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Thank you for the opportunity to appear before the Commis-
sion to present the views of the American Correctional Associ-
ation relating to the work of the Commission and its impact upon

correctional programs throughout the United States.

Our review of the new drug law, the spécial offender 1law,
and the sentencing guidelines issued on April 13, 1987 indicates
that the combined effect of the three will be a tremendous
increase in the federal prison population as a result of the

proposed guidelines.

Based upon statistics recently released by the National
Institute ot Justice, the United States is incarcerating
prisoners at a higher rate than other countries, a condition

which will be accelerated with the implementation of guidelines.

We also project that the impact of the new federal laws will
be magnified due to the tendency of state and local jurisdictions
to adapt state and local practice and/or legislation to follow
the pattern set by the new laws. Two examples of that tendency
are the widespread local adaptions of the federal parole policy

and prisoner classification systems.

The impact of this expanded prisoner population should take'
into consideration the following facts: (1) Priéon construction
costs now average over $50,000 per prisoner, and (2) Thé average
annual operating cost is over $16,500 per prisoner. - If all

states follow the.new federal laws, and if the projected 90%



increase in prison population occurs, the nation will be faced
with an additional outlay of 25 billion dollars for prison
construction and an annual increase in the national prisoner care

costs of 7 billion dollars.

A major concern of the Association, Qith the projected
explosion ot prison populations, 1s the safety and security of
the employees working in the correctional facilities of America.
In today's overcrowded prisons, only 670 are in compliance with
the national standards and are accredited by the Commission on

Accreditation for Corrections.

We urge you to develop a mechanism to require +that all
jurisdictions utilizing the Commission guidelines must
incarcerate‘the inmates in tacilities whicﬁ are accredited and in
compliance with the national standards of the American Correc-
tional Association. These standards have evolved since 1870 when
Rutherford B. Hayes first served as the president of our group,
and were turther refined since 1968 by the leading correctional
practitioners throughout the nation. The development of national
standards by these correctional professionals have been supported
by a wide range ot public and private groups, including the
National Institute of Justice, ther ﬁétional Institute ot
Corrections, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, and

such as the following prestigious private sector organizations:

The Ford Foundation

Alcoa Foundation, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania
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Bristol—Meyérs Company, New York, New.York

Coe-Peacoék,‘Inc., Rockviile, Maryland

International Business Machines Corp., Armonk, New York

Lilly Endowment, Inc., Indianapolis, Indiana |

‘Richard King Mellon Foundation, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

-United States Chamber of Commerce, Washington, D.C.

United States Steel Foundation, Inc., Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania |

F.W. Woolworth Company, New York, New York

These groups provided financial and technical support to 240 -
crimihai justice groups and individuals in the development and
- promulgation of the national sténdards. This effort has
continued for 20 years and involved the expenditure ot millions
of dollars in the develépment of the @ost comprehensive set of

'prison standards in the world.

We urge you to incorporate these standards into your

deliberations, for when prisoners are confined ‘in

unconstitutional facilities, and employees torced to work in

facilities which are unsafe, the courts are prone to intervene.

This i1ntervention often results in mandated solutions that impose
catastrophic fiscal burdens upon the'systéﬁ. We believe that the
use of national correctional standards can ensure £he operation
Qf facilities which are safe, secure, and constitutionally»

adequate.



The following material is submitted to further explain the

standards and accreditation movement.

In the development of standards for adult institutions and
community ageneies, the goal was to prescribe'the best'possible
practices that could ibe achieved: in the United States today,
while being both realistic and nractical. Members of the.
American Correctional Association Committee on. Standards  and
Accreditation and members of the Commission on Accreditation for
Corrections feel that they have succeeded " in proﬁiding snch
standards. . Standards were field tested in a minimum of three
agencies prior to review and publication by these groups. Adult.
}correctlonal institution standards, for example, were: tield
tested in sik different correctional institutions across the
United‘States. Selected staff;'sometimes.as many as 30, met with
Commission staff and/oriconsnltants at scheduled times over their
workday to review standards relating to their specific tasks in
the facility. Atter completion of the tierd tests, the standards
were revised and submitted first to the Commission and then to
the American_Correctional Associatdon Committee on Standards and
Accreditation for approval..‘ Upon joint approval trom these

groups, the standards were published.

Description of the Standards

There has long been general agreement that standards are
needed to govern correctlonal policy and practices, and the

standards have been well received by the field. 1In the writing
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of ‘standards, it was necessary £o achieve a bélance between
existing court interpretations of constitutionai.rights and the
needs of corrections officials and administratdrs. This was an
easy task. While members ot the Commission and the ACA Committee
on Sténdards and Accreditétion made every effort to ground their
‘work invrelevant court decisions( their toremost concern wéé with
§r§viding high standards of professional practice for use by the’
correctional .field. In attempting to do so, both groups
sometimes went beyond case law and thé statutes of many juris-
dictiéns. In doing so, they arrived at a set of standards which
reduce» the dis;retion and operational latitude of theif
colleagues in order to provide them with comprehensive, clear,
and relevant guidelines for good cqrrections practice. This
.effort is also designed to assist' the courts, as. well as
legislators and governors? of the needs of corrections.profes-
sionals in the Jconduct of the increasingly chplex“ work of
édministering safe and humane institutions and sound community
programs that = provide meaningfﬁl serviceé and programs to

offenders.

Due Process and Discipline - Perhaps the most important area

of concern for corrections administrators is that of diséipiine—-
preserving thé‘ order and security of ‘the 'institution-—ﬁheir
primary  duty. Approximately 30 of - the étandards ~deal
specifically. with inmate rules and 'discipline. One standard

summarizes the salient points of two major Supreme Court

decisions -- Wolff v. McDonnell and Baxter v. Palmigiano '(4300).
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In Woltt, which dealt primarily with loss of "good time," the-

court laid out specific due process hearing procedures that

basically require administrative agencies t0‘imposé discipline -
only.after adequate notice and only after an opportunity f@r a
fair hearing. These procedures were further sharpened by
severely restriqting them ,and adding no new constitutional
reduirements to Wolff, thus establishing constitutional
réquirements for due process in disciplinary hearings. Theée did
not include a fight to counsel or to cross-examine or confront
witnesses--nor do Commissioﬁ standards. Commission standards

also require 24 hours advance written notice of hearings, allow

inmates present documenfary evidence in their defense without
cross-examination or confrontation where it would produce a
hazard to institutional safety or correcﬁional goals, and allow
tﬁe services of a staff member (counsel substitute) to represent
the inmate, 1f requested. Standards state that hearings are
conducted by an 1mpartiéllofficer or panel of officers, and the
decision must be baséd solely on the evidencé presented, and the
decision must be rendered in writing. The ACA and the Commission
have devoted more than 30 standards to conditions for éonfinement
of "Special Management Inmates," i.e., inmateﬁ’in disciplinary'

detention or administrative segregation.

Access to the Courts - Consistent with several court rulings,

including Johnson V. Avery; (1969), Procunier v, Martinez (1974),

and Bounds v. Smith, as recently as 1977, the standards ensure

the right of inmates to have access to the courts, attorneys, and



designated counsel substitutes or authorized representatives, and
grant inmates -access to legal ‘assistance from individuals with

"legal training or from law iibrary‘facilities.

Planning ahd Standards Implementation

As inaicated earlier, sténdards are of little use to the
administrator of a corrections agency without a clear statement
of the overall goals of the system. Standardé do.nOt set the
goals ot the system; they afe be used to ensure that the goals of
the overall system and specific related objectives aie met. Por_
example; if diversion to community services is a goal, ACA
standards for cdmmunity residential services, and probation and
parole services, éan assist in reaching that goal. If goals
require the renovation ot an 'existiné facility, nationai
standards provide guidelines for the planning and operatidn of
the faciiity. Once the decision is fmade, ‘standards provide
specific and measurable objectives, detine tasks 'to be
“accomplished in reaching objectiées, _assiét in scheduling and
‘budgeting, and provide>direction in the development of specific
polidies and procédure5~for the deliVery'of services. Stahdards
can also assist staff in dividing work into manageable units, and
‘their use can allow administration to more accurately detérmine
personnel needs in order_ to select staft who can meet Ithe
objectives specified in the standards. In the dpplication of the
standards to date, they have been usetul fcheckiists" for statf
in determihing areas of job responsibility and their progress iﬁ
completing specific tasks. They also assist in motivating Staff;
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since morale is improved when staff know what is required of
them, and they often feel a sense of accomplishment in meeting
‘both agency and national standards for performance. Standards
also assist within and between agencies in communicating ideas
and information and in coordinating services. When e standard is
tound difficult to meet, an _administrator or manager can
communicate clearly what is required and eeek assistance from

others in meeting the standard.

Finally, standards 'allow for measurement of effective'
performance ih achieviﬁg objectives. Standards ate not perfect
units cf measurement, particularly where.program goals.requlre
great flexibility in daily operations. Treatment outccmes are
ditticultAto quantify, and many managers will be reluctant to
accebt an.imperfect unit ot measuremenf as a standard against
which to: evaluate pertormance. . Since there are few "perfect"
units of measurement applicable in corrections settings,
standarde must be used for what they are -—. indicators of
acceptable performance, no more, no less (Morrisey, 1970).
Without them, there is no'clear‘way of knowing whether the stated

goals and objectivés are being achieved by the agency.

Conclusion

While they do not state all of the objectives ot .a specific
program, ACA and Commission standards make assumptions about
critical objectives, including good administration and fiscal

controls, adherence to legal criteria, and the provision of basaic
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program serviceé such as a healthful environment, education and
counseling services. Their realization requires participation
and involvement trom staff at all levels, as welllas acceptance
by agency administrators, legislators, 'the courts, and tﬂé
public; They réquire fiscal reSQurces and support at all levels
of government,-and they must be considered in any large scale

effort at criminal justice or juvenile justice planning.



'THE ATTACFED. IS WRITTENATESTIMONY
‘SUBMITTED BY SPEAKERS ATTENDING THE
COMMISSION'S'REGIONAL HEARINGS. -

THE 2TTACHED IS WRITTEN TESTIMONY
SUBMITTED BY SPEAKERS ATTENDING THE
COMMISSION'S REGIONAL HEARINGS.



