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FISCAL NOTE

Revision D a t e : ___________________________________________
Title: An Act relating to the creation of a boot camp
within the Department of Corrections ...........................................

S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A
1996 L E G IS L A T IV E  SESS IO N

B IL L  N O . C SH B  2  (F IN )

Dept. A ffected: 
^BRU: ALL
Component: ____

Corrections

Sponsor:
Requester:

Representative Willis
House Finance

E xpenditu res /R evenues
COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

(Thousands of Dollars)
n 0694

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 FY 02
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS 1.0
TOTAL OPERATING 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 2,000.0

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( )

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts 2,000.0
1003 GF Match
1004 GF 1.0
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1006 GF/MHTIA
Other
TOTAL 2,001.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Estimate of any current year (FY96) cost: $ 0.0
POSITIONS
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

The Departm en t received a p lann ing g ran t from  the  U.S. O ffice o f Jus tice  Programs to  s tudy  the  prison 
popu la tion w ith  regard to  approp ria te  o ffende rs , to  s tudy  appropria te s ites and develop con s tru c tio n  or 
renovation plans and to  design su itab le  program m ing fo r the boo t camp program and spec ific  p roba tion  and 
parole services (a fte rcare).

Note: Because renova tion  cou ld n o t be fin ished un til federal funds are received, s ite p lann ing is com p le te , r fp 's  
are bid, a con tra c to r is se lected, and the renova tion  w o rk  is ac tua lly  com ple ted, it is es tim a ted  th a t the  date 
provisions in sec tion  1 ,1 c ,  and 1i are such th a t the program  w ill on ly be able to  operate fo r th ree  m on ths .

(Continued on Page 2)
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Further, this fiscal note allow s for the receipt o f  federal funds but the actual costs o f  m atching 
those funds has not yet been determ ined. Finally, w hile no operating  costs are d isplayed in this 
fiscal note, there w ill be operating  costs w hich will have to be recognized and appropriated for 
this program  to be im plem ented.

The departm ent w ould  renovate two existing, unused buildings on the grounds o f  the W iidw ood 
Correctional Center. The cost o f  renovations is estim ated to be $2,000.0. Federal grant funds up 
to that am ount were m ade available in FFY 96. It is anticipated an equal or g reater am ount will 
be available when the FFY 97 appropriation  for the D epartm ent o f  Justice is settled. The am ount 
and form o f  the required  state m atch is also unsettled. I f  this bill becom es law, the DOC expects 
it w ould establish  a boot cam p program  only i f  construction and operation  funding w as approved 
by the Legislature. It is further assum ed that the project will not go forward w ithout m ajor 
capita! funding in the form  o f  Federal grant funding.

Therefore the departm ent expects to apply for grant funds for renovation. The aw ard o f  the funds 
w ould not be expected before late fall 1996 and acceptance would be conditional upon approval 
by the legislature, including appropriation  o f  the required m atch. T he operational plan and 
budget w ould be available at the sam e time. This w ould allow  the facility  to be ready for 
occupancy on or before the beginning o f  FY 99.

Tw o alternative approaches ex is t assum ing the bill passes. One, the departm ent could com plete 
the planning project currently under way and bring a com plete capital and operational plan, 
including funding, to the next legislature. Tw o, the legislature could choose to fund the capital 
com m itm ents w ith the passage o f  this bill.
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rN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 

NIN ETEEN TH LEGISLATURE - SECO N D  SESSION

B Y
Offered:Referred:
Sponsor(s): R E P R E S E N T A T IV E S  W IL L IS , Rokeberg

A B IL L  

F O R  AN A C T  E N T IT L E D  

"A n  A ct p ro v id in g  fo r  in ca rc e ra tio n  o f c e r ta in  n o n v io len t o ffen ders in boot 

cam p s o p e ra te d  by th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f C o rre c tio n s ;  m ak in g  p riso n e rs  who 

com plete th e  boot cam p  p ro g ram  eligible for fu rlo u g h s  an d  d iscre tio n ary  paro le; 

allo w in g  th e  D e p a r tm e n t o f C o rrec tio n s  to c o n tra c t  w ith  a  p erso n  fo r a boot 

ca m p  p ro g ra m ; c re a tin g  th e  Boot C am p  P ro g ra m  A dv iso ry  B o ard  in the  

D e p a r tm e n t o f C o rre c tio n s ."

B E  IT  E N A C T E D  BY T H E  L E G IS L A T U R E  O F  T H E  S T A T E  O F  A LA SK A :

* S ec tio n  1. BO OT C A M P PRO G RA M  ESTA B LISH ED , (a) The com m issioner shall 

establish a boot cam p program  as a correctional facility o f the state. The boot camp program 

shall be operated  from July 1, 1996, until June 30, 1997. T he boot cam p program is an 

alternative correctional facility and program  for youthful p risoners who have been sentenced 

for a conviction o f a less serious nature and who have not previously participated in the boot 

cam p program . Prisoners participating in the boot cam p program  shall be housed separately
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1 from  o ther prisoners com m itted to the custody o f the com m issioner who are not participating 

in the program .

(b) The com m issioner shall include in the boot cam p program

(1) a military style intensive physical training and discipline program ;

(2) alcohol and drug counseling, education, and treatment as an integral part 

o f  the  program ;

(3) a training program  em phasizing skills for reentering society;

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

(5) other educational, counseling, and treatment programs as determ ined by the 

departm en t or as ordered by a court under AS 12.55.015.

(c) T he com m issioner shall structure the boot cam p program so that a prisoner 

entering  the program  may complete it in a period of time determined by the com m issioner but 

not g reater than 150 days. The program shall be structured so that all prisoners entering  the 

p rogram  m ay com plete it before June 30, 1997.

(d) A prisoner shall be rem oved from the boot cam p program and reassigned to 

an o the r correctional facility if the prisoner fails to successfully com plete the program  or 

o therw ise fails to abide bv the regulations of the program .

(e) The co m m issio n er^ba it adopt regulations to implement this section and otherwise
f  V’N1-1" ' \

adm in iste r the boot cam p program . The regulations A w #  mciude provisions to require a
CT\ • '

p risoner to reim burse the departm ent for^the costs of^participating in tne boot cam p program  

to the ex ten t o f the prisoner’s resources.

( 0  N otw ithstanding AS 33.30.031, the departm ent may contract with a person for 

operation  o f a boot cam p program under this section. A contract boot cam p program  must 

m eet all o f  the requirem ents for a boot camp under this section and under the regulations 

adopted  by the com m issioner. Prisoners shall be assigned to a contract boot cam p program  

in the m anner provided under (h) of this section.

(g) The com m issioner shall maintain records o f the program and shall report to the 

leg islature not later than February 1, 1997, on the program  and its effectiveness. T he report 

m ust include, to the extent the technological capability  o f the departm ent allows,

(1) a com parison o f recidivism rates between prisoners who have com pleted 

the boot cam p program  and other prisoners not eligible for the program who are com m itted
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1 to the custody o f the com missioner;

2 (2) a com parison o f costs between the boot cam p program  and traditional

3 incarceration program s;

4 (3) a description of the num ber o f prisoners who have participated in,

5 com pleted, or failed the boot camp program.

6 (h) The com m issioner may not allow a prisoner to serve time in the boot cam p

7 program  unless the com m issioner specifically finds that the prisoner m eets the eligibility

8 requirem ents o f this subsection. To be eligible to serve time in the boot cam p program , the

9 prisoner m ust have been selected by the com m issioner and

10 (1) be under 26 years o f age;

11 (2) have been sentenced to a term of im prisonm ent o f at least 150 days;

12 (3) not have previously participated in a boot cam p program  under

13 AS 33.30.182;

14 (4) not be serving a sentence for a violation o f  AS 11.41; AS 11.46.300,

15 11.46.400; AS 11.56.300, 11.56.810; AS 11.61.100, 11.61.190, 11.61.195, or 11.61.240.

16 (i) The Boot Cam p Program Advisory Board is established in the departm ent from

17 July  1, 1996, until June 30, 1997. The board shall review  and provide advice to the

18 com m issioner concerning the boot camp program. The m em bers o f the board are appointed

19 by the governor as follows:

20  (1) the com m issioner or the com m issioner’s designee;

21 (2) the director of the division of institutions o f the departm ent;

22 (3) the director of the division of com m unity corrections o f the departm ent;

23 (4) a m em ber o f the house o f representatives;

24 (5) a m em ber o f the senate; and

25 (6) two public members.

26 (j) The public m em bers of the board created in (i) o f this section are entitled to per

27 diem and travel expenses authorized by law for boards and com m issions under AS 39 .20 .ISO.

28 (k) Notwithstanding another provision of law, a prisoner who is not otherwise eligible

29 for discretionary parole who has successfully com pleted the boot cam p program  under this

30 section is eligible for discretionary parole.

WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT
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(1) N otw ithstanding AS 33.16.100(c) and (d), a prisoner who is elig ible for ' 

d iscretionary  parole under (k) of this section may be released on parole at any time after the 

successful com pletion o f the boot cam p program  created in this section.

(m) A prisoner who has successfully com pleted the boot cam p program created under 

this section is eligible for a prerelease furlough under AS 33.30.111 under regulations adopted 

by the com m issioner under AS 33.30.101 regardless o f w hether the prisoner has served the 

portion  o f  the term  required under AS 3 3 .3 0 .1 1 1(d).

(n) In this section,

(1) "com m issioner" m eans the com m issioner o f corrections;

(2) "departm ent" m eans the D epartm ent o f Corrections.
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FISCAL NOTE

Revision D a t e : ___________________________________________
Title: An Act relating to the creation of a boot camp
within the Department of Corrections  .......

S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A
1996 L E G IS L A T IV E  SESS IO N

B IL L  N O . CSHB 2 (FIN)

Dept. A ffected: 
BRU: ALL
Component: ____

Corrections

Sponsor:
Requester:

Representative Willis
House Finance

E x p en d itu res /R evenu es
COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 

(Thousands of Dollars)

ft 0694

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 FY 02
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS 1.0
TOTAL OPERATING 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 2.000.0

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( )

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1006 GF/MHTIA 
Other

2,000.0

1.0

TOTAL 2,001.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY96) cost: $ 
POSITIONS

0.0

FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

The Departm en t rece ived a p lann ing g ran t from  the U.S. O ffice  o f Jus tice  Programs to s tudy the prison 
popu la tion w ith  regard to  approp ria te  o ffende rs , to  s tudy appropria te sites and develop cons tru c tion  or 
renovation p lans and to  design su itab le  programm ing fo r the boo t camp program and spec ific  proba tion and 
parole serv ices (a fte rca re ).

Note: Because renova tion  cou ld no t be fin ished un til federal funds are received, s ite planning is com ple te , r fp ’s 
are bid, a c o n tra c to r is se lec ted , and the  renova tion w ork  is ac tua lly  com ple ted, it is estimated tha t the date 
provis ions in sec tion  1 ,1 c ,  and 1i are such th a t the program w ill on ly be able to  operate fo r th ree months.

(Continued on Page 2)
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Further, this fiscal note allow s for the receipt o f  federal funds but the actual costs o f  m atching 
those funds has not yet been determ ined. Finally, w hile no operating costs are disp layed in this 
fiscal note, there w ill be operating costs which will have to be recognized and appropriated  for 
this p rogram  to be im plem ented.

The departm ent w ould renovate two existing, unused buildings on the grounds o f  the W ildw ood 
C orrectional Center. The cost o f  renovations is estim ated to be $2,000.0. Federal g ran t funds up 
to that am ount w ere made available in FFY 96. It is anticipated an equal or greater am ount will 
be available when the FFY 97 appropriation for the D epartm ent o f  Justice is settled. The am ount 
and form  o f  the required slate m atch is also unsettled. I f  this bill becom es law, the D O C expects 
it w ould establish a boot cam p program  only i f  construction and operation funding w as approved 
by the Legislature. It is further assum ed that the project will not go forward w ithout m ajor 
capital funding in the form o f  Federal grant funding.

T herefore the departm ent expects to apply for grant funds for renovation. The aw ard o f  the funds 
w ould not be expected  before late fall 1996 and acceptance would be conditional upon approval 
by the legislature, including appropriation o f  the required m atch. The operational p lan  and 
budget w ould be available at the sam e time. This w ould allow  the facility to be ready for 
occupancy on or before the beginning o f  FY 99.

Tw o alternative approaches exist assum ing the bill passes. One, the departm ent could com plete 
the p lanning project currently under way and bring a com plete capital and operational plan, 
includ ing  funding, to the next legislature. Two, the legislature could choose to fund the capita! 
com m itm ents w ith  the passage o f  this bill.
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CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 2( )

IN TH E LEGISLATU RE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 

N IN ETEEN TH  LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

B Y
O ffered :R eferred:
Sponsor(s): R E P R E S E N T A T IV E S  W IL L IS , Rokcberg

A BILL

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED 

"An Act providing for incarceration of certain nonviolent offenders in boot 

camps operated by the Department of Corrections; making prisoners who 

complete the boot camp program eligible for furloughs and discretionary parole; 

allowing the Department of Corrections to contract with a person for a boot 

camp program ; creating the Boot Camp Program Advisory Board in the 

D epartm ent of Corrections."

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

* S e c tio n  1. B O O T C A M P PROGRAM  ESTABLISHED, (a) The com m issioner may 

estab lish  a boot cam p program  as an alternative correctional facility o f the state, but only if 

federal funds to establish, operate, and maintain the boot camp program  are received in an 

am ount sufficient to fully fund operational and capital costs o f the program . The boot camp 

program , if established, shall be operated from July 1, 1996, until Septem ber 30, 1998. The 

boo t cam p  program  may utilize state buildings and may, to the extent federal funds are

-1-
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availab le, renovate, modify, and maintain those buildings. The boot cam p program  is an 

alternative correctional facility and program  for youthful prisoners who have been sentenced 

for a conviction  of a less serious nature and who have not previously participated in the boot 

cam p program . Prisoners participating in the boot cam p program shall be housed separately 

from o ther prisoners committed to the custody o f the com m issioner who are not participating 

in the program .

(b) The com m issioner shall include in the boot cam p program

(1) a military style intensive physical training and discipline program ;

(2) alcohol and drug counseling, education, and treatm ent as an integral part 

o f  the program ;

(3) a training program em phasizing skills for reentering society;

(4) training in personal accountability and the w ork ethic; and

(5) other educational, counseling, and treatment programs as determ ined by the 

departm en t or <?s ordered by a court under AS 12.55.015.

(c) T he com m issioner shall structure the boot cam p program  so that a prisoner 

entering the program may complete it in a period o f time determined by the com m issioner but 

not greater than 150 days. The program shall be structured so that all prisoners entering the 

program  m ay com plete it before Septem ber 30, 1998.

(d) A  prisoner shall be removed from the boot camp program  and reassigned to 

ano ther correctional facility if the prisoner fails to successfully com plete the program  or 

o therw ise fails to abide by the regulations o f the program .

(e) The com missioner may adopt regulations to implement this section and otherwise 

adm in ister the boot camp program. The regulations may include provisions to require a 

p risoner to  reim burse the departm ent for a portion o f the costs o f  participating in the boot 

cam p program  to the extent o f the prisoner’s resoun :s.

(f) N otw ithstanding AS 33.30.031, the departm ent may contract with a person for 

operation  o f a boot camp program under this section. A contract boot cam p program  must 

m eet all o f  the requirem ents for a boot cam p under this section and under the regulations 

adopted by the com m issioner. Prisoners shall be assigned to a co n tr:c t boot cam p program 

in the m anner provided under (h) of this section.

(g) The com m issioner shall maintain records o f the program and shall report to the
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legislature not later than February 1, 1997, on the program  and its effectiveness. The report 

m ust include, to the extent the technological capability o f  the departm ent allows,

(1) a com parison  o f recidivism  rates between prisoners w ho have com pleted 

the boot cam p program  and o ther prisoners n : t  eligible for the program  who arc com m itted 

to the custody o f the com m issioner;

(2) a com parison  o f costs between the boot cam p program  and traditional 

incarceration program s;

(3) a descrip tion  o f the num ber of prisoners who have participated in, 

com pleted, or failed the boot cam p program .

(h) T he com m issioner m ay not allow a prisoner to serve tim e in the boot cam p 

program  unless the com m issioner specifically finds that the prisoner m eets the eligibility 

requirem ents o f this subsection. To be eligible to serve tim e in the boot cam p program , the 

p risoner m ust have been se lected  by the com m issioner and

(1) be under 30 years o f age;

(2) have been sentenced to a term  of im prisonm ent o f  at least 150 days;

(3) not have previously participated in a boot cam p program  under this section;

(4) not be serv ing  a sentence for a violation o f AS 11.41; AS 11.46.300, 

11.46.400; AS 11.56.300, 11.56.S10; AS 11.61.100, 11.61.190, 11.61.195, or 11.61.240.

(i) The Boot C am p Program  Advisory Board is established in the departm ent from 

July 1, 1996, until Septem ber 30, 1998. The board shall review  and provide advice to the 

com m issioner concerning the boot cam p program. The m em bers o f the board are appointed 

by the governor as follows;

(1) the com m issioner o r the com m issioner's designee;

(2) the d irecto r o f  the division o f institutions o f the departm ent;

(3) the d irector o f  the division o f com m unity corrections o f the departm ent;

(4) a m em ber o f  the house of representatives;

(5) a m em ber o f the senate; and

(6) two public m em bers.

(j) The public m em bers o f the board created in (i) o f this section are entitled to per 

diem  and travel expenses authorized by law for boards and com m issions under AS 39.20.180.

(k) Notwithstanding another provision of law, a prisoner who is not otherwise eligible
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for d iscretionary  parole who has successfully com pleted the boot cam p program  under this 

section is elig ib le for discretionary parole.

(1) N otw ithstanding AS 33.16.100(c) and (d), a prisoner who is elig ible for 

discretionary parole under (k) of this section may be released on parole at any tim e after the 

successful com pletion of the boot cam p program  created in this section.

(m) A prisoner who has successfully completed the boot cam p program crea;$d under 

this section is eligible for a prerelease furlough under AS 33.30.111 under regulations adopted 

by the com m issioner under AS 33.30.101 regardless o f w hether the prisoner has served the 

portion o f the term  required under AS 33.30.111(d).

(n) In th is section,

(1) "com missioner" m eans the com m issioner o f corrections;

(2) "departm ent" means the Departm ent o f Corrections.
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S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A
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HFC______ BILL NO. CSHF3 2(JUD)

nonv io len t o ffenders
"A n  A c t prov id ing fo r in ca rce ra tion  o f certa in

D ep l. A ffe c te d : 
BRU:
Component:

co rrec tio ns

Sponsor:
Requester:

Rep W illis
House Finance

E xpen ditu res /R evenu es
COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

(Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 FY 02

PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TO TAL OPERATING 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0

CAP ITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGE IN REVENUES (

FUND SOURCE (Thousands o f Dollars!
1002  Federal Rece ipts
1003  GF M a tch
1004  GF
1005  GF/Program Rece ipts
1006  GF/MHTIA
O the r
TOTAL 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0

Estim a te  o f any cu rren t year (FY96) cos t: $ 0 .0

POSITIONS
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYS IS : (A tta ch  a separate page il necessary)
The departm en t rece ived  a p lanning g ran t from  the  O ffice  o f Justice  Programs to  s tudy the prison popu la tion  w ith  regard to  
approp ria te  o ffende rs , to  s tudy  appropria te  s ites and develop cons truc tion  or renova tion  plans and to  design su itab le  
p rog ram ing  for the b oo t camp program  and spec ific  p robation and parole se rv ices , (a ftercare)

The departm en t w ou ld  renova te  tw o  e x is ting , unused build ings on the grounds o f tha W ildw ood  Correc tiona l Center. The 
co s t o f renova tions is e s tim a ted  to  be $ 2 ,0 0 0 .0 . Federal g ran t funds up to th a t am oun t were made availab le in FFY 9 6 . It is 
an tic ipa te d  an equal or g rea te r am oun t w ill be availab le when the FFY 97 approp ria tion  for the Dept, o f Jus tice  is se ttle d . 
The am oun t and fo rm  o f the required s ta te  m a tch  is also unse ttled . If th is b ill becomes law , the DCC expec ts  it w ou ld  
es tab lish  a boo t cam p p rogram  only i f  c o n s tru c tio n  and operation funding was approved by the Leg is la ture . It is fu rthe r 
assum ed tha t the p ro je c t w ill no t go fo rw a rd  w ith o u t major cap ito l funding in the  fo rm  Federal grant fund ing .

There fo re  the d epa rtm en t w ou ld  expec t to  app ly fo r grant funds fo r renova tion . The award o f the runds w ou ld  no t be 
expec ted  before la te fa ll 1996  and accep tance w ou ld  be cond itioned upon approva l by the leg is la tu re , inc lud ing  approp ria tion  
o f the  required m a tch . The operationa l p lan and budge t would  be available a t the same tim e . This w ou ld  a llow  the fa c ility  to
be readv fo r occupancy on or before t h t  beg inn ing  o f FY 99 . CONTINUED ON PAGE 2
Prepared by: Jerry Shriner Phone: 4 6 5 -4 6 5 2
D iv is ion : O ffic e  o f the Com m issioner -. Date: 3 /2 2 /9 6

A pp roved  by Com m iss ione r: A a  QU Gi f lX  iM . • l Date: 3 /2 2 /9 6
A gency : '  D e & r tm e n t o f Co rrection^
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Tw o alternative approaches exist assum ing the bill passes. One. the departm ent could 
com plete the planning project currently underw ay and bring a com plete capitol and 
operational plan, including funding, forw ard to the next legislature. T w o, the legislature 
could choose to fund the capitol com m itm ents with the passage o f  the bill.

This fiscal note d iffers from one subm itted April 10, 1995 prim arily in that low er capitol 
costs are projected  and alternative funding processes are presented.



FISCAL NOTE
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STATE OF ALASKA
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N o. 6
Bill Version: CSHB 2 (J U D )
(H ) Publish D aie: 4 / 1 8 / 9 5

Revision Date: 
T itle :
w ith  in the DOC

An A c t re la ting to  the creation  o f a boo t cam p
Dept. A ffe c te d : 

"BRU: ^
Component:

Corrections
all
all

Sponsor:
Requester:

Rep. W illis
Rep. W illis

E xpenditures /R evenues
COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 

(T hou sand s  o f  D o lla rs )
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01

PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS 1 ,9 52 .8 2 .0 5 0 .4 2 .1 5 2 .9 2 ,2 60 .5 2 .3 73 .5
TO TAL OPERATING 0 .0 1 ,9 52 .8 2 ,0 5 0 .4 2 .1 5 2 .9 2 ,2 60 .5 2 ,3 73 .5

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES | 3 ,0 0 0 .0  | I I I

ICHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) 1 1

FUND SOURCE (Thousands o f Dollars)
1002  Federal Receipts
1003 GF M a tch
1004  GF
1005  GF/Program Receipts
1006  GF/M HTIA  
O the r

2 .0 0 0 .0
1 ,0 00 .0

1 ,352 .8 2 .0 5 0 .4 2 ,1 5 2 .9 2 .2 60 .5 2 .3 73 .5

TOTAL 3 ,0 0 0 .0 1 ,9 52 .8 2 ,0 5 0 .4 2 .1 5 2 .9 2 ,2 60 .5 2 ,3 73 .5

Estim ate o f any cu rren t year (FY95) cos t: $ 0 .0
POSITIONS
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

AN ALYS IS : (A tta ch  a separate page if  necessary)
This b»ll w ou ld  add a new  section , AS 3 3 .3 0 .1 8 2  w h ich wou ld  require the Comm issioner o f Corrections to 
estab lish a boot program . The bill also provides fo r the comm issioner to  se lec t pa rtic ipan ts  in a boo t camp 
program and provides a se lection crite ria . Boot camp partic ipants would be required to  pay the cos t o f 
pa rtic ipa tion  in the program  to  the ex ten t o f the ir ab ility .

Sections la n d  2 o f the bill provide fo r e lig ib ility  fo r d iscre tiona ;'/ parole e lig ib ility  fo r those w ho successfu lly 
com ple te  the boot camp program .

Section 3 provides fo r ce rta in  cond itions and standards fo r the operation o f the  boo t camp and d irects the 
com m issioner to adop t regu lations to im p lem ent and adm inister the program . This section fu rthe r provides for 
the estab lishm ent o f an adv iso ry board to  rev iew  and advise the comm issioner. CONTINUED ON ATTACHED 
PAGES:

Prepared by:  Je rry  Shriner______________________________________________________Phone: 4 6 5 -5 5 82
D iv is ion : Com m . O ffic e   r \ _____________________ D a te :____ 4 /1 0 /9 5

Approved by Com m iss ioner:_____________Hr . y V D L A  V ________  Date: 4 /1 0 /9 5
Agency : V (a Departm ent o f Cobections
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FISCAL NOTE 
CSHB 2 (STA)
April 9, 1995

This com m ittee substitute rem oves m uch o f the uncertainty o f the previous bill by rem oving the 
discretion o f  the court and allow ing participation o f  only those sentenced to serve 224 days ore 
m ore. There are approxim ately 245 prisoners incarcerated who would m eet the criteria set forth 
under this bill.

120 inm ates could  be processed through a  150 day, 50 bed boot cam p each year. A fter screening 
for factors such as health, m otivation and other criteria that w ould guide selection, no m ore than 
150 suitable inm ates would be available on  an annual basis.

Two Factors have led to low ering the projected capital cost o f  a boot cam p. First, experience in 
other such facilities w ith sim ilar selection criteria show  security levels can be m inim um  as 
opposed to m inim um /m edium  security. Second, group housing functions m uch better than single 
or sm all unit cells and suitable facilities m ight be built separate from, but adjacent to existing 
facilities at a cost o f  approxim ately  $60,000 per bed o r S3.000,000 for the project.

Federal funding for capital costs is available to successful grant applicants in the am ount o f  
$2,000,000. Such funding w ould be available in early  FY  96.

W ithout specific program  design, it is d ifficult to be accurate about operating costs. W hile 
custody levels w ould be low, the staff/inm ate ratio in  existing program s across the country is 
approxim ately  2 to 1 because o f  the intensity o f  the program m ing that exists. O perating costs 
have been low ered to reflect m ore current daily operating  costs for DO C. H ow ever a  5% percent 
inflationary factor has also been  applied, (such a factor should have been included in the original 
fiscal note)

$107.00(per day cost) X 365(days per year) X 50(program capacity) = $1,952,750.00

Tills figure has be show n in the m iscellaneous line for lack o f specific program  design necessary 
to provide m ore detail.

Page 2 of
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A M E N D M E N T

O FFER ED  IN T H E  H O U SE 

TO : CSHB 2(JUD)

1 Page 3, line 26:

2 D elete "26"

3 Insert "30"
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1 Page 4, line 15:

2 D elete "1995"

3 Insert "1996"
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SPONSOR STATEMENT - April 4, 1996 
CSHB 2 (Judiciary) - BOOT CAMPS

In 1993,1 first introduced legislation relating to boot camps for nonviolent, first-time 
adult offenders. CSHB 2 (Judiciary) includes the ideas of those interested in the boot camp 
concept and addresses the needs of the Department of Corrections with regard to this proposed 
program.

I feel that placing nonviolent felony or misdemeanor offenders in a prison setting is not 
the best way to accomplish rehabilitation of the offender. Providing an alternative to prison 
time and an opportunity to learn discipline and acceptable behavior will offer these offenders 
a chance to avoid further encounters with the law.

The bill before you would offer the boot camp as an alternative program for convicted 
felons or misdemeanants under the age of 26. Individuals convicted of crimes such as homicide, 
assault, kidnapping, sexual offenses, and offenses involving the use of a deadly weapon would 
not be eligible for this option. The emphasis here is on nonviolent offenders. The Department 
of Corrections has requested that the maximum age limit be raised to 30 years and I have no 
objection to that change. Suggested language has been submitted.

At least 24 states, in addition to the federal government, operate boot camp programs. 
As can be expected, each state offers the program to different groups. For example, in 1993 
Virginia's program was limited to nonviolent male felony offenders 24 years of age or under and 
did not allow felons convicted of murder, manslaughter, kidnapping, sexual assault, etc., to 
participate in the program. Massachusetts' program, in 1993, was for male offenders under the 
age of 40. In recent testimony before committees in the United States Congress, Kathleen Hawk 
of the Department of Justice mentioned that as of 30 September 1994, over one thousand federal 
inmates had graduated from the federal Intensive Confinement Center/boot camp program.

Due to efforts underway on the federal level, the Department has revised its 1995 
fiscal note downward to a 1996 fiscal note of zero due to the possibility of federal funds for both 
construction and operating costs. A representative of the Department is in the audience and can 
more fully address the fiscal notes. Information I have been given indicates that savings from 
this legislation could be seen within two to three years. The program, as with any highly 
structured program, involves intensive staff time and follow-up through parole and probation.
I think that in the end the expenditures are worth it if we can teach first time offenders how to 
structure their lives so as to not become repeat offenders.

I have submitted to the committee various articles and studies concerning boot camp 
programs. I believe that a boot camp program could help us address many problems from prison 
overcrowding to recidivism rates. A boot camp program has the potential of providing us with 
many long-term benefits. I would urge positive consideration of this bill.

■ pmiiod on recytJed papor
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M E M O R A N D U M April 4, 1996

SUBJECT: Sectional Sum m ary o f CSH B 2(STA ) 
(W ork Order No. 9-LS0016\G )

TO: R epresentative Ed W illis 
Attn: Janet Seitz

FROM: Jerry
Legislative Counsel

You h ave requested a sectional sum m ary o f  the above-described bill. A s a prelim inary 
m atter, no te  that a sectional sum m ary o f  a bill should not be considered an authoritative 
in terpretation  o f  the bill - the bill itse lf is the best statem ent o f  its contents.

Section 1 o f the bill provides that a prisoner who successfully  com pletes the boot cam p is 
elig ible for discretionary parole notw ithstanding any o ther statute that m ight restric t the 
prisoner's eligibility.

Section 2 of the bill am ends AS 33.16.100 by adding a  new  subsection (e) that provides that 
a prisoner who is eligible for discretionary parole under sec. 1 o f  the bill m ay be released on 
parole w hen the prisoner successfully  com pletes the boot cam p program .

Section 3 of the bill am ends AS 33.30.111 by adding a new  subsection (g) that provides that 
a prisoner w ho successfully  com pletes the boot cam p is elig ible for a pre-release furlough.

Section 4 o f the bill is the statutory "m eat" o f  the bill. It creates:
AS 33.30.1S2 w hich establishes a  boot cam p program  as a  correctional facility o f  the 

state; describes w hat the boot cam p program  involves (m ilitarily  styled discipline and 
physical training, education, counseling, training); requires the boot cam p program  to be 
designed so as to be com pleted w ithin 150 days; requires prisoners w ho fail the program  to 
be reassigned  to o ther correctional institu tions; requires the com m issioner to adopt 
regulations; allows the com m issioner to contract for an alternative boot cam p program ; and 
requires the com m issioner to report to  the legislature.

AS 33.30 .i83  lim its the prisoners eligible for assignm ent to the boot cam p program  
to those prisoners who are under 26 years o f  age, are selected by the com m issioner, w ho are



sentenced to a term  o f  im prisonm ent o f  at least 150 days, have no t previously participated  
in a boot cam p program , and who did not violate AS 11.41,1' A S 11.46.300,”
AS l i .46 .400,” AS~ 11.56.300," AS 11.56.810,” AS 11.61.100,* AS 11.61.190,»
AS 11.61.195,* or AS ll .6 1 .2 4 0 .9'

A S 33.30.184 creates a boot cam p advisory board.

Section  5 o f  th e  bill provides an  effective dare.

R epresentative Ed W illis
April 4, 1996
Page 2

G PL :glc:k lb
96-209.glc

u Crim es against persons, including, e.g.,murder, manslaughter, assault, sexual assault, and sexualabuse.
v  Burglary in the first degree.
5/ Arson in the first degree.
*  Escape in the first degree.
51 Terroristic threatening.
*  Riot.
11 M isconduct involving weapons in the first degree.
*  M isconduct involving weapons in the second degree.
9/ Crim inal possession o f  explosives.



DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
MEMORANDUM

to: Representative Ed W illis

from: Jerry S h r in e r '^

re: HB 2

date: April 4, 1996

The departm ent is approaching boot cam p operation  prim arily  as a population 
m anagem ent tool. As the enclosed "what i f ’ scenarios indicate, the operation of a 
boot camp can result in a reduced need for prison beds and  avoid future capital 
expenditures.

W hile the daily operating cost of of b o th  th e  b o o t camp an d  th e  probation/parole 
services th a t follow are more expensive th an  curren t program s; th e  to tal cost of 
incarceration and supervising an inm ate is expected to result in  a cost savings over 
the  term  of th e  sentence because they  will be m oved through th e  prison and in to  the 
com m unity m ore quickly.

Obviously th is means shorter incarceration tim es. This pun ishm ent or public 
condem nation phase is enhanced, however, by th e  intensive n a tu re  of the boot camp 
program.

Publ:' iy will be m aintained by careful selection of offenders and by greatly
enha .. .om m unity supervision and rehabilita tive program m ing .

T he specifics o f the program m ing, bo th  in  the  b o o t camp and  in  th e  com m unity, have 
n o t been developed in detail; b u t they  can be
expected to  em phasize self-responsibility, from the duk of
vocational train ing  and em ploym ent, victim  and
com m unity restorative justice and  substance abuse Jeny Shriner
counseling. , J^rr  Aui? nt

°  Department of Comrtioiu
240 Main, Suite 700 

Juneau, Al 99801

(907) 465-4640 
Fax: (907) 465-3390



W e do no t w ant to  im ply a boot camp program  is the answer to all correctional 
problems. As your bill makes clear, it is lim ited to a select and small group. It can be 
effective iri saving prison bed space for m ore serious offenders w ithou t increasing risk 
to the com m unity and it will always be our goal to reduce the risk to the com m unity 
by lowering the  recidivism rate of offenders in the com m unity.

cc:



BOOT CAMP PLANNING ANALYSIS

1.380 Initial reduction in person months o f confinement
minus 541 Person months lost due to dropouts
minus 85 Person months lost due to washouts
minus 200 Net person months lost due to revocations

(Boot Camp grads and Probation)

Equals
Equals

555 Net reduction in person months o f confinement 
46 Net reduction in number o f prison beds needed 
32 Months to achieve net change in prison beds 

needed

FISCAL A N A L Y SIS 5107.00 Average daily prison cost
5 125.00 Average daily boot camp cost 

S8.25 Average daily P/P cost (reg )
S25.00 Average daily P/P cost (B C )

S6.936.250 capital cost avoidance (l)

S3.333.750 cost fo r current approach (2)
S2,025,000 cost fo r bootcamp approach (2)

S523.500 annualized cost difference

Notes:
assumes:
1/ 50 participants and two cycles per year 
2/ a 6 month cycle duration 
3/ a washout and dropout rate totaling 35% 
4/ a parole revocation rate o f 15%
5/ an average sentence length o f  30 months

1) The projected savings by not building the "Net reduction in number o f prison beds needed" mentioned above.
2) Anticipated cost o f incarceration & P/P services sentence o f 30 months

Portions Copyright 1994 by Dale G. Parent used with permission.



BOOT CAMP PLANNING ANALYSIS

980 Initial reduction in person months o f  confinement
minus 70 Person months lost due to dropouts
minus 65 Person months lost due to washouts
minus 143 Net person months lost due to revocations

(Boot Camp grads and Probation)

Equals 702 Net reduction in person months o f confinement
Equals 59 Net reduction in number o f prison beds needed

28 Months to achieve net change in prison beds
needed

FISCAL A N A L Y SIS  S I 07.00 Average daily prison cost
S125.00 Average daily boot camp cost 

S8.25 Average daily P/P cost (reg ) 
S25.00 Average daily P/P cost (B C )

S8,780,000 capital cost avoidance (I)

£2,667,000 cost for current approach (2)
$ 1,800,000 cost fo r bootcamp approach (2)

S433,500 annualized cost difference

Notes:
assumes:
1/ 50 participants and two cycles per year 
2/ a 6 month cycle duration 
3/ a washout and dropout rate totaling 10% 
4/ a parole revocation rate o f 15%
5/ an average sentence length o f 24 months

1 )  T h e  p r o j e c t e d  s a v i n g s  b y  n o t  b u i l d i n g  t h e  " N e t  r e d u c t i o n  i n  n u m b e r  o f  p r i s o n  b e d s  n e e d e d "  m e n t i o n e d  a b o v e .

2 )  A n t i c i p a t e d  c o s t  o f  i n c a r c e r a t i o n  &  P / P  s e r v i c e s  s e n t e n c e  o f  2 4  m o n t h s

Portions Copyright 1994 by Dale G. Parent used with permission.



Alaska State Legislature
1 3 0  S e w a r d  S i r e s : ,  S u n s  2 1 S  

J u n e a u ,  A l a s k a  9 9 8 0 1 - 2 1 9 6

P h o n e :  ( 9 0 7 )  4 6 5 - 3 9 9 !  

F a x :  ( 9 0 7 )  4 6 5 - 3 3 3 1

MEMORANDUM

TO: R epresentative E d  W illis

FROM: Patricia Young
Legislative Ana(yst

RE: Boot Camps for Young Offenders
Research Request 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 program?;, 
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 o f 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

Legislative Research Agency

February 11, 1993



l

to 24 years or under at the lime o f conviction, with no minimum age lim it) 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. Upcn 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 
o f 256 participants. Approximately 50 offenders have graduated from the program to date.

Representative Willis
February 11, 1993
Page 2



Representative Willis
February 11, 1993
Page 3

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); 6) must be medically and 
psychologically fit to participate; 7) must have no histo.y of escape from a secure parameter 
nor any escapes within the past three years; and 8) must volunteer for the program.

According to Mr. O’Dont because the program capacity has yet to be filled, the original
criterion of "no history o. ape" 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—Cuy*.noga County

Unlike 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 6 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 
corruption of a minor.

This is a nonvoluntary, 90-day residential program followed by six to nine months of h i g h l y  
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 m i l i t a r y  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.



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. I hope this information is useful. If you have questions, please let me 
know.

Representative Willis
February 11, 1993
Page 4

Attachment



The boot camp planning analysis modeling program simply allows the user to various known or 
assumed characteristics about the target population, the effects of program variables and the 
costs associated with the variables and project the effects on bed space requirements and 
associated costs. For example one could consider a particular program element by projecting its 
cost and effect on recidivism and determine its value to the over all program.

The costs shown for the boot camp and enhanced P/P supervision are reasonable targets but are 
not based on actual program design.
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Boot Camp Prisons Thrive
by Marjorie MaHette

T HE LIFE IS RIGOROUS, the privi­
leges few. B ut the rew ards, for young 

non-violent first offenders, can be great: 
camp instead of prison; 90 to 180 days of 
concentrated effort instead  of years in an in­

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 /mm Imnt page

tough and tax-dollar considerate, 
state legislatures and congress 
have established the military-like 
programs in 27 U. S. systems, a 
new survey by C orrections 
CO M PEN DIUM  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 of Alternative 
Correctional Treatment); RID 
(Regimented Inmate Discipline); 
Challenge Incarceration and 
others, as well as simply.“Shock 
Incarceration’ or “Boot Camp."

The regimen of boot camp, 
widely publicized by the media, is 
familiar Days that start at 5— 
even 4—a.m~ Drill and push-ups 
and obstacle courses. Insistent DIs 
(drill instructors) in constant 
persuasion. Harsh, summary 
discipline for minor infractions. 
Rigid dress code. Inspected living 
quarters that must be ship shape. 
Limited or no TV. Taps at 9 or 10 
p.m.

B 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 of drug 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 
ofTenders hove completed shock 
incarceration programs in the U.S.

with more than 12,000 graduating 
from boot camps, according to the 
C O M PE N D IU M  survey.

Current programs can accomo­
date 4,782 inmates at a time, 
ranging from 20 in Wyoming to
1,500 in New 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,

A lm ost a ll require some 
— and some m any—hours o f  
drug  treatm ent, education  
and  psychological counsel­
ing; others p lace  the grea t­
est em phasis on the heavy 
physica l tra in ing  and dis­
cipline.

however—as child abusers, sex 
offenders, and murderers—are 
usually ineligible for the pro­
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 of Prisons 
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,

die penalty is generally instead of 
a sentence to prison, with a 
sentence pending if training 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 of one year or 
longer in prison.

W hether boot camps are suc­
cesses depends on the 

definition of success. For most, it 
is too soon to know their long-term 
effect on preventing1 recidivism— 
surely the ultimate goal—but 
early studies indicate that they do 
provide as much or more deter­
rence in a short time as a longer 
time in prison does for Girnila- 
offenders.

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

“Without the program, we 
estimate, our prison population 
would be more than double," said 
Deputy Warden Dean Allen a t 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 55 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:
•  The emphasis is on change.
Almost all offer more coun eling 
and education than the offenders 
would get in the general prison 
population.

Corrections COMPENDIUM. January 1991



•  For young first lime incarcerees, 
they are almost always safer than 
prison. There are no experienced 
cons to school them in. crime or 
press them for sexual favors. 
There’s more staff on hand, more 
activities, no idle'time.
•  The demanding exercise and 
regular meals improve health and 
stam ina The inmates learn what 
its  like to get up hi the morning 
and be active all day.
•  They also learn what it’s like to 
be drug-free in an environment 
that demands a lot from them.
•  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 “recruit/

I n a 25-month review of its pro­
gram, the Florida Department 

of Corrections estimated a savings 
of 39,759 inmate days -  conserva­
tively estimated at a cost savings 
of $1.15 million. “The cost of Boot 
Camp represents perhaps its most 
successful aspect..the program is 
effectively reducing prison tune," 
the DOC report said.

Of the 27 systems authorizing

Marjorie Marlette is editor o f
Corrections CCMPF.NDTTJM.

boot camps, eight are starting 
operation in 1991—Connecticut, 
Virginia, Wisconsin and the 
Federal Bureau of Prisons in 
January; Kansas and Nevada in

“The cost o f  Boot Camp 
represents perhaps its m ost 
successful aspect...the p ro ­
g ram  is effectively reducing  
p rison  tim e ”

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

Idaho’s is the oldest shock 
incarceration program. Georgia's, 
begun in 1983, and Oklahoma’s, 
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.

Iowa has a shock probation 
program in which the judge can 
remove certain inmates from 
prison within 90 days of confine­
ment depending on how well they 
do in prison during that time. Ohio 
has ?. shock parole program.

Cose of the programs range 
from $21 per diem in Alabama 
(compared to $27 in regular 
prison), to $67.79 in Connecdcu: 
(compared to $56.91 in prison). 
Some departments gave the san 
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 locate 
in a separate camp or facility, 
while 10 systems house them in 
prison. Three systems do both.

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

P roblems facing the individui 
programs include difficultier 

with inadequate or no funding; 
pressure to keep beds foil that 
does not allow good group intake: 
not enough, beds for the program, 
and lack of follow-up supervision.

One state reported a problem 
with corrections dislike of the 
program, and another said staff 
selection was difficult because of 
the need to assign only those 
individuals who had demonstrate 
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 of boot camp programs, 
has recently started an intensive 
“shock parole” program to continu 
support services for the graduates 
when they return to the streets. 
Two parole officers work as a tear: 
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 camps, in the scholarly as

Correcions COMPENDIUM, January 1991



)

% Id a h o ’s sh o c k  in c a r c e r a t io n  
p ro g ram  im p a c ts  n u m b e r  in  p r is o n
S hock incarceration got 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 before other 
stales pioneered the boot camp form 
of shock imprisonment.

Idaho’s program, modified to add 
boot camp drills two years ago, now 
has 16 years of operational experi­
ence and, says Deputy Warden Dean 
Allen, *we think we’re having a major 
impact.'

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

NIC! is located on 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 must 
be tried as an aduft, but the age 
otherwise is open. The youngest 
has been 15, the oldest 82. Males

convicted of all felonies except Mur­
der I are eligible, but those with 
previous prison time are not recom­
mended. The length 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 in prison, 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 program and probation suc­
cessfully, the original charges against 
themcan 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 percent are coming 
through ft, Allen said.

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

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

The program ordinarily can handle 
160 at one time, but has been averag­
ing 230 the past year, Alien said. ‘ For 
the short duration, people can put up 
with some inconveniences, can crowd 
a little,* he noted

By March of 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 
counseling, 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. 
It’s a whole different emphasis and 
atmosphere than most prison set­
tings."

□

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

A mong those who urge caution 
in developing the programs, 

tne concern most often heard is 
that they will “widen 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 NU Reports for Novem­
ber/December, 1990, Doris Layton 
MacKenzie also notes another 
question raised by research as 
“whether the boot camp atmos­
phere enhances the effect of

treatm ent or whether an intensive 
treament program alone would 
have the same effect."

(Dr. MacKenzie, an associate 
professor a t the University, of 
Maryland, is a visiting senior 
research associate of the National 
Institute of Justice (NIJ).)

Other concerns have been 
raised elsewhere:

■ Do boot camps have a potential 
for deterioration of standards and 
abuse of offenders?
■ Do they discriminate if programs 
are not offered for the physically 
handicapped offender? In those 
states without programs for 
women?

■ Could discipline without suffi­
cient due process lead to Lability 
questions?

he National Institute of 
Justice (NU), is planning to 

do a multi-site study of Shock In­
carceration to be released late in 
199L

In earlier research, NLTs 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 programs are 
also needed and may strengthen 
program impact, the study said.

Continued on page 10
8 Corrections COMPENDIUM, January 1991



SH O C K  INCARCERA T ION  P A . , f  1 -  NUMBERS ,  C O S T S

SYSTEM HAS ST 
OR SOI

IOC
3T

K LENGTH 0 
PROGRAM

F WHEN STARTED 
OR WILL START

FOR MALES
FEMALES,
BOTH

HOW MANY 
CAN PROGRAM 
HANDLE?

NUMBER 
WHO HAVE 
COMPLETE 
PROGRAM

SUCCESS
RATE

PER OIEM COST FOR EACH 
PARTICIPANT OF

PROGRAM SHOCK
PROGRAM

PRISON, IF SE 
THERE NSTE

ALABAMA Yt* 3 mos. with 
enarations 
up to 180 
days

4/7/88 Males 128 517 83% 521.00 529.00

ALASKA | No program

ARIZONA 1 Yec 4 mac. 110/88 | Males 150 281 86% Unknown j
ARKANSAS j Yes 105 days 4/80 | Males 60 16 Unknown 1S25D0

CALIFORNIA | No program. Lot Angelas County Jai System developed plans far opening a boot camp program.

COLORADO 1 Yes j 3 mac. 381 | Bo ft 100 $4084

CONNECTICUT 1 Yk 6 mac. 181 Males 100 567.78 $56391

DELAWARE | No program, but interested in starting one

DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA

1 No program, but interacted it  starting one

a o n iD A 1 Yes 3moc. 10/87 Males 100 429 47JJ%

GEORGIA J Yes 3 mas. 11/83 Males 250 ■4,180 97% 539.82 (average daDy costs lor a 
prisons in FY 89)

HAWAII 1 No program

IDAHO I Yes 4 mos. with 
option of 
additional CO 
days

1970. authorred 
1974. staned

Males 160 3,745 80% 52551

ILLINOIS Yes 4 mos. 10/1581 Both 200 9 77.7% Unknown Unknown

INDIANA No program, but interested in starting one

IOWA Has shoex probation where tte judge can remove certain inmates from prison within 90 days of confinement, depending on how wei the inmale does in 
prison

KANSAS Yes 6 mos. 281 Both 104 536.88
(approx.)

KENTUCKY No program, but kmnesied in starting one

LOUISIANA j Yes 90-180 days 2/87 Both 120 470 568% A littio less 
than prison

524.71

MAINE | No program

MARYLAND t Yes 6 mos. 8/5/90 Males, female 
program to 
start within 2 
yra.

288 N/A N/A Unknown 545.21

MASSACHUSETTS I No program, but under consideration at the county level

MICHIGAN | Yes 3 m ot 2/88 | Males 120 754 59% 55500 555.00

MINNESOTA j No program

MISSISSIPPI | Yet 90-12D days 4/85 Boh 262 1,736 91%

MISSOURI | No program, program has bean authoriad but not fcmded or initialed.

MONTANA j No program, but may be me rested in starting one

NEBRASKA j No program, but inloraswd in starting one

NEVADA j Yes 281 Males

NEW HAMPSHIRE Yes 20 days 3/580 Both 916 3 I►48.77 548.77

NEW JERSEY | No program, in early discussion stages

NEW MEXICO | Jo program, fcaty to start 1281

NEW YORK i'm  (5 6 
acitiei)

moc. 1/87 Both 1 
1
,350 malt* 1 
50 females 1

,158 (as of 
1/89)

2% 3►41.56-S77.26

NORTH CAROLINA | I'es 90-120 days 0/30/B9 dales 90 158 0%
NORTH DAKOTA lo program

OHIO I 'ifee 3 mos. 5
1
b

hock parole,
983; hope to start 
ool camp 1991

dales 100 (projected) 530.96

Corrections COMPENDIUM, January 1991



a.  >CK INCARCERA T IO N  P A R T  . NUMBERS ,  C O S T S

SYSTEM HAS SHOCK 
OR BOOT 
CAAP 
PROGRAM

LENGTH Of 
PROGRAM

WHEN STARTED 
OR WILL START

FOR MALES
FEMALES,
BOTH

HOW MANY 
CAN PROGRAM 
HANDLE?

NUMBER 
WHO HAVE 
COMPLETED 
PROGRAM

SUCCESS
RATE

PER DIEM COST FOR EACH 
PARTTOPANT OF

SHOCK
PROGRAM

PRISON, F  SENT 
THERE KSTEAD

OKLAHOMA Yes 3 mo*. | 1884 | Males | 150 Unknown | Unknown $64.39 548.79

OREGON No program

PENNSYLVANIA Yes 6 mo*. 1001 Males | 1 SC-200 j

RHODE ISLAND No program, but Imeresied in starting one

SOUTH CAROLINA Yos 90 day* 5/25/86. tftocx 
probation: 6/2S/90, 
changed lo shock 
incarceration; 1/01, 
2nd unit sorted

Boffi 192 males, 
24 lemaies

984 mala*.
107 !e males

93%
males,
83%
female*

SOUTH DAKOTA No program, a inw ity being renewed bf legislatively esubfisned Corrections Commission

TENNESSEE Yes 3 mos. 12/89 Males 120 75 174% I ,
TEXAS Yes Up lo 0 mos. 1/89 Males 1400 1,010 | 89.2% . 543.40 542.15

UTAH No program, but under consideration

VERMONT No program

VIRGINIA Yes
probation)

3 mos. 
(followed by 
supervised 
probation)

1/91 Males 100

WASHINGTON No program

WEST VIRGINIA No program, bui under consideration

WISCONSIN Yes 6 mos. 1/1/91 | Males SO N/A N/A Unknown

WYOMING Yes 3 mos. WO Males 20 36 90% 541.00 541.00

FEDERAL BUREAU 
OF PRISONS

Yes 6 mos. 
tniansrve) 
1-5 mos.
community)

1/91 Males 192

CANADIAN SYSTEMS - no shoe* incarceration free ram* reported

Boot Camp Prisons Thrive
Continued Irom page 8

The C orrections COMPEN­
DIUM' survey found that 26 of the 
boot camps include or will include 
drug/alcohol treatment programs, 
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.

In New York, while the recidi­
vism rate is nearly the 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

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 DOC 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" would 
say that about their stint in 
traditional prison. 0

10 Corrections COMPENDIUM, January 1991
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SHOCK INCARCERATION PART II - PROGRAM, REQUIREMENTS

SYSTEM PART
TC

CIPAIfT ASSIGNED 
PROGRAM BY

ASSIGNMENT MADE PARTICIPATION
VOLUNTARY7

PROGRAM LOCATED IN PROGRAM INCLUDES REQI

COURTS DEPARTMENT A3 ALTER­
NATIVE TO 
PRISON

FROM
PRISON

REGULAR
PRISON

SEPARATE 
CAMP OR 
FACILITY

DRUG/
ALCOHOL
TREATMENT

EDUCA­
TION

COUNSELING/
THERAPY

WORK

ALABAMA X X No X X ‘ .
•

X X No n 
far In 
via- c 
b ib *

ARIZONA X X Yes X X X X X 182!
sped
Hone

ARKANSAS X X Yes X X X X X l b  B(
ol 10 
menl

COLORADO X X Yes X X X X X X 182!
lime
deler

CONNECTICUT X X (oversight 
lesponslbilily)

X Yes X X X X X 16-21 
sank 
or Inr 
eppn

FLORIDA X X Yes X X X X 21 yi 
sank
medl

GEORGIA X X Yes X X 17-2!
loatl

IDAHO X X Yes X X X X X Must
sank
emb
dio6

ILLINOIS X X Yes X X X X X 17-2
drug
loss,

IOWA lla i (hock probation where the judge can remcva certain Inmates Irom prison w thin 00 days of convenient depending nn how well tie Inmale doos In prison

KANSAS X X X X Yes X X X X X 182
oiler
pliys

LOUISIANA X (recom­
mendation)

X (llnai delerml- 
nallon)

X Yes X Education and 
awareness

X X X 30 y 
sank 
plrys

MARYLAND • X X Yes X X X X X Undi 
to 6 
c a ll

MICHIGAN X X Yes X X X X X 17-2
noli)
oltor
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SHOCK INCARCERATION PART II - PROGRAM, REQUIREMENTS

SYSTEM PARTICIPANT ASSIGNED 
TO PROGRAM BY

ASSIGNMENT MADE PARTICIPATION
VOLUNTARY?

PROGRAM LOCATED IN PROGRAM INCLUDES f

COURTS DEPARTMENT AS ALTER­
NATIVE TO 
PRISON

FROM
PRISON

REGULAR
PRISON

SEPARATE 
CAMP OR 
FACILTTY

DRUO/
ALCOHOL
TREATMENT

EDUCA­
TION

COUNSELING/
THERAPY

WORK

MISSISSIPPI I X
•

X No, sentence 
Imposed liy couit, 
Inmale must sign 
agreement lo 
participate

X X X X X 1

[

NEVADA X X No X X X X h

NEW HAMPSHIRE X X (final 
approval)

X X Yes X X X X «
nd

3
16
36
m<

NEW YORK X X Yes X X X X X

NORTH
CAROLINA

X X Yes X X X X X 17
pt'

OHIO X (lo shock 
parole)

X (to bool 
camp)

X Yes X X X X X IB
ofl.
no>

OKLAHOMA X X No X X X X 18
Inc

PENNSYLVANIA X X No X X X X 18
sut

les
ser
aU

SOUTH
CAROLINA

X X X X Yes X Education X X X

TENNESSEE X X No X X X X X » )
o(6
Ina
hea
Inst

TEXAS X X No X X Ula
skills

X X 17-;
prior
wbk

VIRGINIA X (referrals)
■*

Yes X X X X X IS 2
(elor
conl

WISCONSIN X X Yes . X X X X X 24 y

WYOMING X X Yes X X X X X 102

FEDERAL 
BUREAU OF 
PRISONS

X (recom­
mended)

X Yes. X X X X X Adul

CANAD IAN SYSTEMS - no shock Incarceration programs ropoited
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Boot Camp Prisons: Components, 
Evaluations, and Empirical Issues*

B y  D o r is  L a y to n  M a c k e n z ie
Visiting Scientist, National Institute of Justice, Washington, DC

Military-tty It boot camps, with their rigorous rxgimtt and 
austere conditions, bring a sense of order and discipline to 
the lives o f youthful, non-violent first-time offender!, and  
perhaps atrue ae a deterrent against future crimes. , .These 
a r t the to r tt  o f cdiem atioe  M i u fw m  tha t the crim inal 
justice system must explore i f  it is successfully going to deter
Q J ld  CO/lLtUUl d j"U £  U4ML

—National Drug Control Strategy 
The While House, September 19B9

I N THE past few yean "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 stat* 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 in 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 "media” attractive. 
Drill instructors yelling in the face of offenders 
makes for good TV. Thare are other reasons given 
for the popularity «C tfress programs: The offend­
ers are receiving t li t r  *5ust deserts.” Such pro­
grams show the pofcfic that the politicians are 
being tough on o m .  Offenders spend only a 
short time in prisons, thus the programs repre­

*T3m inT —tiym tlon xwportad in  th ia a r tic le  waa *op - 
p orted  in  p e r t  b y  G ra n t »SS-DD-CT-Ocas txom  the N a ­
tio n a l In a t itn t*  a t  Joatioa, UJL D epartm ent a t  Jaatiae , 
to the r.e<iiaiBne State U n rra n ity . The aa th n r wiahea to  
th an k  a l l  o f thoeo w ho have w orked on th e  m o lti-e ite  
• to d y . O p in io n * f t p r eeaad in  th ia a rtic le  a re  thoee o f 
the a u th o r and  n o t necaaaarily  thoee o f  th e  U .S. D e­
p artm ent of Jnarioa Beqoeeta fo r copies should be sent 
to the a n th e r a t the N otional In s titu te  o f Jostles, f S3 
Ind ian a Aea, N.W., Washington. DC 20631.

sent a cost savings. Furthermore, according to 
some, 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 argue 
that the programs act as a d e te iT e n t Obviously 
people expect different things from the programs.

There are enthusiastic advocates of the pro­
grams and, conversely, there are equally enthu­
siastic opponents CMorash Sc Rucker, 1990; Sech- 
rest, 1989). Some say the programs have the 
potential for being rehabilitative (MacKenzie, et 
a l, 1989) others reject this possibility CMorash Sc 
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 instance, 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 fu lfill the “real" 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 o f 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:

(1) were considered an alternative to a longer
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term in prison;
(2) had a boot camp atmosphere, with strict 

roles and discipline;
(3) required offenders to participate in milita­

ry drills and physical training; and,
(4) separated offender* in the program from 

other prison inmates.

Thus they were distinguished from earlier shock 
probation, shock parole, and split-sentence pro­
grams th a t did not necessarily incorporate all 
four of these components.

In January  1990, 14 states had one or more 
shock incarceration programs: Alabama, Arizona, 
F lorida, Georgia, Idaho, Louisiana, J .ich igan , 
Mississippi, New York, North Carolina, Oklaho­
ma, South Carolina, Tennessee, and Texas. Ar­
kansas, California, Connecticut, Indiana, Kansas, 
M aryland, M issouri, Nevada, New H am pshire, 
New Jersey, New Mexico, North Carolina, Penn­
sylvania, Wisconsin, and Wyoming were either 
considering initiating programs or were develop­
ing programs/

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, Idaho, T.niiiriana, Michigan shock parti ri­
pen ts 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 is responsible for 
placing offenders in the program, voluntary entry 
or dropout, I**— of the program, and release 
supervision. Vfcn programs were for males only, 
three |n i m i V  tmfod males and females (Lou­
isiana, New York), and one state had
separate majfrinrf female programs (Sooth 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 emphasis 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

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 
g reater than 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 physical 
training or drilL 

In the "low* 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 L5 hours in phys­
ical training and drill). In comparison to offenders 
in other programs, Georgia participants, who re­
ceive less than Vi hour per day of rehabilitation, 
spend the least amount of time in rehabilitation 
activities. In Florida, also considered by as to be 
a low rehabilitation program, offenders spend 1V4 
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 arises in regard to 
these programs is a common core baaed on the 
military atmosphere, discipline, youthful offenders, 
and an alternative to long-term incarceration, but 
here the commonality ends. Thu 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.

MuIM~Sit* Study
The shock incarceration programs differ dramat­

ically. Therefore, results o f 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) la 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 
os to generalize findings from  a program in on* 
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

i
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In January 1990, 14 states had one or mors 
shock incarceration programs: Alabama, Am  or. a,
Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Louisiana, Michigan,
Mississippi, New York, North Carolina, Oklaho­
ma. South Carolina, Tennessee, and Taras. Ar­
kansas, California, Connecticut, Indiana, Kansas,
Maryland, Missouri, Nevada, New Hampshire,
New Jersey, New Mexico, North Caroiina, Penn­
sylvania, Wisconsin, and Wyoming were either 
considering initiating programs or were develop­
ing programs/

The second part of the surrey was designed to 
elide information about shock programs currsntiy 
operating (MacKenzie & hallow, 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 feiony anvicmon.
Only Michigan said partidpants in it3 program 
were not mostly nonviolent offenders, and Alaba­
ma. Idaho, Louisiana, and Michigan shock partid- 
pants were not necessarily convicted of their first 
feiony. As shown in table 1, the shock p rn g rn-ms 
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particular they differ in who is responsible for 
piacng offenders in the program, voluntary entry ically. Therefore, results of an evaluation based 
or dropout, location of the program, and release on one shock incarceration program would not
supervision. Ten programs were for males only, necessarily generalize to other programs. For this
three programs included males and females (Lou- reason we initiated a multi-site study of shock
isiana, Mississippi, New York), and one state had incarceration programs. The major questions of
separate male and female programs (South Caro- this research are: (1) Is shock incarceration sue-
lina). cessfui in fulfilling its goals, and (2) What par-

Programs also differ greatly in the number err ticular components of shock programs lead to
hours devoted to physical training, work, eauca- success or failure in fulfilling program  goals?
tion, or counseling. Programs were classified by Evaluating program s in different states permits
us as high or low rehabilitation emphasis based us to generalize findings from a program in one
on the proportion of each day tiiat was spent in location to other locations which vary in numer-
renabfiitation-cype activities (including such activ- ous characteristics. Studying various programs
ities as counseling, any type of tr lacnent, educa- wQl permit an answer to the second question by
tion, and vocational training activities) versus enabling the researchers to begin to identify the
time spent working. Here, we are distinguishing components of the shock programs which lead to

in three state programs (Alabama. -Ancona, end 
Mississippi) shock participants spend an amour.: 
of time in rehabilitation activities equal to or 
g rea ter than  the am ount of time they spend 
working. For example, Louisiana offenders spend 
zpprorimaceiy 4.5 hours in rehabilitation activ­
ities, 4 hours working, end 4.5 hours in physical 
training or drilL 

In the ‘low-’ rehabilitation programs the partici­
pants spend one-half to one-quarter less time in 
rehabilitation (e.g., in Michigan offenders spend 
appraximatsiy 6 hours per day working, 2.5 hours 
ir. rehabilitation activities, and L5 hours in phys­
ical training and drill). In comparison to offenders 
in other programs, Georgia participants, who re­
ceive less than Vi hour per day of rehabilitation, 
3pena the least amount of time in rehabilitation 
activities. In Florida, also considered by us to be 
a iow rehabilitation program, offenders spend 1’ri 
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 rehabiiitation-cype activities, at least in 
comparison to offenders serving time in a regular 
prison.

Overall, the picture that arises 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 grist in programs might be expected to contri­
bute to differences in self-selection effects, net 
widening, costs, deterrence, or rehabilitation of 
the offenders. *

M u lti-S ite  S tudy  
The shock incarceration programs differ drama:-
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ip c d f ic  ou tcom es.

Site Selection
Seven states were asked to participate in the 

m ulti-rite study. Georgia (GA), New York (NY), 
Oklahoma (OK), Florida (FL), Texas (DO, Louiai- 
ann (LA), and South Carolina (SC).’ The ihock 
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 uon-violent offenses, serving 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 program length, the selection 
of programs similar in these aspects was expected 
to nuurinuxe the genermlizahility of the results.

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

* Selection Decisions

• 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 f̂ oals 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 
these 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 drag offend­
ers. The Bwqnk of Justice Assistance, tLS. De­
partment M M c t ,  is sponsoring these es inno­
vative profnEjPfar drug offenders to begin exam­
ining w h eth n rsae h  programs are effective meth­
ods of hartifirng drag offenders.

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

Selection Decisions. One might hypothesise 
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

a program, such as shock incarceration, that is 
in term ediate 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 pool of proba­
tioners rather than from the prison bound offend­
ers.

TABLE 2. CHARACTERISTICS OF SHOCK INCARCERA­
TION PROGRAMS PARTICIPATING IN MULTI-SITE STUDY 
SHOWING DIFFERENCES AMONG PROGRAMS IN THE 

SEVEN STATES

• Entry Dodsion*
Judgr
DOC:
Other

• Raku* Supervision
Intensive: 
Moderate or 

Mixed:

• RiluhifHatinrt F<
High:
Low:

• Voluntary Entry
Y ec
No:

• Voluntary Drop Out
Tee:
Nk

SC. GA 
OK. NY 
LA, FL. TX

LA, NY

SC, OK. FL. GA. TX

LA, OK, NY 
SC, FL, GA, TX

SC. IA, NY, GA 
OK, FL, TX

LA. SC, NY 
OK. FL, TX. GA

• Located in Larger Priam
Yee: LA. SC, OK, FL. GA. TX
No: NY

If the departm ent of corrections makes the 
placement decision rather than the judge, net 
widening would not be expected to be as apt to 
>w»rTTr becanaa in H»a ease the participants would 
be chosen from the group of offenders who are 
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 s 
wider range of sentencing options, then net 
widening would not be considered a problem. The 
judge may want to sentence offender i to an op­
tion that is intannediate between probation and 
prison. On the other hand, if prison orrwding is s 
problem and the program was developed to re­
duce the prison population, then re t widening, by 
■ending more offenders to prison presents a prob­
lem.

Net widening is used here as en 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 couJd be ex­
pected in other areaa, baaed on the specific char­
acteristics of a program (e.g., number of drop­
outs, drug treatment, education or work).

P rog ram  C harac teristics . 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 offenden 
are in carcera ted . 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 sites 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 ih 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 may 
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.

R elease Supervision. It has been proposed 
that even if the shock programs change offenders 
in a positive manner this change may 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 sappert groups, unemploy­
ment, etc, remain the SOM.

Programs such as thoee 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 incorporating 
an-intensive 6-month period of supervision and 
programing for shock releasees. Employment with 

ay, substance abuse counseling, offender supportk

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

P ro g ram  L o ca tio n . Another concern with 
shock programs has been with the staff mem­
bers—their attitudes toward the work and their 
treatment of offenders. It was hypothesized that 
the location of the program might have a major 
impact on these factors. If a program is located 
within e 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. In such situations staff training and selection 
may become important factors influencing staff 
and offender interactions.
Design of the Study

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 described 
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) system changes (including costs 
and benefits). The final products of the work will 
be written reporta 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 
•valuators returned to their home state to com­
plete this portion of the study. Intensive inter­
views were conducted with staff, offenden 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.

Goals of Programs
Shown in table 3 are the goals of the seven 

shock incarceration programs as identified from 
interviews and department written The
goals can be classified into four major areas:

• System Level
• Individual Level
• Public Relations
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• Prison Control/Management

TABLE 3. GOALS OF THE SEVEN SHOCK INCARCERA. 
TION PROGRAMS PARTICIPATING IN’ THE MULTI-SITE

STUDY

SviUffi Level Geals

The most consistency in the goals across the 
seven states was in three system level changes: 
(1) e reduction in prison crowding; (2) 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 programs.

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, thfclhanges related to increased re­
sponsibility, nwttritjr, self control, communica­
tion/self diadaflK^ accountability, motivation, and 
improved ittihadfce toward authority. A reduction 
in drug use by the offenders was a goal of both 
states with shock programs for drug 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-staff 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 environment promoting positive changes in the 
offender rather than just managing the offenders 
while they are incarcerated.
Preliminary Evaluations

Five states have examined early data from the 
shock programs within their jurisdictions: Florida, 
Georgia, Louisiana, New York, and South Caroli­
na . The num ber of offenders who entered the 
program s 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 w ithout 
graduating (in comparison to all who have left 
the program) is low, 5.3 percent and 2.6 percent, 
respectively (South Carolina Deptrtment of Cor­
rections, 1989; Georgia Department of Corrections, 
1989). In contrast, in Louisiana, New York, and 
Florida a higher proportion of the offenden leave 
prior to graduation, 39.1 percent, 41.9 percent, 
and 40.7 percent, respectively (Aziz, 1988; Florida 
D epartm ent of Corrections, 1989; MacKenzie et 
aL, 1989).

To our knowledge no state has completed an 
analysis examining whether the shock program(s) 
have had an impact on prison crowding. However, 
if the number graduating per year from a state 
program  is compared to the total number of 
offenden 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 
m onths may have a large enough number of 
graduates to have an impact on crowded prisons 
(table 4), this is not the case in most states.

Of course whether the programs will have an 
impact on prison crowding dapends not only on 
the cumber of graduates but also on whether the 
offenden 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 offenden 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 was es­
timated to be slightly higher than the cost of reg-

Reducr Crowding
Alternative is Long-term Incarceration 
Laae Con
Model tor County Program*

Ind iv idual L*val Goala

Change Offender*: Lea* Negative Behavior 
Leaa Criminal Activity

C h a n g e  O f T e n d e r i :  M o r e  P o i i t i v e  A t i i t u d e * 0 3 e h a v i o r

I m p r o v e  C o a G d e n c a / R e s p o n a i b i l i t y

Discipline
Motivation
P o a i t i v e  S o c i a l  V a i n e i

Positive Social Behavior (t-g-. Work Ethic)
Reduca Drug Uaa 
Accountability 
Raspect far Authority

P u b lic  R e la t io n s
Improve Image of Correction*
Politically Acceptable Alternative 
Public Safety

' P rison  CogtrolfM tm agam ant

Clean. Healthy. Secure Environment 
Environment Pm muting Rehabilitation 
Punitive OflemierjStaff Contact 
Offender Accountability
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TABLE 4. NUMBER OF ENTRANTS TO SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAMS IN FIVE STATES SHOWING HOW 
OFFENDERS LEFT THE PROGRAMS (GRADUATION, MEDICAL DISMISSAL OR OTHER)

B a m
fmonthti a( data)

South CapoLLm  Georgia
(13) (&4)

Tat*)
E n u u u 9 2 3

A c t i v e 1 0 6

T o u i

L e a v i n g

P r o g r a m 8 1 7 3 2 0 1

G r a d u a t e * 6 7 5 3 1 1 7

M e d i c a l  o u t 9 9

L t d .  p r o g r a m 4 3 8 4

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 SL1 
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 & 
Shaw, 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 
gToups 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 an recidivism for 
shock graduates and comparison groups. Few of 
the researchers have completed statistical tests, 
and they caution rente* about drawing definitive 
conclusions before t e n  data can be tabulated. 
Shown in table 5 an  the estimated 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 Lood- 

. siana, nor between shock graduates and proba­

Florld* LoulaU na N atr York
(13) (24) (18)

SIS 507 2299

55 49 696

263 456 1604

143 252 904
13 27 26

107 179 672

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 dose 
support and contact with parole agents; correc­
tions officers like the discipline and dose interac­
tion with the inmates; dropouts and returnees say 
they would recommend that program for other 
offenders. There is also tittle research on the 
aspect of prison management or control. However, 
there la 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.

Summary
In this 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 disbpline 
and require physiol training and drills, they dif­
fer in other ways. These differences are expactad 
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 6. ESTIMATED RECIDIVISM RATES OF EARLY RELEASEES FROM SHOCK INCARCERATION

P a rc tn l tU c u ra td

Shock
P aro l*

C a m p a - T o r .
Probation

C om pajuon

Ralamaa Pariod*

Gawjia 1 year 27.1 22.7
2 ’ 39.5 36.3
3 * 46.1 44.7

Florida 1 ’ 9.1 17J
2 * ia.9 21.4

New York 1 ' 23.0 26.0
1 * 19.6 

(rvvnkad any
rcaaon)

ia.fi

Jjuunonn 9 month* 2L1  
(abacs od^ ailed/ 

rrrokad)

24.7

.
9 month* 24.fi

(amated)
22J

National
(Young Pnrolua) 1 year 

(raarraata)
32L0

* 1 year 
(remcxrcrrated)

19.0

lifl

22J

'R eturn  to priatm rmtea o a k *  otharwie* noted.

N ote: Tnfnrmat<nn in taken from Georgia Department of Carrartinna. 1388; Florida Department of Canwrinna. 1908; NY DhUoa 
o f Parole. 1969m; N Y  Department of  Carrartinnal Serricea. 1969; MarKerme, 1969; Bede k  Shipley, 1967.

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 knowl­
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 is little empirical evidence 
to help us make decisions about how successful 
these p ro g rc w a re  in reaching the identified 
goals. OpposdHa of these programs frequently 
dte problems ĵpB may occur such as staff abuse 
of inm atas or**et widening. We have tried to 
show how such issues are being (or could be) 
empirically studied. It is cur 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

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 
offenden 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 fu r and just pun­
ishment. And, is this desire for retribution a 
legitimate request that should be fulfilled? Or 
should m ale-oriented programs such as boot 
camps be replaced with more benevolent pro­
grams emphasizing more ‘so-called female traits' 
(eg., sensitivity) CMorash & Rucker, 1990)” (Har­
ris, 1989).

Should these nonviolent offenden spend longer 
periods of time in s 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 sre 
philosophical questions that should be discussed.
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Knowledge of the component* of theae programs 
and how they operate will make the philosophical 
dehates more meaningful.

Notes

'From the num ber of inquiries we have received about 
■hock incarceration we anU apaU  th a t thaaa number* are 
rapidly increasing in both a u u  and county jurisdictions.

‘Coat prohibited ua b a a  including all nataa with pro grama 
In the mu hi-ait* ready.
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Boot Camp Survey

Rehabilitation, Recidivism Reduction 
Outrank Punishment As Main Goals

A survey of boot camps in the United Slates found that administrators most often 
named rehabilitation, recividism reduction and drug education as their programs' main 
goals. Above, boot camp participants march In formation.

by Doris Layvon MacKenzie. P h D , 
and C la ire G  Souryai

B oot camp prisons continue to 
grow in number and size.

Cincc their inception in 1983.
34 boot camp programs have been 
established in 23 states, incarcerating 
close to 4.000 adjudicated adults.
Tnese 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 is often con­
fusing. While the term "boot camp 
prison" is synonymous with “ shock 
incarceration." some confuse shock 
incarceration with shock probation or 
shock parole. The common thread o f 
all three programs is that offenders 
spend a reduced period o f 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.

Beyond 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 o f 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.

Program Goals
In a survey earlier this year at the University o f M ary­

land. we asked boot camp administrators how important 11 
goals were to their programs. For each goal, officials listed 
whether it was very important. imporranL 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
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g o a l s .  C  ' > e c  s o m e w h a t  i m D o n a n t  w e r e  a e t c r r c n c : .  t c  

c a t i o n  a n c  d r u g  t r e a t m e n t .  G o a l s  m o s ;  o i t e n  b c l i e v e c  n o t  

i m p o r t a n t  o r  n o t  a  g o a l  i n c l u d e d  p u m s n m e n t  a n d  v o c a u o n a i  

e d u c a t i o n .

Despite the strenuous and diffi­
cult nature of boot camp pris­
ons, many states do not 
consider punishm ent an im­
portant program  goal.

It is interesting to note that despite the strenuous and d if­
ficult nature o f 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 unimponant goal and six 
states said it is a somewhat important goal. Eight states—  
Georgia. Kansas. Michigan. M ississippi. New Hampshire. 
North Carolina. South Carolina and V irginia— did name 
punishment as an important goal.

Treatment and Rehabilitation
Each program's goals are clearly reflected in the daily 

schedule o f 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 fou r hours per day in academic 
programs. Vocational education, on the other hand, is rarely 
deemed an important goal. Only rwo states— Idaho 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 s ta ff 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. for ex­
ample. target educational deficits as a key problem in 
offenders* lives. By increasing offenders' educational lev­
els. these programs may expecrs to reduce recidivism.

Continued next page
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Women inmates at New York's Summit Shock Incarceration Facility do •arty-moming group exercises. New York has the largest 
boot camp program in the nation with about 1.500 inmates in live programs.

BO O T CAM P SU R V E Y _________________________________
C o n t i n u e d

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 o f 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 o f education, drug education and drug treatment are 
all deemed relatively unimportant.

A t this point, no state has reported a statistically sign ifi­
cant difference in recidivism when boot camp graduates' 
performance is compared to that o f sim ilar offenders serv­
ing different types o f 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”  than offenders who had served a longer period o f 
time in prison. Although both states found slightly lower re­
cidivism rates for boot camp participants, the differences 
were not 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 o f boot camp graduates and comparison groups re­

turned to prison within the first year o f community supervi­
sion.

All boot camp prisons report 
having incorporated some sort 
of drug 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 d ifficu lt period fo r 
these offenders and has improved aftercare services during 
community supervision. Georgia, on the other hand, has 
proposed increasing the rehabilitation or educational com­
ponents o f 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 o f eligible offenders entering and completing the 
programs and offenders must be drawn from a population o f 
prison-bound offenders, not from those who would otherwise 
be sentenced to probation.

C ontinued on page 94
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C o n t i n u e d  i r o m  p a g e  9 2

Most programs io date do not meet the first qualification—  
they simply are too small to affect crowding. Only two 
states— New York (1.500) and Texas (JOOi— have more than 
500 beds for boot camp programs, which nonetheless repre­
sents a small proportion o f the total prison beds.

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

tional prison. In this scenario there is a higner prooaoiiitv 
tnat entrants are arawn irom prison-oouna offenders. H o w ­
ever. the size o f these programs, and therefore the imcact 
on crowding, may be limited by restrictive eligioiliiv re­
quirements and high laiiure or dropout rates

Types of Offenders
While the components o f shock programs and the emphasis 

placed on treatment or rehabilitation vary substantially, the

Boot camps generally hold young, firsMlma, non-violent offenders ages 17 lo 25. Rigid discipline and attention to detail are critical 
elements of most programs.

This d iffers 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-vioient 
offenses.

return to the court to r resentencing. With this decision-mak­
ing structure, it might be expected that a higher proportion 
o f 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 o f Correc­
tions. which decides who is eligible and suitable for the 
program: those considered unsuitable are sent to a tradi-

types o f offenders placed in the programs are 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 o f 17 and 
25. although a few have maximum age lim its o f between 25 
and 30 years o f age. Only three states allow offenders over 
30 to enter boot camp prisons: Alabama has no age limit 
and Louisiana and M ississippi have age lim its o f 39 and 62. 
respectively.

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

Restrictive eligib ility criteria, particularly if offenders 
are drawn from those who are prison-bound, can severely 
lim it the number o f available entrants. In response to such 
problems. Louisiana made its criteria less restrictive to till 
beds that initially had been empty.

O C TO BER  1991 C O R R EC T IO N S  TODAY



L _!g Offenders
Tnc association betwe;n arugs and crime is a sirens one. 

particularly wnen young oiTenaers are involved. Not sur­
prisingly. program evaluation- reveal thai many oftenaer- 
in booi camps have drug prooienis. O fficials in M ississippi, 
lor example, have lound tnai d(> io 113 percent o f ineir par- 
ncipanis are drug users. Ai leasi lour stales repon inai iheir 
programs were specifically designed lor non-vioient. drug- 
involved offenders.

For boot camps to reduce 
prison crowding, there must 
be a sufficient num ber of of­
fenders completing the pro­
grams, and they must be 
drawn from a population of 
prison-bound offenders.

In response to offenders' needs, all booi camp prisons 
- .  repon having incorporated some son o f drug ireaimem and 

education into their program plan. In fact, in nine states 
drug treatment is a legal program requirement. As might be 
expected, the panicular drug 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 goal than drug treat­
ment.

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

Other program differences include the number o f days 
spent in drug treatment and education, which ranges from 
12 to 180 days, whether the drug treatment and education 
program is administered by program s ta ff or an outside 
agency and whether all inmates participate,

NIJ Study
The National Institute o f Justice recently began a na­

tional boot camp study that focuses on two major questions: 
Are boot camps successfully fu lfilling their goals, and what 
panicular components o f boot camp programs lead to suc­
cess or failure? The evaluation will compare eight unique

Continued next page
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BOOT CAMP SURVEY
Ccinnued

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

The participating programs were selected because they 
varied in several ways. in.adding selection decisions, com­
munity supervision upon release, program characteristics 
and program location. Researchers hope- to isolate the spe­
cific components o f programs that lead to the fulfillment o f 
program goals. Each participaune program is evaluating its 
own program and coordinating this evaluauon 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 o f Justice's Bureau of Justice Assistance is currently 
funding four innovative or enhanced boot camp programs for 
dnig offenders in Texas. New York. Illinois and Oklahoma The 
sites arc parririparin? in the NT.) 's  study. Results from these stud­
ies should be available in 1992.
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Boot C am p  Prisons in 1993
hv Duns Ldvton \Un Ken:ie. Ph.D.

B
ooi camp programs, fre­
quent I v called shock 
incarceration, require 
offenders to serve a 
short term in a prison or jail in a 

quasi-m ilitary program sim ilar to 
m ilitary boot camps or basic train­
ing. Currently 30 States, 10 local 
jurisdictions, and the Federal Bureau 
o f Prisons have boot camp programs 
tsee exhibit I ).' Another 8 programs 
have been designed solely lor ju ve ­
niles.- This report focuses on State 
boot camp programs for adults.
Most State programs 
target young adult o ffend­
ers convicted o f nonvio­
lent crimes who are 
serv ing their first prison 
terms. O ffenders ac­
cepted into the programs 
must serve between 90 
and 180 days in the 
heavily regimented pro­
grams. Both the number 
o f States with shock in­
carceration programs and 
the capacities o f these 
programs have continued 
to increase during the 
I990'>. New York has 
the largest capacity with 
1,500 beds, but programs 
in Georgia (800 beds). 
Oklahoma (400 beds). 
Michigan (600 beds), 
Texas (400 beds), and 
Marvland (440 beds) 
o u k i iu ic  to  g ro w  in  > i/c

i sec exhibit 11

There are currently well over 7.(XX) 
beds devoted to boot camp pro­
grams. On average, offenders spend 
107 days in the programs. Thus, 
more than 23 .000 offenders could 
potentially complete programs in a 
I-year period.
O ffenders who successfully com­
plete shock incarceration programs 
are released to community supervi­
sion. Forty-two percent o f the States 
intensively supervise ollenders who

are released from booi camp: 5n 
percent vary the super.ision depend­
ing upon evaluated risk: and ihe 
remaining S percent require moder­
ate or standard supervision. In 
some States a fairly large percentage 
o f the inmates are dismissed from 
the program for one reason or an­
other. These offenders must serve 
their sentences in traditional prisons 
or return to court for resentencing.

Exhibit I. Shock Incarceration Programs in the U.S., April 1993

S ta te s  w ith  
P ro g ra m s

S ta te s  P lann ing  or 
C o n s id e rin g  P 'b q ra 1"
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Exhibit 2. Growth o f  Shock Incarceration Programs fo r  Adults

Oate Sta te Number of Number of Average
Began Programs Participants/ length

in 1992 Capacity in of stay'
and 1993 1992 and 1993

1983 Georgia 5 800 800 90
Oklahoma 4 415,438 90°

158-1
1985 Mississippi 1 223.263 120
1986
1987 Florida 1 93/100 90

Louisiana 1 64/136 120
New York 5 1500/1500 180
South Carolina 2 198/216 90

1988 Alabama 1 140/180 90
Arizona 1 92/150 120
Michigan 3 160/600 90

1989 Idaho 1 236/250 120
North Carolina 1 82/90 92
Tennessee 1 103/150 91
Texas 2 329/400 80

1990 Illinois 1 215/230 120
Maryland 1 332'448 168
New Hampshire 1 32/65 120
Wyoming 1 23/24 95

1991 Arkansas 1 150/150 105
BOP-male 1 192/192 190
Colorado 1 114/100 90
Kansas 1 66/104 180
Nevada 1 60/60 150
Ohio 1 76/94 90
Virginia 1 79/100 90
Wisconsin 1 40/40 180

1992 BOP-female 1 119/120 180
Massachusetts 1 95/256 120
Minnesota 1 12/36 180
Pennsylvania 1 45/50 180

1993 California 1 48/176 OO 0 n

Total 46 6133/7518 121
1993 Considering beginning programs: Indiana. Missouri, and Rhode Island.
' Sasec jooo graduates or tne o-'ogram
' Four orcgrams. two SC-day programs and two 45-day programs 
• The tirs; orase *s ’ 20 days w o  3  capacity of 1 T5 and tne second 
c a s e  s 5C ca<s w t*  a cacac \  o f o-i

A day in bool: camp
| Upon arrival at the boot camp
: prison, male inmates h jve their 

heads shaved ( females may be per­
mitted short haircuts: and are in­
formed o f the strict program rules.
A t all times they arc required to 
address s ta ff as " S i r "  o r "M a 'am ." 
must request permission to speak, 
and must refer to themselves as "this 
inmate." Punishments for even 
minor rule \ lolution.s are summary 
and certain, frequently involving 
physical exercise such as push-ups 
or running in place. A major rule 
violation can result in dismissal 
from the proeram.

1
in a typical boot camp program for 
adult offenders, the 10- to 16-hour 
day begins with pre-dawn reveille. 
Inmates dress quickly and march to 
an exercise yard where they partici­
pate in an hour or two o f physical 
training and drill. Following this 
they march to breakfast in a dining 
hall where they must stand at atten­
tion while waiting in line: and move 
in a m ilitary manner when the line 
advances. Inmates are required to 
stand behind their chairs until com- ; 
manded to sit and must eat without 
conversation. A fte r breakfast they 
march to work sites where they 
participate in hard physical labor 
that frequently involves community 
service such as picking up litter in 
State parks or along highways.

: When the 6- in X-hour work day î  
us er, offenders return in the cnm-

: pound where they participate >11
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more exercise and drill. Dinner is 
i followed by evening programs ihat 

include counseling, life skills train- 
' ing. academic educarion. or drug 

education and treatment.i
As their performance and time in the 
program warrants, shock incarcera­
tion inmates gradually earn more 
privileges and responsibility. A 
special hat or uniform may be the 
outward display o f their new status. 
Those who successfully finish the 
program usually attend an elaborate 
graduation ceremony with visitors 
and fam ily invited to attend,
Awards are often presented to ac­
knowledge progress made during the 
program, and the inmates may per­
form the drill routines they have 
practiced throughout their time in 
the boot camp.

G oa ls
A survey o f the 26 programs in 
operation in early 1992 indicated 
that program o ffic ia ls considered 
rehabilitation and reducing recidi­
vism  as the most important goals. 
However, reducing crowding and 
providing a safe prison environment 
were still considered important.
These results are consistent with the 
goals o f most other intermediate 
sanctions— providing judges options 
beyond probation or prison, reduc­
ing prison crowding, and changing 
o ffenders ’ behavior patterns. The 
i m p o r t a n c e  g o o n  to one g o a l  over 
the other p r o b a b l y  depends upon the 
md iv  k1li.iI w h o  is d o i n g  the ra t ing.

Judges may be particularly 
interested in programs that have an 
impact on the individual o ffender 
and that provide more control than 
traditional probation. In contrast, 
corrections administrators, seeking 
new programs and facing serious 
prison crowding, may emphasize the 
importance o f using intermediate 
sanctions such as boot camp.

When different types o f rehabilita­
tion effo rts were rated, the officials 
judged drug education and work 
skills as the most important rehabili­
tation aspects. Since “ work" in 
most programs means hard physical 
labor, the work skills referred to are 
probably related to good work habits j 

: rather than vocational 'k ill' thatI might result in increased employ­
ment opportunities. Academic

Exhibit J. Importance o f  Shock Incarceration Goals

Goal

Drug Education

W ork S k ills

E ducation

Drug Treatment

Vocational Ed

Rehabilitation

Punljhmant

Not A 
Goal Importance Rating

Vary
I m p o r t a n t
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Shock Incarceration  
for Women
Thirteen states and the FederaJ Bureau 
o f Prisons have shock incarceration 
programsforwomen. In lOof the boot 
camps, males and females are com­
bined in one program: inmates live in 
separate quarters but are integrated for 
most other activities. Other ju risd ic­
tions such as the FederaJ Bureau o f 

ippi,.O klahoma;’* n d ; 
j rh a v e  developed completely 

S e p a r a t e  p ro g ram s fo r fem ale  
offenders.
In 1992 the National Institute o f Ju s ­
tice brought together experts on fe­
male offenders, shock incarceration

, and corrections in a.focus-ve »■ ' ~
 :  ~These experts idendfied

issues to be considered in judging the 
adequacy o f boot camp programs for 
women. The issues fell into five major 
categories: physical and psychologi­
cal: fam ily responsibilities: selection

and classification; fac ility design and 
staffing: and program planning.
There was some debate by focus group 
members about whether the programs 
would address the panicular needs o f 
women, unfairly exclude women from 
participation in a useful program, ex- 

juxrbaie^existing prison problems, or 
■ in d ^ c^ jQ ^ d t fficulliea. ' • ‘
The focus'group agreed that more in­
formation was needed regarding the 
development and implementation o f 
the programs fo r women, and that re­
search should be initiated to examine 
the effectiveness o f shock incarcera-

_bj l i  for 
a t ly ^

sponsoring a descriptive study o f the 
shock incarceration p rog ram s fo r 
women. This repon is expected to be 
completed by December 1993.

education and drug treatment were 
also considered by many to be im­
portant aspects o f their programs. 
Vocational education was rated as 
unimportant or not a goal by most 
respondents.

Drug t re a tm en t and 
educa tion
All programs operating in 1992 
reported incorporating drug 
education or a combination ol drug 
cdiik.ali'Ut and iicaimcni ill die 
'chcdulc oi activities, most likclv

because o f the large number o; drug- 
involved offenders entering the 
programs. However, the amount o f 
time devoted to drug education or 
treatment varies greatly among 
programs. Some programs have as 
few as 15 days o f treatment; in con­
trast, o ffenders in the New York 
program receive drug treatment 
every day o f the 180-day program.
Programs also d iffe r in the way drug 
treatment is incorporated into the 
schedule o f activities. New York 
uses a therapeutic community model 
for iis hoot camp program , and all t

offenders receive the same drug 
treatment while they are in the pro 
gram. The platoons form a small 
"com munity" and meet daily to 
solve problems and discuss their 
progress in ihe program. Inmates 
also spend time in substance abuse 
education classes and in group coun­
seling. The counseling program is 
based on the Alcoholics Anony­
mous (A A ) and Narcotics Anony­
mous <NA) model o f abstinence and 
recovery. All inmates participate m 
the drug treatment programs regard­
less o f their substance abuse h isto ry.
The Illinois program also targets 
substance abusers, but incorporates 
treatment in a very different manner 
from the New York model. In Illi­
nois drug counselors evaluate o f­
fenders and match the education or 
treatment level to the severity o f the 
offender's substance abuse prob­
lems. Inmates with no history o f 
substance abuse receive only 2 
weeks o f drug education. Those 
who are identified as probable sub­
stance abusers receive 4 weeks o f 
group counseling along with the 
drug education. Inmates who are 
classified as having drug addictions 
receive the drug education and 10 
weeks o*' drug treatment.
In the Texas shock incarceration 
program, all participants receive 
approximately 5 weeks o f drug 
education. Treatment is available 
a fte r the education program ends, 
but .'ifcm lc!' iiuist v.ikuiiccr f>n thi- 
treatment. I'hcv mav uIm i Iuvc
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individual counseling i f  requested, 
and they can attend 12-step fellow­
ship meetings.

Deve lopm en t 
and change
Boot camp programs continue to 
develop and change. The first 
programs that were developed in 
Oklahoma and Georgia in 1983 
emphasized the military atmosphere, 
physical training, and hard labor. 
Although these still play a sign ifi­
cant role in shock incarceration, 
many boot camp programs have 
begun to allot an increasing 
amount o f time to rehabilitation 
and education.
A lso, many programs are developing 
innovative methods to help offend­
ers make the transition from shock 
incarceration back to the commu­
nity. Maryland is developing transi­
tional housing fo r boot camp 
graduates who do not have accept­
able housing available in the com­
munity. While in the boot camp 
program, the Maryland inmates are 
helping wiih (he renovations needed 
for (he transitional housing.
New York has an intensive “ after­
shock" program that incorporates 
work programs, employment coun­
seling. drug counseling, and a con­
tinuation o f the daily therapeutic 
community meetings that were pan 
o f the boot camp program.

At Louisiana's Elayne 
Hunt Correctional 
Center, a participant 

I stands at military 
attention, armed with 
a book and paper, 
weapons o f  
rehabilitation.

In Illinois, offenders who graduate 
from the program are electronically 
monitored fo r the firs t 3 months o f 
community supervision.
Califo rn ia ’s new boot camp prison 
at San Quentin will train convicts 
fo r 120 days. Fo llow ing this, o f­
fenders will be required to live at a 
nearby naval air station fo r 60 days.' 
During this time, they may leave the 
base i f  they are employed or work 
on the base while they search for a 
job. Upon release from the base, 
they are intensively supervised in 
the community fo r an additional 4 
months.
There has also been some interest in 
applying aspects o f  the boot camp 
model to other prison populations.
A t the Valdosta Correctional Institu ­
tion. a close custody prison, the

Georgia Department o f Corrections 
is using a modified version o f the 
boot camp approach in two pro­
grams for inmates who present spe­
cial management problems. The 
Intensive Therapeutic Program for 
disruptive inmates, and the Mental 
Health Program for disruptive in­
mates who have been diagnosed as 
mentally ill.

IThe program for disruptive inmates 
involves strict discipline, regimented 
drills, adherence to a code o f ethics, 
maintenance o f personal living quar­
ters, and high standards o f personal 
hygiene. The program was designed 
to teach disruptive inmates accept­
able ways to deal with frustration, 
anger, and fear and provides inmates 
a  means o f earning their wa y b a c k  
i n t o  I ho  g e n e r a l  p n - " '  p - 'pu l . i t i ou
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The Mental Health Program at 
Valdosta is sim ilar to the program 
for disruptive inmates, but was de­
signed in consultation with mental 
health professionals as a treatment 
modality fo r seriously mentally ill 
inmates who are also disruptive. All 
inmates in the program are assigned 
to a mental health caseload after 
being referred by one o f the diag­
nostic and classification centers, 
s ta ff at another penal institution, or 
the Valdosta staff.

The m u lt is i te  s tudy
Eight S ta tes are participating in the 
study o f  shock incarceration spon­
sored by the National Institute o f 
Justice: Florida. Georgia. Illinois, 
Louisiana. New York. Oklahoma. 
South Carolina, and Texas. The 
programs represent very different 
ini'deh o f the shock incarceration 
i . . ‘|'t I he two most 'icm licant

Military discipline is an 
important part o f  most 
shock incarceration 
programs: the photo on 
the left was taken o f 
Louisiana's program.

differences are ( I ) whether the court 
or the department o f corrections 
makes placement decisions: and (2) 
whether the program 's focus is on 
treatment and education (New York. 
Illinois. Louisiana) or the m ilitary 
discipline, physical training, and 
work (Georgia. Te.xas).J
Intensive interviews with program 
s ta ff and a thorough examination o f 
written materials from the programs 
revealed that all were designed in 
part to address the problems o f 
prison crowding. In some States this 
was expected to be accomplished 
because prison-bound offenders 
would serve less time in the boot 
camp than i f  they served a full 
prison sentence. In New York, 
Louisiana, and Illinois, the de­
partment o f corrections selects 
candidates fo r th? programs, and 
offenders can cam their way out o f 
prison in less time than if they ser\e 
meir oris’ inal 'cntcnce'

In other States, offenders jre 'em to 
the boot camp by the court, whkh 
maintains full control over the <»f- 
tenders. Those who are dismissed 
prior to completion ami tho-o who 
successfully complete the progr.un 
must return to the court for liti.ii 
disposition. Texas and the original 
programs in Georgia and South 
Carolina were designed this way. 
However. South Carolina now oper­
ates its program through the depart­
ment o f corrections, and Georgia 
operates some programs through the 
court and some through corrections.
There were large differences among 
the eight sites in the number o f 
o ffenders completing the shock 
incarceration program in a one-year 
period, largely as a result o f d iffer­
ences in the numbers o f beds de­
voted to the program, the length o f 
the program, and the dismissal rates. 
Depending upon the prison, between 
8 and 50 percent o f the inmates fail 
to complete the program. For ex­
ample, in 1989 Georgia graduated 
more offenders (849 graduates) than 
New York (743 graduates), yet New 
York had a 1.500 bed capacity while 
Georgia had only 250 beds. The 
difference resulted from the fact that 
Georgia's program lasted an average 
o f 89 days with only a 9 percent 
dism issal rate while New York's 
lasted 180 days and had a 3 1 percent 
dism issal rate. Overall, the States 
w'ith the lowest dismissal rates were 
those in which the judge had deci- 
sion-makinu authorits.
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One phase o f ihe multisite study was 
designed to examine the effect shock 
incarceration programs had on the 
attitudes o f the participating o f­
fender*. Some critics o f shock 
incarceration have argued that the 
programs might have a negative 
impact on the offenders, that o ffend ­
ers would leave the boot camp more 
alienated and antisocial than before 
they entered.
The programs in the multisite study 
differed greatly in daily schedules, 
the emphasis placed on therapeutic 
activities, the types o f offenders 
participating, and dropout rates— all 
differences that would be expected 
to have an influence on the attitudes 
o f the participants. In some pro­
grams most o f the day was devoted 
to physical training, drill, and work, 
while others devoted a substantial 
amount o f time to counseling, edu­
cation. and treatment.
The researchers were interested in 
determining whether the inmates’ 
attitudes toward their boot camp 
experience or their general antisocial 
attitudes changed as a result o f the 
programs. Inmates' attitudes were 
measured once soon after they ar­
rived and again near the end o f the 
program. Despite the differences 
among the programs the results were 
surprisingly consistent. Boot camp 
inmates became more positive about 
their experience in the program and 
they became less antisocial. This 
was irue o f the programs that had 
.i therapeutic emphasis and those 
that emphasized work and physical 
:i

An Evaluation of Shock 
Incarceration in LouisianS ~
A  recently released National Insbrute iof iu s t ic e ^ M c ^ ir ' tn ^ r i r f^ p o ra ^ h fc ? t
result o f an intensive evaluation o f the Louisiana Department o f Public Safety and 
Correction's boot camp prison.* The evaluation was designed to identify the 
goals as defined by the jurisdiction and to examine the success or failure o f the 
program in meeting these goals. Program implementation, changes in inmate 
behavior and attitudes as a result o f participation, and system -level changes were 
examined. The results indicate that some o f the desired goals are being achieved

•MacKenzie. D.L.. J.W. Shaw, and V.B. Gowdy,.4n Evaluation of Shock Incarceration in 
Louisiana. Research in Brief. National Institute of Justice. Washington, D.C.: U.S. 
Department of Justice, National Institute of Justice, March 1993.

The attitudes o f the boot camp par­
ticipants were also compared with 
the attitudes o f sim ilar prisoners in 
the general prison population and 
were found to be generally more 
positive. The general population 
inmates did not think their experi­
ence in prison had helped them to 
learn self-discipline, to leam about 
themselves, to change in a positive 
way. or to become more mature, 
while boot camp inmates were more 
apt to agree with these statements.
On the other hand, both the general 
population inmates and the boot 
camp inmates became less antisocial 
in their attitudes while incarcerated. 
They were more apt to accept re­
sponsibility fo r themselves and their 
actions instead o f blaming the police 
or judges, they felt more positive 
about their relationship* u iih other*, 
and thev held more m m .i i !> 
able opinion*, about behavior.

Thus, there was no evidence that 
shock incarceration had a negative 
impact on inmates' attitudes. Those 
nearing the end o f their incarceration 
reported that the boot camp program 
had been a positive experience for 
them. Sim ilar inmates in traditional 
prisons did not report that their 
experience was positive. However, 
both the boot camp inmates and 
prison comparison samples became 
less antisocial during their term in 
prison.
The researchers are now examining 
the performance o f the offenders 
upon release from the shock incar­
ceration programs in the eight sites. 
The positive activities and adjust­
ment and the recidivism rates o f the 
offenders released from boot camps 
will be compared to those o f sim ilar 
offenders who received different 
viieiiee*.
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The State o f New 
York shock 
incarceration 
program is the 
largest in the countrv 
with a capacity o f  
I .SOD heds.

These programs continue to evolve. 
The objective o f this research is to 
inform program planners about the 
impact o f the programs and to help 
(hem design programs to achieve the 
desired aoals.

Notes
I . For information on county boot 
camps see Austin. J.. M. Jones and 
M. Bolyard. Assessing the Impact o f

a County Operated Boot Camp,
1993.
2. Fo r information on juvenile boot 
camps see Tobv. J .  and F.S. Pearson. 
"Juven ile  Boot Camps. 1992” in 
Boot Camps fo r  Juvenile Offenders: 
Constructive Intervention and Early 
Supporr-lmplementation Evaluation, 
final repon to N IJ. 1992.
3. Quinn. Michelle, correspondent. 
San Francisco Chronicle. Tuesday. 
Januarv 19. 1993.

Doris Layton MacKenzie is asso­
ciate professor in the Institute o f  
Criminal Justice and Criminology. 
L'niversiry o f Maryland.

4. As has happened tfiroughout the 
U.S. these boot camp programs 
continue to develop and change.
The descriptions o f these programs 
are based on conditions as (hey were ! 
at the time o f the studv.
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commimity-uocmploymeflt, druj iw and the lack of iociai Juppoft~feflT(ta Of the toire
of tfas person to change. A Itty finding is that 'success may be contingent oo the emphasis 
on rehsbilitition-glving offenden the training, treatment and education they need to support 
naw behaviors during Incarceration aod Oil aftercare.*15

Therefore, the length and quality of aftercare appears to be critical to success. Aftercare 
should ideally Include a highly structured transition phase, followed by u  aftercare program
which includes enough contacts with parole agents to ensure public ttfety, AS well as 
individualized services to meet the treatment needs of the youth and Icaep them focused on 
pro-social goals.1111 For example, the aftercare program for graduate* of a 90-day boot 
camp in De&ver includes intensive education aod vocational training for a year. They also 
receive mentoring in the community from other successful boot camp vetemns."

Michael Lucci, a retired military officer who is currently the director of a juvenile boot c*mp 
la Alabama, also feels that the key to success is the ability of the boot camp to Integrate the 
youth beck into the positive elements of the community. Be pointed out that a true military 
boot camp is only 8 weeks in duration followed by 4 years of 'aftercare' consisting of 
specialized education, training, employment, medical care, and room aod board provided by 
the armed forces.51 Therefore, if we expect the juvenile boot camp experience to bcve a 
lasting positive effect, we must be willing to alio provide compatible support after 
graduation.

A DU LT  B O O T  CAMPS

Because the goals art similar for juvenile and adult boot camps (to reduce prison crowding, 
be cost/sffective, reduce recidivism, and rehabilitate), the evaluation literature on adult boot 
camps can be informative la designing juvenile boot camps.. However, because juvenile boot 
camps place a strong emphasis on education and rehabilitation, it is not advisable to rely too 
heavily on their findings.

The following tw  been learned regarding adult correctional boot camp programs;

Prison Crowding Reduction, foot camps can be effective in reducing prison overcrowding 
only If they are used for offenden who otherwise would be sent to or remain In prison. If 
net widening (using the program for offenders who otherwise would oot be In prison) occun, 
boot camps may Increase prison populations as boot camp ftilurss ere transferred to secure 
facilities.55 This is oot to u y  that boot camp* cannot be an effective early intervention tool 
to prevent Individuals from going to prison.

Cost Effectiveness. To the extent boot camps have been found to cost less and have the 
same results as prison, they can save money.51 By using its boot camp program for 
offenders who otherwise would be sent to prison, New York estimates that it saved $304
million over the past 6 years.54 Louisiana estimates It saved $7,838 per offender.51



Graduate* of adult boot camps have about the same recidivism rates as
offencUn who went to prison; however, the types of offenses differ." ” Boot camp
graduates, who are often under greater scrutiny upon release, tend to return to prison for 
technical violation ,  while non-boot camp offenders tend to return to prisoa because they ire 
convicted of committing new crimes.1*

Key factors identified In making it through the first year after release from prisoa without an 
arrest were: 1) being employed during the first month of release; 2) scoring high on t  
positive adjustment index; and 3) the Intensity of supervision.* Additionally, requiring 
boot camp graduates to participate in positive activities In the community has been found to 
reduce criminal activities during the community supervision phase.*

ttghahiliftrioB- MacKenzie believes that rehabilitation and treatment should be the primary 
focus of boot camps.11 According to MacKenzie, them is a movement for boot « n p  
programs to include more effective formalized treatment programs.

JU V EN IL E  B O O T  CAMPS

Though the primary goals of boot camps are the same for juveniles u  for adult boot camps 
(rehabilitation, reducing recidivism, reducing Institution crowding, and ooM-effctivueu); 
juvenile boot camp* place a much stronger emphasis on education and refaahflitation,

w . . .  .

: to iht newness of juvenile boot camps, there is little Information about their 
effectiveness.* Because of this, the U.S. Department of Justice fondad a controlled 
evaluation of Juvertfe boot camps In Ohio and Alabama.* The results of this study will not 
bs a v a l L a o i e :v*»v

While tome critics maintain that boot camps are not appmprzsz ;<a juvcsus*, __
Correctional Association (ACA) sees merit in juvenile boot campt-provided they recognize 
that the needs of Juveniles are different from three o f young adults.* The ACA believes 
that a successful juvenile boot camp must have a strong academic end vocational education 
component; a suhatancc abusc'treatmect program; and staff who care for the youth u 
individuals, while also disciplining and challenging them. Lloyd W. Mhcdorf (former 
Juvenile Projects aod Program Director, ACA) feels that boot camps can be effective 
provided they focus on education and treatment, have competent caring naff, and a 
comprehensive aftercare component.* • ■ • • i
Because they are so new there la even some ooafoaion u  to what conit hum* a juvenile bott 
camp, Some programs classified as juvenile boot camps (In a document prepared by me 
National Institute of Justice and the ACA) don't even consider themielvee boot rampi 
because they do not have a military component.*4 Most of these are experiential .'[adventure 
education) programs such as the DYS SPRITE program. Adventure education rrograms are 
sometimes confused with juvenile boot camps because they have many of the same elements 
as boot camps, but lack a military component. Some of the juvenile agencies which combine 
boot camp philosophy with "experiential* or 'adventure* programming have relabeled them
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t  IhCAL. AU I L
HB2
January- 21, 1995

The  n umbe r  o f  defendants w h o  wou ld be sentenced to comp le t e a Boot C a m p  program under AS 
12.55.085 is as imposs ib le  to predict as the persuasive abi l i t ies o f  both prosecutors and defense attorneys 
and to the sentenc ing ph i l o sophy  o f  ind iv idua l  judges  in  i nd i v i dua l  cases. The  effect o f  any new 
sen tenc i ng  opt ion  is unpred ictable . Some who,  w i th out the prov is ions o f  this b i l l ,  wou ld  have been 
sentenced to probat ion a lone or to a short ja i l  term m igh t  n ow  serve more j a i l  t ime.  It seems less l ike ly  
that sentences imposed under the proposed prov isions w ou ld  be any shorter than under the ex ist ing 
language .  D is cret i ona ry  parole e l ig i b i l i ty  wou ld  not affect this group and thus longer sentences wou ld  
not be mi t igated .

Further ,  percept ion o f  the program by the defendant m a y  effect the act ion o f  both prosecutors and 
defense attorneys in ways unpredictable to the Department o f  Correct ions .

Fur ther ana lys is  o f  the ant i c ipated number  o f  defendants to be impacted w i l l  be necessary f rom the 
Depar tm en t o f  Law ,  the Pub l i c  Defender Agency  and the Cour t  System in order to gage the resources the 
Depa r tmen t  o f  Co rr ec t io ns  wou ld  need to deve lop in order to meet its obl igat ions .  It should be noted 
that under  this pr ov is i o n  the Department wou ld  be requi red to construct, staff and operate a boot camp  
imm ed i a t e l y  and operate it regardless o f  the number o f  prisoners avai lab le  to the program.

Prisoners co u l d  also be selected and assigned to the boot camp  program from that port ion o f  the pr ison 
p opu l a t i o n  descr ibed in A S  33.30.183 (2). Analys is  o f  the pr ison popu la t ion reveals that 245 inmates 
mee t the cr i ter ia under the prov is ions o f  this bi l l .  W i t h o u t  the design o f  the faci l i ty from wh i c h  a boot 
c am p  program w o u l d  be operated, construct ion cost, m u c h  less staff ing patterns and operat ion costs 
canno t be ca lcu la ted .

Re cen t  est imates o f  the cost o f  construct ion o f  a pr ison fac i l i ty  in A laska range from S 190,000 to
S160,000 per pr ison bed capaci ty .  Assum ing  that a f i fty bed faci l i ty was deemed sui table and assum ing  
the fa c i l i t y  was bu i l t  to house med ium  to m i n im um  custody prisoners w i t h  h i g h l y  structured act i v i t ies 
and for re la t i ve ly  short sentences the lower cost f igure is used. Because al l pr ison faci l i t i es are at or ove r 
ca pac i ty  and w i l l  co n t i n ue  to be even w i th  the transfer o f  prisoners out o f  state, there is no poss ib i l i t y  o f  
re du c i ng  costs by  restructur ing the current funct ion ing  o f  an ex ist ing inst i tut ion.

Capital cost are calculated to be S100,000 X 50 = S5,000,000 based on the above assumptions.

Th e  best est imate for operat ing costs is the average operat ing cost based on F Y  94 operat ion o f  the 
current  pr ison system w h i c h  is calculated to be S 113 per day per pr ison bed. The  Department is 
a n a l y z i n g  the cost data o f  a boot camp recent ly operated for ju ven i l e s .  Pre l im i nary  reports indicate that 
ope ra t ing  cost w i l l  exceed the average cost.

For current  purposes the average per bed cost is used to ca lcu la te annual  program cost as fo l lows:

SI 13.00(per day cost) X 365 (days per year) X 50 (program capacity) =S2,062,250

These  operat ing  costs w o u l d  not become effect ive unt i l  the faci l i ty was bu i l t  and operat ional . L i k ew is e  
staf f ing o f  such a program cannot be stated wi th prec is ion unt i l  a f inal  des ign o f  both the fac i l i ty  and the 
prog ram funct ions are set. It is l ike ly that such a program wou ld  requi re ten to twe lve  n ew  correct ional  
o f f i cers ,  two to three prog ram staff, a probat ion off i cer,  an admin is trat i ve of f i cer,  one med i ca l  staff and a 
fa c i l i t y  super in tendent ,  for a total o f  sixteen to n ineteen new posit ions.

P ag e  2 o f  2
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T E M P O R A R Y

'

Estimate of current year (FY 35) cost 9 None

ANALYSIS: (Attach a aeparate page If necessary)

No fiscal Impact

w ttzPrepared by: C. S. Christensen 111, Staff Counsel
Agency: Alaska Cour t  System

Approved by: Arthur H. Snowden, II, Administrative Director 
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STATE OF ALASKA
1995 LEG ISLAT IVE SESS ION

Bill Version: cshb 2(s t a)

(H) Publish Dale: 3 /2  4 / 9 5

R e v is io n  D a te : _____________________________________

T it le :  “ A n  a c t a llo w in g  c n t ir ts  in  f p om re  r r r t a in

D ept. A f fe c te d :  P u b l i c  S a f f i t y

A laska  S ta te  Trnnnrrs
-Q il& n d t ia  to  c n m n le te  a h o o r c a m n  n rn a ra m . c o m p o n e n t: Qaiachmenia-

S p o n so r:

R e q u e s to r:

R enre .sen ta t;v e  W illis

R e p re s e n ta tiv e  W illis_________________________________________________  C O M P O N E N T SE R IAL N O .

E X P E N D ITU R E S /R E V E N U E S : (T h o u s a n d s  o f  D o lla rs ) ( in fla t io n  no t inc luded )

0 7 9 9

O P E R A T IN G FY 9 6 FY 97 FY 9 8 FY 9 9 FY 0 0 FY 01

P E R SO N A L SERVICES

T R A V E L

C O N T R A C T U A L

SUPPLIES

E Q U IP M E N T

L A N D  & S T R U C T U R E S

G R A N T S . C L A IM S

M IS C E L L A N E O U S

T O T A L  O P E R A T IN G -0 - -0 - -0 - -0 - -0 - -0 -

C A P IT A L  E X P E N D ITU R E S -0 - -0 - -0 - - 0  - -0 - -0 -

CHAMCE M  REV O m eS  ( I - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Ramnum Cods

F U N D IN G : (T h o u s a n d s  o f  D o lla r * )

1 0 0 2  F edera l R e ce ip ts

1 0 0 3  GF M a tc h

1 0 0 4  GF

1 0 0 5  G F /P rc g ra m  R e ce ip ts

1 0 0 6  G F /M H T IA

O th e r

T O T A L -0 - -0 - -0 - -0 - -0 - -0 -

E s t im a te  o f  c u r re n t  y e a r (FY 3 5 )  im p a c t :  $ -0 -

P O S IT IO N S :

F U LL -T IM E 0 0 0 0 0 0

P A R T -T IM E 0 0 0 0 0 0

T E M P O R A R Y 0 0 0 0 0 0

A N A L Y S IS : (A t ta c h  a s e p a ra te  page  i f  n e c e s s a ry .)

N o s ig n if ic a n t  im p a c t o n  th e  A la s k a  S ta te  T ro o p e rs .

-Exanm C-Allan,P repa red  B y:

D iv is io n :

A p p ro v e d  by  C o m m is s io n e r : 

A g e n c y :

769-9691
..aii24/9£_

.Ronald, J Qttc QeoL of Public Salary..
PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

For fu r th e r d is tr ib u tio n  in fo rm a tion  call the Governor's Leg is la tive  O ffice
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FISCAL NOTE

4/ 10/95

STATE OF ALASKA
1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

N o .  6
Bi l l  V e r s i o n :  C S H B  2 (JUD) 
(H) Pub l ish Da ie: 4/18/95

R e v is io n  D a te : 
T it le :
w ith  in  th e  D O C

A n  A d j  re la tin g  to  the  c re a tio n  o f a b o o t cam p
D e p t. A f fe c te d :  
BRU:
C o m p o n e n t:

C o rre c tio n s
all
all

S p o n s o r:
R e q u e s te r :

Expenditures/Revenues

Rep. W illis  
Rep. W illis C O M P O N E N T S E R IA L  NO . 

( T hou s a nd s  o f  Do l lars)
O P E R A T IN G  E X P E N D ITU R E S  \ FY 9 6 FY 9 7 FY 98 FY 9 9 FY 0 0 FY 01

P E R S O N A L  SE R VIC E S \
T R A V E L  \
C O N T R A C T U A L  \
SU P P LIE S  \
E Q U IP M E N T
L A N D  &  S T R U C T U R E S
G R A N T S , C L A IM S
M IS C E L L A N E O U S

. _ k r -------- — ~ TT4 r
r

\ 4 .UA-----------------------

1 .9 5 2 .8 2 .0 5 0 .4 2 ,1 5 2 .9 2 .2 6 0 .5 2 .3 7 3 .5
T O T A L  O P E R A T IN G \  0 .0 1 .9 5 2 .8 2 .0 5 0 .4 2 ,1 5 2 .9 2 .2 6 0 .5 2 ,3 7 3 .5

C A P IT A L  E X P E N D ITU R E S 3 .0 00 .C

C H A N G E  IN  R E V E N U E S  (

FU N D  S O U R C E (T housands o f  D o lla rs)
1 0 0 2  F e d e ra l R e ce ip ts
1 0 0 3  G F M a tc h
1 0 0 4  GF
1 0 0 5  G F /P ro g ra m  R e ce ip ts
1 0 0 6  G F /M H T IA  
O th e r

2,0 0 0 .0
1.0 0 0 .0

\ 9 5 2 . 8 2 ,0 5 0 .4 2 ,1 5 2 .9 2 ,2 6 0 .5 2 .3 7 3 .5

T O T A L 3 ,0 0 0 .0 1 .9 5 2 \8 2 ,0 5 0 .4 2 .1 5 2 .9 2 ,2 6 0 .5 2 .3 7 3 .5

E s tim a te  o f  a n y  c u rre n t y e a r (F Y 9 5 ) c o s t: 

P O S IT IO N S

$ / '  0 .0  \

F U L L -T IM E
P A R T -T IM E
T E M P O R A R Y

\\A  ..J
A N A L Y S IS : (A t ta c h  a se p a ra te  page i f  necessary)

Th is  bil l w o u l d  add a n e w  sect ion ,  AS 33.30.182 wh i c h  wou ld  require t h&Comm is s i o n e r  of Correct ions to 
es tab l i sh  a boo t program. The  bill also prov ides for the commiss ioner to se lec t  par t i c ipants in a boot camp 
program and  prov ides a se le c t i on  criteria. Boot camp part i c ipants wou ld  be requi red to pay the cost of 
pa r t i c ipat io n  in the program to the extent  of their abi l i ty.

S e c t i o n s  l a n d  2 of the bi l l prov ide for el igibi l i ty for discret ionary parole el igibi l i ty 
c om p l e t e  th e boo t c am p  program.

)r those w h o  successfu l l y

S e c t i o n  3 prov ides  for cer ta in  cond i t ions and standards for the operat ion of the boo t aamp and directs the 
c omm i s s i o n e r  to adop t regu la t ions to imp lemen t  and admin is ter  the program. Th is  sect ion further provides for 
the  e s t ab l i s hmen t  of an adv isory board to rev iew and adv ise the commiss ioner .  CONT INUED  ON ATTACHED 
PAGES:

P re p a re d  b y : 
D iv is io n :

J e rry  S h rin e r
Com m . O ffice

A p p ro v e d  b y  C o m m is s io n e r : 
A g e n c y :  __________ '  ^  D e p a rtm e n t o f  Cd q e c tio n s

P h o n e :_ 
D a te :

Date:

4 6 5 -5 5 8 2
4 /1 0 /9 5

4 /1 0 /9 5

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR’S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information, call the Governor's Legislative Office
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page  2

FISCAL NOTE 
CSHB 2 (STA)
April 9, 1995

This com m ittee substitute rem oves m uch o f the uncertain ty  o f  the previous bill by rem oving the 
d iscretion o f  the court and allow ing participation o f  only  those sentenced to serve 224 days ore 
m ore. There are approxim ately 245 prisoners incarcerated who w ould m eet the criteria set forth 
under this bill.

120 inm ates could be processed through a 150 day, 50 bed boot cam p each year. A fter screening 
for factors such as health, m otivation and other criteria that w ould guide selection, no more than 
150 suitable inm ates would be available on an annual basis.

Tw o Factors have led to lowering the projected capital cost o f  a boot cam p. First, experience in
o ther such facilities with sim ilar selection criteria show  security levels can be m i n i m u m  as 
opposed to m inim um /m edium  security. Second, group housing functions m uch better than single 
o r sm aii unit cells and suitable facilities m ight be built separate from , but adjacent to existing 
facilities at a cost o f approxim ately 560,000 per bed or 53.000,000 for the project.

Federal funding for capital costs is available to successful grant applicants in the am ount o f  
52,000,000. Such funding w ould be available in early  FY  96.

W ithout specific p ro g n  u  design, it is difficult to be accurate about operating costs. W hile
custody levels would be 'ow, the staff/inm ate ratio in existing program s across the country is 
approxim ately  2 to 1 becam e o f  the intensity o f  the program m ing that exists. Operating costs 
have been lowered to reflect m ore current daily operating  costs for DO C. H ow ever a 5% percent 
inflationary factor has also been applied, (such a fac tor should have been included in the original 
fiscal note)

S107.00(per day cost) X 365(days per year) X 50(program capacity) = 51,952,750.00

T his figure has be shown in the m iscellaneous line for lack o f  specific program  design necessary 
to provide m ore detail.
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