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MASSACHUSETTS DEPAHTMENT OF CORRECTION - 2012

A. INTRODUCTION

Two aninual reports published by the Massachusetts Department of Correction (DOC)
are reviewed herein. The first report is the DOC's 2011 Annual Report, published late in 2012,
which the Commissioner of Correction, Luis: Spencer, is' mandated to. prepare by M.G.L c.
124, §6. The second report is the Prigon Population Trends 2011, published in June 2012,
based upon the prison population as of January 1, 2012. Both reporis are avaitable online at
WWW.mass.gov/doc. , ' |

The DOC's 2011 Annual Report beging with a Commissioner's message in which-Luis
Spencer. claims that: "... we are leaders in. innovative correctional practices, understand and
practice the five principles of exemplary leadership and are committed towards working for a
safer tomorrow evei'yday.“ 1 The report is silent on what those five principles. specifically are or
how the DOC practices them. The Commissioner also states: "Guided by our strategic plan,
we have made significant improvements in many processes by using goals and measures.to
manage. our system that now focuses on results. Collaboration with our stakeholders, which is
a crucial component for reaching and retaining high performance, has allowed us to assist
Massachusetts in being a national feader in results driven management.” 2 No mention is made,
however, on what areas the DOC had previously focused on now that it is focusing on results.
Finally, the Commissioner reports that he is inspired by the professionalism and dedication of
the men and women who comprise Team DOC'."3

in his statement, the Commissioner offers many generalities, but does not address
certain critical questions suich as: How and where does the Massachusetts DOC demonstrate
that it is in the forefront of "innovative- correctional practices?" Or, what standards does
Massachusetts equal or surpass to show that it is “a national leader in results driven
management'? Or, what are the results by which the DOC is to be meagured? One measure
by which departments of correction could be assessed is the rate prisoners return to prison
after being released, i.e., the recidiviem rate. This begs the question: Has the recidivism rate in
Massachusetts, over the past five vyears, decreased significantly, given the alleged
professionafism and innovative practices of the DOC? f

B. DOC VISION / MISSION STATEMENTS AND GOALS |

According to the DOC's 2011 Annual. Report,. the Vision of the DOC is: "To Effect
Positive Behavioral Change In Order To Eliminate: Violence, Victimization, Recidivism" and the
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Mission .of the DOG is: Promote Public. Safety By. Managing Offenders While. Providing Care
And Appropriate. Programming in Preparation For Successiul Reentry Into The Comimunity.” 4
Augmenting these statements are the DOC's seven goals: 5

- Effectively transition inmates to communities to reduce crime victimization,
reduce recidivism, and protnote effective rehabilitation and reentry

- Maintain and enhance prison safety and security for the public, staff and
inmates

- Promote a healing environment for staff and inmates

- Collaborate with external stakeholders and partners to develop and
implement strategies supporting mutual goals and objectives

- iImprove business administrative performances
- Achieve work force excellence

- Enhance communications both internally and externally by
introducing new and enhancing existing communication initiatives

'Similaﬂy with the Commissioner's introductory stafement, the Vision and Mission
statements as well as the goals, whife laudable, lack definitive standards by which the DOC
can be held accountable regarding whether any or all have been achieved in full or in part. How
can the DOC be evaluated on goals such as: "Promote a healing environment for staff and
inmates” (Goal 3} or "Achieve work force exceflance" (Goal 6) without & baseline description of
where the DOC was in January 2011 in-refation to those or any of the department's seven
qoals? The DOC fails to provide such information in the 2011 Annual Repott. In an
objectivefresults based management system, which the DOC claims to embrace, goals are
integral components. But, equally essential, are standards and results both locally and
nationally, against which petformance can be measured in order fo determine whether ornor a
goal was achieved, and, if not, how close the DOC came. Such criteria are distinctly abisent
from the 2011 Annual Report.

The DOC does list what the Comrnass;oner views as accomplishments for each of the
seven goals. How or why those accomplishments contributed to achieving the stated goals,
however, is left unaddressed: While two of the goals will be discussed below, all seven goals
suffer from similar deficiencies. There are eighteen “Highlighted Accomplishments® for the
DOC's third goal: "Promote a healing environment for staff and inmates."” s Assuming the DOC
has listed those accomplishments in ordet of importance, the first six involve staff only: The top.
accomplishment is: "Staff appreciation events were held at all facilifes.” 7 The seventh
~achievement, and the first relating to inmates, is: “Former Celtic biayer, and recovering addict
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provided a presentation to the civil commitment population at MASAC [Massachusetts Afcohol
and Substance Abuse Centér]." 8 The DOC does list three "performance measures” for this
goal: the inmate classification systemn - 99% of inmates were assigned "to their actual
classification ... with the ultimate goal of 100%,; that the percent of staff vacancies for 2011 was
11.5%; and the programs established in several pﬁsons in which dogs are trained for the Guide
Dog Foundation and America's Vet Dogs.s What is categorically missing is how any of these
performance measures. actually assisted towards promoting a "heafing environment for staff
and inmates.” As commendable as the highlighted accomplishments may be, the DOC needs
to articulate why the environments in the prisons are more healing or safer based upon the
stated accomplishments, Annual reports before Luis Spencer contained data on several
indices relating to prison environments, e.g.. assaults by staff-on inmates; by inmates: on
inmates, days lost due to.industrial ‘accidents, and data regarding grievances filed both by staff
and inmates as well as the resolutions. The absence of such data is regrettable and alf that is
left is primarily anecdotal information. While such information may be interesting, it provides no
assistance in determining whether or not the DOC has, in fact, achieved a goal, particularly
with no comparative data from previous years,

The sixth goal is "Achieve work force excellence.” Highlighted accomplishments list
the various training courses conducted for different levels of correctional officers and staff, 1
The three performance measures are: the agsertion that a particular staff person is the "Bestin
the Business”, a chart of the training hours completed (a total of 337,873 hours for 4,879
employees yielding an 86% compliant rate); and two pie charts portraying the male and female
work force diversity percentages. t If-conducting training courses was the sole criterion for
measuting work force excellence, then the DOC may indeed be in the forefront of correctional
practices. But, what is again missing are comparisons with previous years or other
departments of correction. Why does having 86% of the staff being compliant with an arificial
number of required training hours,. without a description of what that training entails or how such
training relates to excellent job performance, result in measurable improvement in work force
performance? What are the compliance rates in other correctional systems? Is the DOC in the
first, second or third quartile? In addition, how does having 86% of the male work force and
84% of the female work force being white 12 contribute to work force excellence, particularly
with 54% of the inmate population being black or Latina? 13 How does the racial breakdown of
staff in the DOC compare with other departments of correction, especially in relation to the
racial breakdowns of the respective inmate populations? These are just a few of the questions
which needto be answered before the DOC's work place can be evaluated as excellent, good,
poor or abysmal.
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C. PRISON POPULATION STATISTICS AS OF JANUARY 1,2012.

1) Comparative Distributions Of Prison Populations By Age .

TABLE 1

Age Groups 201114 % 201015 % 20091 %
Under 20 - 29 2987 255 2004 255 2936 258
30-39 3445 294 3360 204 3377 297
40 - 49 2043 25.1 2933 257 2918 257
50 - 59 1608  13.7 16520 133 1475 130
60-70+ 740 63 692 61 656 58
Totals 11,723 11,409 11,362

Table 1 above shows that the percentages of the age groups below age 50 have gradually
declined over the past three years, while the percentages of prisoners age 50 and over have
increased steadily. The most significant increase from 2008 to 2012 was for the age sixty and
above group, at +13%. Second was the age group 50 - 59 at 9%. In comparison, the overall
increases in the prison population for 2008 - 2011 for the other categories were only: 2%, 2%
and 1% respectively. | ' '
~ The trend in Massachusetts is consistent with national statistics. According to Jamie
Feliner of Human Rights Watch, the number of prisoners 55 and older from 1995 to 2010 grew
at a rate six times the overall prizon population. Fallner attributes longer sentences, including
life-without-parole, as the main reason for the increase in the percentage of elderly prisoners.
Nationally, nearly 10% of the prizon popufation are serving life sentences, while another 11%
are serving sentences in excess of twenty years.i7 in the DOC, as of January 1, 2012, 1905
(18%) of the criminally sentenced prison population were serving life sentences and an
. additional 912 (9%) were serving twenty years or more. Thus, the total of criminally sentenced
prisoners setving at least twenty vears or life was 2817 or 27% of the criminally sentenced
“\ prison population.s These figures do not include elderly prisoners serving civil commitments.
There are significant cost implications involved as health care alone for elderly prisoners can
cost as much as nine times that for younger ptisoners.io By comparison, in 2010 in California,
prisoners oldet than 50 comprised 17% of the totaf prisoner bcpulation.zo in Massachusetts, in
2010, that percentage was 19%, which then increased to 20% in 2011, .
White the 2011 Annual Report is silent on this growing problem of elderly ptisoners,
the implications of the aging prison population cannot be ignored much longer. The DOC touts,
in its 2011 Annual Report, strides made in coordinating and cooperating with “external
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stakeholders." 21 That coordination and cooperation will be severely tested in the near-future
relative to the aging population. The DOC needs to work with the Parole Board, the Governor's
Office, and the legislature to address the question: Why should elderly prisoners, unable to
commit new crimes, remain incarcerated in the most costly prisons in Massachusetts?

2} Gomparative Distribufions By Goveming Offenses.

| TABLE 2

Offenses 201122 % 2010 % 20092¢ 9%
Violent :

Person 5102 486 4876 417 4772 485
Sex 1372 131 1355 133 1348 13.1
Non-Violent o

Drug 2283 218 - 2341 220 2571 251
Property 915 87 872 85 845 82
Other 819 78 _778 16 728 7.1
Totals 10,491 10,222 10,259

According to Table 2 above, the only offense category which showed a decrease was Drug
Offenses. From 2009 to 2011, those serving sentences for drug offenses decreased by 11%.
For the same period, persons serving sentences for Property Offenses increased 8%; for
Person Offenses - an increase of 7%; and for Sex Offenses - an‘increase of 5%. The largest
percentage increase from 2008 to 2011 was Other Offenses - 13%. 25

3) Comparative Distributions Of Total Prisoner Population By Gender

//

TABLE3
Gender 2011 % . 20107 % 20002 %
Male o 10,025 932 10,637 932 10,635 9386
Female __798 68 _T72 68 _ 726 64
Totals 11,723 11,409 11,361

The male population i Massachusetts prisons increased sfightly (2.7%) from 2009 to 2011.
The female prisoner population, while a significant minority, i.e., less than 7%, increased 9.9%
- from 2008 to 2011. The fotal prisoner population from 2009 to 2011 increased by 3%.
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4) Comparative Distributions Of Total Prisoner Populations By Race

TABLE 4

Race 201120 % 20100 % 200831 %
White 5058  43.1 4918 431 4868 429
Black 3309 28.2 3230 282 3195 281,
Latino 3043 260 2055 259 3010 265
Asian 152 1.3 143 13 150 1.3
Native-American 81 .7 84 T 70 B
Other _80 7 719 7 _12 B

Totals 11,723 11,400 11,361

‘While both White and Black prisoner popuiations each increased from-2009 to 2011 by nearly
4%, the Latino population increased by only 1%. The Latino prisoner population rate, however,
did increase at a higher percentage (3%) from 2010 to 2011 than either the White' (2.8%) o the
Black {(2.4%) rates. The combined Black and Latino prison populations comprised 54.2% of the-
total prisonier population for 2011 and 2010, a sfight dec rease from 54.6% for 2009.

5} Comparative Average Daily Populations By Security Levels

TABLES ,
Level 201132 % 201033 % 20001 %
Maximum 2027 17.7 1891 168 1884 18.7
Medium 7838 68.3‘ 7730 688 7784 689
Minimum/Pre 1610 14.0 1611 143 1631 144

Totals 11,475 11,232 11,289

‘Both the number and percentage of prisoners held in maximum security in_créased" by 143
(7.8%) from.2008 to 2011, The numbers of criminally sentenced prisoners confined in mediurn'
and minimum/pre-release facilities remained relatively constant with an increase of 54 for
medium and a decrease of 21 for minimum/pre-release facilities. Significant coat implications
exist for under-utflizing minimum and pre-release facilities. In 2011, the average cost of housing
a prisoner in was $38,000 in minimum' security, $42,000 in medium security, and $53,000 in
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maximum. secutity.3s Thus, the increase of 143 prisoners confined in' maximum: security with
the concomitant decrease (21) in minimum/pre-release pnsoners from 2009 to 2011 nets an
annual cost differential of $2,460, 0003

The percentage of prisoners in maximum security remains unacceptably high. The
DOC Advisory Council (2005), appointed to study the Department of Correction” after the
murder of former priest John Geoghan, found that 'inmates are held at a higher security level
than is necessary to preserve public safety." 37 In 2005, 19% of prisoners wete confined in
raximum security, while 11% were at minimum or pre-release fagiliies. In contrast; in 1994,
8% of prisoners were in maximum security and-23% in minimum.3s in 2011, as compared to
2005, the percentage of prisoners in maximum security (18%) had dropped only 1% and those-
in minimum (14%) had increased only 3%. ‘

The DOC reports that 99% of all prisoners were confined to their “actual classification
placement" in 2011, based upon the DOC's own classification system.» But, that assumes that
the classification system employed by the DOC vields vafid classification assessments,
particularly compared with national standards. The DOC provides no information on that point.
In addition, the DOC reports that in 2011: *The use of discretionary classification overrides has
been studied and found to meet national standards.” 4 Once again, no data from the DOG's
study, including who conducted the study, i.e., an'outside'agency orthe DOC itself, the amount
or percentages of overrides, and what the national standards are, were included to either
support or refute the DOC's assertion. Ovenides are critical to establishing a reliable
classification system. Overrides aflow-the DOC o reject the objective point based classification
result in favor of a subjective determination that a prisoner should be confined in either higher or
lower security. The DOCG faifs to provide the actual numbers and percentages for the overrides
placing priseners in security levels other then that called for by the objective point based
classification system. Only then can comparisons be made to the national standards to
determine if, in fact, the DOC's objective point based classification system is valid and being
properly implemented. The continued high percentage of prisorers in maximum and the low
percentage of prisoners in minimumipre-releass security would argue that the systern the DOC
is presently employing is not working. Unsupported statements by the DOC that 99% of the
prisoners are housed in proper security levels are meaningless and are insufficient to prove
that the DOC is nat continuing to over-classify prisoners, thereby wasting millions of taxpayers'
money.
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6) Comparative Operational Capacities And Average Daily
Populations By Security Levels

TABLE 8
Minimum/
o0 1 Maximum Medium Pre-Release
41
Operational Gapacity 1854 7845 1774
Average Daily Pop. 2027 7838 1610
Difference 73 (M (164)
% Over/(Under) 3.7% (0.9%) (9.2%)
201042
Operational Capacity 1927 7865 - 1774
Average Daily Pop. 2027 7730 1611
Difference - {36) (135) (163}
% Over/{Under) ' {(1.9%) (1.7%) (9.2%)
20084
Operational Capacity 1927 7852 ' 1724
Average Daily Pop. 1884 7754 1631 -
Difference 43 (98) (93)

% Over/(Under) (2.2%) (1.2%) (5.4%)

As shown in Table 6 above, the under-ufilizaton of minimum/pre-release facilities has been a
constant for the past three years, reaching over 9% in both 2010 and 2011. Only once in the

past three years did average daily populations exceed the operational capacities. That occurred
" in 2011 for maximum security. Operational capacity is defined as the number of beds
authorizad for the safe and efficient operation of & facility.+ '

7) Lenath Of Sentences For Criminally Sentenced Prisoners

The numbers and percentages of prisonets sentenced to five or fewer years declined
from 2009 to 2011, as shown in Table 7 below. Conversely, the numbers and percentages of
‘those. serving from five to twenty years, as did those serving life sentences, reflecting the
absence of commutations and the significant reduction in parole rates since. For all state
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prisoners, the parole rates dropped to 39%.in 2011, from 58%.in 2010.45

TABLE 7

Length of Sentences 201146 % 20104 %
Less Than 1 Year 81 08 102 1.0
1-3 Years 569 54 604 59
3-5Years 1807 172 1803 176
5-10Years 3234 388 3046 268
10 - 20 Years 2072 188 2010 197
20+ Years 82 78 84 80
Second Degree Life 888 85 846 83
First Degree Life 1017 97 987 97

Totals | 10,490 10,222

D. EXPENSES, OVERCROWDING, AND STAFFING

1) Comparative Distribution of DQG Expenses

TABLE 8

Expense Category 2011 % 2010s0
Staff Salaries 352,176,366 68.0 351,126,608
Inmate Health Care 95,626,660 185 94,444,002
Utifities 26,808,271 5.2 25,455,561
Inmate Programs 10,833,784 21" 11,308,339
Food 14576114 28 14,616,679
IT Expenses Not Reported Not Reported

Legistative Earmarks 200,000 0.1 Not Reported
~ Admin. Expenses - 2,285,040 04 2,241,760

Facility Infrastruc. 15061924 29 Not Reported
Totals 517,569,158 513,611,002

20006 %
112 1.1
593 58

1837 178

3126 305

1979 183
810 78

846 82

957 93
10,259

%

20085t

68.4 356,358,094

18.4
5.0
2.2
2.8

0.4

87,042,764
20,072,298
12,882,947
13,546,644
3,359,904
1,010,500
2,285,040
Not Reported
520,426,848

- %

68.4
16.7
5.6
2.4
26
0.6
0.2
0.4
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The DOC spent $3,959,066 more in. 2011 than in 2010, an increase of 0.8%. Staff
salaries increased in dollar amount for that period by 0.3% ($1,049,757), but decreased as a
percentage of the total expenses (68.0%. from 68.4%).. Yet, the number of DOC employees
‘who earned at least $100,000 rose from 112in 201010 219in 2011 - an increase of 96%.52
Inmate Health Care was the only expense category which increased each year in
both dollar amounts (by 9.7%) and percentages of total expenses {from 16.7% to 18.5%) from
2008 to 2011. Conversely, [nmate Programs. was the only expense category which decreased
in each year from 2009 to 2011 in dollar amounts and percentages of total expenses {from
2.4% down fo 2.1%). Comparing' 2009 and 2011, the amount spent for Inmate Programs
decreased by $2,049,163 or 16%, even though the number of inmates increésed from 11,354s3
(January 1,.2009). to 11,7235¢ (January 1, 2012), or 3.2%. In 2009, the DOC spent $1,134.66
per prisoner for inmate programs, 5 which decreased to $924.1556, a drop of 18.5%. It is difficult
to comprehend how the DOC can achieve its self-proclaimed mission to provide "appropriate
- programming [to offenders] in preparation for successiul reentry into. the community,"s” when
the DOC has so significantly decreased the amount spent on inmate programs. The DOC
needs {o put its money where its mission is.

2) Overcrowding

The DOG states that as of June 27, 2011, the overcrowding rate in the prisons was
144%, a rate that has remained constént for nearly ten years. The overcrowding rate is defined
as the percentage of the average daily population divided by the total nimber of beds all the
faciliies were desig'ned to hold, known as the Design Capacity.s¢ The DOC does, however,
compute an another stafistic, the Operational Capacity, which can also be used to assess
overcrowding. The Operationat Capacity is defined as the "number of beds authorized for safe
and efficient operation of fa] facility."ss The DOC's Annual Report and the Prison Population
Trend Report both provide relevant data for each facility, including Design Capacities,
Operational Capacities, and the Average Daily Populations.e0 For MClNorfolk in 2011, for
example, the Design Capacity was 1,084, the Operational Capacity was 1,478, and the
Average Daily population was 1,514, Using the Design Capacity, MCI-Narfolk's overcrowding
- rate was 140%,; but using the Operational Capacity, the overcrowding rate was a mere 102%.
Similar disparities exist for ail the DOC's facilities. Table 9 below presents a comparison of |
occupancy rates for 2011 using both Opérationai Capacities and Design Capacities, as well as
the numerical differences between the Operational Capacities and the Average Daily
Populations. ' ' -
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TABLE G

1 2 3
Design.  QOperat-  Average Differ- Occup. Rates
Capacity  tional. Dailly - ences Design Oper.

Institutions Capagity _Pop. £2-3 &1 B8:2)
Maximum
Cedar Junction 561 574 735 +161 131% 128%
Souza Baranowski 1,024 1,380 1,262 _-88 126% _94%
Totals 1,585 1,954 2,027 + 73 128% 109%
Medium
Bay State 266 332 322 - 10 121% 103%
Bridgewater St. Hosp. 227 392 379 - 13 167%  97%
Cedar Junction 72 72 72 0 100% 100%
Concord 614 1,390 1,343 47 219%  97%
Framingham 452 628 666 +38  147% 106%
Lemue! Shatiuck 24 ) 24 -5 100%  83%
Norfolk 1,084 1,478 1514 +36  140% 102%
North Central CC 568 982 840 -52 165%  95%
Old Colony CC 480 748 751 +3 156% 101%
Shirley 720 1,130 1,188 +68 166% 106%.
. Treatment Center 561 854 629 -25  112%. _96%
Totals : 5,008 7,845 7,838 -7 155%  99%

Minimum / Pre-Release

- Boston Pre-Release 150 200 184 -16. 123%  92%
MASub. Abuse Ctr. 236 . 170 149 -21 63%  88%
Northeastern CC 150 274 266 -8 1T1%  97%
North Central CC 30 30 % -4 8% 8%
Old Colony 100 160 140 -200  140%  88%
Plymouth 151, 227 184 -43  122%  81%
Pondvifle 100 200 191 -9 191%  96%
Shirley 299 328 313 -5 105%  95%
So. Middlesex 125 185 157 -28  191% _85%

Totals 1,341 1774 1810 464 120%  91%
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The total Operational Capacity. in 2011 was 11,573 and.the Average Daily Population totaled
11,475 or S8 fewer than the Qperational Capacity. This vielded a combined 0.8% under-
utifization rate, not a 144% overcrowding rate. The only security level where the combined
average daily population exceeded the combined operational capacity was at maximum
security with an overall 104% occupancy rate. In contrast, the combined average daily
population at minimum and pre-release facilities was 9% below the combined operational
capacities.

It is difficult not to accept that the Operational Capacittes are the more valid data for
determining overcrowding or under-utilization of the DOC's prisons. Why the DOC continues to

claim a 144% overcrowding rate based upon the Design Capacities needs an explanation. The
Operational Capacity, as defined by the DOG, is the level of occupancy where each prison can
be operated efficiently, and, more importantly, safely. Certainly, if this were not the case, then
the DOC and the guards' union would be clamoring for more prisons. Given that neither has
been asking for building more prisons, then the 144% overcrowding rate, according to Table 9,
is clearly misleading and not representative of the true state of affairs. More {roubling is that the
DOC has been claiming the same 144% overcrowding rate for at least the past five years.st
One can only specuiate that the DOC clings to this mythlcal 144% overcrowding rate in order
to prepare the Ieglsiature and the public for any future damands that new prisons be built to
ease "overcrowding.” .

Every minimum andfor pre-release facility in 2011 held-fewer prisoners than their
respective operational capacities. As pointed out earfier in this report, the under-utilization of
minimum and pre-release facilities has significant cost implications. Based on the DOC's
calculations for the average costs per prisoner for each facility,s2 the average cost for
maximum secutity in 2011 was $53,800, $41,755 for medium security, and $36,975 for
minimum or pre-release facilities. Had the DOC, in 2011, occupied the 164 open beds in
minimum and pre-release facilities with medium security prisoners, the savings would have
been $783,920. And, then transferring only 73 prisoners from maximum security to medium
security, the savings would be an additional $879,285, for a combined savings of $1,663,205.65
What is obviously heeded is not only for the DOC to utilize more effectively and efficiently
minimumy/ pre-release bed space, but, also, to increase the number of beds at minimum/pre-
release security. Doing so would be both cost effective and would serve to reduce the overall
recidivism rate, ag shown in Table 11 infra.

12
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3) Staffing

Staffing levels for 2009 were not reported in the DOC's Anhual Report fot that year.
-As a result, Table 10 below contains full-time staffing data for only 2010 and 2011, excluding
contract personnel.

TABLE 10
Full-Time Employees o01e % 20108 % - %
Security Staff 3652 738 3517 725 13 38
.Support Staff 462 8.3 495 102 (33) (6.7)
Correction Program Officers 206 60 283 58 13 46
Managers 213 4.3 222 486 (9 &)
" Maintenance 152 3.1 1860 33 (8 GO
Captains 89 1.8 90 18 (1) (.1)
Education Staff 8 17 _8 18 _0 O
Total 4950 - 4,853 97 20
# of Prisoners ' 11,723 11,361 362 3.2

One hundred thirty-five security staff employees were added in 2011, an increase of 3.8%. The
only other position which increased was Correction Program Officers (CPOs) by 4%. Both
exceeded the perceritage increase of prisonars (3.2%). Suppoit staff, managers, maintenance,
and captains afl decreased in 2011; the education staff remained constant. Overall, Full-Time
Employees increased by 2%.

- E. RECIDIVISM AND RELEASES:

- From 2000 to 2007, there was a steady increase in one year recidivism rates - 19%
t0.24% for males and 20% to 27% for females.es The DOC has not released one year
recidivism data since 2007. The DOC does, however, compute recidivism rates for three year
" periods after ptisoners had been released to the street. Table 11 below presents the three year
recidivism rates by levels of security. The recidivism data for 2011 are for prisoners released in
2007, the 2010 data for prisoners released in 2005, and the 2009 data for prisoners release in
2004. In terms of public safety and return on the investment of taxpayers” dollars spent to
operate the prisons in Massachusetts, the rate of retumn for prisoners refeased to the street, i.e.,
the recidivism rate, should be the primary standard by which the DOC's effectiveness and
success are evaluated. The DOC, on paper at least, apparently acknowledges the importance

13
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of this standard, since recidivism rates and reentry. feature prominently in both the DOC's self-
- proclaimed Vision and Mission Statements. Nevertheless, as demonstrated in Table 11 below,
the overall recidivism rate has remained refatively constant, while the recidivism rate for
prisoners released from maximum security continues to climb. It has been estimated that
approximately 97% of Massachusetts prisoners can be expected to eventually be released to
the street.s7 Partinent questions then would be: from which security levels will those prisoners
be released; and how welf prepared will those prisoners be to successfully rejoin society?

1) Comparative Recidivism Rates By Secuirity Levels

TABLE 11
201168 20108¢ 200070
Security Level Recidivism Rate  Recidivism Rate RBecidivism Rate
Maximum 62% 58% - 57%
Medium 45% ‘4?% 44%
Minimum/Pre-Release  34% - 36% 37%
Overall Rate 43% 44% - 43%

The correlation between sectrity level from which prisoners are released and the resultant
recidivism rates is evident for each of the years presented in Table 11 above. A major reason
why releasing prisoners from minimum and pre-release facilities yields a lower recidivism rate
" is due to the opportunities offered in lower security to transition gradually back into society, e.g..
finding employment, establishing community and family ties, which are nonexistent in
maximum and medium securty. Thus, it is likely that simply increasing the number of
prisoners released from lower security would translate into a lower overall recidivism rate.

2) Comparative Releases By Security L evel

TABLE 12
| - 2011m 2010m 20097
Released From # % # % # %
Maximum . 220 986 307 11.2 259 94
Medium 1,205 56.8 1461 5834 1,561 566
Minimum/Pre-Release _766 336 970 351 040 340
Totals 2,281 2.738 2,760

Maximum & Medium 1,515 664 1,768 646 1820 ©6.0
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It seems to be comman sense to step prisoners down through secutity levels prior to
their releases, thereby increasing their chances to successiully reenter so_ciety. Yet, in 2011,
two-thirds of the total number of prisaners released to the street were released from maximum
or medium security. Table 12 on the previous page presented comparative data for prisoners
released to the street from the three security levels. Based on the {atest recidivism data in
Table 11 of this report, by 2014, of the 220 prisoners released from maximum secunty in 2011,
62% (136) can be expected to have returned to prison. Of the 1,295 released from medium
security, 45% (583) can be expected to have been reincarcerated. But, of the 766 prisoners
releaged from minimum of pre-release facilities, 34% (260} can be expected to have returned
to prison. Further complicating the problem, all retumees will be confined In either maximum or
medium security at considerable cost. Based on Table 5 i in this report, of the estimated 979
returned prisoners, 176 {18%]) would be held in maximum secunty and the remaining 803 would
be confined at medium secutity. The tolal cost of these retumees for each year of
reincarceration would-be a staggering $43,054,000.%

A 0% recidivism rate is, of course, simply not realistic. BUt, ammmedlate impact on
the recidivism rate could be effected if the DOC began decreasing the number of prisoners
' being refeased from maximum and/or tedium security prisons. It is obvious that simply
releasing prisoners o the street from lower security significantly reduces the recidivism rafe.
" Yet, the total percentage of_prieoners being released fo the street from maximum and medium
security facilities continues 1o increase, The DOC needs to coordinate with its stakeholders,
e.g., the legislature, the Govemor's Office, in order fo increase the utilization of minimum and
pre-release facilities, as well as increasing the number of beds avalable at lower security. The
direction the DOC needs to take appears clear, but what seems missing is the will.

An addiional factor relating to recidivism is the percentage of prisoners being
released without any supervision. The Parole Board has s:gmficantly reduced parale rates,?ﬁ
and the result has been an mcrease in prisoners being re!eased with no supervision. The data. -
are presented in Table 13 below.

“JABLE |
2011 . 2010 - 2009
Released To # % £ % # %
Parole Supervision 27 12 653 24 689 25
Probation Supervision 766 33 685 25 708 25
Parole & Probation 163 7 375 14 389 14
Mo Post Release Super. 1085 48 1025 37 . 988 36

Totals 2,281 2,738 2772



MA DOC - 2012

The total number of prisoners released to the street in 2011 decreased 17% from 2010. While

the actual number of prisoners released with no post release supervision increased by 60, that

percentage increased dramatically - to nearly 50%. The increase in releases with no post

release supervision, while not. under the purview of the 'DOC does highlight the DOC's
responsibility to provide effective reentry programmlng including stepping down pnsoners to

lower security to help them successfui[y return to society.

F. CONGLUSION

The DOC setves at the tail end of the criminal justice system. As such, the DOC has
three primary functions. First, to provide adequate care for prisoners held in the DOC's
custody. Second, to ensure that prisoners do not escape. In 2011, thete were three escapes
and all the escapees were quickly recaptured.”” No one gan argue that the DOC does not
accomplish this essentially "warehousing” function effectively. The third function Is to prepare
prisoners for reentry as itis esﬁmated that 97% of all prisoner will eventually return to society.?s
The question then is: How well do prisoners function in society once released? At a cost of
over one-half billion dollars per year, answering that question is paramount to assessing the
performance of the DOC. The DOC's Vision and Mission statements are réplete with
references to reentry and recidivism. For -over one-half billion dollars more is required than
mere words. As stated by Len Engel, Senior Palicy Analyst for the Crime and-Justice Institute:

Rising corrections costs might be-.acceptable if public safety
s improved, if the corrections system is run efficiently and
transparently, and if recidiviamis redticed. Growing
corrections bldgets would probably be acceptable if the
prison population grew substantially in response fo

higher crime rates. Yet, none of these are what drove

the growth in the corractions budget over the past fen
years.m

in the DOC's "Annual Report for 2011, the first goat ie to: "Effectively transition
inmates to communities to reduce ¢rime and victimization, reduce recidiviem, and promate
effective rehabilitation and reentry,” and the DOC includes a detailed flow chart presenting how
the DOC hapes to achieve this goal.so The problem is that, given the continued recidivism rate
of 43 to 44%, the DOC has so far failed to accomplish fts most important objective! to increase |
public safety by reducing recidivism. The DOC needs 1o reduce its suhiir_y goals and objectives
to just one: Decrease recidivism by 2% per year for the next five years. Each 1% reduction in
racidivism rate would result in an estimated savings of $1.3 milllon each year in corrections
costs alone, 8t ot counting the savings in police and court costs as well as ingreased public
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safety. Such a goal is clear, simple, and measurable. In-addition, reducing recidivism by 2%
per year for the next five years falls in fine with Commissioner‘Spencer‘s exprassed desire to
assist in Massachusetts being a national leader in result driven management. What then would
the DOC need to do to achieve such an objective?-

1) Programs

The DOC cannot lower the recurring 43 - 44% recidivism rate without significantly
increasing the funds allocated to Inmate Prodrams Expendtng only 2% of the budget on Inmate
Pragrams is not nearly sufficient. Without drastically increasing the doltars allocated for lnmate
Programs, the DOC might as well cease spending any morey o Inmate Programs, given the
tack of positive returns on the present expenditures. The answer, however, is not just to throw
- money at programs without any understanding as to which are effective and which are not. The
DGC's Office of Strategic Plannmg & Research should be tasked with studying all programs to
determine which lead to lower recidivism and, conversely, which do not. Obvicusly, those
programs which do not positively impact recidivism need to be either eliminated or corrected.

The DOC's Research Division in 2008, in conjunction with the Urban Institute of
Washington, DC,' did pubtish two studies of prisoners who had recidivated.s2 Those studies a
need to be repeated. One problem, however; is that the information on prisoners who had
recidivated was five or more years old. Such data do not provide accurate assessments of the
DOC's current programs. Recidivism needs to be studied on an annual basis, patticularly since
nearly one-half of those who recidivate do so Inthe first year after release, and two-thirds within
gighteen months after release.ts The only DOC program reviewed | in 2008 was the Transition
Planning Workshop. The results showed a higher recidivism rate {43%) for those who had
participated in the pragram than for those prisoners who had ot (35%].84

' The DOC can follow the fead of Washington state which conducted an evidence-
based study of corrections programs. Orne program in the Washington study found to have had
ohe of the highest positive impacts on-reducing recidivism was Vocational Educatior in prison,
Drug treatment programs in the community had a kigher impact on reducing recidivism than
drug treatment in prison.ss Whiether or not these ‘and other programs would have the same
positive effect on recidivism in Massachusetts can only be answered if the DOC conducts
sitnilar studies. What is clear is that the DOC cannot continue 1o assume that the programs it
presently offers decrease recidivism without evidence-based research to support that
assumption. As stated earier, the results may be surprising. In California; for instance,
prisoners who had participated in the tiwo largest in-prison programs recadwated ata hlgher rate
~ than those prisoners who had not.e
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2) Emplovment’

- Fifty-six percent of the prisoners in the 2008 recidivism study conducted by the DOC
reported that they had been employed at the times of their arrests prior to their being returned to
prison. Only 13% of thie post-release survey respondernits, however, reported eaming over $501
per week. The most common type of work was construction (32%), then factory work (119%),
followed by food services {10%).87 The results of the 2008 study, and the aforementioned
Washington state study, demonstrate the need for the DOC to invest in expanding vocational
education programs. Prisoners need certifications of proficiency in marketable skills to help
overcome the stigma of a prison record. Welding and barber programs meet that requirement
and, therefore, need to be increased. Also, training in construction skills needs to be introduced
with an emphasis on electrical work, plumbing, masonry, painting, and other related skills.
Shortages of skilled workers in the outside work force have been reported and the need is
expscted to increase in the years to come.ss Other vocafions for which the DOC should
consider providing skill training are! heating, ventilation, and ‘air conditioning (HVAC),
automobile repair, computers, and health care. Volunteers are one source the DOC can tap
with littfe or no expense to assist in providing the necessary training. Additional benefits to the
DOC would be that the prisoners, whille leaming these skills, would provide a fow cost work
force to make badly needed repairs on prison buildings and walkways, work on. plumbing,
HVAC, and electrical repairs, tharaby, extending the service life of the current facilities. In
addition, prisoner could be trained to provide basic heaith care to eldetly and infirm prisoners.

The DOC presently uses - COMPASs: - to determine whether prisoners are high or
low risks to re-offend once released. Those prisoniers desmed “low fisk” to re-offend have little
chance of participating in vocational educational programiming. Wherever a fow rigk prisorer
stands on a waiting fist, he or she will be superseded by prisoners who have higher risk
assessments. While this procedure may be useful for therapeutié pragrams, it is counter-
productive ragarding vocational training. The probitem s that high risk prisoners are less likely
to be paraled or transferred to lower security than low sk prisoners. Thus, low rigk prisoners,
who are more likely fo be released to the street, are not able to participate in the very programs
in which they could obtain a marketable skill. The DOC needs to revise the treatment of low
risk prisoners vis-a:vis vocational programs, and to significantly increase the number and
breadth of such prpgrams so that alt prisoners can participate on a meaningiul basis.
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3) Increase Minimum and Pre-FieIease Bed Space

As has been demonstrated earlier in this report, stepping prisoners down before their
releases is both cost effective and serves to reduce recidivism. Spending a year in mini_mué’n
~security and then six more months in pre-release, allows a prisoner to become gradually
acclimated to rejoining society. Time spent in medium security should be dedicated to
therapeutic programs and developing marketable skills. Transitioning back to society should
then be accomplished in minimum and pre-release facilities, where prisoners can find gainful
~ employment, housing, and reconnect with family and loved ones; as well as addressing other
issues necessary for a successful ratumn fo society, e.g., driving license, medical coiferage.
Commissioner Luis Spencer claims that the DOC has achieved its goal of collaborating with
external stakeholders and partners.s it is time the DOC put that new found colfaboration to the
test by coordinating with the Parole Board, the legislature, and the Governor's Office to expand
and make more efficient use of minimum and pre-refease facilities.
One additional area of coordination with the Parole Board, which can achieve an
immediate impact on fowering recidivism rates, is to 'eliminate returning technical viotators from
paroles fo medium security prisons. Technical violators are those retumed‘-for reasons not
involving a new crime,% but rather, for reasons such as: substance abuse of pOSS&SSiOﬂ,_
associating with known feidns, domestic issues, or failing to report to parole officers changes in
address, status, or employment. While these are issues which nieed to be addressed, retuming
parolees to medium security prisons at $42,000 per year, is not the answer. In the DOC study
of the prisoners released in 2007, the [atest data available from the DOC, 172 prisoners were
returned for technical violation of conditions of pardle.s! For 2010, the fast year for which the
Parole Board has published a report, 768 parolees were violated for technical violations.22 The
- DOC and the Parole Board need to establish separate faciliies or use exist’ir{g pre-release
facilifies in the community for housing technical violators for weekends or week nights as
sanctions for technical violations. Treatment for technical viclators could also be required while

confined for weekends or week nights. Such facilities would be less costly and have the added
benefit of not disrupting a patolee's employment andfor family relationships, both of which can
be ireparably broken ohce a parolee has been retumed to medium security. Confining
techriical violators in medium security is a poor use of correction funds and serves no useful
purpose.. It should be noted that there is no data to support an assumption that returning
technical violators to prisons wilf .preVEnt the commission of serious future crimes.s Dumping
technical violators back into medium'security is simply taking the easy way out for the Parole
Board and the DOC. A professtonaliy run DOC and Parole Board certamly should be expected
to spend precious resaurces far more produchvety
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4} Volunteers

It cannot be gainsaid that priseners retuming to the community need help, particularly
since the majority are released from maximum or medium sacurity. Yet, the DOC denies these
prisoners one significant source for assisting prisoriers to rejoin society successfully,
especially at the time of their release when the need is most ctitical. That source is the cadre of
volunteers who participate in programs inside correctional facilities o These volunteers provide
much needed support to prisoners inside prison walls. The DOC needs to allow that support to
continue outside prison. For many prisoners, especially those serving long sentences,
volunteers may be the only persons with whom those prisoners have interacted, other than
correctional personnel. Contact with family members and loved ones deteriorates over time,
 particularly in those institutions which make it very difficult for families and loved ones to visit.

Once a prisoner is released, however, the DOC mandates that volunteers have no
further contact with those prisoners the volunteers may have met and irteracted with inside
prison. The DOC seems not to understand that for many prisoners, especially those serving
lengthy sentences, the only persons those prisaners may know once they reach the streets
are the volunteers the prisoners have encountered in prison, Volunteers could serve as
mentors to prisoners and be available to offer assistance in finding therapeutic groups,
employment, housing and resolving a plethora of other short-term adjustment problems. But,
the DOC closes the door on that help. This the DOC neads to reconsider. Whatever the DOC
s concerned about can be addressed with proper training of thiosa volunteers who evidence a
desire to assist prisoners once they have been released to the street. The DOC should no
longer be allowed fo tum a blind eye to an effective and low cost source for assisting prisoners
~ returning to society and helping to prevent therm from recidivating.

5) Visits -

In November 2011, the Minnesota Department of Corrections published a report
entiied: “The Effects Of Prison Visitation On Offender Recidivism.” The results are instructive
~ for the MA DOC. After evaluating the relationship between prison visits and recidivism rates for
16,420 prisoners released between 2003 and 2007, the fi ndings for those who had received
visits while in prizon were:s
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- & 13% reduction in felony reconvictions

- 8 25% reduction in reincarcerations for technical violations of parale
conditions

- the more often prisoners received visits, the less likely to recidivate

- vigits from 'sib!qus, in-laws, fathers, and clergy were most beneficial
in lowetring recidivism

The results demonstrate that the more visits are promoted and facilitated, the greater
the positive impact on prisoner recidivism. The problem is that the MA DOC actually
discourages and inhibits meaningful visits, Visiting hours have been reduced, aflegedly to save
salary dollars. Visitors are often treated as if they were committing criminal offenses merely
because they sought to visit a loved one in prison. Family members are frequently required to
endure excessively long waits, sometimes two or more hours, before being allowed to enter a
prison. Such delays should never be countenanced unless there is a situation occurring which
would preclude visiting. Visitors can be subjected to varying interpratations by individual guards
as to.what is and what is not proper clothing, often resulting in & visitor being turned away when
wearing the same clothing which had been deemed suitable by a different guard on a prior
occasion. Visitors may be forced to undergo humiliating searches, including strip searches, in
an effort to ferret out contraband, There is no qﬁestiqn that the DOC has a vested interest in
stopping contraband from being introduced into prisons. But, visitors are not the sole source for
contraband and should not be treated as if they are. In addition, prison visiting rooms are
replete with cameras, chairs are arranged to provide clear sight fines for guards whose gole

“responsibility -is to observe visits, and prisoners are strip searched once visifs have been
concluded. It is difficult to believe that due diligence on the part of the guards in visiting rooms is
- hot sufficient to discover any atternpts to pass contraband.

Alf of these issues are not new to the DOC. In fact, Commissioner Spencer, when he
was the Superintendent at MCI-Norfolk, received a steady stream of complaints about how
visitors were treated and the poor quality of visits. Stifl, nothing was done to remedy the
probiems or t0 encourage visits. What changes then should the DOC implement to improve
visits? ' .

1) Visiting times need to be expanded. Based on the Minnesota study,
reductions in recidivism rates would more than offset any increases in staff salaries.

2) Family visiting events should be promoted at which prisoners and family
members could share meals and a relaxed visiting environment,
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3) Outside visiting areas need to be reinstated.

4) Entranice procedures need 1o be revised to encourage, not discourage,
visitors. -
5) The attitudes on the part of the entire DOC toward visits need to be
~ corrected so that al personnel from the top down show by their interactions with visitors that
the DOC values the contributions visitors make to reducing recidivism.

6) It Commissioner Luis Spencer truly seeks to be progressive, he shouid
introduce private family visits, particularly since the furlough program is a long, distant memory.

Al of these changes would serve to Improve and to increase the number of prisoners receiving
visits. As a result, those prisoners should be better prepared to successfully reenter society
once release and, theraby, the recidivism rate will decrease.

~ 6) DGC Culture

The climate within Massachusetts prisons needs to dramatically change. To effect
meaningful change, however, would requife that the divisive and destructive culture in the DOC
be reversed. Former Governor William Weld's drive to reintroduce priscniers to the joys of
busting - rocks and the mentality to enforce such a concept still affect the prisons in
* Massachusetts. Correcting that culture is a monumental, but necessary, challenge. One
former DOC commissioner, Kathleen Dennehy, on the heels of the brutal murder of former -
priest John Geoghan, tried to do so, but was hounded from office by “harassment, threats and
personal attacks.... by union members." The then president of that union {MCOFU), rather than
taking steps to stop the harassment, merely opined that: “She needs to grow up." In addition,
the Govermor's Department of Correction Advisory Council found that the culture inside some
institutions was “nothing less than toxic" due to “a minority of correction officers ... [whosel
actions poison the culture of the DOC ..."7 Hardld W. Clarke followed Kathlean Dennehy, but.
he lasted a mere three years. It is now up to the present commissioner, Luis Spencer, to take
on the task of changing the "toxac" culture within the prisons.

Issues that Commlssmner Spencer needs to address include an undercurrent of
bureaucratic anarchy which permeates many of the prisons. This anarchy takes the form of
.guard who make their own rules and punish prisoners without authorization. In addition,
consequehces are imposed for certa\in behavior which far outweigh the severity of the actual
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offense; consequences are also meted out at the whim of certain senior officers who seem fo
have a free hand. Is it reasonable to tear apartt a prlsoners cell or to order a prisoner to move
from a single cell or double cell to a dormltory unit, which can contain up to fifty prisoners in
bunk beds, just bacause the prisoner may have left a bottle of soda on a window sill or a piece
-~ of frult out on a desk? When a prisoner breaks a wiitten rule or regufatlon some level of
purishment is required. But, when that punishment is perceived as far out of proportion in
refation to the misdeed, then prisoners, not only the ones being punished, but also those who
may be similarly punished at some future date, start down the path of becoming angry and
disifiusioned. This affects not only their receptivity to rehabilitation, but also, once released their
potential to recidivate.

The anger and disillusion of prisoners are further exacerbated wheit correctional
personnel are perceived as having escaped any consequences or received mere slaps on the
wrist when they have violated rufes or requlations. It is 2 4o as i'say,‘ nat as |'do® environment.,
~ The absence of data in the DOC's past two Annual Repotts, prepared under the auspices of
Commissioner Spencer, on inmate discipfinary repotts, intmate grievances, and staff discipline
all contribute to a lack of transparency. The resultant opadqueness, in tumn, leads to the
coriclusion that if one is a guard, senior offfcer, or member of staff in the DOC, anything goes,
even when one is caught breakihg the rules,

There w}ﬂ, of course, always be comp!ai"nts from prisoners; some valid, some not. it
- is not, however, the province of DOC personnel to punish prisoners ovér and above the
punishment meted out by the courts. Inherent in the DOC's name is to cotrect, not to punish. It
is the Department of Correction, not either the Department of Punishment or the Department of
Warehousing. The important fssue is that prisoners believe that they wilt be treated fairly and
consistertly, in accordance with published rules and regulations. When a prisoner violates a
rule or regulation, then consequences shotld ensue. But, when a prisonet is found not gullty of
an offense; then that should be the end of the matter. That, however, is aﬂen not the case.
‘Property, for instance, which may have been seized for whatever reason, should be returned if
the prisoner is found not guilty of any offense, not Yost" somewhere between instifutions of
departments within institutions. In addition, property which at one time was aliowed under the
properly promulgated properly regulations should not be seized as contraband, if the property
regulations are changed, without reimbursemert or replacement at no ¢ost to-the prisoner.

The DOC Advisory Council in 2005 called for the appointment of an authority,
independent of the DOC, to investigate complaints dbout the DOC. Such an auttiority was
deemed needad to "promote eriforcement of the laws-and policies that govern the Depattment's
staff.." In addition, "hlaving an outside investigative authority would help separate valid
concems from thetoric, would reinforce the Departrent where it is corract, and eXpose areas
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where - any staff or official of the Department has engaged in wrongiul or undesirable
behavior."s That recommendation has never been implemented, but it Is as relevant now as it
was in 2005, | / |
Shifting the emphasis of the DOC away from a mere warehousing function to acti\}e!y
confronting and reducing recidivism will take a sea change in the culturé now evident in the
prisons. When the DOC, beginning. with the Commissioner, comes to believe that the issues
raised in this report are integral to performing ite role in the oriminal justice system, then
prodress can begin. To date, there seems to be scant appreciation for what truly troubles the
DOC. The direction should be clear. Far too mtich of the taxpayers’ money is being wasted on
" a corrections syster which fails fo correct nearly 50% of the time. No cotporation could
survive if forty-three of every one hundred items it praduces is returned fot poor performance.
Such a corpération would be bankrupt uriless drastic changes were made. Unfortunately, for
Massachusetts taxpayers, the DOC shows no- signs of changing and will simply continue to
spend over one-half bilion doilars each year with only mediocre results. Every stakeholder,
especially the public-at-large, deserves a much better rétum on its investment. The guestion is:
Who will stanid up and demand that the DOC begin to earn its pay? '
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 ATTRIBUTION

This report has been written by Gordon Haas who is entirely responsible for its
contents. The atithor is a life prisoner confined at MCI-Notfolk and serves as the Chairman of
the Norfolk Lifers Group. The Norfolk Lifers Group-is composed primarily of prisoners who are
serving life or long-term sentences at MCH-Norfolk, but ail,prison/eréﬂ'at- that facility are welcome.
The Norolk Lifers Group seeks to assist its members in preparing for parole andfor
commutation hearings, to help members remain current on developments in DOC and Parole
Board policies and regulations, as well as on péndin_g legisiation and legal decisions which
affect alf prisohers.

This report is a follow-up to: Massachusetts Department of Correction - 2011 written
by the same. author and available online at: www.realcostofprisons.org. In addition, reports on
parcle decigions for lifers, the Parole Board, and specific issues relating to the MA DOC can be
tound on the same website. The author and the Norfolkk Lifers Group thank Lois Ahrens,
Executive Director of Real Cost Of Prisons, Inc. for posting these reports and her untiring work
for the benefit of alf prisoners in both state prisons and county jails. 7

This report may be copied and distributed without the permission of the author or the
Norfolk Lifers Group. In the event that this report is cited in any future publications, the
attribution should read: Gordon' Haas, "Massachusetts Department of Cotraction - 2012".
Notfolk, MA. March 2013, www.realcostofprisons.org. Gordon Haas can be contacted at: MCI-
Norfolk, P.O. Box 43, Norfolk, MA 02056.



