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SENATOR JJARSH: Mould that be satisfactory with you, Senator
Fowler?

SENATOR FOWLER: Yes, I would support the amendment there
because with the understanding that although studies have
been done before a new perspective may be valuable in trv1ng
to arrive at classifications of inmates and in fact some cost
saving could be realized in terna of facilities. The work
release facilities are per 1nmate much much cheaper, maybe
one sixth the cost of other security facilities and if the
study indicates that our current oopulation could be addusted
into these lower cost facilities, we could have a multim1111on
dollar saving, so I think this 840,000 is investment well worth
i t .

PRESIDEIJT: Senator Warner.

SENATOR ?JAR:JER: Nr. President, it's always d1fficult to
speak against a study. I think as has been pointed out by
Senator Narsh, there have been at least three studies as I
understand it on the classification of the various .mplovees.
At least one of them was inhouse which I suppose could be quest1oned.
One of them was done by the Curtis-Davis study some years a.:o
and 1n that case you may make the argument that at least the
firm prime responsibility 1s not in that area but they came up
with approximately a twenty five to thirty percent recommenda
tion as to the number or percentage of inmates that should be
housed in a maximum custody. The other study which was done
in '75 was space utilizat1on associates. In this case I under
stand their qualif1cations are such that they can be considered
as experts or qualified certainly in this area of review in
classifying inmates. The type of procedure they used, as I
understand it, including the type of a fence. Th1s was done
on an 1ndividual bas1s now, the inmates, the type of a fence,
mult1ple offense, the repeat of the offender, escape record,
detainer f1led prior to record, parole violations, institu
tional violations, violent acts, drug history, alcohol history,
suicide risk, and demonstrated psychological problems. It' s
an evaluation I guess it is po1nted out that Alabama had such
a study. I was contacted by the Civil Liberty Hnion representa
tive 1n this area also and they came up aoparently w1th the con
clusion that only 3$ of the inmates at the Alabama 1nstitution
is about 3,000 in total number should be housed in a maximum
security. For comparison purposes, look1ng at states around
the country, Colorado for example has 419, ' ;ew Jersey 31$,
Xansas 29S of the inmates are classified for maxi .um securitv.
Nebraska sits at approx1mately 25. If the maximum size of the
unit is three hundred and twenty as is proposed in the bill for
a resident1al population of th1rteen hundred and twenty two,
this again is approximately at that 25% level. Obviously 1t
would be correct that if a higher percentage of these indiv1duals
could be placeJ in work release programs and facilities that the
construction of those facilities are at much less cost. I would
point out that we did add to the bill which was not in the clan
prior to this year, a hundred and fifty unit work release facilitv
to be located on the same ground as being acouired in Omaha for
the minimum maximum security which was probablv ouite a move
from what originally was proposed but I have the feel1nm if we
make this additional study with 443,'J'30 or S45,'300 it's not go1ng
to probably affect anything very much and I th1nk that other than
possibly result in some delay of construct1on and I think probablv
as long as this issue has been before us as far as corrections is
concerned, that we ought to forsee and not come back w1th another
stuay as late as we are now, attempting to further reduce the size
of the max1mum secur1ty. Certainly 1t was 1mportant that you re
duced or retained the language of three hundred twenty maximum
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