
1

NDSP Study: Conclusions and 
Recommendation

Presentation to the
Correctional Facility Review Committee

Criminal Justice Institute
March 3, 2008

Criminal Justice Institute 
Team Presenters

• George Camp, Criminal Justice Institute

• Jeff Buck, DMJM Design

2

• Lou Ragozzino, Louis Berger Group

Presentation Agenda
• Project Schedule Updated
• Background: Why this study was undertaken.
• Objectives: What we were to do.

– Options Considered
• Approach:  How we did it. 
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pp
• Conclusions: What we found.
• Recommendation and Rationale: Which and Why

– Costs and Benefits
– Strategic Master Plan
– Anticipated Outcomes

• Discussion - Questions and Answers

Task Timeline Summary Update

Project 
Start-up
September 

2007

Present 
Recommendations

(100%)
March 2008

Identify & Assess 
Shortfalls (100%)
October - December 

2007

Task 2
Estimate Costs for 

Each Design Concept

(100%)
January - February 2008

Task 6
Assess Model’s 
Goodness of Fit

(100%)
December 2007 -

January 2008

Task 4 Task 8
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Document 
Sites & Verify 
Needs (100%)

September -
October 2007

Prepare 
Preliminary Site 
Specific Design 

Concepts
(100%)

January - February 
2008

Task 1

Develop Model 
Facility Design 
Concept (100%)

November  -
December 2007

Task 3 Task 5

Legislative 
Council 

Deliberates & 
Acts

Task 7

Cost-Benefit 
Analysis & 

Rank Options

(100%)
February 2008

Background

• Significant Needs Recognized at NDSP 
• Inadequate healthcare areas
• Insufficient number of beds for inmates during reception
• Unsound Segregation Unit for difficult to manage inmates
• Antiquated and inappropriate cellblock for maximum inmates
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• No more beds available to meet increase in inmate numbers 
• Prior Studies Conducted

• Documented needs
• Produced recommendations
• Raised questions - making it difficult for decision-makers to 

reach agreement on next steps

Study Objectives and Parameters

• Objective: Determine which of three options is the most cost 
beneficial to meeting these needs. Those options are:
1. Remodel/Reuse Existing Penitentiary;
2. Construct a New Prison at the Penitentiary Site; or
3. Construct a New Prison at an Alternate Site.

M j P t
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• Major Parameters
– Compare options using a 1,000 inmate facility “apples-to-apples’;
– Address priority facility needs in a phased approach;
– Include options for expansion;
– Take into consideration transfer of MRCC inmates to NDSP;
– Include a preliminary architectural design
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Our Approach to Meeting the Study’s Objective
1. Verified Current and Future Needs
2. Quantified Needs

• Spaces required;
• Operational adjacencies desired; and
• Resulting costs.

3. Assessed and Analyzed Site Conditions
4. Designed New Facility Model to Address Quantified Needs
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5. Applied New Facility Model to NDSP and Alternate Sites
6. Modified New Facility Model to Adapt to NDSP Facility
7. Estimated Costs of Model on All Sites 
8. Determined Benefits and Drawbacks of Each Site
9. Formulated Conclusions
10. Made Recommendation
11. Developed Strategic Implementation Plan

Site Evaluation Process
• Based on the spaces required, determined how well 

the Model Design Concept fit on each identified site.
• Applied the Conceptual Model to a total of six sites, 

within the three options under study.  Those options 
and sites are:
– Option 1 - NDSP Reuse/Expansion Facility

Option 2 Penitentiary Site Replacement Facility
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– Option 2 - Penitentiary Site, Replacement Facility
– Option 3.1 - MRCC Site, Replacement Facility
– Option 3.2 - Landfill Site, Replacement Facility
– Option 3.3 - Airport Site, Replacement Facility
– Option 3.4 - Sunny Farm Site, Replacement Facility

• Option 3.4.1
• Option 3.4.2
• Option 3.4.2

Option 1 - NDSP Reuse/Expansion
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Option 2 - Penitentiary Site
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Option 3.1 - MRCC Site
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Option 3.2 - Landfill Site
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Option 3.3 - Airport Site
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Options 3.4.1, 3.4.2, and 3.4.3
Sunny Farm Site
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Site Summary Matrix
Existing Penitentiary 
Site - Reuse Facilty

Existing Penitentiary 
Site- Replacement 

Facility

Missouri River 
Correctional Center 

Site
Landfill Site Airport Site

80 acres 80 acres 985 acres 200 acres 308.4 acres

 -  -  -  -  - Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3

Permanent (acres) 0.50 2.45 0.11 10.79 1.51 0 1.15 `

Construction/Temporary (acres) 0.75 1.3 0.11 1.38 0 0 0.23 0

500 2,132 50 ft 4,700 0 0 500 0

0 acres 2 acres 75 acres 0 0 0 0 0

Alternative Site Plan

Site

Land Area 

100-year Floodplain Impacts (acres)

Sunny Farm Site

1,419.37 acres
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s 

Stream Impacts  (linear feet)
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10 ac (Low)           
10 ac (Moderate)

31 ac (Low)            
36 ac (Moderate)

15 ac (Low)            
60 ac (Moderate)

14 ac (Low)            
67 ac (Moderate)

31 ac (Low)            
48 ac (Moderate)

75 ac (Low)         
31 ac (High)

56 ac (Moderate)    
33 ac (High)

31 ac (Moderate)    
54 ac (High)

175,000 cy (Cut)       
160,000 cy (Fill)

263,200 cy (Cut)        
251,900 cy (Fill) 877,100 cy (Fill) 727,500 cy (Cut)        

713,700 cy (Fill)
205,800 cy (Cut)        
192,100 cy (Fill)

253,800 cy (Cut) 
238,100 cy (Fill)

1,842,800 cy (Cut) 
1,689,500 cy (Fill)

1,579,500 cy (Cut) 
1,443,500 cy (Fill)

Water Supply 1,900 ft 1,900 ft 8,200 ft 4,300 ft 2,400 ft 13,900 ft 10,500 ft 7,900 ft

Wastewater
Collection 1,700 ft 1,700 ft 8,200 ft 4,300 ft 4,300 ft 15,500 ft 12,100 ft 9,500 ft

Electric Power 500 ft 500 ft 500 ft
4,600 ft (Supply line)     
3,200 ft (High Voltage 

Line relocation)
550 ft 9,900 ft 6,500 ft 4,100 ft

Natural Gas 2,700 ft 2,700 ft 500 ft 4,300 ft 1,400 ft 10,100 ft 6,700 ft 4,300 ft

100 ft 100 ft 1,300 ft 350 ft 850 ft 500 ft 4,000 ft 1,650 ft

0 20.5 ac                
(Family Forest) 0 200 308.4 + 10.0 ac         

(United Tribes land) 0 0 0

Cultural Resource Impacts (acres)
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Cut/Fill Volume (CY)  

Access-Road Improvements

Site Overview - Value & Cost
1. 

NDSP
Reuse

2.  
Pen.

3.1 
MRCC

3.2 
Land-

Fill

3.3  
Air-
Port

3.4 
Sunny 
Farm

Acres 80 100 985 200 308 1,419

$
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Site 
Work $8.2 $13.3 $20.6 $12.5 $19.3

$15.9
$25.8
$23.6

Market 
Value $5.0 $5.0 $7.85 $12.5 $19.3 -

Owner State State State City City State

Replacement Facility Concept

Staff

Admin.

Rec. Yard

GP GP GP GP
Recep. TC TC/Min.

H lth I t k P
Main Street
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Visitor

Outside 
Minimum

Seg.

RRI

RRI Warehouse
Central
Plant

Visiting Health Intake Programs

Updated
Replacement
Facility
Building
Cost
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Option 2 
NDSP Site
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Updated
Replacement
Facility
Building/Site
Cost
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Option 2 
NDSP Site

Updated
Replacement
Facility
Building/Site
Cost
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Option 3.1 
MRCC Site

Updated
Replacement
Facility
Building/Site
Cost
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Option 3.2 
Landfill Site

Updated
Replacement
Facility
Building/Site
Cost
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Option 3.3 
Airport Site

Updated
Replacement
Facility
Building/Site
Cost

Option 3 4 1
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Option 3.4.1 
Sunny Farm 
Site

Replacement
Facility
Building/Site
Cost

Option 3.4.2 

24

p
Sunny Farm 
Site
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Replacement
Facility
Building/Site
Cost

Option 3.4.3 
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p
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Option 1 TU
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Plant
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Reuse
Expansion
Concept

Parking

West

South

North
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Visiting
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Street

G
P

G
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C
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.

RRI RRI

IntakeHealth Programs

NDSP 
Reuse/
Expansion
Building
Cost
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Option 1 

NDSP 
Reuse/
Expansion
Building/
Site
Cost
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Cost

Option 1

Summary of Changes
• Major Renovation Deleted in NDSP Reuse/Expansion 

Option in favor of Minor Rehabilitation Budget Line item 
in Annual Operational Costs.

• RRI Equipment Line Item Added
$ 1.8 Million in Reuse/Expansion Option 1
$ 2 5 Million in Replacement Facility Options 2 and 3
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$ 2.5 Million in Replacement Facility Options 2 and 3

• Differentiated Construction Contingency
20% in Reuse/Expansion Option
10% in Replacement Facility Options

• Total Project Costs rolled up to 2012 Dollars.

Projected NDSP/MRCC Bedspace Requirements

30
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Projected
Bedspace

1,085

Occupy Replacement Facility
Abandon Existing NDSP, MRCC

Projected
Bedspace

1,085

Occupy Replacement Facility
Abandon Existing NDSP, MRCC

Replacement Facility Bed “Step-Chart”

31

614

712 

Required

614

712 

Required

Reuse/Expansion Bed “Step-Chart”
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Construction Escalation / Market Factors
• Inflation and Market Factors Increase Construction 

Costs with Annual Increases
• Project Costs also need to Reflect Escalation/ Market 

Factor cost increases to Mid-Point of Construction
• Historical National Construction Escalation/Market 

Factors
– 2003 7 3%
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– 2003 7.3%
– 2004 17.6%
– 2005 9.1%
– 2006 18.8%
– 2007 13.2%

• Not Directly Attributable in North Dakota
• Projected Rate here 8.0% annually over the next two-

three years.

20-Year Cost Assumptions
FY 2012 to FY 2031

• Acquiring either City owned site will entail a cost 
estimated at NDSP’s $62,500/acre market value.
– Landfill at $12.5M
– Airport at $19.3M

• Prison operating costs will increase at 4.25% per 
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p g p
year.  Driven by:
– Salaries and Benefits
– Healthcare
– Energy
– Food

• Minor building rehab costs included in each Option

Facility Operating Costs Compared
FY 2012 - FY 2031

Continue 
Existing 

NDSP/MRCC

Option 1 
Resuse/ 

Expand NDSP

Option 2 or 3 
New Facility

Inmates 650 1,000 1,000

Total Beds 712 1,085 1,085
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FY 2012 Operating Cost (M) $22.8 $27.0 $25.8

FY 2031 Operating Cost (M) $50.3 $59.9 $56.9

20-Year Operating Cost (M) $696.8 $825.9 $788.2

FY 2012 Cost/Inmate/Day $96.10 $74.04 $70.65

FY 2031 Cost/Inmate/Day $211.93 $164.38 $155.81

Life Cycle Comparative Analysis
Continuation
No Change 1. Reuse 2. New

NDSP/MRCC NDSP NDSP MRCC Landfill Airport
1 2 3.1 3.2 3.3 3.4.1 3.4.2 3.4.3

Capital ('12 Dollars)
Land - $0 $0 $0 $12,500,000 $19,275,000 $0 $0 $0

Site Work - $8,200,800 $13,273,920 $20,619,472 $16,984,440 $12,924,120 $15,929,760 $25,791,600 $23,617,200
Construction - $219,631,992 $268,218,720 $270,569,888 $269,372,400 $268,106,520 $269,068,800 $267,215,400 $266,518,800

Project Total - $227,832,792 $281,492,640 $291,189,360 $298,856,840 $300,305,640 $284,998,560 $293,007,000 $290,136,000
Cost Differences - $0 $53,659,848 $63,356,568 $71,024,048 $72,472,848 $57,165,768 $65,174,208 $62,303,208

Operating
Year 1 (FY'12) $22,800,810 $27,026,198 $25,788,952 $25,788,952 $25,788,952 $25,788,952 $25,788,952 $25,788,952 $25,788,952

Year 20 (FY'31) $50,280,026 $59,998,508 $56,869,435 $56,869,435 $56,869,435 $56,869,435 $56,869,435 $56,869,435 $56,869,435
20 Years $696,849,798 $825,988,208 $788,174,898 $788,174,898 $788,174,898 $788,174,898 $788,174,898 $788,174,898 $788,174,898

Minor Rehab Budget

3. New Facility at Alternative Sites
Sunny Farm

Options Under Consideration

36

g
20 Years $40,000,000 $30,000,000 $7,000,000 $7,000,000 $7,000,000 $7,000,000 $7,000,000 $7,000,000 $7,000,000

20-Year Life Cycle $736,849,798 $1,083,821,000 $1,076,667,538 $1,086,364,258 $1,094,031,738 $1,095,480,538 $1,080,173,458 $1,088,181,898 $1,085,310,898
Life Cycle Diff. $7,153,462 $0 $9,696,720 $17,364,200 $18,813,000 $3,505,920 $11,514,360 $8,643,360

Avg. Annual Diff. $357,673 $0 $484,836 $868,210 $940,650 $175,296 $575,718 $432,168
% Difference 0.66% 0.00% 0.90% 1.61% 1.75% 0.33% 1.07% 0.80%

Inmates 650 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
Total Beds 712 1,085 1,085 1,085 1,085 1,085 1,085 1,085 1,085
BGSF 472,173 485,558 644,425 644,425 644,425 644,425 644,425 644,425 644,425
DOCR FTE 257 317.7 307.5 307.5 307.5 307.5 307.5 307.5 307.5
RRI FTE 24 36.0 36.0 36.0 36.0 36.0 36.0 36.0 36.0
FY'12 Daily Cost $96.10 $74.04 $70.65 $70.65 $70.65 $70.65 $70.65 $70.65 $70.65
FY'31 Daily Cost $211.93 $164.38 $155.81 $155.81 $155.81 $155.81 $155.81 $155.81 $155.81
Cost/Bed - $209,984 $259,440 $268,377 $275,444 $276,779 $262,671 $270,053 $267,406
Cost/SF - $469.22 $436.81 $451.86 $463.76 $466.01 $442.25 $454.68 $450.22
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20-Year Life Cycle Cost of Each Option

• Little Differences in the Options
– Site Work - about 1% of the life cycle costs
– Construction - $50M less in Option 1 Reuse NDSP
– Total Project - up to $72M less in Option 1 Reuse NDSP 
– Operational - 4.5% ($37M) higher in Option 1
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– 20-Year Life-Cycle Costs - more similar than different
• Differences range form $3.5M to $18.8M from the lowest
• Percentage differences range from .33% to 1.75% from the lowest
• Lowest - Option 2 at $1,076M - New Facility at NDSP
• Highest - Option 3.3 at $1,095M - New Facility at Airport
• Mid-Range - Option 1 at $1,083M - Reuse NDSP

Option Comparisons – Capacity Provide

38

Option Comparisons – Meet Pressing Needs

39

Option Comparisons – Incremental Expenditures

40

Normal Implementation Schedule Results

41

Emphasize 
Community 
Corrections 
Role of MRCC

42

at NDSP
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Options Summary Conclusions - Cost

Evaluation Criteria            

Project Cost (Land, Site Work, 
Construction  Management  2012 $) $227.8 $281.5 $291.2 $298.9 $300.3 $284.9 $293.0 $290.1

43

Construction, Management, 2012 $) $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $

20 Year Operating Costs + Minor 
Repairs $855.9 $795.2 $795.2 $795.2 $795.2 $795.2 $795.2 $795.2

20 Year Life-Cycle Cost $1,083.8 $1,076.7 $1,086.4 $1,094.0 $1,095.5 $1,080.2 $1,088.2 $1,085.3

Options Summary Conclusions - Site Benefits

Evaluation Criteria               

Project Cost (Land, Site Work, 
Construction, Management, 2012 $) $227.8 $281.5 $291.2 $298.9 $300.3 $284.9 $293.0 $290.1

20 Year Operating Costs + Minor 
Repairs $855.9 $795.2 $795.2 $795.2 $795.2 $795.2 $795.2 $795.2

20 Year Life-Cycle Cost $1,083.8 $1,076.7 $1,086.4 $1,094.0 $1,095.5 $1,080.2 $1,088.2 $1,085.3
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Land Acquisition Best Better Best Fair Fair Best Best Best

Natural Resource Impacts Best Good Fair Fair Good Better Better Better

Cultural Resource Impacts Better Better Better Better Good Good Good Good

Off-Site Improvements Best Best Fair Good Better Fair Fair Fair

Community Impact Better Better Fair Fair Better Good Good Good

Accommodates Footprint Better Fair Better Fair Better Better Better Better

Earthwork/Site Improvements Best Better Fair Fair Better Better Fair Fair

Options Summary Conclusions
Operations Benefits

Evaluation Criteria            

Project Cost (Land, Site Work, 
Construction, Management, 2012 $) $227.8 $281.5 $291.2 $298.9 $300.3 $284.9 $293.0 $290.1

20 Year Operating Costs + Minor 
Repairs $855.9 $795.2 $795.2 $795.2 $795.2 $795.2 $795.2 $795.2
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20 Year Life-Cycle Cost $1,083.8 $1,076.7 $1,086.4 $1,094.0 $1,095.5 $1,080.2 $1,088.2 $1,085.3

Design Meets Basic 
Needs/Requirements Good Better Better Better Better Better Better Better

Safe, Secure Working Environment Good Better Better Better Better Better Better Better

Program Delivery Capability Good Better Better Better Better Better Better Better

Avoids Disruption to Ongoing 
Operations Good Better Better Better Better Better Better Better

Future Expansion Capability Good Better Better Better Better Better Better Better

Housing/ Operational Fit Fair Better Better Better Better Better Better Better

Evaluation of Options – Implementation Factors

Evaluation Criteria               

Project Cost (Land, Site Work, 
Construction, Management, 2012 $)

$227.8 $281.5 $291.2 $298.9 $300.3 $284.9 $293.0 $290.1

20 Year Operating Costs + Minor 
Repairs $855.9 $795.2 $795.2 $795.2 $795.2 $795.2 $795.2 $795.2

20 Year Life-Cycle Cost $1,083.8 $1,076.7 $1,086.4 $1,094.0 $1,095.5 $1,080.2 $1,088.2 $1,085.3

Design Meets Basic 
Needs/Requirements Good Better Better Better Better Better Better Better

Safe  Secure Working Environment Good Better Better Better Better Better Better Better
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Safe, Secure Working Environment Good Better Better Better Better Better Better Better

Program Delivery Capability Good Better Better Better Better Better Better Better

Avoids Disruption to Ongoing 
Operations Good Better Better Better Better Better Better Better

Future Expansion Capability Good Better Better Better Better Better Better Better

Housing/ Operational Fit Fair Better Better Better Better Better Better Better

Phasing Capability/ Upfront Funding
Requirements Best Fair Fair Fair Fair Fair Fair Fair

Ease of Implementation Better Good Good Fair Fair Fair Fair Fair

Transition / Activation Better Good Good Good Good Good Good Good

Flexible/Modifiable Project Best Good Good Good Good Good Good Good

Addresses Urgent Needs Quickly Best Fair Fair Fair Fair Fair Fair Fair

Conclusions
• Dated facilities have made prison operations 

difficult for staff to manage, costly to maintain. 
• NDSP operating at safe and reasonable capacity.
• Forecasted increases in inmate population can 

not be accommodated with beds currently 
available.
C t d f t d b t b d ti
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• Current and future needs can be met by adopting 
the recommended option.

• The sooner the state initiates action on the 
recommended option, the less it will cost to 
implement.
• Time is Money

Recommended Option and Rationale

• Recommendation: Of the three options, we recommend 
Option 1 - Remodel/Reuse of NDSP

• Rationale: 
• Least costly to implement;

48

Least costly to implement; 
• Provides desired outcomes sooner; 
• Meets demand for additional beds;and 
• Phased implementation plan offers the state flexibility in 

adapting to unexpected changes in the demand for future 
beds.
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Strategic Plan for Implementing Option 1

• Replace MRCC with Unit Adjacent to NDSP
– Change Focus, Reduce Capital Cost
– Incorporate Community Benefits Developed at MRCC

• Adopt Phased Reuse/Expansion Plan
– Total Life Cycle Cost a “Wash”

E i A li h i h G d R l
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– Easiest to Accomplish with Good Results
– Meets immediate needs sooner

• Initiate Work As Soon As Possible to Address 
Urgent Needs
– Adjust Reuse/Expansion Plan As Required

Reuse/Expansion Bed “Step-Chart”
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Option 1 - Expedited Schedule Results
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Phased Option 1 Anticipated Outcomes
Existing 

NDSP/MRCC Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phases 1-3
Construction Begins 2010 2012 2014 2010

Construction Ends 2012 2014 2016 2016

New Beds 155 96 272 523

Total NDSP Beds 562 717 813 1,085 1,085

Total MRCC Beds 150 150 150 0 0

T t l NDSP/MRCC B d 712 867 963 1 085 1 085

52

Total NDSP/MRCC Bed 712 867 963 1,085 1,085

Bed Needs Met YES YES YES YES

Most Pressing Needs 
Met YES YES

Project Cost (M) $92.0 $121.7 $33.9 $247.6

Potential of Revenue 
from MRCC Land Sale $7.9 $7.9

Expedited Schedule 
Saves (8%) $7.4 $9.7 $2.7 $19.8

Lowest Cost Outcome $84.6 $112.0 $23.3 $219.9

NDSP Study: Conclusions and 
Recommendation

Presentation to the
Correctional Facility Review Committee

Criminal Justice Institute
March 3, 2008


