





FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BELL NO. CSHB 4281

1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: 2/21/96 Dept. Affected: Corrections

"itle: "An Act giving notice of and approving a lease- "5RU: ALL

curchase aareement for construction anc ooerations..." Comoonent:

Sponsor: House Finance

. eauester: House-Finance COMPONENT SERIAL NO. t069<J-
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands o Dollars)

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 97 | Y 98 i FY 99 1 FY 00 1 FY 01 i FY 02 |
-SRSONAL SERVICES | 0.0 | 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 | 0.0 |
"RAVEL I I I I I I
CONTRACTUAL | | | | | |
SUPPLIES I I I I ! J
EQUIPMENT | i | | | |
-AND 2 STRUCTURES | | I 1 | i
EnANTS, CLAIMS 1 1 1 1 1 1
MISCELLANEOUS 1 1 1 1 | |

I "OTAL OPERATING 1 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 ! 0.0 ! 0.0 1 0.0

I CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 1 3.005.9 1 | > 1 1

ICHANGE IN REVENUES 1 1 1 ! | | |

=" JND SOURCE iThousanos af Dollarsl

'002 Federal Receiots i 1 1 1

'003 GF Match | 1 1 1 1

‘004 GF 1 1 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 0.0 1 0.0

' 105 GF/Program Receipts 1 1 1

|’ 1C6 GP-MHTIA I | | | !

:Other cIP 3.005.3 | | , 1 i

| TOTAL 3.005.9 1 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 0.0 | 0.0
Estimate of any current year (FY96) cost: 3 0.0

POSITIONS

FULL-TIME 1 1 1 1 i
PART-TIME 1 1 1 1
"EMPORARY i 1 1 1 1
ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate oage if necessan/)

This is a revised fiscal note superseding the single page fiscal note dated 2/19/96 containing tne 53,129.5 dollar amount,

“ his revision reflects a reduction in the DOA fiscal note from 5580.0 to 5456.3 ana deletes operating dollar amounts.

"his biil would allow the DOC working through the DOA to secure the construction and operation of ajail/prison facility. The
biil specifies that the construction is to be financed by the private contractor and paid for through a lease purchase

agreement. The DOC would serve as the lead agency through the completion of the project. DOC, DOA and DGT&PF would
provide services as described in the fiscal notes submitted by each department. The sum of all fiscal notes, including DOC is
snown as a capitol expenditure in this DOC fiscal note. Funds required by the other departments would be provided by RSA
from the DOC. Note, the detailed fiscal notes from the above departments are for informational purposes. Only funding for

this fiscal note would be required in order to proceed with this bill.

RSA to DOA 5 456.3
RSA to DOT&PF 5 1,060.0.
DOC costs 5 1,469.6

Prepared by: . \]erry Shnner .. Phone: _ 465 4686

Division: Office of the Commissioner pate: 221/
Aoproved by Commissioner: jj Margaret Pugh Date 2/21/96
Agency: "Department of Corrections

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further Oistnbution information, call the Governor’s Legislative Off

(Rev 11/95) 96fisno.xIs/0BR lof 1



(ID .OUSE COMMITTEE REPC-.T

Date Referred to Committee: February 5, 1996 FURTHER REFERRALS:

uuic oi L-ommiuee Action: aJak

The FINANCE Committee considered: HB 428
HOUSE BILL NO. 428 LEASE-PURCHASE CORRECTIONAL FACILITY

“An Act giving notice of and approving a lease-purchase agreement for construction and operation of a correctional
facility in the Third Judicial District, and setting conditions and limitations on the facility's construction and operation.”

recommends it be replaced \ / \ [ Lthe same title
with the following committee substitute L'b?) uRAJ ) M a new title

[ ] additional referral to Committee

[ | attached amendment(s)

ADOPTS: Letter of Intent

ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s):  (Dy0 APPROVES PREVIOUS: (Depl/Datr)

|y (Fiscal note(s) D hf, [ ] Fiscal note(s)

[ ] zero Fiscal note(s) [i/] zero Fiscal note(s) DDE. 21%5W u

Co CHAIR’S SIGNATURE
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HELD 2,9,96

TO: CSHB 425( )

Page 3, line 22, after "capacity:":
Dele.e "ana"

Page 3, line27 after "contractor":

Insert  and
(4) may employ in the operation of the correctional facility only state

residents”

Page 4, line //j, after "hire":
Insert "and employ only state residents, and to hire"
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AMENDMENT PO-lUCi/ ~ A

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRFSEN{'ATIVE BROWN
TO: CSHB 428( )

PageH, following line 201
Insen a new bill section to read:

"* Sec. 4. CONSTRUCTION OF CORRECTIONAL FACILITY IS A PUBLIC
CONSTRUCTION PROJECT. Construction of the correctional facility to be constructed and
operated under this Act is a project within the meaning of the term"public construction" set
out in AS 36.95.010. The provisions of AS 36.05.010 apply to work performed on
construction of the correctional facility."

Renumber the following bill sections accordingly.
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TO: CSHB 428( )

Page 3, following line 18:
Insert a new paragraph to read:
"(1) may not be constructed under the authority given in this Act unless,
(A) before commencing construction planning, the commissioner of
corrections first conducts a feasibility study, including a cosc-benefit analysis, that
examines various methods available to the state for relieving or eliminating the state’s
prison overcrowding; and
(B) die feasibility study conducted under (A) of this paragraph
demonstrates that construction and operation of the correctional facility described in
(a) of this section
()  offers a positive cost-benefit ratio when compared to
alternative methods considered; and
(i) s otherwise feasible to relieve or eliminate overcrowding

of existing correctional facilities;"

Renumber the following paragraphs accordingly.
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AMENDMEMT-jn!
OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE BROWN

TO: CSHB 425( )

Page 3, following line 18:
Insen a new paragraph to read:
"(1) may not be constructed under the authority given in this Act unless,

before commencing construction planning, the commissioner of corrections first conducts a
study, and the study demonstrates that construction of the correctional facility described in
(@) of this section will result in a saving to the state of at least 5 percent when compared

to construction of the facility by the state using the usual and customary state construction

practices;"

Renumber the following paragraphs accordingly.
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AMENDMENT %
OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE BROWN

TO: CSHB 425f )

Page 3, line 22, after "capacity;":
Insert a new paragraph to read:

"(3) may not be constructed for operation by a contractor under the authority
given in this Act unless, before commencing construction planning, the commissioner of
corrections first conducts a study, and the study demonstrates that operation of the
correctional facility described in (a) of this section will achieve a saving to the state of at

least 5" percent when compared to operation of the correctional facility by the Department

of Corrections:"

Renumber the following paragraph accordingly.
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AMENPIMENTA?

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE BROWN
TO: CSHB 428( )

1 Page 3. lines 3, after "into":

2 Delete "a lease-purchase agreement with a private third-
party contractor”
3 Insert "one or more lease-purchase agreements with one

or more private third-party contractors”
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OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE BROWN
TO: CSHB 428 ( )

1 Page 3. line 26:
Delete "or"

N

Page 3, line 27. after "contractor":

3
4 Insert or

5 (C) the state is able to operate the
6

]

correctional facility at less cost than a third-party
contractor”



z lid\Hd

(Mfad-ici 3-8" ") ri2

AME ND IVIENT &"C

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE BROWN
TO: CSHB 428 ( ) .

1 Page 3, line 26:

2 Delete "or"

3 Page 3, line 27. after "contractor":

4 Insert or

5 (C) the state determines that it is
6 in the bestinterest of the state for the correctional

7 facilityto be operated by the stateor by the political

8 subdivision or public corporation of the state"
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AMEN I)MEMT
OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE BROWN

TO: CSHB 428( )

1 Page 3, line 22:

2 Delete "temporarily”
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AMENDMENTS&
OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE BROWN

TO: CSKB 428( )

Page 4, line 2, after "correctional officers.”:

Insert "The Department of Corrections shall establish procedures for background and
record checks on personnel hired to staff the correctional facility and shall adopt regulations
for verifying that correctional officers and other staff employed at the correctional facility
have received proper training consistent with AS 18.65.130 - 18.65.290 to work with
incarcerated felons."



Awtlv I*11

XX A A AL
AIVEEMD M ENT"

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE BROWN
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TO: CSHB 428( )

Page 3, line 14
Delete "and"

Page 3, line 16, after "facility":

Insert ";and (4) In case of default by a contractor, for—any
reason -whatsoever, the State of Alaska may procure thegoods
or services from another source and hold thedefaulting
contractor responsible lor any—resulting-excess cost, and may
seek other remedies under law or equity."
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OFFERED IN T IE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE BROWN

TO: CSHB 428( )
1 Page I, line5b
2 Delete "a lease-purchase agreement”
3 Insert "lease-purchase agreements”
4 Page 1, line6, after"District":
5 Insert  "and correctional facilities in other judicial

districts"
7 Page 1, line7, after "the":
S Delete "facility's"
9 Insert "“facilities™
JO Page 3, line 5, after "of"
11 Delete "a correctional facility"
12 Insert "correctional facilities"
13 Page 3, line 5, after "District":
14 Insert "or other judicial districts"
15 Page 3, line 6, after "corrections.":
16 Delete "The"
17 Insert "A"
2> m o
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9-LS1338\IU

Chenoweth
2/13/96

CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 428( )
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

NINETEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
BY

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsors): HOUSE FINANCE COMMITTEE
A BILL

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Act relating to the authority of the Department of Corrections to contract
for facilities for the confinement and care of prisoners, and annulling a regulation
of the Department of Corrections that limits the purposes for which an agreement
with a private agency may be entered into; and giving notice of and approving
a lease-purchase agreementfor the design, construction, and operation of a
correctional facility in the ThirdJudicial District, and setting conditions and

l[imitations on the facility’s design, construction, and operation."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 33.30.031(a) is amended to read:

(a) The commissioner shall determine the availability of state correctional

facilities suitable for the detention and confinement of persons held under authority of
state law or under agreement entered into under (¢) of this section. If the
commissioner determines that suitable state correctional facilities are not available, the

1- CSHB 428( )

New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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commissioner may enter into an agreement with a public or private agency to provide

necessary facilities, subject to the following:

(1) the commissioner may not enter into an agreement with a

public or private agency that is unable to provide a degree of custody, care, and

discipline to the extent required by the laws of this state:

(21 correctional [ CORRECTIONAL] facilities provided through

agreement with a public agency for the detention and confinement of persons held

under authority of state law may be in this state or in another state;

(3) correctional [ CORRECTIONAL] facilities provided through

agreement with a private agency

(A) must be located in this state unless the commissioner finds
in writing that
fi) [(1)] there is no other reasonable alternative for
detention in the state; and
(i) [(2)] the agreement is necessary because of health
or security considerations involving a particular prisoner or class of
prisoners, or because an emergency of prisoner overcrowding is
imminent;

(B) may provide for the detention and confinement of all
persons held bv the commissioner under authority of state law, whether
charged with or convicted of felonies or misdemeanors, without regard to
the custody classifications for prisoners as determined bv the
commissioner, unless the security of the facility is inconsistent with those
custody classifications: and

(C) may not be administratively restricted or limited bv the
commissioner to use only for prisoners involved in certain rehabilitative or
treatment programs authorized bv law. [THE COMMISSIONER MAY
NOT ENTER INTO AN AGREEMENT WITH AN AGENCY UNABLE TO
PROVIDE A DEGREE OF CUSTODY, CARE, AND DISCIPLINE SIMILAR
TO THAT REQUIRED BY THE LAWS OF THIS STATE ]

*Sec. 2. NOTICE AND APPROVAL OF LEASE-PURCHASE AGREEMENT, (a) To

CSHIi 428( )

-2-
New Text Underlined (DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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provide for the design, construction, and operation of a new correctional facility ip. orde6 to
relieve overcrowding of existing correctional facilities, the Department of Admlnlstratlon on
behalf of the Department of Corrections, may enter into a lease-purchase agreement with a
private third-party contractor under AS 33.30.031 for the design, construction, and operation
of a correctional facility in the Third Judicial District that will house persons who are
committed to the custody of the commissioner of corrections. The project approval given by
this subsection is subject to the conditions of (b) of this section and to the following
limitations:

(1) the total construction and related costs of establishing the correctional
facility may not exceed $100,000,000;

(2) the total lease payments for the full term of the agreement may not exceed
$200,000,000 and the anticipated annual amount of the rental obligation to be paid by the
Department of Corrections under the lease must be reasonably commensurate with that total;
and

(3) at the end of the term of the lease-purchase agreement, the state shall own
the correctional facility.

(b) The correctional facility to be designed, constructed, and operated under the notice
and approval given in (a) of this section

(1) must be designed and constructed so as to house, in separate housing,
female prisoners and male prisoners;

(2) may not contain a total population of more than 1,000 prisoners, but must
be designed and constructed so as to allow expansion of the facility to a greater capacity; and
(3) may not be operated by the state except temporarily when

(A) the private third-party contractor with whom the state has entered
into an agreement to operate defaults in performance under the contract and state
operation is reasonably necessary to ensure the facility's continued operation; or

(B) the state is unable to contract with a private third-party contractor.
(c) If required by the commissioner of corrections as a condition of the correctional

facility’s operation, in the award of a contract for the operation of the correctional facility to
be designed, constructed, and operated under the notice and approval given in (a) of this

section, the Department of Administration shall require that persons employed by the

3- CSIIB 428( )

New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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contractor as correctional officers in the facility meet the requirements of AS 18.65.130 -

18.65.290 that are applicable to correctional officers.

(d) Subsection (a) of this section constitutes the notice and approval required by

AS 36.30.085.

* Sec. 3. CONSTRUCTION OF CORRECTIONAL FACILITY UNDER PROJECT
LABOR AGREEMENT, (a) The purpose of this section is to enable the state to meet its
obligation to improve the care and custody of the prisoners for which it is responsible at an
early date through the completion of construction of a major correctional facility by structuring
labor relations at the job site of the correctional facility in the interests of industrial harmony
and in a way that makes optimal use of construction resources.

(b) Notwithstanding any restrictions that may be applicable under AS 36.30, the

correctional facility described in sec. 2 of this Act may be constructed only under a public
construction project labor agreement between the building construction contractor and one or
more building trade unions; the labor agreement must provide

(1) a no-strike and no-slowdown pledge by the union or unions;

(2) acommitment on the part of the construction contractor to hire through
local union hiring halls; and

(3) a provision allowing not more than 15 percent of the construction
contractors workforce on the public construction project to be composed of persons who are
not members of the union or unions.

* Sec. 4. Nothing in sec. 2 of this Act precludes operation of the correctional facility
described in sec. 2(a) of this Act by a private third-party contractor comprised of persons
employed by the Department of Corrections.

* Sec. 5. 22 AAC 05.300(e) is annulled.

CSHB 428( ) 4
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BELL NO. CSHB 4281
1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision D a te : Dept. Affected: Corrections

T tie: An Act giving notice of and approving a lease- BRU: ALL

purchase agreement for construction and operationsS.......cccoccvvieeiiiniccninennne Component:

Sponsor; House Finance

requestsr: House Finance COMPONENT SERIAL NO. *0694
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 FY 02
PERSONAL SERVICES 171.7 174.3 176.9 179.5 182.2 185.0
travel
CONTRACTUAL 300.0
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT

.AND & STRUCTURES
SNANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
TOTAL OPERATING 491.7 194.3 196.9 199.5 202.2 205.0
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 1 1 1 I |
CHANGE IN REVENUES ( 1 | 1 1 1 1 1

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

*002 Feoeral Receipts 1 | 1

*003 GF Match 1 1 1

ICC4 GF 1 1 1

1005 GF/Program Receipts 1 i 1

' 006 GF/MHTIA 1

C'ner CIP Rcots 491.7 194.2 196.9 199.5 i 202.2 | >05.0
TOTAL 491.7 194.3 196.3 199.5 | 202.2 | 205.0
Estimate rf any current year (FY96) cost: $ 0,0

POSITIONS

FULL-TIME 3 1 |

PART-TIME

1 ! 1

"MPORARY _ i | i
ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

This bill would allow the DOC to enter into a single combined lease/purchase and operational agreement with a
private third party to provide up to 1000 jail/prison beds at a construction cost of not more than $100,000,000. :
The bill is silent regarding the cost of operation.' This fiscal note states those costs associated with planning
and management. No costs of site procurement, construction or operation are included.

CONTINUED ON PAGE 2

Phone: 465-4652
Division: Office of the Commissioner s Date: 2/19/96
Aoproved by Commissioner ~CvVv™ * a r a ' Date: 2/19/96

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

For further distribution information, call the Governor's Legislative Office
[Bav 11/95) 96fisno.xIs/DBR lof 2



Fiscal Note
CSHB 428 (JUD)
page 2

The DOC would secure consultant services to develop :
1/ a feasability study determining the potential costs and benifits which would result from

contracting facility operations,
2/ a feasability study to determine the system wide impact of a large centralized facility in

the ..vird Judicial District:
3/ and a staffing and operational plan including operational standards.

5300.0 has been requested for this purpose.

The DOC would be required to provide DOA sufficient information and consultation

necessary to:
1/ finalize site selection.
2/ prepare an RFP for the construction of a facility of up to 1000 jail/prison beds in the

Third Judicial District;
3/ and prepare an RTP seeking private providers to construct and operate the facility.

DOC will need to maintain constant project planning and oversight capability throughout the
life of the project which is expected to take five or more years.

The duties of a Criminal Justice Planner (S71.9) would change as the project progressed.
At the outset this position would assist in preparing the RFP for consulting services and
wouid assist throughout with governmental liaison, community relations related to sire
selection, construction and operation. Prisoner movement, programming, staffing and
operational contractor start-up would be the responsibility of this position.

The Facilities Manager | (567.4) will serve as DOC’s first line of oversight and project
management site selection, facility design, and construction. The need for this position will
extend through final acceptance of the facility.

The Administrative Clerk 1 ($32.5)will be required throughout the project to prepare
research, maintain files and records and generally provide necessary support to the Criminal
Justice Planner and Facilities Manager |

For each position above the salary is shown as annual. It is included for the expected six year
duration of the project an has been budgeted with a 1.5% increment each year after FY 97

$20.0 annually is included to pay for office space, equipment, supplies, travel, etc.



STATE OF ALASKA
* -T996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Oate:

Title: Lease Purchcse Correctional Facility
Sponsor: House Finance Committee
Requesrcr; (H) JuD

Expenaituies/Revenues:
| OPERATING EXPENDITURES
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEQOUS

TOTAL OPERATING

FY 97

0.0
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
CHANGE IN REVENUES (

FUND SOURCE
«C02 Federal Receipts
j1C03 GF Match
i11004 GF

:CC5 GF/Prccrcm Receipts
i037 Gr/Mentcl Hecilh
Other

TOTAL 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FT96) cost i

POSITIONS:
‘full-time
PART-TIME

'temporary

ANALYSIS: (Attach a soparale page ifnecessary)

= s s s e
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(See. Attached Analysis)

Prepared by:
Division:
Approved by Commissioner:

Agency:

* Ve—l—
Bill Version:

N O TE

cshb 428 (jud)

(H) Publish Oate: 2/5/96

Dept. Affected: Revenue
BRU:

Component:

Revenue O perations

Treasury Management

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information ceil the Governor's Legislative Office

COQMULItTEE COPY

COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 12[
(Thousands of Dollcrs)
Fv 08 FY 99 FY QO FYO01
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(Thousands of Dollcrs)
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Phone: _465-3750
Date: 1/25/96
Date: 1/25/96
Page |

of

2

FY 02

0.0

0.0



Fiscal Note Analysis HB 428
lease-Purchase Correctional Facility
January 25. 1996

Page 2 Of2

|[House Bill No. 428 approves a lease-purchase agreement for the fincncing, ccnsmjctlicn. and operation
|of a correctional facility.

'O perating Budget

iThe legislation would have no impact on the Trecsury Division's operating budget.

Debt Financing lIssues

Ourcomments are cased on several assumorions. First, the lea""- will be long-term. Second, the lease-
purchase agreement terms willbe in pertbasec cn the contractor borrowing up to SIGO.OGO.OCO for
designing, constructing, and equipping the facility. And finally, the fincncing, construction, and
operation of the r'cci'lty will be bundled into a single ccntrcct.

If the assum ptions are correct, several issuescome to mind that may need to be considered.

1) Thislease-purchcse willbe considered debt from a bond rcting perspective end will
be recorded as such in the State's fincncicl statements.

2) The contractor may want to securitize the Stare's lease and offer thisdebt In the

dom estic orinternational financicl mcrkets in order to obtoin the funds necessary
for construction. Thisprocess raises several mere questions.

3) Securitizing the lease over a period of rime beyond the expe" ec Pru. ./ Curve
may have an affect on the State's current bond rating, We are worXlng with our
financial cdvisor to convince the marker that the State Isworking on a plan to fill the
fiscal gap and reduce ourdependence on oil revenues.

4) Consideration should be given to cn overall strategy dealing with infrastructure and
capital needs of the State. Agreements as outlined in HB No. 428 are only a portion
of the total picture. Thisagreement willreduce the State'sdebtcapacity as we offer
ourcreditto a prlvote contractor and at the same time give up the rightto have any
control over the debt Issuing process.

Can a private contractor Issue securitized state leases cheaper than the State? The enswer Isprobably
not. We can access tax exempt markets using our existing contracts with our own financial advisor and
bond counseland borrow money atvery competitive rates.

A dvantages of securing ourown financing include the ability to refinance atany time favorable market
conditions provide savings. Also, we eliminate the need to unbundle the lease-purchase from the

construction and operating contracts should problems arise due to non-performance ordefault on the
partofthe contractor.

Page 2 of 2



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA
Q  LEGISLATIVE SESSION

£]o 21]2.8|qGU

BILL NO. CSHB 423 (FIN)

Dept. Affected Corrections
BRU: Ail

Components:

Serial # s/0694

Title: An Act giving notice ofand approving a

lease-purchase agreement for construction & operations.
Sponsor: House Finance
Requestor:

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (THOUSANDS OF DOLLARYS)

OPERATING Fy o7 FY 98 FY 99
Personal Services 0.0 0.0 0.0
Travel 0.0 0.0 0.0
Contractual 300.0 0.0 0.0
Supplies 0.0 0.0 0.0
Equipment 0.0 0.0 0.0
Land & Structures 0.0 0.0 0.0
Grants, Claims 0,0 0.0 0.0
M iscellaneous 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL OPERATING 300.0 0.0 0.0
CAPITAL 0.0 0.0 0.0
I"NUE 0.0 0.0 0.0
FUNDING: (THOUSANDS OF DOLLARYS)

General Fund 300.0 0.0 0.0
Federal Fund 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL 300.0 0.0 0.0
POSITIONS:

Full-Time 0 0 0
Part-Time 0 0 0
Temporary 0 0 0

ANALYSIS: (ATTACH A SEPARATE PAGE IF NECESSARY)

$100.0 thousand dollars for RSA to the DepL of Transportation & Public Facilities
initial design specification work for Request for Proposal;
$100.0 thousand dollars RSA to DOA to work on site selection & issue RFP; and

$100.0 thousand dollars for DOC to contract for identifying population to be
served in contract prison, and prepare requirements for contract prison.
Balance of needs identified will be included in financing package as capitalized costs.

"pred by:

House Finance Committee

Rep. Mark Hanley, Co-C haw AN A~y A*

Rep. Richard Foster, Co-Cham ANAANAT JA A
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STATE OF ALASKA tow w o f BILL NO. CoHB 4281
1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION HFC

Revision D a te : Dept. Affected” Corrections

Title: "An Act giving notice of and approving a lease- '‘BRU: ALL

purchase agreement for construction and operations..." Component:

Sponsor: House Finance

Requester: House Finance COMPONENT SERIAL NO. #0694
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 97 FY 9R FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 FY 02
PERSONAL SERVICES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS 3,129.6

TOTAL OPERATING 3,129.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 3,129.6

CHANGE IN REVENUESJ )

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

Other CIP 3,129.6

TOTAL 3.129.6 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)
This bill would allow the DOC working through the DOA to secure the construction and operation of of a jail/prison facility.
The bill specifies that the financing of the construction is to be financed by the private contractor and paid for through a lease

purchase agreement.

The department would serve as the lead department through the completion of tho project. DOC,DOA and DOT&PF would
provide services as described in the fiscal notes submitted by each department. The sum of all fiscal notes, including DOC is
shown as a capitol expenditure in this DOC fiscal note. Funds required by the other departments would be provided by RSA

from the DOC.

RSA to DOA $ 580.0
RSA to DOT&PF $ 1,060.0
DOC costs $ 1,489,6

Prepared by: Jerry Shriner Phone: 465-4652
Division: Office of the Commissioner Date: 2/19/96
NApproved by Commissioner: 'AeJrPUgh Date: 2/19/96
‘Agency: of Corrections

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

For further distribution information, call tha Governor’s Legislative Office
(Rev 11/95) 96(isno.xIs/DBR lof 1



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. CSHB 4281
1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: Dept. Affected” Corrections

Title: An Act giving notice of and approving a lease- "BRU: ALL

purchase agreement for construction and operationsS........cccceceeeennnees Component:

Sponsor: House Finance

Requester: House Finance COMPONENT SERIAL .MO. #0694
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 FY 02
PERSONAL SERVICES 171.7 174.3 176.9 179.5 182.2 185.0
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL 300.0
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
TOTAL OPERATING 491.7 194 3 196.9 199.5 202.2 205.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGE IN REVENUES (

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

Other CIP Rcpts 491.7 194.3 196.9 199.5 202.2 205.0
TOTAL 491.7 194.3 196.9 199.5 202.2 205.0
Estimate of any current year (FY96) cost: $ 0.0

POSITIONS

FULL-TIME 3

PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

This bill would allow the DOC to enter into a single combined lease/purchase and operational agreement with a
private third party to provide up to 1000 jail/prison beds at a construction cost of not more than $100,000,000.
The bill is silent regarding the cost of operation. This fiscal note states those costs associated with planning
and management. No costs of site procurement, construction or operation are included.

CONTINUED ON PAGE 2

Prepared by: Jerry Shriner Phone: 465-4652
Division: Office of the Commissioner r\ \ -Lb n Date: 2/19/96
Approved by Commissioner: n Pugh Date: 2/19/96
Agency: x DA*fartment of Corrections

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

For further distribution information, call tho Governor's Legislative Office
(Rev 11/95) 96fisno.xIs/DBR 1of 2



Fiscal Note
CSHB 428 (JUD)
page 2

The DOC would secure consultant services to develop :
1/ a feasability study determining the potential costs and benifits which would result from
contracting facility operations,
2/ a feasability study to determine the system wide impact of a large centralized facility in
the third Judicial District;
3/ and a staffing and operational plan including operational standards.

$300.0 has been requested for this purpose.

The DOC would be required to provide DOA sufficient information and consultation
necessary to:
1/ finalize site selection,
2/ prepare an RFP for the construction of a facility of up to 1000 jail/prison beds in the
Third Judicial District:
3/ and prepare an RFP seeking private providers to construct and operate the facility.

DOC will need to maintain constant project planning and oversight capability throughout the
life of the project which is expected to take five or more years.

The duties of a Criminal Justice Planner ($71.9) would change as the project progressed.
At the outset this position would assist in preparing the RFP for consulting services and
would assist throughout with governmental liaison, community relations related to site
selection, construction and operation. Prisoner movement, programming, staffing and
operational contractor start-up would be the responsibility of this position.

The Facilities Manager | ($67.4) will serve as DOC’s first line of oversight and project
management site selection, facility design, and construction. The need for this position will
extend through final acceptance of the facility.

The Administrative Clerk I ($32.5)will be required throughout the project to prepare
research, maintain files and records and generally provide necessary support to the Criminal
Justice Planner and Facilities Manager |

For each position above the salary is shown as annual. It is included for the expected six year
duration of the project an has been budgeted with a 1.5% increment each year after FY 97

$20.0 annually is included to pay for office space, equipment, supplies, travel, etc.



STATE OF ALASKA Bill Version: CSHB a28(JUD)

1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION M fIffiO U T O F (H) Publish Cate: 2/5/96 n
Revision Oate: Dept. Affected: Revenue
Title: lecse Purchcse Correctional Facility 8RU: Revenue Operations

Component: Treasury Management

sponsor: House Finance Comn.ittee
Reauesror: (H) JuD COMPONENT SERIAL NO. ]2].
Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)
1 OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 97 | Fy 08 F/IW FY CO FYO01 i FY 02
|PERSONAL SERVICES |
i TRAVEL
‘contractual
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS. CLAIMS

IMISCELLANEOUS

iTOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

| CAPITAL EXPENDITURES i

CHANGE IN REVENUES (

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollcrs)
i1C02 Federal Receipts
11C03 GFM ctcn 1
ICCUGF 1
,’CCS GF/Progrcm Receipts 1

1037 GF/Mentcl Heclth 1

Other 1

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.01 0.0 0.0
Estimate of any current year (FY96) cost $

POSITIONS:
[full-time
iPART-TIME
| TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a sepcrate page if necessary)

(See Attached Analysis)
Prepared by: est BroWne, Debt Manager Phone: _465-3750
Division: Treasury Date: 1/25/96
Approved by Commissioner: £ Date: 1/25/96
Agency: Decariment of Revenue
PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office
Pcge 1 cf 2

CQMMIJIJIEE COPY



fiscal Note Analysis HB 428
Lease-Purchase Corectioncl Facility
Jenuary 25, 1996

Page 2 Of2

House Bill No. 428 cporoves a lease-purcncse agreement for the fincnctng. construction, end ccercticn

of a correctional facility.

O perating Budget

The legislation would have no impcctcn the Treasury Division's operating budget.

|Debt Financing Issues

Ourcomments are based cn several assumotiens. Firs*, the lecse will be long-term. Second, the lecse-
purchase agreement terms willbe in pert bcsed cn the ccntrccrcr borrowing up to S1CO.OCO.CCO for
Idesigning, constructing, end equipping the facility. And finclly, the fincncing, construction, and
ioperation or the facility willbe bundled into a single contract.

[If the assum ptions are correct, several issuescome to mind thct may need to be considered.

1) Thislecse-purchase willbe considered debt from a bond rating perspective end will

2)

be recorded as such in the State’s fincnclcl statements.

The contractor may want to securitize the State's lecse and offer thisdebt In the
dom estic orinternational financial mcrkers in order to obtain the funds necessary
far construction. Thisprocess raises several more questions.

Securitizing the lease over a period of time beyond the expected Pruct- Curve
may have an affect cn the State's current bond rating. We are working with our
financial cdvisor to convince the marker that the State isworking on a plan to Fl! the
fiscal gap and reduce ourdependence on oil levenues.

Consideration should be given to an overall strategy dealing with Infrastructure and
capital needs of the State. Agreements cs outlined in HB No. 428 are only a portion
of the total picture. Thisagreement will reduce the State'sdebtcapacity as we offer
our creditto a private contractor and at the same time give up the right to have any

control over the debt Issuing process.

Can a private contractor issue securitized state leases cheaper than the State? Tne answer Isprobably
not. We can access tax exempt markets using our existing contracts with our own financial advisor and

bond counsel and borrow money atvery competitive rates.

A dvantages of securing our own financing include the ability to refinance at any time favorable market
conditions provide savings. Also, we eliminate the need to unbundle the lease-purchase from the
construction and operating contracts should problems arise due to non-performance ordefault on the
pert of the contractor.



FISCAL NOTE

STATEOFALASKA BILL NO. csrm (.TUP)
LEGISLATIVE SESSION
"Rrédvision Date: Department Affected: Administration
Title: “An act relating to the Department of Corrections to BRU: General_Services
contract tor facilities for the confinement and care of " Component: Purchasing

Sponsor: House Finance
Requestor: Mulder

COMPONENT SERIAL NO. J30

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

PERSONAL SERVICES 50.0 100.0 0.0 45.0 11.3
TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL 100.0 150.0
SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 150.0 250.0 0.0 45.0 11.3

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( )

LUND SOURCE: (Thousands of Dollars)

SPRO2 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1037 GF/Mental Health

OTHER * CIP receipts
TOTAL 0.0 150.0 250.0 no 45.0 113

150.0 250.0 0.0 45.0 113

Estimate of any current year (FY 96) cost: S 0.0

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 1 1
PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)

Costs are funded from CIP receipts from capital appropriation in FY 97 shown on Department of Corrections fiscal note

See Continuation Page

Prepared by:  Dugan Petty. Director Phone: 465-2250

Division: General Services Date:

Approved by Commissioner:  Mark Boyer VW —_ . n1n
ency. Department of Administration © Date: 3 -] 20 A?17

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
Porﬁ EALb i tEe governor's Leglslatlve%f?lce

I I
urther distribution m%rmatlon, calf
Rev 01/96 Page 1 of 2



FISCAL NOTE
STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. CSHB 428 (JUD)

1996 LFGISIATIVr: SESSION

NNALYSIS: (continued)
1. ASSUMPTIONS:
1.1. Dept, of Corrections will furnish requirements for the number of beds and location criteria.
1.2. Dept, of Corrections wiil establish operational criteria for the facility.
1.3. DOT&PF will develop a building space program, conceptual design and performance specifications
suitable for use in the Request for Proposals.
1.4. DOT&PF will provide construction administration and inspection services from award to occupancy.
1.5. Lease payments will begin within 24 months of issuance of debt. Based on a debt payoff by the year
2013, $100 million principal, and current coupon rates ranging from 3.8 to 5.4 percent (based on
discussion with the Dept, of Revenue), the approximate annual payment is estimated to be $10.3 million.
2. DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION RESPONSIBILITIES AND COSTS:
2.1. Far lity criteria.
2.1.1. Prior to award -$225,000 (FY 98 - 99).
Legal: $50,000
Financial: $25,000
Develop RFP: $50,000
1/2 Project Manager, R 21 for 24 mo. $100,000
2.2 Operations criteria.
2.2.1. Prior toaward -$125,000 (FY 98 - 99)
Legal: $25,000
RFP development & preparation: $50,000
1/2 Project Manager, R 21 for 24 months: $100,000
2.2.2. After award -1 years startup effort (FY 01).
1/2 time Contracting Officer for contract administration $45,000
2.3. Annual cost to administer the lease-purchase agreement, and the operation agreement after occupancy.

Begin in FY 03

1/8 Contracting Officer for life of lease: $11,250

See attached spreadsheet for allocation of costs by fiscal year and fund source

Page 2 _of_2



Allocate Fiscal Note HB 428

2.1 Construction criteria for the RFP
Legal:
Financial:
Develop FIFP:
1/2 Project Manager R21 for 24 months

2.2 Operational criteria for the RFP

2.21 Prior to award
Legal:
RFP development & preparation:
1/2 Project Manager, R 21 for 24 months:
2.22 After award
1/2 Contracting Officer for 1 year stanup effort:

2.3 Contract Administration
Annual cost to administer the lease-purchase
agreement, and the operation agreement. Begin in
FY 02
1/8 Contracting Officer for life of lease:

Sub-total

File:JAILS.XLS-Fis Note

Total Annual

Capital Operating

GF Capital Funds Funds Funds

FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 FY 02 FY 03
250 250 50.0
25.0 25.0
250 250 50.0
50.0 50.0 100.0
25.0 25.0
50.0 50.0
50.0 500 100.0
45.0 45.0

11.3 11.3 11.3

| 150.0] 250.01 [ 450 11.31 456.31 113

Page 1 Printed:2/20/96-8:34 AM



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. |1B42C
1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Dale: 2/9/96 D ept. Affected; DOT&PF

Title: *An Act giving notice of and approving a lease- BRU: Central Region

purchase agreement for construction and...of a correctional facility...* Component: Design and Construction
Sponsor; House Finance

Requester: House Judiciary COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)

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

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 5900 370.0 80.0 20.0
CHANGE IN REVENUES ( )

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

Other 590.0 370.0 80.0 20.0

TOTAL 590.0 370.0 80.0 20.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY96) cost: S 0.0

POSITIONS
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

See attached documentation for additional details.

M L

fa adoyv "~

Prepared by: Roger Head/Loren Rasmussen. P.E. ActingDirector Phone: 465-2960
Division: Engineering and Operations _ ., Date: 2/9/96
Approved by: . L \-I’ fg_ X N o Date: 2/9/96

‘Joseph L. Perkins. Commissioner
Agency: Department of Transportation and Public Facilities

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

For further distribution informetion, call ihe Governor's Legislative Office
(Rev 01/%) 9640fisnxIg/'SSK Page 1 of 1
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FY 02

0.0

0.0



Attachment to . N
Department of Transportation & Public Facilities
Fiscal Note For House Bill 428

House Bill 42S is an act to provide for construction and operation of a new correctional
facility. The Department of Administratior would act on behalf of the Department of
Corrections to enter into a lease-purchase agreement for construcdon and operation of a
facility in the Third Judicial District.

The Department of Corrections is the lead agency responding to the bill and has determined
that prior to requesting Department of Administration to solicit proposals, it will be
necessary to complete a population study to determine the effect of the proposal on the
remaining facilities in the State system. This will determine the type and program expected

of the new facility.

DOT&PF is limited to assisting DOC in determining a site and preparing a conceptual plan
based on the information developed from the population study. This work will take place
prior to Department of Administration’s solicitation for the lease-purchase contractor.

Cost Estimate:

Due to the size and complexity of this project, one project manager would be dedicated to
the work for a period of 18 months. Advertising and proposal selection for consultant
services would also be required. The consultant, in conjuncuon with the population study
prepared for the Department of Correcdons, would prepare a function/space program, a
location study and site selecuon, and prepare a concept design. Consultant costs are based
on a percentage of a typical design fee for a $70,000,000 construcdon project. Design fee
at 7% of the construcdon value would be S4,900,000. Costs are esdmated as follows:

Project Manager 18 months S 105,000
Support Staff 20,000
Advertising and Award Costs 10,000
Consultant Costs:

Function & Space Program (.03 xDesign Fee) 125,000

Locauon Study/Site Selecuon 150,000

Conceptual Design (12 x Design Fee) 550,000
Design and Construcdon Allowance 100.000
Total Department of Transportauon & Public Faciliues cost S$1.060.000

See additional spread sheetlfor other costs projected by Department of Correcdons

1Past experience has shown that an extensive amount of time and effort will be expended dtroughoul the
final design and construction phase of the project. An allowance has been included in the fiscal note even
though the costs on the additional spread sheet do not include the final design and construction phases.
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FAXMEMO State of Alaska

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION A PUBLIC FACILITIES
PUBLIC FACILITIES BRANCH

Thes j an-neonmi tfonrnujceacu :f tie Crorauai or Tmspotucon a Public F.xMits. If you received this tacsimbc a —ct. please,
cosxt ocr easiness oilice 4907) 7S2-71it761~Z~6s0 we c n ccrrec: -J and avoid a reoccurrence a the .-umxe.

TO: Loren Rasmussen DATE: January- 23, 1996

TELEPHONE NO: 762-4275
FAX: 762-4008

FROM:  Roger D Head SUBJECT: HB42S Fiscal Note
Public Facilities Chief

Attached is our preparation for a response to HB423. The estimates were prepared concurrently with
Department of Corrections yesterday. It was their understanding that OMB is looking for department
responses today. Cur direct contact person was Facility Planner, Ted Kinney. Please let us know if
additional information is needed. 3y copy of this FAX. | am providing Mark Mayo with the same

information.



% —
trarr, Roq« H»*<i 0*t#i 1/23°96 T.m«: 10:19:29 Frg* o

Department of Transportation & Public Facilities
Fiscal Note For House Bill 425

House 3iil -IS isin jet :d provide for constriction and operation cfa new ccrrecticnal facility. The
Deportment ot Administration would act on behalfof the Department of Corrections to”iter into a lease-

purchase agreement fcr acnsincticn and operaticn ofa facility in the Third Judicial District.

The Department of Corrections :s the lead agency responding to the b*il ar.d has determined that prior to
requesting Department of Administration to solicit proposals, it 'Anil he necessary to complete a population
study to determine the eifect ofthe proposal on the remaining facilities in the State system. This wiil

determine *he type ar.d program exgecwd ofthe r.e*v facility

COTIiiPF's is limited to assisting DCC in determining a site and preparing a conceptual pian based on the

information, developed mom the population scum.-. This v/nrk tvill take piace prior to Department of

Administration's solicitation fcr*he lease-purchase car,rector.

Cast Estimate

Due to *he size and complexity of phis project, one project manager would be dedicated to Phe work for a
period of IS months. Advertising arid proposal selection for consultant sernces '.vcuid also be required, The
ccnsuipar.P m ccnjurcr.cn with the population srady prepared fcr Phe Department o f Corrections, would
prepare a runcticr/space arcgroup alocation srady and site selection, and prepare a concept design.
Consultant cornu are based cn a percentage of a typical design fee fcr a S70.000.U00 construction prcjcec
Design fee at "-P-j o f Phe ecnsiraciitir. vaiue would be S-i.iJIVj/JriO Cosu arc estimated as follows-

ProjectManager | S months SIUf.COu
Supper: bluff S JU.CdO
Advertising and Award Casts S |tL(,')<)
Consultant Casts
Function SC Spain: rVcvram ( 15 ,tDesign Foei 51D5,COti
Lao non Study.-tine Selection JIfO.CdH
Conceptual Design ('. ZX Design Keel SS5lt.fii«i
Tristan and CansrrCarton Allotuancc 1,100,000
I'oul Department of Transportation iC Pualic Facilities cost -40’1" Hnrr
n f1,0b0,000
see additional spread sheet fcr ocher ccsu projected by Department afConvcUors

S

<xp<Lsjcn<c.p /*s shou>n tViaf **0 cxfons/re amounto f /vme¢

3nd <z/E>r+ ol//// d7c <ox.poncleo/ throuoSffrde c/c.S(gn .?nJ

Cons/rucp/on /A iarc of //7<r projhc.hf An a>//e?«/incct X=?jr &<onn

'h *** f'scj/lnol/c friovqgA Me dosfj on f.hc

ddc/th'onal/ spresc/ sh<?yY no/ ,halu<dc f.n<s cScofn
<3ncf Cjoasrt-uc.t/on phases.
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dot facilities
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iContractsi

iStaif Suoccn
| « General Sucpcrt

| - LegalServic-es

IStaff Suoort

| « Proiec Manager

IArcnitect-cfiQjneer Cor~uftant
'Precare Function / Space Program 125.01
iFrecare Locaocn Stucy / Selac: Sito 150.01

IFreoare ConcactuaJ Ceaqn

Attorney General

i - Prepa/B Poculauon Mgt Plan 250.01
I = Precare CDerational Standards 50.0i

CCC Subtciall 200.01

150.01
CCA Suotctall 1S0.ClI
| 550.01
COTSPF Suotouil 625.01
| |
| I
Revenue Sudtctal| O.ol
! |
|
. | |
AJG Suototall 00

Grand Totall 1.275.0
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|
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[
[
|
0.0 0.0]

| |
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Sponsor Statement

CS for House Bill 428 (Jud)

ty
The House Finance Committee

HB 428, by the House Finance Committee, allows the Commissioner of the
Department of Corrections to pursue the use of private facilities for any
prisoner as long as security at the facility is consistent with the classification of
the prisoners housed at the facility. It provides that the department may enter
into a lease purchase agreement with a private party to construct and operate
a prison in the Third Judicial District. A group of employees from the
Department of Corrections could be the private contractor if they bid
competitively for the construction and operation of the facility.

Legislative Counsel advised us in an October 20, 1995 memorandum,
"while the statutory basis for authorizing use of private facilities for
state prisoners is probably adequate, albeit barely, the regulations cited --
particularly 22 AAC 05.300(e) -- impose real obstacles to extensive use of
privately-contracted facilities, whether in state or outside." [emphasis

added]

This bill makes clear the legal authority of the Department of Corrections to
house any prisoners in private facilities. This will reduce the possibility of
litigation to resolve what might be considered an open question by some

people.

HB 428 also annuls 22 AAC 05.300(e) that may act to limit the

Commissioner's ability to use private facilities for prisoners other than those
in furlough status or in correctional restitution centers. This could be done by
administrative action, but a statute will make legislative intent crystal clear.

The facility authorized by this legislation will

. include a maximum of 1000 beds
. he designed to allow expansion
. include housing for female prisoners

J not exceed construction costs of $100,000,000
. be constructed under a project labor agreement

. be accredited if state facilities are accredited

. will have correctional officers with the same training as state

correctional officers

Sponsor Stml HB 429 January 2t, If‘to

Office of Rep Mulder



Sponsor Statement
CSHB 428 (Jud)
Page 2

We need additional prison capacity in Alaska. The Department of Corrections
reports that it is reqgularly exceeding the maximum and emergency capacity
under the Cleary Agreement by over 100 prisoners. It also has 206 prisoners in
a contract facility in Arizona. This proposal will address those needs and at a
lower cost to the state, both in the operating and capital budget. It will also
bring almost $6 million we spend outside back to Alaska, providing jobs for
Alaskans and improving our economy.

The state has a need to improve its facilities for female prisoners. We have
females housed in Lemon Creek, Fairbanks, Sixth Avenue, and Highland
Mountain and are constantly over crowded at the Mat-Su Pretrial Facility.
Only Highland Mountain was designed to house both males and females. The
state needs to address this problem, and HB 428 does that by requiring that the
new facility be designed to house women.

The House Finance Subcommittee on Corrections held interim hearings on
the topic of privatization. It found that many states have entered into
agreements with the private sector to construct and operate prisons. They
have been successful in reducing the costs of incarceration and have
maintained securitv for residents of the state.

Since February of 1995, Alaska has had 206 prisoners in a private facility in
Arizona. We have had a positive experience. The facility has operated
without any significant negative incidents. The savings have been significant.
The daily cost at the Arizona facility is S59.00 per day per inmate. Alaskan
facilities average $107.00 per day per inmate, not including the cost of
construction or other capital appropriations.

The advantage of a private facility is significant. There is a strong possibility
that the per day cost of a private facility in Alaska will be within $10.00 of the
cost of the Arizona facility. In other states v/here private prisons have been
built, there has been a very positive effect on state facilities. The entry of
competition has reduced the cost of many state operated prisons.

A new contractor can bring new ideas to our state. If it happens to end up a
national chain, it will bring the experience it gains in many other states and
many other facilities. If a national chain teams up with local contractors, we
will get the benefit of designs that work in prisons and construction
techniques that fit the Alaska environment. We are told that a private sector
contractor can begin serving prisoners as soon as 18 months after contract
award and securing property for the facility.

Sponsor Stmt HB 429 January Z>, [%h

Office of Rep Mulder
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HB 428 responds to concerns raised by public employees at the interim
hearings. It requires that the correctional officers in the private institution
will be trained to the same standards as state correction officers. It also
requires the private facility will be accredited by any standards required of
state facilities. We believe that these tvo provisions will protect the integrity
of the prison system while taking advantage of the lower costs and
innovative management techniques.

HB 428 requires the construction contractor build the facility under a project
labor agreement, to assure the maximum possible Alaska hire.

HB 428
. Addresses the prison capacity problem

. Creates construction jobs

. Creates on going prison jobs for Alaskans

. Brings Alaskan money back into Alaska’s economy

. Provides an innovative opportunity to address Alaska's needs

January 2> 1%h

Sponsor Siml HB 429
Office of Rep Mulder
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Actuality line: 1-300-478-6540

House Finance Com m ittee Introduces Prison Privatization Bills
For Immediate Release: January 17, 1996 Contact: Ken Freeman (907)465-3304

JUNEAU — Legislation to allow the construction and operation of a private
Wlson in Alaska was introduced b}/ the House Finance Committee

ednesday, The two bills facilitating this process are part of the Legislative
Leadership's Renewed Commitment. ,

The first, HB 428, directs the Department of Correctlons,%DOC) to
contract with a private party to construct and operate a prison | ,
Southcentral Alaska, the THird Judicial District. The second, HB 429, gives
DOC Iggal author ty,f_o,house Pr,soners in [frlYate faciljties. .

ur state tacilities are full and regularly exceed maximum capacity.
We have double bunked, used cots, and shipped 206 prisoners to Arizona
We need a facility to house female prisoners in an appropriate manner,
These bills will address thos_?_ Prolglem_s at a lower cost than we C?éﬂd by
constructing more state facilities," said Representative Eldon Mulder.
. During the interim, the House Finance Subcommittee .on Corrections,
Chaired b eﬁ]. Mulder, ‘held hearings on the topic ofpr|vat|_zat|Pn.

The Committee found that there are man%/ opportunities for the state
to save on its cost of incarceration and provide the same level of protection
to the public," said Mulder. o

. "Many other states are currently contracting with private vendors to
Erowde rison seryice, including Texds, Oregon, ds well as the Federal
overnment. Alaska has also had success with private contracting.
e currently have 206 Prlsoners In a private t|or|son In Arizona at'a cost of
59.00 per day, compared to the average cost of incarceration in Alaska of
107.00" per day," said Representative "Norm Rokeberg, who serves on the
Subcommittee on.CogectloDns.. . .

Representative Gary Davis, who is also a member of the Subcommittee,
noted public employees expressed concerns that correctional officer
standards be maintained in eve,r(}/ prls?n holding Alaskan prisoners.

HB 428 requires correctional officers in-a private prison to meet the
State ofAlaska_tralnln%_r_equweme,nts., The Ero osed legislation also,
requires any private faCility to maintain the Same national accreditation
standards required of staté facilitjes," said Representative Davis.

HB. 428 requires a prohe_ct labor agreement for the construction of the
Relwljacrl]l_lty. Mulder noted this will help”assure the maximum possible

aska pire. . I .
_"Construction and operation of the new facility in Alaska will create
new jobs for Alaskans," said Mulder.

Broadcast Note:_An audio actuality is available from Repi Eldon Mulder by
calling 1-800-478-6540.

m



LEGAL SERVICES

DIVISION OF LEGAL AND RESEARCH SERVICES
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

(907) 485-3867 or 465-2450 STATE OF ALASKA
FAX (907) 465-2029 130 Seward Street, Suite 409
Mail Stop 3101 Juneau, Alaska 99801-2105
MEMORANDUM January 26, 1996
SUBIJECT: CSHB 428(JUD), "0" version, relating to authority ofthe Department

of Corrections to contract for operation of correctional facilities and
to lease-purchase agreement for construction and operation of a new
correctional facility -- sectional analysis (Work Order No. 9-
LS1338\0)

TO: Representative Brian Sorter, Chair
House Judiciary Committee
Attn: Tom Meyer

FROM: Jack Chexrwetl?
LegislaftW Coynsel

CSHB 428(JUD) combined HB 428 and HB 429. House Bill 428 was prepared and offered
as uncodified law authorizing use of a lease-purchase agreement for the construction and
operation ofa new correctional facility, to be located in southcentral Alaska.

Current state law authorizes the commissioner of corrections to enter into an agreement with
a third party for the latter to provide correctional facilities. House Bill 429 revises that
authority and annuls an administrative regulation that limits the use of private third part)’
correctional facility contractors.

Bill section 1. The bill section amends. AS 33.30.031(a)

(1) to restate and expand the existing requirement that, when the commissioner
proposes to enter into an agreement with a third party for the latter® provision of correctional
facility services, the commissioner may do so only if the degree of custody, care, and
discipline to be offered by the third part)/ provider meets the standards required by state law,
including those imposed by court order;

(2) to authorize use of contracted third party provider services without limitation by
the nature of the prisoners' offenses-felony or misdemeanor--or by reference to prisoner
custody classifications unless the security of the facility is inconsistent with prisoner custody
classifications, and to prohibit an administrative determination that restricts or limits use of
third party provider services under contract to rehabilitative or treatment purposes authorized

by law.
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Bill section 2: The bill section

(1) in its subsection (a), gives the notice and approval necessary for a lease-purchase
agreement to initiate the project and sets out, in general terms, parameters applicable to the
project's financing;

(2) in its subsection (b). sets out particulars applicable to other facets of the project
including population housing perspectives, a requirement that the project be constructed
under a project labor agreement, and a prohibition on direct state operation of the
correctional facility with specific exceptions;

(3) in its subsection (c), describes the circumstances under which persons employed
by the contractor as correctional officers may be required to meet the requirements of the
Alaska Police Standards Council (AS 18.65) that are applicable to correctional officers
employed by the state and its municipalities;

(4) in its subsection (d), describes the circumstances and limitations on the
circumstances under which the state may require that the correctional facility gain
accreditation; and

(5) inits subsection (e), declares that the measures section 1(a) "constitutes the notice
and approval required by AS 36.30.085" for lease-purchase agreements that are entered into

by the state.

Bill section 3: The bill section declares that the Act is not intended to preclude or prevent
operation of the correctional facility by a private third-party contractor composed of persons
employed by the Department of Corrections.

Bill section 4: The regulation proposed to be annulled, 22 AAC 05.300(c), limits the use of
contract facilities to contract housing for confinement of prisoners convicted of
misdemeanors. Since amendment of AS 33.30.031(a)(3)(B) made by bill section 1would
allow for use of contracted facilities for convicted felons, the regulation would be
inconsistent with the relevant statute.

JBC:glc:pl
96-049.glc



DIVISION OF LEGAL AND RESEARCH SERVICES

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY -
STATE OF ALASKA - &

)(907) 465-3867 or 465-2450
F.-LX (907) 465-2029 130 Seward Street, Suite 4Q9
M ail Stop 3101 Juneau, Alaska 99801-2105

MEMORANDUM October 20, 1995

SUBIJECT: Private prisons (Work Order No. 9-LS1323\A)

TO: Representative Eldon Mulder

FROM: John B. Chenoweth

Legislative Counsel

This is by way of response to your inquiry concerning the use of privately-operated
correctional facilities. The statutes and Department of Corrections' regulations usually refer
to these as "contract facilities."

| am satisfied that the current set of statutes provides a minimally sufficient basis for
Department of Corrections officials to house inmates in private contract facilities.ll' The

uUnder AS 33.30.031,

(a) The commissioner shall determine the availability of state correctional
facilities suitable for the detention and confinement of persons held under authority
of state law or under agreement entered into under (e) of this section. If the
commissioner determines that suitable state correctional facilities are not
available, the commissioner may enter into an agreement with a public or
private agency to provide necessary facilities. Correctional facilities provided
through agreementwith a public agency for the detention and confinement of persons
held under authority of state law may be in this state or in another state. Correctional
facilities provided through agreement with a private agency must be located in
this state unless the commissioner finds in writing that (1) there is no other
reasonable alternative for detention in the state; and (2) the agreement is
necessary because of health or security considerations involving a particular
prisoner or class of prisoners, or because an emergency of prisoner
overcrowding is imminent. The commissioner may not enter into an agreement with
an agency unable to provide a degree of custody, care, and discipline similar to that
required by the laws of this state.

(continued...)
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specific limitations imposed on private contract facilities should have your review to
ascertain whether the constraints are too demanding. So, for example, AS 33.30.031(a)
favors use of in-state private contract facilities over those located outside Alaska.
AS 33.30.031(c) requires that the services of a private contract facility provider be obtained
by competitive bid. Other constraints are imposed by department regulation. Under 22 AAC
05.252(a), a prisoner will be transferred to a private contract facility outside Alaska if "a
determination is made that the prisoner's rehabilitation or treatment would not be
substantially impaired by the transfer," while, under 22 AAC 05.300(e),

[correctional facilities provided through agreement with a private agency
will be in this state, and will only be used to involve a prisoner in a program
established under AS 33.30.091 - 33.30.131 or 33.30.151 - 33.30.131, or to
confine a prisoner convicted of a misdemeanor.

My instincts tell me that, while the statutory basis for authorizing use of private facilities for
state prisoners is probably adequate, albeit barely, the requlations cited-particularly 22 AAC
05.300(e)--impose real obstacles to extensive use of privately-contracted facilities, whether
in state or outside.

To your second question, relating to encouraging use of private construction and operation
of prisons:

| don't have any particular insight into this matter. | can share with you the benefit of some
reading and research on the topic as related to contracts relating to state, as distinguished
from county or local government, correctional facilities.

New Mexico was among the first of the states to call for construction and operation of a
prison facility under contract. A 1985 law authorizes its corrections department to contract
for the construction of a private facility to house that state's "special incarceration alternative
program" and a separate provision authorizes the department to contract for the operation of
a facility to house adult female inmates. Apparently in an effort to get its corrections
department to move in the area of privately contracted construction and operation, in 1988,
the New Mexico legislature appropriated one million dollars for expenditure "to contract for
the operation of a two-hundred bed facility for housing female inmates ... ." So, having
given the department private facility contracting authority, New Mexico legislators used the

*(...continued)

(e) Notwithstanding AS 36.30.300, an agreement with a private agency to
provide necessary facilities under (a) of this section must be based on competitive

bids.
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appropriation process in an effort to secure operation of at least one facility by a private
contractor.

The State of Tennessee adopted, in 1986, a comprehensive "Private Prison Contracting Act."
Subsequent amendment of the Act assured a substantial amount of legislative branch
oversight of requests for proposals and contracts for contracted prisons. Looking only at the
text of that Act, it appears that Tennessee legislators were prepared to work with persons in
the state's executive branch who had responsibility or authority for private contract operation
in the field of corrections, but wanted to try to assure at key stages that state responsibility
was not, in effect, surrendered.

The experience of these two jurisdictions is useful. First, my sense is that, ifyou really want
to shift some responsibility for corrections operations to the private sector, Alaska probably
needs to consider and enact a comprehensive private prison contracting measure. The
Tennessee Act may be a useful model, but the Alaska measure ought also to address a host
of problems such as the degree of delegation, responsibility for programs, liability,
employment security, dispute resolution, performance monitoring, sanctions, and the
employees' working conditions, including, particularly, the right of employees of the
contractor to strike. That measure needs to take into consideration, as well, the state's
existing obligations under the Final Settlement Agreement and Order in the principal
decision in this state relating to conditions of incarceration, Clearv v. Smith.

New Mexico's use of an appropriation measure to "force" or require state action in the area
of private contracting is also deserving of consideration. | would guess that, by withholding
an appropriation to the Department of Corrections on a line-by-line basis for wages and
benefits and other appropriations objects, and placing an amount in the contractual line with
accompanying language indicating the intent to use the money for contracted purposes, you
would send a sufficient message to the administration that the operation of a particular
facility or facilities should be made the subject ofa contract.

Finally, as to private construction of a prison facility, consider~as the last two
administrations have done in other fields-the use of certificates of participation or similar
form of lease financing arrangement, for which the legislature retains substantial approval
authority under AS 36.30.085. As you no doubt know, in the quite recent past the initiative
for lease financing arrangements has rested with the administration. But I can think of no
reason why the legislature could not take advantage of tire lease-financing provisions and use
them to require the Department of Corrections to shift to private contractors for the
construction and operation of new facilities, as the legislature may direct.

JBC:pl
95-170.pIm



LEGAL SERVICES

DIVISION OF LEGAL AND RESEARCH SERVICES
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

(907) 465-3867 or 465-2450 STATE OF ALASKA
FAX (907) 465-2029 130 Seward Street. Suite 409
Mail Stop 3101 Juneau, Alaska 99801-2105
MEMORANDLM February 2. 1996
SUBJECT: Project labor agreement component of draft CSHB 428( )

(Work Order No. 9-LSI338\R)

TO: Representative Brian Porter, Chair
House Judiciary Committee

FROM: Jack Chenowethy A A A jA A A A

Our Thursday conversation touch™”*rime project labor agreement language of sec. 2(b)(3)
of CSHB 428. After that conversation, you provided me copies of two 1990 opinions of
Assistant Attorney General Carolyn Jones. The opinions raised objections to proposed
project labor agreement language by the Alaska Energy Authority. Ms. Jones’ objections
were based on (1) perceived inconsistencies with the state's Procurement Code, AS 36.30,
and (2) objections of constitutional magnitude based on the decision in State v. Enserch
Alaska Construction. Inc.. 787 P.2d 624 (Alaska 1989), wherein the Alaska Supreme Court
struck down the state's regional preference law (AS 36.10.160) as a violation of the equal
protection clause of the Alaska Constitution.

The decision in Enserch relied on an earlier decision, Lvnden Transport. Inc. v. State. 532
P.2d 700 (Alaska 1975). In Lvnden Transport, the Alaska Supreme Court determined that
discrimination between state residents and state nonresidents based solely on the object of
assisting the one class over the other economically could not be upheld under the state equal
protection clause. However, since Lvnden Transport, the legislature and the voters have
enacted article I. section 23 as part of the Alaska Constitution, permitting the giving of
preferences to residents over non-residents. Adoption of article I, section 23 arguably
undercuts the court’s reliance on the state constitutional equal protection provision as the
basis to invalidate a residence preference over non-residents. It does not invalidate or set
aside the equal protection provision as the basis to invalidate a preference among state
residents who are also residents of economically distressed zones, nor docs it avoid
application of the alternative federal constitutional provision, the federal privileges and
immunities clause.

CSHB 428 is silent on resident/nonresident distinctions, though it does require the project
labor agreement to include a provision that hiring for the correctional facility's construction
iIs to proceed under a local union hiring hall requirement.



Representative Brian Porter
| ebrnaiA 2. 19%
Page 2’

As to project labor agreements, the leading decision apparently is Building and Construction
Trades Council of the Metropolitan District v. Associated Builders and Contractors of
Mass. R.I.. Inc..-- L'S. 122 L.Ed.2d 565. 113 S.Ct. 1190 (1993). Because of the length
of the caption, the decision is often called the "Boston Harbor" case. In that decision, the
court approved the legality ofa union-only pre-hire agreement for the Boston Harbor cleanup
project against a pre-emption challenge that cited the National Labor Relations Act. The
court determined that, when the state acts as the owner of a construction project, it is free to
implement that kind of a pre-hire agreement entered into by the parties. The project labor
agreement in CSHB 428 is differently structured. If it survives at all, it will surely survive
only if the state can show that it is, as in the "Boston Harbor" decision, the owner of the
construction project. Ofcourse, as CSHB 428 is structured, the state is not the project owner
at the outset: it becomes the owner at some future point. Whether that is enough to fulfill the
"state-as-project-owner" rationale on which the "Boston Harbor" decision turned remains to
be seen. So that a court does not lose sight of the eventuality of state ownership of the
correctional facility to be constructed. | have so noted in the extended "project labor
agreement" provision as redrafted.

JBC:kIb
96-054 klb
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DIVISION OF LEGAL AND RESEARCH SERVICES
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

(907) 465-3867 or 465-2450 STATE OF ALASKA
FAX (907) 465-2029 130 Seward Street, Suite 409
Mail Stop 3101 Juneau, Alaska 99801-2105
MEM ORANDUM January 22, 1996
SUBIJECT: House Bill 428, lease-purchase agreement for construction and

operation of a new correctional facility -- sectional analysis
(Work Order No. 9-LS1338\K)

TO: Representative Eldon Mulder, Vice-Chair
House Finance Committee
ATTN: Dennis DeWitt

FROM: Jack Chenoweth
Legisla

House Bill 428 is prepared and o*red as uncodified law authorizing use of a lease-purchase
agreement for the construction and operation of a new correctional facility, to be located in

southcentral Alaska.

Bill section 1: The bill section

(1) in its subsection (a), gives the notice and approval necessary for a lease-purchase
agreement to initiate the project and sets out, in general terms, parameters applicable to the
project's financing;

(2) inits subsection (b), sets out particulars applicable to other facets of the project
including population housing perspectives, a requirement that the project be constructed
under a project labor agreement, and a prohibition on direct state operation of the
correctional facility with specific exceptions;

(3) inits subsection (c), describes the circumstances under which persons employed
by the contractor as correctional officers may be required to meet the requirements of the
Alaska Police Standards Council (AS 18.65) that are applicable to correctional officers

employed by the state and its municipalities;

(4) in its subsection (d), describes the circumstances and limitations on the
circumstances under which the state may require that the correctional facility gain

accreditation: and



Representative Eldon Mulder
January 22, 1996
Page 2

(5) in its subsection (e), declares that the measures section 1(a) "constitutes the notice
and approval required by AS 36.30.085" for lease-purchase agreements that are entered into

by the state.

Bill section 2: The bill section declares that the Act is not intended to preclude or prevent
operation of the correctional facility by a private third-party contractor composed of persons
employed by the Department of Corrections.

JBC:klb
96-017.klb
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DIVISION OF LEGAL AND RESEARCH SERVICES
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

(907) 465-3867 or 465-2450 STATE OF ALASKA
FAX (907) 465-2029 130 Seward Street, Suite 409
Mail Stop 3101 Juneau, Alaska 99801-2105
MEMORANDUM January 22, 1996
SUBIJECT: House Bill 429, relating to authority of the Department of Corrections

to contract for operation of correctional facilities -- sectional analysis
(Work Order No. 9-LS1337\C)

TO: Representative Eldon Mulder, Vice-Chair
House Finance Committee
ATTN: Dennis DeWitt

FROM:

Current state law authorizes the commissioner of corrections to enter into an agreement with
a third party for the latter to provide correctional facilities. House Bill 429 revises that
authority and annuls an administrative regulation that limits the use of private third party
correctional facility contractors.

Bill section 1: The bill section amends AS 33.30.031(a)

(1) to restate and expand the existing requirement that, when the commissioner
proposes to enter into an agreement with a third party for the tatter's provision of correctional
facility services, the commissioner rnay do so only if the degree of custody, care, and
discipline io be offered by the third party provider meets the standards required by state taw,
including those imposed by court order;

(2) to authorize use ofcontracted third party provider services without limitation by
the nature of the prisoners' offenses-felony or misdemeanor--or by reference to prisoner
custody classifications unless the security of the facility is inconsistent with prisoner custody
classifications, and to prohibit an administrative determination that restricts or limits use of
third party provider services under contract to rehabilitative or treatment purposes authorized

by law.

Bill section 2: The regulation proposed to be annulled, 22 AAC 05.300(c), limits the use of
contract facilities to contract housing for confinement of prisoners convicted of
misdemeanors. Since amendment of AS 33.30.031(a)(3)(B) made by bill section 1would
allow for use of contracted facilities for convicted felons, the regulation would be
inconsistent with the relevant statute.

JBCiklIb
96-016.klb



Institution

Anvil Mountain
Hiland Mtn
Meadow Creek
Cook Inlet Cor Cntr
Fairbanks
Ketchikan

Lemon Creek
Mat-Su Cor. Cntr
Palmer Med
Palmer Min

6th Avenue
Spring Creek
Wildwood ¢
Wildwood Pre trial
Yukon-Kuskokwim
Sub Total

Pt. Mackenzio

FY 95 Ave Pop

88

293
400
198
54
181
84

371
116
442

281
119
2627

78

% ol Group

3.35%

11.15%
15.23%
7.54%
2.06%
6.89%
3.20%

14.12%
4.42%
16.83%

10.70%
4.53%
100.00%

% ol Total

3.09%

10.28%
14.04%
6.95%
1.89%
6.35%
2.95%

13.02%
4.07%
15.51%

9.86%
4.18%
92.18%

2.74%

Sheen

Direct Cost
$3,924,162

$7,331,807
$9,333,283
$7,058,424
$2,610,819
$6,071,570
$2,743,871

$8,810,670
$3,829,857
$13,825,922
$7,860,467
$3,955,584
$77,356,436

$1,623,431

Page 1

Direct Cost/Day

$122.17

$68.56
$63.93
$97.67
$132.46
$91.90
$09.49

$65.06
$90.45
$85.70

$76.64
$91.07
$80.68

$57.02

Indirect Cost (est)

$876,631

$2,918,783
$3,984,686
$1,972,420
$537,933
$1,803,070
$836(7B4

$3,695,796
$1,155,559
$4,403,078

$2,799,242
$1,185,444
$26,169,426

$777,014

Total Costs

$4,800,793

$10,250,590
$13,317,969
$9,030,844
$3,148,752
$7,874,640
$3,580,655

$12,506,466
$4,985,416
$18,229,000

$10,659,709
$5,141,028

$103,525,862

$2,400,445

Total Cost /Daj

$149.46

$95.85
$91.22
$124.96
$159.75
$119.20
$116.79

$92.36
$117.75
$112.99

$103.93
$118.36
$107.97

$84.31



Lemon Creek Example

Direct Direct Cost
Appropriation Per Day

FY 95 actual $6,071,570 $91.90

FY 97 Gov.

Request $6,191,300 $93.72
Total Direct Direct Cost
Cost Per Day

FY 95 Actual $77,356,436 $74.36

Indirect
Appropriation
$1,803,070

$1,803,070

Indirect Cost
$33,563,495

Sheet2

Total
$7,874,640

$7,994,370

Total Cost
$110,919,931

Source: Gov. FY 97 Budget, Dept, of Corrections, By Legislative Finance Division
and 11/20/95 letter to U.S. Marshal from Robert Cole, Dept, of Corrections

Average

Inmate

Population
181

181

Total

Inmate

Population
2850

Prepared by Office of Rep. Mulder Feb. 1, 1996

Page 1

Average Cost
Per Day
$119.20

$121.01

Average Cost
Per Day
$106.63

Total Need at
$77/Per Day* Savings
$5,087,005 $2,787,635

$5,087,005 $2,907,365

Total Need at
$105.63 Per Day
$109,881,608 $1,038,324

‘Cost testified by Public Employees at Judiciary
Hearing on 1/31/96
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5 36.30.085 Public Contracts 5 36.30.085

Sec. 36J0.085. Leaaa-porchase agreement®, (aE? To perform iu
duties and statutory functions, the department, the Board of Regent*
of the University of Alaaka, the iegialative council, or the supreme
court may enter into lease-purchase agreement!. The department, the
Board of Regents, the legislative council, or the supreme court may
enter into a Iease-ﬂurchase agreement only if the department, the
Board of Regents, the legislative council, or'the supreme court ia the
lessee under the agreement. o

<> When evaluating proposals to acquire or improve real property
under a lease-purchase agreement, the department, the Board of Re-
gents, the legislative council, or the supreme court shall consider

(1) in addition to lease costa, the life cycle coats, function, indoor
environment, public convenience, planning, design, appearance, and
Iocdatlon of the real property propoeed for acquisition or improvement;
an

(2) whether acquisition or improvement of the real property by
lease-purchase agreement is likely to be the least costly means to
provide the space.

c) A lease-purchase agreement

1) may not provide for a period of occupancy under the full term of
the Iease-Purchase agreement that is greater than 4o years;

(2) must provide that lease P_ayments made by the department, the
Board of Regents, the legislative council, or the supreme court are
subdect to annual appropriation. o _

) If the department, Board of Regents, legislative council, or su-
preme court intends to enter into or renew a lease-purchase. agree-
ment for real property, the department. Board of Regents, legislative
council, or supreme court shall provide notice to the legislature. The
notice must include the , o

(1) ?ntlmpated total construction, acquisition, or other coats of the
roject, .

d % anticipated annual amount of the rental obligation; and
3) total lease payments for the full term of the lease-purchase
agreement. o ,

() The department, the Board of Regents, the legislative council, or
the supreme court may not enter into a lease-purchase agreement to
acquire or improve real property unless the agreement has been ap-
proved by the legislature by law. , ,

(o The provisions of (d) and (e) of this section do not apply to a
lease-purchase agreement , ,

(12_ related to the refinancing ofan outstanding halance owing on an
existing lease-purchase agreement; or _

(2) %ythe University of Alaaka if the lease-purehaae agreement ia
secured by student fees or university receipts as defined in AS
14.40.491,



9 36.30.095 Alasia Statutes Supplement § 36.30.130

1) "full term of the lease-purchase agreement” includes all renewal

ions that are defined within the lease-purchase agreement;

(2) "lease-purchase agreement" includes a lease-financing agree-
ment. (§ 7 ch 75 SLA 1994; am 88 2, 3 ch 36 SLA 1995)

Effect o; lauds*ats. —wne 1995 Effective datee. — Section 13 Th 75
i e e h o R R

Fﬁg%“%ﬁr?%fv&eﬁfm Picpar apnS  01.10.070(C).

Sec. 36.30.095. Procurement of paper. Except as otherwise re-
quired under AS 36.15.050 Or AS 36.30.322 — 36.30.336, When a state
agencg purchases paper, at least 25 percent of the quantity purchased
must be recycled paper unless the commissioner of the department in
which the agency is located makes a written finding that recycled
paper is not available for the purchase or that, after application of the
procurement preference under AS 36.30.339, the recycled paper is
more expensive than the nonrecycled paper. If the agency ia not lo-
cated in a department, the procurement officer for the agency ahall
make the written finding. If'the agency is located in the Office of the
S()3|f)2(ernor, )the governor ahail make the written finding. (88 1,2 ch 175

1990

nfége el é%%ﬁ?@bﬂ@' T Pé}e%%%xéﬁ%%“eﬁe?f”tfagﬁi“t “n°'18,r<':§
"25 [ercent” 1or I M

|
reent’ In [Vl ﬁ -
1 PG et 1 tﬁ?sgos%?on %?LCFP agré e Ftl

{gg In this section,
op

Sentence. ) ? \e
Itor’s notea. — S%%On 9, 0 175, JUIY 1, 1994, ?Peny fo procurement! that
1990 provides that this séction‘ag  Deginon or after mty' 1, 1994,

Article 2. Competitive Sealed Bidding.

t
SLd

?ggt IEU lic notice of al{gwtatlon o bid ??g.“&gntract award after bice
150. Bidl"arrcptan and bid evaluation

Sec. 3630.130. Public notice of invitation to bid. (a) [Effective
until Au%_ust 22, 1998_.1 The procurement officer shall give adequate
public notice of the invitation tobid at least 21 days before the date for
the opening of bids. If a determination is made in writing that a
shorter notice peiiod is necessary for a particular bid, the 21-day pe-
riod may be shortened. The determination ahail be made by the chief
procurement officer for bids for supplies, services, or professional ser-
vices. The determination shall be made by the commissioner of trans-
portation and public facilities for bids for Construction or acquisition of
property for the state equipment fleet. Notice shall be published in the
Alsaka Administrative Journal. The time and manner of notice must

10
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(4) UiuUd State* Public Health Service, the Indian Health Service,
or any affiliated group or agency if the priaoner ia a Native American
and ia entitled to medical care from thoge agenda* or groupe; and

(5) Parent or guardian of the priaoner if the prisoner ia under the
age 0f 1s. - . o .

(b) The commiaaioner ahail require ﬁrlaonera who are without re-
sources under (a) of this section to Joayt e coeta of medical, paychologi-
cai, and paychiatric care provided to them by the departmeént. At a
minimum, the priagner shall be required to gay a portion of the reiria
baaed upon the prisoner's ability to pay. (S 13 ch 70 SLA 199s)

ffective date¥, — Section 13, ch. 70,
?ook g ﬁ?@“ %SCE&S' i taction,

N
0N September 3, 1996.

Sec. 33.30.030. Commiaaioner to adoptregulations. [Repeaded, f 12
ch 88 SLA 1986.)

Sec. 3U M 11, Contracts for ooaflaemat and care of pris-
oner*. (a) The commiaaioner ahail determine the availability of state
correctional facilities suitable for the detention and confinement of
persons held under authority of state law or under agreement entered
Into under Ee) of thia section. If the commiaaioner determines that
suitable state correctional facilities are not available, the commia-
aioner may enter into an agreement with a public or private a%ency to
provide necessary facilities. Correctional facilities provided through
agreement with a public agency for the detention and confinement of
persons held under authority of state law may be in this state or in
another state. Correctional facilities provided through agreement
with a private agency must be located in thia state unless the commis-
sioner findr m_wrltm% that (13 there iano other reasonable alternative
for detention in the state; and (2) the agreement ia necessary because
of health or security considerations involving a particular prisoner or
class of priaonera, or because an emergenc>[/ of prisoner overcrowdl_nﬁ
is im minent. TNE COMMISSIONer may not enter into an agreement wit
an a?ency unable to provide a de?ree of custody, care, and discipline
similar to that required by the Taws of this State.

b) [Repealed, i 37 ¢b 2 FSSLA 1992 _ .

¢) Notwithstanding AS 36.30.300, an agreement with a private
agency to provide necessary facilities under%a) of this section must be
baaed on competitive bids. o o _

&d) A person employed outside the facility while confined in a pri-
vately operated correctional facility established under (a) of thia sec-
tion 1S subject to the provisions of AS 33.30.131. .

() The commissioner may enter into an agreement with the United
States, another state, a municipality of this state, or another state
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agencY Prowde a correctional faC|I|t}/ for the custody, care, and
discipline ofa person held under authority of the law of that jurisdic-
tion. (I 8 ch 88 SLA 1986; am 5 49 ch 138 SLA 1986; am § 55 ch 14
SLA 1987;am 5 14 ch 90 SLA 1991:am H 5,37 ch 2 FSSLA 1992)
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184 lsr refer eexecutlve 330 060 ormeE (i(
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aa a 1968 er farmer ormer AS 3330.060
3

30.060.

o 0 . DI R

Ualng convi pI’ISOﬂGfS

Sec. 33.30.035. Notice to sex offenders of registration require-
ment The department shall provide written notice to a sex offender of
the registration requirements of AS 1263.010, and shall obtain a
signed acknowled%ement of receipt of notice from the sex offender
f%l)tat the time of the sex offender’s release from a stab- correctional
acill

Q) ¥mmed|ate|¥ fter taking supervision ofa aax offender under the
Interstate Corrections Compact or AS 33.36.110. (8 8 ch 41 SLA 1994)
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22 AAC 05.300 Alaska Administrative Codi 22 AAC 05.300

the appropriate security level of a correctional facility. The security
level of a correctional facility will be maximum, medium, minimum,
or multi-level, baaed on the Security feature* and staffing ratio of the

facility. (Eff. 11/3/s4, Register 927 am 1/o/87, Register 101
y g g
Authority: %&gggggzlll
44.28.030
Article 5. Program*
Sectign s Secti(fp -
300. %Edfnlme» 331, urlou%qo [\N[ItUtIOP canter place-
305.#6{ 11 . . nt VOM“;? employment
310. Fyrlough” for  priaonor*  oulide 335, iiofation of furfauigh” conditions
aggg 340. Academic eduga 10} g
315. aIP %d) 345, \(ocational an _vwrk opportunities
318, 350. uPon Canfer™ ..
320, a%% 352. REEtItU ;oo canter consiceration
321. Pla furlough 356. {n [oma estitution Genter or
o ShOCiation furlough etidine ™ HTeaTell 0L
330, apaéfe P

22 AAC 05300. CONTRACT FACILITIES, (a) The commis-
sioner will, in his or her discretion, contract for residential correc-
tional facilities and programs under AS 33.30.031 to supplement the
resources of the department for the care, custody, and rehabilitation of
prisoners meeting the eligibility criteria set out in this chapter.
(b) Community residential centers will, in the commissioner's dis-
cretion, be contracted for and used for the placement of prisoners on a
prerelease furlough in accordance with 22 AAC o5.321. _
(c) Contract misdemeanant housmP will, in the commissioner's dis-
cretion, be contracted for and used for the confinement of prisoners
convicted of a misdemeanor. o o
(d) Restitution centers will, in the commissioner's discretion, be
contracted for and used for the placement of certain non-violent pris-
oners in accordance with 22 AAC o05.350. 1
() Correctional facilities provided through agreement with a public
aghency will, in the commissioner's discretion, be in this state or an-
other state. Correctional facilities provided through agreement with a
private agency will be in this state, and will only be used to involve a
prisoner In a program established under AS 33.30.091 — 33,30.131 0r
AS 3330.151 — 33.30.181, 0r t0 confine a prisoner convicted of a
misdemeanor. _
ff) Contract facilities must provide a degree of custody, care, and
discipline for prisoners similar to that required by the faws of thia
tf-ate, consistent with the security and custody status of the prisoners
who have been placed there under contract.



22 AAC 05.305 Department or Coioctionb 22 AAC 05.321

E)g) A prisoner incarcerated in a contract facility in the state is
subject to the provisions of 22 AAC o5.400 — 22 AAC 05.480 Unless
informed_in writing of other disciplinary provisions approved by the
commissioner as applicable to prisoners in contract facilities. " (EfT.
1/o/87, Register 1015)

Authority. QSS 33.30.011 33.30.031
33.30.021 44.28 030

22 AAC 05306, INSTITUTION FROM WHICH A PRISONER
IS FURLOUGHED, Repealed 1/o/s7.

22 AAC 05J 10. FURLOUGH FOR PRISONERS OUTSIDE
ALASKA. Alaska prisoners incarcerated outside Alaska under con-
tract with another jurisdiction may not participate in a furlough pro-
gram unless approved by the commiaaioner. Before being considered

y the commissioner, a prisoner requesting turloogh must (1) first
meet the eligibility criteria for a furlough established by the contract
facility, (2) have served at least a third of thesentence and bewithin
three )(ears or less of release, and Fs) be recommendedfor furlough by
officials of the contract facility. (Eff. o/10/77, Register 63; am 1/s/s7,

Register 101)

Authority. AS 33.30.011 33.30.111
33.30.021 14281030
33.30.031

J/2/2 AAC 06315. REHABILITATION FURLOUGHS. Repealed
9/87.

22 AAC 0&s16. FURLOUGH. A prisoner may be granted a
prerelease or short-duration furlough for a purpose listed in AS
33.30.101(@), after consideration of the factors in AS 33.30.101(b) and
after meetl_ngi the criteria set outin 22 AAC 05.321 0r 22 AAC 06.326,
as appropriate. (Eff. 1/o/s7, Register 101)

Authority@ 3330011 g KjO “J”
33.:30.021 33J0.U1

33.30.101 44J8.090
22 AAC 0&320. WORK FURLOUGHS. Repealed 1/9/s7.

22 AAC 05321, PRERELEASE FURLOUGH, (a) A p.ireleaae
furlough is an authorized leave of absence from a correctional facility
designed to facilitate the reintegration of a priaoner into society.

(b? The regional director may grant an eligible sentenced prisoner a
Prerelease furlough in accordance with (c) of this section. If a rnqii—f
or prerelease furlough ia denied, the priaoner must be provided &
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Executive Summary

This summary answers key questions about the Comparative Evaluation purpose,
process and Tesults. The ({uesn_on and answer format and numbers follow the
maé?r sections of the report. Tnis summary provides the reader with an overview
of the evaluation process, results and coriclusions.

1 What is the Comparative Evaluation?

In 199], because of the ,State,’% Interest in |mP,rovm% the quality of prison
operation and to learn, if possible, from the private Sector, the” State
decided to enact legislation a!Iovwnq_a private company to operate one of
Its p_rotot)éPmaI medium-security facilities. The objective was tg comPare

ublic ariq private operation at'basically the same ppe of physical plants.

nis legislation required a comganson of the performance arid cost of the
private operation to that of the State operation. This report Is the
performance comparison.

2 Why was a comparative evaluation conducted?

This evaluation was conducted and a report submitted in response to the
requirements of TCA 41-24-106, which directs the Select Oversight
Committee on Corrections to.compare the quality of services provided by a
private contractor to the quality of services provided by the State at prisons
Which are comparable In size Igopulatlon, and physical plant.  This statute
also mandates that the Fiscal Review Committee conduct a comparison of
the costs of the State and private operations at the three prototypical
Pnsons. The law requires that contract renewal be hased on the results of

hese two studies.

TCA 41-24-105 (d) The contract may be renewed only ifthe contractor is
providing at least the same quality of services as the state et a lower cost,
or ifthe contractor is providing services superior in quality to those provided
by the state at essentially the same cost.

3 Howwas the comparative evaluation conducted/

As a means of satisfying the statutory requirement, the Select Oversight
Committee on Corrections brought together leaders of the Department of
Correction and executives of Corrections Corporation of America for the
purpose of agreeing upon the method to be used for comparing the
erformance gnd quality of services provided by the three \)onsons., ,
epartment of Correction and CCA representatives met over five times with
the Qversight Committee director and consultant as all parties joined
together In developmgi a strateg}é to fairly compare all three prisons given
the limited resources To undertake such a difficult task. A consensus was
reached on the methodology, as all parties agreed upon the measures or
indicators to be used, the collection methods, the means of validation, the



vaIHJe and weiPhtin(I; of indicators, and the process for,conductin% the
evaluation. I October of 1992 the Oversight Committee adopted a
resolution confirming the methodology endorsed by all parties.

e The first step, m,or([;amzmg the comparative evaluation was to identify the
measures or jndicators to be used. eobgect was tQ Identify indicators that
would reveal the most relevant information about the operational
performance of the facilities being compared.

» The second step was fo identify the squrce of those measures. Where
would t%e data gnd mformatlonfycome fromand howwould 1t be collected.

e The third step was to define how the information would be validated or
verified to be trueuand accurate.

e The fourth step was to define the value of each indicator or what the
measure was worth.

e The fifth step was to define how the actual comparison would be made.
The specific indicators to determine the nature of inmates in each fecility were:

Age

Rao? -
Cus 'OdY L evel or Classification
Medical Classification

Education Level

Audit

An operational audit was conducted at each of the three facilities. This audit
Was ver¥ similar fo the annual inspection process conducted by the TDOC
Office of Compliance. The pur_ﬁ)_o,se was to conduct an inspection of programs
and operations at the three facilities.

Security and Safety Index

The security and safety evaluation considered a wide variety of factors. Some
of the factors considergd includeg:

mem Reports
The Use OF Force
Assaults
Deaths
Ingunes
EScapes



Program and Activity Index

_que program and activity index measured inmate assignments, and activity or
idleness:

Source

The source of the indicators and measures came from existing records,
reporting procedures, and Inspection processes. The primary SOurces were:

1 TDQC and CCA records
2 TDOC ang CCAvvee(fd , monthly, quarterly, and annual reports.

3 The Performance Audit Inspection ,
4 The Program and Activities Records andJobs Auclit

In adldition to the records and reBortin processes and the audits, the SOCC
staff and consultant made site observations and conducted mnterviews with

staff and Inmates.
Validation

The. primary process of validating or verifying the data and information |
routinely réported by TDQC and CCA wa, the Performance Compliance Audit

and the"Program arid Activities and Jobs Aut.

Value or Weigr.i

The value or numerical weight [g;iven to each indicator or measure previously
discussed was agreed-to by TDOC and CCA as follows:

Element Value

Nature of Inmates
Professional Standards

It
Security aﬁg[J Safety Index
Program and Activify Index
Survey

The nature of inmates, and the professional standards, were control measures.
They were given no score’. The performance audit consisted of nearly 200
elements. Each element was worth one point. The total performance audit
was worth sixty (60) percent of the aggregate comparison score.

The security and safety index is worth twenty five () percent of the total
comparison score. Thie program and activity index is worth fifteen (15) percent

of the total score

oHFRBoo



Comparison

Describing what is a “comparable, superior, or poorer-tnan” quality of
performarice for correctional services is subjective. The risks associated with
|V|ng a numerical score to the %ualuz of correctional performance Is h|gh.
herg are very few outcome measurés that are either easily quantified or are
very meaningful uHUdglng quah% of performance. There dre many variables
to consider When making a judgrhent about the quality of correctional services.
This approach was designed t0 be as objective, fair, and comprehensive as

was practical.

During the development of this design aCPproach, itwas clear the parties were
concerned about a process that coricludes with a numerical score. They were
cancermned about,bemﬂ]gwen,a sc&zre that may be misunderstood or ~
misinterpreted. Since |s_pro,ect id not afterpt to have scientific rigor, it
would be m|slead|gg and imply a sense of false precision torelyona .
numerical score. Onthe other hand, It was essential to give some weight and
value to Indicators and measures used. We have tried to avoid the limits of
heavy reliance on a numerical score. The audt, secu_nt)( and safety, and
program and activities measures were given a numerical score. They are
supported by Interpretations and explanations.

Ineach area where deficiencies are noted or comments are mrde by the
socc Staff or consultant, an ppportunity was énven to TDOC or CCAto
present facts or evidence to clarify any misunderstandings and correct any
misrepresentations.

LIMITATIONS

The methodology described above was sufficient to conduct the
comparative evaluation. However, there are Jimitations and factors that
were beyond the control of the State or the private conractor, and the.
evaluation methodology, that could affect the quality of the data described
and the interpretation”of that data.

It is important to point out those limitation factors, so they can be given .
consideration wh%n _rewewm% or Interpreting t%e data an)(/j fmdmgg In this

comparative evaluation report.

e The first limiting factor was that each of the three institutions oPened
at different timés. There was nearly a 1 1/2year difference between
the opening of Northeast and Northwest Correctional Centers. The
methodology attempted to account for this startmg time gliscrepancy
by picking Toints in'time that wcro consistent for data collection and
evaluation.  However, the fact remains that qne institution had more
than a year's experience over the other two Institutions.



There was an initial apparent lack of clarity regarding authority and
responsibility, as it related to ‘care, custody, and control” by the
orivate operator. ThiS report was not an aftempt to discuss or
describe contractual language or responsibilities between the State
and the rl\_/%te operator.” HOwever, the complexities in osperfitmnal
Bractlce with redard to disciplinary authorltY and respopsibili
etween the Stafe and the private operator took several months to
resolve. This critical period of opening and qperating a_new prison
usually sets the tone Tor the oPeranon, fora long time. This was not
a quantifiahle observation, but was based on the experience of
opening prisons and jails and observm% the Impact of an or?anlzed
Ergnsg}%% r?md activation process, and the first year of operation of a
W prison.

The quality of data used inany evaluation is critical. The initial plan
for the methodology was to use the State’s Tennessee Offender
Management Information System, (TOMIS) as the primary data
sourcé. The TOMIS, system was heing developed as the ,
comparative evaluation data was being collected. This resulted in
an inability to obtain certain data, a change In data reportin
formats, and an agreement by the State and the private contractor
to use certain data collection‘and verification efforts, It should be
n?ted_that the State, gartlcu_la_rl the Departm?nt of Correctlon'f_
Planning and Research Divisio, aid an'excellent job in controlfing,
managing, and reporting on the quality and quantity of data used
throughout this comparative evaluation.

The demands placed on the Office of Compliance, Tennessee
Department of Correction, were not fully anticipated. The workload
and fasks associated with contract morittoring, compliance
momtonng‘, liaison and communication responsibilities were
substantidl. The TDQC Office of Compliance assumed these .
additional responsibilities and did an excellent job in coordinating
and reporting compliance 1ssues for the comparative evaluation

Process.

The corrections system must be flexible angd meet the demands of a
constantly chanqln%_lnmate population. A limiting factor in this
comparative evaluation was some of the demand for cha,nge on the
system. For example, durm? some of the evaluation period, the

orthwest Correctional Center was partly used as a reception center
because of system demands.

A primary focus of the programs and activities associated with the
correctional system was inmate fJ]obs and work assignments. The
Industry component at each of the three facilities that was
anticipated to supply substantial jobs, did not meet expectations.
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In spile of these limitations and factors that could affect the quantity and
quality of data, or the interpretation of the findings, it did not have a
significant affect on the comparative evaluation approach. In fact, the
State and the private contractor, particularly the Wardens at the three

Institutions, used administrative, prerogatives, Creativity, and good judgment
In mitigating many of the limitations.

What were the findings of the annual audits?

The following table represents the second annual inspection of each facility
by the special comparative evaluation inspection team.

Second Inspection NECC SCCC NWCC

Element Comp, Non-C. ComD. Non-C. ComD. fJon-C.
Administration 87.7 12.3 97.9 21 97.6 2.4
Safety & Conditions 95.6 4.4 88.1 11.9 94.5 55
Health Services 96.7 3.3 100.0 0.0 97.8 2.2
Mental Health 96.3 3.7 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Treatment 95.9 41 99.35 .6 95.1 4.9
Security 99.5 5 99.5 5 98.4 1.6
AXERAGE (") 95.28 472 97.48 2.52 97.23 2.77

— Does not include Correctional Enterprises

Compare Two Insp. NECC SCCC NWCC
Element ComD Non-C. Como. Non-C Como. Non-C.
First Inspection 90.67 9.35 84.53 15.47 90.08 9.92
Second Inspection 95.28 4.72 97.48 2.52 97.23 2.77
Percent Improvement 5.08 15.32 7.94

For evaluation purposes, the second inspection score was counted in the
overall_rated comparison. After each audit the ratings were reviewed with
the f_amhtz. It is Interesting to note the substantial improvement for all three
facilities between the firs{and second inspections. SCCC made the
biggest improvement. It is also Interesting to note the very high levels of
compliance and the closeness of the scores. This is all the miore
Impressive since it was done independently by a b|_-ﬁart|san team from

OC and CCA, Also, the scores are consistent with the ACA
accreditation ratings.
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ACA Accreditation Ratings

Facility Date Score
NECC June 7-9,1993 %78
-SCCC —A October 4-6, 1993 . 099
NWCC June 68, 194 08.88

5 What were the findings of the Security and Safety review?

Awide range of security and safety factors were reviewed. The review
Included reports on serious Incicents for a frfte?n—,mon | geno? from Ju_Ia/
1993 through September 1994, and a review of Disciplin ?/Cassﬁmau N
reports andl Dispositions for diifferent periods in 1993and 1994

It is very difficult to say that one facility is more or less secure or safe than
another facility. Theré are many varidbles that constitute safe and secure.
Nearly everydne has an opiniori. - Qur opinions Were based on ,
observations, data, and our best grofessmnal Jud1qment. We started with
some assumptions and we referred to data from TDOC and CCA reports for
most of our comments

QOur first assump on was that there was full compliance with security and
safety practices, and that our observatigns and comments would describe
deficiencies in Security, or safety compliance, or practices. Qur second
assumption was that we would refer to serious incident and disciplinary
reports, because they have been accepted by the parties, and are the
parties” reports.

Statement of Qualifications

Before we discuss specmc security and safety issues it is important to
remind the reader of the need to qualify and Condition the Interpretation,
use, and referencing of a single number or set of numpers, or narrow
specific statements In this report. We recognize the wide and varied
Interests in the results of this evaluation. We have attempted to present
Information In text and tables that are clear and concise in form and style.

However, we are very conscious that information can be taken out of
context and appear t0 be much more than it is. Or worse, what It Is not.
The reporting of events described as ‘serious incidents' ina prison report
can have unintended consequences. We urge the reader to read the till
report before reaching conclusions or quoting things out of context.

One measure of security and safety is the number and tg e of assaults that
occur ina facility. During the fifteen-month period, NWCC had significantly
more assaults than either NECC or SCCC. 'NWCC reported 165 assaults.

ViI



NECC reported 69 and SCCC reported BO 62 of NWCC’s assaults, . .
,resFIted In minor @un,es to staff, Assaults repor#ad, for the three facilities
Include serious an miRor assaults nvolving staff, inmates and visitors.

Disturbances, or the Joss or threat of a loss of cgntrol Is a measure of the
security and safeéy ofafacn%y. NWCC reporte 7temporar%/ losses of
control’and NECC and SCC each,relpor eq 2Ar%we,w of the 7 incidents
at Northwest reflect the_differences in eportmIg as the Incidents were ve
minor, for example: a disruptive student ina classroom, a disruptive. inmate
in line to receive clothes, an inmate refusing to enter his cell and being

escorted.

Escapes are an obvious measure of security for a prison. During the
fifteen-month period, NECC had two, NWCC had one, and SCCC had no
escapes from secure supervision. SCCC had 2 attempted escapes from

Secure supervision.

The number of injuries to staff and P_nsoners 1.8 measure of the securit

and safety of a facility. . During the fifteen-month period, SCCC reporte

significantly more. injuries to 8r|soners and staff than either NECC or
CC, with 214 Injuries reported at SCCC, 21 and s1 at NECC and

NWCC respectively.

The_use of force Is also reviewed whel. looking at the security and safety of
a prison. The facilities have significantly different reported incidents of the
use of force. SCCC had 30 reported inCidents, NECC 4 and NWCC 6.

Both the injury and use of force data is as reported on TOMIS and does not
necessarily réflect a hlgher Incioence of_|njur¥ or yse of force at SCCC or
NWCC. Rather, the dafa. may be indicative of the focus of the facilities in
reporting and the discretionary nature of the reporting requirements.

The use of a disciplinary system, and the writing of charges and disposition
of those charges js a measure of the security and safetyof a prison. There
was not much difference inthe issuing of disciplinary tickets amon
facilities. SCCC appears fo write more minor infractions and NW

appears to write more serious infractions.

The disposition of disciplinary charges is also a very good measure of the
security and safety of a prison. It iS'an indlication of how the fath/ _
manages its problems, and can be an indicator of facmty safety. During the
frfteen-month period, NEQC reported 500 dispositions f verbal reprimand,
while NWCC and SCCC reported seven and 13, respectively.

Each of the institutions met the security and. safety requirements of two
annual msPectl,ons and an ACA audit.”, Thelr respective scores were
exceptionally high, infact, almost identical. There were differences in
certain indicators.  However, in reviewing the entire period, in our



judgment, there was ve?/ little difference in the performance of security and
safety among the three facilities.

6. What were the findinos of the Program and Activities Review?

The following table summarizes the first and second r%/ea_rs of operatjon at
jtgte) warlttelen Jamhhes regarding the percent of inmates inactive or ale due to

This category depicts inmates who are eligible for a work or program
assignment but remain idle and unassigned. »
Job Waiting Percent

Comoare First and Second Years NECC SCCC NWCC
First Year il 19 21
Second Year 4 il 12

The tables reflect the high rate of inmates in the 'job waitin ’,category
during the first year of operation. This 1S a critical time wherl inmates.
should be assigned to programs and work because the facility Is setting its
operational tone.

The tables also reflect the substantial improvement at each facility in
reducing the amount of job waiting inthe second Year of opt ration.

The Brimary reason the job-waiting numbers and percents were so high
was Decause the facilities had no Industry EJ_rogram. The facilities were

constructed but the program was not operationial. SCCC and NWCC have
had 1o real industry pragram during the evaluation period. NECC had a

small Industry program during the second Year of operation.

The State recognized the prisoner ‘job waiting’ and industry problem. In 1994 the
SOCC initiateq"efforts that led to legislation creating a new/ prison industry board
and a renewed focus to develop wark opportunitiesand prisoner jobs.

7. What conclusions were reached from the comparative evaluation?

There were elements within each area that was reviewed where one facility
received a higher rating than another facility. However, there were also
elements witfiin each area where one facility received a lower rating. In
total, the facilities all rated very high and aré nearly identical in their overall
performance. The closest objéctive numerical ratm? to support this
conclusion was the second annual inspection reports and the ACA audit.

We do not believe there was a significant security and safet%{ performance
difference among the three facilities during the rated evaluation period.



\We do helieve there was a significant job-waiting" difference among the
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magde to the Program and Activity Index rating based on the H[obs audit and
verification oWGCr m and acfivity assignments. It Is difficult to r|oenaI|ze
SCCC and NWCC for not assigni %m ates toan Indust p,ro? am that
was not provided. On the other hand, the State was responsible for
providing the industry program at all three facilities.

Itwas our judgment to rate all three facilities the same for the program and
activity index.

Overall Rating

The overall Comparative Evaluation rating is depicted in the foIIovvin? table. I
Includes the second Annual Audit, worth 0/3 the Security and Safe y Index,
worth 25 % and the Program and Activity and Jobs Index; worth 15 %

Evaluation Ratina NECC SCCC NWCC
Audit (60%) 57.17 58.49 58.34
Security and Safety Index (25 %) 25.00 25.00 25.00
Program and Activity Index (15 %) 15.00 15.00 15.00
97.17 98 49 98.34

In reviewing the ratings we considered the range of difference of up to 3 % among
the three facilities, as essentially comparable. Therefore, our conclusion was that
all three facilities were operated at essentially the same level of performance.

B. What recommendations are beino made'7

The following recommendations were developed from information learned
and opinions formed during the evaluation process. They are intended to
quide State policy makers as they logk for ways to improve the correctional
System. They are_ intended to quide State policy makers in their decision
making process, ifthe State dégides to continue this contract or contracts
for correctional sen/ices inthe future. We recommend the following:

e Establish an independent contract momtormg% and operational
compliance capapility for corrections contracts wherea
comparative evaluation wil be conducted. The potential conflict
and the complexities require a separate contract monitor.

e Review State restrictions and TDOC policy to provide maximum
flexibility to allow corrections oP_er_atlonaI_contractors to use their
business and marketplace creativity; obviously, with appropriate
legal safeguards.



Allowthe Rri\_/ate contractor the authority and opportunity to

privatize the industry Rrogiram at SCCC” This could take several

%%rfma forg\s. This shoulld not preclude a contract with the
oard.

Review the "start-up' needs and provide TDOC with adequate
resources to service the operational demands of a new private
prison confract. The need for transitioning into the new fagility
and the prison activation process require commitment of time'and

[ESOUICES.

Review the_needs and establish clearer lines of authority,
accountability, and communication, between the State and a
private contractor. Set policy and establish more formal and
documented procedure.
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PART 1. BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION

The state operating budget for the 1995-97 Biennium provided funds for the
legislature to review and identify state programs or services that may be
competitively contracted to produce cost savings or improvements in the
quality or level of services without harm to the public good. The Legislative
Budget Committee (LBC) was asked to do the part of this review relating to
adult correctional institutions, and to have a preliminary report completed by
January 1, 1996.

Study Objectives

Tne LBC’s study objectives were set out as follows.

Work with the Attorney General (AG) to identify anty potential legal
constraints to implementing privatization, and, if applicable, any
statutory changes needed to remove such constraints.

«  Verify whether other states and jurisdictions have achieved cost savings
through privatization without harm to the public good.

« If savings occur, identify the ways in which they are achieved (e.g.,
design/operational efficiencies, different levels of service, personnel
compensation).

«  Evaluate the feasibility and cost savings potential of privatizing
Department of Corrections (DOC) institutions and facilities (e.g.,
specifically the new 1, 936 bed institution being planned).

m  With the assistance of DOC and the Attorney General, evrluate best
practices, and develop prototypes for Requests for Proposals (RFPs),
contracts, and competitive procedures for privatization.

Study Results

By addressing the study objectives, this report provides information to assist
the legislature in its deliberations on privatization. Although the report
makes no recommendation on the policy issue of whether to privatize adult
correctional facilities, there are numerous issues and obstacles related to
privatization that are addressed in the technical appendices. These technical
appendices (particularly those concerning legal issues, RFPs and contracts,
and estimating annual ownership costs) are designed to be used as guidelines
to be followed in the event that privatization is pursued. Similarly, the report



also contains five general guidelines that could be followed for minimizing the
risk to the state, while promoting cost savings without sacrificing quality.
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PART 2: LEGAL THRESHOLDS

The LBC was asked to work with the Office of the Attorney General (AG) to
identify any potential legal constraints to implementing privatization, and if
applicable, any statutory changes needed to remove such constraints.

In addition to answering the basic questions posed, the AG provided further
commentaéy on a number of legal issues to be considered in the event that the
state would pursue privatization. The full text of the AG’s analysis is included

in Appendix 1. The three basic threshold questions are presented and

answered below.

Is there a
constitutional
prohibition against
contracting prison
operations?

Need to retain
certain
responsibilities

No. There is, however, a doctrine that would prevent
the state from delegating away its ultimate
responsibility to foster and support our prisons. There
are no court decisions specifying what Is necessary to
avoid an unconstitutional delegation of corrections
responsibility.

In Washington, a court would likely use a two-part test
to determine whether the state’s delegation of power is
constitutional. Under this test,

1. the legislature must provide standards or
guidelines which define in general terms what is to
be done and the instrumentality or administrative
body which is to accomplish it; and

2. procedural safeguards must exist to control
arbitrary administrative  action and  any
administrative abuse of discretion.

The first requirement would likely be met by adequate
statutory standards for private prison operations, and
by the detailed requirements of the state’s request for
proposal and contract.

The second requirement would likely be met by the
states retention of ultimate  decision-making
responsibility in the areas of classification, discipline,
sentence-calculation, and release decisions.  Other
states have strived to accomplish this in a number of
ways. The more control that is retained, the less risk
of unconstitutional delegation. Conversely, too much



Are there existing
statutory or case law
constraints to
contracting out
prison work?

Legislative
authority needed

Are there provisions
in the relevant
collective bargaining
agreement against
contracting out?

Current
agreement
expires in June

state involvement in facility decision-making may
interfere with efficiencies that the private contractor
proposes to achieve.

Yes.  Contracting for services that have been
traditionally and historically Ferformed by classified
DOC prison employees would likely be found to
violate existing civil service law as interpreted by the
courts. A possible excelotion in RCW 41.06.380 for
certain contracts originally entered into before April
23, 1979, would not apply, as our review discloses no
such DOC contracts relating to prisons.

Legislative authority would have to be provided in
order to contract for the operation of a prison without
using state civil service employees. In order to
remove any such question as to the authority given,
the authorization should be in the form of an explicit
direction in the statute to contract out the work
involved. Repeal of RCW 41.06.380 is not necessary,
since it is not that statute that prohibits contracting
out in general.

Whatever language might be chosen for authorizing
DOC to contract out, the language should be carefully
dlrafted to ensure that the Intent to contract out is
Clear.

Yes.  Under the current collective bargaining
agreement DOC has agreed not to contract services
when such action would have the effect of terminating
classified employees or when the services to be
contracted would be the same as those historically
provided by classified employees.

The effect of existin% collective bargaining agreement
provisions on the ability of the legislature to direct
contracting out is unfettled. State unions have taken
the position in court that the legislature may not
retroactively change an agency's agreement not to
contract out. They have based their position on a
state Constitutional prohibition against impairment
of contracts.  However, even if a challenge to a
contracting out statute were to be successful on this
ground, it would only bar application of the statute



Issue of removing
DOC's discretion
in bargaining

during the existing term of the contract agreement.
Therefore, the constitutional issue could be avoided by
stating in the statute that contracting out would not
occur until expiration of the current term of the
agreement. The current agreement expires on June
25, 1993,

The statute and rules as currently written require an
agency to bargain personnel matters over which
management can lawfully exercise discretion.
Therefore, elimination of the contracting out Iangua(_tie
from the new collective bargaining agreement would
not be certain if discretion to contract out is given to
management by the authorizing statute. Instead, the
statute should direct DOC to contract out. The union
could not then argue that contracting out is
negotiable.



PART 3: REVIEW OF COST STUDIES - PUBLIC VS.
PRIVATE

One of the feasibility study questions was: Have other states and
urisdictions achieved cost savings through privatization without
arm to the public good?

We approached answering this question by reviewing published sources and
the experiences of other states that have experimented with the privatization

of prisons.

REVIEW OF PUBLISHED SOURCES

We conducted a review of existing literature on
privatization of prisons.  Although there are
numerous published sources that debate the pros and
cons of privatization, there are only a few studies
There are that have attempted to compare costs, and they have
curprisinaly W yeached conflicting conclusions.  We reviewed the
studiles, an ey . . .
are of Imited methodologies and conclusions of these studies,
value. recreating the analyses when possible.  With the
exception of some state-sponsored studies (more on
these later) the studies we reviewed had significant
limitations or methodological weaknesses. We did
not find that we could use these studies to draw any
general conclusions about the potential for. cost

savings through privatization.

See Appendix 2 for more comments on the cost
studies we reviewed.

We also reviewed two studies available concerning
the quality of operations of public-versus-private
facilities. Indicators of quality included such factors
as safety issues, availability of programming,
satisfaction with food, and job satisfaction of staff. In
each case, the studies found no significant differences
in quality between the particular publicly and
privately operated prisons being compared.1

1Charles H.. Log‘an Well Kept; Comparirll\9| Quality of Confinement in a Public and a Private
Prison, National Institute "of Justice, March 1 1991 and Tennensee Select Oversight

Committee on Corrections, Comparative Evaluation of Privately-managed CCA Prison and
State-managed Prototypical Prisons, January 199%.

6



Criteria for
selecting states
for case studies

Choice of
Louisiana and
Tennessee

Both states allow
for apples-to
apples
comparisons

REVIEW OF PRIVATIZATION EXPERIENCES
IN OTHER STATES - CHOICE OF CASE
STUDIES

Since one of our study questions involves the
feasibility of privatizing a multi-custody prison in
Washington, we sought case studies of privatization
in other states that met the following criteria:

* The experience with privatization should involve
a large, multi-custody facility.

» The state-run facilities to be compared to the
privately run facilities should be of similar
capacity, design and security levels.

* Preferably the comparable facilities would have
been in operation for several years.

» The states having such facilities would be willing
to provide all the information we would need in a
timely manner so as to meet the deadline for this
report.

« The private companies operating the prisons
would be willing to provide information needed for
this study.

We were fortunate in ootaining the cooperation of
two states - Louisiana and Tennessee - that have
facilities that are particularly well-suited for apples-
to-apples comparisons of costs.

Louisiana has three large, prototypical, multi-'
custody facilities that are exactly the same design
and capacity. One is operated by the state, and the
two others are operated under contract by the
Wackenhut  Corporation (Wackenhut) and the
Corrections Corporation of America (CCA), the two
largest private operators of prisons. Louisiana’s
three facilities were all in full operation by the
beginning of 1991. At present, the capacity at each of
the "acilities is 1,474 inmates.



Benchmark
studies in other
states

Why this study
does not report
on the recent
experiences of
states using
benchmarks

Tennessee also has three large comparable facilities,
two of which are state-run, and one of which is
operated by CCA. The three facilities were in full
oPeration by mid 1992. The current capacity at each
of Tennessee’s prototypical facilities is 1336 inmates.

We also reviewed cost studies from other states. The
most important of these have been recent attempts to
set cost benchmarks for targeted savings from
privatization. The wa%/ this works is that states
either estimate what the public costs would be of
operating a particular new facility, or they identify
their current costs of operating similar prisons within
their system. Through a Request for Proposals
(RFP), private companies are asked to respond with
proposals that would result in a minimum cost-
savings percentage (e.g., seven to ten percent),
compared to the benchmark.

If the benchmarks are accurately and appropriately
estimated, and the state receives responsive bids,
then the compensation provided for in the contracts,
compared to the benchmark, should indicate an
amount of savings to be expected from privatization.

Two years ago the LBC gained experience in
estimating the costs of prison operations. In its
report on Department of Corrections Capacity
Planning and Implementation (January 27, 1994),
the LBC identified facility operating costs, by
security level, in order to determine if some of the
most inefficient prison facilities should be replaced.
The findin%s from the reﬁ)ort led to legislative
approval of several capital projects intended to
achieve operational savings.

Based on our experience, and knowing the care that
must go into establishing benchmarks, we would be
reluctant to accept projected savings based on
benchmarks at face value. The time frame for the
present "tudy did not allow for the extent of review
that would enable us to say whether recent
benchmarking efforts in other states are likely to
result in savings.



PART 4 RESULTS OF LOUISIANA AND TENNESSEE
CASE STUDIES

This part of the feasibility study uses the case studies to answer two of the
questions posed in the project scope and objectives:

1. Have other states and jurisdictions achieved cost savings through
privatization without harm to the public good?

2. Iﬁ_sg)vings have occurred, how have the private companies accomplished
this’

In answer to the first question, we reviewed cost information and studies
provided by the states and the private companies. For Tennessee, we reviewed
and made adjustments to a cost comparison conducted by the state’s Fiscal
Review Committee for fiscal year 1993-1994. For Louisiana, we used state
and company data for fiscal year 1995-1996. The results of our analysis were
submitted to the states and the private companies for technical review and
comment in November 1995. Details concerning the comparative costs and our
methodology are included in Appendix 3. Summary comments about the
results are included in this section.

The first question also contains a qualitative element related to the “public
good.” We endeavored to address this element by identifying any public safety
differences between the public and private facilities (e.g., record of escapes and
disturbances) and through examination of any other information that might
suggest that there were substantive differences in prison operations and

programs.

The second question concerns how private companies operate, and focuses on
the issue of what the state might actually be purchasing in the event that it
pursues privatization.

CASE STUDY COST COMPARISONS

Has Louisiana Until recently, yes. Based on information for 1995-
achievedcost gg tke staté can eXpect to break even on its two
privatization?9 contracts when all facilities are operating at full

capacity. The CCA prison is costing about 1 percent
more than the state facility, and the Wackenhut
prison is costing about 1 percent less. Historical data
suggest, however, that both private facilities
previously cost the state less than the state-run



Why costs have
converged

Has Tennessee
achieved cost
savings through
privatization?

Estimate of
longer-term
outlook

prison on a per diem basis. For example, in fiscal
year 1993-94, the two privately run facilities were
costing the state approximately 4 percent less, even
though they were housing fewer inmates.

One explanation for the convergence of costs over
time may be the effect of competition. This is an
argument made by the private companies that was
also mentioned by some state correctional officials.
Lean budget years may also have made a difference.
For some years the inflationary increases built into
the private contracts has been greater than the
increases in the corrections budget. So while the per
diem costs for the private has inflated, it has not
inflated for the public facility.

The best answer is probably yes. During the study
period (fiscal year 1993-94), the effective per diem for
the private facility was less than th.e weighted
average per diem for the two state-run facilities
($33.63 versus $34.29), but actually higher than one
state facility and lower than another,

This information is somewhat misleading, however,
because during the study period, in which additional
capacity was being added at all three facilities, both
state-run facilities had higher average daily
populations (ADPs) than the private facility. Since
the marginal cost to the state of placing inmates in
its own facilities was less that the per diem for the
private facility, this resulted in a lower effective per
diem at the state facilities.

In order to understand how costs might compare over
the long-term, when ADPs would more closely match,
the state’s Fiscal Review Committee estimated what
the costs would be if the ADPs were equalized.
Taking the same approach, but with the adjustments
explained in Appendix 3, we estimate an average per
diem for the state-run facilities of $35.55 (fiscal year
1993-94) when ADPs are equalized. With the private
per diem at $33.63, this represents a potential
savings of approximately 5.5 percent. This may be
viewed as the expected savings that will be achieved
when all the facilities are operating at full capacity.

10



The effects of
competition

Are the private
prisons as safe and
secure as the pubiic
prisons?

Escapes

Major
disturbances

Tennessee officials were of the opinion that
competition from the private facility had the effect of
keeping costs down at the public facilities. As
evidence of this, we observed durinfg our site visits
that the private facility’s estimate of additional staff
needed for a proposed capacity expansion of 170 beds
was less than half of the estimate made by one of the
state-run facilities. We were told that this difference
was causing closer scrutiny of the state prison’s
request than might otherwise have occurred.

CASE STUDY QUALITATIVE COMPARISONS

Yes, based on data at hand. We reviewed a year’s
worth of data from our study prisons regarding rates
of escape, major disturbances, and Inmate
infractions. We also conducted site visits to observe
prison environment and operations. A summary of
our observations follows. (See Appendix 4 for more
detailed information on both interstate and
intrastate comparisons of inmate demographics and
behavior).

There were no escapes at any of the Louisiana
prisons. In Tennessee there was a total of three
escapes from secure supervision in the two public
prisons, and no escapes from the private prison.
There was also a total of nine escapes from the two
state run minimum_security units, and only one
escape from the privately run minimum security
unit.

In Louisiana, each of the private prisons reported one
major disturbance, while the public prison reported
four. In Tennessee, one of the public prisons reported
sixteen major disturbances, while the remaining
public and private prisons each reported seven. Some
of the difference in numbers may be due to reporting
differences, as evidenced in the comparative
evaluation completed in Tennessee in January, 1995,
Although these numbers portray a large amount of
major disturbances, none of the prisons experienced
disturbances that required the use of outside
assistance.

11



Infractions

Do the private
prisons offer the
same quantity and
quality of inmate
programs as the
public prisons?

Rehabilitation

Inmate infractions are an important measure of
safety and security, however, rates are dependent
upon individual staff reports. In Louisiana, the
Wackenhut prison issued .47 infractions per inmate,
the CCA prison issued 1.3 per inmate, and the state
prison issued 1.8 per inmate. In Tennessee, the
Infraction rates were more similar, with the private
prison having issued slightly more infractions than
the public prisons. During the study period of the
Tennessee comparative evaluation, there were
dramatically more injuries to staff and inmates
reported at the privately run facility. However, the
report indicated reporting differences, and weighted
each of the Tennessee prisons the same in the areas
of safety and security.

All of the prisons we visited were clean and appeared
to be orderly.

Generally, yes. The ﬁrivate prisons in our study had
similar inmate work requirements to the public
prisons. Louisiana private and public prisons have a
100 percent inmate work program. In Tennessee, the
private prison has an average of 84 percent of
Inmates either working or attending full time
education programs.

In Louisiana, 26 Fercent of the inmates at the state
prison were enrolled in education programs, while
only 20 and 16 percent were enrolled at each of the
private prisons. Although the exact numbers were
not provided, it was reported that programs are filled
to capacity at each of the three prisons. Capacity and
enrollment information was not available for other
aspects of rehabilitation in Louisiana, but the
emphasis in this state is clearly on work skill
development and education in addition to a full-time
work program.,

In Tennessee, 23 percent of the inmates in the pri-
vate prisonJ)articipated In education programming,
while 20 and 35 percent participated in education in
the public prisons. A qualitative study conducted by
Tennessee indicates similar programming availa-
bility and quality at each of the prisons.

12



Limitation of
comparisons

Do the inmates from
the private prisons
have a higher or
lower rate of
recidivism than those
from the public
prisons?

Problems with
defining and
measuring
recidivism

What areas of the
operational budget
are likely candidates
for cost savings?

In order to make a comﬁlete comparison, further data
would need to he gathered including the ratio of
program completions to enroliments, length of
programs and outcome indicators.

This question cannot be answered within the context
of this study. There have been no studies to address
this question directly, or that measure recidivism
from prison to prison.  Although overall state
recidivism rates appear in various publications, it is
well known that most states define recidivism
differently. For instance, the definition of recidivism
may include re-arrest, technical violations or new
convictions, or may only include actual returns to
prison. States also measure recidivism over varying
lengths of time, ranging from one year to five years.

The ma#'or links to recidivism appear to be in the
areas of age and criminal history. Young offenders
with an extensive arrest record for property crimes
are more likely to re-offend than older, first-time
offenders. A further problem with trying to assign a
rate of recidivism to a particular prison is the fact
than an inmate rarely spends his/her entire
incarceration at only one prison. Given these
problems, usinP available data about recidivism
would not be valid.

EXAMPLES OF HOW THE COMPANIES HAVE
REDUCED COSTS

In Louisiana and Tennessee, both states designed,
built and own their prototypical facilities, and pay all
debt service. Therefore, these states do not provide
an opportunity to evaluate the savings potential of
privatization on capital projects (see discussion of
capital costs in Part 5, below).

Personnel and supplies comprise approximately 85 to
90 percent of operating costs in the state-run
facilities we evaluated. These are the two areas
where opportunities for savings are substantial.
Personnel (including contracted professional services)

13



Do the private
companies save on
supplies?

Do the private
companies save on
personnel costs?

Example of
magnitude of
possible savings

accounts for about 70 percent of operating costs,
while supplies account for 15 to 20 percent. The
remaining areas of the budget, including such things
as utilities and insurance, are not likely to vary
significantly due to whether the state or a private
company is operating a facility.

From all accounts, the private companies do save on
supplies, but we do not have information that would
permit us to estimate a percentage.

State and company officials in both states agreed
that the private companies save money by not having
to follow the state procurement rules. They can buy
supplies when needed, at the most competitive price,
and keep a smaller inventory.

This cost advantage to the private companies is offset
by the fact that in both states the private facilities
pay sales taxes that the state facilities are exempt
from paying. Although this adds to the cost of the
contracts, the states may still realize the benefit of
the lower procurement costs because the sales taxes
axe returned to the states as revenues.

Yes. For the three private facilities included in our
case studies, we estimate that the number of staff
ran%ed from 88 to 97 percent of state facilities
staffing, and that the average salaries for those
personnel range from 69 to 93 percent of state
salaries.2'

The magnitude of the potential for savings in the
area of personnel can be shown in the following
example. If a private facility can operate with 90
percent of state staffing, and at 85 percent of average
state salaries, this translates into a personnel
savings of 24 percent. Since personnel costs comprise
about 70 percent of all operating costs, this results in

2 The lower end of the salary range was based on comparing the mid-points of the salary
ranges for corrections officers at the Avoyelles (state-run) and Allen (Wackenht) facilities in
Louisiana,  Corrections officers comprise’ more than two-thirds of all staff at boti facilities.
The use of the mid-point for the private facility is a conservative aﬂproach (1.e., dloes not over-

estimate) insofar as the private facility has a higher turnover rate t

an the state-run facility.
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Are the savings
passed on to the
states?

How do the private
facilities manage
operations with
fewer staff?

Do the private
companies also save
on employee
benefits?

a savings to the total budget of approximately 16
percent.

Some of the savings are passed on to the state to the
extent that the contracted per diems for the private
facilities are less than the states’ per diems. The
example above shows, however, that personnel can be
a major source of profit for the private companies.

From our site visits and reviews of staffing patterns,
two general explanations emerged.

1. There is a greater tendency for staff to have
responsibilities in more than one area, and for
management staff to have responsibilities in
several areas.

2. More flexibility in the use of staff, including
corrections officers, results in fewer staff
(and/or less overtime) needed to cover
mandatory posts.

Not necessarily. In Louisiana the state spends less
on benefits for current employees than either of the
private companies, primarily because state govern-
ment does not participate in the federal social
security system. The state does have a retirement
system, but its employer contribution to the retire-
ment system is less, as a percent_a?e, than what the
private companies pay for social security contri-
butions.3 Of the tr/o private companies, CCA addi-
tionalla\/ makes a company stock contribution and has
a stock purchase matching plan that can equal an
employer contribution of uE to 6 percent of salary' per
year.4 In Louisiana, Wackenhut makes no employer
contribution to retirement, other than social security.

3The amount that the state contributes that is needed to cover defined benefits for current
employees is 5.357 percent, which compares to the social security employer contribution of 6.2

percent,

4 During the first year of employment,  CCA contributes 2 percent of salary, and 1 percent
thereafter. It will match employe contributions up to 4 percent of salary.
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We did not receive full benefit information for the
privately run facility in Tennessee. In the area of
retirement, the state contributes more than the
maximum of 6 percent paid by CCA. It would be
difficult to say, however, which retirement plan
ultimately provides the most financial benefits to its
members.
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PART 5: COST SAVINGS POTENTIAL OF PRIVATIZING
CORRECTIONS INSTITUTIONS AND FACILITIES

Although the two case studies indicate that savings from privatization are
possible, they do not provide good estimates of the range of potential savings
In Washington for two reasons:

* The costs to the states to operate prisons in Louisiana and Tennessee are
less than in Washington, even after adjusting for cost of living differences.
This is true regardless of whether the prison is state-run or privately run.

When private companies indicate they could save Washington State large
percentages in prison OEerating costs, it is likely they are referring, at least
In part, to savings that would come from adopting an approach to
operations more like one of these other states. Privatization would be one
means of changing operations to realize savings and might still have the
potential for savings that are more directly related to privatdy run
operations per se (e.g., through efficiencies in the procurement of supplies).

» Both states designed and built their prototype facilities, which means that
the private companies were not in a position to achieve Fotential savings
through lower develoh)ment costs had they built the facilities, or through
differences in design that might lower operating costs.

In order to provide decision-makers with more information about potential cost
savings, we conducted operational cost comparisons between similar facilities
iIn Washington, Louisiana, and Tennessee, and a capita] cost comparison of
facilities in Washington and Florida.

Florida offers a good example of a large, new, multi-custody facility that is
designed, is being built, and will be operated, by a private company
(Wackenhut).

INTERSTATE OPERATIONAL COST
COMPARISON

From state to state, budgeting practices are different
enough to make interstate comparisons of prison

Difficulties in costs difficult. ~ For example, in Washington,
making anoners’ medical costs are included in DOCY
mparisons udget, but are not allocated proportionately to all

the facilities that utilize the medical services. In
Louisiana, chronic and major medical service costs
are borne by charity hospitals. From our discussions
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of-living Index increase

Study approach
focuses on areas
that can be
compared

Choice of Airway
Heights as
Washington’s
facility

Conservative
approach in
comparing per
diems

with Louisiana officials, it apparently would not be
possible to allocate these costs to the state prisons.

The approach we took in making the interstate
comparisons was to focus on those areas of facility
operations for which we were able to collect cost data
and make direct comparisons. For Washington and
the two other states, the per diem amounts shown in
Exhibit 1 (below) represent approximately 85 percent
of direct facility per diem costs excluding debt
service.  Indirect costs, such as headquarters
overhead and general government overhead, are not
included in direct facility costs and therefore are not
reflected in these numbers.

For the Washington facility, we chose the Airway
Heights Corrections Center in Spokane. Among the
two newest multi-custody prisons in Washington
(McNeil Island is the other one), Airway Heights has
the most efficient housing unit design, and it is the
prototype for the new 1,936 bed facility planned for
Grays Harbor.

We used Airway’s costs at a caﬁacity of 1,424 beds,
and made adjustments to the budgets of the
Louisiana and Tennessee facilities to show their costs
at 1,424 capacities. Adjustments to Airway’s budget
resulted from assuming that all 256 bed housing
units were medium security, and that the minimum
security facility was located within the institution’s
secure perimeter.

In several instances when we had to make judgment
calls about assumptions to use in making
adjustments, we chose the assumptions that favore
Washington.  We did this in order to keep the
estimates of cost differences conservative. Thus the
spread between Washington's per diem costs and
those of the other states may be somewhat
understated.5

5The. major assumptions benefiting Washington were: (1) the inclusion of Seattle in our cost-
Vil _ d differences in cost of living, because the cost of living in Seattle, is
significantly higher than the average for the rest of the state; (2) in adjusting_capacities
upward and downward to create budgets for 1424 hed facilities in"Louisiana and” Tennessee,
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Cost per Inmate per Day

Exhibit 1

Comparable Per Diem Costs for a 1424 Bed Prison,
FY1996 Dollars Adjusted for Cost of Living Differences

545.00 -

540.00 -
514.40

535.00 -

530.00 - 515.10

525.00 -

520.00 * FyFRp
|IDNon Labor Costs

515.00 - 10 Labor Costs

510.00 T

55.00 -
WA 544.52 TN 537.22 LA 524.05

Source: LBC data, 1995

Excludes medical costs, overhead and debt service.

we_used worst-case scenarios for cost impacts; and (3) we assumed that staffin% at Airway
Heights, that is beyond what is required for 1424 beds, would be absorbed with the 512 bed
expansion (bringing the facility to' 1936 beds), and therefore we did not assume that the

current additional staffing would be permanent.
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What are the
elements of
Washington's higher
labor costs?

What are the
differences in FTE
totals?

What areas of
operations show
major staffing
differences?

Are the inmates in
the three-state
examples similar
enough to allow for a
fair comparison?

In comparison to Louisiana’s facility, the difference in
Washington’s cost is due to more FTEs, higher
salaries, higher benefits, and employees with more
longevity.

In comparison to Tennessee, the difference in
Washington’s cost is due mainly to higher salaries,
higher benefits, and employees with more longevity.

The Washington facility has 389 FTEs compared to
343 for Louisiana and 387 for Tennessee. However,
these are not perfect comparisons hecause some
contracted personnel might not be counted as FTEs.
One example where contracting skews the
comparison is in the case of educational programs.
Washington shows fewer staff for education (5 FTES)
than Tennessee (22 FTEs) because of the use of
contractors.

Both Louisiana and Tennessee have more staff
assigned to security than Washington.  This is
generally due to a more efficient housing unit design
and security staffing plan at Airway Heights, and in
the case of Louisiana, to the fact that Louisiana has
more guard towers. Both Louisiana and Tennessee
have more work assignments for inmates, which
requires additional security posts.

Major areas where Washington has more staff are
administration and maintenance (higher than both
Louisiana and Tennessee), and Classification and
Food Service (higher than Louisiana).

More details on cost differences, including the
differences in non labor costs, are included in
Appendix 5.

Yes. \We looked at demographics, classification and
behavior and did not find any documented differences
that would effect costs of operations. In other words,
if the types of inmates from either of the two
comparison state facilities were housed at the
Washington facility, no change in operations would
be required. Likewise, the current operations at the
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Difficulties in
making
comparisons

Study approach
focuses on areas
that can be
compared

Choice of Grays
Harbor as
Washington's
facility

Choice of South
Bay, Florida
facility to be
constructed by
Wackenhut
Corporation.

other  states’ facilities could accommodate
Washington’s inmates. See Appendix 4 for more
Information on both interstate and intrastate
comparisons of inmate demographics and hehavior.

INTERSTATE CAPITAL COST COMPARISON

Capital cost comparisons from facility to facility and
state to state are difficult to develop. Contributing to
the difficulty are: unique site conditions; differences
in climate and in labor and materials prices; lack of
similarity of space programming and inmate mix;
lack of uniformity in cost reporting; and differences
in timing of capital expenditures. Nevertheless, it is
possible to make general comparisons and identify
elements contributing to major cost differences.

The approach we took in making the interstate
comparison was to focus on the major elements
contributing to capital cost: Amounts and types of
space, unit construction costs, and ancillary
construction costs such as design and administration.
In developing the comparisons, we eliminated those
items unique to the specific project including land,
site development, taxes, and unique local costs (e.g.,
Washington State allocations for art).

For the Washington facility, we chose the Grays
Harbor Correctional Center in Aberdeen.  Site
infrastructure and development work for this 1,936
bed facility is underway, and facility design is in the
preliminary schematic phase. Site development work
can be viewed as a separate project which can be
completed independent of the method for procuring
the construction of prison facilities.

For the privatized facility, we chose the 1,318 bed
South Bay Correctional Facility in  Florida.
Currently under development, this project provides
sufficient similarities in size and inmate mix to allow
for broad-level comparisons (i.e., size, cost per bed,
unit construction costs). It also offers a financing and
ownership model familiar to the State of Washington
(e, Certificates of Participation with ultimate
ownership by the State).



How do the adjusted
costs of thefacilities
compare...

.. .and what explains
the difference?

Different
operating
concepts explain
significant
differences in
space

Costs for each facility were adjusted for comparative
purposes. As examples, land and site-related costs,
taxes, and unique fees were excluded. For the
Florida facility, costs were increased by 20 percent to
reflect estimated regional labor and material costs
differences, by 10 percent to reflect higher costs
associated with later construction of the Grays
Harbor Facility, and by another 5 percent to provide
an allowance for state oversight of the privatized
construction. Additionally, reductions were made to
the projected cost and size of the Grays Harbor
facility to make it comparable to the Florida facility
(budget reductions of $29 million or 20 percent, and
space reductions of 154,000 gross square feet or 18
Fercent, to account for differences in inmate security
evels and the fact that Florida space does not include
Correctional Industries). More detailed descriptions
of all the adjustments made in the comparison are
included in Appendix 6.

Grays Harbor’s projected cost per bed, at $60,400
after adjustments, was approximately double the
adjusted cost of $29,000 for the private facility . The
two major explanatory factors for this difference are
that the cost per square foot for Grays Harbor is
approximately 37 percent higher, and the square
footage per inmate (or per bed) is 53 percent higher.

Differences in space are largely explained by
different operating and programming concepts. As
examples:

« Grays Harbor assumes single cells for close
security and segregation, whereas the private
facility double-bunks these cells.

« Grays Harbor minimum security beds have
relatively high per bed space allocations reflecting
the incorporation of service and program space in
the housing space, whereas in the private facility
program and service space are centralized.

« Other examples of differences are in administra-
tion, physical plant (including warehousing), and



Differences in unit
costs

e Did the approach
taken by the state of
Florida contribute to
the relatively low
cost of the private
facility?

e Is the difference in
cost between the
Washington and
Florida facilities
explained by
privatization?

GLBC Performance Audit:

Ownership Costs, December 14,

dining areas (Florida feeds inmates in housing
areas; Grays Harbor provides inmate dining
spaces).

Unit construction costs, as adjusted, include actual
construction costs as well as project management,
design, permits and fees, and equipment. We did not
evaluate the separate components of these costs. We
did note that these unit cost differences were similar
to total construction cost differences between state
and privately developed office building projects
reviewed in the LBC study of leasing versus
ownership costs.6

Most likely, yes. Florida identified key expectations
for the facility but did not mandate specifically how
the bidders should meet them. For instance, the
state identified the mix of inmates to be housed,
specifying the ratio of cells to dormitory beds. The
state also required that proposers meet all applicable
facility and programming standards (e.g., ACA
accreditation, building codes, energ% analysis),
provide minimum program availability (e.cl;.,
education) and services (e.g., medical and dental).
The State required specification of facility layout, a
staffing and operating plan, building finishes and
materials, and detailed equipment lists.

Wackenhuts operating and capital, cost hid
constituted 25 percent of overall scoring. Florida
officials noted that Wackenhut had the highest cost
proposal among bidders, but met the criterion for a
combined capital and operating cost that was at least
7 percent below the calculated benchmark.

Not entirely. The private firm’s operatin_?_philosophy
and Blan, as reflected in the facility design,
contriouted to the lower costs. However, there is
nothing prohibiting? a state government from
adopting a similar plan. Privatization is a means by
which to implement a different concept that can
result in lower costs, but it is not the only means.

C%&i)tEal Planning and Budgeting: Study of Leasing Versus



How important are
capital costs in the
total cost of owning
and operating a
prison?

Should capital and
operating costs be
combined in
considering the cost
savings potential of
privatization?

The substantial difference in unit construction costs
could be attributable to a private model that strongly
focuses on controlling the total costs of ownership,
operating and capital.

Our review of the Grays Harbor project indicates that
capital costs, after the effects of financing, constitute
approximately 18.5 percent of life-cycle costs. This
does not include the costs of major repairs and
replacements. A conservative estimate of these costs
would raise the capital cost percentage to at least 20
percent.

An analysis conducted for the Department of
Corrections calculated that the initial cost of the

proposed  Grays Harbor facility constituted

approximately 12.7 percent of total costs. The 12.7

percent calculation underestimated the capital costs

percentage because ogerating costs were overstated.
and miscalculated in the total cost model.

For new facilities, yes. In the Florida example,
bidders had to meet a 7 percent cost reduction target
that was based on a calculation of what the state’s
total ownership costs would be. Theoretically, a
private company might propose to build a facility
that would have capital costs higher than the state’s
cafpltal costs in order to achieve operational
efficiencies through design innovations.  These
operational savings could outweigh the capital costs
and result in overall savings.

For the Florida approach to work well, the full costs
of state ownership on an annualized basis need to be
accuratelgl estimated and compared to bids that are
estimated the same way. ApPendix 7 contains an
explanation and an example of an approach
developed by the capital consultant for this study. It
is the approach that we would suggest for
Washington State in the event that the state would
issue RFPs for design, construction and operation of a
new prison.
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Would privatization
of a prison or prisons
result in cost savings
to Washington?

GENERAL CONCLUSION

Not necessarily. Much would depend on the care that
was taken in estimating the state’s costs, and in
designing an RFP, choosing a contractor, and
executing and monltorlng the contract.

Based on the foregoing analysis, it appears that the
greatest potential for savings for Washington State
would not come from privatization #oer se, but from
changes in operations (and related aC|I|ty planning)
that can be accomplished through privatization or
through changes in state policy and practices.

Savings that would be directly related to
privatization could come from two sources:

« the ability ofa private company to operate outside
of state rules and procedures, collective
bargaining agreements and the employee
compensation system; and

from competition between private and public
facilities within the same prison system.

The ability of a private comi)any to operate a prison
differently from a public facility would depend on the
degree of flexibility allowed to therprlvate firm under
the contract. Ultimately, even if a private facility
can operate for less, the state would not necessarily
capture any of these savings for itself unless it
received responsive bids with per diem costs lower
than its own,
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PART 6: BEST PRACTICES FOR REQUESTS FOR
PROPOSALS AND CONTRACTS

With assistance from the Department of Corrections and the Attorney
General, the LBC was asked to evaluate best practices and to develop
prototypes for Requests for Proposals (RFPs) and contracts for the
privatization of prisons.

The LBC retained the services of a consultant who has extensive legal
expertise in these areas. Since it is unknown what, if any, scenario the state
might pursue in the area of prison privatization, we asked the consultant to
provide comprehensive lists of elements to be addressed in RFPs and
contracts. From these lists, the consultant identified the discretionary and
essential elements, and offered commentary and analysis of the elements
based on best practices, as appropriate.

It was our intent that the consultant’s work would provide guidelines and a
framework for developing specific RFPs and contracts. Based on the work that
has already been completed, and given the legal and contractual expertise that
currently exists within state government, we feel that most, if not all, of any
additional work needed for actual RFPs and contracts could be accomplished
by in-house resources.

We were assisted in this part of our study by a panel that reviewed and
commented upon the consultant’s draft report. The review panel consisted of
staff from the LBC, the Department of Corrections, the AG, the Senate Ways
and Means Committee and the House Office of Program Rest-arch. The
((:onstulte%n)t’s final report is included in Appendix S (RFPs) and Appendix 9
contracts).



PART 7. GENERAL GUIDELINES

Our case studies of Louisiana and Tennessee suggest that these states have
had positive experiences both in terms of quality of service and cost. However,
there are other examples that could be cited of how privatization of
correctional facilities has been a failure. Recently, an inmate riot and
takeover of a privately run detention center in New Jersey has caused some to
conclude that privatization does not work.7 Our view is that other
jurisdictions’ experiences with privatization, either(]oositive or negative, are
not predictive of what Washington’s experience would be. The outcome in this
state would depend in large part on the care taken in designing an RFP,
choosing a contractor, and in executing and monitoring the contract.

Although this report makes no recommendation on the policy issue of whether
to privatize adult correctional facilities, there are numerous issues and
obstacles related to privatization that are addressed in the technical
appendices. These technical appendices (particularly those concerning legal
issues, RFPs and contracts, and estimating annual ownership costs) are
designed to be used as guidelines to be followed in the event that privatization
is pursued. Similarly, there are five general guidelines that could be followed
for m_in_imizin?_ the risk to the state, while promoting cost savings without
sacrificing quality. They are:

1. Requests for proposals should set a minimum cost-saving target that must
be met for proposals to be considered responsive. The amount of the target
Iano! Ithe methodology for establishing it should be approved by the
egislature.

2. Requests for proposals should set standards for programs, operations,
and/or facility design and construction defined as what should be provided:
and should allow respondents to be flexible and creative in how to meet
those standards. The standards should be subject to approval by the
legislature.

3. The state should develop a contingency plan for the smooth transition of
oPeratlons from one private vendor to another, or to the state, in the event
of contract expiration or termination.

4. The state should have an on-site monitor at the privately run facility to
ensure that the state’s responsibilities for inmates are being fulfilled, and
that the contractor is in compliance with the contract.

7This was the conclusion of the Washington Public Emﬁloyees Assqciation in letter dated July
121995 entitled "Prison Privatization Doesnt Work - The Riot at Esmor Correctional
Services INS Center, Elizabeth, NJ, June 18, 1995.”
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The state should design and set criteria for an evaluation of the costs and
quality of programs and operations at the privately run facility in
comparison to a similar state facility or to established benchmarks. This
evaluation should take place after the private facility has had at least one
year of operating at full capacity, and should be conducted by an
Independent party designated by the legislature.
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Preface

Established in 1988 for the purpose of
conducting policy-relevant research on correctional
privatization, the Private Corrections Proiect at the
University of Florida is now internationally recognized
as the most authoritative source of information about
this innovative means of providing correctional
services. The core research goais of the Project require
umely and accurate information about contract awards.
Originally an informal by-product of meeting this
requirement, today the semi-annual publication of the
Private Adult Correctional Facility Census attracts
more interest from the academic, corporate, financial,
and political communities than does any other single
Project-based initiative.

Those who are or who have been associated
with the Private Corrections Project are gratified by so
much interest being focused on the Census by so large
and diverse a group of readers. At the same time,
however, the fan that so many readers rely on the
Census as thE£ authoritative source of information
about correctional privatization gives rise to a pressing
need to guarantee that the information presented in
the Census is both comprehensive and vaiid. It also
establishes a responsibility to assure that readers fully
understand both what the Census contains and what,
in effect, it consciously ignores. Thus, in addition to
reviewing the key findings of the 7th Edition of the
Census and describing some significant expansions in
the coverage this and future editions of the Census will
provide, | will use this preface as an opportunity to
review some definitional and methodological features
of the Census that readers should carefully cake into
account.

The Census Format A Methodology

First, the Census contains information only
about the privatization of secure adult correctional
facilities. This intentionally narrow focus someumes
has caused previous editions of the Census to be
misinterpreted by readers for whom “‘secure adult
correctional facilities" is an unfamiliar concept. As
used here the concept refers to detention and
correctional facilities within which adult prisoners are,
with the exception of some relatively isolated work

assignments they may have outside the security
perimeter of facilities, confined on a twencv-four hour a
day basis. Such prisoners may or may not have been
convicted on criminal charges. For example, pre-trial
detainees housed in local jails prior to their trials and
prisoners housed ip facilities being operated under
contract with the Immigration and Naturalization
Service and the U.S. Marshals Service have not been
convicted.

Perhaps more importantly, this focus ignores
both secure facilities for juvenile offenders and non-
secure facilities for adults (e.g., community corrections
centers, halfway houses, work-release centers, and
restitution centers) that are operated by private firms.
Contracting with the private sector for the
management of non-secure correctional facilities was
common long before the privatization of secure adult
facilities began in the early 1980s.  Census results,
however, have never and do not now indicate the
fraction of pre-trial detainees, adjudicated delinquents,
and sentenced offenders who are housed in non-
secure facilities for which private firms are responsible.

Second, the methodology and reporting
format adopted for the Census must be fully
appreciated. Regarding the methodological issue, data
are collected on an international basis toward the end
of December and June of eadi year. This is generally
accomplished by my personally contacting one or
more top executives of each private corrections
management firm, questioning them about ticent
corporate developments, reviewing data regarding
each secure facility their firm operates, and obtaining
information from them about developments in other
firms they believe would be of relevance to the Census.
When | have any reservations about the completeness
or accuracy of the information those senior executives
have provided, | can and do contact facilicv-level
administrators and/or government officials in an effort
to assure that what is published in the Census is valid.
Someumes it is also possible to cross-validate the
information provided by comparing it with various
other sources (e.g., corporate press releases, media

reports, analyses | receive from brokerage firo "

analysts, and documents a growing number of firms
obliged to file with the Securities and Exchange

Commission).



Regarding the reporting of data, those who
review the Census data with special care-a group that
always includes but is certainly not limited to financial
analysts—sometimes report what they perceive to be
inconsistencies. Looked at in some ways, these readers
are absolutely cor ect, bat the core problem is that
they are assuming ;.'oit more by way of exhaustive data
analysis than the Census is designed to provide.
Specifically, each edition of the Census depicts where
the private ‘orrecuons management firms are
regarding secure aciulc correctional facility contracts at
a particular point in time and how that point in time
differs from where they were at an earlier point in time.
What the Census does not expressly address, however,
is a narrow range of adjustments that can cake and
have taken place within the private corrections
industry.

This potential problem is well-illustrated by
the fate of Pricor, Inc., a firm that is no longer a
component of the industry. At one time the Census
reported that Pricor would assume management
responsibility for six 500-bed minimum security
facilities in Texas once their construction was
completed. Later it became clear thac only one of the
six would receive prisoners. The Census was revised
accordingly. Still later the State of Texas purchased all
six facilities and made a policy decision that all six
would be publicly rather than privately managed. The
Census was again revised accordingly, but the Census
did not overtly direct attention toward the diminishing
fortunes of Pricor—although a careful comparison of
Pricoris position in the private corrections industry
across several editions of the Census certainly did
document its demise.

The same problem has materialized in a less
extreme form in other editions of the Census. Indeed,
a careful comparison of the results repotted here with
those of the 6th Edition, for example, will reveal that
Capital Correctional Resources no longer operates the
parish-level facility it previously operated in Louisiana
and that the GRW Corporation has both gained and
lost one facility in Texas.

This ebb and How of activity can be monitored
by readers of the Census. The monitoring, however,
requires a careful consideration of more than a single
edition of the Census.

Changes in the Content of the Census

Turning now to adjustments in the scope of
the coverage provided by the Census, readers will find
four changes.

First, many readers have asked that more
historical data be provided. The inclusion of what
appears here as Figure 1 reflects an effort to respond
to that request. Based on a combination of statisucal
information drawn from prior editions of the Census
and comparable information published in the 1993
Annual Report of the Corrections Corporation of
Ameria, Figure 1graphically depicts historical growth
in the private corrections industry as measured by the
total number of secure beds for which private firms
were responsible.

Second, readers have encouraged more
emphasis on adjustments thac have been made or are
about to be made in the rated capacity of existing
facilities. This has been done by printing information
on all new contract awards in bold-faced type and by
printing information on existing facilities whose size
changed by ten percent or more since the last Census
in italics.

Third, several of the private management
firms—Cornell Cox, Inc, the Corrections Corporation
of America, Corrections Partners, Inc., Esmor
Correctional Services, Inc., the GRW Corporation, and
the Wackenhut Corrections Corporation—provide
management services for types of correctional facilities
chat fall be/ond the scope of the Census. This has
resulted in some misinterpretations of Census results
by, for example, govemmenc agencies and more chan a
few representatives of the financial industry. An effort
to clarify the broader roles being played by these firms
is provided by the narrative that appears in Appendix
B.

Finally, a particularly troublesome problem for
chose working within as well as chose observing
developments in correctional privatization is linked to
questions regarding the jurisdictions within which full-
sole privatization of secure adult facilities is permitted
by law. Framing complete and authoritative answers
for such questions is exceedingly difficult. To be sure,
sometimes the state of existing law con be determined
in quite a matter-of-fact manner. In Florida, for
instance, one statute expressly authorizes contracting



by the management of county-level facilities, one
statute expressly authorizes contracting by the Florida
Department of Corrections, and yet another statute
expressly authorizes state-level contracting by the
Florida Correctional Privatization Commission. All
three statutes have been exercised. None of the three
has ever been successfully challenged on consticudonai
or legal grounds.

Suffice it to say that life is not always so simple
as it isin Florida. There are isolated jurisdictions that
expressly prohibit contracting. There are jurisdictions
that expressly authorize contracting by one level of
government (e.g., the relevant state agency) but that
do not expressly authorize contracting by other
governmental entities (e.g., counties). There are
junsdicuons where posidve or negadve assessments of
existing legal authority are provided by attorney
general opinions rather than by statutes. There are
jurisdictions whose statutes are silent with regard to
local- and/or state-level contracting. There are many
jurisdictions that impose one or more limitadons on
contracdng authority (e.g., limiting contract awards to
prisoners with a particular security classification).

Even chough a thorough understanding of this
issue is of critical importance both to chose who would
like to make or receive contract awards, there is no
authoritative source of up-to-date information on
where the private management of one or more types of
secure correctional facilities is lawful. Thus, the Private
Corrections ProjecT has initiated an on-going research
initiative aimed at providing the necessary information.
Much of the research was conducted by Mr. Kevin
Mayeux, a graduate research assistant with the Project
who is also a student at the College of Law of the
University of Florida. Imporrandy, the findings
summarized in Appendix C of the Census are
preliminary. Comments from readers of the Census
would be both welcomed and greatly app :edated.

Key Census Survey Findings

The first half of 1993 witnessed
unprecedented changes within as well as rapid growth
of :ne private corrections industry. No period in the
brief history of correctional privatization comes even
remotely close to matching what has transpired since
the 6ch Edition was published in January.

Regarding changes within the industry, at least
five events are especially noteworthy. Several of them
are likely to have multiple implications for the future of
the correctional privatization industry.

e In February Esmor Correctional Services, Inc.
became a publicly-held company and began
trading on the NASDAQ exchange under the
symbol ESVR  The warm reception accorded
Esmor's initial public offering (IPO) rather
clearly demonstrates a perception on the pan of
individual and institutional investors that
correctional privatization is becoming an
increasingly attractive means ofprovidingfor the
delivery of correctional services. The same
perception clearly contributed to major upward
movement in market evaluations ofthe common
stock of the Corrections Corporation of America
(CCA). (Prior to the Esmor IPO, CCA which
trades on the NASDAQ under the symbol CCVC
was the only publicly-traded private corrections
managementfirm.)

* In March The Cornell Cox Group was
transformed into Cornell Cox. Inc. and
announced its acquisition of Eclectic
Communications, Inc. (ECI). ECI, the oldest
company in the private corrections industry, is
now operating as a wholly-owned subsidiary of
Cornell Cox, Inc

* In May the Wackenhut Corrections Corporation
(TVCQ, a wholly-owned subsidiary of The
Wackenhut Corporation, filed an S1 Registration
Statement with the Securities and Exchange
Commission. The S-Ifiling is a prerequisite to the
issuance of an IPO by WCC Presupposing the
success of the IPO, WOC, which should begin
trading soon on the NASDAQ under the symbol
WOCX, will become the third publicly-held private
corrections managementfirm.

* Infune the Corrections Corporation of America
announced theformation ofwhat it described as
‘an international strategic alliance* with
Sodexho, SA, a multi-national Frenchfirm that,
among its many other business involvements,
provides a broad array of contract services in
five French prisons. The formation of this
relationship between CCA and Sodexho is but one|
of multiple indicators of the growing interest in
and attractiveness of correctional privatization
on the international scene.



e Also in June there were additional signs of a
strengthening of the corporate ties between
Correction Management Affiliates. Inc. (CMA)
and Correctional Services Group, Inc. It
continues to seem likely that the two companies
will merge to form Correctional Partners. Inc.
(CPI). In anticipation of that corporate
development, this edition ofthe Census identifies
facilities previously shown as being operated 'ay
QtA as being operated by CP.

Regarding contract and contract-related
developments that have taken place since the 5th
Edition of the Census was published in January, the
changes have been significant and the growth has
exceeded what many perceived to be the aggressive
projections 1 made in the preface to the 6tn Edition.
Key illustrations of those developments would certainly
include the following items.

» Between 12/31193 and 6/30194 the number of
secure private facilities rose by 15.07% to 84 and
the rated capacdy ofall secure private facilities
rose by 33-64% to 43,508.

* Between 12/31/93 and 6/30/94 the rated capacity
of secure private facilities already in operation
rose by 6.87% to 26,445 and the actual prisoner
population in thosefacilities rose by 10.77% to
24,677.

e Between 12/31/93 and 6/30/94 the capacity
utilization for secure private facilities already in
operation rose by 3.64%to 93-31%

e Between 12/31/93 and 6/30/94 planned
expansions, which includes both the construcdon
of newfacilities and the expansion of existing
facilities, moved upward more sharply than in
any previous report. The number of newfacilities
projected to receive prisoners within the coming
12-18 months rose by 61.54%to 21. Industry-wide
capacity increases attributable to both new
construction and expansions of existingfacilities
leapedforw. dby 118.45%to 17,063 beds.

» Thesize and number cfnew contract awards in
somejurisdictions are especially noteworthy. In
particular, since 12131/93 Texas has awarded
contractsfor 5 new statefacilities that will have
an aggregate rated capacity of 5,500 prisoners
(contracts for three 1,000-bed facilities were
awarded to the Wackenhut Corrections
Corporation a 1.500-bed contract was awarded
to Management ar.d Training Corporation, and

a 1.000-bed contract was awarded lo Concept.
Inc).

» At least two jurisdictions that previously had
awarded no contracts for the design,
construction, and management of secure
facilities began doing so rather aggressively.
Since 12/31/94 Puerto Rico has awarded a 1,500-
bed and a 1,000-bed contract to the Corrections
Corporation of America. During the same time
period, corporate sources report two 400-bed
contract awards in Virginia to Corrections
Partners, Inc.

* Florida, whichfor manyyears chose not to act on
the expressed statutory authority to contract
granted to it by the Florida Legislature in the mid-
1980s. awarded contractsfor two 750-bed state
facilities. (One contract was awarded to the
Corrections Corporation of America and one
contract was awarded to the Wackenhut
Corrections Corporation.) Significantly, both
Florida contract awards were made by the
Florida Correctional Privatization Commission,
which was created by the Florida Legislature in
1993, rather than by the Florida Department of
Corrections. It is altogether possible that this
statutory means ofbrushing agency resistance to
contracting aside will provide a model for
legislation in otherjurisdictions whose legislative
bodies are confronting comparable public
agency opposition.

Implications for the Future of Correctional
Privatization

Six months ago | predicted that “the number
of privately managed facilities will increase to between
85-90 by the end of the year" and that “the rated
capacity of facilities under contract will increase to
between 42,500-45,000." Several representatives of the
financial community and more than a few of the private
corrections management firms swiftly advanced the
opinion that my forecast was too ag”essive. |, cf
course, am so polite and diplomatic that 1will refrain
from putting too much emphasis on the fact that six
months into the calendar year covered by my forecast
already finds us with 84 privately managed facilities
with a rated capacity of 43,508.

The more interesting questions shift the focus
of attention from what already has happened to wr.at



the balance of the year and beyond are likely to bring.
Looked at on quite a general level, the only possible
conclusion would appear to be that the alternative
created by correctional privatization has moved well
beyond the “interesting experiment” status it had in
the mid-1980s to the proven option position it how
enjoys. As | and others have documented in vanous
published studies, the evidence unequivocally
demonstrates that—presupposing it exercises
reasonable judgment in the preparation of
procurement documents, contract preparation, and
contract monitoring—government can realistically
anticipate operating cost savings in die range of 10-20
percent by contracting with the added benefit of an
improvement in the caliber of services it receives.

This general conclusion is easily illustrated by
a recent set of contract awards. In December of 1993.
the Florida Correctional Privatization Commission
issued a request for proposals providing for the private
design, financing, construction, and management of
two 750-bed medium security state prisons. The
controlling statute mandated a cost savings of at least 7
percent below a benchmark price established by the
Florida Auditor General. The benchmark price was
determined by full-scale audit of costs for the
construction and operation of substantially similar
facilities constructed and operated by the Florida
Department of Corrections.

Each private firm was allowed to submit
proposals for one or both of the two facilities. Eight
firms submitted a total of twelve proposals. Al twelve
proposals yielded cost savings of at least the required 7
percent. The contract awards to the Corrections
Corporation of America and the Wackenhut
Corrections Corporation will yield cost savings to
Florida modestly above 10 percent. Further, language
in both contracts is such that cost savings equal to or
greater than those realized during the initial year of
contract performance will persist for the three-vear
term of the base contracts. Further still, the contracts
require prompt award of accreditation by theAmencan
Correctional Association, basic services that are at least
the equivalent of those provided by the Florida
Department of Corrections, and programs in the areas
of education, vocau'onal training, and substance abuse
education/treatment chat are more elaborate than

fhose presendv provided by the Florida Department of
Correcdons.

Examples like that provided by Florida's
recent expenence has spawned a growing interest iri
correcuonai privatizauon both within and beyond the
boundaries of the United States. Still, it would be
unrealistic to expea that the torrid pace of new
contraa awards witnessed during the past six months
will persist in an uninterrupted fashion indefinitely.

My best judgment is thac the immediate future
will bring more modest numbers of new contract
awards coupled with sizable increases in the number of
pnvate fatalities riiat are in operation. Those increases
are essentially guaranteed by the number of new
faalides that are presendv under construcuon.

Importandy, this does not mean that the
immediate future will yield no opportunities for
significant growth. During the balance of 1994, for
example, there are good reasons to anucipate
significant contraa awards in, on the international
scene, Australia and Great Britain and in such American
jurisdictions as Arizona, California, Colorado. Florida.
Louisiana, Mississippi, Utah, ana Virginia. Thus, were 1
asked to provide a more precise year-end forecast, |
would have to estimate that the end of 1994 will reveal
90-95 pnvate fadliues with a rated prisoner capacity of
48,000-50,000 prisoners. Even if this upward
adjustment of my December 31, 1993 projections
proves to be too optimisuc, there already is no
question whatsoever about 1994 bringing a record
increase in all statisucal categories monitored by the
Private Adult Correctional Facility Census.

Charles W Thomas, Ph.D.

Direaor, Private Corrections Projea
Center for Studies in Criminology & Low
University of Florida

(904) 392-1025; (904) 392-3974 (FAX)
June 30,1994



P rivate Atlull Facility Census Sum m ary fo rJumne 30, 1 (4

Hated Capacity U Facilities Hated Capacity of  Prisoner %Occupancy New Facilities to Expansion
Management Firm of All Facilities Under Facilities Now Populations  for Facilities  lo Open within Anticipated Within
Under Conli'acl* Contract In Operation on 6/30/94 In Operation 12-18 months 12-18 Months
Alternative Programs, Inc. 240 1 240 240 100.00% 0 0
The linhhy Itoss Group 872 1 872 868 99.54% 0 0
Capital Correctional Resources 836 1 836 796 95.22% 0 0
Concept, Inc. 4,426 8 1,926 1,876 97.40% 3 25(H)
Cornell Cox, Inc. 794 3 7% 752 91.71% 0 0
Corrections Corporation of America 13.056 23 8,593 8,251 96.02% 4 4,463
Corrections Partners, Inc. 1,672 4 534 562 96.23% 2 1,088
Corrections Services, Inc. 32 1 32 29 90.6.3% 0 0
Dove Development Corporation 762 2 762 633 8307% 0 0
Eden Detention Center 699 1 499 565 113.23% 0 200
Esmor Correctional Services, Inc. 1,170 4 870 845 97.13% 1 300
Group 4 - ICS 300 1 300 300 1tX).00% 0 0
The GKW Corporation 244 2 244 244 106,000 0 0
Management & Training Corporation 2,400 3 450 425 94.44% 2 1,950
Mid-Tex Detention, Inc. 1,236 3 736 744 101.09% 1 5%
North American Corrections 633 1 489 489 10000% 0 144
U.S. Corrections Corporation 2,918 6 1,650 1,465 88.79% 2 1268
The Villa at Greeley, Inc. 400 1 0 0 NA 1 400
Wackenhut Corrections Corporation 10,818 18 6,568 5,593 85.16% 5 4,250
TOTAIS 43,508 84 26,445 24,677 93.31% 21 17,063
%Changes Since 12/3t/*)3 33.64% 15.07% 6.87% 10.77% 3.64% 61.54% 118.48%

«Cafinclly Ilyina Include New Facilities anil Ex/iiihslohs ofExisting Facilities.



P riva

Management
Company

Facility Location

Facility Name

Primary Source
of Prisoners

Secondary Source
of Prisoners

Rated Capacity
Present Population
Occupancy Percentage
Security Level
Ownership of Facility
First Received Prisoners
ACA Accreditation?
Facility Construction

Facility Expansion Planned?

+ Notes

te

Alternative
Programs, Inc.

Bakersfield, CA

Mesa Verde
Community

Correction Facility

+State of California

N/A

240
240

100.00%

minimum
private
May-89

no
new construction

no

*Parole Division

Adult Correctional Facility

*TDJC Institutional

Census, United

States

Hobby Ross Croup  Capital Correctional Concept, Inc.
Resources, Inc.
Neivlon Co,, 'IX Groesbeck, TX Tuscaloosa, Al.
Newton County Limestone County Tuscaloosa Metro
Detention Facility

Detention Facility

*Stale of Texas *Slate of Texas
NA NA
872 836
868 7%
99.54% 95.22%

minimum/medium minimum/medium

public

public
Jun-93 Apr-93
no no
takeover new constniction
no no

*T1jCJ Institutional

Division Division
See Appendix A See Appendix A
Notes 1&2 Notes 1&3

Detention Facility

Tuscaloosa County

City of Tuscaloosa
City of Northport

176
176
100.00%
minimum
public
Dec-92
no
new construction

no

See Appendix A
Note 1

m.t u'lxulcil in ibu 1JIMI'M Cuiiuiuiiiiicm In bold Facilities whuiv site Imu tbonded dunijii unity dine tie 12/11/91 CciMiuif/nw in Holm

Facilities

Concept, Inc.

Floy, AZ

FIIOP/INS
Detention Center

Federal Bureau
of Prisons

Immigration and Natur-
alisation Service

1,000
NA
NA
medium
public
Jul-94
will l>e sought
new construction

no



P rivate

Management
Company

A d

Concept, Inc.

dl Correctional Facility

Concept, Inc.

Census,

Concept, Inc.

United

Stales Facilities

Concept, inc.

Concept, Inc.

Facility Location Bridgeport, TX Brownftcld, TX Mineral Wells, TX Overton, TX Sweetwater, TX
Facility Name Bridgeport Pre- Brownfield Mineral Wells TBA Sweetwatet Pie-
I’arole Transfer Intermediate Pre-Parole Parole Transfer
Facility Sanction Facility Transfer Facility Facility
Primary Source #State of Texas #State of Texas +Stale of Texas +State of Texas +State of Texas
of Prisoners
Secondary Source N/A N/A NA NA NA
of Prisoners
Rated Capacity 200 200 1,100 500 250
Present Population 200 200 1,050 NA 250
Occupancy Percentage 100.00% 100.00% 95.45% NA 100 (X%
Security Level minimum minimum/medium minimum minimum minimum
Ownership of Facility private public private public public
First Received Prisoners Nov-87 Jul-92 Jul-89 Feb-95 Mar-92
ACA Accreditation? no no no will lie sought no
Facility Construction renovation new construction renovation new construction take-over
Facility Expansion Planned? no no no no no
+ Notes +TDCJ Board of +TDCJ Board of «TDCJBoard of +TDJC Institutional +TDCJ board of
Pardons & Paroles Pardons & Paroles Pardons fi Paroles Division Pardons & Paroles
See Appendix A See Appendix A
Note 5 Note 6



P rivate

Management
Company

Facility Location

Facility Name

Primary Source
of Prisoners

Secondary Source
of Prisoners

Hated Capacity
Present Population
Occupancy Percentage
Security Level
Ownership of Facility
First Kecelved Prisoners
ACA Accreditation?
Facility Construction

Facility Expansion Planned?

* Notes

Adult

Concept, Inc.

Williamson County, TX

TUA

+State of Texas

N/A

1,000

N/A

minimum
piddle
Peb-95
will be sought
new construction
no
+TDQ Institutional
Division
See Appendix A
Note 7

Correctional Facility

Cornell Cox, Inc.

Baker, CA

Baker Community
Correction Facility

+State of California

N/A

272
262
96.32%
minimum/medium
private
Jan-88
yes « 8/90
renovation

no

+Parole Division

SeeAppendix A
Note 8

Census, United

Cornell Cox, Inc.

Live Oak, CA

Leo Cliesney
Community
Correction Facility

+State of California

NA

220
200
90.91%
minimum/medium
private
May-89
yes -1/91
new construction

no

+Parole Division

See Appendix A
NoleS

States

Facilities

Cornell Cox, Inc.

Centtal Falls, H

Central Falls
Detention Facility

US. Marshals
Service

+State of North Carolina

302
290
96.03%
maximum
public
Oct-93
will l)e sought
new construction
no
+Not th Carolina

Department of
Corrections

I'm i/iii.i mil lejwileil in ibc IJI1IW J Chi\ii\ n/i/'iw In M il I'ncililius irbme m e Inn titniiRetislguifuviilty sun ¢ Ibe 13/il/'J1 Ceimn «/</<< in inlti i

Corrections
Corporation of
America

Florence, AZ

Pinal County
Detention Facility

U.S. Marshals
Service

NA

500

NA

NA
medium
private
Nov-95

will be sought
new construction

no



P rivate

Management
Company

facility Location

facility Name

Primary Source
of Prisoners

Secondary Source
of Prisoners

Haled Capacity
Present Population
Occupancy Percentage
Security Level
Ownersiilp of facility
first Received Prisoners
ACA Accreditation?
facility Construction

Facility expansion Planned?

* Notes

Adult Correctional facility

Correction'.
Corporation of
America

Panama City, H.

Hay County
Jail Annex

Hay Coomy

US. Marshals
Service & INS

257
237
92.22%
all levels
private
May-86
yes - 8/88
new construction

yes, 48 >eds

Corrections
Corporation of
America

Panama City, F.
Hay County
Jail

Hay County

US. Marshals

276
255
92.39%%
all levels
public
Oct-85
yes - 8/88
take-over

no

Census, United Stales facilities

Corrections
Corporation of

Corrections
Corporation of

America America
Hay County, PL Hnxiksville, H.
TIIA llernando County
Jail

+Stale of floriila liernando County

N/A US. Marshals
Service
750 252
N/A 260
NA 103.17%
medium al levels
public public
Sep-95 Oct 88
will be sought yes - 8/91
new construction take-over
no yes, 50 beds

+floriila Correctional
Privatization Commission

In, iliiw\ mil iL'innloil in the IM U M Census tiii/intirin bold futilities whoso size bus tbanRe, Isii>nifkiiinlv sim uibe IMUM Census «/>«e« in milks

Corrections
Corporation of
America

Winnfieltl, I1A

Winn Patish
Correction Center

+State of
Louisiana

NA

1,282
1271
99.38%
medium
public
Mar 90
yes ¢ 5/91
newconstiuction

no

+Louisiana Department

of Collections



P rivate

Management
Company

Facility Location I

Facility Name

I'rimary Source
of Prisoners

Secondary Source
of Prisoners

Hated Capacity
Present Population
Occupancy Percentage
Security Level
Ownership of Facility
First Received Prisoners
ACA Accreditation?
Facility Construction

Facility Expansion Planned?

+ Notes

Corrections
Corporation of
America

l.eavenworih, KS

Leavenworth
Detention Center

U.S. Marshals
Setvice

N/A

256
185
72.66%
maximum
private
Jun-92
yes-8/93
new construction

no

Adult Correctional facility

Corrections
Corporation of
America

Estancia, NM

Torrance County
Detention Facility

US. Marshals
Service

Federal Bureau
of Prisons

256
204
79.69%
minimum/medium
private
Dec-90
no
new construction

no

Census, United

Corrections
Corporation of
America

Grants, NM

NM Women's
Correction Facility

+State of
New Mexico

NA

204
214
104.90%
all levels
pulilic
Aug-89
yes - 5/91
new construction
yes, 25 eds
+New Mexico

Department of
Corrections

States facilities

Corrections
Corporation of
America

Santa Fe, NM

Santa Fe
Detention Center

Santa Fe County/
U.S. Marshals
Setvice

City of Santa Fe
City of Moriarty

201
233
115 92%
all levels
public
Aug 86
yes - 8/88
take-over

no

«

Corrections
Corporation of
America

Guayama, Puerto Hico

THA

+Commonwealth of
Peurto Hico

NA

1,000
NA
NA
medium
public
Jan-96
will he sought
new construction
no
+Puerto Rico

Administration of
Corrections



Private

Management
Company

facility Location

facility Name

Primary Source
of Prisoners

Secondary Source
of Prisoners

Rated Capacity
Present Population
Occupancy Percentage
Security Level
Ownership of facility
first Received Prisoners
ACA Accreditation?
facility Construction

facility Expansion Planned?

+ Notes

I'm limes nill ii'IMiivtlin the IMM/93 Ccihii\

Adult Correctional facility

Corrections
Corporation of
America

Ponce, Puerto Rico

TBA

+Commonwealth of
Peurlo Rico

NA

1,500
NA
N/A
medium
public
Scp-96
will be sought
new construction
no
+Puerto Rico

Administration of
Corrections

Census, United

Corrections
Corporation of

Corrections
Corporation of

America America
Nashville, TN Clifton, TN
MetroDaviilson Co. South Central

Detention Center Correctional Center

States facilities

Corrections
Corporation of
America

Chattanooga, TN

Silvcrtlale
facilities

+Davidson County +State of Tennessee Hamilton County
N/A N/A U.S. Marshals
Setvice
870 1,336 414
664 1,287 414
76.32% 96.33% 100.(X)%
medium medium minimum
public public public
feb-92 Mar-92 Sep &4
yes-1/94 yes-1/94 no
new construction new construction take-over
no nt) no
+Houses state +Tennessee Department
prisoners of Corrections

inbold t'iuilitlus wlam niic Im iban*eddunifiiunity dmc Ibe U 1j113 Cantu a/ilicm in iiulhs

Corrections
Corporation of
America

Mason, TN

West Tennessee
Detention Pa.iluy

tJ S Marshals
Setvice

Washington, DC.

4(i
432
10385%
al levels
private
Oct-90
yes «8/92
new construction

no



P rivate

Management
Company

Facility Location

Facility Name

Primary Source
of Prisoners

Secondary Source
of Prisoners

Rated Capacity
Present Population
Occupancy Percentage
Security Level
Ownership of Facility
First Received Prisoners
ACA Accreditation?
Facility Construction

Facility Expansion Planned?

* Notes

Adult

Corrections
Corporation of
America

Cleveland, TX

Cleveland Pre-
Release Center

+State of Texas

N/A

520
520
100.00%
minimum
public
Sep-89

yes - 7/90

new construction

no

#TDCJ Institutional

Division

Correctional Facility

c

Corrections
Corporation of
America

laredo, TX

Laredo
Processing Center

immigration and
Naturalization
Service

Federal Bureau
of Prisons
258
261
101.16%
minimum
private
Mar-85
no
new construction

no

ensus,

United

Corrections
Corporation of
America

llouston, TX

Immigration and

Houston
Processing Center

Naturalization

Service

+State of Texas

new construction

350

397

113.43%

minimum

private

May-84

yes -1/86

no

+TDCJ Board of
Pardons & Paroles

States Facilities

Corrections
Corporation of
America

Venus, TX

Venus Pre-
Release Center

#State of Texas

NA

520
520
It. 00%
minimum
public
Aug-89
yes -10/90
new construction

no

+TDCJ Institutional
Division

lot times mil iipiilalin the 1JIMD iCcmw, «//>eIn hold I'odlilia irlxw iUchiu (fowAd ilyiifknntly urnuiliu 1201°ALt\/mm nl'Invi in inlu*

*

Corrections
Corporation of
America

Venus, TX

TIA

+State of Texas

NA

501
o
100 00%
minimum
public
Oct-91
will be sought
new construction

no

+TDCJ Institutional
Division



Management
Company

Corrections
Partners, Inc.

P rivate Adult Correctional Facility

Corrections
Partners, Inc.

Census, United

Corrections
Partners, inc.

Slates Facilities

Corrections
Partners, Inc.

Corrections
Services, Inc.

facility Location Oswego, KS Hinton, OK Chesapeake, VA THA Seal Heath, CA
facility Name Labette County Great Plains TIA TIIA Seal Heath
Conservation Correctional Detention Facility
Camp Facility
Primary Source +State of Kansas +State of North +Slate of Virginia +Stale of Virginia City of
of Prisoners Carolina Seil Heath
Secondary Source N/A Federal bureau N/A NA Ad|aiiiiiig localities
of Prisoners of Prisons
Hated Capacity 14 480 400 400 32
Present Population 90 472 N/A N/A 29
Occupancy Percentage 86.54% 98.33% N/A N/A 90.63%
Security Level minimum medium minimum minimum pre-arraignment
Ownership of Facility public public public public public
First Received Prisoners Feb-91 Oct-91 Jul-95 Jul-95 Jul-94
ACA Accreditation? in progress yes - 8/93 will be sought will he sought will be sought
Facility Construction new construction new construction new construction new construction renovation
Facility Fjfpansion Planned? will be sought yes, 288 beds no no no
* Notes +Commitments ordered +North Carolina +Virginia Department ¢Virginia Department
Kansas District Courts Depanment of of Corrections of Corrections
Corrections

I'miltiir\ not hjxnictl In the U til191 Censusii/ificnr In bold Fndlillvs whosu size btis chiwt>etl slunifininlly since ibe 1tH IM Census ai>lieni in imliis



P rivate

Management
Company

Facility Location

Facility Name

Primary Source
of Prisoner?

Secondary Source
of Prisoners

Hated Capacity
Present Population
Occupancy Percentage
Security Level
Ownership of Pacilily
First Received Prisoners
ACA Accreditation?
Facility Construction

Facility Expansion Planned?

+ Notes

Adult Correctional Facility

Dove
Development
Corporation

Crystal City, TX

Crystal City
Detention Center

*State of Texas

NA

'167
521
68.74%
medium
private
Jul-93
being considered
takeover

no

*TDCJ Institutional

Division
See Appendix A
Note 1&9

Dove
Development
Corporation

Peaisall[ 1X

Frio Detention
Center

*Sale of Texas

Frio County

295
312
105.76%
minimum/medium
public
Dec-92
being considered
takeover

no

*TDCJ Institutional
Division
See Appendix A
Note 1

Census,

Eden Detention
Center, Inc.

Oden, IX

Eden Detention
Center

Federal Bureau
of Prisons

Immigration and
Naturalization
Service

499

565
113.23%

minimum/medium

private
Jan-89

no

new construction

yes, 200 beds

United

States Facilities

Esmor Correctional

Services, Inc.

Elizabeth, NJ

Elizabeth
Processing Center

Immigration and
Naturalization
Service

NA

300
N/A
NA
minimum/medium
private
» Jul-94
will lie sought
renovation

no

[ mui” kI Inibc UW/V.i Census/i/jiwir//iiohl tacilllla whom size has cbnnj\eilsii\nijiaunjg” the 121jtr)3 Census tip/H'w In linliis

Esmor Correctional

Services, Inc.

Tarrant Co ,'IX

Tarrant County
Community
Correction Eaciltty

Tarrant County

NA

U
310
96.88%
minimum
public
Feb-92
yes -8/93
new construction

no



P rivate Adult Correctional Facility

Management
Company

Facility Location

Facility Name

Primary Source
of Prisoners

Secondary Source
of Prisoners

Haled Capacity
Present Population
Occupancy Percentage
Security Level
Ownership of Facility
First Received Prisoners
ACA Accreditation?
Facility Construction

Facility Expansion Planned?

+ Notes

I'm ilnii's Hill 1i'/miii'tl ill the 1JIMN.i Census

Esmor Correctional
Services, Inc.

Houston,'IX

State of Texas Intermediate
Sanction Facility

+State of Texas

NA

<100
390
97.50%
minimum
public
Dec-93
will | e sought
renovation

no

+TDCJ Hoard of
Pardons & Paroles

Esmor Correctional

Services, Inc.

Seattle, WA

Seattle Processing
Center

Immigration and
Naturalization
Service

NA

150
145
96.67%
minimum/medium
public
Jul 89
yes-9/91
renovation

no

Census,

United

GRW
Corporation

Ector County, TX

Ector County
Detention Annex

Ector County

NA

144
144
100.00%
medium
public
Jun-94
no
new construction

no

in M il luililics wimse site bus chanf-mlsianiJUnnilv sim e ibe 1JtilM Census

States Facilities

GRW
Corporation

Odessa, 'IX

Odessa Detention
Center

City of Odessa

#State of Texas

HID
1(10
100.00%
al ievels
pubic
Oct-93
no
take-over

no

+TDCJ Institutional
Division

SeeAppendix A
Note 1

intmins

Management &
Training
Corporation

Marana, AZ
Maiana Community
Ticaimciu
Facility

+Stale of Arizona

N/A

51
N /A
NA
minimum
private
SepH
no
new construction

no

#Arizona Department
of Corrections



P rivate

Management
Company

Facility Location

Facility Name

Primary Source
of Prisoners

Secondary Source
of Prisoners

Ran »pjcity
Presi opulation
Occupancy Percentage

Security Level

Ownership of Facility

First Received Prisoners

ACA Accreditation?

Pacility Construction

Pacility Expansion Planned?

+ Notes

Adult Correctional Facility

Management &
Training
Corporation

Desert Center, CA

Eagle Mountain
Return-ioCustody
Facility

#State of California

NA

450
425
94.44%
minimum
private
Sep-88
yes - 6/93
renovation

no

+Parole Division

Ce

Management &
Training
Corporation

Henderson Connly, TX

Texas Slate Jail Failily,
Henderson

+Slate of Texas

N/A

1,500

N/A

N/A

minimum
public
Jun-95
will be sought
new construction

no
+TDQ Institutional
Division
See Appendix A
Nule 7

nsus,

United

Mid-Tex
Detention, Inc.

Dig Spring, 'IX

City of Dig Spring
Correctional Center
(Interstate)

Federal bureau
of Prisons

Immigration and
Naturalization Service

360
368
102.22%
minimum/medium
public
May-89
no
renovation

10

Slates Facilities

Mid-Tex
Detention, Inc.

Dig Spring, '1X

City of Dig Spring
Cot na tional Center
(Airpatk)

Federal bureau

iT Prisons

Immigration and
Naturalization Service

376
376
100.00%
minimum/medium
public
Pda-91
10
renovation

110

Mid-Tex
Detention, Inc.

DigSpiing, TX

TIA

Fedeial Htiieau
ol I'tisons

Immigration and
Naturalization Service

500

NA

NA

minimum/medium

public
Jan95

no
new

no



P rivate

Management
Company

Facility Location

Facility Name

Primary Source
of Prisoners

Secondary Source
of Prisoners

Haled Capacity
Present Population
Occupancy Percentage
Security Level
Ownership of Facility
First Received Prisoners
ACA Accreditation?
Facility Construction

Facility Expansion Planned?

+ Notes

Adult CorrectionalPacility

North American
Corrections

Spur, 'IX

Dickens Detention
Center

#Stale of Texas

N/A

m
m
100.00%
maximum
private
Jul-91
no
new construction

yes, 144 beds

*TDCJ Institutional
Division
See Appendix A
Note 1

U.S. Corrections
Corporation

Gretna, Fl.

Gadsden County
Correctional Facility

+Stale of Florida

NA

768
N/A
NA
minimum/medium
public
Feb-95
will be sought
new construction

no

#Florida Department
of Corrections

Census,

United

U.S. Corrections
Corporation

Oeatiyville, KY

| ee Adjustment
Center

+Commonwealth
of Kentucky

N/A

500
450
90.00%
minimum
private
Aug-90
yes -1/94
new construction

no

+Kentucky Department

of Corrections

Slates facilities

U.S. Corrections
Corporation

Louisville, KY

liiver City
Correctional Center

Jefferson County

NA

450
425
92.86%
minimum
private
Jan-90
no
renovation

no

HIUmiMmil n Hiri“Lin ibc UL i (X'lisiiin/ifavir/» M | I'miiliiitis whose situ bus clnmxul si*mfiumlty sim ulie 12/} 1/9} Cumin n/nfii» miltith s

U.S. Corrections
Corporation

St Matys, KY

Mai ion
Adjustment Center

+Commonwealth
of Kentucky

NA

510
450
90.00%
minimum
private
Jan-86
yes - 8/92
new construction

no

+Kentucky Department
of Corrections



Vrivale Adult Correctional Facility C'ensus, United States Facilities

Management
Company

Facility location

Facility Name

Primary Source
of Prisoners

.Secondary Source
of Prisoners

Mated Capacity
Present Population
Occupancy Percentage
Security Level
Ownership of Facility
First Received Prisoners
ACA Accreditation?
Pacility Construction

Facility pjrpansion Planned?

+ Notes

U.S. Corrections
Corporation

Wheelwright, KY

Otter Creek
Correctional Center

‘Commonwealth
of Kentucky

NA

300

210
80.00%

minimum
private
Oct-93
will tc sought
new construction

no

+Kentucky Department

of Corrections

U.S. Corrections
Corporation

Gilrall, TX

THA

+State of Texas

N/A

500
N/A
N/A
minimum/medium
public
Mar-95
will Ire sought
new construction
no

#TDCJ Institutional
Division

hulling mil n7iiicilin ThclJiilM tlenuiuil'liiW in M il LinlliliziromerimM - 1kiii® il

The Villa
at Greeley, Inc.

DclCamino, CO

MA

+State of Colorado

NA

400

NA

N/A

minimum
private
May-95
will Ire sought
new construction

no

+Colorado Department

of Corrections

Wackenhut
Corrections
Corporation

McFarland, CA

Mi Fatland Return-
to Custody Facility

+State of California

NA

24

215
95.98%

minimum

piivate
Jan 89

no

new construction

no

+l'atole Division

onily s/mc the 1JHNII Ceuun nl'luvi untulm

Wackenhut
Corrections
Corporation

San Diego, (A

San Diego
City Jail

City ol
Sail Diego

NA

H
HH

41.00%
minimum
public
May-92
will be sought
new construction

no



P rivate Adult Correctional Pacility Census,
Management Wackenhut Wackenhut Wackenhut
Company Corrections Corrections Corrections
Corporation Corporation Corporation
Facility Location Aurora, CO (ilades County, Fl. Kinder, 1A
Facility Name Aurora/INS THA Allen Correctional
Processing Center Center
Primary Source Iminigraiion and ‘ Stale of Florida +State of
of Prisoners Naturalization Louisiana
Service
Secondary Source N/A N/A NA
of Prisoners
Haled Capacity 300 750 1282
Present Population 199 N/A 1,275
Occupancy Percentage 66.33% NA 99.45%
Security Level minimum medium medium
Ownership of Facility private public public
First Received Prisoners 1 May-87 Jun-95 Dec-90
ACA Accreditation? yes « 9/89 will be sought yes« i/93
Facility Construction new construction new construction new construction
no

Facility Expansion Planned? no

+ Notes

liltilnws nut ivihiiWilin lie 1 HIM ixvsus

no

‘ Louisiana Depat intent
of Corrections

‘Florida Correctional
Privatization Commission

United Stales P acilities

Wackenhut
Corrections
Corporation

Jamaica/Queens

New York INS
Processing Center

Inn ‘gration and
Naturalization
Service

NA

106

100
95.24%
medium
private
Oct-89

no

renovation

no

inM il Mlillvs ufose site bus chwikal sluiiilmmlly simu Ibt 12JIM Gaisin "H'ciir in ilulus

Wackenhut
Corrections
Corporation

(litdgepori, TX

Htidgepon I're-
Release Center

* State of Texas

NA

520
519
99 81%
minimum
public
Aug-89
yes-5/91
new construction

no

‘TDCJ Institutional
Division



P rivate

Management
Company

Facility Location

facility Name

Primary Source
of Prisoners

Secondary Source
of Prisoners

Rated Capacity
Present Population
Occupancy Percentage
Security Level
Ownership of Facility
First Received Prisoners
ACA Accreditation?
Facility Construction

Facility Expansion Planned?

* Notes

mil ic/milit!in the IMMIV. | Census

Adult CorrectionalPacility

Wackenhut
Corrections
Corporation

Fort Worth, TX

North TX Intermediate

Sanctions Facility

+State of Texas

N/A

<™
397
99.25%
minimum
public
Aug91
no
renovation

no

+TDCJ Hoard of
Pardons & Paroles

Wackenhut
Corrections
Corporation

Jack County, TX

THA

+Stale of Texas

NA

1,000

NA

NA

minimum
public
Jul-95
will be sought
new construction

no

+TDCJ Institutional

Division
See Appendix A
Note 7

Census,

United

Wackenhut
Corrections
Corporation

Kyle, TX

Kyle Pie-
Release Center

+State of Texas

N/A

520
520
100.00%
minimum
public
Jun-89
yes - 9NVO

new construction

possible

#TDCJ Institutional

Division

Slates

Wackenhut
Corrections
Corporation

Lockhart, TX

lot Kliari
Wink Program
Facility

City of Lockhait

+State of Texas

500

*199
9980%

minimum
public
Jan-93
will besought
new construction

no

+TDCJ board of
Pardons & Paroles

Mil Futilities iilam site busiboiwitwiifkunllr situethe IMUM (Minis u/>Jnw in tinlus

Pacilities

Wackenhut
Corrections
Corporation

Lockhait, TX

Lot khan Pie
Release Center

+State ol Texas

NA

5110
NA
NA
minimum
public
Oct-91
will be sought
new consttuition
no

+TDCJ Institutional
Division



P rivate Adult
Management Wackenhut
Company Corrections

Corporation

Facility Location San Antonio, TX

Facility Name Central Texas Parole

Violator Pacility
Primary Source +State of Texas
of Prisoners
Secondary Source U.S. Marshals
of Prisoners Service
Rated Capacity 623
Present Population 611
90.07%

Occupancy Percentage

Security Level minimum/medium

Ownership of Pacility public
First Received Prisoners Jan-89
ACA Accreditation? no
Pacility Construction take-over
Pacility Expansion Planned? no
+TDCJ Board of

* Notes
Pardons & Paroles

[,n ililin uni ic/milalin lie UtUP)i CvilUii

Correctional Pacility

Wackenhut
Corrections
Corporation

Travis County, TX

TIIA

+State of Texas

N/A

1,000

N/A

N/A

minimum
public
J»*-95
will be sought
new construction

no

+TDCJ Institutional

Division
Sec Appendix A
Note 7

Census, United States P acilities

Wackenhut
Corrections
Corporation

Willacy County, TX

IRA

+Slate of Texas

N/A

1,000

N/A

N/A

minimum
public
Jul-95
will be sought
new construction

no

+TDCJ Institutional
Division

See Appendix A
Nolo 7

in buhl focllllla nbote size bus iban*tinunifiiwilly nnce ibe M UM (xinin ¢os<*in Unliti



P rivate Adult Correctional Pacility Census,

Management
Company

Country

Pacility Location

Pacility Name

Primary Source
of Prisoners

Secondary Source
of Prisoners
Kated Capacity
Present Population
Occupancy Percentage
Security Level
Ownership of Facility
deceived Prisoners
Pacility Construction

Expansion Plans?

* Notes

" Australasian
Correctional Management
Property Limited

Australia
New Souiii Wales

Jtinee Correctional
Centre

New South Wales Department
of Corrective Scivices

NA

600
597
99.50%
minimum/medium
private
Apr-93
new construction

none

4a subsidiary of the Wackenhut
Corrections Corporation

*Australasian
Correctional Management
Property lhalted

Australia

Queensland

Arthur Gome
Correctional Centre

Queensland Department
of Correctional Services

NA

5/S
m
71.22%
minimum/medium
public
Jun-92
new construction

none

4a subsidiary of the Wackenhut
Corrections Corporation

International Pacilities

*Cotrcctlons Group 4

Corporation of International

Australia Corrections Services
Australia England
Queensland Hull
Uorahon Wolds demand
Correctional Centre Prison

Queensland Department Home Ollice demands

of Correction Services Contract linn
NA MA
20 300
2'bl 300
Ht-11% 100 00%
all levels medium
NA public
Jan-90 Apr-92
new consintclion new construction
yes, 90 beds none

«a Corrections Corporation
of America
joint venluru company

Lk Mill Itiminiilldie 1-vVilvIC cniiih dApjieMi in Ixilil. I".uilniCi willin* buc lias iliaiij-ulbi|;nili(.Hilly suite ilie 12/J1/V] Census |'|>|NT] in ii.ilns



P rivate Adult Correctional P acility Census,

Management
Company

Country

facility Location

i'acility Name

Primary Source
of Prisoners

Secondary Source
of Prisoners
Hated Capacity
Present Population
Occupancy Percentage
Security Level
Ownership of Pacility
Received Prisoners
I'acilily Construction

Expansion Plans?

+ Notes

+Premier Prisoti
Services, Ltd.
Corporation

England
Middlesex

IIM Prison Doncaster

Prison Minister's Office

N/A

776
173
22.29%
ail levels
public
Jun-94
new construction

none

+a Wackenhut Corrections

Coijxiration joint venture company
SenAppendix A Noie 10

International Facilities

+UK Detention
Services, Ltd.

England
Kedditclt

IIM Prison lllackenluust

Prison Minister's Office

NA

649
649
100.00%
medium
public
Apr-93
new construction
none
+a Corrections Corporation

of America
joint venture company

o' mlimes mil ignnuil in llitr 22/t JCl-ikiis ,ij>xur in Uilil. F.nlimes wimse sue Inis li:iii(;c(l slimifir.mily sime ilic 12/31M  Census .ilij«'.n iniijIk's



Table . American, International, a

Management Finn

Alternative Programs, Inc.

The Hobby Ross Group
Capital Correctional Resources
Concept, Inc.

Cornell Cox, Inc.
Corrections Corporation of America
Corrections Partners, Inc.
Corrections Services, Inc.

Dove Development Corporation
Eden Detention Center
Esmor Correctional Services, Inc.
Group 4 ¢ ICS
The GRW Corporation
Management & Training Corporation
Mid-Tex Detention, Inc.

North American Corrections
U.S. Corrections Corporation
The Villa at Greeley, Inc.
Wackenhut Corrections Corporation

Totals

Capacity ofAll
American Facilities
Vntler Contract*
240
872
836
4,426
794
12,041
1,672
32
762
699
1,170
0
244
2,400
1,236
633
2,918
400
8,924

40,299

n t 1 O v e r a |l |

Capacity of All American International

International Facilities Market Share Market Share

Under Contract*

0 0 60% N/A
0 2,16% N/A
0 2,07% N/A
0 10.98% N/A
0 197% NA
1,015 2988% 31.63%
0 4 15% N/A
0 0.08% N/A
0 1.8% NA
0 1.73% N/A
0 2.90% N/A
300 NA 9.35%
0 0.61% N/A
0 5.96% N/A
0 307% N/A
0 157% N/A
0 7.24% N/A
0 0.99% N/A
1,8% 22.14% 59.02%
3,209 100.00% 100.00%

H'ltpaiily Finntvs Inclatle New Facilities ami Expansions ofExisting Facilities.

(oM Share Comparis

Overall

Market Share

055%
2.00%
192%
10.17%
182%
3001%
384%
007%
175%
161%
2.69%
0.69%
0.56%
5.52%
284%
145%
6.71%
0.92%
24.86%
100.00%



Figure L Secure Private Correctional Facility lleds Under Management Trend, 1983 Thru
June 30, 1994



Figure 2= Geographical Locations of Private Facilities (Including
acilities Under Construction)
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Australia



Figure . Rated Capacities of Private Facilities by Geographical
Location (Including Facilities Under Construction &Planned
Expansions)

J 19,463

Australia 1,484
Great Britain H 11725
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Notes to Clarify Data for Individual Facilities

APPENDIX A

Note 1 The Institutional Division of the Texas Department of Criminal Justice (TDCJ) is now
or in the immediate future will be responsible for at least four distinctively different types of
correctional facilities: (1) traditional state prisons, (2) facilities for prisoners who were
successfully prosecuted for offenses categorized as “sate jail felonies,” (3) pre-release centers
operated by private firms working under contract with the TDCJ, and (4) a special set of
privately-managed facilities which house sentenced offenders for whom no suitable space is
available in other categories of TDCJ facilities. This note identifies facilities whose prisoner
populations fall in whole or substantial pan in the fourth category. Tnese prisoners are
commonly referred to as "backlog” or as imaper-ready" inmates.

Mote 2: This facility was previously operated by Concept, Inc. and, before that, by Texas
Detention Management, Inc. Texas Detention Management, Inc. no longer operates any
secure adult correctional facilities.

Mote 3: This facility was previously operated by Detention Services, Inc. Detention Servicves.
Inc. no longer operates any secure adult correctional facilities.

Mote 4: This facilitywas previously operated by Pricor, Inc. Pricor, Inc. no longer operates any
secure adult correctional facilities.

Mote Y. This facility was previously described as having a rated capacity of 1,800 prisoners. The
rated capacity now indicated more accurately reflects the existing capacity of the facility.

Significant renovation would on existing structures would be required prior to the facility
being suitable for the housing of 1,800 prisoners.

Note 6: This facilitywas previously operated by Pricor, Inc.
Note 7: This note identifies facilities intended to house sate jail felons. Also see Note L

Note 8: This note identifies facilities operated by Eclectic Communications. Inc. (ECI). 4s
indicated in the Preface, ECI is now a wholly-owned subsidiary of Cornell Cox, Inc.

Note 9: This facility was previously operated by Detention Services, Inc.
Note 10: The low occupancy level reported for this facility is an artifact of its opening soon

before the completion of the Census. An occupancy percenage substantially equal to the
average reported in the summary saristical data is andcipated by August 1,1994.



An Overview ofRelevant Information onJuvenile and Non-Secure
Facility Management by Management Firms Included in the 7tb Edition

Appendix B

Cornell Cox, Inc Cornell Cox, Inc., via the efforts of Eclectic Communications, Inc., which is
now a subsidiary of Cornell Cox, Inc., also operates a 50-bed non-secure facility in San
Francisco, California under a contraa with the California Department of Corrections, a 47-bed
facility in Inglewood, California under a contraa with the California Department of
Correaions, a 40-bed facility in Los Angeles, California under a contraa with the California
Department of Corrections, a 50-bed facility in Oakland, California under a contract with the
Federal Bureau of Prisons, a 50-bed facility in San Diego, California under a contraa with the
Federal Bureau of Prisons, a 66-bed facility in San Francisco, California under a contraa with
the Federal Bureau of Prisons, a 15-bed facility in Goleta, California under a contraa with the
California Department of Corrections, a 25-bed facility in Inglewood, California under a
contract with the California Department of Corrections, and a 43-bed facility in El Monte,
California under a contraa with the Federal Bureau of Prisons.

Corrections Corporation of America The Correaions Corporation of America also
operates the Shelby Training Center, a 175-bed secure juvenile training school in Memphis,
Tennessee, and Tali Trees, a 63-bed non-secure juvenile residential facility in Memphis,

Tennessee

Corrections Partners, Inc Corrections Partners, Inc also operates the 80-bed Davidson
Councyjuvenile Detention Facility in Nashville, Tennessee and has begun construction of the
Southwest Indiana Regional Youth Village, a 140-bed juvenile facility located in Vincennes,

Indiana.

Esmor Correctional Services, InC Esmor Correctional Services, Inc. also operates the 72-
bed Brooklyn Correctional Center for Men in Brooklyn, New York under a contraa with the
Federal Bureau of Prisons, the 101-bed LeMarquis Correctional Center for Men in New York,
New York under a contraa with the Federal Bureau of Prisons, the 36-bed LeMarquis
Correctional Center for Women in New York, New York under a contraa with the Federal
Bureau of Prisons, the 150-bed New York Community Correctional Program under a contraa
with the New York State Department of Corrections, and the 200-bed Fort Worth Community
Corrections Facility under a contraa with the Texas Board of Pardons and Paroles.

The GRW Corporation The GRW Corporation also will begin operating a 400-bed secure
juvenile facility in Oaober, 1994 in Tallaulah, Lousiana under a contraa with the Louisiana

Office ofYouth Development.

Wackenhut Corrections Corporation The Wackenhut Corrections Corporation will begin
operating a 96-bed secure juvenile facility in Coke County, Texas on October 1,1994 under a

contract with the Texas Youth Commission.



Preliminary Findings Regarding Legal Authority to Contract

Appendix C

The materials presented in this appendix summarize preliminary research conducted
by the Private Correaions Projea regarding the existing status of law in American jurisdictions.
As a genera] rule, the scope of contracting authority is established by expressed statutory
provisions. The applicability of this general rule, however, is determined by interpretations of
individual constitutions and of genera] statutes that define the rights and obligations of public

correctional authorities.

Reasonable care was taken to assure the validity of the information provided here. Al
statutes were reviewed both manually and via computerized scans. An effort also was made to
identify relevant Attorney General opinions. Representatives of the Attorney General in each
jurisdiction were asked to confirm the accuracy of the initial research findings. Nonetheless,
the results reported here should be viewed as preliminary rather than final. They certainly do
not represent any effort to provide a legal opinion regarding the present status of contracring
authority in any jurisdiction.

Readers are solicited to comment on these preliminary results and, where possible, to
refer us to specific statutory materials or artomey general oDinions they feel we should take
into account in our preparation of future summaries of this area of law.



Preliminary Research findings Regarding ljigal Authority to Contractfor Secure Adult facilities

Jurisdiction

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Aikansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
lllinois
Indiana
ionwa
Kansas
Louisiana
Kentucky
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri

Source of Local-Level Contracting
Authority

Statutory interpretation
Expressed Statutory
Expressed Statutory
Expressed Statutory
Expressed Statutory
Expressed Statutory

None Identified
NA
Statutory Interpretation
Expressed Statutory
None Identified
N/A
None Identified
Statutory Prohibition
Expressed Statutory
Statutory Interpretation
None Identified
Expressed Statutory
Expressed Statutory
Negative Attorney General Oplonlon
Statutory Interpretation
None Identified
Negative Attorney General Oplonion
Expressed Statutory
Expressed Statutory

Negative Attorney General Oplonion

Local-Level
Contracl(s)
Awarded?

Yes
No
No
No

Yes
No
No

N/A

Yes

Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No

Yes

Yes

Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

Source of State-Level Contracting
Authority?

None Identified
Expressed Statutory
Expressed Statutory
Expressed Statutory
Expressed Statutory
Expressed Statutory

None Identified

No
N/A
Expressed Statutory

None Identified

None Identified

None Identified
Statutory Prohibition
Expressed Statutory

Statutory Interpretation

None Identified
Expressed Statutory
Expressed Statutory

None Identified

Statutory Interpretation
None Identified
None Identified
Statutory Interpretation
Expressed Statutory
Negative Attorney General Opionion

Stale-Level Conirad(s)
Awarded?

No
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
NA
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
Nu
No



Preliminary Research Findings Regarding

Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Puerto Hico
Kltode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin

Wyoming

Expressed Statutory
Expressed Statutory
Expressed Statutory
Expressed Statutory
None Identified
Expressed Statutory
None Identified
None I|dentified
Expressed Statutory
Negative Attorney General Oplonion
Expressed Statutory
None Identified
None Identified
None Identified
None Identified
Statutory Interpretation
None Identified
Expressed Statutory
Expressed Statutory
Expressed Statutory
None Identified
Negative Attorney General Opionlon
Notre Identified
Expressed Statutory
None Identified
Expressed Statutory

Legal Authority to Contractfor Secure Adult Facilities

No
No
No
No
No
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

Expressed Statutory
Expressed Statuloiy
None Identified
None Identified
None Identified
Expressed Statutory
Statutory Prohibition
None Identified
Expressed Statutory
None Identified
Expressed Statutory
None Identified
None Identified
Expressed Statutory
None Identified
None Identified
Expressetl Statutory
Expressed Statutory
Expressed Statutory
Expressed Statutory
None Identified
Expressed Statutory
None Identified
Expressetl Statutory
None Identified
Expressed Statutory

No
No
No
No
No
Yes
No

Yes, for out-of-state facilities

No
No
No
No
No
Yes
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
Award Pending
No
Yes
No
No
No
No



! Management Firm Addresses

Alternative Programs, Inc.

WendyJones

425 Golden State Avenue
Bakersville, CA 93301
(805) 326-0411

The Bobby Ross Group

Bobby Ross

1021 Ranch Road 620 South, Suite D
Austin, TX 78734

(512) 263-9480

Capital Correctional Resources, Inc.

Mr. Mike Brewer
P.O. Box 10681
Jackson, MS 39209
(601)9224333

Concept, Inc.

Bill Sandbach

325 West Main Street, Suite 1802
Louisville, KY 40202

(502) 585-5023

Cornell Cox, Inc.

Norm Cox
8023 Vantage Drive, Suite 970
San Antonio, TX 78230

(210) 525-8201
Correctional Partners, Inc

Michael Shmeriing

Loews Vanderbilt Plaza

2100 West End Avenue, Suite 725
Nashville, TN 37203

(615) 320-9800

Corrections Corporation of America

John D. Rees

102 Woodmont Blvd.
Nashville, TN 37205
(615) 292-3100

Corrections Services, Inc.

Bud Grossman

85 Argonaut. Suite 120
Ailiso Viejo, CA 92656
(714) 472-5852

Dove Development Corporation

Ron Greiner

502 South Cedar Street
Pearsall, TX 78061
(210) 334-3320

Eden Detention Center, Inc

Don Zimmerman

P.O. Box F, Highway East
Eden, TX 76837

(915) 869-2704

Esmor Correctional Services, Inc.

Dick Staley

275 Broadhollow Road
Melville, New York
(516)694-7161

Group 4 International Correctional
Services

Hailem H. Williams

1225 T Street, NW., Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20005

(202) 789-2798



GRW Corporation

Gil R Walker
P.O. Box 1403
Brentwood. TN 37204

(615) 373-5703

Management and Training Corporation,

Ron Russell

P.0. Box 9935
Ogden, UT 84403
(801) 626-2000

Man Care. Ltd. Institutional Management
Services

Roger Kendrick

St. James Court
Wiiderspool Causeway
Wamngton

England

(44) 92-524-2939

Mid-Tex Detentions, Inc

Chuck Haugh

Route 2, P.O. Box 7
Big Spring, IX 79729
(915) 26443060

North American Corrections

Travis McPherson
Route 1, Box 222
Spur, 1X 79370
(806) 271-3421

TASC, Inc.

Sonnv Emerson

731 West Wadley, Building "M
Midland, TX 79705

(915) 682-6852

U.S. Corrections Corporation

Robert McQueen
2500 7th St. Rd.
Louisville, KY 40208
(502) 635-5444

The Villa at Greeley

Michael Brand
1750 6th Avenue
Greelev, CO 80631
(303) 353-9512

Wackenhut Corrections Corporation

Jeff Spoon

1500 San Remo Avenue
Coral Gables, FL 33146-3009
(305) 666-5656



C Private Facility Addresses

Alternative Programs. Inc.

Mesa Verde Community Correction Facility
Maurice Nadal

425 Golden State Avenue

Bakersfield, CA 93301

(805) 3260411

Tbe Bobby Ross Group

Newton County Detention Facility
Lester Beaird

Route |, Box 22

Newton, TX 75966

(409) 379-3000

Capital Correctional Resources

Limestone County Detention Center
Tony Sewell

910Tytus Road

Groesbeck, TX 76642

(817) 729-8616

Gooat, I

Bridgeport Pre-Parole Transfer Facility
James Eddington

P.O. Box 98

Bridgeport, TX 76426

(817) 683-2162

BrownfiekJ Intermediate Sanction Facility
George Ry

P.O. Box 188

Brownfield. TX 79316

(806)637-1032

Mineral Wells Pre-Parole Transfer Facility
Harvey Cox

Route 4, Building 780

Mineral Wells. TX 76067

(817) 325-6933

Sweetwater Pre-Parole Transfer Facility
Jody Bradley

Route 3, Avenger Village

Sweetwater, TX 79556

(915) 2351751

Tuscaloosa Metropolitan Detention Facility
J. B Hopkins

1616 26th Ave.

Tuscaloosa. AL 35401

(205) 3494511

Corell G, kT

Baker Community Correction Facility
Harlan Hanson

P.O. Box 560

Baker, a 92309

(619) 733-1356

Leo Chcsney Community Correction Facility
Jacquline Hildebrand

P.O. Box 66

Live Oak, CA 95953

(916)695-1846

Wyatt Detention Facility
Joseph Ponte

950 High Street

Central Falls, Rl 02863
(401)729-1190

Corectioal Partrars, Ic.

Great Plains Correctional Facility
Tom Martin

P.O. Box 1018

Hinton, OK 73047
(405)542-3711

Labette County Conservation Camp
Walter Wharton

Oswego, KS 67356

(316)795-2925



Corrections Corporation ofAmerica

Bay County Jail

Denny Durbin

314 1/2 Harmon Avenue
Panama Cicv, AL 32401
(904) 785-5245

Bay County Jail Annex
Denny Durbin

5000 Nehl Road
Panama City, AL 32404
(904) 785-3007

Cleveland Pre-Release Feciiicv
Joe Ross Driskeil

901 Fifth Street

Cleveland, TX 77328

(713) 592-9559

Hernando County Jail
LT. Brown

16425 Spring Hill Drive
Brooksville. FL 34609
(904) 799-7379

Houston Processing Center
Pam Fugazzi

15850 Export Plaza Road
Houston, 1X 77032

(713) 449-1481

Laredo Processing Center
Jose Hinojosa

RR#4, Box 125-A

Laredo, TX 78041

(512) 727-4118

Leavenworth Detention Center
Butch Jordon

100 Highway Terrace
Leavenworth, KS 66048

(913) 727-3246

Meiro-Davidson County Detention Center
Jimmy Turner

P.O. Box 17427

Nashville. TN 37217

(615) 831-7088

New Mexico's Women’s Correction Facility
Tom Newton

1700 East Old Highway 66

Grants, NM 87020

(505) 287-2941

Santa Fe Detention Center
Joe V. Gutierrez

4250 Airport Road

Santa Fe, NM 87505
(505)473-4164

Silverdale Facilities

Tim Baltz

""609 Standifer Gap Road
Chattanooga. TN 37421
(615)892-0921

South Central Correctional Center
Kevin Myets

P.O. Box 279

Clifton. TN 38425

(615) 676-5372

Torrance County Detention Facility
Daniel P. Moriarty

P.O. Box 837

Estancia, NM 87016

(505) 384-2711

Venus Pre-Release Center
Sandy Estes

P.O. Box 361

Venus, TX 76084

(214) 366-3334

West Tennessee Detention Facility
Thomas C Ruffino

P.O. Box 487

Mason, TN 38049

(901) 294-3060

Winn Parrish Correction Center
Mike Gilliam

P.O. Box 1260

Winnfieid. LA 71483
(318)628-3971



Dove DevelopmentCorporation

Frio Detention Center
Darrell Woods
502 South Cedar Street

Pearsall, TX 78061
(210) 334-3320

Crystal City Detention Center
Larry Young

Highway 83 North

Crystal Cicy, Texas 78839
(210) 374-9353

Eden Detention Center, Inc.

Eden Detention Center
Don Zimmerman

P.O. Box F. Highway East
Eden. TX 76837

(915) 869-2704

Esmor Correctional Services, Inc.

Seattle Processing Center
William Paul

815 Airport Way South
Seattle. WA 98134

(206) 467-6030

South Texas Intermediate Sanction Facility
Fred Bagley

1511 Preston Avenue

Houston, i'X 77002

(713) 223-0601

Tarrant County Community CorrectionsFacilicv
Ron King

651 Justice Lane

Mansfield, TX 76063

(817)473-1324

GRW Corporation

Odessa Detention Center
Richard Tessaro

203 North Grant

Odessa, TX 79761

(915) 332-6033

Ector County Detention Annex
Wallace Brucker
102 Reed Avenue

Odessa, TX 79761
(915) 332-2800

Management & Training Corporation

Eagle Mountain Retum-to-Custody Facility
Gary Bryant

P.O. Box96

Desert Center. GA 92239

(619) 392-4324

Mid-Tex Detention, Inc.

Gey of Big Spring Correctional Center (Interstate Unit)
Fran Roberts

Route 2, P.O. Box 7

Big Spring, TX 79720

(915) 263-8532

Gey of Big Spring Correctional Center (Airpark Unit)
Bill Scanlon

3700 Wright Avenue

Big Spring, TX 79720

(915) 263-8806

North American Correctias

Dickens Detention Center
Travis McPherson

Route 1, Box 222

Spur, IX 79370

(806) 271-3421

U.S. Correctians Corporation

Lee Adjustment Center
Don Stewatt

P.O. Box900
Beattyville, KY 41311
(606)464-2866

Marion Adjustment Center
P.O. Box 10

S1 Mary, KY 40063
(302)692-9622



Otter Creek Correctional Center
P 0. Box500

Wheelwnght. KY 41669-0500
(606) 452-9700

River City Correctional Center
Beverly Heiney

Eighth and Market Si
Louisville. KY 40202

(502) 587-6506

Wackenhut Corrections Corporation

Alien Correctional Center
Terry L Terreil

Route 1 Box83-T
Kinder, LA 70648
(318)639-2942

Aurora/ INS Processing Center
Craig Dobson

11901 East 30th Avenue
Aurora. CO 80010

(303) 361-6612

Bridgeport Pre-Release Center
Don Houston

4000 N. 1Od. S'reet
Bridgeport TX 76426
(817)683-3010

Central Texas Parole Violator Facility
Paul Bailey

218 South Laredo Street

San Antonio, TX 78207

(210) 227-5600

Lockhart Work Program Correctional Facility
Scot: Comstock

P.O. Box 1170

LockhartH 78644-1170

(512)398-3480

McFarland Retum-to-Custody Facility
Larry Brinkman

120 Tavlor Road

McFarland. Ca 93250

(805) 792-3001

New Vision Chemical Dependency Treatment Facility

Jackie Noles
P.O. Box 1300
Kyle. IX 78640
(512) 268-0079

New York/INS Processing Center
Arthur Gnotti

14555 226th Street

Jamaica (Queens), NY 11413
(718) 949-4209

North Texas Intermediate Sanction Facilicy
Sandra Thacker

4700 Blue Mound Road

Fort Worth, TX 761C6

(817) 740-0180

San Diego GtyJail
Rab Roberts

P.O Box 12630

San Diego. CA92112
(619)661-7205

International Facility Addresses

Australasian Correcticnal Management Property
Limited/ Wackenhut Correctians Corporation

Arthur Gorrie Correctional Centre
Kevin lewis

P.O. Box 1300

Darra, Queensland

4076 Australia

(61) 7271-9711

Junee Correctional Centre
George Grigas

Park Lane

Junee, New Sot.Wales
2663 Australia
(011)616-924-3113



CCA International/Corrections Corporation of
America

Borallon Correctional Centre
Brian Dickson

P.O. Box 782

Ipswich. Queensland

4305 Australia

(67) 677-870-0133

Group 4 1CS

Wolds Remand Prison
Steven Twmn

Brough. Humberside
United Kingdom HU152JZ
(44) 386-858-585

Premier Prison Services, Ltd./Wackenhut
Corrections Corporation

Doncaster Prison
Kevin Rodgers

c/o PPS, Lid.
Sunbuiy-On-Thames

Middlesex
United Kingdom TW167HW

(44) 932-770-519

UKDetention Services. Ltd/Corrections
Corporation of America

Blakenhurst Prison
David 3rook

Hewell Lane

Redditch
Worshestershire

United Kingdom B97Q3
(44) 527-543-348



PUBLIC OFHHCIAL O THE YEAR

STEPHEN, GOLDSM[TH

S

The New Yorlcs and the Los Angeleses of this

country don’t usually tum to smaller Mid-
; Western cities for advice on how to run their
- mammoth municipalities. But these days,

C .i they're looking to the heartland dt¥ of Indli-
anapolis to leam about the power of competi-
tion: how Mayor Stephen Goldsmith is usmg
it to cut costs, motivate city employees an

pare down government _ _ _

_Goldsmith believes that “competing out" services—Ietting
city agencies compete with the private sector for city con-
tracts—is the way to make government work better. That wasn't
his view during his 1991 election campal(t;n,_ when he touted
outright privatization as a panacea. That got him the support of
his party, but left union workers fearing for their jobs and
ope?nsjmg his election. _ .

_ What'turned things around wes Goldsmith's decision, about
six months after takmgf office, to not only allow the city's own
emprloyees to compete tor the work but to encourage them to do
s0. The dty even provided them with a consultant™

And competitive activity has certainly revved up in the past
two years. Indianapolis has moved moré than 60 munidpal ser-
vices into the marketplace for bid Asa result, the dty has cut its
work force by one-third—mostly middle managers—and
reduced its budget by $24 million.”Additional money saved in
various departments has ?Qne toward critical needs such as
infrastructure improvement in nelﬂhborhoods and putting more

olice officers on the street All this was done without Taisin

es but by "breaking up the government monopoly,” as Gold-
smith puts 1t _ : .

Each time services are competed out, the aim is to make
'nam more effident and less costl?/, whether or not they are ?rl-
vatized. City departments recent ]y |ost the contracts Tor infor-
mation services, parking meter enforcement and overseeing the
operations of the Indlanaﬁolls International Airport But about
half of the services that have faced competition from private
bids have remained with dty workers. One of those was Indi-

e . m. I-,
_* R AR D

m|l 've been stealing everyone'’s

ideas for 15 years and put

them all together. u.

M-7 Ant CtrarpJerofmpi

anapolis Fleet Services, which manages and repairs dt)évehldes.

he department was already considered well rum But in the
race to beat out three national private competitors, IFS dramati-
cally cut costs, slashed overhead and improved service. Spend-
ingwas down $2 million in 1994 from 199L, and the work force
was reduced from 117 to 86. Yet the number of written com-
P_Ialnts dr_o&ped to five last year, from 149 in 1990. “Competi-

lonand riskare qood motivators,” Goldsmith says.

_The 48-year-old Goldsmith insists that he’s nat doing any-
tliing that hasn't been done elsewhere. But he’s fashioned the
much-talked-about idea of running government as a business
into a coherent management strategy. 1 ve been stealing every-
one’s ideas for 15 years and put them all together," he says. "We
developed an approach that’s'working at a time when' people
are desperate for non-cohventional answers.” -

;1 He now has the baickmgof the city’s major public-employee
unions, whose'members have been energized by competition. It
helps that no union workers" have lost their jobs, although some
are now inthe private sector. But public employees alSo enjoy
more input.in department “decisions. They ‘get incentive
bonuses for saving the city money—this year ;)ubllc works
employees got bonuses ranging from $600 to $1,700. And they
have direct e-mail access t0 the mayor, who responds to their
comments and questions. That pleases Steven Quick, president

of AFSCME Local 725 "WeVe never had a mayor do that
before.”" » m N —HEnPerinen
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Tight quarters break the law

. Bret Hodges, right, along wj|h Craig AJlen, top left, and Chris Roger, all convicted felons, spend most of
their time in E Dorm at therlemon Creelc Correctional Center. The dormitory holds twice as many irv
mates than originally built for. *

Ja(-T>



Prison population grows
as Alaska’s filnes mount

- Frrda%/ state prisons
held 2,739 inmates,
vvhrch exceeds court-
ordered emergency
capacity of 2,665

By JEANINE POHL

The sare more than halfa
gtt o rsan gr ng aimost
al uttestateo Aa sag/é
rts can't pay the court order
Penatres In the case It |ost F%rnst
nmates ina gnson rghts lawsuit
more than ay ﬁg

And part”or thé problem that
ﬁreated the crftssatron lawsuit
nown as the Cleary, case - over-
crovvﬁeg ,‘EHSOT}S IS exRecte go
continue growing as p U
fions increase hﬁeh F ﬁ?a\h)gpwrn
fer months, wnen unemployment
increases and so does the crime

rate;.

As of Friday,_the state-prison
Populatron wasyz 139, whrach rg over
ts court ofdered emergency ca-

pacity 0

State CorreBtroHs C%(n rssror]
er argaret sal e]
again ask the Le rsIature when rt
convenes in Ja rg for !un

vm re than $650,000 In fines the
tate has accumulated since a
court order then {mposed In Sep-

tember 199
The Cleary case was first filed

in 1981 the 1993 greement caﬁr
out of a court detrminatio tF
the state was In contempt of ear
er orglers regarding prison over-
crowdin

Eveng da one of the shates 15

rrson é% 0 4 (jlapﬁ]Cl%tae state

rison
atr n statewr e exceeds Ca-
§ ErtyI ntgere IS an adgrtronal $300
e state's fundin reﬁruest Was
turned down during the aste S-
lative . sessron becalse Republi
maj orrtg wmakers said at t
trmet y didn't want to use ?ener
Fr fund money to be transferred
rom one stat encx fo another,
rom pnsons to the codrts
Was a Poa er exercise," said
RFR] Brran orter, R-Anc orage
e state’s request.

orter IS charrman of the House
Jud rcrar ommrttee W rch he
said will oo measure f ower
the prison go atron Inclu H
ternatrve etencrn and sharing
tereF onsl rrtv [ misdemean-
ronreno nsest h local govern
P(orter stop ed short, however
vocatin or moF revention
grograms a‘goal of the Knowles
rnrstratron saying he's not
vvet convinced th re entron
orks to keep eotfeou aa
well as tradrtrona penaltres an
sentences. ¢
Building, more prisons is anoth
Pmm turnto Rnu, Pago Afl

Inm ates shipped
to Arizona are

subiject of appeal

BY JEANINE POHL
TOJUIMIIU W i

The state of Alaska and attor-
ne S or Qrison inmates contjnue t
an?e In_court over the fate of
206 Alaska inmafes doing time in a
prrv%te rizona r[arl
The Tirst contract with Central
Arizona Deten tjon Cent%r rn) o]r
ence, Ariz., enged June 30, hut t
state extended It trourr;h June
19%, Department of Co rectrons
Commissioner  Margaret ~ Pugh
said Friday.
W en L,orrsoners were first
S'P(f south In January, the state
F It a stop- a me sure 0 re
eve overcro Slow t e
rnes the state ac mu lates each
one or more, o Its 15 prisons

ex eeds its ca acr
iy, LR
tqon a sut rstl ?ed in 191 on
as a prr oners over

nson crow con rtrons and
ot er compl

Lawyers tor the rnmates ried
o stop” the, trar}]sfer rom, ta rng
ace, arguing that some inmate
efe "moved “south aagarnst thejr
will,, or were separated trom amr

Plaaa* turn to Pag* A



because F pa]n will be submitted Tagﬂor belreves u terI
o

i on ehalf of the Inmates with spe- lan, whi can
" ° Tontinuad from AL ciic %gsesnons on how the fines SU mrtted 0 the Legrslature for
er optron Porter said he would con-  woul fun mg
srder but cautiously Anc or%te attorney Scott Ta ave no reaspn to belreve
Pugh, also said that expandrn% lor 3aid when t R artm?nt f they woné ultr f h pay this,”
orrectrons aske the Legrsature Ta}qmsa' IS.

state, prisons is an option, althoug e1t
she is working more toward [eSs for mqney last session 10 rp owever Mrc ae Stark assis-
expensive alternatives to jail time nes rt as n ar marz u fant atto[]nex genera for Correc
and to preventing crime iri the first ase ¥y h artmen tions att ska Department of
ace. oughtthe Ines might be. aw, said rt doesn't make sense to
VWe can't build our way out of ordpar Anchora_pe Superro etefmine - how monetr(] can
the social problems that” create e Karen Hunt ask e spent until the Legislature appro

crrmrnal behavior,” she said. bot sr es| thecase asts rrn pnatesrt
attorne% for the inmate estrmate the. fnes. ace onded that the
e

aylor res
plaintiffs said expects the Leg- and how the money S Lhoud be stateg osrtronp IS a ﬁarc en ang-
rslature may be more forthcoming ~ spent. n%r aré)umen Whic ultl-
with funding this coming session,  Once that's been determined, mately be decided by Judge Hunt

did include many parts of the
education’ ro%r]ams that aren't be-  Geary settlement agreement into

Appead. ingofered at he private prison its contract with the”Arizona pris-
Continued from Al Some shoul grve p on, Stark said.

lies, anﬂ that aome of the prison-  portunity to come hack,” Taylor — Under state law, he said, the de-

ers' rights and benefits-as-Alas-  saigfro Anchoraclr ................. partment may contractout with.a.

kans “have .not been carried  [he Department of Corrections prrvate corporation proVfding “a

through in Arizona. maintains” that prisoners’ rignts  timilar degree of custody ~and

W lle Inmate  attore Sc tt haven't be compromised by the care” towhat inmates would have

Taylo saldb IS askin YH te move ouﬁ experienced In an Alaska prrsoo
tra ster e rejected, he alsp ~ Michael Stark, assistant attor- — Although nitial appeals on be-

arzes ﬁt It magt not e practi- ney trreneral for the Corrections half of inmates to the Alaska Su-
cal toask that Inmates be re urned tment, said the state main- preme Court were, rejected, hear-
toAlaska. . >* tafs. that the Cleary settlement, ings on the appeal were held earli-

Some are sa IS |ed Jr trgr agreement only covers inmates In- er this month by Anchorage Supe-
in Arizona, Ta orsar a%/ ut p Isons owned, or operated by the rior CourtJudge Karen Hunt .
othe[rs weye pu d out o Alaska 1t% ] Oral arguments in the case are
while in"the midst of training or’ e - Correctrons Department scheduled trNov. 0. —
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P riv a te Tennessee P rison Is P rais e d in S ta te S tu d ie s

Officials Nationwide

Are PayingNotice

By FOX BUTTERFIELD
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Privatizing America's Prisons, Slowly

Despite acheckered

past, the future is

looking brighter for

the private prison

industry.

By ANTHONY RAMIREZ

NASHVILLE
E rnestanderson, his
biceps straining his blue
prison fatigues, cocks
back his shining bald head and
smiles his gap-toothed smile as
he talks about crime, punish-
ment and private enterprise.
| am a career criminal,”
1r. Anderson said. Then, the
35-year-old convict goes on to
describe the last decade of his
life, years filled with gun E)_Iay,
drug dealing and stru_qﬁj ing,
often unsuccessfully, with what
he calls “my anger problem."
He has spent most of those
years in prison, five different
Ones. _

Mr. Anderson's story is
more or less typical of repeat
offenders, and seasoned crimi-
nals like him account for the
majority of the million people
locked up in state and Federal
prisons today—five times the
number two decades ago.

A typical American pris-
oner perhaps. But Mr. Ander-
son is one of a growing num-
ber of inmates who are belnﬁ
guarded, fed and put throug
rehabilitation programs nm not
by government, but by private
companies.

S0 far, less than 2 percent
of inmates are in such facili-
ties and only 13 states, includ-
ing Texas and Florida, allow
private prisons. But this vet-
eran consumer of prison ser-

vices sounds satisfied. “Until
this facility, with this facility’s
programs, | have not been
given the opportunity to tumn
my life around," Mr. Ander-
son said. _

-His current residence, the
Metro-Davidson Detention
Facility in Nashville, is man-
aged by the Corrections Cor-
poration of America, the larg-
est company in the business of
for-profit prisons.

The private-prison indus-
try has no shortage of critics,
from public-sector unions out
to protect their jobs to civil lib-
ertles advocates who warn that
company-run prisons are less
accountable.

Private prisons are not
new; they date back to colo-
nial times. But by the 1950’
prisoner-abuse scandals at pri-
vate operations led to the pub-
lic administration of prisons.
The private-prison movement
revived in the early 1980's, but
grew slowly for years.

But while the private-
prison business has critics and
a checkered past, its future
seems bright. True, the S33
billion crime bill that is
stalled, for now, in Congress
would have accelerated the
industry’s growth even more
with over S10 hillion for prison
construction, some of which
would have gone to private
prisons. Still, the industry’s
optimism remains unshaken,
and it is explained mainly by a
familiar, if dreary, Iitang: the
unchecked national problems
of crime, and overcrowded
state and Federal prisons. The
need to control Government
spending makes privately man-
aged prisons look increasingly
attractive.

A Better Image, Too
The reputation of the $250

Ate3 Wd to Tto(tor r<* Tlaa

Doctor R. Crants, chairman of Corrections Corporation,
in his company's Nashville prison.

miIIion-a—Kear private prison
business has also improved
lately. The industry is still
small, with nearly a score of
little companies inthe field. But
the two largest companies, Cor-
rections ~Corporation of

America and Wackenhut Cor-
rections Cori)oration, which
went public last month, hold
more than half of the private-
prison pOﬁUlatIOrl. Policy ex-
perts say these companies man-
age a wide range of facilities,
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Ernest Anderson, left, and Broderick Smith, who says the prison "ain't no Holiday Inn."

and are developing innovative
crug-rehabilitation, educa-
tional and job-training pro-
grams.
Leading the industry’s
surge is the Corrections Cor-
oration of America, based in
ashville. Its 23 prisons under
contract in seven states house
about a third of the prisoners
:n the United States who are
now held in private prisons.
Last year, the company’s prof-
IS rose 57 percent to 4 mil-
Iion on revenues of S100 mil-
ion.
This year. Corrections
arporation’s income rose 30
percent during the first half,
and analysts predict further
arowth. Over the next two
nrs, the company's 13,000
ds under contract should in-
crease by 85 percent and prof-
its should more than double,
raid William Oliver, an analyst
at Equitable Securities in
Nashville.Corrections
rrporation’s share price more

than doubled in the last year,
closing Friday at S15.75.
Equally impressive, the
company has been able to win
over some former critics with
its ability to both cut costs and
offer ample prison services.
Policy analysts and prisoner
advocates worry that private
contractors like Corrections
Corporation will run bare-
bones prisons to maximize
profits. After all, they reasoned,
private operators are paid a
per-day fee for each p-isoner.

s 0 far, however, these
experts say that Correc-
tions Corporation has

surprised them and prompted

them to rethink at least the

Nashville company's version

of prison privatization. Will-

lam C. La Rowe, director of the

Texas Center for Correctional

Services, a prisoners' rights

group, says he was once an op-

ponent of prison privatization
and of Corrections Corpora-

tion. But Mr. La Rowe, who
has made unannounced Visits
to Texas prisons for years, likes
what he has seen.

~ “At Corrections Corpora-
tion prisons you don’t have the
atmosphere of impending vio-
lence that you have in a state
prison," Mr. La Rowe said. “If
Corrections Corporation ran
more prisons, | am sure you'd
see an increase in savings and
a decrease in violence."

Even prlson_exloerts who
remain skeptical about
privatization in general seem
Impressed by Corrections Cor-
poration. “Not everyhody is
Corrections Corporation,” said
John J. Dilulio Jr., a professor
at Princeton Universug. “I'm
worried about the fly-by-night
companies.” _

he praise is welcome in-
deed to Doctor R. Crants, the
49-year-old, white-haired
chairman and chief executive
of Corrections Corporation,
who led the often difficult

strugﬁle to build the business.
West Point graduate,
Mr. Crants founded Correc-
tions Corporation in 1983
along with Thomas \W. Beasley,
an insurance executive, and T,
Don Hutto, a former Virginia
corrections commissioner. Mr.
Beasley, the former chairman,
I now a director of the firm,
and Mr. Hutto is internation-
al projects manager, including
rison ventures in Australia an
ritain.

Its founders and financial
backers wanted to bring pris-
ons into the wider movement
to “privatize" services that
were once the exclusive prov-
ince of government, including
public schools, mass transit
systems and municipal hospi-
tals. In fact, Corrections Cor-
poration got some of its ven-
ture capital from the Masse
Burch Investment Group, whic
also backed HCA Hospital
Corporation of America, the
nation’s largest for-profit op-



crator of hospitals. _
But for years, Corrections
Corporation seemed to falter.
It underestimated the political
resistance to the concept of pri-
vate prisons, and time needed
to create a profitable business.
Ove_rr_eachir]g, it failed in an
ambitious bid to persuade the
Tennessee legislature to let the
company run the entire state
prison system in the rm.id-
1980's. The company went
ﬁubllc in 1986 with high
opes, but it did not report a
yearly profit until 1989. It lost
money again in 1991, recov-

ermgrsteadlly thereafter.

oday, however, Mr.
Crants sounds confident that
Corrections Corporation has
fine-tuned its private-prison
formula. The company's big-
est customers are the United
tates Marshals Service, which
is responsible for Federal pris-
oners up to their sentencing,
and the prison systems of
Texas, Tennessee and Louisi-
ana. If the door to private pris-
ons should open nationally,
Mr. Crants says, his company

i ready to expand. _
Perhaps, but Corrections
_CogJoratlon’s rowth and prof-
its aepend on the company be-
ing able to run prisons less ex-
pensively than states or the Fed-
eral Government. In Texas, for
example, where it runs four
prisons, the company’s con-
tract specifies that it manage
prisons for 10 percent less than

those of the state. _
Corrections Corporation
does own 9 of the 25 gn_sons it
manages or is now building,
but in each case the company
constructed these smaller op-
erations as a condition of its
contract. In short, Corrections
Corporation does not risk its
money in the construction busi-
ness. Its profit depends on man-
aging its prisons so that its
costs arc less than the con-
tracted ‘per diem” fee it re-
ceives for each prisoner. Ev-
ery contract varies, but last
year the company collected just

More Inmates, More Private Prisons

As th* Am*nc»n prison population risos sharply,iorrw
statas have tumsd to prrvata companies to oparata and
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under 40 a day on average for
each prisoner. _

-fow does Corrections Cor-
poration cut costs? It pays the
prevailing wage in the suites
Where it operates, but its pris-
ons are not unionized. The
company offers its 2,300 em-
ployees a stock-option pro-
gram, but it does not have a
pension 1L#)Ian. According to
union officials, pension costs
can add up to 15 percent of
compensation costs for public-
sector prison workers.

The no-pensions approach
saves some, hut Corrections
Corporation executives and
wardens insist that the far
|arger gains come from chang-
ing the unhealthy environment
found in so many prisons. Pan
of the formula is to keep po-
tentially quarrelsome prisoners
like Mr. Anderson at Metro-
Davidson so busy with drug re-
habilitation, recreational and
educational programs that
trouble will not tempt them.
These prisoner programs add
to costs at the outset, but com-
pany officials believe they
more than pay for themselves,
though the savings are hard to
measure.

It is a truism that there are
no perfect days in prison. Yet
anything that makes prisoners

Tos Nw Yok Tirr

less dissatisfied reduces the ten-
sion between the inmates and
prison staff, making costly dis-
turbances less likely. That
means attention to detail and
quality control in basic services
like food and mail delivery to
inmates, and communicating
regularly with prisoners.

“In this environment, little
problems become big monsters
real fast," said Jimmy Turner,
warden of Metro-Davidson.

“In a state prison,” Mr.
Turner continued, “if a pris-
oner said, ‘I’'m going to tear
this cell UF if you don't talk to
me.” Well, the attitude of the
sute employee was, ‘Go ahead
and tear itup. We’Urepair that
$1,000 commode, but you're
not going to threaten us to talk
to you.”

Mr. Turner paused. “I can
tell you right now, as a share-
holder in this comEany, if an
inmate WANIS 1o talk to me, he
can talk to me."

I N the prison environment,
small changes can make a
big difference. David

Myers, who is now the

company’s president, was war-

den at Bay County Jail, a

Panama City, Fla., operation

taken over by Corrections Cor-

poration in 1985 after a series

of disturbances. Once there,
Mr. Myers found that the pris-
oners’ breakfast consisted of a
hard-hoiled eglqleand a stale
piece of bread. He ordered the
fare changed the next day to
scrambled e?gs and bacon. The
new breakfast menu helped
calm the inmates, and distur-
bances subsiced.

~ The real day-to-day sav-
ings from easing the inmate-
staff tension in prison life come
from reducing lahor costs,
which represent up to two-
thirds of the cost of running a
prison. Though salaries vary
widely state by state, correc-
tions officers are not highly
paid, with a typical salary esti-
mated at $20,000 or less. But
it is a bigh-stress job, with no-
toriously high levels of absen-
teeism, ‘or “blue flu."

That adds to overtime
costs, swelling the expense of
running a prison. If. for ex-
ample, one corrections officer
calls insick, he is still paid $10
an hour for his day. But his ab-
sence may well mean two other
officers have to fill in, work-
ing eight hours of straight time
and four hours each heing paid
a time and a half. The salary
for those three that day be-
comes $360, or a 50 percent
increase because one person
called in sick.

Stress is hard to measure,
but it also leads to costly staff
turnover and can lead to
prison-yard troubles.

“A better work environ-
ment means you are less likel
to have tired, short-tempered,
confrontational people who
become violent," said Mr.
Crants, the comﬁany chairman.
“And | am talking about the
guards.” _

And Sﬁendlng more at the
outset might save money in the
long run. For example, the
company buys costly $40
chairs made from harc-to-de-
stroy plastic. In a state-run
prison, wardens might be re-

uired to buy cheaper wooden
chairs or benches.



Cheaper might even be
more dangerous. In Texas, pris-

ANjers would shatter wooden

AVnches into four-foot-long
planks with rusty nails.

‘The ideal situation for Cor-
rections Corporation is when
it can help design and build a
prison from scratch as it did
with Metro-Davidson, an S18
million, nearly 900-bed facil-
ity that opened in February
1992. The prison holds locally
sentenced felons serving one to
SIX years.

T HE prison employs a
“wheel-and-spoke " de-
sign,” where one or two

corrections officers in an elec-

tronic command post con-
stantly monitor prison cells
circled around the post. The ar-
rangement reduces blind spots,
company officials say. _
~ “What you want to avoid
is the telephone-pole design,”

Maid Robert Britton, vice-presi-

pBmt for operations. “That’s the

jong, traditional cell block you
see Inold Jimmy Cagney mov-
les. You can't see. It isn’t se-
cure for guards or prisoners."

To keep inmates busy and
to prepare them for life after
prison. Metro-Davidson has an
unusually large number of edu-
cational and rehabilitation pro-
grams for an operation in

which the @' rage stay is 12

months. Inmates not only can

get a high-school equivalency
egree, but also attend pro-
grams that teach marketable
skills like computer data pro-
cessing. o _
An especially innovative

program, called Lifeline, is a

six-month drug rehabilitation

and psychological counseling

Brogram designed to bring

rooding loners out of their

self-destructive cycle of drug

Addiction and anger. The pro-

gram, developed by Correc-

tions Corporation, was not a re-
quirement of the state contract.

Yet the company says
there is room for improvement

—and cost savings—at state

prisons it takes over but had have to carry two or three

no hand in designing.
The Winn Correctional

knives with you because the
guards are always looking at

Center in Winn Parish, Li., is everybody." -

an example. It is a classic
Jimmy Cagney prison out in
the middle of rural nowhere.
When Corrections Corporation
took over management of the
1,300-bed facility in 1990, it
became the first privately op-
erated medium-securicy prison
in the United States.

Small things tell. At the
commissary, Wnere prisoners
can buy personal items like
candy bars, the store once
opened onto a long corridor.
A guard had to stand there and
observe the prisoners. By cag-
ing the commissary, a guard
could now roam the corridor,
enhancing security. _

~Perhaps the. blggest inno-
vation at Winn Is the continu-
ing experimentation with pro-
grams to try to give prisoners
marketable skills. Besides the
usual computer and “culinary
arts” classes, Corrections Cor-
poration is starting a 60-worker
garment factory using standard
single- and double-needled tai-
loring machines to make dis-
posable hazardous waste suits.
‘These are real skills," said
Ia/lichael Phillips, assistant war-
en.

The ﬂrisoners show a quali-
fied enthusiasm for the job
training. Ricky Temple, 36, is
servln% a 40-year sentence at
Winn for rape and forcible as-
sault. Mr. Temple says he has
already learned some things in
prison, like “how to be a bet-
ter burglar, a better bank rob-
ber." But, he added, “I want
to have a legitimate skill when
| get out.”

Other inmates, however,
are impressed by other advan-
tages that they say the Correc-
tions Corporation prison seems
to offer.

“You don’t have to sleep
with one eye open here," said
Jesse Howard, 37, who is serv-
ing a 30-year sentence for
armed robbery. “You don’t
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ALASKA FEDERATION OF NATIVES, INC

1577 C Street, Suite 701. Anehor.tge, Alaslca 99501
907-274-3611 - Fax 907-276-7989

February 28, 1996 Post-il' Fax Mule 7671 D asl™®
ToSrz»* [CItTSZfrrrv*-
. QO/D0pt. Q.
The Honorable Richard Foster Blont » Hrow*
Alaska State Legislature < s FIXA

State Capitol (MS 3100)
Juneau, Alaska 99811-1182

Dear Rep. Foster:

Thank you for the time to allow the AFN the opportunity to comment
on HB 428.

Hie Alaska Federation of Natives Board of Directors at their regular
meeting in Juneau on February 12-13, 1996, voted to oppose the
1,000 bed correctional facility being proposed this session by Rep.
3don Mulder of Anchorage.

The Board also stated in their motion that they fully support the
concept of regional correctional facilities, with future opportunities

for participation in the privatization of those facilities being extended
to Native corporations, Native associations, and Native communities.

Asxou probably know, almost hall' of the inmate population consists
of Alaska Natives. For that and other reasons, we oppose HB 428, and
hope this legislature will support regional facilities instead.

Sincerely,

le Kitka, President

j* B47 30.%



Kenai Natives A ssociation, Inc.

215FidalgoSI . Sunc 201 T~nncm Ruiidins Xen*i. Aiaski 90SlI

January 24, 1996

Governor Tony Knowles
State of Alaska

P.O. Box 110001
Juneau, AK S9811-0001

Re: Privatization Concept for Corrections

Dear Governor Knowles,

This letter will advise of the intention of the Kenai Natives Association, Inc. (Kf&V) to explore the
possibility of constructing and operating a pnvate correctional facility oh KMA"!fejjdjj."adjacent tpuhe
existing Wildwccd Correctional"Cent.'”*, and leasing it to.trie State.- We

office, the Department of Corrections, and the Legislature to study «nd deyefop™“plan’H " adclpisV
inmate overcrowding that exists throughout the State's correctional system. Tiaturally, we are very
concerned with Native issues that are involved,

KNA has a previous track record with the State of Alaska, having served as landlord to the'Stdte af
the Wildwood Correctional Center from 1983 until the State exercised its option to purchase the
facility in 1992. During that time we enjoyed an excellent rapport ‘with the Department cf
Corrections, and believe that relationship could continue in the best interests of a/ll concerned. We
have been a strong supporter of the correction’s industry, and would hope that KNA would be given
serious consideration should the State determine to pursue any agreement with a third party private
entity to provide correctional services.

We are in the early stages cf fact gathering, and it is likeiy that feasibility studies wiii be necessary to
determine the exact nature of cujr,anticipaited involvement. However, KNA wanted to let you knew cf
our interest and to request that we fce kept advised cf any significant event involving planning for the
Department of Corrections that woddknpact-'our potential involvement.
—rf.l- Gtjv, ...

Thank you for ycur continued support of Native involvement m the government, and fcr giving KNA
consideration and support as a participant in our effort to explore how we might be able to assist the
Department of Corrections with the inmate overcrowding and budget issues. Please advise if | can
be of further assistance in this matter.

Sincerely.

KENAI NATIVES ASSOCIATION, INC.

Diana L Zirulj®/ =

President

DLZ:pa

cc: Margaret Pugh, Commissioner, Dep't of Corrections

Brian Porter, Chairman, House Judiciary Committee
Mark Hanley, Co-Chairman, House Pianance Committee
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« 4300 B Street. Suite 407, Anchorage, AK 99603 (907) 561-2568 + Fax (007) 562-5258

February 22, 1996

Representative Eldon Mulder
Alaska Stale Legislature
House of Representatives
Room 411

State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Representative Mulder:
We would like to formally express our support of HB 428, Prlson Privatisation.

History has proven that privately run facilities can be operated significantly more efficiently
than “ublic-run facilities, typically with operational cost savings of up to 35%. This has
been done through the use of both larger and mone centrally located facilities coupled with
the basic efficiencies found in privately run organizations when compared to
bureaucratically controlled operations.

Best wishes in your progress on this bill.

Sincerely,
KONIAC, INC.

Kurt E. Martens
Vice President, Finance and Controller

cc: Uwe Gross, Chief Executive Officer
CharlesPemberton, Vice President/ Acting President
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rrqfor.al corp. rscruary 9, 199t>
Th® Honorable Tony Knowl«s
Gov«rncr
State of Alaska
P.Oo. SO'j. 110001
Jhneau, AK 99311
D<»ar Gov-s*mor Xnovlao:

I would liko to fake thia opportunity to thank you for thm
IrtJLdor~hlp you hava provided at t tii-ja vhon avir/ono Alaska
needs to realise that the "budget gap" ia roal. Having rsviavod
the Long Kango financial Plannir.a Cc.raiseion'a ruport, realize
that « careful And balanced solution nacaaoary. * Although | do
not agraa ar.tlraly with all Thot proposed solutions, such a* the

reduction in th* Pnrx-anont ?und diotribution or institution of a

porson-al incom® tax, tha Cosaiaaion'a

long vac in finding vcrkobla solutions.
As a founder and aanagar of a private buuinaoa in thia atata,

I think that uomo of the solutions to

rocommnndations have gone a

tho budget gap c«n ha four.d

in privatisation of governmental gsirvicss, one aroa that ahould
be explored is prison facilities. Th«ra axa currently two placets
of legislation that addrasa, in p*rt, a orivata solution to prison
faailioia® —« HB 123 ar.d 429. I would urge your support for the#e
bills .

W ith a dcnonotratad need for prison fa cilities and a
fcr the state of

capital budget, it takes real oonc-a

partner with the private sector to find
long standing problem. Tins davalopRiant arid construction
Stata can oontract
AlaaJca rathex than
a company in th«
va would

totally financed privately and tha
privet® aoctor to houee priooncro in

of e<tlos away in another stato. A»
construction and fa cility aanagoaent

buoinaG a,

lim ite d

Alaaka to

a practical solution to a

can b«

w ith the
thoureands

design,
be very

interested in ccnsidaring «ny SuUuch opportunity in the future. |
know there are many other pri\'Eta huninuasas in Alaska that would

also support privatization of prison

kour support of this logialation
Alaskan businesses, vhils helping to
probleao and neat a serioua need in
appreciated.

Sincerely Yours,

»0b Adame
airnon 6 President

m itig ata

facilitie s .
to provide an opportunity for
tha State7a budget
this State, would be greatly

TOTPL P .02
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TESTIMONY OF MIKE SCOTT

KOTZEBUE CITY MANAGER

2-22-96

HCS FOR HB 428 jFIN)

THANK YOU MR. CHAIRMAN FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO PROVIDE WRITTEN
TESTIMONY TO THE COMMITTEE ON HCS FOR HB 428 (FIN). ALLOWING THE
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS TO PRIVATIZE BOTH THE CAPITAL ASSET
AND OPERATION jOF A STATE JAIL ISAWORTHY PROPOSAL. IN FACT,
STATE GOVERNMENT HAS BEEN ENGAGED IN PRIVATIZATION GF PUBLIC-
USE FACILITIES FOR ANUMBER OF YEARS FROM OFFICE SPACE TO
HOUSING%'FRANKILY,THIS BILL WOULD PROVIDE THE STATE EXECUTIVE

WITH ANOTHER NIEANSTO MEET A CRUSHING PROBLEM.
' |

AS:A CITYi MANAGER WHO HAS OVERSEEN THE OPERATION OF AN
OVERCROWDED REGIONAL JAIL FOR SEVERAL YEARS, | APPRECIATE ANY
ATTEMPTTO ALLEVIATE THE PRISON CAPACITY PROBLEM IN ALASKA.

[ !

HOWEVER, NOT ONLY SHOULD WE BE LOOKING AT A PRIVATEL Y-
FINANCED. STATEii(AIDEA) ASSISTED PROJECT TIED TOGETHER WITH AN
OPERATIONS CONTRACT TO REPAY DEBT SERVICE. FUND OPERATIONS AND
PROVIDE A MODFIST PROFIT IN SOUTHCENTRAL, WE SHOULD AISO SEEK TO
INCREASE REGIONAL CAPACITY STATEWIDE. WITHOUT DOING SO, WE HAVE
ONLY ADDRESSED A PART OF THE JAIL CAPACITY PROBLEM IN HE STATE.

AS A HOLDING AND PRE-TRIAL FACILITY FIRST, KOTZEBUE REG|IONAL
JAIL’S(OVERCROWDING WOULD NOT BE ELIMINATED WITH EITIJER A NEW.



LARGE SOUTHCENTRAL FACILITY OR A HALFWAY HOUSE. WHELE A
HALFWAY HOUSjiE COULD PROVE USEFUL, INRURAL ALASKA, [THAT IS
SIMPLY A LUXURY THE STATE COULDNT AFFORD TO SUPPORT OVER THE
LONGTERM.

CURRENTLY THE CITY OF KOTZEBUE PROVIDES THE STATEWITH A
CONTRACT RATE OF $84.00 PER DAY PER INMATE. KOTZEBUE PROVIDES
COST-EFFECTIVE SERVICES ON AN ADJUSTED BASIS FOR 15%LESS THAN
THEARIZONA PRIVATE FACILITY USEDBY THE STATE.

CONS_EQUENTLY,I. IF ALLOWED, THE CITY OF KOTZEBUE PROPOSES TO
FINANCE rrs JAJJj. ADDITION (TO INCREASE CAPACITY TO EASE THE
CHRONIC OVERCROWDING SITUATION) OF $15MILLION THROUGH AIDEA
PROVIDED THE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS AMENDS OUR EXISTING
CONTRACT FOR THE ADDITIONAL BEDS AND DEBT SERVICE. WE WONT ASK
FOR ANY PROFIT ALTHOUGH WE MIGHT DESERVE IT!

IN SUMMARY, INCLUDE A MEANS FOR SMALLER. REGIONAL FAALITIES

LIKE KOTZEBUE WHO ALREADY MEET THE ALL OF THE OTHER GOALS OF
HCS FOR HB 428 (FIN). IHANK YOU MR. CHAIRMAN.

TOTAL P .03
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AnChorage Rick Mi/strom. Mayor’

OITICIli OF TUI- MAYOR

January 23, 1996

Representative Eldon Mulder
Alaska State Legislature
State Capitol
mJuneau, Alaska 99801 r f -V **B

Dear Eldon:

As you know, the State of Alaska has a significant shortage ofjailspace.
The Department of Corrections is facing sizable fines for overcrowding aad
several hundred prisoners have been sent to Outside facilities to help
alleviate the problem.

Privatization of corrections facilities is a possible solution to prison
overcrowding that should not be ruled out. We support your efforts through
House Bills 428 and 429 to put this issue on the table and enable the State to
consider it as an alternative.

The Municipality of Anchorage is willing to work in partnership with the

State to facilitate construction of a new prison. We may be able to assist as
a conduit for financing of the project or help locate a suitable site. We are

pattuershipvW im 4ne%tate fq siry?r..e-thc.'p ro htfj

Sincerely,

Rick Mystrgfm
Mayor



EXCERPTS OF TESTIMONY

LEGISLATIVE TELECONFERENCE 1/31/95 and 2/2/96
RE: BB428 AND HB429

9£X 1
(Tape 1, R2350, 3:20 p.m.)
CHAIRMAN PORTERPhil, come on upe A person who

needs co get back to Anchorage.
Phil, could we have ycur name and affiliation and your

testimony, please.
TESTIMONY OF PHIL THXNGSTED
THINGSTECi Mr. Chairman, Committee Members, my name
is Phil Thingattd. 1"m Business Manager for the Carpenters Union,
and r am apaaking for a majority of the Western Alaska .Building

Trades today.

I, too, was raised
is coming from, and I wouldn®"t want to have anything to do with the
Ar.d if you are only paying them $13 an hour to start out
So this testimony may not

in Detroit and | understand where he

prisons.
with, they are way underpaid, anyway.
mean a whole Ilot.

But 1°m here for the majority of the Western Alaska
in support for 428 and 429, given the following

Building Trade*,

things.

First of ail, that ur.dar a level playing field, if the
State truly can save money —- now, obviously its hands appear to be
tied -- but under a level playing field, i1f the State car. truly

save money, then we support it.

Also, under the fact that if it i1s truly Alaskan hire for
these other individuals, not like the oil companies where, contrary
thay still fly people over the State 0t Alaska to

to many beliefs,
in that from what

Corrections has a similar situation,
there are many times that they are a week on, a week

Leg-iolaclve -l-elalrf»r-l.rﬁ> 0&%%2@%

go co work.
I understand,
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off, two weeks on and two weeks off -- an 1i1deal situation for
someone like CCA or Wackenhut, to fly people over the State 0f

Alaaka, not guaranteeing jobs.
IT these two things can be guaranteed -- and i1t certainly

iIs our understanding i1a the Building Trades -- that this dofs not
displace any current Correctional Officers, then we support 428 and

479.
That"s all the time I1"1l1 take, and thank you very much

Hot allowing me to teetify.
CHAIRMAN 2CRT2R: Thank you, Phil.
Representative Finkelsfceir.?
RIP. FINXSbSTSINJ Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Would you have any objections -- we hadn"t really talked
abouc the ocher alternative, which iIs status guo; there are plana
afoot for renovation of a variety of facilities, some with complete
rebuilding and some construction in facilities and possibly a whole
r.aw traditional - a whcle new jail i1n Anchorage, would you have

any objection co that alternative?
I mean, 1t seems maybe 1 can understand your support for

some of the options out there, but that doesn®"t iIndicate your
opposition tc the other alternatives, does iIt?

THXNGSTEDj Chairman Porter, Representative
Firdcelstein, no i1t does not —— we"re not agalr.st other alternatives
to be explored. However —- and I"m not speaking, 1incidentally,

always for myself; I1°"m speaking for a number of other people, 1in
trying to bring’their voices to the table here, another private
sector, construction unions, and especially some of the smaller

ones, Representative Finkaletein.

You heard Representative Mulder calk here today,- that
$100 million pretty much takes care of the capital budget and
r.obady here blinked. I remember it wasn"t too long age, many of

you came to me asking for support, "We“re going ta look for a ea*

XXCLr 0l Test
Teleconference of % ] %
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1 stable $300 million capital budget.” As the operating budget
2 continues to grow, the capital budget continues to shrink. And
3 eventually, 1f the operating budget gets too big, there won"t be a
4 capital budget and you won"t have to listen to me because 1 won"t
5 have any people left to represent. It stops. Capital budgets art
] traditionally for infrastructure; 1.e., vroads, ar.d things like
7 that, water, sewer. As iInfrastructure grows, it bring* iIn new
8 business, too, iInto the private secter. That may be a bad.word to
9 some of these people, but mar// of us live within that private
10 eector.

11 As one and this 1s (unintelligible) take my word, but
12 I was told to mention this, chat if ——- iIf that grows coo big a¢ the
13 one hand, this one shrinks to nothing. There will be no private
14 sector in the construction industry, so to speak, only a mom-and-
15 pop®s operation.

Infe. REP. FJINKSLSTSIN* Sure, 1 just thought that would
i be -- the situation with the Corrections System is different chan
13 other i1tems 1iIn the capital budget. No. 1, 1t iIs very, very prone
19 to bonding. Okay? It 1s not an uncommon thing at all for the

20 system to do. And No. 2, we are under Court Order, you know. How
21 many other places do we have to deal with’court decisions that
22 direct how we are going tc manage these monies? We have little or
23 no choice, and |1 believe these expenditures ere going to occur in
24 one Tform or another. It may be this route or i1t may be other
25 routes, but In any event there iIs going to be construction going
25 cn. on prison facilities iIn the state. Ar.d, hopefully, it will

27 help us with Alaska employees.

23 THINCSTED; ChairmanPorter, Representative
29 Finkelatein, 1 certainly that that"s the cast. And 1"m not opposed
30 to other altarnatives.

31 RE?. YINXZLSTSIN: Thankyou.

22 TKINGSTSD: It"s survival.

Zxcerpz ol Teszir.oa
legislative reiecoefertnc* of 1?35)%'_3fend al\{Zﬁt}/
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1 CHAIRMAN PORTER: Thank you, Phil.
2 (end of excerpt/bhc)
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Delta/Greely Community Coalition

P.0. Box 780
Delta junction City Council Delta Junction, Alaska 99737 Qeela P. Barger, Presidarj
"Drlta/Greely School Diurict Tel: 907-895-1081
Chamber of Commert s FAX: 895-4219
.la Community Corporation Ray Woodruff, Vice-Pres.
- .iia Chapter, Farm Bureau Charles Forclc, Sec/Tres
Retired Military/Civilian Representative
Civil Service Representative m -

January 30, 1996

Representative Eldon Mulder
Room 411

State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Mulder,

Attached is a copy of a letter sent to Margaret Pugh, Commissioner of Corrections. We
would appreciate your support for our proposal. As we stated in the attached letter, we
think that we can solve many problems for the State at a reasonable cost and provide for
our economic recovery from the loss of 400 jobs and $20,000,000 from our economy
from the Fort Greely realignment

We would also appreciate your comments and thoughts about the feasibility of support
from the legislature in this matter.

Sincerely,

Cleeta Barger, President



Delta/Greely Community Coalition

P.0. Box 780
Dslu Junction City Council DElta JunCtlon’ AlaSka 99737 Qeeta P. Barger, Praiident
Dellt/Greely School Diilrict Tel: 907-895-4U2
IU Chamber ol Commerce FAX: 195-4506
\na Community Corpornioo m \ #'> Ray Woodruff, Vice-Prea.
> Chapter, Farm Bureau Chariea Forck, Sec/Trei

January 30,1996

Commissioner Margaret Pugh
Department of Corrections
P.0. Box 112000

Juneau, Alaska 99811-2000

Dear Commissioner Pugh,

The Delta/Greely Community Coalition is eager to investigate the possibility of
establishing a prison as part of our economic recovery program from the BRAC
realignment of Fort Greely. We know the State of Alaska has a requirement for
approximately 1000 more bed spaces than they currently have. We know that the Court
system is creating problems for the Department of Corrections and that one method of
solving the overcrowding problem is to send the Erisoners to Arizona at a high cost. We
also know that another and most undesirable method is to release prisoners.

Fort Greely can provide most of the facilities and ifrastructure to house well over 1000
prisoners after the realignment occurs. We would like to discuss with you or your
representative the possibility and methods of establishing a prison on lands which will
become available for economic recovery after the realignment of Fort Greely. This
would enhance our community and provide many jobs to replace the jobs lost from the
realignment while saving the State some significant costs.

We think that both the State of Alaska and our community can benefit from a project to
solve problems which the State and the Delta community are encountering. All we need
to do is work together.

We would appreciate hearing from you in the near future.

Sincerely,

Cleeta Barger, President

cc: Governor Knowles
Senator Lincoln
Representative Kubina
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MEMORANDUM
TO:  Rep, Eldon Mulder DATE:  February 1,1996
Dennis DeWitt
FROM:  Jeff Spoon, VP-Development DIV:  Business Development

SUBJECT: WCC Responses To Organized Labor Testimonies During 1-31-96 HB-428
Teleconference

Thankyou for the opportunity to lake a brief statement during your recent Teleconference.
Regrettably, being first, and intentionally taking the “High Road,” allowed the various organized
labor representatives to record numerous inaccuracies and falsehoods. To not confuse the
sponsorship of your Bill with additional controversial testimony, but to offer some information
that may assist In its future defense, I am forwarding the following for your review.

1. Nationally, privately managed correctional facilities have significantly lower incidents of
escapes and assauits than do their host agencies.

2. There are no privately managed correctional facilities under court supervision while most
states, and large local jurisdictions, have serious consent decrees AND ongoing court

monitoring.

3. There is a significantly higher percentage of privately managed correctional facilities that
have been ACA and NCCHC accredited than in the public sector. Our insurance rates and legal
fees reflect this perception ofreduced exposure.

4. Numerous states have legislated and recorded 10-20% savings in annual operating costs when
comf)armg privately managed to publicly operated similar facilities in each system. These
results are documented in Texas, Louisiana, Florida and California



5. If higher pay and more expensive benefit packages guaranteed better performance and more
efficient operations then:

a. All Alaska Legislators would be competitively compensated with NFL Super Stars.
or
b. The Alaska Legislature would be under court supervision due to gross incompetence.

The ridiculousness of the forgoing supposition is that in order to win a contract, and earn a profit,
the #)rivate vendor must offer a competitive wage and benefits packa?e that guarantees a stable
professional work force. The economic employment marketplace will tell us what that formula
will be; not a labor contract that dictates post assignments and lifetime employment.

6. Public sector correctional staff vacancies typically are not the result of low pay, dangerous
working environments and/or budgetary personnel shortfalls. Those vacancies are a result of
civil service systems that reward longevity ralhcr than performance, have bureaucratic
recruitment and training divisions that are not responsive to the needs of the agency they are
supposed to serve, have screening criteria and selection juggernauts that alienate and frustrate
otherwise qualified and competent job applicants and that make job assignments and vacancy
savings a budgetary issue rather than a professional needs assessment Sixty percent of a public
corrections facility’s annual budget (Personnel) receives only ten percent of the staffs attention.

7. No private corrections company can afford to “fly employees from out-of-state” to work in
Alaska. This labor testimonial does suggest reco%ition of the possibility that a for-profit
company would find LARGE financi? savings, and ILLING{'ob applicants, if it went outside
the existing correctional joh market and its established wage scale. An interesting admission, but
an implausible business strategy.

8. Wackenhut a' ways receives 4 times, or more, the number of applicants than available jobs
when opening new contract sites. Our wage and benefits packages have never prevented us from
recruiting, training, fielding, retaining and promoting a professional work force. Our current
operations are our best marketing tools. If we bad high staff turnover or less-than-capable
employees we would not be able to stay in business nor would we receive high recommendations
from our clients or ACA/NCCHC accreditations.

9. If private enterprise somehow placed public safety in jeopardy then Wackenhut’s contracts to
provide security of the Alaskan Pipeline, Strategic Petroleum Reserves, Foreign US Embassies,
Nuclear Power Plants, US Army Munitions Manufacturing and Storage Plants, numerous major
US Airports and Mass Transit Systems would place millions of citizens in daily peril.
Wackenhut is the largest provider of contract security to the US Government!

10. If Wackenhut’s past contract performance was as poor as the labor spokesperson falsely
reported then our corporate revenues, contracts retention and new contract signings would not be
at the record pace reported quarterly to our stockholders and the SEC. Our business is one of the
few things that is growing faster than the US’s incarcerated population.
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11. Contrary to the uninformed testimony of the ADOC’s Sergeant, Wackenhut would be
pleased to manage an intake (booking) facility, pre-trial detainees, maximum security inmates,
female prisoners, youthful offenders, special needs populations, perform interstate and intrastate
transportation, provide comprehensive medical care AND design, finance, construct and manage
those facilities and inmate populations for significantly less than the State’s average cost of $105
per day. A quick review of our current corrections contracts will reveal that those services, the
Sergeant stated we would be unwilling to perform, are exactly what we do provide elsewhere.
What we refuse to provide are overcrowded, poorly managed, prisoner warehouses. We will not
accept contractual terms that will predictably put us under court supervision or generate

legitimate prisoner Civil Rights litigation.

12. Wackenhut, nor any of its reputable competitors, are self-insured nor is our insurance rplaced
‘with small unknown camera. Our property and liability insurance is through AIG (the largest
and one of the oldest in the world). Most contracts require us to maintain between $10 and $20
million liability policies in effect for each contract site. Nevadajust issued an RFP that requires
$50 million liability insurance for a 400-bed adult female maximum security facility to be
located in Las Vegas. None of these contracts allow self-insurance nor less than A-rated

Insurers.

13. Labor consistently testified that Profit contradicts Quality of Service. Wackenhut finds that
supposition incredibly ignorant of our nation’s economic foundation. Our government clients,
® insurers, stockholders, corporate executives, contract monitors, employees and inmates believe
that profitability (economic success) is directly proportional to quality of service. Our 40+ year
corporate history, economic fortunes and reputation for quality security services have yielded a
corporate motto “Professionalism with Integrity.” Our ability to provide better public services to
our government clients, for less cost than they have become accustomed, and realize corporate
profits as a result of our performance, cannot possibly be viewed as a taxpayer disadvantage or

unfair corporate advantage.

14. Every example of contractual malfeasance by private corrections companies that was offered
by labor representatives during their testimonies grossly misrepresented the case-by-case facts
and inaccurately reported existing data. Wackenhut has letters of recommendation and support
from each of our past and present clients. We ccitainly have suffered our employee errors and
embarrassing incidents. None of those have resulted in contractual sanctions, penalties or

cancellations.

15. In every jurisdiction, where our services have been engaged, the public sector’s performance
has improved, as a natural result of friendly professional competition. We have typically become
a braining component for government client personnel who are unfamiliar with modem program
provision. We take on the challenge of special needs inmate populations who have historically
been under served due to limited public sector resources. Our clients’ Contract Monitors become
our greatest advocates because they observe daily the advantage we offer in the resolution of
correctional challenges, operational difficulties and fiscal responsibility.
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P. O. Box 915
Eden, Texas 76837

U4 & ' Sedmimn December 27, 1995

Mr. Denny DeWitt

Alaska State Legislature ~* "
House of Representatives .
I Jaska State Capitol

Juneau, AK. 99801-1182

Dear Mr. DeWitt;

The City of Eden contracted with the Federal Bureau of Prisons (BOP) to house federal
inmates in October, 1985, when privatization was in its infancy. We contracted with the
Eden Detention Center, Inc. (Roy Bumes) to provide the facilities and managemmt
Services.

Our Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) with the BOP is a life-saver for our community
and region. | was mayor at the time we negotialsd*Mtf-spMaents and have served two
terms In the interim. Currently, | serve as City Correctional Contracts Administrator,
assigned all responsibility with BOP contracts and management service contracts.

As privatization matured and we added to our inmate population it became apparent that

Eden Detention Center, Inc., d'd not have the resources to keep up with the demands of

the industry. Mr. Bumesmade the decision to sedr On behalf of the City it was my..........

responsibility to research and make recommendations to the council fora

management conipanyr iu addition,” hadto ctk”dlttttrwfth Mr. Bttfnea m had5qr*_buygi_ "TIT"

A, f\ IL.XUU/ JAWms™*. Ki | W T f A

Ofthe top three private prison companies, Corrections Corporation o fAmerica was
clearly my choice for the City of Eden. | researched all three management companies in
depth before making a recommendation to the City or Mr. Bumes. In my opinion,
Corrections Corporation of America experience, professionalism, resources, and
community awareness are unmatched in the industry. CCA became our new management
services provider on September 28, 1995. Since that time they have proven to be

Phone (915)869-8411 ot wam Fax (913)869-9610



Mr. Dewitt
December 27, 19%
FAge2

community and people-oriented, and it shows in community projects, employee
enthusiasm and inmate morale.

| highly recommend Corrections Corporation ofAmerica for prison management
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Construction And Management Of Correction Facilities
For
The State Of Alaska.

HB 428/HB 429
Anchorage AK, January 31,1996

My name is John Christensen and | am Chairman of Chugbach Alaska Corporation, one of the
thirteen Alaska Native Regional Corporations. At the table with me today is Roger Endell, a
ast Commissioner of Corrections for the State and now Education Services Manager at the
almer Job Corps Center, which is managed by Chugach Development Corporation (CDC),

Chugach Alaska’s main operating subsidiary.

We are here today to speak in support of HB428 and HB429.

The Federal Government made the determination some years ago that in many areas, the private
sector could provide the same quality of service as government a?enmes_, but at lower cost.  For
example, Chugach has been awarded a numper federal contracts to provide Base Operations
Support services at military establishments including King Salmon AJFB, Adak NAS, and Wake
Island Army Base. Recently we have been awarded the contract to provide Base Operations
Support services at one of thé Navy’s largest facilities on the West Coast, Whidbey Island NAS.

It is not just the military who look to the Frlvate sector for this t ﬁe of service. Wc have
contracts with the Department of Labor (for the management of'the Alaska Job Corps Center),
the Patent Office, the Department of Energy, and the Department of Transportation. The
concept of movm% from government operated services to private sector operations is accepted
and proven. In the field of corrections, it has been reported that the five new prisons being built
by the Federal Bureau of Prison will be managed by the private companies.

Chu?(ach Alaska sees HB428 and HB429 as the first of many steps co be taken by the State of
Alaska as we follow the lead of the Federal Government in reducing the cost of Government.
During a time when the Administration is considering imposing new taxes on the people of
Alaska, it is important that the State be seen to be explorlng all'possible ways of reducing cost.
It is not just a new corrections faC|I|tY that should be considered for privatization. The
Administration and Le?lslature should examine the entire bureaucracy, to find areas or even
whole departments that could be operated more efficiently by the pnvate sector.

The only question that has to be asked is “Can the Frivate sector provide the required standard of
service at a lower cost?" To make this determination, all costs have to be considered, including
capital and other costs that are often hidden.  When all the information is available, we believe
the citizens of Alaska will see, that in many cases, the private sector can provide equal or better
services at lower cost.

As you arc well aware, it is not only cost that is important, but skills and dedication.  Chugach
recognized this, and has been working very closely with Correction Corporation of America
$CC__ ) to develop a fust class team to design, finance, construct and operate new corrections
acilities.  The two companies make a very strong team.  CCA has extensive experience and
skills in the corrections industry, while Chigach has considerable experience in managing
complex facilities and providing education Services.

Chugach Alaska Corporation

16:29 January 30,1996
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It is obvious that some State employees are not too happy with the concept of the private sector
encroaching on their turf. | have read statements from State emi)loyees accusing the private
sector of beln(T; anti-union, of sendin RrOfItS out of state, of employing people who arc unskilled
and who lack the devotion to duty of'the state employee.

It is necessary for me to set the record straight as far as Chugach is concerned, and to correct
these deliberate misstatements.

First of all 1'would point out that Chugach is definitely not anti-union.  Chugach has an
excellent working relatlonshlﬁ with the Laborers Union, with the Teamsters and with the
Operating Engineers. .Ml three unions have members working for Chugach subsidiaries, and
they recognize, as do we, that to survive in this world, we all have to be Competitive.

Secondly, it has been claimed that a private prison operator will take A’a’ <a's money Outside.
All profits earned by Chugach go to a Corporation wholly owned by Alaskan Natives. . Man
Chugach em?loyees are ugach shareholders.  Others have sperit their whole lives in Alaska.
The award of a contract to Chugach will result in more Alaskans being employed.

As for dedication of service, it is hypocritical to suggest that people in the private sector do not
have the same dedication as those in government service.  Thc performance of Chugach
employees working on federal contracts demonstrates the inaccuracies of those statements.

The final charge levied against thc private sector by some state em Io¥ees Is that pnvate
companies do not have the necessary skills. 1 challenge them to fault the qualifications of the
Chugach/CCA team.

As Roger Endell can tell Wu, the Job Corps Center in Palmer, was rated in the top five out of
111 Centers in the US.  We are specialists in providing basic education and teaching work
skills.  We provide drug and substance abuse counseling, and we teach social and lite skills to
those who missed out ol the normal educational opportunities. Wc also operate the medical
and dental facilities at thc center.

Chugach has received commendations from thc Navy and the Air Force for the quality of its
work at hases around the world.  This work consists of maintaining isolated bases in

inhospitable environments.  We will operate and maintain correction facilities in a similar
professional manner.

| will let our partners from CCA speak for themselves.  However | do know that many CCA
employees came into the private corrections industry after long careers in the public corrections

industry.

In conclusion we believe all Alaskans will benefit if private companies are allowed to compete
against State Agencies. _The competitive market process will determine whether the private or
public sector is best qualified to design build and operate a new correction facility for Alaska.

| urge you to support these hills.

Thank you.

Chugach Alaska Corporation

Page 2 16:29 January 30,1996
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ALASKA JOB CORPS CENTER

MEMORANDUM

DATE: February 1, 1996

TO: Mik« Williams _
Rntii ugach Alaska Corporation

FROM: RogerSyWell, Manager, Educational Services
Alaska Job Corps Center, Phone: 746-8881

SUBJECT:  Legislative Hearings, CS for HB 428 and 429

1 OnJanuary 31, several individuala testified during Judiciary Committee hearings on the
above hill, that they believed it would be wise to expand existing state correctional
centers rather than build a major new facility. Unfortunately perhaps, thc expansion of
existing state correctional centers would be a very expensive proposition. In fact, most of
the infrastructures of rousting facilities will not support expansion.

Sir_nﬁly adding on to existing correctional centers by adding a wing here or there is
neither wise from a correctional management perspective, nor from an infrastructural
perspective. Sewer, heating, ventilation, food service, library, classroom, (hop and all
other spaces have to be sized to handle expansion For example, the sewer treatment
plant at the Hiland Mountain/Meadow Creek complex, near Eagle River is at maximum
capacity; the Juneau, Cook Inlet Pretrial ((jAnchorage),_ Hiland Mountain. Palmer and
Fairbanks correctional centers have already been previously expanded, Juneau and
Fairbanks a couple differed times. Further expansion* at these sites will likriy require
totally new "stand alone” facilities in order to function safely.

Only the Sﬁ:)ring Creek facility at Seward and the Palmer Pre-trial facility were designed
for relatively easy expansion with utilities and layouts anticipating the doubling of
population space.

2. Secondly, several individuals testified that they had strong doubts or concerns about

whether the state correctional system should contract with the private sector for the
provinon of space and supervision for Alaska's criminal offender population. In fact, the
state has a long history of such contracts.

The Alaska Department of Correction* currently has 4SS prisoners held in-state under
private sector contract* and 205 held out-of-state under private management services
contracts.
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The total of 660 Alaska ﬁrisoners now in privately operated space is not a new concept in
Alaska, or elsewhere. The proposed legislation merely clarifies that larger facilities can

also be utilized under contracts with private sector service providers.

3. /A third and final point should be addressed. The largest single category of prisoners that
J continue to dog the Alaaka correctional systems' chain of small local and regional jails is
] the male sentenced felony population. This is thc group which must be targeted in order

] to unclog the entire system.

There are currently 1.501 sentenced male felons held in-state and 247 out-of-state for a
total of 1,748 sentenced male felons. Ifeven half of these prisoners were removed from

] the existing facilities where they now reside, the rtale correctional system would be
uncrowdcd overnight! The local and regilonal jail facilities would then be able to manage
unsentenced local misdemeanants and felons awaiting trial and local sentenced
misdemeanants serving short sentences. Until the long-term sentenced mala felon
population is properly housed, there cannot be any viable solution to uncrowding the
states' correctional system. The C.S. for HB 148 and 149 could provide a substantial step

toward the correct solution. yj*



ALASKA STATE AFL-CIO

2501 Commercial Drive « Anchorage, Alaska 99501 « 907-258-6284  Fax 2ZKE0570

MANO FREY BRUCE LUDWrC
BextneRescht Soetay / Tressuar

February 14, 1996

Representative Eldon Mulder
State of Alaska

P. 0. Box V

Juneau, AK. 99811

Dear Representative Mulder:

Enclosed are copies of letters expressing opposition to CS for HB 428. The
Central Labor Councils’ represent all of the AFL-CIO affiliated unions in the largest
communities in the state. The Western Alaska Building and Construction Trades
represents the construction unions in the Anchorage area. | believe it is extremely
significant that the Building Trades Unions, who would benefit from a Project Labor
Agreement, would rise up in opposition to this Legislation. We hope that you will agree
with us - the negative economic impact of privatizing this prison would create financial
chaos for the Anchorage Area. The managers of this facility would certainly make a profit
off the backs of the workers. | also cannot envision the counseling, cultural, or physical
needs of the prisoners being adequately met by a corporation trying to maximize profits.

Eldon, the unions of this State, representing both private sector and public sector
employees, are proud of the contributions that our members have made to help Alaska
grow. We are not ashamed that our Collective Bargaining Agreements provide for fair
wages, that they also include a benefits package that allows people to retire with dignity
and not suffer financial hardship due to costly medical expenses. Unfortunately, you are
willing to forsake the positive benefits of everything that our members have accomplished,
for a short-term financial gain that will grow like a cancer and ruin not just the Anchorage
economy, but that of the whole state. There are always unscrupulous employers willing
to pay their employees less just so they can make a profit. We DO NOT NEED this
attitude to be promulgated by the legislature. We hope that you see the wisdom of
amending this legislation to utilize the pubiic sector employees for the operation of the
piison when it is built under the terms of a Project Labor Agreement.

Sincerely,

Mano Frey /
Executive President
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WESTERN ALASKA BUILDING
& CONSTRUCTION TRADES COUNCIL
AFL-CI1O

Soullt ol the GDid Pniiillul

February 13, 1996

Representative Eldon Mulder
716 W. 4th Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99501

RE: Prison Project

Dear Representative Mulder,

| am writing on behalf of the affiliates of the Western Alaska Building and Construction Trades *
Council of Anchorage, Alaska.

During our February 6,1996 meeting, the following motion was unanimously accepted.

The Western Alaska Building and Construction Trades Council thanks Representative Mulder for
inclusion of a Project Labor Agreement to build the proposed new prison. However, we o?pose'
CS for HB 428 because of the plan to privatize the operations of the prison when constructed. If k
makes good business sense for the Construction Unions to build the prison, italso makes good
business sense for the state employee's unions to represent the workers once the prison is

operational.

Please be advised that CS for HB 428(JUD) cannot be supported by the Western Alaska Building
and Construction Trades Council. Any Project Labor Agreement miust contain a 100% Union

Project and encompass all Unions, inCluding Public Employees Union.

We appreciate your efforts inthis area. Ifyou have any questions regarding this issue, please do
not hesitate to call on us.

Thanking you in advance for your attention to this matter, I remain

Respectfully,

4hd Smith

President : :
Western AK Building &Construction Trades Council

cc.  Larry Gallagher
Local #71
Charles O'Connell
ASEA #52



Juneau Central Labor Council

AFL-CIO
124 Front Street, Juneau, Alaska 99801

Bob Provost, President Dale Reid, Vice President Katherine Brown, SecjtaryfTreasurer
Inlanchoa.tmen’s Uhion of the Pacific. IUOperaImg Engineers Local 302 AS6A Local 52

February 8, 1996

Honorable Mark Hanley

Honorable Richard Foster

Co-Chairs House Finance Committee
Alaska State Legislature

Dear Representatives Hanley and Foster:

The Juneau Central Labor Council represents most local unions based in the Juneau
area. These unions represent construction trades, service unions and state and

municipal public service employees.

As President of the Juneau Central Labor Council, it is my responsibility to inform you
that the Council, by majority vote at its last monthly meeting, opposes House Bill 428
relating to the construction and operations of a correctional facility by a private agency,
or any other legislation that would promote privatization of prisons in Alaska. It is the
opinion of the Council that this bill is an ANTI-LABOR bill and cannot be supported in

any form.

The short term gain for the construction trades, if there were to be a Project Labor
Agreement, is greatly overshadowed by the loss of employment opportunities of the
men and women who presently operate the State’s penal system.

It is very disheartening that those elected to represent the citizens and voters of Alaska
are willing to sacrifice those citizens and voters jobs by fostering a partnership by and
between outside private prison management firms and the State of Alaska.

Most of the prisons in the State of Alaska were built with the intent to expand. Those
expansions can meot the need for additional beds well under the $100 million
proposed by the outside management firms. Expansion of existing facilities will lend
employment opportunities to a greater number of Alaskans in more communities than
a single monument built to foster wealth for a few.



AMAMBA'NSS A ENTRAL Labor Council

January 29, 1996

Representative Eldon Mulder
State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Representative Mulaer:

A resolution opposing HB 428 and HB 429 was passed at the January 22nd
Fairbanks Central Labor Council meeting. While HB 428 represents the most
economically responsible way to build in Alaska the long-term economic impact
of HB 429 prohibits support for these companion bills.

Once again we see legislation that will fake jobs from Alaskans. Alaskans who
buy homes, cars and groceries in Alaska. Once again we see legislation that
will send corporate profits out of Alaska and bring out of state under qualified

workers to Alaska.

The Fairbanks Central Labor council refuses to bite at the shcrt-term carrot of
short-term construction jobs at the long-term expense of lost jobs for long-term

Alaskans.

Since

John
Field Representative

JSB:jah

TGThL P.02



Anchorage Central Labor Council

P.O. Bx 91136 » Anchorage, Alaska 99509-1136 %L%ﬂ B
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January 24, 1996

Representative Eldon Mulder
State of Alaska

P. 0. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Representative Mulder:

The Anchorage Central Labor Council is that single entity that represents most local
unions hased within the Anchorage Bowl Area, which includes a strong representation of
construction trades, service unions, municipal, state and federal public service unions,
school district and university employee unions.

It is my duty and responsibility as President of the Anchorage Central Labor Council to
inform™ you, by UNANIMOUS VOTE of council delegates in attendance at the monthly
meeting; January 18, 1996. that the Council opposes BOTH HOUSE BILLS 428 and 429 or

any other legislation that would promote privatizing of prisons in Alaska.

The opposition of both "bills" are due to the fact, they are "companion bills" and the
interdependency allows an interpretation to be construed as ANTI-LABOR hills.

A PROJECT LABOR AGREEMENT bill on a lease/purchase construction contract would be
greatly applauded by organized labor were it not for the private third party “operation of

a correctional facility".

HB '29 as a companion bill or even as a "stand aiong" uill is in it's entirety a "privatizin
bill' and in definition an anti-union bill. This bill is art insult to the” fine men an

women that dutifully operate our present penal systems.

It is very disappointing that those elected to represent the citizens/voters of Alaska are
willing fo sacrifice those citizens'/voters' jobs by fostering a partnership by and between
outside private prison management firms and the State of Alaska.

Let it be known, most of the prisons in the State of Alaska svere built with the intent to
expand. Those expansions can meet the desired beds and well under the S100 million
proposed by the outside management firms. Expansion of existing facilities will lend
em_Fonment opporiu lities to a greater number of Alaskans than a single monument
built to foster wealth for a few.

The socio-economic impact and adverse effect of priv_at_izin? needs to be fully explored.
As well as the socio-economic impact of expanding existing facilities.



Representative Eldon Mulder
January 24, 1996
Page 2

Remember, government employment has and will always be that one avenue that
welcomed those of diversity and the less fortunate to job opportunities that did not have
artificial barriers that are exclusionary. Privatizing would close this door of opportunity

forever.

Privatizing would, more likely, bring those qualified firms from the lower 48 (those with
Fenal experience). And, we know to well, the results of employment opportunities under
these conditions for Alaskans. If there are any opportunities for Alaskan employment -
it will be at the lower end - no doubt. Privatizing, though a catchy term, is not the answer
nor should privatizing be given any consideration without exploring ALL OPTIONS.

Sincerely,

Thomas G. Evans
President _
Anchorage Central Labor Council

cc.  Governor Knowles
Commissioner Pugh
House of Representatives
State Senate
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November 1 1995

The Honorable Eldon Mulder
Alaska State Legislature
House of Representatives
Alaska State Capitol

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Representative Mulder:

Once again, thank you for inviting me to testify last week before the Alaska's
House Finance Subcommittee on Corrections. It was an honor and privilege to
speak to committee members about privatization and Corrections Corporation
of America. | hope that | was able to inform and further educate you and your
legislative colleagues about private sector corrections.

As you know, there were some viewpoints expressed at the hearing that were
opposed to privatization. Those opinions were submitted by Don Valesko,
business manager for Public Employees Local 71. For the purposes of

acci ricy and the leg' lative record, | wanted to take this opportunity to
address the issues that Mr. Valesko mentioned in his written material.

Since its founding in 1983, CCA has experienced its share of criticism and
scrutiny. Special political interest groups, labor unions, lobbyists and long-
time bureaucratic thinkers are among our most staunch critics. The fact is that
the corrections industry itself has and always will be a controversial and highly

requlated one.

Whenever | hear opposing or critical statements made about CCA, the first
question | ask the individual is "have you ever visited a CCA facility?" Not
surprisingly, the answer typically is "no." So for the record, | extend an
invitation to Mr. Valesko or any other members of Public Employees Local 71
to visit a CCA facility, talk to our staff speak with the inmates, and look at our
programs and services at Florence, AZ, and at other facilities across the
country. Opinions usually can be better formed based on the first-hand
knowledge and observation that are gained during such a visit.



It is also CCA's experience that private sector companies often are held to
higher standards than public sector operators. We have found that the general
public and lawmakers are most concerned with efficient use of tax dollars by
government. CCA has repeatedly been able to provide cost savings to
government, which has resulted in those dollars being used for other public
services, such as roads, schools, etc. In fact, many of our contracts require that
certain cost criterion be met, such as operating a facility for a specified
percentage (from 7 to 10%) less than it has been or would be if operated by the
public sector. We consistently have been able to meet that requirement.

For each facility we operate, CCA has a detailed contract with the contracting
government agency. Contractual examples include the ratio of staffto inmates,
square footage per inmate, number and type of educational/vocational programs
and emergency plans. The contract, which is renegotiated and renewed based
on terms and provision of quality of service, also documents the per diem cost
to be paid to CCA by the government agency. Each per diem varies, depending
upon whether or not financing or construction was involved, classification and
size of facility, type of inmates, programs and services, etc.

To ensure that we adhere to the contract, the government agency appoints a
Contract Monitor. That person is responsible for making sure that we are
complying with the contract. The purpose of this monitoring system is to
provide greater accountability on our part to make sure that government dollars
are used effectively and efficiently. We welcome that accountability.

Accountability also can be measured by independent sources. CCA takes pride
inits American Correctional Association (ACA) accreditation achievements.
To become ACA accredited, a facility and its management must pass a
comprehensive and intensive audit that includes nearly 500 mandatory and non-
mandatory standards. These standards deal with management and personnel
procedures, physical layout, training programs and delivery of services. The
facility must make a perfect score (100%) on the mandatory portion ofthe
inspection and a high score on the non-mandatory part to receive accreditation.
All of CCA's facilities operate according to ACA standards and those facilities
that are eligible are ACA accredited. This accreditation status, in many cases, is
deemed more critical to privately run institutions than others.

As | stated in my testimony, we invest in our employees, especially in training
them and training them well. We follow and often exceed the training
requirements of the jurisdiction in which we are doing business. In our staff
orientation and training, we emphasize interpersonal communication skills,
problem solving, risk management and defense tactics. All ofthis training is
designed to promote communication, to address inmate questions and problems



when they are small issues and to prevent incidents. We are keenly aware of
the responsibilities of on-line staff and we invest in them as people, realizing
that they are the most important resource we have. It would be irresponsible of
us, as the industry leader, not to invest in initial and ongoing stafftraining.

In regard to pay and benefits of CCA employees, our compensation package is
very competitive with public sector employment and the market place. Ifit
wasn't, we would not be able to effectively retain qualified staff

There are additional reasons that make CCA employment attractive to people
interested in the corrections profession. For the purpose of retirement savings,
CCA has an Employee Stock Ownership Plan (ESOP), which means that
employees literally have ownership in the company. They have a vested interest
in doing a quality job. Also, CCA believes in employee recognition and
promotion. Entry-level corrections professionals can and do advance.
Employees also can transfer to other CCA facilities to pursue career
advancement. We strongly advocate promoting from within the company.

In regard to the analysis done by the state of Tennessee comparing the
operations and costs of three identical state institutions, one ofwhich is
managed by CCA, the concluding point is clear. It is correct to say that the
report showed that all three facilities were similar in daily operational costs.
However, keep in mind that all three institutions were operating at around
$20.00 less per day than comparable state-run facilities, whose is around
$55.00. By including the private sector into the equation for the study, all three
facilities dramatically reduced their daily operational costs, saving taxpayers
hundreds of thousands of dollars. That is the conclusion and true outcome of
the study. In addition, the state of Tennessee r-cently renewed its contract with
CCA for the operation of South Central Correctional Center.

As | stated earlier, CCA emphasizes training that is designed to promote
communication and to prevent incidents. Unfortunately, all the communication
and preventive tactics in the world sometimes cannot stop determined inmates
who don't want to be incarcerated for their crimes. As such, escapes and
attempted escapes are a fart ofthe corrections field. CCA's security record is a
good one. In its 13-year history, the company has the equivalent of more than
15 million days of housing prisoners and inmates, yet lias experienced only a
handful of escapes.

Specifically inregard to South Central, it is an accurate statement to say that
we experienced some challenges when the facility opened in March, 1992.
Some inmates who were sent to the facility, based upon their offense(s) and
classification, should have been housed in higher level security prisons, but were



assigned (by the state) to South Central to be housed in lower level security
areas. Following several inmate incidents, CCA immediately submitted and
implemented an enhanced management and security plan in October, 1992.
Since that time, there have been no escapes from inside the secure perimeter.
The facility was accredited by ACA in January, 1994, and again, the state
renewed its contract with CCA earlier this year for the operation of South

Central.

At the multi-security level Hernando County Jail in Florida and the Silverdale
Facilities in Tennessee, we also experienced some challenges. Those challenges
were directly related to the design and construction of the facility, for which we
were not responsible. Escapes did occur during the initial management
assumption; however, corrective action immediately was taken. That action
included CCA's investment in redesigning and building certain areas ofthe
institutions. Hernando County Jail was accredited by the ACA in January 1992.

At Silverdale, CCA is not nor ever has been responsible for the management of
road crews. Silverdale inmates are supplied to the Hamilton County Highway
Department for its oversight and management of those inmates. At both
Hernando County and Silverdale, CCA's contracts with both government
entities have continually been renewed. We also are in the process of
negotiating with Hamilton County to expand the Silverdale Facilities to
accommodate the need for more county beds.

In response to Mr. Valesko's reference to privately operated facilities in Texas,
there were initial differences of opinion between the private sector providers
(CCA and Wackenhut) and the state regarding educational and vocational
services. CCA and the Texas Department of Criminal Justice discussed action
steps and plans to address those differences. There were three results to be
observed. First, by July 1990, two months after the private companies were
purported to be in such bad shape, the board publicly declared them to be
satisfactory. Subsequently, the Office of Texas Comptroller John Sharp issued
a report declaring that the state's own prison education system that was held out
as exemplary, needs "swift and fundamental restructuring.” Test results in 1992
reveal a 78% passing rate in academic classes and a 76% passing rate in
vocational training in the Texas prisons. In addition, Comptroller Sharp stated,
"Private prisons are cost effective, saving governmental entities from five to 15
percent based on cited studies...A mix of public and private prisons is healthy
for competition and experimentation of new programs.” Both CCA pre-release
centers in Texas are accredited by the ACA. The contracts between CCA and
the TDCJ for our operations have continually been renewed. In fact, to meet
Texas' need for more pre-release beds, CCA expanded last year the Venus
facility from 520 to 1040 beds.



Finally, regarding our Santa Fe operations, the state of Oregon in 1990 had an
immediate need for bed space. Corrections officials asked us to house on a
short-term basis inmates at our Santa Fe Detention Center. With the permission
of the Santa Fe county government, an agreement was reached to house
Oregon inmates of appropriate classification (nonviolent) in thejaiL Upon
inmate arrival, it was quickly discovered through CCA's reclassification system
that some of the inmates did not meet the agreed upon criteria. CCA's
allegiance was first to Santa Fe County. Therefore, the process to immediately
return the inmates to Oregon was initiated. Through this entire process, Santa
Fe county officials were kept abreast of all transactions.

| hope this information is helpful. As I said, | wanted to state it for the record.
Please understand that responding to historical allegations and incomplete
information puts CCA in a defensive position. It is not my intent to be
perceived that way. However, it is my intent to provide clarification of our
business approach, as well as address specific incidents cited by Mr. Valesko.

We, at CCA, are very proud of our accomplishments, including our operations,
security record and employees. As anyone in the corrections field knows and
understands, this business is not an easy one. However, we have been
successful and effective in working with numerous government entities at all
levels to do what we do best —provide quality corrections services, in
partnership with government, at less cost to the taxpayer.

Thank you for your interest. Please contact me if you have further questions.



Mr. Chairman, members of the Judiciary Committee. My name is Russell
Clemens. | am a Labor Economist for the American Federation of State, County, and
Municipal Employees (AFSCME) in Washington, D.C, Our union, which numbers 13
million members, includes over 75,000 correctional officers who work in some of the
largest and most volatile state correctional systems in the United States. | appreciate your
giving us the opportunity to be here today.

The issue of prison privatization is one that concerns us because of its implication
for public policy. The appeal of prison privatization is an alluring, yet beguiling one. In
theory, it is a relatively simple proposition—ill cells, cut costs, and pass the savings on to
government. The reality, however, belies the simplicity of the theory. The twin
imperatives of cutting costs and filling cells translates into cutting comers in the operation
of prisons hoth of which have severe consequences that have manifested themselves in
several ways that should be of concern to you as a legislature.

Problems with security and escapes have plagued privately-operated prisons from
the beginning. AFSCME has not been the only one questioning the consequences for
prison security of introducing the profit motive into the management and operation of
prisons. After five men, including one charged with stabbing a woman to death, escaped
from the privately-operated Bay County, Florida Jail, the editors of the St. Petersburg
Times raises these questions about privately-operated prisons: "Will a private company
supply adequate staff to maintain institutional security? Will it have enough manpower to
prevent escapes?

Others have expressed concern about the wisdom of privately-operated prisons,
especially when it comes to security. In fact, a much awaited audit of the privately-
operated South Central Tennessee Correctional Center (SCCC) comparing it with two
state-operated prisons found that 214 incidents of injuries occurred at SCCC during a 15
month period whereas 72 such incidents occurred at the two state operated facilities
combined. Actually, security problems characterized SCCC from its opening. Between



March, 1992 and April, 1992 eight escapes occurred at the prison, which also had other
security problems ranging from finding an inmate with a handgun during a routine search
to inmates being inebriated in their cells. These experiences prompted the Memphis
Commercial Appeal to comment as follows: "Tennessee's experiment with a privately
operated medium security prison looked lean and clean when reporters and officials toured
the new South Central Corrections Center. ... The problems arrived with the prisoners."

In view of thc imperatives driving prison privatization, these problems ought to
come as no surprise since among the costs that private corporations seek to cut are
staffing, which accounts for approximately 60% of the operating costs of operating a
prison. The Corrections Corporation of America slashed staffing by 17% at the Hernando
County, Florida Jail when it assumed control of the facility. Inmate escapes in 1990
prompted the County Commission to request an inspection by the National Institute of
Corrections, an agency within the United States Department of Justice. The NIC
identified understaffing as a major problem at the jail and commended that additional
correctional officers be hiied. However, the comments of the company's jail
administrator, which is comparable to a warden or superintendent, offer a valuable insight
into a corporation's perspective regarding staffing a prison. "Thc county can agree with
(adding the guards) if they want to," the administrator asserted, "but that means the price
of poker goes up a far as you're concerned.”

Viewed from that perspective, it ought not to be surprising when one of the
players folds and walks away from the game. Shortly after Wackenhut Corrections
Corporation assumed control of the Monroe County, Florida jail in 1990, the county and a
state inspector informed the corporation that the state had previously ordered 11 security
posts staffed. Served with a deficiency notice, the company increased its manpower, but
to a level that remained below state requirements. The company then billed the county for
an extra $780,000 and demanded it to pay an additional $2.6 million over the four-year



term of its contract The county refused, insisting that the corporation should have known
about the state's staffing requirements. Wackenhut then terminated the contract.

Loss of control is a danger when any public service is privatized. With a function
as essential to public safety as the corrections system, the consequences are potentially
ominous. Yet the drive to fill cells, which is the other imperative by which private
corporations make money, can have such consequences. A few years after having been
awarded a contract to manage and operate the Hamilton County, Tennessee penal farm,
the Corrections Corporation of America notified county officials that, because of
overcrowding at the facility, it would no longer indemnify (or insure) the county against
lawsuits. “We must speculate,” the County Attorney responded, “that your action is a
ploy to coerce Hamilton County officials into constructing additional facilities for \he
housing of the overflowing state prison population so that CCA may continue to reap
monies for housing these prisoners. Ifthis position of the company is not reversed or
clarified without exception, we will have no recourse but to consider this an act of default
and consider remedies, including contract termination.”  Neither the Santa Fe County
Commission nor the County Sheriff were notified when the corporation operating the
county jail imported 54 inmates from the State of Oregon to fill cells at the facility. As
things turned out, their backgrounds were not what the community had been led to
believe. None of the inmates were supposed to have been convicted of a crime more
serious than armed robbery. In reality, the group irriuded 11 murderers, 17 rapists, and 2
kidnappers. County officials asked that the inmates be returned to Oregon, but only when
threatened with the loss of its contract did the company operating the prison agree do so.

| would be remiss in my responsibilities if 1 did not address the impact of prison
privatization upon employees. Available information indicates that corporations pay
wages that are 6%-19% lower and provide fewer benefit to correctional officers than
public jurisdictions? But isn’t this a good idea, since it means lower costs and thus savings
for taxpayers? Not necessarily, for at least a few reasons. John Donahue, who has been a



professor of public policy at Harvard University notes in Prisons for Profit: Public Justice,
Private Interests that low wages compromise the quality of the correctional officer labor
force: "Public (correctional officers) are more likely to be high school graduates, to work
full-time and year-round at their jobs, and to be of prime working age. Employers who
hire the private-guard labor pool pay less mostly because they get less; lower labor costs
mean a lower quality workforce." A study by the Urban Institute comparing a privately-
operated and publicly-operated prison in the State of Kentucky confirms that staff of the
state-directed instigation were significantly older, better educated, had worked at the
facility longer, and had wider correctional experience than the personnel at the privately-
managed prison. Staff qualifications, the report concluded, "... favor better performance
from the publicly managed facility." And perhaps you might wish to consider this. As
fashionable as it may be to bash public employees, we are also citizens and taxpayers. We
spend our eamings in the community where we work: wc purchase homes there; we bank
there providing a pool of money with which to lend to others; we buy our cars there; and
we support the numerous small businesses that constitute the fabric of community life
throughout Alaska. Put another way, our money stays in the community. It doesn't go
out of state to contribute toward the profits of others.

Secondly, after all is said and done, after comers have been cut, staff reduced,
accountability jeopordized, and paying lower wages and fewer benefits, has prison
privatization really saved money for public jurisdictions? After reviewing the literature on
the issue, the U.S. Government General Accounting Office (GAO, an independent agency
that analyzes federal programs for Congress, found that the evidence is inconciusive-
hardly a resounding endorsement. In fact, the 1995 Tennessee audit comparing the
privately-operated medium security prison with two of the state's publicly-operated
prisons found negligible savings. Impartial observers have begun to question whether
privately-operated prisons save money. “It's not easy to make a profit in that business, so

they've got to cut comers any way they can,” Dennis Palumbo, a criminal justice professor



at Arizona State University, has asserted. "Private prisons may well cost more in the long
run, not only in terms of taxpayer money, but also in the health and safety of prison staff
and other law enforcement officers."

At the very least, the serious doubts regarding the efficacy of privately-operated
prisons ought to be of sufficient concern to require a feasibility study pertaining to the
applicability of this idea to Alaska. Such a study, it seems, would be essential before a
policy decision is made to send over $100 million of the taxpayer's money out of state.
Yet, the proposed legislature contains no provision for such a study.

The failure to privatize does not preclude the state from addressing its problems
regarding overcrowding. The construction of @ mega-facility as proposed in the bill may
not necessarily meet the needs of the entire state in this regard. In view of a system that
has been developed around the idea of regionalization, it may make more sense to
consider the expansion of existing facilities, which may also prove less expensive.



Kenai N atives A ssociation, Inc.
21J Ficalgo St.. Suite 201 T*reeni Hoiloinit Keral, Alaska99611

January 24. 1996

Governor Tony Knowles
State of Alaska

P.0. Box 110001
Juneau. AK 99811-0001

Re: Privatization Concept for Corrections

Dear Governor Knowles. _

|1
This letter will advise of tho intention of the Kenai Natives Association, Inc. (KMOto explore the
possibility of constructingarid operating a private correctional fAjity.oii
em_stmgi Wildwood Correctional Center, and Ieasmq:__ A4 Mo
office, the Department of Corrections, and the Lc™iisfature s_uxI){,.and‘
inmate overcrowding that exists throughout the State’s correctional system. 'Klafurall# we'are very

concerned with Native issues that are involved.

KNA has a previous track record with the State of Alaska, having served as landlord to the'Stdta af
the Wildwood Correctional Center from 1983 until the State exercised its option to purchase the
facility in 1992. During that time we enjoyed an excellent rapport with the Department of
Corrections, and believe that relationship could continue in the best interests of ail concerned. We
have been a strong supporter of the correction's industry, and would hope that KNA would be given
serious consideration should the State determine to pursue any agreement with a third party private
entity to provide correctional services.

We are inthe early stages of fact gathering, and itis likely that feasibilmwdies will be necessary to
determine the exact nature of ©unanticipated involvement. However, wanted to let you know of
our interest and to request that we be kept advised of any significant event involving planning for the
Department of Corrections that woWd “mpactour potential involvement.

AIWAnN ...
Thank you for your continued support of Native involvement in the government, and for giving KNA

consideration and support as a participant in our effort to explore how we might be able to assist the
Department of Corrections with the inmate overcrowding and budget issues. Please advise if | can

be of further assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

KENAI NATIVES ASSOCIATION, INC.

Diana L. Zirul/
President

DLZ:pa
cc: Margaret Pugh, Commissioner, Dep’t. of Corrections

Brian Porter, Chairman, House Judiciary Committee
Mark Hanley, Co-Chairman, House Fianance Committee
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January 29, 1996

Rep. Eldon Mulder
House of Representatives
Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Rep. Mulder:

Please accept the following brief testimony from me on HB 428 and 429. Unfortunately, 1
will not be able to be present at your teleconference scheduled for Wednesday, January
3* | would appreciate it if you would enter the attached testimony in the record.

Please contact me if | can be of any further assistance to you. Your assistant Denny

DeWitt has been exceptionally helpful in keeping me informed of your efforts in the area
of prison privatization,

Sincerely,

MTNT, LIMITED

Carl A. Propes Jr., CEO
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TESTIMONY ON HB 428 AND 429
January 31,1996
Carl A Propes Jr.

My name is Carl Propes. | am the CEO of MTNT. Limited, a merged village corporation for the villages
of McGrath, Takotna, Nikolai and Telida. e arc located in McGrath, Alaska, and we are a member of
the Doyon Region and the Alaska Federation of Natives. Aside from management of our lands and
natural resources and our investment portfolio, MTNT’s principal activity is the operation of McGrath
Light and Power, a regulated utility in McGrath, Alaska.

| have personally been interested in and an advocate of private correctional facilities in Alaska for quite

some time now - perhaps for several years. Here iswhy.

First, crime is not go;ng to disappear anytime soon. Aswe all know, it is on the increase. Also, the
American public will demand more severe, punishment for offenders. This is true in Alaska as well as in

thc Lower 48 states.

Secondly, it is a travesty to send 206 inmates outsicle to be housed in a facility in Arizona. From the
standpoint of simple economics it is a travesty not to have thc benefit of that stale money circulating
within the Alaskan economy. Froma social standpoint it is a travesty for Alaskan offenders, a large
percentage of whom are Alaska Natives, to be transported far from their homes, their loved ones, and their

base of support, to be incarcerated in an unfamiliar area.

Thirdly, as the largest city and thc commercial hub of Alaska, it makes sense to build the new correctional
facilities that Alaska needs now and will need more of in the future in the greater Anchorage area. This

will also be the most cost-effective location in Alaska to house inmates. It is also the headquarters for our
transportation, medical and food service industries, all of which are an integral part of the prison business.
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Anchorage also has suitable sites for locating an institution such as a 1000-bed prison, away from most
residential neighborhoods and schools. The mayor of Anchorage has indicated his interest in and support
ofa new prison facility in this community.

Fourthly, one must accept the concept that competition, free enterprise and the marketplace are good
things. Many activities which were formerly thc sole domain of the government have been privatized,
most with encouraging results. Many more can be in the future as well, as we come to realize that
government cannot be all things toall peaple. Let industry in to compete to show us how something can
be done faster, better and cheaper. Inthe long run this will restore the public’s faith that they are getting
the best results for their tax dollars from their government.

In conclusion, ifa private company is willing to take the risk and invest in the construction and operation
of a multi-million dollar prison in southcentral Alaska, | say let them do it. Government’s proper role
should be to administer the contract with this company to make sure that they meet the necessary
standards, that their employees are properly trained and certified, and that their institution is accredited. 1
would like to have MTNT. my company, have the opportunity tojoint venture in the bidding on such an
enterprise, lust think ofall of the direct as well as indirect employment and services which would be
created asa result. If it works in about half thc other states, private corrections can work in Alaska as

well. At the very least, it should be given the opportunity to try.

1)3003



House Committee on the Judiciary
Hearing on HB 428 and HB 429
January 341, 1996

Statement of Lawrence J. Nelson.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to participate iIn
today®s hearing. I am the General Manager of Purcell Services, a
subsidiary of NANA Development Corporation. As you know, NANA is
the native corporation headquartered in Kotzebue whose shareholders
are the Inupaiq people of northwest Alaska.

Purcell Services supports the concepts embodied In HB 428 and
HB 429. The fact that approximately 200 Alaska prisoners are
currently incarcerated iIn Arizona clearly demonstrates the need for
additional correctional Tfacilities within Alaska. Housing our
prisoners outside Alaska imposes significant financial burdens upon
several agencies of State government, as well as creating obvious
hardship for prisoners, and more particularly, the families of
prisoners.

At the same time, testimony taken in the recent interim by the
House Finance Subcommittee on Corrections demonstrated that the
cost of housing Alaska prisoners at the privately operated facility
in Arizona is neurly 50% less per inmate per day than the cost of
custody in the 1iInstitutions operated by the Department of
Corrections here at home. it certainly appears that a new

institution, Hlocated in Southcentral Alaska, built and operated by



competent private entities, presents a real prospect for keeping
our prisoners iIn the State, and at less cost than we are now
incurring.

The construction and operation of additional correctional
facilities iIn Alaska would be beneficial to Alaska business and the
Alaska worker. NANA ha6 several operating business units that
could readily be integrated into the corrections fTield. Purcell
Services 16 a leading provider of security services to Alaska
business. Purcell 16 for example, the security contractor for both
ARCO and British Petroleum at Prudhoe Bay. Purceil ranks include
a large number of people who formerly held command and management
positions iIn Alaska law enforcement and corrections agencies. The
establishment of a top quality work force from 6uch a base of
knowledge and experience would be, In our view, a very manageable
task.

Another NANA entity that could provide services 1In a
corrections setting is NANA/Marriott, our 1#Hoint venture with the
Marriott Corporation. NANA/Marriott 1is a premier services
management contractor, with a diverse clientele that includes urban
and remote site service to the oil industry, the Alaska Railroad,
and many other facilities. NANA Marriott provides housekeeping,
maintenance and food services. We believe the purchasing power
that Marriott Corporation brings to the marketplace would
help contain costs of operation.

Whether or not NANA 1is involved in the private corrections

field, we believe this 1s a concept clearly worth exploring. I



should add that we well Know Alaska Natives are represented in
disproportionate numbers in the State"s inmate population. NANA
will support any legitimate effort to keep our prisoners not only
in Alaska, but as close to traditional home area6 as 1Is possible.
This might well necessitate the establishment of additional
innovative corrections programs in rural Alaska.

I thank the committee for this opportunity to voice support

for HB 428 and HB 429.



A laska State Legislature

H ouse of R epresentatives

R epresentative Eldon M ulder

" District 23 Muldoon-Ft. Richardson

“"MEMORANDUM

DATE:; November 2, 1995

TO: Representative Mulder Representative Brown
Representative G. Davis Representative Navarre
Reprerentative Rokeberg Senator Green

FROM: Denny DeWitt
Phone 465-2647

RE: Information on Tennessee Audit of CCA Facility

Mr. Don Valesko, Business Manager, Public Employees Local 71 provided
written testimony to the committee at the October 19 hearing. In it he offered
criticism of the safety record of facilities operated by Corrections Corporation
of America. He referred to a study released by the state of Tennessee. He
stated,
"However, the privately run CCA facility ranked lower on safety in the
Tennessee audit ..."

| enclosed the Executive Summary of the referenced report, dated February 1,
1995. Please note the bottom of page ix, where you will find the following
comment from the authors,
"We do not believe there was a significant security and safety
performance difference among the three facilities during the rated
evaluation period."

| will be happy to copy the entire report at your request.
cc.  Office of Management and Budget

Legislative Finance
Department of Corrections

Alasa State Caitol, JmeeU,AK 99801]_182 Phore (907) 465-2047 » Fax (907) 465-318
716 W 4th Averte; Anchorage. AK 995012133 + Prone (907) 2588198 « Feax (307) 2585511
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Testimony presented via
Legislative Teleconference
February 2, 1996

OFFICER DAMRON: My name 1s Gary Damron. I am
currently a Correctional Officer 11l at Hiland Mountain
Correctional Center. | am the shift supervisor there. | have ten

years with the Department of Corrections, and today 1 am here on
behalf of the 800 members of ASEA, and nearly 75,000 Correctional
Officers of AFSCME in AFSCME Corrections United.

IT you will indulge me for a few minutes, 1 would like to
give the Committee a brief history lesson on privatization in the
Corrections arena. It has a long history of failure. And as
someone spoke on Wednesday, we either have to remember history or
we are doomed to repeat it.

In 1780 the Walnut Street Jail in Philadelphia was opened
by the Church of Pennsylvania. Then about 1810 i1t had to be taken
over by the city because of abuses against prisoners.

Louisiana was the Tfirst state iIn the mid-1800s to
privatize a prison. It i1s now known as Angola and, as you know, it
iIs run by the State of Louisiana.

New York®"s most prominent prisons, both Auburn and Sing-
Sing were once private facilities run by companies. In the late
1880s private prisons were so popular, they were the norm, not the
exception. But around 1900, due to the abuse complaints from the
private sector, both business and labor, the states were forced to
accept responsibility from the private companies to manage and
operate these facilities. That"s our history lesson; we know that.
We also know that we"re thinking about doing It again.

Some of the things about privatization that 1 would like
to point out 1a (@) there iIs a very substantial conflict of
interest for a private company to run a public prison. The first

acimony o cary Damron
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is that the state 1is charged by the Alaska Constitution with the
reformation of the offender and deterrence. The private companies
want to keep the cells full, to keep profits up. What iIncentive is
there for them to run quality rehabilitation programs? well,
there®s not. Because, 1f you reform the offender, he or she
becomes a productive member of society and you lose your revenue.
The other thing is, rehabilitation programs are very expensive.
Another conflict of interest comes to disciplinary
problems inside of prisons. One of our best management tools that

we have today is the forfeiture of statutory good time. If I were
running a private prison and 1 thought 1 could take a few days or
a few months away from a prisoner and keep him in my jail, 1 would
jump on It In a heartbeat. It means more money,

I would like to talk to you a little bit, too, about the
two companies that seem to be at the forefront of Alaska®s
privatization efforts, Wackenhut and CCA.

Wackenhut runs the Savannah River and Rock Flats Nuclear
Test Facilities. The employees there have been used to repress
peaceful demonstrations and gather intelligence, quote/unquote, on
U.S. citizens. And we all know about their reputation in Alaska.
Unlicensed investigators iIn Alaska were used to quiet Alyeska
Pipeline Service Company critics. They broke the law iIn three
states, and they even went so far to Investigate a U.S.
Congressman.

CCA, on the other hand, while not doing this Kkind of
activity, was linked to possible corruption over its relationship
to state and local officials In i1ts home state of Tennessee. A
U.S. Attorney in Nashville is currently investigating charges of a
bribery kick-back surrounding a $1 million contract to CCA to
operate the Southcentral Correctional Center 1iIn Pipeville,

Tennessee.
CHAIRMAN PORTER: Gary, can you hear me?

Testimony of Gary Damron

before the , B¢ 105 O 15
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OFFICER DAMRON: Yes, sSir.

CHAIRMAN PORTER: I am going to have to ask you to
summarize. You are little ever the three minutes already.

OFFICER DAMRON: Well, basically, my presentation

today 1is that this is major public policy shift; there is no safe
public iInterest iIn privatizing our facilities.

Thank you.
CHARLES L. O"CONNELL (Business Vanager  for
ASEA/AFSCME Local 52) : Chairman Porter, we will give you the

remainder of his testimony iIn writing tomorrow.

CHAIRMAN PORTER: That will be fine. We have — the
fax number should be there for you to obtain. Just send it to the
Judiciary Committee fax number here in Juneau —

O"CONNELL: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN PORTER: — your testimony and anyone
else®s that had 1t In writing, that would like i1t to be part of the
record.

{Follows is written testimony "iIn progress,"
to complets Officer Damron®s presentation
to the Judiciary Committee)

OFFICER DAMRON: In 1992 the State of Tennessee
awarded a $60 million contract for a prison in Wayne County,
Tennessee. This was $10 million higher than the other bidder. The
Tennessee-based company received the contract through a process
that allows a favored business to score high enough on the proposal
to win a contract, even iIf i1t offers the highest bid.

And now I would like to get iInto private prison
performance. The cost savings of private prisons is negligible at
best, if there is any at all. In 1985 the National Institute of
Corrections and the American Correctional Association audited two
Florida youthful offender prisons. One was run by the Eckerd
Foundation, as private for-profit corporation, and one was run by

beforeTﬁ?@"ﬂﬂﬁ%?&ﬁ"@&%ﬁﬂ{gg
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the State of Florida. The results of the NIC and ACA audit were
that there was, 'No significant reduction in costs."

And 1n 1989 the National Institute of Justice and the
Urban Institute studied the Blackburn, Kentucky, Corrections
Complex and the Marion Adjustment Center run by the U. S.
Corrections Corporation. Costs were the same, despite the fact
that Marion received only model prisoners. This was also despite
of the fact that Marion paid staff less ar.d gave fewer benefits.

The CCA in the State of Tennessee audit in 1995 reported
that the cost savings was only about Pl between the CCA facility
(Marion) and the state-operated facility (Blackburn).

Dennis Colombo, Criminal Justice Professor of Arizona
State University states, 'Private prisons may well cost more in the
long run, not only iIn terms of taxpayer but also in the health and
safety of prison staff and other law enforcement officers.'” This
iIs from The Christian Science Monitor.

Now, to security, escapes, and public safety. The CCA
Hamilton County, Tennessee, Penal Farm in 1985 to 1986 had ©4
prisoners escape from the facility and road crews. 1In 1989 the CCA
Hernando County, Florida, Jail, from June 1989 to January 1990 had
7 escapes. The CCA Bay County. Florida, Jail 1n 1989 had 5
escapes, including 1 maximum security prisoner, leaving the
St. Petersburg Times to remark, 'The Bay County episode has yet
another question mark about prisons and profits.” 1992, ir. the
Southcentral Correctional Center, Wayne County, Tennessee (@ medium
security facility, and that"s what they want to build here), there
was one stabbing which killed one prisoner and seriously injured
two others. A handgun was found during a routine search, and they
had eight escapes between March and October of 1992.

A 1995 audit of the Clifton Prison, versus two state
facilities iIn Tennessee, there were 214 incidents of injury over a
15-month period versus 72 iIn the two other facilities combined.

Testimony of Gary Damron
befOI‘e the Judicia rg/4200mmiccee

Re: HB428 and 429
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The reporc also staced that the CCA staff used force more often:
30 incidents in the CCA fTacility versus 10 iIn the other two
facilities combined.

And just recently iIn Elizabethtown, New Jersey, at the
Immigration Detention Center, there was a riot. The GAO laid the
cause of the riot to poor staffing, abuse and mistreatment by the
rent-a-guards, and cost-cutting In basic human services, such as
quality food service and poor health care.

Alaska Correctional Officers are Class 1 employees and
have no right to strike. We have to come to work, regardless of
the circumstances. Is that going to be applicable to private
employees? | heard about a no-strike clause iIn their contract, but
I don"t see how under the National Labor Relations Act someone can
implement that.

And what happens in an adverse job action for a riot Iin
Alaska? Who 1is going to respond? It is going to bs other State
COs from around the state; the National Guard; the Troopers; and,
if this facility is built In Anchorage, the Anchorage Police
Department. Do they have such a training contingent? I don"t
believe so.

I want to move on to some comments about staffing private
facilities, ar.d some audits and things like that that were brought
to my attention.

In 1990 an audit by the State of Texas of four
correctional corporations cf American and Wackenhut TfTacilities
stated, "Understaffing is a major problem.” At the Hernando County
Jail, when Corrections Corporation of America took over, they
slashed staff by 17%, cutting the staff of 94 Correctional Officers
to 73. The National Institute of Corrections stated that a minimum
of 10 new Correctional Officers needed to be hired to meet even the
minimum standard

On Wednesday you heard Sgt. Antrim, of the Lemon Creek

Tescimony Of Cary Damron
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Correctional Center, talk about what you are not going to get/ and

ﬂ I will briefly touch on those, and 1 have some more to add to that.
3 - You are not going to have mental health prisoners
4 needing treatment going to this fTacility because 1t 1is
5 too cost-prohibitive.
6 - You are not going to have pre-trial prisoners for
1 two reasons: (O It"s too expensive, and (2 they are
8 not yet classified. (And by Bill 428, they are not
9 classified yet when they are pre-trial.)
10 - You are not going to have misdemeanants simply
11 because they are too expensive and they are too short-
12 term. There are many different things that need to be
13 taken care of In terms of misdemeanants. One of those is
14 time-accounting, and that is a very time-consuming task.
15 - You are not going to have booking. You are not
16 going to have geriatric patients, which i1s the second-
largest growing offender population that we have right
.|<( now .
19 - You are not going to have chronically ill people,
20 people with cancer, people with asthma, things like that
21 because the medical treatment Is so expensive.
22 - You are not going to have prisoners who need
23 detoxification, because that is expensive and it is
24 dangerous. People coming off drugs and alcohol do weird
25 things, they fight, etc.
26 - You are not going to have maximum security
27 prisoners. That"s been ruled out by thisbill
28 specifically. Many prisoners just coming intothis
29 system are also going to be classified maximum security
30 for several reasons.
31 - You are not going to have females. When 1 left my
32 shift Thursday morning at Hiland Mountain Correctional
° beforeTeStimony of cary Damron
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Center, there were 65 fTemale prisoners housed there.
Twelve are pregnant, and of these all were high-risk
pregnancies due to the lifestyle of the prisoner
population.

- You are not going to have sex offender treatment at
this plant, because sex offender treatment is very, very

expensive.
The 1impact upon employees 1is great. You have reduced

salaries and benefits for private prisons, and you are comprising

on the quality of employees.
I would like to tell you some things that AFSCME, asea,

and our members feel that Alaska does not need, and these are also

my personal views — take them as you will.
What Alaska doesn®"t need i1s a 1000-bed facility that
won"t serve the needs of the Bush and outlying communities. It

won"t house prisoners that need booking, intake, mental health
treatment, detoxification, long-term medical care, or sex offender
treatment; and 11t won"t hold prisoners that are pre-trial,
misdemeanants, geriatric, maximum security, or female. What you
will have 1s a 1000-bed empty prison.

What Alaska does need, however, 1Is expansion of existing
facilities. This leadB to several cost reductions, including
reduced capital co3ts, reduced transportation costs, better use of
current staffing, and it brings about an economy of scale.

The second thing we need is a new pre-trial detention
center in Anchorage to replace the Sixth Avenue Jail.

And here are some things that 1 feel that Alaaka already
has. Alaska has a model system for the rest of the nation. We
have very few escapes. We have overcrowding, but i1t is still not
to the extent of other systems. We have a well-trained, educated,
and motivated staff, both in Correctional Staff and Administrative
Support. We have an excellent rehabilitation program. We have the

TeS'[Imon Of Car Oamron
before the Jﬂe:ICIﬁIrBXlZ °£Hﬁ”'ﬁ88
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sex offender treatment programs at Hiland Mountain and Lemon Creek
Correctional Centers, for which the Hiland program is the model for
the rest of the nation. We have drug and alcohol treatment that
are second to none. These are also provided by contractors. We
have vocational educational training. We have several
apprenticeship programs, including a bakery in Palmer, metal
working and furniture-making shops in Seward and Kenai, and we have
sewage treatment plant9 where prisoners are learning how to handle
waste water at both Palmer and Hiland Mountain Correctional Center.

We also have a model prison industry program. Several of
the iIndustries included there are meatpacking, laundry, clothing
manufacturing in Fairbanks, and metal and furniture-making 1iIn
Seward and Kenai.

We have a safe system. We had no homicides by prisoner-
cn-prisoner, prisoner-on-staff, and we"ve had no staff terminate
prisoner life in our history. We have very few prisoner assaults
on other prisoners, and we have very few prisoner assaults on
staff.

In conclusion, 1 would like to say thac privatization 1is
not the answer, despite the rush to that arena. One thousand beds
in Anchorage will still not solve our problem; i1t will be empty.
Transportation costs from the Bush for sentenced prisoners to the
Anchorage area is exorbitant and needs to be considered.

It will not reduce the liability of the State. Whenwe
incarcerate someone, It doesn"t matter whether i1t iIs a private
facility or a public facility. The state iIs still liable for the
care and custody of that prisoner.

what is needed is a new state jail iIn Anchorage. Itis
cost-effective. It will accept all prisoners, and 1t 1s
considerably smaller than 1000 beds. We desperately need expansion
of existing facilities, to meet the regional needs of the State,
specifically in Bethel, Nome, Mat-Su, and the Anchorage area.

before T?hsglﬂoréyC?é@; 0mm|tj§g
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Thank you for this opportunity to present this testimony
before you.

(end of testimony/GD :bhc)
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P.O. <Jox %587
Kenai, AK 99611

January 11, 199

House Judiciary Committee
Alaska State legislature

State Capitol (MS 3100)
Juneau, AK 99801-1152

K(_‘,p. 3rLan Porter, Chair

Dear Rep. Porter

he have reviewed H3 420 and 429 and feel that the communities of this
State need a comphrensive explanation of whet the 3ills are expected to
accomplish; what the true costs will be; what the impact upon the
smaller prisons will be; iIf there arc any Long-term family impacts; and
what the general emphasis of the State of Alaska is and viLl continue to
be. The House Concurrent Resolution 19 dealing with the establishment of
a TASK FORCE on CORRECTIONS must fit in somewhere.

Please schedule a hearing on this proposal (HB 428 4429)

in cocnunities on
the Kenai

Peninsula so that uur people will be able to give a fair Judgement
on whether or not to support these efforts.

Thank you,

/loan lennett Schrader
State Vice President
Coalition of Labor Onion Comer.

(907) 233:4359

cc cw.’
KfCLC
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P.0. Jox 1587
Kenal. AK 99611

January 11, 1996

House Judiciary Committee
Alaska State legislature
State Capitol 6 3100%

Juneau, AK  99801-1152

Rap. 3riar Porter, Chair

Dear Rep. Porter

We have reviewed H3 62a and 629 and feel that the conmunlties of this
State nerd a conphrensive explanation of what the 3ills are expected to
accomplish;  what the true costs will be; what the impact upon the
smaller prisons will be; if there arc any long-term family impacts; and
what the general emphasis of the State of” Alaska is and will continue to
be. The House Concurrent Resolution 19 dealing with the establishment of
a task FORCE on CORRK'CTIONS must fit in somewhere.

Please schedule a hearing on this proposal (H3 **28 &629) in cocrauniti.es on
the Kenai Peninsula so that our people will be able to give a fair Judgement
on whether or not to support these efforts.

Thank you,

Stace Vice Fresident
Coalition of Labor I'nicm Women

(907) 283:6359
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P.0. Box 1587
Kenal, AK 99611

January 31, 1996

House Judiciary Cornmi ttee
Alaska State legislature

State Cap!toLS 3100&
Juneau, AKX  99801-1182

Rep. Brian Porter, Chair

Dear Rep. Porter

We have reviewed H3 428 and 429 and feel that the communities jr this
State need a comPhrenswe explanation of what the Sills are exp’cted to
accomplish; what the true costs will be; what the impact upon the
smaller prisons uill be; if there arc any Long-term famiLly impacts; and
what the general emphasis of the State of Alaska is and will continue to
be. The House Concurrent Resolution 19 dealing with the establishment of
a TASK FORCE on CORRECTIONS must fit in somewhere.

Please schcdule a hearing on this proposal (HB 428 £.429) .in communities on
the Kenai Peninsula so that uur people will be able to give a fair Judgement

on whether or not to support these efforts.

Thank you,

jXloan Brnnett Schrader
State Vice Fresident
Coalition of Labor L'nion Women

(907) 283:4359

cc:  CLUW
KFCLC
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Copy opr OAAL

T'ssr/'yiofJV 6ri/lsm

Ken Brown TO AjUO OQfp '3
My mailing address is: 10 Chugach Avenue
Kenai. Alaska 99611 7T76-"777

RE: HO423 & HB429

| have worked for the Corrections Department in Alaska for more than 24 years. lam a
member ofthe American Correctional Association since 1982 and a certified auditor for ACA
since 1990.

I am only speaking for myself and notthe Department of Corrections.

The first thing that needs to be said is that Alaska has one of the safest corrections
systems in the country. Every study we’ve ever had has come to that conclusion.
We've never had an officer or an inmate killed in prison. The number of escapes is
small compared to other state systems. Prison violence, while increasing, is still
minimal compared to other states. The few hostage situations we've had were
concluded without injury. Over the years we have developed an effective and
professional workforce in our prison system. We’ve never had a prison riot. To even
mention the possibility of prison riot or hostage taking is received by some as a scare
<D tactic, and yet riots and prison disturbances are a part of the corrections landscape
in many systems. We have been fortunate. Maybe we're doing something right.
This state needs to give a lot of serious thought before making major, and perhaps
ifTevocable changes, to a system that has proven itselfto be a good one. If building
a 1,000 bed private prison turned out to be a mistake, it would be a mistake that
would be difficult to correct. You really need to think about that.

Many of you are aware that the private sector already plays a significant role in
government, including Corrections. The Departmentis presently spending millions
of dollars for half-way house beds, medical services, guard hire, materials and
supplies, food, substance abuse treatment, etc. This is one type of private sector
spending, but making the leap from contracting for services to privatizing prisons is
a radical change. Ultimately we would be privatizing the ability to use lethal force
againstinmates. This is analogous to a private police force and represents dramatic
change in public policy. Such a step should not be taken lightly. The consequences
could be profound.

Those promoting prison privatization can show you examples of well run private
prisons, and those opposed can cite examples of failure, including cases that
required the government to take over the prison after major problems, including riot,
But there are State and Federal institutions that have gone up in smoke also. What
the Committee needs to think about however, is what is the State realistically
prepared to do if a 1,000 inmate prison doesn’'t work, if there are major problems.

If 'm dissatisfied with the quality of the potatoes I'm buying, | can switch vendors. If
I'm dissatisfied with my contract substance abuse counselor, | can get a new one.
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Buying and contracting for services, as we are doing now, can not compare to
privatizing a 1.000 bed prison. The difference between what is being proposed in
Alaska and what is happening in some other states, is the pure magnitude of the
proposal. We presently have approximately 2,600 sentenced inmates in our system,
and this bill is proposing a private prison to add 1,000 beds for atotal of 3,600 and
with room for expansion. Do we really want 1,000 out of 3,600 to be operated by the
private sector? That's dose to 30% of the sentenced beds. No other state that I'm
aware of does it that way. | can understand a state like California with 50,000
inmates looking to the private sector for some small percentage of its beds, but it
would be unlikely that they would want 15,000 beds in the private sector. From a
percentage stand pointthat is whatwe would be looking at Is our system big enough
to warrant a private prison of this size? Ifthis 1,000 prisoner unit failed in a way that
threatened public safety or staff safety, there is no way this department could muster
a corrections force to take over and run the prison. We wouldn't have the staff. We
are having difficulty finding qualified staff right now.

Surety the State should wade into the private prison waters slowly and carefully. This
bill, as crafted, would be like jumping in the ocean without a life raft. According to the
bill the State would only be able to take over the prison on atemporary basis, no
matter what happened. |think you have to think about worse case scenarios in this
business because corrections is very serious. [fthis prison failed this state would not
be prepared to take it over, even temporarily. It would be too big and require too
many staff.

Remember what Sgt. Antrim said two days ago - the bill does not provide for
maximum security space, in fact prohibits it, and therefore is not intended for pre-trial
inmates. Any pre-trial facility must have maximum security space because police
arrest dangerous people who must be housed in maximum security space. One of
the big needs in the Alaska correctional system is pre-trial space and this prison
would do nothing to help.

| am not sophisticated in matters of public finance but we all know that whoever
builds a private prison expects to get their money back. And we are talking huge
money, $100,000,000 that the State will pay back through a rental obligation of no
more than $200,000,000. Isn't that a little like responding to the car dealer who says
“Come on down, no payment or interest until next year"? This is not free. The State
will pay, one way or another. Maybe the private sector is putting up the money, but
only because the State will pay them back plus a profit. Why not ask the Department
of Corrections what they think they need and what they could do with 100 million
dollars? We've paid good money for some excellent studies showing what kind of
beds are needed and where they are needed.

Whatever happened to the Master Plan of just a few years ago?

Nothing in this bill states that the cost of running the private prison must be less than



what it cost* to run prisons under government control. WCC prison is operating at
a cost of about $69.0Q/day/prisoner. Many of the Department's prisons operate very
efficiently. Some don’t because they are small and isolated or have a large number
of high security inmates. Shouldn't there be something in this bill that requires the
private prisons to save money? How are they going to do that? The only significant
category in which money can be saved is in personnel costs, because that's about
80% ofthe buoget. Here are some Correctional Officer starting salaries:

Recruit (range 9) $12.35/hour
Correctional Officer | (range 11) $14.46/hour
Correctional Officer Il (range 13) $16.37/hour

That doesn't include benefits, but we are having a hard time filling all cf our positions
with qualified people right now. How could the private sector do any better at a lower
wage? Ifyou think that's too much money | challenge you to spend 3 or 4 hours on
a Friday nightatthe 6th Avenue jail and see if you'd like to do what these officers do
for what they get paid.

| note that “nothing in this Act precludes operation of the correctional facility by a
private third party contractor composed of persons employed by the Department of
Corrections".  Wouldn't it be a monstrous conflict cf interest for a Corrections
employee to be involved in contracting as a private prison contractor?

I hope Ive given you some issues to think about. There might be a place for privately
run jails or prisons in Alaska, but surely not at the magnitude being suggested.
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P.0. Jox 1587
Kenal, AK  <99%{1
January 11, 199

House Judiciary Committee
Alaska State legislature

State Capitol 5 3100%
Juneau, AK  996G1-1152

Rop. Brian Porter, Chair

Dear Rep. Porter

.« have reviewed H3 428 and 429 and feel that the comunities of thia
State need a cothrenswe explanation of whet the 3ilis are expected to
accomplish;  what the true costs will be; what the impact upon the
smaller prisons will be; if there arc any long-term family impacts; and
what the general emphasis of the State of Alaska is and will continue to
be. The House Concurrent Resolution 19 dealing with the establishment of
a TaSK FORCE on CORRECTIONS must fit in somewhere.

Please schedule a hearing on this proposal (H3 428 &4Z9) in cocnuoities on
the Kenai Peninsula so that our people will be able to give a tair Judgement
on whether or not to support these efforts.

Thank you,

Jéjoan Dennett Schrader
tate Vice Fresidcnt
Coalition of Labor L'nion waren

(907) 283:4359

C iv.:
KFCL



ALASKA STATE EMPLOYEESASSOCIATION

AFSCME Local 52, AFL-CIO

January 31, 1996

Representative Brian Porter, Chair
JUDICIARY COMMITTEE

State Capitol, Room 118

Juneau 99801-1182

RE: HB428 and 429, January 31, 1996, ASEA/AFSCME Local 52
Testimony

Dear Representative Porter:

Thank you for the time and opportunity to present ASEA/AFSCME
Local 52's considerations and concerns at today's Judiciary
Committee hearing. We appreciete your efforts at allowing us to
testify on this very important policy shift being considered by
your committee.

Enclosed ycu will find a copy of the testimony of Mr. _Russ
Clemmons, ~an AFSCME International Labor Economist who is a
reco_qnlzed specialist in the area of government privatization;
similarly, you will find a copy of the testimony of Mr. Marc
Antrim, a Correctional Officer II1 at the Lemon Creek Correctional
Facilities; and, finally, yoi will find a coloy of the testimony of
Mr. Gary Sampson, a Correctional Officer Il at the Spring Creek

Correctional Center in Seward.

We thank you for your attention and consideration and stand ready
to providée you with any information that the Committee wou'Vd like
to have re?ardlng the issue of building a private prison in
Southcentral Alaska.

Charles L. O'Connell
Business Manager
ASEA/AFSCME Local 52

CLO/bhc
enclosures (3)

ANCHORAGE OFFICE JUNEAU OFFICE FAIRBANKS OFFICE

3510 Spenard Road, Suite 201 051 West Willoughby. Suite 1GO 315 Barnette Street, Suite 104
Anchorage. AK 99503 Juneau, AK 99801 Fairbanks. AK 99701
(907) 277-5200 FAX (907) 277-5206 (907) 463-4949 FAX (907) 463-4950 (907) 452-2300 FAX (907) 452-2307

TOLL free: 800-478-ASEA TOLL (tee: 800-478-0049 TOLL free: 800-478-2305
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EXCERPTS OF TESTIMONY
LEGISLATIVE TELECONFERENCE 1/31/96 and 2/2/96
RE: HB428 AND HB429

DAY 1
(Tape 1, RO770, 2:40 p.m.)
TESTIMONY OF RUSSELL CLEMMONS, AFSCME INTERNATIONAL
CHAIRMAN PORTER: | would like to go next to Juneau
here and ask a couple of people at the top of the list to testify
perhaps another point of view. Could we ask if Russ Clemmons is
available to come forward.

Russ, welcome. Could you give wus your name and
affiliation for the record and your testimony, please.

CLEMMONS: My name is Russell Clemmons. | work as
a Labor Economist for the Department of Research and Collective
Bargaining Services for the American Federation of State, County,
and Municipal Employees (AFSCME), which is the national union for
ASEA Local 52 here in Alaska.

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Judiciary Committee, | want
to thank you on behalf of the one million members of AFSCME and the
75,000 State Correctional Officers that we '-epresent, for the
opportunity to speak here today on this proposed legislation.

The issue of prison privatization, as you may suspect, is
one that concerns us because of its implication for public policy.
The appeal of prison privatization is an alluring yet beguiling
one. In theory, it is a relatively simple proposition: "build
cells, cut costs, and we pass the savings on to government." In
reality, however, belies the simplicity of the theory.

The twin imperatives of cutting costs and filling cells
translates, most often, into cutting corners in the operation of a
prison, both of which has severe consequences that have manifested
themselves in several ways, and which ought to be of concern to you

Excerpt of lestimony
Legislative Teleconference of 1/31/96 and 2/2/96
Re HB428 and HB429
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as members of this committee, as a Legislature as a whole.

The problems with security and escapes have characterized
private-operated prisons from the beginning. AFSCME has not been
the only one that has questioned the consequences of prison
security of introducing the profit motive into the management and
operation of prisons. Five men, including one charged with
stabbing a woman to death, escaped from the privately operated Bay
County, Florida, Jail. The reporters at the St. Petershurg Times
raised concern about privately operated prisons: Will a private
company supply adequate staff to maintain institutional security.
Will it have enough manpower to prevent escapes?

Others have expressed concern about the wisdom of
privately operated prisons, especially when it comes to security.
In fact, a much weighted audit of the privately operated South
Central Tennessee Correctional Center (SCCC), comparing it with two
state-operated prisons, found that 214 incidents of injuries
occurred at SCCC duringa 15-month period; whereas, 72 such
incidents occurred at thetwo state-operated facilities combined.
Actually, securityproblems characterized this prison  from its
beginning.

Between March of 1992 and April of that year, eight
escapes occurred at the prison, which also had other security
problems, ranging from finding an inmate with a handgun during a
routine search, and inmates begin inebriated in their cells. These
experiences prompted the Memphis Commercial Appeal to comment as
follows, "Tennessee's experiment with a privately operated medium
security prison looked lean and clean when reporters and officials
toured the new South Central Correctional Center. The problems
arrived with the prisoners. In view of the imperatives driving
prison privatization, these problems ought to come to no surprise,
since among the costs private corporations seek to cut are
staffing, whijh accounts for approximately 60 percent of the

Excerpt of Testimony

Legislative Teleconference of 1/31/96 and 2/2/96
Re HB42S and HE429
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operating costs of a prison."

Corrections Corporation of America slashed staffing by 17
percent of the Hernando County, Florida, Jail when it assumed
control of the facility. Inmate escapes in 1990 prompted the
County Commissioner to a cost and inspection by the national
Institute of Corrections, an agency within the United States
Department of Justice. The NIC identified understaffing as the
major problem at the jail and recommended that additional
Correctional Officers be hired. However, the comments of the Jail
Administrator (which is comparable to a warden or a superintendent)
officer, | think, a wvaluable insight into a ~corporation's
perspective regarding staffing a prison:  "The County can agree
with adding guards, if they want co," the Administrator asserted,
"but that means the price of poker goes up, as far as you are
concerned."”

Viewed from that perspective, it ought not be surprising
when one of the players folds and walks away from the game.
Shortly after Wackenhut Corrections Corporation assumed control of
the (inaudible) County, Florida, Jail in 1990, the county and the
state inspector informed the corporation that the state had
previously ordered eleven security posts staffed. Served with a
deficiency notice, the company increased its manpower to a level
that remained below state requirements. The company then billed
the county for an extra $780,000 and demanded it would take an
additional $2.6 million to perform the four-year term to contract.
The county refused, insisting that the corporation should have
known about the state's staffing requirements. Wackenhut
terminated the contract.

The loss of control is a danger when any public service
Is privatized. When the function is essential to public safety, as
the Corrections System, the consequences are potentially ominous.
Yet, the drive to fill cells -- which is the other imperative by

Excerpt of Testimony

Legislative Teleconference of 1/31/96 and 2/2/96
Re HB428 and HB429
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which private corporations make money -- can have such
consequences.

A few years after having been awarded a contract to
manage and operate the Hamilton County, Tennessee, Penal Farm, the
Corrections Corporation of America notified county officials that,
because of overcrowding at the facility, it v/ould no longer
indemnify or insure the county against lawsuits. We must speculate
the county attorney responded that, "Your action is a ploy to
coerce Hamilton County officials into constructing additional
facilities for the housing of theoverflowing state prison
population, so that CCA may continue to reap monies for housing
these prisoners. If this position of the company is not reversed
or clarified without exception, we will have no recourse but to
consider this an act of default and consider remedies, including
contract termination.”

Neither the Sante Fe County Commission nor the County
Sheriff were notified when the corporation operated the county jail
imported 54 inmates from the State of Oregon, to fill cells at that
facility. As things turned out, their backgrounds were not quite
what the community had been led to believe. None of the inmates
were supposed to have been convicted of a crime more serious than
armed robbery. In reality, the group included 11 murderers, 17
rapists, and 2 kidnappers. County officials asked that the inmates
be returned to Oregon. But only whenthreatened with the loss of
its contract did the company operating the prison agree to do so.

| would be remiss in my responsibilities as a
representative of AFSCME if | did not address the impact of prison
privatization upon employees.

Available information indicates that corporations pay
wages that are 6 to 19 percent lower and provide fewer benefits to
Correctional Officers than public jurisdictions.

"But isn't this a cood idea?" you may wonder, because it

Excerpt of Testimony

Legislative Teleconference of 1/31/96 and 2/2/96
Re HB428 and HB429



means lower costs and thus savings for taxpayers. Not necessarily,
for at least a few reasons.

John Donahue, who has been a Professor of Public Policy
at Harvard University notes in Prisons for Profit: Public Justice,
Private Interests that "Low wages comprises the quality of the
Correctional Officer labor force. Public Correctional Officers,"
John Donahue writes, "are more likely to be high school graduates
who work full-time, vyear-round in their jobs and to be of prime
working age. The employers who hire the private guard labor will
pay less, mostly, because they get less. The lower the labor cost,
the lower quality of labor force."

A study by the Urban Institute, comparing a privately
operated and a publicly operated prison in the State of Kentucky
confirms that staff of the state-directed institution were
significantly older, better educated, had worked with the facility
longer, and had wider correctional experience than the personnel of
the privately managed prison. Staff qualifications, the report
concluded, favor better performance from the publicly managed
facility. So perhaps you might wish to consider this.

Public employees are also citizens and taxpayers. We
spend our earnings in the communities where we work, we purchase
homes there, we bank there providing a pool of money with which to
lend others, we buy our cars there, and we support the numerous
small businesses that constitute the fabric of community life
throughout Alaska.  Put another way: Our money stays in the
community; it doesn't go out of state and contribute to the profits
of others.

Secondly, after all is said and done, after corners have
been cut, staff reduced, accountability jeopardized, and paying
lower wages and fewer benefits, has prison privatization really
saved money for public jurisdictions?

After reviewing the literature on this issue, the United

Excerpt of Tescimony
Legislative Teleconference of 1/31/96 and 2/2/96
Re HB428 and HB429
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States Government General Accounting Office (the GAO), an
independent agency that analyzes federal programs for Congress,
found that the evidence is inconclusive. Hardly a resounding
endorsement. In fact, a 1995 Tennessee audit, comparing the
privately operate medium-security prison with two of the state's
publicly operated prisons, found negligible savings. Impartial
observers have begun to question whether privately operated prisons
actually save money. "It is not easy to make a profit in that
business, so they have got to cut corners any way they can," says
Dennis Colombo, Criminal Justice Professor at Arizona State
University. "Private prisons may well cost more in the long run,
not only in terms of taxpayer money but also in the health and
safety of prison staff and other law enforcement officers.”

At the very least, the serious doubts regarding the
efficacy of privately operated prisons ought to be of sufficient
concern, requiring a feasibility study pertaining to the
applicability of this idea to the State of Alaska. Such a study,
it would seem, would be essential before a policy decision is made
to privatize a prison; yet, the proposed legislation that you have
before you contains no provision for such a study.

The failure to privatize does not necessarily preclude
the state from addressing its problems regarding overcrowding. The
construction of a mega-facility is proposed in the bill may not
necessarily meet the needs of the entire state in this regard, as
some of our members can probably tell you, when they have the
opportunity to speak before you this afternoon. In view of a
system that has been developed around the idea of regionalization,
it may make more sense to consider the expansion of existing
facilities, which may also prove less expensive.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to

speak.
CHAIRMAN PORTER: Any questions?

Excerpt of Testimony
Legislative Teleconference of 1/31/96 and 2/2/96
Re HB428 and HB429
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REP. TOOHEY: If you had your druthers, would you
rather send the overcrowding outside or would you rather build --
have a private development?

| mean, supposing those were the only two issues.

CLEMMONS: The way vyou state the question,
Representative Toohey, is an interesting one. | think there are
some possible alternatives between each extreme that you state.
One ofthem, | think, as lhave suggested: It may be possible to
construct on to additional facilities.

REP. TOOKEY: That wasn'tthe question.

CLEMMONS: | know, ma'am, but --

REP. TOOHEY:  The questirn was, if you had your

druthers?
CLEMMONS: | guess | don't accept the two extremes

by which you state that.
CHAIRMAN PORTER: Representative Green.
REP. GREEN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

You indicated that one of theways it mightultimately be
cheaper would be to segment the funds to expand existing
facilities, rather than have one facility?

CLEMMONS: | didn't use the word "segment,”

Representative Green.

REP. GREEN:  Would that be what it does, if you
break up the funds to various places?

CLEMMONS: I'm saying --

REP. GREEN: Perhaps | should use some other word.

CLEMMONS: Perhaps.

REP. GREEN:In other words, you are suggesting,
though, that it would be better, perhaps, to expand the existing
facilities

CLEMMONS:  Maybe. It may be something that you
might want to consider.

Excerpt of Testimony

Legislative Teleconference of 1/31/96 and 2/2/96
Re HB42S and HB429
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REP. GREEN:  What | am getting at is, we Kkeep
hearing the reason that we spend so much here, one of the reasons,
that prison inmates cost so much here is because of the economy of
scale. And it seems to me that what you are suggesting would be in
opposition to that. Do you care to comment on that?

Is that a viable alternative, to expand existing
facilities?

CLEMMONS: It may be. We would be more than willing
to work with you and look at the numbers.

REP. DAVIS: | have a question.

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Representative Davis.

REP. DAVIS: Thank you very much.

| don't know if you can answer this, but | guess in your
experiences, because of your traveling all over the United States,
you must go and testify a lot on issues that have to do with
privatization of institutions. And can you tell me, when you go to
these places, is it usually to testify on an existing bill that is
already there or is it something that you go to try to help them
set up, looking at where they should go private or should they
remain the way they are, and what is the time line when you are
dealing with that?

| know that at some point we have to look at some of
these things. I'm not really sure what the Administration is doing
and where they are on the scheme of things, of trying to find out
what we are going to do about new facilities.

But can you just sort of sum of for me some of vyour
experiences?

CLEMMONS: Usually, Representative Davis, it's the
former; that is, we are asked to testify on a piece of proposed
legislation.  And the process of doing that, we would like to

suggest perhaps some alternatives, suggest --
| think the way the debate is usually framed on this

Excerpt c_ Testimony

Legislative Teleconference of 1/31/96 and 2/2/96
Re HB429 and HB429
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issue is that, "We've got a problem; therefore, we must privatize."
And | guess what | am trying to say here is, | think there may be
a range of alternatives, that privatization very often is a knee-
jerk reaction, quite candidly. And | think there is a range of
alternatives, including, you know, let's keep -- if you are going
to build -- if it is necessary to build an existing facility, then
let's look at ways we can keep that facility public.
| don't necessarily subscribe to the idea that efficiency

and cost savings are the sole prerogative of the private sector
| think public management can be as innovative -- | think | heard
a term described by one of the previous commentators or presenters
about innovation and creativity. Well, public management and
public employees can also be creative and innovative. That is not
the sole prerogative of the private sector.

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Thank you, Russ.

CLEMMONS: Thank you.

(end of excerpt/bhc)

Excerpt of Testimony

Legislative Teleconference of 1/31/96 and 2/2/96
Re HB429 and HB429
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EXCERPTS OF TESTIMONY
LEGISLATIVE TELECONFERENCE 1/31/96 and 2/2/96
RE: HB428 AND HBA429

DAY 1
CHAIRMAN PORTER;: Could I ask-- Marc Antrim?

TESTIMONY OF MARC ANTRIM, COIII, ASEA/AFSCME Local 52
(Tape 1, R1309, 2:55 p.m.)
CLEMMONS: ~ Marc, welcome.
ANTRIM:  Thank you very much, Chairman Porter, for
allowing me the opportunity to speak.

My name is Marc Antrim. | ama Correctional Officer III,
a Sergeant at Lemon Creek Correctional Center. | have been a
Sergeant for about six years, a Correctional Officer for 13.

| want to start by saying that Correctional Officers
across the state applaud the Legislators' efforts the last few
years, passing stronger laws with stiffer sentencing. We
collectively believe that, you know, these laws are going to have
a very positive effect on public safety in the state,and basically
make Alaska a safer place for everybody to live.

However, I've got to tell you, House Bills 428 and 429 we
see as a mistake. What we have here is a collision, a head-on
collision, of two very basic values in our society: private
enterprise and public safety. The big value, the most prime value
in private enterprise is, really, "What is the botton, line?"
Unfortunately, you are talking public safety. The bottom line is
a very tough thing to get at.

These bills, as | seem them anyway, are kind of a fiscal
shell game. It costs the Department oi Corrections $105 per day,
Representative Mulder just testified it was $107 -- and | will take
him at that. That is a large amount of money, a lot of money.
However, it is also a pretty honest figure as we see it.
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House Bill 429 states that it will only hold male and
female prisoners that have been classified. Okay, so basically
here is what you're not going to get for your $100 million: This
new prison won't be a booking facility. That is whac Anchorage is
screaming for. This won't do it. Booking facilities processing
people into our system is very expensive. You've got all kinds of
unknown factors that contribute to that expense. You've got to be
finger-printed. These people have got all kinds of drug problems,
diseases, people detoxing, fighting. | mean, go down to Sixth
Avenue sometime and just spend the evening down there and you will
see exactly what | am talking about. This affects the bottom line
in a very big way. You know, CCA or Wackenhut, they are not going
to want to get into this. This is not what their intent is here.

Conversely, too, this new prison probably is not going to
handle anything that has anything remotely to do with pre-trial
operations, like Cook-Inlet or like any of the other facilities
around the state that handle this function. Pre-trial people, they
break into the system, their lives are over for an extensive period
of time; they need special services. They needs a lot more
visiting time. They need a lot of visits with their attorneys.
After every visit with their family members or after an attorney
visit, they need to be strip-searched. This is a very work-
intensive kind of thing.

These folks, they are not going to be interested in
providing this service to us. Again, it affects the bottom line.

House Bill 429 stipulates directly that this is not going
to house maximum security prisoners. Well, there is pretty sound
reasoning behind that. These people break a lot of things. There
is assault of the staff, there is assault of the other prisoners.
We have to house them in single cells at Lemon Creek, and they have
to do the same thing down at Spring Creek in Seward because they
are so dangerous to be around; hence the term, "maximum security."
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Well, these folks aren't going to be interested in doing
that, either.

This facility probably won't house any prisoners that
require any special services. So our wing at Cook-Inlet, for
example, it houses prisoners of special needs; for instance, mental
health.  You are not going to see something like here because,
again, it is very, very expensive.

The bills say they are going to house female offenders;
but, I think when they really take a look at that, they are going
to try to get away from that as quickly as they can. Because, what
we've found at Lemon Creek (now being designated as the long-term
sentence female facility for the state), women have got a very
different set of needs than do long-term male offenders; and we've
found it is very expensive to manage those needs. So I thinx you
will probably find them dumping this very quickly, if they even get
into it at all.

The facility -- one aspect | think you will find, too,
that's very unique (as we found with Arizona that was operated by
CCA), anybody that gets out of line or is for any reason
unmanageable, well, guess what they do? They go back to "“the real
prison." Okay? They ship them back. | think the figure is at 25
to 30 people right now that they shipped back for a variety of
reasons.

So basically what we have here, probably in addition to
along the way, all the medical expenses are being picked up by the
state, all the transportation expenses (to and from the Arizona
facility, for example) are being picked up by the state or the U.S.
Marshall Service.

And imagine, if you will -- at Lemon Creek, which is
where my experience has been, we run two to three medicals per day
from that facility, using our Prisoner Transportation Officers, to
local medical service providers in the city -- imagine, if you
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will, how many medicals are going co have to be run for a thousand-
bed facility. You are talking probably close to 1U0 a day, maybe
50 a day, for x-rays, these kinds of things. [It's staggering.

Basically what this will do is just shift all these
costs. All these things have to be done. People have got to be
booked, there is going to be maximum security prisoners. All these
costs are going to be shifted off of this new private facility,
right back onto the state. So what is going to happen to our cost-
per-day figure? It is going to go higher. It's a losing
proposition.

So what we end up with here is basically a facility with
1000 beds in downtown Anchorage that doesn't do anything we need it
to do.

What we would like to propose, | think, 1is several
smaller capital construction projects, site-managed, | guess, if
you will, the construction at existing facilities around the state

that put the beds where they need to be. Because, part of the
reason we have to transfer peop e around all the time is for
release, and this kind of thing. Your savings in doing that is
lower overhead: you only have to build one kitchen. Your kitchen
already exists at Lemon Creek. If you add another 30 or 40 beds,
that is an expense you don't need to deal with; and staff can
absorb those kinds of increases very easily.

| guess all this is really secondary, though. | guess
the fiscal impact of these proposed bills are secondary, to me, in
terms of the risk to public safety that this facility poses. All
the concrete, razor wire, bars, electric gates, we've got
spotlights, searchers, electric sensor systems, all these things,
are really secondary to a good staff.

A good staff working inside your prisons keeps things
from getting out of hand inside. It keeps escapes from happening.
What this bill does is allow a private corporation to staff a
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prison with private security guards. Private security guards do a
real good job of patrolling the shopping malls; but, as | am sure
it not too big a stretch of your imagination to understand,
shoppers and kic running through a .-'all are a whole lot different
than prisoners walking down a security hallway, convicted felons.
| mean, it's apples and oranges there.

As | understand it, these private security guards, as
Representative Mulder says, are going to meet the Police Standards
Council, they will have the same standards we do currently. |

don't see how'it is possible, frankly. | don't see it.

We've got a number of open positions right now we
couldn't fill if we wanted to. We've got, | think, 30 to 40
positions, something in that neighborhood. | know ourfacilities

are all grossly understaffed right now, and it is not because we
don't want to fill the positions. People are just not there. We
start out with a group of 150 people when we decide to have an
academy, and we will be lucky if we can get 25 to actually qualify
to go through this thing; because, right now new COs are -- a
person wanting to be a CO has the same standards as a person
wanting to be a police officer. They have to undergo an extensive
background check, they've got to pass a mental health screen
well, a whole battery of psychological testing. Then, they get to
do an interview. If they pass the interview, we recommend them to
go to the academy. They get through the six-weeks basic academy,
they are sent to a facility where they have to go through a three-
month Field Training Officer Program. If they get through that,
they have to go on and complete a one-year probationary period.
We got to this system for a reason. What we are talking
about in this bill is going back to something where we are
basically hiring people off the street. Although the bill says
that the standards will be the same, we cannot find people that
meet those standards now and | don't know where we are going to
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find another 300 people to staff a 1000-bed facility. | just don't
see it.

Essentially, | guess behind all these, too, is the State
assume all the liability forthis place. I've got a good friend
who is in insurance; he's aninsurance adjuster here in town. He
did a scan on the data base around the country and found that none
of these places are currently underwritten by a major insurance
operation. They are all self-insured, using their own assets; or,
which is generally the case, the government agency they work for
assumes the liability for them. That is something we need to
consider here.  Because, when you pay less, you do get less.
Turnover is going to be high.

| guess we haveto ask: Are these private security
guards going to jump in and break up fights inside the facilities?
And if they don't, is the state going to be sued because they
don't?

Arethey going to be willing to terminate escapes?
Really think about what that means. Are these people going to
shoot somebody that is trying to get ever the fence? | mean, are
they really willing to do that for eight bucks an hour, ten bucks
an hour, fifteen bucks an hour with no benefits? | don't know. |
mean, what kind of people are you going to attract to do this job?

| guess in closing, you've got a lot of staff members to
work for you on this committee. Please ask them to do some
research. Okay? Don't just -- Wackenhut and CCA will paint a
very, very good picture of these facilities. They will do a good
selling job on you, and | know they've got a lot of good
information out there. They do have a lot to offer. But what |
would ask you to do is to do some research through the periodical
indexes, check out the newspapers of towns where these facilities
exist right now and see what these people have to say. | think you
will find what I've read so far -- and I've read just a little bit
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Is that the citizens in these places are very, very concerned.
They are concerned about staffing, they're concerned about escapes.
These aren't just concerns about what if, what might happen. These
things have happened there. They have had a lot of violence in
these places because they are understaffed, experience is lacking.
| guess this is all | can ask.

Thanks very much for your time. Do you have any
questions?

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Marc, thank you very much.

Representative Bunde?

REP. BUNDE: Thank you.

Just correct my assumption if it is wrong. | understand
your concerns about not booking and pre-trial and about women and
this raising the costs. Did | understand, then, that if you as a
state employee worked at a state facility that didn't do those
things, that then that cost would come down?

ANTRIM:  Absolutely, absolutely. You bet, you bet.
Because, what you're looking at is, a $107-figure is an average of
what it costs all our facilities. Obviously, it is more expensive
out in Bethel to operate.

At Lemon Creek, for example, we just did a recent study
as part of a new program we started out there. We found it was $77
a day to house at Lemon Creek, and that is totally inclusive of all
these various things, medical costs being probably the largest
component, and transportation. You know, these expenses are
static. This $59 a day that we're paying in Arizona, that doesn't
cover it. Okay? It does not cover it.

CHAIRMAN PORTER: If that all, Representative Bunde?
REP. BUNDE: You also mentioned, eight, ten, fifteen
dollars an hour and that you have a gap. What would you have to

offer as a wage to fill that gap?
ANTRIM: | would have to offer -- | don't want to
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slide out of the question. | would have to say you would have to
offer whatever it would take to get people of caliber, of quality.
| mean -- | guess | have to look to the people we turn down to fill
the positions we have now. | mean, apparently the idea here is
that we are so grossly overpaid that we're just a big white
elephant that needs to be eliminated. Why do we have so many open
positions? | guess that is kind of the rhetorical thing | want to
ask here. | mean, it's not because we don't want to fill these
positions. Believe me, our staffs are so overworked. | mean, we
want to get people into these spots, but the folks are just not
there in the community.
And | think it is responsible for us to have this

people around the state like these standards because it eliminates

a lot of things, the potential for prisoner abuse. | mean, we've
got gun towers at our facility. You don't want somebody that is
less than totally stable handling a .ss rifle. I'm sorry, that's

just not a good picture. Okay?
So I guess | would want to pay whatever it would pay. |
think we're there right now. | think we're there right now.

REP. BUNDE: | certainly don't want your job; |
understand. They would have to pay me a great deal to do that.
But again, the positions are unfilled, but yet you say you are at
that level now. So does it need another $5 an hour? What does it

need?
ANTRIM: | don't know. | honestly can't answer.

Sorry.
! CHAIRMAN PORTER: Representative Toohey?
REP. TOOHEY: Thank you.

Would you give the approximate salary of a level-entry
guard at one of the facilities -- at Lemon Creek, after training.
What is the base entry salary?

ANTRIM:  Uh --
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REP. TOOHEY: Please answer my question.  Nobody
seems to want totoday.
(Laughter)
ANTRIM: | want to, okay?
(Laughter)
| want to answer.
It's a Range 13, is what it is.
REP. TOOHEY: Range 13.
FROM THE COMMITTEE: You canlook itup in the

salary schedule.
REP. TOOHEY: That's what | say, | don't have the

book.

ANTRIM:  It's a Range 13 on the Correctional Officer
schedule.

REP. TOOHEY: A Range 13.

FROM THE COMMITTEE: It's a different scale from
ours.

FROM THE COMMITTEE: Oh, it is a different scale
than ours?

ANTRIM: It's a Range 13, and itis onan 84-hour
workweek. So it s

FROM THE COMMITTEE: It's different, the workweek?

ANTRIM: Yes.

FROM THE COMMITTEE: You're not talking about a
whole lot of money.

ANTRIM: I think it's about 13 or 14 bucks an hour.

CHAIRMAN PORTER:  Maybe you guys can come up with
that informationand pass it along?

ANTRIM: ~ Oh, absolutely. I can forward that to all
your offices.

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Let me -- before we have anymore
questions -- let me just tell the audience and the people on the
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teleconference that it is past the time this committee runs
already, and | have convinced my members to stay here t*II 3:30,
which is a half an hour into other commitments, including mine and
Representative Green's; but we will do that. But that is far as we
can go today. We will continue Friday with this one, since we are
on such a roll. And, hopefully, anybody that can be with us on
Friday that isn't able to testify today can do that.

Representative Green, go ahead and ask one more question.
But what | am going to ask after that is, if there is anybody here
in Juneau that is here from out-of-town to testify on this bill
after this question -- please raise your hand and | will try to get
you in and out so that you can go.

REP. GREEN: You mentioned -- and | am sure this can
be accomplished -- the difference between the cost that is being
shown for incarceration now out-of-state and what the additional
medical and transportation, what that boils down to. Was that like
a five-dollar or a fifteen-dollar bid, some rational number that we
could add onto shipping them outside?

| know you may not have it now, but can you get that for
us?

ANTRIM: | can probably get that for you, yes, |
could. Yes, Representative Green.

REP. GREEN: We've been doing it, so --

ANTRIM:  Yeah, okay. | will try to get that to you

as soon as | can.
REP. GREEN: Okay.
ANTRIM:  Thank you again.
CHAIRMAN PORTER: Marc, thank you very much.

(end of excerpt/bhc)
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DAY 1
(Tape 1, R2587, 3:25 p.m.)

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Okay. We've got ten minutes.
What | will try to do is ask --go around thestate here, and in
ten minutes ask if you could just keep your commentsto about two
minutes. And we will first start just at thetop of my list, we
have Gary Sampson in Seward.

Gary, are you still there?

SAMPSON:  Yes, | am.
CHAIRMAN PORTER: Gary, could we have your testimony
and your affiliation, please.
TESTIMONY' OF GARY SAMPSON, COIIl, ASEA/AFSCME Local 52
SAMPSON:  Yes. My name is Gary Sampson. | am the
Corrections Representative for the Alaska State Employees
Association.,

The introduction of these bills is a cause of great alarm
forus, and should be for all citizens of the state. As we see the
costs of prisons's operations rising everywhere across the country,
we realize that there is no quick, cheap fix for correctional
problems. The desire to cut costs, however, should not be, cannot
be the primary concern of Corrections. Quality of service, safety
and security must be the primary concerns.

I've traveled throughout the country talking to
Correctional officials and | am confident to state that the quality
of service provided by the Alaska Department of Corrections is the
best in the country. They operate a safe, secure prison system,
which is free of corruption, and treat the prisoners humanely, and
hasa very high caliber employee. It is doubtful that this
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standard will be matched by any private company. Incidents in
private facilities across the country require that you look beyond
the pie-in-the-sky sales pitches of private corporations. You need
to look at the facts.

Throughout the country it has been noted that privately
run facilities are frequently compromised on security in an effort
to maximize profit. Since labor makes up about 60 percent of the
operational costs of a correctional facility, reducing staff and
limiting training seems to be a vital part of the strategy of
private corporations that operate prisons. There are often
dramatic increases in escapes and assaults in privately run
facilities. This is caused by the lack of sufficient, well-trained
and competent employees, again in an attempt to increase profits at
the public expense. It is not possible to reduce labor cost
without debasing the quality of the workforce and, with it, the
conditions of confinement for prisoners. In an effort to reduce
costs, inmates services are cut, often in violation of the
contracts which they have made with the state. These programs are
often essential for the reformation of prisoners. Many times,
inmate medical services have been cut, which have led to many
lav:suits.

On top of all this is the basic fact that there is little
evidence that a privately run facility saves any money over a
publicly run facility. Numerous studies by the National Institute
of Justice, the National Institute of Corrections, the General
Accounting Office among others, have concluded that there were no
significant savings in going private. And in fact, many private
prisons may well cost more in the long run, not only in dollars but
also in the health and safety of prison staff and other law
enforcement officers.

Remember that the primary purpose of Corrections is to
provide a public service and to provide for the public security.
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The primary purpose of a private company is to make a profit; and
these two purposes are contradictory. The one has served our
citizens well; the other will put our society in jeopardy.

As we have indicated, our organization, ASEA and AFSCME,
will be happy to work with you in providing alternatives that may
be a more viable solution to the problem than looking to private
companies.

Thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN PORTER: Thank you, Gary.
(end of excerpt/bhc)
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