiary in 1953. Missouri has a Director of Corrections directly responsible 
to the governor without either a policy-making o r  an advisory board. The director 
has full authority over the correctional program and not only appoints his assist- 
ants, such a s  the directors o f  prison industries, prison farms, and inmate educa- > 

tion, but wardens and superintendents of the institutions a s  well. 

Maryland. The Department of Corrections has a policy-making board of correction, 
consisting of a chairman appointed by the governor for  four years, and six asso- 
ciate members appointed for  six years.  The Superintendent of Prisons is appointed 
by the board and is the chief administrative officer of the department. The depart- 
ment has ful l  responsibility and jurisdiction over the adult correctional institutions 
and all  their operations. The central staff consists of an Industrial Supervisor 
in charge.of farms and industries, a Chief Accountaht in charge of financial manage- 
ment, and a Director of Classification and Education. 

Indiana. The independent correctional agencp has a full-time three-man board 
which has both policy-making and administrative functions and responsibilities for 
the four adult, the two juvenile institutions and the entire correctional program. 
The board appoints all top level personnel, includmg a m r e c t o r  of Industries and 
Fa rms  and a Director of Classification and Treatment. The board i s  appointed 
by the governor, and no more than two of the members may be of the same polit' 
ical party. The term of appointment is four years. 



Correctional Divisions Within Other Agencies 

The central  correctional agencies in Minnesota, Rhode Island, and Wisconsin 
a r e  part of state departments of welfare. The organization of the correctional 
agencies in these states i s  such that they could be se t  up independently o r  a s  par t  
of some other agency. In general, these three states have a Director of Correc-
tions who i s  responsible to the Director of the Welfare Department. 

- - 7 .  rv rsconsin . T5e Corrections Division i s  responsible for  the state prison, 
home for women, the reformatory, and the two training schools. This division, 
with i ts  well qualified professional staff, is responsible for the full range of the 
correctional pmgram and also makes inspections and sets  standards for  local jails. 

Rhode Island. The correctional agency is responsible fo r  the state's six correctional 
institutions, including the two juvenile schools. However, this division makes use  
of other welfare department services with respect to institutional farms,  mental 
hygiene, and accounting and financial control ,  much in the same way a s  the correc-
tional division of the New Jersey Department of Institutions and Agencies does. 
Minnesota's program, although somewhat similarly organized, is not a s  ambitious 
a s  Rhode Island's and Wisconsin's, due to staff limitations. 

Directly Under the Department of Institutions 

This type of administrative set-up for  correctional institutions and progxarrs, 
although used by several  states,  does not have too much to offer to Colorado. (It 
is s imilar  to what Colorado has now, at least on paper.)  This arrangement is 
practical in a small  state, like Vermont, with few institutions, so  that a separate 
division is not needed. In l a rger  states,  it  results  in a limitation of central direc- 
tion to the program because of the integration of al l  public institutions under the 
same central agency, without a functional breakdown according to type of institu- 
tion and program. 

Various aspects of the correctional programs in other states a r e  presented 
below. Some trends among the states a r e  shown, and par ts  of the program in some  
states a r e  pointed out where these programs appear good and may have some applic- 
ation in Colorado. 

Personnel and In-service Training. Approximately half the correctional agencies 
report  that they rec ru i t  their own personnel, usually subject to civil service  rules  
and regulations. This is done primarily in the larger s ta tes ,  which have agencies 
big enough to warrant a regular personnel section. 

Almost al l  of the states have in-service training programs fo r  both new and 
experienced employees. These programs a r e  usually supervised and coordinated 
by the central agency with full-time training officers on the institutional staffs. 



Pennsylvania conducts training conferences for top level and middle level personnel 
in addition to new and experienced custodial personnel and operates a continuous 
training program. Other states with well organized training programs include 
California, klarylacd, Minnesota, and Rhode Island. 

-Education. Most of the states have academic programs in all  of their adult 
institutions, with courses leading to elementary and high school diplomas. In 
the states with the best academic programs, the central agency exercises super- 
vision and provides guidance to the institutions. 

California's educational program is developed with the assistance of the State 
Department of Education, local school systems, and junior colleges. Indiana, Minne- 
sota, Missouri, and Wisconsin a r e  among the states with central supervision of the 
educational program. Oregon and Washington have courses through high school, but 
under the direction of each institution ra ther  than the central agency. 

Vocational Training. Most of the states also have centralized control over voca- 
tional training, with the pr ime emphasis on this training a t  the reformatory level. Some 
of these states tie in their vocational training with maintenance, industrial and fa rm 
operations, as is done to a large extent in Colorado. 

Among the states with good classroomvocational training programs a r e  California, 
Minnesota, and Wisconsin. California has an institution which specializes in a voca- 
tional training program for reformable males and also has an extensive program a t  the 
reformatory. Vocational subjects taught include: construction trades,  auto and ma- 

_chinery repair ,  machine operation, printing and binding, drafting, electrical work, 
radio, and c o o b g  and baking, among others.  

-
Wisconsin has built a new vocational school a t  i t s  reformatory, staffed with eight 

teachers.  Courses include: machine shop, foundry, welding, sheet metal, and carpentry. 
Minnesota has  apprentice training programs a t  both the reformatory and the penitentiary. 
The inmates receive union credit for  this training when they a r e  returned to society. 

Mental Hygiene. This is an aspect of the correctional programs which is receiving in- 
creased emphasis in almost a l l  states surveyed. Most of the states have either central  
supervision o r  guidance for  their mental hygiene, diagnostic, and counseling services.  
The general pattern is to have clinical psychologists and psychiatric social workers on the 
staff of each institution, with psychiatric services provided a t  the central agency level. 

A few states--notably California, Maryland, and Pennsylvania--have special institu- 
tions for  confinement of emotionally disturbed inmates and f o r  their extensive testing and 
treatment. California, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania have central  hagnostic centers 
where inmates may be sent for testing, evaluation, and recommendations. 

Among the smal ler  states,  Utah has a part-time psychiatrist, a part-time clinical 

psychologist, and a full-time social worker on the staff of the penitentiary; Rhode Island 

has full-time clinical teams a t  its institutions, under the direction of the Mental Hygiene 

Division of the Department of Social Welfare of which the Corrections Division is also 

a part; and Vermont has  a part-time psychiatric clinical program at its prison. 




Food Service and Nutrition. In at  least 11 states, food preparation and menu planning 
a r e  under the supervision of the central agency. These central agencies have dieticians 
on their staffs w!lo supervise and advise the institutions on this phase of their program. 
California also has a special in-service training program for all  culinary employees. 

Industries and Farms .  Twelve of the 13 states, for which information on this phase 
of the correctional program i s  available, have a centrally coordinated farm and industry 
program. In the thirteenth state--Utah--control of farms and industries remains at  the 
penitentiary level, because the state has only one correctional institution. In some states, 
such a s  New Jersey and Oregon, centralized control is at  the Department of Institutions 

-	 level and covers all institutional farms and industries, not just those a t  the correctional 
institutions. 

These states a l l  have state use laws which spell out the administrative controls 
over this program and the use of the products from them by other institutions. At least 
hvo of the states--Maryland and Indiana--issue catalogs showing the products made in the 
prison industry program. These catalogs a r e  made available to a l l  state institutions, 
agencies, and political subdivisions. 

Two of the states--California and Missouri--report that they have industrial advisory 
boards composed of representatives of organized labor and industry. California also 
has a public member and a representative of agriculture on i ts  advisory industries board. 

Some states have extensive programs with many diversified industries. Following
is a partial list of industries in some of the states: 

Califomla: Kindergarten and grade school equipment; foundry castings; furniture; 
tool and die making. 

Indiana: Rug shop; furniture; shoes; paints and varnishes; soap products; cannery; 
tobacco; cinder blocks. 

Minnesota: B p e  and twine; farm machinery. 

New Jersey: Coffee roasting; foundry; paints; furniture; feed mill; upholstery; 
printing. 

Rhode Island: Brushes and brooms; upholstery; flags; paint; police night sticks; 
mattresses and pillows. 

Vermont: Lumber; cannery; furniture; guard rail  posts; brushes. 

Wisconsin: Baler and binder twine; metal fuxniture; paint; shoes; print shop and 
bindery. 

Most of the states have their correctional farm programs under the same division 
of the central agency that operates the industrial program, although a few have a separate 
unit in the central agency responsible for the operation of institutional farms. 



Farm production is also diversified within the several states, and the type of crops 
grown and livsstock raised varies from area to area .  

Business *Management. While some of the states surveyed leave budgeting responsibility 
and fiscal management to the individual institutions, an increasing number of them have 
assigned that function to the central correctional agency. Among these states a r e  Indiana, 
Maryland, Minnesota, Missouri, Pennsylvania, and Rhode Island. With this type of con- 
trol, the central agency usually keeps tabs on institutional expenditures, reviews 
institutional budget requests, and develops an overall departmental budget in keeping 
with program goals. 

Inmate Staff Ratios. There has been interest shown in the inmate-staff ratios in 
other states to see  how Colorado stands up in comparison. These ratios a r e  superficial 
to some extent, because they a r e  based on the total number of staff members and the 
total number of inmates and a r e  not broken down according to program o r  function. 
Staff ratios for the eight states in the survey from which this data was available i s  
shown below. 

TABLE XTV 

Inmate-Staff Ratios a at  Penitentiaries and Reformatories 
for Selected States 

State- Ra
Prison 

tio Population 
Reformatory 

Ratio Population 

Indiana 
Maryland 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
Oregon 
Vermont 
Washington 
Wisconsin 

Colorado 

Average d 

a Includes a l l  staff in  residence a t  institution. 

b Two institutions combined for tabulation. 

C Has no reformatory. 

Colorado not included. 



Sentencing Practices 

Nine of the thirteen states for which information was available indicate that the courts 
have complete control of sentencing procedures, including the setting of maximum and mini- 
mum terms.  In one state- -Wisconsin- -while the court has control over sentencing, the 
new criminal code provides that judges set  the maximum sentence within the statutory 
limit, but the minimum sentence shall be none other thanthat prescribed by statute. In a t  
least five s ta tes ,  while the court sets the sentence, the central correctional agency, 
through i ts  classification program, assigns the inmate to the institution in which he will 
be confined. These states include Maryland, Missouri, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, 
and Wisconsin. All of the states with more than one adult institution for offenders 
of the same sex have the authority to transfer inmates under certain conditions. 

In three states- -California, Utah, and Washington- -the parole board determines 
the length of sentence to be served, and the correctional agency determines the insti- 
tution to which the offender shall be committed. In California, all committed offenders 
a r e  sentenced for the term prescribed by law, and the court has no discretion in the 
determination of the length of sentence. Such determination is made by the adult 
authority (state parole board). The board may fix o r  refix a sentence, if it deems 
it advisable, for  al l  offenders except those under the death sentence and those serv- 
ing life sentences without possibility of parole. The authority reviews each case  
periodically and, usually, each inmate makes a personal appearance before the 
board approximately six months after his confinement. The authority then either 
fixes the sentence and/or schedules a date for further review. 

The State of Washington Board of Prison Terms  and Parole acts  in much the 
same way. This board establishes the minimum sentence of a l l  inmates (mandat- 
ory life sentence excluded) within six months after commitment. 

The U& b a r d  of Pardons has the authority, except in cases  involving 
treason o r  impeachment, to decide when and under what conditions an offender 
may be released on parole, pardoned, o r  have his sentence reduced. With this 
authority to reduce sentences, the board has in effect the power to se t  a minimum 
term lower than that se t  by the committing judge. 

In a l l  three of these states, extensive use i s  made by the board of classifica- 
tion data and case histories developed by the institution and the inmate's institu- 
tional record in determining the minimum time to be served before release can 
be considered. 

Juvenile Institutions 

In seven states,  the juvenile institutions a r e  under the same central cor- 
rectional agency a s  the adult institutions. In two other states,  while there is a 
nominal tie-in with the adult agency, the juvenile program is operated a s  a sep-
arate  entity. The states with separate juvenile central agencies usuplly encom-
pass  more  in their program than just the operation of the juvenile institutions. 
Usually, these agencies administer a community service program aimed at  
delinquency prevention. These agencies a r e  usually responsible fo r  juvenile 
parole and, in some states,  juvenile probation a s  well. In some states,  these 
central juvenile agencies a r e  responsible for all children's institutions, not 
only fo r  the training schools. 



In a few of the states with one cer t ra l  correctional agency a s  par t  of an-
other state department, the correctional agency may be responsible for the juven- 
ile institutions and their programs, and for parole, while community services and 
other children's insrimtions a r e  the responsibility of the parent agency. This is 
the situation in New Jers@y. In Wisconsin, however, although the Division of 
Corrections is par t  of the Department of Social Welfare, i t  (the division) has the 
responsibility for juvenile probation and parole, a s  well a s  for the juvenile insti-
tutions and their programs. 

In the section which follows, six states have been selected for comparison of 
their  juvenile programs. These six states represent a cross-section of the various 
types of organization of juvenile correctional programs. T'NOof them- -Illinois and 
Minnesota--have youth commissions, Michigan and Washington have a separate 
juvenile central agency a s  par t  of another state department, and Indiana and Wis- 
consin handle juvenile institutions through the same agency that is responsible for 
the adult correctional program. 1 

Type of Central Agency 

Illinois: A three-man youth commission responsible to the governor and appointed 
by him with consent of the senate. Two twelve-member advisory boards which 
serve without pay review the work of both the community- service division and the 
correctional service division. 

Indiana: Same a s  fo r  actult corrections. 

Michigars The State Social Welfare Commission acting through the director of the 
department has aut;'lority and control over the juvenile institutions. 

Minnesota: A youth conservation commission composed of s ix  members, the cha i r -  
man of which if the director of the juvenile program and i s  the chiqf administrative 
officer for the commission. The commission is appointed by the governor and,. in 
addition to the direcmr-chairman, is composed of one juvenile court judge, two lay 
people, the commissioner of the Department of Welfare, and the chairman of the 
State Board of Parole. The Commissioner of Education and the executive officer of 
the Health Department serve a s  advisory members.  Appointment is for a six-year 
period . 

Washington: Division of Children and Youth Services of the State Department of 
Institutions. The division has a supervisor who is the chief administrative officer 
and who has  the responsibility for a l l  phases of the division's operation. The 
division has an  advisory council for children and youth appointed by the governor. 

l o the r  states from which data was received have been excluded, not because 
their programs have nothing to offer, but because of space limitations and the fact 
that many of them have limited application to Colorado. The Council f i les contain 
information on juvenile programs .in California, Missouri, New Jersey, Oregon, 
Pennsylvania, Utah, and Vermont, in addrtion to the states listed above. 



Washington (Cont'd): This council also has a voice in the selection of the super- 

v isor .  


Wisconsin: Same a s  fo r  adult corrections. 


Other Functions Besides Tuvenile Correctional Institutions 


Illinois: Community services (delinquency prevention) and juvenile parole. 


hdiana: Juvenile parole. 


Michigan: None. 


Minnesota: Some juvenile probation, community services,  and juvenile parole. 


Washington: All institutions f o r  juveniles, juvenile parole, and community services.  


Wisconsin: Juvenile probation and parole, inspection of detention homes. 


Commitment, Classification, and Assignment of Juveniles 

Illinois: Upon commitment, sent to reception and diagnostic center  f o r  examinations 
p r io r  to hearings before the commission for placement. 

Indiana: Between ages 10 - 18: one month orientation period; testing and evaluation 
after commitment to institutions. 


Michigan: Co-mmitment to institutions directly; orientation and testing periods of 

f rom two to three weeks before assignment within the institution. 


Minnesota: A l l  children and youth under age  21 a r e  committed to the commission 

and not to institutions a s  such; juveniles assigned after  examination and testing. 


Washington: Commitment to central  reception-diagnostic center for  period of 30 -

45 days; af ter  testing and evaluation may be  assigned to institutions, honor camp, 

o r  released if institutionalization is not indicated. 


Wisconsin: Up to age 21, may be  committed to department af ter  period of 

examination and evaluation; juvenile offender may be  assigned to institution which 

can best deal with him, o r  he may be  released on probation. 


Academic and Vocational 


Illinois: A l l  boys under 16 attend academic c lasses  ranging f rom second grade 

to the sophomore year in high school. Classes in industrial a r t s ,  rug weaving, 

and craf ts  a r e  also taught. Work assignment tied in with industrial a r t s  c lasses .  

Some academic program a t  girls' school, plus vocational courses; home economics, 

commercial,  and cosmetology; also a r t  and handicraft c lasses .  
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staff for this aspect c i  program. Girls' schml has sufiicient professional staff 
for adequate pro gram. 

Washington: Resident clinical and counseling services provided in addition to 
central reception and diasostic center. 

Wisconsin: Central agency maintains a psychiatric se r t ice  at  both schools. The 
function of the service (within staff limitations) is to provide an all-embracing 
psychiatric program for  all  committed juveniles. The service is responsible for 
the screening and appraisal of every juvenile committed and does counseling a s  
indicated. 

Central Agency Direction of Program, In-service Training, Maintenance, and Food 
Service. 

Illinois: Superintendent of each institution responsible to commission for program, 
maintenance, and food service. Each institution also responsible for in-service 
training prcgrams which a r e  provided periodically. 

Indiana: Direct supervision of all of these by central agency in the same manner 
a s  for adult institutions. 

Michigan: Superintendents in charge of institutions aad programs, except that 
welfare commission must authorize establishment of a new program. Each insti- 
tution i s  responsible for food service, maintenance, and in-service training programs . 
Minnesota: Central agency has one man to supervise program and administration 
at  the juirenile schools. Food service is responsibility of each institution, with 
guidance from S ~ t e  Health Department personnel. In-service training programs 
a r e  the responsibility gf each institution, with planning @dance provided by central 
agency. 

Washington: Program supervision by central agency, in addition to food service with 
special central agency staff concultant. Full-time central agency staff training of- 
ficer for in-service programs. Special committee is writing manual for continuous 
training programs. 

Wisconsin: Supervision of custody, discipline, detention and reformation of delin- 
quents, including aLI aspects of institutional program and maintenance. Sets up and 
supervises in-service training program and food standards in same manner as for 
adult institutions. 

Release and Parole Procedures 

Illinois: Final decision for  release rests  with commission; recommendations for re- 
lease a r e  made by i:lstitutional staffs. Supenision by central juvenile parole agency 
operation as the field service unit of the commission's division of correctional 
services. 



Indiana: Academic and vocational programs a r e  under the supervision of the 
central department. Fifteen certified academic teachers for c lass  enrollment 
of 270. Courses include regular academic work leading to either an  elementary 
o r  a high school diploma, a special remedial program, dramatics, band, and 
chorus. Vocational instructors hold licenses or  permits to teach in their part- 
icular vocation. Classroom work is tied in with on- the- job training. Vocational 
certificates a r e  given upon release. Vocational instruction includes, among others: 
Machine operation, printin , barbering, brick-laying, carpentry, mechanics, and 
various farm occupations. Girls' school has a fully licensed and accredited acad- 
emic and vocational program. Vocational courses include home economics, commer -
cia1 subjects, and cosmetology. 

Michigan: Academic program a t  both boys' and girls' school. Vocational training 
i s  on-the-job type at  the boys' school on a half-day basis. Girls '  school has usual 
emphasis on home economics a s  well a s  on-the-job training in the laundry. 

Minnesota: Boyst school has academic program through high school; remedial work 
stressed where needed. Vocational training includes metal work, auto repair, 
printing, shoe repair, among others. Academic program similar at  girls' school. 
Home economics, commercial courses, and a r t s  and crafts a r e  also stressed.  

Washington: (Information not yet received. ) 

Wisconsin: Both the boys' school and the girls' school have a fully accredited 
program through high school. 

Mental Hygiene and Counseling 

Illinois: After original evaluation at  diagnostic center and institutional assignment, 
clinical services provided by resident staffs. 

Indiana: Classification and treatment department at boys' school employs five 
counselors, a classification supervisor, and two clinical psychologists. Counseling 
begins with assignment to the institution and continues until release.  Diagnosis and 
treatment a s  needed. Girlst school has similar program. 

Michigan: Boys' school has director of clinical services and resident psychologist. 
Diagnostic services and counseling a s  indicated. Girlst school has a supervisor 
of social services and resident psychologist, a s  well a s  other social workers. 

Minnesota: Consulting psychiatrist available to boys' school, functioning mainly on 
the diagnostic level. School also has one psychologist. Needs more professional 

IND mention i s  made of the ratio between classroom vocational training 
and on- the- job training. 

No indication a s  to whether ot not this on-the-job training i s  tied in with 
classroom work in industrial a r t s .  



Indiana: Each instirxion has own parole board, aploointed by the governor, which 
reviews cases an2 determines eligbillty . Institution refers inmates to board with 
data and case history for its consideration. Mter  release, juveniles a r e  super- 
vised by the parole division of the central agency. 

Michigan: At boys' school, counselor periodically reviews a juvenile's progress 
and, starting with the third month, committee r e ~ e w s  progress and readiness for 
release. Social service staff determines ehgzbility for release a t  girls' school. 
Parole supervision by the juvenile court probation service. 

Minnestoa: Reports on progress of each juvenile reviewed quarterly at all institu- 
tions to determine whether the commission should consider for parole. Commission. 
must interview each juvenile a t  least once every six months. Parole supervision 
is a function of the commission's central parole division. 

Washington: Review board determines whether juvenile ready for parole. Board 
composed of representative of central agency, superintendent of the institution, and 
the supervisor of social services of the institution. Parole supervision is a function 
of the central agency. 

Wisconsin: Release determined by central agency after careful review of each 
case. Parole supervision also responsibility of central agency. 

TABLE XV 

Inmate-Staff Ratios a at Juvenile Institutions 

for Selected States 

Boys' School Girls' School 

State Ra tlo Population -Ratio bpulation 


Illinois 

Indiana 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Missouri 

Oregon 

Utah 

Washington 

Wisconsin 


Colorado 3.4-1 230 3.0-1 110 

Average 2.1-1 1.7-1 

aIncludes all staff in  residence a t  institutions. 

institution for both boys and girk. 

Colorado not included. 



Central Agency Supervision of Adult Probation and parole1 8 

* 
Of the 11 states in the survey for which this information i s  available, adult 

probation supervision i s  a function of the central correctional agency in five, and 
adult parole supervision in nine. 

3. 

The states with a division of their central correctional agency supervising 
adult probationers include Ohio, Rhode Island, Utah, Vermont, and Wisconsin (ex-
cept for  Milwaukee county). 

. In four states, California, Ohio, Utah, and Wisconsin, the parole board is 
also a part  of the central agency. These four states also have a division of 
their central correctional authority to supervise parolees. Five other states 
also have the division of adult parole supervision within their central correc- 
tional agency, although parole determination is made by a board o r  boards 
appointed by and responsible to the governor. These states are Indiana, New 
Jersey, Rhode Island, Pennsylvania, and Vermont. 

Oregon and Maryland report that both parole determination and supervision 
a r e  functions of boards and departments outside of their central correctional 
agencies. 

? 
This section represents a brief summary of the control over these functions -by the central correctional agency. Additional information is available in 

the Council files. 


