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E xecutive Sum m ary 

Perform ance A udit 
A dult and Juvenile C orrectional Facilities in Louisiana 

In fiscal year 1998-99 the Department of Corrections' (DOC's) operational expenditures for the 
housing of adult and juvenile offenders in state correctional facilities and local jails were almost $400 
million. 111 this audit, we analyzed operating costs for DOC's adult and juvenile correctional facilities 
W e compared the services offered at three nearly identical prisons. W e exam ined the effect of 
rehabilitation program s on recidivism , and we also reviewed Louisiana's practice of housing state 

nmates in local jails. W e found that: 

~ Louisiana's adult inmate population is projected to increase by approximately 9,000 inmates 
from 1999 to m id-2003. To house this increased population, the capital and operating costs 

to Louisiana over this four-year period are projected to exceed $122 million. 

~ To house an offender in a state correctional facility, DOC bad average daily operational 
expenditures of $35.04 and $72.86 per adult and juvenile offender, respectively, in fiscal 
year 1998-99. These expenditures do not include certain adm inistrative, capital and other 

costs associated with incarcerating offenders. Incarceration costs (housing, securing, 
feeding, and clothing of inmates) comprised almost 77 percent of DOC's adult prison 
operating costs. 

, Louisiana has three nearly identical correctional facilities, which are Allen, Avoyelles, and 
W inn Correctional Centers. Allen and W inn are privately m anaged. In fiscal year 1998-99, 
including expenditures by the Louisiana Com m unity and Technical College System for 
vocational-rehabilitation programs, the operational expenditures for Allen were $26.08 per 
inmate per day, $26.44 for Avoyelles and $27.02 for W inn. The privately managed facilities 
have sm aller tota l staffs than Avoyelles. Avoyelles has m ore full-tim e m edical staff and 
provides m ore patient contacts than the two private facilities. W inn has m ore rehabilitation 
staff and offers m ore vocational-technical courses than the other two facilities. 

~ There is no consensus am ong researchers as to w hether rehabilitation program s reduce 
recidivism rates. W e found little difference in recidivism rates between Louisiana, which 

spends relatively little ($6 million) on adult rehabilitation programs and M innesota, which 
places great em phasis on these program s. 

~ Louisiana houses more than 40 percent of its state inmates in local jails, which saves the state 
m oney com pared w ith the costs at state facilities. However, inm ates housed locally 
generally do not go through a diagnostic and classification process com parable to DOC's to 
determ ine their m edical, rehabilitation and other needs. A lso, the rehabilitation program s 

provided at local jails are generally not as extensive as those offered in stale prisons. 

Daniel G. Kyle, Ph.D., CPA, CFE, Legislative Auditor 

Phone No. (225) 339-3800 
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A udit 

Initiation 
and 

Objectives 

DOC Projects an 
Increase in A dult 
Prison Population 

W e conducted this perform ance audit in response to H ouse 
Concurrent Resolution N um ber 43 of the 1999 Regular Session. 
This resolution requested the Legislative Auditor to conduct a 
study and com par ison of state-operated and privately operated 
correctional facilities in Louisiana to determ ine the overall 
effectiveness and efficiency of each. In addition, the resolution 
requested the Legislative Auditor to look at operating costs, types 
and quality of services, recidivism rates, and security concern s. 

The primary objectives of this audit were to 

Analyze the operating costs for DOC's adult and 

juvenile correctional facilities for fiscal years 
1997-98 and 1998-99 

Com pare the operational costs and the services 
rendered at three nearly identical prisons: the 
state-operated Avoyelles Correctional Center and 
the privately operated A llen Correctional Center 
mad W inn Correctional Center 

Determ ine recidivism rates in Louisiana and assess 
the effect of rehabilitation program s on recidivism  

Determine projected adult inmate and juvenile 
offender population growth and associated grow th 
in state expenditures 

Analyze the operating costs for local jails in 
Louisian a that housed D OC adult inm ates for fiscal 
years 1997-98 and 1998-99 

Exam ine the process of housing state inm ates in 

local jails, and compare Louisian a's practices with 
other states an d also, com pare services provided to 

state inmates in local jails with services offered in 
DOC facilities 

Louisiana's adult inm ate population in state prisons, w ork 
release centers, mad local facilities is expected to grow 9,000 by the 

year 2003. The DOC has projected that the total Louisiana adult 
inm ate population w ill reach 42,706 by June 2003. This w ill be a 
27 percent increase from approxim ately 33,700 inm ates in 1999. 

From 1990 to 1998, the nation's federal an d state adult 
prison population increased at an  average annual rate of 
6.7 percent. The prison population increased nearly 528,100 in 



Adult and Juvenile Correctional Facilities ill Louisiana 

Four Y ear 

Polm lation 

Growth Projected 
to Cost $122 

M illion 

eight years. Over this tim e period, Louisiana's adult prison 
population rose at an average annual rate of 7.1 percent and 
increased by 13,628. 

The DOC reported a secure juvenile population of 2,039 as 
of June 1999. DOC projects that the secure juvenile population in 
Louisian a w ill decline to 1,970 through year 2002 before il rises 
slightly to 2,095 by June 2004. 

The D OC estim ates that Louisiana's adult correctional 
facilities, work release centers, and local facilities w ill add alm ost 
10,000 beds through 2002-03. This would bring the total available 
bed space to m ore than 43,000. Yet this increase in bed space w ill 
do little m ore than  keep pace w ith the inm ate population increase 

projected by DOC. The total capital an d operating costs associated 
with growth in bed space may reach more than $175 m illion in this 
four-year period. A lthough som e federal funding is anticipated, 

more than  $122 million of these costs would have to be funded by 
the State of Louisiana. 

M atter for Legislative Consideration 

2.1 The legislature, in consultation w ith D O C and other 
appropriate public and private agencies, m ay w ish to 

consider means to fund projected continuing increases 
in Louisiana's adult and juvenile inmate populations. 

R ecom m endations 

2.1 D O C should consider the m ost cost-effective and cost- 
effi cient m eans of m anaging Louisiana's prison 
population. The departm ent should exam ine all cost 
elem ents of the corrections system : adm inistration, 
incarceration, rehabilitation, and health. Particular 
attention should be given to possibilities for controlling 
long-term  costs, even if, in areas such as rehabilitation, 
these possibilities could require som e short-term 
increases in funding. 

2.2 In addition, D O C should continue considering cost- 
effective and cost-effi clent alternatives to traditional 
incarceration. These alternatives to traditional 
incarceration could include som e or all of the follow ing: 
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H ousing State 
O ffenders 

A nnually C osts a 

M inim um of $400 
M illion 

Incarceration Is 
77 Percent of 

Prison O perating 
Expense 

Com m unity Confinem ent: Residence in a 
com m unity treatm ent center, halfw ay house, 

restitution center, or other com m unity facility 

H om e D etention: Confinem ent and superv ision 
that restricts the individual to his or her place of 
residence continuously, except for authorized 

absences, enforced by appropriate m eans of 

surveillance (such as electronic monitoring) 

Interm ittent Confinem ent: Custody for intervals 
of tim e, such as w eekends 

~ Com m unity Service 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the direct operating expenditures for 

housing state adult and juvenile offenders in secure facilities was 
almost $400 million..I)OC spent $233 million and $51.3 million 
to operate the state adult and juvenile facilities, respectively. The 
DOC spent an  additional $115 million to house state offenders in 
local jail facilities. These expenditures do not include certain 
adm inistrative, capital and other costs associated w ith incarcerating 
offenders. 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the DOC spent an average of $35.04 
per day to house an offender in a state adult correctional facility. 
An average of $39.20 per day was spent to house maximum- 
security inm ates, com pared to an average of $29.90 for m inim um - 
security inmates. (There are three security or custody levels: 
maximum, medium, and minimum.) The DOC's average 
expenditures to keep a juvenile offender in a Louisian a correctional 
facility were $72.86 per day. 

Incarceration is, by far, the m ost expensive com ponent of 
prison costs. In fiscal year 1998-99, it accounts for alm ost 77 
percent of total adult facilities' operational expenditures and for 61 

percent of juvenile facilities' expenditures. In fiscal year 1998-99, 
the DOC spent an  average of $30.51 per day to provide only the 
incar ceration portion of housing an adult offender in a m axim um - 
security state adult correctional facility. Incarceration includes 

expenses for housing, clothing, feeding and securing offenders. 
Salary is the lar gest com ponent of incarceration costs. The 
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D O C Spent $4.39 
Per D ay for 

H ealth C are of 

A dult Inm ates 

D O C 's C ost D ata 
D o N ot Include 

A ll C osts of 
Incarceration 

physical plant layout and the custody categories of offenders affect 
the num ber of correctional officers needed to control a facility. 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the DOC spent an average of $3.13 
per day to provide only the adm inistration portion of keeping an 
adult offender in a state prison. In fiscal year 1997-98, the DOC 
spent an  average of $4.29 per day. The main reason for this 
decrease is that a sm aller am ount of insurance prem ium s was paid 
in fiscal year 1998-99. 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the DOC spenl an  average of $4.39 
per day to provide only the health care portion of keeping an 
inm ate in a state adult correctional facility. Health car e includes 
expenditures for physical and m ental health as w ell as substan ce 
abuse program s. DOC funded health car e expenses represent only 
a portion of total state spending for the health of Louisiana's state 
inm ates. The Louisiana State University M edical Center System 

(the charity hospitals) estimates that it provided $25 million of 
health care services in fiscal year 1998-99 for the treatm ent of all 

state inmates and juvenile offenders. (The Medical Center System 
does not keep cost information on services provided to offenders.) 
Using an  estim ate of $12 million of costs for adult offenders, 
charity hospital car e would increase the average health care 
expenditure by $1.03 from $4.39 to $5.42 per day for each inmate 
in a state prison. 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the DOC spenl an  average of $0.50 
per day to provide only the rehabilitation portion of keeping an 
adult offender in a state prison. D OC's rehabilitation includes 

expenditures for literacy an d job skill courses, recreation, libraries, 
an d religious activities. The Louisian a Com m unity and Technical 
College System spent more than  $3.4 m illion to conduct 
vocational-technical an d academ ic courses at adult prisons. This 
System 's expenditures average $0.51 per day per inmate and thus 
increase the average rehabilitation expenditure to $1.01 per day for 
each inm ate in a Louisian a adult correctional facility. 

DOC's cost data do not include all expenses associated 
w ith incar ceration of offenders. DOC incurs adm inistrative costs 
at its headquarters to oversee an d provide support to the various 
correctional facilities. N one of these costs are allocated to 
individual institutions. Also, ifDOC sends an inspection leam or 
other assistance to an  adult facility, the costs associated w ith such 
activity are not char ged to the facility receiving the services. 
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However, if DOC provides a security presence at a private juvenile 
facility in an em ergency situation, then it is reim bursed, according 
to a DOC offi cial. Other costs not included in D OC's cost data are 
capital costs such as depreciation of a facility and any interest 
incurred on debt to finance the facility's construction. In addition, 
there are costs associated w ith services provided by other 
governm ental entities, such as the I,SU M edical Center System . 

W ithout com plete cost inform ation, it is diffi cult to know 
what it really costs the state to incarcerate an offender. A decision 
maker can  review DOC's cost information for Level 1 (maximum 
security) facilities and think that health costs were $5.58 per 
inm ate per day in fiscal year 1998-99. However, the true cost of 
providing Level I health car e is higher because an estim ated 
$25 m illion worth of health care services were provided to state 
offenders by the LSU M edical Center System . The om ission of 
relevan t costs also m akes it difficult to com pare accurately one 
facility with another facility. 

lfthe D OC could develop a cost m odel that portrayed costs 
of incarceration m ore com pletely, the legislature, DOC and other 
parties would have m ore accurate inform ation for decision-m aking 
purposes. This m odel should include capital costs, costs of 
services furn ished by other governm ental entities, and an allocation 
to each facility of the appropriate am ount of I)OC's headquarters' 
adm inistrative; expenses. 

R ecom m endations 

3.1 To furnish decision m akers w ith m ore accurate 
inform ation, D O C should develop a cost m odel that 
considers all costs of operating a correctional facility. 
This m odel should portray different com ponents of 

costs to assist decision makers in comparing one facility 
w ith another. 

3.2 All state agencies furnishing services to offenders 
should cooperate w ith the D O C by capturing data on 
costs of incarceration and providing this inform ation 
quarterly to D O C. 
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H ousing a 
Juvenile C osts 

$72.86 Per Day 

D O C Contracted 
for O peration of 
Tallulah and 

Jena 

3.3 The DO C should collect and analyze all com ponents of 
cost in order to m ake decisions on the m ost 
cost-effective m eans of providing incarceration of state 
offenders. 

M atter for Legislative Consideration 

3.1 The legislature ;nay w ish to m andate that other state 
agencies capture cost data on services provided to 
offenders and furnish this inform ation quarterly to 
D O C. 

The DOC spent more than $51.3 million in fiscal year 
1998-99 in direct operational costs to keep juvenile offenders in 
Louisiana facilities. This averages $72.86 per day for each 
juvenile offender. In fiscal year 1997-98, DOC spent an average of 
$72.11 per day for each offender. DOC spends a much larger 
proportion of total juvenile facilities' expenditures on juvenile 
rehabilitation programs (11 percent) than the percentage of total 
adult facilities' expenditures spent on adult rehabilitation 

(1.4 percent). This is because juvenile offenders must be provided 
a com prehensive education. In addition to DOC's rehabilitation 
expenditures, Special School District #1 and two other school 
districts spent approxim ately $4.5 m illion in fiscal year 1998-99 to 
provide educational services at juvenile facilities. 

Bridge City Correctional Center for Youth (Bridge City) is 
the most expensive juvenile facility on an offender per day basis. 
The DOC spent an average of $92.63 per offender each day at 
Bridge City in fiscal year 1998-99. The two privately m an aged 
facilities at Tallulah and Jena w ere cheaper on a daily expenditure 
per offender basis than the three state-m an aged facilities. DOC 
spent an  average of $71 at the Tallulah Correctional Center for 
Youth (Tallulah) and $70 at the Jena Correctional Center for Youth 
(Jcna) in fiscal year 1998-99. 

D OC entered into cooperative endeavor agreem ents for the 
operation of Jena and Tallulah. The state does not own these 
facilities. These agreem ents originally obligated D OC for 25 years 
or until principal an d interest on debt incurred to construct the 
facilities are paid off. ttowever, the agreem ent with the City of 
Tallulah was am ended several tim es. One am endm ent provided 
that D OC w ould pay debt principal and interest, property taxes, 
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Three M edium 

Security Prisons 

Private Prisons 

H ave Low er 

M edical Costs 

and insurance in the event D OC took over operation of Tallulah. A 
later am endm ent consolidated these specific costs, in the evenl of a 
takeover, into a reduced per diem of $16.62 for 686 offenders. 
This am ounts to $4.2 m illion annually. DOC assumed operation of 
Tallulah in Septem ber 1999. Under provisions of the contract, the 
per diem does not reduce once the facility's construction debt has 
been repaid. DOC is in negotiations w ith the contractor 
concem ing contract provisions. 

Three prisons are nearly identical in size, design, and the 
type and num ber of inm ates they house. These are A llen 

Correctional Center (Allen), Avoyelles Correctional Center 
(Avoyelles) and W inn Correctional Center (W inn). Allen and 
W inn are privately m anaged institutions. D OC m anages 
Avoyelles. 

In fiscal year 1998-99, DOC spent an average of $25.91 per 
imrmte per day to operate Allen and Avoyelles. D OC spent an 
average of $27.02 per day to operate W irm . However, including 
vocational-technical expenditures by the Louisiana Com m unity 
and Technical College System , the average costs per day to operate 

Allen are $26.08, $26.44 for Avoyelles, and $27.02 for W inn in 
fiscal year 1998-99. These expenditure figures ar e the direct costs 
of operating the facility and do not include capital costs such as 
building depreciation and interest. The expenditures for Avoyelles 
do not include any DOC headquarters' adm inistrative costs. The 

expenditure figures for the two privately managed facilities (W inn 
and Allen) are based on contractual payments made by the DOC, 
plus som e m aintenan ce an d repair costs incurred by the DOC. 

A llen an d W inn have lower m edical operating costs than  
Avoyelles. Avoyelles has m ore m edical staff an d provides m ore 
inm ate m edical contacts. Avoyelles also fills m ore prescriptions 
than the two private facilities. A ccording to ])OC offi cials, the 
inm ate population at Avoyelles m ay need m ore m edical services 
because of the selection of inm ates housed in the facility. 

Although the three institutions offer very sim ilar social 
rehabilitation program s, W inn offers m ore vocational-technical 
courses an d has a larger rehabilitation staff than the other two 
prisons. Avoyelles' per inm ate spending on rehabilitation is lower 
than A llen or W inn's. 
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Private Prisons 
H ave L ow er 

Security Costs 

C ontractual 

A rrangem ents 
W ith A llen and 

W inn 

The private prisons have m uch low er security costs than 
Avoyelles. A llen and W inn have sm aller num bers of correctional 
officers and, consequently, larger inm ate to correctional officer 
ratios than Avoyelles. W inn and A llen also havc a higher turn over 
of correctional officers than does Avoyelles. 

W inn reported the highest expenditures for adm inistration 
in fiscal year 1998-99. A llen reported the lowest. W inn allocates a 
percentage of its corporate overhead to adm inistrative operating 
costs. It also accounts for depreciation, com m issary purchases, and 
all em ployees' benefits in the Adm inistration category. These 
factors help explain W inn's higher adm inistration costs. In the 
cost data furnished us, Allen and Avoyelles did not include 
depreciation, and only included a portion of em ployee benefits, in 
the Adm inistration category. 

The state built and owns Avoyelles, W inn, and A llen. The 
state is responsible for heating, ventilation and air conditioning 

(HVAC) replacement. The two private companies are responsible 
in general, for all other facility m aintenance. In fiscal year 

1998-99, DOC spent approximately $39,000 and $59,000 at W inn 
and A llen, respectively, for H VA C-related costs. 

A llen an d W inn are m anaged under contract by W ackenhut 
Corrections Corporation and the Corrections Corporation of 
Am erica, respectively. These private com panies ar e generally 
responsible for m aintaining the facilities in term s of day-to-day 
operations and ar e paid a per diem . The contractual agreem ents 
between the state an d these two com panies provide for 
responsibilities regar ding A CA standar ds, m edical car e, education, 
rehabilitation, and security. Also, the contracts stipulate thal the 
State of Louisiana is to be held harm less from claim s and liability 
resulting from  acts or om issions to act of the contractors. 

Recom m endation 

4.1 The D O C should collect all costs associated w ith 
privately and publicly run facilities. In addition, the 
DO C should consider billing for its services in 
connection w ith privately run facilities. Contraetural 
arrangem ents should include provisions for billing for 
D O C serv ices to private contractors. 



 

B uilding N ew  

Prison C ould 
Provide Savings 

Building a new prison m ight yield cost savings to tbe state 
over the long term , if one of the m ore expensive prisons were 
replaced. D OC's average cost per day for each inm ate at 
Avoyelles was $25.91 in fiscal year 1998-99. This is som ewhat 
cheaper than  the average costs at other Level 11 (medium security) 
facilities. For instance, DOC's average cost was $35.22 per day at 
W ashington Correctional Institute, for a daily difference of $9.31 
com pared to Avoyelles. To ascertain if building another prison 

with a design (and associated costs) like Avoyelles would be 
beneficial, we m ade som e assumptions and computed potential 

savm gs 

The Legislative Fiscal Offi ce's Repol/to the Southern 

Legislative Conference contains projections of construction costs 
for new prisons. A new 1,500-bed prison in Louisiana was 

projected to cost $43,063,514 as of July 1999. W e assumed that 
Louisian a could issue a 25-year general obligation bond at 
6 percent interest to finan ce construction of a new facility and that 
this bond w ould be repaid in the 25th year. Interest costs for such a 

financing would total $2,584,000 annually ($43,063,514 x .06). 
The $9.31 daily savings for 1,500 inmates would yield almost $5.1 
million in ammal inmate incarceration cost savings (1,500 x $9.31 
x 365 days). This would result in annual savings of $2.5 million 
($5.1 million - $2.6 million of interest cost), ttowever, thc 
$43 million bond issue must be repaid in the 25th year (or ratably 
over 25 years). 

The actual savings from these assum ptions total ahnost 
$19.8 m illion over 25 years, if the bonds are not repaid until the 
25~ year. These savings could occur whether the state or a private 
com pany m an aged the facility. 

R ecom m endation 

4.2 The D O C should consider alternatives to high costs per 
day for incarceration. For exam ple, it could consider 
building new er facilities that are m ore effi cient and 
effective. 

M atter for Legislative Consideration 

4.1 The legislature m ay w ish to consider funding new er 
correctional facilities that are m ore cost effi cient. 
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L ouisiana H ouses 
40 Percent of 

Slate lnm ales in 

Local Facilities 

U se of Local Jails 

ls C heaper 

D O C 's O versight 
of Stale Inm ates 
in Local Facilities 

Louisiana houses m ore than 14,000 or m ore than  40 percent 
of its adult state inm ates in local facilities. This is due, in part, to 
the increasing state prison population. Expenditures for the 
Sheriffs' Housing of State Inm ates program are estim ated at $137 
m illion in fiscal year 1999-2000, according 'to the fiscal year 
2000-01 Executive Budget. The state pays a per diem of $23 to 
sheriffs and local governing authorities for each state inm ate 
housed in their local facilities. 

Louisiana ranks very high in the num ber and percentage of 
state inm ates housed in local facilities. In 1997, I,ouisiana had 

nearly one-third of all state inmates housed in local jails across the 
United States. In 1999, Louisiana ranked higher than  15 other 
Southern  states in the num ber of state inm ates housed locally. 

The DOC's ability to incarcerate stale inm ates in local 
facilities saves the state m oney. The $23 per diem paid for housing 
stale inm ates at the local level is less expensive than the daily 
operating costs of the adult state facilities. However, the num ber 
and variely of rehabilitation program s offered to state inm ates ill 
the local facilities are generally less extensive than  those offered ill 
the state facilities. As a result, DOC inmates housed in local jails 
m ay not be receiving the services necessary for their rehabilitation 

and successful return to society. 

The DOC exercises lim ited control over state inm ates in 

local jails. The DOC monitors local jails through the Basic Jail 
Guidelines audit process and keeps track of which jails state 
inmates are housed in. However, the local jails have day-to-day 
custody an d m anagem ent of state inm ates. Therefore, the DOC 
~aay ~ t be aw are if state inm ates receive adequate m edical, m ental 
health, rehabilitation, and security services in the m ost effective 

m an ner 

Reeom m endalions 

5.1 The D O C should consider establishing a contract 
process w ith those local correctional facilities housing 
state inm ates. The corltraet betw een the D O C and such 
local facilities should stipulate w hat services are to be 

provided by the jails ~nd who will pay for them. 



Executive Sum m ary 

Sheriffs 
D eterm ine W here 
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Inm ate Lncation 
and B illing 
V erification 

5.2 The D O C should have, in the contract, a provision that 
holds the state, D O C, its offi cers, agents, and em ployees 

harmless from claims and liability arising out of injury, 
death, property dam age, et cetera, that are the result of 
an act or om ission to act of the local law enforcem ent 

district or local correctional facility . This provision 
should stipulate that the law enforcem ent district or 

local correctional facility will repay the DOC if the 
D O C is held liable for an act or om ission of the district 

or local correctional facility. The agreement should also 
provide that the local district and/or facility will pay for 
the altorney fees, if found at fault. 

For the m ost part, local sheriffs in Louisiana determ ine 
which state inm ates will be sent to DOC facilities and which state 

inmates will be housed in their local jails. As a general rule, state 
imnates housed in local jails do not go through the Adult 
Reception an d Diagnostic Center (ARDC) at Hunt Correctional 
Center or sim ilar centers at LCIW  and W ade. These centers screen 
inm ates for proper classification and placem ent. A s a result, 
correctional staff m ay not be able to determ ine what services are 
necessary to effectively incarcerate and rehabilitate state inm ates 

housed in local jails. 

R ecom m endations 

5.3 The DO C should establish regulations m andating a 

screening process of state inmates in local jails reflective 
of processes at ARDC. Local jails should also report this 
classification inform ation to ARD C. This w ould allow the 
D O C to pinpoint problem inm ates and to m ake m ore 
adequate placem ent decisions. 

5.4 The DO C m ay w ant to study the feasibility of processing 
all state inm ates at D O C's ARDC facilities. 

The DOC uses the CAJUN ll (Corrections an d Justice 
Unified Network) system, maintained by Hunt Correctional 
Center's Adult Reception an d Diagnostic Center (ARDC), to verify 
accurate inm ate location an d billing associated w ith the housing of 

state inmates in local jails. If billing errors are not detected 
through lim ited sam pling, D OC has an other procedure to check 
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Perform ance 

D ata Presented in 
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billings. However, this procedure m ay not ascertain if the DOC is 
appropriately paying for inmates who are housed in local jails. 

W e checked 176 inmate names, from two jail rosters, 
through the CAJUN II system and found 14 (8 percent) potential 
problem s. M ore specifically, w e identified eight CAJUN records 
that contradicted the physical location of the inm ates listed on thc 

jail rosters. Also, we found no records in CAJUN for six inmate 
names. ARDC staff explained that sheriffs and local jails are 
supposed to notify them when inmates are tranferred. However, 
this does not always happen. As a result, there are discrepancies 

between invoices, or jail rosters, and CAJUN records. In additon, 
no records m ay exist for som e D OC inm ates because of delays in 
processing. Also, an official at Hunt stated that sheriffs m ay 
subm it nam es to the DOC of imnates who ar c not yet the financia 

responsibility of the DOC (e.g., parole violators), but this is not 
supposed to occur. 

R ecom m endation 

5.5 The DO C should evaluate the CAJUN 11 system  for 
accurate and com plete records. To do this, the 
departm ent m ay w ant to consider the reporting and 
recording processes that occur betw een ARD C and 
those local facilities housing state inm ates. Also, DO C 
should evaluate the effectiveness of its 10 percent 
sam pling verification m ethod to identify hilling errors. 

The fiscal year 1999-2000 Executive Budget presents 
incom plete perform ance data for the Sheriffs' ]-lousing of State 
Inm ates program . A lso, there is no uniform cost reporting by the 
local facilities associated w ith the housing of state inm ates. A s a 
result, it is very difficult for legislative, departm ent, and local 
officials to determ ine how the appropriated $137 m illion is being 
used. In addition, it m ay be difficult to determ ine if the m oney is 
being spent effectively an d efficiently. 

R ecom m endation 

5.6 The DOC, LSA, and sheriffs of local jails may want to 
cooperate w ith O PB to establish com plete perform ance 
data for the Sheriffs' H ousing of State Inm ates 
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program. By including complete performance data (i.e., 
mission, goals, objectives, and a mix of performance 
indicators), the legislature may be able to more easily 
determ ine w hat is being achieved w ith the $137 m illion 
spent on this program . 

Local facilities generally do not track and report expenses 
related to DOC inm ates. It follow s that they cannot break out 
adm inistration, incarceration, rehabilitiation, and health costs for 
state inm ates like DOC can for state prisons. A s a result, it is 
difficult for the legislature to determ ine exactly how m uch of the 
$137 m illion it appropriates to the Sheriffs' ttousing of State 
Inm ates program  is actually spent on D OC inm ates. The total 
expenditures reported in the 1999-2000 Executive Budget for thc 
DOC reached $573 m illion. The expenditures reported for the 
Sheriffs' Housing of State Inm ates program accounts for 24 
percent of the total expenditures. 

For several reasons, we sent out cost tem plates to 97 
sheriffs and local facilities that house DOC i,unates. First, we 
wanted to capture cost inform ation and determ ine how m uch it 
actually costs to house a state inm ate in a local facility. A lso, we 

wanted to determine if local jails had cost inform ation readily 
available. Finally, we wanted to see how much money local jails 
w ere spending on rehabilitation program s for state inm ates. O f the 
97 letters we m ailed, only six sheriffs and 14 other local facilities 

responded to our cost template requests (see Appendix C for the 
list of those who received cost tem plates and those who 

responded). An official of the Louisiana Sheriffs' Associalion 
stated that local sheriffs would have difficulty responding to our 
cost templates because they do not track and report costs like state 
facilities (i.e., administration, incarceration, rehabilitation, health). 
Sheriffs generally have law enforcem ent, tax collection, an d other 

functions besides operation of the jail. The local jail is typically 
not set up as a separate entity for accounting purposes. A lso, for 

some jails, another local governmental body (e.g., police jury) 
contributes to jail costs, in addition to the sheriff. 

After reviewing and analyzing the 20 cost tem plates we 

received, we concluded that the reported daily costs per inm ate 
ranged from a low of $13.68 at W est Carroll Detention Center to a 
high of $198 at Eunice. M ost local facilities were in the range of 
$20 to $35. For example, daily costs reported for Riverbend 
Detention Center were $21.74 per inmate in fiscal year 1997-98 
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and $20.04 in fiscal year 1998-99. W e could not calculate the 
costs for four of the 20 jails because of insufficient information 
The reliability of these num bers is suspect because m ost cost 
inform ation we received was r~ot audited. 

If sheriffs and local jails are unable to report cost 
inform ation for DOC inm ates in a detailed m anner, it is very 
difficult for policy m akers and departm ent officials to determ ine 
what the state and DOC are receiving for the per diem paym ents. 

lfthe local jails cannot break out costs and report them to DOC, it 
is diffi cult for legislative, departm ent, and local officials to 
determ ine if the current per diem is an  overestim ated or 
underestim ated figure. If the DOC is responsible for these 
inm ates, it needs to establish and m aintain m ore effective 
oversight. To do this, the D OC needs m ana~,em ent tools including 
accurate cost data and perform an ce data. 

R ecom m endation 

5.7 The legislature, D O C, and LSA m ay w ant to consider 
establishing uniform  cost reporting for the local 
facilities housing state inm ates. Costs could be reported 
by adm inistration, incarceration, rehabilitation, and 

health. This type of reporting w ould be m ore reflective 
of costs reported by the state prsions and m ight give 
legislative, departm ent, and local offi cials an idea of 
how m uch m oney is actually spent on the D O C inm ates 
and for w hat types of program s. 

M atter for Legislative Consideration 

5.1 The legislature m ay w ish to consider, and com m unicate 
to D O C, w hat cost com ponents should be reported by 

the local jails regarding the housing of state inmates. 
Cost reporting requirm ents could then be developed 
and m onitored by D O C. U ltim ately, D O C and the local 
facilities could report the requested cost inform ation to 
the legislature. 



 

M ore 

R ehabilitation 
M ight R educe 
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in A dult Inm ates 

$6 M illion Spent 
on R ehabilitation 

in Fiscal Y ear 
1998-99 

The num ber of Louisiana's adult inm ates in state facilities 

grew by 57.5 percent (7,050 inmates) between 1989 and 1999. By 
2004, the adult inmate population in state facilities is projected to 
grow an additional 18.4 percent. 

One way that Louisiana can seek to meet this projected 
influx of new state inm ates is by seeking to reduce our state's 
recidivism rate. One m eans of reducing recidivism could involve 
increased reliance on inm ate rehabilitation program s. 

In fiscal year 1998-99, Louisiana spent at least $6 m illion 
for adult prison rehabilitation program s, Yet currently it is nearly 
im possible to determ ine if the state's recidivism rate is im pacted 
by the m illions of dollars spent each year on rehabilitation 
program s. Because of the am ount of funds being spent, it m ay be 
of interest to the legislature an d to the DOC to consider whether 
rehabilitation program s have a beneficial impact on the recidivism 
rates of form er inm ates and, therefore, on the safety of the 
Louisiana public. 

The DOC an d local correctional facilities have not regularly 
com piled program -specific recidivism inform ation that could serve 
to support the cost-effectiveness of these program s. Several 
m onths ago, the DOC began an organized effort to collect 
recidivism inform ation on inm ates who participate in certain types 
of rehabilitation. Beginning in the next fiscal year, legislative and 

departm ent offi cials should begin to receive information about the 
effect of rehabilitation on recidivism . 

R ecom m endation 

6.1 The D O C, in cooperation w ith the O PB and legislative 
staff, shm dd regularly gather and report perform ance 
inform ation related to the success of rehabilitation 
program s in curbing recidivism . This inform ation 

should include DOC inmates being housed in local jails. 

The gathering and reporting of this inform ation on the 
relationship betw een rehabilitation and recidivism m ay 
assist the legislature in its budget deliberations. It can 
help to determ ine w hether the funds currently provided 
for rehabilitation have a cost-effective im pact on 
reducing the recidivism rate of Louisiana inm ates. 
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There is no consensus am ong researchers as to whether 
rehabilitation program s reduce recidivism . Researchers found thai 
drug treatm ent program s m ay reduce recidivism . In addition, sex 
offender program s m ay have an im pact on recidivism , ttowever, 
studies present differing conclusions on the im pact of thesc 
program s. The im pacts of education program s and prison industry 
program s rem ain unclear am ong researchers. 

M innesota is a stale that places great em phasis on 

rehabilitation as a m eans of curbing recidivism . 111 1995, 
M innesota's DOC spent more than $17 m illion on rehabilitation 
program s for adult institutions, Yet M innesota's recidivism rates 
do not vary appreciably from those of other states. Allhough 
Louisiana has a comparatively low level of rehabilitation program 

funding (more than $6 million in fiscal year 1998-99), our 
recidivism rate for adult offenders is essentially identical to that 
found in M innesota . Louisiana's recidivism rate for inm ates in 
adult facilities w ithin three years after release is 40.3 percent, 
com par ed with 40 percent in M innesota. 

Studies of the Blue W aiters substan ce abuse program at 
D ixon Correctional Institute and of vocational and GEl) program s 

at the Louisiana Correctional Institute for W omen (LCIW ) support 
the value of rehabilitation program s in reducing recidivism . 
Specifically, the Blue W alters study suggests that rehabilitation, 
when coupled w ith post-release follow-up, m ay be effective in 
reducing recidivism  and prom oting em ploym ent. The LCIW  study 
concluded that education program s reduce recidivism . 

M atter for Legislative Consideration 

6.1 The legislature m ay w ish to m andate further study of 
the relationship betw een rehabilitation program s and 
reductions in inm ate recidivism in Louisiana. Based on 
careful consideration of inform ation obtained from all 
available studies, the legislature m ay w ish to consider 
the desirability of requiring rehabilitation program s for 

the state inmates currently housed in local jails. 
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Initiation 
and 

Objectives 

In the 1999 Regular Session, the Louisiana Legislature 
enacted House Concurrent Resolution N um ber 43. This resolution 
requested the Legislative Auditor to conduct a study and 
com parison of state-operated an d privately operated correctional 
facilities in Louisiana to determ ine the overall effectiveness and 
efficiency of each. In addition, the resolution requested the 
Legislative Auditor to look at operating costs, types and quality of 
services, recidivism rates, and security concerns. On August 26, 
1999, the Legislative Audit A dvisory Council approved this audit. 

The legislature appropriated $328.4 million to the 
Departm ent of Public Safety an d Corrections, Corrections Serv ices 

(DOC) to house adult inmates and juvenile offenders in state 
facilities for fiscal year 1999-2000. The legislature appropriated 
another $137.4 million for the Sheriffs' ttousing of State Inmates 
program in fiscal year 1999-2000 to house adult and juvenile 
offenders in state custody in parish and local jails. 

Over the past 10 years the num ber of adult inm ate and 

juvenile offenders in state custody has increased substan tially. 
Currently, there ar e m ore than 33,000 adult inm ates and m ore than 

2,000 juvenile offenders housed in state, private, or local 
correctional facilities. The increasing dem an d for bed space for 

both the adult and the juvenile offender population has significant 
cost and safety im plications for the state. Therefore, the prim ary 

objectives of this audit were as follows: 

Analyz~e the operating costs for DOC's adult and 

juvenile correctional facilities for fiscal years 
1997-98 and 1998-99 

Com par e the operational costs and services rendered 
at three nearly identical prisons: the state-operated 

Avoyelles Correctional Center (Avoyelles) an d the 
privately-operated A llen Correctional Center 

(Allen) and W ilm Correctional Center (W inn) 

Determ ine recidivism rates in Louisiana and assess 
the effect of rehabilitation program s on recidivism  
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R eport 
C onclusions 

Determine projected adult inmate and juvenile 
offender population growth and associated growt h 
in state expenditures 

Analyze the operating costs for local jails in 
Louisiana that housed adult inmates in state custody 
for fiscal years 1997-98 and 1098-99 

Exam ine the process of housing state inm ates in 

local jails, an d compare Louisiana's practices with 
other states and also, com pare services provided to 

state inmates in local jails with services offered in 
D OC facilities 

Louisiana's adult inm ate population is expected to grow 

9,000 by the year 2003. The DOC has projected that the total 
Louisiana adult inm ate population w ill reach 42,706 by June 
2003. This w ill be a 27 percent increase from  approxim ately 
33,700 inm ates in 1999. 

From 1990 to 1998, the nation's federal and state adult 
prison population increased at an average annual rate of 
6.7 percent. The prison population increased nearly 528,100 in 

eight years. O ver the sam e tim e period, Louisiana's adult 
prison population rose at an average annual rate of 7.1 percent 
and increased by 13,628. In the last 10 years, the inm ate 
population in the Southern Legislative Conference states has 
m ore than doubled from 235,000 to alm os! 505,000 inm ates 
housed in state facilities. From  1989 to 1999, Louisiana 
reported a 57 percent increase in its inm ate population housed 

in state adult correctional facilities. 

The DOC reported a secure juvenile population of 2,039 
as of June 1999. It has projected that the secure juvenile 
population in Louisiana will decline to 1,970 through year 2002 
before it rises to 2,095 by June 2004. 

The D O C estim ates that Louisiana's adult correctional 
facilities, w ork release centers, and local facilities w ill add 
alm ost 10,000 beds through 2002-03. This w ould bring the 
total available bed space to m ore than 43,000. Yet this increase 
in bed space w ill do little m ore than keep pace w ith the inm ate 

population increase projected by DOC. The total capital and 
operating costs associated w ith grow th in bed space m ay reach 
m ore than $175 m illion in this four-year period. M ore than 



Chaplet One: IntToc~uc%ion 

$122 m illion of these costs w ould have to be funded by the 
State of Louisiana. 

In seeking solutions, D O C should consider the m ost 
cost-effective and cost-effi cient m eans of m anaging Louisiana's 
state prison population, focusing on all elem ents of corrections 
costs. D O C should also continue studying cost-effective 
alternatives to traditional form s of incarceration. 

In fiscal year 1998-99, D O C 's direct operating 

expenditures for housing state adult and juvenile offenders 
w ere alm ost $400 m illion. D O C spent $233 m illion and $51.3 

million to operate the state adult and juvenile facilities, 
respectively. The departm ent spent an additional $115 m illion 

to house state offenders in local jail facilities. (Housing of state 
offenders in local jails is discussed in Chapter 5). These 
expenditures do not include certain adm inistrative, capital and 
other costs associated w ith incarcerating offenders. 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the D O C spent all average of 
$35.04 per day to house an offender in a state adult 
correctional facility. An average of $39.20 per day w as spent to 

house maximum seeurity inmates, compared to an average of 
$29.90 for mininm m security inmates. The DOC's average 
expenditures to keep a juvenile offender in a Louisiana facility 
w ere $72.86 per day. 

Incarceration is, by far, the m ost expensive com ponent 
of prison costs. In fiscal year 1998-99, it accounts for alm ost 
77 percent of total adult facilities' expenditures and for 

61 percent of juvenile facilities' expenditures. In fiscal year 
1998-99, the DO C spent an average of $30.51 per day to 
provide only the incarceration portion of housing an adult 

offender in a maximum-security state adult correctional 
facility. Salary is the largest com ponent of incarceration costs 
The physical plant layout and the custody categories of adult 
inm ates affect the num ber of correctional officers needed to 

control a facility . 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the DO C spent an average of 
$4.39 per day to provide only the health care portion of 
keeping an inm ate in a state adult correctional facility. DO C 
funded health care expenses represent only a portion of total 
state spending for the health of Louisiana's state offenders. 

The Louisiana State University M edical Center System (the 
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charity hospitals) provided $25 million of heallh services in 
fiscal year 1998-99 for the treatm ent of state inm ates and 

juvenile offenders. (The M edical Center System does not keep 
cost information on services provided to inmates.) Using an 
estim ate of $12 m illion of actual costs for adult offenders, 
charity hospital care w ould increase the average expenditure 
by $1.03 from $4.39 to $5.42 per day for each inm ate in a state 
prison. 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the l)O C spent an average of 
$3.13 per day to provide only the adm inislration portion of 
keeping an adult offender in a state prison. In fiscal year 

1997-98, the DO C spent an average of $4.29 per day. The m ain 
reason for this decrease in expenditures is that a sm aller 
am ount of insurance prem ium s w as paid in fiscal year 1998-99. 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the DO C spent an average of 
$0.50 per day to provide only the rehabilitation portion of 
keeping an adult offender in a state prison. The Louisiana 

Com munity and Technical College System spent m ore than 
$3.4 m illion to conduct courses at adult prisons. This System 's 
expenditures average $0.51 per day per inm ate and thus 
increase the average expenditure to $1.01 per day for each 
inm ate in a Louisiana adult correctional facility. 

The I)O C spent m ore than $51.3 m illion in fiscal year 

1998-99 to keep juvenile offenders in Louisiana facilities. This 
averages $72.86 per day for each juvenile offender. In fiscal 
year 1997-98, the average spent for each offender w as $72.11. 

DOC spends a much larger proportion of total juvenile 
facilities' expenditures on juvenile rehabilitation programs 
(11 percent) than the percentage of total adult facilities' 
expenditures spent on adult rehabilitation (1.4 percent). This 
is because juvenile offenders must be provided a 
com prehensive education. 

DO C entered into cooperative endeavor agreem ents for 
the operation of Jena and Tallulah. These agreem ents 
originally obligated DO C for 25 years or until principal and 
interest on debt incurred to construct the facilities are paid off. 
However, the agreement with the City of Tallulah was 
am ended several tim es. O ne am endm ent provided that D O C 
w ould pay debt principal and interest, property taxes, and 
insurance in the event D O C took over operation of Tallulah. A 
later am endm ent consolidated these specific costs, in the event 



of a takeover, into a reduced per diem  of $16.62 for 686 
offenders. This am ounts to $4.2 m illion annually. DO C 
assum ed operation of Tallulah in Septem ber 1999. U nder 
provisions of the contract, the per diem  does not reduce once 
the facility's construction debt has been repaid. DO C is in 
negotiations w ith the contractor concerning contract 
provisions. 

In fiscal year 1998-99, DO C spent an average of $25.91 
per inm ate per day to operate A llen Correctional Center 

(Allen) and Avoyelles Correctional Center (Avoyelles). DOC 
spent an average of $27.02 per day to operate XVinn 

Correctional Center (W inn). However, in fiscal year 1998-99, 
the Louisiana Comm unity and Technical College System spent 
approxim ately $95,000 and $300,000 at Allen and Avoyelles, 
respectively, to provide vocational-technical courses. W hen 
these expenditures are added to D O C 's operational expenses, 

an average of $26.08 per inm ate per day was spent for Allen, 
$26.44 for Avoyelles, and $27.02 for W inn. 

These expenditure figures do not include capital costs 
such as building depreciation and interest. The expenditure 
num bers for Avoyelles do not include any D O C headquarters' 

adm inistrative costs. The expenditure figures for the tw o 

privately managed facilities (W inn and Allen) are based on 
contractual paym ents m ade by the DO C, plus som e 
m aintenance and repair costs incurred by the DO C for these 
tw o prisons. 

A llen and W inn have low er m edical operating costs 
than Avoyelles. Avoyelles has m ore m edical staff and provides 
m ore inm ate m edical contacts. Avoyclles also fills m ore 
prescriptions than the tw o private facilities. The inm ate 
population at Avoyelles m ay need m ore m edical services 
because of tile selection of inm ates housed in the facility, 
according to a D O C offi cial. 

Although the three institutions offer ve~T sim ilar social 
rehabilitation program s, W iun offers m ore vocational- 
technical courses and has a larger rehabilitation staff than the 

other tw o prisons. Avoyelles reports a low er per inm ate 
spending on rehabilitation than does A llen or W inn. 

The private prisons have m uch low er security costs than 

Avoyelles. Allen and W inn have smaller numbers of security 



Page 6 Adult and Juvenile Correctional Facilities in Louisiana 

offi cers and, consequently, larger inm ate to security offi cer 
ratios than Avoyelles. W inn and Allen also have a higher 
turnover of security offi cers than does Avoyelles. 

Avoyelles, W inn, and A llen are nearly identical in size, 
design, and the type and num ber of inm ates. The state built 
and ow ns all three facilities. The state is responsible for 

heating, ventilation and air conditioning (ItVAC) replacement 
The tw o private com panies are responsible, in general, for all 
other facility m aintenance. In fiscal year 1998.-99, D O C spent 
approxim ately $39,000 and $59,000 at W inn and A llen, 
respectively, for H VAC-related costs. 

Allen and W inn are m anaged under contract by 
W akenhut Corrections Corporation and the Corrections 
Corporation of A m erica, respectively. These private 
com panies are generally responsible for m aintaining the 
facilities in term s of day-to-day operations and are paid a per 
diem . The contractual agreem ents between the state and these 
tw o com panies provide for responsibilities regarding A CA 
standards, m edical care, education, rehabilitation, and 
security. A lso, the contracts stipulate that the State of 

Louisiana is to be held harm less from claims and liability 
resulting from acts or om issions to act of the contractors. 

Louisiana houses 14,000 or m ore than 40 percent of its 
adult state inm ates in local facilities. This is due, in part, to the 
increasing state prison population. Expenditures for the 
Sheriffs' H ousing of State Inm ates program has reached $137 
m illion according to the fiscal year 2000-01 Executive Budget. 
The state pays a per diem of $23 to sheriffs and local governing 
authorities for each state inm ate housed in their local facilities. 

Louisiana ranks very high in the num ber and 

percentage of state inm ates housed in local facilities. In 1997, 
Louisiana had nearly one-third of all state inm ates housed in 

local jails across the United States. In 1999, Louisiana ranked 
higher than 15 other southern states in the num ber of state 
inm ates housed locally. An official from  the N ational Institute 
of Corrections told us that Louisiana's practice of housing 

state inmates in local jails for their entire sentence represents 
very  m uch the exception. H ow ever, according to D O C 
Secretary R ichard Stalder, President of the A m erican 
Corrections Association, other states are outsoureing D O C 

inmates not only to local jails but also to other states. 



Chapter One: Introduction 

The I)O C 's ability to incarcerate state inm ates in local 

facilities is saving the state m oney. Thc $23 per diem paid for 
housing state inm ates at the local level is less expensive than 
the daily costs of the adult state facilities. H ow ever, the 

services provided in most local jails with such a per diem arc 
not as extensive as those offered in state facilities. 

For the m ost part, local sheriffs in Louisiana determ ine 
w hich state inm ates w ill be sent to D O C facilities and w hich 

state inmates will be housed in their local jails. As a general 
rule, state inmates housed in local jails do not go through the 
adult reception and diagnostic centers at Itunt Correctional 
Center, Louisiana Correctional Institute for W om en, and 
W ade Correctional Center. These centers screen inm ates for 
proper classification and placem ent. As a result, correctional 
staff m ay not be able to determ ine w hat serv ices are necessary 
to effectively incarcerate and rehabilitate state inm ates housed 

in local jails. 

In addition, the number and variety of rehabilitation 
program s offered to state inm ates in the local facilities are 
generally less extensive than those offered in the state facilities. 

As a result, DOC inmates housed in local jails may not be 
receiving serv ices necessary  for their rehabilitation and 
successful return to society. 

The D O C exercises lim ited control over state inm ates in 

local jails. The DOC monitors local jails through the Basic Jail 
Guidelines audit process and keeps track of which jails state 
inmates are housed in. However, the local jails have day-to- 
day custody and m anagem ent of state inm ates. Therefore, the 

D O C m ay not be aw are if adequate m edical, m ental health, 

rehabilitation, and security services are being delivered for 
state inm ates in the m ost effective m anner. 

The DOC uses the CAJUN 1I (Corrections and Justice 
Unified Network) system, maintained by Hunt's ARDC, to 
verify accurate inm ate location and billing associated w ith the 

housing of state inmates in local jails. If billing errors are not 
detected through lim iled sam pling, D O C has another 
procedure to check billings. H ow ever, this procedure m ay not 
ensure that the D O C is appropriately paying for inm ates who 

are housed ill local jails. 
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The fiscal year 1999-2000 Executive Budget presents 
incom plete perform ance data for the Sheriffs' H ousing of State 
Inm ates program . A lso, there is no uniform  cost reporting by 
the local facilities associated w ith the housing of state inm ates. 
A s a result, it is very diffi cult for legislative, departm ent, and 
local offi cials to determ ine how the appropriated $137 m illion 
is being used. In addition, it m ay be diffi cult to determ ine if 
the m oney is being spent effectively and effi ciently. 

The num ber of Louisiana's adult inm ates in state 

facilities grew by 57.5 percent (7,050 inmates) between 1989 
and 1999. By 2004, the adult inm ate population in state 

facilities is projected to grow an additional 18.4 percent. One 
way that Louisiana can seek to meet this projected influx of 
new state inm ates is by seeking to reduce our state's recidivism 
rate. O ne m eans of reducing recidivism could involve 
increased reliance on inm ate rehabilitation program s. 

In fiscal year 1998-99, Louisiana spent at least 
$6 m illion for adult prison rehabilitation program s. Y et 
currently it is nearly im possible to determ ine if the state's 
recidivism  rate is im pacted by the m illions of dollars spent 
each year on rehabilitation program s. Because of the am ount 
of funds beiug spent, it m ay be of interest to the legislature and 
to the DO C to consider w hether rehabilitation program s have 
a beneficial im pact on the recidivism  rates of form er inm ates 
and, therefore, on the safety of the Louisiana public. 

The I)O C and local correctional facilities have not 
regularly com piled program -specific recidivism inform ation 
that could serve to support the cost-effectiveness of these 
program s. Several m onths ago, the DO C began an organized 
effort to collect recidivism inform ation on inm ates w ho 

part icipate in certain types of rehabilitation. Beginning in the 
next fiscal year, legislative and depart m ent offi cials should 
begin to receive inform ation about the effect of rehabilitation 
on recidivism . 

H ow ever~ there is no consensus am ong researchers as to 
w hether rehabilitation program s reduce recidivism . 
R esearchers found that drug treatm ent program s m ay reduce 
recidivism . In addition, sex offender program s m ay have an 
im pact on recidivism . H ow ever, studies present differing 
conclusions on the im pact of these program s. The im pacts of 
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Scope and 
M ethodology 

education program s and prison industry program s rem ain 

unclear am ong researchers. 

M innesota is a state that places great em phasis on 
rehabilitation as a m eans of curbing recidivism . In 1995, 

M innesota's D O C spent m ore than $17 m illion on 
rehabilitation program s for adult institutiuns com pared to 

Louisiana's $6 m illion spent in fiscal year 1998-99. Yet 
M innesota's recidivism  rates do not vary  appreciably from 
those of other states. In particular, Louisianags recidivism rate 
for inm ates in adult facilities w ithin three years after release is 

40.3 percent, com pared w ith 40 percent in M innesota. 

In 1993, the U .S. Justice D epartm ent conducted a study 

of Hunt Correctional Center's boot camp program (the 
IM PACT program). This study found no statistically 
significant differences in arrest rates during tbe first six 

m onths of com m unity supervision betw een those w ho 
com pleted the IM PACT program  and those w ho either 
dropped out of the program  or did not participate. A 1996 
U.S. Justice Departm ent study found that graduates of 
Louisiana's boot cam p program  did have a low er recidivism 
rate than other inm ates. H ow ever, this study attributed the 
low er recidivism rate to the intensive supervision received by 
the form er boot cam p inm ates follow ing their release, not to 
their boot cam p experience. 

Studies of the Blue W aiters substance abuse program at 
Dixon Correctional Institute and of vocational and G ED 
program s at the Louisiana Correctional Institute for W om en 

(LCIW ) support the value of rehabilitation programs in 
reducing recidivism . Specifically, the Blue W aiters study 
suggests that rehabilitation, w hen coupled w ith post-release 
follow -up, m ay be effective in reducing recidivism and 
prom oting em ploym ent. The LCIW  study concluded that 
education program s reduce recidivism . 

This perfom aance audit w as conducted under the provisions 
of Title 24 of the Louisiana Revised Statutes of 1950, as am ended. 
A ll perform ance audits are conducted in accordan ce with generally 
accepted govern m ent auditing stan dards as prom ulgated by the 
Com ptroller General of the United States. W ork on this audit 
began in July 1999 an d ended in Jan uary 2000. 
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Scope 

This audit focused on adult and juvenile facilities of the 
DOC and on some local jails that house state inmates. 
Specifically, this audit focused on operating costs, and types and 
levels of services at these facilities. Furtherm ore, w e exam ined the 
com parative differences am ong three nearly identical prisons, two 
of which are privately operated. Finally, the audit gathered 
inform ation on the state's process of housing inm ates in state 

custody in local jails. 

Because of tim e constraints, w e relied on unaudited cost 
an d other data provided by D OC and by individual correctional 
facilities. Som e of these data w ere generated electronically. W c 
also relied on DOC's m anagem ent and EDP controls and did not 
assess the effectiveness of these controls. 

M ethodology 

To obtain a general understanding of the laws, regulations, 

and procedures governing DOC's housing of adult and juvenile 
offenders in state, private, and local correctional facilities, we 
perform ed the following procedures: 

Reviewed the Louisiana Revised Statutes, Attorney 
General opinions, D OC rules and regulations, 
Am erican Correctional A ssociation standards, Basic 
Jail Guidelines, and news accounts concerning the 
level of security, m edical car e and rehabilitation 
offered to state inm ates 

Reviewed DOC's operational audil reports and other 
D OC intern al reports for each correctional facility 
in order to becom e fam iliar w ith internal controls 
and inform ation DOC uses to oversee its adult and 

juvenile facilities 

Conducted resear ch to identify national an d state 
studies addressing costs associated with prison 
operations 

W e maalyzed the operating costs an d the services provided 

by adult and juvenile facilities. To achieve this, we performed the 
following procedures: 
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Review ed and an alyzed cost and other inform ation 
for fiscal years 1997-98 and 1998-99 furn ished us 
by D OC to determ ine operating costs of its adult 

and juvenile correctional facilities 

Reviewed the 1999-2000 Executive Budget and the 
2000-2001 Executive Budget an d related docum ents 

Reviewed contracts between DOC and W ackenhut 
Corrections Corporation, which m anages A llen and 
the .lena Correctional Center for Youth; between 
DOC and Corrections Corp oration of Am erica, 
which m an ages W inn; between the City of Tallulah 
and I)OC; and DOC's contracts with two local law 
enforcem ent districts 

Interviewed officials of the N ational Institute of 
Corrections, CEGA Services, Inc., an d the DOC to 
determ ine if there is a uniform  m ethod of 
organ izing prison operational costs 

Interviewed D OC an d Offi ce of Planning and 

Budget (OPB) offi cials to obtain cost an d budgel 
inform ation, as well as background inform ation on 
various issues related to operations of correctional 
facilities in Louisiana 

Interv iewed offi cials with the Louisian a 
Com m unity an d Technical College System and thc 
LSU Health Care Services Division of the LSU 
M edical Center System to estim ate how m uch non- 
DOC m oney is spent providing rehabilitation and 
m edical serv ices to offenders 

Reviewed Bureau of,lustice Statistics Bulletins, 
D OC's 1999 Briefing Book, and a 1999 Louisiana 
Legislative Fiscal Offi ce Report to obtain a 

projection of inmate growth 

V isited 10 publicly an d privately operated adult and 

juvenile facilities to obtain information related to 
serv ices rendered an d interviewed offi cials at the 
faeilities an d adult inm ates 

W e an alyzed D OC's cost inform ation for the 11 adult and 5 

juvenile facilities for the last two fiscal years. W e did not audit the 
cost data furnished us by D OC an d the correctional facilities, To 
control for the factor of differing offender population sizes, w e 
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divided the cost category expenditures at each facility by the 
num ber of offenders housed in that facility, and calculated an 
average cost per offender per day. W e present a clearer picture of 
Louisiana's total rehabilitation and health care costs to house 
offenders in state facilities. To accom plish this, in Chapters 3, 4, 
and 6, we added expenditures by the Louisian a Com m unity and 
Technical College System to DOC's rehabilitation costs. In 
Chapter 3, w e estim ated am ounts spent by the LSU M edical 
System and included these am ounts with DOC's health care costs. 

In order to have m ore detailed cost inform ation for W inn, 

Allen, Tallulah, and Jena (the four privately managed facilities), 
we derived expenses for these tacilities in certain exhibits 
contained in Chapter 3 and Chapter 6. DOC pays these four 
facilities on a per diem  contract basis and, therefore, has no 
breakdown of costs am ong the four cost cate~,ories we use in this 

report (administrative, incarceration, health, and rehabilitation). 
However, these four privately m anaged facilities furnished us cost 
inform ation organized by the four cost categories. W e used the 
cost data provided by the facilities as a basis for allocaling D OC's 
contract paym ents into the four cost categories. 

W e also com pared A voyelles financially w ith an other 
prison, to determ ine if it m ight be cheaper to replace an older, 
expensive prison w ith a prison designed like Avoyelles, that is 
cheaper to operate. W e assumed construction cosls of $43 million 
for a 1,500 bed facility an d that this cost would be financed with a 
25-year bond at 6 percent interest. 

W e then an alyzed the operating costs, staffing, an d services 
provided by W iun , Allen, and Avoyelles to identify differences and 
sim ilarities am ong these three nearly identical facilities. W e 
perfom aed the following procedures: 

To obtain an understanding of previous 
com parisons of private versus publicly m anaged 
prisons, we reviewed an LSU study, a General 
Accounting Office study, a Tennessee privatization 
study, an d other sim ilar studies. 

W e analyzed the m edical, rehabilitation, and 
security services provided at Avoyelles, Allen, and 
W inn to identify sim ilarities and differences. 
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W e studied the im pact rehabilitation has on reducing 
recidivism rates. To do this, we did the following: 

~ Review ed Bureau of Justice Statistics studies, D OC's 
1999 Briefing Book, an d a 1997 study conducted by the 
M innesota Legislative Auditor's Office to detem line 
the im pact of rehabilitation program s on recidivism , 
incidence ofrecidivisrn, and contributing factors 

~ Interviewed DOC offi cials concerning recidivism 

~ Reviewed studies done at two Louisiana facilities 
concerning the effect of rehabilitation on recidivism 

W e exam ined Louisiana's practice of housing state inm ates 

in local jails. W e performed the following procedures: 

Reviewed the Basic Jail Guidelines (BJG) and 
DOC's internal reports to becom e fam iliar w ith 

controls DOC uses to oversee local jails housing 
state inm ates 

Interviewed offi cials of DOC and the Louisiana 
Sheriffs' A ssociation to obtain an understanding of 

the process of placing state inmates in local jails and 
the serv ices provided 

Sent cost templates to 97 sheriffs and jails housing 
state imnates to get an idea of the cost of housing 

inmates and to ascertain if jail operating costs were 
readily available 

Reviewed cost tem plates for fiscal years 1997-98 

and 1998-99 provided by 20 sheriffs and local jails 
to attem pt to determ ine the cost Io house state 

inmates in local jails 

Checked the accuracy of inm ate location 
inform ation in D OC's CAJUN 11 system by taking a 

random sample from two large local jails' rosters 
and looking up the sam pled inm ates in the CAJUN 
11 system 

~ Visited five local facilities and interviewed offi cials 
to obtain inform ation related to services provided 

Interviewed N ational Institute of Corrections' staff 
and audit and corrections staff from  M ississippi, 
Texas, and Pennsylvania to obtain feedback 
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A reas for Further 
Study 

Facility N am e 

A bbreviations 

regarding national trends for the local housing of 

state inm ates 

Interviewed a form er court-appointed expert to 
obtain feedback on Loui siana's housing of its 

inmates in local jails 

A reas fur Further Study. A s w ill be seen in Chapter 2, 

Louisiana's projected expansion of correctional facilities will do 
little m ore than keep these facilities at nearly full capacity. 
Therefore, in an effort to seek long-term solutions to offender 
population growth, and resulting cost increases, the follow ing areas 
should be considered for further study: 

Tile im pact of rehabilitation program s at 
Louisiana's correctional facilities on the recidivism 
rates of offenders com pleting these program s 

Alternatives to traditional incarceration, such as 
com m unity confinem ent, hom e detention, 
intem littent confinem ent , and com m unity service 

In our report, we use the follow ing abbreviations for the 

names of the state's 11 adult and 5 juvenile facilities: 

Louisian a Stale Penitentiary (Angola) 

Elayn Hunt Correctional Center (Hunt) 

Louisiana Correctional Institute for W omen (LCIW ) 

David W ade Correctional Center (W ade) 

Allen Correctional Center (Allen) 

W inn Correctional Center (W inn) 

Avoyelles Correctional Center (Avoyelles) 

Dixon Correctional Institute (Dixon) 

C. Paul Phelps Correctional Center (Phelps) 

W ashington Correctional Institute (W CI) 

W ork Training Facility-North (W TF-N) 

Swanson Correclional Center for Youth (Swanson) 

Jetson Correctional Center for Youth (Jetson) 
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R eporl 
O rganization 

Bridge City Correctional Center for Youth (Bridge 
City) 

Tallulah Correctional Center for Youth (Tallulah) 

Jena Correctional Center for Youth (Jena) 

The rem ainder of this report is organized as follows 

Chapter 2 gives a projection of adult inmate and 
juvenile offender population growth and associated 
costs. 

Chapter 3 analyzes operational costs for adult and 

juvenile correctional facilities. 

Chapter 4 gives the results of the com parisons of 
operational costs and services rendered at 
Avoyelles, W irm , an d A llen. 

Chapter 5 describes Louisiana's practice of housing 

state inmates in local jails. The chapter presents 
state and national statistics and explains the 
processes and consequences related to lhe housing 
of state inm ates in local facilities. In addition, this 
chapter considers D OC oversight and the lack of 
perform an ce data and cost reporting. Lastly, the 
chapter provides feedback from a national source 
and a form er court-appointed expert. 

Chapter 6 discusses the im pact of rehabilitation 
program s on reducing recidivism i"ates. 

A ppendix A : Analysis of Operating Costs of Adult 
an d Juvenile Facilities 

Appendix B: Com parison of Costs, Services, an d 
Staffi ng at W inn, A llen, an d Avoyelles 

Appendix C: A list of sheriffs and local jails that 
were m ailed cost tem plates and those that responded 

Appendix D : Response letter of the Departm ent of 
Public Safety an d Corrections, Corrections Serv ices 

~ A ppendix E: Response letter 
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Chapter 2: Projections for Adult and Juvenile 
C orrectional Populations 

C hapter 
C onclusions 

Louisiana's adult state inm ate population is expected to 

grow 9,000 by the year 2003. The DOC has projected that the 
total Louisiana adult inm ate population w ill reach 42,706 by 
June 2003. This w ill be a 27 percent increase from 
approxim ately 33,700 inm ates in 1999. 

From  1990 to 1998, the nation's federal and state adult 
prison population increased at an average annual rate of 
6.7 percent. The prison population increased nearly 528,100 in 

eight years. O ver the sam e period, Louisiana's adult prison 
population rose at an average annual rate of 7.1 percent and 

increased by 13,628. In the last 10 years, the inm ate 

population in the Southern Legislative Conference (SLC) states 
has m ore than doubled. From 1989 to 1999, Louisiana 
reported a 57 percent increase in its inm ate population housed 
in state adult correctional facilities. 

The I)OC reported a secure juvenile population of 2,039 
as of June 1999. It has projected that the secure juvenile 
population in Louisiana w ill decline to 1,970 through year 2002 
before it rises to 2,095 by June 2004. 

The D O C estim ates that Louisiana's adult correctional 
facilities, w ork release centers, and local facilities w ill add 
alm ost 10,000 beds through 2002-03. This w ould bring the 
total available bed space to m ore than 43,000. Yet this increase 
in bed space w ill do little m ore than keep pace w ith the inm ate 

population increase projected by DOC. The total capital and 
operating costs associated w ith grow th in bed space m ay reach 
m ore than $175 m illion in this four-year period. M ore than 
$122 m illion of these costs would have to be funded by the 
State of Louisiana. 

In seeking solutions, D O C should consider the m ost 
cost-effective and cost-efficient m eans of m anaging Louisiana's 
state prison population, focusing on all elem ents of corrections 
costs. DO C should also continue studying cost-effective 
alternatives to traditional form s of incarceration. 
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N ational and 
Louisiana Figures 

Show Increase in 

A dult Prison 
Population 

A dult Inm ate 

Population in the 

Southern States 
H as M ore T han 

D oubled 

Louisiana's adult state inm ate population is expected to 

grow by 9,000 (27% ) by the year 2003. DOC projects the adult 
population in state prisons, w ork release centers, and local facilities 
to total 42,706 inm ates by June 2003. In October 1999, the D OC 
reported a total inm ate population of 33,690. 

From  1990 to 1998, the nation's federal and state adult 
prison population rose at an average annual rate of 6.7 percent 
and Louisiana's adult prison population grew by 7.1 percent. 
According to the U .S. Departm ent of Justice's "Bureau of Justice 
Statistics Bulletin: Prisoners in 1998," the U .S. prison population 
increased by nearly 528,100 inm ates in eight years. A total of 

1,302,019 imnates were under the jurisdiction of slate or federal 
correctional authorities by 1998. Overall, state prisons were 
operating between 13 and 22 percent over capacity at year-end 
1998. 

In comparison, Louisiana's adult inm ate population under 

the jurisdiction of state or federal correctional authorities increased 
by 13,628 from  1990 to 1998. This was an average annual 
percentage increase of 7.1 percent. 

M any factors contribute to the increasing num ber of 
persons incarcerated in the United States. There has been an 
increase in the num ber of state inm ates sentenced for violent and 
drug offenses. The increase in the prison population can  also be 
linked to the increasing num bers of parole violators being returned 
to prison. In addition, this growth is a result of declining release 
rates and increases in average tim e served. "l'he national trend of 
increased inm ate population is reflected in Southern  prison 
statistics. 

In the last 10 years, the inm ate population in the 

Southern Legislative Conference (SLC) states has more than 
doubled from 235,000 to alm ost 505,000 inm ates housed in 
state facilities. According to inform ation presented in a 1999 
Legislative Fiscal Offi ce report, the num ber of inm ates housed in 
state facilities has m ore than doubled in the SLC in the last 10 
years. Exhibit 2-1 on tile following page show s the increase in 
each of these states. 
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Louisiana's 
Inm ate 

Population in 

State Facilities 
Increased by 

57 Percent in 

10 Y ears 

From 1989 to 1999 Louisiana reported a 57 percent 
increase in its inm ate population housed in state correctional 
facilities, The growth in the num ber of D OC inm ates housed in 

Louisiana's local jails is not included in Exhibit 2-1. 

Exhibits 2-1 and 2-2 present the growth in SLC states' 

adult inmate populations between 1989 and 1999 and the projectcd 
growt h in these populations by 2004. 

Exhibit 2-1 

G row th of A dult Inm ate Population in State Facilities 
Southern Legislative Conference States 

1989-1999 
Inm ate Inm ate Total Percentage 

Population: Population: Increase: Increase: 
Stale 1989 1999 1989-1999 1989-1999 

A labam a 12,668 22,593 9,925 78.3 
Arkansas 5,759 10,699 4,940 85.8 
Florida 38,032 68,282 30,250 79.5 
Georgia 19,515 41,665 22,150 113.5 

Kentucky 

M aryland 14,455 21,670 7,215 49.9 
M ississippi 6,814 9,724 2,910 42.7 
M issouri 11,922 25,385 13,463 112.9 
N orth Carolina 17,531 31,593 14,062 80.2 
Oklahom a 11,269 21,480 10,211 90.6 

South Carolina 1~125 21,172 6,047 40.0 
Tennessee 7,383 16,342 8,959 121.3 
Texas 40,625 148,964 108,339 266.7 
V irginia 13,505 31,178 17,673 130.9 
W est V irginia 1,488 3,004 1,516 101.9 
Total 234,977 504,903 269,926 114.9 

Source: Developed by Legislative Auditor's staff from information contained in the 1999 
Adult Correctional System s Report of the Loui siana Legislative Fiscal Office. 
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Exhibit 2-2 

Projected Adult Inmate Population in State Facilities 
Southern Legislative Conference States 

1999-2004 
Inm ate Inm ate Total Percentage 

Population: Population: Increase: Increase: 
State 1999 2004 1999-2004 1999-2004 

A labam a 22,593 29,848 7,255 32.1 
Arkansas 10,699 13,669 2,970 27.8 

Florida 68,282 90,128 21,846 32.0 
Georgia 41,665 56,517 14,852 35.6 
Kentucky 11,849 N/A N/A NIA 

bw .~rar4 Elm  
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9,840 A dult 

Inm ate Beds 
N eeded in N ext 

Four Years to 
Stay N ear 
M axim um 

Inm ate C apaeily 

G row th of Inm ate 
Population Could 
C ost the State 
an A dditional 

$122 M illion 

The DO C estim ates that Louisiana's adult correctional 
facilities, w ork release centers, and local facilities need to add 
9,840 beds through fiscal year 2002-03, According to 
inform ation obtained from the D OC, the total operational capacity 
for Louisiana's adult correctional facilities, w ork release centers, 
and local facilities was 33,688 beds as of Septem ber 1999. Thc 

DOC has projected an increase of 9,840 beds by June 2003. This 
would bring the total of available beds to 43,528. 

DOC projects that Louisiana's adult population in state 
prisons, work release centers, and local facilities will total 42,706 
by June 2003. Thus, the additional capacity will be alm ost filled. 

The addition of 9,840 beds in Louisiana's state and local 

facilities could cost the state m ore than $122 m illion. According 
to projections obtained from the DOC, capital an d operating costs 
for this planned expansion could total $175 m illion by fiscal year 
2002-03. The federal governm ent w ill pay for m ore than 
$52 m illion of the total capital costs associated with the expansion. 
Yet the largest share of these costs, m ore than $122 m illion, would 
have to be borne by the State of Louisiana, 

As was seen, Louisiana needs to add 9,840 beds at adult 
correctional facilities, work release centers, and local facilities 
between fiscal year 1999-2000 an d fiscal year 2002-03. Tota l 
increased costs for new beds will be $28 million in fiscal year 
1999-2000, rising to $46 million in fiscal year 2002-03, for a four- 
year total of more than  $175 million, if these beds are added. 

The DOC has projected that increased capital costs for new 
adult inm ate beds will total $5,5 million in fiscal year 1999-2000 
and $83.5 m illion over four years. Louisian a's four-year share of 
these capital costs would be almost $31 m illion. 

Exhibit 2-3 on the following page shows the projected 
increases in beds and increased costs for fiscal years 1999-2000 
through 2002-03. 
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Exhibit 2-3 

Increased Costs A ssociated W ith the A ddition of A dult Inm ate Beds 

Beds FY FY FY Total 
900-01 2001-02 2002-03 

State 1,140 738 1,102 3,590 
Local 1,400 1,600 1,400 6,250 
Total 2,540 2,338 2,502 9,840 

Costs* 

Total Capital 5.5 37.3 16.5 24.2 83.5 
Federal 4.9 33.1 14.7 -$0- 52.7 
State .6 4.2 1.8 24.2 30.8 

Total Operating 22.6 27.3 20.2 21.8 91.9 

Total Costs 28.1 64.6 36.7 46.0 175.4 
Total Cost to 
Louisiana 23.2 31.5 22.0 46.0 122.7 

Note: *Costs are expressed in m il ions of dollars. 
Source: Developed by Legislative Auditor's staff from inform ation obtained from 

the DOC. 

The cost increases depicted in Exhibit 2-3 concern only the 

projected increase in adult inmates. Costs to house the present 
population m ay also continue to rise. From fiscal year 1998 to 
fiscal year 1999, total operating costs at Louisiana's adult 

correctional facilities rose from $225 million to $233 million, or 
m ore than $8 m illion. 1)uring this sam e one-year period, the adult 
inm ate population housed in state correctional facilities increased 
561, from 17,651 to 18,212 inm ates. In the sam e period, the costs 

to the state of housing adult state inm ates in local jails rose from 
$91 million to $113 million, or $22 million. 

W e have seen in this chapter that even the substantial 
increases in prison bed space plan ned for our state can be expected 
to do little m ore than keep us at virtually m axim um prison 
capacity. As a result, it m ay be necessary to consider alternative 
m eans to control both the size an d the costs of the prison 
population in Louisiana. 



Chapter Two: Projections for Adult and Juvenile Correctional Populations Page 23 

M atter for Legislative C onsideration 

2.1 The legislature, in consultation w ith D O C and other 
appropriate public and private agencies, m ay w ish to 

consider means to fund projected continuing increases 
in Louisiana's adult and juvenile inmate populations. 

R ecom m endations 

2.1 D O C should consider the m ost cost-effective and 
cost-efficient m eans of m anaging Louisiaua's prison 
population. The departm ent should exam ine all cost 
elem ents of the corrections system : adm inistration, 
incarceration, rehabilitation, and health. Particular 
attention should be given to possibilities for controlling 
long-term costs, even if, in areas such as rehabilitation, 
these possibilities could require som e short-term  
increases in funding. 

2.2 In addition, DO C should continue considering 
cost-effective and cost-efficient alternatives to 
traditional incarceration. These alternatives to 
traditional incarceration could include som e or all of 
the follow ing: 

Com m unity Confinem ent: Residence in a 
com m unity treatm ent center, halfw ay house, 
restitution center, or other com m unity facility 

H om e D etention: Confinem ent and supervision thai 
restricts the individual to his or her place of 
residence continuously, except for authorized 
absences, enforced by appropriate m eans of 

surv eillance (e.g., electronic monitoring) 

~ Interm ittent Confinem ent: Custody for interv als of 
tim e, such as w eekends 

~ Com munity Serv ice 
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C hapter 
C onclusions 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the direct operating expenditures 

for housing state adult and juvenile offenders was almost 
$400 m illion. DO C spent $233 m illion and $51.3 m illion to 

operate the state adult and juvenile facilities, respectively. The 
departm ent spent an additional $115 m illion to house state 

offenders in local jail facilities. (Housing of state offenders in 
local jails is discussed in Chapter 5). These expenditures do 
not include certain adm inistrative, capital and other costs 
associated w ith incarcerating offenders. 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the D O C spcnt an average of 

$35.04 per day to house an offender in a slate adult 
correctional facility. An average of $39.20 per day w as spent to 

house maximum security inmates, compared to an average of 
$29.90 for minimum security inmates. The DOC's average 
expenditures to keep a juvenile offender in a Louisiana facility 
were $72.86 per day. 

Incarceration is, by far, the m ost expensive com ponent 
of prison costs. In fiscal year 1998-99, it accounts for alm ost 
77 percent of total adult facilities' expenditures, and for 

61 percent of juvenile facilities' expenditures. In fiscal year 
1998-99_the DO C spent an average of $30.51 per day to provide 
only thePincarceration portion of housing an adult offender in a 
maximum security state adult correctional facility. SalaD, is 
the largest com ponent of incarceration costs. The physical 
plant layout and the custody categories of adult inm ates affect 
the incarceration costs by affecting the num ber of correctional 
offi cers needed to control a facility. 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the D O C spent all average of 
$4.39 per day to provide only the health care portion of 
keeping an inmate in a state adult correctional facility. DOC 
funded health care expenses represent only a portion of total 
state spending for the health of Louisiana's state inm ates. The 

Louisiana State University M edical Center System (the charity 
hospitals) would have charged $25 million in fiscal year 
1998-99 for the treatment of state inmates and juvenile 
offenders. (The M edical ('enter System does not keep cost 
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information on services provided to inmates.) []sing an 
estim ate of $12 m illion spent for adult offenders, charity 
hospital care w ould increase the average expenditure by $1.03 
from $4.39 to $5.42 per day for each aduli inm ate in a state 
correctional facility. 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the D O C spent an average of 
$3.13 per day to provide only the adm inistration portion of 
keeping an adult offender in a state prison. In fiscal year 
1997-98, the D O C spent an average of $4.29 per day. The m ain 
reason for this decrease is that a sm aller am ount of insurance 
prem ium s w ere paid in fiscal year 1998-99. 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the D O C spent an average of 
$0.50 per day to provide only the rehabilitation portion of 
keeping an adult offender in a state prison. The Louisiana 
Comm unity and Technical College System spent more than 
$3.4 m illion to conduct courses at adult prisons. This System 's 
expenditures average $0.51 per day per inm ate and thus 
increase the average expenditure to $1.01 per day for each 
inm ate in a Louisiana adult correctional facility. 

The 1)O C spent m ore than $51.3 m illion in fiscal year 

1998-99, to keep juvenile offenders in Louisiana facilities. This 
averages $72.86 per day for each juvenile offender. In fiscal 
year 1997-98, the average spent for each offender w as $72.11. 

DOC spends a much larger proportion of total juvenile 
facilities' expenditures on juvenile rehabilitation programs 
(11 percent) than the percentage of total adult facilities' 
expenditures spent oil adult rehabilitation (1.4 percent). This 
is because juvenile offenders must be provided a 
com prehensive education. 

D O C entered into cooperative endeavor agreem ents for 
the operation of Jena and Tallulah. These agreem ents 
originally obligated D O C for 25 years or until principal and 
interest on debt incurred to construct the facilities is paid off. 
However, the agreement with the City of Tallulah was 
am ended several tim es. O ne am endm ent provided that D O C 
w ould pay debt principal and interest, property taxes, and 
insurance in the event D O C took over operation of Tallulah. A 
later am endm ent consolidated these specific costs, in the event 
of a takeover, into a reduced per diem  of $16.62 for 686 
offenders. This am ounts to $4.2 m illion annually. DO C 
assum ed operation of Tallulah in Septem ber 1999. Under 
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H ousing State 
A dult and 

Juvenile 
O ffenders Costs 
$400 M illion 

provisions of the contract, the per diem  does not reduce once 

the facility's construction debt has been repaid. DOC is in 
negotiations w ith the contractor concerning contract 
provisions. 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the direct operating costs of 

housing state adult and juvenile offenders was almost $400 
million. Operating the state adult and juvenile facilities cost 
$233 m illion and $51.3 m illion, respectively. This com bined 
cost of $284 million does not include expenditures for housing 
state offenders in local jail facilities, which was $115 million. 
Thus, the DOC spent alm ost $400 m illion in fiscal year 1998-99 to 

house state adult and juvenile offenders. As discussed later in this 
chapter, these expenditures do not include certain adm inistrative, 
capita l, and other costs associated w ith incarcerating offenders. 
This chapter discusses the costs of housing offenders in state 
correctional facilities. Chapter 5 discusses the housing of state 

offenders in local jail facilities. 

Each Adult O ffender Costs an Average of $35.04 Per Day 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the D O C spent an average of 
$35.04 per day to house offenders in state adult correctional 
facilities. This average is derived from only the operating 
expenditures made by each facility (as provided to us by DOC) 
during fiscal yem' 1998-99, and does not include other costs that 
are discussed later in this chapter. During fiscal year 1998-99, 
Louisiana's adult correctional facilities housed an  average of 
18,212 offenders. In fiscal year  1997-98, the average cost per day 

for housing an adult inmate was $34.87. 

Exhibit 3-1 on page 28 shows the direct operating costs at 
each of Louisiana's adult correctional facilities in fiscal year s 1998 
and 1999. For adult inm ates, there ar e th ree basic types of custody 
Level I offenders are considered m axim um security; Level I1 are 
considered m edium security; an d Level Ill are considered 
m inim um security. 
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Exhibit 3-1 

Louisiana's A dult Correctional Facilities 
Direct O perating Expenditures 
Fiscal Years 1997-98 and 1998-99 

Fiscal Y ear 1997-98 Fisea Y ear 1998-99 
Daily Daily Num ber 

A ctual Cost Per A ctual Cost Per of 
Facilily Expenditures Inm ate Expenditures Inm ate Inm ates 

Level 1 

Angola $72,636,071 $39.02- $74,720,025 $40.00 5,118 
H Hnt * * $30,026,178 $41.15 $30,687,836 $39.88 2,108 

W ade $18,194,466 $37.82 $19,704,777 $37.83 1,427 

LCIW  $10,955,026 $34.30 $11,628,149 $35.28 903 

Totals-Level I $131,811,741 $38.86 $136,740,787 $39.20 9,556 

Level I1 

W CI $15,008,019 $37.04 $15,398,938 $35.22 1,198 

Dixon $20,071,612 $35.36 $20,605,041 $35.53 1,589 

Avoyelles $14,186,413 $26.28 $14,544,967 $25.91 1,538 

W inn* $14,046,048" $26.11 $14,900,903' $27.02 1,511 

Allen* $13,617,702" $25.33 $14,355,401" $25.91 1,518 

Phelps $10,613,879 $37.00 $11,025,893 $37.25 811 

Totals-Level 11 $87,543,673 $30.45 $90,831,143 $30.48 8,165 

Level 111 

W TF-N $5,289,066 $30.06 $5,357,824 $29.90 491 

TOTALS $224,644,480 $34.87 $232,929,754 $35.04 18,212 

Notes: *These figures are calculated on the basis of DOC contract paym ents to the private 
companies m anaging these facilities plus some DOC administration costs. 

**Includes expenditures for the Adult Reception and Diagnostic Center (ARDC) where 
inm ates inilially go to be screened and classified. 

Source: Developed by Legislative Auditor's staff from inform ation provided by DOC. 

$39.20 Per Day Spent on M axim um Security O ffenders 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the average cost to keep an offender 

in a Level I (M aximum Security) state adult correctional facility in 
Louisiana was $39.20 per day. In fiscal year 1997-98, the average 
cost per day was $38.86. Fifty-two percent (9,556 of 18,212) ofal 
offenders in state adult correctional facilities w ere deta ined in 
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Incarceration 

R epresents 
77 Percent of 
Prison C osts 

Level I facilities in fiscal year 1998-99. However, 59 percent of 
the total facilities' direct operating expenditures were spent for 
these four state facilities. 

$30.48 Per D ay Spent on M edium  Security O ffenders 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the average cost to keep an offender 

in a Level I1 (Medium Security) state correctional facility in 
Louisiana was $30.48 per day. In fiscal year 1997-98, the average 
cost per day was $30.45. Nearly 45 percent (8,165 of 18,212) of 
all adult offenders in state facilities were held in Level I1 facilities 
in 1998-99. However, only 39 percent of the total facilities' 
operating expenditures were for these six facilities. 

$29.90 Per Day Spent on M inim um Security O ffenders 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the average cost to keep ml offendcr 

in the one Level III (M inimum Security) state correctional facility 
in Louisiana was $29.90. In fiscal year 1997-98, the average cost 
per day was $30.06. Ahnost 3 percent of all adult offenders in 
state facilities were held in this Level III facility in 1998-99. M ore 
than 2 percent of the total facilities' operating expenditures were 

for this one facility (W ork Training Facility-North). 

In fiscal year 1998-99, 77 percent of D O C 's prison 
operating expenditures w ere for incarceration. I11 fiscal year 
1997-98, the proportion w as slightly lower, totaling alm ost three 
out of every four dollars. Exhibit 3-2 on the following page 
presents DOC's operating costs. A s can  be seen in Exhibit 3-2, 
D OC's rehabilitation spending w as 1.4 percent of DOC's operating 
costs. In fiscal year 1998-99, alm ost 13 percent of operating costs 
was spent for health services and alm ost 9 percent was spent for 
adm inistration. The factors that influence incarceration costs are 
discussed later in this chapter. 
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Exhibit 3-2 

L ouisiana's A dult C orrectional Institutions 

A dm inistration, Incarceration, R ehabilitation, and H ealth Costs 
Fiscal Years 1997-98 and 1998-99 

Fiscal Year 1997-98 Fiscal Y ear 1998-99 

Actual Percentage A ctual Percentage of 
Expenditures of Total Costs Expenditures Total Costs 

Adm inistration $27,625,850 12.3 $20,807,328 8.9 

I ncareeration $167,567,256 74,6 $179,598,661 77.1 1 

Rehabilitation $3,056,457 1.4 $3,330,890 1.4 

i l|calth $26,394,917 11.7 $29,192.,875 12.6 

Totals $224,644,480 100.0 $232,929,754 100.0 

Note: Am ounts for W inn and Allen included in this exhibit are an allocation & the contract 
payments to these facilities by DOC. The allocation is based on cost data that was 
provided to us by W inn and Allen. 

Source: Prepared by Legislative Auditor's staff from inform ation provided by DOC. 
i 

Average of $30.51 Per Day Spent on Level I Incarceration 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the DOC spent an average of $30.51 
per day to provide only the incarceration portion of keeping an 

offender in a Level I (M aximum Security) state adult correctional 
facility. In fiscal year 1997-98, the average cost was $29.39 per 
day. Fifty-nine percent of the total spent on incar ceration expenses 
for state adult correctional facilities in fiscal year 1998-99 was 
spent for Level I facilities. Incar ceration costs include 
expenditures for providing security for inm ates, such as 
correctional offi cer salaries and benefits. In addition, incarceration 
costs include food, clothing, and laundry for inm ates mad also 
m aintenance of buildings. Of these cost factors, staff salar ies 
com prise by far the lar gest part. Exhibit 3-3 on page 31 show s 
D OC's incar ceration expenditur es for each adult facility. 
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Exhibit 3-3 

Incarceration Costs at Louisiana's A dult Correctional Facilities 
Fiscal Y ears 1997-98 and 1998-99 

Fiscal Y ear 1997-98 Fiscal Year 1998-99 

r Daily 
A ctual Cost Per A ctual 

Facilily Expenditures Inm ate Expenditures 

Level I 

Angola $55,580,385 $29.8~ $58,848,472 $31.50 5,I1 
Hunt** $22,014,097 $30A~ $23,496,325 $30.54 2,10~ 
:W ade $14

,
205,103 $15,671,915 I $30.09 1,42; 

LCIW $7,894,936 $ 24.7: $8,398,710 I $25,48 90_" 
FToiais-Level I $99,694,521 $ 29.3~ $106,415,422 F ~ 3o~  9,55~ 

Level I1 I 
WCI $11,358,439 ~ 28~0, $12,516,489 I $28.62 1,19~ 
Dixon*** $16,174,214 ~ 28.5c $17,260,560 $30.41 1,58{ 
Avoyelles $10,531,532 $19.~ $11,371,151 $20.26 1,531 
W inn* $8,104,816 $15.o6 $8,634,494 $15.66 1,511 
Allen* $9,310,373 $17.32 $10,123,032 $18.27 1,511 
Phelps $8,190,338 $28.55 $8,918,187 $30.13 811 

Totals-Level 11 $63,669,712 $22.15 $68,823,913 $23.09 8,16: 
Level Iii 

W TF-N $4,203,021 $23.89 $4,359,326 $24.32 49] 

Total $167,567,254 $26.01 $179,598,661 
Note: *These am ounts are an allocation of the contract paym ents to these facilities by DOC. 

"/'he allocation is based on cost data that was provided to us by W inn and Allen. 
* *Includes the Adult Reception and Diagnostic Center (ARI)C). 
* **Includes the Blue W aiters Substance Abuse/Pre-Release Center. 

Source: Prepared by Legislative Auditor's staff from inform ation provided by DOC, Allen, 
and W ian . 

Average of $23.09 Per Day Spent on Level II 
Incarceration 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the D OC spent an average of 

$23.09 per day to provide only the incarceration portion of keeping 
an offender in a Level II (Medium Security) state adult correctional 
facility. In fiscal year 1997-98, the average cost was $22.15 per 
day. Thirty-eight percent of the total spent on incarceration 
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A dm inistrative 
Expense for A ll 

Inm ates A verages 

$3.13 Per Day 

expenses for state adult correctional facilities in fiscal year 
1998-99 was spent for Level I1 facilities. 

Average of $24.32 Per Day Spent on Level II1 
Incarceration 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the D OC spcn~ an average of 
$24.32 per day to provide only the incarceration portion of keeping 
an offender in a Level 111 (M inimum Security) state adult 
correctional facility. In fiscal year 1997-98, the average cost w as 
$23.89 per day. Two percent of the total spent on incarceration 
expenses for state adult correctional facilities in fiscal year 
1998-99 was spent for the Level I11 facility. 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the D O C spent an average of 
$3.13 per day to provide only the adm inistrative portion of 
keeping an inm ate in a state adult correctional facility. In fiscal 
year 1997-98 the DOC spent an average of $4.29 per day. 
Adm inistrative services include the expenses of the w arden's office 
as well as the business office at each prison. Exhibit 3-4 on 
page 33 show s that adm inistrative costs declined dram atically for 
m ost facilities between fiscal years 1997-98 and 1998-99. The 
m ain reason for this decrease is that a sm aller am ount of insurance 
prem ium s were paid in fiscal year 1998-99. 

Average of $2.82 Per D ay Spent on Level I A dm inistration 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the DOC spent an average of $2.82 
per day to provide only the adm inistrative portion of keeping an 

inmate in a Level I (M aximum Security) state adult correctional 
facility. In fiscal year 1997-98, the average cost was $4.17 per 
day. Forty-seven percent of the total facilities' adm inistrative 
expenditures were for the four Level 1 facilities. The adm inistrative 
expenses of each facility do not include allocation of an y D OC 
headquarters' adm inistration expenses. Exhibit 3-4 on page 33 
show s D OC's adm inistrative expenditur es for each adult 
correctional facility. 
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Exhibit 3-4 

A dm inistrative Costs at Louisiana's Adult Correctional Facilities 
Fiscal Y ears 1997-98 and 1998-99 

Fiscal Y ear 1997-98 Fiscal Y ear 1998-99 

D aily Daily N um ber 
A ctual Cost Per A ctual Cost Per of 

Facility Expenditures Inm ate Expenditures Inm ate Inm ates 

Level 1 

Angola $6,986,848 $3.75 $4,650,713 $2.49 5,118 

Hunt $3,818,965 $5.23 $2,459,157 $3.20 2,108 
W ade $2,167,223 $4.51 $1,827,512 $3.51 1,427 
I.CIW  $1,153,937 $3.61 $886,365 $2.69 903 
Totals-Level I $14,126,973 $4.17 $9,823,747 $2.82 9,556 

Level 11 

W CI $2,139,448 $5.28 $1,139,201 $2.61 1,198 

Dixon $2,011,962 $3.54 $1,360,664 $2.35 1,589 

Avoyelles $1,744,128 $3.23 $1,210,347 $2.16 1,538 
W inn* $4,059,266 $7.54 $4,254,233 -$7.71 1,511 

Allen* $1,366,632 $2.54 $1,358,563 V ,2.a5 1,518 
rea ps $1,482,737 $5.17 $1,103,974 $3r~3 81T  

Totals-l,evel II $12,804,173 $4.45 $10,426,982 F $3.50 8,165 
Level I11 V _ i 

WTF-N $694,704 $3.95 $556,599 [ $3~11 4~ 
Total $27,625,850 I $4.29 $20,807,328 I $3.13 I 18,212 
Note: ~These am ounts are an allocation of the contract paym ents to these facilities by DOC. 

The allocation is based on cost data that was provided to us by W inn and Allen. 
Source: Prepared by Legislative Auditor's staff from inform ation provided by DOC, W inn, and 

A llen. 

Average of $3.50 Per Day Spent on Level 11 
A dm inistration 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the DOC spent an average of $3.50 
per day to provide only the adm inistrative portion of keeping an 
inm ate in a Level II state adult correctional facility. In fiscal year 
1997-98, the average cost was $4.45 per day. Fifty percent of the 
total facilities' adm inistrative expenditures were for the six 
Level II facilities. The adm inistrative expenses of each facility do 
not include allocation of any D OC headquarters' adm inistration 

expenses. 
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H ealth Expense 
for A ll Inm ates Is 

$4.39 Per Day 

Average of $3.11 Per D ay Spent on Level II1 
A dm inistration 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the DOC spent an average of $3.11 
per day to provide only the adm inistrative portion of keeping an 
inm ate in a Level III state adult correctional facility. In fiscal year 
1997-98, the average cost was $3.95 per day. Approximately 
3 percent of the total facilities' adm inistrative expenditures were 
for the W ork Training Facility-N orth. The adm inistrative expenses 
of each facility do not include allocation of any DOC headquarters' 
adm inistration expenses. 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the D O C spent an average of 
$4.39 per day to provide only the health care portion of 
keeping an inm ate in a state adult correctional facility. In fiscal 
year 1997-98, the DO('. spent an average of $4.10 per day. Health 
care includes physical and m ental health services and substance 
abuse program s. A s discussed later in this chapter, the LSU 
M edical Center System also provides health care services for adult 

and juvenile offenders. Using an estimate of $12 million spent by 
the LSU M edical Center System for all state adult offenders, 
charity hospital care would increase the average cost $1.03 per day, 
from to $4.39 to $5.42. (The $1.03 is computed by taking $12 
million, dividing by total inmates (31,941) and dividing this by 
365 days.) 

Average of $5.58 Per D ay Spent on Level I H ealth Care 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the DOC spent an average of $5.58 
per day to provide only the health care portion of keeping an 
offender in a Level I state adult correctional facility. In fiscal year 
1997-98, the average cost per day was $5.02. Sixty-seven percent 
of the total facilities' health care expenditures w ere for the four 
Level ] facilities. 

Exhibit 3-5 on page 35 shows DOC's health care 
expenditures at each adult facility. The figures shown in Exhibit 
3-5 do not reflect all costs associated w ith health care of the 
inm ates in Louisiana's adult correctional facilities. 

Based on our conservative estimate that $12 m illion is 
spent by charity hospitals for adult inm ates, health costs per inm ate 
would be $6.89 per day for Level I facilities. Tiffs is computed by 
taking 67 percent (Level I expenditures as a percentage of total 
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health expenditures) of $12 million times the percentage of total 
adult offenders held in state facilities. W e divided this am ount by 

the number of Level I oft~nders (9,556) and 365 days to obtain the 
increased per diem ($1.31). This amount is added to DOC's health 
costs to total $6.89. 

Exhibit 3-5 

DO C 's H ealth Costs at Louisiana's A dult Correctional Facilities 

Fiscal Years 1997-98 and 1998-99 
1 1 

Fiscal Y ear 1997-98 Fiscal Year 1998-99 

Dailv [ l)ailv N um ber 
A ctual Cost Per A ctual cost l'er of 

Facility Expenditures Inm ate Expenditures Inm ate Inm ates 
1 

Level I 
1 

Angola $9,545,123 $5.13 I $10,678,355 $5.72 5,118 
1 

ltunt $3,960,361 $5.43 I $4,508,289 $5.86 2,108 
1 

W ade $1,737,789 $3.61 I $2,116,595 $4.06 1,427 
1 

LCIW  $1,791,778 $5.61 I $2,175,568 $6.60 903 
1 

Totals-Level 1 $17,035,051 $5.02 I $19,478,807 $5.58 9,556 
Level II 

W CI $1,356,178 $3.35 $1,583,854 $3.62 1,198 

Dixon $1,683,480 $2.97 $1,778,300 $3.07 1,589 
Avoyelles $1,757,998 $3.26 $1,810,008 $3.22 1,538 
W inn* $1,370,001 $2.55 $1,402,601 $2.54 1,511 

Allen* $1,976,875 $3.67 $1,806,272 $3.26 1,518 
Phelps $823,993 $2.87 $891,134 $3.01 811 
Totals-Level 1I $8,968,525 $3.12 $9,272,169 $3.11 8,165 

Level III 

W TF-N $391,341 $2.22 $441,899 $2.47 491 
Total $26,394,917 $4.10 $29,192,875 $4.39 18,212 

Note: *These amounts are an allocation of the contract payments to these facilities by DOC. 
The allocation is based on cost data that was provided to us by W inn and Allen. 

Source: Prepared by Legislative Auditor's staff from inform ation provided by D OC, A llen, 
and W inn. 

Average of $3.11 Per Day Spent on Level II H ealth Care 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the DOC spent an average of$3.11 
per day to provide only the health care portion of keeping an 
offender in a Level II state adult correctional facility. In fiscal year 
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R ehabilitation 
Expense for A ll 

Inm ates Is $0.50 
Per D ay 

1997-98, the average cost per day was $3.12. Thirty-two percent 
of the total facilities' health care expenditures were for the six 
Level II facilities. If our estim ate of expenses incurred by the LSU 
M edical Center System for Level 11 offenders kept at state adult 
facilities is factored into health costs, the average cost per inm ate 
rises to $3.84 per day. 

A verage of $2.47 Per D ay Spent on Level II1 H ealth C are 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the DOC spent an average of $2.47 
per day to provide only the health care portion of keeping an 
offender in a Level III state adult correctional facility. In fiscal 
year 1997-98, the average cost per day was $2.22. Less than 2 
percent of the total facilities' health care expenditures w ere for the 
one Level IIl facility. If our estim ate of expenses incurred by the 
LSU M edical Center System for Level 111 offenders kept at state 
adult facilities is factored into health costs, the average cost per 
inmate rises to $3.05 per day. 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the DO C spent an average of 
$0.50 per day to provide only the rehabilitation portion of 
keeping an inm ate in a state adult correctional facility. In fiscal 

year 1997-98, the DOC spent an average of $0.47 per day. DOC's 
rehabilitation includes expenditures for literacy and job skills 
courses, recreation, libraries, and religious activities. The 
Louisian a Com m unity and Technical College System spent m ore 
than $3.4 m illion in fiscal year 1998-99 to provide academ ic and 
vocational-technical courses at m ost of the state's adult prisons. 
These vocational-technical expenditures result in an average of 

$0.51 per day, to total $1.01 spent per day for each offender in a 
state adult facility. 

Average of $0.2.9 Per Day Spent on Level I Rehabilitation 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the DOC spent an average of $0.29 
per day to provide only the rehabilitation portion of keeping an  
offender in a Level I state adult correctional facility. In fiscal year 
1997-98, the average cost per day was $0.28. Thirty percent ofthe 
tota l facilities' rehabilitation expenditures w ere for the four Level 1 
facilities. Exhibit 3-6 on page 38 show s DOC's rehabilitation 
expenditures at each adult facility. 

Exhibit 3-6 does not include expenditures of the Louisian a 
Com m unity and Technical College System for adult inm ate 
education, which were m ore than  $3.4 m illion in fiscal year 
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1998-99. If the Com m unity and Technical College System 
expenditures are included, the expenditures to provide 
rehabilitation services to an offender in a Level I state adult facility 
rise to $0.89 per day. Rehabilitation program s, and their possiblc 
im pact on recidivism rates, w ill be discussed m ore extensively in 
Chapter 6. 

Average of $0.77 Per Day Spent on Level I1 Rehabilitation 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the DOC spenl an average of $0.77 
per day to provide: only the rehabilitation portion of keeping an 
offender in a Level II state adult correctional facility. In fiscal year 
1997-98, the average cost per day was $0.73. Sixly-nine percent of 
the total facilities' rehabilitation expenditures were for the six 
Level 11 facilities. If the Com m unity and Technical College 
System expenditures discussed previously arc included, 
rehabilitation expenditures for an  offender housed in a Level II 
state adult facility rise to $1.20 per day. 
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Exhibit 3-6 

D O C R ehabilitation C osts 
at Louisiana's Adult Correctional Facilities 

Fiscal Y ears 1997-98 and 1998-99 

Fiscal Year 1997-98 l Fiscal Year 1998-99 
D aily D aily N um ber 

A ctual Cost Per A ctual Cost Per of 
Facility Expenditures Inm ate I Expenditures Inm ate Inm ates 

Level I 

Angola $523,715 $0.28 $542,486 $0.29 5,11~1 
T 

Hunt $232,755 $0.32 $224,065 $0.29 2,108 
T 

W ade $84,351 $0.18 $88,755 $0.17 1,427 
T 

LCIW  $114,375 $0.36 $167,506 $0.51 903 
Totals-Level I $955,196 $0.28 $1,022,812 $0.29 9,556 

Level I! 

W CI $153,954 $0.38 $159,394 $0.36 1,198 
T 

Dixon $201,956 $0.36 $205,517 0.35 1,589 
T 

Avoyelles $152,755 $0.28 $153,461 $0.27 1,538 
T 

W inn* $511,964 $0.95 $609,575 $1.11 1,511 
T 

Allen* $963,821 $1.79 $1,067,533 $1.93 1,518 
Phelps $116,811 $0.41 $112,598 $0.38 811 
Totals-Level I1 $2,101,261 $0.73 $2,308,078 $0.77 8,165 

Level II1 
T 

W TF-N 0 0 0 491 
T 

Totals $3,056,457 $0.47 [ $3,330,890 $O.5O 18,212 

Note: *These am ounts are an allocation of the contract paym ents to these facilities by 
DOC. The allocation is based on cost data that was provided to us by W inn and 
Allen. 

Source: Prepared by Legislative Auditor's staff from inform ation provided by DOC. 

DOC Expends $0 on Level Ill Rehabilitation 

In both fiscal years 1997 and 1998, the D OC did not 
expend any funds to provide only the rehabilitation portion of 
keeping an  offender in the W ork Training Facility-N orth. M an y of 

the inmates at this correctional facility have job assignments during 
the day. In fiscal year 1998-99, the Louisiana Com m unity and 

Technical College System spent $64,019 for rehabilitation 
program s at the W ork Training Facility-N orth, which results in an 
average cost of $.36 per offender per day. 
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D O C 's C ost D ata 
D o N ot R eflect 

A ll C osts of 
O perating a 
Facility 

L SU M edical 

C enter System 
Spends M illions 
to C are for 

Incarcerated 

O ther costs assoeiated w ith incarcerating offenders are 
not included in l)O C 's cost data. DOC incurs adm inistrative 
costs at its headquarters to oversee and provide supporl to the 
facilities. In fiscal year 1998-99, DOC spent the follow ing am ounts 
for som e of its adm inistrative functions in certain program s: 

Adult Services program 

Office of the Secretary 

$1.2 m illion 

$1.5 m illion 

Offi ce of M anagement and Finance $17.3 million 

Offi ce of Youth Development $1.3 million 

A lthough only a portion of these expenditures relates to prison 

adm inistration and m anagem ent, none of these costs are allocated 
to the individual institutions. Also, ifDOC sends an inspection 
team  or other assistance to a facility, the cosls associated with such 
activity are not char ged to the facility receiving the services. 

However, if DOC provides a security presence at a private juvenile 
facility in an em ergency situation, then it is reim bursed, according 
to a DOC official. 

Other costs not included in DOC's cost data are capital 
costs such as depreciation of a facility and any interest incurred on 
debt to finan ce the facility's construction. In addition, as already 
discussed in this chapter, there ar e costs associated with services 
provided by other governm ental entities, such as the Louisiana 
Com m unity and Technical College System and the LSU M edical 
Center System . 

The LSU M edical Center System (the charity hospitals) 
estim ates patient charges of m ore than $22 m illion in fiscal 
year 1997-98 and m ore than $25 m illion in fiscal year 1998-99 
for the treatment of both adult and juvenile offenders. 
According to an  official at the M edical Center System , these 
figures ar e based on what the hospitals w ould ch

_ .~arge for providin_g 
these m edical serv ices, not the actual costs of those serv ices. The 
LSU M edical Center hospitals reported 12,339 inm ate/offender 
inpatient days and 36,991 inm ate/offender outpatient visits in fiscal 
year 1997-98. In fiscal year 1998-99, inpatient days dropped to 
11,348, but outpatient visits rose to 50,933 days. These figures 

include services provided to DOC inmates housed in local jails. 
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W ithout com plete cost inform ation, it is difficult to know 
what it really costs the state to incarcerate an offender. A decision 
m aker can review D OC's cost inform ation for Level I facilities and 

lhink that health costs were $5.58 per inm ate per day in fiscal year 
1998-99. H owever, the true cost of providing Level I health care is 
higher because health care services were provided to all the state's 
offenders by the LSU M edical Center System in that year. 

The om ission of relevant costs also m akes it diffi cult to 
com pare accurately one facility with an other facility. For exam ple 
D OC's daily operational expenditures for Allen an d Avoyelles 

were the same ($25.9l) for each inmate in fiscal year 1998-99. 
However, the Louisian a Com m unity and Technical College 
System spent almost $300,000 at Avoyelles and $95,242 at Allen. 
ls it cheaper to house an inm ate at Allen? W hat other costs of 
incarcerating offenders should be considered in com puting the cost 
per offender per day? 

If the D OC could develop a cost m odel that portrayed costs 
of incar ceration m ore com pletely, the legislature, D OC and other 
parties would have m ore accurate inform ation for decision-m aking 
purposes. This m ode/should include capital costs, costs of 
serv ices furn ished by other govern m ental entities, and an allocation 
to each facility of the appropriate am ount of D OC's headquarters' 
adm inistrative expenses. 

R ecom m endations 

3.1 To furnish decision m akers w ith m ore accurate 
inform ation, DO C should develop a cost m odel that 
considers all costs of operating a correctional facility. 
This m odel should portray different com ponents of 
costs to assist decision m akers in com paring one facility 
w ith another. 

3.2 A ll state agencies furnishing services to offenders 
should cooperate w ith the DO C by capturing data on 
costs of incarceration and providing this inform ation 
quarterly to D O C. 
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H ousing 
a Juvenile Costs 
M ore Than $72 

Per D ay 

M atter for Legislative Consideration 

3.1 The legislature m ay w ish to m andate that other state 
agencies capture cost data on services provided to 
offenders and furnish this inform ation quarterly to 
D O C. 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the D O C's average expenditures 

to keep a juvenile offender in a Louisiana juvenile facility were 
$72.86 per day. This average is derived from  only the operating 

expenditures made by the DOC (as provided to us by DOC) during 
the 1998-99 fiscal year and does not include other costs that have 
been previously discussed. During fiscal year 1998-99, 

Louisiana's juvenile correctional facilities housed an average of 
1,931 offenders. In fiscal year 1997-98, the average expenditures 

per day for housing a juvenile offender were $72.11. Exhibit 3-7 
on page 42 shows the average expenditures for each of the five 
facilities. 

Bridge City is the most expensive juvenile facility on an 
offender per day basis. The DOC spent an average of $92.63 per 
offender each day at Bridge City in fiscal year 1998-99. As can be 
seen in Exhibit 3-7, in fiscal year 1998-99, the two privately 

managed facilities (Jena and Tallulah) were cheaper on a daily 
expenditure per offender basis than w ere the lhree state-m anaged 
facilities. Jena opened in Decem ber 1998, so no cost data is 
available for fiscal year 1997-98. 
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Exhibit 3-7 

D irect O perating Costs of 
Louisiana's Juvenile Correctional Facilities 

Fiscal Y ears 1997-98 and 1998-99 

Fiscal Year 1997-.98 7 ] Fisea I Year 1998-99 
Daily I Daily Number 

Actual Cost Per Actual C ost Per of 

Facili .ty Expenditures O ffender I Expenditures O ffender O ffenders 

Bridge City $5,682,939 $88.46 $5,883,067 $92.63 174 

Jetson $16,126,038 $69.91 $16,404,061 $74.04 607 

Swanson $10,939,244 $70.69 $11,666,558 $84.78 377 

Jena* 0 $3,451,140 $70.00 235 

Tallulah* $14,865,173 $70.58 $13,947,655 $71.03 538 

TOTALS $47,613,394 $72.11 $51,352,481 $72.86 1,931 

Note: *These fi ures are contract payments to the private com panies m anaging these 
facilities. 

Note: Jena opened in Decem ber 1998. Hence, there are no expenditures for fiscal year 
1997-98. 

Source: Developed by Legislative Auditor's staff from inform ation provided by DOC. 

Exhibit 3-8 on page 43 presents DOC's expenditures for the 
three state-m anaged facilities broken into the categories of health 
care, adm inistration, incarceration, and rehabilitation. In Exhibits 
3-8 through 3-12, we allocated am ounts for the four cost categories 
for Jena and Tallulah. DOC does not have a breakdown of these 
cost categories for these two facilities because a per diem am ount 
was paid for each offender in fiscal year s 1998 and 1999. W e used 
cost data provided by these two privately m anaged facilities as a 
basis for allocating into the four cost categories D OC's per diem 
paym ents for operating these two facilities. 
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D O C Spends Less 
for Juvenile 

Incarceration 
T han for A dult 

Incarceration 

In juvenile institutions, incarceration represents a 
sm aller overall percentage of DO C expenditures than it does 
for adult facilities. It can be seen from Exhibit 3-8 that 
incarceration expenditures represent the largest part of DOC 

spending for the state's juvenile institutions. W hile this was also 
true for adult facilities, DOC is spending less for juvenile 
incarceration expenses, as a percentage of overall operating 
expenditures, than it does for the incarceration of adults. 

DOC spends a much larger proportion on juvenile 
rehabilitation program s than on adult program s. W hile one percent 
of DOC spending for adult facilities goes to adult rehabilitation 

programs, the corresponding figure for juveniles is 11 percent. 

DOC regulations require that juvenile offenders receive a 
com prehensive educational program that includes a broad variely 
of com ponents appropriate to the needs of offenders. These 
com ponents m us| include program s for levels up to the com pletion 
of a high school diplom a or a GED , available at no cost to the 

juvenile offender. 

Exhibit 3-8 
Louisiana's Juvenile Correctional Facility Costs 

Adm inistration, Incarceration, Rehabilitation, and ltealth 
Fiscal Y ears 1997-98 and 1998-99 

Fiscal Y ear 1997-98 Fiscal Y ear 1998-99 

Percentage Percentage 
Actual of Total A ctual of Total 

Expenditures Costs Expenditures Costs 

Adm inistration $6,1(}1,142 12.8 $6,602,860 12.9 

Incarceration $29,848,530 62.7 $31,416,078 61.1 

Rehabilitation $4,876,658 10.2 $5,618,349 11.0 

llcalth $6,787,064 14.3 $7,715,194 15.0 

Total $47,613,394 100.0 $51,352,481 100,0 

Note: Am ounts for Tallulah and Jena included in this exhibit are an allocation of the 
contract paym ents to these facilities by DOC. The allocation is based on cost 
data that were provided to us by Jena and Tallulah. 

Source: Prepared by Legislative Auditor's staff from information provided by DOC. 
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Incarceration 

Expense for 
Juveniles 

Averages $44.57 
Per D ay 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the D OC spen! an average of 
$44.57 per day to provide only the incarceration portion of keeping 
an offender in a juvenile correctional facility. In fiscal year 
1997-98, the average expenditure was $45.21 per day. 
Incarceration includes expenditures for providing security for 
offenders, such as correctional officer salaries and benefits. 
Incarceration costs also include m aintenance of buildings an d food, 
clothing, and laundry for offenders. Exhibit 3-9 below shows the 

incarceration expenditures for Louisiana's five juvenile facilities. 

Exhibit 3-9 

Incarceration Costs at Louisiana's Juvenile Correctional Facilities 

Fiscal Y ears 1997-98 and 1998-99 

Fiscal Year 1997-98 Fiscal Y ear 1998-99 

D aily D aily Cost N um ber 
Actual Cost Per A ctual Per of F

acility Expenditures O ffender Expenditures O ffender O ffenders 

Bridge City $3,581,301 $55.75 $3,900,567 $61.42 174 

Jetson $9,508,327 $41.22 $10,151,209 $45.82 607 

Swanson $6,472,456 $41.82] $7
,039,379 $51.16 377 

Tallulah* $10,286,446 $48.84 $8,187,370 $41.69 538 

Jena* 0 0 $2,137,553 $43.36 235 

Totals $29,848,530 $45.21 $31,416,078 $44.57 1,931 

Note: *These am ounts are an allocation of the contract paym ents to these facilities by DOC. 
The allocation is based on cost data that were provided to us by Jena and Tallulah. 

Source: Prepared by Legislative Auditor's staff from inform ation provided by DOC. 

A dm inistrative 

E xpense 

Averages $9.37 
Per D ay for E ach 

Juvenile O ffender 

In fiscal ),ear 1998-99, the D O C spent an average of 

$9.37 per day to provide only the adm inistrative portion of 
keeping an offender in a juvenile correctional faciliiy. In fiscal 
year 1997-98, the average expenditure was $9.24 per day. 
Adm inistrative expenses are for operation of the warden's office as 
w ell as the business office at each prison. The adm inistrative 
expenses do not include any allocation of adm inistrative expenses 
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incurred at DOC's headquarters. Exhibit 3-10 shows the 

administrative expenditures for Louisiana's fivc juvenile facilities 

Exhibit 3-10 

Adm inistrative Costs at Louisiana's Juvenile Correctional Facilities 
Fiscal Y ears 1997-98 and 1998-99 

Fiscal Year 1997-98 [ Fisca I Year 1998-99 

Ilailv I Daily ] Number 
Actual Cost Per I Actual Cost Per I of 

Facility Expenditures Offender I Expenditures Offender I Offenders 

Bridge City $827,997 $12.89 I $617,649 $9.73 I 174 

Jelson $1,910,925 $8.28 I $1,017,431 $4.59 607 

Swanson $1,346,623 $8.70 I $1,135,967 $8.26 I 377 
r T 

Tallulah* $2,015,597 $9.53 I $3,183,052 $16.21 I 538 

Jena* 0 $648,761 $13.16 I 235 
r T 

Total $6,101,142 $9.24 I $6,602,860 $9.37 1,931 

N ote: *These am ounts are an allocation of the contract paym ents to these facilit ies by DOC. 
The allocation is based on cost data that were provided to us by Jena am Tallulah. 

Source: Prepared by Legislative Auditor's staff from inform ation provided by I: )OC. 

A dm inistrative 

Costs Declined in 
Fiscal Y ear 
1998-99 

The am ount spent on adm inistration, both in absolute 
term s and on a daily per-offender basis, has decreased for all 
three D O C-m anaged institutions betw een fiscal years 1997-98 
and 1998-99. The m ain reason for this decrease is the sam e as it 
was with the adult institutions: lower insurance costs w ere 
incurred in fiscal year 1998-99. 

Jetson has the lowest per-offender adm inistration cost in 
both fiscal year s. Since Jetson has the largest inm ate population, 
its relatively low per-offender adm inistration costs probably result 
from econonfies of scale. 
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H ealth Expense 

Averages $10.95 
Per D ay for Each 

Juvenile O ffender 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the D O C spent an average of 
$10.95 per day to provide only the health portion of keeping an 

offender in a juvenile correctional facility. In fiscal year 
1997-98, the average expenditure was $10.28 per day. Health care 
includes physical health services, m ental health serv ices, and 

substance abuse programs. Exhibit 3-11 summarizes the juvenile 
facilities' health care costs. 

If an estim ate of expenses incurred by the LSU M edical 

Center System for juvenile offenders kept at state juvenile 
correctional facilities is factored into health costs, the average cost 

per offender rises to $13.56 per day. (This is based on our 
estimated cost of $2 million spent by the LSU M edical Center 
System to care for all secure juvenile offenders.) 

Exhibit 3-11 
H ealth Care Costs at Louisiana's Juvenile Correctional Facilities 

Fiscal Years 1997-98 and 1998-99 

Fiscal Y ear 1997-98 Fiscal Year 1998-99 

D aily D aily N um ber 
A ctual Cost Per Actual Cos| Per of 

Facility Expenditures Inm ate Expenditures Inm ate Inm ates 

Bridge City $686,186 $10.68 $693,447 $10.92 174 

Jetson $3,054,694 $13.24 $3,357,731 $15.16 607 

Swanson $1,579,085 $10.20 $1,684,164 $12.24 377 

Tallulah* $1,467,099 $6.97 $1,615,342 $8.23 538 

Jena* 0 0 $364,510 $7.39 235 

Totals $6,787,064 $10.28 $7,715,194 $10.95 1,931 

Note: *These amounts are an allocation of the contract paym ents to these facilities by DOC. 
The allocation is based on cost data that were provided to us by Jena and Tallulah. 

Source: Prepared by Legislative Auditor's staff from inform ation provided by DOC. 

Jetson's health care costs are som ew hat higher than the 
other facilities. Jetson's institutional responsibilities and inm ate 
population result in higher health care costs than other facilities. 

Health costs at Jetson are increased by its status as the juvenile 
intake facility, according to a DOC official. A s the intak e facility, 
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D O C's 
R ehabilitation 

Expense 

Averages $7.97 
Per D ay for Each 

Juvenile 

it m ust do m ore health screening than other facilities. Ill addition 

Jetson is the only juvenile facility having females among its 
population. According to m edical staff at Jetson, health care for 

females is more expensive than for male juveniles. Jetson, 
therefore, has health care responsibilities and resulting costs not 

shared by other juvenile facilities. 

In fiscal year 1998-99, the D O C spent an average of 
$7.97 per day to provide only the rehabilitation portion of 

keeping an offender in a juvenile correctional facility. In fiscal 
year 1997-98, the average expenditure was $7.39 per day. 
Rehabilitation expenses are for academ ic and vocational-technical 
courses, recreation, libraries, and religious activities. Exhibit 3-12 
on page 48 show s DOC's rehabilitation expenditures at each 

juvenile facility. 
Swanson has the highest per-offender rehabilitation 

expenditures. Jetson has the lowest rehabilitation expenditures. 
Special program s and responsibilities affect rehabilitation 
expenditures. According to the D OC Secretary, Sw anson's 
rehabilitation costs increased in fiscal year 1998-99 because of a 
m ental health unit added at that facility. The new unit increased 
staff by 23. 

The Secretary also said that Jetson's status as the juvenile 
intake facility, which increases its health care expenses, reduces its 
per-offender rehahilitation expenses. That is because offenders 
who ar e staying at Jetson during their lim ited intake process do not 
participate in rehabilitation program s at that facility. Thus, the per- 
offender daily average for Jetson rehabilitation expenditures is 
decreased. 

In addition to D OC's rehabilitation expenditures, Special 
School D istrict #1 an d two other school districts spent 
approximately $4.5 million in fiscal year 1998-99 for education at 
juvenile facilities. The Special School District #1 spent 
$1,647,691 to provide educational courses at Jetson, Swanson, an d 
Bridge City in fiscal year 1998-99, according to a budget analyst at 
the Departm ent of Education. The LaSalle Parish School Boar d 
also spent $974,000 at Jena in the sam e fiscal year, according to 
LaSalle Par ish School Board officials. The M adison Parish School 
Board spent more than  $1.9 million, according to an administration 
official at this school boar d. Special School D istrict #2 now 
provides educational services for Jena an d Tallulah. M ore than 
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$3.5 million was appropriated for education at these two juvenile 
facilities in fiscal year 1999-2000. 

Exhibit 3-12 

R ehabilitation Costs 
Louisiana's Juvenile Correctional Facilities 

Fiscal Years 1997-98 and 1998-99 

Fiscal Year 1997-98 Fiscal Year 1998-99 

Daily D aily Num ber 
Actual Cost Per Actual Cost Pcr of 

Facility Expenditures htm atc Expenditures Inm ate Inm ates 

Bridge Cily $587,455 $9.14 $671,404 $10.57 174 
-- 7  

Jelson $1,652,092 $7.16 $1,877,690 $8.48 607 

Swanson $1,541,080 $1,807,048 $13.13 377 

Tallulah* $1,096,031 $5.20 $961,891 $4.90 538 

Jena* 0 0 $300,316 $6.09 235 

Total $4,876,658 $7.39 $5,618,349 $7.97 1,931 

Note: *These am ounts are an allocation of the contract paym ents to these facilities by 
DOC. The allocation is based on cost data that w ere provided to us by Jena and 
Tallulah. 

Source: Prepared by Legislative Auditor's staff from inform ation provided by DOC. 

D O C C ontracted 

for O peration of 

Tallulah and 
Jena 

D O C entered into cooperative endeavor agreem ents 
for the operation of Tallulah and Jcna. Jena is m anaged on 
the basis of a cooperative endeavor agreem ent between DOC 

and the LaSalle Parish Hospital District No. 2 (Hospital 
District). Until September 21, 1999, Tallulah was managed 
under a cooperative endeavor agreem ent between D OC and the 
City of Tallulah. On that date, DOC assum ed operation of the 
Tallulah facility. Despite the recent D OC takeover, certain 
provisions of the Tallulah cooperative endeavor agreem ent 

continue to impact department costs. (The City of Tallulah and 
the Hospital District are som etim es hereafter refelred to as 

"contractors." ) 
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By law , DOC m ay contract directly w ith a private 

company to man age a juvenile facility. However, the 
departm ent entered into cooperative endeavor agreem ents with 
the two local governm ental entities, which then contracted with 
two private com panies to operate the facilities. 

Changes to cooperative endeavor agreem ents m ay 
originate from either the state or the local entity. The 
cooperative endeavor agreem ents that establish and operate 

juvenile facilities achieve two basic purposes: 

Provide a m eans for the creation of new correctional 

facilities to house state juveniles 

Provide econom ic developm ent for the towns in 
which these facilities are located 

The original cooperative endeavor agreem ents between 
D OC and the contractors are for term s of 25 years or when no 
initial debt from the construction of the facilities rem ains 

outstanding, whichever is earlier. 

The l-lospital District assigned its right, title and interest 
in its contract w ith D OC to an other party, and thereafter several 
additional assignm ents of the contract occurred. Ultim ately 

W ackenhut Corrections Corporation (W ackenhut) became the 
assignee. According to an official w ith the Hospital D istrict, 

W ackenhut built and own s the juvenile facility. This official 
stated that the Hospital District received no m onetary paym ent 
for its role in the contracting process; it was sim ply trying to 
prom ote econom ic developm ent. 

Tallulah contracted with Tran s-Am erican  1)evelopm ent 

Associates, Inc., (" Trans-American ") to manage the juvenile 
facility. This contract provides that Tran s-Am erican shall 
satisfy all of Tallulah's obligations to the D OC under the D OC- 
Tallulah cooperative endeavor agreem ent. Pursuant to the 
Tran s-Am erican  and Tallulah contract, Tallulah has received 
$150,000 an nually from Tran s-American. An official of 
Tallulah stated that operation of the juvenile facility has 
strained the City's facilities, especially its sewerage system . 
The $150,000 payment helps Tallulah meet increased costs 
resulting from the facility's operation. 
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C ontractors M ust 
C om ply W ith 
A C A Standards 

D O C to Pay an 
A nnual Per D iem  

Increase 

State Pays for 
C harity H ospital 
C are and C ertain 

Security Costs 

The H ospital District and the City of Tallulah m ust 

comply with American Correctional Association (ACA) 
standards. DOC's agreem ent w ith the Hospital District 
obligates it to operate and m aintain Jena in accordance w ith 
ACA stan dards. The District is required to achieve ACA 
accreditation within twelve m onths and to m aintain this 
accreditation throughout the life of the agreem ent. The City of 
Tallulah was also required to achieve A CA accreditation. 

The original contracts required an annual per diem 
increase, based on the Consum er Price Index, of not m ore 
than 4 percent. The agreem ent between D OC and the 
Hospital District provided for an original per diem of $59.25 
per juvenile per day. The original agreement with the City of 
Tallulah provided for a per diem of $48 during Phase I (the 
initial phase) of the facility's construction, to be raised to $58 
for all offenders when Phase I1 of the facility w as com pleted 
and operational. The contractors were to be paid an amm al per 
diem increase of not m ore than 4 percent, based on the 
Consum er Price Index. 

A m endm ent Seven to the original contract w ith the 

City of Tallulah changed the per diem provisions by 
providing conditions under w hich the annual per diem  
increase could exceed 4 percent. U nder this am endm ent, if 
the Consum er Price Index, during any 36-m onth period 

exceeds an average of 4 percent, DOC is required to adjust the 
per diem rate in the next tim e period based on the actual 
Consum er Price Index percentage. But this increase is not to 

exceed the average adjusted percentage increases in the 
appropriated budgets of equivalent state secure juvenile 
facilities. 

The state pays for juvenile health care at the charity 
hospitals. M ost other health care is the responsibility of the 
contractor. The Hospital District's responsibility includes: 

A ll care provided within the facility 

All outside physician visits an d other out-patient 
treatm ent, including dental an d psychiatric 

A ll em ergency room  visits 
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Local School 
Board Shared 
Education 

Expenses W ith 

Jena C ontractor 

D O C Still 
O bligated in the 
Event of Facility 

Takeover 

In-patient hospital costs for the first forty-eight 
hours 

Under the term s of its contract w ith the Hospital 
District, DOC is responsible for all m edically related security 
costs after the first forty-eight hours of hospitalization. 

Education expenses at Jena w ere shared by the 
facility operator and the local school board. On June 1, 

1998, W ackenhut (the operator of the Jena facility) entered into 
an agreement with the LaSalle Parish School Board regarding 
offender education at the Jena facility. A ccording to this 
agreem ent, W ackenhut supplied the school m aterials norm ally 
provided by a child's parents, supplied the books and 
equipm ent necessary to initially staff the facility library, an d 
paid all expenses for sum m er school. The school board paid all 
expenses during the norm al school year. 

According to LaSalle Par ish School Board officials, the 
school board spent $974,000 in fiscal year 1998-99 providing 
educational services at Jena. The school boar d received 
additional M FP fim ding based on 189 students. How ever, 
school board officials inform ed us that they provided services 
to m ore than  250 offenders. W ackenhut paid the school board 
$96,900 to provide the summer school program . 

The Jena contract also requires the contractor to provide 
substan ce abuse services to its offenders. The contract does nol 
address security or staff training responsibilities of the 
contractor. 

D O C's financial obligations to the contractor 
continue despite facility operations by the D O C. The 
original Tallulah contract contained a provision that, in the 
event of D OC assum ing operation of the facility, the 

department shall, subject to legislative appropriation, be 
required to pay the am ounts necessary for paym ent of the 
principal, interest, and prem ium on the facility's outstanding 
debt. A later am endm ent to the contract m ade D OC 
responsible for the facility's property taxes an d insurance 
coverage, in addition to repaym ent of principal and interest, in 
the event of a DOC takeover. 
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Factors T hat 

Im pact a 

Facility's 

O perating 
Expenses 

Am endm ent Eight to the Tallulah contract, yet again, 
changed provisions related to D OC costs in the event of the 
departm ent assum ing operation of the facility. This 
am endm ent repealed provisions relating to departm ent paym ent 
of all the principal, interest and the other above-m entioned 
costs. Instead, D OC m ust pay a reduced per diem rate of 

$16.62 for each of 686 juveniles. This an~ounts to almost $4.2 
m illion annually. 

This per diem rate is subject to an  annual increase of 
not m ore than 4 percent based on the Consum er Price Index 

(CPI). However, if the CP], during an y 36-month period, 
exceeds 4 percent, the rate of increase for the next tim e period 
could exceed 4 percent. There is no provision that the $16.62 
per diem will reduce or term inate when facility construction 
debt has been repaid. However, D OC is in negotiations w ith 
the contractor coneem ing contract provisions. 

The contract between D O C and the Hospital D istricl 
provides that DOC m ay assum e operation of the Jena facility in 
the event of defects in the operation or m aintenance of the 

facility that cannot be cured. In that event, DOC shall, subject 
to legislative appropriation, be required to pay the am ounts 
necessary for paym ent of the principal, interest, and prem ium 
on the facility's outstanding debt. 

An institution's incarceration costs are driven by the 
num ber of correctional offi cers needed to supervise offenders. 
Several factor's influence this staffing level and the resultant costs 
These factors include: 

Physical layout of the facility 

Custody category of the inm ates 

A special program  or function of a prison, such as a 
hospital or m ental health trait 

The level of"career aging," or the num ber of years 
of state em ploym ent 

The living arran gements of an  institution's inmates (cells or 
dormitories) is largely determined by their custody level. 
M axim um -security inm ates at a Level 1 facility w ill be housed in 
extended lockdown or in working cellbloeks. A Level II institution 
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in Louisiana has fewer m axim um -security inm ates than a Level 1 
facility. A Level III institution includes m ostly m inim um -securily 
inm ates, although it m ay have som e cell blocks. 

Exhibit 3-13 on the follow ing page show s the custody level 
of each Louisiana prison an d also shows the percentage of inm ates 
living in cellblocks and dorm itories at each Facility. A s Exhibit 3- 
13 show s, Level I institutions generally have a higher percentage 
of cellblocks than either Level I1 or Level III facilities. The 

percentage of cells at W ade, Angola, Hunt, and LCIW  (the Level I 
facilities) ran ges from 17 percent to 31 percent. In contrast, the 
percentage of cells at the six Level II facilities ran ges from 
2 percent to 19 percent. W ith the exception of W CI, all Level II 
facilities com prise 10 percent cells or less. 

According to the Secretary of DOC, the density of cells at a 
correctional facility affects the ability of that facility to m aintain 
security. Institutions with a large density of cells w ill require m ore 
correctional officers to secure an  area, which increases 
incarceration costs. 

That is em phasized by inform ation we received from the 
A ssistan t W arden of Security at Allen Correctional Center. lte 

told us that at his facility there are three correctional officers (CO) 
in a dorm  housing unit during the day and four offi cers there at 
night. Yet in their cellblock housing unit of equal size, they have 
five correctional officers during the day an d five officers at night. 
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Exhibit 3-13 

Pcrcentagc of Cells and D orm itories 
at Louisiana's Adult Correctional Facilities 

Percentage 
Custody Percentage of 
Level Facility of Cells Dorm itories 

W ade Correctional Center 31 69 

Louisiana State Penitentiary (Angola) 29 71 
Elayn Hunt Correctional Center 18 82 

L. C.I.W . 17 83 

11 W ashington Correctional Institute 19 81 

11 Allen Correctional Center 10 90 

I Avoyelles Correctional Center 10 90 
II W inn Correctional Center 10 90 

I Dixon Correctional Institute 5 95 
] C. Paul Phelps Correctional Center 2 98 

II1 I W ork Training Facility-N orth 1 99 

Source: Prepared by Legislative Auditor's staff from inform ation provided by DOC. 

Physical Plant 
L ayout Im pacts 

Incarceration 

Costs 

An institution's physical plant w ill affect its security 
staffi ng and expenditures. A physical plant layout that allow s 
one CO to watch one hundred inm ates will be less expensive than a 
layout that requires three COs to secure the sam e 1 O0 inm ates. 

During our  site visits to correctional facilities, several staff 
m em bers em phasized to us the degree to which the physical plant 
layout im pacts the num bers of staff needed to m aintain security. 
The LCS Pine Prairie LLC operates a new local, non-DOC, 
facility. An offi cial of this com pany told us, for exam ple, that an 
im portant feature of this facility is a layout that m akes m uch of its 
activity visible by as few staff as possible. A ccording to Avoyelles 
staff, the physical plan t layout at that facility is designed to 
enhance security w ith fewer correctional officers. One aspect of 
the physical plant is that each of the five housing units has a wagon 
wheel design. Each unit has a central pod/control room . From this 
center, eight spokes or hallways of dorm itories or cellblocks 
protrude. This layout allow s a CO to look into m ore than one 
hallway spoke from  a stationary position. Accordingly, this 
housing layout requires fewer officers to m aintain security. Allen 
and W inn have the sam e physical plan t layout as Avoyelles. 
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Econom ies of 
Scale C an A ffect 

A dm inistration 

Costs 

In contrast, som e dorm itories at the Jetson Correctional 
Center for Youth have m any potential hiding places, according to 
officials at that institution. Likew ise, Bridge City is an old convent 

that was converted into a facility for male juvenile offenders. Such 
physical layouts require m ore correctional officers. 

Econom ies of scale ean be a factor in the am ount of 
adm inistration expenses per inm ate. Phelps and W ork Training 
Facility-N orth have the sm allest inm ate populations of Louisiana's 
adult institutions. Since these are also am ong the m ost expensive 
facilities in per-inm ate adm inistration costs, a DOC official 
confirm ed that econom ies of scale can be a factor in the am ount of 
adm inistration expenses per inm ate. That is, certain adm inistrative 
positions ar e necessary to operate a prison. Thus, the higher the 
num ber of inm ates living at "the facility, then the low er are certain 
adm inistrative costs on a per inm ate basis. 

R ecom m endation 

3.3 The D O C should collect and analyze all com ponents of 
cost in order to m ake decisions on the m ost cost 
effective m eans of providing incarceration of state 

offenders. 
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Chapter 4: Comparison of State (Privately and 
Publicly Operated) Adult Correctional 
Facilities 

C hapter 
Conclusions 

In fiscal ),ear 1998-99, DO {:; spent an average of $25.91 
per inm ate per day to operate Allen Correctional Center 

(Allen) and Avoyelles Correctional Center (Avoyelles). DOC 
spent an average of $27.02 per day to operate W inn 

Correctional Center (W inn). However, including vocational- 
technical expenditures by the Louisiana Com m unity and 
Technical College System , the average costs per day are $26.08 
for Allen, $26.44 for Avoyellcs, and $27.02 for W inn. These 
num bers do not include capital costs such as depreciation and 

interest. A lso, the expenditures presented for Avoyelles do not 
include any D O C headquarters' adm inistrative costs. The 
expenditure figures for the tw o privately m anaged facilities 

OVinn and Allen) are based on contractual payments made by 
the DO C, plus som e m aintenance and repair costs incurred by 
the DO C for these tw o prisons. 

In fiscal ),ear 1998-99, the Louisiana Com m unity and 
Technical College System spent approxim ately $95,000 and 
$300,000 at Allen and Avoyelles, respectively, to provide 
vocational-technical courses. W hen these expenditures are 

added to DO C's operational expenses, an average of $26.08 per 
inm ate per day w as spent for Allen, $26.44 for Avoyelles, and 
$27.02 for W inn. 

Allen and W inn have low er m edical operating costs 

than Avoyelles. Avoyelles has m ore m edical staff and provides 
m ore inm ate m edical contacts. Avoyelles also fills m ore 
prescriptions than the tw o private facilities. The inm ate 
population at Avoyelles m ay need m ore m edical services 

because of the selection of inmates housed in the facility . 

A lthough the three institutions offer very sim ilar social 
rehabilitation program s, W inn offers m ore vocational- 
technical courses and has a larger rehabilitation staff than the 
other tw o prisons. In fiscal year 1998-99, Allen and W inn 
spent m ore per inm ate on rehabilitation than Avoyelles did. 
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A C om parison of 

M edium  Security 

Prisons 

The private prisons have m uch low er security costs than 
Avoyelles. A llen and W inn have sm aller num bers of em ployees 
dedicated to security in the prisons. W inn and A llen also have 
a higher turnover of correctional officers than does Avoyelles. 

W inn reported the highest expenditures for 
adm inistration in fiscal year 1998-99. A llen reported the 
low est. W inn allocates a percentage of its corporate overhead 
to adm inistrative operating costs. It also accounts for 
depreciation, com m issary purchases, and all em ployees' 
benefits in the Adm inistration category. These factors help 
explain W inn's higher adm inistration costs. 

Avoyclles, W inn, and A llen arc nearly identical in size, 
design, and the type and num ber of inm ates. The state built 
and ow ns all three facilities. The state is responsible for 

heating, ventilation and air conditioning (ItVAC) replacement 
The tw o private com panies are responsible, in general, for all 
other facility m aintenance. In fiscal year 1998-99, D O C spent 
approxim ately $39,000 and $59,000 at W inn and Allen, 
respectively, for H VA C-related costs. 

A llen and W inn arc m anaged under contract by 
W akenhut Corrections Corporation and the Corrections 
Corporation of Am erica, respectively. These private 
com panies are generally responsible for m aintaining the 
facilities in term s of day-to-day operations and are paid a per 
diem . The contractual agreem ents betw een the state and these 
tw o com panies provide for responsibilities regarding ACA 
standards, m edical care, education, rehabilitation, and 
security. A lso, the contracts stipulate that the State of 
Louisiana is to be held harm less from  claim s and liability 
resulting from  acts or om issions to act of the contractors. 

This chapter com pares operating costs, staffing, services 
provided and other information for three correctional facilities: 

~ Allen Correctional Center (Allen) 

~ Avoyelles Correctional Center (Avoyelles) 

~ W inn Correctional Institute (W inn) 

Tw o of these institutions, A llen and W inn, ar e privately 

managed by W ackenhut Corrections Corporation (W CC) and the 
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Corrections Corporation of America (CCA), respectively. DOC 
m anages Avoyelles. The state paid for the construction of all of 
these facilities. These facilities w ere constructed at about the sam e 
tim e and are alm ost identical in their physical plant layout and the 
num ber of inm ates housed. A llen and W inn are nine years old, an d 
Avoyelles is 10 years old. 

These three prisons are classified as Level 11 (medium 
security) facilities in temas of the type of inmate they house. In 
this chapter, we consider whether there are differences in health 
car e, rehabilitation, and security am ong these publicly and 
privately m anaged correctional faeilities. Because of tim e 
constraints in conducting this audit, we did not attem pt to evaluate 
the quality of sen,ices being provided at these prisons. Appendix 
B contains a detailed com par ison of the three prisons. 

Exhibit 4-1 presents the overall operating expenditures, the 
average cost per inm ate per day, the total num ber of inm ates, and 
the total num ber of staff for A llen, Avoyelles, and W inn for fiscal 
year 1998-99. 

Exhibit 4-1 

Expenditures, Inm ate Population, and Staff Population 
Fiscal Y ear 1998-99 

Allen Avoyelles W inn 
Correctional Correctional Correctional 

Center Center Center 

DOC Operating Expenditures $14,355,401 $14,544,967 $14,900,903 

Louisiana Com m unity and 

Technical College Expenditures $95,242 $299,744 $0 

Total Expenditures $14,450,643 $14,844,711 $14,900,903 

Cost Per Inm ate Per Day $26.08 $26.44 $27.02 

Total Inm ates 1,518 1,538 1,511 

Total Staff 323 391 351 

Note: In addition to contractual paym ents by DOC, total operating expenditures for Allen and W inn 
include maintenance and repair costs incurred by DOC for $100,509 and $176,030, 
respectively. 

Source: Developed by Legislative Auditor's staff from inform ation provided by DOC. 
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A llen H as the 

Low est C ost Per 
Inm ate Per D ay 

Staffi ng Level 
H igher at State 

Facility 

Alien has the low est expense per inm ate per day of 

$26.08 for fiscal year 1998-99. Expenditures for Avoyellcs arc 
$26.44 per day, an d the daily inmate cost for W iml (a privately 
managed facility) is $27.02. Exhibit 4-1 reports total expenditures 
of $14.5 million for Allen and $14.8 m illion for Avoyelles. W inn 
has the highest total operating expenditures of $14.9 m illion. 
Vocational-rehabilitation expenditures are included in these totals. 
A ll three institutions have relatively sim ilar num bers of inm ates, 
approxim ately 1,500. 

The operating expenditures presented here for Avoyelles 

are only the direct costs nf operating the facility (i.e., 
administration, incarceration, rehabilitation, and health). 
Expenditures include such item s as correctional officer an d staff 
salar ies and benefits, supplies, m aintenance, rent, utilities, travel, 
food services, professional serv ices, an d other m iscellaneous 
char ges. Other expenses not included are capital costs such as 
depreciation of the facility and any interest incurred on debt to 
finance the facility's construction. The D OC incurs adm inistrative 
costs at its headquarters to m anage the state facilities, but these 
costs are not allocated to the individual institutions. In addition, if 
the D OC sends an inspection team or other sim ilar assistance to an 
adult prison, the costs of providing these services are not charged 
to the prison receiving the serv ices, according to a DOC official. 
Finally, there ar e costs associated w ith services provided by other 
governm ental entities, such as the Louisiana Com m unity and 
Technical College System an d the LSU M edical C.enter System . 

The operating expenses presented for A llen and W inn arc 
based on contractual paym ents m ade by the DOC and certain 
m aintenan ce an d repair costs incurred by the DOC. Contractual 

payments for Allen in fiscal year 1998-99 totaled over $14 m illion 
and m aintenance and repair costs incurred by the D OC reached 
$100,509. The DOC paid close to $15 million to W inn in the form 
of contractual paym ents an d $176,030 in m aintenan ce/repair costs 
w ere incurred by the DOC for operations at W inn. 

The staffi ng level at the state run facility (Avoyellcs) is 
higher than those of the tw o privately run facilities. A s can be 
seen from Exhibit 4-1 on page 59, Allen and W im ~, the two 
privately m anaged facilities, have few er total staff than Avoyelles 
Allen has 323 total staff, W inn has 351, an d Avoyelles has 391. 
Avoyelles has 21 percent m ore staff than A llen and 11 percent 
m ore staff than W inn. 
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Private Facilities 

H ave Low er 
M edical C osts 

A llen and W inn have low er m edical operating costs 
than Avoyelles. The m edical costs for Avoyelles are 30 percent 
higher than Allen and 46 percent higher than W inn. A s shown in 
Exhibit 4-2 below, W inn has an inm ate per day cost of $2.21 for 
providing medical services and Allen's cost is $2.48. The cost for 
Avoyelles exceeds $3.00 per day. One reason Avoyelles has a 
higher m edical cost is that it has m ore m edical staff. See Exhibit 
4-3 on page 62. In addition, according to inform ation provided by 
D OC, Avoyelles provides m ore patient contacts and fills m ore 
prescriptions, as is shown in Exhibit 4-4 on page 64. 

Exhibit 4-2 

M edical Expenditures 
Fiscal Year 1998-99 

Allen Avoyellcs W inn 
Correctional Correctional Correctional 

Center Center Center 

Total M edical Costs $1,372,113 $1,810,008 $1,217,937 

Average Cost per Day $2.48 $3.22 $2.21 

Note: W inn and A llen furnished their cost inform ation. As these are private 
corporations, their m ethods of identifying and accounting for costs m ay not be 
comparable to the methods used by DOC. 

Source: Developed by Legislative Auditor's staff from inform ation provided by DOC, 
CCA, and Allen Correctional Center. 

It m ust be noted that the m edical, incarceration and 
rehabilitation costs for W inn and A llen were furnished, 

respectively, by Corrections Corporation of America (CCA) an d 
Allen Correctional Center. These num bers represent what it costs 
A llen an d W inn to fum ish these three areas of service. Because of 
tim e constraints, we did not audit these num bers. W e also did not 
attem pt to ascertain how com parable these num bers ar e to the 
accounting m ethods used by DOC to capture and report its cost 
inform ation for the state-operated prisons. Exhibits 4-2, 4-6, 4-8 
an d 4-10 use num bers furnished by A llen an d CCA . The num bers 
furnished by CCA and Allen ar e different than the num bers 
portrayed in Exhibit 4-1 an d other chapters of this report, which are 
based on DOC's contract paym ents to CCA or W CA . Except for 
certain exhibits of Chapter 4, when we provide num bers for W inn 
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A voyelles tlas a 

Larger M edical 
Staff  T han 

Private Facilities 

or Allen, our num bers portray what DOC spends to operate these 
facilities, and not what it costs the private facilities them selves. 

Avoyelles has m ore full-tim e m edical positions than the 
tw o private facilities. This publicly m anaged prison provides 32 
percent m ore full-tim e m edical staff than A llen and 56 percent 
m ore than W inn. In Exhibit 4-3, w e com pare the num ber of 
m edical staff positions at the correctional facilities. One reason 
Avoyelles has m ore m edical staff is that it has five Em ergency 
M edical Technicians com pared to one for W inn and none for 
A llen. W inn and A llen contract for outside pharm acy services 
whereas Avoyelles has a phar m acist in-house. There ar c also 
differences am ong the facilities not only in the num ber of nurses 
but also in the m ix of Registered N urses and Licensed Practical 
N urses. 

Exhibit 4-3 

M edical Staffi ng 
Septem ber 1999 

Allen Avoyelles W inn 
Correctional Correctional Correctional 

Center Center' Center 
Physicians I 2 1 

O ptom etrist Oncehnonth Tw ice/m onth Once/m onth 

R egistered N urses 5 7 3 

1,icensed Practical N urses 12 8 10 

Pharm acists l* 1 1" 

Psychiatrists 1, week 1, tw ice/week 1, tw ice/m onth 

Psychologists 10 hours/week 6.5 hours/week 4 times/week 

Dentists 32 hours/week 1 1, tw ice/week 

Dental ltygienists/Assistants 1 0 1 

O ral Surgeons once/week 22 hours/m onth 0 

Radiologist 0 13 hours/m onth 0 

Em ergency M edical Technicians 0 5 1 

X-Ray Technicians 3 tim es/week 16 hours/week Once/week 

Pharm acist Technicians 0 1 0 

Total Full-Tim e Positions 19 25 16 
Note: *Contracted 
Source: Developed by Legislative Auditor's staff from inform ation provided by DOC and 

individual correctional facilities. 
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A voyelles H as 

M ore Patient 

C ontacts Than 
D o Private 

Facilities 

Avoyclles, the publicly m anaged facility, has m ore 
m edical contacts w ith inm ates than do W inn or A llen. A s 
Exhibit 4-4 on the follow ing page show s, Avoyelles had a m onthly 
average of alm ost 2,800 m edical contacts with inm ates. Allen was 
next w ith alm ost 2,100 contacts and W inn follow ed w ith m ore than 
1,400. These contacts include visits w ith nurses, doctors, dentists, 
and other specialized m edical services. In addition, this Exhibit 
includes m ental health contacts. Avoyelles fills m ore prescriptions 
'than W in~ or A~en. ~Ve ca~cula'ted 'the dàta in E~hibi't 4-4 by 
taking a m onthly average of the M arch 1999 to July 1999 data 
reported to the DOC by the individual correctional facilities. 

Hunt Correctional Center's and W ade's reception and 
diagnostic centers decide where an inm ate is placed. They 
consider such issues as an inm ate's health, length of stay, and 
necessary level of security in order to m ake these placem ent 
decisions. According to a m edical staff em ployee at Avoyelles, 
they have m ore sick patients than the private facilities do. One 
Avoyelles official stated that if an inm ate in a private facility has to 
go to Huey P. Long Hospital and stays over 48 hours, he is placed 

at Avoyelles. (The DOC contractual agreements with CCA and 
W CA stipulate that the state shall be responsible for the cost of 

security after the first 48 hours of any inmate hospitalization.) In 
addition, this Avoyelles official reported that the high num ber of 
contacts and high num ber of prescriptions given is due to the 
quality of care provided. A m edical staff m em ber stated that the 
private facilities try to cut m edical expenses to m ake a profit and 
the public facilities do not. A n official at W inn stated that its low 
num ber of contacts an d prescriptions resulted from no doctor or 

dentist on staff during the period of our data analysis (M arch 
through July 1999). It was searching for a doctor to fill the vacant 
position an d the dentist w as on an extended vacation. At the tim e 
of our visit in Septem ber 1999, W inn had a doctor on staff. 
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Exhibit 4-4 

Average N um ber of M onthly Inm ate M edical C ontacts 
M arch-July 1999 

Allen Avoyelles W inn 
Correctional Correctional Correctional 

Center Center Center 
Sick ('all* 525 271 512 

Doctor's Call** 663 1091 191 

D entist V isits: O n Site 350 302 105 

Regular Patient Contacts 1538 1664 808 

D entist Visits: O ff Site 2 0.4 2 

O plom etry Visits: O n Site 13 59 38 

O ptom etry Visits: O ff Site 7 14 2 

M ental H ealth Cnntacts 298 652 292 

O ff-Site Em ergency Care 10 15 3 

Specialty Services: O n Site*** 111 102 191 

Specially Serv ices: O ff Site*** 115 289 80 

Total M onthly Patient Contacts 2,094 2,795 1,416 

N um ber of New Prescriptions 569 1,455 402 

N um ber of Refilled Prescriptions 1,048 1,741 345 

Total Prescriptions 1,617 3,196 747 

Note: The data in this Exhibit were obtained by taking a m onthly average of data for the period of 
M arch through July 1999. 
* Sick Call refers to the number of docum ented non-physician contacts by m edical personnel 
including requests for em ergency care and routine care and scheduled contacts. This does not 
include pill call. 
** Doctor's Call refers to the number of inm ates/offenders seen by a physician. Nursing 
personnel m ay refer an inm ate to a doctor once he's seen at sick call. 

***Specialty Services include orthopedics, cardiology, surgery, ear nose and throat, internal 
m edicine, and gynecology on or off site. 

Source: Developed by Legislative Auditor's staff from inform ation provided by the I)OC and 
individual correctional facilities. 
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W inn H as M ore 
R ehabilitation 
Staff T han A llen 

or Avoyelles 

W inn has m ore resources dedicated to rehabilitation 

program s than Avoyelles and A llen. A lthough W inn appears to 
dedicate m ore resources to its rehabilitation program s, the average 
cost per day per inm ate is 42 percent less than Allen and only 19 

percent more than Avoyelles (see Exhibil 4-6). According to a 
m anager at A llen, its rehabilitation costs are higher than W inn and 
Avoyelles because of its contract w ith Parkview Baptist School to 

provide teachers. (This school provides the eight teachers shown 
in Exhibit 4-5.) Also, Allen includes another 23 positions under 
"rehabilitation" in its accounting system . The staff positions 
shown in Exhibit 4-5 include teachers in vocational-technical 
program s conducted by the Louisiana Com m unity and Technical 
College. 

Exhibit 4-5 

Correctional Facility Rehabilitation Staff 
Septem ber 1999 

A llen Avoyelles W inn 
Correctional Correctional Correctional 

Center Center Center 

Social W orkers 2 5 2 

Feaehers 8 11 12"* 

Shaplains 1 4* 1 

O ther Rehabilitation 
Positions 12 12 19 

Note: * 1 full-time and 3 part-tim e chaplains. 
~ *Includes 1 part-time instructor. 

Source: Developed by Legislative Auditor's staff from inform ation provided by DOC 
and individual correctional facilities. 

Allen reported the highest expenditures for rehabilitation 
an d Avoyelles the low est of these three sim ilar institutions. The 
rehabilitation operating costs are shown  in Exhibit 4-6 on page 66 
The following cost inform ation includes expenditures by the 
Louisiana Com m unity mid Technical College System , which 
conducts courses at all adult prisons except W inn. The costs of 
these courses for fiscal year 1998-99 w ere as follow s: 
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~ Allen Correctional Center 

Avoyelles Correctional Center 

W inn Correctional Center 

$95,242 

$299,744 

$0 

M ore detailed infom aation on rehabilitation expenditures is 
contained in Chapter 6. Rehabilitation includes expenditures for 
academ ic and vocational-technical courses, recreation, libraries, 
and religious activities. D OC and the Com m unity and Technical 
College System expenditures do not include rehabilitation funds 
that m ay be provided by other state, federal, or private sources. 
These other sources include the Board of Elem entary and 
Secondary Education, the federal Job Training Partnership Act, the 
Louisiana D epartm ent of Social Services, the Louisiana 
D epartm ent of Health an d Hospitals, and the Red Cross. 

Exhibit 4-6 

Rehabilitation Expenditures 
Fiscal Y ear 1998-99 

A llen Avoyelles W inn 
Correctional Correctional Correctional 

Center Center Center 

Rehabilitation Costs $906,181 $453,205 $529,319 

Average Cost Per Day $1.64 $0.81 $0.96 

Note: W inn and Allen furnished their cost inform ation. As these are private corporations, 
their m ethods of identifying and accounting for costs m ay not be comparable to the 
m ethod used by DOC. 
Rehabilitation expenditures include expenditures of the Louisiana Comm unity and 
Technical College System to teach vocational-technical courses. 

Source: Developed by Legislative Auditor's staff from infornlation provided by DOC, 
CCA, Allen Correctional Center, and Louisiana Technical College System 

campuses. 

A s can be seen from  Exhibit 4-7 on the following page, all 
three institutions offer sim ilar, an d the sam e num ber of, social 
program s to their inm ates. Exam ples of these program s are 

Alcoholics Anonymous (AA), Substan ce Abuse, and Anger 
M anagem ent. However, the prisons differ in the vocational and 
technical program s they offer. W irm has the m ost vocational- 
technical opportunities, offering 10 of the 13 vocational-technical 
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program s w e identified at these prisons. On the other hand, A llen 
offers four of the 13 program s, and Avoyelles offers six program s. 

Exhibit 4-7 
Rehabilitation Program s O ffered 

Septem ber 1999 
A llen Avoyelles W inn 

Correctional Correctional Correctional 
Courses Center Center Center 

Yes No Yes I No Yes No 
Social Program s 

Pre-Release X X X 
Substance Abuse X X X 
Character Counts X X X 
Parenting Skills X X X 
Sex O ffender Program X X X 
A nger M anagem ent X X X 
A lcoholics Anonym ous X X X 
N arcotics A nonym ous X X X 

. __ n  

H IV Counseling X X X 
Religious Services ~F X X I 

Total: Social Programs I 10 ~ I o 10 0 10 0 

Vocational-Technical 
Program s 

Culinary A rts X X X 

Xomputer~ed Office X 1 l X 
X A uto Body Repair X X 

X Upholstery X 1 T__  X 
X H orticulture X 

X Data Entry I 
H eating, V entilation, and A ir 

X X C onditioning 

[ X X Printing 
x I x X Basic Automotive 

X I X Cabinet Making 
X Janitorial and Sanitation I X 

X x Job Skills Education Program ~ 

Project Metamorphosis I ~ X 
Total: V ocational-Technical 

6 7 Program s 10 
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Private Prisons 
H ave M uch 

Low er Security 
C osls 

Allen and W inn reported m uch low er incarceration 
expenditures than Avoyelles. In fiscal year 1998-99, D OC's 
expenditures for security at Avoyelles were 48 percent higher than 
A llen and 52 percent higher than W inn. Exhibit 4-8 below show s 
spending by each prison for the incarceration of inm ates. The cost 
per inm ate day for incarceration for the two private facilities is less 
than $14. The cost is more than $20 per day at Avoyelles. 

Exhibit 4-8 

Incarceration Expenditures 
Fiscal Year 1998-99 

Allen Avoyelles W inn 

Incarceration Expenditures $7,689,841 $11,371,151 $7,497,690 
Average Cost Per Day $13.88 $20.26 $13.59 
Total Num ber of Correctional Staft~ 242 321 255 

Note: W inn and Allen furnished their cost inform ation. As these are private corporations, their 
m ethods of identifying and accounting for costs m ay not be com parable to the m ethod used by 
DOC. 
*The staff figures reported for W inn and Allen represent total incarceration staff. The figure 
for Avoyelles represents correctional security officers only. 

Source: Developed by Legislative Auditor's staff from inforn lation provided by DOC, CCA, and 
Allen Correctional Center. 

Private Facilities 

H ave Few er 
C orrectional 
O fficers 

A major reason that privately managed facilities have 
low er incarceration costs is that there arc few er staff dedicated 
to security in the prisons. The security staffing levels are shown 
in Exhibit 4-8. The figure reported for Avoyelles represents 
correctional security officers only. The figures for Allen and W inn 
represent total incarceration staff. A s seen in Exhibit 4-8, the 
num ber of correctional security officers at Avoyelles is larger than 
the total incarceration staff for A llen and W inn individually. 

Privately m an aged correctional facilities also differ from 
public facilities in staff turn over. Exhibit 4-9 on page 69 indicates 
som e security differences between publicly and privately m an aged 
facilities. A llen and W inn have a higher turn over of security 
officers than  the DOC m an aged prison. Correctional officer 
turnover rates at all three institutions ran ge from  an annual low of 
30 percent to a high of 70 percent. Even the lowest turnover rate 
m ay give rise to concern about the experience level of correctional 
officers in these facilities. 
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Exhibit 4-9 

C orrectional Facility Security 

Fiscal Year 1998-99 
A llen Avoyelles W inn 

Correctional C orrectional C orrectional 
Center Center Center 

Num ber of Inm ates 1,518 1,538 1,511 
Total N um ber oflncarceration 242 321 255 
Staff*** 

Inm ate to Incarceration Staff R atio 6.27 4.79 5.93 
A nnual Incarceration Staff Turnover 70%  30%  38%  
Rate 
M onthly Inm ate on Inm ate Assaults* 15 26 10 

M onthly Inm ate on Staff Assaults* 3 1 3 
Escapes** 2 1 1 

Apprehensions** 2 1 1 

Notes: *M onthly average calculated from M arch 1999 to July 1999 data. 
**Total for M arch 1999 to July 1999. 
***The staff figures reported for W inn and Allen represent total incarceration staff. 

Tile figure for Avoyelles represents correctional security officers only. 
Source: Developed by Legislative Auditor's staff from inform ation provided by DOC and correctional 

facilities. 

W inn H as tile 

H ighest 

A dm inistrative 
Costs 

In fiscal year 1998-99, W inn reported the highest 
expenditures for adm inistration and A llen the low est of the 
three sim ilar institutions. W inn's average cost per day is 172 
percent higher than Avoyelles and 208 percent higher than Allen 
The adm inistration operating costs are shown in Exhibit 4-10 on 
page 70. According to the V ice President for Finance at CCA , 
W inn's adm inistrative costs ar e higher, possibly because it 
includes: 

~ A percentage of CCA 's corporate overhead 

~ All commissary purchases (about $700,000 
annually) 

~ A ll depreciation on equipm ent own ed by W ire1 

~ A ll em ployee benefits 

The cost inform ation furn ished us for A llen and Avoyelles do not 
include corporate or D OC overhead costs, respectively, in the 
Adm inistration category. In addition, these facilities did not 
include depreciation. Furtherm ore, Avoyelles and A llen have 
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salaries and em ployee benefits spread am ong all four cost 

categories, not just in the Administration category. Finally, 
Avoyelles does not account for com m issary purchases in thc 
Adm inistration category. 

Exhibit 4-10 

A dm inistration Expenditures 
Fiscal Y ear 1998-99 
Allen Avoyelles W inn 

Correctional Correctional Correctional 
Center Center (;enter 

Adm inistration Costs $1,056,175 $1,210,347 $3,244,405 

Average Cost per Day $1.91 $2.16 $5.88 
Note: W inn and Allen furnished their cost information. As these are private corporations, their 

m ethods of identifying and accounting for costs m ay not be com parable to the m ethod used 
by DOC. 

Source: Developed by Legislative Auditor's staff from inform ation provided by DOC, CCA, and 
Allen Correctional Center. 

Physical Plant 
C haracteristics 

A re Sim ilar 

Exhibit 4-11 below com pares the physical plants of the 
three prisons. A s can be seen in this exhibit, the physical plant 
char acteristics of W inn, A llen, and Avoyelles are very sim ilar. 
The construction cost of Avoyelles is higher than A llen or W inn 
because, of the three, it was constructed first and includes the 
original design fee. 

Exhibit 4-11 

Physical Plant Inform ation 
Fiscal Y ear 1998-99 

A llen Avoyelles W inn 
Correctional Correctional Correctional 

Center Center Center 

Age of Facility 9 Years 10 Years 9 Years 

Cost of Facility $33,120,832 $36,218,769 $33,901,006 

Num ber of M aintenance Staff 7 8 7 

Inmate Capacity 1,538 1,538 1,538 

Source: Developed by Legislative Auditor's staff from inform ation provided by DOC. 
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B uilding N ew 

Prison Could 
Provide Savings 

C ontractual 
A rrangem ents 

W ith A llen and 
W inn 

Building a new prison m ight yield cost savings to the 
state over the long term , if one of the m ore expensive prisons 
w ere replaced. DOC's average cost per day for each inm ate at 
Avoyelles was $25.91 ill fiscal year 1998-99. This is som ewhat 
cheaper than the average costs at other Level II facilities. For 
instance, DOC's average cost was $35.22 per day at W CI, for a 
daily difference of $9.31 compared to Avoyeiles. To ascertain if 
building another prison with a design (and associated costs) like 
Avoyelles would be beneficial, w e m ade som e assum ptions and 
com puted potential savings. 

The Legislative Fiscal Offi ce Report to the Southern 

Legislative Conference contains projections of construction costs 
for new prisons. A new 1,500-bed prison in Louisiana w as 

projected to cost $43.1 million as of July 1999. W e assumed that 
Louisian a could issue a 25-year general obligation bond at 6 
percent interest to finance construction of a new facility and that 
this bond would be repaid in the 25'h year. lnterest costs for such a 

finan cing would total $2,584,000 annually. The $9.31 daily 
savings for 1,500 inmates would yield almost $5.1 million in 
annual inm ate cost savings. This would result in annual savings of 
$2.5 million ($5.1 million - $2.6 million of interest cost). 
However, the $43 m illion bond issue must be repaid in the 25th 

year (or ratably over 25 years). 

The actual savings from these assumptions total $19.8 
m illion over 25 year s, if the bonds are not repaid until the 25'h year 

Discounting the cash flow s at 10 percent each year yields a net 
present value of$18.8 million. These savings could occur whether 
the facility was m anaged by the state or a private com pany. 

Allen and W inn are m anaged under contract by 

W ackenhut Corrections Corporation (W CC) and the 
Corrections Corporation of America (CCA), respectively. 
Generally, the contracts give W CC an d CCA the exclusive use, 
possession an d control of the land an d property com prising the 
facility and its grounds. This includes the use of m ovable 
equipm ent and perishables. Additional equipment m ay be placed 
in the facilities at the contractors' expense. The contractor is 
responsible for routine an d preventive m aintenan ce and will 
m aintain a preventive m aintenance program . In addition, W CC 
and CCA are responsible for m aking necessary repairs and 
replacem ent of equipm ent. However, the state is responsible for 
replacem ent of the heating, ventilation, an d air conditioning 
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Contractors M ust 
C om ply W ith 
A CA Standards 

D O C Is R equired 
to Pay the 

C ontractors a 

Per D iem 

system s. Furtherm ore, all construction and renovation, which is 
requested by the contractor and approved by the state, will be at the 
expense of the contractor. 

W ackenhut and CCA m ust com ply w ith A m erican 

Correctional Association (ACA) standards. DOC's contracts 
w ith W CC and CCA obligate the contractors to operate an d 
m aintain the facilities under their m anagem ent in accordance w ith 
all applicable law s an d regulations and in keeping w ith ACA 
standards. They m ust com ply w ith at least 90 percent of non- 
m andatory A CA standards and with all m an datory  standards. 

The contractors m ay not refuse to accept an inm ate, but 
m ay request his transfer. The contractors m ay not refuse to 

accept any inm ate assigned to the facility in accordance with the 
applicable DOC regulation (Regulation B-02-001). However, if 
the contractors believe the inm ate has been erroneously assigned to 
the facility, or w arrants transfer for m edical, psychiatric, 
disciplinary, or adm inistrative reasons, they m ay request D OC to 
transfer him . 

The contracts set an initial per diem  w ith a 4 percent 
annual grow th. The W CC contract and its am endm ents provided 
that W CC was to receive $24.79 per inmate per day through 
June 30, 1997, for the first 1,282 inm ates housed at Allen an d 
$18.44 for each additional inmate up to 1,474. Am endment No. 1 
to the contract provided that once the num ber of imnates at A llen 
reached 1,455, a per diem of $23.96 was to be paid for all inmates. 
The contract stipulates that on July 1, 1997, and on that date 
thereafter, the rate will increase by 4 percent. However, the rate 
increased by only 2 percent for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 
1999. The initial three-year contract w as extended for an  
additional two years ending on Decem ber 4, 2000. 

CCA received a per diem of $24.82 per inmate from 
M ar ch 19, 1995, through June 30, 1996. Am endm ent N o. 4 to the 
contract provides that com m encing on Jan uary 19, 1999, the state 
shall pay a regular per diem rate of $26.31 per inmate per day. It 
further stipulates that on July 1, 1999, an d on that date each year 
thereafter, the rate will increase by 4 percent. However, the rate 
increased by only 2 percent for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 
1999. 
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State Pays for 
Inm ate C harity 

H ospital C are 

C ontractor M ust 
Provide 

Education 
Program s and 
M inim um  

N um ber of 

Security Positions 

The state is required to pay both contractors a m inim um per 
diem equal to 95%  of the facility's existing capacity, if the facility 
is able to house that m any inm ates, lfthe state decides to expand 
the inm ate capacity at either facility, the per diem  for the additional 
inm ates will be negotiated by DOC and the contractor. 

Inm ate health care provided at a state charity, hospital 
is paid for by the state. The state is also responsible for the cost 
of security after the first 48 hours of any inm ate hospitalization. A 
DOC official stated that D OC does not track costs incurred to 
provide security after 48 hours. In addition, he said that such 
inm ates are often transferred into a D OC facility. M ost other 
health car e is the responsibility of the contractor. This contractor 
responsibility includes: 

All car e provided w ithin the facility 

All outside physician visits and other out-patient 
treatm ent, including dental an d psychiatric 

All em ergency room visits 

In-patient hospital costs for the first 48 hours 

The contractor m ust provide education and 
rehabilitation program s. W CC an d CCA are required by their 
contracts to provide inm ate vocational and academ ic training in 
accordance w ith A CA standards. These include: 

Educational diagnostics and counseling 

General education high school equivalency 

Rem edial an d special education 

Pre-release dynam ics 

Vocational education 

The contracts require the contractors to provide inm ates with prc- 
em ploym ent, substance abuse, an d fam ily/support network 
counseling. The Louisian a Technical College, Oakdale Cam pus 
provides two instructors for the upholstery and furniture m aking 
program s located at A llen. These two program s are part of Prison 
Enterprises. 
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Contractors A re 
R equired to H old 

State H arm less 

W ackenhut is required to provide a m inim um  of 255 
security positions at Allen. CCA m ust provide a m inim um of 
256 security positions at W inn. According to inform ation 
furnished us by A llen, its average num ber of security staff during 
fiscal year 1998-99 was 242. This is 13 em ployees fewer what the 

DOC-W ackenhut contract required in 1995 (the capacity of Allen 
has increased since that date). Security vacancies are to be filled 
no later than  30 days after a vacan cy occurs. 

The contractors are required to subject applicants to a 
thorough background check. They are also to provide orientation 
an d in-service training program s for all em ployees, in accordan cc 
w ith ACA standards and departm ental regulations. 

W CC and CCA are required to hold the state harm less 
for any claim s resulting from  acts of the contractors. The 
contracts require W CC and CCA to protect, defend, indem nify, 
and hold harm less the State of Louisian a, its departm ents, 
agencies, boar ds and com m issions, officers, agents, serv ants, and 
em ployees from any claim s, dem an ds, expenses, and liability 
stem m ing from acts or om issions of the contractors or their 
em ployees. 

R ecom m endations 

4.1 The D O C should gather all costs associated w ith 
privately and publicly run facilities. In addition, the 
DO C should consider billing for its services in 
connection w ith privately run facilities. Contractual 
arrangem ents should include provisions for billing for 
D O C serv ices to private contractors. 

4.2 The DO C should consider alternatives to high costs per 
day for incarceration. For exam ple, it could consider 
building new er facilities that are m ore effi cient and 
effective. 

M atter for Legislative C onsideration 

4.1 The legislature m ay w ish to consider funding newer 
correctional facilities that are m ore cost effi cient. 



 

Chapter 
C onclusions 

Louisiana houses 14,000, or m ore than 40 percent of its 
adult state inm ates in local facilities. This is due, in part, to the 
increasing state prison population. Expenditures for the 
Sheriffs' H ousing of State Inm ates program  have reached 
$137 m illion according to the fiscal year 2000-01 Executive 
Budget. The state pays a per diem of $23 to sheriffs and local 
governing authorities for each state inm ate housed in their 
local facilities. 

Louisiana ranks very high in the num ber and 
percentage of state inm ates housed in local facilities. In 1997, 
Louisiana had nearly one-third of all state inm ates housed in 

local jails across the United States. In 1999, Louisiana ranked 
higher than 15 other southern states in the num ber of state 

inm ates housed locally. N ational corrections offi cials told us 

that Louisiaua's practice of housing state inmates in local jails 
for their entire sentences represents very  m uch the exception. 
H ow ever, according to D O C Secretary  Richard Stalder, 
President of the A m erican Corrections Association, other states 

are outsoureing DOC inmates not only to local jails but also to 
other states. 

The DO C 's ability to incarcerate state inm ates in local 
facilities is saving the state m oney. The $23 per diem paid for 
housing state inm ates at the local level is less expensive than 
the daily costs of the adult state facilities. H ow ever, the 

services provided in most local jails with such a per diem is not 
as extensive as those offered in state facilities. 

For tile m ost part, local sheriffs in Louisiana determ ine 
w hich state inm ates w ill be sent to DO C facilities and w hich 

state inmates will be housed in their local jails. As a general 
rule, state inmates housed in local jails do not go through the 
Adult Reception and D iagnostic Centers at H unt, LCIW , and 
W ade. These centers screen inm ates for proper classification 

and placem ent. As a result, correctional staff m ay not be able 
to determ ine w hat serv ices are necessary  to effectively 

incarcerate and rehabilitate state inmates housed in local jails. 
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Louisiana 

H ouses M any 
State Inm ates in 

Local Facilities 

In addition, the num ber and variety of rehabilitation 
program s offered to state inm ates in the local facilities are 
generally less extensive than those offered in the state facilities 

As a result, DOC inmates housed in local jails may not be 
receiving services necessary for their rehabilitation and 
successful return to society. 

The D O C exercises lim ited control over state inm ates in 

local jails. The DOC monitors local jails through the Basic Jail 
Guidelines audit process and keeps track of which jails state 
inmates are housed in. However, the local jails have day-to- 
day custody and m anagem ent of state inm ates. Therefore, the 
D O C m ay not be fully aw are if the necessary m edical, m ental 

health, rehabilitation, and security services for its state inmates 
are being delivered in the m ost effective m anner. 

The DOC uses the CAJUN I1 (Corrections and Justice 
Unified Network) system, maintained by Hunt's ARDC, to 
verify accurate inm ate location and billing associated w ith the 

housing of state inmates in local jails. If billing errors are not 
detected through lim ited sam pling, D O C has another 
procedure to check billings. H ow ever, this procedure m ay not 
ensure that the D O C is appropriately paying for inm ates w ho 

are housed in local jails. 

The fiscal year 1999-2000 Executive Budget presents 
incom plete perform ance data for the Sheriffs' tlousing of State 
Inm ates program . Also, there is no uniform cost reporting by 
the local facilities associated w ith the housing of state inm ates. 
A s a result, it is very  diffi cult for legislative, departm ent, and 
local offi cials to determ ine how the appropriated $137 m illion 
is being used. In addition, it m ay be diffi cult to determ ine if 
the m oney is being spent effectively and effi ciently. 

Louisiana houses m ore than 40 percent of its adult state 
inm ates in local facilities in response to the overcrow ding of 
state prisons. A report issued by the Legislative Fiscal O ffice in 
1999 states that there are a total of approxim ately 33,350 state 
inm ates in Louisiana. Publicly and privately m anaged state prisons 

house 19,303 of these inmates. The remaining 14,047 (42.1 
percent) are housed in more than  100 local, or parish, facilities. 

According to the 1999-2000 an d 2000-01 executive 
budgets, actual expenditures an d expenditure requests for the 
sheriffs' housing of state inm ates are as follows: 
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Fiscal year 1997-98:$91 m illion 

Fiscal year 1998-99:$114 m illion 

Fiscal year 1999-00:$137 million (current 
operating budget) 

Fiscal year 2000-01:$161 million (total request) 

These figures include expenditures for both adult inm ates and 

juvenile offenders. 

Louisiana Revised Statute (R.S.) 15:824 (A) states that any 
individual subject to confinement in a state adult penal or 
correctional institution shall be com m itted to the D OC. This 
statute further provides that the director of the D OC shall assign 
each newly com m itted inm ate to an appropriate penal or 

correctional facility. In addition, R.S. 15:824 (B) gives the DOC 
the authority to house inm ates in local facilities an d to pay a per 
diem  to the sheriff or parish governing authority for each state 
inm ate housed. State inm ates m ay be housed in local facilities for 
such reasons as lack of facilities under the control of the D OC, or if 
the inm ate is held w ithout bail, pending an appeal of his sentence. 

Currently, the per diem paid to sheriffs or parish governing 

authorities for the housing of state inmates in local facilities is $23. 
Per diem paym ents ar e appropriated from the state general fund. 

The DOC also reimburses local jails for some of the costs 
associated with the extraordinary m edical expenses incurred in 
em ergency circum stances when the health of the inm ate requires 

the use of the closest services available (instead of an LSU M edical 
Center facility). The budgeted amount for this reimbursement is 
$100,000. In addition, Orlean s Parish Prison receives additional 
medical and mental health payments for juveniles an d adults. 
According to the 1999-2000 Executive Budget, Orleans Parish is 
reimbursed an additional per diem of $2 for medical expenses for 
inm ates an d $7 for all inmates serv ed by their mental health unit. 

According to a DOC offi cial, state inm ates with sentences 
of 20 year s or m ore will typically serve their sentences in state 
facilities. Longer sentences ar e usually associated with crim es that 
are of a m ore brutal nature; thus, these types of inm ates are sent to 
the state facilities. However, he stated that this does not 
necessarily m ean that you would not find an inm ate serving a life 
sentence in a local facility. A state inm ate m ay be confined in a 

local jail to serve out his entire sentence. W hether an inmate is 
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Louisiana 
A ccounted for 

O ne-T hird of 

State Inm ates in 
Local Jails 

kept at a local facility or sent to a state facility is basically up to the 

sheriff. R.S. 15:824(B)(3) requires the DOC to take from local 
custody, upon request by the sheriff, any inm ate deem ed 
dangerous, an escape risk, or physically or m entally ill. 

In 1997, Louisiana accounted for alm ost one-third of 

state inmates held in local jails throughout the United States. 
According to data from the U .S. Departm ent of Justice, 31 states 

housed a total of 33,736 state inmates in local jails in 1997. Yet of 
these 31 states, Louisian a accounted for alm ost one-third of the 

state inmates held in local jarls anywhere in the country. Louisiana 
had nearly 11,000 state inmates housed in local jails in 1997. 

N ationally, 3 percent of state inm ates were housed in local 

jails in 1997. In the same year, 36.9 percent of all Louisiana state 
inmates were housed in local jails. Only six other states (W est 
V irginia, Colorado, Arkan sas, Virginia, N ew M exico, and N ew 

Jersey) had more than 10 percent of their state inmates in local 
jails. Eight of the 31 states housing state inmates in local jails had 
less than one percent of their state inmates in local jails. 

According to data from the U .S. Departm ent of Justice, 

Louisiana housed 10,795 state inmates in local jails at year-end 
1997. At year-end 1998, Louisiana housed 13,211 state inm ates in 

local jails, a 22 percent increase. 

Louisiana exceeded 15 other Southern states in both the 
num ber and percentage of adult state inm ates housed in local 

jails. According to figures presented in a Legislative Fiscal Office 
report to the Fiscal Affairs and Govern m ent Operations Com m ittee 

(a SLC committee), Louisian a housed 14,047 state inmates in local 
facilities as of July 1, 1999. See Exhibit 5-1 on page 79. 
Louisian a ranked first out of 15 other southern states. In addition, 

almost 48 percent of Louisian a's total local jail population was 
com prised of state inm ates. 
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U se of Local Jails 
Is C heaper 

Exhibit 5-1 

State Inm ates H oused in State and Local Jails 

1999 
Percent of 

Inm ates in State 

State Inm ates in Total State Inm ates in 
State Facilities Local Jails Inm ates Local Jails 

A labam a 22,593 1,618 24,211 6.7%  
Arkansas 10,699 343 11,042 3.1%  
Florida 68,282 34 68,316 0.1%  

Georgia 41,665 2,647 44,312 6.0%  
Kentucky 11,849 3,252 15,101 21.5%  
mlllDh~ llK1 l[i llll II~Rl~lrAI KIIIK]~I', I[,2 Irm  ~  

M arylan d 21,670 21,670 0.0%  
M ississippi 9,724 1,866 11,590 16.1%  
M issouri 25,385 25,385 0.0%  
N orth Carolina 31,593 47 31,640 0.2%  
Oklahom a 21,480 473 21,953 2.2%  
South Car olina 21,172 400 21,572 1.9%  
Tennessee 16,342 5,710 22,052 25.9%  
Texas 148,964 0 148,964 0.0%  
Virginia 31,178 4,241 35,419 12.0%  
W est V irginia 3,004 606 3,610 16.8%  
Total 504,903 35,284 540,187 6.5%  
Source: Developed by Legislative Auditor's staff fn .m inform ation contained in 

1999 Adult Correctional System s report of the Louisiana Legislative Fiscal 
Office. 

These differences in the num bers of state imnates housed in 

local jails tell only part of the story. An official from the National 
Institute of Corrections told us that Louisiana's practice of 

housing state inmates in local jails for their entire sentences 
represents very  m uch the exception. However, according to D OC 
Secretary Richar d Stalder, President of the Am erican Corrections 
Association, other states are outsourcing D OC inm ates not only to 

local jails but also to other states. 

Sheriffs are paid a per diem  of $23 for each state 
inm ate housed in their local facilities. This is less expensive 

than the daily operating costs of the adult state facilities (see 
Chapter 3 for adult facility daily costs). Therefore, DOC's 
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Local Sheriffs 
D eterm ine W here 

Inm ates A re 

H oused 

ability to incarcerate state inm ates in local facilities is saving the 
state m oney. 

For exam ple, D OC's fiscal year 1998-99 daily operational 
expenditures for keeping an offender at Avoyelles Correctional 
Center were $25.91 per inmate. Avoyelles is a publicly operated 
adult state facility. The difference between the local per diem and 
the daily operational cost at Avoyelles is a savings of $2.91. W ith 
approxim ately 14,047 inm ates being housed at the local level, the 
state is saving at least $15 million a year in prison operating costs, 
not including construction costs to build additional prisons. 
According to an official at the N ational Institute of Corrections, the 
$23 per diem is cheap. However, the services provided in m ost 

local jails with such a per diem are not as extensive as those 
offered in state facilities. 

According to offi cials at the DO C, after sentencing of a 
state inm ate, the sheriff either accepts the inm ate into his local 

jail or sends him to the DOC. The DOC keeps only those 
inm ates convicted of a felony. The local sheriff determ ines if an 
inm ate, after being convicted of a felony, w ill stay at the local level 
or go to a state institution. M ore specifically, a sheriff w ill 
typically keep those inm ates who are not costly to incarcerate or 
those who offer a particular skill. There ar e no written contracts 

for the majority of local facilities that house state inmates, although 
the D OC has entered into over 20 cooperative endeavor 
agreem ents with local facilities housing state inm ates. 

According to a DOC offi cial, the sheriffs send to the DOC 
inm ates who have longer sentences and m edical, m ental, or 
behavioral problem s. State inm ates can  be transferred from state 

facilities to local jails. Furthermore, sheriffs can transfer state 
inmates from one local jail to another. Although the DOC 
m aintains ultim ate custody of these inm ates, a state inm ate m ay 
serve his entire sentence in a local facility. 

The D OC has entered into over 20 cooperative endeavor 
agreem ents with local law enforcem ent districts. These districts 
are units of local governm ent, which m ay enter inlo partnerships 
w ith the D OC to provide housing for state inm ates. A typical 
cooperative endeavor agreem ent provides that a district, m unicipal 
or par ish governing authority agrees to construct and/or operate a 

jail facility. The DOC agrees to house a minimum amount of state 
inm ates in the facility at a set per diem rate. 
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Stale Inm ates 
M ay R eceive 

Inadequate 

Screening 
Services 

W e reviewed two cooperative endeavor agreem ents. These 
agreem ents did not m andate what rehabilitation services are to be 
provided and who is to pay for them . One agreem ent contained a 
hold harm less provision. This provision protects the state against 
liability growing out of any act or om ission of the district. 

A ccording to a DOC offi cial, cooperative endeavor 
agreem ents are the only written contracts that exist between the 

DOC an d local jails concerning the housing of state inmates in 
local jails. However, most of the local facilities housing state 
inm ates do not have any type of written contract w ith the DOC. 
This offi cial stated that a sheriff who wants to start housing state 
inm ates will notify surrounding parishes and ttunt that he desires 
to start receiving inm ates. This offi cial further stated that the 
sheriff m ust initiate the Basic Jail Guidelines process to obtain 
certification once he begins to house state inm ates. 

R ecom m endations 

5.1 The D O C should consider establishing a contract 
process w ith those local correctional facilities housing 
state inm ates. The contract betw een the DO C and such 
local facilities should stipulate w hat services are to be 

provided by the jails and who will pay for them. 

5.2 The D O C should have, in the contract, a provision 
w hich holds the state, D O C, its officers, agents, and 
em ployees harm less from  claim s and liability arising 

out of injury, death, property damage, et cetera, that 
are the result of an act or om ission to act of the district 

or local correctional facility. This provision should 
stipulate 1hat the law enforcem ent district or local 
correctional facility w ill repay the D O C if the D O C is 
held liable for an act or om ission of the district or local 
correctional facility. The agreem ent should also 
provide that the local district and/or facility w ill pay for 
the attorney fees, if found at fault. 

State inmates in local jails may not be receiving 
adequate services or services com parable to those in the state 
correctional facilities. According to inform ation we obtained 
from personnel at Hunt Correctional Center's Adult Reception and 

Diagostic Center (ARDC), thousands of state inmates housed in 
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local jails do not ~,o through the disagnostic and classification 
screening process at Hunt. Therefore, these inm ates m ay not be 
receiving proper screening. This could result in their not receiving 
necessary services because these inm ates m ay not reach facilities 
that are m ore equipped to handle their special incarceration, 
rehabilitative, m edical, or m ental health needs. 

A D OC offi cial stated that D OC processes 6,000 to 12,000 
inm ates per year. He inform ed us that every inm ate goes through 

ARDC. R.S. 15:828(A)(1) states that the secretary of the DOC 
shall establish program s of classification and diagnosis for persons 
com m itted to and in the physical custody of the D OC. According 
to the statute, this classification and diagnosis is intended to assist 
in the rehabilitation of state inm ates an d their return to the 
com m un ity. However, state inm ates kept at the local level do not 
go through D OC's A RD C. In addition, those inm ates that are 

transferred from local jail to local jail do not go through DOC's 
ARD C. 

In addition, LCIW  and W ade each have a reception center 
perform ing functions sim ilar to Hunt Correctional Center's ARDC 
ARD C personnel screen inm ates by considering factors such as 
their crim e, sentence, educational background, substance abuse 
history , m edical and m ental condition, and whether they need 
protection from other inm ates. Once classification is com pleted, 
the inm ate is tran sferred to a D OC facility. A lthough Hunt, LCIW  
an d W ade do not screen the state inm ates housed at local facilities, 

the local jails have their own screening processes. However, 
personnel at ARD C were un able to com m ent on the screening 
stan dar ds em ployed by the local facilities. 

The ARD C process is m andated by detailed D OC policy 
an d is quite extensive. The DOC's expenditures for Hun t's ARDC 
in fiscal year 1998-99 were almost $3.4 million. Even if all state 
inmates in local jails receive diagnostic an d classification services 
equal to those at Hunt's A RD C, the fact that DOC does not control 
this process is a legitim ate basis for concern . The D OC should be 
knowledgeable of the services needed an d being received by state 
inm ates. 

A form er court appointed expert for corrections inform ed 

us that state inmates in local jails generally receive inadequate 
screening and, consequently, inadequate rehahilitative and security 
services. 
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Local Facilities' 
R ehabilitation 
Less Extensive 

R ecom m endations 

5.3 The D O C should establish regulations m andating a 

screening process of state inmates in local jails reflective 
of processes at ARDC. Local jails should also report 
this classification inform ation to ARD C. This w ould 
allow the D O C to pinpoint problem inm ates and to 
m ake m ore adequate placem ent decisions. 

5.4 The DO C m ay w ant to study the feasibility of 
processing all state inm ates at DO C 's A RD C facilities 

The rehabilitative services at local facilities are not as 
extensive as those offered at the state prisons. According to a 
D OC official, the levels of rehabilitation program s offered at local 
facilities vary. W e visited five local facilities and found that, 
generally, the num ber and variety of rehabilitation program s are 
less than those offered at state facilities. (Chapter 6 has 
inform ation regarding the rehabilitative program s offered at the 

state prisons.) Also, some local facilites report no spending for 
rehabilitation. A s a result, state inm ates placed in local facilities 
m ay not be receiving the services necessary to return them to 
society as m ore educated, skilled, and productive citizens. 

R.S. 15:828 (A)(I) provides that the I)OC shall direct 
efforts tow ar d the rehabilitation of persons com m itted to an d in the 
physical custody of the departm ent to return  them to the 

community as promptly as practicable. Also, R.S. 15:828 (B) 
states that the secretary shall prescribe rules and regulations in the 

facilities an d institutions under the jurisdiction of the DOC to 
encourage voluntary participation by inm ates in vocational 
training, adult eduction, literacy, an d reading program s. There do 
not appear to be such statutory m andates for rehabilitation at local 

jails. 

At som e of the five local facilities we visited, rehabilitative 
services are not as extensive as those offered in state facilities. W e 
visited the follow ing five local facilities: 

East Baton Rouge Parish Prison (EBRPP) 

Avoyelles Bordelonville Correctional Center 

(ABCC) 

Riverbend Detention Center (Riverbend) 
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South Louisiana Correctional Center (SLCC) 

Orleans Parish Prison (OPP) 

EBRPP offers lim ited rehabilitation program s. A parish 
official stated that they do not provide m uch rehabilitation at 
EBRPP. This is appar ently due to a lack of m oney and resources. 

However, they do have a GED (General Equivalency Diploma) 
program, AA (Alcoholics Anonymous) program, religious 
program s, an d a drug w ing. According to an em ployee at the 
prison, the city/parish reim burses the East Baton Rouge Parish 
School Board for the GED program . The sheriff pays four 
m inisters for the religious program s and volunteers are used for the 
religious program s and AA . The N ineteenth Judicial District ru ns 
the dru g wing an d the staff is funded through the Judicial Expense 
Fund. At the tim e of our visit, EBRPP housed over 1,400 inm ates 
w ith a total of 82 D OC inm ates. 

A BC C houses only fem ale D O C inm ates and offers 
lim ited rehabilitation program s. According to information 
obta ined from ABCC officials, this facility offers very few 
rehabilitative services. They have one GED class, two A A groups, 
an d religious services. There ar e no vocational-education 
program s, but tru stees can participate in a work-release program . 

The sheriff's department pays the principal of a local school (as a 
deputy) to teach the GED class. Volunteers run AA groups and 
religious program s. At the tim e of our visit, ABCC housed 192 
DOC inm ates. 

R iverbend also houses only D O C inm ates and offers 
lim ited rehabilitation progam s. An em ployee at Riverbend 
inform ed us that the prison offers lim ited rehabilitative program s. 

These programs include GED, AA, and NA (Narcotics 
Anonymous). A certified instructor teaches the GED classes and is 
paid a salary by Riverbend. The warden inform ed us that the GED 
instru ctor helps volunteers run the AA an d N A program s. 
Riverbend's census is about 200 D OC inm ates. 

Rehabilitative services offered at SLCC are m ore 
extensive than tbose offered at EBRPP, ABCC, and R iverbend. 
SLCC offers program s in substan ce abuse, after care, cognitive 
self-chan ge, an ger m an agem ent, HIV peer education, par enting, 
and religious serv ices. In addition, the prison offers an adult 
literacy program , learn to read program , adult basic education 

program (ABE), GED program, and an art class. SLCC also offers 
a work-release program an d vocational welding school. This 
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facility has the RISE inmate group (Resurrecting Individuals, 
Societies, and Enviromnents) which includes a pre-release 
function. Furtherm ore, SLCC has a Toastm asters group. An 
employee stated that all rehabilitation programs are funded through 
the per diem paid to them for housing state inm ates. However, 
SLCC receives grant m oney from the U .S. Departm ent of Labor's 
JTPA program  for its vocational welding school. A lso, the facility 
uses volunteers for religious services and parenting classes. At the 

time of our visit, SLCC housed 838 DOC imates. 

Rehabilitative services offered at O PP are m ore 
extensive than those offered ~t EBRPP, A BCC, and R iverbend. 
An Orleans Par ish Prison official infom led us that OPP has the 
About Face program , which is a boot canap program  for about 700 
im ates. This official stated that OPP also has a GED progran a, and 
a variety of vocational-technical program s that include culinary, 
auto body repair, auto m echan ics, plum bing, carpentry, gardening 
and welding. In addition, an official inform ed us that OPP offers 
program s in prison art, crafts, and com m unity service an d has a 

work-release program . According to the sheriff, the only non-OPP 
money that the prison receives to operate these progran as is $2,739 
for "the About Face boot cam p program . Th~s m oney is proviSed 
by the D epartm ent of Health and Hospitals. A lso, OPP has 
volunteers for the About Face program , A A, N A , and a var iety of 
religious program s. At the tim e of our visit, the OPP housed 
approxim ately 7,000 inm ates, of whom approxim ately 2,700 were 
D OC inm ates. 

A lthough w e visited only five local facilites, several 
sources state that the level of rehabilitative services in m ost local 
facilities ar e not as extensive as those offered at state prisons. For 

exam ple, OPB offi cials feel that inm ates in local jails do not get 
the sam e educational, health, and m ental health services as those in 
the state prisons do. Furtherm ore, in a 1996 report com m issioned 

by the Louisiana Sheriffs' Association (LSA) titled "The Cost of 
Confining Prisoners in Louisiana," the author (Dr. M ichael Kurth 
of M cNeese State University) offers the following: "Compared to 
prisons, jails generally are quite Spartan , offering little in the way 
of counseling, recreation or rehabilitaiton program s for their 
inm ates." He further explains that it is cheaper to house an inm ate 

in a local jail rather than a state prison. This is due, in part, to the 
fact that jails generally provide fewer programs and amenities for 
their inm ates. 
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D O C 's O versight 
of State Inm ates 
in Local Facilities 

Lastly, we sent letters to local sheriffs and facilities housing 
state inm ates that asked for cost inform ation about operating their 

jails. Of the 20 responses, six jails showed small rehabilitaion 
expenditures and seven show ed no rehabilitation expenditures. 

Five of the responding jails presented information in their financial 
statem ents that m ade it im possible to determ ine rehabilitation 
expenditures. Financial reporting is discussed later in this chapter. 

The D O C exercises lim ited oversight over its state 

inmates housed in local facilities. According to R.S. 15:824(A), 
any convicted felon shall be com m itted to the DOC. R.S. 15:824 

(B) further provides that if the DOC does not confine the felon, 
then the departm ent will pay a per diem am ount to the sheriff or 

other governing authority that houses the felon in their jail. The 
D OC 's per diem paym ent is for keeping and feeding the inm ates. 

It appears that state inmates housed in local jails are still the 
responsibility of the D OC. A D OC official stated that this 

responsibility can be delegated to local jails because of the $23 per 
diem . The lim ited control exercised by D OC could result in state 
inm ates not receiving necessary m edical, m ental health, 
rehabilitation, an d security services. M ore specifically, the DOC 
m ay not be able to determ ine what types of treatm ent inm ates need 
an d what they are receiving. 

Although there seem s to be a desire on the part of the D OC 

to transfer responsibilty to the local jails, DOC employs some 
control an d accountability processes. Local jails that house state 
inm ates m ust com ply with the Basic Jail Guidelines. There are 

approximately 72 guidelines. These local jail standards include 
guidelines for adm inistation, physical plan t, institutional 
operations, institutional services, and inm ate program s. The 
form ulation of these guidelines was a collaborative effort of the 

DOC, the Louisiana Sheriffs' Association (LSA), an d then 
Governor Edwin Edwards. 

A monitoring team inspects local jails to determ ine 
com pliance w ith the guidelines. The team  consists of I)OC and 
LSA representatives. A Jail Operations Com m ittee is responsible 
for review of the m onitoring process an d resolution of m onitoring 
issues. Those participants who com ply with the guidelines are 

issued certificates. Ira local jail is found to be noncomplian t, it is 
given 120 days to prepar e a corrective plan  of action, lfno plan is 
form ulated or no action taken, the D OC m ay then rem ove state 

inmates from the jail. After the initial inspection, subsequent 
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com pliance inspections w ill be conducted every three years. In 

addtion, local jails are to sumbit annual statements to the 
com m ittee confim ing continued com pliance. A ccording to a D OC 
official, this m onitoring process is the only adm inistrative service 
that D OC provides to local correctional facilities. The official 

stated that these monitoring functions are the job responsibilities of 
certain D OC em ployees and the costs for such functions are nol 
separated from other cosls. 

Adherence to the guidelines and the related "audit-like" 
and reporting processes give the D OC som e degree of control. 

However, the degree to which the guidelines measure a local jail's 
ability to house state inm ates m ust be considered. For exam ple, 
there are only seven guidelines dealing w ith rehabilitaion 
program s. Furtherm ore, these guidelines do not extensively 
address the establishm ent of educational program s. Guideline 
V-001 states that written policy, procedure, and practice provide 
for educational progran am ing from acceptable intern al or external 
sources which should include, at a m inim um , assistance in 
obtaining individualized program instruction at a variety of levels. 
Unlike the m ore stringent A CA standards, which have over 20 
pages of stan dards dealing w ith social, academ ic, and vocational 
services, the Basic Jail Guidelines m ay not m andate the creation of 
a penal environm ent conducive to the m ost effective incarceration 
of an inm ate. 

Finally, local facilities housing state inm ates m ay not be 

providing necessary security serv ices. According to an  
October 17, 1999, article published in Baton Rouge's Advocate, 
the D OC lists 50 prisoners as escaped and not captured. This list 
reaches back to 1935 and its m ost recent date of escape is 
August 16, 1999. However, near ly half of the escapes occurred 
before 1981. Of the 50 fugitives listed in the article, m ost of the 

recent escapees fled from parish-run jails. Of the last 12 escapes 
(from 1993 to 1999), at least nine were from local facilities. If 
local facilities ar e not providing security serv ices that are reflective 
of those offered in state prisons, the DOC and surrounding 
com m unities m ay continue to be faced with such escapes an d 
safety issues. 

A s m entioned before, we contacted one of Louisiana's 
form er court appointed experts for corrections. According to this 
form er expert, it w ould be a difficult task for the DOC to m anage 
state iarnates in both the state prisons and local facilities. 
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Inm ate Location 

and B illing 

V erification 

The D O C uses the CAJUN II system , m aintained by 
H unt's ARD C, to verify accurate inm ate location and billing 

associated with the housing of state inmates in local jails. The 
CAJUN II (Corrections and Justice Unified Network) system is a 
database that is m aintained by Hunt's ARDC. CAJUN II contains 
general inm ate inform ation, including the physical location and 

transfer histolT of inmates in state prisons and local jails. 
According to ARD C staff, local sheriffs send individual inm ate 
pre-class packets to ARD C to inform  them that they are housing a 
DOC inm ate. Staff enters this inform ation into the CAJUN  11 

system. When a DOC inmate is tran sferred from one local jail to 
an other local jail, it is the responsibility of the sender and the 
receiver to notify A RD C so updates can be m ade in the CAJUN I1 
database. ARD C staff stated that if no notification is received, 
they basically are not aware of inm ate m ovem ent an d tran sfers. A s 
a result, the accuracy of/he CAJUN  II records will, for the m ost 
part, be determ ined by the notification processes of the sheriffs and 
local facilities housing state inm ates. 

According to DOC accounting staff, sheriffs an d local 
facilities send invoices to the DOC to be paid for their housing of 
state inm ates. D OC smnples 10 percent from  each invoice and 
checks these inm ate nam es through the CA JUN I1 system for 
verification purposes. By retrieving inm ate records from CAJUN 11 
and com par ing them to the sheriffs' invoices, D OC can determ ine 
if the inm ates listed on the sheriffs' rosters ar e stale inm ates. Also, 
they can  identify inm ates listed on the sheriffs' invoices that are 

not yet the finan cial responsibility of the DO(; (e.g., parole violator 
not yet revoked by parole board). However, if errors occur in the 
90 percent portion of the invoices not regularly checked by DOC, 
they m ay be m issed an d not detected. In addition, if records kept 
in the CAJUN II system  ar e not accurate an d com plete, DOC m ay 
have a difficult tim e determ ining where the state inm ates ar e 
acutally housed. 

A ccording to a DOC offi cial, D OC perform s a verification 
each m onth to com par e the w eekly inm ate census reports generated 
through Hunt Correctional Center to the num ber of inm ates 
invoiced m onthly by each local facility. He stated that this 
verification process provides additional assurances that the 
facilities are invoicing for the appropriate inm ates. A lthough this 
serves as an  additional check, this procedure m ay not ensure that 
the D OC is appropriately paying for inm ates who are housed in 

local jails. M ore specifically, the census list used for verification 
purp oses is a com pilation of reports by the sheriffs and facilities 
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the Executive 
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housing state inm ates and this is then m atched against invoices 
from the sam e sources. Thus, except for the sam pling procedure 
there is not an independent source used to verify the invoices. 

W e checked 176 inmate names, from two jail rosters, 
through the CAJUN II system and found 14 (8%) potential 
problem s. M ore specifically, w e identified eight CA JUN records 
that contradicted the physical location of the inm ates listed on the 

jail rosters. Also, We found no records in CAJUN for six inmate 
nam es. ARDC staff explained that sheriffs and local jails are 
supposed to notify them when inm ates are tranferred. H owever, 
this does not alw ays happen. A s a result, there are discrepan cies 

between invoices, or jail rosters, and CAJUN  records. In additon, 
no records m ay exist for som e D OC inm ates because of delays in 
processing. A lso, an official at Hunt stated that sheriffs m ay 
subm it nam es to the D OC of inm ates who are not yet the finmlcial 

responsibility of the DOC (e.g., parole violators), but this is not 
supposed to occur. 

W hatever the reasons, if inaccurate or incom plete records 
ar e kept in the CAJUN system , it will be diffi cult for the DOC to 

verify the location of state inmates in local jails an d, ultimately, for 
accounting to verify the invoices sent in by sheriffs and local 
facilities. Furtherm ore, if the 10 percent sam ple conducted by 
D OC does not catch errors in the sheriffs' invoices, billing errors 
m ay go undetected. 

R ecom m endation 

5.5 The D O C should evaluate the CAJUN I1 system for 
accurate and com plete records. To do this, the 
departm ent m ay w ant to consider the report ing and 
recording processes that occur betw een ARDC and 
those local facilities housing state inm ates. A lso, DO C 
should evaluate the effectiveness of its 10 percent 
sam pling verification m ethod and census verification 
m ethod to identify billing errors. 

The fiscal year 1999-2000 Executive Budget reported 
incom plete perform ance data for the Sheriffs' H ousing of State 
Inm ates program . The Sheriffs' Housing of State Inm ates 
program has budgeted expenditures of $137 million for fiscal year 
1999-2000. This is an  increase of more than $20 million from 
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actual expenditures in fiscal year 1998-99. A lthough this program 
is appropriated such a lar ge am ount of m oney from the state 
general fund, there are no com prehensive perform ance data which 
reflect the services the state is receiving for its m oney. 

The Executive Budget contains one mission, one objective 
and seven perform ance indicators for this program . There are no 
goals listed in the budget. W ithout the presentation of com plete 
perform ance data, it is diffi cult for the legislature to determ ine 

what types of services state inmates are receiving in local jails. 

The m ission presented in the budget has no accom panying 
goals. W ithout goals, it is difficult to determ ine how one would 
approach and achieve the overall m ission. In addition, the one 

objective presented is broad. Objectives should be measurable, 
and this one is not. Finally, there are no outcom e perform ance 
indicators presented. That is, m ost of the indicators presented ar e 
outputs. A s a result, no perform an ce indicators are presented 
which m ight give policy m akers an idea of the program s offered to 
state inm ates an d their success rate. W ithout com plete 

perform an ce data, it is difficult for legislators to determ ine 
specifically what is being accom plished by expenditures for local 
housing. A form er court appointed expert for corrections 
encouraged the establishm ent and reporting of specific and 
m ean ingful perform ance data by the local sheriffs housing state 
inm ates. 

In a 1997 report from the Legislative Auditor's Offi ce, 
"Departm ent of Public Safety and Corrections, Corrections 
Serv ices: Analysis of Program Authority an d Perform an ce Data," 
we concluded that the 1996-97 Executive Budget presented no 
com prehensive perform ance data for the Sheriffs' H ousing of State 
Inm ates progran l. In addition, this report explained that w ithout 
com plete perform an ce data for program s and activities, the 
legislature m ay be unable to m ak e inform ed budgetary decisions 
related to them . W e reccom m ended that the D OC and OPB staffs 
w ork with the House Appropriations Com m ittee staff to develop 
additional perform an ce data for this program . By developing 
com prehensive perform ance data an d reporting it to the legislature, 
the legislature would be able to m ak e m ore inform ed budgeting 
decisions about this program . After reviewing the program 's 
perform ance data presented in the 1999-2000 Executive Budget, it 
appears that the D OC did not act on this reccom m endation. 
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R ecom m endation 

5.6 The DOC, LSA, and sheriffs of local jails may want to 
cooperate w ith O PB to establish com plete perform ance 
data for the Sheriffs' H ousing of State IiJm ates 

program. By including complete performance data (i.e., 
mission, goals, objectives, and a mix of performance 
indicators), the legislature may be able to more easily 
determ ine w hal is being achieved with tile $137 m illion 
spent on this program . 

Local facilities generally do not track and report 
expenses related to D O C inm ates. It follows that they cannot 
break out adm inistration, incarceration, rehabilitiatio~l, and health 
costs for state inm ates like DOC can for state prisons. A s a result 
it is difficult for the legislature to determ ine exactly how m uch of 
the $137 million it appropriates to the Sheriffs' Housing of State 
Inm ates program  is actually spent on D OC inm ates. The total 
expenditures reported in the 1999-2000 Executive Budget for the 
DOC reached $573 million. The expenditures reported for the 
Sheriffs' Housing of State Inm ates program accounts for 
24 percent of the total expenditures. 

For several reasons, we sent out cost tem plates to 
97 sheriffs an d local facilities that house D OC inm ates. First, we 
wan ted to capture cost inform ation and determ ine how m uch it 
actually costs to house a state inm ate in a local facility, A lso, we 

wanted to determine if local jails had cost information readily 
available. Finally, we wanted to see how much money local jails 
w ere spending on rehabilitation progarm s for state inm ates. Of the 
97 letters we m ailed, only six sheriffs an d 14 other local facilities 

responded to our cost template requests (see Appendix C for the 
list of those who received cost tem plates and those who 

responded). An official of the Louisian a Sheriffs' Association 
stated that local sheriffs w ould have difficulty responding to our 
cost tem plates because they do not track and report costs like state 

facilities (i.e., administration, incarceration, rehabilitation, health). 
Sheriffs generally have law  enforcem ent, tax collection, and other 

functions besides operation of the jail. The local jail is typically 
not set up as a separate entity for accounting purposes. Also, for 

some jails, an other local governmental body (e.g., police jury) 
contributes to jail costs, in addition to the sheriff. 
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After review ing and analyzing the 20 cost tem plates we 
received, we concluded that the reported daily costs per inm ate 
ranged from a low of $13.68 at W est Carroll Detention Cenlcr to a 
high of $198 at Eunice. M ost local facilities were in the range of 
$20 to $35. For example, daily costs reported for Riverbend were 
$21.74 per inmate in fiscal year 1997-98 and $20.04 in fiscal year 
1998-99. W e could not calculate the costs for four of the 20 jails 
because of insufficient inform ation. The reliability of these 
num bers is suspect because m ost cost inform ation w e received w as 
not audited. 

In addition, six jails presented small expenditure amounts 
related to rehabilitation program s. Seven local facilities presented 
no costs related to rehabilitation expenditures. Furtherm ore, w e 

could not determ ine rehabilitative expenditures for five of the jails 
because of the presentation of cost data in the financial statem ents 
W e received two responses from local facilities that contained 
m inim al or no cost inform ation because these facilities house few 
D OC inm ates. 

If sheriffs and local jails are unable to report cost 
inform ation for D O(.' inm ates in a detailed m anner, it is very 
difficult for policy m akers an d departm ent officials to determ ine 
what the state and DOC are receiving for the per diem payments. 
lfthe local jails cannot break out costs and report them to DOC, it 
is difficult for legislative, departm ent, an d local officials to 
determ ine if the current per diem is an  overestim ated or 
underestim ated figure. If the DOC is responsible for these 
inm ates, it needs to establish an d m aintain a m ore effective 
m anagerial oversight. To do this, the DOC needs m an agem ent 
tools including accurate cost data an d perform an ce data. The 
form er federal com-t appointed expert for corrections encouraged 

the tracking and reporting of cost inform ation by the local jails. 

R ecom m endation 

5.7 The legislature, D O C, and LSA m ay w ant to consider 
establishing uniform  cost reporting for the local 
facilities housing state inm ates. Costs could be reported 
by adm inistration, incarceration, rehabilitaion, and 
health. This type of reporting w ould be m ore reflective 
of costs reported by the state prisons and m ight give 
legislative, departm ent, and local offi cials an idea of 
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how m uch m oney is actually spent on the D O C inm ates 
and for w hat types of program s. 

M atter for Legislative Consideration 

5.1 The legislature m ay w ish to consider, and com m unicate 
to DO C, w hat cost com ponents should be reported by 

the local jails regarding the housing of state inmates. 
Cost reporting requirm ents could then be developed 
and m onitored by D O C. U ltim ately, D O C and the local 
facilities could report the requested cost inform ation to 
the legislature. 
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C hapter 6: R ehabilitation and R ecidivism  

C hapter 
C onclusions 

The num ber of Louisiana's adult inm ates in state 

facilities grew by 57.5 percent (7,050 inmates) between 1989 
and 1999. By 2004, the adult inm ate population in state 

facilities is projected to grow an additional 18.4 percent. 

One way that Louisiana can seek to meet this projected 
influx of new state inm ates is by seeking to reduce our state's 
recidivism rate. O ne m eans of reducing recidivism could 
involve increased reliance on inm ate rehabilitation program s. 

In fiscal year 1998-99, Louisiana spent m ore than $6 
m illion for adult prison rehabilitation program s. Y et currently 
it is nearly im possible to determ ine if the state's recidivism  rate 
is im pacted by the m illions of dollars spent each year on 
rehabilitation program s. Because of the am ount of funds being 
spent, it m ay be of interest to the legislature and to the D O C to 
consider w hether rehabilitation program s have a beneficial 
im pact on the recidivism  rates of form er inm ates and, 
therefore, on the safety of the Louisiana public. 

The D O C and local correctional facilities have not 
regularly com piled program -specific recidivism inform ation 
that could serve to support the cost-effectiveness of these 
program s. Several m onths ago, the DO C began an organized 
effort to collect recidivism  inform ation oll inm ates w ho 
participate in certain types of rehabilitation. Beginning in the 
next fiscal year, legislative and depart m ent offi cials should 
begin to receive inform ation about the effect of rehabilitation 
on recidivism . 

There is no consensus am ong researchers as to w hether 
rehabilitation program s reduce recidivism . Researchers found 
that drug treatm ent program s m ay reduce recidivism . In 
addition, sex offender program s m ay have an im pact on 
recidivism , ltow ever, studies present differing conclusions on 
the im pact of these program s. The im pacts of education 
program s and prison industry program s rem ain unclear 
am ong researchers. 



Page 96 Adult and Juvenile Correctional Facilities in Louisiana 

M innesota is a state that places great em phasis on 
rehabilitation as a m eans of curbing recidivism . In 1995, 
M innesota's D O C spent m ore than $17 m illion on 
rehabilitation program s for adult institutions. Yet M innesota's 
recidivism  rates do not vary appreciably from those of other 

states. 

Louisiana ranks near the bottom  of the Southern states 
in the percentage of the state corrections budget that is 
allocated to rehabilitation program s, but its recidivism rates 
are average. A llhough Louisiana has a com paratively low level 

of rehabilitation program funding (more than $6 million in 
fiscal year 1998-99), our recidivism rate for adult offenders is 
essentially identical to that found in M innesota. Louisiana's 

recidivism  rate for inm ates in adult faeilities w ithin three years 
after release is 40.3 percent, com pared w ith 40 percent in 

M innesota. 

In 1993, the U.S. Justice Departm ent conducted a study 

of Hunt Correctional Center's boot camp program (the 
IM PACT program). This study found no statistically 
signi~ieant dlffcrenees in arrest rates tlnril~g the f~rst six 
m onths of com m unity supervision betw een those w ho 
com pleted the IM PACT program  and those w ho either 
dropped out of the program or did not participate. A 1996 
U.S. Justice Departm ent study found that graduates of 
Louisiana's boot cam p program  did have a low er recidivism 
rate than other inm ates. H ow ever, the 1996 study attributed 
this low er recidivism rate to the intensive supervision received 
by the form er boot cam p inulates follow ing their release, not to 
their boot cam p experience. 

Beginning in 1997, only offenders w ith substance abuse 
problem s have been going through the IM PA CT program . 
DO C data indicate that the recidivism rate for IM PA CT 

graduates three years after release from custody (36.3 percent) 
is lower than the recidivism rate (of 40.3 percent) for the 
overall inm ate population three years after release. 

There is no consensus am ong researchers about 
w hether prison rehabilitation program s reduce recidivism . 
H ow ever, studies of the Blue W aiters substance abuse program 
at Dixon Correctional Institote and of vocational and G ED 
program s at the Louisiana Correctional Institute for W om en 
support the value of rehabilitation program s in reducing 
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recidivism . Specifically, tile Blue W aiters study suggests that 
rehabilitation, w hen coupled w ith post-release follow -up, m ay 
be effective in reducing recidivism and prom oting em ploym ent. 
The LCIW  study concluded that education program s reduce 
recidivism . 

Louisiana spent at least $6 m illion in fiscal year 1998-99 
on prison rehabilitation program s. Exhibit 6-1 on page 99 
shows the am ount of inm ate rehabilitation expenditures for the 
DOC and the Louisiana Com m unity and Teclm ieal College System 
in fiscal year 1998-99. Rehabilitation program s at DOC's state 
correctional facilities include academ ic and vocational, religious, 
recreational, and pre-release program s. DOC and the Com m unity 
an d Technical College System  expenditures do not include 
rehabilitation funds that m ay be provided by other state, federal, or 
private sources. These other sources include the Board of 
Elem entary and Secondary Education, the federal Job Training 
Partnership Act, the Louisiana D eparlm ent of Social Services, the 
Louisian a Departm ent of Heahh and Hospitals, and the Red Cross. 

Louisiana previously did little to determ ine the 
recidivism im pact of rehabilitation program s on its form er 
inm ate population. H ow ever, D O C recently began to put a 
system in place to com pile recidivism  statistics for certain 
individual rehabilitation program s. Despite their stated belief in 
the effectiveness of rehabilitation program s, correctional facility 
rehabilitation officials told us that their institutions do not track 
recidivism rates of their form er inm ates. A num ber of these 
officials said that they w ould like to gather statistics on recidivism , 
but lack the resources to do so, 

The DOC has recently begun m easuring the recidivism 
rates of inm ates who have participated in the following 
rehabilitation program s: 

Blue W aiters Substan ce Abuse 

Education 

W ork Release 

Faith-Based 

Project Metamorphosis 
,lob Skills Education Program (JSEP) 

IM PACT (Boot Camp) 
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Officials at D OC have told us they plan 1o m easure the 
im pact of these program s on recidivism for a period of five years. 
They w ill have a system in place by June 2000, to begin m easuring 
program  im pact. 

Recom m endation 

6.1 The D O C, in cooperation w ith the O PB and legislative 
staff, should regularly gather and report perform ance 
inform ation related to the success of rehabilitation 
program s in curbing recidivism . This inform ation 

should include DOC inmates being housed in local jails. 

The gathering and reporting of this inform ation on the 
relationship betw een rehabilitation and recidivism m ay 
assist the legislature in its budget deliberations. It can 
help to determ ine w hether the funds currently provided 
for rehabilitation have a cost-effective im pact on 
reducing the recidivism  rate of Louisiana inm ates. 

Louisiana's DOC defines recidivism  as "Return to DPS& C 

[DOC] custody following conviction for a new felony or technical 
revocation of supervision after having been released from DPS& C 
incarceration." Based on that definition, Louisiana's three-year 
recidivism rate is about 40 percent. Louisiana's rate differs little 
from recidivism rates in other states. But we do not know whether 
our recidivism rate is impacted by the m illions of dollars we spend 
each year  on prison rehabilitation program s. This is a m atter of 
both social and fiscal im portance. W hen an  inm ate recidivates and 

returns to DOC jurisdiction, the state is faced with a minimum 
yearly cost of $8,395, calculated on the basis of the $23 per diem 
currently paid to local jails to house a DOC inmate. 

Exhibit 6-1 on the following page shows the am ount of 
funds being spent for rehabilitation. Because of the am ount being 
spent, it m ay be of interest to the legislature and to the D OC to 
consider whether rehabilitation program s have a beneficial im pact 
on the recidivism rates of form er inm ates. This is also an  issue thal 
directly im pacts the safety of the Louisiana public. 
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Exhibit 6-1 

Louisiana's Prison Rehabilitation Expenditures 
DO C and Louisiana Com m unity and Technical College System  

Fiscal Y ear 1998-1999 

Technical 
College Total Rehabilitation 

D O C System R ehabilitation Cost Per 
Facility Expenditures Expenditures Expenditures Inm ate D ay 

Phelps $112,598 $489,216 $601,814 $2.03 
Angola $542,486 $566,137 $1,108,623 $.59 
Allen $1,067,533" $95,242 $1,162,775 $2.10 
Avoyelles $153,461 $299,744 $453,205 $.81 
L. C. 1. W . $167,506 $349,615 $517,121 $1.57 
Dixon $205,517 $223,475 $428,992 $.74 
Hunt $224,065 $731,637 $955,702 $1.24 
W ade $88,755 $422,074 $510,829 $.98 
W CI $159,394 $179,469 $338,863 $.77 
W inn $609,575* 0 $609,575 $1.11 
W ork Training 
Facility-North 0 $64,019 $64,019 $.36 
Totals: $3,330,890 $3,420,628 $6,751,518 $1.02 
Note: *These am ounts are an allocation of the contract paym ents to these facilities by DOC. The allocation 

is based on cost data that were provided to us by W inn and Allen. 
Source: Compiled by Legislative Auditor staff from information furnished by DOC and separate cam puses 

of the Louisiana Com munity and Technical College System . 

R ecidivism : 
B ackground D ata 

Several studies of recidivism have dem onstrated that a 
relatively sm all group of recidivists are responsible for a large 

number of serious crimes. Surveys of large numbers of jail and 
prison inm ates indicate that 10 to 20 percent of offenders account 
for 70 to 80 percent of serious violent and property crim es 

committed by these inmates. (W illiam Spelman, Criminal 
Incapacitation_ , 1994, based on 1975, 1976, and 1978 Rand surv eys 

in California, M ichigan, and Texas) 

A 1989 study on recidivism by ttle U .S. Bureau of Justice 
Statistics tracked 16,000 inm ates released in eleven states. This 
study found that 63 percent of state inm ates w ere arrested for a 
felony or serious m isdem ean or w ithin three years of release. 

Almost half (47 percent) were convicted, an d 41 percent returned 
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to jail or prison for a new offense or for violation of the terms of 
their release. 

Offenders m ost likely to be re-arrested were car thieves. 
Those least likely to be re-arrested were inm ates convicted of 
m urder or m anslaughter. This study, not surprisingly, also found 
recidivism rates to rise w ith the num ber of prior arrests. 
Recidivism rates were also higher am ong younger offenders, 
am ong m en, and am ong those w ithout high school diplom as. 

There is no consensus am ong researchers as to w hether 
rehabilitation program s reduce recidivism . Researchers have 
com pared recidivism rates of offenders participating in progran ~s 
with the recidivism  rates of those who did not participate. Yet the 

fundamental question of how much (if at all) rehabilitation 
program s reduce recidivism continues to be an issue of lively 
debate. In addition to studying the overall impact of rehabilitation 
program s, these resear chers have sought to identify particular types 
of program s that m ay be effective in reducing recidivism , either for 
all inm ates or for inm ates sentenced for specific types of offenses. 

Any an alysis of the im pact of rehabilitation program s on 
recidivism should consider the independent var iable of inm ate 
m otivation. An inm ate who chooses to enroll in a rehabilitation 
program  m ay be m ore m otivated to chan ge his life than an inm ate 
who has not enrolled. Rehabilitation program s could serve to 
support an inm ate's determ ination to turn  his life ar ound. W ith 
that in m ind, in the following pages we briefly review the 
conclusions of som e recent studies of rehabilitation program s. 

D rug treatm ent program s m ay be effective in reducing 

recidivism. A recent research summary ("Treatment for Drug- 
Abusing Offenders Under Com m unity Supervision," Federal 

Probation, December 1995) reported that drug treatment programs 
(either voluntary or man datory) can reduce recidivism, especially 
when this treatm ent is m atched to offender needs. However, 
effective dru g treatm ent program s in correctional settings were said 
to require the following elem ents: 

Com petent an d com m itted staff 

Support of correctional authorities 

Adequate resources 
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A 1997 study by Dr. Charles Grenier exam ined the 
effectiveness of Louisiana's Blue W aiters Program , a pre-release 
substance abuse treatm ent program . The study, which w ill be 
discussed at greater length later in this chapter, found the Blue 
W aiters Program existing at that tim e had beneficial effects, both 
on recidivism  and on em ploym ent. Since this 1997 study was 
com pleted, the scope of the Blue W aiters program has been 
reduced. 

Research studies present differing conclusions on the 
im pact of sex offender program s on recidivism . How ever, som e 
sex offender treatm ent program s m ay achieve sm all reductions in 
the incidence of future sex crimes. A 1995 article (" Sexual 
Offender Recidivism Revisited"), by Gordon C. Nagayama tlall, 
published in the "Journ al of Consulting an d Clinical Psychology," 
review ed twelve studies. It concluded that 19 percent of sex 
offenders who participated in sex offender rehabilitation program s 
com m itted new sex offenses, com pared w ith 27 percent of sex 
offenders who were not in these program s. 

Studies of education program s differ about their im pact 
on recidivism . The 1989 study by the U .S. Bureau of Justice 
Statistics found recidivism rates to be higher am ong inm ates 
without high school diplom as. This raises the question of whether 
education program s are effective in reducing inm ate recidivism 
rates. 

A 1995 an alysis of previous education studies (" Adult 
Academ ic and Vocational Correctional Education Program s: A 

Review of Recent Research"), by Jung Gerber an d Eric J. Fritsch, 
looked at the im pact of pre-college, college, and vocational 
education program s on recidivism . Three of the pre-college prison 
education studies that w ere reviewed found these program s to 
reduce recidivism , while three studies did not. Four studies found 
college level prison education program s to reduce recidivism , 
while two studies did not find this relationship. Four studies found 
vocational education to reduce recidivism , while two studies did 
not. 
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A 1994 study of 14,000 Texas inm ates by Kenneth Adam s, 
published in the Decem ber 1994 issue of" The Prison Journal," 
presents a m ore consistently positive picture about the im pact of 
education program s on recidivism . This study found that all 
inm ates w ith intensive parlicipalion in prison education program s 

(more than a total of 200 hours) benefited from these programs, in 
the form  of reduced recidivism . The inm ates who benefited m ost 
from these program s w ere those who entered them w ith the lowest 
levels of education. These inm ates had a recidivism rate one-third 
less than  that of non-participan ts. 

A 1998 study by Dr. Henry E. Sanders, Jr., of recidivism 
rates of inm ates com pleting education courses at the Louisiana 
Correctional Institute for W om en found results sim ilar to those of 
Texas. This study w ill be discussed later in this chapter. 

Studies of prison industry program s disagree about 
their im pact on recidivism . A 1989 review by Tim othy Flanagan 

(" Prison Labor an d Industry") of studies from Utah, Ohio, Florida, 
and New York concluded that these studies presented a largely 
pessim istic picture of the impact of such prod,ram s on recidivism . 
Yet a 1996 federal study by W illiam G . Saylor and George G . Gacs 
("A Study of Rehabilitating Inmates Through Industrial W ork 
Participation and Vocational an d Apprenticeship Training") found 
recidivism  am ong prison industry  program participants to be 
6.6 percent after one year, com pared with 10.1 percent for 

non-participants 

M innesota is a state that places great em phasis on 
rehabilitation as a m eans of curbing recidivism . Y et its 
recidivism  rates do not vary  appreciably from those of other 
states. The M innesota Com m issioner of the Departm ent of 
Corrections is, by law, required to develop "m ore effective 
treatm ent program s directed toward the correction and 
rehabilitation of persons found delinquent or guilty of crim es." 
Officials of that state's Departm ent of Corrections have told 
M innesota legislators that one of the reasons they spend m ore per 
inm ate than m ost other states is because of their program s to 
reduce recidivism . 

In 1995, M ilmesota's DOC spent more than $17 million on 
rehabilitation program s for adult institutions. Yet M innesota's 
recidivism rates do not vary appreciably from  those of other states. 
A lthough Louisiana has a com paratively low level of rehabilitation 
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R ehabilitation 
M ight H elp 

Control G row th 
of Inm ates 

program funding (more than $6 million from both DOC and the 
technical college system in fiscal year 1998-99), our recidivism 
rate for adult offenders is essentially identical to that found in 
M innesota. Louisiana's recidivism rate for inm ates in adult 
facilities within three year s after release is 40.3 percent, compared 
with 40 percent in M innesota. 

According to a report of the M innesota Legislative Auditor, 
m ore than 42 percent of M ilm esota 's prison inm ates participate in 
work program s, with alm ost one-third of inm ates engaged in 
vocational, GED, literacy, or post-secondary education program s. 
As can be seen in Exhibit 6-3 on page 106, 3.5 percent of 

Louisiana's inmates participate in on-the-job training programs. A 
total of 16.7 percent of Louisiana's inm ates are in vocational, 
GED, literacy, or post-secondary education program s. 

W ith the em phasis M innesota places on rehabilitation, it is 
reasonable to assttm e that there, if an ywhere, these program s 
would reduce recidivism . H owever, about 59 percent of released 
M innesota prisoners were re-arrested in M imaesota for a new 
felony or gross m isdem ean or within three years of their release, 
with 45 percent being convicted an d 40 percent being returned to 
prison. These recidivism figures do not differ appreciably from the 
63 percent arrest rate, the 47 percent conviction rate, and the 
41 percent incarceration rate found when the U .S. Bureau of 

Justice Statistics studied recidivism rates in eleven states. (This 
study is described on page 99.) 

The M innesota Legislative Auditor's Office studied the 
im pact of that state's rehabilitation efforts. It concluded that 
"Recidivism rates of inm ates who participated in prison progran as 
w ere usually sim ilar to "the rates of those w ho did not." 

As w as seen in Chapter 2, the num ber of Louisiana's 

adult inmates in state facilities grew by 57.5 percent (7,050 
inmates) between 1989 and 1999, and continued growth is 
projected. To help accommodate this growth in state inmate 
population, the DOC has projected an increase of almost 10,000 
imr~ate beds at Louisian a's adult correctional facilities, w ork 
release centers, and local facilities by 2003, at a cost to the stale of 
more than  $120 million. 

Louisiana can seek to meet this projected influx of new 
state inm ates by building additional state prisons, by increasing the 
num ber of state inm ates incarcerated in local facilities, by 
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considering alternative sentencing m ethods, or by seeking to 
reduce our state's recidivism rate. One m eans of reducing 
recidivism could involve increased reliance on inm ate 
rehabilitation program s. W e will, therefore, now exam ine 
rehabilitation program s in Louisiana and their possible im pact on 
inm ate recidivism . 

The recidivism  rate for adult offenders in Louisiana is 
essentially identical to that found in the Bureau of Justice 
Statistics and the M innesota studies, despite a com paratively 
low level of rehabilitation program funding in Louisiana. In 
order to use figures com parable to those in the U .S. Bureau of 
Justice Statistics and M innesota studies, w e w ill focus on the 
recidivism figures for Louisiana inm ates return ed to Louisiana 
custody three years after their release. 

According to inform ation provided by the DOC's Offi ce of 
Inform ation Services, the recidivism rate for Louisiana inm ates in 
adult facilities is 40.3 percent w ithin thr ee years after release. The 
Louisiana recidivism rate varies little from the rates found for 
eleven states by the Bureau of Justice Statistics study and for 
M innesota by that state's Auditor's Offi ce. A s can be seen in 
Exhibit 6-2, about one out of every eight released adult offenders 
in Louisiana is returned to the D OC's custody w ithin one year of 
release. This proportion elim bs to one half of offenders returned to 
D OC custody within seven year s of release. W hile it does not 
appear  that Louisiana is doing worse in its recidivism rate than  the 
average state, neither, apparently, ar e we doing better. 

Exhibit 6-2 

Adult R ecidivism  R ates in Louisiana* 

Release Y ear N um ber Follow Up N um ber Recidivism 
Released Period R eturned R ate 

1991 6,730 7 years 3,365 50.0%  
1992 9,031 6 year s 4,500 49.8%  
1993 9,782 5 year s 4,769 48.8%  
1994 10,537 4 years 4,785 45.4%  
1995 11,407 3 years 4,594 40.3%  
1996 12,234 2 years 3,670 30.0%  
1997 12,773 1 year 1,556 12.2%  
Source: Developed by Legislative Auditor's staff from inform ation provided by DOC's 

Offi ce of Inform ation Services. 

Note: *These statistics include state inmates in local jails aud work release centers, as 
well as those in state facilities. 
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Louisiana's stmading in rehabilitation program enrollm ent 
presents a m ixed picture. However, the percentage of Louisiana's 
corrections budget devoted to rehabilitation ranks tow ard the 
bottom of the Southern states. In Exhibit 6-3 on the following 
page, w e com pare the percentage of Louisiana's state inm ates 
enrolled in rehabilitation program s with the percentage of state 
inm ates enrolled in rehabilitation program s in other Southern 
Legislative Conference states. For Louisiana and the other 
Southem  states, these figures relate to state inm ates housed in 
state, but not local, facilities. Exhibit 6-3 also com pares the 
percentage of our corrections budget allocated to rehabilitation 
program s w ith the percentage allocated to rehabilitation in these 
other Southern states. 

A s can be seen in Exhibit 6-3, Louisian a ran ks as follow s 

Thirteenth am ong 16 reporting states in adult basic 
education enrollm ent 

Fifth am ong 12 reporting states in literacy 
enrollm ent 

Sixth am ong 15 reporting states in vocational 
education enrollm ent 

Fourth among seven reporting states in on-the-job 
training enrollm ent 

Twelfth am ong 16 reporting states in the num ber of 
inm ates receiving GED s 

Eleventh am ong 12 reporting states in the 
percentage of the DOC budget spent on 
rehabilitation 
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Exhibit 6-3 

Percentage of Inm ates Enrolled in R ehabilitation Program s 
Louisiana and Southern Legislative Conference States 

Fiscal Y ear 1998-99 
Percentage 
of DO C 

Num ber Budget 
Adult Basic Literacy Vocational Religious O n-The-Job Receiving Spent on 

State Education Program s Education G uidance Training G ED Rehab 
Alabam a 8.3%  N/A N/A 6.8%  N/A 2.1%  N/A 
Arkansas 31.1%  19.2% 2.4%  3.3% 5.1%  7.8%  N/A 
Florida 8.3 %  2.5%  5.4%  49.7%  0.7% 3.1%  1.8%  
Georgia 4.1%  2.4%  1.5%  36.0%  0.1%  4.5%  0.5%  
Kentucky 9.7% 3.5%  3.7%  N/A NIA 3.9% 2.0% 
L ~m  .-- I,TJ  

M aryland 13.7%  8.3%  3.7%  52.1%  5.8%  4.4%  N/A 
M ississippi 2.6% N/A 3.0% 101.9% * N/A 1.1% 1.5% 
M issouri 27.6%  N/A 2.6%  35.0% N/A 9.5%  10.4%  
North Carolina 5.9%  6.0% 5.5%  4.5%  N/A 4.5%  5.8%  
Oklahom a 3.5%  3.8%  2.3%  N/A N/A 6.4%  6.0% 
South Carolina 25.0% 17.5%  4.3%  37.1%  0 4.4%  4.2% 
Tennessee 12.8% 7.9%  N/A N/A 2.5%  2.0%  
Texas 17.5%  17.5%  3.6% 17.9%  0.2%  2.9%  6.0%  
Virginia 20.5%  6.7%  6.4%  N/A NIA 2.1%  N/A 
W est Virginia 12.3%  13.0% 13.1%  20.0% 22.6%  4.8% 10.0% 

Source: Developed by Legislative Auditor's staff from inform ation contained in 1999 Adult Correctional 
System s relm rt of the Louisiana Legislative Fiscal Office. 

Notes: *This percentage was obtained by dividing the reported average 1999 monthly enrollment in 
Religious guidance programs (9,910) by the reported July I, 1999, adult inmate population in state 
facilities (9,724). 
**Tennessee's Adult Basic Education and Literacy program figures are com bined. 

Louisiana R anks 
Low  in 

Rehabilitation 
Spending 

A s seen in Exhibit 6-3, Louisiana ranks near the bottom 
of the Southern states in the percentage of the state corrections 
budget that is allocated to rehabilitation program s. A lthough 
Louisiana devotes a sm aller proportion of its corrections budget to 
rehabilitation than m any other states, it has a recidivism rate that is 
essentially average. Therefore, one m ust question whether there is 
any connection between rehabilitation program  spending an d 
successful rehabilitation of prison inm ates. This issue of 
rehabilitation an d its impact on recidivism will now be considered 
further, as w e describe the results of interview s we conducted w ith 
Louisiana rehabilitation officials an d studies related to 
rehabilitation in Louisiana. 
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R ecidivism  Effect 
of H unt's Boot 

Cam p Program Is 
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Rehabilitation officials at the correctional facilities we 
visited generally state that rehabilitation program s curb recidivism . 

But officials at the following prisons and local jails told us they are 
not collecting recidivism statistics: 

Allen Correctional Center 

Bridge City Correctional Center for Youth 

Hunt Correctional Center 

Jetson Correctional Center for Youth 

Orleans Parish Prison 

Riverbend Detention Center 

W inn Correctional Center 

Despite the am biguous data presented by var ious studies on 
the linkage between rehabilitation program s and reductions in 
recidivism , m ost rehabilitation officials w e interviewed at 

Louisiana's prisons an d jails strongly support the existence of such 
a linkage. They assert that the program s they adm inister reduce 
recidivism rates of inm ates who participate in them . A number of 
these offi cials added that the im pact of rehabilitation program s on 
recidivism  is related to the inm ate's desire to change the way he or 
she has been living. 

One type of program  that, since 1987, has sought to reduce 
recidivism in Louisiana is the boot cam p program . In this stale, the 

boot camp program is known as IM PACT (Intensive M otivational 
Program  of Alternative Correctional Treatment). 

H unt Correctional Center's boot cam p program  m ay 
im prove inm ate attitudes, but is not show n to reduce 
recidivism . Iuform ation provided by Hunt lists reducing 
recidivism as a goal of its IM PACT boot cam p program . As Hunt 
puts it: "The highly structured IM PA CT program  prom otes and 
provides an  atm osphere for offenders to learn  personal confidence, 
personal responsibility, self-respect, and respect for others attitudes 
an d value system s, The program  is based on the expectation that 
the acquisition of the above skills and personal abilities w ill 
significantly increase offenders' abilities to lead law-abiding, 
creative and fulfilling lives as contributing m em bers of a free 
society." In short, the IM PACT program  is to have a favorable 
effect on recidivism . 
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The IM PA CT program  at Hunt, according to a 1993 U .S 
Departm ent of Justice study by Doris M acKenzie, Jam es Shaw , 
and Voncile Gowdy, incorporates the follow ing elem ents that 
research has shown to be associated w ith rehabilitation: 

Strict rules and authority 

Anti-crim inal m odeling and reinforcem ent 

Problem solving 

U se of com m unity resources 

Developm ent of interp ersonal relationships 

According to this U .S. Justice Departm ent study, inm ates 
who have com pleted the Hunt IM PA CT program report m ore 
positive altitudes, are m ore optim istic about their futures, have 
m ore positive attitudes toward prison staff than other inm ates, and 
state their IM PA CT experience w as beneficial. However, the 
Justice Depar tm ent study refers to the effectiveness of IM PACT in 
reducing recidivism as "questionable." The study finds no 
statistically significant differences in ar rest rates during the first six 
m onths of com m unity supervision between those who com pleted 
the IM PA CT program and those who either dropped out ofthc 
program  or did not participate. 

A 1996 U .S. Justice Departm ent study by Doris M acKenzie 
and Claire Souryal fotmd that graduates of Louisian a's boot cam p 
program  ar e less likely to com m it new crim es. However, this 
study attributes the lower rate of recidivism  not to the boot cam p 
experience but to intensive supervision received by these form er 
inm ates following their release. 

Beginning in 1997, only offenders with substance abuse 
problem s have been going through the IM PA CT program . 
A ccording to DOC data, the recidivism rate for IM PACT graduates 
released from DOC custody in 1997 is 36.3 percent as of January 
2000. This recidivism  rate is lower than the 40.3 percent rate for 
all inm ates three years after release from  custody. 
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Tw o L ouisiana 

Studies Suggest 
the V alue of 

R ehabilitation 
Program s 

A study of the Blue W aiters rehabilitation program 
suggests that rehabilitation, w hen coupled w ith post-release 
follow -up, m ay be effective in reducing recidivism  and 

promoting employment. However, other data (such as those 
contained in the 1989 U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics study 

and the M innesota study) appear to undermine these findings. 
This February 1997 study by Dr. Charles Grenier evaluated the 
im pact of the Blue W aiters and Follow Up Intervention Program 
on the following variables: 

Recidivism 

Em ploym ent 

Substance Abuse Treatm ent Program Participation 

A lcohol Abuse 

Drug Abuse 

The Blue W aiters Program , at the tim e of this study, w as a 
sixty-day, pre-release substance abuse treatm ent program . The 
goal of this program  is to reduce recidivism through a structured 
program of substance abuse intervention, education, and 
rehabilitation. 

According to officials we interviewed at Blue W aiters, the 
scope of this program was reduced in 1998 to that of a six-week, 
non-intensive outpatient program . Therefore, the 1997 study 
conclusions about the effectiveness of this program m ay not relate 
to the current Blue W aiters program . 

Another issue to consider, which is stated directly in the 
1997 Blue W aiters report, is that "the results cannot be generalized 
beyond the sam ples drawn for this study, an d beyond the tim e 
fram e specified in the design." The study, therefore, is a study of 
the two groups of inm ates that com prised the treatm ent and the 
control groups. The study does not claim to reach an overall 
conclusion about the effectiveness of the Blue W aiters 
Program . 
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Study Found 
B etter R ecidivism  

and E m ploym ent 

R esults for 
Program  

Participants 

LC IW  Study 
Concludes That 

E ducation 

Program s R educe 

R ecidivism  

The Blue W aiters study finds a substantially low er 
recidivism rate and a beneficial im pact on em ploym ent for the 
treatm ent group. In a one-year period follow ing release, 26.6 
percent of the fomaer inm ates in the treatm ent group w ere return ed 
to custody, either for parole revocation or for a new felony. In 

contrast, almost half (48.5 percent) of the members of the control 
group not in the treatm ent program were returned to custody 
during this one-year period. 

This study also finds com pletion of Blue W aiters and 
participation in its follow-up program had a beneficial im pact on 
em ploym ent for these imnates. W hile few er than one out of five 

(17.2 percent) of the members of the control group are engaged in 
continuous full-tim e or part-tim e work, 37.5 percent of the 
m em bers of the treatm ent group ar e em ployed. M ore than half 

(51.6 percent) of the control group are unemployed, compared with 
35.6 percent of the treatm ent group. 

However, the study finds no statistically significant 
difference between the two groups regar ding alcohol and drug use. 
This m ay be som ewhat surprising, since a goal of the Blue W aiters 
program  is to m otivate inm ates to rem ain free from alcohol and 
dru gs follow ing their release. 

A study by Dr. Itenry E. Sanders, Jr., in 1998, 
exam ined the im pact on recidivism of vocational and G ED 
courses at the Louisiana Correctional Institute for W om en 

(LCIW ) and found those who complete these courses have 
low er recidivism rates than non-participants. This study 
exam ines two groups of 130 inm ates each at the LCIW . One group 
com pleted a vocational or GED course. The other group did not 
participate in an y of these cour ses. 

This study finds that those who com pleted an y of four 
available courses had low er recidivism rates than  non-participants. 
This was found to be true in each of seven year s exam ined. The 
courses available at LCIW  at the tim e of the study w ere: 

Custom Sewing 

Offi ce Occupations 

Upholstery 

GED Prepar ation 
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Exhibit 6-4 shows the cum ulative recidivism rates for 
course com pleters and non-participants. 

Exhibit 6-4 

R ecidivism  R ates of LCIW  Education 
Course Com pleters and Non-Participants 

Course Course Non- 
Num ber of Years Com pleter Participant 
Follow ing R elease R ecidivism  Recidivism Totals 

One Year 6 (4.6%) 12 (9.2%) 18 (6.9%) 
Two Years 16 (12.3%) 25 (19.2%) 41 (15.8%) 
Three Years 22 (16.9%) 37 (28.5%) 59 (22.7%) 
Four Years 27 (20.8%) 38 (29.2%) 65 (25.0%) 
Five Years 28 (21.5%) 39 (30.0%) 67 (25.8%) 
Six Years 28 (21.5%) 42 (32.3%) 70 (26.9%) 
Seven Years 29 (22.3%) 42 (32.3%) 71 (27.3%) 
Source: Developed by Legislative Auditor's staff from inform ation in a 1998 

Dissertation by Dr. Henry E. Sanders, Jr., Vocational Education and 
Recidivism at the Louisiana Correctional Institute for W om en. 

It can be seen that LCIW  inm ates who com pleted an 
education course were, in each year, less likely to return  to prison 
than  course non-participants. If the 130 LCIW  inm ates who 
com pleted a vocational or GED course had recidivated at the sam e 
rate as those who did not take a course, there would have been an 
additional cost of $77,263 for a year's incarceration. This 
computation is based on a daily LCIW  cost of $35.28 per inmate in 
fiscal year 1998-99, an d six fewer course completers recidivating. 
A fter seven years, this additional cost to the state w ould have 
grown to $167,404 per year. These findings support the value of 
prison education courses in Louisiana in reducing recidivism . 

Though the evidence from  the studies of eleven states and 
from M innesota indicate no clear linkage between rehabilitation 
program s and recidivism , the LCIW  rehabilitation study supports a 
reduction in recidivism associated with participation in certain 

program s. 

Since, as was seen in Chapter 5, som e 40 percent of all 

Louisian a state inmates are housed in local jails, the DOC and the 
legislature m ay wish to consider the rehabilitation needs of these 
state inm ates. Under the current Basic Jail Guidelines, local 
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facilities are not required to provide rehabilitation program s to 
state inm ates. 

M atter for Legislative Consideration 

6.1 The legislature and the D O C m ay w ish to m andate 
further study of the relationship betw een rehabilitation 
program s and reductions in inm ate recidivism in 
Louisiana. Based on careful consideration of 
inform ation obtained from all available studies, the 
legislature m ay w ish to consider the desirability of 
requiring rehabilitation program s for the state inm ates 

currently housed in local jails. 
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A ngola 

Actual 97-98 Avg. Cost/Day Actual 9899 Avg. Cost/Day 
Adm inistration $6,986,848 $3.75 $4,650,713 $2.49 

Salaries $1,254,653 $0.67 $1,234,758 $0.66 
,r Compensation $136,308 $0107 $111,798 $0.06 

Benefits $202,314 $0.11 $191,125 $0.10 
Trave $17,034 $0.01 $9,869 $0.01 

Maintenance $94,889 $0.05 $107,757 $0.06 
]ommunications $281,654 $0.15 $271,159 $0.15 

Utilities $2,928,793 $1.57 $2,468,773 $1.32 
)ther Operations $1,783,946 $0.96 $115,135 $0.06 

Supplies $215,326 $0.12 $118,303 $0.06 
Capital Outlay $48,323 $0.03 $3,635 $0.00 
Other Charges $23,608 $0.01 $18,401 $0.01 

Incarceration $55,580,385 $29.86 $58,848,471 $31.50 
Salaries $38,050,469 $20.44 $39,845,645 $21.33 

OT Cornp. $626,104 $0.34 $895,288 $0.48 
Benefits $5,861,724 $3.15 $6,011,940 $3.22 
Trave $19,636 $0.01 $19,844 $0.01 

Maintenance $246,167 $0.13 $247,914 $0.13 
Renl $364,708 $0.20 $446,450 $0.24 

]om m unications $916 $0.00 
Utilities $377 $0.00 $237 $0.00 

)ther Operation~ $293,308 $0.16 $4 40,533 $0.24 
Supplies $9,220,319 $4 .95 $9,486,863 $5.08 

ssional Services $619,279 $0.33 $747,802 $0.40 
Other Charges $7,500 $0.00 
Capital Outlay $270,794 $0.15 $641,083 $0.34 
Major Repairs $0 $0.00 $63,956 $0.03 

Rehabilitation $623,715 $0.28 $542,486 $0.29 
Health $9,545,123 $5.13 $10,678,355 $5.72 
To~ I $72,636,071 $39.02 $74,720,025 $40.00 

of Inm ates 5,100 ,=;,118 
Total Staff 1744 1799 
Inm ates/Staff 2.92 2.84 
Incarceration S aft 1539 1588 
Inm ates/Inc. Staff 3.31 3.22 
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L C IW  

Actual 97-98 ~vg. Cost/Day Actual 98-99 ~vg. Cost/Day 
Administration $1,183,937 $3.61 $886,365 $2.69 

Salaries $429,272 $1.34 $561,241 $1.70 
Other Compensation $27,254 $0.0~ $18,602 $0.06 

Benefits $53,892 $0.17 $77,559 $0.24 
Travel $694 $0.00 $3,048 $0.01 

Maintenance $0 $0.0C $3,155 $0.01 
;ommunications $47,691 $0.15 $50,033 $0.15 

Utilities $127,149 $0.4C $134,975 $0.41 
~ther Operations $445,990 $1.3~ $3,324 $0.01 

Supplies $5,801 $0.02 $18,473 $0.05 
Capital Outlay $0 $0.00 $12,91E $0.04 
Other Charges $16,194 $0.05 $3,042 $0.01 

Incarceration $7,894,936 $24.72 $8,398,710 $25.48 
Salaries $4,951,184 $15.50 $5,266,788 $15.98 

r Compensation $27,085 $0.08 $39,410 $0.12 
Benefits $760,695 $2.38 $809,237 $2.4E 
Trave $3,444 $0.01 $11,263 $0.03 

Maintenance $209,191 $0.66 $175,483 $0.53 
Ren $159,903 $0.50 $84,697 $0.25 

;ommunications $3,202 $0.01 $66,424 $0.2C 
Utilities $1,55~ $0.00 $219 $0.00 

~ther Operations $34,486 $0.11 $4 5,870 $0.14 
Supplies $1,378,544 $4.32 $1,280,605 $3.89 

~sional Services $1,94~ $0.01 $16,189 $0.05 
Other Charges $601 $0.00 $1,050 $0.00 
Capital Outlay $323,435 $1.02 $600,637 $1.82 
Major Repairs $39,657 $0.12 $838 $0.00 

Rehabilitation $114,375 $0.36 $167,506 $0.51 
Health $1,791,77~ $5.61 $2,175,568 $6.60 
Total $10,955,02E $34.30 $11,628,149 $35.28 

# of Inm ates 875 903 
rotal Staff 318 332 
Inm ates/Staff 2.75 2.72 
Incarceration tff 245 289 
Inm ates/Inc. Staff 3.56 3.12 
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Hunt 

Actual 97-98 Avg. Cost/Day Actual 98-99 Avg. Cost/Day 
Administration $3,818,965 $5.23 $2,459,157 $3.20 

Salaries $685,651 $0.94 $686,068 $0.89 
Other q ompensation $489 $0.0C 

Benefits $113,264 $0.16 $112,722 $0.15 
Trave $895 $0.00 $2,193 $000 

Maintenance $60,208 $0.08 $60,374 $0.08 
Co nmunications $61,386 $0.08 $76,183 $0.10 

Utilities $1,483,303 $2.04 $1,446,993 $1.88 
;r Operations $1,272,085 $1.74 $29,251 $0.04 

Supplies $66,799 $0.09 $16,568 $0.02 
:apital Outlay $924 $0.00 
ther Charges $74,250 $0.10 $28,31(i $0.04 

Incarceration $22,014,097 $30.17 $23,496,325 $30.54 
Salaries $13,215,815 $18.10 $13,602,694 $17.68 

Other Compensation $4 39,020 $0.60 $551,940 $0.72 
Benefits $2,219,980 $3.04 $2,222,794 $2.89 
Trave $2,084 $0.00 $12,468 $0.02 

M aintenance $32,837 $0.05 $78,52g $0.10 
Rent $4 ,640 $0.01 $40,357 $0.05 

Utilities $370 $0.00 $217 $0.00 
.'r Operations $73,807 $0.10 $94,897 $0.12 

Supplies $2,377,479 $3.26 $3,044,559 $3.96 
)nal Services $3,9(;4 $0.01 $2,542 $0.00 
ther Charges $2,860 $o.00 
;apital Outlay $334,51 i0 $0.46 $369,785 $0.48 
4ajor Repairs $282,129 $0.39 $96,513 $0.13 

ARDC $3,027,462 $4 .15 $3,376,170 $4 .39 

Rehabilitation $232,755 $0.32 $224,065 $0.29 
Health $3,960,361 $5.43 $4,508,289 $5.86 
Total $30,026,178 $41.15 $30,687,836 $39.89 

of Inm ates 1,999 2,108 
Total Staff 813 812 
nm ates/Staff 2.46 2.60 
Incarceration Staff 626 622 
Inm ates/Inc. Staff 3.19 3.3~ 
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W ade 

Actual 97-98 ~vg. Cost/Day Actual 98-99 Avg. Cost/Day 
Adm inistration $2,167,223 $4.51 $1,827,512 $3.51 

Salaries $495,315 $1.03 $573,509 $1.10 
Other Compensation $1,399 $0.00 $6,211 $0.01 

Benefits $79,81E $0.17 $94,545 $0.18 
Travel $8,144 $0.02 $12,032 $0.02 

Maintenance $162 $0.00 $250 $0.00 
lmunications $57,74C $0.12 $69,081 $0.13 

Utilities $853,552 $1.77 $867,058 $1.67 
,r Operations $532,412 $1.11 $16,753 $0.03 

Supplies $55,14C $0.11 $61,259 $0.12 
apital Outlay $65,080 $0.14 $24,589 $0.05 
:her Charges $18,463 $0.04 $102,225 $0.20 

Incarceration $14,205,103 $29.53 $15,671,915 $30.09 
Salaries $9,335,261 $19.42 $10,545,822 $20.25 

Other om pensatior~ $141,103 $0.29 $155,853 $0.30 
Benefits $1,401,777 $2.91 $1,498,758 $2.88 
Trave $11,632 $0.02 $28,283 $0.05 

Maintenance $106,700 $0.22 $126,10C $0.24 
Renl $112,880 $0.23 $160,582 $0.31 

lmunications $101 $0.00 $0 $0.00 
Utilities $360 $0.00 $210 $0.0o 

Other Operations $13,309 $0.03 $8,468 $0.02 
Supplies $2,413,133 $5.03 $2,567,755 $4.93 

Professional Services $16,813 $0.03 $16,718 $0.03 
lher Charges $920 $0.00 $8,260 $0.02 
;apital Outlay $4 61,566 $0.96 $393,748 $0.75 
lajor Repairs $189,548 $0.39 $161,358 $0.31 

Rehabilitation $84,351 $0.18 $88,755 $0.17 
Health $1,737,789 $3.61 $2,116,595 $4.06 
Total $18,194,466 $37.83 $19,704,777 $37.83 

of Inm ates 1,318 1,427 
Total Staff 591 56C 
nm ates/Staff 2.23 2.55 
ncarceration Staff 523 519 
Inm ates/Inc. Staff 2.52 2.75 
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Dixon 

Actual 97-98 ~,vg. Cost/Day Actual 98-99 Avg. Cost/Day 
Adm inistration $2,011,962 $3.54 $1,360,664 $2.35 

Salaries $513,533 $0.90 $563,348 $0.97 
Other Compensation $37,75C $0.07 $9,137 $0.02 

Benefits $83,25E $0.15 $88,885 $0.15 
Trave $4,231 $0.01 $3,861 i $0.01 

Maintenance $295 $0.00 $320 $0.00 
Communications $75,503 $0.13 $87,868 $0.15 

Utilities $286,582 $O.5O $275,687 $0.48 
Other Operations $664,54E $1.17 $21,109 $0.04 

Supplies $56,927 $0.10 $27,816 $0.05 
Capital Outlay $15,522 $0.03 $1,865 $0.00 
Major Repair 

Other Charges $273,81~ $0148 $280,768 $0.48 

Incarceration $16,174,214 $28.50 $17,260,560 $29.76 
Salaries $10,113,478 $17.82 $10,654,815 $18.37 

OT Com p. $228,022 $0.40 $299,951 $0.52 
Benefits $1,685,40E $2.97 $1,702,262 $2.94 
Trave $10,247 $0.02 $18,665 $0.03 

Maintenance $82,349 $0.15 $74,413 $0.13 
Rent $4 6,061 $0.08 $92,466 $0.16 

Communications $635 $0.00 $0 $0.00 
Utilities $720 $0.00 $966 $0.00 

Other Operations $67,254 $0.12 $96,714 $0.17 
Supplies $2,377,717 $4.19 $2,676,092 $4 .61 

Professional Services $26,518 $0.05 $29,067 $O.O5 
Capital Outla $383,899 $0.68 $389,003 $0.67 
Major Repairs $184,043 $0.32 $152,150 $0.26 
Blue W aiters $967,863 $1.70 $1,073,996 $1.85 

Rehabilitation $201,956 $0.36 $205,517 $0.35 
Health $1,683,480 $2.97 $1,778,300 $3.07 
Total $20,071,612 $35.37 $20,605,041 $35.53 

of Inm ates 1,555 1,589 
Total Staff 558 551 
Inm ates/Staff 2.79 2.88 
Incarceration Staff 467 481 
nm ates/Inc. Staff 3.33 3.30 
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W ashington 

~,ctual 97-98 &vg. Cost/Day Actual 98-99 Avg. Cost/Day 
Adm inistration $2,139,441] $5.28 $1,139,201 $2.61 

Salaries $475,485 $1.18 $481,875 $1.1C 
Other mpensation $5,195 $0.01 $3,946 $0.01 

Benefi ts $75,987 $0.19 $B1,514 $0.1; 
Trave $748 $0.00 $1,178 $0.0C 

laintenance $29,146 $OiO7 $46,936 $0.11 
"nunications $34,171 $0.08 $27,243 $0.05 

Utilities $445,180 $1.10 $422,745 $0.97 
Other Operations $966,067 $2.38 $7,073 $0.02 

Supplies $19,699 $0.05 $8,653 $0.02 
Capital Outlay $33,899 $0.08 $C $0.0C 
lajor Repa r $19,050 $0.05 $18,545 $0m0~ 
ler Charges $34,818 $0.09 $39,493 $0.0~ 

ncarceration $11,358,439 $26.04 $12,516,489 $28.63 
Salaries $8,407,921 $20.74 $9,034,21~ $20.67 

OT Com p. $10,530 $0.03 $59,181 $0.1~ 
Benefi' ts $1,452,918 $3.59 $1,487,091 $3.4C 
Travel $5,412 $0.01 $14,322 $0.0.~ 

laintenance $37,496 $0.09 $36,72C $0.05 
Rent $103,905 $0.26 $100,851 $0.2.~ 

~unications $C $0.0C 
Utilities $60 $0.00 $C $0.0C 

Other Operations $24,736 $0.06 $17,74(~ $0.O4 
Suppl ies $1,230,539 $3.04 $1,556,145 $3.5E 

Professional Services $3,423 $0.01 $6,47C $0.01 
Capital Out lay $71,104 $0.18 $169,207 $0.3~ 
Major Repa rs $10,255 $0.03 $30,16C $0.07 
~er Charges $140 $0.00 $4,38C $0.01 

Rehabilitation $153,954 $0.38 $159,394 $0.3E 
Health $1,356,178 $3.35 $1,583,854 $3.6; 
Total $15,008,019 $37.05 $t5,398,938 $35.2; 

of Inm ates 1,110 1,196 
Total Staff 387 40c~ 
nm ates/Staff 2.87 2.92 
Incarceration Staff 345 36,~ 
Inm ates/Inc. Staff 3.22 3.29 
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Avoyelles 

Actual 97-98 Avg. Cost/Day Actual 98-99 Avg. Cost/Day 
Adm inistration $1,744,128 $3.23 $1,210,347 $2.16 

Salaries $495,448 $0.91 $491,674 $0.88 
er Com pensa ion 

Benefits $87,213 $0.16 $88,516 $0.16 
Trave $2,733 $0.01 $2,227 $0.00 

M aintenance 
Communications $25,319 $O.O5 $25,874 $0.05 

Utilit ies $575,244 $1.06 $542,540 $0.97 
Other Operations $516,817 $0.96 $23,249 $0.04 

Suppl es $13,752 $0.03 $5,189 $0.01 
Capital Ou ay $297 $0.00 
Major Repair 

Other Charges $27,602 $0.05 $30,761 $0.05 

Incarceration $10,531,532 $19.5t $11,371,151 $20.26 
Salaries $7,166,042 $13.28 $7,760,074 $13.83 

OT Comp. $30,846 $0.06 $36,667 $0,07 
Benefits $1,212,980 $2.25 $1,253,814 $2.23 
Trave $7,509 $0.01 $11,027 $0.02 

Maintenance $73,219 $0.14 $64,413 $0.11 
Ren $101,987 $0.19 $101,687 $0.18 

Communications $458 $0.00 $0 $0.00 
Utilit ies $360 $0.00 $210 $0.00 

Other Operat ons $13,138 $0.02 $14,505 $0.03 
Supp ies $1,869,589 $3.46 $2,025,097 $3.61 

.=ssional Services $1,389 $0.00 $0 $0.00 
Capital Out ay $33,983 $0.06 $103,657 $0.18 
Major Repa irs $20,032 $0.04 

Rehabilitation $152,755 $0.28 $153,461 $0.27 
Health $1,757,998 $3.26 $1,810,008 $3.22 
Total $14,186,413 $26.28 $14,544,967 $25.91 

of Inm ates 1,479 1,538 
Total Staff 387 391 
Inm ates/Staff 3.82 3.93 
ncarceration aft 334 341 
nm ates/Inc. Staff 4.43 4.51 
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Phelps 

Actual 97-98 Avg. Cost/Day Actual 98-99 Avg. Cost/Day 
Adm inistration $1,482,737 $5.17 $1,103,974 $3.73 

Salaries $400,598 $1.40 $414,057 $1.41 
er Compensation $27,578 $0.10 $38,305 $0.13 

Benefits $77,650 $0.27 $76,884 $0.26 
Trave $3,739 $0.01 $2,640 $0.01 

Maintenance $8,171 $0.03 $14,040 $0.05 
Com m unications $47,858 $0.17 $4 8,93.=5 $0.17 

Utilities $411,793 $1.44 $418,307 $1.42 
Other Operations $427,630 $1.49 $23,84(} $O.OE 

Supplies $64,631 $0.23 $46,02(; $0.1E 
Capital Outlay $7,706 $0.03 $11,741 $0.04 
Major Repair 

Other Charges $5,383 $0.02 $9,199 $0.03 

incarceration $8,190,338 $28.55 $8,918,187 $30.13 
Salaries $5,578,964 $19.45 $5,816,737 $19.65 

OT Comp. $270,968 $0.94 $259,512 $0185 
Benefits $918,512 $3.20 $962,642 $3.25 
Trave $4,627 $0.02 $12,374 $0.04 

Maintenanc~ $76,519 $0.27 $58,461 $0.2C 
Rent $114,972 $0.40 $108,517 $0.37 

Communications $360 $0.00 
Utilitie., $360 $0.00 $228 $0.00 

Other Operations $9,996 $0.03 $25,887 $0.0c 
Supplies $1,069,228 $3.73 $1,341,625 $4 .53 

essional Services $3,739 $0.01 $6,616 $0.02 
Capital Outlay $91,559 $0.32 $150,518 $0.51 
Major Repairs $50,894 $0.18 $174,710 $0.5~ 

Rehabilitation $116,811 $0.41 $112,598 $0.35 
Health $823,993 $2.87 $891,134 $3.01 
Total $10,613,879 $37.00 $11,025,893 $37.25 

# of Inm ates 786 811 
Total Staff 261 275 
Inm ates/Staff 3.01 2.9~ 
Incarceration Staff 231 293 
Inm ates/Inc. iff 3.40 2.77 
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A llen 

t~ctual 97-98 ~vg. Cost/Day Actual 98-99 Avg. Cost/Day 

State Paym ents $13,444,623 $25.01 $14,254,892 $25.73 
Adm inistration $173,079 $0.32 $100,509 $0.18 
Total $13,617,702 $25.33 $14,365,401 $26.91 

~f of Inm ates 1,473 1,518 
Total Staff 325 323 
Inm ates/Staff 4.53 4.70 
Incarceration Staff 245 242 
Inm ates/Inc. Staff 6.01 6.27 

W inn 

Actual 97-98 Avg. Cost/Day Actual 98-99 Avg. Cost/Day 

State Paym ents $13,888,317 $25.81 $14,724,873 $26.70 
Adm inistration $157,731 $0.29 $176,030 $0.32 
Total $14,046,048 $26.10 $14,900,903 $27.02 

# of Inm ates 1,474 1,511 
Total Staff 353 351 
Inm ates/Staff 4.18 4.30 
Incarceration Staff 255 255 
Inm ates/Inc. Staff 5.78 5.93 
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W ork Training Facility-North 

Actual 97-98 Avg. Cost/Day Actual 98-99 Avg Cost/Day 
Adm inistration $694,704 $3.95 $556,599 $3.11 

Salaries $275,429 $1.57 $286,802 $1.61 
Other Compensation $0 $0.00 $0 $0.0C 

Benefits $45,847 $0.26 $44,592 $0.25 
Trave $304 $O.OC $701 $00C 

Maintenanc( $125 $O.OC $0 $0.0C 
mmunications $19,356 $0.11 $17,791 $0.1C 

Utilities $170,427 $0.97 $179,506 $1.0C 
er Operations $163,880 $0.93 $14,157 $0.0~ 

Supplies $2,276 $0.01 $4,021 $0.02 
Capital Outlay $8,799 $O.O5 $0 $0.0C 
)ther Charges $8,261 $0.05 $9,029 $0.05 

ncarceration $4,203,021 $23.89 $4,359,326 $24.32 
Salaries $2,939,158 $16.70 $3,092,056 $17.2~ 

OT Comp. $3,021 $0.02 $5,047 $0.03 
Benefits $497,203 $2.83 $502,553 $2.8C 
Trave $915 $0.01 $3,364 $0.0~ 

Maintenance $17,522 $0.1C $16,391 $0.0~ 
Renl $38,606 $0.22 $49,599 $0.2~ 

mmunications -$6 $0.0C -$2 $0.0C 
Utilities $360 $0.0C $205 $0.0C 

her Operations $13,959 $0.0E $26,662 $0.1~ 
Supplies $643,896 $3.6E $615,943 $3.44 

Prc ional Services $466 $0.0C $857 $0.0C 
)ther Charges $877 $0.00 $C $0.0C 
Capital Outlay $34,402 $0.2C $19,599 $0.1 
Major Repairs $12,64C $0.07 $27,052 $0.1~ 

Rehabilitation $C $0.00 $C $0.0C 
Health $391,341 $2.22 $441,899 $2.47 
Total $5,289,066 $30.06 $5,357,824 $29.9( 

t/of Inm ates 482 491 
Total Staff 14C 140 
Inm ates/Staff 3.44 3.51 
ncarceration Staff 123 123 
Inm ates/Inc. Staff 3.92 3.99 
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Sw anson 

~,ctual 97-98 Avg. CosVDay Actual 98-99 Avg. Cost/Day 
Adm inistration $1,346,623 $8.70 $1,135,967 $8.26 

Salaries $464,929 $3.00 $495,428 $3.61 
Other Compensatior $5,964 $0.04 $19,200 $0.14 

Benefits $69,059 $0.45 $74,936 $0.54 
Trave $5,394 $0.03 $1,464 $0.01 

Maintenance $1,657 $0.01 $12,727 $0.09 
Communications $37,361 $0.24 $39,400 $0.29 

Utilities $357,390 $2.32 $349,790 $2.54 
Other Operations $304,257 $1.97 $12,176 $0.09 

Supplies $39,107 $0.25 $62,872 $0.46 
Capital Outlal $6,954 $0.04 $10,208 $O.O7 
Other Charges $54,551 $0.35 $57,766 $0.42 

Incarceration $6,472,456 $41.82 $7,039,379 $51.16 
Salaries $4 ,515,776 $29.18 $4 ,860,611 $35.33 

OT Comp. $126,230 $0.82 $259,930 $1.89 
Benefits $659,704 $4 .26 $733,486 $5.34 
Trave $5,922 $0.04 $5,989 $0.04 

Maintenance $97,043 $0.63 $96,874 $0.70 
Rent $2,024 $0.01 $9,972 $0107 

Com m unications 
Utilities $360 $0.00 $217 $0.00 

Other Operations $1,839 $0.01 $1,699 $0.01 
Supplies $965,856 $6.24 $937,101 $6.82 

Professional Services $4 71 $0.00 
Capital Outlay $5O,554 $0.33 $96,695 $0.70 
Major Repairs $4 7,148 $0.30 $36,334 $0.26 

Rehabilitation $1,541,080 $9.96 $1,807,048 $13.13 
Health $1,579,085 $10.20 $1,684,164 $12.24 
Total $10,939,244 $70.68 $tl,666,558 $84.79 

of Offenders 424 377 
Total Staff 298 321 
Offenders/Staff 1.42 1.17 
Offenders/Correctional Offi cers 

2.50 2.2! 
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Bridge C ity 

Actual 97-98 Avg. Cost/Day Actual 98-99 ~,vg. Cost/Day 
Administration $827,997 $12.89 $617,649 $9.73 

Salaries $304,964 $4.75 $299,281 $4.70 
Other Compensation $24,592 $0.38 $16,946 $0.27 

Benefits $46,068 $0.72 $51,078 $0.80 
Travel $7,962 $0.12 $12,436 $0.20 

Maintenance $1,457 $0.02 $80C $0.01 
~munications $20,080 $0.31 $19,576 $0.31 

Utilities $136,513 $2.13 $140,717 $2.22 
,=r Operations $206,539 $3.22 $14,439 $0.23 

Supplies $4 1,752 $0.65 $29,83~ $0.47 
;apital Outlay $26,195 $0.41 $21,347 $0.34 
ther Charges $11,855 $0.18 $11,19C $0.18 

Incarceration $3,581,301 $55.75 $3,900,567 $61.42 
Salaries $2,445,912 $38.07 $2,717,491 $42.79 

OT Comp. $94,432 $1.47 $83,064 $1.31 
Benefit(. $353,912 $5.51 $359,862 $5.67 
Trave $0 $0.00 

Maintenance $77,596 $1.21 $106,862 $1.68 
Ren $3,456 $O.O5 $1,142 $0.02 

Communications $71 $0.00 
Utilities $360 $0.01 $21E $o.o0 

Other Operations $1,836 $0.03 $1,996 $0.03 
Supplies $399,120 $6.21 $427,984 $6.74 

)nal Services $5,761 $0.09 $3,164 $0.05 
:apital Outlay $74,355 $1.16 $109,20E $1.72 
4ajor Repairs $124,561 $1.94 $89,507 $1.41 

Rehabilitation $587,455 $9.14 $671,404 $10.57 
Health $686,186 $10.68 $693,447 $10.92 
Total $5,682,939 $88.46 $5,883,067 $92.64 

# of Offenders 176 174 
Total Staff 156 156 
Offenders/Staff 1.13 1.12 
Offenders/Correctional Offenders 

1.9C 2.0 
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Jetson 

Actual 97-98 ~vg. Cost/Day /kctual 98-99 Avg. Cost/Day 
Adm inistration $1,910,925 $8.2~] $1,017,431 $4.59 

Salaries $414,70~ $1.8C $430,434 $1.94 
Other Compensation $10,437 $0.05 $24,178 $0.11 

Benefits $64,582 $0.2~ $70,784 $0.32 
Travel $4 ,014 $0.02 $5,086 $0.02 

Maintenance $10,364 $0.04 $10,765 $0.05 
lmunications $4 1,689 $0.18 $4 1,317 $0.1~ 

Utilities $301,314 $1.31 $265,048 $1.2C 
~r Operations $919,399 $3.98 $28,330 $0.13 

Supplies $39,238 $0.17 $29,107 $0.13 
apital Outlay $17,134 $0.07 $9,726 $0.04 
Lher Charges $88,052 $0.38 $102,656 $0.46 

Incarceration $9,808,327 $41.22 $10,151,209 $45.82 
Salaries $6,468,184 $28.05 $7,068,486 $31.91 

OT Comp. $145,380 $0.63 $209,983 $0.95 
Benefits $1,017,752 $4.41 $1,087,373 $4.91 
Trave $2,687 $0.01 $2,647 $0.01 

Maintenance $125,587 $0.54 $102,014 $0.4E 
Renl $60,4.13 $0.26 $4 0,898 $0.18 

lm unication~ 
Utilities $74,280 $0.32 $79,332 $0.3E 

Other Operations $30,876 $0.13 $14,796 $0.07 
Supplies $1,520,657 $6.59 $1,243,705 $5.61 

Professional Services $6,973 $0.03 $2,728 $0.01 
:apital Outlay $4 7,338 $0.21 $140,602 $0.63 
iajor Repairs $8,200 $0.04 $110,666 $0.58 

Recel )n and Other $0 $0 $47,979 $0.22 

Rehabilitation $1,652,092 $7.16 $1,877,690 $8.48 
Health $3,054,694 $13.24 $3,357,731 $15.15 
Total $16,126,038 $69.90 $16,404,061 $74.04 

# of Offenders 632 607 
Total Staff 407 431 
Offenders/Staff 1.55 1.41 
Offenders/Correctional Officers 

2.52 2.48 



Page A , 14 Adult and Juvenile Correctional Facilities in Louisiana 

Tallulah 

Actual 97-98 ~,vg. Cost/Day ~,ctua198-99 ~,vg. Cost/Day 
State Pay ants $14,865,173 $70.59 $t 3,947,655 $71.03 
Total $14,865,173 $70.59 $13,947,655 $71.03 

of Offenders 577 538 
Total Staff 337 338 
Offende~/Staff 1.71 1.59 
Incarceration Staff 236 240 
Offenders/Correctional Offenders 

2,44 2.24 

Jena 

Actual 97-98 ~,vg. Cost/Day ~,ctual 98-99 Avg. Cost/Day 
State Payments SO $0.00 $3,451,140 $70.00 
Total SO $0.00 $3,451,140 $70.00 

of Offenders 235 
Total Staff 168 
Offenders/Staff 1.40 
Incarceration Staff 128 
Offenders/Correctional Offenders 

C 1.84 



A ppendix B 

C om parison of C osts, Services, and 

Staffing at W inn, A llen, and A voyelles 
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A ppendix C 

A  List of Sheriffs and Local Facilities 

R eceiving and R esponding to C ost 

Tem plate M ailouts 



 

This appendix contains a list of the sheriffs and locals jails on our cost template mailing 
list. W e m ailed letters to those listed below . The letter contained a cost tem plate to be 
com pleted by each sheriff and correctional facility. This appendix also contains a list of those 
who responded to our letter. 

Sheriff 

W illiam O . Belt 

2. Charles B. Thom pson 

3. W illiam Earl H ilton 

4. M ark Shum ante 

5. Randy M axwell 

6. Larry G . Cox 

N am e of Facility 

Avoyelles Bunkie Detention 
Avoyelles Bordelonville Detention (;enter 
Avoyelles M arksville D etention Center 
Avoyelles Sim m sport Detention Center 
Avoyelles W om en's Correctional Center 

Caldwell Correctional Center 
Caldwell Parish D etention Center 
Caldwell Parish Jail 

Rapides Parish Detention Center 
Rapides Parish Fem ale Detention Center 
Rapides Parish D etention Center III 

East Can'oll Parish Jail 
East Carroll Parish River Bend Detention Center 

Concordia Parish Jail 
Concordia Parish Correctional Facility 

M adison Parish Jail 
M adison Parish Detention Center 
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7. Charles Cook 

8. Craig W ebre 

9. Bob Carter 

10. Guffey I,ynn Pattison 

Ouachita Parish Correctional Center 
Ouachita Parish Jail 

Lafourche Parish Jail 
Lafourche D etention Center 

M orehouse Parish Correctional Center and Annex 
M orehouse Parish Detention Center 

Sabine Parish Jail 
Sabine Parish D etention Center 

11. Larkin T. Riser W ebster Parish Jail 

12. H ugh Bennet, Jr. D eSoto Parish Law Enforcem ent and D etention Center 

13. Charles A . Fuselier St. M artin Parish Correctional Center 

14. Frank A . H oward Vernon Parish Jail 

15. W ayne Jones 

16. Gary K . Bennett 

17. Larry C . D een 

St. John the Baptist Parish Prison 

W est Carroll Parish Jail 

Bossier Parish Jail 

18. W ayne H ouck Lincoln Parish Detention Center 

19. Robert Buckley Union Parish Detention Center 

20. E. "Buddy" Jordan W inn  Parish Jail 

21. W ayne M orein Evangeline Parish Jail 

22. W .M . "Bill" Daniel W est Feliciana Parish D etention Center 

23. Van Beasley Jackson Parish Correctional Center 

24. D onald J. Breaux La fayette Parish Correctional Center 
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25. Kenneth Volentine Claiborne Parish Jail 

26. L.R . "Pop" H ataway Grant Parish Jail 

27. Jam es R . Savoie Cam eron Parish Jail 

28. Steve Pylant Franklin Parish D etention Center 

29. Harry Lee Jefferson Parish Prison 

30. Sid H ebert Iberia Parish Crim inal Justice Facility 

31. Don H athaway Caddo Parish Correctional Center 

32. Jeffrey F. W iley A scension Parish Jail 

33. Freddie Pitre, Sr. Iberville Parish Detention Center 

34. D ennis W arw ick LaSalle Parish Correctional Center 

35. Thom as M abile A ssum ption Parish Jail 

36. W ayne M cEIveen Calcasieu Parish Correctional Center 

37. Boyd Durr Natchitoches Parish D etention Center 

38. Charles C . Foti Orleans Parish Prison 

39. I.F. "Jiff" H ingle Plaquem ines Parish D etention Center and Annexes 

40, Paul Raym ond Sm ith Pointe Coupee Parish Detention Center 

41. Lorell Graham Richland Parish Center Detention 

42. Jack A . Stephens St. Bernard Parish Prison and Ann ex 

43. Richard ~Zlwards, Jr. Jefferson Davis Parish Correctional Center 

44. Edward Layrisson Tangipahoa Parish Jail 

45. Randall J. Andre 

46. M ike M cD onald 

W est Baton Rouge Parish Jail 

Tensas Parish D etention Center 
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47. Ronald Ficklin St, H elena Parish Jail 

48. W illy J. M artin 

49. Jerry J. Larpenter 

50. Ray Lem aire 

St. Jam es Parish Detention Center 

Terrebonne Parish C . J. Com plex and Annex 

Verm ilion Parish Correctional Center 

51. Howard Zerangue St. Landry Parish Jail 

52. W illie Graves Livingston Parish Jail 

53. D uane Blair 

54. D avid A . Naquin 

55. Rodney Strain, Jr 

56. T .R . M aglone 

W ashington Parish Jail 

St. M ary Parish Jail 

St. Tam m any Parish Jail 

East Feliciana Parish 

57. Buddy Huckabay Red River Parish Jail 

58. Gregory C . Cham pagne St. Charles Parish Correctional Center 

59. Kennelh Goss Acadia Parish Correctional Facility 

60. Harold Turner Allen Parish Jail 

61. Bolivar Bishop Beauregard Parish Jail Com plex 

62. Joe Storey 

63. Ronnie Book 

Bienville Parish Jail 

Catahoula Parish Jail 

64. Ehner Litchfield East Baton Rouge Parish Prison 
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W e also mailed letters to jails not managed by sheriffs. They are as follows 

N am e,. Position/Title N am e of Facility 

1. D alton R . Joseph, W arden 

2. Ben G . Adam s, W arden 

Jennings Police D epartm ent 

Jonesville City Jail 

3. Charles B. M anuel, Chief of Police Eunice Police Departm ent 

4. Bill Landry, Chief of Police Gonzales City Jail 

5. Adam Fruge (A.P.V.) M amou City Jail 

6. Bennie Raynor, Chief of Police Pearl River City Jail 

7. Ben M orris, Chief of Police Slidell Police D epartm ent 

8. Parker Gibson, Chief of Police Am ite City Jail 

9. A llen Ivory, Chief of Police 

10. Gary P. Copes, W arden 

Basile City Jail 

South Louisiana Correctional Center 

11. Larry Laborde, Chief of Police W est M onroe Police Departm ent 

12. T. Joseph A ndrus, Chief of Police Sulphur Police D epartm ent 

13. George M elancon, Chief of Police Rayne Police Departm ent 

14. L.A . "Buddy" ltenagan, M ayor Office of the M ayor, City of Dequincy 

15. Kenn eth W eave, W arden 

16. David Jones, M ayor 

17. D ennis Brouillard, Chief of Police 

18. Edward C . Knight, W arden 

Bossier Parish Penal Farm  

W est Carroll Detention Center 

V inton City Jail 

East Carroll Parish Prison Farm  
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W e received responses from  20 recipients of the cost tem plates, which are as follow s 

N am e, Position/Title 

I. Jeffrey F. W iley, Sheriff 

2. W illiam  O . Belt, Sheriff 

3. Bolivar Bishop, Sheriff 

4. Elm er Litchfield, Sheriff 

5. Van Beasley, Sheriff 

6. M ark Shum ante, Sheriff 

A scension Parish Jail 

Avoyelles Bordelonville Correctional 
Center 

Beauregard Parish Jail Com plex 

East Baton Rouge Parish Prison 

Jackson Parish Correctional Center 

East Carroll Parish 

7. Bennie Raynor, Chief of Police Pearl River City Jail 

8. Joy Fontenot, City Clerk O ffi ce of the M ayor, City of Dequincy 

9. Chuck Jam es, Superintendent Lincoln Parish Detention Center 

10. George M elancon, Chief of Police Rayne Police Departm ent 

11. Gary Fontenot, Chief of Police Eunice Police Departm ent 

12. Ben G . Adam s, W arden Jonesville City Jail 

13. Jacqueline M . Blank, Records Clerk Jennings Police Departm ent 

14. Larry l.aborde, Chief of Police W est M onroe Police Departm ent 

15. Bill Landry, Chief of Police Gonzales City Jail 

16. Bradley N . Cam m ack, CPA , Treasurer Ouachita Parish Correctional Center 

17. Elisha M atthews, Secretary-Treasurer East Carroll Parish Prison Farm 

18. Union Parish Police Jury Union Parish Detention Center 

19. Em erald Correctional M anagem ent W est Carroll Detention Center 

20. Richard ttarbison, Business M anager South Louisiana Correctional Center 
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M. J "MIKE" FOS'FER, JR,, GOVERNOR 

Februm7 29, 2000 

DEPA RTM ENT O F 

PU B LIC SAFETY A N D C O R R ECTIO NS 

RICHARD L. STALDER, SECRETAR~ 

Daniel G . Kyle, PH .D ., CPA , CFE 
O ffice of l,egislativc Auditor 
Posl Office Box 94397 
Baton Rouge, 1,ouisiana 70804-9397 

Dear Dr. Kylc 

In reference to your perform ance audit report on A dult and Juvenile Correctional Facilities in 
l,ouisiana subm itted on February 7, 2000, the Departm ent's response, outlined by chapter, is as 
follows: 

C hapter 3: A nalysis of State Correctional Facility Costs 

The report recom m ends inclusion of Headquarter's adm inistrative costs and inclusion of capital costs 
such as depreciation costs of the facility and any interest incurred on debt to finance the facility's 
construction in reporting operating costs. 

The departm ent does not concur with the inclusion of these costs for the follow ing reasons 

Inclusion of llcadquarter's adm inistrative costs at the institutional level can only bc 
accom plished through an allocation process. Even the best allocation m ethods tend to 
allocate costs unevenly to lower Operating units which m akes analysis of operations m ore 
difficult. Because of this, the departm ent feels as though this would tend to m isrepresent its 
costs and would ultim ately provide less m eaningful inform ation to decision m akers. 

Inclusion of capital costs such as depreciation is inconsistent w ith current generally accepted 
accounting principles for general operating appropriation funds. Additionally, cost of interest 
incurred on debt to finance facility construction is not norm ally reported w ith operating 
expenditu res. In our opinion, inclusion of these costs tend to distort the reporting of 
operating costs of the units. 

P. O. Box 94304 * Capitol Station ~ Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-9304 
(504) 342-6740 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
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Chapter Four: Comparison of State (Privately and Publicly Operated) Adult Correctional 
Facilities 

The report concludes on page 69 that the private facilities have fewer security officers and that this 

is a major reason lhal their incarceration costs are lower. The conclusion is based on the number of 
correctional officers reported by Corrections Corporation of Am erica and W ackenbul. 

The departm ent feels thal this com parison, based solely oll the reported num ber of offi cers
, is 

skew ed due to the differences in em ployee classifications. If m ore detailed analysis was conducted
, 

the deparhnent is certain that it has security officers perform ing m any legitim ate security functions 
at the units such as supervising warehouse, m ailroom , and canteen operations which are not 
classified as correctional security officer positions at the private facilities. W ithout additional 
analysis, an)' com parison other than on the total num ber of positions is of little value. 

In reference to the conclusion on page 72 that building a new prison m ight yield cost savings to the 

Stale over the long term, it is true that facility design has a major impacl on the cost to staffa prison 
as previously indicated. Another item thai significantly drives cost is the caree," aging of slafl: This 
helps explain the variance noted between Avoyelles and W ashington Correctional Center

, which is 
older an d experiences a lower rate of em ployee turn over than other units. 'llfis variance would 
dim inisb over lim e as the new em ployees gain seniority. 

Chapter Five: ltousing of State Inm ates in Local Facilities. 

In Chapter 5, the report attem pts to paint Louisiana as a clear exception relative to other states in the 
housing of state imnates in local facilities. 

1! nm s! be holed that lhe housing of state inm ates in local facilities is a legitim ate outsourcing of 
correctional services that accom plishes: 

A significan t reduction in the state's need to capitalize 

correctional facilities, (a savings currently estimated at 
$430,000,000 utilizing the legislative auditor's estimated 
cost per bed as stated in the repor0. 

A significant reduction in the num ber of state em ployees 

(a savings currently estimated to be 5,000 positions). 

A significant reduction in operational costs ( a savings 
currently estimated to be $69,000,000 per year). 
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This type of ontsourcing is a common practice among many jurisdictions. It is reflected in 
partnerships w ith private for-profit com panies and transfers of inm ates out-of-state as well as 
partnerships w ith local govermnents. For exam ple: 

b 

C 

d 

W ashington D C is elim inating its entire long-lenn correctional housing capability and 
currently has inm ates located around the country outsoureed to private, state and 
federal facilities. 

W ayne Scott, Director of the Texas Departm ent of Corrections, advises that he 
currently has alm ost 4000 inm ates perm aneudy housed in local facilities, that this 
num ber will increase by 125%  in the next 2 years, and that he supports this 

alternative and expects significant further utilization of local beds (built in many 
cases with state financial support), for the housing of state imnales. 

M ississippi houses state imnates in local facilities permanently in six joint county 
regional facilities, (which are defined as local facilities housing state or local inmates 
with a per diem paid to counties or sherift~). M ississippi's current strategy to 
increase beds available to house state inm ates is to partner w ith local governm ent, 
support the construction of local facilities, and perm anently house state imnates in 
those facilities. 

The Utah Department of Corrections has utilized local jails to pennanenily house 
state inm ates since 1986, The February/M arch 1998 edition of the "Corrections 

M anagers' Report," includes an ,article relative to this concept (which we attached as 
a formal part of this response), because it speaks directly to the benefits realized by 
all parties when statesw ork w ith local governm entslo house inm ales. These benefits 
are identified by the Utah D .O .C. to include: 

Incom e generated stays in the system and is used to retire 

construction bond costs and to augment jail budgets, rather 
than to pay stockholders in private companies. 

Significant econom ic benefit to the counties 

Stale pays nothing to build new beds 

State saves on operating costs 

Counties are able to build larger, m ore econom ical and 

efficient jails. 

Taxpayers w in, because it is m ore cost effective 
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The departm ent agrees that it would be in the State's best interest to expand tile lim ited am ount of 
sampling that is being perform ed. The departm ent requested an additional position to assist ill this 
regard in the Fiscal Year 2000-2001 budget request. It was not funded, however, due to the financial 
problem s of the State. 

Chapter Six: R ehabilitation and Recidivism 

Exhibit 6-3 presents the percentage of imnates enrolled in rehabilitation program s, Louisiana versus 
other states in the Southern Legislative Conference for Fiscal Year 1998-99. A s noted ill the chart, 
] ,ouisiana spends only .7%  of its budget on rehabilitation program s. W hat is not noted however, is 
the fact that: 

Other states in the conference spend on average 4.24% , or 500%  m ore of their budget in 
Rehabilitation than does l,ouisiana based on the percentages given. 

Other states in the conference have 3.81%  of their inm ates versus 2.67%  for Louisiana, or 
only 42.7%  m ore imnales receiving GEDs. 

Other states in tile conference have 8.97%  of their inm ates versus 8.44%  for Louisiana, or 
only 6.3%  m ore enrolled in literacy program s. 

This illustrates the fact that Louisiana is very  effi cient with the sm all am ount of resources which arc 
allocated to these program s. 

lfyou have an), qucstions regarding this response, please feel free to give m e a cal 

Sincerely, 

Bernard E. "Trey" Boudreaux, 111 
Undersecretary 

c: Secretary Stalder 

Attachm ents 
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Can Private Jails 
Survive R ichard- 
son v. M cK night? 
by Frank D. M ylar 

Of the plethora of Supreme Court 
decisions rendered in June 1997, one 
case should be mandatory reading for all 
m anagers of private correctional faciJ- 
ities: Richardson v. M cKnight, 117 
S.Ct. 210(3 (1997). Unless government 
institutions agree to indem nify and 
defend suits filed against private facil- 
ities, only private com panies need 
concern them selves w ith this case, 
although the private sector m ay pass 
along the resulting increased liability 
costs. The Ri chards on Court ruled that 
private prison employees may not assert 
the defense of qualhqed imm unity. Pri- 
vate prisons may now be held liable for 
monetary dmnages even in the absence 
of previous court decisions declaring 
the relevant conduct unconstitutional. 
The net effect of dais ru ling is that pri- 
vate facilities nlust now seek ~ eater 
and ongoing legal review of all as pects 
of corrections operations to avoid lia- 
bility stem m ing from unanticipated 
chan ges in law. 

W hat If Private Em ployee Is 
TaM ng State Action? 

The Court's decision in Ri chardson 
did not conclude that all privately 
employed corrections employees will 
always be denied this important defense. 
The Court partially bas ed its decision 
upon the fact that em ployees of a pri- 
vate prison corporation in Tennessee 
(South Central Correctional Center) 
performed thelr jobs "'without govem- 
m ent supervision or direction." 
Presum ably, the Court m ight have 
reached a different conclusion ff the 
state supe rvised and/or mandated cer- 

See PRJVA TE JAIl.S, page 4 

Budget
_
Stretchers 

Jail Contracting: U tah's N ew Twist 
in "Privatized" C orrections 
by Gary W . DeLan d 

Fact: Under the best of circumstances, 
jails are expensive to construct an d oper- 
ate. Fact: Small facilities cannot achieve the 
sam e economy-of-scale benefits available 
to large facilities; espe cially, in prisoner- 
to-staff ratios and purchas ing of food and 
other supplies. Fact: Utah counties are 
statutorily obligated to provide county jails 
to house pretrial an d sentenced prisoners. 
Fact: Utah has 29 counties, of which only 
four have large enough average daily po p- 
ulations of county prisoners to realize 
economies of scale. Fact: W ith the mowth 
of prison populations, housine state pris- 
oners has become a m uch more expensive 
problem. Fact: tM vate corrections systems 
if managed mod erately well will generate 
profits for stockholders. 
Appro ximately 85% of Utah's popula- 

tion is located in a narrow, 100-mile long 
stretch following Interstate 15 along the 
west side of the W as atch M ountains, in the 
four so-called W asatch Front counties (Salt 
Lake, W eber, Utah, and Davis). The 
remaining 15% percent of the population 
is scattered am ong the remaining 25 coun- 
ties. M ost of the remaining counties are 

geographically large, have low population 
densities, are rarer, and are som ewhat iso- 
lated from other counties. These counties, 
like other small counties across the United 
States, have found it very. difficult to fund 
full-service jails which both meet consti- 
tutional m andates and fit within the 
counties' funding capabilities. For the past 
several years many of the state's county 
sheriffs have been involved in an  unique 
cooperative venture with the Utah Depart- 
ment of Corrections (UDC) which takes 
into account the series of facts listed as a 
preface to ads article an d the unique nature 
of Utah's population distribution. 

A blulfim illlon Dollar 
Faciliu'-Building Program 
for M any Counties 

Although Utah coun .t.ty jails have housed 
state prisoners for various reasons for sev- 
eral decades, such housing was of a very. 
limited nature. However, in 1986, shortly 
after I was named as Executive Director 
for the UDC, I was approached by San 

See UTAH, next page 
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Budget Stretchers: A New CM R Feature 
Many jurisdictions have developed unique ways to fund corrections operations and pro- 

grams. Some have beer, able to achieve cost-kee programs, a~d others-- such as the Utah 
example reported in this issue--have even found wa ys Io generate revenue. With this adicle, 
CMR introduces a new periodic feature, which will highlight innoyative income generating or 
no-cost corrections programs and ideas. 
II you have developed an innovative "budget stretcher" program you'd like us to consider, 

write to Gary DeLand, Corrections Managers' Report, P.O. Box 579, Santa Clara, UT 8476511 

LTAH, from page 1 

Juan County Sheriff Rigby W right. San 
Juan County is one of the nation's largest, 
but least populated, counfes. ShedffW fight 
needed to replace an old and terribly inad- 
equate jai/, and had become painfully aware 
of the econom ic disadvantage of con- . 
suucting and operating a jail of the very 
sm all size necessary to meet the county's 
projected prisoner population needs. Sher- 
iff W right proposed a solution to his 
problem: He would build a jail 50 or 60 
beds larger than his projected need, and 
then rent th e extra beds to the state. He 
anticipated generating at leas t $500,000 of 
re venue, which would help the Iris county 
retire construction bond paym ents and 
defray staffing and other operational costs. 
I accepted his offer an d the seeds were 

planted for the current Utah jail contract- \ 
m g program -- an ongoing w in-w it,, 
cooperative effort between the UDC and the 
State's participating counties. In a little 
over a decade, the program has steadily 
~ own, and in 1998 will include 17 of the 

29 Utah, counties. Ironically, a couple of 
years after I retired from the UDC in 1991, 
I was named Executive Director for the 
Utah  Sheriffs' Association, an d now over- 
see the program from the county side. The 
program 's success has msulted in an expan - 
sion from the few hundred thousan d dollars 
transferred to the counties in the fwst year 
or two of the progra m , to the current fiscal 
year budgeted at $7,251,248, and a pro- 
posed UDC budget for the coming fiscal 
year requests an increas e to St 1,687,048, 

M oney Stays in the System 

What is "jail contracting," who bene- 
fits, an d how are the benefits derived? 
Quite simply, jail contracting is a pro- 

gram w hich allow s the U D C and 
individual counties to enter into m utual- 
ly beneficial a.~treem ents in which the 
counties are financially compensated to 
construct cells and house UDC prisoners. 
It is no secret that private corrections is a 
rapidly r owing enterprise, and that well- 
m anaged firm s are able to provide 
competitive per diem rates while gener- 

ating substan tial annual profits. The Utah 
jail contracting program functions in a 
manner similar to that employed by private 
venders, except that the income generat- 
ed stays in the system and is used to retire 
the construction bond costs and to aug- 
meat jail budgets, rather than to pay 
stockholders in private companies. 

Significant Econonfic 
Benefits to the Counties 
Contracting allows smaller counties to 

achieve economies of scale, ordinarily not 
possible in small facilities, an d to build for 
their projected future needs without cur- 
mntly saddJJng the county with vacan t beds. 
The counties must provide space to 

house pretrial detainees arrested by coun- 
ty, city, an d state peace officers and 
awaiting trial. In addition, the jails must 
house sentenced misdemean an ts and 400- 
500 convicted felons whose prison 
sentences were stayed by placing them on 
a probation which includes jail incarcera- 
tion; generally, incarceration of several 
months. To house these prisoners, coun- 
ties must operate full-service jail facilities. 
Staff costs are the main expense in operat- 
ing a jail. and it takes about the same 
amount of staff to mna 50-bed, 100-bed, 
or 150-bed jail. To overcome this economic 
disadvantage, the smaller jails build their 
newjalJs substantially larger than their cur- 
rent local needs, thus increasing the num ber 
of persons housed in the facility to levels 
which optimize staffing efficiency. 
The result has been significan t reduc- 

See UTAH, page 13 
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li22 2 c& ies' p;;pLo;: o--~ra: 
tional costs. Contracting a/lows smaller 
counties to sell beds to provide a revenue 
stream to retire the building bond, off-set 
operationa/ costs, and fill vaca2"n beds. A 
county which needs only 35 beds for its 
own prisoners can take an other 150 from 
the state and generate re;'enue--just as a 
private jail or prison does. The counties 
generally have more flexible purchas ing 
requirements, and are not burdened by 
m any of the expensNe policies and regu- 
lations faced by state agencies such as the 
UDC. 

Significant Economic Benefits to 
the State 

State Pays Nothing to Build New 
Beds. Counties take the responsibility, for 
bonding to pay the capital costs of build- 
ing the facilities that will house the contract 
state prisoners. During the past fiscal year, 
Utah contracted for 382 jail beds. an d the 
com ing year, under the proposed budget, 
will raise that total to 843 as newly con- 
strutted jail ceIl~ come on 'fine as a resuh 
of jail construction in Box Elder, Summit. 
W as hington. Beaver, and M illard coun- 
ties. 
At an estimated construction cost of 

550,000 per bed. the state v,'ould have to 
spend .%10 million to .545 million to build 
a new prison to house the prisoners who 
instead wi]l be sent to contract j,'fils in 1998. 
By contracting with the counties, howev- 
er, the cost to the state to plan, design, bond 
for, an d construct the facilities is absohtteh' 
nothing. Six other Utah counties are cur- 
rently in the p~anaing process, wi~ W ebe r 
and Daggen counties recently passing bond 
elections for newja/Is which will add to 
the total of available jail beds. 
State Saves on Operating Costs. The 

participating counties a/so take the respon- 
sibility for employing and paying for the 
st ,-fit who super','ise the contract prisoners. 
pem~,itting the state to house its contract 
prisoners without increasing the size of 
state govern ment. A reasonable estimate 
of the number of staff that would have to 
be added to the state payroll to provide 
supervision and care for 843 prisoners 
would be about 250. The counties also 
operate the contract jails far less expen- 
sively than the state could. The cost per 
prisoner at the U tah  State Prison is about 
S63 per day, while the counties charge the 
state a $38 per dient. "INe state ,also picks 
up an additional ,54 or $5 per day in med- 
ical and legal contract costs, bringing the 
total daily expenditure for the state to 542 
to .'M 3. 

H ow Contracting Benefits County Taxpayers 

The Purgatory (W ashin~on County) Jail-- so-named because it is being conl 
strutted on Purgatory Flats---will provide a 4(X)-bed jail to replace a poorly designed, 
undersized, and otherwise inadequate facility. The old jail had a design capacity of 
65 and a population of about 100, It was sited in a location which did not permit expan- 
sion, an d had to serve one of the most rapidly growing counties in the U.S. 
Th e county wilt need 125 to 150 beds when the new jaiI opens in early 1998, and 

will rent the remaining 250 be ds to the UDC. At rite current contract rote, W ash- 
ington County will receive over .$3 million in the fiscal year. That amount will retire 
the construction bo nd, an d make a significant contribution to ope rational costs. This 
scenario is being played out to varying degrees in more than half of Utah's 
couRdes. ~ 

Ensuring Quality 
Th e Utah Sheriffs' Association (USA) 

has recognized rite need for its jails to be 
coas titudonully an d competently managed. 
This becomes even more important when 
inviting several hundred state prisoners to 
be housed in the jails. The USA developed 
a comprehensive set of jail standards which 
provide jail administrators with a myriad 
individual standards  based on statutory an d 
constitutional requirements, pragm atic cor- 
rections practices, an d the unique realities 
of operating jails in Utah . Th e standards 
provide sheriffs and jail commanders with 
the rationale for each stan dard and a dis- 
cussinn of compliance requirements. Th e 
standards are well suited to conversion to 
policies and proc edures. In addition, the 
USA runs an inspection program for the 
jails. That program is currently being 
revised to computerize the inspection pro- 
cess. The UDC has adopted the Utah Jail 
Standards as the be nchm ark required for the 
jails with which it contracts. Th e contract 
program is monitored by Hazeo Locke, 
Director, of the UDC's Inmate Placement 
Program (IPP). 
All Utah jails are staffed with fully 

trained and certified corrections officers. 
Before corrections officers can supervise 
prisoners, they must undergo a seven-week 
basic corrections training program . After 
completiou of the basic certification pro- 
g ain, they must complete a minimum of 
40 hours of advanced corrections training 
per year. The USA and UI)C are confi- 
dent that the combination of extensive 
training, comprehensive jail standards, 
inspection ofja/ls for compliance with the 
standards, and monitoring of the program 
by the IPP provides a highly competent 
system for superv ising and managing con- 
tract prisoners. 

A W in-W in A rrangem ent 

As with an y innovation, though mutu- 
ally beneficial, the program has som e 

detractors. A few legislators, media types, 
an d others have taken a short-sighted view 
of the pin,am . Some even complain that 
the state is subsidizing the county jails. 
None of those who bave expressed the 
myopic opirfion that the counties are som e- 
how taking advantage of the state under 
the contracting a~ eements has suggested 
how the state could afford to build and 
operate its own fac ilities, or if it could afford 
it, h~  ~ could achieve the cost savings 
realized by the state under this system . 
Everyone wins with contracting: 

~ The state--can expan d its prisoner po p- 
ulation without eating up its bonding 
capacity, entirely avoids construction 
costs, an d adds no new staff to its pay- 
roll. The state also has the luxury of 
contracting at per diem rates of $20 to 
$25 per day per prisoner less than the 
cunent rote of housing prisoners in Utah 
prisons. 

~ The counties-- , especially the ru ral 
counties-- -arc able to build larger, more 
economical and efficient jails, and have 
a re','enue stream to pay for construc- 
tion costs and defray facility ope rations 

expe nses. 
~ The taxpayerS--  win be cause both the 
state and county are able to operate in a 
more cost- effective manner, while pro- 
viding the beds needed to house 
convicted felons. 

Utah is a state which is very short of 
cells. Utah. though viewed from outside 
as a conservative, law-and-order state, 
incarcerates only about half the number of 
convicted pe rsons as the national average 
an d of the uther western states. Taking into 
account both the current and projected cells 
which will be available to the state in con- 
tract jails by the mm of the century, cotmties 
will likely be incarcerating over 20% of 
the UDC's prisoners, with all revenue gen- 
erated going to county governm ent, ra ther 
than  for-profit, private prison operators.It 


