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SUMMARY
An incentive scheme for inmates in Industries was approved on a pilot basis by the Commissioner with the
proviso that it be evaluated by Corporate Policy and
Planning. This pilot was implemented at Collins Bay Institution, commencing at the end of November 1987,
and for evaluation purposes, terminating at the end of
March 1988. The incentive scheme has been continued; however, a decision by SMC is pending on its future and possible application to other institutional
settings.
The incentive scheme was proposed In order to attract
and retain inmates for the industrial areas. Four objectives were established for the pilot: 1) increased number
of inmates willing to accept employment in the industrial
shops; 2) increased numbers of hours worked by each
inmate (from roughly 5 to 7 per day); 3) increased
production from the industrial shops; and 4) increased
inmate productivity as measured by increased levels of
gross contribution margin. Additionally, some general
"criteria" (see Appendix "B") were set out for the application of incentive schemes in the Correctional Service of
Canada and are discussed in the body of the report.
In general terms, the pilot scheme is a "success" in that
it motivated inmates to higher production levels. Most
major objectives were fully met as were most criteria established by Occupational Development at National
Headquarters, for industries incentive schemes.
However, it is not possible to state conclusively how
much production might have been increased over comparable periods due to an overlap in goods produced
mostly or in part priorto the start of the incentive period,
and due to the closure of the paint shop at a critical
point.

COLLINS BAY INCENTIVE EVALUATION II
-

The pilot did reveal that a great deal of care must be exercised in designing and Implementing incentive
schemes, as most problems were implementation related. The product line produced at Collins Bay was relatively homogenous, thus minimizing measurement
problems between the base and Incentive periods.
However, the rate of remuneration picked for the test
proved to be too high and increased costs faster than
the actual productivity gains over the base period. Additionally, for four of the nine pay periods covered by the
incentive period, Incorrect incentive amounts were paid
to Inmates and the method of calculation had to be adjusted downwards during the evaluation. As well, the
paint shop where production was officially counted was
closed for five weeks, further affecting the test results.
Finally, the method of reconciliation when work orders
c.losed and payment on an estimated basis, led to fluctuating levels of pay for inmates, depending on whether
a periodic reconciliation was being made, the shops
were closed, or payment was made on an estimated incentive basis. It was difficult for inmates to relate their
efforts in any given period to the amount on their pay
cheques. Nevertheless, the incentive scheme had a
positive impact on production and hours worked.
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I BACKGROUND
-

The Correctional Service of Canada has implemented a number of pay systems over
the past decade including one based on an industry bonus component which existed
until 1983, followed by a universal pay scheme which lasted until October 1986 when
it was replaced by the current Inmate Pay Program. The newest proposal, for the
Collins Bay test (September, 1987), was expected to increase inmate productivity as
well as attract and retain suitable inmates for work in the industrial shops.
Collins Bay was chosen to test this incentive plan due to the "long-term demand" for
the product line produced at Collins Bay (Tuffy H Oak furniture), and due to a
stated shortage of inmates to maintain production levels. Additionally, the
homogenous product line facilitated the implementation of the incentive scheme.
The proposal, as approved, was designed to reward greater production while taking
into account any increases in direct material costs (i.e. raw materials used over a
standard amount or products of unacceptable quality).
Imnates employed in the Collins Bay shops prior to the implementation of the incentive scheme, were being paid at levels 2 - 5 according to proposals for the incentive
plan, with a level 4 ($5.80/day) as the estimated average. Calculations and projections of benefits by regional management were based on approximately 25 inmates
at that pay level. On the day of the first site visit (October 8, 1987) there were fewer
than 20 inmates employed in the shop.

II- OBJECTIVES
The objectives for the inrnate incentive plan at Collins Bay are as follows (see also
Appendix "B"):

• 1. Increased number of inmates willing to accept employment in the industrial shops;

• 2. Increased numbers of hours worked by each inmate (from roughly 5 to 7
per day);

• 3. Increased production from the industrial shops at Collins Bay Institution;
• 4. Increased inmate productivity as measured by increased levels of gross
contribution.
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III INCENTIVE SCHEME DESCRIPTION AND THE CRITERIA
FOR INMATE INCENTIVE SCHEMES
-

After a review in late September/early October of the physical plant and meetings
with national, regional and institutional officials, it was agreed that the pilot should
run at least six months due to the lagged nature of the incentive scheme (work orders take 4-6 weeks to complete while pay is bi-weekly). However, after examining
the various measures available, Evaluation and Research proposed and Offender
Programs and and Policy Development agreed to end the incentive pilot, for reporting purposes, at approximately four months coinciding with the fiscal year-end. It
was felt that this would minimize measurement problems and facilitate comparisons
with previous time periods. The base period for the test was pay periods 1-17 (March
30, 1987 to November 22, 1987) and the incentive period was pay periods 18-27
(November 23, 1987 to April 8, 1988).
Regional industries management was confident that the production cost estimates
(excluding labour) were fairly accurate as they were derived from the INMASS system. For the purposes of the test, time clocks were employed to capture actual
hours worked and a method was developed for hours to be charged against individual work orders for each inmate pay card. Labour costs at that point were largely unknown and hours charged by work order were of unknown quality. Regional officials estimated that labour costs represented about 10% of direct production costs.
The Collins Bay pilot pay scheme consisted of two components: pay for hours
worked (obtained by dividing the daily rate by 7 hours instead of the normal 5 hours
to convert to an hourly rate) and an incentive share of the gross contribution to overhead (sales value less direct material cost equals the gross contribution margin). It
was postulated that the inmates would either have to work 7 actual hours to earn the
same amount, or else increase output.
It was accepted by National Headquarters that the total wages owed would be calculated by multiplying the contribution margin by 16%. The hourly component was to
be deducted from the incentive portion (16% of gross contribution margin less the
hourly or daily rate), leaving the incentive to be distributed on the basis of hours
worked by each inmate. For example, if twenty inmates each working one hour
produced twenty chairs valued at $10 each, with direct material costs of $3 for each
of the chairs, the gross contribution margin would be 20($10-3) = $140. If the twenty inmates were working one hour each at level two the hourly rate would be $4.70/7
= $0.67 per hour. They would be entitled to 16% of the gross contribution margin
of $140 or $ 22.40 of which $0.67 x 20 or $13.40 was paid aslisase pay leaving $9 to be
divided among the 20 inm.Mtif o would then be paid $(9fi or $0.45 each in incentive for the one hour's worki e base pay of $ 0.67 in the example would be
charged to the institutional inmate pay budget and the incentive bonus would be
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charged to the industries operating budget, Code Vote 1. Example 1 shows how the
calculation would be made.
Example 1 - HOW INMATES WERE TO BE PAID

0,

L

i

h_Q44,_

Estimated Selling Value

20 chairs x $10

$200.00

Direct Material Cost

20 chairs x $3

$ 60.00
$140.00

Gross Contribution Margin
Total Labour Incentive
Labour Cost (hourly rate)
_ f e.e

$140 x 16%
2011,

$ 22.40

rs x $0.67 $ 13.40
$ 9.00

Incentive to be distributed
Incentive per inmate

$9/20

$ 0.45

Total pay per inmate hour

$0.67 + $0.45

$ 1.12

For pay periods 18-22 institutional management did not deduct the base portion
from the 16% incentive portion and an overpayment situation resulted. In the example above, the inmates were paid 16% of the gross contribution margin plus their
base pay ($22.40 plus $ 13.40 or $1.70 for each irunate). When this situation was corrected the inmates, in general, protested the loss of this pay and felt that in effect
"their canteen had been taken away from them". Institutional management continued to tell the inmates that their base pay consisted of a 12% advance against
their total of 16% and periodic reconciliations were made when work orders closed
when the other 4% would be credited. This tended to add to the confusion.
In the original proposal as explained to Evaluation and Research an interim payment was to be made each month based on the estimated gross contribution margins
(the estimate being made necessary due to most work orders taking 4 -6 weeks to
produce). The method finally chosen for the calculation used a one month cycle
with an estimated amount being used for the first two weeks subject to a reconciliation when the work order closed. The contribution margin was to be calculated
using standard cost and estimated sales value of the Collins Bay portion of production (i.e. Tuffy II furniture can consist of an oak frame produced at Collins Bay and
cushions produced at Kingston Penitentiary). During the test, a verifi cation was required to determine whether inmates were paid for actual hours worked.
The criteria (numbered 5- 11 subsequently in the text) set out for inmate incentive
schemes by the Deputy Commissioner, Offender Programs and Policy Development
are as follows:
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• 5. Productivity incentives must only apply to those areas which generate

revenue;
• 6. The pay package should be a combination of hourly pay and productivity
pay with the hourly rate somewhat inferior to the current inmate pay standard to ensure emphasis on productivity;
• 7. Productivity should be based on the factory's gross contribution margin
(quasi profit sharing) to motivate economical use of materials, efficient
production practice and high quality in addition to increased output;
• 8. A prerequisite to implementation must be the successful implementation
and operation of 1NMASS;
• 9. The percentage of gross contribution margin paid as incentive will vary
from institution to institution because of product mix. However, this percentage should ensure equivalence of effort with pay and should promote the
overall output of the institution to a level where the value of saleable goods
is equal to or greater than operating costs wherever practical;
• 10. Imnates employed in factories where an incentive exists must have:
i) scored a minimum grade 8 completionl on the SCAT test; or,

I

have successfu lly completed ABE; or,

be currently enrolled in ABE and the ABE instructor approves parttime work as being motivational to successful completion of ABE;
• 11. An imnate's employment in factories where an incentive exists should be
conditional on the approval of the case management officer's certification
that employment is consistent with the inmate's personal development goals.
IV FACTORS AFFECTING THE TEST RESULTS
-

There were a number of factors which created a bias towards the definition of success. These factors include the following elements:
• in July 1987, two more staff members were added to the shop floor when a
vocational shop at Collins Bay closed. As there is a lea rn ing curve, these staff
members would not have been fully productive until most of the way through
pay periods 1-17 (the base period), but were fully productive by the time the
incentive phase began;
This has been separately listed from other case management based needs due to

Ministerial Priority.
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• a new type of air-powered drilling machine valued at $ 42,000 was added to
the shop in the early summer months which was capable of drilling multiple
dowel holes simultaneously. As there was a learning curve in using the equipment, this new machine would not have been a full factor of production until
at least most of the way through pay periods 1- 17 (the base period); and,
• products produced in part during the first part of the test period (pay periods
1 - 17) were credited in whole during the test period (18-26). This factor,
while it could affect the defmition of success significantly, was determined to
amount to no more than $40,000 in production stated in selling price or
$20,000 in gross contribution margin. The remuneration on this would
amount to approximately $3,200 and has been corrected for analysis purposes.
Offsetting these factors are the following:
• the paint shop was closed during Febniary/March 1988 (the incentive period)
for five weeks while the main part of the shop was in operation. Thus, during
this period, the production could not be credited towards the test, as the
definition of completions required that the production be credited towards
the test only after it had been lacquered, boxed and shipped.
• orders were started in the January-February period (the incentive period)
which could not be fiilly completed before the end of the test period. This
would have the effect of offsetting the windfall effect which occurred when
production from the base period was credited in the incentive period.
Other closures for holidays and institutional requirements were relatively consistent
through the base and incentive periods and, therefore, can be ignored in subsequent
analysis. In the base period the shops were open for 90% of total possible days. In
comparison, during the incentive period the shops were open for 91.5% of total possible days.

V - THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE INMATE INCENTIVE SCHEME

Due to the pilot nature of the scheme, a manual method was employed for incentive
calculation and the charging of hours worked against work orders. Should the pilot
be continued, the information collected could easily be entered into a computerized
program such as Lotus, facilitating management information and computation of
amounts owing to inmates.
The incentive was calculated on a bi-weekly basis with periodic reconciliations as
work orders were completely closed. The gross contribution margin was calculated
by using the Collins Bay production value less standard cost and inmates were paid
16% of the gross contribution margin throughout most of the period. The standard
cost was validated and adjusted for each closed work order by institutional staff. A

a
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detailed analysis of standard cost for the base period and the incentive period was
not conducted by this evaluation except for the labour component. In the subsequent analysis, the November - December standard costs as provided by institutional management were used for both the base and incentive periods.
Goods produced after the test start date of November 23, 1987 were charged in
whole or in part to the incentive scheme. Completions were counted for incentive
purposes only after the goods were lacquered, boxed and shipped to regional
warehouses.
Initially, some splits were made in production charged to the base period and the incentive period in 1987/88. Some 1,vork orders had been open since April, 1987 and as
time progressed it became increasingly difficult to attribute production for work orders transcending both periods. It was recognized, prior to the start of the test, that
there would be some windfall gains accniing to inmates from earlier periods due to
the definition of completions.
For purposes of determining the success or failure of the incentive scheme, production was readjusted between the base and incentive periods as compared to production allowed under the incentive scheme. This was done because some products
produced in whole or in part during the base period were credited for purposes of inmate pay during the incentive period. This adjustment was made according to either
the percentage of hours charged before and after the incentive start date or institutional estimate of percentage of completion by period where hours charged by
period were incomplete (see Appendix "A" for detail).
Due to a misunderstanding by regional and institutional staff of the method to be
used in calculating the incentive, the base rate was not deducted from the incentive
paid to the inmates for pay periods 18-22 or four of the nine periods for the incentive test period. The amount of this overpayment was calculated to be $ 3,523. The
correct amounts were paid thereafter. This overpayment has been corrected in the
analyses which follow.

VI ASSESSMENT OF THE PILOT RESULTS AGAINST THE
OBJECTIVES AND CRITERIA FOR THE PILOT
-

This section details the results of the evaluation according to the Objectives stated
for the test (numbered 1 - 4). This is followed by an assessment against the Criteria
for Irunate Incentive Schemes (numbered 5- 11 subsequently in the text) as set out
by the Deputy Conunissioner, Offender Program and Policy Development in his
memorandum to the Conunissioner dated September 3, 1987
The objectives set out for the test as well as an assessment of each, are as follows:
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.1. Increased number of inmates willing to accept employment in the industrial shops;

Based on data obtained from the institution which follows, this objective has been
met.

Prior to the start of the incentive period, institutional management indicated much
difficulty in attracting and keeping suitable inmates for the industries area which
only improved after the start of the incentive period when the first larger cheques
were paid to inmates. During the incentive period 55 applications were received by
Industries in addition to the 14 inmates who were hired. A total of 22 positions were
listed at the beginning versus 21 positions at the end of the incentive period.
The rate of turnover has dropped dramatically since the test began and the industries area is able to attract and retain suitable imnates. This is demonstrated by
the two charts below, indicating the number of times inmates were paid. Graph # 1
depicts the relatively high turnover for inmates in the base period (pay periods 1 17) with very few of the inmates working for more than three times during the seventeen weeks in the period. For the incentive portion of the pilot, depicted in Graph
#2, the rate of turnover has dropped dramatically, (although the scales are not the
GRAPH 'I - BASE PERIOD - # TIMES PAID
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same since the incentive period is only 60% the length of the base period). Eleven
(11) inmates were paid for every pay in the incentive period as is shown in Graph
#2.
Of the fourteen inmates who left the industrial area since the end of the base period
(pay period 17- November 22, 1987), five imnates transferred to other institutions,
three inmates were released on mandatory supervision and one on day parole, three
inmates left for the Brentwood substance abuse program, one was in administrative
segregation, one transferred to the school and one changed jobs. Exit interviews
were conducted with those inmates who left the industrial area since the end of the
base period who were still in the institution. Of the six inmates remaining in the institution the reasons for leaving are as follows: two were dehired, one was placed in
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administrative segregation at his own request, one was in the Brentwood Program,
one was dissatisfied with the levels of pay at the end of the incentive period (no substantive bonuses were being paid due to the closure of the paint shop) compared to
GRAPH #3 - # INMATES PAID BY PAY PERIOD
the start of the incentive period
26
24
and the reason for one was un22

imown,

20
18
18
14
12

Graph # 3 shows the number of inmates who were paid by pay
10
8
period for both the base and incentive period. The number of in4
2
mates is overstated for the base 0
period due to the relatively high
15
PERODS
rate of turnover which is depicted
in graph #1 when inmates worked one or two pay periods before quitting and parttime employment was allowed. The number of inmates paid during the incentive
period is also overstated as inmates were often carried for some pay periods after
they le ft the industrial shop until work orders closed.
The inmate incentive scheme has met the first objective of attracting increased numbers of inmates to the industrial shops and providing for greater continuity in the
work force. Management indicates that there is less problem in attracting suitable
inmates and as Graphs 1 & 2 attest, the rate of turnover has dropped dramatically.
With a full complement of inmates with longer service, management have found that
they can operate with one less imnate position in the paint shop. Inmates are said to
favour smaller work forces so that their share of the incentive will be larger. The
major constraint on expanding the work force is the physical limitations of the shop
area vvith small floor area, many physical barriers and inadequate storage space.
• 2. Increased numbers of hours worked by each inmate (from roughly 5 to 7
per day)

This contention is believed to be trie based on interviews with management and inmates working in the shop and on exit interviews with several inmates. There is no
documented evidence, however, that inmates were working only 5 hours per day
prior to the start of the test. It should be realized that even if the hours have been
increased to 7 per day, this achievement represents only compliance with the existing Commissioner's Directive on Inmate Employment. If the assumption that inmates worked only 5 hours per working day is correct, the total hours paid, as

measured by time clocks, increased dramatica lly.

The total hours paid for the base period (assuming 5 hours per day) is 757 hours per
pay period compared with the average of 1203 per pay period for the incentive
period, an increase of 59 % for hours paid. Interviews with inmates who were
employed in the industries shop during the incentive period confirm that the 7 hour
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work day is now the norm. This 59% increase indicates that there was an increase in
real hours paid over and above the 40% increase caused by the lengthening of the
work day from 5 to 7 hours.
The rules goveming pay for inmates in the incentive pilot provide for pay for events
which normally occur in an institutional environment (see Appendix "C'). For example, inmates are paid for the following: institutional shutdowns; shop closures not
caused by inmates (usually paid at 1/2 the base rate); certified sick leave; cell painting which requires their attendance (an infrequent occurrence); and generally, for
those reasons beyond inmate control. Inmates are not paid for visits to case management (unless they meet with them in the shop); telephone calls; visits to lawyers and
famili es and other such categories over which they generally have control. When an
inmate is paid on an individual basis according to institutional entitlements
described above, those hours are not counted for the division of the gross incentive
with the rest of the shop.
A breakdown of the hours paid versus worked follows for pay period #27 in the incentive period. 2 A total of 1313 hours were reported as paid for the incentive period
of which 736 hours were actually worked as recorded by the time clocks. The other
paid hours are acccounted for as follows: 448 hours for statutory holidays and inventory at year end; 75 hours for institutional shutdowns and 54 hours for cell painting.
This pay period represents an anomoly as it encompasses Good Friday and Easter as
well as closures for year end, but serves to illustrate how the inmates are paid according to the agreed upon rules.
GRAPH # 4 - HOURS PAID PER PAY PERIOD

During the five weeks (less a day) that
the paint shop was closed for health related modifications, inmates in the
paint shop were paid at approximately
1/2 the base rate while those who
worked in the cabinet shop continued
to be paid at the full institutional base
rate.
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Graph # 4 depicts the hours paid for
the base and incentive period. Data for the base period assumes an estimated 5
hours worked per day multiplied by the number of days worked, while the data for
the incentive period is based on actuals recorded by time clocks and adjusted for
hours allowed inmates under institutional rules.

2

This pay period is referred to as pay # 1,1988/89 in the Fmancial Management Manual
and pay # 10 by institutional management responsible for the incentive scheme. This
information does not add to Append ix "A" due to rounding for institutional pay purposes.
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,111

The information suggests that the objective of increasing the hours worked from 5 to
7 has been indeed been met. Additionally the number of hours paid per pay period
has increased 60% as a by-product of reduced turnover rate and inmates working
longer hours. Apprœdmately 21 inmates were paid in the pay period at the end of
the test versus apprœdmately 22 inmates at the start of the test.

HI

1

• 3. Increased production from the industrial shops at Collins Bay Institution.
The level of production at Collins Bay has been climbing since the 1983/4 fiscal year
at an almost exponential rate. While the incentive has had a positive effect on
production as will be discussed in the narrative following Objective 4, this upward
trend in production complicates efforts at evaluating the inmate incentive pilot. The
level of production is noted in Table I (source: Ontario Region Business Plans) as
well as the results for the 1987/88 fiscal year:
Table I Collins Bay Production stated at Direct Cost
-

1
i---3

Year

Production

1983/4

$ 27,000

1984/5

$ 68,000

1985/6

$ 178,000

1986/7

$ 187,000

1987/8 (Actual)

$ 335,7453 (pay periods 1-27)

1987/8 (Planned)

$ 248,000(preliminary Business Plan)

Source: Ontario Region Business Manager. Production value for the years prior to the
1987/8 fiscal year contain inmate labour. The value for 1987/8 is derived as follows: base
period direct costs ($152,591) plus base period labour ($ 11,362) plus incentive period
direct costs ($140,935) plus incentive period labour costs ($32,775) less over payments of
$3523.
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Additionally, production (stated in direct costs) at Collins Bay exhibits a marked degree of seasonality as is shown in Table II which depicts the totals for the first two
quarters versus the last two quarters for 1985/6 and 198617. Based on 1985/6 and
1986/7 approximately 60% of a total year's production would normally be produced
in the final two quarters of the fiscal year. It is obvious, however, that production
has been increasing steadily from year to year. The bracketed number indicates the
adjusted production for each time period' according to the number of total possible
working days in each.

TABLE II- SEASONALITY
(as measured by quarters 1 & 2 versus quarters 3 & 4)
Year

1st & 2nd

1985/6

$ 68,157($589) $ 109,840($949) $ 177,997($769)

1986/7

$ 76,290($622) $ 110,671($902) $ 186,961($762)

3rd & 4th Total

Base Period incentive Period
1987/8

$ 165,953($976) $ 169,792($1697) $ 335,745 5($1244)

To determine the effect of seasonality on production a calculation was made.6 This
calculation determined that at least $ 134,268 should be produced in the incentive
period stated in direct production costs. In pay periods 18-23 alone $ 105,636 was

4

Adjusted for inflation at 6% annually and for total number of possible working days: 2
quarters = 130 days, the base period = 170 days and the incentive period = 100 days.

5

This figure includes direct material costs of $152,591 plus $13,362 in labour for the base
period and direct material costs of $140,953 plus $32,396 (less $3523 in overpayments for
the incentive period) but does not include an inventory adjustment of $7714.79 which
should be pro-rated between the base and incentive periods.

6

The calculation was made as follows: 100 days (the period of the test in total possible
working days) / 130 days (total possible days for two quarters) X 60 % = 46.5 % of
1987/8 production. Production from the base period (pay periods 1 - 17) is equal to 53.5
% of the year's production or (152,591153.5) X 46.5 = the value of the production to be
expected in the incentive period of $ 134,268).
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produced.During the entire period approximately $ 169,792 was produced although
this was inflated due to the rate (16%) which was selected for inmate pay. Nevertheless, enough production was posted to determine that even with seasonality taken
into consideration and with the paint shop being closed for five weeks, that the pilot
was a success.
Also, even when adjusted for seasonality and gross working days, the data shows an
increase in production. Based on 1985/6 and 1986/7, production in the third and
fourth quarter versus the first and second quarters shows a 53% increase. For
1987/8, the adjusted comparable figure was 74% for an increase in production of
21% when adjusted for seasonality and number of working days. Estimates of increases in production start at 20% when comparing the production of the incentive
period to the base period, and adjusted for seasonality to 88% when compared to
the previous year's last two quarter's results. It is difficult, however, to directly attribute increases in production to the incentive scheme due to the many intervening

variables.
In other words, the production stated per total possible days in each of the quarter
and incentive periods, shows both the seasonality factor and the production per total
possible days. The production stated in available days changed from $769 in 1985/6
to $762 in 198617 and $1244 for 1987/8 stated in 1987/8 constant dollars. Production
per total available day increased from $999 per available day in the base period to
$1697 in the incentive period. The production would have exceeded the "threshold"
amount even more, if the paint shop had not been forced to close to make health
mandated changes to the ventilation system. Institutional management indicated
that considerable production was completed by the cabinet shop which could not be
processed by the paint shop due to the closure. The value of this production was estimated at $50,800 in direct production not including labour which is already
reflected in pay periods 17 - 27 for the most part.
Regional management indicates that seasonality is less applicable for 1987/8 production levels compared to earlier years, as concerted efforts are being made to provide
funding earlier in the fiscal year, open work orders and start production.

The information indicates that the objective of increasing imnate productivity has
been met.

to 4. Increased inmate productivity as measured by increased levels of gross
contribution;

The information points to increased inmate productivity. The fo ll owing table depicts
inmate contributions in terms of production per inmate hour stated in direct
material costs:
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TABLE III

-

PRODUCTION PER INMATE HOUR

Period 1-17

Period 18-23

Period 18-27

Sales Value

$ 276,544

$ 201,413

$ 267,160

Direct Materials Cost

$ 152,591

$ 105,636

Gross Contribution Margin $ 123,594

$ 95,777

$ 126,287

Inmate hours

7,327

12,032

$ 13.10

10.49

12,868

Gross Margin/inmate hours $ 9.60

$ 140,953

It is felt that periods 18-23 are representative of the incentive period, as this portion
of the incentive period does not contain the time when the paint shop was forced to
close. As can be seen by the data in Table III, production during the first part of the
incentive period (periods 18-23) expressed as a ratio of hours paid/worked is up 36%
compared to the base period, which itself is up greatly from previous years. This
tends to support the conclusions reached following Table II, which shows adjusted
production per inmate day. The production level of $152,591 (adjusted for inflation
at 6 %) in the base period represents 77 % of the previous year's total production
with only 65 % of the year gone.
When one considers the entire incentive period (periods 18-27) versus the portion
of the incentive period (periods 18-23) the output per inmate hour expressed as a
ratio of gross contribution margin has decreased due to the closure of the paint shop.

7

The rate per inmate hour was reduced when the paint shop was closed for five weeks
The data does not contain an adjustment for seasonali ty.
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However, if one includes the gross contribution margin for the products which were
completed by the cabinet shop, but not processed through the paint shop, the gross
contribution per inmate hour would have been $12.78.8
In setting up the test, actual costs for inmate labour were not readily available and,
therefore, estimates were used to determine labour's share of the gross contribution
margin.9Actual labour costs were approximately 1/2 the estimated true value. It
was expected, therefore, that labour's share of the gross contribution margin would
be approximately 16 %. As the following table demonstrates, it appears that the correct percentage should be 11% (see column 1 below).'
TABLE IV- LABOUR'S SHARE OF THE GROSS CONTRIBUTION MARGIN
Period 1-17 Period 18-23 Period 18 -27
Gross Inmate Labour

$ 22,215

$ 32,362

less overpayment

(3,523)

(3,523)

less spillover between periods

(3,200)

(3,200)

Adjusted Inmate Labour

$ 15492

$ 26,053

Gross Contribution Margin $ 123,954

$ 95,777

$ 126,287

16.2 %

20.6%10

Labour's Share of Margin

$ 13,362

10.8%

If an 11 % figure had been used to determine the inmates' share of gross contribution margin, the actual cost of the incentive and base pay would have been $ 10,535
which would have been composed of $ 6,200 base pay and approximately $ 4,335 in
incentive when considering pay periods 18-23 only. If the value of materials
8

According to Institutional Officials the following production was completed by the
cabinet shop, but was not processed by the paint shop due to the enforced closure: 250
C150.04 Chairs @ $77-$41(material costs) plus 280 C150.05 Chairs @ $60-$35 (material
costs) plus 750 Barrack Block Beds @61-$41(material c,osts)

9

Officials assumed that 25 inmates worked 20 days per month at a rate of 5.80 /day for
estimated costs of $2900/month. The data from pay periods 1- 17 reveals the actual to
be 21.6 inmates on average working 14 days per month at a rate of 5.16/day or
$1,560/month.

10

This percentage is higher than anticipated due to the closure of the paint shop. Also
institutional officiaLs should in theory have deducted amounts allowed inmates under
institutional rules when calculating the 16% due to inmates. It is believed that the
practice was only to deduct that portion directly related to the industrial area.
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produced by the cabinet shop but not processed by the paint shop are included for
consideration in the whole of the pay period 18-27, then the percentage for the full
period drops from 20.3% of gross contribution margin to approximately 16.6 %, consistent with pay period 18-23.
It is apparent that more care could be exercised in the administration of the pay system in the transitional phase so that less spillover (value $ 3,200) would occur,
should the scheme be transferred to other institutions. It should be realized that this
"spillover" is a one time only implementation cost. In addition, actual labour costs
should be captured at least on a sample basis to determine the correct percentage of
gross contribution margin prior to implementing the scheme in other institutions.
This still leaves the problem, how'ever, of estimating the effect of the incentive
GFtAPH # 5 - $'s PAID PER PAY PERIOD

GRAPH # 6- $'s PAID PER HOUR WORKED
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scheme and the marginal costs of inmate labour and other costs for this and any
other payment scheme based on piece work and subject to volume increase.

Graph # 5 on the left shows the total dollars paid by pay period for the entire incentive period. There is considerable variation between pay periods, when pay was
based on an estimated amount, when a periodic reconciliation in effect or when part
of the shop was closed. When deflated by the number of hours worked or paid (with
the base periods being an estimated amount) the cost per inmate hour even when adjusted for overpayments still shows a dramatic increase in the amounts paid to inmates. This is shown in Graph # 6 at the right hand side of the page.
It is difficult to explain to inmates the reasons for fluctuations in pay, and it is also diffi cult for inmates to relate their efforts in any particular period with the amount credited
to their accounts.
The information indicates that this objective has been met, although the rate of
remuneration was too great.
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VII ASSESSMENT OF THE PILOT AT COLLINS BAY AGAINST
THE CRITERIA FOR THE TEST
-

The assessment of the pilot at Collins Bay against the criteria for incentives in inmate programs (numbered 5 - 11) is as follows:

• 5. Productivity incentives must only apply to those areas which generate
revenue;

This is a policy statement which is outside the scope of this evaluation. However,
theoretically incentives are possible for other areas where a result is desired such as
for Adult Basic Education completions. This probaby would not apply to payments
which occur only once.

• 6. The pay package should be a combination of hourly pay and productivity
pay with the hourly rate somewhat inferior to the current inmate pay standard to ensure emphasis on productivity;

This standard or criteria was met by the Collins Bay pilot, although the incentive
rate set for the pilot was established at too high a level and consequently adversely
affected the standard cost. The rate per hour during the incentive period was $1.04
which increased to $2.4411 for the incentive period. The productivity improvement
of approximately 36% as stated per inmate hour, did not improve on a comparable

basis.

• 7. Productivity should be based on the factory's gross contribution margin
(quasi profit sharing.) to motivate economical use of materials, efficient
production practice and high quality in addition to increased output;
The incentive scheme was based on labour's share of gross contribution margin. Due
to the rate selected for the incentive there has been an upwards pressure on standard cost. As well, there has been an upwards pressure on costs of production which
are attributed by institutional management to general price increases. During the
test period, inmates were observed voluntarily re-working waste material for other
components and a credit was made by institutional management amounting to
$7,714. It is impossible to attribute this saving to either the base or incentive periods
as the last inventory date prior to the identification of the surplus was one year pre-

1- 11
1

The rate of $2.44 is based on $32776-$3523(overpayment) or $2.17 when adjusted for
overpayments and spillover between periods.
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vious. It is certain, however, that standard cost has been increased by an amount
greater than this saving.
• 8. A prerequisite to implementation must be the successful implementation
and operation of INMASS;
INMASS is in operation at Collins Bay. While INMASS may have been implemented, it was not fully operational at the start of the incentive period. Difficulties
were noted in determining with any degree of accuracy, the hours worked against
specific work orders, an element which is important if standard cost variations in an
incentive scheme are to be closely monitored. Labour costs are not entered to the
existing system based on actual costs as these costs are estimated. Improvements
should be looked for in this area for the future.

• 9. The percentage of gross contribution margin paid as incentive vvill vary
from institution to institution because of product mix. However, this percentage should ensure equivalence of effort with pay and promote the overall output of the institution to a level where the value of saleable goods is
equal to or greater than operating costs wherever practical;
The percentage chosen for the Collins Bay test was set too high so that inmates

received windfall gains for levels of effort which showed about a 36 % actual productivity increase. The correct percentage should have been approximately 11% instead
of 16 %.
• 10. Inmates employed in factories where an incentive exists must have:
i) scored a minimum grade 8 level on the SCAT test; or,
ii) have successfully completed ABE; or,
be currently enrolled in ABE and the ABE instructor approves parttime work as being motivational to successful completion of ABE;
The Collins Bay Pilot is not in full
compliance with this test condition as
many inmates were "grandfathered
in" when the incentive started.
Graph #7 at the right shows the compliance level with respect to ABE for
three pay periods: # 18 (start of the
incentive), 22 and 26 (the close of the
evaluation period).

GFtAPH # 7 - SCAT RESULTS IN INDUSTRIES
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However, of the 14 inmates who had joined industries since the start of the test, only
one tested below Grade 8 and one refused to take the test.
The general requirment espoused by the Collins Bay staff does not allow part-time
employment in other programs such as ABE or drug treatment. This will be discussed in more detail under criteria # 11. As well, under this criteria if an inmate
refused to be tested for ABE, then he should not be employable in the industries
area.

• 11. An inmate's employment in factories where an incentive exists should be
conditional on the approval of the case management officer's certification
that employment is consistent with the inmate's personal development goals.

A file review was made for all inmates hired during the incentive period. Of
problems listed in progress reports, the most common denominator was a dependence on alcohol or drugs. It would be a judgement call to second guess case management staff and the work board about the merits of their appointment to the industries area. However, part-time attendance in other areas, e.g. drug and alcohol
treatment, is virtually precluded by the industries area requirement for only fulltime employment. At the end of the trial incentive period, inmates selected for
employment in the industries area seeined to be more consistent with correctional
philosophy, in that there were no unaddressed needs neglected by their new employment as evidenced by their most recent progress summary report.

VIII-IMPACT OF THE INCENTIVE SCHEME ON REGIONAL
INVENTORIES
GRAPH # 8 - REGIONAL INVENTORIES
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The graphs #8 and #9 depict the effect of the Collins Bay Incentive pilot on
regional inventories. Monthly inventories are shown from the period starting the 30
November, 1987 (shortly after the start of the test period) until April 13, 1988.
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Graph # 8 reveals that the increased production from Collins Bay is not reflected by
greatly increased inventories of Collins Bay products. While there is a lag in the
time between production and posting to regional inventories, it is highly probable
that Graph # 8 fairly represents the actual situation. Of the $267,160 produced
during the incentive period, only $27,000 or 10% shows up as increased inventory in
regional stores by the annual inventory date in April 1988.
Additionally, reported backorders for Collins Bay products have been steadily
decreasing, although the statement for April 13 probably depicts more a clearing of
accounts at year-end rather than fulfillment of backorders.
In addition a reconciliation has been performed between reported production under
the Collins Bay Incentive Scheme since November 30, 1987 and April 13, 1988 and
reported sales. It has been possible to balance within 1% of the total sales for the
year, giving us a high degree of confidence in the data. This data shows that in
general terms, there has been a market for the increased production resulting from
the Collins Bay Incentive Pilot.

IX ASSESSMENT FOR POSSIBLE APPLICATION TO OTHER
INSTITUTIONS
-

The industrial shops at Collins Bay comist primarily of a cabinet and paint shop for
the 'Tuffy II" product line. Production was only counted as it left the paint shop and
was boxed and made ready for transport from the institution. If a similar incentive
scheme is implemented in institutions with multiple heterogenous product lines (i.e.
metal working, woodworking), and consequently with different defmitions of a
product completion, the associated administrative work may prove onerous. Additionally, an incentive scheme based on a percentage of the gross margin may be inappropriate given low contribution margins.
The implementation of the incentive scheme took place over a relatively short
period with little time to verify actual costs before the pilot began. Institutional staff
insta ll ed time clocks as a basis for assuring that the objective of increasing the hours
worked from 5 to 7 hours was met. The time clocks replaced the daily attendance
keeping requirements except for security related needs, and the time cards were
used to establish the hours worked each pay period by the individual inmates. The
hours were also used to apportion the share of the "incentive" by inmate.
At Collins Bay, in addition to the 22 inmates, approximately 6 staff, one clerk halftime and one Business Manager, half-time, were used to support the industries area.
Itunate labour was not used to assist in record-keeping.
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Standard cost figures were verified as workorders closed. Upward pressure on standard costs were noted but this was attributed by regional and institutional officials to
rising prices of oak and non-standard oak sizes for a particular set of chair designs.
However, without question the payments for inmate labour increased faster than
productivity, and thus also had an effect on standard costs. It is Ontario Region Industries policy to revise standard costs twice yearly and if standard cost was used it
would facilitate computations of irunate pay, although standard costs would have to
be examined more frequently than at present. It would probably be beneficial to
make the cost calculations on closed work orders on a quarterly basis for input to an
incentive calculation and use standard cost to determine inmate share of gross con-

tribution margins.

A payment was made bi-weekly consisting of the base amount and an incentive portion which was based on the goods produced and shipped during the pay period. It
normally took 3-4 working days before the calculations were made and the balances
were provided to Inmate Pay in the institution. The normal inmate pay records of attendance were not used and Inmate Pay accepted a statement containing the following information:

-inmate name
-fps number
-pay level
-gross amount paid
Evaluation and Research collected the same information for analysis purposes plus
the base amount which allowed for the monitoring of hours worked by pay period.
Every two weeks apprœdmately 22 irunate pay records were processed from the
from the time card by the Business Manager. All calculations were manually
processed. Time savings would be realized if an applications program was used to
determine st andard cost and for reconciliations.
To obtain some appreciation of the problems of implementing a scheme such as that
developed for Collins Bay, a visit was made to Joyceville and Warkworth Institutions. At Joyceville Institution, an inmate "incentive system" was in place with quite
a different pespective than one based on increasing inmate productivity. Institutional management stated that the system had been in place since the late 1970's, and
was known as the Joyceville Pilot Project. The scheme had been developed with the
expectation that inmates who were paid a reasonable wage would work harder.
At Joyceville Institution there were approximately three times as many inmates
employed during the day shift (67) as at Collins Bay (22) plus an additional 33 inmates on an evening shift. The management information systems on the cost of
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hours paid in the shop were judged to be adequate to run an incentive-type scheme
such as edsts at Collins Bay (although timeliness of the data was not verified). Industries Management reported that the hours reported against workorders by shop
foremen could be considered to be 75- 80% accurate, and it tended to conform to
the established standard. In addition INMASS type analysis of the workorders
produced was undertaken, to verify standard costs. The product line consisted mostly of steel products such as steel shelving, rifle cabinets (for DND), lockers, sorting
boxes and green mail boxes for Canada Post, as well as sub-components of products
such as the steel bed parts for wooden parts of the barrack block beds assembled at
Collins Bay. Staff totaled 11 at Joyceville and 5 inmates supported the Joyceville
pilot at a cost of approximately $ 52,000 annually. Inmate pay costs totaled $260,000
according to institutional management while gross production was stated to be
$1,300,000 in direct production cost.
The workshops were divided into separate areas consisting of receiving, machine
shop,. fabrication, paint, welding, packaging and warehouse. This operation was considerably more complex than the simple cabinet and paint shop division at Collins
Bay.
Management reported call-outs of only 5-8% on an average day and stated that
there were 58 inmates on the waiting list on the day of the visit in March 1988. Inmates were paid an hourly rate of approximately $2.55 for a 32 1/2 hour week with
$10 a week deducted for "room & board".
A visit to Warkworth Institution revealed an industry shop which was producing at
least comparable production stated in direct costs, but without an incentive scheme
and without an imnate night shift. Total costs were estimated at less than $100,000
for the 65 imnates employed in the shop (65 x 52 weeks x 5 days x $5.00) for estimated production of $ 1,300,000.
The situation at Warkworth was similar to Collins Bay and Joyceville with respect to
INMASS and production scheduling and accounting systems. There was not,
however, the same level of accounting for inmate resources as was needed at the
Joyceville Pilot and the Collins Bay Pilot with the higher level of resource usage. If
a Collins Bay Incentive scheme were to be implemented at Warkworth, a sample of
imnate pays would have to be taken and calculated to establish the base costs for the
incentive scheme.
The shop was set up in the following units: office, paint shop, metal shop,. welding,
upholstery, and shipping and crating.
Industries Management at Warkworth revealed that pressure was starting to be
placed on the industrial shops by inmates transferring from Joyceville and Collins
Bay both of which possessed schemes offering remuneration at levels signficantly
above institutional base pay. This was having an adverse effect on the ability of the
shop to attract and maintain inmates in the shop area.
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X - CONCLUSIONS
The incentive pilot at Collins Bay met its Objectives and most of the Criteria which
were set out for the application of incentive schemes in the Correctional Service of
Canada. There was a cost to be attached to this, however, and in setting the rate at
too high a level the test did break one of the most important criteria which were established. The following conclusions have been reached on the application of inmate incentive schemes in industries.
1. Keep the Incentive Schemé Simple.

The incentive scheme should be simple enough for inmates to understand and staff
to administer without creating an undue burden. The requirement for reconciliation
of work orders at Collins Bay prior to paying the final amount of the incentive
owing, greatly increased paper work.
If an incentive scheme is to be continued at Collins Bay, or elsewhere, inmates
should be paid on a piece rate system which should be revised quarterly according to
a moving average of standard cost for the items manufactured. This piece rate
would be established by taking estimated selling value less direct material costs for a
particular product group and determining the labour share under the present institutional pay scheme.
The rate should not be higher than the present costs of labour for a product line and
should allow for volume increases so that windfall gains do not accrue to inmates.
Goods should be counted as they come off the production line and the incentive
paid on a once only basis which is not subject to future reconciliation. Payments for
the base pay including non-productive time which is charged to institutional inmate
pay budgets, should be deducted from the total incentive portion owing.

2. Start the Incentive Rate at the lowest possible estimated rate.

The rate should be revised upwards later if necessary. It is difficult and counterproductive to reduce the rates paid to inmates if an error has been made and standard costs are rising.

3. Establish the links with Case Management and the Inmate Employment
Board.

Industries should only hire inmates who have taken SCAT testing and only those
who have met the established ABE requirements for educational attaimnent. Institutional industries should ensure that other inmate needs are not neglected by requirements for full-time attendance at industrial areas. This is an absolute requirement.
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4. In setting up the incentive scheme Use Actual Costs for establishing
Inmate labour's share of gross contribution margins

Due to the rush to implement the incentive scheme and due to the poor availability
of information by functional area from the inmate pay system, Ontario Regional
Management used a guess-timate. The actual cost for labour during the base period
was approximately 1/2 the rate stated by Regional Management.
It was extremely difficult to obtain the cost of labour data for all institutions visited
except Joyceville which maintains a separate file on Lotus 123. In order to determine the costs of labour for this study, each payment had to be manually entered
into a spreadsheet, and edsting extraction programs offered by DSS do not provide
for online enquiry, except on an inmate by inmate basis.
Improvements in the DSS programs are necessary to assist the Correctional Service
of Canada in developing incentive systems based on real costs. Failing this, a sampling of pay periods should be made to establish the base costs when an incentive system is put in place.
5. Reduce the Rate of the Commission at Collins Bay to a value closer to
the norm expected of 11% from the 16% figure, when the test period is up

Unless regional management is willing to accept an increase in standard costs for
Collins Bay products, the rate of remuneration must be reduced for the incentive in
place at Collins Bay to a level comparable with the base period. Management of the
institution anticipate difficulties in gaining inmate acceptance of such a proposal. It
is apparent that a review or control mechanism is necessary when labour's share of
the gross contribution margin exceeds the established norm.

6. Computerize the administration of the Incentive system at Collins Bay

The administration of the pay system is onerous at Collins Bay,1,vithout adequate
support staff or inmate assistants. INMASS does not yet provide the capability to
administer a pay system such as exists manually at Collins Bay.

7. Maintain compatability and transferability with the rest of the
Correctional Service of Canada

Do not develop a pay system which is incompatible with the Inmate Pay Program.
The hourly rate should be a function of pay levels 1-5 and an inmate should not lose
out on level increments as he transfers from an institution with an industry program
to another instittution or institutional program.
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GLOSSARY
base pay

remuneration paid to inmates at levels 1-5 i.e. $ 4.70 day

base period

March 30, 1987 to November 22, 1987

direct material cost

cost of materials used in manufacture

direct cost

matérials plus an allow an ce for labour

gross contribution margin

estimated selling price less direct costs, not including
labour

incentive pay

remuneration paid to inmates as a % of gross contribution margin

incentive period

November 23, 1987 to April 8, 1988.

INMASS

a batch accounting system used for industries

standard cost

cost of a product including labour based on a moving average

pilot incentive scheme

a method of calculating inmate remuneration for Collins Bay
industries basedon an hourly and an incentive portion
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APPENDIX HA"

-

FINANCIAL DATA

AF, F, ENIDI X
"A" - AMOUNT F, AT ID SUMMAR Y
Apr 11. 1 8 , 198 8
'pair •
total
total

periods amount

number

669.93
17.00
827.35
20.00
BASE PERIOD AMOUNT PAID
782.93
20.00
13362.25 $s paid
1 -17
715.37
21.00
368.00 # inmates
22
5.00
889.03
23.00
12869 TOTAL HOURS
725.51
20.00
ALL OF IT PAID IN BASE PAY
803.37
20.00
850.21
22.00
922.32
25.00
10.00
971.61
26.00
854.49
26.00
772.72
19.00
739.77
22.00
501.59
19.00
15.00 632.52
21.00
874.30
26.00
INCENTIVE PERIOD AMOUNT PAID
829.24
21.00
32775.62 $s paid
18+
2684.80
22.00
219.00 # inmates
22
3060.77
21.00
12032 TOTAL HOURS
20.00
2473.42
21.00
BASE PAY DURING INCENTIVE PERIOD
7182.92
23.00
9166.18
1880.14
22.00
4933.54
23.00
769.31
21.00
25.00 1832.95
23.00
1497.64
22.00
27.00
6460.13
21.00
PERIOD
$'s paid # paid days wrkdrate/hr HRS PAID AV HRS PD AV.RATE
1
669.93
17.00
134.75
0.99
674
1.04
2
827.35
20.00
147.25
1.12
736
3
782.93
20.00
151.25
1.04
756
4
715.37
21.00
137.00
1.04
685
5
889.03
23.00
171.25
1.04
856
6
725.51
20.00
137.75
1.05
689
7
803.37
20.00
153.50
1.05
768
8
850.21
22.00
161.50
8«8
1.05
1.bi
894
25.00
178.75
9
922.32
931
186.25
1.04
971.61
26.00
10
1.05
163.00
815
854.49
26.00
11
147.50
1.05
738
19.00
12
772.72
709
1.04
22.00
141.75
13
739.77
469
1.07
19.00
93.75
14
501.59
674
0.94
134.75
15
632.52
21.00
833
26.00
166.50
1.05
16
874.30
757
0.99
167.25
836
21.00
17
829.24
2.66
1310
2.05
187.10
22.00
18 2684.80
1301
2.35
185.80
21.00
19 3060.77
810
21.00
115.76
3.05
20 2473.42
1319
5.45
188.41
23.00
21 7182.92
1302
185.94
22.00
1.44
22 1880.14
1287
3.83
183.83
23.00
23 4933.54
996
0.77
142.25
21.00
769.31
24
1010
1.82
144.25
23.00
25 1832.95
1307
1.15
186.75
22.00
1497.64
0
1203
1391
4.64
198.75
21.00
27 6460.13
1.00
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4/16114 17/11 1151.13 StUDI D 115 11/14/13 11/15/21 125
1115 4114
1425
41
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4/16115 11/11 1151.23 SIUDI D 125 17 1 11/13 17/11/14 125
1195 4114
1425
11
124,375
4/66116 11 1 81 8151.23 STUDY 0 125 81/14/13 11/11/12 125
If
124,375
$115 1111
1125
4/61111 17/11 1158.23 STUD! D 125 17/14/13 17/19/11 125
$195 1114
1425 •424,375
II
4/61111 11/11 1151.11 TUFF LC - 151 11/14/11 11/01/12 151
$115 155
125
417,251
if
4/6611, 17/11 1151.10 TM LC 151 17 1 17/21 17/11/26 151
117,251
1115 $55
If
1251
4/66120 17/11 1151.11 IUD LC 210 17/11/21 11/11/31 111
41 4 115 155
111
411,411
221
44,611 estimate
1/11121 17/81 1151.1, MP LC 125 87/12/21 11/13/31
125 $115 455
11
617
411,375 not complete
•4/41122 17/11 1151.11 tUlt LC 125 11/12/21 11/13/31
125 $115 155
111
411,315
41
. 4/46123 17/11 1152.11 TU?? LE 111 87/11/21 17/11/31 111
4135 165
651
413,511
if
4/66114 17/11 1152.11 MP LS 110 11 1 11/21 11/11/12 111
$135 465
651
$13,511
11
1/66125 11/11 1152.17 TUFF LS 111 87/11/ 6 17/11/31 51 51 $135 165
325
46,751
325
16,751 estimate 518/51%
4/66126 17 1 11 1152.11 tU/P 1.5 1(5 11/12/21 t1/11/14
111 $135 165
11
651
113,511
4/66127 87/81 1152.17 MP LS 111 18/11/11 11/2/5
111 4135 465
651
413,511
$1
4/61128 t1/11 1153.11 TUFP CP 111 11/14/21 11/11/14 111
$165 182
821
411,511
if
4/66121 87/11 1153.17 MI CT 111 87/11/11 17/11/31 55
45 4165 112
451
49,175
361
$7,425 estimate
4/64131 17/11 1153.11 TU?? Ci 111 11/12/17 11/11/11
f 111 1165 412
11
111
416,511
4/66131 17/11 1153.17 101/ CP 111 11/11/25 11/12/15
111 1165 412
416,511
121
$1
4/16132 11/11 8951.21 88 IID 311 17/15/25 11/11/13 311
161 141
1231
$18,311
If
4/66133 17/11 1151.21 11 BED 311 17/15/25 11/2/22 221
11 461 411
113,121
321
11,111 estimate
102
4/66134 87/11 1121.22 118 11D 151 81/17/16
123. 11.7 fil $41
5155.:
17,521
511.
4136 est. 91 8 lot per.
4/66135 17 1 11 1121.22 JIBED 315 88/11/14
I.
1 161 111
1
$1
Il
4/66126 87/11 1128.22 88 810 375 11/11/14
1
161 $41
1
11
$8
4/66137 17/11 IIPAIRS TO it111
17/11/15 17/11/19 1 41 4525 521
41 repair
41,151
4/66138 11/11 C150.14 011 CIR 311 17/9/21 11/12/11 131. 166.6 417 141 5461.666
411,261 6833.33
412,133 1-11.216 11-26:271
4/16131 17/11 C151.11 011 COI 310 87/9/21 17/12/17 133. 161.6 417 411 5466.616
411,267 6133.33
$12,133 1-17:216 11-26.271
4/66110 87 1 11 C151.14 011 CIR 311 11/11/31 11/11/11 1 2H ill $41
423,111
40
1231
4/66111 17/18 C151.14 011 C81 311 17/11/31 81/1/18
1 311 177 141
SI 1231 423,111
4/11142 17/11 C151.15 011 CII 325 11/11/6 11/11/21 34.4 211.5 $61 $35 1211.455
42,111 10161.5
411,431 1-17.126 1-11.126
4/66143 17/81 CI51.15 011 C81 325 87/11/6 11/12/12 15.1 259.5 $61 135 2211.536
13,925 9115.46
$15,575hu are 1-17.126
1/61114 87 1 11 C151.14 011 CIR 111 17112/11 17/12/11 1 111 411 $1
11
151.
41,111 floishing osly
4/66147 17/11 C158.15 011 CHR 411 18/11/11 11/13/31
111 461 $35
$24,181
$1 1411
4/61148 t7 1 11 C151.0 011 CII 418 11/01/11
461 435 •
11
41
4/66111 17/11 C151.14 011 CBI 311 11/11/22
677 441
11
41
4/61150 87/11 C151.14 011 CIR 311 t1/12/22 11/13/31
111 ill 141
41
1231
123,111
1/66151 87/88 C151.14 011 C111 311 88/12/22
$77 441
If
11
4/66152 17/11 C151.11 011 Cil 310 11/82/22
417 441
11
41
1/66155 87/11 C151.19 TOP? LC 251 18/12/29
1115 115
so
to
4/66154 87/18 C151.19 TUT? LC 251 0 1/12/29
1 115 155
to
so
4/66153 87/88 1151.32 SIIT P1155 81/12/29 11/13/16
151 $6 44
41
547.
1138
1/66156 81/1, C151.14 011 CIR 501 11/13/21
177 $41
11
11
4/66157 81/19 C151.05 011 C81 511 18/13/24
11
1 61 135
11
10411
018:11 1:11
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811 PR000Ct108
111111 0111.101111113411011L
1915/6 61157 119111 171991
1916/1 76211 111671 116961
144117 221511 364151
1.3957 1.61121
TIMING fICTOR CAL CUL
TEST PH 1-17 18-27
TOTAL 11 111 111
DITS CLO I/
8.5
1ST DITS 153 91.5

2375 3313.
5611
DIRECT COS $152,591

4276,514

4211,161
4141,953

COLLIIS

10.DITS 11 13 P

1.I8001 COSTS

1. I1001 COSTS

131

13312
(PIRIOD 1-17)

32362
(P11100 18 - 27)
OVIRPIIIIIT m $3523

PIIIODS 1 - 17

PERIODS 11-27

4.13%

11.18%

AS % OF SUIS

53.5% or >134261. for success den veighted
152511 stated lm direct costs

1.6112 •
1%.
31.2
1.761

2519.1

PRODUCII01 II SUSS D 01.1 11 1276,514
DIIICT COSTS
1152,511

1267,161 (Hinted 4411 for
$141,153 spillage 1-11S18-26

GROSS CO8111181101 818c11

$126,111

134268
4123,154

46.51
1.I80111 COSTS AS %

cir CIOSS MAICI8

18. 7 8 8

13.1 1 %
ladjested for overpaylettl
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VENTORT

I
Il

I
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REGIONAL

PRODUCTS

MADE

BY C81

VALUE

SALEs
,'
BACK ORDER
SALES
88/2/1 8 /02/29
88/04/13 : 30/11/87 88/01/04
88/02/01 88/02/29 88/04/13 88/11/30
88/04/13
ems err 8's err rs ere PS OTT
CS err s's : err N's our es our s's err s's err s's our rro our yip
G 08.0 4151-190 1115.00 0 0 1 115 0 0 2 3815 25 2815 0 0 1 115 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 71 8165
G cH.N 4151-198 $115.00 7 805 1 805 1 805 805 7 805 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 4 460 4 460
G CH.N 6151-198 $115.00 254 29210 193 22195 180 20100 13 15410 53 6095 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 459 52785 658 75670
oAr
CR.D
6151-20-001-0
171.00
0
3080 40 3080
0 0
35 2695 35 2695 35 2695
0
o 64 4928 99 7623
1 0.11 A151-20-0001-8 $11.000000004
1 0.81 6151-20-0001-8 $71.000000001924 18 6006 75 5775 JO 2310 47 3619 17 1309 0 0 314 24118 596 45892
CH.D A151-20-002-0 $77.00000000 00 0 o 00 00000000 00 0
00 30
0
0
0
Il CH.11 1151-20-0002-N $11.00 3 1
0 0 0
2 00000000000
ou cH,N A151-20-0024 111.00 3 231 5 385
2 154 8 5237 15 5115 119 9163 9 693 9 693 9 693 9 693 247 19019 440 33880
00000000000000000
r 011.0 A151-20-0003-0 117.00000000
0 0
0
0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0
11 CH.8 A151-20-0003-8 171.00000000
154
2
231
3 231
1 539 3
154000000177 0025 1925 39 JODI
Ill1 CH.N 1151-20-0003-N $77.00
0
0 0
0
0 0
OAI cH.N M51-20-0004-8 $11,00
000
0
00
00000000
00
0
if CH.D A151-20-0005-0 $11.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 0 oo 0,2000000 00 o
i cH.N A151-20-005-8 117.00000000 00 0 o oo 00000000 00 0
it CH.N 4151-20-0005-8 177.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 000000000002 154 2 154
1 CH.D &1St-20-0021-D 117.00000000 00 0 0 00 00000000 00 0
0At MK 4151-20-0O21-N 171.00000000
0
00
00000000
00
0
00 0
r cH.N 1151-20-0O21-N $17.00 0 0 3 231 0 0 11 19 1463 5 385 lo 770 0 462 11 847 0 0 58 4466 85 6545
1 CH.D 1151-20-0O22-0 $11.00000000
0 0 0 50 3850 50 3850 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 3850
1 cH.K 1151-20-0O22-N $77.00000000 00 0 J24 24948 324 24948 192 14707 191 14707 0 0 0 279 21463
I 539 12 924 616 5 1950 00 000000020 1540 Jo 2310
OAr CH.1' A151-20-0022-8 177.00 15 1155
1 CH.D 6151-20-0023-D 117.00000000
00'00000000
000
00
0
0
1 08.11 A151-20-0023-8 $77.00000000
00 0
0
00
00000000
00
0
2 C41.11 4151-20-0O23 -N 177.00 0 0 21 1617 0
0 1 1 13090 122 9394 334 25718 316 24332 09 5313 0 0 0 0 44 3388 432 33264
Y cH.D A151-32-0001-0 160.00000000 000
00000,900000000
SOY CH.1 A151-32•0001-8 $60.00000000 0 0 0 216 12960 216 12960 216 12960 216 12960 .13 0 0 0 216 12960
000000029 1680 62 3720
1 Cff.8 A151-32-0014 $60.00 42 2520 22 1320 8 480 4 2880 66 39600 00
T CH.D A151-32-0002-D $60.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0
0000000000160
1
60
1 08.8 A151-32-0002-8 160.00000000 000
00000000000000
SDY cH.N 1151-32-0002-N $60.00 18 2280 0 0 0 0
360 18 1080 65 3900 65 3900 70 4200 59 3540 16 960 35 2100 110 10200
00
o
1 CH.D 4151-32-0003-D $60.00000000
0000000 0 0
0
oo
00
T CH.N A151-32-0003-8 $60.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 00
0
0
00
00000000
00
0
00000002 120 2 120
0 00
Y CH.N A151-32-0003-N $60.00000000 0 • 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i CEI.D A151-32-0O21-0 $60.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SD? MI 6151-32-0O21-K $60.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0
00000000000000
r (6.14151-32-0O21-1i $60.00 70 4200 10 4200 10 4200 1 4500 32 1920 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 2400 109 6540
F C3.0 4151-32-0O22-D 150.00 0 0
1200 0
278 0
16680
0 278
0 16680
0 0
278 2
16680 218 13080 0 0 0 0 278 16680
1 08.1 A151-32-0022-8 $60.00 0 0 91
0 5460
0 0
91 5460
0 091 0
5460
0 91 5460 0 0 286 17160 321 19260
0 86 5160 86 5160 126 7560 126 7560 0 0 11 1980 209 12540
Ur 0.11 4151-32-00224 $60.00 70 4200 0 0 0 0 2 1200 0
0 0
0
o
0
0 0
0000000000000
8 C8.0 A151-32-0023-0 $60.00
000
f ad 4151 32 60234 $60.00 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Y CE.11 A151 32 0O23 N $60.00 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 65 3900 136 8160 138 8280 142 8520 so 4800 0 0 66 3960 212 12720
861.0 4152-010 1135.00 0 0 0 0 0 0
0
00
0000000
0 0
0
00 0

llYE

PRODUCT
No.

Nov

8 7 /11/20

88/01/04

Il

1
Il

Il

Il

Il

Il

Il

-

-

-

-

-

LSEAT.11 4152-0111 $135.00000000
0 0 0
0000000000
0
0
0
leAr.10 4152-011 $135.00 241 32535 291 39285 334 45090 40 55080 382 51510 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 126 17010 262 35370
1 165
FA OAr 4153-070 1165.00 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 165
0 0 0 1 165 0

Il

FLD.N 4153-018 $165.00 0 0 0 0 0 o

0

00

00000000001

165

1

165

SOFA RD1 4153 011 1185.00 216 35640 195 32175 261 44055 33 54945 296 48840 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 147 24255 265 43725
BED 4128-220 $61.00 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 110 6710 110 6710 0 0 0 0 : 0 110 6710 220 1347
BED 4128-228 $61.00 91 5551 91 5551 131 1991 13 1991 124 7564 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 192 11712 209 129
854 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 • 61 522 31842 855 52255
$61.00 180 10980 116 7076 156 9516 22 13603 14
BED 4128-221
-

Il

rows

1234
•

1280
1019
1925
1759
1443
1124
1113
.-1O25
156920 i
82869
65013
131729
118803
183827
13431 7
115125
129846

26

6178

2527
1714

234162

494848

II

ONHBND
BACKORDERS SALES
129846 *****131729
234162
115725 $$$$4 118863
' 1988-1-4
988-2-1 134377 $$$$$ 82869
988-2-29 183827 4 $$$$ 65033
1988-4-13 156920 $4114 1714 494848

1 11987-11-30
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Inmate Productivity Incentive for Collins Bay

-

Evaluation Criteria

Background
CSC has implemented a number of pay systems over the past decade
including one with an industry bonus component in existence until 1983,
followed by a universal pay scheme which lasted until October 1986 when
it was replaced by the current scheme. The proposal to be implemented on
a pilot basis at Collins Bay would appear to be consistent with the
recommendations of the Stevenson Report. This proposal is expected to
Increase inmate productivity as well as attract suitable inmates to work
in industrial shops.
Collins Bay was chosen for this test primarily due to the long-term
demand for the product line produced at Collins Bay (furniture), and due
to a shortage of inmates to maintain production levels.
The proposal, as approved, is designed to reward greater production but
takes into account any increases in direct material costs (i.e. raw
materials used over a standard amount or unacceptable quality).
Objective of the

Proposal

The objectives for the test at Collins Bay are seen to be as follows:
- Increased numbers of inmates willing to accept employment in
industrial shops.
- Increased numbers of hours worked by each inmate (from roughly 5 to 7
per day).
...Increase inmate productivity, as measured by increased levels of
gross contribution.
•
- Increased production from the industrial shops at CBI.

Duration of Test
After a review of the physical plant and discussion with national,
regional and institutional officials relative to the work yet to be done,
and due to the lagged nature of the incentive scheme, it would appear
that the pilot should run at least six months.
Implementation is projected for early November, 1987.

- 2 -

Background Data

Inmass, which is a batch accounting system, has been operational at
Collins Bay for approximately eight months. Inmass is essential for the
successful operation of the incentive scheme. In addition, estimated
hours worked data would be desirable for the same time period, if it can
be obtained.
The cost of goods manufactured statement and the business plan will be
analyzed and used as appropriate as base data.

Inmate Pay System
Inmates employed in the Collins Bay shop are being paid at levels 2 - 5
with an -iverage of approxfmately level 4. Calculations and projections
of benefits are based on approximately 25 inmates. On the day of the
site visit to Collins Bay (October 8) 20 or fewer inmates were employed
and some were not present in the shop.
For the purpose of the test, hàurs worked and paid will be charged
against the orders produced. No method presently exists for doing this,
although plans exist for development and orders have been placed for time
clocks for inmates to punch when they enter and leave the shop for any
reason.
The proposed pay scheme will consist of two components: pay for hours
worked (obtained by dividing the daily rate by 7 hours worked instead of
the normal 5 hours to convert to an hourly rate) and an incentive share
of the contribution to overhead. It is postulated that the inmates will
either have to work 7 actual hours to be paid the same amount, or
increase output.
Total wages owed are calculated by multiplying the contribution by 16%.
The hourly component is deducted from this amount leaving the incentive
to be distributed on the basis of hours worked by each inmate. An
interim payment will be made each month based on the estimated
contribution to overhead (the estimate being made necessary due to most
work orders taking 4-6 weeks to produce). This will be based on standard
cost and the estimated selling price.

During the test, a verification will be required to determine whether
inmates are paid for actual hours worked.

It is perceived that there may be communication problems with inmates, in

that it will be hard for them to relate to a lagged incentive scheme with
productivity over some other type of system such as piece work.

Other Impacts
The effect of the new system and differential rates of pay will be
examined in light of other institutional programs.

Applicability of Collins Bay Test to Other Institutions
The scheme, as will be tested at Collins Bay, may not be directly
transferable to other institutions. Only those institutional shops which
are deemed to be "reasonably productive" under the present scheme would
normally be considered for this new incentive scheme.
Paper work, in the sense of charging hours worked against individual work
orders, may prove to be onerous. The transferability to other
institutions depends upon the implementation of computerized accounting
systems (i.e. INMASS) and the development of mechanisms to charge hours
worked against specific work orders, and to develop methods to penalize
inmates for unproductive time out of the work area.
Collins Bay is producing wood furniture with a relatively high
contribution to overhead, and therefore increased productivity will
generate higher levels of contribution which would be shared with the
inmate work force. In areas where contribution to overhead is relatively
low, a piece work incentive may be more appropriate than the proposed
combination of hourly pay with an incentive component.
Implementation

Issues

As a result of the evaluation, implementation issues will be identified
to assist in modifying the pilot and/or expanding it to other
institutions.

SUBJECT TO VERIFICATION This was prepared from preliminary discussions with
T. Townsend, J. McHardy and C. Powis, October 6, and
M. Elkins and A/AWCP, Collins Bay, October 8, 1987
and was edited by C. Powls, October 20, 1987.
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INMATE PRODUCTIVITY INCENTIVES

1

Over the last number of months the increased requirement for production has
made jobs in the industries area relatively more demanding than other
institutional jobs. This disparity has intensified over the last four months
and the numbers of inmates have declined to a point where several institutions
are citing insufficient workers as the reason for falling short of quarterly
production targets. As the call for increased levels of production fueled by
market demand continues, this situation can be expected to worsen. The trend
is particularly distressing given our interest in promoting productivity.

a

Industries staff have done an outstanding job of increasing output using
non-monetary incentive, but clearly we are rapidly approaching a limit within
the current setting. There exists the potential within this area, to control
production incentives in a way to ensure increased pay is met by greater
output. This we believe would not only make the sector attractive to inmates,
but would encourage our productivity goals. Additionally, this would provide
motivation to inmates to complete ABE and handle other personal development
needs.

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

A productivity incentive should be based on the following principles:

1.

Productivity incentives must only apply to those areas which generate
'
revenue.

2.

The pay package should be a combinâtion of the hourly pay and
productivity pay with the hourly rate somewhat inferior to the
current inmate pay standard to ensure emphasis on productivity.

3.

Productivity should be based on the factory's gross contribution
margin (quasi profit sharing) to motivate economical use of
materials, efficient production practice and high quality in addition
to increased output.

. . . /2
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4.

A prerequisite to implementation must be the successful
implementation and operation of INMASS.

5.

The percentage of gross contribution margin paid as incentive will
vary from institution to institution because of product mix.
However, this percentage should ensure equivalence of effort with pay
and promote the overall output of the institution to a level where
the value of saleable goods is equal to or greater than operating
costs wherever practical.

6.

Inmates employed in factories where an incentive exists must have:
i) scored a minimum grade 8 level on the SCAT test; or,
ii) have successfully completed ABE; or,
iii) be currently enrolled in ABE and the ABE instructor approves
part-time work as being motivational to successful completion
of ABE.

7.

An Inmate's employment in factories where an incentive exists should
be conditional on the approval of the case management officers
certification that employment is consistent with the inmate's
personal development goals.

A pay proposal for Collins Bay Institution based on these principles has been
received from the Ontario Region.
I ask that approval in principle be given to finalize this package with
Ontario and that this site be used to pilot the system. A small number of
additional sites would be proposed later to confirm results in different
operating environments prior to a final national standard being issued.

G.A. Pinder

COLLINS BAY INCEMIVE EVALUATION

APPENDIX "C" - RULES GOVERNING PAY FOR THE INCENTIVE PILOT

I .

1988/02/16

COLLINS BAY INSTITUTION

I.

INDUSTRIES DIVISION
INCENTIVE PAY SCHEME

:I

.

cd on the fol lowing principles:
That inmates will share in the increased production of quality products.

-

Production will be accurately measured.

-

Quality will not bu compromised, since only inspected, acceptable goods will
be used to calculate inmate renumeration.

A fullyoperational industrial.accounting system, INMASS, will accurately
record production costs.

I-

Standard pay rates will be drawn from Institutional inmate pay funds. Any
additional costs will be covered by Code Vote 1 allocations.

nmate workers paid an amount equal to:

il
Ir

-

16% or the margin between the value of eoods produced and their nutunl coals.

Its pay to be made in three parts:

1.

A variable rate per hour worked - - taken from pay level and time cards. .

2.

An advance based on completed units coming from shop.

3. • A final pay based on closed work orders for each month where actual costs can
be determined.

1. Hourly Rate

- sdheduled work day of 7 hours
-

hourly rate is 1/7 of current standard daily rates - nt appropriate levels.

- punch clock used to check in and out of shop.
- not present for work - no pay (minimal discretion given to instructors).

- no pay for visits, hospital call outs, count, etc. (only exceptions
are certified "sick stalls" - up to five days sick leave paid through
inmate pay clerk; up to 15 minutes classification interviews in
shop - agreed to by B. Friel).
- if the inmate is paid by another program, le. Brentwood, this would
continue.
- if the inmate is not under control of Induntrten, le. out to court,
he may be paid the usual institutional rate.
- institutional shut downs will be paid at

the Warden's discretion. ;

- shop closures for rennonn of repairs, renovationn, etc:

I

1.

If inmate is present for part of shift - will pny up to le pay.

2.

Closed for Si day - no pay.

3.

Closed for 1 day - Si day pay.

4.

Closed for extended period - Si day per day closed.

-

holidays paid for at standard rate.

-

payment will be made on regular bi-weekly pay days through the regular system.

-

all figures will be supplied to inmate pay clerk by Industries Division.

.

- will total 16% of tiargin between actual cost and selling price of
goods.

I .

- will be paid in the fol lowing manner:
a)
during each 2 week pay period, the goods actually produced
(completed and accepted) will be documented.

Incentive:

-

- the value of these goods at selling price less thtir standard cost
(bills of material) will be calculated and a profit margin determined.
- 12% of this value will be allocated to all inmates who worked during
this 2 week period on the f011owing basis:

1. All inmates working during the 2 week period will be paid
their hourly rate times the hours worked.
2. These amounts will be totalled and subtracted from the 12%
calculation to arrive at an amount left for distribution.
3. This amount will be allocated to the mina tes on the basis
of hours worked in the 2 weeks, te. Inmate hourn
total hours x balance of
incentive
•
4.

This will allow payment of hours worked but give recognition to levels of pny.

h) -when a work order has been completed, the actual cost of production will be calculated. This will occur on the last day of
each month for all work orders completed in the month. The
actual profit margin will then be calculated and 16 7. of this
amount will be allocated to the inmate workers, less the 12 7.
previously advanced. They should receive about 4 7. , but this
will vary if labour and material usage was above of below standard.
-this amount will be allocated to all inmates having hours worked
during the month that the work order closed. It will be on a flat
rate per hour basis and will be included in the first pay
fol lowing the month-end.
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