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involuntary manslaughter had it
boar. committed by an adult. Hu
was sentenced tc three year.- de-
tention, the maximum penalty fcr
invclunlary manslaughter. Or.
anneal, the Court of Acocals fcr
the Eighth Circuit vacated the
sentence, finding that had E.L.C.
been an adult, the maximum sen-
tence he could have received
under the federal sentencing
guidelines would have beer. I:
months. The Eighth Circuit said
that in sentencing R.L.C. tu a
period of detention longer ihar.
that allowed under the guidelines,
the "riai court viciated a federai
statute providing that a juvenile
may net be scnrcnced.to 2 period
of detention that exceeds "the
maximum term of imprisonment
that would be authorized if the
juvenile had been tried end con-
victed as an adult.” The 9. S
Supreme Court affirmed.

Missing Children. The study of
legal harriers to using school.'.,
public service agencies and hospi-
tals to locate missing children is
one of several projects planned by
the U. S. Department of Justice's
Office of Juvenile and Dciin-
que.ney Prevention (OJJDP) for
its fiscal year 1992 programs to
assist missing children and thei;
famities (Federal RYSiCr, march
IK, 1992). The proposed priority
programs include a variety of
objectives, inducing using news-
paper dippings to compile statis-
tic; on non-family child molesta-
tion eases: developing sentencing
guidelines in parental abauctian
cases; and training public service
workers end mental health proles-
sionnis to work with families of
missing children. TfiC OJJDP wiii
accept puhiic comments on the
priorities through May IS, 1992.
Tnc Missing and Exploited Chi;-
dren's Program was established by

NC2AJITVENILEJUSTIQ

the Conare;.;; jr. the -9S4 Mining
Childrenb Assistance Act os Title
IV of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974, as amended. The OJJD? is
responsible for administering the
Missing and Exploited Children's
Program. Other proposed new
crograms inchnde conducting (bl-
’ow-up Lnterdev.c with families of
missing children :c determine the
lasting psycnoiGgioal effects of
family anc non-family abductions;
studying the justice system's proc-
essing of child maltreatment
cases; developing trainjng.ro help
law enforcement and mental
heuhh prcfecrionnls assis' tttmiiies
being reunited with their missing
children; developing interviewing
techniques fur sdoiesccnr-vK-jnis
of  r.iSi exploitation; developing
a gurue to »r.uu0 services and
compensation fcr missing and
exploited children and their fami-
lies; 2 symposium on international
child seductions; the development
of training, technical, and product
resources cr. the legs! obstacles of
returning parensaiiy abducted
children; developing a training
video for investigating missing and
exp-icited child coses; and funding
for states' missing children clear-
inghouses. Fcr mere information,
contact the Director, Missing and
Exploited Children's Program,
0JIDP, 623 Indiana Aw.. NW,
Washington. D C 20531; telL- (21-2)
616-2631,

In Cnllforniii. A state ttsscmbiy-
man has introduced legislation
that would ntske it a crime to
recruit youths under the age of IS
for criminal street gr.nzs by In::mi-
dattc-n or coerrion. The proposed
biii is believed to he the firs; leg*
isiation in the nation tc criminal-
iae youth gang recruitment. Sac-
ramcr.to -{{>offid::}: have nr.rib-
mod the racer.; growth ir. the

number of gangs and gang mem-
ber. to successful recruitment.
Sacramento Roiice Chief Jack.
Kearns, the prime sponsor of the
biii. sain forcing gang members tc
do their recruiting covertly would
cc.tr solicitation. Kearns esti-
mated that the current number of
gung members in Sacramento is
2 AC!, a signif;can; increase over
the 1.700 gang members hi [955.
'shat year, 1 state ;,.sk force cr:
genes and drugs found that chil-
dren as yaung as nincAtars-oic
were being recruited for street
gertgs, Kearns said, Boo Kilgore.
director of the Sacramento
Comity Prv.br tier. Department,
said the number of street gangs ir.
tnt county nas grove, trom ap-
proximately 25 in the :9S0s tc
between 50 and 60 today.

California Gov. ??.;e w'iison
on Feb. 2'|signed legislation ere-,
ating two _milits:y-s;vie “boot
camps" designed to deter nonvio-
lent, youth/vii, first-time offenders
from further criminal aetivjtv
through strict discipline and hard
work. The "Leadership, Esteem,
Ability, and Discipline Program
(LEAD)" camp:: wouid be alter-
natives to jaiis run by the Califor-
nia Youth Authority. Tnc pian
calls for cmahiishine one camp ir,
norths:California anc one in
southern California that each will
house no more than 60 youths
over the .IK of 16. Wards at die
cxpsiimentsi camps will he drilled
in irariitionzi military technique:,
including marching, rigorous exer-
cise, i?.b strict room, and dress in-
speclio»yi. Youths will be required
to wcerd: 16 hours per day, six-ami-
one-half day? per week, for four
months. .After release, from the
amps, wards will be enrolled in a
.siis-month parole program that in-



ci'jdcs drug testing, electronic
monitoring, and job placement.
The program will c::c in

unless it is extended by the Cali-
fornia legislature.

In Rhode island. Although vio-
lent Juvenile crime has decreased
in Rhode island, overall juvenile
criminal activity in the state has
increased, according to a recent
report of the Governor's Justice
Commission. The rerort, entitled

Juveniles in Rhode Island: A Dam
Analysis and Statistics! Stud¥
Concerning Key ir,formation o
Recent Years, links increased lev-
els of property crime among juve-
niles to increased numbers of
juvenile drug abuse atrests, and
attributes this relationship :c juve-
nile substance abusers’ need to
stcai or sell drugs to support iiicir
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drug addiction habits. I:i 29S9.
9,261 juveniles were arrestee, the
second highest icirai of juvenile
arrests since 1984. the report said.
For that same yea.;, violent juve-
nile crime arrests in the state
decreased by 16 percent from
2988 totals and comprised 9.4
percent oi al! juvenile arrests.
according to the report.; property
crimes made up the remaining
90.6 percent. Overall property
crimes decreased 20-30 percent
from 1937 to IPS?. Despite a
.dig::: decrease in 2?85\ juver.iie
drug abuse arrests I-svc remained
at ruiutivciy constant iovela in
recent years. Juvenile arson ar-
rests reached r.r ;iii-:ime high of
IO in 1929, the report states,
increasing nearly 1CO percent over
the annual average throughout the
2980s, the rex-n said. Vandalism
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and iarceny arrests have remained
a: increased levels me: recent
years with larceny being the seri-
ous crime that Rhode Islanc juve-
niles commit most frequently. Ac-
cording to tne report, juver.iie re-
cidivism rates progressively have
increased since 1934, when 526 ju-
veniles appeared twice before the
court, compared to 612 in 1539. it:
2984,188 juveniles appeared three
times before the cour: compared
to 231 ir. 1929. Tnc number of
juveniles placed on prchr.fion has
increased each year since 198-,
reaching a high of 2.043 in fiscal
year 1990. For mere infcrtnfitior.
c; r.copy of the report, comae: the
Gc-'crr.or’s Justice Commission.
Office of Substance Abuse. Stat's-
ticai Analysis Center, 222 Quaker
Lane, Warwick. Ri 02385: tei.
(401) 277-2620.
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sritution; and a chance to detour from a
future in crime.
Boot camp prisons in the United States

are proliferating. Finding them acceptably
Continued on race S

T HE LIFE IS RIGOROUS, the privi-

leges few. 3ut the rewards, for young
aon-vioient nrsi offenders, can be great:
camp instead of prison; 90 to 180 days of
concentrated effortinstead ofyears in anin-
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'Boot Cam
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Prisons Thrive

Continued Irom 'run: page

tough and tax-dollar considerate,
rtate legislatures and congress
rave established the military-like
programs in 27 U. S. systems, a
caw survey by Corrections
COMPENDIUM shows. Fourteen
more are considering the option.

The programs come by many
names: Special Alternative
incarceration Unit; 3asic Training
Program; IMPACT (Intensive Mo-
tivational Program or Alternative
Correctional Treatment); RID
(Regimented Inmate Discipline);
Challenge Incarceration and
others, as well as simply “Shoes
incarceration3or ‘500t Camp.”

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

p.m.

ut not all prison boot camps
are alike. Though regi-

with mors than 12,000 graduating
from boot camps, according to the
COMPENDIUM survey.

Current programs can accomo-
date 4,782 inmates at a time,
ranging from 20 in Wyoming to
1,500 in New York. Programs
starting after Feb. 1, 1991, will add
another 254 to 404 slots.

Shock camp programs are
primarily designed for young, non-
violent offenders, 17 to 26 years of
age, who have never been incarcer-
ated. Some allow oiaer prisoners.
And not ail are limited to those
committing non-violent offenses.
Certain categories of prisoners,

Almost cdl require some
—and.somemany— hours of
drug treatment, education
andpsychologicalcounsel-
ing;othersplace thegreat-
est emphasis on the heavy
physical training and dis-
cipline.

however—as child abusers, sex
offenders, and murderers—are

menced and military inspired, the o
Hhary nspt yUsually ineligible for the pro-

differ considerably in emphasis

and the programs they oner.
Almost ail require some—ana
some many—hours of drug treat-
ment, education and psychological
counseling; others place the
greatest emphasis on the heavy
physical training and discipline.

One of the most crucial aspects
or the programs—follow-up sup-
port in the community—also

varies considerably from one sys-
tem to another.

Since their start, dose to 16,000
offenders have completed shock

incarceration programs in the U.S.

grams.

Drug offenders make up many
of the training squads.

Eight states—Colorado, Kansas,
Louisiana, Michigan, Mississippi,
New Hampshire, New York ana
South Carolina—include women in
their piograms, the COMPEN-
DIUM survey shows. Other states
and the Federal Rureau of Prisons
provide programs oniy for men.

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

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

sentence pending if training is act
complete. From prison, boot camp
completion shortens prison terms.

Almost ail are used for offend-

ers convicted of felony offenses
carrying a sentence of one year cr

longer in prison.

ether boot camps are suc-
cesses depends on the

definition of success. For most, it
IS too soon to know their long-term

effect on preventing recidivism—
surely the ultimate goal—but
early studies indicate that they dc
provide as much or more deter-
rence in a short time as a longer
time in prison dues for similar
offenders.

Idaho, however, with a shock
program since 1974 (and some of
the components of a boot camp
since *.988), has had the longest—
and a very positive—experience
with shock incarceration.

“Without the program, we
estimate our prison population
would be more than double,3 said
Deputy Warden Dean Allen at the
North Idaho Correctional Institu-
tion, where the shock operation is
located. (See box on page 8)

One state, Alabama, where
participation in the program is
mandated, reports that after two
years, their recidivism rate is ar.
astonishing 3.S5 percent!

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

4s for success in the program
itself, for those who started the
boot camps, the sum/ey found
completion rates ranging from
47.6 percent in Florida to 97
percent in Georgia.

The boot camps have other
immediate pluses:

» The emphasis is on change.
Almost all offer more counseling
and education than the offenders
would get in the genera] prison
population.



Inmares msrcn snarply at Summit, New

» For young first hue incarcsrees,
they are almost aiways safer than
prison. There are no experienced
cons to school them.in. crime or
press them for sexuai favors.
There's more scan on hand, more
activities, no idle time.

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

* They also leam what it's like to
be drug-free in an environment
that demands a lot from them.

» Ana while the per diem cost is
often the same cr more than for

rime behind bars, :he brevity of

the program means less spent on
the individual “'ecruit.”

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

of Corrections esrimacea a savings
of 39,759 inmate days - conserva-
tively estimated at a cost savings

of SI. 15 million. “The cost of 300t
Camp represents perhaps its most
successful aspect...the program is
effectively reducing prison rime,"”

the DOC report said.

Of the 27 systems authorizing

Marjorie Marlette is editor of
Corroctrr"?r*ovDcvnrrru

—Phoxi czunasy New YorxSa:0, DOCS Tacjy
Yorx Shock Camp.

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

uThe cost ofBoot Camp
representsperhaps itsmost
successfulaspect....thepro-
is effectively reducing

tim e."

gram
prison

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

Idaho’s is the oldest shock
incarceration program. Georgia's,
begun in 1983, and Oklahomas.
1984, are the oiaest boot camps.

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

lowa has a shock probation
program in which the judge can
remove certain inmates from
prison within 90 days of confine-
ment depending on how well they
do in prison during that time. Ohio
* chork ™Tiriia » QoA

Ccsz of the programs range
from S21 per diem in Alabama
(compared to 327 in regular
prison;, tc 567.79 in Connecticut
(compared to 356.91 in prricu,.
Some departments gave the same
casts for boot camp and prison,
and many had no figures avail-
able.

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

Reasons given for inmates act
finishing the training inciude poor
attitude and behavior adjustment,
lack of seif-disripiine and motiva-
tion, and disciplinary problems.
They may also be medically
disauaiifed, or new detainers may
make mem ineligible.

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

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

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

New York, with the largest
number of boot camp programs,
has recently started an intensive
“shock parole” program to conrinui
support services for the graduates
when they return to the streets.
Two paroie officers work as a team
to superrise 30 parolees. In ocher
systems, post-reiease superrision
may be through regular or inten-
sive prcoarion or parole.

Much has been written about



ldaho®"s shock

progranm

hcck incarceration got an eariy
start in Irianc. Authorised by
the State Legislature in 1S70 and
incremented in 1974. the North idaho
Correctional Institution (NIC!) started
itsshort-term treatment program for
offenders a decace before ether
states pioneered the coot camo form
of shock imprisonment.

S

Idaho 3 program, modified tc acd
coot camo driils two years age. new
has 16 years of cceraiionai exoeri-
erca and, says Decuty Warcen Dean
Allen, "T/e thinkwe Tehavingamajor
impact."

He estimates that the state3
prison population “/ouid be more
than double”Wwrihcut the program.

NICI is located on an old -military
air force base in the rolling hills of
nonhem ldano. Jucges send tetany
offenders there tor evaluation and

riskassessment, but retain jurisdic—

tion for up to six months.

To be eligible, 'he offenders must
be tried as an acuft, but the age
otherwise is open. The youngest
has been 15, the oldest 32. Males

impacts number

-sal] as the popular press. Noe
aver/one is enthusiastic about the

new sanction.

A mong those who urge caution

in developing the programs,
toe concern most often heard is
bat they will “widen the net" to
:onrine people who would other-
evise be placed on regular proba-
tion, not just those heading for
prison. (Some criminal justice
itnciais view this as a positive,
however.)

In the N 1) Reports for Novem-
oer/December, 1990, Doris Layton
MacXenzie also notes another
guestion raised by research as
"vhecher the boot camp atmos-
tnere enhances the effect of

incarceration

convicted of all felonies exceot Mur —
der 1 are eligible, but these with
previous prison time are not recom—
mended. The length of sentence must
be aminimum of 1 year.

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

Of those who participate, about
32 percent are then released on
probation, with the other 13 per—
cent retained in prison, Allen said.

Of those released, about 17 or
18 percent come back- 11 per—
cent on technical violations, 5
percent on new crimes.

If offenders complete both the
NICI program and prccation suc—
cessfully, the original charges against
themcan be reduced tomisdemean —
ors.

Traditionally, the courts have sent
up to 50 or 51 percent of these sen—
tenced to prison throucn the pro—
gram. Now, 53.3 percentarecoming
through it Allen said.

NICI costs less than ether fecili—
ties- about 315 to S2G a day com —

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

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

Other concerns have been
raised elsewhere:

mDo boot camps have a potential
for deterioration of standards and
abuse of offenders?

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

In prison

pared to 324 elsewhere- and the
cost savings are showing," he said.

The program ordinarilycan handle
160 atone time, buthas been averag—
ing 230 the pastyear, AJlen said. “For
the short duration, p-ecpiecan put up
with some inconveniences, can crowd
a irttde, he noted.

3y March of 1990 mere than 5,000
inmates had gene through the pro—
gram.

Participation is vciuntary, anc in—
cludes drug/alcchcl treatment, Iiter—
acy and GSD classes, and personal
counseling, with the overall empha—
sis on self-esteem issues.

Allen, who worked at the state’s
penitentiary before coming to the North
Icaho institution, finds the sncck
aoproach exciting.

“Here," he said, “Chance not
only is expected, it3 demanded,
ft'sa whole different emphasis and
atmosphere than most prison set—
tings."

* Couid discipline without suffi-

cient due process lead to liability
questions?

he National Institute of

Justice (N1)), is planning to
do a multi-site study of Shock In-
carceration to be released late in
1991,

In earlier research, N 1J’s inten-
sive study of the Louisiana shock
incarceration program found that
shock incarceration programs by
themselves may not significantly
affect offender behavior or reduce
recidivism. Treatment, education,
and rehabilitation programs are
also needed and may strengthen
program impact, the study said.

Continuedonaaael0
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Boot Camp
Continued from page 3

The Corrections COMPEN-
DIUM survey found that 25 of the
bcez camps include or wiil inciude
dr.ig'alcohol treatment programs,
2t infer counseling, and 23 educa-
tion. Ail 27 also have work pro-
grams. Emphasis on the programs
may vary, but once assigned, par-
r.cipation is mandatory.

In New York, while the recidi-
vism rate is nearly the same for
snook graduates and a comparable
group released from prison, the
reasons for return are different,
chock inmates come back more
often for technical violations, less
tor :nmes than those released
from prison.

Also, the academic programs are

Prisons

Thrive

showing good resuits. With educa-
tion classes mandatory, math and
reading levels are being raised and
many are passing C-ED (high
school equivalency) exams, the
New York DOC reported.

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

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

Noc many “graduatesl wouid
say that about their stint in
traditional orison, Pi

Ccnecucns CCMPE.NDIUM .amialv 591
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TABU: Z.  OUWACTSSSTTIC; Of ZBOXZ . AlCEUT.CH PSOCXANS, 101

Wom-i/Pav Qrvoted tc:  oa. rreatnen o Selease
Drua Education Scoetision

State PJ Wort ~ VEd  fenac. Ed. (Hours/Vee-c)

icP 2 7 5 2 15 Comoination (A.5) Phasec

AlaCwna ~ — — - - Treatment (15-21) Incens ive

Arfcanta* 3 4 0 25 15 Corainaticn (125) Hooerace

Arizona 4 5 0 13+ 13* Ecucacioo (3.3) Intensive

florida 4 i 0 13 0 Ccmination (1.3) Mooerate

Georgia 2 3 0 3 Education (5) Varies

Icaho q r » * * Comoination (--) Varies

11%inois 55 55 1 1 1 Comoination (7.5)" Varies

tansas 2 6 0 f 1 Ecucacion (5) Varies

Louisiana T 35 0 4 15 Education (5)~ Intensive

Maryland 2 3 0 7 2 Comoination (215)a Intensive

Michigan 2 6 0 2 1 Education (3) Intensive

Mississippi T T ow T Comination (15-25) Varies
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Mew Hampshire 2 7 2 25 25 Comination (4) Intensive

Maw Tors 3 0 0 56 e Treatment (18. 5) Intensive
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South Carolina h 751 0 omt Education (4)J Varies
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Jyenins « 3 0 3 0 Comoination (21) Varies

I =nuiixr of hours/day three tioes per wees = physical traj nlncg ,

a » nay additionally include individual counseling on an'as needed" basis \Elg go _Vog E%T?ralilounoatmn
Ecxmatmn

¢ « 3 hours of total of 5are not "specifically related to suostance abuse’
: * total hours spent in drug treatment/ebuca.ion auring the entire program

e * total hours per week devoted to activity
m' does not include 9-12 hours per week of therapeutic connunity activities

; «3 hours/day for total of 2 weeks
a alhour per day five days a week not including hours/day onSaturday and Stnday

s rxjsber of hours/day five tines per week
;«* hours per week for total of 4 weeks/ indivicwalpsychotherapy ordrugcounseling offered on ‘as needed' basi

© *varies according to phase  of the program
¥ * _ offered on 'as needed* basis

~ based on individual needs assessment
-« varles, depending 0 mdmdua? needs an h of time in program Yootk "= vocational ajcation. marked 'tentative*
o re%abqt%tlongan education camme(ﬁj r&gfwurs/é g = Ho response (?hﬂs sectio 3

Source:  Daris |, Mackenme I Claire Souryal
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Boot Camp

Evaluations, and

Prisons:

Empirical

Components.

lssues*™

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

biiliiary-scyie boot camps, with their r.garous regimes and
amten conditions, bring ¢ tense of oraér anc_discipline lo
the Hues of youthful, non-uiaient first-time offenders_and
perhcce serve as a deterrent against future tnmts. .. .These
are_ the torts of alternative sanctions Ihct the criminc!
justice t¥sterr must explore if it 15 successfully going lo deter

and contain drug use.
—fictional Drag Cancvt Strate%
The White House. September 19

I N THE past few years ‘boot camp" prisons,
otherwise called shock incarceration pro-

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

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

Why have these programs attracted this kind of
attention? Some have said mat their popularity is
magnified because they are “media"” attractive.
Drill instructors yelling in the face of offenders
makes for good TV. There are other reasons given
for the popularity of these programs: The offend-
ers are receiving their “just deserts." Such pro-
grams show the public that the politicians are
being tough on crime. Offenders spend only a
short time in prisons, thus the programs repre-
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3enc a cose savings. Furthermore, according to
some, such treatment addresses the major prob-
lems of young offenders—a lack of discipline and
no respect for authority. The programs are rehab-
ilitative according to some, while others argue
that the programs act as a deterrent. Obviously
people expect different things from the programs.

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

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

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

shock programs.

Survey of States

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

(1) were considered an alternative to a longer
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term in priaon;
(@ had a boot camp atmosphere, with strict
ruies and discipiine;

(3) required offenders to participate in milita-
ry drills and physical training, and,

(4) separaced offenders in the program from
ocher prison inmates.

Thus they were distinguished from eariier 3hock
probation, shock parole, and spiit-sentence pro-
grams that did not necsssariiy incorporate all
four of these components.

In January 1990, 14 states had one or more
shock incarceration programs: Alabama, Arizona,
Florida, Georgia, ldaho, Louisiana, Michigan,
Mississippi, New York, North Carolina, Oklaho-
ma, South Carolina, Tennessee, ana Texas. Ar-
kansas, California, Connecticut, Indiana, Kansas,
Maryland, Missouri, Nevada, New Hampshire,
New Jersey, New Mexico, North Carolina, Penn-
sylvania, Wisconsin, and Wyoming were either
considering initiating programs or were develop-
ing programs.'-

The second part of the survey was designed to
aiicit information about shock programs currently
operating (Mackenzie & Ballow, 1989). Most of
the 14 states reported that the programs were
designed for young, nonviolent offenders. Most
aiso said the majority of the participants in their
programs were convicted of nonvioient crimes and
were serving time on cheir first feiony conviction.
Only Michigan said participants in its program
were not mostly nonviolent offenders, and Alaba-
ma, ldaho, Louisiana, and Michigan shock partici-
pants were not necessarily convicted of their first
feiony. As shown in tabie 1, the shock programs
differ substantially in many other components. In
particular they differ in who is responsible for
placing offenders in the program, voluntary entry
or dropout, location of the program, and release
supervision. Ten programs were for males only,
three programs included males and femaies (Lou-
isiana, Mississippi. New York), and one 3tate had
separate male and female programs (South Caro-
lina).

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

rehabilitation activities from work and from phys-
icai training and drill.

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

in the “low’ rehabilitation programs the paruc:-
pants spend one-half to one-quarter less time in
rehabilitation (e.g., in Michigan offenders spend
approximately 6 hours per day working, 2.5 hours
in rehabilitation activities, and 1.5 hours in phys-
ical training and drill). In comparison to offenders
in other programs, Georgia participants, who re-
ceive iess than M hour per day of rehabilitation,
spend the least amount of time in rehabilitation
activities. In Florida, also considered by us to be
a iow rehabilitation program, offenders spend Iri
hours a day in group counseling. Thus, with the
possible exception ox Georgia, offenders in all the
shock programs snend a fairly large amount of
time in rehsbiiitarion-cype activities, at least in
comparison to offenders serving time in a regular
prison.

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

Multi-Site Study

The shock incarceration programs differ dramat-
ically. Therefore, results of an evaluation based
on one shock incarceration program would no:
necsssariiy generalize to other programs. For this
reason we initiated a multi-site study of shock
incarceration programs. The major questions of
this research are: (1) Is shock incarceration suc-
cessful in fulfilling its goals, and (2) What par-
ticular components of shock programs lead to
success or failure in fulfilling program goals?
Evaluating programs in different states permits
ua to generalize findings from a program in one
location to other locations which vary in numer-
ous characteristics. Studying various programs
will permit an answer to the second question by .
enabling the researchers to begin to identify the
components of the shock programs which lead to
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specinc outcomes.
Site Selection.

Seven staces were asked to participate in the
multi-site study: Georgia (GA), New York (NY),
Oklahoma (OK), Florida (FL), Texas (TX). Louisi-
ana (LA), and South Carolina (SC).: The shock
programs in ail of these staces were similar in
the characteristics used to define programs as
shock incarceration (see above). Programs selected
to participate were similar in two other aspects:
(1) the characteristics of offenders admitted to the
program (most offenders were youthful, convicted
of non-vioient offenses, serving time on a first
felony conviction), and (2) the length of the pro-
gram (3 to 5 months). Since most shock programs
were similar in boot camp atmosphere, offender
characteristics, and program length, the selection
of programs similar in these aspects was expected
to maximize the generaiizsbiiity of the results.

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

o Selection Dedsiods

 Community Supervision upon Release
e Program Characteristics

e Program Location

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

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

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

Selection Decisions. One might hypothesize
that the placement authority might have a major
impact on whether the program resuits in “net
widening." Widening the net occurs, at times,
when judges have a choice of placing offenders in

a program, such as shock incarceration, that is
intermediate between probation and prison. If
offenders who might normally be given a sentence
of probation are sent to the program, more of-
fenders Jerve time in. prison, hence the .“net” or
prison is widened. In such a case the prison pop-
ulation will not be reduced because onenaers sent

to the program are.drawn from the pooi of proba-
tioners rather than from the prison bound offend-
* Entry Decisions
€
e, L TX
* Release Supervision
LA NY
SC. OK. FL GA TX
+» Rehabilitation Focus
]
» \loluntary Entry
Y. GA
 FiL 1
» Voluntary Drop Out
S. , NY
» Located in Larger Prison
If the department of corrections makes the
placement decision rather than the judge, net
widening would not be expected to be as apt to
be chosen from the group of offenders who are
already prison bound
Whether net widening is a problem depends
ceration program was developed to give judges a
wider range of sentencing options, then net
widening would not be considered a problem. The
tion that is intermediate between probation and
prison. On the other hand, if prison crowding is a
problem and the program was developed to re-
sending more offenders to prison, presents a prob-
lem.
Net widening i3 U3ed here as en example to

ers.
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K%a: kﬁ SC, OK FL GA TX
occur because in this case the paradpants wouid
upon the goais of the program. If the shock incar-
judge may want to sentence offenders to an op-
duce the prison population, then net widening, by
demonstrate how components of a program may
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influence the effects of the program. Differences
in the effect of the s'nocx programs coulci be ex-
pected in other areas, based on the specific char-
acteristics of a program (e.g., number of drop-
outs, drag treatment, education or work).

Program Characteristics. Shock programs
vary in whether or not there is a strong empha-
sis on treatment such as education, counseling, or
vocational training during the time the offenders
are incarcerated. If one of the goals of the
programs is to change offenders, interest focuses
on the importance of treatment as a component of
shock programs (MacKenrie, et 3L, 1989). Three
sites participating in the multi-site study, New
York, Louisiana, and Okishoma, require offenders
to spend a large portion of each day in treatment
activities (see table 2). Offenders in the other
four sites spend much less time in treatment-cype
activities.

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

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

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

September 1990

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

Program Location. Another concern with
3nock programs has been with the staff mem-
bers—their attitudes toward the work and their
treatment of offenders. It was hypothesized that
the location of the program might have a major
impact on these factors. If a program is located
within a larger facility, staff members can be
transferred into or out of the programs depending
upon their interest and ability. Those that bum
out can be fairly easily transferred to another
area of the prison. This is not as easily done
when the program is located in a separate facii-
ty. In such situations staff training and selection
may become important factors influencing staff
and offender interactions.

Design of the Study

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

During the first conference the qualitative and
descriptive analysis was planned, and the state
evaluators returned to their home state to com-
plete this portion of the study. Intensive inter-
views were conducted with staff, offenders serving
various sentences, and, where appropriate, judges.
Statistical data were collected from department
records to describe the shock programs and their
participants. This information was used to iden-
tify the goals of each program and the important
issues related to the program and it3 develop-

ment.

Gcais of Programs

Shown in table 3 are the goals of the seven
shock incarceration programs as identified from
interviews and department written material. The
goals can he classified inta four major areas:

e System Level
e Individual Level
e Pun'ic Relations
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The mos: consistency in the goals across the
seven states was in three system level changes:
(1) a reduction in prison crowding; (2) an alterna-
tive to long-term incarceration; and (3) cost sav-
ings. Oniy Texas reported a system level goal of
having a model program for the counties that
were developing programs.

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

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

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

offender-staff contact, and offender accountability,
Offenders in this program spend a high prctcr-
::on of their time in rehanimation activities.
Thus, it was assumed that the focus on offender
control was combined with the goai of developing
an environment promoting positive changes in the
offender rather than just managing the offenders
while they are incarcerated.

Preliminary Evaluations

Five states have examined eariv data from the
shock programs -within them jurisdictions: Florida,
Georgia, Louisiana, New York, and South Caroli-
na. The number of offenders who entered the
programs and how they 'eft the program are
shown in tabie 4. Note the differences ir. the
programs in the proportion of offenders who grad-
uate. in South Carolina and Georgia the propor-
tion of chose who leave the program without
graduating (in comparison to all who have :e:t
the program) is low, 5.3 percanc and 2.5 percent,
respectively (South Carolina Department of Cor-
rections, 1989; Georgia Department of Carrechons,
1989). In contrast, in Louisiana, New York, and
Florida a higher proportion of the offenders leave
prior to graduation, 39.1 percent, 41.9 percent,
and 40.7 percant, respectively (Azin, 1988; Florida
DeDarrmenc of Corrections, 1989; MacXenzie ec
aL,' 1989).

To our knowledge no state has completed an
analysis examining whether the shock programis)
have had an impact on prison crowding: However,
if the number graduating per year‘from a state
program is compared to the total number of
offenders in prison in the state it is obvious that
the numbers graduating make up a very small
proportion of the incarcerated population. Al-
though New York with 904 graduates in IS
months may have a large enough number of
graduates to have an impact on crowded prisons
(table 4), this is not the case in most states.

Of course whether the programs will have an
impact on prison crowding depends not only on
the number of graduates but aiso on whether me
offenders graduating from the program are drawn
from the population of probationers or prisoners.
Our assumption is that in states where placement
is determined by the department of corrections
the offenders in the program are those who wouid
usually be incarcerated. Again this suggests that
the New York program may have an impact on
prison crowding.

Evaluators in both New York and Florida havy
completed preliminary cost analyses of their pro-
grams. In both the cost of the program was es-
timated to be slightly higher than the cost of reg-
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uiar prison but the shorter period of incarceration
resuited in an overall cost savings (Aziz, 1988;
Florida Department of Corrections. 1989). In Flor-
ida this cost savings was estimated to be $1.1
million, and in New York the estimate was $5.1
million for the first 321 inmates. Although this
does not take into consideration the additional
cost of the aftercare program in New York, it
does appear to represent a relatively large cost
savings.

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

The most often requested statistics are the
recidivism rates of graduates of these programs.
Some states have reported data on recidivism for
shock graduates and comparison groups. Few of
the researchers have completed statistical tests,
and they caution readers about drawing definitive
conclusions before more data can be tabulated.
Shown in tabie 5 are the estimated recidivism
rates of the early releasees from four shock pro-
grams. The return to prison rates for the shock
offenders were higher for the shock graduates in
Georgia (no significance tests), while in Florida
3nd New York the rates are lower or approxi-
mately the same. There are no significant dif-
ferences between shock graduates and a parole
comparison group on rearrests or failures in Loui-
siana, nor between shock graduates and proba-

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

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

Summary

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

3oth the advocates and opponents of shock
incarceration programs are frequently uninformed
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TAELI 5 estimated recidivism rates of early releasees from shock incarceration

State Release Period"
Gtarsic | year
3 n
Florida ;1 .
Sea York
ea Yor X
Louisiana 9 months
? months
SYaaonaiP ict ear
(Young Paroicts) (%%ests
(reia ceraxed)
*Return \o prison rata uniesa otherwise noted
ormation. fs, tikec ja_Depariment .of Co
(’}IP Bearme %@Ba I\ﬁ %eMromt E%rrectl IVICES,

about the components of these programs. Those
who view the program as a get-tough punishment
frequently dr not reaibe that many shock pro-
grams incorporate rehabilitation activities. What
is surprising about these programs is the support
and excitement of the staff and inmates. Even
those who violate parole and are returned to
prison after graduating from a program report
that the experience was vaiuabie. To our knowl-
edge it is very unusual for releasees from regular
prison to feel their rime in prison has been vaiu-
abie (Goodstem & Wright, 19S9).

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

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

T T
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her punishment (time in boot camp) will the
public be more -willing to fund aftercare programs
that help the offender during community super-
vision? Whether the punishment fulfills the pub-
lic's desire for retribution can be asked as an
empirical question.

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

Should these nonviolent offenders spend longer
periods of time in a regular prison where there
are few constructive activities available, or would
it be better to punish them for a short period of
time in a boot camp prison? Can this “punish-
ment" be combined with rehabilitation activities
to create a constructive punishment? These are
philosophical questions that should be discussed.
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Boot Camp Survey

Rehabilitation.

Outrank Punishment As Main

by Doris Layton MacKenzie. PhiD_
and Qaire C. Souryai

B 0at camp orisons continue to
grow ;n numoer and  size,

Since meir inception in 1982.
2™ 000t ccitid programs nave been
estaoiishec :n 22 states, incarcerating
close ;0 -.200 adjuoicatea aauits.
Tnese numcers ao not inciuae aauit
programs ooemtea ay cities or coun-
||%s. or programs aeveioped for juve-
niles.

The terminoiogy used :0 identify
aauit boot camp prisons is often con-
fusing. Whiie die :crm "boot camE
prison” is synonymous witn "shoc
Incarceration." some confuse snock
incarceration with snocx probation or
shock parole. The common thread of
ail tnree programs is ;nat offenders
spend a recuced penod of :ime in
pnson. in comras: to snccx orooation
or snock paroie. however, ooot camp
inmates are not mixea witn regular
ooouiation inmates. Tney live in sep-
arate housing and are reauired to par-

ticipate in miiitarv drills, pnvsical training, work ana fre-
quently treatment-onentca activities, wniie mis is not nec-

essarily true for offenders in shock probation or shock
parole programs.

Beyond the common core—a miiitarv atmosohere in-
volving drills, anvsical training and work— boot camp pris-
ons vary tremendously. Tncre are differences in daily
activities, the avenge number of days served, program size,
whether pamcioation is voluntary, release supervision and
eligibility catena. Tnese differences may stem from tne dis-
tinct correctional zeals eacn program staves to achieve.

Recidivism

Reduction
Goals

A'survey or boot camos in thn United States (ound mat administrators most often
named renaoilitation, recividLm reduction and drug education as their programs’ main

goals. Above, boot camo participants marcn in formation.

Program Goals

in a survey eariier this year at the University of Mary-
land. we asked hoot camp administrators now important 11
goals were to (hetr programs. For each goal, officials listed
whether it was very imponant. important, somewhat im-
portant. not ‘moonant or not a goal.

Tne goals most orten judged very important included re-
habilitation. recidivism reduction and drug education. Re-
ducing crowding, developing work skills ana providing a
safe pnson environment were generally considered imoonant



gcais. C Vd somewhai important were deterrence, ec
cation ana drug treatment. Gcai.s most olten ceiievea act
irrmortant or not a goal inctuaed punisnment anc vocational

ecucauon.

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

It s interesting to note that despite tne strenuous ana dif-
ficult nature of ooot C3mp ’prisons, which is often empha-
sized ov politicians and p.a?;ed up by the media, many
suites a0 not' consider punishment an imponant program
goal, in fact, four states satd punishment is not a goal, threr
states reported it is a reiativeiy unimporiam goai ana six
states said it is a somewhai intDonant goal. Eigm states—
Georgta. Kansas. Michigan. Mississippl. new Hamosmre.
Nonn Carolina. South Caroiina and Virginia—did name
punisnment as an imponant goal.

Treatment and Rehabilitation

Eacn program's goais are clearly reflected in ine daiiy
schedule of activities. For examine. education and drug ed-
ucation are high priority goals in South Carolina's pro-
grams. inmates there spend four hours per day in
educational programs and three hours per week in arog edu-
cation. Drug treatment, in contrast, is not a nigh priority
goal and. therefore, little time is spent in treatment.

Sixteen states consider academic education an imporxant
or very imporxant program goai. Consequently, offenders in
these programs spend one to four hours per day in academic
programs. Vocational education, on the other hand, is rareiy
deemed an important goal. Oniv two states— iaaho and
Illinois— consider vocational education an important goal,
and neither devotes much time to it. Preliminary informa-
tion from Louisiana and New York suggests shock pro-
grams positively influence offenders" attitudes ana staff and
Inmate reiationsnips and may influence educational achieve-

ment.

Reducing Recidivism

All but three states rate recidivism reduction as an im-
portant or very, imDorxant goal. Differences in programs
seem to reflect the wav in which states intend to reauce re-
cidivism. Programs that focus on renabiiitation may. for ex-
ample. tarﬁ;et educational deficits as a key problem in
offenders' lives. 3y increasing offenders" educational lev-
els. tnese arograms may expect to reduce recidivism.

Continued nextpage
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Women inmates at New Yorx's Summit Shock Incarceration Facility do early-morning grouD eaercises. New York has the largest
Soot camo program in the nation with aoout 1500 inmates in five programs.

BOUT CAMP SURVEY
Continued

An alternate strategy is practiced by other programs,
sucn as Georgla's. Offenders in hoot camps tnere spend lit-
tle time in educational or treatment-oriented activities. 3v
requiring long hours of worx and physical training, the sate
may hooe ro affect me recidivism rate througn deterrence
ratner tnan rehaoiiitation. Consistent witn this perspective.
Georgia ranks punishment, reducing recidivism and deter-
rence as its most imponant program goals. In contrast, tne
goais of education, drug education and drug treatment are
all oeemed relatively unimportant.

At this point, no state nas reported a statistically signifi-
cant difference in recidivism when hoot camo graduates'
pertortnance is compared to tnat of simtiar offenders serv-
Ing different types or sentences. interes'ingiy. recent studies
0y tne corrections dcoanments in New York and Georgia—
two states that are opﬁosites intheir emphasis on
rehaoiiitation— conclude that boot camp releasees do “no
worse" than offenders who nad served a Ionger period of
time in orison. Although botn states found slightly lower re-
cidivism rates far boot camo participants, the differences
were not statistically significant. In omer words, (here was
little difference in recidivism aesoite New York's strong
empnasis on education, counseling and drug treatment an
Georgia\ strong emonasis on work. In both states. 20 to 20
oercent of boot camo graduates and comoanson grouos re-

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

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

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

Impact on Prison Crowding

For boot camps to successfullz reduce pnson crowding,
two conditions must be met— there must be a sufficient
numtier of eligible offenders entering and comolettng tne
programs and offenders must be drawn from a pooulapon of
rison-bound offenders, not mom (hose who wouid otherwise

sentenced to probation.
Continued an ozge 9*



SOOT CAMP SURVEY

Continued ircm aage 2

Mos; programs :0 oat: ao noi mcs: tne !irsé qualification—
moy simply arc too smail to affect crowding. Only two
states— New York (1j 00 ana Texas iHOO— nave more than
300 beds for ooot camD programs, which nonetneiess repre-
sents a small proportion or me totai prison beds.

Whether sates meet die second qualification may depend on
who decides which offenders arc placed in ooot camo programs.

AN

tionai onson. In tr.is scenario mere is a Signer precactiitv
mat entrants are drawn from arison-oounc a:fsnacrs. How-
ever. :ne size of these Iprograms, ana merefore tne imeae:
on crowding, may a limitcc oy restrictive eiigibiinv re-
quirements and htgr. taiiure or aropout rates

Types of Offenders

Whiie tne components ofsnocx programs anc tne emonasts
placed on treatment or rcnaoiiiiauon vary %uostanttally. me

3oot camps generally hold young, lirst-time, non-violent offenders ages 17 to 25. Higid discipline and attention to aetail are critical

elements of most programs.

Tnis differs from state to state, in Georgia and Arizona, for
example, jud?es sentence offencem dircctiy to boot camp pro-
grams. and if offenders arc denied entry or arc dismissed they

Most boot camp programs re-
strict participation to inmates

convicted of non-violent
offenses.

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

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

tyﬁes of offenders piaced in the programs are very similar.
Otfenders sentenced ;0 boot camp are generally young,
first-time, non-violent felons. Most states, for example, re-
strict ﬂartlupatlon to offenders between the ages of 17 and
2f. although a few nave maximum age limits of between 25
and 30 yean of age. Only three states alio u offenders over
30 to enter boot camp prisons: Alabama has no age iimtt
and Louisiana and Mississippi have age limits of 39 and 62.
respectively.

More man half of tne programs runner restrict panictpa-
tion to offenders convicted of non-vioiem offenses. Tne re-
maining 10 states report that both those convicted of vioieni
ana non-violent offenses are eligible for pantcipation. Pre-
liminary aara from me multi-site study reveals that desoue
violent otfendcrs’ potential eligibility, the majority of par-
ticipants are convicted ol'non-vioient offenses.

Restrictive eiigibiiitv criteria, particularly if offenaer;
are drawn from inose who are prison-bound, can severely
limit the number of available entrants. In resoonse to sucn
problems. Louisiana made its criteria less restrictive to till
oeas that initially nad been empty.



L Ig Offenders

The association beiween drugs ana crime is a strong one.
camcuiariy wnen young offenders arc involved. Not sur-
arismgiy. program evaluations reveai mat many ofiencers
in 0oot camps have drug prooiems. Officials in Mississippi
lor example, have lounc nai 90 10»5 percent of ineir pur-
licipanis are drug users. At leasi iour stales rcpon inai ineir
orograms were soecincally designee lor non-vioient. drug-

invoivea offenders.

For boot camps to reduce
Brlson crowding, there must
e a sufficient number of of-

fenders comﬁletlng the pro-

8rams. and they must be
rawn from a population of

prison-bound offenders.

In response 0 offenaers' needs, all bool camp prisons
- ereport having incorporated some son of drug treatment anc
education into tneir program plan, in fact, in nine states

drug treatment is a |eg€al program requirement. As mighi a

expected, tne ﬁarticu ar drug ircatment/eaucation strategy

adopted by eac pro?ram vanes constcerabiy.

Some programs focus soiciy on drug education, wniie
oiners emonasize treatment. More specifically, seven pro-
grams teach only drug +ducation. three programs empnasize
treatment and 13 programs combine treatment and educa-
tion in some fashion. Ir. our survey, most respondents rated
drugt education as a more important goai than drug treat-
ment.

An examinauon of the availability of and time spent in
specific components of drug treatment and education under-
scores this difference in emphasis. For exam’ole, in virtually
all programs inmates receive at least several hours of drug
education oer week. Tne avaiiabiiitv of individual psycho-
therapy. group psycnotnerapy. drug counseling and relapse
prevention training, however, was far more limited.

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

NIJ Study

Tne Nationai institute of Justice recently began a na-
tional hoot camt) stuov that focuses on two major questions;
Are ooot camps successfully fulfilling their goals, ana wnai
particular comDoncnts of hooi came programs lead to suc-
cess or failure? Tne evaluation will compare eight unique

Continued next page
OCTOBER 1991 CORRECTIONS TODAY



Shock incarceration Programs 1In U.S.,

BOOT CAMP SURVEY
Continued

sate programs for men in Ftorida. Geor?ia. [llinois, Louisi-
ana. Oklahoma. New York. South Carolina and Texas, and
one program for women in Okiahoma.

Tne participating programs were selected because they
varied in several ways, including selection decisions, com-
munity supervision upon release, Erogram.charactenstlcs
and program location. Researchers hope to isolate tne spe-
cific components of programs that leaa to the fulfillment of
program goais. Each participating %rogram IS evaiuaung its
own program and coordinaung this evaluation with the
other states so the methodology, data collected and data
analysts can be compared across States.

While it is clear that many offenders sentenced to bcot camps
need drug treatment and education, it is not ciear whether these
programs ate the most effective way to provide it Tne ILS. De-
Partment of Justice's 3urcau of Jusnce Assistance is currently
undln% four innovative cr enhanced boot ramp programs for
drug offenders in Texas. New York. Illinois and Oklahoma. Te
sires arc.parurlpa_r]n% in the NU's study. Results from tnese stud-
Ies snouid be avaiiaclc in 1992.

March T291
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Boot Camp Prisons

by Doris Layton MacKenzie. Ph.D.

oot camp programs, fre-

quently called shock

incarceration, require

offenders to serve a
short term in a pnson or jaii in a
quasi-military program similar to
military boot camps or basic train-
ing. Cunrentiy 30 States, 10 local
jurisdictions, and the Federal Bureau
of Prisons have boot camg programs
(see exhibit 1)." Another S programs
have been designed solely for juve-
niles.- This report focuses on State
boot camp programs for adults.

Most State programs
target young adult offend’
ers convicted of nonvio-
lent crimes who are
serving their first prison
terms. Offenders ac-
cepted into the programs
must serve between 90
and 150 days in the
heavily regimented pro-
grams. Both the number
of States with shock in-
carceration progzrams and
the capacities of these
programs have continued
to increase during the
1990's. New York has
the Iargest capacity with
1,500 beds, but programs
in Georgia (800 beds),
Oklahoma (400 beds
Michigan (600 beds),
Texas (400 beds), and
Maryland (440 beds)
continue to grow in size
(sea exhibit 2).

In

There are currently well over 7.000 i
beds devoted to boot camp pro-

grams. On average, offenders spend |
107 daKs in the pro?rams. Thus, ;
more than 23.000 offenders could
potentially complete programs ina
1-year period.

Offenders who successfully com-
plete shock incarceration programs
are released to community supervi-
sion. Forty-two percent of the States
intensively supervise offenders who

1993

are released from boot camp: 50
percent vary the supervision depend-
mg upon evaluated risk: and the
remaining S percent require moder-

| ate or standard suFervision. In

some States a fairly large percentage
of the inmates are dismissed from
the program for one reason or an-
other. These offenders must serve
their sentences in traditional prisons
or return to court for resentencing.

Exhibit 1. Shock Incarceration Programs in the U.S., April 1993

Blates with
rograms

Stales P'anmng or
Considering Pmgrams



E .xhibit 2 Grow th o fShock Incarceration

Date State Number of

3egan Programs
in 1992
and 1993

w533 Georgia 5
Oklahoma 4

984
*085 Mississippi 1
'986

1987 Florida
Louisiana
New York
South Carolina

1988 Alabama
Arizona
Michigan

1989 Idaho
North Carolina
Tennessee
Texas

1990 lllinois
Maryland
New HamDshire
Wyoming

*001 Arkansas
BOP-male
Colorado
Kansas
Nevada
Ohio
Virginia
Wisconsin
*992 30P-female
Massachusetts
Minnesota
Pennsylvania

1993 California
Total

P RPPRPE RPRPR PRRRR RPREPRE NpRrR WL b NO e e

N
o

*993 Considering beginning programs; Indiana. Missouri, ana Rhode Island.

+ 3ase0 uoon graduates ol the program

Number of
Participants/'
Capacity in

1992 and 1993

800/800
415/438

223/263

93/100
64/136
1500/1500
198/216

140/180
92/150
160/600

236/250

82/90
103/150
3297400

215/230
332/448
32/65
23/24

150/150
192/192
114/100
66/104
60/60
76/94
797100
40/40

119/120
95/256
12/36
45/50

48/176
6133/7518

; 5-our programs, two 30-day programs and two +S-cky programs
4 The lirst phase is 120 oays with a capacity ol 176 and the second

pn3se is 60 cays with a capacity ol 61

Average
length
of stay’'

90

g)o

120

90
120
180

90

90
120
90

120
92
a
80

120
168
120

95

105
190
90
180
150
90
90
180

180
120
180
180

86
121

wrDZTMC.

A day in boot camp

Upon arrival at the boot camp
ﬁrison, male inmates have their

eads shaved (females may be per-
mitted short haircuts) and are in-
formed of the strict program rules.
At all times they are required to
address staff as “Sir" or “Ma'am."
must request permission to speak,
and must refer to themselves as “this
inmate.” Punishments for even
minor rule violations are summary
and certain, frequently involving
physical exercise such as push-ups
or running in place. A major rule
violation can result in dismissal
from the program.

In a typical hoot camp program for
adult offenders, the 10- to 16-hour
day begins with pre-dawn reveille.
Inmates dress quickly and march to
an exercise yard where theK partici-
pate in an hour or two of physical
training ard drill. Following this
they march to breakfast in a dining
hall where they must stand at atten-
tion while waiting in line and move
in & military manner when the line
advances. Inmates are required to
stand behind their chairs until com-
manded to sit and must eat without
conversation. After breakfast they
march to work sites where they
participate in hard physical labor
that frequently involves community
service such as PICkIng up liner in
State parks or along highways.
When the 6- to S-hour work Jay is
over, offenders retum to the com-
pound where they participate in



more exercise and drill. Dinner is
followed by evening Pro rams that
include counseiing. life skills train-
ing. academic education, or drug
education and treatment,

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

Goals

A survey of the 26 programs in
operation in early 1992 indicated
that Erogram officials considered
rehabilitation and reducing recidi-
vism as the most imponant goals.
However, reducing crowding and
providin? a safe pnson environment
wore still considered important.
These results are consistent with the
goals of most other intermediate
sanctions— providing judges options
beyond probation or pnson, reduc-
in? prison crowding, and changing
offenders'behavior patters. The
importance given to one goal over
the other Pro ably depends upon the
individual who is doing ihe rating.

Exhibit3. Importance ofShock Incarceration Goals

Drug Education
Work Skills
Education
Drug Treatment
Vocational Ed

Rehabilitation

Safe Prison
Deterrence

Punishment
(0]
%otA
oal

Judges may be particularly
interested In programs that have an
impact on the individual offender
and that provide more control than
traditional probation. In contrast,
corrections administrators, seeking
new programs and facing serious
prison crowding, may emphasize the
Importance of using Intermediate
sanctions such as boot camp.

Importance Rating

2 3 4
Im%er%nt

When different types of rehabilita-
tion efforts were rated, the officials
]udﬂed drug education and work
skills as the most imponant rehabili-
tation aspects. Since “work" in
most programs means hard physical
labor, the work skills referred to are
probably related to good work habits
rather than vocational skills that
might result in increased employ-
ment opportunities. Academic

LI,. - nr.-.



Shock Incarceration

for W omen

Thirteen states and the Federai Bureau
>t Prisons have shock incarceration
arograms for women. In l0oftheboot
camps, males and females are cont-
ained in one program: inmates live in
separate quarters but are integrated for
most other activities. Other jrisdic-

and classification; facility design and
staffing; and program planning.

There was some debate by focus group
members ahout whether the programs
would address the particular needs of
women, unfairly exclude women from

y.-tions-such as the Federai B reau.otu\\*sa?-rﬂ(:ipe‘_gowwefu' pf-°9.f am, &-

-exas|tiayerdeveloped ‘completely- w

im'sep'ar'ate--'programs - for female
offenders.

In 1992 the National Infinite of Jus-
tice brought together e peris on fe-
. male offenders, shock incarceration
d.coDrections;in~ajfocus;
eeting” . .
"esjefexpcrtsiic
[ nsidered injudging the
00ot camp programs for
v.'men -issues fell into five major
"ca}egorles: physical and psychologi-
cal;,

education and drug treatment were
also considered by many to be im-
ponant aspects of their programs.
Vocational education was rated as
unimponant or not a goal by most
respondents.

Drug treatment and

education

All'programs operating in 1992
reponed incorporating drug
education cr a combination of drug
education and treatment in the
schedule of activities, most likely

amily responsibilities: selection

t*'? 1-tr

+The focus.group agreed that gre in-
formation was needed regarding the
development and implementation of
the programs for women, and that re-
search should be initiated to examine
the. effectiveness of shock incarcera-

@Sﬁonsonng-ia.-descnpﬁvﬁs%@oﬂ§--|

shock: incarceration programs  for
women. This report is expected to be
completed by.December 1993,

-* |X to * »W

- v.c ' ' fa

because of the large number of drug-

involved offenders entering the
programs. However, the amount of
time devoted to drug education or
treatment vanes greatly among
Programs. Some programs have as
ew as 15 days of treatment; in con-
trast, offenders in the New York
program receive drug treatment
every day of the 180-day program.

Programs also differ in the way drug
treatment is incorporated into the
schedule of activities. New York
Uses a therapeutic community model
for its boot camp program, and all

24 National Institute of Justice Journal

offenders receive the same drug
treatment while they are in the pro-
gram. The platoons form a small
"community" and meet daily :0
solve problems and discuss their
progress in the program. Inmates
also spend time in substance abuse
education classes and in group coun-
seling. The counseling program is
based on the Alcoholics Anony-
mous (AA) and Narcotics Anony-
mous (NA) model of abstinence and
recovery. All inmates participate in
the drug treatment programs regard-
less of their substance abuse history.

The Illinois program also targets
substance abusers, but incorporates
treatment in a very different manner
from the New York model. In Illi-
nois drug counselors evaluate of-
fenders and match the education or
treatment level  the seventy of the
offender’s substance abuse prob-
lems. Inmates with no history of
substance abuse receive onIK 2
weeks of drug education. Those
who are identified as probable sub-
stance abusers receive 4 weeks of
8roup counseling along with the

rug education. Inmates who arc
classified as having drug addictions
receive the drug education and 10
weeks of drug treatment,

In the Texas shock incarceration
program, ail participants receive
approximately 5 weeks of drug
education. Treatment is available
after the education program ends.
| but offenders must volunteer for this
| treatment. They may also have



individual counselin% I requested,
and they can attend 12-step fellow-
shto meetings.

Development

and change

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

Also, many programs are developing
innovative methods to help offend-
ers make the transition from shock
incarceration back to the commu-
nir' Maryland is developing transi-
tional housing for boot camp
graduates who do not have accept-
able housing available in the com-
munity. While in :he boot camp
ﬁrogiam. the Maryland inmates are

elping with the renovations needed
for the transitional housing.

New York has an intensive “after-
shock" program that incorporates
work programs, emf_)loyment coun-
seling, dru? counse |n%, and a con-
tinuation of the daily therapeutic
community meetings that were pan
of the boor camp program.

Ar Louisiana's Elayne
Hunt Correctional
Center, | participant
stands at military
attention, armed with
a book and paper,
weapons of
rehabilitation.

In lllinois, offenders who graduate
from the program are electronicall
monitored for the first 3 months 0
communicy supervision.

California's new hoot camp prison
at San Quentin will train convicts
for 120 daj(s. Following this, of-
fenders will be required to live ata
nearby naval air station for 60 days.3
Durin? this time, they inav leave the
base if they are emﬁloyed or work
on the base while tney search for a
job. Upon release from the base,
they are intensively supervised in
the community for an additional A
months.

There has also been some interest in
applying asgects of the boot camp
model to other prison populations.
At (he Valdosta Correctional Institu-
tion. a close custody prison, the

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

The Program for disruptive inmates
involves strict discipline, reg?imented
drills, adherence to a code of ethics,
maintenance of personal living quar-
ters. and hiﬁh standards of personal
hygiene. The program was designed
to teach disruptive inmates accept-
able ways to deal with frustration,
anger, and fear and provides inmates
a means of earning their wa¥ hack
into the generai priMtn population.
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The Mental Health Program at
Valdosta is similar to the program
for disruprive inmates, but was de-
signed in consultation with mental
health professionals as a treatment
modality for seriously mentally ill
inmates who are also disruptive. Al
inmates in the program are assigned
to a mental health caseload after
being referred by one of the diag-
nostic and classification centers,
staff at another penal institution, or
the Valdosta staff.

The multisite study

Eight States arc participating in the
study of shock incarceration spon-
sored by the Natiot al Institute of
Justice: Florida, Georgia. lllinois,
Louisiana. New York, Oklahoma,
South Caroling, and Texas. The
programs represent very different
models of the shock incarceration
concept. The two most significant

Military" discipline isan
important pan ofmost
shock incarceration
programs: the photo on
the left was taken of
Louisiana’s program.

differences are (1) whether the court
or the department of corrections
makes placement decisions; and (2)
Whether the program’s focus is on
treatment and education (New York,
Illinois, Louisiana) or the military
discipline, physical training, and
work (Georgia, Texas).1

Intensive interviews with program
staffand a thorou?h examination of
written materials from the programs
revealed that all were designed in
pan to address the problems of
prison crowding. In some States this
was expected to be accomplished
because prison-bound offenders
would serve less time in the boot
camp than if they served a full
prison sentence. In New York.
Louisiang, and Illinois, the de-
panmeni of corrections selects
candidates for the programs, and
offenders can earn their way out of
prison in less time than if rhey serve
their original sentences.

26 National Institute of Justice Journal

in other States, offenders are sent to
the boot cami) by the court, which
maintains full control over the of-
fenders. Those who are dismissed
prior to completion and those who
successfully complete the program
must return to the court for final
disposition. Texas and the original
programs in Georgia and Sout
Carolina were designed this way.
However. South Carolina now oper-
ates its program through the depart-
ment of corrections, and Georgia
operates some programs through the
court and some through conecti ms.

There were large differences among
the eight sites in the number of
offenders completing the shock
incarceration program in aone-rear
penod, largely as a result of differ-
ences in the numbers of beds de-
voted to the program, the length of
the program, and the dismissal rates.
Depending upon the prison, between
Sand 50 percent of the inmates fail
to complete the program. For ex-
ample. in 1989 Georgia graduated
more offenders (849 graduates) than
New York (743 graduates), yet New
York had a 1,500 bed capacity while
Georgia had only 250 beds. The
difference resulted from the fact that
Georgia's prq%ram lasted an average
of 89 days with only a 9 percent
dismissal rate while New York's
lasted 180 days and had a 31 percent
dismissal rate. Qverall, the States
with the lowest dismissal rates were
those in which the judge had deci-
sion-makins." authoritv.



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

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

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

a therapeutic emphasis and those
%hqt emphasized work and physical
rainin’.".

L |

An

Incarceration

Evaluation

in Louisiang@ i

A recently eleated National Trdtiwte-of Justice. Research 5i Briefireports-tiie.sé
resultof an intensive evaluation of the Louisiana Department ofPublic Safety and
Correction’s boot camp prison.* The evaluation was designed to identify the
goals as defined by the jurisdiction and to examine the success or failure of the
Brogram in meeting these goals. Program implementation, changes in inmate
ehavior and attitudes as aresult of participation, and system-level changes were

. ~ograms?

~completedmultisitesmdy,'ofish(xSmcafceriitiori'in;?igh fStatSSANKIMNN A f

*MacKenzie, D.L.. J.W. Shaw, and V.B. Gowdy,.4n Evaluation o fShack Incarceration in
Louisiana. Research in Brief. National Instifute of Justice, Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Depanment.of Justice, National Institute of Justice, March 1993." - -

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

On the otner hand, both the general
population inmates and the boot
camp inmates became less antisocial
in their attitudes while incarcerated.
They were more apt to accept re-
sponsibility for themselves and their
actions instead of blaming the police
or judges, they felt more positive
about their relationships with others,
and they held more socially accept-
able opinions about behavior.

Thus, there was no evidence that
shock incarceration had a negative
impact on inmates’ attitudes. Thore
nearing the end of their incarceration
reported that the boot camp pro?ram
had been a ?osmve experience for
them. Similar inmates in traditional
prisons did not report that their
experience was positive. However,
both the boot camp inmates and
Frlson comparison samples became
ess antisocial during their term in
prison,

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

- emetices.
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These programs continue to evolve.
The objective of this research is to
inform pro%ram planners about the
impact of the programs and to help
them design programs to achieve the
desired goals.

N otes

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

a Counry Operated Boot Camp,
1993.

2. For information on juvenile boot

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

*Juvenile Boot Camps, 1992" in
Boot Campsfor Juvenile Offenders:
Constructive Intervention and Early
Supf)ort-lmplementation Evaluation,
final report to NIJ, 1992,

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

28 National Institute of Justice Journal

The State ofNew
York shock
incarceration
program is the
largest in the country
with a capacity of
1JO0 beds.

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

Doris Layton MacKenzie is asso-
ciate professor in the Institute of
Criminal Justice and Criminology,
University of Maryland.
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mmlnllyt.mw ' (eauite lbdd sad JpO\Mdifia Gtie tarc
f the person to A kgutlrndrn% Is that "success may ke contingent on the emphasis
on rehabill™tion- grvrnP offenders the Taining, treatment and education they need to Support
new behaviors during Tncarceration and 01 aftercare. "7

Therefore, the length and quality of aftercare appears to be critical to success, Aftercaffl
ShOUld |dea"y |m|l.m d h|g |y ]thCUerd tranSItlon pa&Se followed by W aftercare program

which includes engugh contacts with parole agents to ensure public Safety, 2 well &
mdrvrduaJrzed servrces to meet the treatment needs of the ¥o Uth and keep them focused on
pro- socra goals/Llt For example, the aftercare program or oracluates of a 9(}da%/

camp In Denver incluges intens eeducatronan ocational trarn for syear They also
recerve mentoring In the community from other successful boot carp Veterans. B

Mrchael Lucc aretrred military officer who s currentI the drrector 0 (m%rvenrle hoot carrp

In Alabama, also feels tht the Key to success 15 the to integrafe the
CK o the positive. elements o?the communrty |nt cr.tthatatruegmrlrta

\t;oot carrp 15 only 3week] In duratri)n followed by 4 ye an 0 aftercare consrstrn
clalized edu jon, fral |n and room and vr e
armed forces, Therefor |fvve the (J)uvenr e boot carra%e rrencet have a

ast(rjngtposrtrvee ect, vrerrtrstbevvrl 0 to also provide comparable Support after

graduiation

ADULT BOOT CAMPS

Because fhe t[roaJsar similar for juvenile and agult boot ans zgtto rectrce fison Cr vvdrng

be " etteB( \fﬁforrmajtﬁererﬁlge\gs nrnan(rjr\rgnr eI L IO\r}elrIt rat ¥ Onu3enrfeb880
(
camaspaceastron or(tl g |onandrehacg‘m [ps ation, it is not advisable to rely foo

heavily oo their findings,
The following has been leamed regarding adult correctional boot camp progras,

Crovvdrn Reductron Boot camps can be effective in reducing prison overcrovvdrn

onI are used or otfender?ovrh?[otgervw otﬂd be sent o of remain In rrs

et wrd usr the pr [am for qifencers evrr)ul not be Jn pr son occurs,
[rt ar atrons & arI [es arc transferred 1o secure
aCl

srs not tosat t camps cannot an effective early mterventron tool
to prevent indivicuals from gorng to prison.

Cost Effectiveness. To the extent boot camps have been found to cost less and have the
same results as prison, they can save money.3 By using its boot camp program for
offenders who OtﬁerWISG would be Sent to prison, NEW York estimates that it saved S304
million over the past 6 years.5 Louisiana estimates It saved S7.338 per offender.3
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offender, who went to ptiion; however, the types of offenses differ.* ™ Boot camp
graduate™, who are often under gredier scrutiny upon releese, tend to retum to prison for
technical violations, while nontboaot amp offenders tend to retum to prison becare they are
convicted of committing new crines. B

Key factors identified In nelting it through the first year after releese from prison without in
arrest were: 1) baing enployed during the fint month of release; -2) scoring high on a
positive adjustment index; and 3) the Intensity of supenvision.3* Additionally, requiring
oot camp gradletes to participete in positive activities in the community hes been found to
reduce criminal activities during the community supenvision phase.®

. Rehahilitation. MacKenzie believes that rehalilitation, and treatment should be the primary
focu* of boat camps. 1l According to MacKenzie, there is a noverrent for boot camp
prograns to indude nmore effective formalized treatment prograns.

JUVENILE BOOT CAMPS

Though the primary goal* of boot canp* are the sae for juveniles u for adult boot caps
(rehahilitation, reducing readivism, reducing institution cronding, and cost-effectiveness);
juvenile boat can* place a much stronger enphesis on education and rehabilitation.

] to the newness of juvenile boat canps, there s little information albout their
effectiveness.0  Because of this, the U.S. Department of Justice funded a controlled
evaluation 0f juverile boot camps in Ohio and Alabama.9 The resits of this study will not

be xvailacie

White tome critics maintain that boat camps are not gargam e »LC juvecus™, .
Correctional Association (ACA) tees merit In juvenile boot camps-provided they recognize
that the neacs of juveniles are different from those of young adults.*4 The ACA bdlieves
that a successful juvenile boat amp must have a strong academic and vocational eduaticn
component; a substance alouse"treatment program; and staff who care for the youth u
individuals, while aiso disciplining and challenging them  Lloyd W. Mixdorf (former
Juvenile Projects and Program Director, ACA) feels that boot cans on ke effective
provided they focus on education and treatment, have competent caring staff, ad a
comprehensive sftercare conponet*1

Because they are so new there is even some confusion as to what constitutes a juvenile oot
carp. Some prograns dassified as juvenile boat canps (In a document prepared by the
National Institute of Justice and the ACA) don't even consider thenrselves boot cans
because they do oot have a military conponent.*4 Most of these are exqeriential (edveriure
education) prograns such as the DYS SPRITE program  Adventure education prograns ae
sometimes confused with juvenile boot canps because they have many of the sane demeants
& boot camps, but ladc a military component.  Some of the juvenile agendes which comaine
boat camp philosophy with *exqeniential” or *adventure™ programming have relabeled them
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Date of Committee Action:JUn ycl® 2T31/HHS”
The STATE AFFAIRS Committee considered:

HOUSE BILL NO. 2
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HB 2

BOOT CAMP FOR NONVIOLENT OFFENDERS

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

for an alternative boot camp program; creating the Boot Camp Advisory Board

Corrections; and providing for an effective date.”

recommends it be replaced , )
with the following committee substitute /-

1 J additional referral to ___ Committee
| attached amendment(s)

ADOPTS: Letter of Intent
ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTEC(s): (D) APPROVES PREVIOUS:
luFfiscal note(s) CarHLt: S [ 1Fiscal note(s)

zero fiscal note(s) / [ ] zero fiscal note(s)
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ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE
PERMANENT FUND DIVIDEND DIVISION

HANDOUT FOR HB 4 TESTIMONY
AS CrJanuary 22 1995

Background

On December 16. 1992 in Zailer vs the State of Alaska (Casa_ 3AN-92-1567 Civil)
Alaska Superior Ccun Judge Dana Face ruled that 15 AAC 23.163%:)0 5 ana IS
predecessor re?ulatlons have ceen Invalid since Jar.jar/_L 1992, the erféctive date of
an amendment 1o the Permanent Func, Dividend statutés. That amendment was intended
to.ensure the ncnresicency of an individual’s spouse would not maporcpnatel)f impact the
eligibility cf an Alaskan I|V|n[g n state cr an Alaskan cn his or her own allowable absence.
Unfortunately,. as Jud,(n]e_ ace_ccnciucec, the tecnnical Ianguage of the statutorg
amendment,” in combination with how residency s defined. i the Permanent Fun
Diw end statutes, had th%madvertent effect of no Ionggr,aIIonvm?("th stouses.of ell%bl_e
Alaskans accpm?yanylngt elr spouse or, an absence to "piggyback” their eligibility on their

spouse’s eligihili

In January 129 Re%_r_esentatwe Sean_ Parnell, with the Department’s strong
sup_B_e_r, introduced House Bill (HE) 392, This legislation would have reinstated the
eliginility of those historically eligible Alaskan spouses angd would have, made the technical
changes necessary to correct the problem_prospectivslv, This legislation passed the
Alaska State House cf Representatives 31-7. In‘the las; hour cf the legislative session
the Alaska State Senate passed an amended version cf HE 392 on“a vote of 20-0.
Unfortunate_I}/, in the final mmutde,s before adjournment, the House did not consider the
amended Dilf and the legislation died. Ccnsecliently. the invalidated "piggyback” absence
was not reinstated and Alaskans wnc are plggy acking™ on their spouse’s allowable
absence are currently not eligible tor a dividend.

Applicants Affected

The court decision impacted 1992, 1993 and 1994 applicants. By the time the
court rendlered a decision, V|rtuall¥ ail 1992 and_1993 applications had heen paid. After
consultations with the Department of Lav/, the Department decided not to assess 1992
and 1993 "piggybacking” spouses who had already been paid. However, there were
some 1992 and 1993 " |ggyback|ng” spouses who had appealed denials issued for other
reasons. In those cases, when “the Department determined that an ap|oI|cant_ Was
Incorrectly denied for the other reason and overturned the denial, it sfill could not issue
a dividerid because the applicants' absence was no Ion(ier an. allowable absence.
Consec‘uently, the Division has held off issuing those appeals decisions until such time
as the legislature has had an opportunity to consider corrective legislation.

. Since no 1so4 dividends had been issued by the time the 1994 legislative session
adjourned, the Department issued denials to 2.175 "piggybacking' sRouses who had been
absent mere than 180 days during the qualifying year:” Although the Department made

WrETISI6 Gitojrl Page lof3



ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE
PERMANENT FUND DIVIDEND DIVISION
HANDOUT FOR HB 4 TESTIMONY

As of January 23. 19%

a concerted effort to identify all "piggybackingi" spouses absent 150 days or 'ess that
qualified for the general discretionary ‘allowable absence under 15 AAC"23.153 c)(lGE
relatively few méet the criteria. Consgguently, the Department denied another 51
spouses who were absent from 9L to 180 days durlng the ualéqmg year. In.all cases

|
the Department explained the reason for the denial was based o thie nvalidation of the

"niggyback" allowable absence and that the Department had sought and was intendin
t0 Seek corrective Jegislation. In conjunction with these denials, the Department gave

denied "piggybackind" spouses who Were sponsoring children the ccportunity to have the
sponsorship of their Children switched to thelr spouse. While many took advantage of that
op_portumt% some did not. Consequently, some children “sponsared by denied
;ﬁ)ilg’l%YbaC Ing" spouses were denied when the Department denied all children without an

e sponsor.

.. The Department strongIY supports legislation to correct this prcoiem.. I
anticipation of legislation to retroactively and lprq(s]()ectlvely reinstate . the historically
allowable _|grgyb ck" absence for sPouse_s of residents, the FFD Division's Divicend
Arﬁ)peals Unit hias Rlaced_ a hold on all pertinent timely file informal conference appeals
until such time as tne Jegislature has had an ccportunity to consider corrective legislation.
If the law i retroactivély changed, the only reason” an applicant was ineligiole was
because of the original invalidation of the rergulatlon, and the applicant has an timely filed
appeal penaing, the Department will overtuin the apPhcant's enial.. If not. the Dividend
Appeals Unit Wil be required to uphold the derial cf those applications.

The Department of Law h_af advised the Department that there is some question
as whether Section 1 of this legislation as drafted Wil actually reinstate the _plgqyback
allowable absence. As was the case with the invalidated re?ulatmn, this section Teaves
allowable absences defined as a. component of stafe residency.  However
AS 43,23.015(a) does not allow the residency of an individual's sPouse tobe the principal
factor in determining the residency of an applicant. Consequently, the same conflicting
relationship that existed with the fequlation would exist between two statutes.

—,

Recommendation

This_ contlict can be eliminated by maoving allowaole absences from the definition
of state resident and P_Iacm it a new Sectior that describes allowable ahsences as an
eligibility criteria. Sections 1-3 of the attached Proposed CS for House Bill No. 4 (STA)

would dccomplish this.

Section 2 of HB 4 allows pi%%ybacking spouses until Septemoer 1, 1995 to apply
for 1994 and 1995 dividends for themselvés or their 3£ons_ored children.  While the
Department denied 2,690 "piggybacking" spouses a 1994 dividend, the department had

Page 2 cf3
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ALASKA DEPARTMENT Or REVENUE
PERMANENT FUND DIVIDEND DIVISION
HANDOUT FOR HB 4 TESTIMONY

R HB 4
As of January 23. 1595

oné;i received 1.373 appeals as of December 3L 1994, This provision would allow up tc
1,317 "piggybacKing" sPouse_s_t_o reapPIy for a 1994 cividend. The fiscal note assumes
that by Jung 30. 1995 the Division will mail each denied 1994 "plggybackmg" Spouse a
letter advising them of the change in the law along with a request 10 reapply ‘application.

. Section 5 of the Proposed CS for House Bill No. 4 (STA) would allow 1994
applicants the opportunity t0 appeal their denial_until September 1, 19%. Instead of
ma|I|ngTden|ed applicant anather apclication, the Department would mail them an appeal
form. “This would avoid additional processing of duplicate applications.

.. For the 19% Dividend, the Department advised "pigggbacking" spouses of the
invalidation of their allowable absence. However, as reflectéd on the”attached c_opy_ of
the hack cf the 1995 application as well as. rPace 2 0f the 199? HoHsehoId Ag lication
bocklet. the Instructions aavised “piggybacking' spouses to accly if they were otherwise

eligible.

. Section 4 of the Proposed CS for House Bill No. 4 STAQ would effectively
reinstate the "P_lggyback" aliowable absence beglnmng January 1.1992, the effective date
of the invalidation of the requlation,. This would allow the Department to pay those 1992
and 1993 penced appeals from "piggybacking” spouses who are otherwise eligible.

Attachments

CBUAIDSEBIEN=ETIN Page 3 of 3



PROPOSED CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 4 (STA)

INTHE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINETEENTH LEGISLATURE - FiRST SESSION

BY THE HOUSE STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

Offered:
Referred:

A BILL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
1 "An Act relating to acssnces from the state for purposes of determining eligibility for
2 the permanent fund dividend program; and providing for an effective date."

3 BE IT ENACTED 3Y THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

*Section 1 AS 43.23.005(a) Is amended to read:
() Anincividual is eligible to receive one permanent func dividend each

4

5

6 year in an amount to be determined under AS 43.23.025 if the individual

7 (1) [THE INDIVIDUAL] applies to the department;

8 (2) [ON THE DATE OF APPLICATION THE INDIVIDUAL] is a
9

state resident on the date of application:

10 (3) [THE INDIVIDUAL] was a state resident for at least the
1 calendar year immediately preceding January bf the current dividend year;
12 (4) [THE INDIVIDUAL] has been physically present in the state
13 at seme time during the pricr two calendar years before thecurrent dividend
14 year; [AND]

15 (5) [THE INDIVIDUAL] is

16 (A) a citizen of the United States;

-1-
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10
11
12

13

16
17

19

23
25
25
2
23
29

() an aiien lawfully admitted for permanent residence in
the United States:
(C) an alien w*h refugee status under federal law; or
(0) an aiien that nas been granted asylum under federal
law: and
(6) was, during the entire period described in (3L of this
subsection, present inthe state or. if absent, was absent only as allowed
in AS 43.23.008.
' Sec. 2 AS 4323 is amended by adding a new section to read:
Sec. 4323.008. ALLOWABLE ABSENCES. An otherwise eligible
individual who is absent from the state during the calendar year immediately
preceding the current dividend year remains eligible for the dividend if the

individual was absent for
(1) vocational, professional, cr ether specific education for which

a comparable program was not reasonably availacie in the state:
(2) secondary cr postsecondary education:
(3) military ser/ice;
(4) medical treatment;
(5) service in congress:
(6) service in the peace corps;
(7) ether reasons which the commissioner may establish by
requlation; or
(8) accompanying another eligible resident who is absent for a
reason permitted under this section as the spouse, minor dependent, or
disabled dependent of the eligible resident.
*Sec. 3. AS 43.23.C55 is amerced to read:
Sec. 43.23.095. DEFINITIONS. In this chapter,
(1) "Alaska permanent fund" means the fund established by an.

IX. sec. 15 of the state constitution:

2.
2 wb



(2) [REPEALED

(3) REPEALED

()] “cisaciea” msans physically or mentally unable to complete
and sign an application due tc a serious emotional disturbance, visual.
orthopedic, or other health impairment, or developmental disability that is
atthbutaole to mental retardation, cerebral palsy, epilepsy, autism or other
cause; "disabled" does not mean "incompetent”

(3) [(c)]'dividend fund" means the fund established by
AS 43.23.045;

H1[(6)] ‘"individual' means a natural person;

{5) [(7)) "permanent fund dividend” means aright to receive a
payment from the dividend fund;

(6) f(S)] “"state resicent' means an inoividual who is physically
present in the state with the intent to remain permanently in the state under the
requirements of AS 01.10.055 or, if the individual Is net physically present in the
state, maintains and demonstrates at all times an intent INTENDS] to return
to the state to [AND] remain permanently in the state under the requirements
cf AS 01.10.055 (, AND IS ASSENT ONLY FOR ANY OF THE FOLLOWING
REASONS:

(A)  VOCATIONAL. PROFESSIONAL, OR OTHER
SPECIFIC EDUCATION FOR WHICH A COMPARABLE PROGRAM
WAS NOT REASONABLY AVAILABLE IN THE STATE;

(B) SECONDARY OR POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION:

(C) MILITARY SERVICE;

(D) MEDICAL TREATMENT;

(E) SERVICE IN CONGRESS;

(F) OTHER REASONS WHICH THE COMMISSIONER
MAY ESTABLISH BY REGULATION; OR

(G) SERVICE INTHE PEACE CORPS;

[DELETETD TEXT BRATCKET
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6
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8
9

10
1
2
13
14
15
16
17

(9) "YEAR" MEANS A CALENDAR YEAR],

* Sec. 4 PERMANENT FUND DIVIDENDS FOR CERTAIN SPOUSES AND
DEPENDENTS. Notwithstanding the provision in AS A3.23.015(a) that the residency
of an individual's spouse may not be the principal factor relied upon in determining the
residency of the individual, an otherwise eligible individual who applied for a 1992,
1993 cr 1394 permanent fund dividend within the time prescribed by law is eligible for
the dividend even if the individual was absent from the state while accompanying as
the spcuss. minor dependent, or disabled dependent another person who was absent
for a reason permitted under former AS 43.23.095(3) and was eligible for that dividend.

*Sec. 5. APPEAL PERIOD. Notwithstanding permanent fund dividend appeal
procedures cr deadlines established by law or regulation, an individual or the parent,
guardian, cr authorized representative cf a miner who qualified for the 1994 dividend
because of AS 43.23.006(3) enacted in sec. 2 cf this Act, may appeal a denial of a
looa dividend by Septemcer 1, 1995. The Department of Revenue shall prepare a
form for appeal under this section.

*Sec. 6. This Act take effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).

*Sec. 7. Sections 1- 3 of this Act are retroactive to January 1, 1995,
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Answer questions 14-17C ONLY if you 3nsv/ered NO to question 5. Please Print Clearly!
lAlly('M#'lame as . -ccears cn ‘cur zrn Cerwlcw? Se_%g@g%A-|-> 15, 5:312 cf Srtti 16.5ex
A, e eneryo | wsny e O
A fame . enter ycur s\tfviu§efugan1e 17§§%use50%,mn Oat@W 17C. Spouse s Social Secur.ty Numcer
' A N

Answer question 13 ONLY if you answered NO to questions 5 or 6 or answered YES to 7A or 78.
13. Wr-gre Qo You Physically l.ve'J ( Slreet Peeress or Physical location - Co not list 3 Post CKice 3cx numcer)

Answer questions 19-213 ONLY if you answered NO to question 5 or answered YES to question 7A or 78.

19. List the aates and the number of days you were gone from Alaska in 1994. If you left prior to January 1, 1994, enter the date
you actually departed. Circle the reason(s) you were absent for each ahsence. Attach additional sheets as needed for explanation.

Clrclepoenrly{I r?enercanQSf& £ [eason Lart Returned cf Days Explanation

A3CDEFGHI<L I [
A3SCDEFGHIJKL ) Co
A3SCDEFGHIJKL l [t
A3BCOEFGHIKL L |

Wom Gy Lo v e ) Total p of Days dunng 1594 you were acsent,

Absence Reasons Cedes 20 A K,ave ou ever pnysical |IV(fd in Yes No

ka4 s Ultfe %éent oratfeast (1

A Accompanying an eligibl Aleska fesident as te tesident's sccuse of St Al et o, Bofle > =

disabled acuif depencent. (See 'FROM THE DIRECTOR" on Page 2 of
the aoplicaticn bchIet for an imccnant notice.) B. Il YES. LPlease lis hecaées cf ;e m st recent i

] farc onsecutive month, perio nortothe Irst absence
'IWK%%A”C#“ ou e fotee T question hEnoap
Tiiui =*w»nn Btji Cii. IA4s~4 ?2tiafifrs occui SPounrv Nomo#r rrom / . JIrOUgn | f
Monm  3»v v« Wwom Cay  fttr
led as a full R DV hysically present in Alaska Yes N
3. Enrolled as a full-time student. . Were you physically present in Alaska  Yes  No
at so etlFr)n durn¥g 1993 0r 19947 OO O

n Cn active duty as a member of Pie U.S. Armed Forces.
Continuous medical treatment under a doctors care. (Attach doctor's statement) 198 194
Service as a member of Alaska's congressional delegation or staff. B. YEtS Wh'ﬁ YG%WEVG you
Full Sme volunteer under the Peace Corp Aci (Attach Peace Corp statement) MOSt ecen aska OO

Member of a U.S. Natlonal Athletic Team. (Attach confirmation) If 0 you were abs ab ent for more than 180 afs. |n 1994
1. As a requirement of employment by the State of Alaska, attac @gles oF supportin 50%‘133”{;?{%5 pr
J. Vacation. 19e9£ Zgbiu?pog cc uments ca ce foun
k. Seeking emf)loyment or emoloyed for a reason other than C, E, r or H 0N page ¢ nshuctors
L G e g s s e I ?enoNﬂﬁeE. L e
er reasons, inducing business. (Please explain) sfioyld not file It you w Enot T% 3[9%

nswer questions 22-24 ONLY if you answered NO to question 3.

22. What is your Alien Registration Numcer? A- 2 Al n hUF szgs mu?t 3 ﬂ
- 0 e Ien
23. g)lpeantcaetwger 31. 1993 what was your legal 52?&332% gwﬂe?ﬁmml = &%Ys LIe 8ar dathh KL appfcatlon
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FROM THE DIRECTOR

“t*nftTWT VQTICE TO SPOUSES ABSEYZI& CteLALASKA
I. December 16. 1993 (he Alaska Superior Courf determined that the "piggyback'lallowable absence was invalid. This means that unless

e legislature enacts Ieglslatlon to reinstate this historically allowable absence, otherwise ell%nble spouses accompanying .Alaska residents
*ro are on an allowable aosence w/ not qualify tor a dividend. As the Department did fast year, the Department will again ask the
«gisiarare to correct this situation. Accordingly, if you are an otherwise eligible Alaskan resident accompanying your spouse who is an
Igicle Alaska resident on an allowable absence, you should go ahead and apply for the 1995 dividend by the application deadline.

ZNONDER TO STUDENTS
indents who are attending school out of state shouid remember that registering to vote in the other state will make you ineligible for i

vicer.d. To register to vote in .Alaska, use the voter registration forms contained in this booklet. See page 12 for instructions.

-CPLICATION DEADLINE
he application dpenod for the 1995 dividend is Tuesday. January 3. 1995 through Friday, March 31, 1995. Please file early to ensure you

on: mss this deadline! [f by March 15, 1995 you have not received a batch card receipt conflrmlng your application is on file, please
antac: a Dividend Information Office.

TADLINE FOR PROVIDING REQUESTED INFORMATION
ease remember that the deadline for Prowdlng requested information is June 30. 1995. To provide the most amounc of time to respond

arequest for information, please file early

IRECT DEPOSIT
1994. nearly 246.000 allfled Alaska residents had their 1994 dividend directly deposited to their participating .Alaska bank or credit

lisn account. The number of Alaska financial institutions participating in direct deposit has increased this year to 23. 1f you qualify
" direct decosit. you can have your and your children's dividends deposited directly to your or your child's savings or checking account.
11995 direct deposit payments will be made on Wednesday, October 11, 1995. Please see page 10 of this booklet for participaucn

scuirtments and Instructions.

General Inform ation

o 3 ReQUty vy AS 33318 SAAC 5 (L LT ULl e )
canon Receint (Batch Card). You will be notified by mail ayment. lications awaiting an e|| |b|||t determination will be
ar%JIlcatlos t Purh u%ehod have been put.on f|Iey a B?tion angk'V basis as they gfe app?ovedyorpaymen

t a guarantee 0f eligibility for the 1995 divideng. When

reve this notice will depend ] the number of applications ~ Name angteﬁggurehsgvecshuabn £ yOgour nlggtteogrbmaggngeadodde&st

d at the same time. (i%nr gﬁeackt%ou must, let tg%’ anant Fun D|V|(%end blvisio

nowm wrl L'se form ame Change. Address Change
SeRlénNtht[ayB‘{V?é";ﬁdhatﬁfé'}'?n[—fﬁ%'ﬁt8%“.@%““&.3.&8%% or Social Secunt NumberA dition In the backo this b ooklgt

o You must advis epartment of any address change even if ycu
lnat|on Offices do_not issue rece|pts_ _ _ requested your |V|§e0|O g]eglrectTy%eposned J y
|ne to Provide Requested Inf ormatlon You are requned to Lost Ch

all questions and provide all requested |n formation and cks. If you |0 Jyour check, ‘ease contact the g arest
i % D|V|den§ Inform t|on ce You will be ask eé to com ete a

J'Cr;tc“eoé‘mT';%A”O%“Qrt}‘é“urgq{ée?éeuse’atbe aRE' St'ng?‘éR?'e elauest orStop Payment form. If the check has not been Cashed,
helapp?tlcanttdeterr]ml ethe % ||éy %ng dgtermlne how the It will be reissued.

R ot e iy TR0 B A st

ORTaNT! If you do not provi etere uired information wit

ong?na alPPNYﬁanon orpl f the |hsn9n requests addltlonal an m eca an heir, owever an e|r ma)g not pfy?

rmat cn yo on|k/ have until the |ater0 Jun? 30,1995 ¢ someorie who |e efore SI ning their ap PIC&IIOH YOU may

¢ys frcm'the date of the request to provide the in ormat|on T contact a Dividend Informatlon Office for further information.

Hcoaﬂgn%wgg %gnrlee%uested information by the deadline, your Note to Minors Re%ardlng Extended Filing Deadline. If your

P?rentor Liarddan di notcalme}dlwdg%d ony ourbehaJordl nol
Payments Will Be Made. The Department of Revenue wiil ~tile a completed application, or It you did not Teceive a dividend as
maklng Payments Wednesday October 11 1005 All payments

ble réplicants be made”by Decemper Ible . . o
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AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN HOUSE JUDICIARY by Representative Finkelstein
TO: HB 4

Page 2, lire 6-8

Delete all material
Insert new subsections to read:
"(H) service in the American Red Cross;
(D) To accompany as the spouse, minor dependent, or disabled
dependent another resident who isabsent for a reason permitted
under this paragraph;"



AMENDMENT

OFFERED INHOUSE JUDICIARY by Representative Finkelstein
TO: HB 4

Page 2, lire 6-8

Delete all material
Insert new subsections to read:
"(H) service in the International Executive Services Corps;
() To accompany as the spouse, minor dependent, or disabled
dependent another resident who 1isabsent for a reason permitted
under this paragraph;"
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CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 4( )
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

NINETEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

BY
Offered:

Referred:

Sponsorfs):  REPRESENTATIVE KOTT
A BILL

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Act relating to absences from the state for purposes of determining residency

under the permanent fund dividend program; and providing for an effective date.”

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

* Section 1. AS 43.23.005(a) is amended to read:
(a) An individual is eligible to receive one permanent fund dividend each year
in an amount to be determined under AS 43.23.025 if the individual
(1) [THE INDIVIDL'\L] applies to the department;
(2) [ON THE DATE OF APPLICATION THE INDIVIDUAL] is a state
resident on.the date of application;
(3) [THE INDIVIDUAL] wasjLstate resident for at least the calendar
year immediately preceding January lof the current dividend year,
(4) [THE LNDIVIDUAL] has been physically present in the state at some
time during the prior two calendar years before the current dividend year; [AND]

(5) [THE INDIVIDUAL] is

1. CSHB 4( )
7*xi {DELETED TEXT BPACKETED]
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(A) acitizen of the United States;

(B) an alien lawfully admitted for permanent residence in the
United States;

(C) an alien with refugee status under federal law; or

(D) an alien that has been granted asylum under federal law; and

(6) was, during the entire period.described in (3) of this subsection.

present in.lhg state or, ifabsent, was absent only as allowed in AS 43.23,QQ8.
*Sec. 2. AS 43.23 isamended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 43.23.008. ALLOWABLE ABSENCES. An otherwise eligible individual
who is absent from the state during the calendar year immediately preceding the current
dividend year remains eligible for the dividend if the individual was absent for

(1) wvocational, professional, or other specific education for which a
comparable program was not reasonably available in the state;

(2) secondary or postsecondary educauon;

(3) military service;

(4) medical treatment;

(5) service in Congress;

(6) service in the peace corps;

(7) other reasons that the commissioner may establish by regulation; or

(8) accompanying another eligible resident who is absent for a reason
permitted under this section as the spouse, minor dependent, or disabled dependent of the
eligible resident.

* Sec. 3. AS 43.23.095(8) is amended to read:

(8) "state resident” means an individual who is physically present in tl
state with the intent to remain permanently in the state under the requirements of
AS 01.10.055 or. if the individual is not physically present in the state, maintains and
demonstrates at all times an intent fINTENDS] to return to the state Ip [AND] remain
permanently in the state under the requirements of AS 01.10.055 [, AND IS ABSENT
ONLY FOR ANY OF THE FOLLOWING REASONS:

(A) VOCATIONAL, PROFESSIONAL, OR OTHER SPECIFIC

EDUCATION FOR WHICH A COMPARABLE PROGRAM WAS NOT

CSHB 4 -
) flew ~°xr [DELETED TEXT BPACXETED]



o1 B~ o v

[}

10
11

12

13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20
21

22

23

WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT

REASONABLY AVAILABLE IN THE STATE;

(B) SECONDARY OR POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION;

(C) MILITARY SERVICE;

(D) MEDICAL TREATMENT;

(E) SERVICE IN CONGRESS;

(F) OTHER REASONS WHICH THE COMMISSIONER MAY
ESTABLISH BY REGULATION; OR

(G) SERVICE IN THE PEACE CORPS);

* Sec. 4 PERMANENT FUND DIVIDENDS FOR CERTAIN SPOUSES AND
DEPENDENTS. Notwithstanding the provision in AS 43.23.015(a) that the residency of an
individual's spouse may not be the principal factor relied upon in determining the res'dencv of
the individual, an otherwise eligible individual who applied for a 1992, 1993, or 1994 permanent
fund dividend within the time prescribed by law is eligible for the dividend even if the individual
was absent from the state while accompanying, as the spouse, minor dependent, or disabled
dependent, another person who was absent for a reason permitted under AS 43.23.095(8) and was
eligible for that dividend.

* Sec. 5 APPEAL PERIOD. Notwithstanding permanent fund dividend appeal procedures
or deadlines established by law or regulation, an individual or the parent, guardian, or authorized
representative of a minor who qualified for the 1994 dividend because of AS 43.23.008(8),
enacted in sec. 2 of this Act, may appeal adenial ofa 1994 dividend by September 1, 1995. The
Department ot Revenue shall prepare a form for appeal under this section.

* Sec. 6. Sections 1- 3 of this Act are retroactive to January 1, 1995.

* Sec. 7 This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).

3 CSHB 4( )
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COMMITTEES: HOME:

HEALTH, EDUCATION of &epretfentatibes 9843 CHICHAGOF LOOP
& SOCIAL SERVICES EAGLE RIVER. AK 99577

JUDICIARY

PHONE (907) 694-7943

STATE AFFAIRS

SPECIAL COMMITTEES:
MILITARY & VETERANS AFFAIRS

OIL & GAS

DURING SESSION:

STATE CAPITOL
JUNEAU, AK 99811

PHONE (907) 465-3777

Representative Pete Kott

SPONSOR STATEMENT
HB 4 -An Act relating to absences from the state. ..

This legislationwould remedy a problem as a result of a recent court ruling.
That ruling declared spouses of a Permanent Fund Dividend (PFD) recipient
from being considered eligible to receive a dividend if they were accompanying
an eligible spouse out of state on an allowable absence.

This legislationwould allow individuals who accompany an eligible spouse out
of state on an allowable absence to retain their eligibility for a PFD ifthatwas the
only reason that they would have been disallowed.

This correction applies retroactively toJanuary 1,1994, the first time the
Permanent Fund Dividend Division disallowed dividends for that reason. It
makes provision for these individuals to receive the previously denied dividend.

lencourage you to support this legislation.

C |



TG
SECTIONAL ANAL YEI (5% PROP %ED é I-%wR HB 4 (STA)
As of January 26, 1995

Section 1 a. Redefines allowable absences as eI_|g||b|I|ty_cr|ter|a Instead of elements
of re3|den% elimination any gotenﬂa coriflict between the requirements
of AS 43.23.015 gand thé allowable absence provisions; and

b. eliminates redundant language.

Section 2. a. Moves into a new section those aIIowal%Ie absences already authorized
%sis(glaet#tt'g atrllr&der AS 43.23.095(8), the current definition of “State
b. makes. the historical "piggyback’ allowable absence previously in

requlation a statutorily aﬁogv%bfle absence. P y

Section 3. a. Deletes the reference to absences in the definition of “state resident"
since absences, are redefined as eligibility criteria in Sections 1& 2\ and
b. makes It clear that while absent an ndividual must maintain at all times

an Intent o return to remain permanently I order to retain residency.

Section 4. Retroactivel,?q reinstates the eligi,bility of all otherwisg eli%ible individuals
accompanyl ﬁ their eligible reSiderit spouse tor 1992, 1993 and 1994
dividends.” This will allow the Department to, pay "piggybacking" spouses
who were originally denied a 1992 or 1993 dividend bt whose denial was
subsequentlyoverturned on appeal.

Section 5. Gives upto 1317 1994 glﬂ backin%']'_spouses who had not appealed b
December 31,1994 the abifity to submit an appeal until September 1,1995
if the only reason they were’ ineligible was due to the invalidation of the
"niggyback" allowable “absence.

Section 6. Makes sections 1- 3 retroactive to January 1,1995, making the “piggyback
allowable absence effective for the 1995 dividend.

Section 7. Makes act effective immediately upon signature by the Govemor.

Page lof 1



STATE OF ALASKA

FISCAL NOTE

1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

fluson Dtz QX+ Bk gy @% meedm%ﬁ’ ih

Requester (s %?e”%%”

Expe

)

| CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
[CHANGE IN REVENUES

AL

Estimate of any current year (FY%) cost: $

Y

) |

BILL NO. HB 4

MO

COMPONENT SERIAL NO

l"t"q"

ﬁwson
MION

%L

ne g WO ODAES) oy g

00 00 00 00 00
06

ANALYSSS:  (Attach a senarate pege if necessary)

This bill attempts to reinstate the historically al lowable "piggyback" absence, which the Superior Court
determined was invalid effective January 1,1992.

00

This fiscal note assumes that by June 30.1995 the Division will mail each of the 1,317 denied 1994
mpiggybacking” spouse a letter advising them of the change inthe law along with a request to reapply

application.

Bfe%edbf E'I]TBSC
Approved by Commissioney:
Apoy.

e

Bis e
Dete:

PREPARER TOPROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION GOPIES TOGOVERNCR'S LEGISLATIVE CFHCE

For further distribution information, call the Governor's Legislative Office

(Rev 10/94) 95fiisno x1s/DBR
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Glasha j§»taii' Mlegislature
REPRESENTATIVE

GENE THERRIAULT slate Capitol

L Juneau. Alaska
Mailing Address

11") I Cushman, Suite 101
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701
(907) 488-0862
Fax (907) 488-4271

99801-1182
(907) 465-4797
Fax (907) 465-2884

House District 23
JCousc (8f "Represeittatilies

HB 9 "An Act relating to recovery of damages from a
minor's parentor legal guardian when property is
destroyed by the minor.

Sponsor Representative Gene Therriault

Sponsor Statem ent:

This victim's rights legislation, which updates a statute that has been
on the books since 1957, is intended to encourage responsibility
among parents and juveniles and to provide recourse for victims who
have lost property. Itishbased on the principal that parents or legal
guardians of juveniles who caused the damage are monetarily
responsible forthe loss. This legislation would increase the amount
the victim may recoverfrom $§2,000 to $10,000, and bring Alaska
more into line with the national average of $10,000 to $15,000.

The impetus for my interest in this bill is partly an incident thatoccured
last summer in which vandals caused approximately $50,000 in
damage to two schools in Fairbanks. Although the vandals were
caught, the school district was able to recoup only a small fraction of
its loss. This legislation would ensure that victims of property damage
could recovera greateramountoftheirtotal loss.



Sectional Analysis
House BIll

This hill _amen_?s AS 34.50.020 to provide that a Person, municipal corporation,
association, village, school district, or religious or charitable organization may
recover damages In an amount not to exceed $10,000, plus coSts, interest and
attorney fees.~ The damages are to be recovered from either parent or both
parents or the legal guardian or person having legal custody of an
unemancipated minor under the age,of 18 years, who destroys real or personal
property belonglnfq to the above parties se kln% recovery. CUrrently, the
maximum amoUnt'that may be recovered is $2,000.



JM astat Jltatc legislature WnIF i JiiiVi
REPRESENTATIVE

Slalo Capilol
GENE THERRIAULT N alo maptle
Juneau. Alaska
Mailing Address. 09801.1182
110 N Cushman. Suile 101 A
o i . (907) 405-4 797
Fairbanks. Alaska 99701 ft \]

Fax (907) 465-3884
(907) 488-0862 S -~SI

F 907) 488-4271 L
ax (907) House District 33

phmse 0 f Jftcprcseittaiifrcs

Explanation of Proposed Amendment
d HouseIO ?|?9

Thls would amend the permanent fund d|V|dend law that permits the taking of
part or all of a dividend'to satisty a judg ment It would Increase t he amourt t hat
can be recovereq from a minor's er anen fun% dividend for injury or damaﬁ;e
caused by the mmorfrom the cur ent 2,000 to $10,000 to mainain the parallel
recovg rx prowsmn with t e C an%% e|n% ropose House Bill 9. Without this
amen ent g victim could e] ve UP to 10,000 from a 8?rents or
8uard|ans dividend under su ara%vrap B) but recove ong 2,000 from the
vidend of the minor who caused the damage and who, under the law, would
be required to make full restitution.

NEWGV + PLACK + CHATANIKA « CHENA LAKES + FOX « STEELE CREEK / GILMORE + STEESE WEST « TWO RIVE=S



DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY
STATE OF ALASKA

&9@ 465-38670 r-§652450 _
A £907) 465-202 130 Seward Sregt, Suite 409
Mail Slop 3101 Juneau), Alaska 99801-2105
MILM-.QjRAN DUM January 25, 1995
SUBJECT: HB 9, relating to recovery of damages caused by minors -- sectional
analysis (Work Order No. 9-LS0053\C)
TO: Representative Gene Therriault
ATTN: Wiida Whitaker
FROM:

The measure relates to the ability of the victim of an offense involving damage to property
caused by a minor to recover for the damaged property.

Bill section 1. amending AS 34.50.020(a), would raise from $2,000 to $10,000 the amount
ofdamages that the owner ofreal or personal property may recover in a civil action from the
parent, parents, legal guardian, or person having the legal custody ofan unemancipated minor
when the minor has destroyed the property. Recovery is not contingent on d determination
that the minor’s destruction of the property was malicious or wilful.

Bill section 2. adding a new subsection, subsection (c), to AS 34.50.020, would preclude
liability for the payment of property damage by the parent, parents, legal guardian, or person
having the legal custody ofthe minor if the damage occurred while the minor was a runaway
or was missing. The provision supplies a definition for the term "runaway minor."”

JBC:Imb:pl
95-092.1mb

SECTIONAL ANALYSIS



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB 9
1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revison Date: , Dept. Affected: Department of Law
Title: *An Act relating to recovery of damages froma  iBRU: _ Legal Services
minor's parents or legal guardian...* .Component: ___ Operations
Sponsor: Representative Therriault
Requester: Representative Therriault .COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 0093
(Thousands of Dollars)

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

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
ICHANGE IN REVENUES ( |

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

Other

TOTAL V0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY95) cost. * 0.0

POSITIONS

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

TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necissary) o . o ' o
This bill amends AS 34.50 to provide that a person, municipal corporation, association, V||Ia(Iqe, school district,
o religious or charitable organization may recover damages in a civil action in an amount not to exceed
$10,000, tpIus court costs, from either parent or both farents or the legal guardian or person having legal
custody of an unemancipated minor under the age of 8Years, who destroys real or personal property”
beIonOgdng to the above parties seeking recovery. Currently, the maximum amount that may be recovered is
$2,000. "~ However, the bill also provides that a parent, legal guardian, or person having the legal custody of an
unemancipated minor under the age of 18 years who is a runaway or missing minor would not be liable under
the foregoing Prowsmn if the person having legal custody of the minor makes a report to a law enforcement
agency, as authorized by AS 47.10.141 &a% that the minor has run away or is missing. This bill deals with the
recovery of damages and, consequently, there will not be a fiscal impact for the Department of Law.

Prepared by: Richard I. Peoues, Qijector Phone:  465-3672
Division: Administrative Services t ) & Date: 1/23/95
Cll.

Approved by Commissioner: Bruce M. Botelho, A rmev General Date: 1/23/95

Agency: Department of Law

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

(Rev 10/941 95fisno.xJs/DBR Page 1 of 1



'STATE OF ALASKA

BILL NO. HB9

1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Qats:

Dept. Affected: Health and Social Services

Title:  An Act Relating to Recovery From a Parent or Legal BRU  Purchased Services
Guardian When Property Is Destroyed By The Minor Comporent:  Foster Care
SpOﬂSOfZ Representative”) Therriault. Porter COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 252

Requestor: House iJUD)

Expenditures/Revenues:

OPERATING
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

[TOTAL OPERATING

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
CHANGES IN REVENUES

FUND SOURCE
'002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Matcn
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program ReceiDts
1006 GF/MHTIA
Other (please SDecifv)
TOTAL

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
"EMPORARY

See also (SW): 253

(Thousands of Dollarsl
FYo8 FY97 FY98 FY99 FY0O

00 | 001 00 0.0 0.0

1 ! !

(Thousands of Dollarsl

e

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

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

[ANALYSIS:

Attacn a separate page 'f necessary)

There would be no program or fiscal impact for the Department if this bill were to become law.

Prepared

by: Kathy Tibbies.'lictinc .Director ~ Phone: 465-3191

Division: Division of Family & Youth Services Date: 01/23/9%

Approved by Commissio

ner~?) Karen Pefdu'C*ommissieflirv Date:

Agency: Department of Health & Social Services

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

r«v VO6B6IITgj(40As_OHss

For further distribution information, call the Govenor's Legislative Office
Page 1 of 1

FYo1

0.0

0.0



'STATE OF ALASKA

1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date:
Titlo:

An Act Relating to Recovery From a Parent or Legal

Guardian When Property is Destroyed By The Minor

Sponeor:
Requestor:

Expenditures/Revenues:

OPERATING
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
CHANGES IN REVENUES

FUND SOURCE
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receiots
1006 GF/MHTIA
Other (please soecifv)
TOTAL

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
“EMPQRARY

Estimate of any current year IFY95) coat:

ANALYSIS:

Approved by Commissioner:1®

Representative”) Therriault. Pcrter
House fJUD)

FY06 FY97
0.0 0.0

0.0 | 0.0
$0.0

IAttacn a separate page if necessary)

Agency:

Karen/Perdue~Cd~mhsionen™~

o T — T

BILL NO. HB

Dept. A'fected: Health and Social Services

BRU: Purchased Services
Component: Residential Child Care
COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 253
See also (SNO): 252

(Thousands of Dollars)

FYo8 FY99

00

‘Thousands of Dollars)

0.0

0.0

Date:

Department of Health Sc Social Services

FY00

00

00

J~ 2 V-

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

R«v 1,D6196liir'o.»i«i0OAS_OHSS

For further distribution information, call the Govenor’s Legislative Office

Page

1 of 1
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STATE OF ALASKA
1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date:

Title: "Ari Act relating to recovery of damages from.a minflte-

parent or legal guardian when property isdeslrpvejl
Sponsor: Therriault. Porter
Requestor: Therriault

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 96

PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS. CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES™

CHANGE INREVENUES f ).

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

OTHER

TOTAL 0.0

FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

coo
o

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

FY 97

0.0

0.0

o o

FISCAL NOTE
BILL NO.

DeparlIment Affected: Administration
BRU: Office of Public Advocacy
Component: Office of Public Advocacy

COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 42.

FY 98 FY 99 FY 00
1
0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 00 ., 00
0.0 0.0 0.0
0" 0 0
0 0 0

For further distribution information, call the Governor's Legislative Office

Rev: 01/95

HB 9

FY 01

0.0

0.0

coo
o

PageJ of 1



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB 9
1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

«

Revision Date: Department Affected: .Administration
Title: ’An Act relating to recovery of damages from a minor's BRU: Public Defender Agency
parent or legal guardian when property is destroyed....’ Component: Public Defender Agency
Sponsor: Therriault. Porter
Requestor: Therriault COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 1£3]
EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)
«OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01

PERSONAL SERVICES 1

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS. CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES |

CHANGE INREVENUES (. ). |

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHTIA

OTHER

TOTAL C e e . - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Estimate of any current year (FY 95) cost: $.

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

00 00

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)
This legislative proposal will have no fiscal impact on the Alaska Public Defender Agency.

Prepared by: John Salemi. Director Phone: .264-4412
Division: Public Defender Anencv jjj Date:

Approved by Commissioner . M aftB ovXft M i z (1 1M

Agency: Department of Administration [ - Date

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR"™S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information, call the Governor®s Legislative Office

Rev: 01/95 PageJ ot L



9-LS0053\C

HOUSE BILL NO.9
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINETEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

BY REPRESENTATIVES THERRIAULT, Porter

Introduced: 1/16/95
Referred: Judiciary, Finance

A BILL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
1 "An Act relating to recovery of damages from a minor's parent or legal guardian

2 when property is destroyed by the minorA" AT+ 7 ,cd. Cy

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

4 * Section 1. AS 34.50.020(a) is amended to read: 1C/J'jj

5 (a) A person, municipal corporation, association, village, school district, or
6 religious or charitable organization, incorporated or unincorporated, may recover

1 damages in a civil action in an amount not to exceed $10.000 [$2,000] and court costs [,]

8 from either parent or both parents or tne legal guardian or person having the legal custody J

9 of an unemancipated minor under the age of 18 years [,] who|[M AOCiOUSL '

10 WILFULLY] destroys real or personal property belonging to the person, municipal

11 corporation, association, village, school district, or religious or charitable organization,

12 *Sec. 2. AS 34.50.020 is amended by adding a new subsection to read: .

13 (c) A parent, legal guardian, or person having the legal custody Iof an
14 unemancipated minor under the age of 18 years who is a runaway or missing minor is not |

COMMITTEE COPY .

1B0009%a

AN



liable under (a) of this section for the acts of the minor after the parent, legal guardian,
or person having the legal custody of the minor makes a report to a law enforcement
agency, as authorized by AS 47.10.141(a), that the minor has run away or is missing. In
this subsection, "runaway or missing minor" means a minor whom the minor’s parent,
legal guardial, or legal custodian reasonably believes is absent from the minor's residence
for die purpose of evading the minor's parent, legal guardian, or legal custodian, or who
is otherwise missing from the minor's usual place of abode without the consent of the
parent, legal guardian, or person having legal custody of the minor.

itr.i. /n

o*
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9-LS0053\C.| *
Chcnowcih
1123195

AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE
T0: HB 9

Page 1, line 2, after "minor";
Insen ", and to recovery from a minor's permanent fund dividend for injury or
damage caused by the minor" I £y
"DO
Page 2, following line 10: N ,J - I’)l A q (\A
Insert a new section to read: Ar.-a Q" A
"* Sec. 3. AS 43.23.065(h) is amended to read:
(b) An exemption is/not available under this section for permanent fund
dividends taken to satisfy
(1) child supportobligations required by court order or decision of the
child support enforcement agency under AS 25.27.140 - 25.27.220;
(2) courtordered restitution under AS 12.55.045 - 12.55.051, 12.55.100,
orAS 47.10.080(b)(4);
(3) claims on defaulted scholarship loans under AS 43.23.067;
(4) court ordered fines;
(5) writs of execution underkso93s. of ajudgment matis entered
(A) againstaminorin acivil action to recover damages; recovejy
under this subparagraph is limited to $10.000 [$2,000] and court costs, and may
be obtained only when thejudgment is based upon
(i) an actof the minor thatis defined as a crime against
a person under AS 33.30.901, that injured the plaintiff, and for which the
minor was adjudicated a delinquent or convicted as an adult;(qr J
(if) the minor's intentional or knowing injury of real o r®
personal property of the plaintiff;
(B) under AS 34.50.020 against the parent, parents, legal

Amendment



AW

9-LS0053\C.|

guardian, or person having the legal custody of an unemancipated minor,
(6) a debt owed by an eligible individual to an agency of the state, unless
the debt is contested and an appeal is pending, or the time limit for filing an appeal has
not expired."
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HOUSE BILL NO. 9
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINETEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

BY REPRESENTATIVES THERRIAULT, Porter

Introduced: 1/16/95
Referred: Judiciary, Finance

A BILL

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Act relating to recovery of damages from a minor 3 parent or legal guardian

when property Is destroyed by the minor."

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

* Section 1. AS 34.50.020(a) is amended to read:

(a) A person, municipal corporation, association, village, school district, or
religious or charitable organization, incorporated or unincorporated, may recover
damages in a civil action in an amount not to exceed S10.000 [$2,000] and court costs
[,] from either parent or both parents or the legal guardian or person having the legal
"ist 'y of an unemancipated minor under the age of 18 years [] who
bviALICIOUSLY OR WILFULLY] destroys real or personal property belonging to the
person, municipal corporation, association, village, school district, or religious or
charitable organization.

* Sec. 2. AS 34.50.020 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:
(c) A parent, legal guardian, or person having the legal custody of an

HB0009%a -]- HB 9
New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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unemancipated minor under the age of 18 years who is a runaway or missing minor
is not liable under (a) of this section for the acts of the minor after the parent, legal
guardian, or person having the legal custody of the minor makes a report to a law
enforcement agency, as authorized by AS 47.16.141(a), that the minor has run away
or is missing. In this subsection, "runaway or missing minor" means a minor whom
the minor's parent, legal guardian, or legal Custodian reasonably believes is absent
from.jhe minor's residence for the purposi of evading the minor's parent, legal
guardian, or legal custodian, or who is otherw ise missing from the minor's usual place
of abode without the consent of the parent!, legal guardian, or person having legal
custody of the minor.

2- HBO00%a
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REPRESENTATIVE o
GENE THERRIAULT .SEII.|'.C ipilol
Mulinr] Address: Jimoiui. Al.r.ka
119 N Curshman, Suilo 101 99801-1182
Fairbanks. Alaska 99701 (907) -1G5-4797
(907) 488-086.2 Fa\ (907) 466-3864

pousc (IDfJ\cpi*L'scittatilics

To: Eieé)resent tive Brian Porter
iciary Committee 7/
From Representative Gene Then/

/

Date Javay 17 1995 7
Subject:  Request to Schedule HB 9
| would like to request that you schedule HB 9, "An act relating to recovery of
ganr%t es from actn?nors pz;/rent or ?ega?guardmn V\%en property is destroyed by
Attached to this memorandum are:

i EPO or statement

% Sect|ona anaIyS|s

We are not requesting a teleconference at this time.

This lfeglslat ﬂtols Intended to enc ure@&a resp ns b||| amon g%arents and

Uveniles and to provide recour [V
es ect?uﬁ1 request t qt Schedule a earlng on HB gsgtp r(t)t[nmlttees

earliest convenience. you

NEWBY e PLACK e CHATANIKA < CHENA LAE?. = FO/ = S CBEEk /6 VOSE e SIESH
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(iii) overpaid contributions by employers to the unemployment
compensation fund under AS 23,20.130;

(12) "last known address" means a description of the location of the
apparent owner sufficient for the purpose of the delivery;

(12) "owner" means a depositor in the case of a deposit, a benefi-
ciary in the case of a trust other than a deposit in trust, a creditor,
claimant, or payee in the case of other intangible property, or a person
having a legal or equitable interest in property subject to AS
34.45.110 — 34.45.780; the term includes a person’s legal representa-
tive;

(13) "person” means an individual, business association, state, mu-
nicipality or other government, including the United States govern-
ment, subdivision or agency, public corporation, public authority, es-
tate, trust, two or more persons having ajoint or common interest, or
other legal or commercial entity;

(14) "property” means personal property;

(15) "state" means a state, district, commonwealth, territory, insu-
lar possession, or other area subject to the legislative authority of the
United States;

(16) "utility" means a person who owns or operates for public use a
plant, equipment, property, franchise, or license for the transmission
of communications or the production, storage, transmission, sale, de-
livery, or furnishing of electricity, water, steam, or gas. (§ 11 ch 133
SLA 1986; am & 1ch 29 SLA 1988, am § 29 ch 100 SLA 1989)

Editor's notes. — This section is set
out above to correct a typographical error
in the main pamphlet.

Chapter 50. Actions for Injuries to Property

Interests.
Section
20. Liability for destruction of property
by minora

Sec. 34.50.020. Liability for destruction of property by
minors, (a) A person, municipal corporation, association, village,
school district, or religious or charitable organization, incorporated or
unincorporated, may recover damages in a civil action in an amount
not to exceed $2,000 and court costs, from either parent or both par-
ents or the legal guardian or person having the legal custody of an
unemancipated minor under the age of 18 years, wHo~maliciously,or
,wilfullyjdestroys real or personal property belongingTo'tHiTperson,
municipal corporation, association, village, school district, or religious
or charitable organization.



(b) A state agency or its agents, including a person working in or
responsible for the operation of a foster, receiving, or detention home,
or children’s institution, is not liable for the acts of unemancipated
minors in its charge or custody. A state agency or an agent of a state
agency, including a nonprofit corporation that designates shelters for
runaways under AS 47.10.392 — 47.10.399 and employees of or volun-
teers with that corporation, is not liable for the acts of a minor shel-
tered in a shelter for runaways, as defined in AS 47.10.399. (§ 1ch 98
SLA 1957; am § 1 ch 107 SLA 1967; am § 10 ch 33 SLA 1994)

Effect Of amendment*. — The 1994 added the second sentence in subsection
amendment, effective August 6, 1994, (b).

Chapter 55. Uniform Land Sales Practices Act.

Section
20. General powers and duties

Sec. 34.55.020. General powera and duties, (@) The department
shall adopt regulations under the Administrative Procedure Act (AS
44.62). The regulations must include but not be limited to provisions
for advertising standards to assure full and fair disclosure; provisions
for escrow or trust agreements or other means reasonably to assure
that all improvements referred to in the application for registration
and ad"ertising will be completed and that purchasers will receive the
interest in land contracted for; provisions for operating procedures;
and other provisions as are necessary and proper to accomplish the
purpose of this chapter.

(b) The department, by regulation or by an order, after notice and
hearing, may require the filing of advertising material relating to
subdivided land before its distribution.

(c) Ifit appears that a person has engaged or is about to engage in
an act or practfu constituting a violation of this chapter, or a regula-
tion or order under this chapter, the department, with or without prior
administrative proceedings may bring an action in the superior court
to epjoin the acts or practices and to enforce compliance with this
chapter or a regulation or order under this chapter. Upon proper
showing, injunctive relief or temporary res’'raining orders shall be
granted, and a receiver or conservator may be appointed. The depart-
ment is not required to post a bond in court proceedings.

(d) The department may intervene in a suit involving subdivided
land. In a suit by or against a subdivider involving subdivided land,
the subdivider promptly shall furnish the department notice of the
suit and copies of all pleadings.

(&) The department may

(1) accept registrations filed in other states or with the federal gov-
ernment;
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Luke,UniversityP ark

damage may

By WENDY HOWEp ¢ ' f

Staff Writer . . ]

Vandals poisoned a tank of fish,
smashed vending machines, broke
into classrooms and wreaked more
than $50,000 in damages at two pub-
lic schools last weekend, Alaska
Slate Trooper said.,

The rampages at University
Park Elementary School-arid Ho-
ward Luke Alternative Junior/
Senior High School, both off Geist
Road, were likely related; said 1st
Sgt. Michael CorkilL .

The break-ins took place’ be]:een
Saturday afternoon,'apd, ‘m.
Monday—five weeks beforeUhe.'
start of school."™:cv' 1 . ’

e« It was probably teen-agers who
squirted red Hawaiian Punch juice
concentrate onto carpeting, .furni-
ture and walls at University Park,

* ° KA

top $50,000

. troopers said. They poured deadly
ammonia into a fish aquarium, kill-
ing the fish, then sprayed library
walls with permanent ink and dis-
charged a fire extinguisher in the
commons area.

They littered the gym floor with
playing balls and dribbled liquid
automobile lire sealant intoa com-
puter keyboard, hard drive and
printer.'

Across the street at Howard
Luke, vandals smashed windows,

lpulled supplies out of cupboards

and poured black paint and rubber
cement onto the art room floor.
With a baseball bator another blunt
tool, they broke off doorknobs on
most classrooms and rummaged
through teachers’ desks.

The vandals stole speakers and

| wh See VANDALS, Page A-7
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V ANDALS:

Continued from Page A-l

more than 40 compact discs, troop-
ers and school staffers said. They
bashed in a dozen or so windows.
They cracked and ripped the
framed photos of the school’s
namesake, Athabaskan elder Ho:
ward Luke.

"Bored little jerks with jerks for
parents,"” said, custodian Kathy
Ferrell.

Troopers spotted bike tracks
around both schools. They col-
lected fingerprints and footprints

at both schools but have no suspects ,
., yet, Corkill said. Two troopers are A -
B,Lwoi:king,on the case fulltime,"he ~ ]~ ‘I;get'really disgusted."'We work

saia

"They were on a melee in there
for quite some time," Corkill said.
"We have some good physical evi:
dence to work on.". , ..

At both schools, vandals over-
turned and smashed vending
machines, stealing change and

. sodas inside. They spared the com-

puter labs in both schools and also
left TV sets, video cameras and
stereos behind.

Fourth graders expressed shock
and sadness as they wandered
through the wreckage at Universi-

A-T
fl

2 schools hit

ty Park Monday afternoon,

r "Everything’s totally like bogus
out there,'!, said Christina Thomp-
son, 9. "It's not the same school
anymore."- !

Nine-year-old Andrew Page
gasped when he heard about the
poisoned fish. ! ! ’

"1 wish they hadn’tdone this," he
said. . ‘W#/'-v, ;
eSchoollcustodians had just
finished cleaning the carpets at
University Park on Friday. They
began to sweep ,’p glass and fire

"extinguisher chemicals on

| k:

so hard ami as custodians we take a
lot of pride in cleaning our
schools,” said Dale Shelley, custo-
dian; "To have something like this
done,lit's just,'it’s really a shock
‘and angers us. ‘Almost hard to put
words to it:" e 'f'1' - o' el
v Last week, vandals broke into
West Valley High School and stole
speakers, Corkill said. Troopers do
not know whether the West Valley
break-in was related.

Anyone with information about
the vandalism should contact
troopers at 452-2114.
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Alaska Court System
ﬂgcgl Analysis

AS 34.50.020(a) provides that aperson, municipal corporation, association, village
school district, or religious or chanta?]le organization may recover damages inacvi
action not to exceed $2.000 from either parent or other person having Iegal custody
of an unemancipated minor under the age of 18 year who maliciolsly or wilfully
destroys real or personal property.

HB 9 makes two significant changes to this statute. First, the damage limit is raised
from .$2,000 to $10,000, . Second, the requirement that a minor have acted
maliciously or wilfully is eliminated, meaning that the parents or legal guardian are
liable If the minor mérely acted negligently.

These changes will re?ult In an increase in case _num?ers and costs for several
reasons.  First, the bill makes Il?_arents llable not *,ust or vandalism, hut for argl
negligent act of their children. This will expand the field of potential cases. Secon
the' Increase in the dollar amount which can be recovered will increase the field of
potential cases. Third, the higher dollar amount means that many of these cases can
now be brought in district court, rather than small claims court. This will Increase
court costs, Because district court proceedings take more time, USe more expensive
district judges rather than magistrates, and give litigants the right to a jury.

secause of a lack of data, it is im%ossible to predict how this legislation wjll imPact
the court system. If case numbers and costs increase ,s_|gn|f|cant(!ly, it will be
necessary t0 return to the legislature at a later time for additional funding



