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I.  Introduction  
 
 This memorandum responds to a request for information that Senators Donald 
Cravins, Paulette Irons, and John Hainkel made to the National Center for the Urban 
Community at Tulane and Xavier Universities and the Council of State Governments.   
 

The memorandum, prepared by expert consultants to the Council of State 
Governments (see appendix for biographies), provides an analysis of the state prison 
population, options for managing the growth of the prison population, a discussion of the 
savings that these options could generate, a geographic analysis of the concentration of 
people released from prison to particular communities, and a recommendation for 
reinvesting some of those savings in the communities receiving disproportionately large 
numbers of releasees.   
 
II.  Overview of State Demographics, Crime Rates, and Prison Population
 
 A.  State Population 
 

Throughout the 1990s, Louisiana’s state population increased by about 6 percent, 
which was faster than the rate of growth of the U.S. population.  The same level of 
growth in the state’s population during the 1990s is predicted to continue throughout the 
following decade.  In terms of people ages 20-34, who represent nearly 60 percent of 
admissions to Louisiana’s secure facilities in 2001, that population is projected to grow 
by 4.9 percent from 2000 to 2010.   
 

It is also noteworthy that, compared to other states, Louisiana exceeds national 
averages in other poverty indicator categories:  1) income levels; 2) the percentage of 
people who have not completed their high school education; 2) the number of births to 
unmarried women; and 3) the percentages of people on public assistance.  Thus, there are 
no demographic trends that suggest the pressure on criminal justice system will diminish 
shortly. 
 

B.  Crime 
 

As compared to the nation, Louisiana has a significantly higher crime rate for 
both violent and property crime.  However, from 1999 to 2000, Louisiana posted a larger 
decrease in its serious crime rate (5.6 percent) than did the entire United States (3.3 
percent).  From 1990 to 1995, the number of UCR Part I crimes in Louisiana rose at an 
average annual rate of 1.2 percent, while from 1996 to 2000, they fell at an average 
annual rate of 3.5 percent.   
 

C.  Prisoner Population Trends 
 

Currently there are approximately 36,000 persons in the state’s prison system.  In 
terms of incarceration rates, the state has the highest rate in the United States (795 per 
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100,000 population compared to the national average of 427 per 100,000). The Black 
incarceration rate is 2,251 per 100,000 black residents. 
 

In 1991 there were only 20,000 incarcerated representing an 80 percent increase 
over the 1991 figure. However, from 2001 to 2002, prison population actually declined 
but by less than one percent.  Unlike other states, nearly half (16,500) of the prisoners are 
housed in the state’s local parish prisons. From 1991 to 2001, the population of state 
offenders in state facilities grew by approximately 5,000, while the state offenders in 
local facilities grew by more than 10,000.   
 

As compared to the state prison populations across the country, Louisiana’s 
incarcerated population is comprised of a larger percentage of drug offenders.  In 
Louisiana, approximately one-third of the state’s incarcerated population is committed 
for a drug offense, while nationally, that figure is approximately one-fifth. 
 

D.  Prison Admissions 
 

After displaying a steady upward trend from 1994 to 1998, the number of prison 
admissions has remained fairly even since 1998.  The proportion of new felony 
commitments among admitted offenders has dropped every year since 1994, with a 
corresponding increase in the proportion of offenders returned to prison due to 
revocation.  In 1994, new felony commitments and revocations each comprised half of 
the admitted population.  Currently, new felony commitments are about one-third of all 
admissions with revocations reaching nearly two-thirds of admissions. 
 

E.  Prison Releases 
  

The vast majority of inmates in Louisiana are released due to a diminution of 
sentence (also known as ‘goodtime’ releases).  In the mid-1990s, diminution of sentence 
accounted for approximately 70 percent of releases, rising to approximately 80 percent of 
releases in 2001.  Due to the large number of cases not eligible for parole, the number of 
inmates released via parole is a relatively small portion of the release population.  From 
1994 to 2001, an average of 10 percent of offenders each year were granted release via 
parole. 
 
III.  Options for Managing the Growth of the Prison Population 
 

Like states across the country, Louisiana’s prison population has increased 
dramatically over the last two decades.  Louisiana’s rate of incarceration, however, the 
highest in the country, and of any nation in the world, is unlike any other jurisdiction.   

 
Several aspects of the prison population present state officials opportunities to 

decrease the prison population without compromising public safety:   
 
Implementing any one or more of the following options could enable the 

Department of Corrections to reduce significantly the state’s inmate population.  These 
options are meant to represent only the slightest shifts in policy to ensure no increased 
risk to public safety. 
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1. Reduce the amount of time non-violent technical parole violators 
serve in prison. 

 
Action A 
 
Provide day for day credit for time non-violent parolees spend under 
supervision prior to any violations, new arrests, or new convictions.  

 
  Detail: 

Technical Revocation From Bed Reduction 
Parole 100
GTPS Supervision 300
Probation 1,450

 
Action B 
 
Restrict the amount of time any non-violent technical violator can serve in 
prison to 12 months. 
 

Detail: 
Technical Revocation From Bed Reduction 
Parole 150
GTPS Supervision 535
Probation 1,975

 
 

2. Reduce the number of technical violators admitted to prison. 
 
 Action:  Reduce the number of parolees referred for technical violations by 

parole agents based on risk assessment. Divert these offenders to 
technical revocation centers. 
 

Detail: 
Technical Revocation From Bed Reduction 
Parole 70
GTPS Supervision 320
Probation 1,200

 
  
3. Increase the number of non-violent/low risk prisoners now eligible for 

parole to be paroled. 
 

Legislation Required:  Require the parole board to adopt risk-based parole 
guidelines by December 31, 2004 that will result in low-risk prisoners being 
released at their initial parole hearing date. 

   
 Impact:     750 prison population reduction resulting from new commitments. 
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Implementing the strategies described above would generate significant savings to 

the state of Louisiana.  The charts below explain these savings.  Estimates for each 
proposal are based on a composite per diem of $28, which is a mix of three different per-
diem rates. The first is the $26 per day that is paid to the sheriffs, the second is a $22 a 
day marginal per diem rate for DOC and the third is a $32 per diem rate for DOC.  
Depending on the mix of bed closings ultimately used (for example a higher proportion 
of sheriff beds versus a lower number of marginal DOC beds), the savings could increase 
or decrease. This per-diem assumes that at least half the beds in any scenario include 
reductions to the sheriffs and the other half is a mix of marginal and the higher per-diem 
rates at state facilities.  This composite bed cost comes to slightly over $10,000 per year. 
To simplify the analysis, it is this annual bed savings that will be used. 
 

Though the total average per-diem cost for state facilities in DOC is $44 a day, 
this analysis assumes that because of the level of fixed costs, that level of savings will be 
difficult to achieve. However, it is possible based on aggressive capacity management, 
that DOC officials could achieve more savings than this analysis shows. For instance, if 
the DOC made the decision to close state facilities as opposed to reduce sheriff payments 
once bed savings exceeded 1,000 beds, the annual per-bed savings could increase from 
the $10,000 used in this analysis to $11,700.           
 

These cost savings estimates contain the following additional assumptions: 
 

1) The DOC population is leveling off and as a result is appropriately budgeted 
for the next fiscal year. This means that all projected cost savings are savings 
against the budget. That is, these savings reflect real state dollars that can be made 
available for other governmental purposes. 
 
2) The legislation required to achieve these savings is assumed to pass and take 
effect in the next year and the administrative changes necessary are all to begin to 
be implemented during the fiscal year as well.  
 
3) All the projected bed savings are phased in over several years. 

 
4) There is a certain level of reinvestment in community based and DOC 
programs in order to achieve, maintain and, hopefully, increase these savings. 
While some of these proposals initially require no new resources such as 
legislatively capping the length of time technical violators can spend in prison, 
this proposal will ultimately increase the numbers of people under community 
supervision which will create the need for more community correction resources. 
Other proposals such as the one to divert violators from prison will require 
funding to strengthen community-based efforts at reducing the levels of violation 
and recidivism. This analysis assumes that 25 percent of the savings will be 
reinvested in those and other community-based efforts each year. 
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Bed Savings by Year  

Option Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 5 Year 10 

1(b). Reduce the amount of time nonviolent 
technical parole violators serve in prison*

450 900 1250 1575 2660

Cost Savings (in millions of dollars) 4.5 9.0 12.5 15.8 26.7

2. Reduce the number of technical violators 
admitted to prison 

300 700 1,000 1,300 1,600

Cost Savings (in millions of dollars) 3.0 7.0 10.0 13.0 16.0

3. Increase the number of non-violent/low 
risk prisoners now eligible for parole to be 
paroled 

100 150 300 500 750

Cost Savings (in millions of dollars) 1.0 1.5 3.0 5.0 7.5
 
 
IV.    Reinvestment of Some of the Savings in an Employment Initiative 
 

Options such as those above present policymakers looking for ways to balance the 
budget with ways to cut costs without reducing services to the community or laying off 
state employees.  Accordingly, if state officials exercise any of the above options, they 
would no doubt return a certain percentage of the savings generated to the general fund.  
At the same time, state officials should also keep in mind the importance of investing 
some of these resources in improving community safety and in ensuring the successful 
transition of the ex-offenders to the community.  For example, as indicated earlier in this 
paper, implementation of some of these options will require the expansion of alternative 
to incarceration programs.  Some of the savings will need to be applied to these efforts.    

The quality and availability of employment and job placement services will also 
have a significant impact on the extent to which probationers and parolees succeed in the 
community.  Officials in Texas report that an ex-offender without a job is three times as 
likely to return to prison as someone who has employment following his or her release 
from a correction facility.  In New York State, for example, 83 percent of all probationers 
and parolees who violate the conditions of their release and are returned to prison were 
unemployed.  

 
State officials seeking to ensure that at least a portion of the savings generated 

through one of the new population management strategies described in this paper are 
protected for an employment initiative for ex-offenders have at least three options:   

 
 

                                                 
* This table describes the fiscal impact of implementing "Action B" under the first option only. Because 
Actions A and B contemplate many of the same people, it is difficult to estimate the combined impact of 
implementing both measures. 
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a.  Move the savings "off budget" into a newly created economic development 
corporation or other authority.  

 
b.  Create a budget line or code in the central budget (or miscellaneous 

budget). 
 
c. Appropriate funds directly to a state agency and charge officials there 

(possibly in collaboration with other agency officials and community 
leaders) with the administration of the initiative. 

 
V. Development of an Employment Services Program Model for a Community 

to which a Large Percentage of Ex-Prisoners Return 
 
Employment programs for returning prisoners must address the direct need for 

employment and the supporting elements necessary for employment acquisition and 
retention.  Successful programs include soft and hard skills training, access to treatment 
services (substance abuse, medical, mental health), adequate housing and family support 
services with case management/retention service personnel working with the participants 
for an appropriate period of time.  Immediate employment offers structure, work 
readiness development, and a legitimate income in a effective time frame.  Transitional 
jobs are, therefore, important. 

 
Because this program is intended to address a population not limited to returning 
prisoners only, namely community residents without criminal histories, a job creation 
effort should also be included.  Community loan pools and start business incubators are 
examples of proven community development/job creation tools. 
 
To accomplish the above goals, the legislature should establish and fund a three-year 
demonstration project aimed at reducing recidivism, building community capacity, and 
removing barriers to employment for parolees and probationers.   Included should be a 
Certificate of Rehabilitation and a revision of Professional Standards for Certification and 
licensure to remove exclusive language in appropriate categories such as barber licenses 
and  nail technician. 
 
A list of specific recommendations for each of the three years of the demonstration 
project follows:   
  
 Year One 
 
1.  Build strategic partnerships with community residents, service providers, faith-based 
groups and employers. 
 
2.  Establish a one-stop center closely located to a parole/probation office in the densely 
parolee-populated community selected incorporating a community resource center, job 
preparation, acquisition, and job retention services.  Employer incentives should be 
established and marketed. 
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3.  Establish a transitional jobs/vocational training program offering workplace skill 
development and paid work experience. 
 
4.  Build program infrastructure: polices, procedures, data collection and other MIS 
tools, and evaluation design and tool development. 
 
Year Two 
 
1.  Establish a second one-stop center. 
 
2.  Expand transitional jobs/vocation training program. 
 
3.  Establish community loan pool. 
 
4.  Develop transportation solutions. 
 
Year Three 
 
1.  Launch university-based micro-enterprise incubator. 
 
2.  Expand employer incentives. 
 
3.  Complete the evaluation. 
 
4.  Establish long term funding. 
 
 
The measures described above require considerable planning, and, during the course of 
implementation, will need to be revised.  Successful implementation will yield reduced 
recidivism rates, increased employment opportunities and safer communities.  Investment 
dollars will range from $2,000 to $5,000 per participant.  The difference in cost should be 
based on risk and need. 
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Comparison Between United States and Louisiana 

On Key Criminal Justice Attributes 
 

Attribute US Louisiana 
   
Crime Rate 4,267 5,423 

Violent 525 681 
Property 3,742 4,742 

   
State Prison Population – 2001 1,249,000 34,954 

Prison Only 426 795 
Prison and Jail Per 100,000 639 1,013 

White 366 379 
Black 2,209 2,251 
Hispanic 759 966 
Male 1,208 1,913 
Female 105 167 

Last Year's Rate of Prison Growth 0.3% 1.4% 
   
Prison Admissions 582,232 15,928 

% Parole Violators 35% 56% 
   
Prison Releases 570,996 15,197 

Estimated LOS 26 mos 26 mos 
   
Parole Population 652,199 22,860 

Parolees Per 100,000 Adults 312 704 
Successful Parole Discharges 42% 47% 

   
Criminal Justice Per Capita Costs   

All CJS Costs $442 $411 
Corrections $162 $151 
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Biographies of Report Contributors†

 

James Austin  
Director, Institute on Crime, Justice, and Corrections, George Washington University 

Dr. James Austin is the director of the Institute on Crime, Justice, and Corrections 
at the George Washington University in Washington, D.C.  Prior to joining GWU, he was 
the Executive Vice President of the National Council on Crime and Delinquency where 
he was employed for 20 years.  He began his career in corrections in 1970 when he was 
employed by the Illinois Department of Corrections as a correctional sociologist at the 
Joliet and Stateville prisons. 

Dr. Austin was named by the American Correctional Association as its 1991 
recipient of the Peter P. Lejin's Research Award.  In 1999 he received the Western 
Society of Criminology Paul Tappin award for outstanding contributions in the field of 
criminology.  Since 2000, he has served as the Chair of American Society of Criminology 
National Policy Committee. 

Dr. Austin has authored numerous publications including three books.  His most 
recent book, It's About Time: America's Imprisonment Binge, was first published in 1996 
(co-authored with Dr. John Irwin).  The third edition was published this spring.  

Each year the ICJC is awarded approximately $1.5 million in research contracts 
from federal and state correctional agencies.  Many State departments of correction, 
including those in Texas, Georgia, and California, have sought Dr. Austin's assistance in 
analyzing their prison population.  Dr. Austin has also directed studies in 25 states that 
entail projections of correctional populations based on current and proposed sentencing 
reforms.  In addition, the ICJC has recently conducted national evaluations of "Three 
Strikes and You're Out" laws, the privatization of prisons, juveniles in adult corrections, 
and prison classification systems.  In 1999 Dr. Austin was designated by the U.S. 
Department of Justice's Civil Rights Division to serve as the Federal Monitor to oversee 
major reforms in the Georgia juvenile correctional system.  

                                                 
† Eric Cadora prepared the maps provided in this report. His biography was not available at the time this 
report was printed. 
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Michael P. Jacobson 
Professor, John Jay College of Criminal Justice 

Dr. Michael P. Jacobson teaches at the City University of New York Graduate 
Center and the John Jay College of Criminal Justice in the Department of Law, Police 
Science, and Criminal Justice Administration.  He has also served on the Graduate 
Faculty of the Wagner School of Public Administration at New York University, where 
he taught courses on public policy analysis and governmental budgeting.  He has a Ph.D. 
in Sociology from the CUNY Grad Center.  

Dr. Jacobson retired from government administration in 1997.  He had been 
appointed Correction Commissioner in 1996 by Mayor Rudolph W. Giuliani, after 
serving as Acting Correction Commissioner beginning in January 1995.  While Acting 
Correction Commissioner, he continued to serve as Commissioner of the New York City 
Probation Department, having been appointed to that position in 1992. 

Prior to his appointment as Probation Commissioner, he served as Deputy Budget 
Director at the City’s Office of Management and Budget, where he worked for seven 
years.  He previously served as Deputy Director of the Mayor’s Arson Strike Force for 
five years, where he helped plan and coordinate the City’s anti-arson strategies. 

For two decades, Dr. Jacobson has specialized in the field of criminal justice, 
particularly in the areas of financial issues, technology initiatives, multi-agency 
operations and victims’ rights.  He also is a member of the Vera Institute of Justice Board 
of Trustees. 

B. Diane Williams 

President and CEO, Safer Foundation, IL 

Ms. Williams is president and CEO of the Safer Foundation, a nationally 
recognized nonprofit organization located in Chicago, Illinois.  The Safer Foundation is 
the country’s largest private nonprofit provider of social services, education and 
employment services exclusively targeting offenders and ex-offenders.  Ms. Williams 
was appointed to her position in February 1996, after having served on its Board of 
Directors and as a volunteer since the 1970s.  

Ms. Williams is a recognized authority on criminal justice policies, with particular 
expertise in community corrections strategies and programming for adults and juveniles. 
She serves as an advisor to the National Institute of Corrections and is a member of the 
Board of Directors of the International Community Corrections Association.  

Prior to assuming this position, Ms. Williams had a 23-year career in 
telecommunications at Ohio Bell, AT&T, Rockwell International and Ameritech, where 
she gained expertise in management, marketing, sales and strategy. She earned an MBA 
from Northwestern University's Kellogg School of Management.  
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For additional information, contact: 

Michael Thompson 
Director of Criminal Justice Programs 
Council of State Governments, Eastern Regional Conference 
40 Broad Street, Suite 2050 
New York, NY 10004 
t. 212-482-2320 
www.csgeast.org 
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