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LTN1 100--RO1 LEGISLATIVE TELECONFERENCE NETWORK

PAGE

04/04/93 15:32:2
TCN: 30415 DATE 6 TIME: 03/26/93 15:00 TO 17:00 STATUS:7 STATS. IN

x&e’)@ ORDER SUMMARY

SPONSOR HUES HOUSE HEALTH. EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVI CHAIRS- TOOHEY

PURPOSE PUB PUBLIC HEARING BUNDE

CONTACT LYNNE SMITH TEL*: (907)465-6825

CHAIRING SITE: JUNEAU CAPITOL CAPiO6

SPONSOR REMARKS(PUB): TESTIMONY:Y ALLOWED
THIS TELECONFERENCE IS SCHEDULED PENDING REFERRAL OF SB
COMMITTEE4 TESTIMONY IS LIMITED TO 2 MINUTES *

TCN REQUESTED ON 03/26/93 AND HAS 10 UPDATES

AGENDA *###e
1 SB 53 ANNULLING ABORTION FUNDING REGULATIONS
Ju@ PARTICIPATING 1..10S ##*#
ANC ANCHORAGE 31r C STREET LOCATION STAFF
DJT DELTA JCT JARVIS CTK. *210 LOCATION STAFF
F'BX FAIRBANKS 119 N CUSHMAN ST LOCATION STAFF
* JNU JUNEAU CAPITOL CAP106 LOCATION STAFF
KOT KOTZEBUE 333 FRONT STREET LOCATION STAFF
KTN KETCHIKAN 352 FRONT STREET LOCATION STAFF
MAT MATSU 165 E PARKS HWY, LOCATION STAFF
SIT SITKA 210 LAKE STREET LOCATION STAFF
SOL KEN/SOL 34824 KALIFONSKY LOCATION STAFF
TOK TOK L10 MP 1314 AK. HWY LOCATION STAFF
VAL VALDEZ STATE BLDG. *13 LOCATION STAFF
*x%x VOLUNTEER ( OFFNET SITES #***
VAL COR CORDOVA CITY HALL .ORI DENSOW (907)424-6200
PARTICIPANTS |In( aNCHORAGE~"
1 BONNIE JACK TSFY. SB 53
1063 W 20 TH AVE. ANCHORAGE AK .99503 (907)279-4836
ANNALEE MCCONNELL e iTFTI SIB 53
224 W. 23RD ANCHORAGE AK 99503 (907)277-4822
MYRNA MAYNARD TSFYm Si
2237 FOREST PARK DR. ANCHORAGE AK 99517 (907)272-3357
SHERYL JACOBSON uFsv. SB 52
614 FISCHER ANCHORAGE AK 99518 (907)563-74009
RANDALL. BURNS (TFT4 SB 53
PO BOX 201844 ANCHORAGE AK 99520 (907)258-0044
BETH I-IARTT oBsv TF 51--—-—----
5800 LAKE OTIS PKWY. 329 ANCHORAGE AK 99520 (907)000-0000
PARTICIPANTS IN<ADELTA JuT) DJT
i MR. ROY MOONEYHAM TSFY. SB 53
BOX 1275 DELTA JCT 4 AK 99737 (907)895-1978
"BARBARA Rawalt TSFY. SB S
BOX 823 DELTA JCT. AK 99737 (907)895-1946
MICHAEL RAWAL TSFY. SB 53
BOX 825 DELTA JCT. AK 99737 (907)895-1946
DAVID ARNEGARD TSFY. SB 51
BOX 138 DELTA JCT. AK 99737 (907)895-1930
DEBRA JOSLIN TSFY".' SB
fox m 137

2 MINUTE LIMIT

53 TO THE HES2

SITKA JOINING AT 3:30.



LTMII00-ROI LEGISLATIVE TELECONFERENCE NETWORK PAGE 02

04/04/93 15:32:26
TCN: 30415 DATE & TIME: 03/26/93 15:00 TO 17:00 STATUS:7
PARTICIP ANTS IN:DELTA JC DJT
BOX 377 DELTA JCT AK 99737 (907)395-4565
6 MS* JULIE BRENNAN = [TFTTTE— 53----------
BOX i 165 DELTA JCT, AK 99737 (907)895-5153
MR. TOM MCBRIDE TSFY, SB 53
BOX 79 DELTA JCT, AK 99737 (907)895- 4009
s MS KENNA DUBOIS TSI-Y, SB 53
BOX 702 DELTA JCT, AK 99737 (907)895-4851
9 MS, JENNY EAST-COL TSFY, SB 53
BOX 134" DELTA JCT, AK 99737 (907)895-4079
10 MR, MATTHEW jusi.,.en - OBSV. SB— 53----——--
BOX 377 DELTA JCT, AK 99737 (907)895 -4565
11 MS, ABBY tRENNAN 0OBSV, SB 52
BOX 1i65 DELTA JCT. AK 5-5153
T2 MS, TTaNITAT— FReTTNWT e rmvr~5B — 53¢
BOX 1165 DELTA JCT. AK 99737 (907)895- K153
1] MB, "UHRTSTTE" BUBOI . oBSV, SB 53
BOX 702 DELTA JCT, AK 99737 (907)895-4851
14 HR" Sanm COLE e OBSV, SB— 53----------
BOX 1347 DELTA JCT, AK 99737 (907)895-4079
14 MB. selilNa COLE OBSV, ’sb bsi
BOX 1347 DELTA JCT, AK 99737 (907)895- 4079
is MR SETH OBsv. "SF<<53 =
BOX 1165 DELTA JCT AK 99737 (907)895-5153
PARTICIPANTS IN<fAIRBANKS$> FBX
1 MR, JOHN KNUTSON TSFY, SB 53
2010 LISGA ST, FAIRBANKS AK'99701 (907)452- 7747
o NVA EVELYN 'RISK INTERIOR AWPC TSFY, SB 5T
BOX 10465 FAIRBANKS AK 99710 <907)457- «2552
3 MS, RUTH EWIG NACE7CELT LSI-Y, SB 53
2325 3GTH AVE, FAIRBANKS AK 99701 (907)452-5538
4 MS, MVEG GAYDQSIK AAUW-AK IS-Y, SB 5X
1024 FIFTH AVE, FAIRBANKS AK 99701 (907)456-
Dins , 1ICRTS------==mmmmmeo- bETTSS------- AirTTU- - is'l-y, SB—5T
1111 ELIZ ST, NORTH POLE AK 99705 <907)488--8602
-sttst TTFANCTF ?  KUHN——— e rSTYVTB— 53-
2060 AMY-DYLAN FAIRBANKS AK 99712 (907)488-0329
MS, LISA PENAL.VER COALITION CHOICE OBSV. SB 53
1166 SKYLINE DR. FAIRBANKS AK 99712 <907)457- 1458
PARTICIPANTS IN /JUNES! JNU
1 REP. CON - A BUNDE TSFY. SB 53
A <907)000 -0000
REP. CYNTHIA TOOHEY TSFY. SB 53
AK (907)000 -0000
¥ REP, HARLEY GLBERG TSFY. SB 53
AK (907)000 -0000
4 REP. BETTYE DAVIS TSF'r, SB 53
AK (907)000 -0000
5 REP. IRENE NICHGLIA TSFY. SB 53
AK <907)000 -0000
s REP, TOM BRICE TSFY. SB 53
AK (907)000 -0000
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¢« 04/04/93
i TCN: 30415 DATE ¢ TIME: 03/26/93 15:00 TO 17:00
1 PARTICIPANTS IN:JUNEAU IJNU
7 REP GARY DAVIS
2 REF AL VE.ILY
9 REF PETE KOTT
10 TESTIFIER 1
11 TESTIFIER 2
12 TESTIFIER 0
13 TESTIFIER 4
14 TESTIFIER 5
15 TESTIFIER 6
16 TESTIFIER 7
17 OBSERVER 1
18 OBSERVER %
19 OBSERVER 3
20 OBSERVER 4
21 OBSERVER 5
A OBSERVER 6
23 OBSERVER 7
PARTICIPANTS IN (KGTZE.BU KOT
1 MRS GLENDA TABOR SELF
BOX 325 KOTZEBUE
PARTICIPANTS IN<KETCHIKA?) KTN
1 ms connn r--—-—------—- TTmmert
* BOX 7191 KETCHIKAN
> MB HEATHER MUENCH
BOX 6811 KETCHIKAN
3 MB TERESA CREVIER
1123 BLACK BEAR RD, KETCHIKAN
4 NMB KAREN DANGERF.IELD
BOX 3013 KETCHIKAN
5 MS MARSHA GEORGE
i 1926 CUB COURT KETCHIKAN
G KATHY HINSON
L i BOX 9060 KETCHIKAN
7 NB MILDRED TTRWTT?

STATUS:?

PAGE 03
15:32:26

STATS* IN

TSFY* SB 53
(907 >000 -0000
TSFY. SB 53
(907)000-0000
TSFY* SB™ 53
(907)000-0000
TSFY* SB” 53
(907)000-0000
TSFY* SB~ 53
(907)000-0000
TSFY* SB~ 53
(907)000-0000
TSFY* S3° 53
(907)000-0000
TSFY* SB™ 53
(907)000-0000
TSFY* SB 53
(907)000-0000
TSFY* SB” 53
(907)000-0000
OBSV. SB" 53
(907)000-0000
OBSV* SB™ 53
(907)000-0000
OBSV* SB 53
(907)000-0000
OBSV* SB~ 53
(907)000-0000
OBSV. SB~ 53
(907)000-0000
OBSV. SB" 53
(907)000-0000
OBSV* SB~ 53
(907)000-0000

TSFY* SB 53

99752 (907)442

TSFY* SB 53

-3168

99901 (907)225-8811

TSFY* SB 53
9990i (907)225
(Si-Y * SB” 53
99901 (907)225
IUINABL SB 53
99901 (907)225
UNABL SB~ 53
99901 (907)225
UNABL SB~ 53
99901 (907)225

-5372
-6583
-7434
-2490
-9133

UNABE""SB 53"
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PAGE 04
1 1 n O
STATS*

STATUS:7 IN

9990i <907)225-7669
UfimrSB 53
99901 <907)225-3395
IJFFTtfI7~TE 57.
99901 <907)225-4333
UNABL SS 53
99901 <907)225-5071
UNABL SB 53
99928 (907)225-8095
OBSv* SB 53
99901 <907)225-3080
OBSv* SB 53
99901 (907)000-0000

TSFY* SB 53

AK 99654 (907)376-1691

04/04/93
TCN t 30415 I IME: 03/26/93 15:00 TO 17:00
PAR "ICIPANTS IN (jTetCHIKAA KTN
i30 BRrAN I Sr. *115 AK
Il Tcri'iuRE JRCUFMT
2125 SECOND AVE* KETCHIKAN AK
9 M5 JANICE DAREFF
963A FOREST PARK KETCHIKAN AK
10 HR* WILLIAM FREER
748 MILLAR RIDGE KETCHIKAN AK
11 M5 DEBBI .A\h
BOX 1019 WARD COVE A<
12 MR* JOHN THOMAS
BOX 345 KETCHIKAN AK
13 MR* PATRICK SINNOT
GEN* DEL. KETCHIKAN AK
PARTICIPANTS INL MATSU, MAT
1 MR* DICKX ------ N STOFFEL
1352 PIONEER DR* WASILLA
2 Ms* KATIE HLIELY
P*0* BOX 370157 WASILLA AK
MVR* JOHN DAVIES
P*0. BOX 370473 WASILLA AK
PARTICIPANTS INFSITKAJ SIT
1 MS* -— PHILLIPS
404 LAKE ST* SITKA AK
— TTRT - ALTITE YOUNG
BOX 6161 SITKA AK
VR* CHARLES HORAN
403 LINCOLN ST* SITKA AK
4 MS* BETSY MEANS
307 TLINGET WAY SITKA AK
5 MR* WILLARD MEANS
307 TLINGET WAY SITKA AK
PARTICIPANTS IN\KEN/SOp SOL
i MRS* DEBORAH LT"** MORRIS SELF
304 STERLING CT* KENAI AK
2 MRS* JOYCE M MOLDENHAUER SELF
BOX 595 STERLING AK
3 MS* ANN PENCE WRCC
325 S* SPRUCE KENAI AK
4 MS* NANCY ROLLINS SELF
BOX 1492 SQLDOTNA AK
5 MRS* JOAN B. SCHRADER SELF
BOX 1537 KENAI AK
s MR* MARK .N* MOLDENHAUER , SELF
BOX 595 STERLING AK
PARTICIPANTS IN<f5I< L.fcT) TOK
] MR \ G =P RABTT FAITH CHAPEL
P*G* BOX 57 TOK AK
2 MS* MELLIE TERWILLIGER
P.0 * BOX 206 TOK AK

OBSV, SB 53

99637 (907)376-5736
TSFY* SB~ 53

99637 (907)373-2450

TSFY * SB 53
99835 (907)747-3024
TSFr- SB !
99335 (907)747-5155
TSFY SB
99335 (907)747-6666
OBSV* SB 53
99835 <907)747-6. NQ
OBSY SB 53
99835 (907)747-6773

TSFY* SB 53
99611 (907)233-3459
TSFY SB 53
99672 (907)262-9319
TSFY- SB™ 53
99611 (907)283-9479
TSFY SB 53
99669 (907)262-4273
OBSV SB 53
99611 (907.) 283-4359
TSFY* SB 53
99611 (907) 262-5x319

OBSV* SB 53
99780 (907)833-4771
73TT7
99730 (907)833-5351
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PARTICIPANTS IN(JaLDEZ~ VAL
1 MR* GREC WILLIAMS KCHU OBSV. SB 53
BOX 467 VALDEZ AK99636 (907)335-4665
PARTICIPANTS INCORDOVAN) VAL COR
1 MR RALPKIT:— "“"LOUSE TSFY, SB 53
BOX 14 CORDOVA AK99574 (907)424-7170
2 MS, RUSEANN CURRAN TSFT7 SB 53
BOX 42 CORDOVA AK99574 (907)424-7642
TTiR* M E~ I'iCWILLXAMS DFSVT3SB 53
BOX 1901 CORDOVA AK99574 <907)424-5317



H/HESS ROLL CALL FORM

BILL fSHftl1 0 W DATE AN

TAPE 93- NUMBER 1 2 2 _

SUBJECT OF VOTE_ TU CSMjoS*) M /2e<T

MEMBER

Cynthia Toohey
Con Bunde

Gary Davis

Al Vezey

Pete Kott.
Harley Olberg
Bettye Davis
Irene Nicholia
Tom Brice

IOTAL
BILL DATE
TAPE 93 NUMBER

SUBJECT OF VOTE

MEMBER

Con Bunde

Gary Davis

Al "Tezey

Pete Kott
Harley Olberg
Bettye Davis
Irene Nicholia
Tom Brice
Cynthia Toohey

TOTAL



ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

i OMMITTOES:

* Tontmunily .iw| Rosion.il Affairs DURING SESSION:
« Military .ind Veteran's Alf.urs STATE CAPITOL BUILDING
IUNEAU. ALASKA 99801-1 11U

HI DCET SUIICOMMITTEES: . 165
+ Department of Education t07) 2%
¢ Department of Military .ind }

Veterans Affairs 171 81 FOT)?I-,\{AIIFL AVENUE
CO-CHAIRMAN: EAGLE RIVER. ALASKA 99577

Anthoraite Caucus

DISTRICT 25

Birchwood ¢ Chugiak * Eagle River « Fire Lake * Peters Creek

Memorandum

TO: Rep. Con Bunde, Co-Chair
Rep. Cynthia Toohey, Co-Chair
House HESS Committee

FROM: Rep. Ed Willis
DATE: March 26, 1993
RE: House Bill 105 - Boot Camp

Proposed CS

Attached are the following:

Work Draft Blank CS for HB 105 (8-LS0467\J)
Memorandum to Commissioner Rupp

Memorandum to Rep. Vezey

Memorandum to Rep. Nicholia

o O T o

The changes made in the work draft are as follows:

A. Page 1, Lines 2-3 . Title change to allowcontract out
option as requested by Rep. Nicholia and withsuggested amendment
by Rep. Vezey.

B. Page 1, Linns 9-13, and Page 2, Lines 1-4. Allows for
first-time, nonviolent misdemeanor offenders with sentences over
150 days to be sentenced to the program. Change suggested by

Commissioner Rupp.

C. Page 2, Line 22. Includes "personal accountability and
the work ethic" in the requirements for the boot camp program.
Change suggested by Commissioner Rupp.

D. Page 3, Lines 7-11. Adds the language for contracting
out. Change suggested by Rep. Nicholia with incorporation of
change suggested by Rep. Vezey. This provision would allow the
Department to contract with profit organizations, nonprofit

Pty detiEe



organizations, or other persons who meet the guidelines to be
developed by the Department. For your information, "person"™ is
defined in A.S. 01.10.060(8) as:

.includes a corporation, company, partnership, firm,
association, organization, business trust, or society,
as well as a natural person;

E. Page 3, Lines 12-25. Changes the reporting requirements
to accommodate Commissioner Rupp®s concerns about the Department®s
lack of a Management Information System.

F. Page 3, Lines 26-31, and Page 4, Lines 1-11. Changes
made here are to conform to the change reference in "A." above.
Change suggested by Commissioner Rupp.

I apologize for the delay in getting this information to you. The
work draft had to be redrafted when it was not complete the first
time around and | only received it last yesterday.

Thank you for your assistance regarding this matter.

Attachment



WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT

8-LS0467NJ
Luckhaupt
3/25/93

CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 105( )
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
EIGHTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

BY

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor(s):  REPRESENTATIVES WILLIS, Bunde

A BILL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Act providing for incarceration for nonviolent, youthful first offenders in boot
camps operated by the Department of Corrections; allowing the Department of
Corrections to contract with a person for an alternative boot camp program,;
creating the Boot Camp Advisory Board in the Department of Corrections;

amending Alaska Rule of Criminal Procedure 35; and providing for an effective

date."

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 12.55.015 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(g) If the defendant is ordered to serve a definite term of continuous
imprisonment of at least 150 days under (a) of this section, and if G) the defendant
is less than 26 years of age; (2) the offense the defendant is convicted of (A) is the
defendant’s (i) first felony conviction; or (ii) first misdemeanor conviction; and (B) is

not a violation of AS 11.41, AS 11.46.300, 11.46.400, AS 11.56.300, 11.56.810,

-1- CSHB 105( )
New Texc Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT

AS 11.61.100, 11.61.190, 11.61.195, or 11.61.240; and (3) the defendant has not
previously participated in a boot camp program under AS 33.30.182, the court may
recommend that the defendant be incarcerated in a boot camp program established

under AS 33.30.

* Sec. 2. AS 33.30 is amended by adding new sections to read:

ARTICLE 2A. BOOT CAMP PROGRAM.

Sec. 33.30.182. BOOT CAMP PROGRAM, (a) The commissioner shall
establish a boot camp program as a correctional facility of the state. The boot camp
program is an alternative correctional facility and program for young prisoners who
have been sentenced for a first felony or first misdemeanor conviction of a nonviolent
nature and who have not previously participated in the boot camp program. Prisoners
committed by the department rc participate in the boot camp program shall be housed
separately from other prisoners committed to the custody of the commissioner who are
not participating in the program.

(b) The commissioner shall include in the boot camp program

(1) a militarily styled intensive physical training and discipline
program,

(2) alcohol and drug counseling, education, and treatment as an integral
part of the program;

(3) educational and vocational assessment and a training program
emphasizing job seeking skills;

(4) training in personal accountability and the work ethic; and

(5) othereducational, counseling, and treatment programs as determined
by the department or as ordered by a court under AS 12.55.015.

() The commissioner shall structure the boot camp program in a manner that
a prisoner entering the program may complete it in a period of time determined by the
commissioner but not greater than 150 days.

(d) The commissioner shall notify the sentencing court when the commissioner
accepts a prisoner for the boot camp program. If the prisoner successfully completes
the program, as determined by the commissioner, the prisoner shall V *automatically

referred to the sentencing court so that the prisoner may make a motion for sentence

CSHB 105( ) -

New Texr. Underlined /DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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reduction and placement on supervised probation. A prisoner shall be removed from
the boot camp program and reassigned to another correctional facility if the prisoner
fails to successfully complete the program or otherwise fails to abide by the regulations
of the program.

() The commissioner shall adopt regulations to implement AS 33.30.182 -
33.30.184 and otherwise administer the boot camp program.

() Notwithstanding AS 33.30.031, the department may contract with a person
for an alternative boot camp program under this section. An alternative boot camp
program must meet all of the requirements for a boot camp under this section and
under the regulations adopted by the commissioner. Prisoners shall be assigned to an
alternative boot camp program in the manner provided under AS 33.30.183.

(g) The commissioner shall maintain records of the program and shall annually
report to the legislature not later than February 1on the program and its effectiveness.
The report should include, to the extent the technological capability of the department
allows,

(1) a comparison of recidivism rates between prisoners who have
completed the boot camp program and
(A) other first offenders not eligible for the program who are
committed to the custody of the commissioner, and
(B) all other prisoners committed to the custody of the
commissioner;
(2) a comparison of costs between the boot camp program and
traditional incarceration programs;
(3) a description of the number of prisoners who have participated in,
completed, or failed the boot camp program.

Sec. 33.30.183. ELIGIBILITY FOR ASSIGNMENT TO BOOT CAMP
PROGRAM, (a) The commissioner may tot allow a prisoner to serve time in the
boot camp program unless the commissioner specifically finds that the prisoner meets
the eligibility requirements of this section.

(b) To be eligible to serve time in the boot camp program, the

(1) prisoner

3 CSHB 105( )
New T°x: Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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(A) must be under 26 years of age;
(B) must have been sentenced to a terra of imprisonment of at
least 150 days;
(©) may not have previously participated in a boot camp
program under AS 33.30.182;
(2) offense for which the prisoner is committed
(A) must be a first felony conviction or a first misdemeanor
conviction; and
(B) may not be for a violation of AS 11.41, AS 11.46.300,
11.46.400, AS 11.56.300, 11.56.810, AS 11.61.100, 11.61.190, 11.61.195, or
11.61.240.
Sec. 33.30.184. ADVISORY BOARD, (a) The Boot Camp Program Advisory
Board is established in the department. The board shall review and provide advice to
the commissioner concerning the boot camp program. The members of the board are
appointed by the governor as follows:
(1) tire commissioner or die commissioner’s designee;
(2) the director of the division of institutions of the department;
(3) the director of the division of community corrections of the
department;
(4) a member of the house of representatives;
(5) a member of the senate;
(6) a superior court judge; and
(7) two public members.
(b) The public members of the board are entitled to per diem and travel
expenses authorized by law for boards and commissions under AS 39.20.180.
* Sec. 3. Alaska Rule of Criminal Procedure 35 is amended by adding a new subsection
to read:
(©) Notwithstanding (a) or (b) of this section, the court shall reduce a sentence,
by suspending the execution of any remaining term of imprisonment, even below any
minimum term set by law, and imposing a period of probation under conditions set by

the court that include a requirement for active supervision, within 180 days of the day

CSHB 105( ) -4-
New Tvy.r. Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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the sentence was imposed, or within 180 days of the day on which jurisdiction over
the case is returned to the trial court under Appellate Rule 507(b), unless the defendant
petitions the United States Supieme Court for certiorari, m which case the 180 days
commences on the day that the Alaska Supreme Court denies relief if a defendant who
is automatically referred to the court upon successful completion of a boot camp
program under AS 33.30 moves for a reduction of sentence.

* Sec. 4. This Act takes effect July 1, 1993.

5- CSHB 105( )

New Text. Underlined (DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]



ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

COMMITTEES:

» Community and Regional Affairs DURING SESSION:

« Military and Veteran's Affairs STATE CAPITOL BUILDING
BUDGET SUBCOMMITTEES: IUNEAU. ALASKA 99801-1182

+ Department of Education (907) 465-2199
+ Department of Military and
Veterans Affairs HOME :
‘ 17121 FOOTHILL AVENUE
CO-CHAIRMAN:
Anchorage Cai cus EAGLE RIVER. ALASKA 99877

REPRESENTATIVE ED WILLIS
DISTRICT 25
Birchwood «Chugiak <Eagle River =Fire Lake <Peters Creek

SPONSOR STATEMENT FOR HOUSE BILL 105

I introduced House Bill 105, relating to boot camps for
nonviolent, youthful, first-time offenders, because 1 feel that
putting this type of offender in a prison setting is not the best
way to rehabilitate this person. I believe that providing an
alternative to prison time and an opportunity to learn discipline
and acceptable behavior will offer these first-time offenders a
chance to avoid further encounters with the law.

The bill would offer the boot camp as an alternative sentence
for Ffirst-time convicted defendants under the age of 26.
Defendants convicted of such <crimes as homicide, assault,
kidnapping, sexual offense, and offenses 1involving the use of a
deadly weapon would not be eligible for this sentencing option.
The emphasis here is on nonviolent first-time offenders.

At least 24 states currently operate boot camp programs. As
can be expected, each state offers the program to different groups.
For example, Virginia®s program currently is limited to nonviolent,
male felony offenders 24 years of age or under and does not allow
felons convicted of murder, manslaughter, kidnapping, sexual
assault, etc. to participate 1in this progranm. Massachusetts*®
program is for male offenders under the age of 40. Ohio"s Cuyahoga
County has a program for juveniles between the ages of 14 and 17.

My bill concentrates on persons who would be in the custody
and control of the Department of Corrections, i.e., adults and
juveniles who have been tried in adult courts and are no longer
under the purview of the Department of Health and Socr.al Services.

I have submitted to the committee various articles and studies
concerning boot camp programs. I believe that the program outlined
by the Department of Corrections in its fiscal note to this bill
is feasible and will ultimately provide benefits to the state.

1 believe that a boot camp program could help us address many
problems from prison overcrowding to recidivism rates and the
program has the potential of providing us with many Jlong-term
benefits. I would urge positive consideration of this bill.
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MEMORANDUM February 1, 1993

SUBJECT: Sectional Summary of HB 105 (Work Order No. 8-LS0467vA)

TO: Representative Ed Willis

Attn: Janet Seitz

FROM: Jerry Luckhaupt'dfc”-
Legislative Counsel

You have requested a sectional summary of the above-described bill. As a
preliminary matter, note that a sectional summary of a bill should not be considered
an authoritative interpretation of the bill - the bill itself is the best statement of its
contents.

Section 1 of the bill anr ids AS 12.55.015 by adding a new subsection (g) that
permits a sentencing court to recommend that a first-time felony offender, under the
age of 26, who was not convicted of a violation of AS 11.41,~ AS 11.46.300-1
AS 11.46.400,-7 AS 11.56.300 AS 11.56.810, AS 11.61.100, AS 11.61.190,"
AS 11.61.195" or AS H.61.240."

y Crimes against persons, including, e.g.,murder, manslaughter, assault, sexual assault, and sexual
abuse.

y Burglary in the first degree.
y Arson in the first degree.
Escape in the first degree.
'1 Terroristic threatening.
® Riot.
y Misconduct involving weapons in the first degree.
& Misconduct involving weapons in the ccond degree.

Criminal possession of explosives.
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Section 2 of the bill is the statutory "meat" of the bill. It creates:

AS 33.30.182 which establishes a boot camp program as a correctional facility
of the state; describes what the boot camp program involves (militarily styled
discipline and physical training, counseling, training); requires the boot camp program
to be designed so as to be completed within 150 days; automatically refers a prisoner
who successfully completes the program to the sentencing court to file a motion for
sentence reduction and for placement on supervised probation; requires prisoners
who fail the program to be reassigned to other correctional institutions; requires the
commissioner to adopt regulations; and requires the commissioner to report to the
legislature.

AS 33.30.183 limits the prisoners eligible for assignment to the boot camp
program to first felony offenders, under 26 years of age, who did not violate
AS 1141, AS 11.46.300, AS 11.46.400, AS 11.56.300, AS 11.56.810, AS 11.61.100,
AS 11.61.190, AS 11.61.195, or AS 11.61.240.

AS 33.30.184 creates a boot camp advisory board.

Section 3 of the bill amends Alaska Rule of Criminal Procedure 35 by requiring a
court to grant a sentence reduction imposing supervised probation on a defendant
that successfully completes the boot camp program.

Section 4 of the bill provides an effective date.

GPL:Imb:gc
93-014.1mb
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February 11, 1993

MEMORANDUM
TO: Representative Ed Willis

FROM: Patricia Young "T
Legislative Ana

RE: Boot Camps for Young Offenders
Research Reouest 93.100

You asked for information about boot camps for young offenders. Specifically, you wished
to know the age of participants, the type of crimes represented, the length of sentence, and
the number of offenders typically in the programs. You were particularly interested in boot
camp programs running in Virginia, Massachusetts, and Cuyahoga County, Ohio.

According to a State Legislative Report, "Prison Boot Camps: Policy Considerations and
Options,” (Denver: National Conference of State Legislatures, March 1991; attached) boot
camps are generally military-style programs requiring team cooperation for highly
disciplined drills, marching, and labor. Most such programs are designed for non-
violent first-time felony offenders with relatively short sentences. Typically they are
designed for young adults between the ages of 17 and 25, require a certain degree of
physical and mental fitness, last from 60 to 180 days, and represent an alternative to
incarceration. Although few data exist to evaluate the effectiveness of boot camp programs,
particularly their long-term effectiveness, they are popular: at least 24 states currently
operate such programs.

Despite their similarities, boot camp programs vary in structure and focus. A brief
comparison of the programs in Virginia, Massachusetts, and Cuyahoga County, Ohio,
illustrate some of the differences.

The Virginia Program

The Virginia program appears to be the most standard among the three. At its inception-
mid-April of 1991—eligibility was limited to nonviolent, male felony offenders between the
ages of 18 and 24 years at the time of sentencing, (Last year the age restriction was changed
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to 24 years or under at the time of conviction, with no minimum age limit.) Misdemeanants
are ineligible, as are felons convicted of murder, manslaughter, kidnapping, sexual assault,
malicious wounding, robbery, or any attempt to commit any of these crimes. Camp capacity
is 100 participants, and platoons of 30 to 45 individuals enter each month. To date, 522
participants have gone through the Virginia program.

The program is voluntary, lasts 90 days, and represents a condition of supervised probation
in lieu of a penitentiary sentence. The primary emphasis is on discipline. Corrections
officers involved in the boot camp program receive U.S. Marine Corps training as drill
officers, and an offender’s sole contact for the first two weeks of the program is with the
drill officer.

Following the two-week orientation come program components involving labor, general
education, substance abuse education, life skills development, vocational assessment, and
some social education." Although participants are not taught vocation skills as such, manual
labor is believed to help them develop a work ethic. The camp is located on a 2,600-acre
farm, so offenders are employed as farm laborers. Labor for community projects, such as
painting schools and cleaning state parks, is also required. All participants are evaluated as
to their level of education: those who test at below grade 12.9 are enrolled in the Adult
Basic Education (ABE) or General Education Development (GED) program, regardless of
whether they have high school diplomas; those who test at or above grade 12.9 are used as
tutors. Upon completion of the entire boot camp program, participants may invite family
and friends to a full graduation ceremony. Participants are on probation following
graduation for at least one year, the first 90 days of which are intensive supervision.

According to Drew Malloy, program director, Virginia’s boot camp program is a five-year
pilot program funded by the state legislature. Results have so far been positive, with a
recidivism rate of 15 percent for the first 18 months. Admittedly, however, this is a very
short time to accurately gauge the effectiveness of a program, and the recidivism rate is
expected to increase over time. Nevertheless, Mr. Malloy anticipates funding for the
program beyond the demonstration period.

The Massachusetts Program

The Massachusetts boot camp program, which began operation in August of 1992, is for
male offenders under the age of 40. Ted O’Donnell, Department of Corrections project
analyst with the program, describes it as originally designed for individuals convicted of
misdemeanors and less serious felonies as a short, intense alternative to jail or probation,
requiring a high level of offender involvement. It is a four-month program with a capacity
of 256 participants. Approximately 50 offenders have graduated from the program to date.
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Eligibility criteria for the Massachusetts boot camp program include that a participant 1)
must be under 40 years of age; 2) may have prior convictions if his history is non-violent;
3) must have a sentence that is for no more than 18 months; 4) must not have received a
mandatory sentence for violation of a drug law; 5) must not have been convicted of a crime
against a person (with the exception of assault and battery); ) must be medically and
psychologically fit to participate; 7) must have no history of escape from a secure parameter
nor any escapes within the past three years; and s) must volunteer for the program.

According to Mr. O’Donnell, because the program capacity has yet to be filled, the original
criterion of "no history of escape” was relaxed to its current form. Another proposed
amendment would eliminate the criterion concerning prior convictions and shift the focus
more to the present conviction.

The program, described by Mr. O’Donnell as having a "marine drill camp atmosphere,"”
includes education, work, counseling, life skills, and team building components. Following
graduation, participants are in parole status for an amount of time based on the duration of
the original sentence. Aftercare parole requirements may include components such as
contacting parole officers, maintaining jobs, and attending counseling sessions.

The Ohio Program-Cuyahoga County

Uniike the boot camp programs in Virginia and Massachusetts, Cuyahoga County’s program
is for juveniles between the ages of 14 and 17 who have been convicted of felonies and
sentenced to state institutions for approximately s to 12 months. Participants must be
mentally and physically capable and have not been convicted of aggravated murder, murder,
rape., manslaughter, kidnapping, sexual assault, aggravated arson, criminal enticement, or
corrupu,.; vt a minor.

This is a nonvoluntary, 90-day residential program followed by six to nine months of highly
structured aftercare. Participants are randomly selected but generally willing to participate.
Ten are admitted at the beginning of each month, and ten are released at the end of each
month. The maximum capacity is 30 participants at any given time. To date, 111 youth
have entered the program. Although discipline is a part of the program’s structure, it is
based more on the Outward Bound, challenge education model than a military one.
Furthermore, the program’s substance is primarily treatment for the juvenile and reunification
with the family and community. Other components include substance abuse education,
general education, life skills development, and basic job acquisition and retention skills.
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The Ohio program began in April of 1992 with a federal grant from the U.S. Justice
Department for an 18-month project to be evaluated by the National Institute of Justice.
Recidivism data will not be available until 1994. According to Tim Howard, project
director, the unusually strong emphasis on the aftercare component should result in low

recidivism rates.

More detailed information on each of these programs is being sent and will be forwarded
to you upon arrival. | hope this information is useful. If you have questions, please let me

know.

Attachment
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INTRODUCTION

A new breed of correctional facility has evolved out of concerns over increased drug crime
and prison overcrowding, and the belief that traditional prisons often fail to rehabilitate offenders.
In addition, there has been growing public sentiment that offenders be held accountable for their
crimes and that serious offenders serve longer sentences. This has added to prison crowding and
motivated state policymakers to search for intermediate sanctions for less-serious offenders.

Boot camps-also known as shock incarceration, special alternative incarceration or
regimented inmate discipline-are military-style facilities distinguished by reveille, close-order
drills, marching and demanding physical requirements. Participants are usually young adult
offenders with no prior incarceration who are serving time for their first non-violent felony
conviction. Offenders attend a boot camp program for a shorter duration than a standard prison
sentence, 60 to 180 days depending on the state program, and then ordinarily are released on
parole for an additional year or more. Boot camps are politically popular because the public sees
the programs as "tough on crime." Corrections officials often like the programs because the
stringent rules and schedules provide a more controlled environment for offenders than standarc:

incarceration.

LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITY

Boot camps for young adult offenders now operate in at least 23 states, and another seven
states are in the process of setting up boot camp programs.

Oklahoma and Georgia opened the first boot camp programs in 1983. Most states with
programs have added them just since 1987, and considerable legislative activity has occurred since
1989. Sixteen states enacted enabling legislation in the 1989 or 1990 sessions: Arkansas,
Colorado, Connecticut, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Missouri, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Mexico,
Ohio, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, Wisconsin and Wyoming. Eight states-Alabama, Arizona,
Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Michigan, New York and South Carolina-enacted enabling
legislation between 1983 and ,1989. At least five states - Idaho, Maryland, Mississippi, North
Carolina and Oklahoma-operate boot camps under department of corrections regulatory
authority. At least one county, Los Angeles, is operating a one-year pilot project.(Figure 1)

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

Prison-bound orprobation-bound offendersm
Perhaps the central policy issue to be addressed in considering or expanding boot camp

programs is whether the program will be used- to divert prison-bound offenders or as a more
intensive, punitive form of probation.

In at least 19 states, statutes specify boot camps as an alternative for prison-bound offenders,
with the intent of providing shorter more intensive terms in a boot camp for some offenders who
would have served a longer prison term. In most states that statutorily divert prison-bound
offenders to boot c™mp, the length of the original sentence is not specified by statute. In states
that do designate original sentence length for program eligibility, the offender may be trading a
sentence as short as three years for six months in a boot camp (New York) or a sentence as long as

15 years for 120 days in a boot camp (Alabama).(Appendix A)

In at least five states, probation-bound offenders are targeted by statute in order to provide
boot camps as a sentencing option for offenders for whom straight probation was considered too
lenient. Probation-bound offenders are diverted into the boot camp program by the sentencing
judge. Both Connecticut and Georgia statutes allow the court to use boot camp as a condition of
probation, and Arizona uses it as a condition of intensive probation.(Appendix A)

-NCSL State Legislative Report - !



Tennessee is the only state found to have two separate statutes; one targets prison-bound
offenders and the other targets probation-bound offenders. Theoretically, prison-bound and
probation-bound offenders could serve side-by-side in the same boot camps. As yet, however, no
p;obation_—bound offenders have been sent to Tennessee’s boot camp, according to the department
of corrections.

Ten states give the court primary discretion to determine whether otherwise prison-bound or
probation-bound offenders are sentenced to boot camps. Often, offenders sentenced to boot
camps by a judge must also then be screened and accepted by the Department of Corrections

(DOC).(Appendix A)

In about 12 states, the department of corrections has considerable discretion for diverting
prison-sentenced inmates into boot camps. In six of these states, the DOC’ discretion is
somewhat diluted because the court maintains jurisdiction and continues to oversee and review the
offender’s case throughout the program.(Appendix A)

Target offenders
IMost states specify that participants in boot camps be non-yiolent felony offenders who have

never served time in a prison. A majority of the states target a specific age group either by statute
or by DOC policy, the most common range being from 17 to 25 years of age. New Mexico and
Wisconsin target certain drug offenders for the program. Several states statutorily exclude certain
crimes such as murder, first degree rape, first degree kidnapping, first degree robbery, capital or
life felonies, sex offenses, child abuse or child sexual abuse. Many state laws require that offenders
be physically and mentally fit. At least five states have boot camps for women.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVE'S

The most frequently stated goals of boot camps are to reduce prison overcrowding, deter
offenders from crime, rehabilitate y_jng adult offenders and reduce corrections costs..

Reducing Prison Overcrowding

Several states have authorized boot camps, with reduction of prison overcrowding as a goal
of the program. In Arkansas, offenders are evaluated according to a set of guidelines adopted by
the Board of Correction, under statutory language which says the program is "designed to reduce
inmate population by diverting eligible offenders from long-term incarceration.” (Ark. Stat. Ann.
12-28-701 to 12-28-705 (1989)) The Florida law indicates that "Due to severe prison
overcrowding, the Legislature declares the construction of a basic training program facility is
necessary to aid in alleviating an emergency situation.”" (Fla. Stat. Ann. 958.04 (Wesr-1990))

However, an analysis done by Abt Associates, Inc. for the National Institute of Justice (NIJ),
of the U.S. Department of Justice in 1989 said that in comparing maximum annual capacity in boot
camps h a number of states to total prison population, the potential effect of boot camps on prison
overcrowding is small. Boot camp capacity as a percent of prison population ranged from 11
percent in Florida to 11.6 percent in Mississippi according to the NIJ analysis. Boot camps
averaged about 4.7 percent of total prison populations in the states examined. Current selection
criteria for participants would, therefore, limit the number of facilities needed to a relatively small

number.(l,p.12)

Deterrence and Rehabilitation
Another commonly stated purpose of boot camps is to deter offenders from committing

additional crimes by giving them a "taste” of prison. This may be particularly true where boot
camps are used as a more punitive form of probation. Many boot camps operate within a
conventional state prison, but participants are separated from the general population. This gives
offenders a "close, sobering exposure to the realities of prison life, but without subjecting them to
abuse, exploitation or corruption by hardened criminals,” according to the NU study. (l.p.xi)
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Physical exercise combined with drills and discipline is seen as having rehabil .tative value by
some policymakers and program managers. Shock incarceration, according to Dor.;ild J. Hengesh,
director of Special Alternatives Incarceration in Michigan, teaches inmates "ssh-esteem, self-
discipline, self-responsibility and how to work...more importantly [the program] push[es] these
individuals to achieve at levels that they never knew they could achieve at before."(z,p.3) ¢

Some programs have added confidence-building exercises, and several require participants
to quit smoking. North Carolina includes a Ropes Challenge program, which works first on
building group skills such as getting a team over a 12 foot wall, then on individual confidence
building such as walking a balance beam suspended 30 feet in the air. In Louisiana, program
participants in the Orleans Parish are abie to run 12 miles upon completion of the
program.(l,p.23)

Most programs do not rely solely on military drills for their rehabilitation, many also include
drug and alcohol counseling, reality therapy, individual counseling literacy training and other pre-
release programs. In New York, offenders are placed in a therapeutic community emphasizing
community living and socialization skills.(I,p.5) Education also-is emphasized in the New York
program, with offenders required to spend 12 hours per week in classes. A 1990 report of the New
York State Department of Correctional Services, Division of Program Planning, Research and
Evaluation, said the academic achievement of boot camp participants is somewhat less than
inmates in comparison New York facilities, but boot camp inmates both start with more skill
deficiencies and spend less time in the program.(4,ppJ5-36) Although many states’ boot camp
programs offer education, at least two states offer no adult basic education because of the
difficulty in doing so in any meaningful way in the short period of time offenders are in the boot

camp program.(l,p.27)

At least 10 state statutes specify that offenders receive drug and alcohol education or
treatment in boot camps. As mentioned earlier, in New Mexico and Wisconsin certain drug
offenders are targeted for the program. In Tennessee, however, some drug offenders are

statutorily excluded.

Some states provide considerable pre-release assistance and direction. For example, in
Maryland, parole agents visit the offenders before they are released, examine their home
environments and make arrangements for offenders to meet with job placement assistance
counselors. In at least one state, DOC officials reccmmend to the sentencing judge that drug
offenders be required to attend out-patient drug counseling upon release, and in a few other states
the statute specifies that drug offenders be sent to drug treatment or educational programs upon
release. Two states-Indiana and Wisconsin-statutorily require drug treatment upon release from

boot camp.

Cost Issues

Many boot camps are set up on the grounds of existing correctional facilities and share
kitchen, medical and administrative services, contributing to cost-efficient start-up. However, per
diem costs may be as much or more than standard prison because of higher staff to inmate

ratios.(l,p.ls)

The 1989 NU study indicated that cost savings come primarily from the shorter terms
participants serve. For states to save money, the researchers conclude, they must admit inmates
who otherwise would have served longer prison terms. Florida data show that time served in boot
camps is about 215 days shorter than what participants would have spent in prison, suggesting
savings to the state.(3,p.22) In New York, a 1990 report by the Department of Correction”
Services research division estimated that despite higher per diem costs than other prison facilities,
a tocal savings of S55.6 million was realized for 1,158 boot camp participants. This includes an
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estimated S36.6 million saved in capital construction and S19.0 million saved in care and custody
costs, mostly because inmates were housed for a shorter time.(4,pp.3z-34)

A 1990 report by the South Carolina State Reorganization Commission for the state
legislature examined the criminal histories of the offenders in the boot camp program to
determine how many offenders were actually being diverted from prison and whether any
offenders were being diverted from probation. Of the 664 offenders who were placed in the boot
camp program between July 1987 and January 1989, 244 were diverted from prison and 420 were
diverted from probation. Still, the net cost savings of diverting 244 offenders from prison, after
taking into account the costs added by placing 420 probation-bound offenders into boot camps, was

determined to be S14 million.

None of the cost analyses known have attempted to compute the retum-to-crime factor into
costs. Perhaps eventually, fiscal studies will combine recidivism data with cost data and analysis of
who is being diverted into boot camp programs.

EVALUATIONS AND OUTCOMES

Whether or not boot camps meet the intended objective of’rehabilitation of the offender is
also an important policy consideration. To date, however, most outcome analyses are either
anecdotal, short-term or inconclusive.

Studies by the National Institute of Justice (NIJ) of the U.S. Department of Justice in 1989
and the U.S. Government Accounting Office (GAO) in 1988 concluded that available data are not
sufficient to support the theory that boot camps reduce recidivism, overcrowding or prison

costs.(l,p.35)(5,p.1)'

The NU study looked at recidivism rates for graduates of boot camps in Georgia and
Oklahoma and found them to be about the same as those of offenders released from prison. In
fact, the Georgia DOC found that after a three year follow-up, 38,5 percent of the offenders who
participated in boot camp returned to prison, compared to 38 percent recidivism of released prison
inmates. Oklahoma found that almost half the boot camp graduates had returned to prison
compared to 28 percent in a comparison group of prison inmates over a 29-month period.(l,p.4)

A few states also have tracked the return to crime or subsequent incarceration of boot camp
participants. The Florida Department of Corrections released a study in 1989 of their program
showing that boot camp graduates had a re-incarceration rate of 5,59 percent versus 7.75 percent
for a comparison group; however, the study only contained data for a 13-month period.(3,p.ii)

A 1990 report of the South Carolina State Reorganization Commission showed that among
437 boot camp participants, 16 percent have had a subsequent conviction or had their probation
revoked for a technical violation. Of these convictions and violations, 97 percent occurred during
the first 12 months after completing boot camp. The most recent study, based on 1984 data, of
recidivism for all people released (including all crimes and criminal nistories) in that state showed
a 16 percent recidivism rate for one year.(6,p.24)

Tne New York Department of Correctional Services research division report of 1990 on the
state’s Shock program said, "Despite being incarcerated for shorter periods of time, the Shock
graduates appear to be returning at a rate similar to a selected comparable group of inmates...."
But the report also notes that Shock graduates come back for offenses less serious than the
comparison group, and more often for rule violations rather than for convictions on new
crimes.(4,p.51-52) Georgia, Louisiana and New York are currently conducting studies and several
other states have indicated they will fce tracking recidivism rates as well.
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Several states require the department of corrections (DOC) to report to the legislature on
the progress of the boot camp programs. In Colorado, for example, the DOC is to provide a
report that includes such information as: whether offenders are being diverted from probation or
prison, whether bed space IS being saved, and whether the recidivism rate for graduates of the
program are equal to or lower than that of similar offenders committed to the DOC.

The National Institute of Justice currently is working on a multi-site survey to evaluate seven
boot camp programs. The evaluation will address selection decisions, community supervision upon
release, program characteristics and program location; however, the outcome of the study is not
expected to be decisive. The study should be released by early next year.

The Bureau of Justice Assistance has offered funds to states for boot camp start-up and
demonstration. New York and Texas have grants to implement and evaluate effectiveness of boot

camps targeted for drug offenders.(7,p.47)
FEDERAL INTEREST AND INCENTIVES

Title XVIII of the federal Crime Control Act of 1990 authorizes million for
"correctional options,” including, "four grants in each fiscal year, in various geog-aphical areas
throughout the United States, to public agencies for correctional options (including the cost of
construction) that provide alternatives to traditional modes of incarceration and offer, ders release
programs.™ Programs must provide appropriate intervention for young offenders; jecurity and
discipline; services such as counseling, drug treatment, education and job training, reduction in
criminal recidivism; reduction in correctional costs; and development of indus'rial and service
skills. Also available are grants to public agencies to "establish, operate, and support boot camp

prisons."

Priority is given to applicants who show potential for developing or testing innovation
alternatives, as well as those that demonstrate overall quality and programming in a boot camp
program. States operating over capacity in correctional facilities are also given priority. The law
also identifies military facilities that may be used as sites for correctional programs funded under

this chapter.

As of January’ 1991, funds for these grants were not yet appropriated. The Federal Crime
Control Act of 1990 also authorizes the Federal Bureau of Prisons to use shock incarceration (boot
camp) programs. Title XXX specifies military-style regimented training, discipline and labor, and
also requires that appropriate job training, education and drug and alcohol counseling be in place.
As yet there are no boot camp facilities operating for federal offenders.(s)

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention(OJJDP), in conjunction with the
Bureau of Justice Assistance, will develop and test up to three boot camps for juvenile offenders,
with awards to be made in April 1991 for 18-month test sites. In addition, the National Institute of
Justice will fund an independent evaluation of the OJJDP programs, also to begin in 1991.

CONCLUSION

The lofty goals of reducing prison overcrowding, controlling corrections costs and providing
for criminal deterrence and rehabilitation are only marginally achievable through boot camp

prison programs.

By shortening the period of incarceration for prison-bound offenders, boot camps can have a
minimal effect on prison overcrowding and costs. However, cost savings tend to be elusive in
programs requiring special start-up and operational costs, yet which target less than 5 percent of
the prison population. It is important to note that programs which target only probation-bound
offenders are not likely to realize cost savings nor do they have any effect on prison populations.
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Increased justice-system costa may in fact result from sending probation-bound offenders to boot
camps.

Real savings, of course, can be realized if boot camp programs are successful in reducing
subsequent criminal behavior in participants. As yet, however, long-term, comprehensive
recidivism evaluations are absent from an evaluation of whether boot camps are good policy.
Ultimately, an objective analysis of programs’ rehabilitative value compared to or in combination
with drug treatment, work and education programs, likely will be key to determining success or

failure.

In current practice, boot camps do respond to the need for intermediate sanctions tougher
than probation and which depart significantly from traditional prison by stressing offender
accountability and change. A corrections leader has said boot camps are the "first sexy idea"
corrections has had in almost two decades, and therefore should be given time to develop and be
refined. Others have warned that military drills without attention to the social ills c; illiteracy,
unemployment and drug abuse are a wasted effort.

As with most state initiatives, considerable variation is seen in how states have designed and
operated boot camp programs. Their experiences, as highlighted in this document, can begin to
guide policymakers’ decisions on future use of boot camps as a sentencing option.
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Figure 1.
Boot Camp/Shock Incarceration Facility Use in the States
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512-28-701 to 70S

119891

Colorado Moderate
Colo, Rev. Sul
AH. 17277

(1990)

Connecticut Moderaie
Conn. Ota. Sut

18-10lc

1989)
Florida Moderate
Fla, Sul Ann. 10
958.0-', Considerable
West 1990)
Georgia Minimal
Ga. Code Ann.

Smr2-8-151 (19591

[llinois Moderate
1A, Sul
ch. 38.

[1003A-1-1 to

J003A-1-6

1005-6-3 to 3.*

19901

Indiana Considerable
Ind. Code Ann.

Sl|-1d

(1990)

Kansas .

Kan. Sul Ann. Minima]
§75-52.127(19*9)

imiHitni ConskkrahJe
URev.

ul Ann.

CtP.
Art. 901.1

(West 1990)

Appendix A
State Statute Specifications for Boot Camps

Offender
Eligibility

lists tnm a not eligible
tenteoat of IS yeaia or less

Age, never been inauatroied
k“adult, do physical impair-
ments, no cnt.tapous disease

Unspecified

Age, nonviolent, no
previous sentence in a
correctional famht)(, tree

of physical A mental defects

Age, ennvK-.co of otber

than a chas A felony, no

Bhysmal nrmenul
miutions

. (Vte, cnme |safeloo¥
If committed hefore 21st
birthday, not previously
classified under this sutute.
lists ineligible crimes,
no physical limtation!
not utrviouslv incarcerated.

Age, do confagious disease,
not physically or
menUIK" handicaoped

Ace, never imprisoocd as
adult for felooy, lisu
crimes not eligible,
sentenced to Imprisonment
of5yean or less, no
menul disorder or
disabilirv. written consenL

Age. male, committed to

DOC to serve mac, sentence
of not mote than eight
yean, suspendable
sentence, S0 previous
conviction or

incarceration. not
previously In a military

or atrreaignal boot camp,
not menially impaired.

Unspecified

First offender, suspended
sentence 0f seven yean or
less at hard tabor, has
Proba_non revoked on
echnical violation, otherwise
ehgmle for parole. 1st oy .
2nd feloay, never served time
in a state prison, voluntary.

Prison
Alternative/
Enhanced

PA

E?

PA

PA

E?

PA

E?

PA

PA

Unspecified

PA

Distinctive
Program

Unspecified
Academic educatsoo
Unspecified

Educational A wcstional
e--cument A training, job
seeking skills, health
egucatlon, drug/alcohol
education A tréatment.

Community work, job skills
ag lication” A commtfmcanon,
s;g]arate from genera

inmate populafion, judge

may require edycation,
employment, reilitui. X

aoDroved residence uooo release.

Tralnlnq in decisionmaking,
personal development,
drug counseling,
rebabiliution programs

Unspecified

Drug counseling, mandatory
supervised reledse

Separate from_ﬁeneral_ inmate
population, skills for living
and rebabiliution, job

skills, treatment for drug/
alcobol abuse A emotional or
mental problems, education
remedial A GED, vocational
mesamenL transition
gm%ram Includes education,
ounseling, community service
drug/alcobol treatment,
assisted reinteeration.

Unspecified

Intensive parole supervision
upon release

m o Has
Discretion
to Select

Courtupon
consuhatson with

t
Ridicion™

Court -condition
of intensive
probation

DoC

Eiecjtrve director
relumed to sen-
tencing courf upon
comgleuon for.
senténce reduciort

Court

Court commits
to cuslodv of
DOC DOC
requests
sentencing court
approval.

Court ewith
DOC approval.

Court eupon
its independent
assessment

Committed to
DOC DOC
reports to court,
court may
recommend
offender

hut still must
he agproved by

DR

Court

Sentenced to DepL
of Public Safety A
Corrections, court
recommends or
Div. of Probation
A parole refers to
court.
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State

Michigan
Mich.Sul Ann.
24-2156(3-5) A

2411330
(Csllaghan 19901
Missouri
Mo._Ann. Sul

217.374

ernon 1991)

Nr- da
Sw. Kev. sul

New Hampshire
N.H Rev. Sul

Ohio
USihCtnl
Assemblv
55120.031
(1990,

South Carolina
S.C. Cod7eSAnn.

&aw. Co-op 1944)

Tennessee
Tenn. Code Ann
5-W-20-201 lo 207
40-24-130
1949

Texas

Tex. Code of

Cam Proced. Ann.
Art. 4212

(Vernon 1990)
Virginia

Va. Code

519-2 - 316.1

At
(1990)

Wisconsin
Wis. Sul Ann.
2.045

fWes't 1990)

Wvonm
MVo.
§7-3-1003 (1949)

Amount of
Legislative
Direction

Minimal
to
Moderate

Minimal
to
Moderate

Moderate

Minimal

Mo?erate
0
Considerable

Minimal
0
Moderate .

Considerable

Minimal

Minimal

Minimal

Consioeraoie

Moderate

Minimal

Offender
Eligibility

Age, never served semeacs
ofimprsonmenL, Ilke_lg/to
be icnteDced to imprison

Tt RAIcA ok
Age, aa felony probation,

violated probétion, do
prior felony conviction.

Age, male, convicted of
Donviolent felooy, never
Incarcerated formore
than 6 months, otherwise
elirible for probation.

Lispecified

Adult male A female offenders,
lists ineligible crimes, |

DOC lo adopt requlations

for screenm&voluntary

Aqe,_wit_hi_n 3years of parole,
lists ineligible crimes,
must volunteer

Age, convicted of or pleaded
?unty to 3rd or a<h degree
elorty, lists ineligible
crimes, never sen.encrd lo
30daysormore n
reform or penal institution,
nonviolent

Age, convicted of nonviolent
offense for which a five
ean or more sentence can
e imposed. Dot pbysicaly

or mentally handicapped,

50 contadous diseases.

Age, Dot ﬁbysmaUy or
mentally handicapped
gnson or probation of

years or lest, ng contagious
diseases, lists ineligible
crimes.

QOtherwise eUpble for proba-
tion. age. Dot pbysically or

menuUy handicapped, oever
been incarcerated for felony.

Age, oonvKiieni (eiony,
never been sentenced
to Incarceration as
adult voluntary

Must volunteer, age,
already incarcerated, has
substance abuse problem
no psychological, physical
or ménul limitations
lists inelioble crimes

Is serving sentence at cute
penitentiary, a?e. no previous
incuxzralion. Tists ineligible
crimes.

Prison
Alternative/
Enhanced
Probation

PA

PA

E?

PA

Pli

PA

PA

PA

f

EP

PA

PA

PA

PA

Distinctive
Program
Features

Unspecified
Unspecified

Tramln? in r?cognmon €
prevention of drug/alcohol
abtre, area m na?er_nent,
prepare Cor A obtaln job.

Intensive community Supervision

Substance abuse counseling A
treatment, GED prep, tralnlnF
In decisionmaking < persona
dke_\lllelopmentA pre-release
skills.

6 months, rehabilitation
therapy

Substance abuse education,
employment A social skills
psychologlcal treatmenl. GED
Brep, 30-60 days in halfwa

ouse with selthelp A GED
prep, intensive etmrrviijon
parol

Unspecified

Treatment programs

UrspavifVd

Counseling remedial education,
drug education, vocational
assessment, upon release
employment vocational or other
educational Programs_may be
required. voluntary withdrawal.

Personal development counsel-
ing substance abuse treatment
A'education, |nt?n5|ve
upeyviaiog parole program
foP rug abLPsers. g

_Serﬁaration from %eneral
inmate populatio

e for remainder of sentence.

Whn Has
Discretion
to Select

Court - with
consent of
offender

Court

Court

returned to
court upon
completion

Court upon
recommendation
of DOC

Court upon
recommendation
of corrections
department.

Screening commit-
tee requests
answer from
court approving
or disapprov-
ing court must
reSpond within 25
dars or automati-
cally aooroved.

Judge sentences
to Depl. of
Rehabilitation
A Correction,
progress

reports fo
sentencine court.

Judg,e_-,as
eonditicio of
probation

Jud%e 45
condition of
orobation

Court

Court orders
commitment to

C for
evaluation.
DOC recommends

poC

Board of
Chanlic
It Reform
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JIOOT CAM3*PRISONS
by JCae Warnock

No. C30QJ

Juni; 1991
&H<SL tssjes In Srisfsss: & niesSSRERSABEXKIiBORBIGTISE&rsXS™

Jlctil cu/nfipriujnx ¢/t Bool camp prisons, also known a* 'shuck incarceration' and 'special alternative incaiccra'.ion*
niititoiy-xrytrfacilities  programs, arc milii.iry-elylo correctional facilities which provide, shuncr terms in a highly
inquiring drills, marching, regimented, disciplinary soiling lil.cly to include reveille, drills end marching, physical exercise,
and labor  and labor. Demanding physical drills and exercises are the most prominent and unique features

of these programs. Community service labor also is required in most cares.

Boot co may offer  Booi camp correctional facilities often include dreg/alcohci counseling, reality therapy,
Educatlonrg)ﬁg/ak()hd individual counseling, cdttcalic'i, and pre-release programs. New York includes a therapeutic
Ir‘g dn t rapy community that emphasizes community living and socialization skills. While some states claim
success with education picjuarns, at least two olfe.r no adult basic education because uf the
difficulty in doing so during the short period of time offenders arc in the pregtam.

Hoot camps me usuallyfoi Most Boot C-imp/ihcck incarceration programs are designed for young, adult offenders (usually
young adult: with 17-25 years, although some states have mi h*: limit) convicted of non-violent crimes,
cotnations fcr non-violent i
crimes  Participants are usually first or second-time felony offenders with tin prior adult incarcerations,
whose current offense carries a relatively short sentence. Offenders with mental or physical
impairments are excluded. At least five states have boo; camp programs for women. Some
states Such ar. lamuiana, New York, and Virginia use Ixjoi camps mainly as an alternative
sintcr.ee fur offondcrs otherwise Ixntnd for; tison. Other stales such as Arizona, Connecticut,
and Georgia structure boot camps as intensive probation programs.

SftS £C55
Proponents L.wil the programs s> 'm tough Detractors express concern that the bool
intermcdialc sanction (hut prvwiil.-fi camp programs foster physical prowess

and aggression in the name of discipline

incapacitation and offender account*
and s( the expense cf problem solving and

ability. They sty the she.;; "chock’
program aimed at young nriuli offenders skill development.

car. detci future criminal activity by
instilling discipline and self control.

Tew data exist to support or disprove either or the opposing views on boat camp/shock
incarceration programs. However, prelimiuaty evaluations have been done, noted below, in

Florida. Georgia, and Oklahoma.

Qctt C-rr.p/S'toeX Juum-nitlun Facility Use In the SMcH

tA"

G

Kijrt vtrU <n«t>t'lt rfgULUiin tu 1?4? ct v//0 Klllon (1C)
ET3 rAutins:.p.lituB plijrio MS (4)
es  PxolVUINj riciin UBE: < inrec oivints untsriy 1s)

Cd Gurfy'Swiprorum
1 fwiohwetwit anpp*hiru
St VQuraitintm At(strer*s-tLui,-eorm3. QR G FkeHLULY ;12 prirkoirse gt 1ib*).

lu tiCSt.OrUn.i K~-n»
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STATE AND FEDERAL ACTIONS

21 stoics oj'cmlc sonic Iypc At least A2 stales cmremly operate some lypc of boot crusp facility. Oklahoma anti Georgia
ofbootcamp  opened the first bool camp puiijraros in J933. Most states willi programs added them since 1987.
Sixteen states enacted enabling legislation in the J939 o: 1990 sessions; Arkansas, Colorado,
Connecticut, lllinois, Indiana, Kansas, Missouri, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Mexico, Ohio,
Tennessee. Texas, Viigiuia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. Right slstcs-Alabarr.a, Arizona, Merida,
Georgia, Louisiana, Michigan, New York, and South Carolina-enacted enabling legislation
between 1983 and 1989. At less: fr-v; sltt(cs--ldaho, Maryland, Mississippi, North Cnrolina, and
Oklfthoma-operalc boot camps under department of corrections regulatory authority. At least
one county, Los Angeles, is opcrfclitfe a one-year pilot project.

. .
\]Cdcml assistance The Bureau of Justice Assistance <550 program plan offered funds to state departments of
corrections for boot camp dcniom.fration, training and technical assistance, as well as

development ond demonstration for juvenile offenders. Title XVH1 of the federal Crime Control
Act of 1990 authorizes grants to state and local governments to develop prison alternatives,
including boot camp programs, although federal funds have not yet been appropriated.

The. Federal Crime Control Ac! of 590 also authorize', the Federal Bure.mi oi Prisons to use

shock incarceration progrsms. As yet there arc no | oot camp facilities operating for federal

offenders.

Hrcidivism mu hlgheI’fOr A three-year lollow-up study by the Georgia Department of Corrections fount 38.5 percent of
bOOt Camp_graduates than offenders who participated in the bivX camp program returned to prison, compared to 38 percent
/Clear,Cdprlson INMAESIN  of released prison inmates. Oklahoma found that ovc; a 29-n*.onth period, almost half of the

two states boot camp graduates had returned to prison compared to 28 percent "n a comparison group of

prison inmates.

I‘Iotidastudyshqws boot A Florida evaluation of post-relomc outcomes showed the boot camp program graduates
camp graduates ouipcrfvnn performed, over?.ll, more, successfully than y matched group of released prison inmates during a
rctca‘icd inmates (luring  .sub.vuijucnt ccmmunity supervisor. period. The same report showed almost 40 percent of

community supctvisian  participants entering (he program did not finish it.

A National Institute of Justice (NI1J) report issued in 19S9 agreed with cn earlier United State:

O/|O and Nl\] |ﬂ0mn|C_tU| Government Accounting Office rupirt (hat said more evaluation is needed to judge whether
ma/V evajuauon programs me. operationally cost-cffcciJvc and programmatically successful.

T Ix NIJ study also indicated that cost savings insult primarily from Ihc shorter terms participants

eserve. For states to save money requires admitting inmates who otherwise would have served

longer prison terms.

Selected References

Boot Camp Evaluation. Florida; Department nf Corrections. Meid; 1939.
Ha. Mai. Ann. 958.U4 (W ot 1989), Lv Rev Sidle Ann. Art. 90! i h 5744 (West 1990), N.Y. Correction i.aw A It. "2f.A

, (McKfnr.cy’s 1990), Va. Code Civ. r?3 Tit. 195 Art. 3.19.WJf,.| «/Tit. 53.1 Art. 553.1-67.1 (1990), ,
Prison lloot Camps; Taxs Early to Meastre Effectiveness. Wip.shineioii, D C.. United States General Accounting OfTicc.

September 1988. C
Shack Ineatxtmtion: An OW/VICWOfEXIStlngl rognunx, w.itiufigivin, L\C\: National Institute Of Justice, U.S. Department of

Justice, June 1!

930.
Ihc Second Annual ilch/t tnthe ]jtg|UUtU/C Shock bur,noun|',:/ N New Ymv. Stt€'. Tne corrections hixperienoc. Albany, N Y :

Department of Correctlotis, Japyary 1999.,
Virginia Slate Crime Commission. Shack irvncnitit . Richmond, Va, J990.

Contacts for Ftirthrr Information

The Bureau of Justice Assistance Donna Hurvzeker
Corrections Ri r.nch NCSL
633 Indiana Avenue, N.W. .301/890-2.200

Washington, D.C. 20531
202/724-7934
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involuntary manslaughter had it
been committed by an adult. He
was sentenced to three years de-
tention, the maximum penalty for
Involuntary manslaughter. On
appeal, the Court cf Appeals for
the Eighth Circuit vacated the
sentencc, finding that had R.L.C.
been an adult, the may'mum sen-
tcncc he could have received
under the federal sentencing
guidelines would have beer. 21
months. The Eighth Circuit said
that in sentencing R.L.C. to a
period of detention longer than
that allowed under the guidelines,
the trial court violated a federal
statute providing that a juvenile
may not be sentenced to a period
of detention that exceeds *“the
maximum term of imprisonment
that would be authorized if the
juvenile had been tried and con-
victcd as an adult,” The U. S
Supreme Court nffirmcd.

Missing Children. The study of
legal barriers to using schools,
public service agendes and hospi-
tals to locate missing children is
one of several projects planned by
the U. S. Department of Justice's
Office of Juvenile and Delia-
gucncy Prevention (OJJDP) for
its fiscal year 1992 programs to
assist missing children and their
familics (Federal Register, March
18, J992). The- proposed prfority
programs include a variety of
objectives, including using news-
paper clippings to compile staiis-
tics on non-family child molest?.-
tion cases; developing sentencing
guidelines In parental abduction
cases; and training public service
workers and mental health proles-
sionnls lo work with families of
missing children. The OJJDP will
acccpt public comments on the
priorities through May 18, 1992.
The Missing and Exploited Cl»i-:-
clrtn's Program was established by

NCJA JU I'tN ILE JUSTICE

the Congress in the 1954 Missing

Children’s Assistance Act osTitle

IV of the Juvenile Justice and

Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974, as amended. The OJJD? is

responsible for administering the

Missing and Exploited Children’s
Program. Other proposed new
programs Include conducting fob

lovv-np interviews with families of
missing children to determine the
lasting psychological effects of
family and ncn-family abductions;
studying the justice system's proc-
essing of child maltreatment
eases; developing training.ro help
law enforcement snd emcntsii
health professionals assist families
being reunited with their missing
children; developing interviewing
techniques for adoleseent victims

of sexual exploitation; developing

a guide to victims' services and

compensation for missing and
exploited children and their fami-
lies; a symposium on international
child abductions; the development
of training, technical, and product
resources on the legal obstacles of
returning parentally abducted
children; developing a training
video for investigating missing and
exploited child cases; and funding
for states’ missing children clear-
inghouses. For more information,
contact the Director, Missing and
Exploited Children's Program,
0JJDP, 633 Indiana Ave., NW,
Washington, D C 20531; tel.: (202)
616-3631,

In California. A state assembly-
man h3r. introduced legislation
that would make it a crime to
recruit youths under the age of IS
for criminal struct gangs by Ir.timi-
daiic-n or coercion. The proposed
bill is believed to be the firs; leg-
Islation in the nation tc criminal-
ize youth gang recruitment. Sac-
rumcnto -:i;y officials have attrio-
uteri the recent growth in the.

number of gangs and gang mem-
be;s to successful recruitment,
Sacramento Police Chief Jack
Kearns, the prime sponsor of the
bill, said forcing gang members to
do their recruiting covertly would
deter solicitation. Kearns esti-
mated that the current number of
gang members in Sacramento is
3,6(X), a significant Increase over
the 1,700 gang members in J983.
'ihat year, a state task force on

gangs and drugs found thatchil-

dren as young as ninc-years-old

were being recruited for street

gangs, Kcarr.s said. Bob Kilgore,

director of the Sacramento

County Probation Department,

said the number of street gangs in

the county has grown from ap-

proximaicly 35 in the 1980s to

between 50 and 60 today,

California Gov. Pete Wilson

on Feb. 28 signed legislation crc..

eating two_ mijitary-styje “boot
camps” designed to deter nonvio-

lent,youthful, first-time offenders

front further criminal activity

thtough strict discipline and hard

work. The “Leadership, Esteem,

Ability, and Discipline Program

(LE.AD)” camps would be alter-

natives to jails run by the Califor-

nia Youth Authority. The plan

calls for establishing one camp in

northern California and one in

southern California that each will

house no more than 60 youths

over the age of 16. Wards at the

experimental camps will be crilled

in traditional military techniques,
including marching, rigorous exct-
cisc, and strict room and dress in-

spcctious. Youths will be required

to work 16 hours per day, six-anu-
one-half days per week, for four
months. After release from the

amps, wards will be enrolled In a

six-month parole program that in-



eludes drug testing, electronic
monitoring, and job placement.
The program will end in mid-1997
unless it is extended by the Cali-
fornia legislature.

In Rhode Island. Although vio-
lent Juvenile crime has decreased
in Rhode Island, overall juvenile
criminal activity in the stale hns
Increased, according to a recent
report of the Governor's Justice
Commission. The report, entitled
Juveniles in Rhode Island: A Data
Analysis and Statistical Study
Concerning Key Information of
Recent Years, links increased lov-
cis of property crime among juve-
niles to increased numbers of
juvenile drug abuse arrests, and
attributes this relationship to juve-
nile substance abusers’ need to
steal or sell drugs to support their

S. ing

NCIA JUVENILEJUSTICE

drug addiction habits. In 1SS9,
5,261 juveniles were arrested, the
second highest total of juvenile
arrests since 1984, th* report said.
For that same year, v.uient Juve-
nile crime arrests in the state
decreased by 2.5 percent from
1988 totals and comprised 9.4
percent of all juvenile arrests,

. according to the report; property

crimes made up the remaining
90.6 percent. Overall property
crimes decreased 20-30 percent
from 1987 to 1989. Despite u
slight decrease in 1989, Juvenile
drug abuse arrests have remained
at relatively constant levels in
recent years. Juvenile arson ar-
rests reached an all-time high of
101 in 1989, the report states,
increasing nearly <00 percent over
the annual average throughout the
19EUs, the recon said. Vandalism

National Criminal Jusiicy Association

e 444 N. Capitol Street, N.W., Suite 613
Washington, D.C. 20001

anmnth wigcflrw < —
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firrnrin

and larceny arrests have remained
at increased levels over recent
years with larcenybeing the seri-
ous crime that Rhode Island juve-
niles commit most frequently. Ac-
cording to the report, juvenile re-
cidivism rates progressively have
increased since 1934, when 526 ju-
veniles appeared twice before the
court, compared to 611 in 3539. In
1984,188 juveniles appeared three
times before the court compared
to 231 in 1989. The number of
juveniles placed on probation has
increased each year since 1984,
reaching a high of 2,043 in fiscal

‘ year 1990. For more information

err. copy of the report, contact the

Governor’s Justice Commission,
Office of Substance Abuse, Statis-
tical Analysis Center, 222 Quaker
Lane, Warwick, Rl 02886; tei.:
(401)277-2620.
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T HE LIFE IS RIGOROUS, the privi-

leges few. But the rewards, for young
non-violent first offenders, can be great:
camp instead of prison; 90 to 180 days of

The National Journal tor Corrections Professionals

January 1991
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by M arjorie M arlette

concentrated effortinstead ofyearsinanin-

INSID E

Legal Issues

by Richard Crane

Survey

Shock Incarceration

stitution; and a chance to detour from a
future in crime.

Boot camp prisons in the United States
are proliferating. Finding them acceptably
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Boot Camp
Prisons Thrive

Continued from frontpage

tough and tax-dollar considerate,
state legislatures and congress
have established the military-like
programs in27 U. S. systems, a
new survey by Corrections
COMPENDI UM shows. Fourteen
more are considering the option.

The programs come by many
names: Special Alternative
Incarceration Unit; Basic Training
Program; IMPACT (Intensive Mo —
tivational Program ofAlternative
Correctional Treatment); RID
(Regimented Inmate Discipline);
Challenge Incarceration and
others, as well as simply.“Shock
Incarceration”®r “Boot Camp. >~

The regimen ofboot camp,
widely publicized by the media, is
familiar: Days that start at 5-
even 4- a.m. Drill and push-ups
and obstacle courses. InsistentDIs
(drill instructors) in constant
persuasion. Harsh, summary
discipline forminor infractions.
Rigid dress code. Inspected living
quarters that must be ship shape.
.Limited or noTV. Taps at 9 or 10

p.m.

ut not all prison boot camps

are alike. Though regi—
mented and military inspired, they
differ considerably in emphasis
and the programs they offer.
Almost all require some— and
some many- hours ofdrug treat—
ment, education and psychological
counseling; others place the
greatest emphasis on the heavy
physical training and discipline.

One of the most crucial aspects
of the programs— follow-up sup —
port in the community- also
varies considerably from one sys—
tem to another.

Since their start, close to 16,000
offenders have completed shock
incarceration programs in the U.S.
e

withmore than 12,000 graduating
from boot camps, according to the
COMPENDI UM survey.

Current programs can accomo —
date 4,782 inmates at a time,
ranging from 20 inWyoming to
1,500 inNew York. Programs
starting after Feb. 1,1991, will add
another 354 to 404 slots.

Shock camp programs are
primarily designed for young, non—
violent offenders, 17 to 26 years of

age, who have never been incarcer—

ated. Some allow older prisoners.
And not all are limited to those
committing non-violent offenses.
Certain categories of prisoners,

Almost all require some
—andsomemany—hoursof
drug treatment, education
andpsychologicalcounsel-
ing; othersplace thegreat-
est emphasis on the heavy
physical training and dis-
cipline.

however- as child abusers, sex
offenders, and murderers— are
usually ineligible for -mpro—
grams.

Drug offenders make up many
of the training squads.

Eight states— Colorado, Kansas,
Louisiana, Michigan, Mississippi,
New Hampshire, New York and
South Carolina- include women in
their programs, the COMPEN —
DIUM survey shows. Other states
and the Federal Bureau ofPrisons
provide programs only for men.

Courts assign defendants to the
camps in 12 systems, corrections
departments in 11, and both may
in five. If direct from the courts,

the penalty is generally instead of
a sentence to prison, with a

sentence pending iftraining is not
complete. From prison, boot camp
completion shortens prison terms.

Almost all are used for offend—
ers convicted of felony offenses
carrying a sentence ofone year or
longer in prison.

W hether boot camps are suc—
cesses depends on the
definition of success. For most, it
is too soon toknow their long-term

effect on preventing recidivism-
surely the ultimate goal- but
early studies indicate that they do
provide asmuch ormore deter—
rence in a short time as a longer
time in prison does for similar
offenders.

Idaho, however, with a shock
program since 1974 (and some of
the components ofa boot camp
since 1988), has had the longest—
and a very positive- experience
with shock incarceration.

“fithout the program, we
estimateour prison population
would be more than double," said
Deputy Warden Dean Allen at the
North Idaho Correctional Institu—
tion, where the shock operation is
located. (See box on page 8)

One state, Alabama, where
participation in the program is
mandated, reports that after two
years, their recidivism rate is an
astonishing 3.65 percent!

Texas, where the boot camp
started two years ago, has had a
success rate of 89 percent versus
approximately C3 percent among
regular prison parolees.

As for success in the program
itself, for those who started the
boot camps, the survey found
completion rates ranging from
47.6 percent in Florida to 97
percent in Georgia.

The boot camps have other
immediate pluses:

0 The emphasis ison change.
Almost all offer more counseling
and education than the offenders
would get in the general prison
population.

Corrections COMPENDIUM, \]anuarym



®For young first time incarcerees,
they are almost always safer than
prison. There are no experienced
cons to school them incrime or
press them for sexual favors.
There 3more staffon hand, more
activities, no idle time.

e The demanding exercise and
regular meals improve health and
stamina The inmates learnwhat
it3 like to get up in the morning
and be active all day.

o They also learn what it3 like to
be drug-free in an environment
that demands a lot from them.

e And while the per diem cost is
often the same or more than for
time behind bars, the brevity of
the program means less spent on
the individual “fecruit."

| naz25-month review of itspro—

gram, the Florida Department
of Corrections estimated a savings
039,759 inmate days —conserva—
tively estimated at a cost savings
of $1.15 million. “The cost ofBoot
Camp represents perhaps itsmost
successful aspect...the program is
effectively reducing prison time,””
the DO C report said.

O0f the 27 systems authorizing

Marjorie Marlette is editor of
Corrector?

Corrections COMPENDIUM, \]anuary 1%1

boot camps, eight are starting
operation in 1991- Connecticut,
Virginia, Wisconsin and the
FederalBureau ofPrisons in
January;Kansas and Nevada in

“The cost ofBoot Camp
representsperhaps its most
successful aspect....thepro-
gram is effectively reducing

prison time

February; Colorado in March and
Pennsylvania later in the year.
Ohio also hopes to starta camp
this year.

Idaho 3 is the oldest shock
incarceration program. Georgia®s,
begun in 1983, and Oklahoma 3,
1984, are the oldest boot camps.

Other states with boot camps
are Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas,
Florida, Illinois, Louisiana, Mary —
land, Michigan, Mississippi, New
Hampshire, New York, North
Carolina, South Carolina, Tennes —
see, Texas and Wyoming.

lowa has a shock probation
program inwhich the judge can
remove certain inmates from
prison within 90 days ofconfine—
ment depending on how well they
do in prison during that time. Ohio

has a shock parole program.

Cost of the programs range
from $21 per diem inAlabama
(compared to $27 in regular
prison), to $67.79 in Connecticut
(compared to $56.91 in prison).
Some departments gave the same
costs for boot camp and prison,
and many had no figures avail—
able.

Offenders participate in the
camps voluntarily in 20 systems;
are mandated in seven. In 15
systems, the programs are located
in a separate camp or facility,
while 10 systems house them ina
prison. Three systems do both.

Reasons given for inmates not
finishing the training include poor
attitude and behavior adjustment,
lack of self-discipline and motiva—
tion, and disciplinary problems.
They may also be medically
disqualified, or new detainers may
make them ineligible.

) roblems facing the individual
programs include difficulties
with inadequate or no funding;
pressure to keep beds full that
does not allow good group intake;
not enough bads for the program,
and lack of follow-up supervision.

One state reported a problem
with corrections dislike of the
program, and ano ther said staff
selection was difficultbecause of
the need to assign only those
individuals who had demonstrated
leadership qualities and received
favorable psychological testing.

For some, media access had to
be limited for a time in order not
to disrupt the program, but
mostly, the interest of the press
was considered a benefit.

New York, with the largest
number ofboot camp programs,
has recently started an intensive
“Shock parole”®rogram to continut
support services for the graduates
when they return to the streets.
Two parole officers work as a team
to supervise 30 parolees. In other
systems, post-release supervision
may be through regular or inten—
sive probation or parole.

Much has been written about
beet "5, in the scholarly @S



Idaho’s shock incarceration
program impacts number in prison

hock incarceration %ot an early

start in Idaho. Authorized by
the State Legislature in 1970 and
implemented in 1974, the North Idaho
Correctional Institution (NICI) started
its short-term treatment program for
offenders a decade hefore other
states pioneered the boot camp form
of shock imprisonment.

ldaho's prq?ram, modified to add
boot camp drills two years ago, now
has 16 years of operational experi-
ence and, says Deputy Warden Dean
Allen, “we thinkwe're having a major
impact."

He estimates that the state's
prison population “would be more
than double" without the program.

NICI is located cn an old-military
air force base in the rolling hills of
northern Idaho. Judges send felony
offenders there for evaluation and
risk assessment, but retain jurisdic-
tion for up to six months.

To be eligible, the offenders mus.
be tried as an adult, but the age
otherwise s OEen. The youngest
has been 15, the oldest 82. Males

well as the popular press. Not
everyone is enthusiastic about the
new sanction.

A

mong those who urge caution
in developing the programs,

the concern most often heard is
that they will “fiden the net”*to
confine people who would other—
wise be placed on regular proba—
tion, not just those heading for

prison.

(Some criminal justice

officials view this as a positive,
however.)

In the N1J Reports for Novem —

ber/December, 1990, Doris Layton
MacKenzie also notes another
question raised by research as
“fhether the boot camp atmos—
phere enhances the effect of

8

convicted of all felonies except Mur-
der | are eligible, but those with
previous prison time are not recom-
mended. The Ieng?th of sentence must
be a minimum of 1 year.

_The program lasts four months,
with an additional 60 days optional.

Of those who participate, about
82 percent are then released on
probation, with the other 18 per—
cent retained Inprison, Allen said.

Of those released, about 17 or
18 percent come back— 11 per—
cent on technical violations, 6
percent on new crimes.

If offenders complete both the
NICI ﬁ)rogram_a.nd probation suc-
cessfully, the original charges against
them can be reduced to misdemean-
ors.

Traditionally, the courts have sent
up to 50 or 51 percent of those sen-
tenced to prison through the pro-
gram. Now, 63.3 percentare coming
through it, Allen said.

~ NICI costs less than other facili-
ties—about $15 to $20 a day com-

treatment or whether an intensive
treament program alone would
have the same effect.””

(Or. MacKenzie, an associate
professor at the University.of
Maryland, isa visiting senior
research associate of the National
In ititute of Justice (N1J).)

Other concerns have been
raised elsewhere:

mDo boot camp ihave a potential
for deterioration of standards and
abuse of offenders?

mDo they discriminate ifprograms
are not offered tor the physically
handicapped offender? In those
states without programs for
women?

pared to $24 elsewhere—and “the
cost savings are showing,* he said.

The program ordinarily can handle
160 atone time, buthas been averag-
ing 220the pastyear, Allen said. “For
the short duration, people can putup
with some inconveniences, can crowd
a little," he noted.

~ ByMarchof 1990 more than 5,000
inmates had gone through the pro-
gram.

Participation is voluntary, and in-
cludes drug/alcohol treatment, liter-
acy and GED classes, and personal
c_ounselm?, with the overall empha-
sis on self-esteem issues.

Allen, who worked at the state’s
penitentiary before coming to the North
Idaho institution, finds the shock
approach exciting.

“Here," he said, "'change not
only is expected, it’s demanded,
itS awhole differettemphasis and
atmosphere than most prison set—

tings.””

O

mCould discipline without suffi—
cient due process lead to liability
questions?

T he National Institute of

Justice (N1J), isplanning to
do a multi-site study of Shock In—
carceration to be released late in
1991.

In earlier research, N1J § inten—
sive study of the Louisiana shock
incarceration program found that
shock incarceration programs by
themselves may not significantly
affect offender behavior or reduce
recidivism. Treatment, education,
and rehabilitation protTams are
also needed and may strengthen
program impact, the study said.

Continued on page 10
Corrections COMPENDIUM. \Janmry 1%1



!3HOCK INNSARCEFiATION PjE\RT I-1"JUMBErs ,c0STS

SYSTEM HAS SIIOCK  LENGTH OF WHEN STARTED  FOR MALES, HOW MANY NUMBER SUCCESS PER DIEM SOST FOR EACH
a<BODT PROGRAM  ORWILL START = FEMALES, CAN PROGRAM WHO HAVE  RATE PAHT1CIPANLroF
CAMP BOTH HANDLE? COMPLETED ‘
PROGfIAM PROGRAM SHOCK PRISON, IF SErt
PROGRAM THERE INSTEAD
AUBAMA Yes 3mos. with  4/7/80 Males 128 547 83% $21.00 $29.00
oxiertsions
up to 180
days
ALASKA No program
ARIZONA Yes 4mos. 10/88 Males 150 281 86% Unknown
ARKANSAS Yes 105 days 4/90 Meales 60 16 Unknown $25.00
CALIFORNIA No program. Lot Angeles County Jafl System developed plans for opening a bool camp program.
COLORADO Yes 3 mos. 391 Both 100 $43.84
CONNECTICUT Yes 6(7106. 191 Males 100 $67.79 $56191
DELAWARE No program, but interested in starting one
DISTRICT OF No program, but interested in starting one
COLUMBIA
FLORIDA Yes 3 mos. 10/87 Ma'es 100 429 47.6%
GEORGIA Yes 3 mcs. 11/83 Malts 250 4,180 97% $39.82 (average daily costs lor all
prisons in FY 89)
HAWAII No program
IDAHO Yes 4 mos. with 1970, ai'itonzed Males 160 3,745 80% $25.51 'V~
option of 1974 started -
additional 60
days
ILLINOIS Yes 4 mos. 10/15/91 Both 200 9 77.7% Unknown Unknown
INDIANA No program, but interested in starting one
IOWA Has shock probation where the judge can remove certain inmates from prison within 90 days o( confinement, depending on how well the inmate does in
prison
KANSAS Yes 6 mos. 291 Both 104 $36.88
(approx.)
KENTUCKY No program, but interested in starting one
LOUISIANA Yes 90-180 days  2/87 Boill 120 470 56.9% Alittle less $24.71
than prison
MAINE No program
MARYLAND Yes 6 mos. 8/6/90 Males, female 288 m m Unknown $4521
program to
start within 2
yIS.
MASSACHUSETTS  No program, but under consideration at the county level
MICHIGAN Yes 3 mos. 3/88 Males 120 754 59% $55.00 $55.00
MINNESOTA No program
MISSISSIPPI Yes 90-120 days  4/85 Both 262 1,736 91%
MISSOURI No program, program has boon authorized but not fended or initiated.
MONTANA No program, bul may be interested in starting one
NEBRASKA No program, but interested in starting one
NEVADA Yes 2/91 Males
NEW HAMPSHIRE Yes 120 days 3/5/90 Both 96 13 $48.77 $48.77
NEW JERSEY No program, in earty discussion stages
NEW MEXICO No program, likely to start 12/91
NEW YORK Yes (5 6 mos. 9/87 Both 1,350 males 1,158 (as of 68% $41.56-577"6
facilities) 150 females 11/89)
NORTH CAROLINA  Yes 90-120 days  10/30/89 Males 0 158 60%
NORTH DAKOTA No program
OHIO Yes 3 mos. Shock parole, Males 100 (projected) $30.96
1983; hope to start
boo! camp 1991

Corroctions COMPENDIUM. Jaﬂﬁrym



S e s s

SYSTEM

OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA

HAS SHOCK
OR BOOT
CAM3
PROGRAM
Yes

No program

Yos

s HOCK INCARCERATION PARTI-N UMBERS, COSTS

LENGTH OF WHEN STARTED

PROGRAM

3 mos.

6 mos.

No program, but Imerastod In starting one

Yes

SOdays

FOR MALES, HOW MANY NUMBER
OR WILL START  FEMALES, CAN PROGRAM  WHO HAVE
BOTH HANDLE? COMPLETED
PROGRAM
1984 Males 150 Unknown
1991 Mate 150-200
6/25186, shock Both 192 mate, 984 mate,
probation; 6/25/80, 24 females 107 (ornate

changed to shock
incarceration; 1/91,

2nd unit started

SOUTH DAKOTA

TENNESSEE Yes 3 mos. 12/89
TEXAS Yer Upto3 mos. 1/89
UTAH No program, but under consideration
VERMONT No program
VIRGINIA Yes 3 mos. 191
(probation) (followed by
supervised
probation)
WASHINGTON No program
WEST VIRGINIA No program, but under consideration
WISCONSIN Yes 6 mos. /191
WYOMING Yes 3 mos. 2/90
FEDERAL BUREAU  Yes 6 mus. 191
OF PRISONS (intensive)
1-5 mos.
(community)

No program, currently being reviewed by legislatively established Corrections Commisskxr

CANADIAN SYSTEMS *rodoe* racanproyas el

B oot Camp P ris

Continued from page 8

The Corrections COMPEN —
DIUM survey found that 26 of the
boot camps include or wall include
drug/alcohol treatment progranms,
24 offer counseling, and 23 educa—
tion. All 27 also have work pro—
grams. Emphasis on the programs
may vary, but once assigned, par—
ticipation is mandatory.

InNew York, while the recidi—
vism rate is nearly ihe same for
shock graduates and a comparable
group released from prison, the
reasons for return are different.
Shock inmates come back more
often for technical violations, less
for crimes than those released
from prison.

Also, the academic programs are

o

Mate 120 75
Males 400 1,010
Males 100
Males 60 N/A
Males 20 36
Meales 192

ons T hrive

showing good results. With educa—
tion classes mandatory, math and
reading levels are being raised and
many are passing GED (high
school equivalency) exams, the
New York DO C reported.

In interviews and letters to
staff, some former trainees recall
graduation as the high point of
their lives.

They found pride and new
friends in the program, they said.
Though more counseling and
vocational education would be a
good idea, they considered boot
camp a very positive experience.

Not many “graduates”Wwould
say that about their stint in
traditional prison. P]

SUCCESS PER DIEM COST FOR EACH

RATE PARTICIPANT OF
SHOCK PRISON, IF SENT
PROGRAM THERE INSTEAD

Unknown $64/39 $4&79

93%

mate,

83%

femate

74%

89.2% . $43.40 $42.15

N/A Unknown

90% $41.00 $41.00

Corrections COMPENDIUM, \]anlﬁryml
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SSW

SYSTEM

ALABAVIA

ARZONA

ARKANSAS

COLORADO

CONNECTICUT

FLORIDA

GECRGA

IDAHO

ILLINOIS

IONA
KANSAS

LOUISIANA

MARYLAND

MCHGAN

COURTS

X

X

SHOCK INCARCERATION PART 3- PROGRAM, REQUIREMENTS

LR

DEPARTMENT

ooty
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X
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X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yos

Yos

Yes

Yos

X

X

X

PROGRAM INCLUDES
- COUNSELING/
W THERAPY WORK

X

X

X

X

Has shock probation whom tha Judo can romova certain Inmatos (rom prison within 60 days of cofinement depending on how wall tho Inmate doos In prison

X

mgr%tlon

X X X
X linfal determi- X
1on
X X
X

Yos

Yes

Yos

Yos

X
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Educationand .
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X
X A-
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X

X

X

X

X
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shock Incarceration partii-program, requirements

TO PROGRAM BY

COURTS DEPARTMENT  ASALTER- FROM
NATVETO  PRISON

SYSTEM PARTICIPANT ASSIGNED ~ ASSIGNIVENT MADE - PARTICIPATION - PROGRAM LOCATED IN
VOLUNTARY?

PRISON
MISSISSIPPI X X
NEVADA X _ X
NEWHAMPSHRE X Xgnal X X
approval)
NEW YORK X X
X X
e
OHO X(loshock  X(lo bool X
s )
OKLAHOMA X X
PENNSYLVANIA X X
X X X
MINA X
TENNESSEE X X
TEXAS X X
VIRGINIA X (olerrals)
WISCONSIN X X
WYOMING X X
X (recont X
Bl

CANADIAN SYSTBEVS * rosokinacaaion poyans rguotad

No, sunlotnce

Yes

Yos

Yes

No
No

Yos

Yes

Yos
Yos
Yes.

REGULAR  SEPARATE  DRUG/

PRISON ~ CAVPOR  ALCOHOL

FACILITY ~ TREATMENT
X X
X X
X X
X X
X X
X X
X X
X
X Edlucation
X X
X X
X X
X X
X X
X X

TION
X

e

>

PROGRAM INCLUDES
EDUCA- COUNSELING/ - WORK
THERAPY

X

>

X

> X

>

REQUIREMENTS FOR PARTICIPATION
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1991 Shock Incarceration Survey

Doris L. MacKenzie and Claire Souryal
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TABLE 2. CHARACTERS!TICS Of SHOCX INCARCERATION PROGRAMS,
Hours/Day devoted to: Drug Treatment or Release

State PT Uork  V.Ed. Rehah. Ed. (Hours/Week)

BOP 2 7 5 2 15 Combination (4.5) Phased

Alabama - Treatment (15-21) Intensive

Arkansas 3 4 0 2.5 1.5 Combination (12.5) Hodei ate

Arizona 4 5 0 13* 17" Education (3.3) Intensive

Florida 4 4 0 1.3 0 Combination (1.3) Moderate

Georgia 2 0 0 0 3 Education (5) Varies

Idaho 1 ' ' ' * Combination (--) Varies

Hlinois 55 55 1 1 1 Combination (7.5)" Varies

Kansas 2 6 0 1 1 Education (5) Varies

Louisiana 3 35 0 2 15 Education (5)c Intensive

Maryland 2 8 0 2 2 Combination (215)d Intensive

Michigan 2 b 0 2 1 Education (3) Intensive

Mississippi fte ft o 4 ft Combination (15-25) Varies

Nevada 1.5 0-8 0 Combination (--) Varies

Hew Hampshire 2 7 2 2.5 2.5 Combination (4) Intensive

Mew York 3 6 0 5-6 11e Treatment (18.5)* Intensive

North Carolina 1 10 0 3 3 Combination (7) Varies

Oklahoma 15 4 4» 2 4 Combination (76)d Varies

South Carolina 1h 75 0 PRy Education (4)A Varies

Tennessee 6 45 0 4 de Combination <7) Varies

Texas 1 7 0 2 1 Combination (8)" Varies

Virginia 1-2 6 R T g Education (5) Intensive

Wisconsin 2 7 0 2.5-3  2.5-3 Treatment (18.5-20)* Intensive

Wyoming 4 3 0 3 0 Combination (21) Varies

a * number of hours/day three tines per week PT=(§)h):/sica| t.raining .

A~ Sl

b * nay additionally include indivi&al counseling tn an 'as needed*basis
¢ » 3 hours of total of 5 are not 'specifically related to substance abuse*
d * total hours spent in drug treatment/education during theentire program

Ed. * Education

e « total hours per week devoted to activity

f * does not include 9-12 hours per week of therapeutic community activities Source: Dlo is L. MacKenzie t Claire Souryal

ri
991 Shock Incarceration Survey
g* 8 hours/day for total of 2 weeks MIJ Grant 87-U-CX-C020

h * 1 hour per day five days a week not including 2 hours/djv onSaturday

| = nusher of hours/day five times per week

j -~ 4 hours per week for total of 4 weeks/ individualpsychotherapy ordrug counseling offered on

k * varies according to phase of the program
ased on individual needs assessment

** <varies depending on individual needs and length of time in program
*« = rehabilitation and education combined for 2 hours/day

and Sunday

'‘as needed' basis

**xx = offered on 'as needed* basis ,
**kx% = yocational education marked 'tentative*
-- = No response (this section)



Boot Camp

E valuations, and

Prisons:

Em pirical

Components,

Issues™*

By Doris Layton M ackenzie

Visiting Scientist, National Institute of Justice, Washington, DC

Military-ttyls boot camps, with their rigorous regimes and
awst?,re con |t|on%, bring a sense of order and dlsdplEllne t(?
the lives of youthful, non-violent first-time offenders,an

perhaps servé as a deterrent against future crimes. . .These
are_the sorts of alternative sanctions that the criminal
jUSHCE s¥stem must explore if it Is successfully going to deter

and contain drug use. ,
—Natiopal Drug Control Strategy
The While House, September 1989

I N THE past few years "boot camp' prisons,
otherwise called shock incarceration pro—
grams, have proliferated throughout the na—

tion. At the end of 1989 there were at least 21
“Boot camp””prisons in"14 state correctional sys—
tems. Another 13 states were in the process of or
considering developing such programs. Thus, with—
in the next few years, over 50 percent of the
state correctional jurisdictions may have boot
camp prisons for adult offenders. This does not
take into account the additional programs that
are being considered in city and county jurisdic—
tions or those being developed for juveniles.

Not only does it look like the number of pro—
grams will be quickly growing, but also there is
interest in enlarging the purposes of these pro—
grams. There have been hearings in the U.S.
House and Senate on the topic of boot camp
prisons, and hi the National Drug Control Strate—
gy the President recommended that the viability
of boot camps as an alternative sanction for drug
offenders be examined.

Why have these programs attracted this kind of
attention? Some have said that their popularity is
magnified because they are “fledia””attractive.
Drill instructors yelling in the face of offenders
makes for good TV. There are other reasons given
for the popularity of these programs: The offend—
ers are receiving their “fust deserts.””Such pro—
grams show the public that the politicians are
being tough on crime. Offenders spend only a
short time in prisons, thus the programs repre—

*Th« investigation reported in this article was sup-
ported in part by Grant 188-DD-CX-0026 from the Na-
tional Institute of Justice, U.S. Department of Justice,
to the Louisiana State University. The author wishes to
thank all of those who have worked on the multi-site
study. Opinions expressed in this article are those of
the author and cot necessarily those of the U.S. De-
partment of Justice. Requests for copies should be sent
to the author at the National Institute of Justice, 033
Indiana Ave, N.W., Washington, DC 20331.

sent a coBt savings. Furthermore, according to
aome, such treatment addresses the major prob—
lems of young offenders— a lack of discipline and
no respect for authority. The programs are rehab—
ilitative according to some, while others argus
that the programs act as a deterrent. Obviously
people expect different things from the programs.

There are enthusiastic advocates of the pro—
grams and, conversely, there are equally enthu—
siastic opponents (Morash & Rucker, 1990; Sech-
rest, 1989). Some say the programs have the
potential for being rehabilitative (MacKenzie, et
al., 1989) others reject this possibility (Morash St
Rucker, 1990). We see two factors influencing
opinions about the program: (1) knowledge and
(2 philosophy. Advocates and opponents frequent—
ly have a lack of knowledge about the specific
components of the programs and current evalua—
tion efforts.

Second, some issues discussed are empirical
while others are philosophical. Frequently the two
are not separated in debates about the shock
programs (see, for ir-tance, Morash & Rucker,
1990). Would offenders rather spend time in a
shock program or in a regular prison? Are shock
programs cost effective? Do shock programs widen
the net? Is there a sufficient number of appropri—
ate candidates for shock who are now incarcerat—
ed? These are examples of questions that can and
should be examined with empirical research. Oth—
er criticisms are philosophical, such as whether
shock programs fulfill the “Yeal””’purpose of
corrections. We can discuss the purpose of correc—
tions, but it cannot be empirically examined. Such
questions cannot be addressed through research.

This article is written to describe shock incar—
ceration programs and current evaluation efforts.
An attempt is made to identify the questions that
can be studied empirically and to describe the
results of some preliminary research examining
shock programs.

Survey of States

To learn more about shock incarceration pro—
grams, we surveyed all 50 state departments of
corrections. Programs were considered to be shock
incarceration only if they:

() were considered an alternative to a longer
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term in prison;

(2 had a boot camp atmosphere, with strict
rules and discipline;

(3 required offenders to participate in milita—
ry drills and physical training; and,

(4) separated offenders in the program from

other prison inmates.

Thus they were distinguished fr"m earlier shock
probation, shock par*-!., ana split-sentence pro—
grams that did not necessarily incorporate all
four of these components.

In January 1990, 14 states had one or more
shock incarceration programs: Alabama, Arizona,
Florida, Georgia, ldaho, Louisiana, Michigan,
Mississippi, New York, North Carolina, Oklaho—

ma, South Carolina, Tennessee, and Texas. Ar —
kansas, California, Connecticut, Indiana, Kansas,
Maryland, Missouri, Nevada, New Hampshire,

New Jersey, New Mexico, North Carolina, Penn—
sylvania, Wisconsin, and Wyoming were eithor
considering initiating programs or were develop—
ing programs.1

The second part of the survey was designed to
elicit information about shock programs currently
operating (MacKenzie & Ballow, 1989). Most of
the 14 states reported that the programs were
designed for young, nonviolent offenders. Most
also said the majority of the participants in their
programs were convicted of nonviolent crimes and
were serving time on their first felony conviction.
Only Michigan said participants in its program
were not mostly nonviolent offenders, and Alaba—
ma, ldaho, Louisiana, and Michigan shock partici—
pants were not necessarily convicted of their first
felony. As shown in table 1, the shock programs
differ substantially in many other components. In
particular they differ in who 1iB responsible for
placing offenders in the program, voluntary entry
or dropout, location of the program, and release
supervision. Ten programs were for males only,
three programs included males and females (Lou—
isiana, Mississippi, New York), and one state had
separate male and female programs (South Caro—
lina).

Programs also differ greatly in the number of
hours devoted to physical training, work, educa—
tion, or counseling. Programs were classified by
us as high or low rehabilitation emphasi3 based
on the proportion of each day that was spent in
rehabilitation-type activities (including such activ—
ities as counseling, any type of treatment, educa—
tion, and vocational training activities) versus
time spent working. Here, we are distinguishing
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rehabilitation activities from work and from phys—
ical training and drill.

In three state programs (Alabama, Arizona, and
Mississippi) shock participants spend an amount
of time in rehabilitation activities equal to or
greater thnn the amount of time they spend
working. For example, Louisiana offenders spend
approximately 4.5 hours in rehabilitation activ—
ities, 4 hours working, and 4.5 hours in physicu!
training or drill.

In the “Fow* rehabilitation programs the partici—
pants spend one-half to one-quarter less time in
rehabilitation (e.g., in Michigan offenders spend
approximately 6 hours per day working, 2.5 hours
in rehabilitation activities, and 1.5 hours in phys—
ical training and drill). In comparison to offenders
in other progrsuns, Georgia participants, who re—
ceive less than Vx hour per day of rehabilitation,
spend the least amount of time in rehabilitation
activities. In Florida, also considered by us to be
a low rehabilitation program, offenders spend Iki
hours a day in group counseling. Thus, with the
possible exception of Georgia, offenders in all the
shock programs spend a fairly large amount of
time in rehabilitation-type activities, at least in
comparison to offenders serving time in a regular
prison.

Overall, the picture that arices in regard to
these programs is a common core based on the
military atmosphere, discipline, youthful offenders,
and an alternative to long-term incarceration, but
here the commonality ends. The differences that
do exist in programs might be expected to contri—
bute to differences in self-selection effects, net
widening, costs, deterrence, or rehabilitation of
the offenders.

Multi-Site Study

The shock incarceration programs differ dramat —
ically. Therefore, results of an evaluation based
on one shock incarceration program would not
necessarily generalize to other programs. For this
reason we initiated a multi-site study of shock
incarceration programs. The major questions of
this research are: (1) Is shock incarceration suc—
cessful in fulfilling its goals, and (2) What par—
ticular components of shock programs lead to
success or failure in fulfilling program goals?
Evaluating programs in different states permits
us to generalize findings from a program in one
location to other locations which vary in numer —
ous characteristics. Studying various programs
will permit an answer to the second question by
enabling the researchers to begin to identify the
components of the shock programs which lead to
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specific outcomes.
Jte Hedin

Seven states were asked to participate in the
multi-site study: Georgia (GA), New York (NY),
Oklahoma (OK), Florida (FL), Texas 517% Louisl-
ana (LA), and South Carolina (SC).J The shock
programs in all of these states were similar in
the characteristics used to define programs as
shock incarceration (see above). Programs selected
to participate were similar in two other aspects:
(1) the characteristics of offenders admitted to the
program (most offenders were youthful, convicted
of non-violent offenses, servin? time on a first
felony conviction), and (2) the length of the pro-
gram (3 to 6 months). Since most shock programs
were similar in boot camp atmosphere, offender
characteristics, and pro%ram length, the selection
of programs similar In these aspects was expected
to maximize the generalizability of the results.

However, the shock programs participating in
the multi-site evaluation varied in:

¢ Selection Decisioris

Community Supervision upon Release

Program Characteristics

Program Location

These characteristics were identified as factors
that might have a major influence on the attain-
ment of the goals of shock incarceration programs
as identified by Parent (1989) in the recent Na-
tional Institute of Justice Issues and Practices
report. Sites were specifically selected to vary on
thglse characteristics and they varied as shown in
table 2

Two of the states participating in the evalua-
tion, Texas and New York, are developing pro-
grams specifically designed to target drug offend-
ers. The Bureau of Justice Assistance, U.S. De-
partment of Justice, is sponsoring these as inno-
vative programs for drug offenders to begin exam-
ining whether such programs are effective meth-
ods of handling drug offenders.

For each of the four characteristics on which
sites varied (see abowve) specific hypotheses were
developed regarding program effects. Each of
these is described below.

Selection Decisions. One might hypothesize
that the placement authority might have a major
impact on whether the program results in “net
widening.” Widening the net occurs, at times,
when judges have a choice of placing offenders in
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a program, such as shock incarceration, that is
intermediate between probation and prison. If
offenders who might normally be given a sentence
of probation are sent to the program, more of-
fenders serve time in prison, hence the "net" of
prison is widened. In such a case the prison pop-
ulation will not be reduced because offenders sent
to the program are drawn from the %ool of proba-
tioners rather than from the prison bound offend-

TABLE 2. -
TION PROGRAMS PARTICIPATING | LTI-SITE STUDY
SHOWING DIFFERENCES AMONG PROGRAMS IN THE
SEVEN STATES
* Entiy Decisions
e B
Other. LA FL, TX
* Release Supervision
m(t)%résrgvg or LA, NY
Mixed: SC, 0K, FL, GA, TX
* Rehabilitation Focus
High: LA, OK, NY
kit SC' L, GA, TX
»Voluntary Entry
Yea: SC. LA, NY. GA
No: OK. FL TX
#V/oluntary Drop Out
Yea: LA. SC, NY
No: 0K, FL TX, GA
* Located in Larger Prison
Yea: LA. SC, OK, FL GA, TX
No: NY

If the department of corrections makes the
placement decision rather than the judge, net
widening would not be expected to be as apt to
occur because in this case the participants would
be chosen from the group of offenders who arc
already prison bound.

Whether net widening is a problem depends
upon the goals of the program. If the shock incar-
ceration program was developed to give judges a
wider range of sentencing options, then net
widening would not be considered a problem. The
judge may want to sentence offenders to an op-
tion that is intermediate between probation and
prison. On the other hand, if prison cronmding is a
problem and the program was developed to re-
duce the prison population, then net widening, by
Isendlng more offenders to prison, presents a prob-
em

Net widening is used here a an example to
demonstrate how components of a program may
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influence the effects of the program. Differences
in the effect of the shock programs could be ex-
pected in other areas, based on the specific char-
acteristics of a program (e.g., number of drop-
outs, drug treatment, education or work).

Program Characteristics. Shock programs
vary in whether or not there is a strong empha-
sis on treatment such as education, counseling, or
vocational training during the time the offenders
are incarcerated. If one of the goals of the
programs is to change offenders, interest focuses
on the importance of treatment as a component of
shock programs (MacKenzie, et al., 1989). Three
sites participating in the multi-site study, New
York, Louisiana, and Oklahoma, require offenders
to spend a large portion of each day in treatment
activities (see table 2?. Offenders in the other
four site: spend much less time in treatment-type
activities.

A second factor which may be potentially re-
habilitative or have a major influence on program
success is the voluntary nature of participation.
Programs vary in whether offenders must initially
volunteer to participate and iri whether offenders
can drop out once they enter the program. As
shown in table 2, in three programs offenders can
drop out at any time during the program, while
in the other four programs the offender cannot
voluntarily drop out. It is hypothesized that the
offenders’ ability to choose to participate or to
remain in the program may influence how they
behave upon release. A high drop out rate mn%/
also indicate the rigor of the program. An offend-
er who completes a tough program may have a
real sense of accomplishment in comparison to an
offender who completes a relatively easy program.

Release Supervision. It has been proposed
that even if the shock programs change offenders
In a positive manner this change gaﬁy not persist
after the period of incarceration. Offenders spend
only a short period of time in the programs and
then are returned to their home environments.
The problems and difficulties of drugs, criminal
companions, lack of support groups, unemploy-
ment, etc., remain the same.

Programs such as those in Louisiana and New
York, that involve a period of intensive super-
vision after incarceration, may be more successful
in helping offenders make the transition from
shock incarceration to the community. The New
York Division of Parole has identified aftercare as
important for shock parolees and is incorporatin
an intensive 6-month period of supervision an
programing for shock releasees. Employment with
pay, substance abuse counseling, offender support

September 1990

group meetings, and urine testing are eome of the
components of the aftercare program.

Program Location. Another concern with
shock ﬁrograms has been with the staff mem-
bers—their attitudes toward the work and their
treatment of offenders. It was hxpothesized that
the location of the program might have a major
impact on these factors. If a Program is located
within a larger facility, staff members can be
transferred into or out of the programs depending
upon their interest and ability. Those that bum
out can be fairly easily transferred to another
area of the prison. This is not as easily done
when the program is located in a separate facili-
ty. L. such situations staff training and selection
may become important factors influencing staff
and offender interactions.

Design of tre Sudy

The participants in the multi-site study have
had two conferences to plan and coordinate their
research activities. At the first conference repre-
sentatives from each participating state descried
the shock program and their evaluation efforts to
date. The research for the multi-site study was
planned, and it was decided to examine the pro-
grams in three areas: (1) a qualitative and de-
scriptive analysis; (2) offender change and com-
parisons and, (3) s%/stem changes ?ncluding Costs
and benefits). The final products of the work will
be written reports for each state describing the
results of the evaluation and a report comparing
the results among the states.

During the first conference the qualitative and
descriptive analysis was planned, and the state
evaluators returned to their home state to com
plete this portion of the study. Intensive inter-
views were conducted with staff, offenders serving
various sentences, and, where appropriate, judges.
Statistical data were collected from department
records to describe the shock programs and their
participants. This information was used to iden-
tify the goals of each program and the important
Issues related to the program and its develop-
ment.

Godls of Pragyans

Shown in table 3 aTe the goals of the 3even
shock incarceration programs as identified from
interviews and department written material. The
goals can be classified into four major areas:

o System Lewvel
* Individual Lewel

e Public Relations
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¢ Prison Control/Management

OALS OF THE S VEN SHOCK IN C CE
S PARTICIPATING IN' THE MULTI-SIT
STUDY

Sytom Level Goal*

Reduce Crowdin
ATternatwe to Long -term Incarceration

Moael ?or County Programs

Individual Level Goal*
Change Offenders: Less Negative Behavior
Less Criminal Activity

Change Offenders: More Positive Attitudea/Behavior

Improve Confidence/Responsibility
Votation

Positive Social Values

Posmve Soual Behavwr (e-g., Work Ethic)
Reduce ru

Accountab &%/
Respect for Authority
Public Relations

ImProve Image of Corrections
Po tlcallge cceptable Alternative

mPrison Control/Management

lean, Healthy, Secure Environment
Envalronment oﬁ gCRehqan]ta{llon
Positive O fender Starf Contact
Offender Accountability

The most consistency in the goals across the
seven states was in three system level changes:
(1) a reduction in prison crowding; (52) an alterna-
tive to long-term incarceration; and (3) cost sav-
ings. Only Texas reported a system level goal of
having a model program for the counties that
were developing progrars.

The majority of the states also reported individ-
ual level goals. For most, this meant a reduction
in criminal activity and some type of positive
change. Exactly what type of positive change was
expected was hard to define and varied by state.
In general, the changes related to increased re-
sponsibility, maturity, self control, communica-
tion/self disclosure, accountability, motivation, and
improved attitudes toward authority. A reduction
in drag use by the offenders was a goal of both
states with shock programs for drag offenders.

Few states listed public relations as a goal. In
these states there was a concern for improving
the image of corrections and for public safety.

Only one state, Oklahoma, reported a goal of
shock  incarceration as a tool for prison control
and management. The shock program was con-
sidered to be a clean, healthy, secure environment
in prison, promoting counseling activities, positive

offender-ataff contact, and offender accountability.
Offenders in this program spend a high propor-
tion of their time in rehabilitation activities.
Thus, it was assumed that the focus on offender
control was combined with the goal of developing
an anvironment promoting positive changes in the
offender rather than just managing the offenders
while they are incarcerated.

Prdimmary Bduatias

Five states have examined early data from the
shock programs within their jurisdictions: Florida,
Georgia, Louisiana, New York, and South Caroli-
na. The number of offenders who entered the
programs and how they left the program are
shown in table 4. Note the differences in the
programs in the proportion of offenders who grad-
uate. In South Carolina and Georgia the propor-
tion of those who leave the program y/ithout
graduating (in comparison to all who have left
the program) is low, 5.3 percent and 2.6 percent,
respectively (South Carolina Department of Cor-
rections, 1989; Georgia Department of Corrections,
1989). In contrast, In Louisiana, New York, and
Florida a higher proportion of the offenders leave
prior to graduation, 39.1 percent, 41.9 percent,
and 40.7 percent, respectively (Aziz, 1988; Florida
[?epartrr;ent of Corrections,” 1989; MacKenzie et

1989

To our knowledge no state has completed an
analysis examining whether the shock programy(s)
have had an impact on prison crowding. However,
if the number graduating per yearfram a state
program i3 compared to the total number of
offenders in prison in the state it is obvious that
the numbers graduating make up a very small
proportion of the incarcerated population. Al-
though New York with 904 graduates in 18
months may have a large enough number of

raduates to have an impact on crowded prisons
?table 4), this is not the case in most states.
~ Of course whether the programs will have sn
impact on prison crowding depends not only on
the number of graduates but also on whether the
offenders graduating from the program are drawn
from the population of probationers or prisoners.
Our assumption is that In states where placement
Is determined by the department of corrections
the offenders in the program are those who would
usually be incarcerated. Again this suggests that
the New York program may have an impact on
prison crowding.

Evaluators in both New York and Florida have
completed preliminary cost analyses of their pro-
grams. In both the cost of the program waes es-
timated to be slightly higher than the cost of reg-
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ARCERATION PROGRAMS IN FIVE STATES SHOWING HOW
RADUATION. M ? EMI%SAL. OR dATHER

EDICAL DI )

Btmtea
(month* 0( data)

South Carolina Georgia Flosida Louisiana New York

& B i o

Ehttant 923 319 607 2299

Active 106 56 <9 696
Total
Leavin

Progra 817 3201 263 458 1604

Graduates 675 3117 143 252 904

Medical out 99 13 20 28

Left program 43 84 107 179 672

ular prison but the shorter period of incarceration
resulted in an overall cost savings (Aziz, 1988;
Florida Department of Corrections, 1989). In Flor-
ida this cost savings was estimated to be $1.1
million, and in New York the estimate was $5.1
million for the first 321 inmates. Although this
does not take into consideration the additional
cost of the aftercare program in New York, it
does appear to represent a relatively large cost
savings.

There is also some research on individual level
issues. Researchers in Louisiana found graduates
of the shock programs had more positive social
attitudes than those who dropped out and a com-
parison group in a regular prison (MacKenzie &
Sliaw, 1990). The offenders felt positive about
their experience in the program and their future.
Inmates completing the shock program in New
York were found to have gained more or at least
as much in educational scores as comparison
groups who had been in prison longer (Aziz,
1988).

The most often requested statistics are the
recidivism rates of graduates of these programs.
Some states have reported data on recidivism for
shock graduates and comparison groups. Few of
the researchers have completed statistical tests,
and they caution readers about drawing definitive
conclusions before more data can be tabulated.
Shown in table 5 are the estimate 1 recidivism
rates of the early releasees from four shock pro-
grams. The return to prison rates for the shock
offenders were higher for the shock graduates in
Georgia (no significance tests), while in Florida
and New York the rates are lower or approxi-
mately the same. There are no significant dif-
ferences between shock graduates and a parole
comparison group on rearrests or failures in Loui-
siana, nor between shock graduates and proba-

tioners for rearrests (MacKenzie, 1989). However,
the probationers failed (absconded, jailed, or re-
voked) less often than the shock graduates.

To our knowledge no empirical research has yet
been completed on public attitudes toward these
programs. Anecdotally, from new reports and
Interviews there is the appearance that the public
IS supportive, but whether this support is because
of the punishment or therapeutic nature of the
programs is uncertain. Intensive interviews with
those who are associated in some way with the
programs have, in general, indicated positive
attitudes. Reportedly employers prefer to have
these offenders because they have good work
skills; parents and relatives appreciate the close
support and contact with parole agents; correc-
tions officers like ithe discipline and close interac-
tion with the inmates; dropouts and returnees say
they would recommend that program for other
offenders. There is also little research on the
aspect of prison management or control. However,
there is little doubt after viewing these programs
that the staff members have more control of of-
fenders in the shock programs than they do of
offenders in a regular prison.

Sanmary

In thic article the components of shock incar-
ceration programs were described. The survey of
state jurisdictions indicated that approximately 54
percent of the state jurisdictions may have shock
programs in the near future. Although the pro-
grams all emphasize strict rules and discipline
and require physical training and drills, they dif-
fer in other ways. These differences are expected
to result in differences in the success or failure of
programs in reaching their goals.

Both the advocates and opponents of shock
incarceration programs are frequently uninformed
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TABLE 5. ESTIMATED RECIDIVISM RATES OF EARLY RELEASEES FROM SHOCK INCARCERATION

State Release Period*
Georgia 21 year
3 *
Florida 1 ¥
2
New York 1!
1
Louisiana 9 months
9 months
National
(Young Parolees) 1 year
(rearrests)

1 year
(remcgrcerated)
*Return to prison rates unless otherwise noted.

Percent Returned

Parol Probation
Shock Compaﬁson Compirison
21.1 22.7
! iy
. 17.3
1%% 214
23.0 28.0
1%8 18.6
(revoked. any
reason)
21.1 24.7 12.8
(abscondganed/
revoked)
. 225 273
(arrested)
320
19.0

Note: Information is token from Geogia Department of Corrections, 1989; Florida Department of Corrections, 1989; NY Division
0

of Parole, 198%a; NY Department of

about the components of these programs. Those
who view the program as a get-tough punishment
frequently do not realize that many shock pro-
grams incorporate rehabilitation activities. What
IS surprising about these programs is the support
and excitement of the staff and inmates. Even
those who violate parole and are returned to
prison after graduating from a program report
that the experience was valuable. To our knowi-
edge it is very unusual for releasees from regular
prison to feel their time in prison has been valu-
able (Goodstein & Wright, 1989).

At this point there 1s little empirical evidence
to help us make derisions about how successful
these programs are in reaching the identified
goals. Opponents of these programs frequently
cite problems that may occur such as staff abuse
of inmates or net widening. We have tried to
show how such issues are being (or could be)
empirically studied. It is our perspective that any
prison holds the potential for abuse of inmates.
Whether abuse occurs can be studied and possibly
prevented.

Furthermore, can the boot camp atmosphere
(the punishment) be combined with rehabilitation
activities so that the result is a constructive pun-
ishment? Once the offender has received his or

rrectional Services, 1989; MacKenzie, 1989; Bede & Shipley, 1987,

her punishment (time in boot camp) will the
public be more willing to fund aftercare programs
that help the offender during community super-
vision? Whether the punishment fulfills the pub-
lic’s desire for retribution can be asked as an
empirical question.

These issues should be separated from philo-
sophical concerns such as whether nonviolent
offenders should ever be incarcerated. One philo-
sophical issue that should be discussed regarding
these programs is whether the boot camp atmo-
sphere of these programs is a fair and just pun-
ishment. And, Is this desire for retribution a
legitimate request that should be fulfilled? Or
should male-oriented ﬁrograms such as boot
camps be replaced with more benevolent pro-
grams emphasizing mort “so-called Ttmale traits'
(.9, sensitivity) (Morash & Rucker, 1990)" (Har-
ris, 1989).

Should these nonviolent offenders spend longer
periods of time in a regular prison where there
are few constructive activities available, or would
it be better to punish them for a short period of
time in a boot camp prison? Can this *punish-
ment” be combined with rehabilitation activities
to create a constructive punishment? These are
philosophical questions that should be discussed.
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Knowledge of the components of these Frograms
and how they operate will make the philosophical
debates more meaningful.

Notes

'From the number of inquiries we Have received about
#ha.c(h incarceration we antlmpatg that theae number* are
apidly inarming n boLh itate ‘and county jurisdictions.

*Cost prohibited ua from including all stater with program*
in the m iti-s?te |dtudﬁy ! g
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Boot Camp Survey

Rehabilitation, Recidivism Reduction
OQutrank Punishment As Main Goals

by Doris Layton MacKenzie, Phi).,
and Claire C. Souryal

oot camp prisons continue to

grow in number and size.

Since their inception in 1983.
34 boot camp programs have been
established in 33 states, incarcerating
close to 4.000 adjudicated adults.
These numbers do not include adult
programs operated by cities or coun-
ties. or programs developed for juve-
niles.

The terminology used to identify
adult boot camp prisons ir often con-
fusing. While the term "ooot camp
prison” is synonymous with “shock
incarceration.”" some confuse shock
incarceration with shock probation or
shock parole. The common thread of
all three programs is that offenders 2@.:
spend a reduced period of time in
prison. In contrast to shock probation
or shock parole, however, boot camp
inmates are not mixed with regular
population inmates. They live in sep-
arate housing and are required to par-
ticipate in military drills, physical training, work and fre-
quently treatment-oriented activities, while this is not nec-
essarily true for offenders in shock probation or shock
parole programs.

Bevcnd the common core—a military atmosphere in-
volving drills, physical training and work— boot camp pris-
ons vary tremendously. There are differences in daily
activities, the average number of days served, program size,
whether participation is voluntary, release supervision and
eligibility criteria. These differences may stem from the dis-
tinct correctional goals each program strives to achieve.

-mm.
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A survey of boot camps inthe United States found that administrators most often
named rehabilitation, recividism reduction and drug education as their programs® main
goals. Above, boot camp participants march in formation.

Program Goals

In a survey earlier this year at the University of Mary-
land. we asked boot camp administrators how important 11
goats were to their programs. For each goal, officials listed
whether it was very important, important, somewhat im-
portant. not important or not a goal.

The goals most often judged very important included re-
habilitation. recidivism reduction and drug education. Re-
ducing crowding, developing work skills and providing a
safe prison environment were generally considered important

OCTOBER 1991 CORRECTIONS TODAY
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goals. Deemed somewhat important were deterrence, edu-
cation and drug treatment. Goals most often believed not
important or not a goal included punishment and vocational
education.

Despite the strenuous and diffi-
cult nature of hoot camp pris-
ons, many states do not
consider punishment an im-
portant program goal.

It is interesting to note that despite the strenuous and dif-
ficult nature of boot camp prisons, which is often empha-
sized by politicians and played up by the media, many
states do not consider punishment an important program
goal. In fact, four states said punishment is not a goal, three
states reported it is a relatively unimportant goal and six
states said it is a somewhat important goal. Eight states—
Georgia, Kansas. Michigan. Mississippi. New Hampshire,
North Carolina. South Carolina and Virginia—did name
punishment as an important goal.

Treatment and Rehabilitation

Each program's goals are clearly reflected in the daily
schedule of activities. For example, education and drug ed-
ucation are high priority goals in South Carolina's pro-
grams. Inmates there spend four hours per day in
educational programs and three hours per week in drug edu-
cation. Drug treatment, in contrast, is not a high priority
goal and. therefore, little time is spent in treatment.

Sixteen states consider academic education an important
or very important program goal. Consequently, offenders in
these programs spend one to four hcurs per day in academic
programs. Vocational education, on the other hand, is rarely
deemed an important goal. Only two states— lIdaho and
Illinois— consider vocational education an important goal,
and neither devotes much time to it. Preliminary informa-
tion from Louisiana and New York suggests shock pro-
grams positively influence offenders’ attitudes and staff and
inmate relationships and may influence educational achieve-
ment.

Reducing Recidivism

All but three states rate recidivism reduction as an im-
portant or very important goal. Differences in programs
seem to reflect the way in which states intend to reduce re-
cidivism. Programs that focus on rehabilitation may. forex-
ample. target educational deficits as a key problem in
offenders’ lives. By increasing offenders' educational lev-
els. these programs may expect to reduce recidivism.

Cotinuedredege
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Women inmates at New York™ Summit Shock Incarceration Facilitydo early-moming group exercises. New York has the largest
boot camp program inthe nation with about 1,500 Inmates in live programs.

BOOT CAVP SURVEY

Continued

An alternate strategy is practiced by other programs,
such as Georgia's. Offenders in boot camps there spend lit-
tle time in educational or treatment-oriented activities. By
requiring long hours of work and physical training, the state
may hope to affect the recidivism rate through deterrence
rather than rehabilitation. Consistent with this perspective.
Georgia ranks punishment, reducing recidivism and deter-
rence as its most important program goals. In contrast, the
goals of education, drug education and drug treatment are
all deemed relatively unimportant.

At this point, no state has reported a statistically signifi-
cant difference in recidivism when boot camp graduates'
performance is compared to that of similar offenders serv-
ing different types of sentences. Interestingly, recent studies
by the corrections departments in New York and Georgia—
two states that are opposites in their emphasis on
rehabilitation—conclude that boot camp releasees do '""no
worse" tb  offenders who had ser/ed a longer period of
time in prison. Although both states found slightly lower re-
cidivism rates for boot camp participants, the differences
were noi statistically significant. In other words, there was
little difference in recidivism despite New York's strong
emphasis on education, counseling and drug treatment and
Georgia's strong emphasis on work. In both states. 20 to 30
percent of boot camp graduates and comparison groups re-

turned to prison within the first year of community supervi
sion.

All boot camp prisons report
having incorporated some sort
of dr_u% treatment and educa-
tion into their program plan.

The recidivism results are preliminary and should not be
considered conclusive at this point. New York has identi-
fied the transition to community life as a difficult period for
these offenders and has improved aftercare services during
community supervision. Georgia, on the other hand, has
proposed increasing the rehabilitation or educational com-
ponents of its boot camp programs.

Impact on Prison Crowding

For boot camps to successfully reduce prison crowding,
two conditions must be met— there must be a sufficient
number of eligible offenders entering and completing the
programs and offenders must be drawn from a populauon of
prison-bound offenders, not from those who wouid otherwise
be sentenced to probation.

Cotnuedonpege A
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BOOT CAMP SURVEY

Continued from page 92

Most programs to date do not meet the fust qualification—
they simply are too small to affect crowding. Only two
states— New York (UOO) and Texas (400)— have more than
300 beds for boot camp programs, which nonetheless repre-
sents a small proportion of the total prison beds.

Whether states meet the second qualification may depend on
who decides which offenders are placed in boot camp programs.

tiona! prison. In this scenario there is a higher probability
that entrants are drawn from prison-bound offenders. How-
ever. the size of these programs, and therefore the impact
on crowding, may be limited by restrictive eligibility re-
guirements and high failure or dropout rates.

Types of Offenders

While the components of shock programs and the emphasis
placed on treatment or rehabilitation vary substantially, the

Boot camps generally hold young, flrst-tima, non-violent offenders ages 17 to 25. Rigid discipline and attention to detail are critical

elements of most programs.

This differs from state to state. In Georgia and Arizona, for
example, judges sentence offenders directly to boot camp pro-
grams. and if offenders arc denied entry or are dismissed they

Most boot camp programs re-
strict participation to inmates
convicted of non-violent
offenses.

return to the court for resentencing. With this decision-mak-
ing structure, it might be expected that a higher proportion
of the boot camp entrants are selected from those who
would otherwise receive probation.

In other states, such as New York. Maryland or Tennes-
see. offenders are sentenced to the Department of Correc-
tions. which decides who is eligible and suitable for the
program: those considered unsuitable are sent to a tradi-

types of offenders placed in the programs arc very similar.
Offenders sentenced to boot camp are generally young,
first-time, non-violent felons. Most states, for example, re-
strict participation to offenders between the ages of 17 and
15. although a few have maximum age limits of between 25
and 30 years of age. Only three states allow offenders over
30 to enter boot camp prisons: Alabama has no age limit
and Louisiana and Mississippi have age limits of 39 and 62.
respectively.

More than half of the programs further restrict participa-
tion to offenders convicted of non-violent offenses. The re-
maining 10 states report that both those convicted of violen,
and non-violent offenses are eligible for participation. Pre-
liminary data from the multi-site study reveals that despite
violent offenders' potential eligibility, the majority of par-
ticipants are convicted of non-violent offenses.

Restrictive eligibility criteria, particularly if offenders
are drawn from those who are prison-bound, can severely
limit the number of available entrants. In response to such
problems. Louisiana made its criteria less restrictive to fill
beds that initially had been empty.
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Drug Offenders

The association between drugs and crime is a strong one.
particularly when young offenders are involved. Not sur-
prisingly. program evaluations reveal that many offenders
in boot camps have drug problems. Officials in Mississippi,
for example, have found that 9(J to {5 percent of their par-
ticipants are drug users. At least lour states report that their
programs were specifically designed lor non-violent, drug-
involved offenders.

— B— im—Wia—hi — ... I
For boot camps to reduce

rison crowding, there must

e a sufficient number of of-
fenders completing the pro-
rams, and they must be

rawn from a poPulatlon of
prison-bound offenders.

In response to offenders' needs, all boot camp prisons
. report having incorporated some son of drug treatment and
education into their program plan. In fact, in nine states
drug treatment is a legal program requirement. As might be
expected, the panicular dtug treatment/education strategy
adopted by each program varies considerably.

Some programs focus solely on drug education, while
others emphasize treatment. More specifically, seven pro-
grams teach only drug education, three programs emphasize
treatment and 13 programs combine treatment and educa-
tion in some fashion. In our survey, most respondents rated
drug education as a more important gocl than drug treat-
ment.

An examination of the availability of and time spent in
specific components of drug treatment and education under-
scores this difference in emphasis. For example, in virtually
all programs inmates receive at least several hours of drug
education per week. The availability of individual psycho-
therapy, group psychotherapy, drug counseling and relapse
prevention training, however, was far more limited.

Other program differences include the number of days
spent in drug treatment and education, which ranges from
12 to 180 days, whether the dais treatment and education
program is administered by program staff or an outside
agency and whether all inmates participate.

NIJ Study

The National Institute of Justice recently began a na-
tional boot camp study that focuses on two major questions:
Are bool camps successfully fulfilling their goals, and what
particular components of boot camp programs lead to suc-
cess or failure? The evaluation will compare eight unique

Continuedredpege
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Shock Incarceration Programs In U.S., March 199"

BOOT CAVP SURVEY

Continued

state programs for men in Florida, Georgia, Illinois. Louisi-
ana. Oklahoma. New York. South Carolina and Texas, and
one program for women in Oklahoma.

The participating programs were selected because they
varied in several ways, including selecrion decisions, com-
munity supervision upon release, program characteristics
and program location. Researchers hope to isolate the spe-
cific components of programs that lead to the fulfillment of
program goals. Each participating program is evaluating its
own program and coordinating this evaluation with the
other states so the methodology, data collected and data
analysis can be compared across states.

While it is clear that many offenders sentenced to boot camps
need drug treatment and education, it is not clear whether these
programs are the most effective way to provide it. The U.S. De-
partment of Justice s Bureau of Justice Assistance is currently
funding four innovative or enhanced boot camp programs for
drug offenders in Texas. New York, Illinois and Oklahoma. The
sites are participating in the NITs study. Results from these stud-
ies should be available in 1992.

States With
Programs

States Planning
Or Considering
Programs
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HB 105 "’ Actprovidingfor incarcerationfor noMdent, youthfu first offaters in boot
s goerated by the Dgpartment of Correctias . ™

Fiscal Analysis

Page 2

This Bill provides" for the establishment of a boot camp program within the Department of
Corrections. The boot camp is to serve as an alternative correctional facility for first time,
youthful, nonviolent offenders. The target age of these offenders is 18 - 26.

The bill also creates a Boot Camp Advisory Board whose purpose is to review and provide
advice to the Department concerning the operation of the boot camp.

The department has determined that the boot camp could be established on state owned farms
in the Matanuska Valley. These farms were developed by private citizens through the use
of State agricultural loans. The developers of these farms have defaulted on the loans and
the ownership of the property has reverted to the State. The Department of Corrections
proposes to redevelop these farms in the following steps:

) Set up portable, modular units for inmate housing and support services;

2 Bring in 50 inmates initially, with the goal of placing 150 - 200 inmates in the
boot camp in the future;

(3  Rebuild the farm by clearing and tilling the land, repairing or upgrading the
buildings and otherwise preparing the properties for turnkey operation;

(4  Substance abuse counseling and programs will be a part of the daily routine
for the inmates, in conjunction with community providers or contractors,
including AA and others;

5 Once the farm is back in shape, the modular units are moved to the next farm
and the process is repeated.

The costs of developing and operating a pilot program for 50 inmates is as follows:

Parsod Sernvicoss

COm 65.0

Probation Officer 1l 55.0

10 CO D’s 555.0

Food Service Manager 51.0
Admin Assistant 42.0

TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES 768.0

TOTAL TRAVEL 100



HB 105 "’2nActprovidingfor incarcerationfor nonvident, youthful first offadars in boot
canps goerated by the Departmentt of Corvectias.. ™"

Fiscal Analysis

Page 3
(Qrerating axts aontinued)
Contractd
Professional Services 203.0
Communication 4.0
Transportation 40.0
Subscriptions 1.0
Utilities 60.0
Repairs/Maint 5.0
Rentals/Leases 4.0
Other Services 2.0
TOTAL CONTRACTUAL 319.0
Commodities
Office Supplies 3.0
Food $50 x 1800 90.0
Clothing 10.0
Non-Food Supplies 9.0
Repair/Maint Supplies 50.0
Other Commodities 5.0
TOTAL COMMODITIES 167.0
TOTAL EQUIPMENT 20.0
INMATE GRATUITIES 50 X $7.50 Day X 250 Days 94.0
TOTAL OPERATING COSTS $1,378.0

CAPITAL BUDGET EXPENDITURES $1,750.0



HB 105 "’ Actprovidingfor incarcerationfor novident, youthful first offatlars in boot
s goerated by the Departnent of Correctias.."*

Fiscal Analysis
Page 4

Boot Canp Advisory Board

The bill provides for the establishment of an eight member advisory board whose
responsibility includes providing advice and review of the boot camp program. It is assumed
that the board will meet 4 times a year in the Anchorage area. It is also assumed that 4 of

the 8 members will resiue in the Anchorage area.
4 trips  x 2 days x 4 Anchorage members x $100 per diem = $3200

4 trips X 2 days x 4 members x $100 per diem = $3200

4 trips x4 members x $500 airfare $8000

Total travel expenses $14,400
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB 105
1993 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

ANALYSS (Qorired)

This bill amends AS 12.55 and AS 33.30 to provide for incarceration
for nonviolent, youthful first offenders in boot camps operated by the
Department of Corrections. This 1s a sentencing alternative that would be
available to courts after the conviction of a defendant. Consequently, the bill
will not have a fiscal impact on the Department of Law.
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Correctional officers will provide alcohol and other drug abuse treatment education

and counseling services.

The boot camps are for adult offenders who are under the age of 26 years.

There 1s no fiscal impact anticipated on the Department of Health and Social Services.
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GRANTS.

CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0

CAPITAL

REVENUE
SOURCE:

FUNDING:

0.0

FUND 0.0

(Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receiots

1003 GF
1004 GF

Match

1005 GF/Proaram Receiots
1006 GF/MHTIA

Other

TOTAL 0.0
POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 0

PART-TIME 0

TEMPORARY 0

Estimate of aurent year (FY B) inpect: $

FY 95

0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page ifnecessary.
Mo fiscal impact i anticipated.

Prepared
DIVISION:

Approved
Agency:

By: Fmris C. Allan

Alaska State Troopers /J

by Commissioner:

FY 96

0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

Midryl ! Slum Denr. nf PHlir Sfaijt
PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL. DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNORS LEGSLATIVE OFHCE
For further distrituan information cll the Govermor™s Legislatave Office

pr

juotjL -

Fy 97

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Phore:
Date:

Date:

DeMarhnpnre

HR 109
799
FY 98 FY 9
0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
0 0
0 0
0 0
269-5691
3/23/93
3/26/93
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