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cs ror HOUSE BILL NO. 53 )
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWENTIETH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor(s): REPRESENTATIVE MULDER

A BILL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
'‘An Act relating to the power of nunicipelities to provide for the confinement
ad care of prisoners; relating to authorizing the Department of Corrections to
enter into an agreement to lease fadlliies for the confirement and care of
pisoners with the City of Delta Junction; and providing for an effective cate.”

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

* Section 1 AS 29.35.010 Is amenced by adking a new paragyaon to reect
(15 provice faalities ar savices for the confinement and care of
isoners and enter it agyeaents with the Sate ancther municipelity, or any pars
relating to the confinement and care of prisnars
* S 2 AS29.36.0203) Is amenced to reat

@ To the extert a municipality is dthewise aLihonized by law to e tre

poner necessaty to provice the faality or senvice, the municipality ey provice
facilities for the confinement and care of prisoners, parks, playorounds, cameteries,
amergency medical sevices, solid and septic weste disposdl, tility sevices, airports,
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Sireets (indluding ice roecs), tralls; transportation fadilities, Wherves, herbors and ather
marire facllities outsick its bounceries adl nray reguicte their Use and operation to the
exdent thet the jurisciction in which they are located coes nat requlate them A
requiation adoptedl undky this section must Site thet it aplies autsick the municipelity.
* sec. 3. AUTHORIZATION TO LEASE CORRECTIONAL FACILITY SPACE WITH
THIRD-PARTY CONTRACTOR OPERATION, (a) To take achartage of the uniue
oppartunity to Lee suplus military facilities on the roed System tret are becoming avallable
through the United Sates Amy's redlignment of Fort Greely's mission, to prevert and
aveliorate economic hardship in the Delta region oocesioned by thet realignent and the
conseqLent recution in forces ad amilian enployent & Fort Greely, and o relieve
overcronding of existing comectiondl fadlities within the Stare andl the extensive Uge of out-oF
State comectiondl fadlities to house Aesia inetes; the Depertivent of Cormedtions ey enter
Into an agreanent with the Gty of Detta Junction t0 lease gece within a correctiondl facllity
on the ceectivated Fort Greely military resenvetion thet will house persons who are committed
o the custody of the conmissioner of comections. The agreaernt must provick thet the Siate
agyees to lease the Soace for a mininumof 20 years
(0) The agreament to lease entered irto under this sedtion is precicated on and must
provice for an agyeament between te Gty of Delta Jundion and a private thirckparty
contractor uncer which the: privetie thirckparty contractor aperates the facility by providing for
custody, care, and cisaipline savices for persors held by the commissioner of carrections
Uncr authonty of state law
(0 The authonzation given by (8 of this sedion is Subjedt to the following
condtions:
(1) tre lease mut provicke @ minimum of 800 prson kecs
(2 the agreanent to lesse must cortain tam's provicing thet the commissioner
of comedtions ey terminete for case a contract with a private thircparty confractor
operating the facility in acoorcenge with the provisions of () of this section
* sec. 2. APPLICABILITY. The provsions of AS 33.30.031(a) and (c) do nat apply to
an agyeaent 1o leese a comectiondl faaility in aoooronee with the provisions of s 3 of this
At
* sec. 5. ThiS Act takes effect immediately under AS 02.10.070(c).
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Official Business

It is
signed

require

the intent o f the

pursuant to the

Alaska State Legislature

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Committee on Finance

State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Letter of Intent

that the contract

should

Legislature

authority provided in HB 53

that:

The prison meet A merican Correctional A ssociation
standards;

Guards employed in the prison meet the same
training standards that are required o f prison
guards in AS 18.65.130 - 18.65.290;

The contract between the City of Delta Junction
and the prison operating entity should be for
durations of no longer than five years. It may be
renewable; and

The contract for operation o f the facility

provide for the removal of the contractor for non

performance.

The agreement to lease the facility must provide

a fixed rate per each bed day, adjusted annually

during the term o f the lease according to an
appropriate index. The fixed rate for the first
year must include all capital and operating costs

and may not exceed $70.00 per bed each day.

Date
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ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page Il necessary)

BILL NO: CSHB 53 (JUD)

W

ORETIRAN
Hﬂ)wm@ﬁ@ F® FYQ!

Authorizes the Departrrent of Corrections lo sign a 20 year (plus) lease with the Gity o Delta Junction for an 800 (plus) bed correctional fadilityat R

Greely, lobe operated by a private contractor.

Nb costs are specified inthe hill. No fiscal inpect is projected at this line.

The Departrrent of Revenue has serious concerns with this ill. See attached commrents.
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For lunher distribution information call the Governor's Legjislative Office
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Department of Revenue’s Comments
CSHB 53
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. CSHB 53(JUD)

1998 LEG ISLATIVE SESSION

Department Affected: Administration
BRU: Leasing and Facilities
Component: Leases

Revision Date: (Note rf correction)
Title: ‘An Act relating to authorizing the Department of
Corrections to enter into an agreement tolease facilities...!

Sponsor: Representative Mulder
(H)FIN COMPONENT SERTAL NO. 81

Requestor:

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 9 FY 00 FY 0L FY 02 FY 03 FY M

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 | C |

| CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) | | | | |

FUND SOURCE: (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts
1037 GF/Mental Health

OTHER
total 0.0 00 . . 0,0 i, 0.0 00 00

Estimate of any current year (ry 98) cost: $ 00

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)
The bill would authorize the Dept, of Corrections to enter into a long-term leas2with the City of Delta Junction for the

provision of a facility and services to house at least 800 prisoners.

Although the bill refers to an agreement between the State and the City as a lease, it is our assumption that there are two
components to this agreement, one component for financing the capital investment required for facilities and the other
component for paying for the services required to provide custody and care of prisoners.

(continued on next page)

Prepared by: Dugan Petty Phone: -165-2250
Division: General Services Date:

Approved by Commissioner:
Agency: Department of Administration Date:
DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

For further distribution information, call the Governor's Leg slative Office
Page 1 of
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FISCAL NOTE
STATE OF ALASKA

1998 LEG ISLATIVE SESSION BILL NO. CSHB S3 CJuDI

ANALYSIS: (continued)

The capital component of the agreement may qualify as a "lease-purchase agreement” under AS 36.30.990(13) (C) or (D). Under
36.30.085 only the Dept, of Administration may enter into a "lease-purchase agreement’ after giving notice to the Legislature as to

the:

1) anticipated total construction, acquisition, or other costs of the project;
2) anticipated annual amount of the rental obligation; and,
3) total lease payments for the full term of the lease-purchase agreement.

* At this time the Dept, of Administration does not have sufficient information to determine the likely costs of the lease-purchase
agreement. The determination of the costs for renovation of a former military facility to house state prisoners will involve a
number of building code, life safety, and economic and business assumptions which are not available at thi time.

Prior to entering into a lease-purchase agreement the State typically conducts due diligence assessments of the property to determine
the extent to which the property meets structural, environmental and other regulatory requirements. At this time there is
insufficient information to determine what the costs of compliance is likely to be.

Page 2 of 2
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FISCAL NOTE

1 FGSATE sesson

Revision Date (Note ifcorrection) 02/02/98
Title An Act relating to authorizing the Department
of Corrections to enter into an agreement to lease facilities...

Sponsor Rep. Mulder

Requeii.er House Finance

Expenditures/Revenues

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 99

Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment

Land & Structures
Grants & Claims
Miscellaneous

BILLNO. CS HB53)AN

Dept. Affected Corrections
BRU ALL
Component ALL

Component Serial No.

(Thousands of Dollars)
Fy 01 FY 02 FY 03 FY 04

TOTAL OPERATING
|CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( m

FUND SOURCE
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1037 GF/Mental Health
Other (Specify Type)
TOTAL

Estimate of any current year (FY98) cost:

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separate page if necessary)

(Thousands of Dallars)

The Department of Corrections is certain that this legislation will have fiscal implications. However, absent
more detailed information”™the DOC is unable to ascertain what the fiscal impacts will be.

The DOC will provide a revised fiscal note when this information is made available.

Prepared by  Bruce Richards

Phone  465-3307

Division Commissioner's Office

Approved by Commissioner Margaret M Pugh
Agency Department of Corrections

Date 2/2/98

ill -V-av/L Date 2/2/98

o

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

(R*v 9ran 96fnfcmuta/OMe

For further distribution information, call the Governor's Legislative Office % t d\]
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Letter of Intent

It is the intent of the Legislature that the contract signed pursuant to the
authority provided in HB 53 should require that:

1
2.

3.

The prison meet American Correctional Association standards;
Guards employed in the prison meet the same training standards
that are required of prison guards in AS 18.65.130 - 18.65.290;

The contract between the City of Delta Junction and the prison
operating entity should be for durations of no longer than five
years. It may be renewable; and

The contract for operation of the facility provide for the removal of
the contractor for non performance.

The agreement to lease the facility must provide a fixed rate per
each bed day, adjusted annually during the term of the lease
according to an appropriate index. The fixed rate for the first year
must include all capital and operating costs and may not exceed

$70.00 per bed each day.
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Cost comparison for the House Finance Committee
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INSTATE
COST OF CARE

$100.07

$72.94

$3.78

$13.61

$4.51

$5.23

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
In-State VS Out-Of-State Costs

DESCRIPTION

AVERAGE

INSTITUTIONAL COST

INMATE PROGRAMS

INMATE HEALTH

DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATION
& SUPPORT

STATEWIDE INDIRECT

TRANSPORTATION

GRATUITIES

‘Note: Included in the Institution/Contract base costs.

ARIZONA
OUT OF STATE
COST OF CARE

$87.88

$61.02 **

$1.85

<SU*, o

Yo

rd rH tftrrt"*/

bmo

“ Note: Arizona base costs ($60.47 plus $ .55 Health= $61.02 total) until 370 Inmate population achieved.

Comments:

1) Institutional base costs include transportation and gratuities expenditures averaged into calculation.

2) Out of State base costs include Inmate Programs. All other costs are "in addition” to,

the Arizona contract only includes "band-aid" medical and like Institutions, if exceptional

medical is required, the Inmate Health Component picks it up.

2/16/98
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e Too many inmates and not enough beds.
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5. Good public policy requires that this legislation specify which powers and

duties are not delegable to a private contractor.

A contract for correctional services should not authorize, allow, or imply
a delegation of authority or responsibility to a private prison contractor
to perform inmate time accounting, good time forfeiture or restoration,
inmate furlough or parole decisions, or the type of work an inmate may

perform.

6. HB 53 does not preclude the transfer of out-of-state prisoners in Alaska.

Public policy would be well-served to set the parameters for such a possibility

now.
. Some other states have passed legislation clarifying that crimes
(including escape) committed by inmates from another jurisdiction are
indeed crimes in the holding jurisdiction. Other states have found it
useful to ensure that a private entity is responsible for the cost of
pursuit and capture of escapees from other jurisdictions.
7. There are operational concerns that arise whenever a new prison site is

considered. These include:

. Security
. Is proposed site in tsunami or flood plain area? (Prisoners will

have to be released in event of disaster)

. Is there adequate space for the facility?
100 feet to inner fence
20-25 feet to second fence
300 foot "clear zone" w/ perimeter lighting and road
around the perimeter fence

. 10% of cells must be made available for a special segregation unit

. If proposing to modify existing buildings, special issues:
inmates cannot be able to walk out or punch walls out
good visibility must exist within and outside facility
building must lend itself to efficient staff operations
cells must be plumbed with sinks and toilets
facility must meet Cleary standards (see Final Settlement

Order)
. Medical Services
. In-patient hospital in community or within short driving distance
. Existing medical community (a number of physicians, including

G:\COMMISH\HB53\CONCERNS Page 2



specialists such as an internist, a general surgeon and an
orthopedist, nurses)

. Existing dental community
. Willingness of medical and dental personnel to provide services in
institution
. Psychiatrist in community
. Availability of Emergency Services
] Fire services
. Medi-vac availability
. Back up for power failures
. Communications
. In the event of a major disturbance or multiple escapes, what

resources are available to provide support to the facility staff until
other law enforcement agencies arrive?

. Programs
. Availability or proximity of people to deliver program services
such as substance abuse, domestic violence, education, work
training, etc.
. Chaplaincy programs in the institution, which depend completely
on community religious volunteers

. Transportation
. How far is proposed site from the Anchorage bowl area (where
most inmates come from)?
. How far is proposed site from a large population center (30,000
or more residents)?
. Is facility proximite to families of inmates?
] If not accessible by road, what size aircraft can airport

accomodate? Does airport have runway/taxiway lighting and
instrument approach capability? What percentage of scheduled
rlights are unable to land due to weather? (It is often necessary
for group of prisoners to be transported; also, a large shift of
employees might wish to commute to nearby larger community.)

. Staffing Issues
. Availability of housing for staff and families
. Availability of jobs for family members
. Availability of medical/dental support for families
. Availability of schools and pediatricians for children
. Availability of recreational/cultural/travel/shopping options

G:\COMMISH\HB53\CONCERNS Page 3



. Construction Factors

Is there state land that can be used in the proposed area?

Isthe community proposing to construct the facility, as opposed
to DOTPF constructing it?

Will the location increase the costs of construction?

Adequacy and expense of electricity and fuel for facility
Adequacy and expense of water and sewage treatment
Adequacy of telephone and other communications services
Length of time anticipated to completion of construction

. Operating Costs

Does proposal include operating the facility?

Does area require state to pay geographic differential?

Are supplies -- such as food -- available locally or must be
shipped?

Maintenance of facilities and equipment (electronic and

mechanical systems)

G:\COMMISH\HB53\CONCERNS Page 4
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GAO

United States
General Accounting Office
WasLington, D.C. 20548

General Government Division
B-261797
August 16,1996

The Honorable Bill McCollum
Chairman

The Honorable Charles E. Schumer
Ranking M inority Member
Subcommittee on Crime
Committee on the Judiciary

House of Representatives

Since 1991, when we issued our earlierreport on private prisons,! various
jurisdictions and levels ofgovernmenthave made or planned greater use
ofthis; .tentative to publicly run correctional facilities. Atthe federal
level, plans for privatization of correctional facilities have changed in
recentyears. For example, the adm inistration’s fiscal year 1996 budget
proposalreflected a commitmentto increase the use ofprivatized
correctional facilities in the federal Bureau of Prisons (bop). Specifically,
underthe bop privatization initiative presented in the budgetrequest, the
bureau proposed to contractw ith private firms, where mostappropriate,
to operate the majority ofall future federal pretrial detention facilities as
well as the majority ofallfuture federal minimum - and low -security
correctional facilities. The DepartmentofJustice’s fiscalyear 1997 budget
justification projected the activation oftwo privatized facilities in that
year. However, in June 1996, the Justice Departmentreversed its plans for
using private contractors to operate the facilities identified in the 1996 and.
1997 budgetproposals. In explaining its decision to staffthese facilities

w ith bop employees, the Justice Departmentnoted thatit was “unable
contractually to reduce .therisk ofa strike orwalk out” ofcorrectional

officers employed by private firms.!

Proponents ofprivatization assertthatthe experiences ofseveral states
demonstrate that private contractors can operate prisons atless costthan
the government, withoutreducing the levels or quality ofservice. In
contrast, other observers say there is little or no valid evidence that
privatization of corrections is a cost-effective alternative to publicly run

facilities.

To help frame the continuing deliberations ofthe Justice Department's
privatization plans, we self-initiated this review to (1) identify studies

"Private Prisons: Cost Savings and BOP's Statutory Authority Need to Be Resolved (GAO/GGD-91-21.
Pet). 7,1991).

2 etter, dated June 5,1996, from the Assistant Attorney General for Administration, Department of
Justice, to various congressional committee and subcommittee chairmen and rai.Mng minority
members.

Page 1 GA0/GGD-96-158 Private and Public Prisons



Results inBrief

(completed since 1991) comparing the operational costs and/or the quality
ofserviced ofprivate and public correctional facilities; (2) determine,
based on these studies, whatcould be concluded regarding the operational
costs and/or quality ofservice ofcomparable private and public facilities;
(3) assess whetherthe reported results are generalizable to correctional
systems in otherjurisdictions; and (4) identify lessons learned to help
guide future comparative studies ofprivate and public correctional
facilities. Ourwork basically was aform ofevaluation synthesis whereby
we assessed existing studies, particularly with respectto the strength of
evidence supporting the reported findings. Appendix | presents further
details about our objectives, scope, and methodology.4 We are addressing
tliis reportto you because ofyour Subcommittee’s interestin prison
issues, as exem plified by the hearings you held on June 8,1995.

We conducted our work from June 1995 to June 1996 ir. accordance w ith
generally accepted governmentauditing standards. We received oral
comments on adraftofthis reportfrom bop and written comments from
the DepartmentofJustice's Office ofJustice Programs; the National
Councilon Crime and Delinquency; and a Northeastern University
(Boston, MA) professorofcriminaljustice, who is anationally recognized
authority on corrections administration. These comments and our
evaluation ofthem are discussed atthe end ofthis letter.

Onthe basis ofliterature searches and discussions with correctional
officials and criminaljustice researchers, we identified five studies
completed since 1991 that compare private and public correctional
facilities in relation to operational costs and/or quality ofservice. Three
states sponsored comparative studies ofcorrectionalfacilities in their
states— Texas, California, and Tennessee. The National Institute ofJustice,
the Bureau ofPrisons, and the National Institute of Corrections funded a
comparative study thatfocused mainly on facilities in New Mexico.

W ashington state studied facilities in Tennessee, Louisiana, and

W ashington state. The correctional facilities thatwere the focus ofthese
studies varied in terms ofgeographic location and the types ofinmates

As discussed in appendix |, we did notattempt to genetically define ‘quality ofservice.' Rather, we
accepted the definition and/or evaluation criteria used in each applicable study that we reviewed.
Some studies, for instance, used a variety of quality measures or outcomes, such as safety and incident

data and the extent of treatment programs for inmates.

®wAlthough not addressed in this report, the privatization of corrections has, at times, raised various
other issues besides cost and quality of service issues. For example, there has been some debate over
the issue of whether administration ofjustice (which includes the operation of prisons) is an
inherently governmental function not appropriately delegable to the private sector.

Page 2 GA.O/GGD-96-158 Private and Public Prisons
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housed. There was also variation in the methodologies and measurements

employed by the researchers.

Three ofthe studies we reviewed (California, Tennessee, and Washington)
made comparisons ofcosts between reasonably matched private and
public facilities thatwere operating within each state thatwas studied. Of
the four private/public comparisons reported in these three studies, two
showed no significant differences in operational costs, one showed a
7-percentdifference in favor ofthe private facility, and the otherreported
the private facility to be more costly than one public facility butless costly
than anotherpublic facility. One additional study (Texas) reported a 14-to
15-percent savings from privatization; however, the analysis for the Texas
study was problem atic because the comparison was based on hypothetical
public facilities, not existing ones. We could notconclude from these
studies thatprivatization ofcorrectional facilities will not save money.
However, these studies do not offer substantial evidence that savings have

occurred.

Two studies (New Mexico and Tennessee) assessed awide variety of
factors in theirreviews of comparative quality ofprivate and public
facilities. These factors, among others, included measures o f safety,
personnel qualifications, physical conditions ofthe facilities, health care,
and inm ate activities. One ofthese two studies (Tennessee) reported no
difference between private and public facilities. The other study (New
Mexico) reported a higher quality score for one private facility compared
w ith two public facilities. However, on the inmate survey portion ofthe
assessment, one public facility had higher scores in all ofthe areas that
were assessed, exceptone. One additional study (W ashington), using a
less detailed approach to assessing comparative quality, found no
differences between private and public facilities.

These studies offer little generalizable guidance for otherjurisdictions
aboutwhatto expectregarding comparative operational costs and quality
ofservice if they were to move toward privatizing correctional facilities.
First, several ofthe studies focused on specialized inmate populations,
such as those in prerelease situations, thatlimited their generalizability to
awiderinmate population. Second, methodological weaknesses in some
ofthe comparisons— such as using hypothetical facilities or nonrandom
survey samples— make some findings questionable, even for the study
setting. Third, avariety ofdifferences in other states and regions could
resultin experiences far differentfrom those ofthe states thatwere
studied. For example, cost ofliving and a state’s correctional philosophy
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could affectthe comparative costs and quality ofprivate and public
facilities from state to state. Finally, the age or m aturity ofthe private
system could affectthe relationship between private and public facilities

in terms o fcosts and quality.

From a methodological standpoint, the five studies provide some lessons
learned for future comparisons ofprivate and public correctional facilities.
The importance offocusing on both operational costs and quality of
service, comparing institutions (both private and public) that are actually
in operation, and using multiple measures of quality are attributes that

worked wellin selected studies.

A generally accepted evaluation criterion is that any comparative study of
BaCkground private and public prisons should be based upon the selection and analysis
ofsimilar facilities. For example, the private and public prisons selected
for comparison should be as similar as possible regarding design and
capacity, security level, and types ofinmates. Otherwise, any com parative
analysis of operational costs or quality ofservice could be skewed. On a
per-inmate basis, for instance, higher security prisons can be expected to
have higher operating costs than low er security prisons because the
formertype offacilities generally have higher staff-to-inm ate ratios.

Even if similarprivate and public prisons are available for study, a
comparison ofoperational costs can still present difficulties in ensuring
thatall costs, directand indirect, are consistently and fully quantified.
Possible difficulties can arise due, in part, to differences in budgeting and
accounting practices between and even within the private and public
sectors. Determining the appropriate allocation ofcorporate headquarters
overhead and government agency overhead, for instance, can be

particularly difficu lt

Comparing the quality ofservice atprivate and public prisons also
presents challenges and, in fact, can be more difficultthan comparing
costs. The conceptof“quality” is neither easily defined nor measured. For
example, although the American Correctional Association (aca) sets
accreditation standards for prisons, accredited facilities can vary widely in
terms of overall quality. According to ACA officials, such variances occur
because aca accreditation means that a facility has metminimum

standards.
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Five Com parative
Studies Com pleted

Since 1991
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Generally, however, assessments of quality can take several approaches.
For example, one is a compliance approach, thatis, assessingwhetheror
to what extentthe prisons being compared are in compliance with
applicable aca standards and/or otherrelevantpolicy and procedural
guidelines and/or courtorders and consent decrees. Another approach is
to assessperformance measures.5For example, measures ofsafety could
include assault statistics, safety inspection results, and accidentalinjury

reports.

The difficulties of comparatively assessing private and public

prisons— regarding operational costs and/or quality ofservice— are further
complicated if the prisons are notlocated in the same state. Each state and
its correctional system have characteristics and conditions that must be
recognized in conducting interstate analyses. For example, economic
conditions and cost-of-living factors can vary by state and by regions of
the nation Similarly, each state’s correctional system may be somewhat
unique regarding the extentofovercrowding, the history ofcourt
intervention, the emphasis given to aca accreditation, and the presence or
influence ofvarious other factors. As an illustration, with respectto the
five studies we reviewed, appendix HI presents state-specific details
regarding some relevantfactors thatcould affectinterstate comparisons of

prison costs and/or quality ofservice.

On the basis of extensive literature searches and inquiries w ith
knowledgeable corrections officials and criminaljustice researchers (see
app. ), we identified five studies completed since 1991 thatcompared
private and public prisons in reference to operational costs and/or quality
ofservice. The following is abriefoverview ofeach study:6

Texas study (1991): Conducted by the Texas SunsetAdvisory
Commission, this study compared (1) the actual costs ofoperating four
privately managed prerelease minimum -security facilities for male
prisoners and (2) the estimated costs of operating similarbuthypothetical
public facilities in Texas. The study did notem pirically assess quality of

service.

6Charles H. Logan, “Criminal Justice Performance Measures for Prisons," Perfoimance Measures for
the Criminal Justice System, U.S. Department of Justice, Oct 1993.

6As presented, each study is introduced with a short, title showing the sponsoring stale and/or Ib.e state
wherein the compared facilities are located. Also, the studies are listed in chronological order by the
date of completion or publication indicated in parentheses. Appendix Il provides a more detailed

overview of these five studies.
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New Mexico study (1991): Funded by the National Institute ofJustice,
the Bureau of Prisons, and the National Institute of Corrections, this study
compared the quality ofservice atthree multicustody facilities (minimum -
to maximum-security levels) forwomen, i.e., aprivate prison and a
state-run prison in New Mexico and a federalprison in WestVirginia The
study did notinclude a detailed analysis of operational costs.

California study (1994): Conducted by California State University with
funding from the California Department of Corrections, this study focused
on three community correctional facilities for males. All three facilities
were operated (under contracts with the state) as for-profitalternatives to
state-operated prisons. One facility (medium-security) was operated by a
private corporation, the second (high-security) by alocalpolice
department, and the third (low-to medium-security) by a city
administration. The study compared operational and construction costs
and quality ofservice. More specifically, regarding costs, the study
compared the three facilities (1) with one anotherand (2) with other state
correctional facilities. Both operational and construction costs were
included in the comparison ofthe three facilities with one another. The
statewide comparison did notinclude construction costs for the California
Department of Corrections facilities. Regarding quality ofservice, the
study compared the three facilities with two state facilities.

Tennessee study (1995): Conducted in two parts, one for operational
costs and one for quality ofservice, by the Tennessee state legislature, this
study compared three of Tennessee’s multicustody (minimum - to
maximum -security) prisons for male inmates. One prison was privately
managed, and the other two were state-run prisons.

W ashington study (1996): Atthe time ofthis study, the state of

W ashington had no privately run prisons butwas considering the
feasibility of such. Therefore, the study, conducted by the Washington
State Legislative Budget Committee, analyzed pertinentinform ation
available in other states. Regarding operational costs, for, example, the
study looked atthe three Tennessee facilities (mentioned above) aswell
as three multicustody male prisons in Louisiana (two private and one
public).7Regarding quality o fservice, the study compared the three
Tennessee facilities, the three Louisiana facilities, and two W ashington

facilities.

7As discussed in appendix IT, the Washington study also included some interstate comparisons of
operational and construction costs.
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Drawing Conclusions

From the Five Studies

Comparisons of
Operational Costs
Indicated Little Difference
And/or Mixed Results

In summaiy, the California, Tennessee, and W ashington studies assessed
operational costs and quality ofservice.8 The Texas study analyzed
operational costs only, and the New Mexico study analyzed quality of

service only.

W hile the five studies varied in terms ofmethodologicalrigor, they do, to
differing degrees, offer some indication of comparative operational costs
and/orquality ofservice in the specific settings they assessed. However,
regarding operational costs, because the studies reported little difference
and/or mixed results in comparing private and public facilities, we could
notconclude whetherprivatization saved money. Similarly, regarding
quality ofservice, ofthe two studies that made the mostdetailed
comparative assessments, one study (New Mexico) reported equivocal
findings, and the other study (Tennessee) reported no difference between
the compared private and public facilities.

Fourofthe five studies (Texas, California, Tennessee, and W ashington)
assessed operational costs ofprivate and public correctional facilities. In
three ofthe studies (California, Tennessee, and W ashington), comparisons
ofprivate and public facilities indicated little or some differences in
operational costs. Only the Texas study reported finding substantially
lower (14-to 15-percent) operational costs for private versus public

correctional facilities.

Using fiscalyear 1990 data, the Texas study reported average daily
operational costs 0 f$36.76 perinmate for the private facilities, compared
w ith estimates of$42.70to $43.13 for the public facilities. However, the
results ofthe Texas study are notfully based on actual experience. Rather,
the study compared existing private facilities (prerelease institutions) to
hypothetical public facilities. This type ofhypothetical comparison does
notallow for consideration ofany unanticipated changesin components
such as staffing levels, other expenses, rate ofoccupied bed space, or
many otherfactors that could affect actual costs. Changes in any single
assumption, or set ofassumptions, for the hypothetical institutions could

®The authors of the Californiastudy noted, however, that their findings regarding quality of service
were based upon a small, nonrandom sample of inmates.
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change the size or even the direction ofthe differences in the comparative

operational costs.9

Based upon our experience in designing and assessing evaluation
methodologies, we found the Tennessee study (ofthe studies we
reviewed) to have the mostsound and detailed comparison ofoperational
costs ofprivate and public correctionalfacilities The study compared
three mixed-population (minimum -to maximum-security) institutions
(one private and two public). All three facilitie.'iwere located in
Tennessee, and all three had relatively comparable inm ate populations, in
terms ofnumbers and mostdemograpliics, exceptrace. Also, direct and
indirect costs were considered in the analysis, and representatives from
both the private and the public facilities agreed on the costcomponents
and relevantadjustments prior to data collection. The analysis showed
very little difference in average inmate costs per day among the three
facilities— $35.39 for the private facility and $34.90 and $35.45,
respectively, for the two public facilities.

The Washington study, which made intrastate comparisons ofcorrectional
facilities (minimum - and maximum -security populations) in Tennessee and
Louisiana, also found very little difference in the operational costs of
private and public facilities. For Tennessee, the private facilities’ average
daily operational costs perinmate ($33.61) were lower (about 7 percent)
than the comparable costs for the two public facilities studied ($35.82 and
$35.28, respectively). It should be noted that the Tennessee facilities,
which were analyzed and reported on in the 1996 W ashington state study,
were the same facilities that are discussed in the 1995 Tennessee study
cited above. For Louisiana, the average inmate costs per day for the two
private facilities studied were $23.75 and $23.34, respectively, and the
comparable daily operational costs for the public facility studied were

$23.55 perinm ate.l0

The 1994 California study compared three for-profit com munity
correctional facilities located in that state— onerun by a private firm and

two run bylocal governments. The study found thatthe private facility’s

ave rage annual costs perinmate ($15,57 were higherthan comparable

“‘Moreover, Inresponse to competition from the private sector, public prisons could, over timo, become
more costefficient. As discussed later, this was one of the conclusions of the Washington stuay.

I0As presented in the study, the costs for the Tennessee and Louisiana facilities were calculated after
an adjustment to equalize prison inmate population numbers. The adjustment was necessary because,
among other things, comparisons of per-capita costs should be based upon equivalent levels of
capacity. Otherwise, a facility operating at less than full capacity, for example, generally will show

higher per-capita costs than a facility operating above its rated capacity. J-
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change the size or even the direction ofthe differences in the comparative

operational costs.9

Based upon our experience in designing and assessing evaluation
methodologies, we found the Tennessee study (ofthe studies we
reviewed) to have the mostsound and detailed comparison ofoperational
costs ofprivate and public correctional facilities. The study compared
three mixed-population (minimiun-to maximum-security) institutions
(one private and two public). All three facilities were located in
Tennessee, and allthree had relatively comparable inmate populations, in
terms ofnumbers and mostdemographics, exceptrace. Also, direct and
indirect costs were considered in the analysis, and representatives from
both the private and the public facilities agreed on the costcomponents
and relevantadjustments prior to data collection. The analysis showed
veliy little difference in average inmate costs per day among the three
facilities— $35.39 for the private facility and $34.90 and $35.45,
respectively, for the two public facilities.

The W asltington study, which made intrastate comparisons ofcorrectional
facilities (minimum - and maximum-security populations) in Tennessee and
Louisiana, also found very little difference in the operational costs of
private and public facilities. For Tennessee, the private facilities' average
daily operational costs perinmate ($33.31) were lower (about 7 percent)
than the comparable costs for the two public facilities studied ($35.82 and
$35.28, respectively). It should be noted thatthe Tennessee facilities,

w hich were analyzed and reported on in the 1996 W ashington state study,
were the same facilities that are discussed in the 1995 Tennessee study
cited above. For Louisiana, the average inmate costs per day for the two
private facilities studied were $23.75 and $23.34, respectively, and the
comparable daily operational costs for the public facility studied were

$23.55 perinmate.l0

The 1994 C alifornia study compared three for-profit community
correctional facilities located in that state— one run by aprivate firm and
two run bylocal governments. The study found thatthe private facility’s
average annual costs perinmate ($15,578) were higherthan comparable

“Moreover, Inresponse to competition from the private sector, public prisons could, over time, become
more cost efficient As discussed later, this was one of the conclusions of the Washington study.

I0As presented in the study, the costs for the Tennessee and Louisiana facilities were calculated after
an adjustment to equalize prison inmate population numbers. The a4justment was necessary because,
among other things, comparisons of per-capita costs should be based upon equivalent levels of
capacity. Otherwise, a facility operating at less than full capacity, for example, generally will show
higher per-capita costs than a facility operating above its rated capacity.
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A Comparisons of Quality
Are Unclear
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costs for one ofthe government-run facilities ($13,195) butwere lower
than such costs for the other government-run facility ($16,627). The lower
costgovernment-run facility had a disproportionate share ofdrug
offenders, which could have affected overall costs. Further, the authors of
the study noted thatthe results ofthis study mustbe viewed w ith some
additional caution because ofinconsistencies in the underlying or
supporting cost figures obtained from differentsources within the state.

Although comparative costs are very important, they are notthe only
factors considered by policymakers in deciding the direction or extentof
corrections privatization. A principal concernis whetherprivate
contractors can operate atlower costs to the taxpayers, while providing
the same ufeven abetterlevel ofservice as the public sector, particularly

w ith respectto safety and security issues.

O fthe .studies we reviewed,two (New Mexico and Tennessee) assessed
he comparative quality of service between private and public institutions
in much greater detail than the otherstudies. Both studies used structured
data-collection instruments to coveravariety ofquality-related topics,
including safety and security, management, personnel, health care,
discipline reports, escapes, and inmate programs and activities. The New
Mexico study reported equivocalfindings, and the Tennessee study
reported no difference in quality between the compared private and public

institutions.

The findings in the New Mexico study are difficultto interpret On the
basis ofsurveys ofcorrectional staffand reviews ofinstitutionalrecords,
the study reported thatthe private prison “outperformed” the public
facilities on most ofthe measured quality dimensions. However, the author
noted thatthe results from one ofthe data-collection instruments— the

inm ate surveys— showed an opposite result, with one ofthe public
facilities “outperforming” the private facility on every dimension except
inm ate activities (e.g., work and training programs).

The Tennessee study, in assessing the quality of service at one private and
two public prisons, reported that “all three facilities were operated at
essentially the same level ofperformance.” This conclusion was largely
based on the results ofan operational audit conducted ateach ofthe
facilities by aninspection team. Composed ofprivate and public sector
members, thvi team used a structured survey instrumentto conducta
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detailed review ofrecords, observe operations and practices, and conduct

interviews.

The Texas study did notem pirically assess the quality of service atthe
private correctional facilities. Rather, the study noted thatall four ofthe
privately operated prerelease facilities were in general compliance w ith
11 ofthe 16 mandates ofcourtrulings applicable to Texas prisons. Also,
the study noted thattwo ofthe fourprivate facilities had received aca
accreditation, and the othertwo were stillinvolved in the accreditation
process, aca officials told us, however, thataca accreditation means thata
facility has metminimum standards and thataccredited facilities can vary
widely in terms ofoverall quality. To reiterate, because it was based on
hypothetical public facilities, the Texas study made no attemptto
comparatively assess the quality ofservice across private and public

facilities in Texas.

The California study, in assessing quality o fservice, used inmate and staff
surveysto compare the three community correctional facilities with two
state prisons. However, the results could not be generalized to the inmate
or staffpopulations ofthe respective facilities because small, nonrandom

samples were used.

The California study also attempted to compare the three com munity
correctionalfacilities with the state’s other correctional institutions w ith
respectto recidivism rates. The study reported that, ofthe three
community correctional facilities, one ofthe publicly managed facilities
was "mostimpressive"in performance based on recidivism rates.
Sufficient data were not available to adequately complete the analysis
comparing the inmates released from the community correctional facilities
w ith inmates released from other correctionalinstitutions in the state.

The Washington study assessed the quality ofservice atthe three facilities
(one private and two public) in Tennessee, three facilities (two private and
one public) in Louisiana, and two facilities (both public) in Washington.

W hile not as detailed asthe New Mexico and the Tennessee studies, the

W ashington study concluded thatthe private and public prisons studied

w ithin tire respective states (Tennessee and Louisiana) were generally
similarin quality ofservice. However, the study noted that Washington’s
tw o state-run facilities had more counselors perinmate than the other

states’ facilities.
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TThe few studies that have compared the operational costs and/or the
quality of service ofprivate and public prisons provide little inform ation
thatis widely applicable to various correctional settings. For example,

w hile these studies compared private and public facilities that generally
were similar (in terms ofcapacities, inmate demographics, etc.), the
selected facilities were notnecessarily typical or representative ofprisons
in eitherthe state studied or otherjurisdictions. Also, avariety offactors
thatrelate to a given location or correctional system may render the
experience ofonejurisdiction with private prisons very different from that
ofanother. Further, the passage oftime could alter the relationship
between private and public correctional facilities in terms ofcosts and
quality. For these reasons, among others, the few studies thatwe reviewed
do notpermitdrawing generalizable conclusions aboutthe comparative
operational costs and/orquality ofservice ofprivate and public prisons.

Jurisdictions, such as states, vary on severaldimensions that could have
an impacton the comparative costs ofprivate versus public prisons and, in
turn, affectthe generalizability ofa given study’s results. First, other
states’ correctional philosophies could differ from that ofthe states
studied. Some state correctionalphilosophies are more punitive in nature
(as reflected, for example, by higherincarceration rates), whereas other
states are less punitive and more inclined toward treatm entll California,
for example, which is one ofthe states discussed in the five studies we
reviewed, generally has had incarceration rates above the national
average. Also, the Washington study noted thatthe adjusted estimated
per-bed costs for a state-run facility in Washington ($60,400) were almost
double Florida’s costs ($33,900) due, in part, to state differences in

operating and programming approaches.

Second,jurisdictions also vary in relation to avariety ofeconomic factors
that could affectthe relationship between private and public prison costs.
Differences in the costs ofliving could affectboth private and public
prison costs, butin somejurisdicficns, one more than the other. For
example, alabor shortage could resultin higher operational costs for

private and public prisons.

Third, in some jurisdictions, the inmate population to be incarcerated in
private facilities may be different from those inmate populations in the five
studies. Three ofthe five studies focused on inmate populations thatwere

uThe rate of incarceration Is the number of sentenced prisoners (per 100,000 resident population) in
correctional facilities. Since the mid-1980s, according to Bureau of Justice Statistics data, the southern
and western regions of tire nation have had higher incarceration rates than the northeastern and

mldwestem regions.
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Lessons Learned for
Future Com parative

Studies
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notrepresentative ofthe broaderprison population— prerelease prisoners
(Texas study), female prisoners (New Mexico), and those housed in
community correctional facilities (California). Only two studies
(Tennessee and W ashington) focused on costs in relation to facilities
housing a more mainstream prisonerpopulation.

Finally, regarding both operational costs and quality o fservice, the
comparative performance ofprivate versus public correctional facilities is
notlikely to be static. Changes overtime could alterthe comparative
performance. For example, the firstyearofanew prison— eitherprivate
orpublic— could reflectexpenses for training inexperienced staffaswell
as hiring replacements for those unsuited to the work. Inexperienced staff
could also have a negative effect on some measures of quality. Also, in the
initial years ofmanaging aprison, a private firm may choose to bill for its
services atrates below costs to obtain or extend a contract As time goes
by, however, to remain a viable business entity, the contractor’s
cost-recoveiy practices would have to change. Similarly, overtime, public
prisons could become more costefficientin response to com petition from
the private sector. Forinstance, this conclusion was reached by the

W ashington study, which was commissioned to help the state determine

the potential benefits ofprivatization.

The results ofstudies comparing private and public prisons obviously are
ofinterestto anyjurisdiction whose policymakers are deciding whether or
to what extentcorrections should be privatized. Ideally, to be mostuseful,
such studies should be based upon representative samples ofprisons, w ith
sufficient statistical controls in place to measure and accountfor any
differences. However, because the numberofprivate correctional facilities
is still relatively small (see app. IV)— and, given the factthateach
stand-alone facility (whetherprivate or public) may have some unique
characteristics— conducting atruly optimal comparative evaluation may

be im practical.

Nonetheless, the five studies completed since 1991 offer several lessons
learned to guide future studies, even if such studies focus on com paring
only one private facility and one public facility. In reviewing the relative
strengths and weaknesses ofeach study to formulate lessons learned, we
largely relied on our extensive experience in designing and assessing
evaluation methodologies— thatis, our experience with generally accepted
methodological standards and practices. Specifically, on the basis ofour
review ofthe five studies, we identified the following lessons learned:
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In considering the extentto which corrections should be privatized, a key
question is whetherprivate contractors can operate atlower costs to
taxpayers, while proviaing atleastthe same level of service as the public
sector, particularly with respectto security and safety issues. Thus, itis
importantthatany study focus on both operational costs and quality of
service. Two ofthe studies we reviewed (Texas and New Mexico) did not
have this dual focus.

The bestapproach for evaluating operational costs is to study existing
comparable fudlities, nothypothetical facilities. One ofthe studies we
reviewed (Texas) used hypothetical similar public facilities.

Generally, there is more than one way to objectively measure or compare
prison security, safety, order, and various other dimensions that constitute
quality ofservice. In this regard, it is importantto use multiple indicators
or data sources to provide cross-checks. The New Mexico study, for
example, illustrates thatdivergentresults can be reached by using one
data source (e.g., inmate surveys) versus another source (e.g., staff
surveys).

Comparative findings with respectto operational costs and/orquality of
service in any given yearmay nothold true for otheryears. Similarly,
because trends are notself-peipetuating, even findings based on multiyear
comparisons mustbe carefully considered. Nonetheless, all other factors
being equal, com parative evaluations based upon severalyears' data
potentially have more value than evaluations based upon 1or 2 years of
data. Nearly all five ofthe studies we reviewed were based upon 1or 2

years ofdata

These lessons learned could be particularly applicable to bopif, in the
future, it resumes its plans for contracting with private companies to
operate selected federal correctional facilities.12Forinstance, according to
April 1995 congressional testimony by the bop Director, bop's privatization
initiative, if implemented, would provide an opportunity to undertake

some thorough comparative evaluations:

“l know that the Attorney General and ... [the Office of Management and Budget] are very
interested in working carefully with us in the Bureau of Prisons to track, on these new
contracts, very carefully, what the cost impact truly is, because there are a lot of hidden
costs in privatization... [TJhere has never been, we don’t believe, areal good cost analysis

For example, the Justice Department's budgetjustification for fiscal year 1997 projected the
activation of two privatized facilities in that year—a detention facility (677 beds) in Seattle, WA, and a
muiticustody (minimum- and low-security) facility (2,0'18 beds) in Elkton, OH. Departments of
Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and Related Agencies Appropriations for 1997rifi:arings
before a Subcomm. of the House Comm, on Appropriations, 104th Cong., 2d Sess. 1656 (19S5).
However, inJune 1996, the administration announced that plans to privatize these facilities were being

suspended.
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to determine, apples to apples, what s the cost of a traditional prison system and private
contracting. The private contractors claim they car. do it at great savings, and so we are
very interested in monitoring the ones that we have projected for the next few years and
determining... how well the taxpayers are being served on either side."13

The bop Director noted that by contracting outthe managementof
selected facilities incarcerating generalinmate populations, bop was
moving to the “nextlevel ofprivatization,"which would provide a good
basis for comparative evaluations focusing on “like or similarinstitutions."
In this regard, the lessons learned from previous comparative studies
should be useful to BOPif the federal privatization initiative is revisited.

We cbtained oral comments on a draft ofthis reportfrom bop and written
comn.ents from the Department ofJustice’s O ffice o fJustice Programs;
the National Council on Crime and Delinquency; and a Northeastern
Univenity (Boston, MA) professorofcriminaljustice, who is a nationally
recognized authority on corrections admi inistration.

bop commented thatthe reportwas accurate, well done, and useful.

The Office ofthe Assistant Attorney General, O ffice o fJustice Programs,
concurred w ith the report and noted thatadditional study ofthe
privatization ofcorrectional facilities is needed. The National Institute of
Justice, acomponentagency ofthe Office ofJustice Programs,
commented thatthe report appeared “to be as comprehensive as the
available dataperm its.” Also, the Institute commented thatthe report’s
discussion ofthe strengths and weaknesses ofthe five studies “is

excellent”

In commenting on the draft, the Executive Vice President, National
Councilon Crime and Delinquency, said thatthe reportis accurate in
concluding that few studies have been completed to date and thatthese
studies have methodological problems thatlim it understanding the actual
cost-benefits o fprivatization. He noted, however, thatourreport could
place more emphasis on the Tennessee study, which is the mostrigorous
study to date. Although we concurwith the reviewer's assessment o fthe
study, our objective was to provide similarinform ation for each ofthe
studies reviewed. Further, he noted thatthe reportcould add more
emphasis to evaluating the claims ofprivate providers that they can

‘departments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and Related Agencies Appropriations
for Fiscal Year 1996: Hearings on H.R. 2076 before a Subcomm. of the Senate Comm, on
Appropriations, 104th Cong,, 1st Sess. 3t)3, 308 (1996).
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construct new facilities faster and cheaper than public entities. Since the
studies reviewed did not assess these claims, this issue was beyond the

scope ofourwork.

The Northeastern University reviewerl4dcommented that (1) our evaluation
synthesis was an importantcontribution to the corrections field, (2) the
report’'s conclusion thatthe five studies offer little generalizable guidance
for otherjurisdictions regarding the comparative costand quality of
service ofprivate and public correctionalfacilities was “righton point,”
and (3) our cautions concerning interstate comparisons were

“well-founded.”

However, the reviewerunderscored the need also to focus privatization
research on crime reduction and various philosophical questions
underpinning the privatization debate. These issues were beyond the
scope of ourwork. In addition, the reviewer suggested thatit would be
valuable to the corrections field if the reportincluded a short, concise
statement describing the critical dependentand independentvariables that
should be considered in comparative analyses ofprivate and public
corrections facilities. Because ofvariations in available data and possible
measurement adjustments required in specific research situations, we are
hesitantto prescribe what variables should be studied. The studies
reviewed, however, suggestpossible variables. Furthermore, citing the
difficulties researchers have in accessing data from private firms, the
reviewerproposed thatthe reportcontain arecommendation thatwould
facilitate researchers’ access to proprietary inform ation needed for
evaluation ofprivate corrections. L. the case offederal coixections-related
contracts, we would likely have ace to data, butwe have considerably

lessjurisdiction atthe state level

We are providing copies ofthis reportto the Chairman and Ranking
Minority Memberofthe House Judiciary Committee, the Attorney General;
the Director, bop; and other interested parties. Copies w ill also be made

available to others upon request.

uDr. Edith Elisabeth Flynn, College of Criminal Justice, Northeastern University, Boston,
Massachusetts.
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The mayorcontributors to thisreportare listed in appendix V. Please
contactme on (202) 612-8777ifyou oryour staff have any questions.

Laurie E. Ekstrand
Associate Director, Administration
o fJustice Issues
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Objectives, Scope, and Methodology

Id e ntification of

Comparative Studies

Accpccrn PTif* n f Afnrtipc

In initiating this review, our specific objectives were to answer the

following key questions:

W hatstudies, completed since 1991, have compared the operational costs
and/or gquality ofservice ofprivate and public prisons?

From these studies, what can be concluded with respectto the operational
costs and/orthe quality ofservice ofcomparable private and public

facilities?

Are the results ofthese studies generalizable to correctional systems in
otherjurisdictions?

From these studies, what are the “lessons learned” to help guide future
comparative studies ofprivate and public prisons?

To identify relevant studies, we requested and obtained literature searches
from the National CriminalJustice Reference Service and the National
Institute of Corrections. Also, w itliin the Department o fJustice, we
contacted knowledgeable officials ofthe componentagencies responsible
for managing federal correctional facilities— the Federal Bureau of Prisons
(bop), U.S. Marshals Service, and Immigration and Naturalization Service.

Similarly, to query knowledgeable state agency officials, we first contacted
the Director ofthe Private Corrections Projectatthe University of
Florida's Centerfor Studiesin Criminology and Law to obtain inform ation
aboutthe number ofprivatized facilities in each state (see app. IV).1Then,
for each applicable state, we contacted officials atthe state’s corrections
departmentand/or corrections research agency and inquired aboutany
completed, ongoing, or planned studies comparing private and public
prisons. Further, we contacted the National Council on Crime and
Delinquency and various nationally recognized researchers in academia.

We assesse” each ol die five relevant studies thatwe identified. Our
work in assessing the conclusions orresults ofeach study and the

generalizability ofsame— aswell asidentifying any lessons learned— can
be characterized as aform ofevaluation synthesis. By definition, an
evaluation synthesis is a systematic procedure for organizing findings from
several disparate evaluation studies. Thatis, the procedure addresses key
questions orissues by assessing existing studies or evaluations, rather

than by conducting prim ary data collection.

'Established in 1988 to condixt policy-relevantresearch on corrections privatization, the Private
Corrections Project publishes (semiannually) the Private Adult Correctional Facility Census.
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Objectives, Scope, and Methodology

In reviewing the studies, we focused on the findin gs and conclusions of
each study and evaluated these in relation to the methodology used by the
respective study.2As aninitial and fundamentalinquiry, forinstance, we
focused on the similarity ofthe private and public facilities being
compared in each study. Thatis, we wanted to determine (I) if the
facilities were reasonably well matched in relation to design and capacity,
security level, inmate demographics, and otherrelevantinstitutional
characteristics and (2) whether the facilities were actually in operation
and, if so, forwhatlength oftime prior to the comparative evaluation.

In reviewing each applicable study's comparative evaluation of operational
costs, we focused on whether (1) both directand indirect cost
components were considered for the private and public facilities,

(2) actual dataversus estimates were used, and (3) consistent cost;
components were used. We did notindependently verify any ofthe cost

data presented in the studies.

In reviewing each applicable study’s comparative evaluation ofquality of
service, we focused on whetherthe private and the public facilities were
consistently evaluated in the respective study. Thatis, in reference to both
the private and the public facilities compared in a given study, we were
interested in whetherthe same or similar methodology and data sources
were used to evaluate quality of service. Thus, we did notattem ptto
generically define “quality ofsendee;" rather, we accepted the definition
and/or evaluation criteria used in each applicable study. Also, we did not
independently verify the reported quality measures or outcomes, such as
safety and incident data and the extentofrehabilitation and treatment

programs for inmates.

We reviewed the relative strengths and weaknesses o feach study to
formulate lessons learned for future comparative studies. In doing so, we
largely relied on our extensive experience in designing and assessing
evaluation methodologies— thatis, our experience with generally accepted

m ethodological standards and practices.

Initially, in September 1995, to obtain a practical understanding of
privatization issues, we visited two privately operated facilities housing
federalinmates. These facilities, which held deportable aliens, are located
in west Texas and were operated by private firm nunder the general

2Two of our staff—senior analysts with specialized training and years of experience in designing and
assessing evaluation methodologies- independently reviewed each of the five studies.
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authority ofintergovernmental agreements entered into by bop and the
respective city governments ofBig Spring and Eden. We toured the
facilities and interviewed managers and staffofthe private firms. Also, we
interviewed the on-site federalmonitors.

Further, obtain additional overview inform ation on privatization issues,
we interviewed a senior executive (the Director for Strategic Planning) of
one ofthe nation’s largestprivate corrections firms. This official was a

formerdirectorofbop.
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Description of Studies Comparing Private
and Public Prisons

We identified five studies completed since 1991 that compare private and
public correctional facilities in relation to operational costs and/or quality
ofservice. Table JL1 briefly describes each ofthese studies. Following the
table, separate sectionsrespectively provide more details about each

study.

Table 11.1: Citation, Evaluation Parameters, and Reported Resuits of Five Studies Comparing Private and Public Prisons

State
Texas

New Mexico

Study citation

“information Report on Contracts for
Correction Facilities and Services,"
Recommendations to the Governor of
Texas and Members, of the
Seventy-Second Legislature, Sunset
Advisory Commission, Final Report,
Texas Sunset Advisory Commission
(Austin: 1991).

Cnarles H. Logan, Well Kept:
Comparing Quality of Confinement In
a Public and a Private Prison,
National Institute of Justice (1991).

Page 23

Evaluation parameters
Operational costs v/ere studied.

Four private, prerelease, minimum-
security prisons (500 beds each) for
males were compared with
hypothetical public facilities in Texas.

Fiscal year 1990 data were analyzed.

An empirical assessment of quality of
service was not conducted.

A detailed analysis of operational
costs was not conducted,

Quiality of service was studied.

Three multicustody facilities
(minimum- to maximum-security) for
women were compared: a private
prison and a state-run prison in New
Mexico and a federal prison in West

Virginia.

The data analyzed for the private
facility covered June 1989 through
November 1983; data for the state
facility covered June 1988 through
November 1988; and the federal data
covered December 1987 through
May 1988.

Reported results

The private prisons' operational costs
were 14 to 15 percent less than the
costs of the hypothetical state
facilities.

The study noted that two of the four
private facilities had rec jived ACA
accreditation, and the other two were
still involved in the accreditation
process. Also, the study note'lthat all
four facilities were in compliance with
11 of the 16 mandates of court
rulings applicable to Texas prisons.

Not applicable.

The results of the study depended on
the data-collection instruments that
were employed. For example, data
from staff surveys and official records
showed that the private prison
“outperformed" the state and federal
prisons across nearly all dimensions.
However, inmate survey data showed
that one of the public facilities
“outperformed" the private facility on
every dimension except "activity"
(e.g., work and training programs).

(continued)
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California

Tennessee

Washington

Appendix Il

De*criptJon of Studies Comparing Private
and Public Prisons

Study citation

Dale K. Sechrest and David Shichor,
Final Report: Exploratory Study of
Ca'ifornia's Community Corrections
Facilities, California State University
(San Bernardino: 1994).

Cost Comparison of Correctional
Centers, Tennessee Legislature
Fisca. Review Committee (Nashville:

1S95).

Comparative Evaluation of Privately
Managed CCA Prison and
State-Managed Prototypical Prison,
Tennessee Legislature Select
Oversight Committee on Corrections
(Nashville: 1995).

Department of Corrections
Privatization Feasibility Study, Report
96-2, State of Washington Legislative
Budget Committee (Olympia: 1996).

Page 24

Evaluation parameters

Operational and construction costs
were studied.

Three for-profit community
correctional facilities— one managed
privately (medium-security) and two
managed by local governments (low-
to medium- and high-security)— for
males were compared with one
another and with other state
correctional facilities.

Rscal year 1991-1992 data were
analyzed.

Quality of service was studied.

The same three community
correctional facilities for males were
compared with two stale correctional

facilities.

Data were collected In summer 1992,

Operational costs were studied.

Three multicustody prisons
(minimum- to maximum-security) for
males were compared: one private
and two state-run prisons.

Data from July 1993 through June
1994 were analyzed.

Quality of service was studied.

The same three multicustody prisons
for males were compared.

Data from March 1991 through
September 1994 were analyzed.

Operational costs of the same uiree
Tennessee facilities mentioned above
were studied.

Data from July 1993 through June
1994 were analyzed.

Reported results

The private facility's average annual
costs per inmate ($15,578) were
higher than comparable costs for one
of the goverr>ment-run facilities
($13,195) but waio sower than such
costs for the other government-run
facility ($16,627).

Due to methodological limitations,
conclusions could not be reached by
comparing the three for-profit
community correctional facilities with
other state correctional facilities. For
example, diffe. ent cost components
were used for the two sets of facilities
in the comparison. In addition, it is
likely that the universe of the state's
correctional facilities reflected
wide-ranging differences concerning
inmate populations and services.

Due to methodological limitations,
conclusions could not be reached by
comparing the community
correctional facilities with two state
facilities. For example, the results
could not be generalized to the
inmate or staff populations of the
faciliies because small, nonrandom
samples were used.

There was little difference in the
average daily operational costs per
inmate across the three

facilities— $35.39 for the private
facility, versus $34.90 and $35.45,
respectively, /or the two public
facilities.

There was no difference in quality of
service between the private and
public facilities.

The average daily operational cost's
per inmate for the private facility
($33.61) were slightly lower than
such costs for the two public facilities
($35.8? and $35.28, respectively).

(continued)
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Study citation

Description of Studies Comparing Private
and Public Prisonj

Evaluation parameters

Operational costs of three

rr jliticustody facilities in Louisiana
(two private and one state-run) for
males were studied.

Projected data for July 1995 through
June 1996 were analyzed.

Operational costs of a Washington
state prison were compared with the
costs for one Tennessee state prison
and a Louisiana state prison.

Data analyzed for Washington state
covered calendar year 1995; time
frames for Tennessee and Louisiana
data are mentioned above.

Construction costs were studied.

The estimated costs for Washington
state to construct a planned
multicustody public prison for males
were compared with a private
company's costs for constructing a
similar facility in Florida.

Data analyzed for Washington state
were based on projected July 1998
cost figures; and data analyzed for
the Florida facility were based on
projected July 1998 cost figures.

Quiality of service was studied.

Three multicustody male facilities in
Tennessee (mentioned above), three
multicustody male facilities in
Louisiana (mentioned above), and
two multicustody male facilities in
Washington were compared.

Data analyzed for Tennessee
covered 1994 (for review of
institutional records) and 1995 (for
on-site visits); data analyzed for,
Louisiana covered 1995; data
analyzed for Washington ¢ "' *cd
1995.

Reported results

The average daily operational costs
per inmate for the two private
facilities were $23.75 and $23.34,
respectively, compared with $23.55
for the public facility.

The average daily operational costs
per inmate for the Washington facility
($44.52) were higher than such costs
for the Tennessee and Louisiana
facilities ($37.07 and $24.04,
respectively).

The estimated cost per bed for the
Washington state facility ($60,400)
was approximately double the
estimated cost per bed for the Florida
facility ($33,900).

Site visits showed that all prisons
were “clean and appeared to be
orderly,” Additional data indicated
that the prisons generally were
similar regarding quality of service.-
However, the Washington facilities
had more counselors per inmate than
the Tennessee and Louisiana

facilities.

Source: GAO summary of information reported in the cited studies.
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Conducted by the Texas SunsetAdvisoiy Commission, this study involved
a comparative assessmentofoperational costs; an em pirical assessmento f
quality ofservice was notconducted. The actual costs of operating four
privately managed prerelease minimum -security facilities (500 beds each)
for male prisoners were compared w ith the estimated costs ofoperating
similarbut “hypothetical” public facilities in Jie state of Texas. Two ofthe
fourprerelease facilities were managed by Corrections Corporation of
America, and the othertwo were managed by Wackenhut Corrections

Corporation.

The study considered directand indirect costs to compute operational
costs for private and public sector management ofthe prerelease facilities.
Directcostsincluded items such as salaries and fringe benefits, food,

m edical sendees, utilities, and supplies. Also, the study recognized that
another direct costwould be the expense ofhaving state corrections
agency staffon-site to monitorthe contractor's performance. Indirect
costs included salaries and expenses for corrections department executive
personnel, an annualauditoffacilities, and “other adm inistration items”
attributable to the private or state facilities. Construction costs were
excluded because the state built the private facilities. Also, the study did
notinclude depreciation expenses and capital outlays, but e'ebtservice for

construction was ir eluded.

The study concluded thatthe state achieved savings from the privatized
facilities. Based on requirements specified in state statute, the state
estimated the costs ofoperating sim ilar state-run prerelease facilities.
Specifically, because similar state-run facilities did not exist, the state
estimated the costs ofoperating hypothetical state-run prerelease
facilities. Contractprovisions stipulated that contractors would receive at
least 10 percentless than the estimated costs for the state to operate each
facility.1Therefore, in a sense, 10-percent “savings” to the state was
guaranteed. Costdata for fiscalyear 1990 were analyzed. The state
estimated that the privatized facilities achieved 14-to 15-percent cost
savings (taking into consideration tax revenues paid to state and local

'"Texas state statutory provisions authorise the Texas Department of Corrections to contract with
private vendors and county commissioners to finance, construct, operate, maintain, or manage secure
correctional facilities. The provisions establish guidelines by which the state car. enter into a contract
forsuch services. Arm. ng other things, the provisions specify that a contract proposal must provide the
state with a savings of at least 10 percent below the costs of similar state-operated facilities.
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authorities)2compared w ith hypothetically equivalent state-run facilities.
The average daily operational costs perinm ate for the private facilities
were $36.76. Because o fstaffing and construction differences between the
contractors, separate costs were estimated for the hypothetical state
operation ofafacility for each contractor. The estimated average daily
operational costs perinmate furthe hypothetical state-run facilities were
$42.70 for one contractor and $43.13 for the ether. However, because the
state did not operate any prerelease facilities nor did any ofits existing
facilities have prerelease components, the cost estimates for the state-run
facilities were notbased on actual state experience. The method assumed
no unanticipated changesin components such as salary and other
expenses. Thus, an errorin one or more assumption could have resulted in
different cost estimates, changing the size or even the direction of
estimated differences in private versus public management costs.

An empirical assessmentofthe quality ofservice was notconducted due
to the absence ofcom paraui, state facilities. P wever, the study noted
thattwo ofthe fourprivate facilities had receiv id aca accreditation, and
the othertwo were stillinvolved in the accreditation process. Additionally,
the study noted thatall four facilities were in general compliance with 11
ofthe 16 mandates ofcourtrulings applicable to Texas prisons.

Funded by the Department ofJustice’s National Institute ofJustice,
Bureau of Prisons, and N«Jionallnstitute of Corrections, this study, ofthe

five we reviewed, made the mostsystem atic effortto address quality of
service. However, a detailed costanalysis was notincluded. The study
compared three multicustody (minimum-to maximum-security) women'’s
facilities— aprivately run facility and a state-run facility in New Mexico
and a federal facility in WestVirginia— across eightdimensions ofquality.3

“According to the Texas study, the private prisons have paid an estimated $400,000 per prison in state
an Jlocal sales taxes and payments in lieu of property taxes. The study noted that because the state
owned the prisons, property taxes were not assessed. Rather, the private contractor paid the local
taxing authorities an annual amount, which generally approximated the taxes that would have been

owed if the property were privately owred.

The New Mexico study used a ‘confinement model” of imprisonment to develop quality assessment
criteria The model defined eight distinct dimensions or performance measures on which to evaluate
the quality of a correctional facility. According to the study, these dimensions are based on the
premise that <v nfinement ‘carries with it an obligation to meet the basic needs of prisoners ata
reasonable standard of decency," including standards to evaluate health care, safety, sanitation, and
nutrition, as well as constitutional standards to ensure due process and fairness. Examples of those
dimensions are (1) security (e.g., facility design and security procedures); (2) safety (eg, personal
ir\juiy and harm); (3) order (e.g, discipline and control standards); (4) care (eg., he Jth care and
counseling); (5) activity (e.g, work and training programs); (6) justice (eg, discipline and grievance
procedures); (7) conditions (e.g., food services); and (8) management (eg, staffturnover andjob

satisfaction).
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Data analyzed for the private facility covered June 1989 through November
1989, data for the state facility covered June 1988 through November 1988,
and data forthe federal facility covered December 1987 through May 1988.

The study recognized, atleastindirectly, that differences among the
facilities regarding age, architecture, and inmate programs made
comparisons somewhatdifficultto interpret For example, the private
facility was new, the state facility was 4 years old, and the federal facility
was about 60 years old. The respective inmate populations were 170
(private), 143 (state), and 814 (federal). The inmates atthe New Mexico
facilities were nearly sim ilfir with respectto characteristics ofage, race,
and offense type. However, they differed from the federalinmates in race
and offense type. The study indicated that one ofthe factors enhancing the
comparability ofthe two New Mexico institutions was that both were
applying for accreditation by the American Correctional Association (aca).
However, aca officials told us thataca accreditation means thatonly
minimum standards are met, and since there can be wide variations among
facilities in exceeding minimum standards, accreditation should not be
used to assume thattwo or more facilities are comparable.

In assessing and comparing the quality ofservice atthe three facilities, the
study derived multiple indica. ors for each ofeight quality dimensions.

D ata sources for all three facilities included various institutionalrecords,4
such asincident and disciplinary reports aswellaswork and education
records. Also, staffsurveys were conducted at all three facilities, and
inmate surveys were conducte*l atthe private and the state facilities. In
total, the study made 595 comparisons among the institutions using 333
inoicators. All ofthe indicators were available for the private and state
prisons, while 131 indicators were available for the federal prisons. Thus,
the study made three-way comparisons for 131 ofthe 333 indicators and
two-way comparisons (private/state) for 202 ofthe indicators.

The study concluded, generally, that “the private prison ‘outperformed’the
state and federal prisons, often by quite substantial margins, across nearly
all dimensions.” It noted, however, thatresults varied by data source. For
example, contrary to other sources u'-ed in the study, inmate survey data
showed chatthe state facility “outperformed” the private facility in every
dimension except “activity” (e.g., work and training programs).

W hile the study did notinclude a detailed analysis ofoperational costs, it
suggested thatthe better performance ofthe private facility was

*The study noted that fewer official records were collected for the federal prisoa
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accomplished atlower cost However, the study offered little evidence to
supportthis assertion. Forinstance, the full report consisted o f 291 pages,
with only 2 pages devoted to costs. W ithoutproviding any detailed
analysis, the reportnoted that the average daily operational costs per
inmate for the private facility were $69.75in fiscalyear 1989-1990, the
average daily costs ofhousing an inmate in federal facilities (nationwide)
were $39.67 in 1988, the average daily costs for New Mexico state facilities
(statewide) were $68.00 in 1988, and the average daily costs for the
particular state facility studied were $80.00 in fiscal years 1988-1989.
Although no detailed costanalysis was attempted, the study appeared to
base the perception oflower costs ofprivate facilities on the factthat
“financial analysts in the New Mexico Corrections Departmentbelieved
thatthe [private] contractwas saving the state money."

Conducted by California State University, this study was neither
supportive nor critical ofprivate facilities. To assess costs and quality of
service, the study compared three for-profitcommunity correctional
facilities for males— one privately managed (medium-security) and two
publicly managed by local governments (one low-to medium-security and
one high-security).5Specifically, the study compared the three facilities

w ith one anotherand with other state correctional facilities. Both
operational and construction costs were included in the comparison ofthe
three facilities with one another. The statewide comparison did not
include construction costs for the California Departmentof Corrections
facilities. Also, the study attempted to compare the quality ofservice ofthe
three facilities with two other California Departmentof Corrections

facilities.

The three community correctional facilities were generally comparable.
Forinstance, the inmates were nearly similar with respectto
characteristics ofage, race, and offender status. However, one ofthe
public facilities had a greater percentage ofdrug offenders6and Anglo- and
African-American inmates and a smaller percentage ofEispanics. The
private facility housed 400 inmates, compared with about420 and about
450 housed atthe public facilities. For the period studied, the numberof
admissions was 1,498 for the private facility versos 392 and 1,073,

RCorrectional facilities that are operated ior-profit by a pri'.ate corporation under contract with the
California Department of Corrections are referred to a- private proprietary facilities.” Correctional
facilities that are operated for-profit by local government agencies under contract with the California

Department of Corrections are referred to as “public proprietary .acilitiej."

ThLs public community correctional facility housed narcotics offenders who were sentenced under a
“civil addict program”and subsequently violated parole
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respectively, for the two public facilities. The two public facilities were
relatively new (operational by mid-1991), while the study referred to the

private facility as “older.”

Using fiscalyear 1991-1992 data, construction and operational cost
comparisons ofthe private and the two public facilities revealed some
differences. For example, the study found thatthe private facility’s average
annual costs perinmate ($15,578) were higherthan comparable costs for
one ofthe govemment-run facilities ($13,195) butwere lower than such
costs for the other govemment-run facility ($16,627). Construction and
operational costs, including overhead and capitalization costs, were
calculated for the three facilities. Costs were based on contracts
negotiated w ith the facilities and included capitalization, lease, renovation,
program development, and liability insurance. Costs thatwere not
included in the calculations were Parole Division overhead costs (for
community correctional facilities), state monitoring, medical costs
allocated to the California Departmentof Corrections, inmate clothing,
inm ate pay, miscellaneous contracts, interestpayments, and possible tax
breaks. Also, there were inexplicable inconsistencies in the cost data
obtained from two agencies within the California Departmentof
Corrections. These inconsistencies may have affected the reliability ofthe

cost estimates.

Attem pts to compare the costs ofthe three community correctional
facilities and other state correctional facilities were not fully successful.
The cost calculations for the other state facilities used different
components than did the calculations for the community correctional
facilities. The latter costs included constru :tion costs; however, the data
for the other state facilities did not Therefore, these cost calculations
were notdirectly comparable. Further, given the unique characteristics of
community correctional facilities, the usefulness r f com paring these
facilities to all other correctional facilities in California— many ofwhich
are likely to be very differentfrom the community-based facilities— is

questionable.

To assess quality ofservice, inmate and staffsurveys were conducted at
the three community correctionalfacilities and attwo state prisons.
However, due to small, nonrandom samples, the results could not be
generalized to the inmate or staffpopulations atany ofthe facilities.

The California study also attempted to compare the three community
correctional facilities and the state’'s other correctional institutions in
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reference to recidivism rates. The study reported that, ofthe three
community correctional facilities, one ofthe publicly managed facilities
was “mostimpressive” in performance based on recidivism rates.
Sufficientdatawere notavailable to adequately complete the analysis
comparing the inmates released from the community correctional facilities
to inmates released from other correctional institutions in the state.

In summary, the California study’s methodologicallimitations prohibit
drawing any overallconclusions about quality of service. The study
acknowledged thatany future comparative studies in California should
“incorporate more inclusive and better-selected survey samples.”

The Tennessee state legislature conducted atwo-partstudy. One partwas
a cost assessment, and the otherwas an assessmentofquality. Overall,
this effort was the most systematic attemptofallthe studies we reviewed
to assess both the costs and quality ofservice. Three multicustody
(minimum-to maximum-security) prisons in Tennessee were

compared— one privately managed prison (Corrections Corporation of

America) and tw o state-run prisons.

The facilities were generally comparable. All three were new (e.g.,
operational by mid-1992), and all had been accredited by aca also had met
other applicable professional standards. The inmates were similaron all
demographic characteristi. s mentioned, exceptrace. No inform ation was
provided on capacity level, butthe institutions housed approximately the
same numbers ofinmates— private (961) and state (929 and 1,029).7The
study did notreportanyinformation regarding the inm ate-to-staffratios

foi the facilities.

Similar criteria were used to compare the operational costs ofthe
facilities. The cost components and relevantadjustments— for direct and
indirect costs— were agreed to by all parties (private and public) prior to
data collection. Direct costs included salaries and fringe benefits, food,
professic ial services, equipment, maintenance, travel, utilities, and
supplies. Also, there was a costprovision for state employees to monitor
the private prison. Costs for medical and mental health services were
excluded. Indirect costs included salaries and expenses for corrections
departmentadm inistration and overhead, and interest on working capital.

Trhese data reflect the second year of operation.
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Using data that covered July 1993 through June 1994, the study concluded
thatthe costs ofoperating the private and both state facilities were
virtually identical. Specifically, the comparison showed that the average
daily operational costs perinmate for the private prison were $35.39,
versus $34.90 and $35.45, respectively, for the two public prisons.

The quality of service assessment consisted ofthree components— an
audit (given aweightof60percent), a security and safety index (aweight
of25 percent), and aprogram and activity index (a weight; of 15 percent).
The study period forthe quality ofservice assessmentwas March 1991

through September 1994.

An operationalauditwas conducted ateach ofthe facilities by an
inspection team, consisting ofselected stafffrom the Tennessee
Departmentof Corrections and the Corrections Corporation ofAmerica.
The staffhad varying degrees ofexpertise in mqgjorfunctional areas, such
as administration, safety and physical plant, health services, treatment,
and security. The team used a structured survey instrumentto conducta
detailed review ofrecords, observe operations and practices, and conduct
interviews. By using the survey instrument, the team attempted to assess
c .unpliance with the various programs and practices within each ofthe
functional areas. Examples ofthose programs and practices were
administration (e.g., fiscal managementand affirm ative action); safety and
physicalplant (e.g., fire and occupational safety and sanitation); health
services (e.g., dental care and pharmacy services); treatment (e.g., inmate
orientation and social programs); and security (e.g., frearms and armory

control).

The security and safety index considered many factors, including
disciplinary reports, use-of-force incidents, assaults, deaths, injuries, and

escapes. 7hesereports were counted overa 15-month period (from
July 1993 through September 1994) for each facility.

Tire program and activity index measured the percentage ofinmates who
were eligible forawork orprogram assignmentbutremained inactive and
unassigned. The data used in this review were derived from monthly
reports that measured actualnumbers ofprisoners assigned to the
particularprogram or activity and the percentunassigned.

The results ofthe quality ofservice assessment stated that “all three
facilities were operated at essentially the same level ofperformance.” No
differences were found among the facilities on the security and safety
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Appendix Il
Description of Studies Comparing Private

and Public Prisons

index or on the program and activity index. All estimated variation across
the facilities was due to differences in audit scores. The overall
performance scoreswere 98.49 for the private facility and 97.17 and 98.34,

respectively, for the two public facilities.

When the Washington State Legislative Budget Com mittee conducted this
study, the state had no privately run prisons butwas considering the
feasibility of such. Therefore, using pertinentinform ation available in
other states, this study made several intrastate and interstate comparisons
ofcorrectionalfacilities. For example, the study compared the operational
costs o fthe three Tennessee facilities (mentioned above) as well as three
multicustody male facilities in Louisiana O fthe three facilities in
Louisiana, two were privately operated (Corrections Corporation of
America and Wackenhut, respectively), and the other was state operated.
A llthree Louisiana facilities were in full operation by the beginning of

1991.

Each oftheennessee prisons had arated capacity for 1,336 inmates, and
each ofthe Jouisiana prisons had arated capacity for 1,474 inmates. The
average daily inmate population at each ofthe Tennessee prisons was
slightly over 1,300, compared with arange ofover 1,300 to more than 1,400
atthe Louisiana prisons. Also, within each stale, there was little difference
among the prisons’inmates with respectto demographics such as
education, age, offense types, and sentence lengths.

Several costcomparisons were made between the private and public
facilities. First, the operational costs ofthe one private and the two public
prisons in Tennessee (actual datafor July 1993 through June 1994) were
compared, aswere the operational costs ofthe two private prisons and the
one public prison in Louisiana (estimated data for July 1995 through

June 1996). The unadjusted operational costs ofthe three Tennessee
facilities were similar. However, afteradjustments to equalize the numbers
ofinmates, the private facility’'s average daily operational costs perinmate
($33.61) were slightly lowerthan the comparable costs for the two public
facilities ($35.82 and $35.28, respectively). For the Louisiana facilities, the
average daily operational costs perinmate for the two private prisons
were $23.75 and $23.34, respectively, versus $23.55 for the public facility.

The Washington study also compared the operational costs ofone
W ashington state prison with the operational costs o fone Tennessee state
prison and the opercxional costs ofone Louisiana state prison. The three

Page 33 GAO/GGD-96-158 Private and Public Prisons



Appendix |1
Description of Studies Comparing Private

and Public Prisons

facilities were similar on.some characteristics; however, adjustments were
made to the costs and numberofbeds ofthe Tennessee and Louisiana
facilities to further equalize the comparison. The study showed thatthe
average daily operational costs perinmate for the Washington facility
($44.52) were higher than the costs for the Tennessee ($37.07) and the

Louisiana ($24,04) facilities,

The comparison ofthe Washington facility with the Tennessee and the
Louisiana facilities was problem atic. W hile the facilities were similarin
capacity, there were differences in inmate demographics, such asrace and
offense type. Otherfactors (e.g., cost-of-living differences) served to
complicate further the interstate comparisons. In any event, these
interstate cost comparisons involved state-run facilities only and did not

consider any private facilities.

Further, the Washington study looked at construction costs by comparing
the estimated costs for Washington state to constructaplanned
multicustody public prison for males with aprivate company that was
constructing a similar facility in Florida8In making the interstate
comparison, the study noted thatit focused on the “major elements
contributing to capital costs,” which included amounts and types offacility
space, actual construction costs, and ancillary coastruction costs such as

design and adm inistration.9

Although the Washington study noted thatthe facilities were comparable
in terms ofsize and inmate mix (e.g., “large multicustody”), it made cost
and space programming adjustments to the facilities to further equalize the
compaxisoa Forinstance, land and site-related costs, taxes, and unique
localcosts were excluded from the comparison. Forthe Florida facility,
the study made upward costadjustments to accountfor differences
between the two facilities in labor and m aterial costs, the later com pletion
(about2 years ofconstruction inflation) ofthe Washington facility, and
state oversightofthe construction. For the Washington facility, the study
made downward costadjustments to accountfor differences between the
tw o facilities, such as budgetreductions of20 percent, and space
reductions of 18 percentto accountfor differences in inmate security
levels and other space allocations. In addition, the study made downward
costand space adjustments to reflectthe Florida facility’slowermix of

close custody beds.

8When completed, the F~orida facility is to be operated by Wackenhut

“The private prisons in Tennessee and Louisiana could not be used for capital costs comparisons
because the prisons were state built rather than privately built
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The study indicated thatthere were other differences in the space
programming between the two facilities, forwhich no adjustments were
1lade. For example, the Washington facility assumed single cells for “Close
Housing and Adm inistrative Segregation,” while the Florida facility
assumed double cells forthose beds. Also, the Washington facility’s
minimum -security beds had relatively high per-bed space allocations,
reflecting the incorporation ofservice and program space in the housing
calculation. The space allocations for the Florida facility, however,
reflected medium-security beds w ith centralized program and service

space.

The study showed thatthe adjusted estimated per-bed costfor the

W ashington state facia, ty ($60,400 per bed) was approximately double the
estimated costfor the Florida facility' ($33,900 per bed). The cost
difference was explained largely as due to different operating and
programming approaches or philosophies between the two states.

The Washington study concluded thatprivatization perse would notresult
in costsavings to the state. Rather, the report noted thatsavings could be
accomplished through privatization or through changes in the state's
operationalpolicies and practices. For example, savings directly related to
privatization would be due prim arily to a private company’s fle xib ility to
operate outside state rules and procedures, collective bargaining
agreements, and the state’'s employee compensation system.

Finally, the Washington study com paratively assessed the quality of
service atthe selected private and public prisons in Tennessee and
Louisiana and two multicustody male facilities in Washington. 'W hile this
portion ofthe study was not as detailed oras comprehensive as the
portion involving costs, the quality assessmentincluded visiting the
prisons and reviewing institutionalrecords for several topics, such as
escapes, major disturbances, and inm ate infractions. The study concluded
thatthe private and public prisons studied within the respective states
(Tennessee and Louisiana) generally were similarin quality of service.
However, the study noted that Washington’s two state-run facilities had
more counselors perinmate than the facilities in the other states.
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Several factors could affectinterstate comparisons ofprison costs and/or
guality ofservice. In addition to cost-of-living and other economic
differences among the nation’s geographic regions and states, these
factors include the (1) extentofprison overcrowding, (2) history ofcourt
interventions, (3) status ofaca accreditation offacilities, (4) rate of
incarceration (as anindicator ofthe punitiveness ofthe corrections
system), and (5) rights ofcorrectional employees to organize and bargain

collectively.

Regarding the studies thatwe reviewed, the sponsoring states— Texas,
New Mexico, California, Tennessee, and Washington— are located in the
southern or western regions o fthe United States, the areas where most
privatized facilities are located (see app. IV). Regional differences, such as
costofliving, may affect comparisons w ith other states orregions. For
example, the Washington state study adjusted Tennessee’s operational
costs upward by 20 percentto accountforregional cost-of-living
differences between the two states.

By definition, prison overcrowdingloccurs when the number ofinmates
actually incarcerated exceeds the rated capacity2ofthe correctional
facility. As table IEL1 shows, the extentofovercrowding (if any) varied
among the five states studied— atthe time ofinitialprivatization of
selected correctional facilities within the respective state.3For example,
on January'1,1991, California’s prisons held 94,050 inmates, which was
41,352 inmates (or 78.5 percent) above the totalrated capacity (52,698). In
comparison, atthattime, the average state correctional system was
operating at 12.6 percent above rated capacity.

Texas was notreporting overcrowding on January 1,1989. However, most
states, including Texas and the other states studied, have been involved, at
some point, in litigation challenging various conditions ofconfinement,
such as overcrowding, in theirprisons. The following general descriptions
are examples ofprison litigation that have occurred in the states studied:

‘Overcrowding, in and of itself, isnota violation of the Eighth Amendment’ prohibition of cruei and
unusual punishment unless specific effects flowing from that condition form the basis for a violation.

SeeHoptowitv. Ray, 683 F.2d 1237,1249 (9th Cir. 1982).

2The term “rated capacity"” refers to the maximum number of beds or inmates assigned by a rating
official to institutions within the jurisdiction.

3At tire time of its study, the state of Washington had no privatized prisons. Thus, for the purposes of
table ELI, we present data for Louisianarather than for Washington. The Washington study included a

comparat ve evaluation of three multicustody prisons (two private and one state-run) in Louisiana, as
discussed in appendix B-
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In Texas, the Ruiz v. Estelledline ofdecisions includes a 1980 ruling, which
found thatvarious conditions (such as overcrowding and inadequate
sanitation, recreational facilities, and health care) within the Texas
Departmentof Corrections violated the U.S. Constitution. Thus, the court
appointed special masters and monitors to supervise the implementation
otond compliance with its decree.

In New Mexico, the Duianv. Apodaca6line of casesincludes a 1980
consentdecree that contained mandatory and prohibitive injunctions
relating to conditions and practices atthe state’s penitentiary. Among
othersubjects, the consentdecree addressed living conditions, medical

and mental health care, and inmate discipline.
In California, various court decisions in the 1980s addressed segregation

procedures, double-celling, and other conditions ofconfinement at several
prisons located in northern areas o fthe stats.

In Tennessee, the 1982 Grubbsv. Bradley6decision found that certain
practices and conditions ofconfinementatthe state’s adultpenal

institutions were unconstitutional.
In Louisiana, in the 1977 Wiilliams v. Edwards7decision, the courtheld that

conditions at the state penitentiary atAngola violated the U.S.
Constitution and certain state laws.

Anotherfactorthat could be considered in making interstate comparisons
ofcorrectionalfacilities is the extentofaca accreditation. Obtaining aca
accreditation signifies thata facility has metminimum standards, aca

officials told us that, atthe time ofthe respective state’s initial
privatization efforts, Texas and Louisiana had no ACA-accredited facilities;
but New Mexico, California, and Tennessee had “some" accredited
facilities. For these latter three states, the aca officials were unable to
specifically quantify the numberofaccredited facilities that existed when
the respective state began its privatization efforts. However, the officials
were able to tell us that, as of 1989, the state-run women'’s facility in New

Mexico was not accredited by aca.

‘503 F. Supp. 1265 (S.D. Tex. 1980), affd in part and vacated In part, 679 F.2d 1115, amended in part,
688 F.2d 266 (5th Cir. 1982), cert, denied, 460 U.S. 1042 (1983).

*CA. No. 77-721-C (D.N.M. July 14,1980).
*652 F. Supp. 1052 (M.D. Term. 1982).
B47F.2d 1206 (6th Cir. 1977).
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The degree ofpunitiveness ofa corrections system, as reflected, for
example, by the system’sincarceration rate,8may affect operating and
programming approaches, and therefore, expectations ofservice. States
with higherincarceration rates tend to be found in the west and south,
although there is variation within regions. On December 31,1988, Texas
and New Mexico had incarceration rates of240 and 180, respectively,

w hile the national average rate for state institutions was 227. On
December 31,1990, the incarceration rates in California (311) and
Louisiana (427) were higherthan the national average late for state
institutions (227); Tennessee’sincarceration rate, however, was lower
(207). Furthermore, the Washington study found differences in
programming (e.g., education and work programs) when comparing

W ashington with Tennessee and Louisiana

Both opponents and proponents ofprivatization have suggested that active
correctional employees’ unions can affectwhether a state decides to
privatize corrections; for example, union agreements w ith the state may be
a disincentive to privatization. According to the results ofan A pril 1994
aca survey of state adult correctional departments, the public employees
ofsuch organizations in the five states studied shown in table UL1 had the
rightto organize. However, the percentage ofsuch correctional employees
represented by unionsin two ofthe stateswas 20 percentorbelow and
one state did notprovide data; in tliree states, the correctional employees
could notbargain collectively; and in none o fthe states did the
correctional employees have the rightto strike.

States studied

New

Factors Texas Mexico* California Tennessee Louisiana
Year of initial

operation of

private facilities’s 1989 1989 1991 1991 1991
Geographic

region0 South West West South Souih
Alt state facilities'l
Rated capacity 41,252 2,878 52,698 8,700 15,006
Inmate popjiation 39,525 2,932 94,050 8,380 13,849
Under or (over)

capacity 1,727 (54) (41,352) 320 1,157

(continued)

8As defined earlier, the rate of incarceration is the number of sentenced prisoners (per 100,000 resident
population) in correctional facilities.
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States studied
New
Factors Texas Mexico* California  Tennessee Louisiana
Status of ACA
accreditation of
state correctional none some some some none
facilities* accredited accredited accredited accredited accredited
Incarceration rate' 240 180 311 207 427
Unions9
Right to
organize yes yes yes yes yes
Right to bargain no yes yes no
Right to strike no no no no
Percent of
correctional
employees not
represented applicable 20 percent 83 percent 55 percent 12 percent

*The New Mexico data apply to all state facilities, while the New Mexico study (see app. II)
focused on women's correctional facilities,

bThe year that inmates were first sent to privatized facilities In the respective state.

The Bureau of Justice Statistics groups all 50 states and the District of Columbia into four
regions-northeast (CT. ME, MA, NH, NJ, NY, PA, RI, V7), midwest (IL. IN, IA KS, MI, MN, MO,
NE, ND, OH, SD, WI), south (AL, AR. DE, D.C., a, GA, KY, LA, MD, MS, NC, OK, SC, TN, TX, VA
WV), and west (AK. AZ, CA, CO, Hl, ID, MT, NV. NM. OR, UT, WA. WY).

Texas and New Mexico data are for January 1,1989. California, Tennessee, and Louisiana data
are forJanuary 1,1991.

*ACA provided us information on the general accreditation status of state facilities in each state
studied at the time of privatization: specific numbers were not available.

'Incarceration rates for Texas and New Mexico are for December 31,1988. Incarceration rates for
California, Tennessee, and Louisiana are for December 31,1990.

“Responses shown are from an ACA-sponsored survey of state adult correctional departments
(April 1994) and refer only to public, state-level employees. Regarding the percentage of
correctional employees represented by unions in Texas, the term 'not applicable” was not
defined. The data refer only to adult correctional departments.

Source: Data on geographic region and incarceration rates are from Kathleen Maguire and Ann L.
Pastore, eds., Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics. 1993, Department of Justice, Bureau of
Justice Statistics, 1994. Data on overcrowding are from the Corrections Yearbook. 1989 and
1991, Criminal Justice Institute, Inc.. 1989 and 1991. Data on accreditation status and union
rights and representation are from ACA.
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Use of Private Corrections in States

Table IV.1: Private Adult Secure
Correctional Facilities Operating or
Planned, as of March 1996

As table IV.1shows, asofMarch 1996, atotal of47 private correctional
facilities (secure facilities for adults) were being operated or being
planned for operations by p rir Jecompanies in various states. These 47
private correctional facilities are located in 12 states. However, the most
use (actualorplanned) ofprivatized correctional facilities is in 3
states— Texas, with 21 facilities; Florida, with 7 facilities; and California,

w ith 5facilities.

Security

Number of private classification of Total rated
State facilities" facilities capacity4
Arizona 2 minimum to medium 850
Colorado 1 medium 752
California 5 minimum 1,446

Florida minimum/medium to
7 medium 4,636
Kentucky 3 minimum 1,300
Louisiana 2 medium/maximum 2,948
Mississippi 2 medium 2,034
New Mexico 1° all security levels 322
Tennessee 1 medium 1,506

Texas minimum to

21 maximum 15,702
Utah minimum/medium 400
Virginia medium 1,500
Total 47 33,396

Note: According lo the author o( the data, the information presented is subject to change and
represents the number of actual or planned facilities at a particular point in time only, We did not

verify the accuracy or completeness of the information.

“The information presented includes only state-spcnsored private facilities that primarily house
inmates from the sponsoring state's correctional system.

bThe term "rated capacity"” refers to the maximum number of bec't or inmates assigned by a rating
official to Institutions within the jurisdiction.
CThis is an all-women's facility.

Source: Charles W. Thomas, Private Corrections Project, Center for Studies in Criminology and
Law, University of Florida, Private Adult Correctional Facility Census, 9th ed. (Gainesville, FL:

Mar. 1996).
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A COMPARATIVE RECIDIVISM ANALYSIS OF RELEASEES FROM
PRIVATE AND PUBLIC PRISONS IN FLORIDA®

Lonn Lanza-Kaduce, J.D., Ph.D.
Karen F. Parker, Ph.D.
Private Corrections Project
Center for Studies in Criminology & Law
University of Florida

Introduction

Chapter 957 of the Florida Statutes provided for the creation of The Florida
Correctional Privatization in 1993. The Commission is authorized to "enter into a contract
or contracts for the designing, acquiring, financing, leasing, constructing, and operating”
of prisons and is the only independent state agency in the United States which enjoys such
broad statutory power that flows from Chapter 957.

The Florida legislation imposes multiple obligations on the Commission. First, §
957.04(1 )(f) requires services and programs “at least equal to those provided by the
department" and expressly mandates work and education programs designed to reduce

recidivism. Second, § 957 07 requires evidence of at least a 7 percent cost savings based

* This research was supported by a grant from the Florida Correctional Privatization Commission to the Private
Corrections Project. The senior author is an Associate Professor of Criminology and .Sociology at the University
of Florida. The co-author is an Assistant Professor of Criminology and Sociology dl the University of Florida.
The researchers wish to acknowledge the professionalism of and the cooperation extended by members of the
Correctional Privatization Commission, the Bureau of Research and Data Analysis of the Department of
Corrections, and the Bay and Moore Haven Correctional Facilities. Their assista”.ce in data retrieval and their
frank discussions about data and programming were most useful. The analyses and interpretations of the data,
however, are thoso? of the researchers and not those of the Department of Corrections, the Correctional
Privatization Commission, or the Bay or Moore Haven Correctional Facilities.



on cost estimates provided by $he Auditor General for comparable facilities operated by
the Department of Corrections as a precondition for contract awards by the Commission.
Third, 8 957.03(4)(c) requires the Commission to submit an annua! report to the Speaker
of the House of Representatives and the President of the Senate that includes "a
comparison of recidivism rates for inmates of private correctional facilities to the recidivism
rates for inmates of comparable facilities managed by the department.”

This report addresses the obligation to conduct a recidivism comparison set out in
8§ 957.03(4)(c). It examines the recidivism, measured in multiple ways, of each of 396
prison releasees over the 12 month period following vheir respective releasees from
confinement.1 Of the 396 releasees in the sample, 198 were released from prisons
operated by the Department of Corrections and 198 were released from either the Bay
Correctional Facility, which is operated by the Corrections Corporation of America, or the
Moore Haven Correctional Facility, which is operated by the Wackenhut Corrections

Corporation.2 The analysis focuses on two critical questions:

1) Isthere a statistically significant and substantively meaningful difference
between the recidivism rates of releasees from privately- and publicly-
managed prisons in Horida?

1 This evaluation is an initial effort, and it is limited to short-term recidivism. Although short-term
recidivism patterns are often similar to long-term outcomes, some important differences can emerge (see

Bishop et al.,, 1996 and Winner et al., 1997 ).
2 One hundred and three of the releasees came from Bay Correctional Facility and 95 came from

Moore Haven. Information from inmates at other privately-operated facilities was notincluded in this research.
The 350-bed Lake City Correctional Facility, which is operated by the Corrections Corporation of America, and
the 1,318-bed South Bay Correctional Facility, which is operated by the Wackenhut Corrections Corporation,

did not open until 1997.



2) Is there a statistically significant and substantively meaningful difference
between the recidivismrates of releasees fromprivate pnsons in Horida who
vary with respect to their participation in and completion of programs
designed to reduce recidivism?

Previous Recidivism Research in Florida

Recidivism in Fiorida has been studied by both the Department of Corrections (e.g.,
Florida Department of Corrections, 1997) and independent researchers (e.g., Lanza-
Kaduce et al.,, 1990; Office of Program Policy Analysis and Government Accountability,
1995). This prior research identifies factors which predict recidivism and which can be
used to match private prison releasees with public releasees to obtain equivalent
comparison groups. If the comparison groups are equivalent, then differences in
recidivism between private and public prison releasees can be attributed to contrasting
operations in privately- as opposed to publicly-operated facilities.

No single measure of recidivism has been consistently used in research on Florida
prison releasees. For example, the Department of Corrections (1997) measured recidivism
as a recommitment to the Department for a new offense. This measure ignored county-
level sanctions for new offenses and technical violations of the terms of conditional
release. The Office of Program Folicy Analysis and Government Accountability (1995:1),
on the other hand, measured recidivism in terms of reincarceration both because
"reincarceration can be determined us;ng the database of a single agency" [the
Department of Corrections] and because "reincarceration focuses on those behaviors that

place the greatest demand on state corrections resources." Consistent with this



definitional approach, the Office of Program Policy Analysis and Government
Accountability included those who were reincarcerated for technical violations of the terms
of conditional release, but it excluded offenders who were sentenced to probation or
community control for new crimes

Similarly, :he follow-up periods deemed to be appropriate by those who have
conducted earlier recidivism research in Florida have varied. For example, the recent
research by the Department of Corrections (1997) followed releasees for a 24 months, but
the Office of Program Policy Analysis and Government Accountability (1995) used a 36-
month follow-up period.

We both concur and disagree with the approaches taken in prior recidivism
research. Recidivism indicators based entirely on either new offenses or reincarceration
are deficient on both conceptual and pragmatic grounds. Although reincarceration surely
involves recidivism, it is equally clear that much recidivism may result in interventions that
do not involve recommitment to a state prison (e.g., a fine, probation, a jail sentence
served in a county jail, and so on). Reincarceration underestimates reoffending and costs
associated with subsequent offenses. A disregard for reincarceration for technical
violations, however, ignores the important social costs and resource demands of these
cases. Thus, alternative measures were adopted for this research.

W e concur with the authors of earlier studies about the desirability of lengthy follow-
up periods. Even though recidivism research generally indicates that much if not most

recidivism takes place within 12 to 18 months of release from confinement, relatively long



follow-up periods of three to five years are certainly preferable to relatively short follow-up
periods. Itwas not possible, however, for this research to provide for a lengthy follow-up
period. The Bay Correctional Facility and the Moore Haven Correctional Facility did not
receive their first prisoners until mid-1995. Thus, the analysis is limited to follow-up
period of 12 months.3
Methodological Considerations
The Sample

Data were obtained from the official records of the Department of Corrections on
all inmates released from the Bay and Moore Haven Correctional Facilities during 1996.
Cases were deleted from this original pool of private prison releasees for one of four
reasons. First, one releasee from a private prison had a custody security classification
that was not medium or minimum. This atypical case was deleted. Second, 19 releasees
from the private prisons lacked Department of Corrections identification numbers and were
deleted. Third, because one aspect of the analysis focuses on the effect of program
participation on recidivism, we excluded early transfers to the private prisons to assure that
all programs at the prisons had a reasonable opportunity to achieve fully operational
status. Moreover, to take advantage of new standardized data entry procedures, the

program focus prompted us to start selecting releasees from Bay and Moore Haven who

3So that every inmate in the study would have the same “at-risk" period, we measured recidivism for
only 11 months after each inmate's date of release. Many of the inmates, however, were released early
enough so thatwe could collect data about recidivism for longer than 12 months. For only 4 cases (2 released
from publicly-operated facilities and 2 from privately-operated ones) did all of the indicators of recidivism fall
beyond the 12-month period. Consequently, w overall indicator of recidivism probably captured most of the

short-term recidivists.



were released on or after June 1, 1996.4 This starting date for case selection was based
on new computerized data entry procedures regarding program participation and
completion implemented by the Department of Corrections in May of 1996 (Office of
Program Policy Analysis and Government Accountability, 1997). Finally, to ensure a
follow-up period of 12 months after release, inmates released after September 30, 1996
were omitted from the sample. The result was that only those prisoners released from the
Bay Correctional Facility and the Moore Haven Correctional Facility between June 1, 1996
and September 30, 1996 were retained in the research sample.5

In order to obtain reasonably precise matches for the private prison releasees from
the pool of prisoners released from public prisons, we began by obtaining data on all
releasees in 1996 from the Department of Corrections. To maximize the likelihood of
identifying precise matches for the sample of private releasees, a search was made of
public inmates released between January 1, 1996 and September 30, 1996. However,
some offense categories (second and third degree murder, various sexual battery
offenses, home invasion, car jacking, racketeering, and a generic "other violence"

4 Site visits to Bay and Moore ,aven and interviews with staff indicated that program implementation
is ongoing. This complicates analysi-- acause program changes and expansions cf .i occur unevenly. Thus,
the information obtained from the field altered the evaluation methodology employed. The window for selecting
our sample needed to be narrowed so that the releasees from any facility will not have been exposed to
markedly different operations. An alternative to narrowing the selection window would have been to control for
differences in programs over time. Unfortunately, the standardized data collected by the Department of
Corrections about program participation and completion priorto May 1996 are suspect because improvements
in data entry and management were not instituted until then (see Office of Program Policy Analysis and
Government Accountability, 1997).

5The researchers compared the list of releasees obtained from the Department of Corrections for one

of the facilities with a list generated by the facility itself. One of the researchers is involved in an unrelated study
using a different state-wide d*va base in which there is wide variance between the state data and local records.
Fortunately, the correspondence between the state-wide corrections data and the facility's records is high-over
98%. Therefore, we can have confidence in the accuracy of the state data.



category) occurred only among releasees from public facilities and could be deleted.
Further, some individuals were in the 1996 releasee data set more than once. When this
occurred, only the first event was retained because a second release indicated some kind
of recidivism had occurred subsequent to the first release in 1996. If inmates were
transferred between public and private institutions during the year, the last institution at
the time of release was used to determine whether the release was from a private or public
facility. Further still, inmates in public institutions who had fluctuations in classification
were deleted because the reclassification may signify some kind of adjustment problem
which could increase the chance of recidivism (see Lanza-Kaduce et al.,, 1990).
Precise Case Matching

The study population consists of private prison releasees and their public prison
matches. The 300 inmates released from Bay or Moore Haven from June 1 through
September 30, 1996 had minimum or medium security classifications. So did their
potential matches who were released from seven different publicly-operated pricons. In
addition to classification, four factors predictive v'f recidivism were used to construct
precise case-to-case matches.

The first matching criterion was offense category. The 53 categories used to code
the primary offense at conviction for Department of Corrections inmates were used. Only
two adjustments were made in these offense categories before matching. Aggravated
battery was grouped with aggravated assault, and grand theft auto was grouped with other

grand theft. Thus, this study uses more precise matching on offense category than most



previous research has employed (e.g., Bishop et al., 1996). Matching on offense is of
significance because prior offense predicts recidivism. At least three studies of recidivism
in Florida have indicated that property offenders are most likely to reoffend (see Lanza-
Kaduce et al.,, 1990; Office of Program Policy Analysis and Government Accountability,
1995; Department of Corrections, 1997). Those studies have also indicated that sex
offenders are less likely to reoffend (Office of Program Policy Analysis and Government
Accountability, 1995; Department of Corrections, 1997), and two of the studies have found
that violent offenders are less likely to reoffend (Lanza-Kaduce et al.,, 1990; Department
of Corrections, 1997).

The second matching criterion was race. Two of the earlier recidivism studies found
strong race effects (Lanza-Kaduce et al.,, 1990; Ofrice of Program Policy Analysis and
Government Accountability, 1995). Another study found the effect becoming weaker more
recently (Department of Corrections, 1997). White releasees are less likely to reoffend.
W hite private releasees were matched with white public releasees, and nonwhites were
matched with nonwhites.

The third matching criterion was prior record. This can be measured either as prior
arrests (e.g., Lanza-Kaduce et al.,, 1990) or as prior commitments or incarcerations (e.g.,
Lanza-Kaduce et al, 1990; Office of Program Policy Analysis and Government
Accountability, 1995; Department of Corrections, 1997). The relationship between prior
record and recidivism is a strong one. The matching for this study was based on the

number of prior incarcerations (which could be 0, 1, or 2 or more). This approach



corresponds to important differences in how the number of prior incarcerations relates to
recidivism as reported by Lanza-Kaduce et al. (1990) and the Office of Program Policy
Analysis and Government Accountability (1995).

The fourth matching criterion was age. All three studies found an important
relationship between recidivism and age at time of release with older inmates reoffending
less frequently (Lanza-Kaduce et al.,, 1990; Office of Program Policy Analysis and
Government Accountability, 1995; Department of Corrections, 1997). The age cat-' qories
used for matching were 25 years of age or less, 26-30 years of age, 31-35 years of age,
36-40 years of age, and 41 or older. These categories roughly correspond to those used
in the Office of Program Policy Analysis and Government Accountability study (1995).

Ninety three private prison releasees could not be matched with a public prison
counterpart so recidivism data were collected for 207 matched pairs. Nine of these pairs
had one of the inmates released to a detainer and were deleted because an inmate may
not have been "at risk"” in the community for most of follow-up period. Perfect matches
within each category for each of the matching criteria could be made for 149 cases. By
relaxing the age criterion, another 30 cases could be matched using a younger public
releasee, and another 19 cases could be matched using s iolder public releasee.6 This
yielded a total of 198 matched pairs for the comparative analysis.

In terms of programming, the data collection protocol required obtaining information
of the admission date into the private prisons, program participation information, program

6 Removing pairs for which the age-matching was relaxed from the analyses would not alter any

conclusions.



participation dates, program status, release date, and release status for each inmate
included in the study. Ofthose 198 private releasees, we obtained data on participation
in and completion of programs for 194. There were 186 inmates in the sample of
releasees from the private facilities for whom adequate data about program completion
were available. Of these, 68 were involved in programming that they did not complete
prior to their transfer or release. These 68 cases were excluded from the analysis of the
effect of program, completion on recidivism.
Measuring Recidivism and Programming

Recidivism was operationalized in alternative ways. Department of Corrections
records information about arrest histories, sentencing, and the movement of inmates in
and out of prison was the data source. These data were used to develop five different
indicators of recidivism.

First, each releasee's arrest record was examined to determine whether it indicated
any rearrest during the 12 months following his release. If a rearrest occurred, the offense
and date of the rearrest were recorded.

Second, each releasee's sentencing record was reviewed. If he was resentenced
on a new offense within 12 months after release, the offense and date of disposition were
recorded.

Third, each releasee's "external movement" record was reviewed. This record

provided information on the date of release and whether the releasee had any legal



intervention within the 12 month "at-risk" period. If he was reincarcerated on a new
commitment within 12 months of release, the date was recorded.

Fourth, the "external movement" information also indicated whether a releasee has
been returned to serve the remainder of his sentence because of a technical violation of
conditions of release. Ifthis occurred within 12 months of the conditional release, the date
of the issuance of the warrant and the date of re-entry into prison were recorded.

Fifth, a global measure of recidivism in any form was constructed from the previous
four indicators. Because of the short follow-up period, some inmates who were rearrested
had not yet been resentenced or reincarcerated. Among some inmates who were
rearrested, the rearrest was used to revoke conditional release rather than to prosecute
on a new offense and receive a new sentence. Consequently, any single indicator of
recidivism underestimated the total number of inmates who experienced some form of
criminal justice intervention after release. The global measure of recidivism r aly
determined whether any indication of legal intervention occurred durinci the 12 months
after release.

The severity ot recidivism was also measured. Forthose cases having an indication
of legal intervention, the reason for the intervention is scaled: 0 = no recidivism, 1 =
technical violation, 2 = misdemeanor offense, 3 = drug or weapon possession offense, 4

= property offense, or 5 = violent or personal offense.7 For cases having more than one

7 The order was premised on the argument that victimizations by violent personal felonies (e.g.,
aggravated assault, robbery) are most serious followed by victimizations by property felonies (e.g., burglary,
grand theft). Possessory felonies, like drug manufacturing or weapons charges, do not have direct victims in
the same way that personal or property felonies do. Possessory felonies, however, are generally thought to
be more serious than are misdemeanor offenses. Technical violations of the conditions of release are



reason, the most serious reason was counted.

Program participation was operationalized as any involvement in programs while
housed at either the Bay Correctional Facility or the Moore Haven Correctional Facility.
In order to determine program participation for each releasee in the study, we obtained
information on the date of entry into the privately-operated prison as well as the inmate's
release date and program status from the Department of Correction data records. These
records were used to determine the number and type of programs for each releasee.8 The
kinds of programming varied at the two private facilities, so we obtained information on five
general categories of programming: 1) educational (e.g., GED preparation, adult basic
education): 2) vocational training (e.g., business software, carpentry); 3) substance abuse
treatment (e.g., Alcoholic Anonymous, therapeutic community); 4) behavioral education
(e.g., life skills, cognitive skills); and 5) pre-release counseling. Appendix A lists the
programs available at the Bay and Moore Haven facilities.

In assessing the program participation patterns, we found that 96 percent of the
releasees sampled participated in at least one program at a privately-operated facility, that
78 percent of the releasees participated in at least two programs, and that slightly more
than 50 percent participated in three or more programs. Referring to Table 1, the vast

majority (82 percent) of inmates participated in substance abuse programs, 60 percent

generally least serious because they need not involve new crimes.

8 Itis important to note that programs varied a great deal at the two privately-operated facilities. For
eyomple, one finds little overlap in the types of vocational training offered at the Bay and Moore Haven
Correctional Facilities. See Appendix A. The differences in programming could conceivably influence the
patterns of program completion at the two privately-operated facilities.



were enrolled in behavioral education programs, and 53 percent of the releasees received
pre-release counseling before their release date.

Program completion was operationalized as meeting the objectives and
requirements of the program. Data on program completion were obtained from the
Department of Corrections records. The distribution of program status for the sample of
private releasees is presented in Table 2.

Research Findings

Several statistical strategies can be employed when conducting comparative
analyses (e.g., Bishop et al.,, 1996; and Winner et al., 1997). Because of the precision
matching in this study, the recidivism percentages of the two groups can be examined
directly at both the aggregate level and among the precisely matched pairs.
Nonparametric statistical tests were used to make the direct comparisons. The
seriousness of the reasons for recidivism was compared by examining the mean
differences in seriousness oetween the private and public releasees. A t-test for
dependent or matched samples was used to assess the statistical significance of the
difference. A chi-square statistic was computed to measure the statistical significance of
differences in recidivism for those releasees who successfully completed programming and
those who failed to complete programming.

Recidivism in the Aggregate
The results presented in Table 3 indicate that releasees from private prisons had

lower recidivism than did their public prison matches for all indicators of recidivism except
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technical violations.9 In the 12 months following release, 10 percent of the private facility
releasees were rearrested, while 19 percent of the public releasees were rearrested. Only
6 percent of the private releasees were resentenced for a new offense as compared to 10
percent of their public matches. In terms of reincarceration, 10 percent of the private
prison releasees were reincarcerated within 12 months, but 14 percent of the public prison
releasees were reincarcerated. The overall indicator also showed fewer recidivists among
the releasees from private facilities. Seventeen percent of the private facility releasees
had an indication of recidivism as compared with 24 percent of the public prison releasees.

W e can standardize recidivism as a rate per 1,000 releasees and compare the rate
for the releasees from private facilities with that for their matches from publicly-operated
ones. To the extent that the matching procedure controlled for other factors that predict
recidivism, direct comparisons between public and private releasees indicate the relative
impact of privately-operated prisons on recidivism. Table 4 presents the aggregate rates
per 1,000 releasees for each indicator of recidivism for the private and public releasees

as well as the estimated rate difference between releasees in the private and public

facilities.

9 At first glance, the recidivism rates for both groups seem low, but they are consistent with other
information. The releasees in this sample are minimum and medium security inmates (who may be better
risks). The follow-up period is only one year (instead oftwo or three). Moreover, the Department of Corrections
(1997) has recently indicated a dramatic reduction in recidivism (as measured by a new offense within two years
of release for which the offender is recommitted to Department supervision). In 1988-89 the recidivism rate
over a two year follow-up period was nearly 40 percent, but it steadily dropped to 18 percentin 1993-94. Thus,
the 14 percent reincarceration rate in one year for the public releasees in this sample is consistent with these

reports.



With the exception of the technical violations category, releasees from private
institutions had significantly lower rates of recidivism per 1,000 releasees. Specifically, the
rate of any recidivism among the private releasees was 172 per 1,000 releasees as
compared to 237 among the public reieasees. In addition, the rates of rearrest and
resentencing for the public releasees were twice those of the private releasees sampled
(96 versus 192 for rearrest and 56 versus 101 for resentencing). When recidivism is
measured via reincarceration, the results reveal that public releasees had substantially
higher rates of reincarceration per 1,000 releasees than those from the private institutions
(146 verses 101, respectively). On the other hand, the private releasees had higher
technical violations per 1,000 releasees (86 for private prison releasees versus 76 for
public prison releases). Clearly, therefore, with the exception of the modest but
statistically insignificant difference favoring releasees from public prisons when the
technical violation-based recidivism rate is considered, the substantially lower recidivism
rates among the releasees from the private prisons is striking.

Recidivism in Matched Pairs

The differences in recidivism were also apparent when comparisons were made
"head-to-head” in each of the 198 matched pairs. Table 5 presents the pattern of
recidivism found across the pairs. The first row indicates the number of pairs in which both
the private and public releasees were rearrested, had a technical violation, were
resentenced, were reincarcerated, or had any of those indicators of recidivism. The

second row indicates the number of pairs for which each respective indicator of recidivism
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was found for only the private releasee. The third row indicates the number of pairs for
which recidivism was found for only the public releasee. The fourth row shows the number
of pairs for which recidivism was found for neither releasee.

The information is displayed in Table 5 in two ways. First, the table compares
matched pairs of private and public releasees for each of the various indicators of
recidivism. The results are consistent with those reported in the overall comparisons
above. Except for technical violations, private releasees have lower recidivism. For both
rearrest and resentencing at least twice the number of pairs have the public releasee
reoffending than have the private releasee reoffending (34 versus 15 for rearrest; 18
versus 9 for resentencing, respectively). For reincarceration and indication of any
recidivism, the number of pairs in which only the public releasee reoffended is about a
third greater than the number of pairs in which only the private releasees reoffended (23
versus 15 for reincarceration; 39 versus 26 for the any recidivism measure, respectively).

Second, Table 5 also presents the results of the nonparametric tests for statistical
significance. These tests have been performed to see whether the differences in
recidivism between the private and public releasees are statistically significant. Because
of the large number of pairs with no indication of recidivism, the sign test has been
employed. Sign tests are appropriate for matched samples and concentrate on the pairs
that are different (e.g., where one reoffends and the other does not) (see, e.g., Bachman

and Paternoster, 1997). When the sample size exceeds 25, the sampling distribution for
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this statistic is approximately normally distributed and a z test can be used to determine
probabilities.10

The results of the sign tests for each indicator of recidivism are reported at the
bottom of Table 5. The lower recidivism among private releasees is statistically significant.
Simply put, the lower recidivism is unlikely to have occurred by chance for rearrest (p <
.01), resentencing (p < .05), reincarceration (p <.10), or for any indication of recidivism
(p < .10). Only the difference regarding technical violations proves to be statistically
insignificant.

Seriousness of Recidivism

Another way to consider the impact of recidivism is to examine the seriousness of
the reoffending. Although no recidivism is desirable, society pays a different price for
subsequent violent crimes than for technical violations. Table 6 presents the basic
breakdown of recidivism seriousness for private and public releasees. The most serious
reason for any subsequent legal intervention (not merely rearrest) within 12 months after
release is used to construct this table.

The pattern indicates that private releasee recidivists were more likely to return on

technical violations.11 They were least likely to commit a violent offense in the 12 months

10The recidivism scores (0 = no recidivism; 1 = recidivism) for each indicator were arrayed by matched
pairs. For each pair, the score of the private releasee was subtracted from that of the public releasee which
resulted in a 0 (no difference), a +1 (the public releasee reoffended but the private releasee did not), or a -1
(the private releasee reoffended but the public releasee did not). If the two groups or releasees are similar in
recidivism, the number of positive and negative sighs should balance out. The z score indicates how unlikely
any difference in the number of positive or negative signs is.

N The greater likelihood of private releasees returning for technical violations is not a function of a more
of them being released to probation/community control or on some conditional status. In fact, more public
releasees (30%) were released conditionally than were private releasees (23%).



after release. Public releasees, however, were more likely to commit drug/weapon
possession offenses, property offenses, or violent offenses in the year after release.
Among the private releasees who reoffended, the mean level of seriousness was 2.32.
Among the public releasees who reoffended, the mean level of seriousness was 3.43. In
the aggregate, the recidivism of private releasees was less serious than that of public
releasees.

To help interpret whether the difference in seriousness of recidivism between
private and public releasees is important, a t test for differences in means for matched
samples was calculated. This test concentrates on differences in seriousness within each
of the matched pairs (e.g., Bachman and Paternoster, 1997). The result is reported at the
bottom of Table 6. The public releasees in the matched pairs had a mean difference that
was 1.11 points higher (or more severe) than their private counterparts. The greater
seriousness of the recidivism among public releasees was unlikely to have occurred by
chance (p. <.01).

Additional Recidivism Results on Unmatched Cases

An inherent risk to the reliability and validity of any research which involves
precision matching of cases is the potential loss of data if cases cannot be matched.
Roughly one third (n=93) of the private prison releasees between June 1, 1996 and
September 30, 1996 could not be matched with a releasee from a public facility. Because
they could not be matched, their recidivism could not be compared directly with that of

similar releasees from public facilities. However, a separate analysis of the unmatched
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cases was pursued using rearrest data. It was found that the rearrest rate of these
unmatched private releasees (18 percent) was more similar to the public matches (19
percent) in the sample than to the private matches (10 percent). This could mean that the
private releasees who could not be matched were unusual in some way.

This possibility did not alter our research conclusions for several reasons. First,
even when the unmatched private releasees were grouped with the other private releasees
to compute an aggregate reciuivirm rate, the private releasees had lower recidivism. For
example, the rearrest rate for all private releasees (those that could be matched and those
that could not be) was 14 percent. The rearrest rate for the private releasees (all of whom
had been matched) was 19 percent.

Second, the private releasees who could not be matched tend to be the less typical
inmates. Medium and minimum security inmates released from public facilities were over-
sampled to guarantee a large enough pool for mak”™.g matches. Although hundreds of
extra cases from the public facilities were available, only 54 of them had an offense
category that corresponded to that of the 93 unmatched private releasees. For example,
7 private releasees, but only 2 public releasees, had robbery with a weapon listed as their
primary offense, so 5 of the private releasees were left unmatched. Another 5 private
cases with a primary offense listed as “other” could not be matched. On the other hand,
there were 128 extra public releasees who had been convicted of drug manufacturing left

once matches were found for the private drug manufacturers in the sample.



Third, the severity of the recidivism for these unmatched private releasees was
compared with that of the matched private releasees and their matched public
counterparts. Only rearrest data were used. The private releasees who could not be
matched had the lowest mean severity score for the rearrest offenses (3.18) followed by
the matched private releasees (3.37) followed by the public matches (3.84). Thus, even
if the private releasees who could not be matched had been included, their inclusion would
not have accounted for the difference in recidivism and recidivism severity between private
and public releasees.

The Effect of Program Completion on Recidivism

A comparison of the differences between releasees who did and did not
successfully complete programs was employed to explore the impact of programming on
recidivism among the releasees from the privately-operated prisons. The results are
presented in lable 7. Recidivism was more likely among those who failed, were dropped,
refused to participate, or were removed from programs than among those who successfully
completed a program. Specifically, 16 percent of the 103 private prison releasees who
satisfactorily completed one or more programs were recidivists. However, 40 percent of
the 15 inmates who failed, dropped out of, refused to participate, or were removed from
programs were recidivists.

Our results reveal that recidivism among those who successfully completed one or
more programs was substantially less than that among those who were not successful.

Those who completed one or more programs were 25 percent less likely to reoffend or



violate conditional release. The higher recidivism among the group of releasees who did
not complete programming is statistically significant (p <.02). This finding suggests that
program completion reduces recidivism among the private prison releasees.

These results should be interpreted with caution. The number of private prison
releasees in the sample who did not complete programs was so small (n = 15) that their
percentages may be unstable and could fluctuate if more cases were examined. The small
number should not be surprising, however. The contracts between the Correctional
Privatization Commission and both the Corrections Corporation of America and the
W ackenhut Corrections Corporation impose unusually demanding requirements which
mandate access to programs aimed at reducing recidivism. This requirement is bolstered
by § 957.04(1 )(g), F.S., which requires continuous on-site contract compliance monitoring.
The effect is that program participation by prisoners in the private facilities is strongly
encouraged. This is made clear by the fact that of the 118 cases for which complete data
were available, 103 or 87 percent completed one or more of the available programs.

Conclusions and Policy Implications

This study was conducted pursuant to a statutory requirement that the Correctional
Privatization Commission provide a report on the comparative differences in recidivism
rates for inmates released from privately- and publicly-operated correctional facilities.
Toward complying with that mandate, the research addressed two key issues.

First, the research offered a comparative analyses of the differences in short-term

recidivism between releasees from public and private prisons in Florida. Although no two



prisons are alike, we located precision matches between public prison releasees and
releasees from two private prisons. The precision matching was based on factors that
earlier research had shown to be associated with recidivism: security classification, type
of offense, age, race, and prior record. Because the matching criteria have all been linked
to recidivism in prior research, we are confident in the meaningfulness of the matching
procedure.l?2 Indeed, few recidivism studies have matched so precisely on so many
specific offense categories as did the present study.

The results indicate that releasees from privately-operated prisons have
significantly lower recidivism than do releasees from public prisons. The lower recidivism
occurs in the aggregate across all pairs as well as when a more detailed comparative
analyses of the matched pairs is pursued. Public releasees have a greater likelihood of
reoffending within 12 months of release. They also are also significantly more likely to
return to the attention of the authorities for more serious reasons than are the private
prison releasees.

The importance of this research is most easily discerned when the recidivism is
computed as a standardized rate per 1,000 releasees. For example, the rearrest rate per
1,000 releasees was 96 for releasees from the private prisons versus a much higher
rearrest rate of 192 per 1,000 for releasees from public prisons. The reincarceration rate

was 101 for releasees from private prisons versus 147 for releasees from public prisons.

PThe differences in age among the private and public releasees which was tolerated for 53 cases did
not affect the conclusion that recidivism was lower among private releasees. In fact, analyses of only those
cases where age is perfectly matched would, if anything, strengthen the conclusion.

p-rry
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The second research focus was on programming and recidivism. The results
indicate that programming at the pi> 3te facilities is reducing recidivism.13 Those
releasees who completed one or more programs prior to their release were significantly
less likely to reoffend or violate condi ions of release than those with records of program
non-completion.

The policy implications of the research seem relatively clear. Financial data for the
FY 1996-97 prepared by the Florida Department of Corrections suggest that, exclusive of
all construction and major facility maintenance costs, Florida taxpayers expend
approximately $15,750 per prison inmate per year. Although many variables influence
recidivism, any effort by either the private firms working under contract with the
Correctional Privatization Commission or the Department of Corrections that demonstrably
reduces rates of recidivism will yield consequential long-term financial benefits even as
itenhances public safety.

The findings raise another consideration. Although programming was linked to
lower recidivism, 37 percent of the private prison inmates in our sample were released
prior to program completion. Some of them were released so soon after entry into the
private facilities that completion would have been difficult or impossible to achieve. Others
were present at the facility for lengthier periods before release but either did not gain

timely entry into a program or did not progress through the program quickly. Any steps

BWe understand that this assertion requires some qualification. Although the evidence does imply a
positive impact of program participation and completion, it is possible that other differences between private and
public prisons are responsible. For example, differences in recidivism may be due to variations in inmate or

staff cultures rather than to programming.
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that the Florida Privatization Commission and/or the Department of Corrections can take
to adopt transfer criteria or program selection procedures to improve the timing of entry
into programming may alleviate this problem of release prior to completing programs. We
understand that all prisoner transfer decisions are made by the Department and not by the
Commission, but this recommendation is not offered as a criticism of the past practices of
the Department. The Department cannot make appropriate transfer decisions unless its
officials are thoroughly familiar with the private prison programs and the times required for
program completion.

In summary, the research findings presented here provide unequivocal empirical
evidence of reduced recidivism (and therefore heightened public safety and financial
benefits) among releasees from private facilities. The Florida Correctional Privatization
Commission and its independent contractors at Bay and Moore Haven deserve credit for
this success.

Clearly, of course, more research must be done to verify whether the recidivism
rates among releasees from private prisons will remain significantly lower than the
recidivism rates among releasees from public prisons as the follow-up periods under
consideration grow longer. Further, the diversity of the prisoner population for which the
Commission is responsible already is increasing. A privately-operated facility at the 350-
bed Lake City Correctional Facility houses youthful offenders. The 1,318-bed South Bay
Correctional Facility is almost twice as large as either the Bay Correctional Facility or

Moore Haven Correctional Facility and, perhaps more importantly, is housing prisoners
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with higher security classifications. Subsequent research must take this diversity into
account.

More research which evaluates the differential impact on recidivism of specific
educational, treatment, and vocational training programs must be pursued. The
Correctional Privatization Commission (and officials at both the Moore Haven and Bay
facilities) have shown an appreciation for conducting comprehensive comparative analyses
that examine potential differences in programs and program effectiveness within the
growing prison system for which it is administratively accountable. We encourage them
to continue seeking these evaluations.

The Legislature, the Commission, and the Department should be encouraged by the
positive results reported in this analysis, and so, too, should the Corrections Corporation
of America and the Wackenhut Corrections Corporation. Indeed, should these positive
findings be replicated by the larger and more sophisticated analyses we hope to prepare
in future years, attention will need to shift to devising means by which successful strategies
and programs developed within one prison can be implemented within other prisons

(whether privately or publicly operated)



26

References

Bachman, Ronet and Raymond Paternoster

1997 Statistical Methods for Criminology and Criminal Justice. New York: McGraw-
Hill.

Bishop, Donna M., Charles E. Frazier, Lonn Lanza-Kaduce, and Lawrence Winner
1996 "The Transfer of Juveniles to Criminal Court:

Does It Make a Difference?"
Crime & Delinquency 42: 171-191.

Department of Corrections

1997 "Recidivism Rates of Inmates Released from Florida's Prisons.

FY 1988-89
through FY 1993-94." Prepared by Florida Department of Corrections Bureau

of Research and Data Analysis, Inmate Analysis and Program Evaluation
Section. February 28, 1997.

Obtained from http://www.dos.state.fi.us/correct...ive/research/recidivism/ index.html.

Lanza-Kaduce, Lonn, Pat Gartin, Lauren Dundes, William R. Blount, Susan Boulinois-

Manning, Joseph B. Kuhns, Ill, N. Gary Holten, Sue Mahan, David W. Taylor, W.
Clinton Terry, Howard Frank, and Bonnie Caouette Godshall

1990 Prison Utilization Study: Risk Assessment Techniques and Florida* Inmates.
Volume |: Application to Males and Females. Division of Economic and
Demographic Research, Joint Legislative Management Committee of the
Florida

Legislature. Tallahassee, FL.

Office of Program Policy Analysis and Government Accountability.

1995 "Policy Review of Reincarceration in Florida's Prisons." Report No. 95-06.
Office of Program Policy Analysis and Government Accountability.
Tallahassee, FL.

Winner, Lawrence, Lonn Lanza-Kaduce, Donna M. Bishop, and Charles E. Frazier
1997

"The Transfer of Juveniles to Criminal Court: Re-examining Recidivism over the
Long Term." Crime & Delinquency 43:548-563.


http://www.dos.state.fi.us/correct...ive/research/recidivism/

27

Table 1

Program Participation Patterns Among Privately-Operated Prison Releasees,

(N=194)
Number Percentage

No Programming 8 4.0%
Educational Programs 82 42.3%
Vocational Programs 53 27.3%
Substance Abuse Programs 160 82.5%
Behavioral Educational Programs 117 60.0%
Pre-Release Counseling 103 53.0%

Table 2

Program Completion Levels for Private Operated Prison Releasees (N=186)

Number Percentage

Completed Program 103 55.0%
Non-Completion 2 1.0%
No Longer Housed/Released 68 37.0%
Refused Programming 2 1.0%
Removed from Programming 1 0.5%
Voluntary Withdrawal 2 1.0%
8 4.0%

Dropped Programming



Recidivism in the Aggregate Among Private

Recidivism Indicator:
Rearrest

Technical Violation

Resentencing

Reincarceration

Any Recidivism

Table 3

Private
Releasees
(n=198)
10%
9%
6%

10%

17%

Table 4

Versus Public Releasees
Public
Releasees
(n=198)
19%
8%
10%

14%

24%

Private Versus Public Rates of Recidivism per 1,000 Releasees

Recidivism Indicator:
Rearrest

Technical Violation

Resentencing

Reincarceration

Any Recidivisn

Private
Releasees
(n=198)

96

86

56

101

Public
Releasees
(n=198)
192
76

101

146

237
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Table 5

The Number of Matched Pairs of Private and Public Releasees
with Various Combinations of Recidivism
(198 Matched Pairs)

Rear- Tech. Resen- Reincar- Any
rest Violation tence ceration Indicator
Who Reoffended:
Both Private
& Public 4 3 2 5 8
Private Only 15 14 9 15 26
Public Only 34 12 18 23 39
N. ther Private
Nor Public 145 169 169 154 125
Sign Test: z=-271 z=-39 z=-1.73 z =-1.30 z =-161

p=.004 p=.348 p =.043 p =.097 p =.054
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Table 6

Seriousness of Recidivism for Private and Public Prison Releasees

Private Public

Releasees Release

(n=198) (n=198)
Seriousness: Number Number
No Recidivism 164 151
Technical Violation 15 7
Misdemeanor 3 3
Drug/Weapons Possess. 8 10
Property Offense 6 17
Violent Offense 2 10

Mean Difference =1.11; t=3.20; p<.01

Table 7

Comparison Between Releasee’s Program Completion and Non-Completion on
Recidivism (N=118)

Completion Non-Completion
No Recidivism 85% (87) 60% (9)
Recidivism 15% (16) 40% (6)

X2=5.17; df = 1; p < .02
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APPENDIX A

List of Programs Sampled by Privately-Operated Facility

B= Bay Correctional Facility
M= Moore Haven Correctional Facility

EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS:

1-Mandatory Literacy (B,M)

2- Adult Basic Education (B,M)

3- Adult Basic Education/ GED Academic (B,M)
4- GED Preparation (B,M)

VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS:

1- Business Software/ Data Entry (B,M)

2- Computers (M)

3- Desktop Publishing (M)

4- Culinary Arts/ Cooking (B)

5- Carpentry(M)

6- Nursery Operations (M)

7- Heating, Ventilation, Air Conditioning (B)
8- Maintenance—Floor and Wall Finishing (B)
9- Plumbing/ Pipe Fitting (B)

Substance Abuse Programs

1- Alcoholics Anonymous (B,M)
2- Substance Abuse (M)

3- Drug Treatment CT (B)

4- Substance Abuse—Tier | (B)
5- Therapeutic Community (B)

Behavioral Education Programs

1- Life Skills (B,M)
2- Cognitive Skills (B,M)
3- Modified Therapy Counseling (M)

Pre-Release Counseling (B,M)
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Corrections Capability Statement

Management & Training Corporation

A. Overview

To educate, to train, to open the way to success. This is why we began, and this is what we set
out to do every day.

Management & Training Corporation (MTC) was organized under the laws of Delaware on
December 11, 1980, to acquire the business of the Education and Training Division of the
Thiokol Corporation. The company charter is to do the following:

» continue education and training programs

m conduct research
e provide technical and advisory management services to operate management and

training programs
» advise persons, firms, corporations, and government entities

The transition was a success. Experienced personnel who formerly managed the Thiokol
division still work for MTC. Proven training capabilities survived intact. MTC continues to

expand and improve these capabilities.

Corrections and building management, which has grown to become a major division of our
company, is one example of this effort. MTC operates a 424-bed correctional facility for
California; a 450-bed substance abuse treatment facility for Arizona; a 400-bed pre-release and
retum-to-custody facility for Utah; a 1,700-bed state jail for Texas; and a 48-bed juvenile
facility for Garza County. We also operate buildings for the General Services Administration in
San Antonio, Seattle, Auburn, Spokane, Austin and Albuquerque.

Even with that growth MTC remains the leader in Job Corps, a federal program operated under
the Department of Labor. MTC operates 24 Job Corps centers located throughout the United
States, daily meeting the challenge of training disadvantaged youth in a 24-hour-a-day
residential setting.

Our correctional facilities and Job Corps centers house more than 14,000 on any given day and
employ more than 5,000 staff in facilities management, operations, maintenance, security,
procurement, education, counseling, food services, health services, and others.

The map in Figure 1 shows the location of each MTC-operated contract, corporate head-
quarters, and regional offices.



Correctional Faditiss
Hawoii itili Job Corps
GSA/Federal Buildings

| Corporate Offices

Figure 1. MTC-Opcrated Facilities
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B. Corporate Management

MTC has a jng history of delivering superior value to its customers through its products and
services. Our staff has operated and managed facilities since 1966. Supervisors from a large and
diversified corporate staff are involved in each project, ensuring a level of quality performance
that meets or exceeds the expectation of the customer.

Experience in the field makes MTC's corporate staff more effective. Specialists bring their
expertise to contract sites to meet individual needs in training and operations. They also review
performance to guarantee quality. Every position in MTC is goal-driven -- the company applies
proven management systems to make sure everyone reaches their goals.

In addition to corporate staff, MTC has more than 5,000 employees throughout the country.
They are closely connected to corporate headquarters which deals with each location every day.
MTC also oversees a thorough training schedule, placing a high priority on employee
self-development and performance. MTC monitors that performance in cooperation with the
U.S. Department of Labor, the General Services Administration, and state and local agencies to
make sure that all work meets the exacting standards attached to each contract.

Corporate StaffResources Available to Project Management

MTC's corporate experts remain on-call to assist sites immediately when the need arises. They
bring technical expertise and contract knowledge, providing an important back-up service to
employees in the field, but they are much more than an emergency service. They apply their
talents each day 0 the more successful and efficient operation of the company. Following are
just some ofthe an.  of expertise represented by corporate staff:

m safety and security

m behavior management (discipline) procedures
e procurement and subcontracting
 stafftraining

* community and public relations

m health services

» food services

* commissary and canteen management

m substance abuse programs

m recreation and avocation programs and activities
inter-group relations programs



Corrections Capability Statement

Management & Training Corporation

C. Overall Operation and Management Experience

To operate multiple facilities successfully takes expertise in many areas. These are just a few
examples of what MTC takes responsibility for each day:

Facility Operations

Maintaining physical facilities through work such as janitorial, mechanical
maintenance, landscaping, pest and weed control; repair and rehabilitation services for
buildings, grounds, equipment, roads, lawns, and other real property; garbage and
hazardous waste disposal, rnd snow removal.

Designing and operating preventive maintenance systems for all types of equipment,
systems, and facilities.

Safeguarding facilities in urban, suburban, and rural locations

Managing utilities to save energy, maintaining the operating budget, and accounting and
paying for their use.

Purchasing and accounting for all equipment, tools, materials, and services to support
the operation of each facility according to authorized procurement procedures.
Subcontracting services where it is most beneficial and cost-effective for the customer
based on requirements and work to be performed.

Maintaining inventories to support the facilities and operational requirements.

Operating and maintaining fleets of Government- and corporate-owned vehicles.
Operating sewage and potable water systems attached to private. Government, or
community systems, and maintaining and repairing pipe and pumping systems.

and Service Operations

Providing material, comprehensive services (security, basic education, vocational
training, residential care, health care) and personnel to operate correctional facilities and
Job Corps centers.

Administering management systems that contain detailed planning and controls for all
necessary functions, including continuous improvement and quality assurance through
review and inspection.

Preparing proper documenting and procedures, such as standard operating procedures,
manuals (safety, fire and accident prevention, energy conservation), emergency and
disaster control procedures; conducting facility utilization studies on ail contract
facilities.

Performing administrative support as required under state and Federal Government
contracts for financial and contract administration, budgeting, inventory control, and
reporting.

Main* lining records of all types required for operation under state and Government
contracts.
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Management & Training Corporation

D. Correctional Facility Management Experience

MTC does more than just operate existing facilities. We've started 13 new operations over the
years including all four correctional facilities and have developed a reputation for start-ups that

meet or beat the target date.

In 1982, MTC decided to diversify. Much research and analysis went into the effort. As it
turned out, our eventual involvement in corrections evolved from two decades of experience in
education and training, specifically job-skills training, We believed our experience would
translate well into the correctional field, and we were right. MTC is highly qualified to design
and implement programs that help turn inmates into potentially productive citizens. Such
programs are integral parts of each MTC-operated correctional facility.

In 1986, California awarded MTC with a contract to operate a 200-bed retum-to-custody
facility, in Desert Center. MTC had identified the site -- a former community for Kaiser Steel
employees —and renovated it to become the Eagle Mountain Correctional Facility. The effort
involved 34,000 square feet of existing buildings and 35 abandoned houses. Eagle Mountain
began receiving inmates in 1988 and expanded the operation in October 1989 to accommodate
400 inmates. In November 1991, Eagle Mountain was reclassified as a community correctional

facility.
MTC'sapproach at Eagle Mountain set the standard for our later facilities by focusing on:

m education programs
» pre-release planning
e community service

In particular, programming strengths make MTC facilities stand out. Innovation and creativity
are encouraged in the effort to make programs work. When inmates leave with a GED,
counseling, skills, and a plan for success, they stand a much better chance of becoming an asset

rather than a perpetual liability.

The education program at Eagle Mountain has become a model for other state facilities. It
encompasses grade level assessment, self-paced academic upgrading, and GED preparation and
testing. Eagle Mountain has been certified as an official GED test site. Inmates there
consistently reach test scores that exceed the local average.

Our pre-release planning course is also self-paced and teaches such topics as job interviewing
techniques, personal finances, income tax preparation, housing, transportation, and insurance.
Inmates leave Eagle Mountain with an employment resume and referrals to social service
agencies. Inmates also have an opportunity to clear their driving records and obtain a valid

California driver's license before their release.
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Inmates perform extensive community service and have played a key role in managing high-use
recreation sites on public land. They have renovated and improved campgrounds and visitor
areas. Inmates also assisted with a special project involving the endangered Desert Tortoise by
building enclosure pens. Their work in Desert Center itself has helped restore the town;
renovations of vacant houses not only provides new living space for residents, but also allows
the inmates to earn money that goes into victim restitution funds.

Overall, the Eagle Mountain facility has made a positive impact and the local community has
realized the following benefits:

» revitalized the Desert Center community

* increased employment for local residents

m increased local business levenue

* increased property values

m stabilized enrollment in the local school district

» improved local law enforcement and fire protection

MTC's correctional interests expanded to Arizona in 1993, when the state awarded it a contract
to build, operate, and manage a 450-bed facility in a community correctional setting. The first
inmates arrived in October 1994. At Marana inmates grow and benefit from a variety of
opportunities. They participate in a treatment program for substance abuse and in a series of

educational programs.

Treatment at Marana is based on a counseling model that emphasizes personal responsibility
for behavioral choices and consequences. Inmates attend group therapy and private counseling
and are active in Alcoholics Anonymous, Narcotics Anonymous, and Cocaine Anonymous.
Education programs range from Basic Education, which raises their performance to at least a
sixth-grade level, to a GED. In Life Skills, inmates learn practical strategies to successfully
rejoin society. Components of Life Skills are effective resume writing, job interview
techniques, and preparation for financial responsibilities for independent living.

Inmates at Marana also participate in community service projects -- work crews performance
than 16,000 hours of service on community projects each year.

In Henderson, Texas, MTC is under contract with the Texas Department of Criminal Justice to
operate and manage a 1,700-bed Mode Il State Jail Facility. Facility operations are nearly
identical to those required for the Eagle Mountain facility. Construction at Henderson was
completed in 10 months, ahead of schedule, and the facility opened in July 1995 as the

Bradshaw State Jalil.

The community began to benefit economically even before the facility opened. More than
$500,000 was spent locally on furniture, supplies, and labor just to prepare for start-up.
Annually the facility spends about $1 million for food and $1.5 million for utilities. Soon
afterBradshaw opened, inmates participated in a pilot project of community service by painting

6
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buildings at a local school, saving the school district more than $10,000. Inmates also
benefited quickly from the facility's educational program. Within months, more than 500 were
enrolled in GED classes, and the first group to take their GED test passed at a 95 percent rate.

In July 1994, Utah took its first step into privatized corrections by awarding MTC with a
contract to build and operate a 400-bed pre-release, probation, and parole violator center in
Draper. The facility provides short-term programming in a secure setting for inmates who are
serving the final 90 days of their sentence. Promontory gives the inmates educational programs
including substance abuse treatment, literacy and life skills courses, family counseling,
individual and group therapy, employment searches, and job skills assessment. Inmates
showed a strong work ethic by landscaping the grounds at the facility's entrance. Their effort
earned the 1995 Salt Lake Tribune Civic Beautification Award.

MTC began the operation of the Garza County Juvenile Detention Center in November 1997.
The center holds up to 48 male and female juveniles, ages 10to 17. MTC provides a full range
of services, as well as programming and educational opportunities, for the youths placed in the
center which meet or exceed the standards set by the State of Texas. The center provides
transportation from the youth’s county of detention or conviction to the center as well as

transportation back to the county upon release.

E. Current Contracts

Please see Figure 2 for contractual data for the operation of the Eagle Mountain, Marana,
Bradshaw, and Promontory correctional facilities, Garza County Juvenile facility, as wells as

for Job Corps centers and GSA facilities.
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Comparing the Cost and Performance of

Public and Private Prisons in Arizona
Executive Summary

The Arizona Department ol Corrections awarded a three-year contract to the
Ogden, Utah-based Management and Training Corporation in 1911. The contract
provided for the design, construction, operation, and private owners!ip of a 450-bed,
dual gender, Level Two (i.e., minimum security) state prison now known as the
Marana Community Correctional Treatment Facility. Marana-first received prisoners
on October 7,1994. Under the statutory language in effect at the time of the contract
award, the Department was precluded from approving any renewal of the Marana
contract absent evidence of either (a) costs below those of comparable state-operated
prisons with services of a quality equivalent to those of the state-operated prisons or
(b) costs equal to those of comparable state-operated prisons with services of a quality
superior to the state-operated prisons.

This report was prepared by Dr. Charles W. Thomas. He was chosen to be the
Principal Investigator of the research project on the basis of his recognized expertise
and the evaluation of his and other responses to a request for proposals that was
issued by tire Departmentin 1996. The primary goal of the research, which was based
on qualitative and quantitadve data made available by the Department and the
Management and Training Corporation, was for properly documented conclusions to
be reached regarding the comparative operating costs and performance of fifteen
state-operated Level Two prisons and the Marana Community Correctional Treatment
Facility.

The Department, the Management and Training Corporation, and Dr. Thomas
were aware from the beginning of this study that policy decisions made by the
Arizona Legislature and the Department prior to the commencement of delivery of
services at Marana had negated the possibility of what is commonly referred to as an
"apples-to-apples comparison." There are fundamental differences between the
contractual obligations, the design, the prisoner population profile, and the programs
of Marana and all state-operated Level Two prisons. At the same time, both as a



reflection of legal requirements then in place and as a consequence of a policy
decision made by the Department, a comparative study was deemed to be necessary
and proper. A -

The report, which is divided into six chapters, has three focal points: a detailed
overview of the history, present status, and prior research pertaining to correctional
privatization (see Chapters Il and HI); a detailed comparison of Marana operating
costs for FY 1995-96 with the operating costs of the fifteen stace-operated Level Two
prisons (see Chapter 1IV); and a similarly detailed, multi-dimensional comparison of
the quality of correctional services at Marana and the fifteen state-operated prisons
(see Chapter V). Additionally, a comprehensive bibliography of publications on
correctional privatization which is international in its scope is included in the report
(see Appendix B).

As set forth in greater detail in Chapter VI of the report, the major conclusions
of the comparative research are as follows.

Conclusion #2: Beginning by the late 1980s, the appeal of the full-scale
privatization by local, state, and federal agencies in the United States and
subsequently by correctional agencies outside of the United .States began, to
accelerate. The awards provide for the-private, management offacilities housing -« -

| prisoners with all security classifications and range in-size to prisons, with rated
capacities in excess 02,000 beds.1

Conclusion #2: A growing body of research on the ability of correctional
privatization to yield operating cost savings published by academic researchers
and government agencies supports the hypotliesis that operating cost savings in
the range of 10-20 percent are common.2

Conclusion #3:  Although performance audits have identified individual
privatized facilities within which performance zuas deemed  have fallen below
contractual requirements, the far more common finding lias been timt the
performance of contract vendors has been equivalent or superior to timt of
government agencies.3

Conclusion #4: There is a high risk tlmt operating cost and performance
comparisons of the Marana Community Correctional Treatment Facility could
yield misleading results because there is no state-operated prison in Arizona timt,
for example, houses a substantially similar prisoner population or has a
substantially similar programmatic mission.4

1For additional detail, see Chapters 1l and IlI.
2For additional detail, see Chapter HI.
3For additional detail, see Chapter HI.
4For additional detail, see Chapters Il and IV.



Conclusion #5: During FY 1995-96 the average operating costsfor state-operated
Level Two prisons was $15,766 per prisoner per year or $43.08 per prisoner per
day. The comparablefiguresfor the Marana Community Correctional Treatment
Facility, exclusive of any adjustment for payments by the Management and
Training Corporationfor ad valorem property taxes, were $13,590 and $37.13.
This represents an operating cost savings of 13.80 percent.5

Conclusion #6: During FY 1995-96 the average operating costsfor state-operated
Level Two prisons was $15,766 per prisoner per year or $43.08 per prisoner per
day. The comparablefiguresfor the Marana Community Correctional Treatment
Facility, inclusive of an adjustment for payments by the Management and
Training Corporationfor ad valorem property taxes, were $13,140 and $35.90.
This represents an operating cost savings of 16.66 percent.

Conclusion #7; The performance comparison on the dimension of protecting the
public safety interest as measured by the frequency of escapes, major
disturbances, and injuries caused to visitors revealed that the record for the
Marana Community Correctional Treatment Facility was superior to that of the
state-operated Level Two prisons.6

» Conclusion #8: The performance comparison on the dimension ofprotecting staff
and prisoners from the risk of personal injury or death caused by homicide,

m battery, assault, and arson revealed that the record of the Marana Community
Correctional Tieatment Facility was superior to that of the state-operated Level
Two prisons.7

Conclusion #9: The performance comparison on the dimension of educational,
treatment, and work programs resulted in a best professional judgment that the
dissimilarities between the programs offered at the I1Aarana Community
Correctional Treatment Facility and those found at the state-operated Level Two
prisons were so great that no fair comparative conclusions could or should be

readied.8

Conclusion U10: The performance comparison on the dimension of compliance
with professional standards as measured by routine Department performance
audits, litigation initiated by either prisoners or staff members, inmate
grievances, and compliance zuith in-service training requirements for staff
members revealed that the overall record of the Marana Community Ccrrectional
Treatment Facility zuas superior to that of the state-operated Level Two prisons

5For additional detail, see Chapter IV and Appendix A.
6 For additional detail, see ChapterVand Appendix A.
T For additional detail, see ChapterVand Appendix A.
8 For additional detail, see ChapterVand Appendix A.
9For additional detail, see ChapterVand Appendix A.



Conclusion #21; A balanced consideration of the entire set of individual
performance indicators revealed that the overall performance record ofthe Marana
Community Correctional Treatment Facility, was superior to that of the state-
operated Level Two prisons.

Conclusion #12: Notwithstanding the conclusion that, when compared with all
state-operated Level Two prisons, the operating cost savings associated with the
Marana contract were no less than 13.80 percent and very probably somewhat
greater than 16.66 percent, it was found that some state-operated prisons had
achieved greater operating cost economies than had Marana when individual
state-operated prison operating costs were compared zuith the aggregate operating
costs ofall state-operated Level Two prisons.10

Conclusion #13: Notwithstanding the conclusion that, when compared with all
state-operated Level Two prisons, the quality of performance at Marana was
superior to that of the state-operated prisons, it was found that one or' more
individual state-operated prisons had performance records that were equivalent
or superior to that ofMarana 11

In summary, and notwithstanding detailed discussions of the limitations of this
research that are fully discussed in the body of the report, the study concludes that, in
comparison with the state-operated Level Two prisons now in operation in Arizona,
the Department has achieved meaningful cost savings by the award of the Marana
contract and has received correctional services equivalent or superior to those
provided by state-operated Level Two prisons.

D For additional detail, see Chapter IV and Appendix A.
1 For additional detail, see Chapter V and Appendix A.
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AMENDMENT (T)

OFFERED i THE HOUSE
TO: CSHB 53( ), Draft Version "T"

Page 2, following line 20:

Insert a new paragraph to read:
"(2) the agreement to lease must provide a fixed rate per bed each day,

adjusted annually during the term of the lease according to an appropriate price index as
specified in the lease; the fixed rate per bed each day for the first year must include all

capital and operating costs and may not exceed $70 per bed each day;"

Renumber the following paragraph accordingly.



Letter of Intent

It is the intent of the Legislature that the contract signed pursuant to the
authority provided in HB 53 should require that:

1. The prison meet American Correctional Association standards;

2. Guards employed in the prison meet the same training standards
that are required of prison guards in AS 18.65.130 - 18.65.290;

3. The contract between the City of Delta Junction and the prison
operating entity should be for durations of no longer than five
years. It may be renewable; and

4. The contract for operation of the facility provide for the removal of
the contractor for non performance.



Letter of Intent \

It is the intent of the Legislature that the contract signed pursuant to the
authority provided in HB 53 should require that:

1. The prison meet American Correctional Association standards;

2. Guards employed in the prison meet the same training standards
that are required of prison guards in AS 18.65.130 - 18.65.290;

3. The contract between the City of Delta Junction and its contractor be
in two parts. One contract should be for the use of the prison facility
and should be 20 years in duration. The other contract should be for
operation of the prison and should be for durations of no longer
than five years. It may be renewable; and

4. The contract for operation of the facility provide for the removal of
the contractor for non performance.
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CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 53( )
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

TWENTIETH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor/s);: REPRESENTATIVE MULDER
A BILL

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED

r--r -r
WORK DRAFT

0-LS0194YT
Luclchaupt
2/5/98

"An Act relating to the power of municipalities to provide for the confinement

and care of prisoners; relating to authorizing the Department of Corrections to

enter into an agreement to lease facilities for the confinement and care of

prisoners with the City of Delta Junction; and providing for an effective date."

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

* Section 1. AS 29.35.010 is amended by adding a new paragraph to read:

(15) provide facilities or services for the confinement and care of

prisoners and enter into agreements with the state, another municipality, or any person

relating to the confinement and care of prisoners.

* Sec. 2. AS 29.35.020(a) is amended to read:

(@) To the extent a municipality is otherwise authorized by law to exercise the

power necessary to provide the facility or service, the municipality may provide

facilities for the confinement and care of prisoners, parks, playgrounds, cemeteries,

emergency medical services, solid and septic waste disposal, utility services, airports,

-1-
New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]

CSHB 53( )
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streets (including ice roads), trails, transportation facilities, wharves, harbors and other

marine facilities outside its boundaries and may regulate their use and operation to the

extent that the jurisdiction in which they are located does not regulate them. A

regulation adopted under this section must state that it applies outside the municipality.

* Sec. 3. AUTHORIZATION TO LEASE CORRECTIONAL FACILITY SPACE WITH
THIRD-PARTY CONTRACTOR OPERATION, (a) To relieve overcrowding of existing
correctional facilities within the state and the extensive use of out-of-state correc'ional
facilities to house Alaska inmates, the Department of Corrections may enter into an agreement
with the City of Delta Jur ion to lease space within a correctional facility on the deactivated
Fort Greely military reservation that will house persons who are committed to the custody jf
the commissioner of corrections. The agreement must provide that the state agrees to lease
the space for a minimum of 20 years.

(b) The agreement to lease entered into under this section is predicated on and must
provide for an agreement between the City of Delta Junction and a private third-party
contractor under which the private third-party contractor operates the facility by providing for
custody, care, and discipline services for persons held by the commissioner of corrections
under authority of state law.

(c) The authorization given by (a) of this section is subject to the following
conditions:

(1) the lease must provide a minimum of 800 prison beds;

(2) the agreement to lease must contain terms providing that the commissioner
of corrections may terminate for cause a contract with a private third-party contractor
operating the facility in accordance with the provisions of (b) of this section.

* Sec. 4. APPLICABILITY. The provisions of AS 33.30.031(a) and (c) do not apply to
an agreement to lease a correctional facility in accordance with the provisions of sec. 3 of this

Act.
* Sec. 5. This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).

CSHB 53( ) _ -2-
New Text Underlined (DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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02/00/98 14:12 FAX 8078954219

DeltaJunction City Council
Delta/Greely School District
DrJiaChamber of Commerce

Oeltaea Community Cmvarrilion

Ddla Chapter, Farm Bureau

Retired MIlita/y/Civili*n Representative
Civil ServiceRepresentative

February 5, 1998

Senator Georgianna Lincoln
State Capitol, Room 11
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Senator Lincoln,

Delta/Greely Community Coalition
P.O. Box 780
Delta Junction, Alaska 99737

31002

Jim Caristrom. President
Deris Fries, Vica-Prei.
DmridDurham, Sec/Tres.
Tel: 907-895-1081
907-895-4091

FAX: 907-895-4219

Several issues have been raised that need clarification. On the attached document, | have
outlined the correct information on the issues being raised.

I would appreciate your assistance in making sure the appropriate legislators have this

information. | do have backup data and proof for each of the issues.

Thank you for your assistance on this matter.

Sincerely,
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ISSUES RAISED AND CORRECT INFORMATION

ISSUE, 1: The election that was being questioned was conducted in accordance with Alaska
statutes as closely as possible. After the announcement at the public meeting on January 8 that a
vote would be held, a flyer was sent by bulk mailing about the vote on January 12. On January
14, another flyer was sent which also contained the absentee ballot. The vote was held on
January 17. The Delta Precinct Election Official, Mis. Loretta Schooley, conducted the election
in a way so that there could be no question of any wrongdoing. While some comments have
been made about "beii'g allowed to register and vote the same day” this was done in an attempt
to be fair for everyone. There were 37 of these ballots and since this was a non binding opinion
vote, this was appropriate.
A total of 1036 ballots were cast including absentee ballots. There were 910 people who voted in
person, (218 from the Delta Junction Precinct and 910 from the Big Delta Precinct) and 139
absentee ballots cast Of the absentee ballots cast, 13 were not counted. Two yes ballots were
from people who submitted an rbsentee ballot and voted in person, one more who voted no but
did not provide the information necessary to determine elegibility to vote and 10 who were not
registered to vote. Of the 10 who were not registered 5 were yes, 4 were no and one had no vote.
In response to the issue of people did not have an opportunity to vote, this turnout
exceeded all but the national/state elections. In the last two national/state elections, 1992 saw
1393 ballots cast (tills included 152 military and others voting questioned ballots) and in 1996
there were 1260 ballots cast including 44 questioned ballots. This issue drew 1036 counted votes
where the local elections in 1996 and 1997 drew only 440 and 318 votes respectively. This vote
drew more people than both years combined. The voters have approved the project and it should
go forward.

ISSUE 2: The contract is going too fast and no research is being done about finding other
options. The search for reusers and reuses of Fort Greely began in May of 1995. We have
contacted UAF, 1)aA, CTC, vocational schools, the Seventh Day Adventists, all federal and state
agencies, Ford, Crysler. General Motors and testing and research organizations. The effort was
extensive and while some small users were identified, no user which could provide the synergism
to pull all the smaller entities together was identified. In 1997, the Office of Economic
Adjustment (OEA) said they would not approve the complete feasibility study and reuse
planning project we had proposed. They did not feel, and not without some justification, that we
had identified enough reuse to be viable. They agreed to the feasibility studies and agreed to
make a decision when the feasibility studies were compiete, about finishing the Reuse Plan and
Implementation Plan. When provided with the proposal for a prison, in late December, they
agreed that we have a reuse und will fund us through the Conveyance process. Without an
anchor tenant, such as this proposal provides, we would have not been able to continue and
our funding would have ceased at the end of February. This would have meant that the
property would have been disposed of through the GSA. The community wo dd have had no
opportunity to use it unless it was purchased by some business for fair market value.

The lease agreement has been reviewed in detail by a committee of the Coalition and has
not been fast irackecL The rewrite of the document is now being done by the Coalition's lawyer,
who has also reviewed it, and the changes have been forwarded to Allvest's lawyer. This is
moving quickly but surely and an agreement will be prepared for signature within a short time.
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Public Involvement in the Delta Area Economic Development Planning

1. The process began in March, 1995 with the announcement of the impending
realignment of Fort Greely. We made a concious effort from the begining to involve and
inform the public. At the outset, we had approximately 10 public meetings not counting
regular Coalition meetings, to develop possibilities and visions for the future for the Delta
area. These were announced in the local paper and by flyers. Participation at these

meetings ranged up to 200.

2. We continued to try to get public involvement in the process from then on and had a
public meeting approximately every quarter. Public involvement and interest diminished
over the long term, however.

3. All Coalition meetings have been open to the public.

4. At least 46 articles were written for the local paper since we began and published
asking for input, announcing meetings, asking for people to get involved and in general
soliciting public iii*ut to the process. When considering that the local paper is only
published twice a month, most of the time, significant effort has been made to keep the
public informed and involved.

5. An announcementwas put in the local paper about the meeting on December 16 at
which our consultants were to brief the results of their work on the planning and which

indicated the prison possibility was being reviewed,

6. A public meeting was held on January 8 to provide the public with information on the
specific proposal made by Allvest at which approximately 300 people attended

7. At the January 8 meeting, it was announced that there would be a vote ort the issue and.
another meeting on January 15 would allow for public input to the Board on the proposal.

8. OnJanuary 12, an announcement of the vote was made by bulk mailing and on
January 14 another announcement was made by bulk mailing which also contained the

absentee ballot.

9. OnJanuary 17, the people of the Delta area voted overwhelmingly, 640 io 396, to
support the prison proposal with Allvest, It should be noted that this is the highest voter
turnout for any local issue except the State/National elections. In fact, the turnout was
more than the combined total of local elections for the last two years which only drew
758 vcters total. Now that the naysayers have gotten the vote they demanded and lost,
they are not accepting what the community wants, and has voted for, and only want their
way. That Is not the democratic way. We have had the vote and the community has

spoken.



AMERICAN FeperATION OF GOVERNS
EMPLOYEES

AFL-CtO LOCAL 1949 FORT GREELY"
F.000XNO7

DELTA JUNCTION, AK 99737

AFGE Local#1949

January 28, 1998

Honorable Tony Knowles
Office of the Governor
Third Floor Stale Capitol
120 4*' Street

Juneau, Alaska 99811-0001

Governor Knowles,

Union Local 1949 wishes to nuke a "statement of position” regarding the reuiilizarton of Ft.
Greely.

It has como to our attention that the current Allvost proposal to build a prison at
Ft.Greely would require an accelerated military draw-down and prematurely displace civilian
employees at Ft.Greely. Based upon the accelerated schedule and impending early
displacement of theeivilian workforce we cannot wpport the Allvest proposal.

Union Local 1949 will support any rcutilization plan as long as the slated BRAC timelines of
July 2000 and July 2001 are not accelerated. Union Local 1949 wishes (o reiterate that it does not
support any proposal or phut that entails an early chaw-down of military or civilian employees.

Sincerely,

President, Local 1949
Fort Greely, Alaska

Local 1949, AFGE



AVERICA

MEGOLOOA ot R EREEY

Delta Junctron AK 99737
(907)873-3726 or 3121

January 20,1998

gﬁvem r Tony Knowles
Vernor

(@e ogr]es tate Capitol

Juneau AK 5811 0001

Dear Governor Knowles,
he Presrdent of AFGE Locaj 1949 the re ve of Fort GreeIIy

unr unr employees.  This letter
NE Ellvest oposé] have aan oﬁ/era on corr tt
ty at ree Fort Gree

JanuaryZ as part of the reuse plan y
rt this pro current BRAC timeline to downsize the
vvor o FY 200 ar%)%al e NIVest Inc. pr de

h the (reely which would provice a better
Economic basg and| tot ?fta}:F%rrt Greet//commr\t\r%u (%tep the iang
of the Fort Greely vvorkforce
2. The Allvest Inc. proposal would give anather option to, displaced
employees wha would like toFrerrarn |n\Ah)u I(t]a/Fort Greelyogrtea to live aﬁgll not
have to sell their homes and move to another location.

As a union local who is about to loose 75% of its members and friends due to
the BRAC aownsizing | thank you for your support

Sincerely,

President
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CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 53( )
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

TWENTIETH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor(s): REPRESENTATIVE MULDER
A BILL

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Act relating to authorizing the Department of Corrections to enter into an
agreement to hase facilities for the confinement ai.d care of prisoners with the

City of Delta Junction; and providing for an effective date."”
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. AUTHORIZATION TO LEASE CORRECTIONAL FACILITY SPACE
WITH THIRD-PARTY CONTRACTOR OPERATION, (a) To relieve overcrowding of
existing correctional facilities within the state and the extensive use of out-of-state correctional
facilities to house Alaska inmates, the Department of Corrections may enter into an agreement
with the City of Delta Junction to lease space within a correctional facility on the deactivated
Fort Greely military reservation that will house persons who are committed to the custody of
the commissioner of corrections. The agreement must provide that the state agrees to lease

the soace for a minimum of 20 years.

(b) The agreement to lease entered into under this section is predicated on and must

provide for an agreement between the City of Delta Junction and a private third-party

-I- CSHB 53( )
New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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contractor under which the private third-party contractor operates the facility by providing for
custody, care, and discipline services for persons held by the commissioner of corrections
under authority of state law.

tc) The authorization given by (a) of this section is subject to the following condition:
the lease must provide a minimum of 800 prison beds.

* Sec. 2. APPLICABILITY. The provisions of AS 33.30.031(a) and (c) do not apply to
an agreement to lease a correctional facility in accordance with the provision of sec. 1 of this
Act.

* Sec. 3. This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).

CSHB 53( ) -2-
Aew Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACXETED]



City, of -Delta Junction
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November 13, 1997

Representative bldon Mulder
Alaska State Legislature
State Capitol (MS 3100)
Juneau, Alaska 99801*1182

Dear Representative Mulder:

' «e City of Delta Junction and council members would like to show support
t the construction of a private prison facility at the Fort Greely Army Post.
1. endeavor would be an assat6 to the community in many ways. Not only

would the facility create permanent jobs that are needed to replace the jobs

lost with the realignment of Fort Greely, but the domino effect on local

businesses would help our community’s growth.

This business opportunity is a clean anviri nment business and that is

certainly an asset to the area Also, the youth of our area move away to find

work as there is little employment opportunities presently here in Delta
Junction. This facility would provide a needed diversity of jobs for many
personnel from skilled to unskilled eraft9. Not only would it generate
permanent jobs, but the construction to transform the area to the prison

would create even more needed work.

Certainly a plus in this facility is the promptness of the employment it would
create. It is predicted that this time next year, the facility would be
operational and growing each year to expand to nearly 350 jobs for the area.
As you are aware, the Delta Junction area has been effected greatly by the
realignment of Fort Greely and this proposal would be a boost for our area

and residents.



Representative tldon Mulder
page 2

If 'here is anything | can do to help with the support of this facility, please

call and let mp know. | see this as a bright spot in Delta's future and would

like to help you where | can.

Sincerely,

THE CITY OF DELTA JUNCTION

Glen Z Wright
Mayor

ccC: Delta Junction Chamber of Commerce



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

HEADQUARTERS, U.S. ARMY ALASKA
+01 2NO STREET WOO*
FORT GREELY, APO AP H»M400«

nvro February 3, 1998

ATTWnai Of.

Post Corninander

Representative Eldon Mulder
Alaska State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Representative Mulder.

| am writing to you to stress the importance of having a legislative decision by 15 March 1998
on the proposed government to government agreement between the State of Alaska and Delta
Junction, Alaska to reuse portions of Fort Greely, Alaska for a correction center.

Reuse of the surplus property generated as a result of the Base Realignment and Closuie
decision to realign Fort Greely is key to the economic recovery ofthe Delta Junction community.
Additionally, the Army must plan and complete environmental remediation of the property based
on the planned redevelopment. In order to complete the environmental remediation prior to the
property transfer required in the correction center proposal, a redevelopment plan must be
completed and approved on or about 15 March 1998. The Delta/Greely Community Coalition,
as the Local Redevelopment Authority recognized by the Governor and the Office of Economic
Adjustment, is the agency responsible for preparing a Redevelopment plan. The Delta/Greely
Community has a deadline of 15 March 1998 to have a redevelopment plan completed and
apprL locally. The 15 March 1998 completion dale is an extension ofa 15 October J997

requirement to complete the Fort Greely, Alaska redevelopment plan.

On or about 15 March 1998 the potential for reuse of Fort Greely will be evaluated by the
E>elta/Greely Community Coalition and the Office of Economic Adjustment The Army will
begin pursuing alternate methods of disposal if cmer organization determines that reuse of Fort

Greely by the Delta/Greely Community Coalition is not feasible.

The Army is committed to the economic redevelopment of the Fort Greely/Delta Junction
community. Tlook forward to our continued work together to bring about economic recovery to

this arua.

Yours truly,

Davia L. Anderson
Linutcmmt Colonel, U.S. Army
Post Commander



™

MAlaska jitate Jlegislatme

JHause of “Representatives State Capitol, Room 120

- . Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182
House Judiciary Committee (907) 465-4990

Chairman- Representative Joe Green Representative Ethan Bericowitz

Vice-Chairman: Representative Con Bunde Representative Eric Croft
Representative Jeannette James

Representative Brian Porter
Representative Norman Rokeberg

Date: April 3, 1997

To: Representatives Mark Hanley and Gene Therriault,

Co-Chairs of the House Finance Committee
/

From: Representative Joseph Green,
Chair, House Judiciary Comrpittet

Yesterday the House Judiciary Committee passed HB53 out of committee
with amendments. We considered many amendments including two,
designated 0-LS0194\K.35 and 36, that concerned financial matters.
However, the committee did not act on those two amendments because the

House Judiciary members felt they were best addressed in the House

Finance Committee.

Accordingly, | have attached those two amendments, and we strongly

encourage the House Finance Committee to give them due consideration.
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AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE
TO: HB 53

Page 1, line &
Delete "and giving notice or'

Insert "giving notice of, authorizing,"

Page 1, line 10:
Delete ", construction, and"

Insert "and construction of a correctional facility, authorizing an agreement for

the"

Page 1, line 11, following "operation™:
Insert"; and amending the duties and responsibilities of the state bondcommittee
in conjunction with lease-purchase agreements, use-purchase agreements, and other

agreements to use a facility as those agreements relate to correctional facilities"

Page 2, line 9
Delete "that"

Insert"for the operation of a correctional facility if the agency”

Page 3, following line 25:
Insert a new bill section to read:
"* Sec. 3. AS 37.15.140 is amended to read:
Sec. 37.15.140. Duties of state bond committee. The state bond committee

shall
(1) adopt the resolution and prepare the documents necessary for the

issuance, sale, and delivery of bonds;
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(2) manage the interim and long-term financing and refinancing
of correctional facilities acquired by the state throughlease-purchase agreements:
exercise of authority under this paraeraph shall be in accordance with lease-

purchase agreements authorized by law under AS 36.30.085."

Renumber the following bill sections accordingly.

Page 4, line 27:
Delete "sec. 4"

Insert "sec. 5"

Page 5, line 3, following "facilities,":

Insen “the state, acting through”

Page 5, line 6, following "design™:
Delete ", construction, and operation™

Insert "and construction"

Page 5, line 7, following "corrections":

Insen ", and, in conjunction with the design and construction of the correctional
facility, may enter into a separate agreement to operate the correctional facility. Under this
subsection, the Department of Administradon may act as the lessee under thelease-Durchase
agreement of the correctional facility and may represent the state inobtaining and entering

into the agreement to operate the correction.u facility"

Page 5, line 8:
Delete "(b) - (e) and (g)"
Insert "(b) - (h)"

Page 5, line 12:
Delete "agreement”

Insert "lease-purchase agreement, use-purchase agreement, or other agreement to use

-
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Page 5, line 14:
Delete "Department of Corrections under the lease or use”

Insert "state under the"

Page 5, line 29:
Delete "lease-purchase or use-pjrchase agreement"

Insert "agreement to operate the correctional facility"

Page 5, line 31, through page 6, line L

Delete "designed, constructed, and"

Page 6, lines 2 - 4:

Delete "the agreement described in this subsection is made for the purpose of
acquiring, improving, and maintaining the correctional facility structure under AS 36.30.085,
and is exclusive of one or more agreements"

Insert "the agreement described in thisparagraph is madefor the purposeof operating
and maintaining the correctional facility under AS 36.30.085 and may include provisions, or

may be exclusive of one or more agreements, as authorized by (?) of this subsection,”

Page 6, line 6:

Delete "operating"

Page 6, lines 26 - 27:

Delete all material and insert:

"(f) With respect to a correctional facility, thedesign andconstruction of which is
described in (a) of this section,

(1) the state shall make lease payments under the lease-purchase, use-
purchase, or other agreement to use a facility only from currently appropriated funds, and all
payments are subject to appropriation;

(2) notwithstanding AS 36.30.085(c)(1), the term of the agreement may not

-3-



exceed 30 years;

(3) the agreement may include other terms and conditions agreed upon by the
parties;

(4) the state may enter into contracts for credit enhancement of the agreement
in order to limit the recourse of the provider of credit enhancement solely to the security
provided under the agreement;

(5) the state may grant a security interest in property acquired under the
agreement; the security interest may be perfected as provided by AS 45.01 - AS 45.09 or as
otherwise provided by law for perfecting liens on real estate;

(6) the r.greement and contracts for credit enhancement entered into under the
limitations set out in (4) and (5) of this subsection do not constitute a debt or the contracting
of indebtedness under a statute limiting debt of the state or under art. EX, sec. 8, of die state
constitution;

(7) die state bond committee

(A) may provide for 'the issuance of certificates of participadon in
financing the design and construction of the correctional facility authorized by this
secuon; if the state bond committee authorizes issuance of certificates of participation
and if payment is conditioned upon payment by the state under the agreement with
respect to which the certificates relate, the certificates of participation in payments to
be made under the agreement do not constitute a debt or the contracdng of an
indebtedness under a statute limiting the debt of the state or under art. IX, sec 8, of
the state constitution;

(B) may give the state approval to enter into agreements with trustees
relating to the agreement and the issuance of certificates of participation with respect
to it.

(9) For the purposes of financing or refinancing a correctional facility described in
this section, the lessor may assign all or a part of the lessor’s interest in the lease-purchase,
use-purchase, or otuer agreement to use a correcdonal facility described in this section. The
lessor may assign the lessor’s interest to an investor or to a trustee for the purpose of issuing
cer. ificates of participation. The assignment authorized by this subsection may be for the
purpose of providing interim financing preparatory to long-term financing for the correctional

facility or for long-term financing for the correctional facility. Under this subsection,

4
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(1) th* lessor may not make an assignment of the agreement unless the lessor

first obtains the approval of the commissioner of administration; and

(2) when the lessor has made an assignment of the agreement,

(A) the lessee’s obligation to pay rent is independent of any
requirement of this section with respect to the design, construction, or operation of the
correctional facility;

(B) the lessee’s obligation is subject to failure by the state to
appropriate money to make the payments required by the lease obligation;

(C) except as provided in (B) of this paragraph, the obligation of the
lease is not subject to abatement, set-off, or reduction of any kind by reason of a
requirement of this section or by reason of a breach, failure of performance, or
another act or omission by the contractor, lessor, the state, or a state agency or officer;
and

(D) the agreement may be modified for purposes of refunding it and

any certificates of participation issued with respect to it."

Reletter the following subsection accordingly.

Page 6, line 30:

Delete "sec. 3"

Insert "sec. 4"

Page 7, following line L

Insert a new subsection to read:

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

AS 36.30.085."

Page 7, line 9:

Delete "sec. 4"

Insert "sec. 5"
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AMEND MENT 7
ﬂr

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE
TO: HB 53

Page 5, line 8
Delete "(b) - (¢) and (g)"
Insen “(b) - ()"

Page o, lines 26 - 27:

Delete all material and insen:

"(f) With respect to the operation of a correctional facility constructed under a lease-
purchase agreement, use-purchase agreement, or other agreement to use a facility approved
under this section, the Department of Administration may not enter into a management
contract or similar agreement containing a condition relating to the operation of the
correctional facility that does not comply with 26 U.S.C. 145(a)(2)(B) and 26 CFR 1.145 -
2, as set out in Rev. Proc. 97 - 13, 5 I.R.B. 18, setting out the conditions under which a
management contract does not result in taxable private business use of the facility under

26 U.S.C. 141(b)."

Page 7, following line 1
Insert a new subsection to read:
"(h) Subsection (a) of this section constitutes the notice and approval required by

AS 36.30.085."
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AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE
TO: HB 53

Page 1, line 8:
Delete "and giving notice of"

Insen "giving notice of, authorizing,"

Page I, line 10:
Delete ", construction, and"
Insen "and construction of a correctional facility, authorizing an agreement for

the"

Page 1, line 11, following "operation™:
Insen "; and amending the duties and responsibilities of the state bond committee
in conjunction with lease-purchase agreements, use-purchase agreements, and other

agreements to use a facility as those agreements relate to correctional facilities"

Page 2, line 9
Delete "that"

Insen "for the operation of a correctional facility if the agency”

Page 3, following line 25:
Insen a new bill section to read:
"* Sec. 3. As 37.15 | ;0 isamended to read:
Sec. 37.15.140. Duties of state bond committee. The state bond committee
sha>.
(U adopt the resolution and prepare the documents necessary for the

issuance, sale, and delivery of bondsi
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(2) manage the interim and long-term financing and refinancing
of correctional facilities acquired by the statethrough lease-purchase agreements:
exercise of authority under this paragraph shall be in accordance with lease-
purchase agreements authorizedbv law under AS 36.30.085."

Renumber the following bill sections accordingly.
Page 4, line 27:
Delete "sec. 4"
Insert "sec. 5"
Page 5, line 3, following "facilities,":
Insert "the state, acting through”
Page 5, line 6, following "design":
Delete ", construction, and operation”
P.isert "and construction”
Page 5, line 7, following "corrections":
Insen ", and, in conjunction with the design and construction of the correctional
facility, may enter into a separate agreement to operate the correctional facility. Under this
subsection, the Department of Administration may act as the lesseeunder the’ease-purchase
agreement of the correctional facility and may represent the state in obtaining and entering
into the agreement to operate the correctional facility"
Page 5, line 8:
Delete "(b) - (e) and (9)"
Insert "(b) - fh)"
Page 5, line 12
Delete "agreement"
Insert "lease-purchase agreement, use-purchase agreement, or other agreement to use
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a facility"

Page 5, line 14:

Delete "Department cf Corrections under the lease or use

Insert "state under the"

Page 5, line 29:
Delete "lease-purchase or use-purchase agreement"

Insert "agreement to operate the correctional facility"

Page 5, line 31, through page 6, line 1

Delete "designed, constructed, and"

Page O, lines 2 - 4:

Delete "the agreement described in this subsection is made for the purpose of
acquiring, improving, and maintaining the correctional facility structure under AS 36.30.085,
and is exclusive of one or more agreements”

Insert "the agreement described in this paragraph ismadefor the puipose of operating
and maintaining the correctional facility under AS 35.30.085 and may include provisions, or

may be exclusive of one or more agreements, as authorized by (2) of this subsection,”

Page 6, line 6:

Delete "operating"

Page 6, lines 26 - 27:
Delete all material and insert:

"(0 With respect to a correctional facility, thedesign andconstruction of which is

described in (a) of this section,

(1) the state shall make lease payments under the lease-purchase, use-
purchase, or other agreement to use a facility only from currently appropriated fr.nds, and all
payments are subject to appropriation;

(2) notwithstanding AS 36.30.085(c)(1), the term of the agreement may not
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(3) the agreement may include other terms and conditions agreed upon by the
parties:

(4) the state may enter into contracts for credit enhancement of the agreement
in order to limit the recourse of the provider of credit enhancement solely to the security
provided under the agreement;

(5) the state may grant a security interest in property acquired under the
agreement; the security interest may be perfected as provided by AS 45.01 - AS 45.09 or as
otherwise provided by law for perfecting liens on real estate;

(6) the agreement and contracts for credit enhancement entered into under the
limitations set out in (4) and (5) of this subsection do not constitute a debt or the contracting
of indebtedness under a statute limiting debt of the state or under an. EX sec. 8, of the state
constitution;

(7) the state bond committee

(A) may provide for the issuance of certificates of participation in
financing the design and construction of the correctional facility authorized by this
section; if the state bond committee authorizes issuance of certificates of participation
and if payment is conditioned upon payment by the state under the agreement with
respect to which the certificates relate, the certificates of participation in payments to
be made under the agreement do not constitute a debt or the contracting of an
indebtedness under a statute limiting the debt of the state or under art. EX sec 8, of
the state constitution;

(B) may give the state approval to enter into agreements with trustees
relating to the agreement and the issuance of certificates of participation with respect
to it.

(g) For the purposes of financing or refinancing a correctional facility described in
this section, the lessor may assign all or a part of the lessor’s interest in the lease-purchase,
use-purchase, or other agreement to use a correctional facility described in this section. The
lessor may assign the lessor’s interest to an investor or to a trustee for the purpose of issuing
certificates of participation. The assignment authorized by this subsection may be for the
purpose of providing interim financing preparatory to long-term financing for the correctional

facility or for long-term financing for the correctional facility. Under this subsection,

-4-
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(1) the lessor may not make an assignment of the agreement unless the lessor
first obtains the approval of the commissioner of administration; and
(2) when the lessor has made an assignment of the agreement,

(A) the lessee’s obligation to pay rent is independent of any
requirement of this section with respect to thedesign, construction, or operation of the
correctional facility;

(B) the lessee’s obligationis subject to failure by the state to
appropriate money to make the payments required by the lease obligation;

(C) except as provided in (B)of this paragraph, the obligation of the
lease is not subject to abatement, set-off, orreduction of any kind by reason of a
requirement of this section or by reason of a breach, failure of performance, or
another act or omission by the contractor, lessor, the state, or a state agency or officer;
and

(D)the agreement may be modified for purposes of refunding it and

any certificates of participation issued with respect to it."

Reletter thefollowing subsection accordingly.

Page 6, line 30:
Delete "sec. 3"

Insert "sec. 4"

Page 7, following line 1.
Insert a new subsection to read:
"(i) Subsection (a) of this section constitutes the notice and approval required by

AS 36.30.085."

Page 7, line 9:

Delete "sec. 4

Insert "sec. 5"



Buffalo Flats Correctional Facility

Questions & Answers:

Q:

Why is Allvest going to own the prison when state funds are retiring the
debt?

Allvest will enter the transaction as the lessee-owner of the land and old Fort
Greely structures that will be made into the prison. Allvest will then spend
$30 million of private money to construct the prison to standards required in
the State lease. No landlord who takes all the risks of acquiring and
developing real estate should be asked to deed the property over to his
customer/tenants.

Are there other examples of this mechanism in state procurement of space
and services?

Dozens, if not hundreds. The state pays to use the prison in Arizona to house
Alaska inmates, but will not own the facility when its debt is retired. The
state contracts for use of thousands of square feet of office space in Juneau,
Anchorage, Fairbanks, and elsewhere in the state. In Juneau alone, the state
pays to use space in the Willoughby Building, the DEC building, the DOTPF
Channel Drive Building, and many others. The state will not own these
structures after the landlords pay them off. The state has paid off 12.5% of the

Trans Alaska Pipeline System, but has not acquired a 1/8” interest in this
private enterprise.

Does the State get more or less benefit out of its Arizona prison contract than
out of the Delta proposal?

Much less. The Arizona contract sends not only inmates, but jobs and money
out of state. The Delta proposal saves an Alaska community which would
otherwise die, keeps several hundred construction and corrections jobs in
Alaska rather than shipping them outside, and supports an Alaska business
rather than an Arizona business. In addition to all these benefits, the direct
cost to the state government to house inmates in Delta is competitive with
the Arizona contract.

Why doesn't the City of Delta junction finance and ozvn the facility?

The City of Delta Junction believes that risks of this type are best placed with
the private sector. The city is not equipped to be a construction manager or
prison manager, and wants no part of the large risks involved in developing
and operating this project. The city believes that the Allvest proposal is an
ideal Public/Private partnership as presently structured -- privatized risk and
rewards, with substantial public benefits in the form of jobs and economic
development.



Financing

Rnil Eftnlt Inlrrrfl

Lirthl/C . rffli/ Ciimmiini/y Coillilinii - /uni/nry 21. 1'>01



Pilluttirily Qomnnily Gritan Iy 21,1938



The Private Prison Industry

A Statistical and Historical Analysis of Privatization

By Alex Singal

F or years, prison authorities at
the federai. state and local lev-
els have faced growing prison

populations and Increasingly crowded

correctional facilities, due in part to
mandatory sentencing guidelines and
political pressure to incarcerate
inmates for longer periods of time.

According to the Justice Depart-

ment's Bureau of Justice Statistics.

1.18 million inmates were in the cus-

tody of state and federal prison

authorities by vear-end 1996. and

.51 million inmates were held Ln local

jails. A Bureau of JusPce Statistics

special report published in March

1997 estimated that 5.1 percent of all

persons in the United States will be

confined in a state or federal prison
during their lifetime if present incar-
ceration rates remain the same.

The adult jail and prison inmate
populations more than doubled
between 1985 and 1995, from
759.000 at the beginning of the peri-
od to more than 1.6 million 10 years
later. Incarceration rates per 100.000
U.S. residents grew from 313 to 600
during the same period. The U.S.
prison population is the largest in the
world, with the rest of the world,
excluding China, estimated to have a
little more than 1 million inmates.
China also is believed by industry
observers to have 1 million inmates,
suggesting an incarceration rate of
approximately 120 per 100.000 resi-
dents based on an estimated Chinese
population of 1.2 billion people.

The reasons for the dramatic
increase in the U.S. inmate popula-
tion and incarceration rates stem

frcm the growth in the violent crime
rate, which began in the mid-1970s,
with mounting pressure over the
ensuing 20 years for politicians and
the government to do something to
keep convicted felons off the streets.
Mandatory prison sentences, espe-
cially for drug- and gun-related
crimes, have resulted in prison and
Jail crowding in many states and
within the federal prison system.

Ironically, many jurisdictions free
inmates who have served less than
half their sentences to make room for
new inmates. However, truth-in-
sentencing laws and ‘three-strikes’
legislation for three-time felons have
limited the authorities" ability to alle-
viate crowding with shortened sen-
tences, particularly since Congress
passed the Crime Bill in 1994.
Newspaper headlines about crimes
committed by parolees add to the
political pressure against reducing
prison sentences for convicted felons.
At the same time, sentence reduction
programs used to create prison space
for new offenders produce re-
quirements for pre-release and pre-
parole programs. According to
Criminal Justice Institute statistics,
prior felons accounted for 39 percent
of inmates admitted to prison in
1995. while probation and parole vio-
lators accounted for approximately
17 percent of new inmates. More
than three million people were on
probation or parole in the United
States at the end of 1995.

Studies from the Justice Depart-
ment and the FBI show that the rate

Continued on page 2



Private Prison Industry
Continued

Crime Bill by Congress in 1994, the
U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ)
has been allocated approximately
S10 billion through FY2000 for the
construction of new incarceration
facilities. Grants are awarded to
states on the condition that they
implement truth-in-sentencing laws,
which ensure that violent offenders
serve substantial portions of their
sentences. According to Corrections
Today, top state spenders on com-
pleted construction projects for
FY'95-96 included Virginia with
$337 million. Florida with $267 mil-
lion. Texas with $220 million. New
Jersey with $216 million and Oregon
with $175 million. The geographic
trend in new prison construction is
moving to the eastern United States.
This is a large leap from California,
which, in 1995. was the country's
most active builder, with 18 percent
of all projects.

Within a span of three years,
there has been a growing interest
not only in the management of pris-
ons by the private sector, but a sig-
nificant move toward design,
finance, construction and ownership
by private companies. The increas-
ing acceptance of prison privatiza-
tion by state, local and federal
governments has increased the will-
ingness of private companies to
invest their own capital to design,
build and manage projects.

Other trends in new prison con-
struction with participation by the
private sector include:

¢ larger facilities that result in
economies of scale in both con-
struction and operations:

e fast-track contract awards and
construction of new facilities,
eliminating months from the
previous start-up cycle: and

» the design of new facilities that
are easily and readily expand-
able in a cost-effective manner
by their operators.

Who's Privatizing?

W hile the growth of privately
managed prison facilities and beds
has been impressive, the private
sector still has only scratched the
surface with respect to potential
opportunity for managing correction-
al facilities. Although recent growth

Continued on page 20

Corrections Compendium

Table 5

Privately Managed Beds by State and Country

Arizona
Avrkansas
California
Colorado
Florida
Indiana
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Minnesota
Mississippi
Nevada
New Jersey
New Mexico
New Votk
North Carolina
Ohio
Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Virginia
Washington
Washington, D.C
International:
Australia
Puerto Rico

United Kingdom

é

not by source of inmates.

Source: Center tor Studies in Criminology and Law .

1

i

CT
i

Number of Beds
Bold-faced states: First in-stale contract awarded in 1996. Beds are by geographic location

University of Florida

0 1996
m 1995

j 1996 Texas Beds:

1995 Texas Beds. 21 005

January 1998



ICCA). The company was awarded its
First contract in 1983 with the
Immigration and Naturalization
Service (INS) to design, build and
manage a 350-bed. minimum secu-
rity detention facility in Houston.
CCA's management of this facility
became an early example of the pri-
vate sector's ability to prosride flexi-
bility to government agencies in
operating correctional facilities. In
1987. the use of this facility was
split between the INS and the Texas
Department of Criminal Justice,
although the facility today houses
only INS detainees.

From this starting point, the pri-
vate corrections industry ended the
decade with 10.900 beds under con-
tract. While this represents impres-
sive growth in seven years, the U.S.
jail and prison populations exploded
during this period — the state and
federal prison inmate population
increased by almost 276.000 (a 63
percent increase), while the jail pop-
ulation increased by 183.000 (an 83
percent increase).

The 1980s were thus a formative
period for the private corrections
industry, during which it began to
establish political and economic
credibility with federal, state and
local government officials and legis-
lators. Although the industry still
has opponents, particularly among
some federal and state corrections
officials, labor union officials and the
media, prison privatization contin-
ues to gain bipartisan support from
the legislative and administrative
branches of government. In addition,
new prisons have been used as a
source of economic development in
depressed areas, with local officials
interested in the stable jobs and
sources of commerce that prisons
and Jails bring to their communities.

Since 1990. the budgetary
pressures faced by all levels of gov-
ernment. continued growth in incar-
ceration rates and the emergence of
well-capitalized, private-sector
prison management companies have
created an environment that has
resulted in robust growth in beds
contracted to the private sector.
Table 3 sets forth the growth in
secure adult beds under contract
with the private sector. From the
10.900 beds under contract at the
end of 1989. the industry's contract
capacity grew almost eight-fold to
85.201 beds in 1996 (in 132 facili-
ties, including 7.617 beds In 14
facilities outside the United States).

Corrections Compendium

Table 2

Expected Length of Stay in Federal Prison

40

' Firearms
Drugs

?6 Robbery

: Asg =23

2.0

o J
08

Source: Federal Bureau oi -risons

The industry's beds under contract
could cross the 100.000 mark in
1997. The private sector was award-
ed contracts for 21.606 beds in
1996, a gain of 34 percent. Note that
these numbers irdude only secure
adult prison and jail beds — non-
sccure community ‘.orrcctions and
juvenile corrections’, facilities are not
Included in these n jmbcrs.

The 1980s were
thus a formative
period for the pri-
vate correcnons
|n ust urm
which it be
establish poI|t|caI
and economic creg-
ibility with federal,
state’and local gov-
ernment officials
and legiislators.

Despite the accelerated level of
penetration of private corrections
over the last six yerirs. beds current-
ly in operation under private-seclor
management still account for only
2.9 percent of total U.S. adult secure
beds. In addition, it is important to

199

Longer prison
ientences
reflect tougher
legislative
stance on
gun-related
crimes.

nvg. = 6.2

19%

note that the industry has historical-
ly been asked by the government to
manage new capacity rather than
take over existing facilities. As the
concept of private prison manage-
ment gains acceptance, however,
there should be increasing opportu-
nities for the private sector to take
over management, and/or owner-
ship. of existing secure correctional
facilities. According to the University
of Florida's Center for Studies in
Criminology and Law. the number of
adult secure beds under contract for
private management is forecast to
grow to 276.455 beds over the next
five years, suggesting a compound
annual growth rate of 26.5 percent
from 1996 to 2001.

Why Privatize?

The primary motivation for gov-
ernment agencies to contract with
private firms for correctional services
Include:

» Upfront reduction in construc-
tion and capital costs, and
faster response times in being
able to build and begin operat-
ing an incarceration facility to
the extent that both the design
and construction of new facili-
ties are outsourced;

* Reduced labor costs, which
account for approximately two-
thirds of a prison's operating
expenses. (Private prison man-

Continued on page 17
January 1998
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Clear vote In Delta

The vote in Delta Junction couldn't have been much
clearer. A vast majorityof people there believe using
Fort Greely for a piison is a good idea.

Common sense led most people to that conclusion.
Several factors are converging to make the prison a vi-
able proposal

The fort will be shut down within a few years. That
will leave an entire community of usable buildings
empty. It will also leave Delta Junction with a huge

le in its economy.
f.-At the same time, the state needs more prison space,

e have hundreds more criminals in jail than the jails
? are supposed to hold. In Fairbanks, the jail is chron-
ically in violation of the terms of a settlement
agreement

Obviously, there is an opportunity here.

Not everyone likes the opportunity, though. If given
unlimited options for maintaining an economy, few
people would choose a prison first But Delta Junction
has limited options, and, besides, this one isn’t that
bad. Occasional escapes occur in any prison or halfway
house—weve had a few in Fairbanks over the years.
However, the escapees usually try to leave town as qui-
etly and quickly as possible. The incidents don’t have a
significant or long-term effect upon the quality of life in
a community.

Despite its intuitive appeal, the Delta prison pro-
posal raises a question. Is it good public policy to limit
the state’s options to one community?

If that’s the only way to prevent the leveling of Fort
Greely, the answer is probably yes. First, the state cer-
tainly has an interest in helping Delta avoid disaster.
Second, as federal taxpayers, we will all pay a price if
the buildings are simply torn down.

ON THE

INSIDE
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Primary purpose
— marketing—
Is being ignored

By BUJL BUBSEL

History repeats itself and
mankind makes the same mis-
takes because facts tend to be
distorted to suit present needs.
This problem applies to the pre-
sent perception of the Fairbanks
Conver]_tion and IrVisitors Bu-

structure of the ordina:
levy a tax of 2 perce
room rented, to be ¢
those hotels located u
and then paid to the i
turn the city would ;
percent of those fun
FCVB and 10 percent i
tionary fund to be all
economic development
non-profits having a
pact. The city was to aj
FCVB budget to ensur
penses didn't exceed r
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TONY KNOWLES, GOVERNOR

REPLY TO:

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS | PO BOX 112000

JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811-2000
PHONE (907) 465-3376

February 2, 1998

The Honorable Eldon Mulder
Alaska House of Representatives

State Capitol, Room 423
Jur.eau, AK 99811-1182

Re: Release of Restricted Funds

Dear Representative Mulder,

As you will recall, federal funds were appropriated to the FY98 Out of State
Contracts BRU, but expenditure were restricted by mutual agreement of the
Department and the Legislature. The Department now proP_oses to expend the
funds.to purchase up, to 95 additional beds from the Corrections Corporation of
America’s Central Arizona Detention facility in Florence, Arizona.

The Department needs to procure these additional beds as a means to reduce
Prlson overcrowding which'is, as of today, 20% over Cleary Emergency levels.

n December 1997 °25 new beds were procured us_lng the unrestricted federal
funds from this BRU. The additional 95 inmates will be transferred incrementally
with approximately 60 in February and 35 in March 1998, Ifthe Department
transfers 120 inmates, the per diem cost would be $57.50 per day; less than 120,
would be at the current rate of $61.02 per day.

Thank you for your consideration and ifyou have any questions, or concerns,
please do not hesitate to contact me at 465-3339.
Sincerely,

Dwayne B, Peeples, Director .
Division of Administrative Services

CC. Margaret M. Pugh, Commissioner



Della Junction City Council
Delta/Greely School District

Delta Chamber of Commerce

Deltana Community Corporation

Delta Chapter. Farm Bureau

Retired Military/Civilian Representative
Civil Service Representative

January 19,1998

Delta/Greely Community Coalition
P.O. Box 780
Delta Junction. Alaska 99737

Representative Eldon Mulder

Room 501
State Capitol

Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Representative Mulder,

Jim Carlstrom, President
Doris Fales, Vice-Pres.
David Durham, Scc./Tres.
Tel: 907-895-1081
907-895-4091

FAX: 907-895-4219

As you art: aware, the Delta Greely Community Coalition has received a proposal to
establish an 800 bed medium security correctional facility on Fort Greely. This proposal
provides the community with an opportunity to keep an economy in the Delta area. With
the realignment of Fort Greely our economy will be devastated unless w* are able to
obtain a reuse of the base such as this proposal represents.

This proposal will not only be beneficial to the economy of the Delta area but would also
solve a major problem for the State of Alaska, that of overcrowding in the correctional
facilities. This proposal appears to be a very cost effective solution for both the State and

Delta.

With the above information as background, we ask your assistance in convincing the
Legislature to approve the request for a private medium security correctional facility at
Fort Greely and any other possible help you can give us in making it become a reality.

Sincerely,



PRISON PRIVATIZATION: OBJECTIONS AND
REFUTATIONS

Charles H. Logan, University of Connecticut

Abstract

There is no potential problem with private prisons that is not matched by an identical or
closely relatedproblem among prisons that are run by the government. It isprimarily
because they are prisons, not because they are contractual, thatprivate operationsface
challenges ofauthority, legitimacy, proceduraljustice, accountability, liability, cost,
security, safety, corruptibility, and so on. Thispaper examines these issues and shows that
while privatization raises no truly new problemsfor prisons, it does offer some new

solutions.

For many years now, | have been studying the arguments for and against private prisons. In the process, I
have discovered that while each side of the debate has some valid arguments, there is one key principle
that is absolutely crucial to thinking clearly about the issues involved. That principle is this. There must be
no double standard. When discussing private prisons, it is not enough to identify potential, or even actual,
problems. Nor is it helpful to raise questions or concerns about private prisons and then just walk away,
as critics so often do, without applying those same questions and concerns to prisons run by the
government. For any problems, questions, or concerns to be arguments 2gainst priv&iization, it must be
shown that they apply more to private than to governmental prisons.

In all my reading, and in all my discussions and debates with others on privatization, however, | can say
with confidence that in no area have | found any potential problem with private prisons that is not at least
matched by an identical or closely related problem among prisons that are run by the government.
Privatization raises no unique or truly new issues for prisons, but it does offer some new solutions.

I think the full range of issues can be organized into ten categories: propriety, cost, quality, quantity,
flexibility, security, liability, accountability, corruption, and dependency. | will say just a little here about

each set of issues.

contents
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1 Propriety

Critics of private prisons often ask, rhetorically, whether it is "proper” for anyone but the state to deprive
people of their freedom. [ 1)

That, however, is a loaded statement of the issue. Keepers do not take away anyone's freedom, catchers
and convicters and sentencers do so. The pertinent question is whether duly authorized punishment is any
more or less legitimate when administered by government employees, as opposed to contracted agents.

First, it should be noted that the government does not own the authority to punish. [2] That authority
originates in the people and i* delegated to government, which administers it in trust, on behalf of the
people and subject to the rule of law In a system characterized by rule of law, both state and private
actors are bound by the law, and it is the law, not the civil status of the actor, that determines whether
any particular exercise of force is legitimate.

Consider the case of a government-employed prison guard who engages in clear-cut and extreme
brutality. We do not say that his act is authorized or legitimate, or even that he is acting at that moment
as an agent of the state. In fact, we deny it, in spite of his uniform and all the other trappings of his
position. We say that he has "overstepped his authority” and behaved in an unauthorized and unlawful
fashion. There is, in effect, an implicit contract between the state and its agents, which makes the
authority of the latter conditional on the proper performance of their roles. This conditional authority can
be bestowed on contractual agents of the state just as it is on those who are salaried.

2. Cost

Harvard professor John Donahue, a prominent critic of privatization, argues that the scope for cost
savings in corrections is very limited. Imprisonment is such a simple, basic arrangement, he says, that
there is almost no room for improvements in efficiency. [3J If this argument were correct, there would be
little room for variation in public prisons, either in performance or in cost. Since we know that there is
variation (great variation) in both of these, it must be true that there is loom for variation.

There are structural differences between the public and private sectors that affect efficiency and cost.

For example, contracting avoids cumbersome and rigid government procurement procedures; private
vendors can purchase more quickly, maintain lower inventories, and negotiate better prices and values

Contracting avoids civil service and other government (and sometimes union) restrictions that interfere
with efficient personnel management (hiring, firing, promotion, and salary setting; assignment of duties,
work schedules, vacations, and leaves; adequate staffing to avoid excessive overtime; delegation of

authority; etc.).

Finally, the need to show a profit is a powerful incentive to reduce waste and increase productivity.

Newspaper stories comparing the cost of private vs. govt, facilities have made claims of savings ranging
from 5 percent to 20, 30, or even 50 percent. Little weight should be given to most of these simple
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comparisons, because thev generally compare apples to oranges, and because they ignore the enormous
problem of "hidden cysts."

A realistic expectation of savings through contracting is probably in the range of five percent to fifteen
percent. Support for that statement comes from a study for the National Institute of Justice, based on
data provided by the County Auditor of Hamilton County, Tennessee.[4) Because a county auditor is in a
good position to identify and estimate hidden costs, such as interagency or indirect costs, this study was
unusually thorough.

When Corrections Corporation of America assumed management of the Hamilton County Penal Farm, a
350-bed minimum-to-medium security county prison loc >ed near Chattanooga, the facility was inherited
in a state of deterioration and neglect and required exte s.ve renovation by the contractor. In addition,
that region of the country has relatively low correctional costs and the county was already spending less
on its prison than other jurisdictions in the same region were spending on their facilities. Since the county
was already among the lowest of the low spenders, this facility provides a fairly severe test of a private
contractor's ability to lower costs still further while simultaneously renovating the physical plant,
expanding capacity, and improving the quality of operations, all of witich it did accomplish.

Consistently conservative assumptions were used to estimate all the direct and indirect costs the county
would have incurred ifit had retained, or if it resumed, operation of the facility itseif The assumptions
were conservative in the sense that they were designed to err in the direction of underestimating the costs
of county operation. These costs were then compared to the costs of contractual operation, which
included not only the contractor's fee but all the direct and indirect county costs that continued to exist in
addition to that fee, including the cost of contract administration and monitoring.

The study concluded that, over the three years examined, the county was cutting its costs of corrections
by at least 4 percent to 8 percent per year, and more probably by 5 percent to 15 percent.

While that study deserves special attention because of the rigor of its methodology, a considerable and
growing body of evidence indicates that privatization produces savings for corrections, just as it does for
a wide variety of other governmental operations. Indeed, most contracts are-and all contracts should
be--the result of site-specific comparisons between the costs of governmental and private operations.
Some jurisdictions even require by law that privatization must achieve a certain level of savings, such as
ten percent in Texas and seven percent in Florida. Tennessee law required one contract to demonstrate
"at least the same quality of services as the state at a lower cost™ or "services superior in quality to those
provided by the state at essentially the same cost.” A study by the state's Select Oversight Committee
found the contract was in fact providing higher quality service at lower cost.[5]

3. Quality

If private prisons are cheaper, say the critics, that can only come at the cost of quality. Comer cutting will
occur-- meaning poorer food and less of it, fewer services, and cheaper labor with lower professionalism
and less training. [6]

Systematic evaluation studies conducted so far, however, have generally been quite positive. An
evaluation of a privately contracted secure training school for delinquents produced mixed findings,
including a list of 36 positive results and 22 negative results. [7] A survey of inmates at a privately run
prison in Tennessee elicited 320 responses, of which 49% were positr 3 21% were ambiva'ent, and 30%
were negative. However, prisoners who were able to compare the private management with previous
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management by the county were ove-iwhelmingly positive (24/28 comparison responses).[8] A third study
compared the performances of private juvenile facilities in Massachusetts and of a private prison in
Kentucky with matched governmental counterparts. On a substantial majority of performance indicators,
the private facilities had at least a small advantage "By and large, both staffand inmates gave better
ratings to the services and programs at the privately-operated facilities, escape rates were lower; there
were fewer disturbances by inmates; and in general, staff and offenders felt more comfortable at the
privately-operated facilities." [9J

The most comprehensive and carefully structured study to date compared the performances of a private, a
state, and a federal women's prison on 333 empirical indicators covering eight dimensions of the quality
of confinement, including security, safety, order, care, activity, justice, living conditions, and

management. While all three prisons were regarded as having been high in quality, the private prison
outscored its two governmental counterparts on nearly every dimension, in some cases by quite
.substantial margins.

Private facilities are often required by contract to be certified as meeting the standards of the American
Correctional Association. Except for the Bureau of Prisons and a few state systems, such as Florida, this
is a rare condition among government facilities. Certification does not guarantee quality, but its
requirement is evidence that private prisons are expected to meet high standards, and their high rate of
certification is evidence that they do.

Other evidence of quality is indirect, such as the fact that contracts are regularly renewed by satisfied
government agencies, and the fret that no state is under court orders to rectify poor conditions caused by
private operations, while the majority of American states are under such orders as the result of

governmental f-ilures.f Ki)
4. Quantity

Many critics, especially members of the ACLU, are opposed to private prisons largely because they are
opposed to prisons generally. If, through efficiency, more prisons are luilt (argue the critics) they will be

filled because they are there.[11]

For over three decades, prison reform groups have advocated a moratorium on all new prison
construction, believing that capacity drives use, and hoping that lack of capacity would curtail use. That
strategy has backfired, and increasing numbers of prisoners are paying the price in terms of overcrowding
and deteriorating physical conditions.

Critics also fear that private prison companies will become powerful lobbyists foi harsher punishment, in
an attempt to artificially stimulate demand for their product.

Commercial enterprises survive and prosper in the long run not by artificially stimulating a spurious
demand for their products, but by accurately anticipating and responding to shifts in real demand. Right
now, there is a big overhang of genuine, unmet demand for imprisonment. However, if there is also a
demand for alternatives to prison, or if that should grow, commercial companies will be able and willing
to respond rapidly to that demand as well. For example, some detention contractors also provide, and
aggressively market, electronic monitoring and other alternatives to jail.

One irony must be noted regarding the critics' fear of lobbying. The largest contributor to Pete Wilson's
gubernatorial campaign was the California correctional officers union. It wasn't a corporation, but a
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public employee union, that most strongly backed Wilson in promoting the largest prison expansion
program in the country. A study of New York state government found that the great bulk of campaign
contributions and lobbying came from the state teachers union, other public employee unions, regulated
industry groups such as medical and banking associations, school boards, and the Conference of Mayors.
In short, the biggest lobbyist of government is government itself, along with the "nomenklatura” of the

government class, f 121
5, Flexibility

Critics of contracting argue that it is impossible to write a contract that is as broad and flexible as the
mission of a public agency needs to be. Contractors may be reluctant to depart from the provisions of
their contracts. Renegotiating and changing contracts is time-consuming and terminating a contract is
often very difficult. Thus, it may be hard for the government, under contracting, to order and control

marginal changes.

This is one of the weaker objections to contracting. It is one ofthe most widely acknowledged strengths
of private prisons that their greater management flexibility and more rapid speed of response promote
both minor innovations and major program changes, including initiation, expansion, contraction, or
termination.

In any case, if a particular contract turns out to be too costly or unsatisfactory, it is always possible to
terminate it or fail to renew it. In contrast, how feasible is it to replace or halt the activities of government
agencies, staffed by tenured and unionized civil servants, whose services are found to be unsatisfactoryO
It may not always be easy to terminate a contract, but experience has shown that it is nearly impossible to
terminate a government agency, even one supposedly made mortal by a sunset law.jJJJ

0. Security

What happens in the case of a riot, or a strike? Many times, | have heard critics of private prisons ask this
question, then move on to other issues as if it were unanswerable, or required no answer. The answer,
however, is about the same as for a govemment-run prison.

It may be unclear whether or not contracted prison guards would have the right to strike, but the absence
of such a right has not prevented public guards from engaging in strikes, sickouts, and other job actions.
At one point, in a coordinated action, prison guards in Rhode Island and at six penal institutions in Ohio
walked off their jobs. In another case, almost all the guards at New York's 33 correctional facilities went
out on a strike that lasted 17 days. The Governor called in the National Guard, who were met with
violence and property damage by the striking prison guards. p_4J

Unemployment as the result of a strike may be a more credible threat to private than to public guards,
because a strike or other disruption would allow the government to terminate a contract.

Prison contracts typically include contingency plans to deal with emergencies or disruptions, such as
strikes, riots, or bankruptcy. State police and the National Guard provide the ultimate backup for prison

staff, whether private or public. A performance bond can be used to defray the government's cost if it has
to take control of a contracted facility.

In terms of escapes, the experience of private jails and prisons has been no worse than that of their
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government-run counterparts. None of the privates, however, has been as lax in its security as the District
of Columbia's govemment-run Oak Hill Youth Center, a high security detention facility for juveniles in
Laurel, MD, where ajournalist's check of the official log showed that 30 percent of the 197 detainees
were missing and listed as escapees,Q5J or the Prince George's County (MD) Jail—much celebrated for
its New Generation design—which 11times during its first year released the wrong prisoners under

mistaken identities.[ 16]
7. Liability

Critics warn that governments will not escape liability by contracting the administration of their prisons,
as some advocates supposedly claim.

To some extent, this is If strawman argument, since 1 do not know of any private vendor who claims that
contracting can immunize the govemm;~t from legal liability. Prisoners in private facilities have at least as
many avenues of civil redress as do their I llows in govemment-run prisons. 7 otal liability, in other
words, is not decreased.

However, it is possible that contracting could reduce government's actual liability exposure, as opposed
to its legal liability potential. That is, the financial damages likely to be suffered by government as a result
of its legal liabilities can be reduced. Liability exposure can be reduced in several ways:

1. by running prisons betcer, and thus avoiding

lawsuits;

2. by achieving certification, which greauiy enhances the
defense against lawsuits;

3. by carrying adequate insurance;

4. by agreements in which the contractor defends the
government in court and indemnifies it against legal
damages;

5. by developing extensive legal expertise and resources,
both for preventing and for fighting lawsuits; and

6. by settling quickly out of court, which is easier for
private fj.rms than for public agencies.

8. Accountahility

Critics claim that contracting reduces accountability because private actors are insulated from the public
and not subject to the same political controls as are government actors. Also, the critics charge,
contracting diffuses responsibility; government and private actors can each blame the other when
something goes wrong.

Proponents reply that contracting increases accountability because the government is more willing to
monitor and control a contractor than it is to monitor and control itself. Contractors - just like their
governmental counterparts - are accountable to the law, to governmental supervisors, and ultimately, to
the voting public, through the political system. In addition, they are accountable, through a competitive
market, to certain forces not faced by government agencies. They are answerable to insurers, investors,
stockholders, and competitors. As a mechanism of accountability and control, the force of market
competition is unmatched.

The most obvious form of accountability in corrections, however, is legal accountability. 1f the Rule of
Law can limit and constrain the power of the state, then surely it can hold a private firm at least equally



accountable. Constitutional standards, for example, will apply equally to all prisons, whether run by
government employees or by contractors.

9. Corruption

Critics contend that contracting invites corruption, in the form of favoritism, bid-rigging, conflict of
interest, bribes, kickbacks, etc.. They point to contemporary examples in other areas of contracting, and
to historical examples of corruption in contracting for inmate labor.

The historical abuses came at a time when corruption and abuse was much more prevalent in the criminal
justice system generally. For example, some states ran their prisons as profit-making enterprises just as
ruthlessly and exploitatively without the aid of private contractors as others did with them. In today's
political and legal environment, such extreme and flagrant corruption and abuse are very unlikely.

Political corruption is a corollary of government, not just of government contracting. The ingredient
common to all instances of corruption is not private ownership, but public power. Payroll padding,
nepotism, cronyism, patronage, bribery, payoffs, featherbedding, dishonest budget inflation, conflicts of
interest, misuse of public funds, links to organized crime, and many other kinds of corruption also occur
within public employee unions and within governmental units that provide services directly, rather than
through contracts

10. Dependency

Critics worcy that contractors will engage in "lowballing,” in which they obtain contracts by making
unrealistically low bids. Then, when government becomes dependent, the contractor will be free to jack
up prices. Worse yet, the contractor may go bankrupt, leaving the government without any correctional

capacity.

Market entry costs for single, especially low-security, facilities are well within reach of small businesses
or groups of investors. As a new corporation, CCA was able to site, finance, build, and open a 350 bed
prison within 7 months, for $5 million. The U.S. Corrections Corporation, founded by two men with an
initial investment of S1.9 million, opened its first facility at a seminary purchased for $695,000. If this is
all it takes to enter the market, it is well within the resources of numerous potential competitors. LUJ

Public agencies can guard against lowballing by evaluating proposed budgets for their realism, rather than
just looking for the lowest bidder. Also, regular rebidding of contracts can make lowballing a strategy too
costly to pursue. No private company can raise its fees very high above a reasonable profit margin
without inviting exposure and opposition by competitors. Competing contractors have the information,
motivation, and organizational resources to control each others' prices to a much greater degree than the
information, motivation, and resources of taxpayers to control government costs.

The issue of dependence, as an objection to private prisons, has a self-defeating character. If dependence
is a real problem, will the problem be solved if there are no private vendors? Ifa public service can only
be supplied by government employees, organized into unions, is that not also a fomt of dependence? To
argue that private suppliers of a public service will not be sufficiently competitive is not a very good
argument for public monopoly.

Conclusion



By way of summary, let me list just the six most prominent areas in whichl see potential advantages in
the private operation of prisons and jails:

Cost containment

2. Speed and flexibility in expanding (or contracting) both
physical capacity and programs

3. Effects on standards, expectations, and quality of
operations

4. Indemnification arid other protections against liability

5. Enhancement of justice by allowing supply to re ;pond to
demand, instead of vice versa

6. The enhancement of accountability anddueprocessthrough

additional monitoring and independent review

Perhaps their most important function of all is that private prisons provide a comparative yardstick
against which to measure performance. How do we know if the government is running our prisons in the
most humane, effective, and efficient manner possible? As with any service, the best test, and the best

guarantee, of quality is competition and comparison.
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Charles H. Logan, Professional Biography

Dr. Charles H. Logan is a Professor and Associate Head of Sociology at the University of Connecticut,
where he has taught since 1970. He has published widely on many criminal justice issues and is a leading
authority on privatization in corrections. He served as a professional staff member on the President's
Commission on Privatization, for whose Report he wrote the chapter on the contract operation of
prisons. He has been a Visiting Fellow at several agencies within the U.S. Department of Justice, and has
received support for his research from the National Institute of Justice, the Bureau of Justice Statistics,
the Federal Bureau of Prisons, and the National Institute of Corrections.

Among Professor Logan's publications on privatization are: Private Prisons: Cons and Pros (Oxford
University Press, 1990); "The Development, Present Status, and Future Potential of Correctional
Privatization in America,” (with Charles W. Thomas) in Bowman, Hakim, and Seidenstat, Privatizing
Correctional Institutions (1993); "Well Kept: Comparing Quality of Confinement in Private and Public
Prisons,” in the Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology (1992):" Comparing Costs of Public and
Private Prisons,” (with Bill W. McGrifT) in NIJ Reports (1989); "Proprietary Prisons" in Goodstein and
MacKenzie, The American Prison (1989); "The Propriety of Proprietary Prisons,” in Federal Probation
(1987); "Competition in the Prison Business," in The Freeman (1985); "Punish and Profit: The
Emergence of Private Enterprise Prisons,” (with Sharia P. Rausch) in Justice Quarterly (1985).

A member of the American Society of Criminology, Dr. Logan has served as an Associate Editor of the
journal Criminology and as a Consulting Editor for the Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency. He
is a member of the American Bar Association's Criminal Justice Section's Corrections and Sentencing
Committee, is a former member of the Board of Directors of the Connecticut Bar Foundation, and serves
on the advisory board of the Yankee Institute. In addition to privatization, he has published widely on
many other criminal justice issues, including the deterrent effects of arrest and imprisonment, evaluation
of correctional programs, the effects of parole, juvenile justice, jury selection, and prison performance
measures.
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January 27,1998

Dear Representative James:

I would like to thank your legislative aide, Myraa McGhit, for the response to my email message.
Please rest assured that I fully understand the impossibility of you responding to each piece of cor-
respondence personally.

The concerns of many of the residences of the Delta community about the proposed prison at Ft
Greely basically fall into the following categories:

The prison will endanger the children al Ft. Greely School.

Delta will become known as a *prison town".

Relatives of prisoners will move to Delta thus causing an increase in
crime.

Delta residents will be in greater danger because of the prisoners.

I will try to address each of these concerns. | will readily admit that I am no better nor am I any
smarter than the people who have 'oiced these and other concerns; noram I making light of any of
these concerns. | will just try to adiress (hem in as logical manner as | can.

1.1teach at the school atft Greely. 1have known the majority of the children that
| teach since they were born. I have known many of their parents and grandparents my entire life. |
am not a hero, i like to think of myself as something more than a fool. I do not think it is ore right
to endanger the lives of people, especially the lives of the young men and women | teach. If |
thought that the proposed prison posed a realistic threat to those kids | would be the first one to de-
mand that this threat be removed. The reality is that these children are in greater danger from each
other than they would be from a prison.

2. Seward baa a prison, Palmer has a prison. | have yet to find one person that
says:" I won't go to Seward or Palmer, those are prison towns."! can’t say anymore about this
concern.

3.1find the notion that relatives of people that are in prison are some how inherent-
ly "“bad" or “undesirable” as blatantly unrealistic and discriminatory as can be. The relative* did not
commit the crimes. More people than would like to admit have a relative that is or has been injail
or in prison. Because prisoners are moved around fairly frequently it would not be a wise thing to
do to play tag. Sure, some may come. They are as welcome as the next person. | will judge them
by their actions, not by the actions of a relative.

4. In the seven day period from the first public meeting on January 8th, to the sec-
ond public meeting on January 15th, to discuss the proposed prison there were three case* of do-
mestic violence, one arrest of a Delta resident for parole violations from Missouri, and the sentence
of two yean with eighteen months suspended for burglary handed down to Delta resident We
have met the criminals and they are us! People do not uke to face the reality that they do not live in
autopia. There is crime enough for everyone in Delta: all they have to do is look in the local paper
or talk o theirneighbors. | do not fear the people in prison. | do not worry about the car that is
brokel down on the side of the road with a couple of flat tires, | worry about those can that are
movi’ j.

Representative James, | was brought to Delta in December of 1952 at the age of nine months. 1
have lived the vast majority of my life here. Call me nuts, but I love my life here. When Ft. Gree =
is totally "realigned” the Delta area will be devastated if there is no viable replacement for the jobs
at Ft. Greely. Quality of life can mean many things lo many people, but quality of life can never be.
areality if fear prevents a person or acommunity from moving forward to meet the future. One ex-
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trcmely important ingredient to a quality life is a stable economy that allows people to plan and
dream, and then make thosu dreams and plans happen.

I hope that | have been of assistance. If | may be of further assistance please ask.

Respectfully,

"YVIu-Aarn(.

Michael 0. McCowan

HC 60 Box 4120

Delta Jet, AK 99737

email: dfmn@dgsd.kl2.ak.us
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Fort Greely prison makes sense for town, state

% with the private sector, we propose 1o build aH]do erate a
8 Cgestst ndards of t ecor ecfions indu try rlson
reer o(P ortunities for our oqu eog r area
that(\{v il be los Ig g nqnment and
e providing badly néeded relief from prison

By JIM CARL8TROM
ljisl week. Ihc Daily News ran artner
two front-page articles about Delta C U M P A S S t t
Junction and our decision to consid- g 0

er convertinn part of Fort Greely
into n medium-security prison.
W hile we appreciate the Anchorage era are transported by land and air reSI to re acet
Daily News' coverage, we think it between communities in Southeast,
important for ADN readers to un- Southcentral, Western mid Interior SaVIn S to the State W
derstand why we think this project Alaska, we do not understand why
is so important. state corrections officials voice CrOW ng'

First, the benefit to the stale is concern that Fori Greely ia too re-

mote for a prison In fact, Fort
i capacities Stale ifipimrtiinitics for our young people,

substantia) The combined operat-
Greely is more accessible than mnke sense for the state to do that, their emergency
corrections officials predict a need jobs for area residents to replace

ing and construction cost per day,
per bed, will be less thHn half of the most existing state-operated jails but nut for a private corrections
cost of n facility built and operated and prisons. And certainly closer company’ formore Ihnn I HXInew prison beds those thiil will he lost by the base re
by the state and in the same range than Arizona. National planning cnnsullanla fur by ihe year 2<XXl and the system is alignment, and savings lo the state
as the state spends to house Alaska The ADN also qunled concerned mie Delta/Greely Community Coali- growing at an animal rate of H to lit while providing badly needed relief
prisoners in Arizona Given the dev state employee union officials uml a tion have identified a prison as percent 'flic slate houses 27(1 pris- from prison crowding
asinliiik effect of the base realign- Florida University professi- who among the highest and best uses for oners in Arizona and is planning In We can bring liaise beds on line
ment on our local economy, the lien- said the facilities were mil designed the base facilities They eiuplin trims|Hirt another lixtin lhe near fit within a year Any slate » 'an is sev
efil to Delta Junction isobvious Wc lo tie used as a prison They cnnlem]| sized that suelt a uac would form a lure, and by so titling will export end years away
-"ill be able to restore 250 to ,HX> that it would he too expensive lo stable job base in a growth industry several million dollars as well Why What we propose makes econom
IH-rmanent jobs (lint would other convert Furl Greely in that use Nei- ami would result in Ihc greatest shouldn't Alaska money be used lo ie noil common sense And given
wise be lost through the realign- ther the professornor the union lias long-term economic benefit to Itie hire Alaskans in a community that our community's ldeak future with
ment of Fort Greely set fool there. If they had, they region Those findings have been ison the verge of economic mm; es- the realignment til Fort Greely, tl

Della Junction is less than ,itwo- would huve seen facilities that are reinforced by independent engi- pecially if il can be dune for nliout also makes sense for Alaskans In I>e
hour drive Irum Alaska's second- well suited for prison u e It is nlsu neering, architectural and security the same price/ good neighbors by supporting us as
largest population base It is on a important to know thil the slate consultants who huve found the fa In partnership wilh the private we try to help ourselves
mam highway linking lInte.-ior ,itU took over C military barracks at cilincs well suited forconversion to sector, we propose In build and op
Southcentral Alaska and boasts a Wildwood ** atand converted it a prison crnlc a prison In the highest slim J Jim Carfalrom la pfaaidant ol *t>a Darta
modern, 7,ono fiKtl, paved airfield to a prisoi continues In be used Today, all 15 stale-operated pris dards til the corrections industry Oraaty Community Coalition.

The prison would provide enreet

Considering that every day prison- for that , urposc. Why would it tins and jails are upending beyond



Fort Greely Base Realignment and Closure Cleanup Team

SIVt-IA Pipeline Removal
Fort Greely, Alaska

The Job: Remediation of a deactivated waste pipeline
from the decommissioned SM-1A nuclear reactor power
plant at Fort Greely. The project included establishing
cleanup-level criteria, perfuming radiological field
screening, excavating and removing the pipe and
contaminated soil, clean up confirmation sampling and
analysis, containerizing the pipe and waste soil, and
disposing of the waste materials.

Primary Contaminants of Potential Concern:
Cesium-137 and Stroniium-90 radionuclides

Value: S2.1 million
Performance Period: 1997— 1998

BRAC Cleanup Team Points of Contact:
Base Reclignment and Closure (BRAC)
Ken Spiers (907) 353-6323
U.S. Army Engineering District, Alaska (USAED)
David Williams (907) 753-2865
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Matt Wilkening (206) 553-1284
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
(ADEC) Ronan Short (907) 753-5791
Jacobs Engineering Group Inc.
Chris Dillon (907) 563-3322

Project Overview:

As aresult of the BRAC 95 Commission'll realignment
ofthe cold regions test center operations at Fort Greely,
the post is to be significantly downsized and the number
of properties to be retained under U.S. Army control
reduced. The BRAC environmental restoration program
was implemented to provide information regarding the
environmental condition of the eligible BRAC
properties for reuse and provide cleanup as necessary of
land subject to transfer or lease under (he BRAC

process.

The Delta/Greely Community Coalition (DGCC), a
local authority organized to evaluate and select potential
properties for reuse, has prioritized areas for reuse.

A 1l-iinch diameter steel pipeline carried low-level
radioactive waste water in the early 1960s along a
one-mile corridor from the SM-1A nuclear power plant
to adilution station: 2nd diluted effluent was discharged
to Jarvis Creek. The former nuclear waste pipeline was
removed and its corridor radiologically cleared to ensure
safe reuse of properties under consideration by DGCC.

Excavation and removal of the SM-JA pipeline and
contaminated soil.

Under the T'-tal Environmental Restoration Contract
(TERC) program, USAED and Jacobs Engineering
prepared a comprehensive engineering plan for
removing the pipeline and remediating the pipeline
corridor. The work was performed efficiently and in
compliance with applicable federal, slate, and local

requirements.

SUCCESS FACTORS: Tire success of the Fort Greely
pipeline remediation can be attributed to partnering, the
TERC contracting vehicle, and cooperative technical
planning.

Partnering: The success of project planning and field
activities directly resulted from partnering between the
U.S. Army. EPA, ADEC, USAED, DGCC, and Jacobs
Engineering. Partnering fostered technical innovation,



Facilitated quality improvements, built trust and
cooperation within the BRAC Cleanup Team, and
developed consensus among all stakeholders during the

decision-making process.

TERC Contracting; With provisions for design-build.
the TERC contracting vehicle allowed for investigation,
design, and remediation to occur during a single field
season. Through a general scope that identified an end
objective, the project could refine design criteria from
real time field data during remedial activities. W itii cost
control on a reimbursable basis, (he project was able to
achieve significant savings in time and money compared
to traditional sequential fixed-price subcontracting.

Cooperative Technics! Planning: With work groups
formed during the design phase, coordination of site
investigations by the Army Reactor Office, Army
CRREL, Jacobs Engineering, and others allowed for the
rapid transmission of data and avoided expensive
duplication of effort. Consensus on cleanup criteria was
achieved through coordination with radiation specialists
at the Army Reactor Office, USAED, EPA, ADEC, and

Jacobs Engineering

Major Accomplishments:

BRAC Cleanup Team f.BCT) Performance:
Interaction within the BCT allowed an expedited work
plan review process, radiological cleanup-level criteria
development, and field screening technical approach
development, thus saving considerable time for field

work to be accomplished in 1997.

Property Clearance: Radiological clearance of 3,500
feet of pipeline corridor was achieved for future reuse.
Nine additional hot spots have been identified in
adjacent areas for future actions. Remedial

accomplishments include:
. Removal o f2,500 linear feet o f contaminated pipe.

. Removal of 600 cubic yards of Ilow-level

radioactively contaminated soil.

e Compilation or 25,000 field screening and

laboratory data points.

. Completion of fixed clearance

laboratory

confirmation sampling.

Expedited Schedule Process: The planning and field
work was expedited to remain in step with the BRAC
schedule. A compressed schedule for development and
approval of the work plan allowed for a significant
portion of the field activities to be completed during the
1997 field season. Modifications to a POL station within
the pipeline corridor were “piggy-backed" to remedial
actions through the TERC in order to achieve regulatory
compliance on schedule with ADEC requirements for

underground storage tanks.

Perfect Safety Record: The combination of good
planning and attention to safety in the field is credited
with achieving an accident-free project totaling 12,600

field hours.

Excavation ofa hot spot and containerization o fsoils.

Future Actions: Remediation of additional hot spots
will occur as funding becomes available. Prior to
shipment offsite, a waste minimization program will be
implemented to remove the poition ofthose soils which
arc not contaminated. Waste minimization will result in

a significant cost savings for disposal.

BRAC Cleanup Team Mission Statement

To expedite and improve environmental response actions in order to facilitate the disposal and reuse of BRAC

properties, while protecting human health and the environment.
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Jam** . watford
P O Box 2I<]
Delca Junction, AK 99737-0964
Homo Phona 907-695-433).
February 03, 1999

Subject: HB-53 LEASE-PURCHASE CORRECTIONAL FA.CILITY
(FT. GREELY PRISON)

TO:HOUSE FINANCE Committf.ee;

This w ill inform you of my complete opposition to the HD-53

LEASE-PURCHASE CORRECTIONAL FACILITY, (Ft.Greely Prison).
The Delta Junction area does not in anyway need more trouble
in this area. We have sufficent dope peddlers and law breakers

without adding to it.
The Delta Junction Citizens do not need to become the

finical pocket book for Allvest Co.. | do not believe the state

of Alaska needs thal.

Your name goes here

TOTAL T.09
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James F. Watford
P 0 Box 214
Delta Junction, AK 99737-0964
Home Phone 907-895-4311
February 03, 1998

Subject: HB-53 LEASE-PURCHASE CORRECTIONAL FACILITY
(FT. GREELY PRISON)

TO:HOUSE FINANCE Committtee;

This w ill inform you of my complete opposition to the HB-53
LEASE-PURCHASE CORRECTIONAL FACILITY, (Ft.Greely Prison).

The Delta Junction area does not in anyway need more trouble
in this area. We have sufficent dope peddlers and law breakers
without adding to it.

The Delta Junction Citizens do not need to become the
finical pocket book for A llvest Co.. I do not believe the state

of Alaska needs that.

Sincerely,

Your name goes here
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FEB-10-1998 15=25 LIO DELTA JCT

A laska State Legislature

Please enter intothe record my testimony tothe .. s « Mt name Ct>
mmitteeon H . . 010, # —e
T i

Please do not approve HB53. If private prisons are not acceptable for the whole state,
why make Delta an exception? The vote presented to you was not an actual reflection of
the whole town's feelings. People were advised by the coalition to vote yes even if they
were unsure so the coalition could continue to work with Allvest. The coalition led the
public to believe it was not a done deal and the public would have the final say on the

prison. Now the coalition refuses to commit to a final LEGAL vote by our citizens!

Another concern many of us have is, does Delta have the ability to handle a possible
escape? We have only three Troopers (who work in shifts) in our community. The nearest
assistance for them is 100 miles away! What\*ould be the cost to the state to provide
assistance for these three individuals? What would be the justification for the state ifa

single life was lost (either Trooper or private citizen) because of inadequate protection in

the event of an escape?

Thank you,
Nanci Ruthschild-Kennedy

A

nad: A
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committeeon ¢ '”Bm’?’ . JCated 0. /./chn?wr??lttee ame

| Sutyect—

A it -for- loost/veshsh

CO/VsH'ruC't'/0'U-Z"'or- Y s Sctrtoolej;

r~c/0'f'&ZEf -fror Cleorf"n, a/vecf
COsO~£/~rMcs/~S  -fbt" A Car-lclrsot*X

AJCrh 50 70-flo/VSL & (pmsonl] crer-

C r-oloclLi/Vj] ~P o r ig t

LO h A Looufci £ A
4n0nr-  >4-AJCsMOshcU/N-5 c.oalJc™V's Colvts'Vcse?
110 p r(5 ~ /¢ A lo A d helf~1Z

nb /' 5\3

Sgned: (0 $Xykb? 0
T it/
ok

Phone No.
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Alaska State Legislature

Please enter irto the record my testimony to the

. committee name
comntteeoniushzh-e,- . Caed /) - .
[Subject
R Gor™irr<?6? Mzm&er&s ¢
[$ 0 OC fro'faS .er? fcLuué& e

TOP Py G

A&EvU rit'Ly r &A(AIOT S Uf>f>aR A
h ThfAILY /> DELTa fkhe< Tty.

mAhsy ty*gs ?2°four'frC .i*s T IO
fe z ttou$lL.

iTilS HAUL- fidjor~ & Co f120irL<2" teTtT!
fvinr TAPTufptj t TTus, r: opfos/nzr
przrftStEr A IUL_ tfS S 3 rtf* s atp-w
AKO'Rg' ~b ~rci th§,
Signed: .
! —  Testrfier
Representing (Optional
f.o. % h Rg/(% z) Jfctr d-v 9737
Address

Phone No.



FEB-10-1998 15:27 LIO DELTA JCT 907 895 5017 P.06

Alaska State Legislature

ifausc.
conmriteeon. a- IS dated it
bill/ sutect
X Jy> AW /m fsivw, Tfc. frysoA/ O«L [f)y
Pfthsdx) (Aifaae t#c srtrfe &P ALdskst fd4*s ~ " yAK 7 A
ShrrQS t'3non 2-° yMHrtS ffriLec/nrivy > #

PfOs*-k.  OotipoiLHli-ri SfKrAi(y fo* Tideft-pit-rv+fe
7re S ttrie. &f qunsfefw  (sJsulo He fOol\AM, fe> (7v
A*IH*f [;&. /W ofi &»yfi,>*y Gm ye*** T/ sure
Cthit £Ue, <bu*tH/vfel M #7r 0>/ to &e.
Adaxr Alvesr ¥REW o To o rtrr*c/{ sxfc [hutx*r#EF*F £

HP Ti)i$ c~>4s Soc)t # &ooD PdojJeci AloeST Ct>v/lo uo >1 orl
I'lhEH Duoh i!

e Ay

Representing (Optional)

ngfe Acdee&s $rZ+-JMt jt/teKA <32237

Phone No

Total p.02
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A laska State Legislature

PIeaseenterinto&he record my testimony tothe /4~ouS€.  f~/alft /] Ce>

commiteeon_ H Qz..}S o dted 0 c%m%uee name
hill SUbject—

Atyirje.ui -to -irgck.  KJ leju/ llohsig techmpues Used
to svppoht Per the fr/5 proposal,

This scine icc/inijHc ap® henJ rules Qticf PavJs instead oP
PoHouSffij n s&er*5 to Ze Continu/Hj'
Frorn 1Ze PrC|/fo*6 Pihaute. ilekconPxtrenc.M X h<\v<z
/ A ' - pAele are. serfoug A < 5. Concerhs aboK% rh|5
pof>s $*I. our i-e~MSUior-o be. so ohsess™J u-'iih

«ran*| fh-e. UUJ< T ? i f-hi/ley*/ for th.*
fo 0'*-T7* oh.r <4 co *ipe-hill/e- V“ proce”

Why froc«ec»?

min 35 YheK'dy Por 5+*A*- KKotier  Ahotner

- »~n o \OtIt be. “s 0
JLUAJU *ﬁr/ o Jf
|'/p/\fg,léj"lz$g_ coyerii men'fe ZF;SOO?QJ ' |

k wy'
sedor, AIO (printls CO fanyr | &hldl b 2 £RT>rhST<|£V InJ/Tp
a“o”opoly onj-bedv sys sey [Fu L O%r A v

The. (.eysU-hr™ «ise it p prin*r <?)iic*l okJ fiscM|

C(3ncin-" *j

yoo<r¥*
Sgned Testfier 77
Representing (Ootional)
Address

Phone No.
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A laska State Legislature

Please enter into the record my testimony to the Corrmméé\/ﬁ NC
tv/3-t .

committee on. dated—
bill/ subject /

TQ Al members House. Finance. Comm'rHee))

Please aupporf H&-53, which could provide

Economic security' w my community.

Having personally researched Inhc effecds ~ such
projec4dsj as 4he Ken £css Cender| (formerly kinchlcc AFB, MI1.Jj

QA crUiers, X COApldenfly .SUpperF a medium Security
CorrcE,hong) center reuse- lor 4he Soon do be closed

Tor4 Greely

X do nod .ygree our honorable G-overnors plan
6 r «ponJ.n3 e«sl*3 {WIII-blS. TKe price ‘W3 Gor

wWWeb is SimpV GR055 OVERSPENDIMé& 1
and sSWU no* bt allowed- T1 ,

|l namR- \ou

Joseph P. Clgrfc- M a-Js

Testifler 7
SAUF /F +. £fceiy E-Jnp&Sf-fcA. - = _

p. iIBfrfflM & r* MT., AK <11737
t%drese, ,

RRS-~S 1Y
Phone No.

Signed:

TOTAL P .61
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A laska State Legislature

Plaaaaenter into the record my tertmonv tothe /f/M /ag F,*.lrtVrs.
committee name

P.09

commMeeon ti&H3-  -dated JIXG 20J it
— bill/ subject

pfror-r o K /Jo X
M th ujkrtT T ~fs & a'"n

Xu.fi fi aotf' £>>- # ¢/ ~uH fc-rtr-t M+c*

Y iv-u Clivu \
Stgnad:

Testffier

Jh B51& PV $>nt.T,.r*>x>7

-g vy rs [ fe
Phone No.
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FEIS10—£998 10123 LIO DATB JCT 907 955 3017 P.00

Alaska State Legislature

Please enter gttothe record mytestimony tothe PMaj A

commitieeon P dated <2 " /gB GO

st G

[ & NyAlstsO ce<T

WE/”*W\ B
NIK

7~ A I*%-«o T & To*- # So, «*.£, A

& [+ *1 rtfs 6 /f q~«- St

Signed:
Testifier

| ’?‘-j‘wrm

Phone No.

*K 19737



Alaska State Legislature
Pleas* enter infothe record mytestimonytothe Irriu S €. r0i nfital Cet

committee name

COﬂTTitteeon_Jﬁijss (dated JIj toH 2 - .
bill/ subject /o
Bt ?'7<- ['C-TI**, )e TfrK'*'A Th* >
T* Atvw [h/i TH*r™ »fT*vys y xT *>1 tAcTz.

WnT /tilp?tiffs' ) § 1her) T'A* Ac- //me L lassl-
ft*, Ta>

Signed: . K *«n R /*>"j/E£]/L
' Testifier » r

Fg?epresenting (}%pjxionaﬁl!)g o5 ] Kn/ ]

Ve

TOTAL P .11



Alaska State Legislature

PIeasg enter Irtothe record my testimony tothe j4~nU § frsit @ C
commtieeon - ., dated — 1Q iMITL ]
bill/ subject /
d/o™ <o) P*S &
pusytr*-* Avt £ opajmi A*y *

N Teatlflor

Representing (Optionl)
pIET% Z Q F f df

Phone No. #73- **+ & . -

Af) At

TOtBL P.01
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Alaska State Legislature

Plea* snler intothe record mytestimony tothe ITAUS S e
(nmtggon n6 5t~ - dated—r" °

bill/ subject

| would like to go on record saying that if the prison is needed now why
won't it be needed just as bad in 20017 |f it becomes operational in
January 2000 then the current BRAC time line would be moved up.
Some ofthe functions of the buildings belnﬁ regu_ested by Allvest could
be moved but not all, £ven thouHh have heard time and again jobs
and people would still be here, | have gone through aRIF and ifa
function goes awak/, that is always followed by aRIF. That means the
time line we were told about is no longer in eifect. The workforce at
Fort Greely can deal with the re-alignment and uncertain future but it
is not fair to keep changing the proposed time-line. | would support the
prison in a heart beat it the time-line that we were told about in 1995

were held up.
IF IT IS ANACCELERATED TIME LINE, | CANNOT SUPPORT

THIS PROPOSAL.

3igned:
Testifier

Representing (Optional)

éoxAda%Sl-é it -T~r3 AL SXHIJI

Phone No.

TOTAL P.0O1
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A laska State Legislature

Ploase enter into the roconS my testimony tothe t*nuse. _FirJ/jtiC S,

" ii2 ' e /COHYTJ]IUGG name
committee on . . ,daua o m———
hill subject |
DI oh tso Pfr\Son X
\ig pi) U fa "o
~ u j t or .
7y~ s*c<Sh
&oe<' £>]/- ‘P )
NT. CtW\ 3-e.VAVA<
ft*
Signed:

T&d&wf

Phone No.
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A laska State Legislature

Please enter into the record m)/tQStirmnyto the PftUS C

rt committee name
N N
committee on _ 6 5 d a te d ,LaJS JI ’
bil!/ sublect /
ffIjf 0 fw M 1S T A T 0 uAJefisrtt! '* 4 /S
00T ap pi*cc, IT -fljwfc Co/tAecriowa T CVIW Yy «*f
A st o hil+o*'i (J g&%es) A /rtU o. [*
IA>0edcC,,6 W A A ?r T* K*j, ASin~yfiws
At Co5TT U) N

0? ~"~Uyegr ,n_ NN uSou” b

AteOUALUJ OOAtTfWJr O0»ktoxJd/v
Ar*WrTWe~r} AND :r O-d T TACcCA-THE€ ~fCr/t CorU-rsaj Aw E£**Siae*6e>
AU, *rfcu plU>&L*«SE u/»xa- firua ~nrf* JOGE0E *"N-Tti€-

B"pLoyerG r"eA\&Grt,S m QV Coorv™ “W //at

hAAYW? prtD C A~ ftGcrr/vruvvw k AtZfwirvkr «figv Fo- onfM* A -
rUi frcL U&OrsHL.

Pl»rvT etA\Bfu t{4£ TAlfc. oP vSvaonaa/ugfl EKIIC -u "™etiM C osili

"W o A LUTWAG
Slaned: Testifier
. 2y
go [E50) =]V A
Phone No.

TOTRL P .01
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A laska State Legislature

Pleas, enter intothe reran) my testimony to the N n
comteon - FF Pl e / * fwx),
1 arr, ~ot'M A*/tr oA~ *
T U»«ve 1t CfrISO*) - ‘9l — VA
lwe.he-rz.,, - cfx= . N jeu afr."Jo”
j,erf. wta «-« fritfk » “ 1o b
o*s /['°v- r /

Signeg M M

v Testifier

/T:)Fléneﬂb <R7 r-JL '-ira—

TOTAL P.O1
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A laska State Legislature

Pieasa.l enter Wo the record my testimony to the Uc%ﬁmiﬁeietﬁ ér‘n e
commtiee on 5 A dated— A (v h jt,===---- '
/

bill/ subject

M M n . 7% L,

WC & L AmjL, & & NoOe&M U uWLnTeMFp

~Cl $ £ IDAGM P AX&O Xtrrves fe -

fidwd? jt# v farMS Cae d*ncia™

fe- "hM, Am -Ju rfa~tHe™
rflsrfa- ‘M u*/hSQmIAP [[-mW L &

him U &2 0

it iML Alterdp” fautdeneJ?” cytudUMert/

Signed:

* TesWer w {]

"W 37

Phone No.

TOTAL P .01
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A laska State Legislature
i

Please enter into tha record my testimony to the
committee name

committee on. >53 >d a ,t /g[3" - .
bill/ subject J
-L Grvn 0SMO<ZpEl *fV\-C5 b r )(
-~H\y (roM)Ds-J2. 4-°
tTVW) -fc, Qjca-"U SVW -7 0*- m -VwAC

N SO cW.W-
JSO WA'V-= A

- . NMNT ~L.

*5

/N\
OoODVVvVVvmi~n
ote du:w) u M-« A
UM Q5L -, . == AN A+ &
N"oaC, »«— JXO0O | 9 &
Z L /\ S‘I'esti!er 5 > £ "

NepreeBnt*Optional)

pffgfrof Ay TTTIl

Phone No.

total p.0!l
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Alaska State Legislature
i

Please enter into the record my testimony to the

X ** v w e A *T 2T- (rf-oNiy
X AM n* P "t's«L U
AU j ul'ic <u* il4-ry La7T4&. frf NoX LA A
S-chte. Th . > f*s t'X T Joh ffrt T 'frft'C ' LVasw S
ft- fh>6 *>W *& **72' * * % | N kg KKK K
Slygnd T **ttcer
) eoresenting (Giona
epresentin ptiona
P.0< & IM-J0Sg——
Phono No.

TOTAL P.01
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Alaska State Legislature
1

Please enter into the record my testimony to the |/f|||_S,C — WLG.ti CCi
committee name
commiteeon e — Z1JSIjAJL mrmmmmememeneee J
bill/ subject | '
X ¥k oppveclido fJ i1« *+ fro [» *

a pro0s J FA NN Mol 'x
prCo”L a MalLie on A & oottt A

JZ LtItZ [At-jlipbefirtt/i A of >Ms h> M S
L) /Ac E&TfIC /rid/ies A> g/ M C-trrrtnA £*/>/*f

[ X A prepare. /

/A m U tu M
TUU3sM JRled™ ~rZ
U*- currXuijs, htofk UXdih,

IA ¢ receive.

Signed

Testifier

perclt bla Bl
_Address

nrl. M o-zzuy

Phene No.
TOTAL P.01

TOTAL P .09
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Alaska State Legislature

Plesss enterinto tho record my testimony to the _P1 ftr0C.r,
: . .. committee name
commtieeon - dated. JXjJcIH d-----
bill/ subject / t
77K cyjafr 3-*xr7nr42y fa-d-d . /IE>
THE- 9< tS7IET [TtioTZ& ati/ .
VO JL # triT otjly& i? & 71)
4 <ocUalJ tf trf 7> fa a ) a)+
fa d ; /Y F 75 /U £dd 7T /7 T fad 75
N»*n& ajlt/wd C64j77}y<Z2';/1?775*
/IAJfo/d & > . 7 * If# * vor

fa d /[ ft [ f/?2E£E*?2**1 fa fa

j cyix”?

Signad: N
Testifier

Representing {Option*
A jf,Jpjrrr/ﬂ{ ption™}) ZZJj& ZL ?

Address

Phone No.

P.01

TOTAL P.0?
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Alaska State Legislature

liMBjigBBiv

Please enterinto to. toeord mytestimony tOto.

o FEAE N Ail .
amiteem {125 s,%ﬁect deted_")Lic/3X |
ft ft-r-f 0OR tf
X TQ st- "TWE- SviIitT e i_elisu& xo{fef-
SUouuto -r«e, t>ec.Tdo»r <rc"r/

P>u-oesr' A>«>Mo & ftu luften t h e -

FE _ A
eetw-ioft. wEH f EA%§' 0CCOr tx)

| K 7.00 1.

Sed.— 1"984gA-

Addreee?- oo

Phone No.
TOTOL P. 0!
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Alaska State Legislature

Pteasa enter into the record my testimony to the J-h)USEL
Y Y ) committee nant

commitiee on, - dated @3 1
bill/ subject
JT a* opposed I pk./1/ftesi pgotp ia c /”?
a prat* g Fl | Nl
PrO O idt & VfaLit- rtpio ttfiC aft e i iftatja iYeioCj o ft P f. brstfj.
H L J, £EA1. D fdarE/nen i <?f m ed /& £fe¢c

//e J2> & fC ‘h/vdw s £0 C //oU c .0 frtn/ */>ip/opCfS
lie d/dtdo pnparc A Cit//all k A /are 4
. . c<A?
Tdt Coapei filled proposes dopay eaaaoft I*#/* d° rcpal
£ 1M corstri'f’ , he# [/l [=€R2Nj/ih [/ and n"/K fiitsif p/adi-/-Jat

//«, -trtpkytcs /20w receive.

Signed:
Tastlfler

A Representln(? S?pnonal

Imaljé | | “lh. 374, I1E T ?

Phone No.

TOTAL P.01
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Alaska State Legislature
Please enter into the record mytestimonytothe J-muse. £ thLit.tO Cfj

committee name

commtiee on nujdﬁlgl- | Cated .4171L0,]3;& ------- .

Trr GViQ* < rsr7 "My . [?aU>

ft~ 7 /sr Jri7cr/fd& *? P<&

Oeujftft aP 7% f

/P P pe/ApP 7& alJj® /4 *”
up aJ/Tdw ft

[IU tffild fsr> A ftjz, of/l****®
Signed: o

Testrfier

7
Address
Phone No.

P. 04

TOTAL P .01



Alaska State Legislature

Plane enter intotfi* meordmytestimo.vitolts m use. f .«>9A)C.ty
: committee name
cammittaaon frP J A dated. J |l /0 ASL.
bill/ subject 7

VPHWA n( £6- fir

SvtcOUUM SO*>pofeT  TH*"c, TCT~/
MStt>r?05f=VL- (oMEM THE- -TT
( wW\NEKT H ceeosYED

| K 200 (% nrwMocyoO

Signed: CRJEKPAUR®
Teatlfler

Representing (Optional) A

ft « i<m tyWrx - *aqg
Address
Phone Nb.

TOT«L P .01
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Alaska State Legislature

Please enterinto the record my testimony to the m illite. /*rnJ A)Cf,
eomm|ttyo name

eommiCtee on >5*3 cdated M [ 1°
biii/ subject
yr
yf- 4 <777 trP 7
ttj- A
1/ g##*- "7l

R I e A
ft,* 2 * ['e

"

710 cConSS/r"C  yarns'

Signed: r
Testifier
epr»««nting (Optional)

Address

Phene

mfZ

P.0O6

V>

TOTWL P.O01



Alaska State Legislature

Pleas* enterinto the record my testimony to the

bifT/ subject

n? CV-

. commlUee name
dated "L 7 jg/ £ |-——-- .

VTSPUN- A zttisjiu - <z

S as><"E m~* jbb -c

<S:

SE.T' J&JAZ
OsUM U iAX"™MiMun

JhuDN— -

igned: VCXA S&ZXh&A
Stoned esfifier

Phone No.

Al

*-/&E- uJuilL jpcz:

fa \)A ..

0 S jif

& GLii*-Ah<e>»-

cAa A 'sl)

10TBL P .01
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Alaska State Legislature

Please snter into th» imam my testimony to the
, committee name

committeeon J fft.Q dated. -/ L il
bill/ subject J o
Ipy * 0 o K // o P»1h
\jJO,s-i v j Ut X . fa " ‘F rf
e & Ofl{ P~e "fir-t
"7
/W C tUil NeTU iC-C
Signed:
Teirofar
Vv
Nrs [ fDb

Phone No.

907 895 5017 P.0O3

AN
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Alaska State Legislature

Please enterinto the record my testimony to the 1"r>US€E. f i tiC .ei
L . committee name
ccrnmifoaon ffIS _ dated_I1sJL  — -
bill/ subject 7
)S rm r fs
Ooi ffp*Uce, JT -rH"0e T, *'f QoA7-ect<’as ~Ttsrimey Of
b) //QCv0, eM cm p ( £ ~ # r [
|/Obo-ICtA/fc NoouwdILL  $£-&n>ce0 Te> K tty

VM) -'as fcsSiglt At fop ¢0S77 i>»Her«e(L fr '* *T ™ £ <b5sr

0 6-"/3"yeer ,n_

f20M "Trt-"rr il feuji-w
frooSx TVt€«/y)» AalD rr O-btfT T-Hrcovt-r"

U. MocMtfevvx uji'vft -ftfe'/Z.UOA/ JYMIO 7?-ff'A)$trof e"fTW f
BApLoy*G r "IL , THt*KL Co". ifo+y Jfa
PAAvvs tvoo ftScrtGATIW rtt M -Twcern -for-rer **eAuStirm
C
. THi" T*Uc <3psDi**erev A ifo/)C ~rt"C<M< osiU
flu»0r Cp-
* 'iH fakf U
Signed; .
TeatiHer

TOTAL p .01



Alaska State Legislature

v

Please enterinto the record my testimony to the fhu.S.£. ' iCsidJ (0
committee nam

commits*on . . dated J S H P *
bill/ subject / |
jiT JIL 11 of a fr'ser 07
II I
\] Af?eve A£fr 5ﬂ* ) LJ/A cb a e*<* i~J)&
| ,1/IC n<2 [o/m:«/ [0 ApriSo® W ~-
her* a'r'e M 6y *¢ Q* N /iR J" M0

a , tk\Vf"r> " +A°

S — Tastibr
N Tirr S?2 /M)A arciAh* 7
[ARPLT - SOF- A BT
Phone No.

TOTfiL P. 01



Alaska State Legislature

Pte*M» enter into the record my testimony to the f-irsiftti C.tx

im f’O R dated 3/.tCOﬁwmitteename
cor,Imitteeon [ . Jaate - 0,
il subject— /

iIQ AM un, J b tiA tfT /tA yw iJ?2U M vy fa f

Q Jhufc X/ uriM ~T irC frrtrttA , sd s fc

& U 4~*r\ off tb s TriajK C tr- 7 JA ru t& j;
x f& eli*0 ~/OA M *J'4iA A ol iryvis & N4 A M b -
b I A/*\j Asyvw 'Cm #- < & y\r\sy- efjdA ncktM s tn /by j"
/b n if-' ufoO A& wJb s
h& m M Asg- tCmJL- J/jt* "0 Um&UPTtl/
iu A - MM-*4 /A erdfy* M A Rtrjed?
$'9"*(: -
lviresen|
C>5c,

Phone No.
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Alaska State Legislature

Please enter Into tha raeort mytestimony to the Af/msg f.g]
committeeon AL6 5" dstt -0/ /ffiT """
bill/ subject /
-L 9w ‘fe "-LS b. > "r»(/ocor
°40 s»J2 'Viuni-1< .

1 kf c*wwncok'4 Knp&a -£ W-**

6"42 M'the, <altsd4 "tr MrooQ'"-1 ovwf/acpsua

i 'faiSA -\yw SC.
ATW-ii?  -fe Q JC))-['-C-4((_ "4 k St4o*sh ‘° N o
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What IS the problem?

e Alaska’s prisons and jails are severely overcrowded

e There isnospace for new criminals

e Projections show system will grow by 200 prisoners each year
e State isundercourtorder to decrease overcrowding

e State Is being assessed fines for overcrowding

e No legislative action has been taken yet

Alaska Department of Corrections



What Has Been Done?

1995:;
1996:

1997:

1998:

Department sends over 200 prisoners out of state
“Protecting the People”introduced by Governor’s Criminal

Justice Cabinet
Governor introduces GO Bond bill to implement Protecting

the People

Legislature discusses issues but takes no action
Legislature focuses on legislation for private prison inan An-
chorage

Residents put initiative on municipal ballot to block prison
Criminal Justice Cabinet writes to legislature offering to

work with them
Legislature discusses issues and introduces a variety of bills

No legislation passes
Ballot measure passes effectively blocking prison in South

Anchorage
Governor introduces bill for Phase | of statew ide expansion



*

What must we do riglht away?

Givens:
e hoing “nothing”is unacceptable
e The Governor will not commute sentences
e By May 1we need to move over 500 prisoners

Options:
e Wecan use more CRC beds for low risk offenders
e We cansend more dangerous prisoners out-of-state
e And we can place nondangerous misdemeanants in tents or
other temporary structures on prison grounds surrounded

by a secure fence



What are our long-term choices?

eThe legislature can review, amend, and adopt the Governor's
statew ide expansion plan (HB 368, SB 267).

eThe legislature can expand Spring Creek, replace Sixth Av-
enue, expand the state prison at Palmer and build a private

prison at Palmer (SB 179).
=£> As proposed, this does not meet our principles

eThe legislature can authorize the conversion of Ft. Greely at
Delta Junction into a medium-security prison for several hun-

dred prisoners (HB 53)
As proposed, this does not meetour principles



02/10/98 FACILITY COUNTS 11:12:57

PAGE 01
LOCATION sTaTus  MISDEMEANANTS FELONS— --TOTALS--
MALE  FEMALE MALE FEMALE

INTENSIVE FURLOU SENT 1
100 UNSENT

TOTALS 1
INTENSIVE PRETRI SENT 1
101 UNSENT

TOTALS 1
ANCHORAGE- 6TH A SENT 30 6 4 2 42
111 UNSENT 59 9 9 18 35

TOTALS 89 15 13 20 137
HILAND MT. CC SENT 25 19 144 91 279
114 UNSENT 1 1 29 31

TOTALS 25 20 145 120 310
INSTITUTIONAL TOTALS 507 60 2908 192 3667

CRC TOTALS 402 71 399 70 942
PRINT ID

PF7- PAGE UP PF8- PAGE DOWN GO TO PAGE 02
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LOCATION STATUS
PALMER - MED. CC SENT
115 UNSENT
TOTALS

FAIRBANKS CC SENT
116 UNSENT
TOTALS

ANVIL MTN CC SENT
117 UNSENT
TOTALS

LEMON CREEK CC  SENT
118 UNSENT
TOTALS

INSTITUTIONAL TOTALS
CRC TOTALS

PF7- PAGE UP PF8-

FACILITY COUNTS

MISDEMEANANTS FELONS—-
MALE  FEMALE MALE FEMALE
40 176
/ 24
47 200
23 2 85 5
20 4 114 11
43 6 19 16
18 4 61 2
12 20 1
30 4 87 3
27 126 1
10 34 3
37 160 4
507 60 2908 192
402 71 399 70
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31
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115
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85
39
124
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942
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KETCHIKAN CC SENT
119 UNSENT

TOTALS
MEADOW CREEK CC SENT
121 UNSENT

TOTALS
FBP SENT
122 UNSENT

TOTALS
WILDWOOD CC SENT
123 UNSENT

TOTALS

INSTITUTIONAL TOTALS
CRC TOTALS

FACILITY COUNTS

MISDEMEANANTS
MALE  FEMALE
11 2
2
13 2
1
1
35
35
507 60
402 /1

PAGE
FELONS — --TOTALS--
MALE FEMALE
32 45
20 1 23
52 1 68
26 3 29
7 4 12
33 7 41
257 292
257 292
2907 192 3666
398 70 941
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LOCATION STATUS
COOK INLET PRETR SENT
124 UNSENT

TOTALS
PALMER - MIN. CC SENT
125 UNSENT

TOTALS
GOOSE BAY SENT
126 UNSENT

TOTALS

YUKON-KUSKOKWIM ~ SENT

127 UNSENT
TOTALS

INSTITUTIONAL TOTALS
CRC TOTALS

FACILITY COUNTS

FELONS —-
FEMALE

MISDEMEANANTS
MALE  FEMALE
15

6

21

16

16

16

41 4
57 4
507 60
402 /1

MALE
63

373

436

184
184

24
48
[

2907
398

PF7- PAVE UP PFL- PAGE DOWN

1-
1-

192
10

11 :07:45

PAGE
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378
456

200
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40
A
34
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941

PRINT D
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PAGE 05
LOCATION STATUS FELONS——- TOTALS--
MALE  FEMALE MALE FEMAL]
WILDWOOD PT SENT 15 4 41
128 UNSENT 9 1 53 8 71
TOTALS 29 3 68 12 112
MATSU PRE-TRIAL SENT 7 22 29
129 UNSENT 23 4 50 4 81
TOTALS 30 4 72 4 110
SPRING CRTSK CC SENT 2 579 581
131 UNSENT 1 7 8
TOTALS 3 586 589
ELK'S POINT CAMP SENT
135 UNSENT
TOTALS
INSTITUTIONAL TOTALS 507 60 2907 192 3666
CRC TOTALS 402 71 398 70 941
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GO TO PAGE o6
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Alaska's Corrections Plan

Three components:

" Y R L R

Expand the number of "hard beds™ to keep up with the growing numoers

&tthe grlsoners %u of "hard he (g ﬂ%]l kﬁf (to he extent that this can be
one Ind manner that 1S consistent with public saey

Pursug expansion options that are;

Safe

Statewide (comprehensive)

Meet regional needs

Involve community participation (gov't to govt)
Cost effective



Questions on HB 53 (Delta-Greely Prison Proposal)

1. What does the $70 / day rate include?

e The Department’s $100 / day rate includes institutional operations,
inmate programs, correctional industries, transportation, inmate
health care, all administration support services, building and
equipment depreciation and capital costs.

2. For how many years will the $70 / day rate hold?

* What happens if the contractor defaults?

3. What is the total price tag of converting and operating Fort Greely as a
medium-security prison?

* An RFP would specify operating and capital needs.
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