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8PONBOR STATEMENT FOR HOUSE BILL 2
In 1993, 1 introduced legislation relating to boot camps for
nonviolent, first-time adult offenders. The bill before you today
is the refined version of that 1993 bill. It represents the work

of the 18th Legislature®s Health, Education and Social Services
Committee and contains some changes and suggestions requested by
legislators, corrections professionals and other persons interested
in the legislation.

| feel that placing nonviolent, first-time felony or
misdemeanor offenders in a prison setting is not the best way to
accomplish rehabilitation of this offender. Providing an

alternative to prison time and an opportunity to learn discipline
and acceptable behavior will offer these offenders a chance to
avoi. further encounters with the law.

The bill before vyou would offer the boot <camp as an
alternative sentence option for first-time convicted felons or

misdemeanants under the age of 26. Individuals convicted of crimes
such as homicide, assault, kidnapping, sexual offenses, and
offenses involving the use of a deadly weapon would not be eligible
for this sentencing option. The emphasis here 1is on nonviolent

first-time offenders.

At least 24 states currently operate boot camp programs. As
can be expected, each state offers the program to different groups.
For example, in 1993 Virginia®s program was limited to nonviolent
male felony offenders 24 years of age or under and did not allow
felons <convicted of murder, manslaughter, kidnapping, sexual
assault, etc. to participate in this program. Massachusetts”
program, in 1993, was for male offenders under the age of 40.

I have submitted to the committee various articles and studies

concerning boot camp programs. I believe that a boot “amp progranm
could help us address many problems from prison overcrowding to
recidivism rates. A boot <camp program has the potential of
providing us with many long-term benefits. I would urge positive

consideration of this bill.
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STATE OF ALASKA
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FAX (907) 465-2029 130 Seward Street, Suite 409
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MJE-M -Q-R.A N-P-U-M January 17,1995
SUBJECT: Sectional Summary of HB 2 (Work Order No. 9-LS0016\A)
TO: Representative Ed Willis

Attn: Janet Seitz

FROM: Jerry Luckhauptinran’
Legislative Counsel

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

Section 1 of the hill amends AS 12.55.015 by adding a new subsection (g) that permits a
sentencing court to recommend that a first-time felony offender or a first-time misdemeanor
offender, who has been sentenced to a term of imprisonment of at least 150 days, who has not
previously participated in a boot camp program, who is under the age of 26, and who was not
convicted of a violation of AS 11.41,7AS 11.46.300,* AS 11.46.400/" AS 11.56.300/'
AS 11.56.810/" AS 11.61.100," AS 11.61.190/* AS 11.61.195,For AS 11.61.240/' be
incarcerated in a boot camp program.

T Crimes against persons, including, ¢.g./nurder, manslaughter, assault, sexual assault, and sexual abuse.
Z Burglary in the first degree.

J Arson in the first degree.

4 Escape in the first degree.

Y Terroristic threatening.

& Riot.

7 Misconduct involving weapons in the first degree.

& Misconduct involving weapons in the second degree.

a Criminal possession of explosives.
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Section 2 of the bill is a conforming change to section 1 of the hill.

Section 3 of the bill provides that a prisoner who successfully completes the boot camp is
eligible for discretionary parole notwithstanding any other statute that might restrict the
prisoner's eligibility.

Section 4 of the bill is the statutory "meat" of the bill. It creates:

AS 33.30.182 which establishes a boot camp program as a correctional facility of the
state; describes what the boot camp program involves (militarily styled discipline and physical
training, counseling, training); requires the boot camp program to be designed so as to be
completed within 150 days; requires prisoners who fail the program to be reassigned to other
correctional institutions; requires the commissioner to adopt regulations; allows the
commissioner to contract for an alternative boot camp program; and requires the
commissioner to report to the legislature.

AS 33.30.183 limits the prisoners eligible lor assignment to the boot camp program
to those prisoners ordered by the court to participate under bill section 1 or selected by the
commissioner, who are sentenced to a term of imprisonment of at least 150 days, who have
not previously participated in a boot camp program, and who did not violate AS 11.41,
AS 11.46.300, AS 11.46.400, AS 11.56.300, AS 11.56.810, AS 11.61.100, AS 11.61.190,
AS 11.61.195, or AS 11.61.240.

AS 33.30.184 creates a boot camp advisory board.

Section 5 of the bill provides an effective date.

GPL:glc
95-055.glc
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Memorandum

T0: Rep. Jeannette James, Chair
House State Affairs C<Dinmittee
i "tL'si
FROM: Rep. Ed Willis N
DATE: February 28, 1995
RE: House Bill 2

I would request that the captioned bill be brought on for hearing
before your committee.

Attached to this memorandum are the following 1items:

1. Sponsor Statement
2. Sectional Analysis for House Bill 2, prepared by the
Division of Legal Services
3. Fiscal Notes From:
a. Corrections
b. Law
C. Administration
d. Court
e. Public Safety
4. Legislative Research Report entitled "Boot Camps for
Young Offenders™
5. "Boot Camp Prisons Thrive" from Corrections Compendium,
January 1991
6. 1991 Shock Incarceration Survey with article
7. "Boot Camp Survey: Rehabilitation, Recidivism Reduction
Outrank Punishment as Main Goals™ from Corrections Today.
8. "Boot Camp Prisons in 1993" from National Institute of
Justice Journal, November 1993.
9. "Report to Joint Committee on Finance" (Wisconsin), pages

3 and 4, August 31, 1994.

IT you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

LJ predonracyckdinpw
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CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 2(STA)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

NINETEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
BY THE HOUSE STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor:s): REPRESENTATIVES WILLIS, Rokeherg
A BILL

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
1 "An Act providing for incarceration of certain nonviolent offenders in boot camps
2 operated by tne Department of Corrections; making prisoners who complete the
3 ’! boot camp program eligible for discretionary parole; allowing the Department of
4 Corrections to contract with a person for a boot camp program; creating the

5 Boot Camp Advisory Board in the Department of Corrections; and providing for

6 an effective date."

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

8 * Section 1. AS 33.16.090 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

9 (0 Notwithstanding another provision of law, a prisoner who is not otherwise
10 eligible for discretionary parole who has successfully completed the boot camp
1 I| program under AS 33.30.182 is eligible for discretionary parole.

12~ *Sec. 2. AS 33.16.100 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

13 (e) Notwithstanding (c) and (d) of this section, a prisoner who is eligible for

-1 CSHB 2LSTA)
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discretionary parole under AS 33.16.090(f) may be released on parole at any time after
the successful completion of the boot camp program under AS 33.30.182.
* Sec. 3. AS 33.30 is amended by adding new sections to read:
ARTICLE 2A. BOOT CAMP PROGRAM.

Sec. 33.30.182. BOOT CAMP PROGRAM, (a) The commissioner shall
establish a boot camp program as a correctional facility of the state. The boot camp
program is an alternative correctional facility and program for youthful prisoners who
have been sentenced for a conviction of a less serious nature and who have not
previously participated in the boot camp program. Prisoners participating in the boot
camp program shall be housed separately from other prisoners committed to the
custody of the commiss'oner who are not participating in the program.

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

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

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

(3) a training program emphasizing skills for reentering society;

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

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

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

(d) A prisoner shall be removed from the boot camp program and reassigned
to another correctional facility if the prisoner fails to successfullycomplete the
program or otherwise fails to abide by the regulations of the program.

(e) The commissioner shall adopt regulations to implement AS 33.30.182 -
33.30.184 and otherwise administer the boot camp program. The regulations must
include provisions to require a prisoner to reimburse the department for the costs of
participating in the boot camp program to the extent of the prisoner's resources.

(0 Notwithstanding AS 33.30.031, the department may contract with a person

for operation of a boot camp program under this section. A contract boot camp

CSIfB 2(STA) -2-
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program must meet all of the requirements tor a boot camp under this section and

under the regulations adopted by the commissioner. Prisoners shall be assigned to a
contract boot camp program in the manner provided under AS 33.30.183.

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

(1) a comparison of recidivism rates between prisoners who have
completed the bool camp program and other prisoners not eligible for the progiam who
are committed to the custody of the commissioner;

(2) a comparison of costs between the boot camp program and
traditional incarceration programs;

(3) a description of the number of prisoners who have participated in,
completed, or failed ihe boot camp program.

Sec. 33.30.183. ELIGIBILITY FOR ASSIGNMENT TO BOOT CAMP
PROGRAM, (a) The commissioner may not allow a prisoner to serve time in the
boot camp program unless the commissioner specifically finds that the prisoner meets
the eligibility requirements of this section.

(b) To be eligible to serve time in the boot camp program, the prisoner must
have been selected by the commissioner and

(1) be under 26 years of age;

(2) have been sentenced to a term of imprisonment of at least 150 days;

(3) not have previously participated in a boot camp program under !
AS 33.30.182;

(4) not be serving a sentence for a violation of AS 11.41;
AS 11.46.300. 11.46.400: AS 11.56.300, 11.56.810; AS 11.61.100, 11.61.190,
11.61.195, or 11.61.240.

Sec. 33.30.184. ADVISORY BOARD, (a) The Boot Camp Program Advisory
Board is established in the department. The board shall review and provide advice to
the commissioner concerning the boot camp program. The members of the board are

appointed by the governor as follows:

-3- CSHB 2(STA)
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(T) the commissioner or the commissioner's designee;
(2) the director of the division of institutions of the department;

(3) the director of the division of community corrections of the

department;

(4) a member of the house of representatives;
(5) a member of the senate; and
(6) two public members.

(b) The public members of the board are entitled to per diem and travel

expenses authorized by la", for boards and commissions under AS 39.20.180.

* Sec. 4. This Act takes effect July 1, 1995.

CSHB 2(STA)
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA
1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date:

Title: An Act relating to the creation of a boot camp
with in the DOC

Sponsor: Rep. Willis

Requester: Rep. Willis

Expenditures/Revtnues
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 96 FY 97
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS 2,062.3
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 2,062.3
| CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 5,000.0
ICHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) 1 -

FUND SOURCE

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF 5,000.0 2,062.3
1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

Other

TOTAL 5,000.0 2,062.3

Estimate of any current year (FY95) cost: $ 0.0

POSITIONS
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

BILL NO.

Dept. Affected:

BRU: _
Component:
COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

(Thousands of Dollars)
FY 98 FY 99

(Thousands of Dollars)

2,062.3 2,062.3

2,062.3 2,062.3

HB 2

Corrections

all
all

FY 00 FY 01

2,062.3 2,062.3

2,062.3 2,062.3

this bill would add a section (2) to AS 12.55.086 allowing the court to make successful completion of a boot
program a condition of probation and would require DOC to provide such a program. The court could require
the defendant to reimburse a portion of the cost of the program. The bill also provides for the commissioner to
select participants in a boot camp program and provides a selection criteria.

Section 3 of the bill provides for eligibility for discretionary parole eligibility for those who successfully complete

the boot camp program.

Section 4 provides for certain conditions and standards for the operation of the boot camp and di.*cts the

commissioner to adopt regulations to implement and administer the program.
the establishment of an advisory board to review and advise the commissioner.

PAGES:

Jerry Shriner Phone:
Division: Comm. Office Date:
Approved by Commissioner: -cc*C$" K - y )
Agency: DepartmeAit of Corrections *

This section further provides for
CONTINUED ON ATTACHED

465-5582

1/20/95

PREPARER TO PROMIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For fuither distribution information, call tho Governor's Legislative Office

(Rev 10/94) SfisnoxIsDBR

lof 3



FISCAL NOTE
FIB2
January 21, 1995

The number ofdefendants who would be sentenced to complete a Boot Camp program under AS
12.55.085 is as impossible to predict as the persuasive abilities of botn prosecutors and defense attorneys
and to the sentencing philosophy of individual judges in individual cases. The effect ofany new
sentencing option is unpredictable. Some who, with out the provisions ofthis bill, would have been
sentenced to probation alone or to a shortjail term might now serve morejail time. It seems less likely
that sentences imposed under the proposed provisions would be any shorter than under the existing
language. Discretionary parole eligibility would not affect this group and thus longer sentences would
not be mitigated.

Further, perception of the program by the defendant may effect the action of both prosecutors and
defense attorneys in ways unpredictable to the Department of Corrections.

Further analysis of the anticipated number of defendants to be impacted will be necessary from the
Department of Law, the Public Defender Agency and the Court System in order to gage the resources the
Department of Corrections would need to develop in order to meet its obligations. It should be noted
that under this provision the Department would be required to construct, staff and operate a boot camp
immediately and operate it regardless ofthe number of prisoners available to the program.

Prisoners could also be selected and assigned to the boot camp program from that portion of the prison
population described in AS 33.30.183 (2). Analysis ofthe prison population reveals that 245 inmates
meet the criteria under the provisions of this bill. Without the design of the facility from which a boot
camp program would be operated, construction cost, much less staffing patterns and operation costs
cannot be calculated.

Recent estimates ofthe cost of construction ofa prison facility in Alaska range from $100,000 to
$160,000 per prison bed capacity. Assuming that a fifty bed facility was deemed suitable and assuming
the facility was built to house medium to minimum custody prisoners with highly structured activities
and for relatively short sentences the lower cost figure is used. Because all prison facilities are at or over
capacity and will continue to be even with the transfer of prisoners out of state, there is no possibility of
reducing costs by restructuring the current functioning of an existing institution.

Capital cost are calculated to be $100,000 X 50 = $5,000,000 based on the above assumptions.

The best estimate for operating costs is the average operating cost based on FY 94 operation of the
current prison system which is calculated to be $113 per day per prison bed. The Department is
analyzing the cost data ofa boot camp recently operated forjuveniles. Preliminary' reports indicate that

operating cost will exceed the average cost.
For current purposes the average per bed cost is used to calculate annual program cost as follows:
$113.00(per day cost) X 365 (days per year) X 50 (program capacity) =$2,062,250

These operating costs would not become effective until the facility was built and operational. Likewise
staffing of such a program cannot be stated with precision until a final design of both the facility and the
program functions are set. It is likely that such a program would require ten to twelve n  'correctional
officers, two to three program staff, a probation officer, an administrative officer, one medical staffand a
facility superintendent, for a total ofsixteen to nineteen new positions.



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB 2
1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision D ate : Dept. Affected”® Department of Law
Title: "..allowing certain offenders...to complete a "brU: Prosecution
boot camp program..." Component: All
Sponsor: Representative Willis
Requester: Representative Willis COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 0085-0090
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

ICHANGE IN REVENUES (

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

Other

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY95) cost: $ 0.0

POSITIONS

FULL-TIME 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

This bill amends AS 12.86 and AS 33.30 to provide for incarceration of a nonviolent offender in boot camps
operated by the Department of Corrections, if the offender is otherwise eligible for a suspended imposition of
sentence. This is a sentencing alternative that would be available to courts after the conviction of a defendant.
Consequently, the bill will not have a fiscal impact on the Department of Law.

Prepared by:
Division:
Approved by Commissioner:
Agency:
PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL. DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFHCE
For further distribution informetion, call the Governor’s Legislative Office
(Rev 10/94) 9SfisnoXIS/DBR Page 1 of 1



$ FISCALNOTE @

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HR 2
1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision D ate: Department Affected: Administration
Title: "An Act allowing courts to require cerlain offenders as a BRU: PublicltefeiKteLAgericy
special condition of probation to complete a bool camp...." Component: Pi&lic_D.efender.Agency.
Sponsor: RepJMllis

Requestor: Rep. Willis COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 1631
EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01
PERSONAL SERVICES t
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL. EXPENDITURES | | | | ~[

CHANGE INREVENUES ( 1

FUND SOURCE:

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts
1006 GF/MHTIA

OTHER

TOTAL

mate oflany current year (FY 95) cost: $ none

FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 "0
TEMPORARY 0 9 0 0 0 0
Approved by Commissioner: Mark Bover A I —In
Agency: Department ol Administration___ Date:

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information, call the Governor’s Legislative Office
Rev: 01/95 Page. of
pd.hb2wpd
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA RTTT.NO. HB 2

1995 LIiGISLATTVE SESSION

Revision Date: Dept. Affected: Alaska Court System
Title: An Act relating to boot cam ps for BRU: Trial Courts
nonviolent offenders Components:
Sponsor: Rep. Willis
Requestor: COMPONENT SERIAL fiO. 768

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES (Thousands of Dollar)

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 95 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FYOO FY 01
PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND& STRUCTURES

GRANTS & CLAIMS

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
ICHANGE INREVENUES () | | |

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

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

1006GF/MHT1A

Other

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

POSITIONS
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year (FY 35) cost: $ None

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

No fiscal Impact.

Prepared by: C. S. Christensen lll. Staff Counsel M L __ Phone: 264-8228
Agency: Alaska Court System Date: 02/01/95

Approved by: Arthur H. Snowden, I, Administrative Director Gl ( -
Agency: Alaska Court System Date: 02/01/95

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

Rev 1/95 Page 1 of 1



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA  $ BILL | ©

1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: Dept. Affected:

Title: ~ "An act allowing courts to require certain
offenders...to cnmnlate a boor camn program..." Component:

Sponsor: Representative Willis

Requestor:  Representative_Willis

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars) (inflation not included)

OPERATING FY 96 FY 97 FY 90
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING -0- -0- -0-

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES -0- -0- -0-

CHANGE M RBVBENLES ( ) 0- -0- -0-
Ravanuo Codx

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

Other

TOTAL -0- -0- -0-
Estimate of current year (FY 95) impact: $ -0-
POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 0 0 0
PART-TIME 0 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)
No sig ificant impact on the Alaska State Troopers.

Public Safety

HB 2

Alaska State Trooners

Detachments

COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

FY 99

Phone:

Prepared By: Francis C. Allan___ " v

Division: Alaska State Trormew?”

Approved by Commissioner: 1

Date!

Date:

Agency: Ronald_L"Qtle._Dent, of Public Safety
PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office

ravn/9%4

0799

FY 00

..269-5691
01/24/95

N

Fy 01

A ~—~

Page 1 of 1



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA \
1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSKy *

Revision Date:

Title: .allowing certain offenders...to complete a
boot camp program.

Sponsor: Representative Willis

Requester: Representative Willis

Expenditures/Revenues
OPERATING EXPENDITURES

PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0

FY 96

| CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
ICHANGE IN REVENUES (

FUND SOURCE

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts
1006 GF/MHTIA

Other
TOTAL 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY95) cost: $

POSITIONS

FULL-TIME 0.0
PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

FY 97
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

BILL NO. HB 2

Dept. Affected: Department of Law

"brU: _ Prosecution

Component: ___ All

.COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 0085-0090

(Thousands of Dollars)

FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(Thousands of Dollars)

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

This bill amends AS 12.86 and AS 33.30 to provide for incarceration of a nonviolent offender in boot camps
operated by the Department of Corrections, if the offender is otherwise eligible for a suspended imposition of
sentence. This is a sentencing alternative that would be available to courts after the conviction of a defendant.
Consequently, the bill will not havo a fiscal impact on the Department of Law.

Richard 1. Pegues, Dir"otor
Administrative Services

Prepared by:
Division:

Approved by Commissioner:
Agency:

Bruce M. Botelho. Atto,
Department of Law

Phone:. 465-3672
Date:. 1/24/95
Date: 1/24/95

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFHICE
For further distribution informetion, call the Governor’s Legislative Office

(Rev 10/94) 95fisnoxIyDBR

Page 1 of 1



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA
1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date:

BILL NO.

Department Affected: Administration

Title: "An Act allowing courts to require certain offenders as a
special condition of probation to complete a boot camp...."

BRU: Public. Defender Agency.
Component: Public Defender Agency

Sponsor: Rep. Willis
Requestor: Rep. Willis

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:
OPERATING EXPENDITURES

PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0

FY 96

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES I |

CHANGEJN.BEVENUES (._) | | |

FUND SOURCE:

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

OTHER

TOTAL o e . 0.0.

Estimate of any current year (FY 95) cost: $ none

FULL-TIME 0
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)

This bill has no fiscal impact to the Public Defender Agency.

John Salemi. Director
Public Defender Aoencv

Prepared by:
Division: '

I AN
Approved by Commissioner: Mark Bover A T r J
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+ Alaska State Legislature

130 Seward Street, Suite 218

. . Juneau, Alaska 99801-2196
Legislative Research Agency
Phone: (907) 465-3991

Fax: (907) 463-3351

February 11, 1993

MEMORANDUM

TO: Representative Ed Willis

FROM: Patricia Young
.egislative An;

RE: Boot Camps for Young Offenders
Research Request 93.100

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

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

operate such programs.

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

illustrate some of the differences.

The Virginia Program

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

participants have gone through the Virginia program.

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

drill officer.

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

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

The Massachusetts Program

The Massachusetts boot camp program, which began operation in August of 1992, is for
male offenders under the age of 40. Ted O’Donnell, Department of Corrections project
analyst with the program, describes it as originally designed for individuals convicted of
misdemeanors and less serious felonies as a short, intense alternative to jail or probation,
requiring a high level of offender involvement It is a four-month program with a capacity
of 256 participants. Approximately 50 offenders have graduated from the program to date.
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Eligibility criteria for the Massachusetts boot camp program include that a participant 1)
must be under 40 years of age; 2) may have prior convictions if his history is non-violent;
3) must have a sentence that is for no more than 18 months; 4) must not have received a
mandatory sentence for violation of a drug law; 5) must not have been convicted of a crime
against a person (with the exception of assault and battery); 6) must be medically ana
psychologically fit to participate; 7) must have no history of escape from a secure parameter
nor any escapes within the past three years; and 8) must volunteer for the program.

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

more to the present conviction.

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

The Ohio Program—Cuyahoga County

Unlike the boot camp programs in Virginia and Massachusetts, Cuyahoga County’s program
is for juveniles between the ages of 14 and 17 who have been convicted of felonies and
sentenced to state institutions for approximately 6 to 12 months. Participants must be
mentally and pnysically capable and have not been convicted of aggravated murder, murder,
rape, manslaughter, kidnapping, sexual assault, aggravated arson, criminal enticement, or

corruption of a minor.

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

recidivism rates.

More detailed information on each of these programs is being sent and will be forwarded

to you upon arrival. | hope this information is useful. If you have questions, please let me

know.

Attachment
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INTRODUCTION

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

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

incarceration.

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

LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITY

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

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

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

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

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

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

In at least five states, probation-bound offenders are targeted by starute in order to provide
boot camps as a sentencing option for offenders for whom straight probation was considered too
lenient. Probation-bound offenders are diverted into the boot camp program by the sentencing
judge. Both Connecticut and Georgia statutes allow the court to use boot camp as a condition of
probation, and Arizona uses it as a condition of intensive probation.(Appendix A)
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Tennessee is the only state found to have two separate statutes; one targets prison-bound
offenders and the other targets probation-bound offenders. Theoretically, prison-bound and
probation-bound offenders could serve side-by-side in the same boot camps. As yet, however, no
probation-bound offenders have been sent to Tennessee’s boot camp, according to the department

of corrections.

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

(DOC). (Appendix A)

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

Target offenders
Most states specify that participants in boot camps be non-violent felony offenders who have

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

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

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

Reducing Prison Overcrowding
Several states have authorized boot camps, with reduction of prison overcrowding as a goal

of the program. In Arkansas, offenders are evaluated according to a set of guidelines adopted by
the Board of Correction, under statutory language which says the program is "designed to reduce
inmate population by diverting eligible offenders from long-term incarceration.” (Ark. Stat. Ann.
12-28-701 to 12-28-705 (1989)) The Florida law indicates that "Due to severe prison

overcrowding, the Legislature declares the construction of a basic training program facility is
necessary to aid in alleviating an emergency situation.” (Fla. Stat. Ann. 958.04 (Wesrl990))

However, an analysis done by Abt Associates, Inc. for the National Institute of Justice (NU),
of the U.S. Department of Justice in 1989 said that in comparing maximum annual capacity in boot
camps in a number of states to total prison population, the potential effect of boot camps on prison
overcrowding is smalL Boot camp capacity as a percent of prison population ranged from 1.1
percent in Florida to 11.6 percent in Mississippi according to the NU analysis. Boot camps
averaged about 4,7 percent of total prison populations in the states examined Current selection
criteria for participants would, therefore, limit the number of facilities needed to a relatively small

number.(l,p,12)

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

additional crimes by giving them a "taste" of prison. This may be particularly true where boot
camps are used as a more punitive form of p-obation. Many boot camps operate within a
conventional state prison, but participants are sep”mted from the general population. This gives
offenders a "close, sobering exposure to the realities of prison life, but without subjecting them to
abuse, exploitation or corruption by hardened criminals,” according to the NU study, (l.pxi)
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Physical exercise combined with drills and discipline is seen as having rehabilitative value bv
some policymakers and program managers. Shock incarceration, according to Donald J. Hengesh,
director of Special Alternatives Incarceration in Michigan, teaches inmates 'self-esteem, self-
discipline, self-responsibility md how to work...more importantly [the program] push[es] these
individuals to achieve at levels that they never knew they could achieve at before/(2,pJ) oo

Some programs have added confidence-building exercises, and several require participants
to quit smoking. North Carolina includes a Ropes Challenge program, which works first on
building group skilLs such as getting a team over a 12 foot wall then on individual confidence
building such as walking a balance be?m suspended 30 feet in the air. In Louisiana, program
participants in the Orleans Parish are able to run 12 miles upon comple.ion of the

program.(l,p23)

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

camp program.(l,p.27)

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

statutorily excluded.

Some states provide considerable pre-release assistance and direction. For example, in
Maryland, parole agents visit the offenders before they are released, examine their home
environments and make arrangements for offenders to meet with job placement assistance
counselors. In at least one state, DOC officials recommend to the sentencing judge that drug
offenders be required to 2ttend out-patient drug counseling upon release, and in a few other states
the statute specifies that drug offenders be sent to drug treatment or educational programs upon
release. Two states-Indiana and Wisconsin-statutorily require drug treatment upon release from

boot camp.

Cost Issues
Many boot camps are set up on the grounds of existing correctional facilities and share

kitchen, medical and administrative services, contributing to cost-efficient start-up. However, per
diem costs may be as much or more than standard prison because of higher staff to inmate

ratios.(l,p.16)

The 1989 NU study indicated that cost savings come primarily from the shorter terms
participants serve. For states to save money, the researchers conclude, they must admit inmates
who otherwise would have served longer prison terms. Florida data show that time served in boot
camps is about 215 days shorter than what participants would have spent in prison, suggesting
savings to the state.(3,p.22) In New York, a 1990 report by the Department of Correctional
Services research division estimated that despite higher per diem costs than other prison facilities,
a total savings of S55.6 million was realized for 1,158 boot camp participants. This includes an
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estimated S36.6 million saved in capital construction and S19.0 million saved in care and custody
costs, mostly because' inmates were housed for a shorter time.(4,ppJ33*34)

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

determined to be S1.4 million.

None of the cost analyses known have attempted to compute the return-to-crime factor into
costs. Perhaps eventually, fiscal studies will combine recidivism data with cost data and analysis of

who is being diverted into boot camp programs.

EVALUATIONS AND OUTCOMES

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

iA

Studies by the National Institute of Justice (NU) of the U.S. Department of Justice in 1989
and the U3. Government Accounting Office (GAO) in 1988 concluded that available data are not
sufficient to support the theory that boot camps reduce recidivism, overcrowding or prison

costs.(l,pJ5)(5,p.1)

Tne NU study looked at recidivism rates for graduates of boot camps in Georgia and
Oklahoma and found them to be about the same as those of offenders released from prison. In
fact, the Georgia DOC found that after a three year follow-up, 383 percent of the offenders who
participated in boot camp returned to prison, compared to 38 percent recidivism of released prison
inmates. Oklahoma found that almost half the boot camp graduates had returned to prison
compared to 23 percent in a comparison group of prison inmates over a 29-month period.(l,p.4)

A few states also have tracked the return to crime or subsequent incarceration of boot camp
participants. The Rorida Department of Corrections released a study in 1989 of their program
showing that boot camp graduates bad a re-incarceration rate of 539 percent versus 7.75 percent
for a comparison group; however, the study only contained data for a 13-month period.(3,pji)

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

a 16 percent redauWsm rate for one year.(6,p.24)

The New York Department of Correctional Services research division report of 1990 on the
state’s Shock program said, 'Despite being incarcerated for shorter periods of time, the Shock
graduates appear to be returning at a rate similar to a selected comparable group of inmates—'
But the report also notes that Shock graduates come back for offenses less serious than the
comparison group, and more often for rule violations rather than for convictions on new
crimes.(4,p31-52) Georgia, Louisiana and New York are currently conducting studies and several
other states have indicated they will be tracking recidivism rates as welL
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Several 'states require the department of corrections (DOC) to report to the legislature on
the progress of the bbot camp programs. In Colorado, for example, the DOC is to provide a
report that includes such information as: whether offenders are being diverted from probation or
prison, whether bed space is being saved, and whether the recidivism rate for graduates of the
program are equal to or lower than that of similar offenders committed to the DOC.

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

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

camps targeted for drug offenders.(7,p.47)

FEDERAL INTEREST AND INCENTIVES

Title XVVm of the federal Crime Control Act of 1990 authorizes S220 million for
"correctional options,” including, "four grants in each fiscal year, in various geographical areas
throughout the United States, to public agencies for correctional options (including the cost of
construction) that provide alternatives to traditional modes of incarceration and offenders release
programs' Programs must provide appropriate intervention for young offenders; security and
discipline; services such as counseling, drug treatment, education and job training; reduction in
criminal recidivism; reduction in correctional costs; and development of industrial and service
skills. Also available are grants to public agencies to "establish, operate, and support boot camp

prisons.”

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

this chapter.

A: of January 1991, funds for these grants were not yet appropriated. The Federal Crime
Control Ac: of 1990 also authorizes the Federal Bureau of Prisons to use shock incarceration (boot
camp) programs. Title XXX specifies military-style regimented training, discipline and labor, and
aho requires that appropriate job training, education and drug and alcohol counseling be in place.
A sye: there are no boot camp facilities operating for federal offenders.(8)

Tne Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention”(OJJDP]j, in conjunction with the
B ireau of Justice Assistance, will develop and test up to three boot camps for juvenile offenders,
with awards to be made in April 1991 for 18-moruh test sites. In addition, the National Institute of
Jus:ice will fund an independent evaluation of the OJJDP programs, also to begin in 1991.

CONCLUSION

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

prison programs.

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

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

failure.

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

As with most state initiatives, considerable variation is seen in how states have designed and

operated boot camp programs. Their experiences, as highlighted in this document, can begin to
guide policymakers’ decisions on future use of boot camps as a sentencing option.

-NCSL State Legislative Report - 6



REFERENCES' #

1) Shock Incarceration: An Overview of Existing Programs. Washington, D.C.: National Institute
of Justice, U.S. Department of Justice, June 1989.

2) U.S. Congress, House Committee on the Judiciary. Shock Incarceration Act of 1990, 101st
Cong. 2d sess., 1990.

3.) Boot Camp Evaluation. Florida: Department of Corrections. March 1989.

4.)  The Second Annual Report to the Legislature: Shock Incarceration in New York State: The
Corrections Experience. Albany, N.Y.: Department of Corrections. January 1990.

5) Prison Boot Camps: Too Early to Measure Effectiveness. Washington, D.C.: United States
G- teral Accounting Office. September 1988.

6.  An Evaluation of the Omnibus Criminal Justice Improvements Act of 1986. Columbia, SC:
State Reorganization Commission. March 1990.

7.) Doris Layton Mackenzie. "Boot Camp Prisons: Components, Evaluations and Empirical
Issues.' Federal .Probation, September 1990.

8.) U.S. Congress, Crime ControlAct 0f1990, Chapter B, Section 515 (a) (1-3), 101st Cong. 2d
sess., 1990.

-NCSL State Legislative Report - 7



Figure 1.

Boot Camp/Shock Incarceration Facility Use in the States
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Appendix A
State Statute Specifications for Boot Camps
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education. druj/alcbhol
education K treatmenL

Conmjuniry work, job kdlls
application Jtootaounxauoa
separate from fereril

Inmate populatioa judfe

may reguire education,
employment, restitution,

loom-red midenor noon relesse.

Traininf Indecisionmaking
peraonat developmenL
druf eounselinf.
rehebilitation pro, jxms

Unspecified

Druf counseling, mandatory
nipcrrded relesse

Separate Pom ftnenl inmate
population, sldits for Winf
and rrbebOtution. job

tilk, thatmel fordrug/
aicobol abuse K emotional or
mental problem, education «
remedial K CED, vocational
msrnmenl trasition
program Includes education,
count*lint community semes
dru(/aJcobol tnatmcal
antsud rrinlexntun.

Unspecified

Intensive parok supemtion
tpon relesse

Who Has
Discretion
to Select

Court upon
coniubation with
DOC retained
iurodtaion

Court =condition
of inientM
probation

DOC

Eaecutrve diremo-
reluroed to sen—
tencing court upon
complerioD for
sentence reduction

Court

Court commits
(ocmodvof
DOC DOC
repents
sentencinf court
approval

Court =vtth
DOC ipprovaL

Court -upon

its independent
assessment

Committed
DOC DOC
reports to court,
court may
recommend
offender

but still must

be acproved by
DOC wolutary
withdraval .

Court

Sentened to De;i(t
of Public Safety
Corrections, court
recommends or
iv. of Probation
Parole refai to
aurt.
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Amount of
Legislative
State Direction

Michigan Minisul
Mice. Sue A u to
5284334(3.3) A Moderue
5284133(2)

(CaUithio 1990)

Mhtoun Mimmal
Mo.Ann. Sul to
5217471 Moderate
(Vfrnoo 1991)

Nevada Moderue
Nev. Rev. SUL

5209434

(1989)

New Hempthin: Minimal
N X Rev.Sul

Ann. 5431

(1989

New- Mexico Moderue
N-M. Sul Ann. to
531-1842 Coatid:table
533-1-17

0990)

New YorL Miniam|
N.Y. Core. Liw to
5%43-847 Moderate ,
(McKinney 1P90)

Ohio Considerable
118th O tal
Asacnuh’
0.au
(1990)

South Carolina Minimal
SC Code Ann.

524-21-17)

(Law. Co-0p 19%4)

Tennesiet Minimal
Tena. Code Ann

540-20-201 to 207

|40-2%-130

(1989)

Tcxjj Minimal
Tex. Code of

Cna ProcexL Ann.

An. 4242

(Vernon 1990)

Virginia Loouotnom
Va. Code

5194 -3181

* 5334 -474

(1»0)

Wnamua Moderue

Wit.Sul Ann.
5302.043
(Watt 1990)

UVitnsai Mimmii
Wyo. Sac
57-3-1003 (1919)

01 ier
Eligibility

Age, never lerved lenience
of impraonmenL liltely to
be tentetxad to imprnon-
fflenL not pbyucaDyor
menullv handlaroed.

Age, on felony probation,
violated probation. no
prior teJony convxuoa.

Age, mala, convicted of
noovtoienl (tlooy, never
inearoerued farmore
than 4 tnonlht, otbcnoM
elieible for probation.

Utupcdfiad

Adult mile A female offendcn,
litU ineligible aim c1

DOC to adopt regulation!
Cartcrteninj. vnlunury

Age, within 3yean of parole,
liju melipble oudcl
muo volunteer

Age, copvSaed of or pleaded
1,-UUry to 3rd or 4(h degree
felony, liui ineligible
ctudo. neversentenced to
30rteyi or more in

rttorm or penal innxution.
nosviolem

Age. anjvyicd of oonvioknl
offetne (orwhidt mfive
yean ormore icntencz cut
be imposed. n« pbyiiolly
ormcnuily handicapped.
do ccntacous dtteuex

Age. not phyiicaily or
menially handicapped,
praoo or probation of
4yean or kxx ao conlapotn
rfjwacx Iwti joeiijAxk
eniDCL

Otherwise cHpbk (or proba-
tioo. Age. not phyjiaOy or

mcsuUy handicapped, never
been ioaroouad lor felony.

Age, nonwjwnt (atony.
Ooerbatsm tipeed
toiamrocniioe a*
adult Voluntary

Mm volunteer, age.
already toctrermed. bai
tnhauyr abate problem,
no peyebological, pbyucal
or TAr,% UauuLiom
bsitnelidbk crimei

It acrvtag urniebxx It UK
pennrntti/y, age. do prrvxnn
inearetration, bau ineligible

Prison
Alternative/
Enhanced

PA

PA

EP

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

PA

EP

PA

PA

PA

PA

Distincti
Program

Unspemfied

Unspecified

Training in racogsition *
prevention ofdrug/alcohol
ahuae, jtrtaa oanagctae-iL
prepare (or it obuta job.

Inuranw axsmunny raperviaion

Subeuncr abate ooanteling *
trcaimenL CED prep, training
in dedaiontsalung * prnonal
development * prt-reicaae
itnu.

g months. trhahilirjlinn
therapy

Subeuncr abuac education,
employment A aodai ikfliL
prychologicxJ treiunenL CED
prep. 30-40deyi in halfway
bouae whh adfhelp* CED
prep, iatrtaive ropeivnion

oarole forremarider oflenience.

Unspecified

Treatment prograaa

Unspecified

t-ounaeung resect*! cuucauoo.
dreg aduouoo.voeulonaj

m imuxnt upon rtluu
employment, vocational or other
educational programs may be
rtomred. voluntary wdbdrawal

teg. tohaanrr abate treatment
* artoralloa. fcW d tI*
supervision parole prepare
tordreg aboacn.

Separation train general
lwmAl* popUIMJOQ

Who Has
Discretion
to Select

Court -with
cement of
oflcoder

Court

Court

returned to
court upon
completion

Court upon
recommendation
of DOC

Court upon
recommendation
of correction!
department.

Screening commit-
ice request!
auwerfrom

court approving
or disapprov-

ing court must
respond within 23
days or auiomaii-
caDv loorovTd.

Judge icturnon
loDeptof
Rehabilitation

* Correaioa.
progress

reports to
aentendna court.

Judgeeu
condition of
probuion

Judgr -u
condition of
probation

Court

Court oracn
mmmilmm! to
DOCtor
evaluation.

DOC reoommendi

DOC

Board of
Qurttki
k Reform
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£ HCSL issues In Brisfc,

Hoot camp prisons, also known is Vnock incarceration' and ’special alternative inai curation*
programs, arc miiilary-etvic correctional facilities which provide shorter terms in a highly
regimented, disciplinary soiling iii.cly to iuciude reveille, drills end marching, physical exercise,
and labor. Demanding physical drills cud exercises arc tbhc mosl prominent end unique features
of these programs. Community service labor also is required in most cases.

Distil cuntp pri\otm ere
nii'Utaly-.uylr facilities
requiring drills, marching,
and ichor

Boot campsmay offer ~ Boot camp correctional facilities often include drug/fticohc! counseling, reality therapy,
education, dmg/olcahci  individual counseling, oducatic'i, aad pre-release programs. New York includes a therHpeutic
community that fcniphawc* community living and socialization skillb. V/hllo seme state* claim
success with education piceiemi, at least two offer no adult basic education because uf the
difficulty in doing so during the si.ott period of time offenders arc in the program.

counseling, and therapy

Most Boot csrnp/rheck incarceration programs are designed for young, adult offenders (usually

Boot camps one usuallyfor
17-25 years, although some states have r.ti apt: limit) convicted of non-violent crimes.

young adult; with
cmmdions for non-violent

crimes  l‘arttdp:tn!s arc usually first or Second-time felony offenders with un prior adult incarcerations,

whose current offense carries a relatively short scutir.ee. Offenders with mental or physic*!
impairment: are excluded. At least five states have boo; camp program* for vrumua. Some
states such ae Louisiana, New York, and Virginia use I»oot camps mainly as an alternative
ssntcr.ce for offenders otherwise lhiund for prison. Other states such as Arizona, Connecticut,
and Georgia structure Jxjol campl as intensive pnvbation program;.

Pifij Cons

I'roponcnU hail the programs s.- % tough Detractors express concern (iiat the boot
intermediate sencliotl lluit proviiU-s carup programs finder physical prowess

incapacitation and offender account- and aggression in the name uf discipline

ability. They sty the short 'shock* and at the expense cf problem solving and
program aimed at young adult offv.ndun skill development.

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

Few data exist to support cr disprove either of the opposing views on boot camp/shock
incarceration programs. However, prdiriiimuy evaluations have been done, noted below, in

Florida, Georgia, and Oklahoma.
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21 states o/*nlte some type
ufboot ranitv

Federal assistance

Recidivism rate higherfor
boot camp graduates than
teleased prison inmates in

two states

Florida study shows Lout
camp graduates outpajonn
released inmates during
community supervision

GAO and A’U ireommend
more ewluation

n \' livi/Uig& My J1g

A| least 23 stales emrvinly operate *o:uc type of boot cfimp facility. .Oklahoma and Georgia
opened the first Iroot camp ptograms in 1933. Most stales with progrants added them since 1987.
Sixteen stales enacted enabling legislation in the JiMv o; 1990 scxxiuns: Arkansas. Colorado,
Connecticut, lllinois, Indiana, Kansm., Missouri, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Mexico, Ohio,
Tennessee, Texas, Viigiuia, Wheonstn, and Wyoming. Fight slates--Alabama, Arizona, inorida,
Georgia, Louisiana, Michigan, New York, end Suuth Carolina-enacted enabling legislation
between 1983 and 1989. At least fr-Y: stalcs-ldaho, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, and
Oklahoina-operate boot camps under department of corrections regulatory authority. Ai least
otic county, Los Angeles, is operating a one-year pilot project.

The Bureau of Justice A”fctancc -990 program plan offered funds to slate departments of
corrections for bcol camp demons!ration, training and technical assistance, as well as
development and demonstration for juvenile offenders. Title XYI11 of the federal Grime Control
Act ttf 1990 authorizes grants to state and local governments lo develop prison alternatives,
including hoot camp programs, although federal funds I.uyc not ycr been appropriated.

The Federal Crime- Control Act of !v9fl also mitiicrizc.'. the Federal Bureau ol Prisons to use
shock incarceration programs. As yet there sre ah boot camp facilities operating for federal

offenders.

A three-year lollow-up study by (he Georgia Department of Corrections found 38.5 percent of
offenders who participated in the bw i camp program returned lo prison, compared to 38 percent
of released prison inmates. Oklahoma found that over a 29-mor.th period, almost half of the
bool camp graduates had returned to prison compared lo 28 percent in a comparison group of
prison inmates.

-*. o e

A Florida evaluation of (iosi-rdu.ur cuicontcs showed the bool camp program graduates
performed, overall, more, successfully titan u matched group of released prison inmates during a
SuliNUtjuent community supervision period. The same report showed almost 40 percent of

participants entering Ihc program did not finish it.

A National Institute of Justice (NU) report issued in 19S9 agreed wi'h cn eariier United SlI3tcs
Government Accounting Office ru[»trt that said more evaluation is needed io judge whether
programs are operationally cosi-cJToctivx. and programmatically successful.

The NIJ study nlso indicated that cost savings itsttll primarily from Ihc shorter terms participants

serve. For states to save muncy requires admitting Inmates who otherwise would have served

longer prison terms.
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involuntary manslaughter had it
been committed by an adult. He
was sentenced to three years de-
tention, the maximum penalty for
involuntary manslaughter. On
appeal, the Court of Appeals for
the Eighth Circuit vacated the
sentence, finding that had R.L.C.
been an adult, the maximum sen-
tcnce he could have received
under the federal sentencing
guidelines would have, been 21
months. The Eighth Circuit said
that In sentencing R.LC. to a
period of detention longer than
that allowed under the guidelines,
the trial court violated a federal
statute providing that a juvenile
may not be semenced.io a period
of detention that exceeds '‘the
maximum term of imprisonment
that would be authorized if the
juvenile had been tried and con-
victcd as an nduh” The U. S.
Supreme Court affirmed.

Missing Children. The study of
legal barriers to using schools,
public service agencies and hospi-
tals to locate missing children is
one of several projects planned by
the U. S. Department of Justice’s
Office of Juvenile and Delin-
gucncy Prevention (OJJDP) for
its fiscal yea'r 1992 programs to
assis; missing children and their
familics (Federal Register, March
18,1992). The proposed priority
programs include a variety of
objectives, including using news-
paper clipping to compile staiis-
tics on non-family child molesta-
lion eases: developing sentencing
guidelines in parental abduction
cases; and training public service
workers and mental health profcs-
sionnls to work with families of
missing children. The OJJDP will
acccpi public comments on the
priorities through May 18,1992.
The Missing and Exploited Cliii-
dren’s Program was established by

the Congress In the 1954 Missing
Children’ Assistance Ac: as Title
IV of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974, asamended. The OJJDP is
responsible lor administering the
Missing nrl.i Exploited Children's
Program. Other proposed new
programs include conducting fol-
low-up interviews with families of
missing children to determine the
lasting psychological effects of
family and ncn*family abductions;
studying the justice system's proc-
essing of child maltreatment
cases; developing training.ro help
law enforcement and-mental
health professionals assist families
being reunited with their missing
children; developing interviewing
techniques for adolesecnovictims
cf sexual exploitation; developing
a guide to victims' services and
compensation for missing and
exploited children and their fami-
lies; a symposium cn international
child abductions; the development
of training, technical, and product
resources on the legal obstacles of
returning parentally abducted
children; developing a training
video for investigating missing and
exploited child cases; and funding
for states’ missing children clear-
inghouscs. For more information,
contact the Director, Missing and
Exploited Children's Program,
0JJDP, 633 Indiana Ave., NW,
Washington. D C 20531; tele (202)
616-2631,

In California. A state assembly-
man h3S introduced legislation
that would make it a crime to
recruit youths under the age of 18
for criminal street gangs by Intimi-
datie-n or coercion, The proposed
bill ’is believed to be the firs; leg-
Jslation in the nation tc criminal*
ize youth gang recruitment. Sac-
rumcr.to city officials have ottrib-
uted the recent growth in the

"number of gangs and gang mem-
bers to successful recruitment,
Sacramento Police Chief Jack
Kearns, the prime sponsor of the
bill, said forcing gang members to
do their recruliing covertly would
deter solicitation. Kearns «ti-
mated that the current number of
gang members in Sacramento is
2,60(1, n significant Increase over
the 1,700 gang members in 1983.
'Ihar year, a state task force on
gangs and drugs found that chil-
drcn as young as hine-years-old
were being recruited for street
gangs, Kearns said. Bob Kilgoie,
director of the Sacramento
County Probation Department,
said die number of street gangs in
the county has grown from ap-
proximaicly 35 in the 1980s to
between 50 and 60 today,

* o *

California Gov. Pete Wilson
on Feb. 28 signed Isolation ere-,
eating twp.miljiary-styie “boot
.camps" designee ro deter nonvio-
lent,youthful, first-time offenders
from further criminal activity
thiough strict discipline and hard
work. Tnc "'Leadership, Esteem,
Ability, and Discipiinc Program
(LEAD)" camps would be altcr-
natives to jails run by the Califor-
nia Youth Authority. Tltc plan
calls for establishing one camp in
northern California 2nd one in
southern California that each will
house no more than 60 youths
over the age of 16. Wards at the
experimental camps will be drilled
in traditional military techniques,
including marching, rigorous excr-
cisc, and strict room and dress in-
spc&iois. Youths will be required
towork 16 hours per day, six-arui-
one-half days per week, for four
months. After release front the
camps, wards will be enrolled Ina
six-month parole program that in-



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

In Rhode Island. Although vio-
lent Juvenile crime has decreased
in Rhode Island, overall juvenile
criminal activity in the state has
Increased, according to a recent
report of the Governor's Justice
Commission. The report, entitled
Juveniles in Rhode Island: A Data
Analysis and Statistical Study
Concerning Key Information of
Recent Yeans, links increased lev-
els of property crime amongjuve-
niles to increased numbers of
juvenile drug abuse arrests, and
attributes this relationship :0 juve-
nile substance abusers' need to
steal or sell drugs to support their

/jt fniCa

VC/4 JUVENILE JUSTICE

drug addiction habits. In 1SSP,
9,261 juveniles were arrested, the
second highest total of juvenile
arrests since 1984. the report said.
Fur that same year, violent Juve-
nile crime arrests in the state
decreased by 2.6 percent from
1988 totals and comprised 9.4
percent of ail juvenile arrests,

. according to the report; property

crimes made up the remaining
90.6 percent. Overall property
crimes decreased 20-30 percent
from 1987 to 1989. Despite a
slight decrease in 1989, juvenile
drug abuse arrests have remained
at relatively constant levels in
recent years. Juvenile arson ar-
rests reached an all-time high of
101 in 1989, the report states,
increasing nearly <09 percent over
the annual average throughout (he
19£0s, the report said. Vandalism
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i
and larceny arrests have remained
at increased levels over recent
years with larceny being the seri-
ous crime that Rhode Island juve-
niles commit most frequently. /Ac-
cording to the report, juvenile re-
cidivism rates progressively have
increased since 1934, when 526 ju-
veniles appeared twice before the
court, compared to 611 In 1989. In
1984,188 juveniles appeared three
times before the court compared
i0 231 in 1989. The number of
juveniles placed on probation has
increased each year since 1984,
ereaching a high of 2,043 in fiscal
year 1990. For more information
cr 2 copy of the report, contact the
Governor’s Justice Commission,
Office of Substance Abuse, Statis-
tical Analysis Center, 222 Quaker
Lane, Warwick, Rl 02886; tel.:

(401)277-2620.
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T HE LIFE IS RIGOROUS, the privi-

leges few. But the rewards, for young  future in crime.
non-violent first offenders, can be great:
camp instead of prison; 90 to 180 days of
concentrated effortinstead ofyearsin anin-
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stitution; and a chance to detour from a

Boot camp prisons in the United States
are proliferating. Finding them acceptably
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B oot

Prisons

Continued from frontpage

tough and tax-dollar considerate,
state Ie(k;lslatures and congress.
have established the military-like
programsin 27U. S. systems, a
new survey by Corrections
COMPENDIUM shows. Fourteen
more are considering the option.

The programs come by many
names. Special Alternative
Incarceration Unit; Basic Training
P_ro?_ram; IMPACT (Intensive Mo-
tivational Program ofAlternative
Correctional Treatment); RID
ERegilmented Inmate Discipline);

hallenge Incarceration and
others, as well as sim ply“Shock
Incarceration* or “Boot Camp.”

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

ut not all prison hoot camps

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

One ofthe most crucial aspects
ofthe programs—follow—uF sup-
portin the community—also
varies consjderably from one sys-
tem to another.

Since their start, dose to 16,000
offenders hove completed shock
incarceration programs in the U.S.

Camp
T hrive

with more than 12,000&1_raduating
from boot camps, according to thn
COMPENDIUM survey.

Current programs can accomo-
date 4782inmates at a time,
ranging from 20in Wyoming to
1500in New York. Programs
starting after Feb. 11991, will add
another 354 to 404 slots.

Shock camp programs are
primarily designed for young, non-
violent offenders, 17to"26years of
a?e, who have never been incarcer-
ated. Some allow older prisoners.
And not all are limited to those
commlttm? non-violent offenses.
Certain categories of prisoners,

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

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

Drug offenders make up nany
ofthe training squads.

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

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

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

sentence pending if trainiv.g is not
complete. From prison, hoot camp
completion shortens prison terms.

Almost all are used for offend-
ers convicted offelony offenses
carrying a sentence of one year or
longerin prison.

w  hetherboot camps are suc-
cesses depends on the
definition of success. For most, it
is too soon to know their long-term
effect on preventing retidivism—

surely the ultimate goal—but
early studies indicate that they do
provide as much or more deter-
rence in a short time as alonger
time in prison does for similar
offenders.

ldaho, however, with a shock
Program since 1974 %and some of
he components ofa boot camp
since 1988), has had the longest—
and a very positive—experience
with shock incarceration.

“Without the program, we
estimate our prison population
would be more than double," said
Deputy Warden Dean Allen at the
North ldaho Correctional Institu-
tion, where the shock operation is
located. (See hox on page 8)

One state, Alabama, where
participation in the F)rogram IS
mandated, reports that after two
years, their recidivism rate is an
astonishing 365 percent!

Texas, where the boot camp
started two years ago, has had a
success rate of 89 percent versus
approximately 55 percent among
regular prison parolees.

~Asfor success in the program
itself, for those who started the
boot camps, the survey found
completion rates ranging from
A76percentin Florida to 97
percentin Georgia.

~ The hoot camps have other
immediate pluses:

*The em'ohams is on change.
Almost all offer more counseling
and education than the offenders
would ?,et in the general prison
population.

Corrections COMPENDIUM. January 1981



e Foryoung first time incarcerees,
they are almost always safer than
prison. There are no experienced
cons to school them,in crime or
ress them for sexual favors.
here’s more sti ff on hand, more
activities, noidle time.

* The demanding exercise and
regular meals improve health and
stamina. The inmates learn what
it's like to get up in the morning
and be active all day.

* They also learn whatit’s like to
be drug-free in an environment
that demands a lot from them.

 And while the per diem cost is

often the same or more than for

time behind bars, the brevity of

the program means less spent on
the individual “recruit.”

n a 25-month review ofits pro-

gram, the Florida Department
of Corrections estimated a savings
0f39,759 inmate days - conserva-
t|velly estimated at a cost savings
of $L15 million. “The cost of Boot
Camp represents perhaps its most
successful aspect...the program is
effectively reducing prison time,"
the DOC report said.

Ofthe 27 systems authorizing

Marjorie Marlette i$ editor of
Corrections COMPENDIUM,

Corrections COMPENDIUM, January 1991

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

“The cost of Boot Camp
representsperhaps its most
successfulaspect...thepro-
gram iseffectively reducing
prison time ”

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

~ldaho’s is the oldest shock
incarceration program. Georgia’s,
begun in 1983 and Oklahoma’s,
1934, are the oldest boot camps.

Other states with hoot camps
are Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas,
Florida, Illinois, Louisiana, Mary-
land, Michigan, MSSISSIR‘pI, New
Ham Fshwe, New York, North
Carolina, South Carolira, Tennes-
see, Texas and Wyoming.

lowa has a shock probation
;%rogram in which the judge can
emove certain inmates from
prison within 90days ofconfine-
ment depending on how well they
do in prison during that time. Ohio
V/Ps a shock parole program.

Cost ofthe programs range

. from $21 per diem in Alahama

(compared to $27in regular
prison), to $67.79in Connecticut
gcompared to $56.91in prison).

ome departments gave the same
costs for boot camp and prison,
agld many had no figures avail-
able.

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

~ Reasons given forinmates not
finishing the training include poor
attitude and behavior a(yustm_ent,
lack of self-discipline and motiva-
tion, and disciplinary problems.
They may also be medically
disqualifed, or new detainers may
make them ineligible.

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

‘One state reported a problem
with corrections dislike ofthe
program, and another said staff
selection was difficult because of
the need to assign only those
individuals who had demonstratec
leadership qualities and received
favorable psychological testing.

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

New York, with the largest
number of boot camp programs,
has recently started an intensive
“shack parole” program to continu
support services for the graduates
when theY return to the streets.
Two parole officers work as a tean
to supervise 30parolees. In other
systems, post-release supervision
may be through regular or inten-
sive probation or parole.

Much has been written about
beet camps, in the scholarly as



i[daho’s shock incarceration
program impactsnumberin prison

g hockincarcerationgot an early

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

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

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

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

To be eligible, the offenders must
be tried as an aduft, but the age
otherwise is open. The youngest
has been 15, the oldest 82. Males

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

new sanction.

L mong those who urge caution
in developing the ﬁrogra_ms,

the concern most often heard is
that they will “widen the net”to
confine people who would other-
wise be placed onregular proba-
tion, notjust those headln?_for
prison, éome criminal justice
officials view this as a positive,
however.)

In_the N1J Reports for Novem-
ber/December, 1990, Doris Layton
MacKenzie also notes another
question raised b}/ research as
“whether the boot camp atmos-
phere enhances the effect of

(o]

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

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

Ofthose who participate, about
82 percent are then released on
probation, with the other 18 per-
cent retained In prison, Allen said.

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

If offenders complete both the
NICI program and probation suc-
cessfully, the original charges against
them can be reduced to misdemean-

ors.

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

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

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

(Dr. MacKenzig, an associate
rofessor at the University of
aryland, is a visiting senior
research associate ofthe National
Institute of Justice (NTJ).)

‘Other concerns have been
raised elsewhere:

a Do hoot camps have a potential
for deterioration of standards and
abuse of offenders?

mDo they discriminate if programs
are not offered for the physically
handlcapped offender? In those
states without programs for
women?

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

The program ordinarily can handle
160 atonetime, but has been averag-
ing 230 the pastyear, Allen said. "For
the short duration, people can put up
with some inconveniences, can crowd
a little,” he noted.

By March of 1990 more than 5,000
inmates had gone through the pro-
gram.

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

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

“Here,"” he said, "change not
only is expected, it's demanded.
It's a whole different emphasis and
atmosphere than most prison set-

tings."
O

mCould discipline without suffi-
ment.duedprocess lead to liability
questions’

he National Institute of

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

~In earlier research, N1J's inten-
sive study ofthe Louisiana shock
incarceration program found that
shock incarceration programs by
themselves ma}/) not significantly
affect offender behavior or reduce
recidivism. Treatment, education,
and rehabilitation pro?rams are
also needed and may strengthen
program impact, the study said.

Continued on page 10
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SHOCK INCARCERATION PA,,T |- NUMBERS, COSTS

SUCCESS  PER DIEM COST FOR EACH

PARTICIPANT OF

SHOCK PRISON, F SEN
PROGRAM  THERE INSTEA

521.00 $29.00

Unknown

Unknown $25.00
334

$67.79 $5691

$39.82 (average chily aB's that
prisons in FY 89)

$2551

Uknoan  Unknoan

$36.88
(appoox)

Alittle less ®4.71

than prison

Unknown $4521
$55.00 $55.00
$48.77 $48.77
$41S6-$77"6

SYSTEM HASSHOO LENGTHOL WHENSTARTED FORMALES  HOWNMANY NUVBER
ORBOOT  PROGRAM  ORWILL START CANPROGRAM WHOHAVE  RATE
CAAP HANDLE? COVPLETED
PROGRAM PROGRAM
ALABAVA Yes 3mos. with  4/7/88 128 547 83%
extensions
up lo 180
days
ALAKA No program
ARIZONA Yos 4 mes. 10/83 150 21 86%
ARKANSAS Yes 105 days 4/90 60 16
CALIFORNIA No program . Lot Angeles County Jafl System developed plans for opening a boot camp program
COLORADO Yes 3 mes. 391 100
CONNECTQUT Yes Smos. 191 100
DELAWARE No program, but interested in starting ono
DISTRICT OF No program, but interested instarting one
COLUVBIA
ALORIDA Yes 3 mos. 10/87 100 429 47.6%
GEORGIA Yes 3 nos. 11/83 250 4,183 97%
HANA No program
IDAHO Yes 4 mos. with 1970, authorized 160 3,745 80%
option of 1974, started
additional 60
days
ILLINOIS Yes 4 mos. 101591 200 9 T7.1%
INDIANA No program, but interested in starting one
IONA Hes shock probation where the judge can remove certain inmates from prison within 90 days ol confinerrent, depending on how well the inmete does in
prison
KANSAS Yes 6 mos. 291 104 i
KENTUCKY No program, but interested in starting one
LOUSIANA Yos 90-180days 2/87 120 470 56.9%
MAINE No program
MAHYLAND Yes 6 mos. 8/6/90 Meles, T .relo 288 NA NA
MASSACHUSETTS  No program, but under consideration at the county level
MCHGAN Yes 3 mos. 3/88 120 74 5%
MNNESOTA No program
MISSISSIPPI Yes 90-120days  4/85 262 17%6 91%
MSSOULRI | No program, program has boen authorized but not funded or initialec,
MONTANA Nb program, but may be interested in starting one
NEBRASKA No program, but interested in starting one
NEYADA Yes 291
NEWHAVPSHIRE  Yes 120 days J/5/90 % 13
NEWJERSEY Nb program, in earty discussion stages
HEWMEXICO No program, Skaly to start 12/91
NEW YORK Yes (5 5mos. 1387 ,350 males 1158 (asof 3%
fariities) 50 femeles 1/89)
NORTHCAROLINA  Yes XH120days  0/30/89 Ki) 58 KOZ)
NORTH DAKCTA Nb program
CHO Yes Imos. Jhock parole, 00 (projected)
983: hope to start
wot camp 1991

Corrections COMPENDIUM, January 1991



S. >CK INCARCERATION PART.

HASSHOCK LENGTHOF WHEN STARTED

NUMBERS, COSTS

FORMALES, HOWNMANY NUMBER SUCCESS PER DIEMCOST FOR EACH

SYSTEM
ORBOOT  PROGRAM  ORWILLSTART FEMALES ~ CANPROGRAM WHOHAVE  RATE PARTICIPANT OF
CAVP BOTH HANDLE? COVPLETED SHOCK PRISON, F SENT
PROGRAM OCRAV PROGRAM  THERE INSTEAD
OKLAHOVA Yes 3 met. 1984 Meles 150 Unknown Unknoan  (64.39 (48.79
ORECON No program
PENNSYLVANIA Yes 6 mos. 1901 Meles 150-200
RHODE ISLAND No program, but Interested in staring one
SOUTHCARCLINA  Yes 90 days 6/25/86, shock Both 192 males, 984 meles, 93%
probation; 62500, 24 lomales 107 fermples  males,
changed to shoe* 8%
incarceration: 1AV fermales
2nd unit started
SOUTH DAKOTA Nob program, currently being reviewed by legislatively established Corrections Commission
TENNESSEE Yes 3mos. Meles 120 » 4%
TEXAS Yes Wplo3mos. 1/89 Meles 400 1010 89.2% (43.40 (42.15
UTAH No program, but under consideration
VERVONT No program
MVRGNA Yes 3 os. Males 100
probation) (Mowed by
supervised
probation)
WASHINGTON No program
WESTVIRGNA No program, but under consideration
WISCONSIN Yes 6 mos. Meles 60 NA NA Unknown
WYOMING Yes 3mos. Meles 20 % D% $41.00 (41.00
FEDERAL BUREAU  Yes 6 nos. Meles 192
OF PRISONS fintensive)
1-5mos.
[community)

CANADIAN SYSTEMS -noshoe* incarceration programs reported

Boot Camp Prisons Thrive

Continued frompage 8

The Corrections COMPEN -
D I1UM surney found that 26 ofthe
boot camps include or wvill incluce
dru/aladol treatment prograns,
24 offer counseling, and 23 educa-
tion. All 27 alsohave work pro-
grans. Emphasis on the programs
may vary, but once assigned, par-
ticipatian ismandatory -

InNew York, while the recidi-
visn rate isrearly the same far
shock graduates and a comparable
group released from prism, the
reasons for retum are differat
Shock inmates come back more
often for tedmicl violatias, les
for crimes than those released
from prism.

Alsp, the academic programs are

showing good resulits. With educa—
o classes mandatory, math and
reading leels are being raised and
many are passing GED (high
sdool equivalency) exans, the
New York DOC reported.

In interviens and letters ©
Saft, some former trainees recll
graduation as the high point of
treir Ines.

They found pride and new
friends in the program, they said.
Though more counselingand
vocatioal education would be a
goad idea, they considered boot
camp a \ery positive experience.

Not many “graduates’” would
say that about thelr stint in
traditical prism. Q
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‘WNIANIdINOD  suoioauod

166T Arenuer

ARIZONA

CONNECTICUT

ACRIDA

CGECRGIA

IDAHO

ILLINOIS

IONA

LOUSIANA

MCHGAN

SHOCK INCARCERATION PART Il - PROGRAM, REQUIREMENTS

PARTICIPANT ASSIGNED ~ ASSIGNIVENT MADE  PARTICIPATION  PROGRAM LOCATED IN PROGRAM INCLUDES
TO PROGRAM BY VOLUNTARY?
COURTS DEPARTVENT ASALTER FROM REGULAR SEPARATE DRUG EDUCA- OOUNSELING  WORK
NATMVETO  PRISON PRISON CAWOR ALCOHOL TION  THERAPY
PRISON FACIUTY  TREATIVENT
X X Ho X X7 . X X
g
X X Yos X X X X X
X X Yos X X X X X
X X Yes X X X X X X
X X (ovorsiglil X Yes X X X X X
lesponsibility)
X X Yos X X X X
X X Yos X X
X X Yes X X X X X
X X Yos X X X X X

Hat shock probation whore Iho Judgo can romove cortaln Inmetes front prison wiihin 00 dayt of confinomonl doponding on howwall tfie Inmeto does In prison

X X X X Yos X X X X X
X (rocom- X(lInal cetermi- X Yos X Educationand X X X
mondallon) nation) awareness

. X X Yos X X X X X
X X Yos X X X X X

REQUIREVENTS FOR PARTICIPATION

Ho aco Imht, lit dogreo crimot and onlking a dhild
ter Invnore) purpose™ aro exempted, tonlonce ol 15
yrt. or lest, dast 1 physical condition, and ebllily lo
lolkwr dfroclom

18 25yn. of ago, Clast 28 non-violenl ollonsos,
spodUc loquiromonts for physical and montal conal
lions —

Ho ago rogulromonts, norrviolonl crimes, tanlanco
ol 10yn. or lost, 1st lime odondor, physical and
menial hoalih condition musl bo opprovod

16 25 yn. ol ago, not solving and havo nol sonvod
time for a Violonl offense (too ol physical and nontal
dofocts

16-21 yn. ol ago, non~violonl, no clast *A" folonlos,
tontoneed to 1-3yn. (approx.), no prior sentenced
or Incarceration, ultyslcal and montal health musl bo
approved

24 yn. and undor Inago, nonrviolonl, no sex crirmes,
tontoncot 10yn. or loss, 111 ollonso, no sorlous
modfcal or menial health prebfomt

17-25 yn. of ego, no mtsdomoanon, tonloncod to al
loss11yr., good plryilcal and mantel condition

MLt be triad at an adult, folonlos exoort murder L
sentenced to a min. of 1yr., no prior prison tno,
ambulalory physical conoliton and nol cunenlly pr
ehofc

17-29 yn. of ago, light wolghl ollonsoi Including .
drug, rabbory, thoh, burglary, tonloncod to 6 yn. or
lost, Hlolfonta, good pliysical end mantel condition

1825 yn. of ago, prinerily properly and drug
ollensot, gonoraDy no prior Incarcorallons, musl bo

physically and montelfy capabla lo po/ldpalo

SOyn.ol age or younger, 1(1 and 2nd olfondors
tonloncod to 7 yn. or lest, parolo eligible, good
physical and monlal health

Undor 26 yn. ol ago, non+violen! crimos, tonloncod
to 5yrt. or lost, fml adult Incarcorailon, oood phytl-
cal and menial condition

17-25 yn. ol ago, axdudlng rapo, nurdnr, tumod
robbory and anon crimos, no nmil on numbor ol
olbntot, capabla o! copleting the program



"WNIANIdINOD  suondalod

T66T Arenuer

MSSISSIPPI

NEVADA
NEWHAVPSHIRE

NEW YORK

CAROLINA

PENNSYLVANIA

CARCLINA

MRGNA

WSCONSIN
VWYCOMING

FEDERAL
BUREAU OF
PRISONS

SHOCK INCARCERATION PART Il - PROGRAM, REQUIREMENTS

PARTICIPANT ASSIGNED
TO PROGRAM BY
COURTS DEPARTIVENT
X
X
X X(firel
approval)
X
X
X(lo sltock X(io bool
perole) canmp)
X
X
X X
X
X
X (roforrals)
X
X
X (rocom:
mondod)

ASSIGNVENT MACE  PARTICIPATION  PROGRAM LOCATED IN

ASATER FROM

NATIVETO PRISON

PRISON

X

X

X X
X
X
X

X

X

X X
X

X
X
X

X

CANADIAN SYSTEMS -no shock hcarcoralion programs roporiod

VOLUNTARY?

No, sontonco
Imposod by couiit,
Inmate musl ilgn
agroemonl lo

participate
No
Yos

Yes

Yos

Yes

Yos

Yos

Yos
Yos
Yes

REGULAR SEPARATE DRUG

PRISON

CAVP CR
FAQLITY

X

ALCOHOL
TREATMENT

X

Education

X

PROGRAM INCLUDES

REQUIREIVENTS FOR PARTICIPATION

EDUCA-  COUNSELINGL WORK

TION

X

Uo
skills

X

THERAPY

X X Ito prior adull lolony conlnemonL white collar,
proporty, drug and crimes ol aggression hal'do nol
Inreive a deadly weapon and rosull Ina life
sontonoe, 6.2 yn. average booth ol sentence, 11/4
Bvorago per ettrrolallve total offenses, cannot bo

retarded or have a sovere monfel disorder
Mninumol 18 yn., norrvolonl, no prior oHonsor

1800 yn. ol ago, nol Incarcerated lor prior dTart,_
no crimes ol violence and/or assault, musl pass
complete physical exam

16-29 yn. ol ago. norwlolenl crimos, time lo parole
36 mos. otiose, 1st Incarcoraton, good physical and
menial hoalth

17-25yn. olego, sontuncodup to 10yn., ~id
physical and montal heal!)

18-25yn, ol ago, 3rd and 4lh dogreo almos, onV1
offense with prison lime, good physical condition,
normel montal condition

X 1824 yn. ol age, non~violonl crimes, no prior
Incarcerations, physically and nontally able

16-35yn. olego, 1 tirre offense, nonwiolonlor
substance abuse almos

Loss than 26 yn. ol ego, nonvtolont offenses,
sentenced not to exceed 8 yn., must bo physkaty
at4a lo partldpata

30yn. ol ege or loss, non~violenl almos, senior

ol 6yn. (longer br most dnn ollondon), no prfer
incarcerations, no disabling rftsabilillos, no mejor
health problers, musl understand/comprehend hesic
InsYudloas, no serious montal proNons

17-25yn. olage, senlonce of less than 10yn.,ng
prior onensos, no physical or montal condiitom
which would preclude strenuous oxerdse

X

18-24 yn. ol ape el lime ol the crimo, nonviolonl
felonies, 1st adult offense, no ponding charges ol
amllicling ollensos

24.yn. ol ago, physically and mentally fil
1025 yn. ol age, 1st Incarceration
Adults, wiling to partldpato, qualify (or min status

X
X



Boot Camp Survey

Rehabilitation, Recidivism Reduction
Outrank Punishment As Main Goals

by DorisLaytonMeckarzie. Fhi)..,
and Claire C. Souryal

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

Since their inception in 1983.
34 boot camp programs have been
established in 23 states, incarcerating
close to 4.000 adjudicated adults.
These numbers do not include adult
programs operated by cities or coun-
ties. or programs developed for juve-
niles.

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

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

touflisy Mv YWD d Parola

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

Program Goals

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

The goals most often judged very important included re-
habilitation. recidivism reduction and drug education. Re-
ducing crowding, developing work skills and providing a
safe prison environment were generally considered important
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goals. Z led somewhai imponani were deterrence, ed
cation and drug treatment. Goals most often believed not
imponani or not a goal included punishment and vocational

education.

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

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

Treatment and Rehabilitation

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

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

ment.

Reducing Recidivism

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

Continued nextpage
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Women inmates at New York's Summit Shock Incarceration Facility do early-morning group exercises. New York has the largest
boot camp program in the nation with about 1400 inmates in five programs.

BOOT CAMP SURVEY

Continued

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

At this point, no state has reported a statistically signifi-
cant difference in recidivism when boot camp graduates'
performance is compared to that of similar offenders serv-
ing different types of sentences. Interestingly, recent studies
by the corrections departments in New York and Georgia—
two states that are opposites in their emphasis on
rehabilitation—conclude that boot camp releasees do “no
worse" than offenders who had served a longer period of
time in prison. Although both states found slightly lower re-
cidivism rates for boot camp participants, the differences
were not statistically significant. In other words, there was
little difference in recidivism despite New York's strong
emphasis on education, counseling and drug treatment and
Georgia's strong emphasis on work. In both states. 20 to 30
percent of boot camp graduates and comparison groups re-

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

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

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

Impact on Prison Crowding

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

Continued on page 94
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BOOT CAMP SURVEY
Continued (ram page 92

Most programs to date do not meet the litst qualification—
they simply are too small to affect crowding. Only two
states—New York (1_500) and Texas (400)— have more than
300 beds for boot camp programs, which nonetheless repre-
sents a small proportion of the total prison beds.

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

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

Types of Offenders

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

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

elements of most programs.

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

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

offenses.

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

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

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

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

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

OCTOBER 199Y CORRECTIONS TODAY
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The association between drugs and crime is a strong one.
particularly when young offenders arc involved. Not sur-
prisingly. program evaluations reveal that many offenders
in boot camps have drug problems. Officials in Mississippi,
for example, have found that 9(1 to 95 percent of their par-
ticipants are drug users. At least lour states report that their
programs were specifically designed for non-violent, drug-
involved offenders.

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

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

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

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

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

NIJ Study

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

Continued nextpage
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Continued

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

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

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

96

States W ith
Programs

States Planning
Or Considering
Programs
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TARLE 2. OUWACTERSITICS of swocr T. x)ceratiow programs, 1991 ,1 . | ’

Htoun/Dav devoted to: Drugq Treatment or Release
Drug Education Sopcrvisi
State PT Wok  VEd  Rehabg M7 (Hours Atoek)
P 2 7 .5 2 15 Combination (4.5) Phased
Alabarra — — — — — Treatment (15-21) Intensive
Arkansas 3 4 0 25 15 Combination (12.5) Moderate
Arizona 4 5 0 13a 13 Education (3.3) Intensive
Florida 4 4 0 1.3 0 Combination (1.3) Moderate
Georgia 2 8 0 0 3 Education (5) Varies
Idaho 1 w * ¢ * Combination (--) Varies
Illinois 55 S5 1 1 1 Combination (7.5)" Varies
Kansas 2 6 0 " 1 1 Education (5) Varies
Louisiana 3 35 0 2 15 Education (5)c Intensive
Maryland 2 8 0 2 2 Combination (215)d Intensive
Michigan 2 6 0 2 1 Education (3) Intensive
Mississippi tm = °° Combination (15-25) Varies
Nevada 15 68 0 ox Combination (--) Varies
New Hampshire 2 7 2 2.5 25 Combination (4) Intensive
New York 3 6 0 5-6 lle Treatment (18.5)* Intensive
North Carolina 1 10 0 3 3 Combination (7) Varies
Oklahorma 15 4 4 2 4 Combination (76)d Varies
South Carolina lh 7.5 0 A 41 Education (4)J Varies
Tennessee 6 4.5 0 4 4e Combination (7) Varies
Texas 1 7 0 2 | Combination (8)b Varies
Virginia 1-2 6 FrEe 3 Education (5) Intensive
Wisconsin 2 7 0 2.5-3 253 Treatment (1S.5-20)k Intensive
Wyarring 4 3 0 3 0 Combination (21) Varies
a * nurber of hours/day thrae times per week PT * physical training
b maay additionally include individual counseling on an ‘as needed* basis Reha, ‘2 Ronapitation "
Ed. a Education

¢ a 3 hours of total of ? are not 'specifically related to substance abuse*

d a total hours spent in drug treatment/education during theentire prograa

e a total hours per week devoted to activity
Source: Doris L. Mackenzie 4 Claire Soury

f a does not include 9-12 hours per week of therapeutic conmunity activities
1991 Shock Incarceration Survey
gad hours/day for total of 2 weeks KIJ Grant 87-1J-OC-0020

h m 1 hour per day five days a week not including 2hours/day onSaturday and Sunday

i » noaber of hours/day five tines per week
j * < hours per week for total of 4 weeks/ individual psychotherapy or drug counseling offered on 'as needed* basis

k a varies according to phase of the program

* « based on Individual needs assessment o o*** 3 offered on ‘as needed* basis

** g varies depending on Individual needs andlen%th oftire in prograa *xxxx g vocational education (narked 'tentative*
o** a rehabilitation and education contained for Z2hours/day — a Nb response (this section)



Boot C_arﬁp Prisons: Components,
Evaluations, and Empirical Issues*

By Doris Layton M ackenzie
Visiting Scientist, National Institute of Justice, Washington, DC

Uilitary-etyle boot campt, with their rigorous regimes and
austere conditions, bring a sense of order and discipline to
the litres of youthful, non-violent first-time offenders, and
perhaps serve as a deterrent against future crimes. . .These
art the sorts of alternative sanctions that the criminal
justice system must explore if it is successfully going to deter

and contain drug use.
—National Drug Control Strategy
The White House, September 1989

I N THE pest few years "boot canp' prisos,
otherwise called shock incarceration pro-
grars, have proliferated throughout the na-

o+ At the end of 1989 there were at lesst 21
“boot camp™* prisas In"14 state correctdaal sys-
tens. Another 13 states were In the proosss of or
aorsicering developing such prograns. Thus, with-
in the next few years, over 50 percent of the
state correctional jurisdictios may have boot
camp prisos for adult offaders. This does not
take Into account the additional programns that
are being considered iIn aty and county jurisdic-
tas or those being develgped Tor jueniles.

Not only does it lodk like the number of pro-
grams will be quickly groving, but alo there B
interest in enlarging the purposes of these pro-
grams. There have been hearings in the U.S.
House and Senate on the topic of boot camp
prisos, and in the National Drug Cottrol Strate-
gy the President recommended that the vigbility
of boot camps as an alterrative sanction far drug
offatxs be examined.

Why have these programs attracted this kind of
attentaaf? Some have said that thelr pgullarity B
magnified because they are “‘media’” attractive.
Drill istructors yelling in the face of offerders
makes for good TV. There are other reasons given
for the popularity of these prograns: The offerd-
ers are receiving tfcé “Just deserts.”” Such pro-
grams show the public that the polrticias are
being tough on arime. Offenders spend only a
dort time In prisas, thus the programns repre-

*lh» investigation reported in this article waa sup-
ported in pert by Grant IS8-DD-CX-002S from the Na-
tional Institute of Juatica, U-5. Department of Justloe,
to the Louisiana State University. The author vriabaa to
thank all of thoae xrho have worked on the multi-site
study. Opinions expressed in this article are thoae of
the author and not neceeiarlly those of the U.S. De-
partment of Justice. Bequests for oopiea should be sent
to the author at the National Institute of Justice, 633
Indiana Avs, N.W., Washington, DC 20S3X.
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sant a aost savings. Furthermore, according 1O
sore, such treatment addresses the major prob-
lens of young offadars- a ladk of disciplire ad
no regect far authority. The programns are rehab-
ilitative according to some, while others argue
that the prograns act as a deterrent Coviously
people expect differant things fran the progrars.

There are enthusiastic advocates of the pro-
grans ad, anersly, there are eqally enthu-
sisstic opponents (Morash & Rudker, 1990; Sedt
rest, 1989). Some say the programs have the
potentdal for being raebilitative (Mackenzie, et
a, 1989) otters reject this possibility (Morash &
Rucker, 1990). We see two factors influencing
opinions about the program: (1) knowledge and
@ philosty. Advocates and opponents frequent-
Iy have a lack of knowledge about the goecific
comoonents of tre prograns and current evalua-
o effats.

Seood., some issues discussed are enpirical
whille others are philosgohical Frequently the two
are net separated in debates about the shock
programs (see, for instance, Morash & Rucker,
1990). Would offenders rather spend time in a
shock program or in a regular prisaf? Are shock
programs aost effectine? Do shock programs widen
the net? Is there a sufficiet number of aoproori-
ate cadidates far shock who are now Incarcerat-
ed? These are exarples of questios that can and
should be examined with empirical researdh. Oth-
er atdciss are philosghical, such as whether
shock programs futfill the “real” purpose of
axrectias. We can disouss the purpose of conrec-
tias, but 1t canot be erpirically examined. Such
questions camot be addressed through ressarch.

This article 15 written © describe shock incar-
ceration prograns and cunent evaluation effats.
An attenpt ismade o idntfy the gqestios that
can be studied empirically and to describe the
results of some preliminary research examining
shock programs.

Survey of State*

To leam more about shock Incarceration pro-

grans, we surveyed all 50 state departments of
arrectias. Programs v "re cosidered to be shodk

incarceration anly ifthey:
@ were cosidered on altermative 1 a loger
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term in prison;

@ had a boot camp atmosphere, with strict
rules and discplire;

@ requirad offaders © participate In milita-
ry drilks and physical trainig; ad,

@ separated offenders In the program from
other prisn Inmates.

Thus they were distinguished from earlier shock
prooation, shock parole, and split-satence pro-
grams that did not necessarily incorporate all
four of these components.

In January 1990, 14 states had one or more
shock  Incarceration prograns: Alabama, Arizom,
Florida, Georgia, ldaho, Louisiana, Michigan,
Mississippi, New York, North Carolima, Oklaho-
ma, South Carolina, Temnessee, and Texas. Ar-
kansas, Califomia, Corecticut, Indiam, Kansas,
Maryland, Missouri, Nevada, New Hampshire,
New Jersey, New Mexico, North Carolire, Penn-
sylvania, Wisconsin, and Wyoming were erther
considering inftdating programs or were develop-
ing prograns.5’

The second part of the suney was desiged to
elidt infomation about shock programs aurently
operating (MacKkenzie & Ballov, 1989). Most of
the 14 states reported that the programs were
designed for young, nonviolent offeders. Most
also said the ngjority of the partidpants in treir
programs were aovicted of nonviolent crimes and
were servirg tine on their first feloy aviction.
Only Michigan said partidpants in its program
were not mostly nonviolent offedars, and Alaba-
ma, lddo, Louisiana, and Michigan shodk partid-
parnts were not recessarily aonvicted Cf their first
felay. As shown in table 1, the shock programs
differ substantially in many other corporents. In
particular they differ in who s responsible for
placing offakrs in the program, woluttary entry
or drgpout, location of the program, and relesse
spervision. Ten programs were for males aily,
three program included males and females (Lou-
isian, Thmiatfjpoi, New York), and one state had
segparate mafar and female prograns (South Caro-
Ire).

Programs also differ greatly in the number of
hours devoted to physical training, work, educa—
o, or couseling. Programs were clessified by
us as high or lov reebilitation emphasis baaed
on the prgportion of each day that was spent in
reebilitation-type activities (including such actav-
ites as aurseling, any type of treatment, educa—
tin, and vocational training activities) \eraus
time spent working. Here, we are distinguishing

rerebilitation activities from work and fram phys-
ial training and drilL

In three state prograns (Alabama, Arizoe, ad
Mississipi) shodk participants spend an amount
of time iIn resbilitation activities equal t© or
greater than the amount of time they spend
working. For exarple, Louisiana offacers spad
approximately 4.5 hours in reebilitation acvw-
ites, 4 hours woiking, and 4.5 hours in thysical
training or dnlL

In the “lov’ reebilitatian prograns tre partici-
pants spend ane-half o anequarter lkess tine In
reebilitation &g, In Michigan offeders spend
approximetely 6 hours per day working, 2.5 hours
in reebilitatin aotivitses, and L5 hours in phys-
ical training and dilll). In carparison 1o offadars
in other progrars, Georgia participants, who re-
ceive kess than Vi hour per day of rdedilitatinn,
spend the lesst amount of time In reebilitation
atmties. In Horida, also cosidered by us 1o be
a lov rdeoilitatian program, offacers spend M
hoars a day in group courselirg. Thus, with tte
possible exogption of Georgia, offeders in Al tre
shock programs spend a fairly large amount of
time In rdsbilitaton-type activities, at lesst In
camparison o offaers serving time in a regular
prison.

Owverall, the picture that arises in regard ©
these programs s a common core based on the
military atmosphere, disciplire, youthful offathrs,
and an altermative to log-term Incarceratdon, but
here the comonality eds. The differaces that
do edast in programs might be eqoected to aotri-
bute to differences In self~selection effects, net
widening, asts, deterrence, or reebilitation of
the offathrs.

Muiti-Site Study

The shock Incarceration programs diffar dramat-
ially. Trerefore, results of an evaluation based
on one shock incarceration program would not
necessarily gareralize to other programns. For this
reason we inftated a multi-site study of shock
incarceration prograns. The major questions of
this rescarch are: (D) Is shock incarceration suc-
assful in fulfillirg its gals, and @) What par-
tiaular components of shock programs lead
success or failure in fulfilling program goals?
Evaluating programs in differait states permits
us to gereralize findings from a program in one
location to other locatdans which vary iIn numer-
ous darecteristics. Studying various programns
will permit an answer t the second question by .
enebling the researders o begin o idnafy te
components of the shock programs which lead o
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TARLE I. CHARACTERISTICS OF SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAMS, JANUARY 1990

Numbor
of
Prsgrim*

Number

Paor{IOIpante
127
160
100
260
164

120
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geEafic outoes.
Site Selection

Seven states were asked to participate In the
nulta-site study: Georgia (&), New York (\Y),
Oklahoma (010, Florida (), Texas (1X), Louisi-
ana (1), and South Carolima ().* The shock
programs in all of these states were similar in
the daracteristics used to defire programs as
shock incarceration (S doe). Programns selected
1o participate were similar in two other agpects:
@ the daacteristics of offatars adhnitted B the
program (most offadars were youtiful, covicted
of non~violent offensss, serving time on a first
feloy avictian), and @ tte legth of tre pro-
gram @ t 6 moths). Since most shock prograns
were similar in boot camp atmosphere, offeder
daracteristics, and progran lagth, the selectin
of programs simillar in these agects was expected
t maximize the greralizbility of tre reaults.

However, the shock programs participating in
the mula-site evaluation varied e

= Selection Decisios

e Community Sycervision upon Release
= Program Crarecteristics

e Program Location

These daracteristics were idntified as factors
that might have a major infllae on the attain-
ment of the goals of shocdk Incarceration prograns
as idntafied by Parent (199) in the recent Na-
tical Institute of Justice Issues and Practices
report Sites were gecificlly slected to vary on
these daracteristics and they varied as shown iIn
tble 2

Two of the states participating in the evalua-
tin, Texas and New York, are developing pro-
grans gecifically designed 0 target drug offed-
ers. The Bureau of Justice Assistance, U.S. De-
partment if ifegicc, s sposoring these as Ino-
vative progrwt-for drug offeatars to begin exam-
ining whefdttr*fuch prograns are effactive meth-
ods of handling drug offatars.

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

Selection Decisions. One might hypothesize
that the placement authority might have a major
impact on whether the program Tesults iIn ‘het
widening.”” Widening the net ocaurs, at tines,
when judges have a doice of placing offaders in

|
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a program, such as shock incarceration, that B
intermediate between probation and prison. If
offakers who might nomally be given a satence
of probation are sent to the progran, more of-
fenders sene time in prism, hence tre ‘ret” of
prism B widened. In such a case the prison pop-
ulatian will net be reduced because offeers st
to the program are drawn from the pool of proba-
taers rather than fran the prison bound offed-
as.

TABLE 2. CHARACTERISTICS OF SHOCK INCARCERA-

TION PROGRAMS PARTICIPATING IN MULTI-SITE STUDY

SHOWING DIFFERENCES AMONG PROGRAMS IN THE
SEVEN STATES

« Entry Decisions

Judge: SC, GA

OK, NY
Other LA, FL, TX
¢ Relssse Supervision
Intensive: LA NY
Moderate or
Mixed: SC, OK. FL, GA, TX
. Focus
High: LA, OK, NY
L(%\I: SC, FL, GA, TX
* VoinnUiy En&y
Ysc SC, 1A, NY, GA
No: OK, FL* TX
* Voluntary Drop Out
Yes: LA, SC. NY
No: OK. FL, TX. GA
* Located in Larger Prison
Yes: LA SC, OK, FL, GA, TX
No: NY

IT the department of corrections makes the
placement decision rather than the judge, net
widening woulld not be expected to be as got
ooaur because in this Gase the participants would
be chosen from the group of offenders who are
already prison bound.

Whether net widening is a problem depends
upon the goals of the program. I the shock Incar-
oeration program was developed to give judges a
wider range of sentencing options, then net
widening woulld not be considered a prablem. The
Judge may want to sentence offenders t an op-
tion that s intemediate between probation and
prism. On the other hand, Ifprison croding sa
problem and the program was developed to re-
duce the prison pguulation, then net widening, by
sending more offerders 1o prism, presents a prob-
len.

Net widening is used here as an example t©
demonstrate how components of a program may
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influence the effects of the program. Differences
in the effect of the -shok prograns auld be ex-
pected in other aress, based on the geaific dar-
acteristics of a program (€.g-, number of drop-
auts, drug treatment, education or work).

Program Characteristics. Shock programs
vary in whether or not there B a strag empha-
sis on treatment such as education, aureseling, or
\vocatioal training during the time the offaders
are incarcerated. If one of the goals of the
prograns i to dange offarars, interest foousss
on the Inportance of treatment as a component of
shock prograns (MacKerzie, et d, 199). Three
sites participating in the nultd-site study, New
York, Louisiam, and Oklahoma, require offaters
1 spend a large portian of each day In treatment
activities (= table 2). Offenders in the other
four sites spend much less tine In treatment=type

A second factor which may be potertially re-
hebilitative or have a mgjor influence on program
suoosss s the wluttary nature of participation.
Programs vary in whether offaders must nitially
wlunteer © participate and Th whether offadars
can drop out once they enter the program. As
shown iIn teble 2, in three prograns offaers can
drop out at any time during the program, while
in the other four programs the offender cannot
voluntarily drop out It is hypothesized that the
offenders” ability to choose 1o participate or
remain in the program may influence how they
behave upon relesse. A high drop out rate may
alo indicate the rigr of the program. An offad-
er who corpletes a tough program may have a
real sense of accarplishment in camparison o an
offerder who conpletes a relatively easy program.

Release Supervision. kthas been proposed
that even Ifthe shock programs change offaders
in a positive manner this change may not persist
after the periad of Incarceration. Offencers spend
only a short periad of time in the prograns and
then are retumed to their home enviroments.
The problems and difficulties of drugs, criminal
companions, lack of support grouyss, unemploy-
ment, ec., remain the sare.

Programs such as those in Louisiama and New
York, that involve a period of intensive super-
visin after incarceratian, may be more suooessful
in helping offenders make the transition from
shock incarceration to the comunity. The New
York Division of Parole has idtafied aftercare as
important for shock paroless and s Inconporating
an-intensive 6-month period of sypervision and
programing for shock relesssss. Employment with
pay, substance abuse courseling, offader sygport

September 1990

group meetings, and urirne testirg are some of tre
components of the aftercare program.

Program Location. Another concem with
shock programs has been with the staffmem-
bers- their attitudes toward the work and their
treatment of offatkrs. ltwas hypothesized that
the locatian of the program might have a major
impact on these fedtors. IFa program s located
within a larger fadlity, staff members can be
trarsferrad Into or aut of the prograns depending
upon their interest and adility. Those that bum
out can be fairly essily transferred t© another
area of the prison. This is not as essily done
when the program i located In a sgparate faali-
ty. In such siatias stEff training and selecin
may become important facton influencing staff
and offeder interectias.

Design of the Study

The participatts in the nulti-site study have
bad two anferences to plan and coordirete their
rescarch actimities. At the first conference repre-
statives fron each participating state described
the shodk progran and treir evaluation effats o
cate. The research for the nulta-site study was
plared, and itwas decided 1o examine the pro-
grams in three aress: () a qalitative and de-
sriptive avlysis; () offender change and com-
parisos ad, @ system changes (including asts
and beefits). The firal products of the work will
be written reports for each state describing the
reaults of the evaluation and a rgoort comparing
the results among the States.

During the first coference tre qalitative and
descriptive aalysis was plared, and the statie
evaluators retumed t© trelr home state to com-
plete this portion of the study. Intesive inter-
viens were conducted with s, offatars servirg
varioss satenoss, ad, where gprgpriate, judoes.
Statistical data were oollected from department
records o desoribe the shock programs and their
participants. This information was used to iden-
tfy the goals of each program and the important
issues related to the program and its develop-
ment

Goals of Programs

Shown in teble 3 are the goals of the seven
shock Incarceration programs as idattified from
interviens and department written material The
gals can be deassifid into four major aress:

- System Level
e Individal Leel
- Rblic Relatias
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e Prison Control/Management

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

Svitam L«v«l Go*L

Reduce Crowding

Alternative to Long-term Incarceration
L**« Coat

Model for County Programs

Individual Livel' Goala
Change OlTenden: Leai Negative Behavior
Leas Criminal Activity

Change OlTendera: More Positive Attitudes/Behavior
Improve ConGdence/Reaponaibility
Discipline
Motivation
Positive Social Values
Positive Social Behavior (e-g® Work Ethic)
Reduce Drug Uaa
Accountability
Respect for Authority

Public Relation*

Improve Image of Corrections
Politically Acceptable Alternative
Public Safety

- Prison CottejM jnsgSBM t

Clean, Healthy, Secure Environment
Environment Promoting Rehabilitation
Positive Offenden'SUff Contact
Offender Accountability

The most consistency in the goals across the
seven states was in three system leel changes:
@D a reduction In pris;m aonding; @ an alterma-
the © long-term incarceration; and @) aost sav-
ips. Only Texas reported a system leel goal of
having a model program for the coutties that
were developing programs.

The mgjority of the states also reported Individ-
wal leel gals. For nost, this meant a reduction
in criminal activity and some type of positive
dae. Bactly what type of positive change was
eqeected was hard to defire and varied by state.
In gereral, th* cbhanges related to Increased re-
soosibility, meSttrity, self aatrol, communica-
tiavself disclonrt, acoountebility, notivation, and
improved attitudes toward autihority. A reduction
in drug use by the offeders was a goal of both
states with shock programs for drug offadars.

Few states listed public relatios as a gal. In
these states there was a concerm for improving
the Iimage of corectias and for public safety.

Onlly one state, Oklahonm, reported a goal of
shock Incarceration us a tol for prison aontrol
and management The shork program was con-
sicered to be a clemn, healthy, seoure enviroment
in prism, promoting counseling activities, positive

offatkr-ataff contact and offader acoountebility.
Offenders iIn this program spend a high propor-
tion of their time iIn reebilitation actavities.
Thus, Itwaa assumed that tre foos on offader
antrol was carbined with the goal of developing
an enviroment promoting positive danges in the
offeder rather than just managing the offatars
while they are incarceratsd.

Preliminary Evaluations
Five states have examined early data fron the

Georgia, Louisiam, New York, and South Caroli-
ma. The number of offenders who entered the
programns and how they left the program are
shown in table 4. Note the differences In the
programs in the prgoortion of offaders who grad-
wate. In South Carolina and Georgia the propor-
tion of those who leave the program without
graduating (in comparison to all who have Kkt
the progran) B lov, 5.3 percat and 2.6 parcat,
resoectively (South Carolina Department of Cor-
rectias, 1989; Georgia Department of Corectias,
1999). In aorast, In Louisia|m, New York, and
Floridca a higher progportion e tre offerders leae
prior to graduation, 39.1 percent, 41.9 peroat,
and 40.7 perant, reqectively (Am, 1983; Forida
Department of Correctios, 1939; MacKenzie et
a, 199).

To our knowledge no state has completed an
analysis examining whether the shock progran(s)
have had an impact on prison conding. Honever,
if the number graduating per year from a state
program is compared t the total number of
offaders in prism in te state it s dvias thet
the numbers graduating make up a very smll
proportion of the incarcerated population. Al-
though New York with 904 graduates iIn IS
months may have a large enough number of
graduates to have an inpact on cronded prisos
(2ble 9, this s ot the case Inmost States.

Of ocourse whether the programs will have an
impact on prison croading depends not only on
the number of graduates but also on whether the
offeders graduating from the program are drawn
from the population of procationers or prisoers.
Our assumption s that In states where placement
IS determined by the department of corrections
the offakrs in the program are those who would
usually be incarcerated. Again this suggests that
the New York program may have an impact on
prison cronding.

Bvaluators in both New York and Florida have
corpleted preliminary aost analyses of thelr pro-
grars. In both the aost of the program was es-
timated to be slightdy higher then the aost of reg-
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TABLE 4. NUMBER OF ENTRANTS TO SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAMS IN FIVE STATES SHOWING HOW
OFFENDERS LEFT THE PROGRAMS (GRADUATION. MEDICAL DISMISSAL OR OTHER)

StatM
(month* ol data)

South Carolina Caorgia Florida Louisiana Naw York
(M) (12) <24) (15)
ToUl
Entrant* 923 316 607 2299
Active 106 66 <49 696
ToUl
Leaving
Program 61? 3201 263 -468 1604
Graduate* 676 3117 143 262 904
Medical out 99 13 27 2fl
LeA program 43 84 107 179 672

ular prisn but the dorter periad of Incarceratian
resulted In an owerall aost savings (Aziz, 1983;
Florida Department of Corectias, 199). In Flor-
ida this aost savings was estimated to be $1.1
millicn, and in New York the estimate was $6.1
million for the first 321 imates. Although this
does not take iInto cosideration the additioal
aost of the aftercare program in New York, it
does appear O represent a relatively large ast
SMINS.

There s al sone ressarch on individel ledl
ISSEs. Researdhers in Louisiana found graduates
of the shock programs had more positive scial
attituces than those who dropped out and a com-
parison group in a regular prison (Mackenzie &
Shaw, 1990). The offenders felt positive about
their eqoerience in the program and their future.
Inmates carpleting the shock program in New
York were found t© have gained more or at lesst
as much iIn educational scores as comparison
groups who had been in prison longer (Aziz,
193)

The most often requested statistics are the
recidivian rates of graduates of these prograns.
Some states have regported data on recidivisn far
shock graduates and comparison groys. Few of
the researders have capleted statistical tests,
and they caution reeders about drawing cefinitive
conclusions before more data can be tahulated.
Showu iIn table 5 are the estimated recidivian
rates of the early relessees from four shock pro-
grans. The retum to prison rates for the shock
offatkrs were higher for the shock graduates In
Georgia (o sighificae tests), whille in Florica
and New York the rates are loner or approxi-
mately the same. There are no sighficant dif-
ferences between shock graduates and a parole
canparison group on rearrests or failures in Loui-
siam, nor between shock graduates and proba—

taers for rearests (Vackerzie, 1989). However,
the proatiorers failed (@osoconded, jailed, or re-
woked) less often than the shodk gradlates.

To aur knowledge no amirical ressarch has yet
been conpleted on plblic attitioes toward these
programs. Anecdotally, from new reports and
interviers there s the gppearance thet the publlic
B Yportive, but whether this support s because
of the punishment or thergpeutic nature of the
prograns s uxertain. Intensive intervieass with
those who are associated in some way with the
programs have, in gereral, indicated positive
attituoes. Reportedly employers prefer t have
these offenders because they have good work
sallks; parents and relatives gpreciate the cloe
support and contact with parole agents; ocorrec-
tias officars like the disciplire and cloe interac-
o uwith the Imates; dropouts and retumees say
they would recommend that program for other
offenders. There is also little research on the
agpect of prison management or antrol. Honever,
there B little douot after viewing these programs
that the staff members have more aotrol of of-
fenders in the shock programs than they do of
offaders 1n a regullar prism.

Summary

In this article the components of shock incar-
ceration programs were described. The suney of
state jurigiictios indicated that gpproximately 54
peroent of the state jurisdictias may have shock
programs in the near future. Although the pro-
grams all emphasize strict rules and disciplire
and require physical training and dills, they dif-
for In other ways. These differaes are eqected
o result in differaes in tre suoosss or failure of
programs in reaching treir gals.

Both the advocates and opponents of shock
incarceratian prograns are frequently uninformed
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TAPI-E 5. ESTIMATED RECIDIVISM RATES OF EARLY RELEASEES FROM SHOCK INCARCERATION

State Release Period™
Giorgio 1 year

2 ’

3 *
Florida 1

2 *
Ntw York 1 *

{
Louisiana 9 month*

9 month*
National
Cfoung Parolea) lyou

(rtaireata)

Lyou
(reincarcerated)

*Return to priaon rate* nnleaa otbenriae noted.

Pnrcani IUtumad

Parole Probation
Shock Comparieon Comparison
27.1 22.7
39.6 38.3
46.1 44.7
91 17]
18.9 214
23.0 28.0
19.8 18.6
(revoked any
reaaon)
2L1 24.7 129
(abacsnd/jailed/
revoked)
24.5 226 223
(arrested)
32.0
19.0

Note; Information la taken from Georgia Department of Corrert.innt, 1969; Florida Department of Cmm.tirmi, 1989; NY Dmaion

of Parole, 1989a; NY Department of Correctional Services, 1989;

about the components of these prograns. Those
who view the program as a get=tough punishment
frequently do not realize that many shock pro-
grams incoporate reebilitation actimities. What
IS surprising about these programs s the sugport
and ezcitemeot of the staff and imates. Even
those who violate parole and are returmed t©
prison after graduating from a program report
that the eqperience was \valugble. To our knowl-
edge it s very unusual for relessees from regular
prison to feed their time In prison has been valu-
able (Coodstein & Wright, 1989).

At this point there i littke epirical evidence
t help us make decisias about how suooessful
these progra** are iIn reaching the identified
goals. Oppoaelts of these programs freguently
ate problenx that may oocour such as staff abuse
of inmates or net widening. We have tried to
show how such issues are being (or could be)
apirically studied. It s our parseective that any
prison holds the potentdal for abuse of Inmates.
Whether abuse coours can be studied and possibly

Furthermore, can the boot camp atmosphere
(the punishment) be conbined with rehebilitation
ativities 0 that the result s a aostructive pun-
ishment? Once the offender has received his or

MarKuroe. 1969; Bede U Shipley, 1967.

her punishment (time in boot camp) will the
public be more willing to fund aftercare progranms
that help the offerder during community super-
visiat? Whether the punishment fulfilks the pub-
Iics desire for retribution can be asked as an
epirical gquestaan.

TTiese issues should be separated from philo-
sophical concems such as whether nonviolent
offaders should ever be incarcerated. One philo-
gyhical isse that should be disoussed regarding
these prograns s whether the boot camp atmo-
sphere of these programs s a fair and just pun-
ishment. And, s this desire for retribution a
legitimate request that should be fulfilled? Or
should male-oriented programs such as boot
camps be replaced with more benevolent pro-
grams emphasizing more “o-cllad female taits
€g., sasitivity) (Morash & Rudker, 1990F (Har-
s, 1999).

Shoulld these nonviolent offadkers spend lager
periods of time In a regular prismm where there
are few arstructive activities aailable, or would
it be better © punish them far a dort periad of
time In a boot camp prison? Can this “punish-
ment'" be combined with raebilitation activities
0 caeate a arstructive punishment? These are
philosghical questions that should be disoussd.
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Knowledge of the component of these programs
and how they goerate will make the philesghical
debates more mesningful.

Notes

'From the number of inquiries we hive received about
shock incarceration we anticipate that thoae number* are
rapidly increasing in both state and county jurisdiction*.

'‘Coat prohibited us from including all nates with programs
in the muiti-aite study.
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Boot Camp Prisons in 1993

by Dons Layton MacKenzie. Pli.D.

B ool camp programs, fre- There are currently well oxer 7.IXH) | are released from boot eamp: 50
quently called shock beds devoted to boot camp pro- percent vary the supervision depend
incarceration, require grams On average, offenders spend | ing upon evaluated risk: and the
ol lenders to serve a 107 days in the programs. Thus, remaining 8 percent require moder-

short term in a prison orjail in a more than 23.000 offenders could ate or standard supervision. In

quasi-military program similar to potentially complete programs in a some States a fairly large percentage
military boot camps or basic train- I-year period. of the inmates are dismissed from
ing. Currently 30 States. 10 local the program for one reason or an-
jurisdictions, and the Federal Bureau Offenders who successfully com- other. These offenders must serve
of Prisons have boot camp programs plete shock incarceration programs their sentences in traditional prisons
(see exhibit 1)." Another 8 programs are released to community supervi- or return to court for resentencing.

sion. Forty-two percent of the States

have been designed solely for juve-
intensively supervise otfenders who

nile-. This report focuses on Stale
hoot camp programs for adults.

Most State programs
target young adult offend-
ers convicted of nonvio-
lent crimes who are

sen tng their first prison
terms. Offenders ac-
cepted into the programs
must serve between 90
and 180 days in the
heavily regimented pro-
grams. Both the number
of States with shock in-
carceration programs and
the capacities of these
programs have continued
to increase during the
lwot)',. \ow York has
the largest capacity with
1.500 beds, but programs
in Georgia (800 beds).
Oklahoma (400 beds).
Michigan (600 beds).
Texas 1400 beds |. and
Mars land 1440 hedsi

mu!’. ..to Mi>w m si/e glg?scwrbmggoqu
esee ee...hit 31,

Exhibit . Shock Incarceration Programs in the U.S., April 1993
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Exhibit 2. Growth of Sho,'k Incarceration Programsfor Adults

Date
Began

1983

1984
1985
1986
1987

1988

1989

1990

1901

1992

1993
Total

1993

State
Georaia
Oklahoma
Mississippi

Florida
Louisiana
New York

South Carolina

Alabama
Arizona
Michigan

Idaho

North Carolina

Tennessee
Texas

Illinois
Maryland

New Hampshire

Wyoming

Arkansas
BOP-male
Colorado
Kansas
Nevada
Ohio
Virginia
Wisconsin
BOP-female

Massachusetts

Minnesota
Pennsylvania

California

Number of

Programs
in 1992
and 1993

5
4

P PRPRFRPPFP RPRPRPRPRRPRPRRE PRRRFE NPk Wk Rk NI

5

*Easea upon graduates or me program )
" Four programs. wo sC dav programs and two 45-jjy programs
The first pr-ase €’ 20 days we* acapacity of i'6 ana the secona

p_

-¢j3a vma.aca:0Cs

Number of Average
Participants/ length
Capacity in of stayl
1992 and 1993

800800 90
415/438 N°
223/263 120
93/100 0
64/136 120
1500/1500 180
198/216 0
140/180 0
92/150 120
160/600 0
236/250 120
82/90 2
103/150 a
329/400 80
215/230 120
332/448 168
32/65 120
23/24 %
150/150 105
192/192 190
114/100 0
66/104 180
60/60 150
76/94 0
79/100 0
40/40 180
119M20 180
95/256 120
12/36 180
45/50 180
48/176 180c
6133/7518 Vil

Considering beginning programs: Indiana. Missouri, and Rhode Island.

22 National Institute of Justice Journal

A day inboot camp

Upon arrival at the boot camp
prison, male inmates have their
heads shaved Ifemales mav be per-
milted short haircuts) and are in-
formed of the strict program rules.
At all times they are required to
address staff as "Sir” or "Ma’am."
must request permission to speak,
and must refer to themselves as "this
inmate.” Punishments for even
minor rule vlolations are summary
and certain, frequently involving
physical exercise such as push-ups
or running in place. A major rule
violation can result in dismissal
from the program,

In a typical hoot camp program for
adult offenders, the 10-to 16-hour
day begins with pre-dawn reveille.
Inmates dress quickly and march to
an exercise yard where they partici-
pate in an hour or two of physical
training and drill. Following this
they march to breakfast in a dining
hall where they must stand at atten-
tion while waiting in line and move
in a military manner when the line
advances. Inmates are required to
stand behind their chairs until com-
manded to sit and must eat without
conversation. After breakfast they
march to work sites where they
participate in hard physical labor
that frequently involves community
service such as picking up litter in
State park' or along highway'
When the n- to S-honr wort day >e
over, ottenduiv letuin lo the vOiu
pound where they participate m



Exhibit 3 Importance of Shock Incarceration Goals

Goal

. . . . Drug Education
more exercise and drill. Dinner is

followed by evening programs that

include counseling, life skills train- Work Skills
ing. academic education, or drug
education and treatment. Education

As their performance and time in the
program warrants, shock incarcera-
tion inmates gradually earn more
privileges and responsibility. A Vocational Ed
special hat or uniform may be the
outward display of their new status.
Those who successfully finish the
program usually attend an elaborate
graduation ceremony with visitors Recidivism
and family invited to attend.

Awards are often presented to ac-

knowledge progress made during the

program, and the inmates may per-

form the drill routines they have

practiced throughout their time in

the boot camp. Deterrence

Drug Treatment

Rehabilitation

GOB.'S Punishment

A survey of the 26 programs in
operation in early 1992 indicated

.. . Not A Very
that program officials considered Goal Importance Rating Important
rehabilitation and reducing recidi-
vism as the most important goals.

However, reducing crowding and

providing a safe prison environment Judges may be particularly When different types of rehabilita-
were still considered important. interested in programs that have an tion efforts were rated, the officials
These results are consistent with the impact on the individual offender judged drug education and work
goals of most other intermediate and that provide more control than skills as the most important rehabili-
sanctions—providing judges options traditional probation. In contrast, tation aspects. Since "work" in
beyond probation or prison, reduc- corrections administrators, seeking most programs means hard physical
ing prison crowding, and changing new programs and facing serious labor, the work skills referred to are
offenders' behavior patterns. The prison crowding, may emphasi/e the probably related to good work habits
importance given to one goal over importance of none intermediate rather than vocational skill' ih.it

the othei piobuhlv depends upon the | sanctions such as boot camp. might result in increased employ -

nnlivhlii.il who is dome the ratine ment opportunities. Acadomu
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Shock Incarceration
for W om en

Thirteen slates and the Federal Bureau  and glassification; facility dgsign and
of Prisons have shock incarceration  staffing; and program planning.

p;gngramr;f?r Worr]r:jer]l. r:]”alloofrthe bonc]al There was some debate by focus group
camps, males and Temales are Com-— y,qh6rs ahout whether the programs

Eén:?altre] Oﬂgrferrzgkgﬁtma{réni;ntaeterzgé\éefé? would address the particular needs ot
mc?st othgr activities Otherg' risdic- oMM unfairly exclude women from
: I participation in a useful program, cx-

tions such as the Federal Bureau of acerbate v(isrtgng>prison problems, or
_ sippi, Oklahoma, and. o 4 KU Gitficitties. » -
Art5?ai/havc developed completely .
'Separate programs for female  The fOCUS group agreed that more in-
offenders. formation was needed regarding the
. : development and implementation of
In 1902 the National Institute of Jus- P P

tice brought together experts on fe- the programs for women, and that re-
gnt 10g P . search should be initiated to examine
male offenders, shock incarceration

S the effectiveness of shock incarcera-
and corrections in a focus . . licability for
lurrently -
sponsoring a descriptive study of the
shock incarceration programs for
women. This report is expected to be
completed by December 1993

land. These experts identified
issues to be considered injudging the
adequacy of boot camp programs for
women. The issues fell into Five major
categories: physical and psychologi-
cal; family responsibilities; selection

education and drug treatment were because of the large number of drug-
also considered by many to be im- involved offenders entering the
portant aspects of their programs. programs. However, the amount of
Vocational education was rated as time devoted to drug education or
unimportant or not a goal by most treatment varies greatly among
respondents. programs. Some programs have as

few as 15days of treatment: in con-
trast. offenders in the New York

Drug treatment and program receive drug treatment
education every day of the 180-day program.
All programs operating in 1992 Programs also differ in the way drug
reported incorporating drug treatment is incorporated into the
education or a combination ol drug schedule of activities. New York
education .util tie.itntvttl m the Use's ,i therapeutic community model
schedule <i ado itu's. most likelv for its bool camp program, and all

24 National Institute of Justice Journal

offenders receive the same drug
treatment while ihey are in the pro
gram. The platoons form a small
"mcommunity” and meet daily to
solve problems and discuss their
progress in the program. Inmates
also spend time in substance abuse
education classes and in group coun-
seling. The counseling program is
based on the Alcoholics Anony-
mous (AA) and Narcotics Anony-
mous <NA) model of abstinence and
recovery. All inmates participate in
the drug treatment programs regard-
less of their substance abuse history

The Illinois program also targets
substance abusers, but incorporates
treatment in a very different manner
from the New York model. In Illi-
nois drug counselors evaluate of-
fenders and match the education or
treatment level to the severity of the
offender’s substance abuse prob-
lems. Inmates with no history of
substance abuse receive only 2
weeks of drug education. Those
who are identified as probable sub-
stance abusers receive 4 weeks of
group counseling along with the
drug education. Inmates who are
classified as having drug addictions
receive the drug education and 10
weeks of drug treatment.

In the Texas shock incarceration
program, all participants receive
approximately 5weeks of drug
education. Treatment is available
after the education progiam ends,
but oliendet" inif. wtlunleci lot I11
treatment  fliev mav also have



individual counseling if requested,
and they can attend 12-step fellow-

ship meetings,

Development
and change

Boot camp programs continue to
develop and change. The first
programs that were developed in
Oklahoma and Georgia in 1983
emphasized the military atmosphere,
physical training, and hard labor.
Although these still play a signifi-
cant role in shock incarceration,
many boot camp programs have
begun to allot an increasing
amount of time to rehabilitation
and education.

Also, many programs are developing
innovative methods to help offend-
ers make the transition from shock
incarceration back to the commu-
nity. Maryland is developing transi-
tional housing for boot camp
graduates who do not have accept-
able housing available in the com-
munity. While in the boot camp
program, the Maryland inmates are
helping with the renovations needed
for the transitional housing.

New York has an intensive "after-
shock" program that incorporates
work programs, employment coun-
seling, drug counseling, and a con-
tinuation of the daily therapeutic
community meetings that were part
ol the boot camp program.

At Louisiana's Elayne
Hunt Correctional
Center, a participant
stands itt military
attention, armed with
a hook and paper,
weapons of
rehabilitation.

In Illinois, offenders who graduate
from the program are electronically
monitored for the first 3 months of
community supervision.

California's new boot camp prison
at San Quentin will train convicts
for 120 days. Following this, of-
fenders will be required to live at a
nearby naval air station for 60 days.'
During this time, they may leave the
base if they are employed or work
on the base while they search for a
job. Upon release from the base,
they are intensively supervised in
the community for an additional 4
months.

There has also been some interest in
applying aspects of the boot camp
model to other prison eem'pulations.
At the Valdosta Correctional InMiiti-
lion, a close custody prison, the

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

The program lor disruptive inmates
involves strict discipl.no. regimented
drills, adherence to a code of ethics,
maintenance of personal living quar-
ters. and high standards of personal
hygiene. The program was designed
to teach disruptive inmates accept-
able ways to deal with frustration,
anger, and fear and prov ides inmates
a means of earning then way back
mill tlie gcnei a piisin R
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The Mental Health Program at
Valdosta is similar to the program
for disruptive inmates, but was de-
signed in consultation with mental
health professionals as a treatment
modality lor seriously mentally ill
inmates who are also disruptive. All
inmates in the program are assigned
to a mental health caseload after
being referred by one of the diag-
nostic and classification centers,
staff at another penal institution, or
the Valdosta staff.

The mulktisite study

Fight Slates are participating in the
study of shock incarceration spon-
sored by the National Institute of
Justice: Florida. Georgia. lllinois.
Louisiana. New York, Oklahoma.
South Carolina, and Texas. The
programs represent very different
models o] the shock incarceration
vel>eopt  the two most Mcmlic.uu

3

3 R

Military discipline is an
important part of most
shock incarceration
programs; the photo on
the left was taken of
Louisiana's program

differences arc (1) whether the court
or the department of corrections
makes placement decisions: and (2)
whether the program's focus is on
treatment and education (New York.
[llinois. Louisiana) or the military
discipline, physical training, and
work (Georgia. Texas).4

Intensive interviews with program
staff and a thorough examination of
written materials from the programs
revealed that all were designed in
part to address the problems of
prison crowding. In some States this
was expected to be accomplished
because prison-bound offenders
would serve less time in the boot
camp than if they served a full
prison sentence. In New York.
Louisiana, and lllinois, the de-
partment of corrections selects
candidates for the programs, and
offenders can earn their way out of
prison in less time than if they serve
their oncm.il sentences

26 National Institute of Justice Journal

In other States, offenders are sent to
the boot camp by the court, winch
maintains full control over the ol
lenders. Those who are dismissed
prior to completion and those who
successfully complete the program
must return to the court for final
disposition. Texas and the original
programs in Georgia and South
Carolina were designed this way.
However. South Carolina now oper-
ates its program through the depart
merit of corrections, and Georgia
operates some programs thr nigh the
court and some through corrections.

There were large differences among
the eight sites in the number of
offenders completing the shock
incarceration program in a one-vear
period, largely as a result of differ-
ences in the numbers of beds de-
voted to the program, the length ol
the program, and the dismissal rates.
Depending upon the prison, between
8 and 50 percent of the inmates fail
to complete the program. For ex-
ample. in 1989 Georgia graduated
more offenders (849 graduates) than
New York 1743 graduates), yet New
York had a 1.500 bed capacity while
Georgia had only 250 bods. The
difference resulted from the lact that
Georgia's program lasted an average
of 89 days with only a 9 percent
dismissal rate while New York's
lasted 180days and had a 31percent
dismissal rate. Overall, the States
with the lowest dismissal rates were
those in which the judge had deci-
sion-mnkimj aulhorilv



One phase of the multisite study was
designed to examine the effect shock
incarceration programs had on the
attitudes of the participating of-
fenders. Some critics of shock
incarceration have argued that the
programs might have a negative
impact on the offenders, that offend-
ers would leave the boot camp more
alienated and antisocial than before
they entered.

The programs in the multisite study
differed greatly in daily schedules,
the emphasis placed on therapeutic
activities, the types of offenders
participating, and dropout rates—all
differences that would be expected
to have an influence on the attitudes
of the participants. In some pro-
grams most of the day was devoted
to physical training, drill, and work,
while others devoted a substantial
amount of time to counseling, edu-
cation. and treatment.

The researchers were interested in
determining whether the inmates'
attitudes toward their boot camp
experience or their general antisocial
attitudes changed as a result of the
programs. Inmates' attitudes were
measured once soon after they ar-
rived and again near the end of the
program. Despite the differences
among the programs the results were
surprisingly consistent. Boot camp
inmates became more positive about
their experience in the program and
they became less antisocial. This
wni true of the programs that had

t liter.ipculic emphasis and those
that emph.M/ed work and physical

ANEvaluation
Incarceration

"ot
in*Louisiana

A recently released National In*mte oT Justice®ese™ITIn rirfAtportsSh”
resultofan intensive evaluation of the Louisiana Department of Public Safety and
Correction's boot camp prison.* The evaluation was designed to identify the
goals as defined by the jurisdiction and to examine the success or failure of the

program in meeting these goals.

Program implementation, changes in inmate

behavior and attitudes as a result of participation, and system-level changes were
examined. The results indicate that some of the desired goals are being achieved

Teotfipl

eMacKenzie, D.L.. J.W. Shaw, and VV.B. Gowdy./tn Evaluation ofShock Incarceration in
Louisiana. Research in Brief, National Institute of Justice. Washington. D.C.: U.S.
Department of Justice. National Institute of Justice. March 1993

The attitudes of the boot camp par-
ticipants w'ere also compared with
the attitudes of similar prisoners in
the general prison population and
were found to be generally more
positive. The general population
inmates did not think their experi-
ence in prison had helped them to
learn self-discipline, to leam about
themselves, to change in a positive
way. or to become more mature,
while boot camp inmates were more
apt to agree with these statements.

On the other hand, both the general
population inmates and the boot
camp inmates became less antisocial
in their attitudes while incarcerated.
They were more apt to accept re-
sponsibility for themselves and their
actions instead of blaming the police
or judges, they felt more positive
about their relationships with others,
and they held mote >i\;,iily

able opinions about heli.o tot

Thus, there was no evidence that
shock incarceration had a negative
impact on inmates' attitudes. Those
nearing the end of their incarceration
reported that the boot camp program
had been a positive experience for
them. Similar inmates in traditional
prisons did not report that their
experience was positive. However,
both the bool camp inmates and
prison comparison samples became
less antisocial during their term in
prison.

fhe researchers are now examining
the performance of the offenders
upon release from the shock incar-
ceration programs in the eight sites.
The positive activities and adjust-
ment and the recidivism rates of the
offenders released from boot camps
will be compared to those of similar
offenders u ho received different

*om WG
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These programs continue to evolve.
The objective of this research is tc

inform program planners about the
impact of the programs and to help

them design programs to achieve the i

desired goals.

Notes

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

a County Operated Boot Camp.
1993.

2. For information on juvenile boot

camps see Toby. J. and F.S. Pearson.

"Juvenile Boot Camps, 1992" in
Boot Campsfor Juvenile Offenders:
Constructive Intervention and Early
Support-Implcmentation Evaluation,
Final report to N1J, 1992.

3. Quinn. Michelle, correspondent.
San Francisco Chronicle. Tuesday.
January 19. 1993.

28 National Institute of Justice Journal

The State of New
York shock
incarceration
program is the
largest in the country
with a capacity of
1.500 beds.

4. As has happened throughout the
U.S. these boot camp programs
continue to develop and change.
The descriptions of these programs
arc based on conditions as they were
at the time of the study.

Dons Layton MacKenzie is asso-
ciate professor in the Institute of

Criminal Justice and Criminology
| Diversity of Maryland.
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of tre person odage. A lay firding i fc: "'suocess may be antingant on the enphasis
on raebilitation-giving offakers the training, treatment and education they need to support
new behaviors during Incarceration and on aftercare. °wr

Therefore, the legth and qality 0 f aftercare appears 1o be aiticl o soess.  Aftercare
shaulld id=lly Incluce a highly structurad trarsition phese,  follloned by an aftercare program

which includes enough aontacts with parole agants o ensure public safety, IS well as
individalized services to meett tte treatnent needs of the youth and keep them focused on
pro-social goal®, 1119 For exanple, tre aftercare program for graduates of a 90-diy boot
camp inDenver inrcludes intasive education and vocational trainimg farayear. They alo
receive mertoring in the comunity from other sucoessful boot camp veteras.*1

Micheel Lucci, a retired military officer who ks aurrently the director of a juvenile boot camp
inAlabama, also feeks thet thte key 1O suooess s the adility of the boot camp to Intepate the
youth back into tre positive elements of the comunity. He pointed aut tret a tne military
boot camp Bonly 8 weeks induration folloned by 4 years of "aftercare™ aorsisting of
seecialisad education, trainirg, employment, medical care, and room and board provided by
the armed faross 8L Therefore, 1Fwe expect the juenille boot camp eqoerience tohave a
lestirg positive effect, we must be willing 1o also provide camnparable sypport after
graduation.

ADULT BOOT CAMPS

Because tte goals are simillar for juenile and adult boot camps (o reduce prison cronding,
be ast/effective, reduce recidivisn, and redilitae), the evaluation literature on adult boot
camps can be Infomative Indesigning juenile boot camps.  However, because Jienille boot
camps place a strog enphasis on education and rdebilitatian, it is ot advissble o rely to
heavily on tteir firdings.

The folloving has been learmed regarding adultt corvectiaal boot camp prograns;

Prison Cronding Reduction. Soot camps can be effective in reducing prison overcroading
only ifthey are used for offaders who otherwise woulld be sent toor remain inprism, IF
net widening (using the program fur offenders V...J otherwise would notbe Inprison) oocours,
boot camps may Increese prison populatios is boot camp failures are trasfarred t seaure
faalities, 5 This B oot to say trat boot camps cannot be an effective early internvention tol
1o prevent individials from going to prism.

Cost Effectiveress. To tre extant boot camps have been found to aat kess and imve tre
same reaults as prism, they can save money.*1 By using il boot camp program for
offenders who otherwise would be seat o prism, New York estinates tret itsaved $304
million over the pest 6 years. ¥ Louisiam estinates ltsaved $7,838 per offeder.3t
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offondMi who went to priton; bowevu, the types of offases differ.** Boot camp
graduates, who are often under greater scrutiny upon releese, tend 1o retum 1o prison for
tednical violatias, whille naboot camp offerders terd 1o retum to prison because they are
convicted of camitting new crimes. 1l

Key fectors idntafied Inmaking itthrough tie first year after relesse from prison without an
arest were: 1) being employed during the first month of releese; 2) sooriing high on «
positive adjustment index; and 3) tre Intasity of sypervision.* Additiaally, requiring
boot camp graduates to participate In positive activities inthe community has been found t
reduce criminal activities during the conmunity supervision phese.©

. RehahilitariQCL MacKenzie kelieves that reebilitation and treatment should be the primary
focus of boot camps. 1l According to MacKenzie, therels a movement for boot camp
programs to include more effective formalized treatment prograns.

JUVENILE BOOT CAMPS

Though the primary goals of boot camps are the same far juwenile*u  for adult boot camps
(rehabilitaikn, reducing recidivisn, reducing irstitution cronding, and coauffectiveoess);
Juvenile boot campe place a much stronger emphasis on education and raebilitatian,

|  (he newness of juvenille boot camps, there ks littke informatiion about: their
effectiveress.11 Because 0 f this, the U.S. Department of Justice funded a controlled
evaluation of hiverUe boot camps inOhio and Alabama,1l The reaults of this study willl not
be avaikeie o

While some aritics mairntain that boot camps are ucv tproprmis joi jav aws™, -
Correctional Association (ACA) tees nerit injuenile boot camps-provided they recognize
that tire Deads of jueniles are differed! from those of young adults. 4 The ACA believes
that a suoosssful juvenile boot camp must have a strong academic and vocational education
component; a substance abuse" ‘treatment program; and staffwho care for the youth u
individLals, while also disciplining and dalleging them. Lloyd W. Mixdorf (former
Juvenile Projects and Program Director, ACA) feeks ttetboat camps can be effective
provided they foaus on education and treatrent, have competent caring Staff, and a
comprehensive aftercare component.u

Because they are so new there iseven some confusion as o what costitutes a juvenile boot
camp. Some programs classified as juvenile boot camps (in a document prepared by the
National Irstitute of Justice and the ACA) don™t even consiider themselves boot camps
because they do not have a military component.4 Most of these are eqeriential (adventure
education) programs such as theDYS SPRITE program, Adventure education prograns are
sometimes confused with juvenille boot camps because they have many of the same elements
IS boot camps, but lacka military component. Some of the juvenille agencies Which combine
boot camp philasophy with “eqeriential’” or “"adveriture™ programming have relabeled them
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CS FOR HOUSF BILL NO. 2( )
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

NINETEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

BY

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor(s): REPRESENTATIVES WILLIS, Rokeberg
A BELL

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Act providing for incarceration of certain nonviolent offenders in boot camps
operated by the Department of Corrections; malting prisoners who complete the
boot camp program eligible for discretionary parole; allowing the Department of
Corrections to contract with a person for a boot camp program; creating the
Boot Camp Advisory Board in the Department of Corrections; and providing for

an effective date."

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

* Section 1. AS 33.16.090 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(f) Notwithstanding another provision of law, a prisoner who is not otherwise
eligible for discretionary parole who has successfully completed the boot camp
program under AS 33.30.182 is eligible for discretionary parole.

* Sec. 2. AS 33.16.100 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(e) Notwithstanding (c) and (a) of this section, a prisoner who is eligible for

q- CSHB 2( )
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discretionary parole under AS 33.16.090(f) may be released on parole at any dme after

the successful completion of the boot camp program under AS 33.30.182.

*Sec. 3. AS 33.30 is amended by adding new sections to read:

ARTICLE 2A. BOOT CAMP PROGRAM.

Sec. 33.30.182. BOOT CAMP PROGRAM, (a) The commissioner shall
establish a boot camp program as a correctional facility of the state. The boot camp
program is an alternative correctional facility and program for youthful prisoners who
have heen sentenced for a conviction of a less serious nature and who have not
previously participated in the booc camp program. Prisoners participating in the boot
camp program shall be housed separately from other prisoners committed to the
custody of the commissioner who are not participating in the program.

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

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

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

(3) a training program emphasizing skills for reentering society;

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

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

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

(d) A prisoner shall be removed from the boot camp program and reassigned
to another correctional facility if the prisoner fails to successfullycomplete the
program or otherwise fails to abide by the regulations of the program.

(e) The commissioner shall adopt regulations to implement AS 33.30.182 -
33.30.184 and otherwise administer the boot camp program. The regulations must
include provisions to require a prisoner to reimburse the department for the costs of
participating in the boot camp program to the extent of the prisoner's resources.

(f) Notwithstanding AS 33.30.031, the department may contract with a person

for operation of a boot camp program under this section. A contract boot camp

CSHB 2( ) -
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program must meet all of the requirements for a boot camp under this section and
under the regulations adopted by the commissioner. Prisoners shall be assigned to a
contract boot camp program in the manner provided under AS 33.30.183.

(9) The commissioner shall maintain records of the program and shall annually
report to the legislature not later than February | on the program and its effectiveness.

The report must include, to the extent the technological capability of the department

allows,
(1) a comparison of recidivism rates between prisoners who have

completed the boot camp program and other prisoners not eligible for the program who
are committed to the custody of the commissioner;

(2) a comparison of costs between the boot camp program and
traditional incarceration programs;

(3) a description of the number of prisoners who have participated in,
completed, or failed the boot camp program.

Sec. 33.30.183. ELIGIBILITY FOR ASSIGNMENT TO BOOT CAMP
PROGRAM, (a) The commissioner may not allow a prisoner to serve time in the
boot camp program unless the commissioner specifically finds that the prisoner meets
the eligibility requirements of this section.

(b) To be eligible to serve time in the boot camp program, the prisoner must
have been selected by the commissioner and

(1) be under 26 years of age;
(2) have been sentenced to a term of imprisonment of at least 150 days;

(3) not have previously participated in a boot camp program under

AS 33.30.182;
(4) not be serving a sentence for a violation of AS 11.41;

AS 11.46.300, 11.46.400, AS 11.56.300, 11.56.810; AS 11.61.100, 11.61.190,

11.61.195, or 11.61.240.
Sec. 33.30.184. .ADVISORY BOARD, (a) The Boot Camp Program Advisory

Board is established in the department. The board shall review and provide advice to
the commissioner concerning the boot camp program. The members of the board are

appointed by the governor as follows:

-3- CSHB 2( )
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(1) the commissioner or the commissioner's designee;

(2) the director of die division of institutions of the department;

(3) the director of the division of community corrections of the
department;

(4) a member of the house of representatives;

(5) a member of die senate; and

(6) two public members.
(b) The public members of the board are entitled to per diem and travel

expenses authorized by law for boards and commissions under AS 39.20.180.

* Sec. 4. This Act takes effect July 1, 1995.

CSHB 2( ) 4
VM TnycC :jndnri:n*(t (DELETED TEXT 3RACXETEDI



ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

tSIMIfTH.S;
* ililo Allns DURING SESSION:
« Sililifv.nil MliMix Allns STAIECAPITOL BULDING
« B <iiiiiiiiit Oini'luidwnl IUEA%H?Q%-HM
ﬂ)?‘b?ﬁl\ﬁﬁﬁ@f%?ﬁﬁ%‘fﬁ?|‘|||| Faxi0" airAor?
o (>]).irimi‘nl Ol MiliL.irv and EAGLE
glelt)er;urwr*1 Alnlans e ]_'|.9408|S|S(I§IS\§E§_\D
SAERVR U.XS@%W
REPRESENTATIVE ED WILLIS Y o
DISTRICT 25

Birchwood » Chugiak * Eagle River « Fire Lake « Lower Peters Creek

MEMORANDUM

TO: Rep. Jeannette James
Chair, House State Affairs Committee

FROM: Rep. Ed W i | I Y
DATE: March 20, 1995
RE: Draft CS for HB 2 (bootcamps)

Thank you for your assistance regarding the scheduling of House
Bill 2.

For your review, | am attaching the following:

a. Draft CS for HB 2 prepared by Legal Services
(9/LS0016/F)
b. Chart prepared by my office to show where the changes

took place in the draft CS.

Ifyou have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. |
look forward to discussing this bill at tomorrow’s committee

meeting.



CHANGES - HB 2 (9-LS0016/A) and Draft CS HB 2 ( ) (9/LS0016/E)

From: Office of Representative Ed Willis
March 20. 1995

HOUSE BILL 2

Title

Section | & 2: allows court toimpose
hoot camp as part ofsentencing

Section 3: allows eligibility for
discretionary parole after

completion of program AS 33.16.090
(Eligibility for Discretionary Parole)

DRAFT CS FOR HOUSE BILL 2

Title. Some Changes:

a. changes order of lines in title:
former lines 4-5 bhecome lines 1-2.

b. deletes reference to court sentencing

C. deletes “alternative” in frontofbhoot

camp

Deletes these sections,

Section 1. old section 3, no change,



HOUSE BILL 2

Section 4:

Boot camp program

DRAFT CS FOR HOUSE BILL 2

Section 2: New Section. Allows discretionary
parole after successful completion of
program. AS 33.16.100 (Granting of
Discretionary Parole)

Section 3: Bootcamp program
New Language. Changes:

a: page 2, line 7: adds “youthful” before
“prisoners”

b: page 2, lines 7-9: deletes following
language contained in HB 2: “ordered
to successfully complete the program
as a special condition of probation



MOUSE BILL 2 DRAFT CS FOR HOUSE BILL 2

under AS 12.55.086”. This is a
conforming amendment to the deletion
of Sections 1and 2 in the original bill
(court sentencing to a boot camp).

C.: page 2, lines 27-29: adds: “The
regulations must include provisions to
require a prisoner to reimburse the
department for the costs
of participating in the bhootcamp
program to the extent of the prisoner’s
resources.” Similar provison was
contained in Section 1o0fHB 2 and
this section has been deleted in the
draft CS.

d' page 2, line 31: deletes “alternative” in
front of the first “boot camp” and



HOUSE BILL 2

DRAFT CS FOR HOUSE BILL 2

inserts “operation ofa”. Deletes
“alternative” in front of second “boot
camp” and replaces that with
“contract”.

e: page 3, line 3: deletes “alternative” in
front of boot camp and replaces it with
“contract”.

f: page 3, line 21: inserts “be under 26
years ofage”

deletes references to sentencing by
courts contained in HB 2 (“ordered to
participate in the program by the court
under AS 12.55.086; or” is language
deleted)



HOUSE BILL 2 DRAFT CS FOR HOUSE BILL 2

g: page 4, lines 1-9. deletes reference to “a
superior court judge” as member of

the Boot Camp Advisory Board

Section 5. Effective Date Section 4: Effective date -no change
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Date Referred: January 16, 1995 FURTHER REFERRALS: Judiciary
] Finance

Date of Committee Action: JAASISIPSI/HHS”

The STATE AFFAIRS Committee considered: HB 2

HOUSE BILL NO. 2 BOOT CAMP FOR NONVIOLENT OFFENDERS

"An Act allowing courts to require certain offenders as a special condition of probation to complete a boot camp
program provided by the Department of Corrections; making prisoners who complete the boot camp program
eligible for discretionary parole; providing for incarceration of certain nonviolent offenders in boot camps
operated by the Department of Corrections; allowing the Department of Corrections to contract with a person
for tin alternative boot camp program; creating the Boot Camp Advisory Board in the Department of

Corrections; and providing for an effective date."

the same title
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[ ]additional referral to Committee
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IM-fTscal note(s) [ ] fiscal note(s)
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