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Executive Department,
State House, Boston, July 19, 1956,

To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives.

I transmit to you herewith the second report of the
Committee to study the Massachusetts Correctional Sys-
tem. lam sure you will find that this report carries on the
standard of excellence created by the first report of this
outstanding Committee, and I feel sure you will give due
weight to its recommendations in connection with the cor-
rectional program now before you.

You will note that among the recommendations of the
Wessell Committee there is one pertaining to the proposed
Diagnostic or Reception Center, the Committee being of
the opinion that this should be located at the Walpole
Correctional Institution. Since the Commissioner of Cor-
rection and the Advisory Committee on Correction believe
that the Reception Center should be located on land ad-
jacent to the Boston State Hospital in Mattapan instead of
at Walpole I am also transmitting a letter from the Advisory
Committee dated July 12, 1956, together with a memo-
randum and a covering letter from Commissioner Oswald
dated July 17, 1956. After consideration of both points of
view as to the best location for the Reception Center I
feel compelled to disagree on this question with the Wessell
Committee and therefore recommend adoption of the
Mattapan location. Ido this with full realization that the
development of the Mattapan site may be more expensive
than development of that at Walpole, but I believe that the
arguments in favor of Mattapan set forth in Commissioner
Oswald’s memorandum are most persuasive.

I recommend your consideration of the documents trans-
mitted herewith in order that legislation which may be
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desirable to implement the recommendations contained
therein may be prepared in time for enactment in the current
session of the General Court.

Respectfully submitted,

CHRISTIAN A. HERTER,
Governor of the Commonwealth.
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Governor Herter has released the texts of the following
two letters from Chairman Alfred Gardner of the Advisory
Committee on Correction and Commissioner of Correction
Russell G. Oswald.

The first, dated July 12, 1956, is as follows

LETTERS FROM ALFRED GARDNER AND
RUSSELL G. OSWALD.

His Excellency Christian A. Herter, Governor of the Commonwealth,
Slate House, Boston, Massachusetts

Your Excellency: The Advisory Committee on Correction has
considered the problems relating to the selection of the site for the recep-
tion center authorized by section 20 of Chapter 770 of the Laws of 1955.
The Committee is emphatically opposed to establishing the center at
Concord as it considers that Concord should be abandoned as soon as
the prisoners who are now being sent to Concord can be sent elsewhere.

The Committee is in favor of an amendment to the statute and the
establishment of the reception center in the Mattapan District of Boston
on land now owned by the Boston State Hospital. The land is adjacent
to the new Youth Service Board building. The Committee’s reasons for
this recommendation are as follows:

1. By locating the center in the Boston area it will be possible to
obtain much better professional help. Doctors and other professional
personnel will be more willing to work at the center for the compensa-
tion the Commonwealth pays if their burden is not increased by the loss
of time and expense involved in travelling long distances to and from the
institution.

2. The invaluable help that can be obtained from the universities and
hospitals in the Boston area will not be available if the center is located
at Walpole. The resources and influence of the universities and hospi-

not only supply facilities for research
problems, but they also provide the
sential for the successful operation of

tals cannot be overestimated. The
work and give direct help in solvir
professional stimulus that will bi
the center.

site there are already available ade-
nd gas. The topography is favorable

3. At the Boston State Hospit
quate supplies of water, electricity

itial areas is desirable. There is ade-id the location away from reside
juate room and location of the center near the State Hospital with its

new medical building, the Lemuel Shattuck Hospital, and the Youth
Service Center will have practical advantages.

4. The reception center should be a unit that is entirely separate from
3 Walpole or other prison where it might be located under the present

statute. If it were constructed within the walls of one of the present
institutions, such separation will be difficult to maintain, especially if

mid occur at the prison that, on a short-range basis, could be



*



fl

4

Governor Herter has released the texts of the following
two letters from Chairman Alfred Gardner of the Advisory
Committee on Correction and Commissioner of Correction
Russell G. Oswald.

The first, dated July 12, 1956, is as follows

not only supply facilities for research
problems, but they also provide the
jential for the successful operation of

tals cannot be overestimated. Thej
work and give direct help in solvin]
professional stimulus that will be
the center.

site there are already available ade-
rd gas. The topography is favorable

3. At the Boston State Hospit
juate supplies of water, electricity

and the location away from residi
quate room and location of the c

ntial areas is desirable. There is ade-
:nter near the State Hospital with its

1 Shattuck Hospital, and the Youth
advantages.Service Center will have practical

the Lemi

LETTERS FROM ALFRED GARDNER AND
RUSSELL G. OSWALD.

His Excellency Christian A. Herter, Governor of the Commonwealth,
State House, Boston, Massachusetts

Your Excellency: The Advisory Committee on Correction has
considered the problems relating to the selection of the site for the recep-
tion center authorized by section 20 of Chapter 770 of the Laws of 1955.
The Committee is emphatically opposed to establishing the center at
Concord as it considers that Concord should be abandoned as soon as
the prisoners who are now being sent to Concord can be sent elsewhere.

The Committee is in favor of an amendment to the statute and the
establishment of the reception center in the Mattapan District of Boston
on land now owned by the Boston State Hospital. The land is adjacent
to the new Youth Service Board building. The Committee’s reasons for
this recommendation are as follows:

1. By locating the center in the Boston area it will be possible to
obtain much better professional help. Doctors and other professional
personnel will be more willing to work at the center for the compensa-
tion the Commonwealth pays if their burden is not increased by the loss
of time and expense involved in travelling long distances to and from the
institution.

2. The invaluable help that can be obtained from the universities and
hospitals in the Boston area will not be available if the center is located
at Walpole. The resources and influence of the universities and hospi-

4. The reception center should be a unit that is entirely separate from
e Walpole or other prison where it might be located under the present

tatute. If it were constructed within the walls of one of the present
nstitutions, such separation will be difficult to maintain, especially if
iceds should occur at the prison that, on a short-range basis, could be



[JulyHOUSE No. 3199

met by the new reception center building. The sacrifice of long-rar
planning to short-range expediency has been too frequent in our

tional system in the past. The reception center should be insulate
this risk by being established as an entirely separate unit away frc

al institution.exist
fVhile there is at present no Metropolitan Transit Authority

nection with the Boston State Hospital site, if the reception center
located there, it seems certain that the patronage from the center add'

public transportation will be sufficient to insi
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lequate bus service.
6. The financial advantages of locating the reception center at Walp

r existing institution will not be enough to offset the ad-
vantages of making it a separate institution in the Boston area. One

the principal savings originally suggested was that its construction at an
existing institution would make it unnecessary to construct a new wall.
The present plan for the reception center makes a wall unnecessary. By
building the center in the form of a horseshoe and by enclosing the two
ends of the building with a double wire fence, an ample exercise area will
be made available and the double wire fence will give adequate security
for the uses to which the area will be devoted. It is recognized that there
might be some savings by using an existing heating plant in one of the
institutions and by combining some of the maintenance facilities, but
these savings are of secondary consideration; and, in the opinion of the

and pound foolish to make the deci-
if any savings that are contemplated,
ied the following vote concerning the

Committee, it would be pennywise
sion as to the location on the basis

The Committee unanimously pa;
location of the reception center:

“ Voted, That the Committee recommends to the Governor and to the
Commissioner of Correction that the proposed reception center for which
authority is given by section 20 of Chapter 770 of the Laws of 1955 be
constructed as a separate institution on the vacant land in the Mattapan
section of Boston owned by the Boston State Hospital. The site recom-
mended by the Committee is adjacent to the new building of the Youth
Service Board. The Committeerecommends that the statute be amended
so as to eliminate the requirement that the reception center be built at
an existing institution. The chairman is directed to send a copy of this
vote to the Governor and to the Commissioner in a letter in which the
chairman shall outline the principal reasons which the Committee has
considered controlling in reaching its decision.

The Committee’s recommendation is respectfully submitted in accord-
ance with the duties imposed upon the Committee by section 3 of Chap-
ter 770 of the Laws of 1955.

A copy of this letter is being sent to the Commissioner of Correctk

Yours very truly,

ALFRED GARDNER,

Chairman of Advisory Committee on Correctic
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The letter from Commissioner Oswald, dated July 17,
156, accompanied by supporting material was as follows:

lis Excellency Christian A. Heeteb, Governor of the Commonwealth,
State House, Boston, Massachusetts.

Dear Governor Heeter; • lam attaching material which we have
prepared with respect to our recommendation that a Reception and
Diagnostic Center for the Department of Correction be located on grounds
presently under the control of the Department of Mental Health at
Boston State Hospital, Mattapan.

The staff of the Department of Correction and I have given a great
deal of thought to this subject, and it is our considered judgment that in
order to move toward developing the finest correctional system in the
United States, it is imperative that the Reception and Diagnostic Center
for the Department be located in the Boston Metropolitan area. This
judgment is based on our belief, supported by contacts with many pro-
fessional people in the area, that we would be losing the part-time services
of many outstanding professional people, as well as the student resources
of the great universities in this area, if we were to locate this unit else-
where than the Boston Metropolitan area.

The Advisory Committee on Correction, as you know, has also given
a lot of study to this matter; and, although both the Committee and our
Department value very highly the recommendations of the Wessell Com-
mittee, we nonetheless feel that on the basis ofmaterial gleaned from local
medical men it is necessary that we recommend location of this unit in
Boston, despite the fact that it is contrary to the Wessell Committee’s
recommendation.

We recognize that the initial cost of a unit located here, as well as the
continuing operating cost, will be slightly greater than if the Center were
located in conjunction with the new prison at Walpole; but we do feel
that the benefits which will be gained, in terms of better service for
prisoners, will ultimately result in real savings, both in terms of dollars
and in terms of human values, for the citizens of Massachusetts.

I have discussed this matter with Dr. Ewalt, Commissioner of Mental
Health; and he concurs with our view and has agreed that the property
we have inspected at Boston State Hospital could, without damage to his
program, be given to the Department of Correction for purposes of erect-
ing the Reception and Diagnostic Center there.

Respectfully yours

RUSSELL G. OSWALD,
Commissioner of Correction.

s
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The Question.
At what site shall the Reception Center of the Depart

ment of Correction be constructed?

Pertinent Facts.

Section 20 of chapter 770 of the Acts of 1955 authorized
the establishment “at one of the correctional institutions”
of a Reception Center for all male prisoners except those
sentenced to the Massachusetts Correctional Institution,
Bridgewater.

Section 2, Item 8356-37 of chapter 738 of the Acts of 1955
authorizes the sum of 81,100,000 for the construction of a
reception classification building including the cost of fur-
nishings and equipment.

Four locations have been suggested as possible sites for
the construction of the Reception Center. These are:

1. Massachusetts Correctional Institution, Concord.
2. Metropolitan State Hospital in Waltham, Massachu-

setts.
3. Massachusetts Correctional Institution, Walpole.
4. Boston State Hospital in the Mattapan District of

Boston.
Arguments for and against these potential sites are con-

sidered below.

Site 1. Massachusetts Correctional Institution, Concord.
The Governor’s Committee to study the Massachusetts

Correctional System, the Advisory Committee on Correction,
and the Department of Correction are unanimous in their
opposition to the location of the Reception Center at
Concord. All three groups are in agreement that the
Massachusetts Correctional Institution, Concord, should be
abandoned as soon as possible. In view of this strong op-

SITE OF RECEPTION CENTER.
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position, the many additional arguments against location
at Concord will not be detailed at this time.

Site 2. Metropolitan State Hospital in Waltham,
Massachusetts.

Reference is made to the attached letter from M. A. Dyer
Company, Architects and Engineers. It is felt that the
disadvantages outlined in their report from an architectural
and engineering viewpoint are so great that this site should
be eliminated from further consideration.

Site 3. Massachusetts Correctional Institution, Walpole.
The area under consideration is located within the walls

in the right rear corner of the institution on land currently
being used as a soft ball diamond.

Pros:

A. The Governor’s Committee to study the Massachu-
setts Correctional System has gone on record as favoring
the location of the Reception Center at the Walpole site.

B. Location of the Reception Center on the grounds of
the Walpole Institution should permit the savings of money
through the use of certain joint facilities (heating plant,
laundry, kitchen, etc.).

C. Location of the Reception Center on the grounds of
the Walpole Institution should permit the savings of current
and future monies for a limited number of personnel that
could be shared jointly by both institutions (electrician,
plumbers, etc.).

D. A report from M. A. Dyer and Company, Architects
and Engineers indicates that construction of the Center at
Walpole is feasible from an architectural and engineering
viewpoint.

E. Some savings in transfer transportation costs should
result from this location since two of the three holding in-
stitutions to which a majority of the transfers will be made
would be in close proximity.

F. State land is availale.
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A. Almost without exception the professional literature
on Reception Centers indicates that maximum usefulness
and best efficiency is achieved if they are located outside of,
and administratively separated from, any other institution.

B. A location at this distance from the universities and
hospitals of Boston will probably make it difficult to obtain
the essential professional consultant services. The primary
functions of diagnosis and research are wholly dependent
upon securing competent professional staff on a full-time,
consultant and volunteer basis. Without such staff there
can be no worth-while Reception Center program.

C. Difficulty may be felt in the recruitment of custodial
and clerical personnel. A site so close to two other correc-
tional institutions and at least one large hospital may put a
strain on the available labor market in the area with re-
sultant recruitment difficulties. Some difficulty is already
being experienced by the Walpole and Norfolk correctional
institutions.

D. An uprising in the maximum security Walpole insti-
tution has a greater potential for spreading to the Reception
Center if it is located on the same grounds.

E. Segregation between incoming inmates and those who
have already been processed is essential to the proper func-
tioning of a Reception Center. Location of the institutions
on the same grounds will make such segregation more
difficult.

F. Location at the Walpole site offers no particular
advantage with respect to close proximity to the committing
courts in the Boston area from which the majority of our
inmates are sentenced and to which a large number of in-
mates must be returned on “appeals” during their early
weeks in the institution.

G. Location within the walls of the Walpole institution
will result in the loss to that institution of one of their two
outdoor recreational facilities. In addition, loss of the area
to the Walpole institution will severely limit any future
“within-the-walls” expansion needs.

H. The limited space available within the walls at the
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Walpole institution will greatly limit the architect with
respect to the design of the Reception Center.

Site 4- Boston State Hospital in Mattapan District of Boston.
The area in question is on land now owned by the Boston

State Hospital. It is adjacent to the Youth Service Center
bounded by Canterbury, Walk Hill Street, and American
Legion Highway.

Pros:
A. The Advisory Committee on Correction after careful

consideration of all four sites has gone on record in favor
of locating the Reception Center at the Boston State
Hospital site.

B. Most authorities on Reception Centers are in agree-
ment that for maximum efficiency of operation, a Reception
Center should be established as a separate, completely inde-
pendent, institution.

C. Reference is made to the attached letter from M. A.
Dyer and Company, Architects and Engineers. It would
appear from their report that the site at Boston State
Hospital is well suited for the construction of the Reception
Center.

D. The close proximity to universities, hospitals and
research centers should facilitate the obtaining of the essen-
tial professional services.

E. The labor market in the Boston area should be able
to support the addition of a Reception Center and result
in fewer recruitment problems with respect to clerical and
custodial personnel.

F. Because of the unique location in an area away from
a residential district, there should be few, if any, protests
from the citizenry in the community. The Youth Service
Center received no protests.

G. The area is readily accessible from Forest Hills to
both staff and visitors.

H. The close proximity to the committing courts from
which the majority of our inmates are sentenced and to
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which a large number of our inmates are returned for
“appeals” would result in a savings of transportation func
to both the Commonwealth and the counties involved.

I. Complete segregation, which is necessary, is only
possible in a separate institution. In addition a separate
institution would have less potential for being affected if an
uprising should occur in any of the other correctional
institutions.

J. Sufficient state land is available to permit flexibility
of design on the part of the architect. (The most recent
reception centers that have been constructed have been
maximum security units without a surrounding wall.)

Cons:

A. Construction costs would be increased, since no
facilities could be used jointly.

B. No savings from personnel shared jointly with another
institution could be achieved.

C. The Governor’s Committee to study the Massachu-
setts Correctional System is on record as favoring the
Walpole site.

D. Since a Boston site would not be in close proximity
to any existing institution, the cost of transporting inmates
to the holding institutions would be greater to the Com-
monwealth than if the Center were located at Walpole.

E. Since section 20 of chapter 770 of the Acts of 1955
authorized the establishment of the Reception Center
“at one of the correctional institutions,” a change in the
law is necessary.

Conclusion.
It would appear from the foregoing material that location

of the Reception Center at either the Massachusetts Correc-
tional Institution, Concord or the Metropolitan State
Hospital in Waltham should not be favorably considered.
It is clear that construction costs would be higher if the in-
stitution were constructed at the Boston State Hospital
ite. It must be noted, however, that any initial construe-
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tion savings will have little meaning if the primary functions
of diagnosis and research cannot be efficiently performed.
In view of the very realistic recruitment difficulties that
could result by locating the Center at Walpole, it is ques-
tionable whether the primary functions could be adequately
performed at that site. This basic factor as well as the
many other advantages inherent in a Boston location would
seem to outweigh sufficiently the increased construction
costs. With all things considered, the Boston State Hospital
site would appear to have the greatest advantage.

Recommendation.
That the Governor and the Governor’s Council approve

the location of the new Reception Center at the site avail-
able on the grounds of the Boston State Hospital in the
Mattapan District of Boston.
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M. A. Dyer Company, Architects and Engine
Twenty-four School Street, Boston 8, Mass., July 12, 1956.

Re: Reception-Classification Building Mass State Project P-804

Mr. Russell G. Oswald, Commissioner of Correction, 120 Tremont Street.
Boston, Mass.

Dear Sir : Reference is made to an inspection yesterday
of two suggested sites in Metropolitan Boston area for the
proposed subject project by the following:
Russell G. Oswald, Commissioner of Correction
Dr. Asher R. Pacht, Ass’t Commissioner of Correction.
J. G. Crowley, Deputy Administrator of Administration and

Finance.
J. P. Gentile, Second Ass’t Commissioner, Dept, of Mental

Health.
Messrs. Blakeley and Gallant of Division of Building Con

struction.
Messrs. George Berlow and Fred A. Dyer, M. A. Dyer

Company.
The first site visited was at the Youth Service Center

bounded by Canterbury, Walk Hill Street, and American
Legion Highway, in Mattapan, Massachusetts. The second
site was at the Metropolitan State Hospital in Waltham,
Massachusetts.

In regard to the first site inspected, adjoining the Youth
Service Center, we submit the following:

1. It was discovered that the property was fairly level
with the longer distance of lot line facing on the American
Legion Highway.

2. The American Legion Highway is a finished two-lane
highway with grassed reservation in the center and immedi-
ately in front of this location.

In regard to the facilities, it was discovered that Metro-
politan sewer is immediately available in the dividing grass
strip between the two roadways; also available is electricity,

LETTER OF FRED A. DYER.
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water, with gas mains in Canterbury and Walk Hill streets,
respectively. There is also a storm drainage system in
American Legion Highway, and all utilities are directly im-
mediately accessible to this site. It was further discovered
that a brook or surface drainage ditch running through the
rear portion of the lot would present no serious problem, for
provisions could be made to control the small amount of
water with a light-weight culvert pipe.

3. In our opinion, this particular site could adapt itself
very well to tie in with the requirements of your Program,
due to its close proximity to the Boston State Hospital,
the Lemuel Shattuck Hospital, other facilities such as Tufts
Medical School, Llarvard Medical School, as well as the
municipal courts, which would greatly assist in administra-
tive operations.

In regard to the second site inspected, within the areas
controlled by the Metropolitan State Hospital the following
conditions were observed;

1. The site is located approximately one half mile from
Concord Road and of very uneven terrain, which includes
considerable amount of bog area which now has many
drainage ditches to help reduce the water table as well as
to help mosquito control. To reach this particular location,
new roads would have to be constructed approximately
one half mile long on one end of the site as well as approxi-
mately one fourth mile long on the opposite end. Due to
the abrupt changes in grade, provisions would have to be
made to support these roads by developing bankings on each
side, and which would entail considerable amount of money.

2. The only facility on Concord Road is a small water
supply. The nearest utilities on the opposite end of the
lot are approximately one fourth mile away. These fa-
cilities now consist of Metropolitan sewer as well as electric
service. In order to supply the proper facilities for this
building new water, electric, sewer and storm drains would
have to be supplied. It would also be necessary to construct
a pumping station to properly handle the sewerage.

3. The utilities would require proper support on trestles
or other means of construction in order that proper founda-
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lions would be on firm bearing and not on filled land and
to maintain the necessary proper pitches. A very expensive
foundation would be required due to the nature of the soil
as well as the very decided difference in grades now present.

4. To properly' grade around this building as well as for
approach roadways, it would require a tremendous amount
of fill.

After observing the advantages and disadvantages of the
two sites mentioned above, it is our considered opinion that
Site No. 1 at the Boston State Hospital would be far more
desirable for both construction and administrative purposes.

Very truly yours,

Fred A. Dyer.

M. A. DYER COMPANY.
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July 12, 1951

The Hon. Christian A. Herter, Governor, the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts, State House, Boston, Mass.

Dear Governor Herter: A year ago the Special
Committee to Study the Massachusetts Correctional System
appointed by you submitted its report after an extensive
examination of the State’s penal program. Among the
Committee’s recommendations was the suggestion that the
Committee report again after the lapse of one year. You
provided such authorization and hence we present herewith
a second report based on a study conducted during the
past several weeks.

May we state at the outset that we are most favorably
impressed with the progress that has been made during
the past year in the institutional aspects of the Common-
wealth’s correctional system. The Legislature and its
committees, the new Commissioner of Correction, and you
as Governor deserve the special gratitude of the citizens of
the Commonwealth for the marked improvements which
have been effected in this area. While it is true that much
remains to be done in the State’s correctional institutions,
real strides have been made in a short period of time. The
appended report deals in detail with these still unanswered
needs within the institutional program. Primary among

new medium security insti-
of Concord as quickly as

them is the establishment of £

tution and the abandonment
possible.

item is much more than the
i with respect to these other
that the Special Committee

But a sound correctional sy
institutional program, and it i
essential aspects of corrections
has a deep concern. The public interest demands that the
Commonwealth’s probation and parole services receive the
same interest, support and attention which the past twelve
months have brought to the State’s correctional institutions.

Probation and parole services of a high order are fully as
important as institutional services to a sound correctional

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL
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program which meets the dual aims of protection for society
and rehabilitation of the offender. Little or nothing has been
accomplished since our original report in raising the standards
of probation and parole. The action that is in order is de-
scribed in the attached report. In the course of this our
second study we were encouraged to find the same deep
concern regarding probation and parole on the part of
newspaper reporters and editors, political leaders, and
community leaders generally.

With a confidence and a hope which we trust are well
founded, we submit this our second report. If the next few
months bring to the Commonwealth’s correctional system
generally the changes and improvements made during the
past year, Massachusetts will be well on its way to regain-
ing its leadership in American penology so essential to its
own best interests.

In behalf of the Committee and its consultants may I
express to you our sincere appreciation for your co-opera-
tion and for the opportunity to be of service to the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts.

Sincerely yours

NILS Y. WESSELL
President, Tufts University.

Chairman, Special Committee to Study
the Massachusetts Correctional System.
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REPORT OF THE GOVERNOR’S COMMITTEE TO
STUDY THE MASSACHUSETTS CORREC-
TIONAL SYSTEM, 1956.

Following the period of observation and review of progress
made within the Massachusetts correctional system during
the preceding twelve months there was transmitted to the
Governor on May 28, 1956, a resum6 of seven major as-
pects requiring attention. Submitted by the chairman of
the Committee, copies of the resume were circulated to
members of the Joint Legislative Committee on the Cor-
rectional System at the suggestion and request of the Gov-
ernor.

It is the primary purpose of this portion of the 1956 re-
port of the Committee to discuss further these seven aspects
as well as other problems currently existing within the cor-
rectional department.

I. Probation and Parole.
It has been encouraging to the Committee to observe the

widespread interest within the past year on the part of news-
papers, legislators and citizen groups in the need for an im-
mediate and substantial strengthening of probation and
parole in Massachusetts. It was necessary for the Com-
monwealth to take immediate action in the reorganization
and strengthening of the institutional programs and the ad-
ministration of the Department of Correction, and this is
under way. The top priority for action now lies in the
fields of probation and parole.

It has been said that the way a nation or state deals with
its crime problem is a measure of its civilization. Probation
and parole adequately organized, financed and administered
have clearly demonstrated their value from the standpoint

C&e Commontoealtfi of £©assacfnisctts
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of protection of the public, preservation of human dignity,
and economy to the taxpayer. The full development in
Massachusetts is essential to an enlightened approach to
the crime problem. It is entirely appropriate that news-
papers, legislators and citizen groups should give priority
to sound action to strengthen greatly these two services.

Central elements in sound probation and parole systems
are:

1. Freedom from improper control or influence, political
or otherwise.

2. Sufficient personnel at all levels to handle the case-
load of the system selected on the career-service basis.

3. Supervision, guidance and control of the offender by
probation and parole officers trained and skilled in the art
of human relationships and in the use of community re-
sources.

4. An enlightened understanding by the public of the
probationers and parolees so that they are given fair and
helpful treatment to make good in the community.

11. Probation.
Probation services are the foundation of a sound correc-

tional system for the Commonwealth. While some progress
has been made in the last year, for example, in some addi-
tions to Superior Court probation staffs, the task of pro-
viding adequate probation service in all courts of the
Superior Court and district court systems of the Common-
wealth still lies ahead.

The sound probation service in any court performs two
central functions both of which are indispensable; (1) a full
pre-sentence investigation of each offender which gives the
judge the information necessary for a sound decision in sen-
tencing the offender, and (2) supervision and control on an
individualized basis of each offender placed on probation.

Pre-sentence Investigation.
The pre-sentence investigation by the probation officer is

the most important means that has been developed for the
achievement of scientific sentencing. The contribution of
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the pre-sentence investigation to scientific sentencing is its
provision of thorough study by trained personnel of the his-
tory and characteristics of the offender prior to sentence.
The pre-sentence report will provide an insight into the per-
sonality of the offender and will discover the factors under-
lying the specific offence and his conduct in general. It will
provide an accurate and concise picture of the offender’s
past life and present situation, making possible a prognosis
for future adjustment to the community. It will enable
the judge to weigh carefully the risk that the offender pre-
sents to the community. The pre-sentence report offers a
factual basis for the selection of suitable defendants for pro-
bation. Without such a basis the judge either takes a
chance in granting probation or “plays it safe” and commits
to an institution.

The value of a pre-sentence investigation is not limited
just to cases in which an offender is being considered for
probation. It is indispensable in all cases. Just as the com-
munity is not protected when an offender is released without
comprehensive information about him, so also is the com-
munity not protected when an offender is committed to an
institution without a similar basis of understanding. Im-
proper commitment is as dangerous as improper release.
Neither a decision to release nor a decision to commit should
be based on anything less than the information provided by
a pre-sentence investigation.

When a judge commits the defendant to an institution
without a pre-sentence investigation, he may be inclined to
limit the commitment to a short term; the term of com-
mitment is not based on the characteristics of the defendant;
these are usually unknown, but on other grounds, usually
the nature of the offence or the strength or weakness of the
case against him. A pre-sentence report may reveal danger-
ous behavior on the part of a defendant who has been con-
victed of a relatively minor crime. It may reveal previous
criminal behavior more completely than does the criminal
record available to the prosecutor. In such cases the use of
a pre-sentence investigation would have led to a lengthier
commitment than would be otherwise imposed.
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The proper time to conduct a comprehensive pre-sentence
investigation is at the time of an individual’s first ap-
pearance in court rather than after several light penalties
are assessed against him for minor offences. At that time
the individual is frequently so badly scarred that very little
in the way of helpful service can be given. This underscores
the need for pre-sentence investigations in misdemeanor cases
as well as felonies. This principle is recognized by a majority
of the criminal judges in the State. However, the acceptance
of this principle should be universal.

Supervision of Probationers.

In the case of each offender placed on probation there
should be a recorded plan of correctional treatment and re-
habilitation. Without such a plan supervision is apt to be
a hit-or-miss, day-to-day intuition proposition. It is im-
portant that the intensity and the nature of the supervision
be based upon the individual problems presented by the
probationer. Perfunctory office reporting only defeats the
purpose of probation and encourages deceit and the flaunting
of authority on the part of the probationer who thinks he can
get by with a favorable report on his employment and be-
havior however untrue this may be. It also fails to provide
help to the probationer in meeting his problems and respon-
sibilities in acceptable community living. The supervision
of probationers requires both skill and time on the part of
the probation officer to enable him to work with the offender,
family, employer, community agencies, and others directly
concerned in the rehabilitation program.

Workload of Probation Officers.
It is obviously unrealistic to expect even the most skilled

probation officer to provide the essential services of investi-
gation and supervision required to re-educate and effect
readjustment in severely disturbed individuals where case-
loads are as high as they are in many of the courts in Massa-
chusetts. Where caseloads are in excess of 75 probationers
under supervision, in addition to pre-sentence investiga-
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tions, not even effective surveillance is possible, let alone
guidance and redirection. If probation is to approach
optimum use and provide the full measure of protection to
the public, caseload standards of probation officers must be
established through a realistic appraisal of the duties and
responsibilities involved and the time and working condi-
tions required to perform these duties. Certainly the pro-
bation officer working on an individual basis with offenders
should be able to devote at least thirty to forty minutes a
week to each probationer and a similar amount of time to
related contacts, such as the family, clergyman, employer
and other agency representatives who can reinforce the
probationer in his community adjustment. When to this
is added time consumed in travel, minimum administrative
details, participation in training and the cultivation of
neighborhood and community resources, it is obvious that
the probation officer has a full-time job with a supervision
caseload of fifty probationers of the type who require normal
guidance and direction. While this degree of intensity of
service and treatment is not required for all offenders, such
a rationale should not continue to justify the prevailing
situation. Probationers who do not require this service
should not be carried as units in active probation caseloads.
On the basis of time studies it has been ascertained that the
time required to make one full pre-sentence investigation is
equivalent to the tiine required for supervision of between
three and four probationers. Counting an active probation
supervision case as one work unit and a full pre-sentence
investigation as either three or four work units the effective
workload for the adult probation officer as established by
the Professional Council of the National Probation and
Parole Association should not exceed 50 units.

The fact is that in Massachusetts probation officers in
the criminal courts are attempting to cover caseloads of
100 per cent to 400 per cent in excess of the standard. This

results in substantially less protection to the public, less
rehabilitation of offenders, and, in the long range, increased
cost to the taxpayers.
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Probation A Sound Economic Investment.
As the Committee reported last year, the cost of main-

taining a prisoner in a correctional institution nationally
ranges from $l,OOO to $2,500 per year. The cost of a fully
adequate and effective probation system is between $l5O
to $2OO per year per case for both investigation and super-
vision. According to the 1954 per capita costs in Massa-
chusetts which are the latest figures available to the Com-
mittee, institutional costs in Massachusetts ranged from
$1,556 to $1,712 per year, and the cost per probationer was
$92 per year. If the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
were to spend for probation service the minimum effective
rate of $l5O per year per probationer the cost of probation
would still be less than 10 per cent of the current cost of
institutionalizing an offender. In addition to this there are
sizeable savings by virtue of the fact that the probationer
continues as a wage earner for the family, he pays taxes
and he is a productive member of society.

The benefits to the taxpayer are overwhelmingly in favor
of the full development of adequate probation service in
all courts.

Strong State Leadership and Participation Needed.
Last year the Committee recommended elimination of the

Board of Probation as such and strengthening of the office
of Commissioner of Probation of the Commonwealth
together with additions to the staff of the Commissioner of
Probation. We reiterate and emphasize that recommenda-
tion at this time. Following the Committee’s report the
Board of Probation requested a supplementary budget
calling for the additional personnel, but this was denied.
Last year the Committee recommended that a small per- £
sonnel examining committee of three be set up to qualify
or disqualify applicants for appointment as probation
officers. In view of discussions and experience during the
last year we believe that it would be more effective if the
Commissioner of Probation were given the power to qualify
or disqualify applicants for probation officer positions, with
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provision for appeal to a small committee consisting of the
Chief Justice of the Superior Court, the chairman of the
Administrative Committee of the District Court and the
Chief Justice of the Boston Municipal Court, and two
laymen appointed by the Governor. Such an appeal com-
mittee might also be helpful in advising, with the Com-
missioner of Probation, on matters relating to standards of
personnel and the probation needs of the courts throughout
the Commonwealth.

Since probation service is equally essential in all courts
dealing with offenders in the Commonwealth, we believe
that the duties and powers of the Commissioner should
extend to the Superior Court, the district courts and the
Boston Municipal Court. If the Superior Court and the
Boston Municipal Court should choose not to participate in
such an effort to develop an integrated system, the Com-
monwealth should proceed with the district courts which
are crucial in the Commonwealth’s program to deal effec-
tively with the crime problem. In meeting with judges and
probation officers, the Committee was impressed with the
high sense of responsibility and the objective recognition
of the need for strengthening probation evidenced by the
district court judges and the district court probation
officers.

Some means should be found for securing the necessary
number of probation officers at a professional salary level
to meet the needs of all the courts of the Commonwealth.
If the Commonwealth is not to assume financial responsi-
bility for probation service in these courts, and the Com-
mittee believes that the Commonwealth has a very real and
practical stake in the full development of probation, then
other actions should be taken to remedy the situation.
Judges should not be hobbled by lack of funds for probation
service. In the absence of state funds, judges of the district
courts should be given power to mandate personnel for
necessary probation service in the district courts, perhaps
through an amendment of chapter 276, section 83, of the
General Laws, to give them authority comparable to that
of the Superior Court.
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Recommendations Probation.
1. Elimination of the Board of Probation and establish-

ment of the office of Commissioner of Probation, with the
Commissioner appointed by joint action of the Chief Justice
of the Superior Court, the chairman of the Administrative
Committee of the District Court, and the Chief Justice of
the Boston Municipal Court for a term of no less than six
years. The Commissioner of Probation should be given
clearly defined authority to: (1) establish standards for
probation work throughout the Connnonwealth; (2) pro-
vide consultation service to all probation departments;
(3) qualify or disqualify applicants for positions as probation
officers prior to appointment of probation officers by the
judges, with the appointing power remaining, however, in
the hands of the judiciary; (4) conduct training programs
for probation personnel; (5) conduct research studies re-
lating to offenders which would be helpful to the courts in
dealing with the crime and delinquency problem, and par-
ticipate with the Department of Correction and the Parole
Board in jointresearch studies.

2. With power to qualify or disqualify candidates for
probation positions vested in the Commissioner of Probation
there should be provision for appeal from his decision to a
small committee consisting of the Chief Justice of the
Superior Court, the chairman of the Administrative Com-
mittee of the District Court and the Chief Justice of the
Boston Municipal Court, and two outstanding laymen ap-
pointed by the Governor. Such a committee could also be
of service in advising with the Commissioner on probation
matters.

3. Deputy commissioners and assistants should be pro-
vided in the office of the Commissioner of Probation, both
immediately and from time to time as the needs require.

4. Some means must be found to provide the funds for all
courts to assure them necessary probation service. If this is
not provided by the Commonwealth, judges of the district
courts should be given authority to mandate probation
officers and fix salaries with the approval of the Administra-
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live Committee of the District Court and the Commissioner
of Probation.

111. Parole.
Parole is a means of protecting society from the further

depredation of offenders who would be released otherwise
without controls and supervision at the expiration of their
sentences. Parole provides guidance, control and super-
vision to the released offender in the critical period of
transition from the institution to the free community.
Similar to probation, parole is a practical means of pro-
tecting the taxpayer from the high cost of maintaining an
individual in a secure but financially unproductive and
socially unnatural status when his security, treatment and
punishment needs indicate that he can safely support him-
self and his dependents and live as a productive member of
society while serving the remainder of his sentence. Parole
also offers a means of returning a released offender to an
institution if he fails to live up to the conditions of his
parole or if his release proves untimely.

Granting and Revoking Parole.
The paroling process includes four steps: the selection of

prisoners for parole consideration; the hearing to grant
parole to prisoners considered ready for release; the revo-
cation of parole in those cases where the rules and regula-
tions are violated; the discharge from parole of those
individuals who no longer need parole supervision.

All steps involved in the paroling process are the responsi-
bilities of the paroling authority. Professional staff must
be available to prepare detailed case material with evalua-
tions and recommendations pertaining to the offender’s
progress and adjustment for the parole authority’s studied
consideration. However, paroling responsibility should not
be delegated to professional or to institutional staff.

The parole authority should be so constituted as to bring
a professional viewpoint to the consideration of the case
material. At the same time it should be unattached from
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the institution and the problems and pressures of institution
population and management in order to bring a completely
objective and a community viewpoint to the work of grant-
ing and revoking paroles. For these reasons parole authori-
ties agree that a person serving as warden should not also
serve as member of the Parole Board. For similar reasons
many parole boards exclude the institutional warden or
superintendent and members of the custodial staff from
Parole Board hearings.

An accepted principle in the selection of inmates for
parole consideration is that the parole authority should
review the cases of all inmates at regular intervals. This is
usually provided for by law or by board rule, and consists
of a review of the case material within the first year after
admission and at regular intervals thereafter. Each review
need not be a hearing with an appearance of the inmate,
but should result in action to either continue for further
review or to schedule the date of hearing for parole con-
sideration.

Before ordering the parole of any prisoner or inmate the
paroling authority should have the individual before it for
a full hearing or interview. Prior to the hearing members
of the Board should have studied the complete case history
and institutional record. The hearing alone cannot be
considered as sufficient for the Board to appraise the case,
and to predict the adjustment the individual will make if
granted parole. However, the hearing affords an oppor-
tunity to confirm or to seek clarification of certain items or
discrepancies in the written record, and for the inmate to
have his say before the Board which is to order or to reject
his freedom. Where the Board knows the case well enough
to discuss frankly with the inmate its reasons for granting
or rejecting parole it can serve a vital part in the correc-
tional treatment process.

The Parole Board.
The functions of the Parole Board are critically important

to the protection of the public, the rehabilitation of offenders,
and the morale of the inmates of correctional institutions.
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The qualifications recommended for parole board mem-
bers, as promulgated by the National Probation and Parole
Association’s Advisory Council on Parole are stated only in
general terms:

1, Personal. The Parole Board member must be of such integrity,
intelligence and good judgment as to command public confidence. Be-
cause of the importance of his quasi-judicial functions, he must possess
the equivalent personal qualifications of the high judicial officers of the
State. He must be forthright, courageous and independent, so that all
decisions derive from his knowledge and experience and that his decisions
remain unfettered.

He should be appointed without reference to creed, color or political
affiliation.

2. Education and Experience. The Parole Board member should pos-
sess an educational background broad enough to provide him with a
knowledge of those professions related to and called upon to implement
the administration of parole.

Understanding of the law and awareness of those conditions which
contribute to crime are effective in the prevention of crime and helpful
in the treatment of the offender. This experience should be of such
nature and extent as to provide the member with an intimate knowledge
of situations and problems confronting the offender. With this type of
experience combined with appropriate academic training it can be in-
ferred the Parole Board member himself has benefited from advanced
education and is equipped with a degree qualifying him for professional
practice. (Such degree may be in social work, law, medicine, psychiatry
or education.)

The Parole Board should have and should utilize the
necessary time to conduct full parole hearings at the in-
stitutions. A maximum of their time should be spent at the
institutions conducting hearings and reviews, and the mini-
mum time should be consumed in the parole office. Ad-
ministrative matters relating to investigation and super-
vision work should be left to the Director of Parole oper-
ating under the over-all policies of the Parole Board and
the chairman. Office interviews with members of the
family or others concerned with the release of the offender
can be more appropriately handled by the parole office staff
unless there is a specific reason for a meeting with a mem-
ber of the Board.
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Parole Board members should devote full time to the
work of the Board and should be precluded by statute
from participating in political activities or running for pub-
lic office while serving as a member of the Parole Board.

Appointment of Parole Board Members.
The work and the stability of the Parole Board of the

Commonwealth has been impaired by the unusually high
turnover in Parole Board members. Since 1944, for ex-
ample, 17 different persons have served on the Parole Board.
The establishment of qualifications for appointment to the
Parole Board, and a system of qualifying individuals for
consideration for appointment, would help to stabilize the
situation.

Authority of the Chairman of the Parole Board.
The authority of the chairman in relation to the other

members of the Board should be more clearly defined. For
the Parole Board to function efficiently the chairman of the
Parole Board should have authority to: (1) schedule and
assign members to hearings at all institutions; (2) convene
and conduct regular meetings of the Parole Board for con-
sideration and decision inrelation to policy members; (3) es-
tablish standards, hours and working conditions for all mem-
bers of the Parole Board.

The Director of Parole Services.
The Director of Parole Services should have full and

clearly defined authority for the administrative direction
and supervision of all of the work of parole officers and
supervisors. While the Director of Parole Services oper-
ates under the policies of the Parole Board and by dele-
gation by the chairman of the Board, this clear definition
of his responsibilities is necessary to avoid confusion in re-
lation to both the Board and the parole staff. He should
be the chief executive officer of the Parole Board; direct the
work of the parole officers and other employees of the field
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service division of the Parole Board; formulate methods of
investigation, supervision, record keeping of reports; plan
and direct training courses for the staff; co-operate with all
agencies, public or private, concerned with the treatment or
welfare of parolees, and make recommendations to the Parole
Board for policy consideration in matters relating to the
parole service.

Parole Staff.

Effective parole work requires maximum contact between
the parole officer and the parolee.

A pre-parole investigation in most instances involves sev-
eral community contacts to investigate and evaluate the
family situation, the environment and the employment to
which the potential parolee plans to return. When the pre-
parole plan evolved in the institution appears unsatisfac-
tory, the officer spends additional time trying to develop a
better living situation or more suitable employment. As a
part of parole preparation, the parole officer should be able
to see the inmate early in the parole planning process, main-
tain liaison with the institutional parole officer, and he
should have contact with the inmate’s family while the in-
mate is in the institution. These are all minimum steps in
preparation of the individual for parole consideration and
release and should not be done hurriedly prior to appear-
ance of the inmate before the Parole Board.

The parole officer’s work with the individual released on
parole involves skill, guidance, control and supervision.
The parole officer must understand the motivation of human
behavior; be really skillful in interviewing and able to
apply his knowledge in recognizing the offender’s needs, his
strengths and weaknesses, and in developing a supervision
program to meet them; be able to help the parolee recog-
nize and overcome his weaknesses and to use the services
of other community agencies: place immediately in cus-
tody those individuals whose conduct threatens the safety
of society. While parole depends upon the skillful use of
authority and entails a responsibility for the control of the
individual’s behavior, it is essentially a casework service.
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Essentially, the same standards of workload referred to
under the heading “Workload of Probation Officers” apply
equally to the parole officer, and necessary funds should be
made available to the Parole Board to reduce progressively
the work load of the officers to approved standards.

California is conducting a special parole project whereby
several parole officers were added to the Parole Bureau to
give intensive supervision to caseloads of fifteen parolees
per officer during the first three months of the parole period,
as this is generally agreed to be the most critical period of
adjustment. The entire project and added staff are being
financed from savings effected by releasing selected inmates
on parole from institutions at three to six months earlier
than would have been possible under the regular parole
program.

Recommendations Parole.

1. There should be a four member Board of Parole, with
all members devoting full time to the work of the Board,
and they should be precluded by statute from participating
in political activities or running for public office while
serving as a member of the Parole Board. The statute should
provide that hearings to consider or grant paroles should be
held by three members of the Board.

2. The statute governing-
members and the chairman
that when a vacancy occur;
expiration of term, death,

appointment of Parole Boai*d
hould be amended, to provide
on the Parole Board through
resignation or removal, the

Governor shall appoint a panel of three outstanding persons
who have a knowledge of the correctional field to assist him
in screening candidates to fill the vacancy. This panel
should, through interviews and qualifying tests, evaluate
applicants and recommend a list of names of three qualified
persons for each vacancy, from which list the Governor shall
make the appointment.

3. The chairman of the Parole Board should have clearly
defined administrative responsibilities in relation to the
work of the Board and of the other members.

4. The duties and responsibilities of the Director
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Parole Services should be clearly established along the lines
set forth in this report so that he can function fully effec-
tively as the chief executive officer.

5. While the Parole Board has maintained relatively high
in the appointment of parole officers through its

present practice of limiting appointments to employees of
the Department of Correction, a suitable plan ofrecruitment
should be developed which would open up opportunities in
the parole service to professionally qualified persons from
outside the Department of Correction as well.

6. The parole staff should be increased to bring the case-
loads down to approved standards, and funds should be made
available so that this can be done as new personnel can
be recruited, absorbed and given the necessary orientation.

IV. Good Tiime Allowances Sentencing and Parole.

Good Time and Parole Time.

Chapter 770 of the Acts of 1955 provides for increased
good time deductions, while abolishing deductions for
assigned work. The new law also provides that the man on
parole does not earn good time allowances (section 66,
amending section 29 of chapter 127 of the General Laws).
As a phase of the Governor’s Committee review, and in
co-operation with the Department of Correction and the
Parole Board, the law and its operation were reviewed by
Mr. Sol Rubin, Counsel of the National Probation and
Parole Association.

Certain problems leading to real confusion have arisen
as a result of the administration of the good time laws,
particularly the continuation of a policy for which there is
considerable precedent in the State, and which it is not ad-
visable to alter at this time. The policy now is and has been
to apply good time credits upon a man’s sentence im-
mediately, the allowance thereafter being subject to for-
feiture. If a forfeiture does not occur, the good time allow-
ance is retained and, as provided by law, serves to reduce the
maximum term. When a prisoner is released on parole and
thereafter parole is revoked, the same process is used in
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calculating the good time allowance which may be earned on
the prison time remaining. For example, if after violation
of parole a prisoner has two years of prison time remaining,
good time allowance based on a two-year period of im-
prisonment is deducted from the maximum term, at that
point.

Under the new law the following anomalous situation may
and does occur. If an individual’s parole continues for a
substantial period, two or three years, and he then violates
parole, upon calculating the good time allowance on the
prison time remaining, together with the good time already
earned in the institution prior to release on parole, it is
found that the individual has sufficient good time credit so
that his discharge is required immediately, and the revoca-
tion for violation of parole became meaningless.

On examining this anomalous situation the reason for the
result is found in the fact that for every year served on
parole, the maximum term of the sentence is not reduced
by a full year, but by less than a year. This results from
the fact that upon revocation the potential good time for
the years remaining is credited, but for every year which
was served on parole, the potential earning of good time is
lost. In other words, if a prisoner serving a term on which
he earns 12It days credit for each month, or 150 days a
year, serves a year on parole, and later violates, for each of
those years served on parole he has actually earned only
215 days rather than 365, since that year if served in the
institution would have carried with it the potential good
time deduction.

It is obviously inequitable for a parolee to be credited
with only 215 days instead of 365, as in this case, or what-
ever the good time deduction is in accordance with the
maximum sentence. The inequity should be remedied by
a simple change in the statute, to restore the earning of
good time to the man on parole. This would not actually
give more credit than the calendar time served on parole,
but would simply mean that the man on parole was actu-
ally receiving a deduction of 365 days for every year served
successfully on parole.
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Such a change in the law should be retroactive as to pa-
roles granted since the effective date of chapter 770 of the
laws of 1955.

Computation of Time pending Change of Law.
Until the law is amended as suggested above, it is neces-

sary for the Parole Board to compute accurately the time
earned by the individual on parole. This was discussed
with the department personnel, and the following procedure
is recommended. At the point of releasing the prisoner on
parole, the good time allowance for the balance of the term
should be computed as though the individual were actually
in the institution. If parole were to be revoked immedi-
ately, this is the amount of good time that would actually
be credited. Thereafter while the individual continues on
parole, for each month served on parole, the expiration date
calculated at the moment of release on parole must be ex-
tended by the number of days of potential good time earn-
ings; that is, if an individual is earning five days per month
in accordance with the maximum term, for each month he
serves on parole, the expiration date calculated at the point
of parole, based upon full good time credit, must be extended
(not diminished) by five days.

This extension of the expiration date must continue as
the individual continues to serve parole successfully. When
the parolee successfully serves up to the point of expiration
date as computed in this way, he should be discharged from
parole as having completed his prison term. Again, the
reason for this is that if at that moment parole were re-
voked, the computation of good time allowance in the usual
wajr would require discharge.

Minimum-Maximum Terms and Good Time Allowance.
Another type of inequity was pointed out which is giving

the board considerable concern and for which they are
seeking a solution. It is typified by comparison of a pris-
oner who is serving a term of 2 to 3 years and a prisoner
lerving a term of to 5 years. Under the law, upon a
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maximum sentence of 3 years the prisoner receives a maxi-
mum good time credit of 10 days for each month. On a
maximum sentence of 5 years, the prisoner receives a maxi-
mum good time allowance of days for each month.
Since it is the maximum sentence which governs the over-
all rate of good time allowance, the man serving 2Y2 to 3
years receives a lesser rate of good time allowance than the
man serving V/ 2 to 5 years. Now, good time allowance
serves to reduce the parole eligibility date as well as the
date of final discharge. It is therefore evidence that the
prisoner serving to 3 years, if he has his maximum good
time allowance, is eligible for parole later than the man
serving to 5 years, who likewise receives all of his good
time allowance. In other words, the man with the more
severe sentence is eligible for parole earlier, despite the fact
that their minimum terms are exactly the same.

This is an obvious inequity which should be corrected.
It is also clear that the basic problem in the situation is
not the good time laws, but something else. The basic
problem, in fact, is the sentencing law and practice. It was
originally pointed out that the present structure of sentenc-
ing permits minimum terms to be fairly close to maximum
terms, for example, a sentence of 2% to 3 years. It is
obvious that on a sentence of 2}/% to 3 years, or any similar
sentence, the Parole Board has very little scope within
which to supervise the individual. It may in fact feel that
in such cases parole would not be a wise thing and would
leave the prisoner to complete his term. In fact, in many
cases the prisoner would prefer not to be released on parole
and would insist on serving his term.

The remedy lies in the adoption of some such plan as
was originally proposed. It was said in the original report,
“in order to provide greater flexibility for parole releases,
minimum terms should be limited to not more than one
third of the maximum term fixed” (Senate Document
No. 750, 1955, page 63). The following recommendation
was also made: “The present provision requiring all mini-
mum sentences to be at least two and one half years should
be repealed. Where sentences provide a minimum and
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maximum term, the courts should have discretion of setting
a minimum of from one year to not more than one third of
the maximum term.”

If anything, the good time situation which has been
referred to, exemplified in the to 3, and 2% to 5 year-
sentences, is truly not a problem in good time, but a problem
in sentencing. It emphasizes again the need for correction
of the sentencing statutes in some such form as was recom-
mended in 1955.

Participation of Judiciary.
The judges are at the crossroads of corrections. It is

within their power to further corrections as a treatment
process, or to defeat it. The sentencing laws are the frame-
work within which the judiciary functions.

These concepts guided the original work of the Committee,
just as they guide it now. For that reason the Committee
sought to give a proper latitude to the judiciary, within the
sentencing laws, just as it sought to obtain for the Parole
Board a proper latitude.

Chapter 770 sought to obtain a statutory sentencing,
parole and correctional structure under which there would
be greater flexibility, less emphasis on long terms, incentive
for prisoners, and increased use of community treatment
(probation, parole, fines). It appears, how-ever, that chap-
ter 770 in these respects is being defeated through an in-
advertent policy of judges of increasing the severity of their
sentences which in effect defeats the purposes which chap-
ter 770 sought to establish.

It is urged that a stud}" be made to discover the pattern
of sentencing since the enactment of chapter 770. This
should be a common effort by the judiciary, probation, the
Parole Board, and the Department of Correction.

This whole problem is just one example of the interrela-
tionship of the judiciary, probation, the Parole Board and
the Department of Correction in the correctional process.
If the Commonwealth is to develop an integrated approach
to the treatment of the offender in reality, some means
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must be found on a continuing basis for the judges, proba-
tion officers, Parole Board and the Department of Correc-
tion to meet on a regular schedule to consider and under-
stand together policies and practices affecting all plans of
corrections in the Commonwealth.

Recommendation
1. The statute should be amended to restore the earning

of good time to the man on parole.
2. The following recommendations of the original report

are reiterated:
In order to provide greater flexibility for parole releases, minimum

terms should be limited to not more than one third of the maximum term
fixed.

The present provision requiring all minimum sentences to be at least
two and one half years should be repealed. Where sentences provide a
minimumand maximum term, the courts should have discretion of setting
a minimum of from one year to not more than one third of the maximum
term.

3. That the Chief Justice of the Superior Court, the chair-
man of the Administrative Committee of the District Court,
the Chief Justice of the Boston Municipal Court, the Com-
missioner of Probation, the chairman of the Parole Board
and the Commissioner of Correction develop a specific plan
for consideration of matters of policy and practices affect-
ing the courts, probation, parole and institutional correc-
tions, on a regular and continuing basis.

V. The Massachusetts Correctional Institution,
Concord.

The Committee stated in its 1955 report 1 that “Ideally
Concord should be abandoned, but we realize that at this
stage this is impracticable.” The Committee continues to
hold to its opinion concerning the abandonment of Concord,
but suggests that the date be advanced to as early as pos-
sible. We are convinced that no major steps should be
taken to add to the facilities at the Concord institution.
We feel that no additional funds, short of those absolutely

page 41No. 750, June, 1955, Report of C s C
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necessary for temporary repairs in the interests of safety
and security, should be applied at this institution. The
unit has outlived its usefulness and operating efficiency, and
it would be a waste of public funds to attempt renovation
or major repair. Further, it would not be in the public in-
terest to establish the diagnostic center as a unit of this in-
stitution.

While we found conditions at this institution improved
slightly, our observations and restudy did not produce
sound reasons for its continuance. This is true especially
in view of reported intentions of the Commonwealth to ap-
propriate nearly $5,000,000 for remodeling. It is obvious
that this sum would be sufficient to launch the construction
of a new, medium security unit, surrounded by wire fencing,
and designed for younger offenders, with educational, voca-
tional and other training facilities. Section VI discusses
this proposal.

The abandonment of the Concord unit is not without
possibility in the immediate future. Those presently at
Concord could be screened for transfer to either the Walpole
or Norfolk units, and some transferred to either the present
camp or one of the two proposed camps soon to be opened.

The Committee feels that the Concord farm unit should
be retained and expanded as may be appropriate. The
farm unit is modern and well equipped, and sufficient work
projects are available for many years.

Recommendations

The Massachusetts Correctional Institution at Concord
should be abandoned as soon as possible. Further, no
additional funds should be allocated for the possible renova-
tion or remodeling of this unit.

The farm unit presently operated as a part of this insti-
tution should be retained and expanded in order to supply
dairy and farm products to other correctional and public
institutions.

Those inmates presently in the Concord unit should be
reclassified and transferred to other institutions and camps
of the Department.
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VI. New Medium Security Institution.

In the previous discussion it was suggested that the sum
of nearly $5,000,000 reportedly to be allocated for renova-
tions to the Concord institution should be held in abeyance,
pending the possible establishment of a new medium
security institution. The Committee suggests that ex-
ploration be conducted by appropriate authorities of the
advisability of constructing such a unit designed primarily
as a vocational training institution for younger offenders.
It need not be emphasized here that the problem of crime
and correction is a problem of youth, and the Common-
wealth should give careful consideration to the possible
need for one additional unit.

It has been proven within the past year in Massachusetts
that a new physical plant serves as a tremendous morale
booster, and in itself is capable of at least partially changing
attitudes and behavior patterns of inmates. Admittedly,
it takes far more than physical facilities to achieve a total
rehabilitation program, but modern equipment and plant
designed to meet the problems of the day are conducive to
rehabilitation. Concord is a reformatory in name only, and
is not worthy of the new Massachusetts correctional pro-
gram and philosophy of treatment.

Recommendation.
The Committee recommends that the appropriate officials

give consideration to the need for a new medium-security
institution designed primarily for youthful offenders. This
consideration should be in the form of an exploratory inquiry
as to the most appropriate type of institution to be sub-
stituted for the present Concord unit, and utilizing the
funds reportedly available now for the renovation of Con-
cord.

VII. Correctional Industries
It is the Committee’s opinion, based on expert advice

and wide experience and observation, that the most damag-
ing action of the past year was the legislative elimination
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of the so-called prison industries revolving fund. A fund of
this nature is one of the most vital needs for a successful
and constructive correctional industries program.

It was gratifying to note the very marked improvement
in morale and general attitude of the workers in the various
shops. Much of the improvement undoubtedly was due
to the re-establishment of regular wages for work performed.
One would expect to find improved conditions at the new
institution at Walpole because of the marked contrast
between working conditions, as well as living conditions, at
the new institution and the old prison at Charlestown.
Nevertheless, the inauguration of the wage payment will
prove beneficial over a long period of time, and should be
continued with careful attention to gradations of pay so
that those performing the best will be paid the most.

Generally speaking, the observations and specific recom-
mendations made in the first report, in so far as prison in-
dustries in Massachusetts are concerned, still apply with
few exceptions.

In view of the suggested new medium security institution
to replace Concord, it is needless to discuss at length the
futility of spending money on the present industrial program
at Concord. A curtailment is indicated, and this is par-
ticularly true in so far as the textile operations are con-
cerned. These continue to show a heavy loss from opera-
tions.

Even before the new institution becomes a reality, a
careful study of the type of commitments should precede
any decision on what industrial activities will be allocated
to a new institution.

A textile mill would not be desirable for a population
made up of young, short-term, first offenders. Some type
of wood-working activity, plus a vocational training pro-
gram, could be profitable.

In this connection, it may be advisable to relocate other
industries when the classification system has established
the character of each of the institutions.

Although it was reassuring to note the improved morale
among prisoners and institution personnel generally, there
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was also a marked evidence of concern by the administrative
and executive personnel of the department, because the
prison industries’ revolving fund had been eliminated.
It is strongly recommended that the industrial revolving fund
be restored.

The fact that the fund was not used in previous years is
not a logical reason for its abolishment. The analysis of the
prison labor laws of Massachusetts in the earlier report was
intended to show that as far as legislation was concerned,
the Department of Correction was in an enviable position.
Now, one of the basic elements of a good state use system
the revolving fund has been lost, and there is reason for
grave concern by the department administrators.

The existence of a revolving fund places full and un-
divided responsibility for progress in prison industries with
the Department of Correction. Without it, they can dis-
claim responsibility for lack of improvements and ex-
pansions with the plea that funds are not readily available.
Rather than risk a refusal for extra amounts, there is a
tendency to omit such items from appropriation requests.
It is very easy to disclaim responsibility by stating arbi-
trarily that requests have been refused.

On the other hand, a revolving fund with proper con-
trols will require the Department of Correction to show
reasonable progress and removes the opportunity for ex-
cuses and alibis.

It should be remembered that prison industries are faced
with the same need for operating capital as outside manu-
facturers. It is most difficult to anticipate exact needs for
all industries one year or more in advance. Oftentimes it
becomes necessary to contract for large quantities of raw
materials or to purchase capital equipment on relatively
short notice. Furthermore, when such requirements de-
velop toward the end of a fiscal period when appropriated
funds are low, the Department may be compelled to defer
action with resulting loss in sales and, therefore, loss of
profit and employment.

There are times when appropriation bills are delayed in
passage. This causes concern to institution maintenance
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programs, but could be disastrous to a manufacturing pro
gram.

The revolving fund provides an incentive for the depart-
mental and industry administrators. It enables them to
demonstrate their ability" to operate efficiently and im-
prove, as well as expand, operations from earnings.

Finally, it is always a serious problem for legislators to
allocate moneys from the General Fund and satisfy the
many tax-supported agencies of the state government. The
revolving fund removes the industrial department from
those requiring support from the taxpayers. The prison
industries’ program should be more than self-supporting by
depositing surplus earnings to the General Fund at more or
less regular intervals.

Recommendation.
The basic recommendation of the Committee at this point

is that steps be taken immediately to restore to the Depart-
ment of Correction the former prison industries revolving
fund, as discussed above.

VIII. The Advisory Committee on the Correctional
System.

The original report of the Committee submitted in 1955
recommended the establishment of an Advisory Committee
on Correction, with the Commissioner of Correction, the
chairman of the Parole Board and the Commissioner of
Probation serving ex officio. 1 While the Committee is
pleased to observe the organization of such a group with
qualified and competent members, it notes that the ex officio
membership of the above-named officials does not exist.
The broad area of correction requires close co-ordination,
and in this respect the membership of these officials would
serve a useful purpose.

Discussion with members of the advisory committee dis-
closed that they did not consider the scope of their com-
mittee’s work to encompass areas other than those relating

Ibid., pages 38, 39
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to institutions. This limitation of function was not par
of the concept of the Governor’s Committee in making thi
recommendation in 1955.

Recommendatior
The Committee urges that the Legislature amend the

statute authorizing the establishment of the Advisory Com-
mittee to the extent that it include the Commissioner of
Correction, the chairman of the Parole Board and the Com-
missioner of Probation, and that the function and scope of
the committee be extended to include advisory powers over
institutional administration, parole, probation and such
other areas as would seem appropriate.

IX. The Massachusetts Diagnostic Center.
The proposed new diagnostic center, for which funds have

been appropriated, should be located within the walls of the
Massachusetts Correctional Institution, Walpole, rather than
in metropolitan Boston. It is obvious that the Walpole
location will make for considerably lower operating costs.
Utilization of central services, such as heating, food supply,
repairs and maintenance, etc., would be possible at this
location.

Arguments were advanced to the Committee that a loca-
tion distant from Boston would preclude the availability of
specialists because of time consumed in travel. It is our
opinion that given a modern and progressive program, with
competent and aggressive leadership, professional personnel
such as physicians, psychiatrists, etc., wall be attracted re-
gardless of the distance. It appears that this is the case
present!}" under the leadership of the Commissioner and his
deputies and several of the institutional administrators.

Sufficient space is available within the Walpole enclosed
area for a diagnostic center, and the experience of other
States wherein classification units are situated in areas far
more remote than is Walpole from Boston bears out the
contention that specialized personnel will be attracted, pro-
vided leadership and program are available.
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It is gratifying to the Committee that its recommendation
of 1955 calling for a reception center has been accepted by
the Commonwealth. The further step of authorizing all
commitments to the Department of Correction rather than
to a specific institution is needed, and the Legislature should
give consideration to such an act. This in no manner cur-
tails or limits the sentencing powers of the court, but it
does provide a procedure such as has long been a part of the
United States system of criminal procedure. Given a re-
ception or diagnostic center it is necessary that all commit-
ments be to the legal custody of the Commissioner of Cor-
rection. For practical purposes this would mean that all
convicted felons would be committed directly to the center.
Female offenders would continue to be sentenced direct to
the Framingham unit.

Recommendation.

It is urged by the Committee that the new diagnostic
center be located within the confines of the Walpole in-
stitution. Further, it is again recommended that all com-
mitments of offenders be made directly, and legally, to the
Commissioner of Correction rather than to a specific in-
stitution.

X. Authority of the Commissioner of Correction.
The Committee urges again that legislation be enacted

providing authority to the Commissioner of Correction to
transfer institutional personnel from one unit to another.
This provision is imperative to give the Commissioner full
administrative control, and to permit the department to
operate at peak efficiency.

Recommendation.

It is recommended that the Legislature provide full au-
thority to the Commissioner of Correction to transfer per-
sonnel from one unit to another as conditions make necessary.
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XI. Research

Changing human beings is the most complex and difficult
task to which society can set itself. The sciences that deal
with human behavior are young and ever-changing. Conse-
quently, any agencies such as the Department of Correction,
the Board of Parole and the Board of Probation, must con-
stantly evaluate their work to discover which techniques are
successful, which are failures, and why. This is the work of

In our previous report we recommended the appointment
of a director of research who would be responsible for con-
ducting studies of criminals, criminal behavior, and treat
ment programs. We visualized such a person utilizing the
vast accumulation of data now in the custody of the Com-
missioner of Probation, as well as the information contained
in the files of the Department of Correction and the Board
of Parole.

Research is essential to the continuing improvement of
correctional work.

Recommendation.
The Committee urges that a director of research be ap-

pointed within the correctional department, and that he be
given adequate support from all departments of govern-
ment concerned with crime. If funds are not available, the
Legislature should then provide the necessary appropria-
tion. This appointment would, over the years, result in a
saving to the Commonwealth through findings and tech-
niques that would point up a more efficient handling of the
convicted felon.

XII. The Massachusetts Correctional Institution
West Bridgewater.

While the cleanliness and sanitation throughout the many
departments of this institution are commendable and re-
main on a high level, the Committee did not observe progress
in the raising of standards of treatment, especially for those

a research section.
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inmates of the State Hospital for the Criminally Insane.
To a lesser extent this is true of the Defective Delinquent
Department. This criticism is leveled primarily at the lack
of working relationship existing between the Department
of Mental Health and the Department of Correction. It is
a problem of long-standing concern to many within the
latter department, and is one requiring immediate attention.

In our previous report we suggested that the Department
of Mental Health bear some responsibility for care of the
criminally insane and defective delinquents. Despite the
fact that many, although by no means all, of the inmates of
the State Hospital for the Criminally Insane and of the De-
fective Delinquent Department at Bridgewater have com-
mitted criminal acts, they still are medical problems just
as any other groups of insane or defective people are medi-
cal problems. The level of care is so low, however, that
one is forced to conclude that Massachusetts is willing to
abandon almost 1,000 persons who would, if not criminal
or difficult to handle, be receiving the best medical care the
Commonwealth can provide.

We note with interest the fact that a plan has been put
forth to develop a statewide program on alcoholism which
envisages the Prison Department of the Massachusetts Cor-
rectional Institution at Bridgewater as part of a network
of facilities which would include “halfway houses,” clinics
and community supervision. Under this plan, the typical
stay in the institution would be reduced in length, and the
alcoholic would be helped in the community.

It is the opinion of this Committee that such a plan is a
great improvement over the relatively futile parade of in-
ebriates in and out of the institution with only occasional
improvement noted.

Recommendations.

The Committee urges that the Departments of Correc-
tion and Mental Health develop without delay a close work-
ing relationship to the end that the treatment program at
the Bridgewater institution be advanced. The best of
present-day methods of handling the mentally deranged
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needs to be introduced at Bridgewater. The present “dual
standard” of care of mentally incompetent prisoners in
Massachusetts needs to be reduced to one acceptable stand-
ard that includes the most modern techniques.

It is recommended, further, that steps proposed to de-
velop a statewide program on alcoholism be supported by
the Legislature and government generally. The present
method of committing alcoholics time after time is wasteful
of the public funds, and generally without hope for re-
habilitation on the part of the alcoholic.

XIII. Classification.
With the advent of the proposed diagnostic center, funds

for which have been appropriated, the Department of Cor-
rection is required to keep pace through the redefining of
the functions of its division of classification. While it is
acknowledged that the division has been one in name only,
it now becomes of immediate necessity to establish a useful
unit.

As noted in the Committee’s report of 1955, “classifica-
tion should become operative from the day of admission and
continue through to the day of release.” 1 Now that the
Commissioner has appointed his deputy for classification
and treatment, we feel certain that there is cognizance of
the need for such a unit. Our recommendation, therefore,
is one of emphasis.

Recommendation
It is the recommendation of the Committee that the

Legislature give support to the further refinement of the
correctional system through budgetary grants for the es-
tablishment of a sound classification division. This will
require limited additional personnel, highly trained and

ompetc

XIV. Camp Program.

The Governor’s Committee is encouraged to note the
legislative support of the correctional camp program, and

it
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states again that this treatment device is one of the most
effective known to present-day penology. The fact that the
Commonwealth has authorized two additional camps,
based upon highly successful experience and results with the
camp at South Carver, is indicative that both the Legisla-
ture and the Department are cognizant of the value of these
units. It is, of course, considerably less expensive to build
camps than it is to construct medium or maximum security
institutions. It is our opinion that an efficient classification
division could screen more than enough prisoners for im-
mediate transfer to the open camps. This, however, is
dependent upon the establishment of a competent classifica-
tion division. Camps have been proven to be safe and secure
and in the public interest, provided that careful selection of
inmates prevails.

XV. Transfer of Funds.
The Committee gives renewed emphasis to its recom-

mendation of 1955 concerning the power of the Com-
missioner of Correction to transfer funds from one institu-
tion to another, with the consent of the comptroller and the
director of the budget 1 ; To date, the Commissioner has
not been granted this authority. Emergencies that arise
within the department from a budgetary standpoint require
immediate action, and this is impossible under present
regulations. The safeguards of requiring the consent of
the two fiscal officials would be sufficient, and prohibit any
commissioner from abusing this authority.

Recommendation.

The Legislature is urged to authorize the Commissioner
of Correction to transfer funds from one institution to
another with the consent of the comptroller and the director
of the budget.

XVI. Title op Institution Heads.

It is urged that whatever action may be necessary to
ange the present title of institution heads be taken with-

Ibid., pages 20,21
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out delay. It is not known by the Committee where
present title of “Principal Officer” was introduced, but it
was ascertained that it is unwieldly and inconvenien
use. The change was not recommended by the Commit

Recommendaii

The Committee urges that institution heads be d(
ted by their former title of “Superintendent

ks a concluding statement we would like to stress agaii
to did a year ago that while many needs in the State

correctional program require immediate action and attc
tion, other changes and improvements to be enduring wil
require time.

By the latter we refer particularly to inmate discipline
and institutional programs. It must be remembered that
inmate unrest and inadequate industrial, educational and
vocational programs have for a long time characterized the
State’s penal institutions. The creation of a disciplinary
system that is strict, fair and uniform, and the development
of effective institutional programs are of high priority, but
they can result only from considered and well-planned
action. They will demand also the co-operation and the
support of correctional personnel at all levels in the Depart-
ment.
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