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Tennessee is the only state found to have two separate statutes; one targets prison-bound 
offenders and the other targets probation-bound offenders. Theoretically, prison-bound and 
probation-bound offenders could serve side-by-side in the same boot camps. As yet, however, no 
probation-bound offenders have been sent to Tennessee’s boot camp, according to the department 
of corrections.

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

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

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

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

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

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

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

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

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

However, an analysis done by Abt Associates, Inc. for the National Institute of Justice (NU), 
of the U.S. Department of Justice in 1989 said that in comparing maximum annual capacity in boot 
camps in a number of states to total prison population, the potential effect of boot camps on prison 
overcrowding is smalL Boot camp capacity as a percent of prison population ranged from 1.1 
percent in Florida to 11.6 percent in Mississippi according to the NU analysis. Boot camps 
averaged about 4,7 percent of total prison populations in the states examined Current selection 
criteria for participants would, therefore, limit the number of facilities needed to a relatively small 
number.(l,p,12)

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

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

Some programs have added confidence-building exercises, and several require participants 
to quit smoking. North Carolina includes a Ropes Challenge program, which works first on 
building group skilLs such as getting a team over a 12 foot wall then on individual confidence 
building such as walking a balance be?m suspended 30 feet in the air. In Louisiana, program 
participants in the Orleans Parish are able to run 12 miles upon comple.ion of the 
program.(l,p23)

Most programs do not rely solely on military drills for their rehabilitation, many also include 
drug and alcohol counseling, reality therapy, individual counseling literacy training and other pre­
release programs. In New York, offenders are placed in a therapeutic community emphasizing 
community living and socialization skills.(l,p-5) Education also is emphasized In the New York 
program, with offenders required to spend 12 hours per week in classes. A 1990 report of the New 
York State Department of Correctional Services, Division of Program Planning Research and 
Evaluation, said the academic achievement of boot camp participants is somewhat less than 
inmates in comparison New York facilities, but boot camp inmates both start with more skill 
deficiencies and spend less time in the program.(4,ppJ5-36) Although many states’ boot camp 
programs offer education, at least two states offer no adult basic eoucation because of the 
difficulty in doing so. in any meaningful way in the short period of time offenders are in the boot 
camp program.(l,p.27)

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

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

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

kitchen, medical and administrative services, contributing to cost-efficient start-up. However, per 
diem costs may be as much or more than standard prison because of higher staff to inmate 
ratios.(l,p.l6)

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

t
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estimated S36.6 million saved in capital construction and S19.0 million saved in care and custody 
costs, mostly because' inmates were housed for a shorter time.(4,ppJ33*34)

A 1990 report by the South Carolina State Reorganization Commission for the state 
legislature examined the criminal histories of the offenders in the boot camp program to 
determine how many offenders were actually being diverted from prison and whether any 
offenders were being diverted from probation. Of the 664 offenders who were placed in the boot 
camp program between July 1987 and January 1989, 244 were diverted from prison and 420 were 
diverted from probation. Still, the net cost savings of diverting 244 offenders from prison, after 
taking into account the costs added by placing 420 probation-bound offenders into boot camps, was 
determined to be S 1.4 million.

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

EVALUATIONS AND OUTCOMES

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

iA

Studies by the National Institute of Justice (NU) of the U.S. Department of Justice in 1989 
and the U 3. Government Accounting Office (GAO) in 1988 concluded that available data are not 
sufficient to support the theory that boot camps reduce recidivism, overcrowding or prison 
costs.(l,pJ5)(5,p.l)

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

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

A 1990 report of the South Carolina State Reorganization Commission showed that among 
437 boot camp participants, 16 percent have had a subsequent conviction or had their probation 
revoked for a technical violation. Of these convictions and violations, 97 percent occurred during 
the first 12 months after completing boot camp. The most recent study, based on 1984 data, of 
recidivism for all people released (including all crimes and criminal histories) in that state showed 
a 16 percent redauWsm rate for one year.(6,p.24)

The New York Department of Correctional Services research division report of 1990 on the 
state’s Shock program said, 'Despite being incarcerated for shorter periods of time, the Shock 
graduates appear to be returning at a rate similar to a selected comparable group of inmates—' 
But the report also notes that Shock graduates come back for offenses less serious than the 
comparison group, and more often for rule violations rather than for convictions on new 
crimes.(4,p31-52) Georgia, Louisiana and New York are currently conducting studies and several 
other states have indicated they will be tracking recidivism rates as welL

)
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Several 'states require the department of corrections (DOC) to report to the legislature on 
the progress of the bbot camp programs. In Colorado, for example, the DOC is to provide a 
report that includes such information as: whether offenders are being diverted from probation or 
prison, whether bed space is being saved, and whether the recidivism rate for graduates of the 
program are equal to or lower than that of similar offenders committed to the DOC.

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

The Bureau of Justice Assistance has offered funds to states for boot camp start-up and 
demonstration. New York and Texas have grants to implement and evaluate effectiveness of boot 
camps targeted for drug offenders.(7,p.47)

FEDERAL INTEREST AND INCENTIVES

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

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

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

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

CONCLUSION

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

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

)
I
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Increased justice-system costs may in fa a  result from sending probation-bound offenders to boot 
camps. 1

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

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

As with most state initiatives, considerable variation is seen in how states have designed and 
operated boot camp programs. Their experiences, as highlighted in this document, can begin to 
guide policymakers’ decisions on future use of boot camps as a sentencing option.
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Appendix A 
State Statute Specifications for Boot Camps

) 1

State

Amount of 
L eg is la tiv e  
D irection

Offender
E lig ib ility

Prison
A lternative/ D istinctive 
Enhanced Program
Probation Featu re s

Who H as 
D iscretion 
to Select

Alabama 
Ala. GxJe 
§D-IM 
<1989)

Moderate Uai cmrses oot cUpble. 
sentence of IS yean or leu

PA Unspecified Court upon 
coniubation with 
D O C  retained 
iurodtaion

Anions 
A m. Rev. Sul 
Ann. §13-9L5 
W e n  19!91

Moderate A*e, never been incaittntod 
■ *dtitt, no physical impair- 
menu, do conupous disease

E? A  orient: education Court • condition 
of inientM 
probation

Arkansas 
AjL Sul Ann. 
in-a-mi to ms 
<1989)

Minimal Uatpsriflcd PA Unspecified D O C

Colorado 
Colo. Rev. Su l  
A n. 17.27.7 
(1»0)

Moderate Aft, noovioleuL do 
previous lenience in • 
correctional facility, tree 
ol p&ysicai k  menu! defects

PA Educational k  vocational 
assessment k  tnininf, job 
sreltinf sLilk. beabb 
education. druj/alcDbol 
education k  treatmcnL

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

Connecticut 
Coos. Oca Su l 
§18-101c 
(1919)

Moderate Aft. convicted of otber 
ttun a cliu A felon)-, so 
.pbyiicai or meoui 
limitations

E? Conmjuniry work, job lkills 
application Jt ootaounxauoa 
separate from feneril 
Inmate populatioa judfe 
may require education, 
employment, restitution, 
loom-red midenor noon release.

Court

FTonda
Fla Su l  Ana 
§9Jt.W 
(Wol 1990)

Moderate
to

Considerable

. (Aft, m m e  is a felony 
if comnaud before 2In 
birthday, not previously 
rianificd under Urn matur, 
Uui intiipble crimes, 
no physical linuuttonL 
not Drtvyjvoh' inarcenitC.

PA Traininf In decisionmaking 
peraonat developmcnL 
druf eounselinf. 
rehabilitation pro,jxms

Court commits 
(ocmodvof 
D O C  D O C  
repents
sentencinf court 
approval

Georpa 
O l  Code Ana S-d2-8-X«.l <19)91

Minimal Aft. no amupota disease, 
not physically or 
menulb- itindiaopcd

E? Unspecified Court • vttb 
D O C  ipprovaL

Illinois 
UL Ana Su l  
ch. 34.
iioajA-Mio 
§1003A-l-< 
§1005-4-3 10 3.4 
<19901

Moderate Aft, never imprisoned at 
Adult for felony, Usu 
crimes oot elipble, 
icntenced to impruonmesi 
of S yean or leu. no 
oenial disorder or 
diubflhv. written eonsenL

PA Druf counseling, mandatory 
nipcrrded release

Court - upon 
its independent 
assessment

Indians
lad. Code Ana 
§11-1-1 
(1990)

Considerable Aft. male, committed to 
D O C  to serve max. sentence 
of not more titan eifit 
yean, tuspendable 
it turner, no previous 
CD own >00 or 
incutxratioa not 
prrvnudy in a afliury 
or corpRZJonaJ boot rare.

pjdtiDy

PA Separate Pom ftncnl inmate 
population, sldlts for Uvinf 
and rrbabOtutio-n. job 
tkilk, tnatmenx for drug/ 
aicobol abuse k  emotional or 
mental problem, education • 
remedial k  CED, vocational 
■srnmcnL transit ion 
program Includes education, 
count*lint community semes 
dru(/aJcobol tnatmcaL 
antsud rrinlexntun.

Committed to 
D O C  D O C  
reports to court, 
court may 
recommend 
offender 
but still must 
be acproved by 
D O C  voluntary 
withdrawal.

Xinm
Xan. Su l  Ann. 
§7S-3Xir» <198»>

— *■ Unspecified Unspecified Unspecified Court

Louisiana 
L l Rev.
Su l  Asa 
CCrJ».
A il 901J 
(Wot 1990)

Considerable Flm offender, suspended 
sentence oi seven yean or 
kss at bard labor, has 
probsbon revoked oa 
tadsnicai vioUlioa olbcrviK
elipble (dr pa/ok. Id or 
2nd felony, never served time 
in a state prison. voluntary.

?A Intensive parok supemtion 
tpon release

Sentened to Dept, 
of Public Safety k  
Corrections, court 
recommends or 
Div. of Probation 
k  Parole refcri to 
court.
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State

Amount of 
Legislative 
Direction

01  ie r  
E lig ib ility

Prison 
A lternative/ D istin cti
Enhanced Program

Who Has 
Discretion 
to Select

M ich ig a n  
M ic e .  S u e  A u  
5284334(3.3) A  
5284133(2) 
( C a U i t h i o  1990)

M i n i s u l
to

M o d e  r u e

A g e , n e v e r  le r v e d  le n ie n c e  
o f  im p r a o n m e n L  lilte ly  to  
b e  t e n t e t x a d  to  im p rnon-  
f f lc n L  n o t  p b y u c a D y o r  
m e n u l l v  h a n d la r o e d .

P A U n sp e m fie d C o u r t - w ith  
c e m e n t  o f  
o f!co d e r

M h t o u n  
M o .  A n n .  Su l  
5217471 
( V f r n o o  1991)

M im m a J
to

M o d e ra te

A g e ,  o n  fe lo n y  p ro b a tio n ,  
v io la te d  p ro b a t io n . no  
p r io r  teJony c o n v x u o a .

P A U n s p e c if ie d C o u r t

N e va d a
N e v . R e v . S U L
5209434
(1989)

M o d e r u e A g e ,  m a la ,  c o n v ic te d  o f  
n o o v to ie n l (t lo o y ,  n eve r  
in e a r o e r u e d  f a r  m o re  
th a n  4 tn o n lh t,  o tb c n o M  
e l ie ib le  fo r  p ro b a t io n .

E P T r a in in g  in  r a c o g s it io n  *  
p re v e n t io n  o f  d ru g / a lc o h o l 
ahuae, j t r ta a  o a n a g c ta e - iL  
p re p a re  ( o r  i t  o b u t a  jo b .

C o u r t  
re tu rn ed  to  
co u rt u p o n  
co m p le tio n

N e w  H e m p th in :  
N X  R e v . Su l  
A n n . 5431 
(1989'

M in im a l U tu p c d f ia d P A I n u r a n w  a x s m u n n y  ra p e rv ia io n C o u r t  upon  
r e c o m m e n d a t io n  
o f  D O C

New- M e x ic o  
N -M . S u l  A n n . 
531-1842 
533-1-17 
0990)

M o d e r u e
to

C o  a t  id :  ta b le

A d u l t  m i l e  A  fem a le  o f fe n d c n ,  
l i t U  in e l ig ib le  a i m  c l  
D O C  to  a d o p t re g u la tio n !
Car t c r t e n in j .  v n lu n u r y

P A S u b e u n c r  a b a te  oo  a n t e  lin g  *  
t r c a im e n L  C E D  p re p , tr a in in g  
in  d e d a io n ts a lu n g  *  p r n o n a l  
d e v e lo p m e n t  *  p r t- re ic a a e
i t  n u .

C o u r t  u p o n  
r e co m m e n d a t io n  
o f  c o r re c t io n !  
d ep a rtm en t.

N e w  Y o r L  
N .Y .  C ore . L i w  
5*43-847 
(M c K in n e y  1P90)

M in ia m l
to

M o d e ra te  ,

A g e ,  w ith in  3 y e a n  o f  pa ro le , 
l i j u  m e l ip b le  o u d c l  
m u o  v o lu n te e r

P A g m o n th s . t r h a h i l i r j l in n  
th e ra p y

S c re e n in g  com m it-  
ic e  re q u e s t ! 
a u w e r f r o m  
co u rt a p p ro v in g  
o r  d is a p p ro v ­
in g  co u rt  m ust 
re sp o n d  w ith in  23 
days o r  a u io m a ii-
caD v lo o ro vT d .

O h io
118th O t a l  
A s a c n u h '  
53u o . a u  
(1990)

C o n s id e ra b le A g e ,  c o p vS a e d  o f  o r  p le a d ed  
1,-uUry to  3rd o r  4(h d eg ree  
fe lon y , l i u i  in e lig ib le  
c t u d o .  n e v e r  sen ten ced  to  
30 rtey i o r  m o re  in  
r t t o r m  o r  p e n a l in n x u t io n .  
n o s v io le m

P A S u b e u n c r  ab ua c  e d u ca t io n ,  
e m p lo y m e n t  A  a o d a i ik f l iL  
p ry cho lo g ic x J  t r e iu n e n L  C E D  
p re p . 30-40 d e y i in  h a lfw a y  
bou ae  w h h  a d f  h e lp  *  C E D  
p rep , ia t r t a iv e  r o p e iv n io n  . . 
o a ro le  f o r  r e m a r id e r  o f  le n ie n c e .

J u d g e  i c  t u r n o n  
Io  D e p t  o f  
R e h a b i l i t a t io n  
*  C o r r e a io  a. 
p rog re ss  
re p o rts  to  
a e n te n d n a  cou rt.

S o u th  C a ro lin a  
S C  C o d e  A n n .  
524-21-17J 
( L a w .  C o -o p  19*4)

M in im a l A g e . a n j v y i c d  o f  o o n v io k n l 
o f fe tn e  (o r  w h id t  ■ five  
y e a n  o r  m o re  ic n te n c z  c u t  
b e  im p o s e d . n «  p b y i io l l y  
o r  m c n u i ly  h and icap p e d . 
d o  c c n t a c o u s  d t t e u e x

P A U n s p e c if ie d J u d g e • u  
c o n d it io n  o f  
p r o b u io n

T e n n e s ie t  
T e n a .  C o d e  A n n  
5 40-20-201 to  207 
|40-2*-130 
(1989)

M in im a l A g e .  n o t p b y iic a i ly  o r  
m e n ia l ly  h and icap p e d ,  
p r a o o  o r  p ro b a t io n  o f  
4 y e a n  o r  k x x  a o  c o n la p o tn  
r f jw a c x  lw t i  jo e i i jA x k  
en iD C L

P A
*

E P

T re a tm e n t  p r o g ra a a J u d g r  - u  
c o n d it io n  o f  
p ro b a t io n

T c x jj
T e x . C o d e  o f  
C n a  P rocexL  A n n .  
A n .  4242 
(V e r n o n  1990)

M in im a l O th e rw is e  c H p b k  (o r  p roba-  
t io o . Age. n o t  p h y j ia O y  o r  
m c s u U y  h a n d ica p p e d , n e v e r  
b e e n  i o a r o o u a d  lo r  fe lon y .

P A U n s p e c if ie d C o u r t

V irg in ia  
V a . C o d e  
5194 - 318.1 
*  5334 - 474 
(1 » 0 )

L o o u o tn o m A g e ,  n o n w jw n t  (a tony . 
O o e r  b a t s  m t i  peed  
to  ia m r o c n i i o e  a* 
a d u lt  V o lu n ta ry

P A t- o u n a eu n g  r e s e c t * !  c u u ca u o o . 
d re g  a d u o u o o .  v o e u lo n a j  
■ im u x n t  u p o n  r t l u u  
em p lo ym en t,  v o c a t io n a l o r  o tb e r  
e d u c a t io n a l p ro g ra m s  m a y  b e  
r to m re d .  v o lu n ta r y  w d b d ra w a L

C o u r t o r a c n
m m  m il m m !  to
D O C t o r
ev a lu a tio n .
D O C  r e o o m m e n d i

W n a m u a  
W it .  S u l  A n n .  
5302.043 
(W a t t  1990)

M o d e r u e M m  v o lu n te e r ,  age. 
a lr e a d y  t o c t r e r m e d .  b a i 
t n h a u y r  a b a te  p ro b lem ,  
n o  p e yeb o lo g ic a l, p b y u c a l 
o r  TT ^ r ,%i U a u u L io m  
b s i  t n e l i d b k  c r im e i

P A
teg. t o h a a n r r  a b a te  tre a tm e n t  
*  a r to ra llo a . f c W d t l *  
s u p e rv is io n  p a ro le  p r e p a r e  
to r  d r e g  a b o a c n .

D O C

UVtnsai Mimmii It acrvtag urnietxx It UK
W yo . S a c  p e n n rn t t i/ y ,  age. do  p r r v x n n
57-3-1003 (1919) in e a r e t  ra t io n , b au  in e lig ib le

P A S ep a ra t io n  t r a in  g en e ra l 
Iw m A l* popUlMJOQ

B o a rd  o f  
Q u r t t k i  
k  R e fo rm

-NCSL State Legislative Report -  10
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Distil cuntp pri\otm ere 
nii'Uta/y-.uylr facilities 

requiring drills, marching, 
and ichor

Boot camps may offer 
education, dmg/olcahci 
counseling, and therapy

Boot camps one usually for 
young adult; with 

cmmdions for non-violent 
crimes

Hoot camp prisons, also known i s  Vnock incarceration' and ’special alternative in a i  curat ion* 

programs, arc miiilary-etvlc correctional facilities which provide shorter terms in a highly 

regimented, disciplinary soiling iii.cly to iuciude reveille, drills end marching, physical exercise, 

and labor. Demanding physical drills cud exercises arc tbc mosl prominent end unique features 

of these programs. Community service labor also is required in most cases.

Boot camp correctional facilities often include drug/ftlcohc! counseling, reality therapy, 

individual counseling, oducatic'i, aad pre-release programs. New York includes a therHpeutic 

community that fcniphawc* community living and socialization skillb. V/hllo seme state* claim 

success with education p ice iem i, at least two offer no adult basic education because uf the 

difficulty in doing so during the si.ott period of time offenders arc in the program.

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

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

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

whose current offense carries a relatively short scutir.ee. Offenders with mental or physic*! 

impairment: are excluded. At least five states have boo; camp program* for vrumua. Some 

states such ae Louisiana, New York, and Virginia use l»oot camps mainly as an alternative 

ssntcr.ce for offenders otherwise Ihiund for prison. Other states such as Arizona, Connecticut, 

and Georgia structure Jxjol camp1; as intensive pnvbation program;.

P if ij

I'roponcnU hail the programs s.- *i tough 

intermediate sencliotl lluit proviiU-s 

incapacitation and offender account­

ability. They sty  the short 'shock* 

program aimed at young adult offv.ndun 

car. deter future crim inal activity by 

instilling discipline and se lf control.

Cons

Detractors express concern (iiat the boot 

carup programs finder physical prowess 

and aggression in the name uf discipline 

and at the expense cf problem solving and 

skill development.

Few data exist to support cr disprove either of the opposing views on boot camp/shock 

incarceration programs. However, prdiriiimuy evaluations have been done, noted below, in 

Florida, Georgia, and Oklahoma.

' C -
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21 states o/*n!te some type 
u f  boot ran i/v

Federal assistance

A | least 23 sta les emrvinly operate *o:uc type o f boot cfimp facility. .Oklahoma and Georgia 

opened the first I root camp ptograms in 1933. Most sta le s with progrants added them since 1987. 

Sixteen sta les enacted enabling legislation in the JiMv o; 1990 scxxiuns: A rkansas. Colorado, 

Connecticut, Illinois, Indiana, Kansm., M issouri, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Mexico, Ohio, 

Tennessee, Texas, V iig iuia, W heonstn, and Wyoming. F ight slates--A labam a, Arizona, inorida, 

Georgia, Lou isiana, M ichigan, New York, end Suuth C aro lina-enacted  enabling legislation 

between 1983 and 1989. At least fr-Y: s ta lc s -Id ah o , M aryland, M ississipp i, North Caro lina, and 

O klaho ina-operate boot camps under department o f corrections regulatory authority. Ai least 

otic county, Lo s Angeles, is  operating a one-year pilot project.

The Bureau o f Justice A ^fctancc -990 program plan offered funds to sla te  departments of 

corrections for ’ocol camp demons!ration, tra in ing and technical assistance, as well as 

development and demonstration for juven ile offenders. T itle  XYI11 o f the federal Grime Control 

Act ttf 1990 authorizes grants to state and local governm ents lo  develop prison alternatives, 

including hoot camp programs, although federal funds I.uyc not ycr been appropriated.

The Federal Crime- Control Act of !v9fl a lso mitiicrizc.'. the Federal Bureau ol Prisons to use 

shock incarceration programs. A s yet there sre  ah  boot camp facilities operating for federal 

offenders.

A three-year lollow-up study by (he Georgia Departm ent o f Corrections found 38 .5 percent of 

offenders who participated in the b w i  camp program returned lo prison, compared to 38  percent 

o f re leased prison inmates. Oklahoma found that over a 29-mor.th period, almost half o f the 

bool camp graduates had returned to prison compared lo  28 percent in a comparison group of 

prison inmates.
■ • *. • •

A F lo rida evaluation of (io s i-rd u .u r cuicontcs showed the bool camp program graduates 

performed, overall, more, successfu lly titan u matched group o f released prison inm ates during a 

SuliNUtjuent community supervision period. The sam e report showed almost 40 percent of 

participants entering Ihc program did not fin ish it.

A National Institute o f Justice (N U ) report issued in 19S9 agreed wi'.h cn ear iie r United S l3tcs 

Government Accounting Office ru[»trt that sa id  m ore evaluation is needed io  judge whether 

program s are operationally cosi-cJToctivx. and program m atically successful.

T he  NIJ study nlso indicated that cost savings itstt ll p rim arily  from Ihc shorter terms participants 

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

longer prison terms.
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Recidivism rate higher for  
boot camp graduates than 
teleased prison inmates in 

two states

Florida study shows Lout 
camp graduates outpajonn  

released inmates during 
community supervision
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involuntary manslaughter had it the Congress In the 19S4 Missing ' number of gangs and gang mem- 
been committed by an adult. He Children’s Assistance Ac: as Title bers to successful recruitment, 
was sentenced to three years de- IV of the Juvenile Justice and Sacramento Police Chief Jack 
tention, the maximum penalty for Delinquency Prevention Act of Kearns, the prime sponsor of the 
involuntary manslaughter. On 1974, as amended. The OJJDP is bill, said forcing gang members to 
appeal, the Court of Appeals for responsible lor administering the do their recruliing covertly would 
the Eighth Circuit vacated the Missing nr/.i Exploited Children's deter solicitation. Kearns « ti-  
sentence, finding that had R.L.C. Program. Other proposed new mated that the current number of 
been an adult, the maximum sen- programs include conducting fol- gang members in Sacramento is 
tcnce he could have received low-up interviews with families o f 2,60(1, n significant Increase over 
under the federal sentencing missing children to determine the the 1,700 gang members in 1983. 
guidelines would have, been 21 lasting psychological effects of 'Ihar year, a state task force on 
months. The Eighth Circuit said family and ncn*fami!y abductions; gangs and drugs found that chil- 
that In sentencing R.LC. to a studying the justice system's proc- drcn as young as nine-years-old 
period of detention longer than essing of child maltreatment were being recruited for street 
that allowed under the guidelines, cases; developing training.ro help gangs, Kearns said. Bob Kilgoie, 
the trial court violated a federal law enforcement and-mental director of the Sacramento 
statute providing that a juvenile health professionals assist families County Probation Department, 
may not be semenced.io a period being reunited with their missing said die number of street gangs in 
of detention that exceeds "the children; developing interviewing the county has grown from ap- 
maximum term of imprisonment techniques for adolesecnovictims proximaicly 35 in the 1980s to 
that would be authorized if the c f sexual exploitation; developing between 50 and 60 today, 
juvenile had been tried and con- a guide to victims' services and 
victcd as an nduh” The U. S. compensation for missing and * • *
Supreme Court affirmed. exploited children and their fami­

lies; a symposium cn international California Gov. Pete Wilson 
Missing Children. The study of child abductions; the development on Feb. 28 signed Isolation  ere-, 
legal barriers to using schools, of training, technical, and product • a ting twp.miljiary-styie “boot
public service agencies and hospi- resources on the legal obstacles of .camps" designee ro deter nonvio-
tals to locate missing children is returning parentally abducted lent,youthful, first-time offenders 
one of several projects planned by children; developing a training from further criminal activity 
the U. S. Department of Justice’s video for investigating missing and thiough strict discipline and hard 
Office of Juvenile and Delin- exploited child cases; and funding work. Tnc "Leadership, Esteem, 
qucncy Prevention (OJJDP) for for states’ missing children clear- Ability, and Discipiinc Program 
its fiscal yea'r 1992 programs to inghouscs. For more information, (LEAD)" camps would be altcr- 
assis; missing children and their contact the Director, Missing and natives to jails run by the Califor- 
familics (Federal Register, March Exploited Children's Program, nia Youth Authority. Tltc plan 
18,1992). The proposed priority OJJDP, 633 Indiana Ave., NW, calls for establishing one camp in 
programs include a variety of Washington. D C 20531; tele (202) northern California 2nd one in 
objectives, including using news- 616-2631, southern California that each will
paper clipping to compile staiis- house no more than 60 youths
tics on non-family child molesta- In California. A state assembly- over the age of 16. Wards at the 
lion eases: developing sentencing man h3S introduced legislation experimental camps will be drilled 
guidelines in parental abduction that would make it a crime to in traditional military techniques,
cases; and training public service recruit youths under the age of 18 including marching, rigorous excr-
workers and mental health profcs- for criminal street gangs by Intimi- cisc, and strict room and dress in- 
sionnls to work with families of datie-n or coercion, The proposed spc&iois. Youths will be required 
missing children. The OJJDP will bill ’is believed to be the firs; leg- to work 16 hours per day, six-arui-
acccpi public comments on the Jslation in the nation tc criminal* one-half days per week, for four
priorities through May 18,1992. ize youth gang recruitment. Sac- months. After release front the 
The Missing and Exploited Cliii- rumcr.to city officials have ottrib- camps, wards will be enrolled In a 
dren's Program was established by uted the recent growth in the six-month parole program that in-
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eludes drug testing, electronic 
monitoring, and job placement. 
The program will end In mid-1997 
unless it is extended by the Cali­
fornia legislature.

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

VC/4 JUVENILE JUSTICE

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

. according to the report; property 
crimes made up the remaining 
90.6 percent. Overall property 
crimes decreased 20-30 percent 
from 1987 to 1989. Despite a 
slight decrease in 1989, juvenile 
drug abuse arrests have remained 
at relatively constant levels in 
recent years. Juvenile arson ar­
rests reached an all-time high of 
101 in 1989, the report states, 
increasing nearly <09 percent over 
the annual average throughout (he 
19£0s, the report said. Vandalism

March 1992.

i
and larceny arrests have remained 
at increased levels over recent 
years with larceny being the seri­
ous crime that Rhode Island juve­
niles commit most frequently. /Ac­
cording to the report, juvenile re­
cidivism rates progressively have 
increased since 1934, when 526 ju­
veniles appeared twice before the 
court, compared to 611 In 1989. In 
1984,188 juveniles appeared three 
times before the court compared 
io 231 in 1989. The number of 
juveniles placed on probation has 
increased each year since 1984,

• reaching a high of 2,043 in fiscal 
year 1990. For more information 
cr ?. copy of the report, contact the 
Governor’s Justice Commission, 
Office of Substance Abuse, Statis­
tical Analysis Center, 222 Quaker 
Lane, Warwick, RI 02886; tel.: 
(401)277-2620.

/jt fn iC a  National Criminal Justice Association 
U l U 5X L 444 N. Capitol Street, N.W., Suite 618 

W  Washington, D.C. 20001
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I i 'h  i i by Marjorie Marlette
T HE LIFE IS RIGOROUS, the privi­

leges few. But the rewards, for young 
non-violent first offenders, can be great: 
camp instead of prison; 90 to 180 days of 
concentrated effort instead of years in an in­

stitution; and a chance to detour from a 
future in crime.

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

Continued on p a g e  6
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Continued from front p a g e

tough and tax-dollar considerate, 
state leg is la tu res and congress 
have estab lished the m ilitary- like 
programs in  27 U. S. system s, a 
new survey by C o rre c t io n s  
CO M PEND IU M  shows. Fourteen 
more are considering the option.

The programs come by many 
names: Special A lternative 
Incarceration Unit; Basic T ra in ing  
Program; IMPACT (Intensive Mo­
tiva tiona l Program of A lte rna tive 
Correctional Treatment); R ID  
(Regimented Inm ate D iscipline); 
Challenge Incarceration and 
others, as w e ll as s im p ly “Shock 
Incarceration* or “Boot Camp.”

The regimen of boot camp, 
w ide ly publicized by the media, is  
fam ilia r  Days th a t s ta r t a t 5—  
even 4—a.m. D r ill and push-ups 
and obstacle courses. In s is ten t D Is 
(drill instructors) in  constant 
persuasion. Harsh, summary 
discip line for m inor infractions. 
R ig id dress code. Inspected liv in g  
quarters th a t m ust be ship shape. 
L im ited or no TV. Taps a t 9 or 10 
p.m.

B u t not a ll prison boot camps 
are a like. Though regi­

mented and m ilita ry  insp ired, they 
d iffer considerably in  emphasis 
and the programs they offer.
A lmost a ll require some—and 
some many—hours o f d rug tre a t­
ment, education and psychological 
counseling; others place the 
greatest emphasis on the heavy 
physical tra in ing  and d iscip line.

One of the most crucia l aspects 
of the programs—follow-up sup­
port in  the community—also 
varies considerably from one sy s­
tem to another.

S in ce  th e ir  s t a r t ,  d o s e  to 16,000 
o ffe n d e rs ho ve  com p le te d  sh o ck  
in c a rc e ra t io n  p ro g ram s in  th e  U .S .

w ith  more than  12,000 graduating 
from boot camps, according to thn 
C O M PEN D IU M  survey .

C urren t programs can accomo­
date 4,782 inm ates a t a time, 
rang ing from  20 in  Wyom ing to 
1,500 in  New York. Programs 
s ta rtin g  a fte r Feb. 1,1991, w ill add 
another 354 to 404 slots.

Shock camp programs are 
p rim arily  designed for young, non­
v io len t offenders, 17 to 26 years of 
age, who have never been incarcer­
ated. Some allow  o lder prisoners. 
And not a ll are lim ited  to those 
comm itting non-violent offenses. 
Certa in categories of prisoners,

A l m o s t  a l l  r e q u i r e  s o m e  
— a n d  s o m e  m a n y — h o u r s  o f  
d r u g  t r e a t m e n t ,  e d u c a t i o n  
a n d  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  c o u n s e l ­
i n g ;  o t h e r s  p l a c e  t h e  g r e a t ­
e s t  e m p h a s i s  o n  t h e  h e a v y  
p h y s i c a l  t r a i n i n g  a n d  d i s ­
c i p l i n e .

however—as ch ild  abusers, sex 
offenders, and m urderers—are 
u su a lly  in e lig ib le  for the pro­
gram s.

D rug offenders make up nany 
o f the tra in in g  squads.

E ig h t sta tes—Colorado, Kansas, 
Louisiana , M ich igan , M ississipp i, 
New Hampshire , New York and 
South Caro lina—indude  women in 
th e ir program s, the CO M PEN ­
D IU M  su rvey shows. Other states 
and the Fede ra l B ureau of Prisons 
provide programs only for men.

Courts assign defendants to the 
camps in  12 system s, corrections 
departm ents in  11, and both may 
in five. I f  d irec t from the courts,

the penalty is  genera lly  instead of 
a sentence to prison, w ith  a 
sentence pending i f  tra in iv .g  is not 
complete. From prison, hoot camp 
completion shortens prison terms.

A lmost a ll are used for offend­
ers convicted o f fe lony offenses 
carry ing a sentence o f one year or 
longer in  prison.

W hether boot camps are suc­
cesses depends on the 

defin ition of success. For most, it  
is  too soon to know th e ir long-term 
effect on preventing re tid iv ism — 
su re ly  the u ltim a te  goal—bu t 
early stud ies ind icate th a t they do 
provide as much or more de ter­
rence in  a short tim e as a longer 
time in  prison does fo r s im ila r 
offenders.

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

“W ithout the program , we 
estim ate our prison population 
would be more than double," said 
Deputy W arden Dean A llen  a t the 
North Idaho Correctional In s t itu ­
tion, where the shock operation is 
located. (See box on page 8)

One state, A labam a, where 
partic ipation in  the program is 
mandated, reports th a t a fte r two 
years, the ir rec id iv ism  rate is  an 
aston ish ing 3.65 percent!

Texas, where the boot camp 
started two years ago, has had a 
success ra te  o f 89 percent versus 
approximately 55 percent among 
regu lar prison parolees.

As for success in  the program 
itse lf, for those who started  the 
boot camps, the su rvey  found 
completion ra te s rang ing from 
47.6 percent in  F lo rid a  to 97 
percent in  Georgia.

The boot camps have other 
immediate p luses:
• The emphasis is  on change. 
A lmost a ll offer more counseling 
and education than the offenders 
would get in the genera l prison 
population.
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• For young f ir s t  tim e incarcerees, 
they are almost a lw ays sa fer than 
prison. There are no experienced 
cons to school them, in  crime or 
press them for sexual favors. 
There’s more s ti f f  on hand, more 
ac tiv itie s , no id le  time.
• The demanding exercise and 
regu la r m eals improve hea lth  and 
stam ina. The inmates lea rn  w hat 
it's lik e  to get up in  the morning 
and be active a ll day.
• They also learn w hat i t ’s lik e  to 
be drug-free in  an environment 
th a t demands a lot from them .
• And wh ile the per diem cost is 
often the same or more than for 
tim e behind bars, the b rev ity  of 
the program means less spent on 
the in d iv id ua l “recru it.”

I n a 25-month review  of i t s  pro­
gram , the F lo rida Departm ent 

of Corrections estim ated a sav ings 
o f 39,759 inm ate days -  conserva­
tiv e ly  estim ated a t a cost sav ings 
of $1.15 m illion . “The cost of Boot 
Camp represents perhaps its  most 
successfu l aspect...the program is 
e ffective ly reducing prison time," 
the DOC report said.

O f the 27 system s au tho riz ing

Marjorie Marlette i s  editor of
Corrections COMPENDIUM,

boot camps, e igh t are sta rtin g  
operation in  1991—Connecticut, 
V irg in ia , W isconsin and the 
Federa l B ureau  of P risons in  
January ; iia n sa s  and N evada in

“T h e  c o s t  o f  B o o t  C a m p  
r e p r e s e n t s  p e r h a p s  i t s  m o s t  
s u c c e s s f u l  a s p e c t . . . t h e  p r o ­
g r a m  i s  e f f e c t i v e l y  r e d u c i n g  
p r i s o n  t i m e  ”

Feb rua ry ; Colorado in  M arch and 
P ennsy lvan ia  la te r  in  the year. 
Ohio also hopes to s ta r t a camp 
th is  year.

Idaho ’s is  the o ldest shock 
incarceration program . Georgia’s, 
begun in  1983, and Oklahoma’s, 
1984, are the o ldest boot camps.

O ther sta tes w ith  boot camps 
are A labam a, A rizona, A rkansas, 
F lo r ida , I llin o is , Louisiana, M ary ­
land , M ich igan , M ss is s ip p i, New 
H am psh ire , New York, North 
C aro lina, South C aro lira , Tennes­
see, Texas and Wyom ing.

Iow a has a  shock probation 
program in  wh ich the judge  can 
Temove certa in  inm ates from 
prison w ith in  90 days o f confine­
m ent depending on how well they 
do in prison during  th a t tim e. Ohio 
V'P.s a shock parole program.

Cost o f the program s range 
. from $21 per diem in A labam a 

(compared to $27 in  regu la r 
prison), to $67.79 in  Connecticut 
(compared to $56.91 in  prison). 
Some departm ents gave the same 
costs for boot camp and prison, 
and many had no figu res a v a il­
able.

O ffenders partic ipate in  the 
camps vo lu n ta r ily  in  20 systems; 
are m andated in  seven. In  15 
system s, Jhe program s are located 
in  a separate camp or fac ility , 
wh ile 10 syBtems house them  in  a 
prison. Three system s do both.

Reasons given for inm ates not 
fin ish ing  the tra in in g  inc lude poor 
a ttitu de  and behavior ad justm ent, 
lack of self-discip line and motiva­
tion, and d isc ip lin a ry  problems. 
They m ay also be m ed ica lly  
d lsqua lifed , or new deta iners may 
make them ine lig ib le .

P roblems fac ing  the ind iv idua l 
programs in c lude d ifficu lties 

w ith  inadequate or no funding; 
pressure to keep beds fu l l th a t 
does not a llow  good group in take; 
not enough beds for the program, 
and lack  o f follow-up supervision.

One sta te reported a problem 
w ith  corrections d is lik e  of the 
program, and another sa id  s ta ff 
selection was d iff ic u lt because of 
the need to assign on ly those 
in d iv id ua ls who had demonstratec 
leadership qua lit ie s and received 
favorable psychological testing .

For some, m edia access had to 
be lim ited  for a tim e in  order not 
to d isrup t the program , b u t 
mostly, the in te re s t o f the press 
was considered a benefit.

New York, w ith  the la rges t 
number o f boot camp programs, 
has recently sta rted  an in tensive 
“shock parole” program to continu 
support serv ices for the graduates 
when they re tu rn  to the streets. 
Two parole officers work as a tean 
to supervise 30 parolees. In  other 
system s, post-release supervision 
may be through regu la r or in ten ­
sive probation or parole.

Much has been w ritten  about 
beet camps, in the scho larly as
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I d a h o ’s  s h o c k  in c a r c e r a t io n  
p r o g r a m  im p a c t s  n u m b e r  in  p r i s o n
S hock incarceration got an early 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Of those released, about 17 or 
18 percent come back—11  per­
cent on technical violations, 6 
percent on new crimes.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

□

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

L mong those who urge caution 
in developing the programs, 

the concern most often heard is 
th a t they w ill “widen the net” to 
confine people who would other­
w ise be placed on regu la r proba­
tion, not ju s t  those head ing for 
prison. (Some crim ina l ju s tice  
officia ls view  th is as a positive, 
however.)

In  the N IJ  Reports for Novem­
ber/December, 1990, Doris Layton 
MacKenzie also notes another 
question raised by research as 
“whether the boot camp atmos­
phere enhances the effect of

treatm ent or whether an in tensive 
tream ent program alone would 
have the same effect.”

(Dr. MacKenzie, an associate 
professor a t the U n ive rs ity  of 
M ary land , is  a v is it in g  senior 
research associate o f the N ational 
In s t itu te  of Justice (NTJ).)

O ther concerns have been 
ra ised elsewhere:
a Do boot camps have a potential 
for deterioration of standards and 
abuse of offenders?
■ Do they d iscrim inate i f  programs 
are not offered for the physica lly 
handicapped offender? In  those 
sta tes w ithout programs for 
women?

■ Could discip line w ithou t su ff i­
cient due process lead to lia b ility  
questions?

he N ational In s t itu te  of 
Justice (NIJ), is  p lann ing to 

do a multi-site study o f Shock In ­
carceration to be re leased la te  in 
1991.

In  ea rlie r research, N IJ ’s in ten ­
sive study o f the Louisiana shock 
incarceration program found tha t 
shock incarceration programs by 
themselves m ay not sign ifican tly  
affect offender behavior or reduce 
recid ivism . Treatment, education, 
and rehab ilita tion  programs are 
also needed and may strengthen 
program impact, the study said.

Continued on p a g e  10
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SHOCK INCARCERATION PA,,T I -  NUMBERS, COSTS» * * 11

SYSTEM HAS SHOO 
OR BOOT 
CAAP 
PROGRAM

LENGTH 01 
PROGRAM

: WHEN STARTED 
OR WILL START

FOR MALES
FEMALES,
BOTH

HOW MANY 
CAN PROGRAM 
HANDLE?

NUMBER 
WHO HAVE 
COMPLETED 
PROGRAM

SUCCESS
RATE

PER DIEM COST FOR EACH 
PARTICIPANT OF

SHOCK
PROGRAM

PRISON, F SEN 
THERE 1NSTEAI

ALABAMA Yes 3 mos. with 
extensions 
up lo 180 
days

4/7/88 Males 128 547 83% 521.00 $29.00

.ALASKA No program

ARIZONA Yos 4 mos. 10/88 Males 150 281 86% Unknown

ARKANSAS Yes 105 days 4/90 Males 60 16 Unknown $25.00

CALIFORNIA No program. Lot Angeles County Jafl System developed plans for opening a boot camp program.

COLORADO Yes 3 mos. 391 Both 100 $43.84

CONNECT CUT Yes S mos. 1/91 Males 100 $67.79 $5691

DELAWARE No program, but interested in starting ono

DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA

No program, but interested in starting one

FLORIDA Yes 3 mos. 10/87 Males 100 429 47.6%

GEORGIA Yes 3 mos. 11/83 Males 250 4,183 97% $39.82 (average daily cos's tot at 
prisons in FY 89)

HAWAII No program

IDAHO Yes 4 mos. with 
option of 
additional 60 
days

1970, authorized 
1974, started

Stales 160 3,745 80% $25.51

ILLINOIS Yes 4 mos. 10/15/91 Both 200 9 77.7% Unknown Unknown

INDIANA No program, but interested in starting one

IOWA Has shock probation where the judge can remove certain inmates from prison within 90 days ol confinement, depending on how well the inmate does in 
prison ]

KANSAS Yes 6 mos. 2/91 Both 104 1
1

$36.88
(appcox.)

KENTUCKY No program, but interested in starting one

LOUISIANA Yos 90-180 days 2/87 Both 120 470 56.9% A little less 
than prison

$24.71

MAINE No program

MAHYLAND Yes 6 mos. 8/6/90 Males, 1' .nalo 
prograrr to 
start w hin 2 
yrs.

288 N/A N/A Unknown $4521 '

MASSACHUSETTS No program, but under consideration at the county leveL

MICHIGAN Yes 3 mos. 3/88 Males 120 754 59% $55.00 $55.00

MINNESOTA No program
MISSISSIPPI Yes 90-120 days 4/85 | Both 262 1,736 91%

MISSOURI | No program, program has boen authorized but not funded or initialed. |

MONTANA No program, but may be interested in starting one

NEBRASKA No program, but interested in starting one

NEYADA Yes 2/91 Males

NEW HAMPSHIRE Yes 120 days J/5/90 Both 96 13 $48.77 $48.77 |

NEW JERSEY No program, in earty discussion stages i!

HEW MEXICO No program, Skaly to start 12/91
NEW YORK Yes (5 

fariities)
5 mos. !3/87 loth ,350 males 

50 females
1,158 (as of 
1/89)

38% $41S6-$77^6

NORTH CAROLINA Yes X)-120 days 0/30/89 Wales 30 58 30%
NORTH DAKOTA No program £
OHIO Yes Imos. J>hock parole,

983: hope to start 
wot camp 1991

Wales 00 (projected) S30.96 1]
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S . >CK INCARCERATION PA R T . NUMBERS, COSTS

SYSTEM HAS SHOCK 
OR BOOT 
CAMP 
PROGRAM

LENGTH OF 
PROGRAM

WHEN STARTED 
OR WILL START

FOR MALES,
FEMALES,
BOTH

HOW MANY 
CAN PROGRAM 
HANDLE?

NUMBER 
WHO HAVE 
COMPLETED 
PROGRAM

SUCCESS
RATE

PER DIEM COST FOR EACH 
PARTICIPANT OF
SHOCK
PROGRAM

PRISON, F  SENT 
THERE INSTEAD

OKLAHOMA Yes 3 met. 1984 Males 150 Unknown Unknown (64.39 (48.79

OREGON No program
PENNSYLVANIA Yes 6 mos. 1991 Males 150-200

RHODE ISLAND No program, but Interested in staring one

SOUTH CAROLINA Yes 90 days 6/2S/86, shock 
probation; 6/2S/D0, 
changed to shoe* 
incarceration: 1AM, 
2nd unit started

Both 192 males, 
24 lomales

984 males, 
107 females

93%
males,
83%
females

SOUTH DAKOTA No program, currently being reviewed by legislatively established Corrections Commission

TENNESSEE Yes 3 mos. 12/89 Males 120 75 74%

TEXAS Yes Up lo 3 mos. 1/89 Males 400 1,010 89.2% (43.40 (42.15

UTAH No program, but under consideration

VERMONT No program

VIRGINIA Yes
probation)

3 mos. 
(Mowed by 
supervised 
probation)

1/91 Males 100

WASHINGTON No program
WEST VIRGINIA No program, but under consideration

WISCONSIN Yes 6 mos. 1/1/91 Males 60 N/A N/A Unknown

WYOMING Yes 3 mos. 2/90 Males 20 36 90% $41.00 (41.00
FEDERAL BUREAU 
OF PRISONS

Yes 6 mos. 
fin tensive) 
1-5 mos. 
[community)

1/91 Males 192

CANADIAN SYSTEMS - no shoe* incarceration programs reported

B o o t Cam p P r iso n s  T h rive
Continued from page 8

The Corrections COMPEN­
DIUM survey found that 26 of the 
boot camps include or will include 
drug/alcohol treatment programs, 
24 offer counseling, and 23 educa­
tion. All 27 also have work pro­
grams. Emphasis on the programs 
may vary, but once assigned, par­
ticipation is mandatory.

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

Also, the academic programs are

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

In interviews and letters to 
staff, some former trainees recall 
graduation as the high point of 
their lives.
They found pride and new 

friends in the program, they said. 
Though more counseling and 
vocational education would be a 
good idea, they considered boot 
camp a very positive experience.
Not many “graduates" would 

say that about their stint in 
traditional prison. Q
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S: SHOCK INCARCERATION PART II - PROGRAM, REQUIREMENTS

SYSTEM PARTICIPANT ASSIGNED 
TO PROGRAM BY

ASSIGNMENT MADE PARTICIPATION
VOLUNTARY?

PROGRAM LOCATED IN PROGRAM INCLUDES REQUIREMENTS FOR PARTICIPATION

COURTS DEPARTMENT AS ALTER­
NATIVE TO 
PRISON

FROM
PRISON

REGULAR
PRISON

SEPARATE 
CAMP OR 
FACIUTY

DRUG/
ALCOHOL
TREATMENT

EDUCA­
TION

COUNSELING/
THERAPY

WORK

•

ALABAMA X X Ho X X ’ .

a
•

•
X X Ho aoo Imht, lit dogreo crimot and onlklng a child 

ter Invnore) purpose* aro exempted, tonlonce ol 15 
yrt. or lest, dast 1 physical condition, and ebllily lo 
lolkwr dfroclom

ARIZONA X X Yos X X X X X 18 25 yn. of ago, Clast 28 non-vlolenl ollonsos, 
spodUc loqulromonts for physical and montal condl 
lions —

ARKANSAS X X Yos X X X X X Ho ago roqulromonts, non-vlolonl crimes, tanlanco 
ol 10 yn. or lost, 1st lime odondor, physical and 
menial hoalih condition musl bo opprovod

COLORADO X X Yes X X X X X X 16 25 yn. ol ago, not solving and havo nol sorvod 
time for a vlolonl offense (too ol physical and montal 
dofocts

CONNECTICUT X X (ovorslglil 
lesponsibility)

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

FLORIDA X X Yos X X X X 24 yn. and undor In ago, non-vlolonl, no sex crimes, 
tontoncot 10 yn. or loss, 1 1 1  ollonso, no sorlous 
modfcal or menial health prebfomt

GEORGIA X X Yos X X 17-25 yn. of ego, no mtsdomoanon, tonloncod to al 
loss 11 yr., good plryilcal and mantel condition

IDAHO X X Yes X X X X X Must be triad at an adult, folonlos exoort murder L 
sentenced to a mln. of 1 yr., no prior prison tlmo, 
ambulalory physical conoiiton and nol cunenlly pr 
ehofc

ILLINOIS X X Yos X X X X X 17-29 yn. of ago, light wolghl ollonsoi Including . 
drug, robbory, thoh, burglary, tonloncod to 6 yn. or 
lost, Hlolfonta, good pliyslcal end mantel condition

IOWA Hat shock probation whore lho Judgo can romove cortaln Inmates front prison wiihln 00 dayt of confinomonl doponding on how woll tfie Inmato does In prison

KANSAS X X X X Yos X X X X X 18 25 yn. of ago, primarily properly and drug 
ollensot, gonoraDy no prior Incarcorallons, musl bo 
physically and montelfy capabla lo po/ldpalo

LOUISIANA X (rocom- 
mondallon)

X (llnal determi­
nation)

X Yos X Education and 
awareness

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

MARYLAND • X X Yos X X X X X Undor 26 yn. ol ago, non-vlolenl crimos, tonloncod 
to 5 yrt. or lost, fml adult Incarcorailon, oood phytl- 
cal and menial condition

MICHIGAN X X Yos X X X X X 17-25 yn. ol ago, oxdudlng rapo, murdnr, tumod 
robbory and anon crimos, no nrnll on numbor ol 
olbntot, capabla o! completing the program
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SHOCK INCARCERATION PART II - PROGRAM, REQUIREMENTS

SYSTEM PARTICIPANT ASSIGNED 
TO PROGRAM BY

ASSIGNMENT MADE PARTICIPATION
VOLUNTARY?

PROGRAM LOCATED IN PROGRAM INCLUDES REQUIREMENTS FOR PARTICIPATION

COURTS DEPARTMENT AS ALTER­
NATIVE TO 
PRISON

FROM
PRISON

REGULAR
PRISON

SEPARATE 
CAMP OR 
FACILITY

DRUG/
ALCOHOL
TREATMENT

EDUCA­
TION

COUNSELING 1 
THERAPY

WORK

MISSISSIPPI X X No, sontonco 
Imposod by couit, 
Inmate musl ilgn 
agroemonl lo 
participate

X X

•

X X X Ito prior adull lolony conlnemonL white collar, 
proporty, drug and crimes ol aggression hal'do nol 
In reive a deadly weapon and rosull In a life 
sontonoe, 6.2 yn. average booth ol sentence, 11/4 
Bvorago per ettmolallve total offenses, cannot bo 
retarded or have a sovere monfel disorder

NEVADA X X No X X X X Minimum ol 18 yn., non-vlolonl, no prior oHonsor
NEW HAMPSHIRE X X (final 

approval)
X X Yos X X X X 18-00 yn. ol ago, nol Incarcerated lor prior olTort,_

no crimes ol violence and/or assault, musl pass 
complete physical exam

NEW YORK X X Yes X X X X X 16-29 yn. ol ago. norvvlolenl crimos, time lo parole 
36 mos. otiose, 1st Incarcoraton, good physical and 
menial hoalth

NORTH
CAROLINA

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

OHIO X (lo sltock 
parole)

X (io bool 
camp)

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

OKLAHOMA X X No X X X X 18-24 yn. ol age, non-vlolonl crimes, no prior 
Incarcerations, physically and montally able

PENNSYLVANIA X X No X X X X 16-35yn. olego, 1 time offense, norvvlolonlor 
substance abuse almos

SOUTH
CAROLINA

X X X X Yos X Education X X X Loss than 26 yn. ol ego, non-vtolont offenses, 
sentenced not to exceed 8 yn., must bo physkaty 
at 4a lo partldpata

TENNESSEE X X No X X X X X 30 yn. ol ege or loss, non-vlolenl almos, senior 
ol 6 yn. (longer br most dnn ollondon), no prfer 
incarcerations, no disabling rftsabilillos, no major 
health problems, musl understand/comprehend basic 
InsYudloos, no serious montal proNoms

TEXAS X X No X X Ulo
skills

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

VIRGINIA X (roforrals) Yos X X X X X 18-24 yn. ol ape el lime ol the crimo, non-vlolonl 
felonies, 1st adult offense, no ponding charges ol 
amllicllng ollensos

WISCONSIN X X Yos . X X X X X 24 yn. ol ago, physically and mentally fil
WYOMING X X Yos X X X X X 10 25 yn. ol age, 1st Incarceration
FEDERAL 
BUREAU OF 
PRISONS

X (rocom- 
mondod)

X Yes X X X X X Adults, wiling to partldpato, qualify (or mln. status

CANADIAN SYSTEMS - no shock hcarcoralion programs roporiod



B o o t  C a m p  S u r v e y

Rehabilitation, Recidivism Reduction 
Outrank Punishment As Main Goals

A survey of boof camps in the United States found that adm in istra tors m ost o ften . 
named rehabilitation, recividism  reduction and drug education as the ir program s' main 
goals. Above, boot camp participants march in form ation.

by Doris Layton MacKenzie. Phi)., 
and Claire C. Souryal

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

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

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

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

Program Goals
In a survey earlier this year at the University of Mary­

land. we asked boot camp administrators how important 11 
goals were to their programs. For each goal, officials listed 
whether it was very important, important, somewhat im­
portant, not important or not a goal.

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

D e s p i t e  t h e  s t r e n u o u s  a n d  d if f i ­

c u l t  n a t u r e  o f  b o o t  c a m p  p r i s ­

o n s ,  m a n y  s t a t e s  d o  n o t  

c o n s i d e r  p u n i s h m e n t  a n  im ­

p o r t a n t  p r o g r a m  g o a l .

I
It is interesting to note that despite the strenuous and dif- ! 

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

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

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

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

Reducing Recidivism
All but three states rate recidivism reduction as an im­

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

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

BOOT CAMP SURVEY___________________________
Continued

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

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

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

All b o o t  c a m p  p r i s o n s  r e p o r t  

h a v in g  in c o r p o r a t e d  s o m e  s o r t  

o f  d r u g  t r e a tm e n t  a n d  e d u c a ­

t io n  in to  t h e i r  p r o g r a m  p la n .

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

Impact on Prison Crowding
For boot camps to successfully reduce prison crowding, 

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

C ontinued on p a g e  94
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Most programs to date do not meet the litst qualification—  
they simply are too small to affect crowding. Only two 
states— New York (1 _500) and Texas (400)— have more than 
300 beds for boot camp programs, which nonetheless repre­
sents a small proportion of the total prison beds.

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

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

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

placed on treatment or rehabilitation vary substantially, the

Boot camps generally hold young, first-tim e, non-violent offenders ages 17 to 25. Rigid d iscip line and attention to detail are critical 
elements of most programs.

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

M o st  b o o t  c a m p  p r o g r a m s  r e ­

s t r i c t  p a r t i c ip a t io n  to  i n m a t e s  

c o n v ic t e d  o f  n o n - v io l e n t  

o f f e n s e s .

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

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

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

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

Restrictive eligibility criteria, particularly if offenders 
are drawn from those who arc prison-bound, can severely 
limit the number of available entrants. In response to such 
problems. Louisiana made its criteria less restrictive to till 
beds that initially had been empty.
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L Jg Offenders • •• •
The association between drugs and crime is a strong one. 

particularly when young offenders arc involved. Not sur­
prisingly. program evaluations reveal that many offenders 
in boot camps have drug problems. Officials in Mississippi, 
for example, have found that 9(1 to 95 percent of their par­
ticipants are drug users. At least lour states report that their 
programs were specifically designed for non-violent, drug- 
involved offenders.

F o r  b o o t  c a m p s  to  r e d u c e  

p r i s o n  c r o w d in g ,  t h e r e  m u s t  

b e  a  s u f f i c i e n t  n u m b e r  o f  o f ­

f e n d e r s  c o m p le t in g  th e  p r o ­

g r a m s ,  a n d  t h e y  m u s t  b e  

d r a w n  fro m  a  p o p u la t io n  o f 

p r i s o n - b o u n d  o f f e n d e r s .

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

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

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

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

NIJ Study
The National Institute of Justice recently began a na­

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

Continued n ex t page
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BOOT CAMP SURVEY
Continued

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

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

While it is clear that many offenders sentenced to boot camps 
need drug treatment and education, it is not clear whether these 
programs are the most effective way to provide it. The U.S. De­
partment of Justice's Bureau of Justice Assistance is currently 
funding four innovative or enhanced boot camp programs for 
drug offenders in Texas. New York. Illinois and Oklahoma. The 
sites are participating in the NU’s study. Results from these stud­
ies should be available in 1992.
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TABLE 2.  OUWACTERSITICS
. )

of swocr r. xceratiow programs, 1991 1
• •

•
l

State

t
Houn/Dav devoted to: 

PT Work V.Ed. Rehab.■ Mz

Druq Treatment or 
Druq Education 
(Hours Atoek)

Release
Sopcrvisi

SOP 2 7 .5 2 1.5 Combination (4. 5) Phased

Alabama — — — — — Treatment ( 15- 21) Intensive

Arkansas 3 4 0 2.5 1.5 Combination (12. 5) Moderate

Arizona 4 5 0 1.3a 1. 3* Education (3 .3) Intensive

Florida 4 4 0 1.3 0 Combination ( 1. 3) Moderate

Georgia 2 8 0 0 3 Education (5) Varies

Idaho 1 W • • • Combination ( - -) Varies

Illinois 5.5 S.5 1 1 1 Combination (7. 5)^ Varies

Kansas 2 6 0
#

1 1 Education (5) Varies

Louisiana 3 3.5 0 2 1.5 Education (5)c Intensive

Maryland 2 8 0 2 2 Combination (215)d Intensive

Michigan 2 6 0 2 1 Education (3) Intensive

Mississippi trm *-* •• Combination (15- 25) Varies

Nevada 1.5 6 • 8 0 *•* Combination ( - - ) Varies

New Hampshire 2 7 2 2.5 2.5 Combination (4) Intensive

New York 3 6 0 5-6 1 1 e Treatment (18. 5)* Intensive

North Carolina 1 10 0 3 3 Combination (7) Varies

Oklahoma 1.5 4 4° 2 4 Combination (76)d Varies

South Carolina 1 h 7. 5* 0 «««« 41" Education (4) J Varies

Tennessee 6 4.5 0 4 4e Combination (7) Varies

Texas 1 7 0 2 1 Combination (8)b Varies

Virginia 1-2 6 ***• 3 Education (5) Intensive

Wisconsin 2 7 0 2. 5-3 2. 5-3 Treatment (1S .5- 20)k Intensive

Wyoming 4 3 0 3 0 Combination (21) Varies

a * nurber of hours/day thrae times per week PT * physical training
V.Ed. « Vocational Education

b ■ aay additionally include individual counseling on an 'a s  needed* basis Rehab, a Rehabilitation
Ed. a Education

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

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

e a total hours per week devoted to activity

f a does not include 9-12 hours per week of therapeutic community activities Source: Doris L. Mackenzie 4 Claire Soury
1991 Shock Incarceration Survey 

g a d  hours/day for total of 2 weeks KIJ Grant 87-IJ-OC-0020

h ■ 1 hour per day five days a week not including 2 hours/day on Saturday and Sunday

i » noaber of hours/day five tines per week

j * < hours per week for total of 4 weeks/ individual psychotherapy or drug counseling offered on 'a s  needed* basis 

k a varies according to phase of the program

• « based on Individual needs assessment •*** a offered on 'a s  needed* basis
** a varies depending on Individual needs and length of tire in prograa ***** a vocational education (narked 'tentative*
•** a rehabilitation and education contained for 2 hours/day — a No response (this section)



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

B y D oris La y to n M ackenzie

V isiting  Scien tist, N a tiona l In stitu te  o f  Justice , W ashington, D C

i )  I

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

—National Drug Control Strategy 
The White House, September 1989

I N THE past few years "boot camp" prisons, 
otherwise called shock incarceration pro­
grams, have proliferated throughout the na­

tion- At the end of 1989 there were at least 21 
"boot camp" prisons in'14 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 quickly growing, but also there is 
interest in enlarging the purposes of these pro­
grams. There have been hearings in the U.S. 
House and Senate on the topic of boot camp 
prisons, and in the National Drug Control Strate­
gy the President recommended that the viability 
of boot camps as an alternative sanction for drug 
offenders be examined.
Why have these programs attracted this kind of 

attention? Some have said that their popularity is 
magnified because they are “media” attractive. 
Drill instructors yelling in the face of offenders 
makes for good TV. There are other reasons given 
for the popularity of these programs: The offend­
ers are receiving tfc& “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

* Ih »  investigation repo rted  in  th is  a rtic le  waa sup­
ported  in  p e r t  by G ran t IS8-DD-CX-002S from  the Na­
tional In stitu te  of Juatica, U-5. D epartm ent of Justloe, 
to the  Louisiana State University. The au tho r vriabaa to 
thank all of thoae xrho have worked on th e  m ulti-site 
study. O pinions expressed in  th is a rtic le  a re  thoae of 
the  a u th o r  an d  not neceeiarlly  those of th e  U.S. De­
partm ent of Justice. Bequests for oopiea should be sent 
to the au tho r a t the National In stitu te  of Justice , 633 
Indiana A vs, N.W., Washington, DC 20S3X.

sent a cost savings. Furthermore, according to 
some, such treatment addresses the major prob­
lems of young offenders— a lack of discipline and 
no respect for authority. The programs are rehab­
ilitative according to some, while others argue 
that the programs act as a deterrent Obviously 
people expect different things from the programs.
There are enthusiastic advocates of the pro­

grams and, conversely, there are equally enthu­
siastic opponents (Morash & Rucker, 1990; Sech- 
rest, 1989). Some say the programs have the 
potential for being rehabilitative (MacKenzie, et 
aL, 1989) others reject this possibility (Morash & 
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 
comoonents of the programs and current evalua­
tion efforts.
Second., some issues discussed are empirical 

while others are philosophical Frequently the two 
are net separated in debates about the shock 
programs (see, for instance, Morash & Rucker, 
1990). Would offenders rather spend time in a 
shock program or in a regular prison? Are shock 
programs cost effective? Do shock programs widen 
the net? Is there a sufficient number of appropri­
ate candidates for shock who are now incarcerat­
ed? These are examples of questions that can and 
should be examined with empirical research. Oth­
er criticisms are philosophical, such as whether 
shock programs 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 cunent evaluation efforts. 
An attempt is made to identify the questions that 
can be studied empirically and to describe the 
results of some preliminary research examining 
shock programs.

S u rv e y  o f  S ta te *
To learn more about shock incarceration pro­

grams, we surveyed all 50 state departments of 
corrections. Programs v '.re considered to be shock 
incarceration only if they:

(1) were considered on alternative to a longer
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(2) had a boot camp atmosphere, with strict 
rules and discipline;

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

(4) separated offenders in the program from 
other prison inmates.

Thus they were distinguished from earlier shock 
probation, shock parole, and split-sentence pro­
grams that did not necessarily incorporate all 
four of these components.
In January 1990, 14 states had one or more 

shock incarceration programs: Alabama, Arizona, 
Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Louisiana, Michigan, 
Mississippi, New York, North Carolina, Oklaho­
ma, South Carolina, Tennessee, and 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.5 ’
The second part of the survey was designed to 

elidt information about shock programs currently 
operating (MacKenzie & Ballow, 1989). Most of 
the 14 states reported that the programs were 
designed for young, nonviolent offenders. Most 
also said the majority of the partidpants in their 
programs were convicted of nonviolent crimes and 
were serving time on their first felony conviction. 
Only Michigan said partidpants in its program 
were not mostly nonviolent offenders, and Alaba­
ma, Idaho, Louisiana, and Michigan shock partid­
pants were not necessarily convicted c f their first 
felony. As shown in table 1, the shock programs 
differ substantially in many other components. In 
particular they differ in who is responsible for 
placing offenders in the program, voluntary entry 
or dropout, location of the program, and release 
supervision. Ten programs were for males only, 
three program included males and females (Lou­
isiana, Tfimiatfjppi, New York), and one state had 
separate mafcr 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 baaed 
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) veraus 
time spent working. Here, we are distinguishing

term in  prison; rehabilitation activities from work and from phys­
ical training and drilL 
In three state programs (Alabama, Arizona, and 

Mississippi) shock participants spend an amount 
of time in rehabilitation activities equal to or 
greater than the amount of time they spend 
working. For example, Louisiana offenders spend 
approximately 4.5 hours in rehabilitation activ­
ities, 4 hours woiking, and 4.5 hours in physical 
training or drilL 
In the ‘'low” rehabilitation programs the partici­

pants spend one-half to one-quarter less time in 
rehabilitation (e.g., in Michigan offenders spend 
approximately 6 hours per day working, 2.5 hours 
in rehabilitation activities, and L5 hours in phys­
ical training and drill). In comparison to offenders 
in other programs, Georgia participants, who re­
ceive less than Vi hour per day of rehabilitation, 
spend the least amount of time in rehabilitation 
activities. In Florida, also considered by us to be 
a low rehabilitation program, offenders spend lVi 
hoars a day in group counseling. Thus, with the 
possible exception of Georgia, offenders in all the 
shock programs spend a fairly large amount of 
time in rehabilitation-type activities, at least in 
comparison to offenders serving time in a regular 
prison.
Overall, the picture that arises in regard to 

these programs is a common core 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.

M u it i-S ite  S tu d y
The shock incarceration programs differ dramat­

ically. Therefore, results of an evaluation based 
on one shock incarceration program would not 
necessarily generalize to other programs. For this 
reason we initiated a multi-site study of shock 
incarceration programs. The major questions of 
this research are: (1) 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 
us 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

j.
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TARLE I. CHARACTERISTICS OF SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAMS, JANUARY 1990

Numbor
of

P rsgrim *

Num ber Average
° I  N um ber of

Partlolpante Day* Served

Placem ent
Authority

Voluntary
Entry

Alabama 1989 1 127 90 Judge: no
Aritoua 1088 1 160 120i? Judge ye*
Florida 1987 1 100 90

%
Judge * no

Georgia 1083 a 260 90 Judge ye*
Idaho 1989 l 164 120 Judge . no
Loulalana 1907 i 88 120 Correcllone ye*

DeptAludgs
Michigan 1988 i ' 120 120 Judge yea
Ml**la*lpp| 1988 2 240 110 Judge no
Naw York 1987 S 1802 180 Correction* ■ ye*

, Dept.
North Carolina 1989 1 64 98 Parole ye*

Comrolaalon
Oklahoma 1984 1 160 00 Correction* no

• Dept.
South Carolina 1987 2 11 1 00 Judge . >«•
Tanneaaae 1989 1 42 120 Correction* ye*

Dept.
Texas 1989 1 200 ' 

(capacity)
90 Correction* no

Voluntary
Dropout Located Release

In Larger Supervision 
Prison

ye* y«* regular
no ye« varies •

no ye* moderate
no ye* varie*

ye* no varlc* §
ye* • ye* Intensive I
no no Intensive 1
ye* ye* regular ►d

W
O
W
>

ye* no Intensive

ye* no varle* Hh-l
O

no ye* varies

ye* ye* varies

no no varies

no
Dept ./Judge

no varies •
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specific outcomes.
S ite  Selection

Seven states were asked to participate in the 
multi-site study:' Georgia (GA), New York (NY), 
Oklahoma (010, Florida (FL), Texas (TX), Louisi­
ana (LA), and South Carolina (SC).* The shock 
programs in all of these states were similar in 
the characteristics used to define programs as 
shock incarceration (see above). Programs selected 
to participate were similar in two other aspects:
(1) the characteristics of offenders admitted to the 
program (most offenders were youthful, convicted 
of non-violent offenses, serving time on a first 
felony conviction), and (2) the length of the pro­
gram (3 to 6 months). Since most shock programs 
were similar in boot camp atmosphere, offender 
characteristics, and program length, the selection 
of programs similar in these aspects was expected 
to maximize the generalizsbility of the results.
However, the shock programs participating in 

the multi-site evaluation varied in:

• Selection Decisions

• Community Supervision upon Release

• Program Characteristics

• Program Location

These characteristics were identified as factors 
that might have a major influence on the attain­
ment of the 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 they varied as shown in 
table 2.
Two of the states participating in the evalua­

tion, Texas and New York, are developing pro­
grams specifically designed to target drug offend­
ers. The Bureau of Justice Assistance, U.S. De­
partment if ifegticc, is sponsoring these as inno­
vative progrwt-for drug offenders to begin exam­
ining whefchtr'fuch 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. Each of 
these is described below.
Selection Decisions. One might hypothesize 

that the placement authority might have a major 
impact on whether the program Tesults 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 serve time in prison, hence the “net" of 
prison is widened. In such a case the prison pop­
ulation will net be reduced because offenders sent 
to the program are . drawn from the pool of proba­
tioners rather than from the prison bound offend­
ers.

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

SEVEN STATES

• Entry Decisions
Judge:
DOC:
Other

• Relssse Supervision
Intensive: 
Moderate or 

Mixed:

• Focus

High:
Low:

• VoinnUiy En&y
Ysc
No:

• Voluntary Drop Out
Yes:
No:

SC, GA 
OK, NY 
LA, FL, TX

LA. NY

SC, OK. FL, GA, TX

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

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

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

* Located in Larger Prison
Yes:
No:

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

If the department of corrections makes the 
placement decision rather than the judge, net 
widening would not be expected to be as apt to 
occur because in this case the participants would 
be chosen from the group of offenders who are 
already prison bound.
Whether net widening is a problem depends 

upon the goals of the program. If the shock incar­
ceration program was developed to give judges a 
wider range of sentencing options, then net 
widening would not be considered a problem. The 
judge may want to sentence offenders to an op­
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
duce the prison population, then net widening, by 
sending more offenders to prison, presents a prob­
lem.
Net widening is used here as an example to 

demonstrate how components of a program may
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influence the effects of the program. Differences 
in the effect of the -shock programs could be ex­
pected in other areas, based on the specific char­
acteristics of a program (e.g., number of drop­
outs, drug 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 (MacKenzie, et aL, 1989). Three 
sites participating in the multi-site study, New 
York, Louisiana, and Oklahoma, require offenders 
to spend a large portion of each day in treatment 
activities (see table 2). Offenders in the other 
four sites spend much less time in treatment-type 
activities.
A second factor which may be potentially re­

habilitative or have a major influence on program 
success is the voluntary nature of participation. 
Programs vary in whether offenders must initially 
volunteer to participate and Ih whether offenders 
can drop out once they enter the program. As 
shown in table 2, in three programs offenders can 
drop out at any time during the program, while 
in the other four programs the offender cannot 
voluntarily drop out It is hypothesized that the 
offenders’ ability to choose to participate or to 
remain in the program may influence how they 
behave upon release. A high drop out rate may 
also indicate the rigor of the program. An offend­
er who completes a tough program may have a 
real sense of accomplishment in comparison to an 
offender who completes a relatively easy program.
Release Supervision. It has been proposed 

that even if the shock programs change offenders 
in a positive manner this change may not persist 
after the period of incarceration. Offenders spend 
only a short period of time in the programs and 
then are returned to their home environments. 
The problems and difficulties of drugs, criminal 
companions, lack of 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 
programing for shock releasees. Employment with 
pay, substance abuse counseling, offender support

group meetings, and urine testing are some of the 
components of the aftercare program.
Program Location. Another concern with 

shock programs has been with the staff mem­
bers— their attitudes toward the work and their 
treatment of offenders. It was hypothesized that 
the location of the program might have a major 
impact on these factors. If a program is located 
within 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 facili­
ty. In such situations staff training and selection 
may become important facton influencing staff 
and offender interactions.

D esign o f  the  S tu d y

The participants in the multi-site study have 
bad 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 its develop­
ment

Goals o f  Program s

Shown in table 3 are the goals of the seven 
shock incarceration programs as identified from 
interviews and department written materiaL The 
goals can be classified into four major areas:

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

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

STUDY

Svitam L«v«l Go*L 
Reduce Crowding
Alternative to Long-term Incarceration 
L**« Coat
Model for County Programs

Individual Livel' Goala
Change OITenden: Leai Negative Behavior 

Leas Criminal Activity

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

Public Relation*
Improve Image of Corrections 
Politically Acceptable Alternative 
Public Safety

- Prison C o tte jM jn s g S B M t
Clean, Healthy, Secure Environment 
Environment Promoting Rehabilitation 
Positive Offenden'SUff Contact 
Offender Accountability

The most consistency in the goals across the 
seven states was in three system level changes:
(1) a reduction in prison crowding; (2) an alterna­
tive to long-term incarceration; and (3) cost sav­
ings. Only Texas reported a system level goal of 
having a model program for the counties that 
were developing programs.
The majority of the states also reported individ­

ual level goals. For most, this meant a reduction 
in criminal activity and some type of positive 
change. Exactly what type of positive change was 
expected was hard to define and varied by state. 
In general, th* cbanges related to increased re­
sponsibility, m&Sttrity, self control, communica­
tion/self disclownrt, 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, Oklahonm, reported a goal of 

shock incarceration us a tool for prison control 
and management The shork program was con­
sidered to be a clean, healthy, secure environment 
in prison, promoting counseling activities, positive

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

P relim in ary  E va lu a tio ns

Five states have examined early data from the 
shock programs within their jurisdictions: Florida, 
Georgia, Louisiana, New York, and South Caroli­
na. The number of offenders who entered the 
programs and how they left the program are 
shown in table 4. Note the differences in the 
programs in the proportion of offenders who grad­
uate. In South Carolina and Georgia the propor­
tion of those who leave the program without 
graduating (in comparison to all who have left 
the program) is low, 5.3 percent and 2.6 percent, 
respectively (South Carolina Department of Cor­
rections, 1989; Georgia Department of Corrections, 
1989). In contrast, in Louisiana, New York, and 
Florida a higher proportion oc* the offenders leave 
prior to graduation, 39.1 percent, 41.9 percent, 
and 40.7 percent, respectively (Am, 1988; Florida 
Department of Corrections, 1989; MacKenzie et 
aL, 1989).
To our knowledge no state has completed an 

analysis examining whether the shock program(s) 
have had an impact on prison crowding. However, 
if the number graduating per year from a state 
program is compared to the total number of 
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 also on whether the 
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 would 
usually be incarcerated. Again this suggests that 
the New York program may have an impact on 
prison crowding.
Evaluators in both New York and Florida have 

completed preliminary cost analyses of their pro­
grams. In both the cost of the program was es­
timated to be slightly higher than the cost of reg-



N )

F E D E R A L  P R O B A T IO N  S e p te m b e r  199 0

TABLE 4. NUMBER OF ENTRANTS TO SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAMS IN FIVE STATES SHOWING HOW 
OFFENDERS LEFT THE PROGRAMS (GRADUATION. MEDICAL DISMISSAL OR OTHER)

StatM 
(month* ol data)

South Carolina Caorgia Florida Louisiana Naw York
(13)____  (M)

ToUl
Entrant* 923

Active 106

ToUl
Leaving
Program 61? 3201

Graduate* 676 3117
Medical out 99
LeA program 43 84

ular prison but the shorter period of incarceration 
resulted in an overall cost savings (Aziz, 1988; 
Florida Department of Corrections, 1989). In Flor­
ida this cost savings was estimated to be $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 the shock programs had more positive social 
attitudes than those who dropped out and a com­
parison group in a regular prison (MacKenzie & 
Shaw, 1990). The offenders felt positive about 
their experience in the program and their future. 
Inmates completing the shock program in New 
York were found to have gained more or at least 
as much in educational scores as comparison 
groups who had been in prison longer (Aziz, 
1988).
The most often requested statistics are the 

recidivism rates of graduates of these programs. 
Some states have reported data 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. 
Showu in table 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 
and New York the rates are lower or approxi­
mately the same. There are no significant dif­
ferences between shock graduates and a parole 
comparison group on rearrests or failures in Loui­
siana, nor between shock graduates and proba­

(12) <24) (IS)

316 607 2299

66 -49 696

263 -468 1604

143 262 904
13 27 2fl

107 179 672

tioners for rearrests (MacKenzie, 1989). However, 
the probationers failed (absconded, jailed, or re­
voked) less often than the shock graduates.
To our knowledge no empirical research has yet 

been completed on public attitudes toward these 
programs. Anecdotally, from new reports and 
interviews there is the appearance that the public 
is supportive, but whether this support is because 
of the punishment or therapeutic nature of the 
programs is uncertain. Intensive interviews with 
those who are associated in some way with the 
programs have, in general, indicated positive 
attitudes. Reportedly employers prefer to have 
these offenders because they have good work 
skills; parents and relatives appreciate the close 
support and contact with parole agents; correc­
tions officers like the discipline and close interac­
tion vrith 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.

S u m m a ry
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 goals.
Both the advocates and opponents of shock 

incarceration programs are frequently uninformed
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TAPI-E 5. ESTIMATED RECIDIVISM RATES OF EARLY RELEASEES FROM SHOCK INCARCERATION

Pnrcani lU tum ad

Shock
Parole

Comparieon
Probation
Comparison

State Release Period*

Giorgio 1 year
2 ’
3 *

27.1 
39.6
46.1

22.7 
38.3
44.7

Florida 1 ’
2 *

9.1
18.9

17J
21.4

Ntw York 1  *
1  ’

23.0 
19.8 

(revoked any 
reaaon)

28.0
18.6

Louisiana 9 month* 

9 month*

2L1
(abacs nd/jailed/ 

revoked)
24.5

(arrested)

24.7

22.6

129

223

National 
CYoung Parolea) 1 you  

(rtaireata)
1 you  

(reincarcerated)

32.0

19.0

•Return to priaon rate* nnleaa otbenriae noted.

Note; Information la taken from Georgia Department of Corrert.innt, 1969; Florida Department of Cmm.tirmi, 1989; NY Dmaion 
of Parole, 1989a; NY Department of Correctional Services, 1989; MarKuroe. 1969; Bede U Shipley, 1967.

about the components of these programs. Those 
who view the program as a get-tough punishment 
frequently do not realize that many shock pro­
grams incorporate rehabilitation activities. What 
is surprising about these programs is the support 
and ezcitemeot of the staff and inmates. Even 
those who violate parole and are returned to 
prison after graduating from a program report 
that the experience was valuable. To our knowl­
edge it is very unusual for releasees from regular 
prison to feel their time in prison has been valu­
able (Goodstein & Wright, 1989).
At this point there is little empirical evidence 

to help us make decisions about how successful 
these progra** are in reaching the identified 
goals. OppoaeOts of these programs frequently 
cite problemx that may occur such as staff 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 holds the potential for abuse of inmates. 
Whether abuse occurs can be studied and possibly 
prevented.
Furthermore, can the boot camp atmosphere 

(the punishment) be combined with rehabilitation 
activities so that the result is a constructive pun­
ishment? Once the offender has received his or

her punishment (time in boot camp) will the 
public be more willing to fund aftercare programs 
that help the offender during community super­
vision? Whether the punishment fulfills the pub­
lic’s desire for retribution can be asked as an 
empirical question.
TTiese 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 should be fulfilled? Or 
should male-oriented programs such as boot 
camps be replaced with more benevolent pro­
grams emphasizing more “so-called female traits' 
(e.g., sensitivity) (Morash & Rucker, 1990F (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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Knowledge of the component of these programs 
and how they operate will make the philosophical 
debates more meaningful.

Notes

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

'Coat prohibited us from including all nates with programs 
in the muiti-aite study.
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B ool camp programs, fre­
quently called shock 
incarceration, require 
ol lenders to serve a 

short term in a prison or jail in a 
quasi-military program similar to 
military boot camps or basic train­
ing. Currently 30 States. 10 local 
jurisdictions, and the Federal Bureau 
of Prisons have boot camp programs 
(see exhibit l ).' Another 8 programs 
have been designed solely for juve­
nile-. This report focuses on Stale 
hoot camp programs for adults.

Most State programs 
target young adult offend­
ers convicted of nonvio­
lent crimes who are 
sen  tng their first prison 
terms. Offenders ac­
cepted into the programs 
must serve between 90 
and 180 days in the 
heavily regimented pro­
grams. Both the number 
o f States with shock in­
carceration programs and 
the capacities of these 
programs have continued 
to increase during the 
I wot)',. \o w  York has 
the largest capacity with 
1.500 beds, but programs 
in Georgia (800 beds).
Oklahoma (400 beds).
Michigan (600 beds).
Texas 1400 beds I. and 
Mars land i440 hedsi 
mu!’. . . to Mii>w m si/e 
• see e • ...hit 3 1 ,

There are currently well oxer 7.IXH) 
beds devoted to boot camp pro­
grams On average, offenders spend 
107 days in the programs. Thus, 
more than 23.000 offenders could 
potentially complete programs in a 
I -year period.

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

i
I are released from boot •amp: 50 

percent vary the supervision depend 
| ing upon evaluated risk: and the 

remaining 8 percent require moder­
ate or standard supervision. 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 I. Shock Incarceration Programs in the U.S., April 1993

Slates Phrmnq O'
Con’ Cfirrg p>oq- v~

N ovem ber 1993 21



Exhibit 2. Growth o f Sho,:k Incarceration Programs fo r  Adults
Date S ta te  N um ber of N um ber of A ve rage
Began P rog ram s Participants/ leng th

in 1992 C apac ity  in of s ta y1
and  1993 1992 and  1993

1983 G eo ra ia 5 800800 90
O klahom a 4 415/438 90°

1984
1985 M iss iss ip p i 1 223/263 120
1986
1987 Florida 1 93/100 90

Lou is iana 1 64/136 120
N ew  York 5 1500/1500 180
South C aro lina 2 198/216 90

1988 A labam a 1 140/180 90
Arizona 1 92/150 120
M ich igan 3 160/600 90

1989 Idaho 1 236/250 120
North C aro lina 1 82/90 92
T en n e sse e  1 103/150 91
T exa s 2 329/400 80

1990 Illino is 1 215/230 120
M ary land 1 332/448 168
N ew  H am psh ire 1 32/65 120
W yom ing 1 23/24 95

1991 A rkan sa s 1 150/150 105
BOP-male 1 192/192 190
Colorado 1 114/100 90
K an sa s  1 66/104 180
N evada  1 60/60 150
Ohio 1 76/94 90
Virgin ia 1 79/100 90
W iscon s in  1 40/40 180

1992 BOP-female 1 119M20 180
M a ssa ch u se tts  1 95/256 120
M inneso ta 1 12/36 180
P enn sy lvan ia  1 45/50 180

1993 Califo rn ia 1 48/176 180c
Total 46 6133/7518 121

1993 Con side ring beg inn ing  p rog ram s: Ind ian a . M isso u r i, an d  R hode  Is lan d .

• Easea upon graduates or me program 
' Four programs. !vvo sC dav programs and two 45-jjy programs 
The first pr-ase •$ ’20 days we* a capacity of i '6 ana the secona 

p- - •: j  3a. v. m a . a c a : o' C*s

A day in boot camp
I I Upon arrival at the boot camp 

prison, male inmates have their 
- heads shaved I females mav be per-I '

milted short haircuts) and are in­
formed of the strict program rules.
At all times they are required to 
address staff as "Sir” or "M a’am." 
must request permission to speak, 
and must refer to themselves as "this 
inmate." Punishments for even 
minor rule v lolations are summary 
and certain, frequently involving 
physical exercise such as push-ups 
or running in place. A major rule 
violation can result in dismissal 
from the program,

In a typical hoot camp program for 
; adult offenders, the 10-to 16-hour 

day begins with pre-dawn reveille. 
Inmates dress quickly and march to 
an exercise yard where they partici­
pate in an hour or two of physical 
training and drill. Following this 
they march to breakfast in a dining 
hall where they must stand at atten- 

i tion while waiting in line and move 
I in a military manner when the line 

I | advances. Inmates are required to 
stand behind their chairs until com ­
manded to sit and must eat without 
conversation. After breakfast they 
march to work sites where they 
participate in hard physical labor 
that frequently involves community 
service such as picking up litter in 
State park ' or along highway'
W hen the n- to S-honr wort day ><• 
o ve r , o ttcn du iv  le tu in  lo  the vOiu 
pound where they partic ipa te m

22 N ational In s titu te  of J u s t ic e  Jo u rn a l



Exhibit 3. Importance o f Shock Incarceration Goals

Goal 

Drug Education 

Work Skills 

Education 

Drug Treatment 

Vocational Ed 

Rehabilitation 

Recidivism

Deterrence

Punishment

Not A 
Goal Importance Rating

Very
Important

more exercise and drill. Dinner is 
followed by evening programs that 
include counseling, 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
form 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 program officials considered 
rehabilitation and reducing recidi- 
vism as the most important goals. 
However, reducing crowding and 
providing a safe prison environment 
were still considered important. 
These results are consistent with the 
goals of most other intermediate 
sanctions— providing judges options 
beyond probation or prison, reduc­
ing prison crowding, and changing 
offenders' behavior patterns. The 
importance given to one goal over 
the othei piobuhlv depends upon the 
nnlivh1ii.iI who is dom e the ratine

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 em phasi/e the 
importance of none intermediate 

I sanctions such a s  boot camp.

When different types of rehabilita­
tion efforts were rated, the officials 
judged drug education and work 
skills as the most important rehabili­
tation aspects. Since "work" in 
most programs means hard physical 
labor, the work skills referred to are 
probably related to good work habits 
rather than vocational skill' ih.it 
might result in increased employ - 
ment opportunities. Acadomu
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S h o c k  I n c a r c e r a t i o n  

f o r  W o m e n
Thirteen slates and the Federal Bureau
o f  Prisons have shock incarceration 
programs for w omen. In 1 Oof the bool 
camps, males and females are com­
bined in one program, inmates live in 
separate quarters but are integrated for 
most other activities. Other jurisdic­

t i o n s  such as the Federal Bureau of 
sippi, Oklahom a, ‘a n d .

^ r t5 ? a i /h a v c  developed com pletely 
'S e p a ra te  p ro g ram s fo r fem ale

offenders.
In 1902 the National Institute of Jus­
tice brought together experts on fe­
male offenders, shock incarceration 

and corrections in a  focus .

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

and classification; facility design and 
staffing; and program planning.
There was some debate by focus group 
members about w hether the programs 
would address the particular needs ot 
w omen, unfairly exclude w omen from 
participation in a useful program, cx-
acerbate existing prison problems, or. tv• * > . > : . .  . . . ..

^ -m tro d u c tx ^ d iff ic u ltie s . •

The focus group agreed that more 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 o f  shock incarcera-

• licability for
lurrently

sponsoring a descriptive study o f the 
shock incarceration programs for 
women. This report is expected to be 
completed by December 1993.

-

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

Drug treatment and 
education
All programs operating in 1992 
reported incorporating drug 
education or a combination ol drug 
education .util tie.itntvttl m the 
schedule <>i a d o  itu’s. most likelv

because of the large number of drug- 
involved offenders entering the 
programs. However, the amount of 
time devoted to drug education or 
treatment varies greatly among 
programs. Some programs have as 
few as 15 days of treatment: in con­
trast. offenders in the New York 
program receive drug treatment 
every day o f the 180-day program.

Programs also differ in the way drug 
treatment is incorporated into the 
schedule of activities. New York 
use's ,i therapeutic community model 
for its bool camp program, and all

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

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

In the Texas shock incarceration 
program, all participants receive 
approximately 5 weeks of drug 
education. Treatment is available 
after the education progiam ends, 
but oliendet ' inif.l wtlunleci lot l!1 
treatment fliev mav also have
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individual counseling if requested, 
and they can attend 12-step fellow­
ship meetings,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The multisite study

Fight Slates are participating in the 
study o f  shock incarceration spon­
sored by the National Institute of 
Justice: Florida. Georgia. Illinois. 
Louisiana. New York, Oklahoma. 
South Carolina, and Texas. The 
programs represent very different 
models o| the shock incarceration 
v• '!>copt t he two most Mcmlic.uu

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

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

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

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

There were large differences among 
the eight sites in the number of 
offenders completing the shock 
incarceration program in a one-vear 
period, largely as a result o f differ­
ences in the numbers of beds de­
voted to the program, the length ol 
the program, and the dismissal rates. 
Depending upon the prison, between 
8 and 50 percent o f the inmates fail 
to complete the program. For ex­
ample. in 1989 Georgia graduated 
more offenders (849 graduates) than 
New York 1743 graduates), yet New 
York had a 1.500 bed capacity while 
Georgia had only 250 bods. The 
difference resulted from the lact that 
Georgia's program lasted an average 
o f 89 days with only a 9 percent 
dismissal rate while New York's 
lasted 180 days and had a 31 percent 
dismissal rate. Overall, the States 
with the lowest dismissal rates were 
those in which the judge had deci- 
sion-mnkimj aulhorilv
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One phase of the multisite study was 
designed to examine the effect shock 
incarceration programs had on the 
attitudes of the participating of­
fenders. Some critics of shock 
incarceration have argued that the 
programs might have a negative 
impact on the offenders, that offend­
ers would leave the boot camp more 
alienated and antisocial than before 
they entered.

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

The researchers were interested in 
determining whether the inmates' 
attitudes toward their boot camp 
experience or their general antisocial 
attitudes changed as a result of the 
programs. Inmates' attitudes were 
measured once soon after they ar­
rived and again near the end of the 
program. Despite the differences 
among the programs the results were 
surprisingly consistent. Boot camp 
inmates became more positive about 
their experience in the program and 
they became less antisocial. This 
wni true of the programs that had 
t liter.ipculic emphasis and those 
that em ph.M /ed work and physical

A n  E v a l u a t i o n  o
‘  -    •*'*u'

I n c a r c e r a t i o n  i n * L o u i s i a n a
A recently released National In ^ m te  oT J u s t i c e ^ e s e ^ lT ln ^ r i r f ^ tp o r t s S h ^  
result of an intensive evaluation of the Louisiana Department of Public Safety and 
Correction's boot camp prison.* The evaluation was designed to identify the 
goals as defined by the jurisdiction and to examine the success or failure of the 
program in meeting these goals. Program implementation, changes in inmate 
behavior and attitudes as a result o f participation, and system-level changes were 
examined. The results indicate that some of the desired goals are being achieved

Tcotfipl

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

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

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

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

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

N ovem ber 1993 27



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

These programs continue to evolve. 
The objective of this research is tc 
inform program planners about the 
impact of the programs and to help 
them design programs to achieve the 
desired goals.

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

a County Operated Boot Camp.
1993.

] 2. For information on juvenile boot 
j camps see Toby. J. and F.S. Pearson. 

"Juvenile Boot Camps, 1992" in 
Boot Camps fo r  Juvenile Offenders: 
Constructive Intervention and Early 
Support-lmplcmentation Evaluation, 
Final report to NIJ, 1992.

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

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

D ons Layton MacKenzie is asso­
ciate professor in the Institute o f  
Criminal Justice and Criminology 
I ’Diversity o f  Maryland.
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commtmity-u&employmern, drug use aod the lack of social WppOfWCpfa of die toirc
of the person to change. A lay finding is fc: "success may be contingent on the emphasis 
on rehabilitation-giving offenders the training, treatment and education they need to support 
new behaviors during Incarceration and on aftercare. °ir

Therefore, the length and quality o f aftercare appears to be critical to success. Aftercare 
should ideally Include a highly structured transition phase, followed by an aftercare program 

which includes enough contacts with parole agents to ensure public safety, IS well as
individualized services to meet the treatment needs of the youth and keep them focused on 
pro-sociaJ goal* ,1119 F o r example, the aftercare program for graduates of a 90-diy boot 
camp in Denver includes intensive education and vocational training for a year. They also 
receive mentoring in the community from other successful boot camp veterans.*1

Michael Lucci, a retired military officer who Is currently the director of a juvenile boot camp 
in Alabama, also feels that the key to success is the ability of the boot camp to Intepate the 
youth back into the positive elements of the community. He pointed out that a true military 
boot camp is only 8 weeks in duration followed by 4 years of "aftercare* consisting of 
specialised education, training, employment, medical care, and room and board provided by 
the armed forces.51 Therefore, if we expect the juvenile boot camp experience to have a 
lasting positive effect, we must be willing to also provide comparable support after 
graduation.

ADULT BOOT CAMPS

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

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

Prison Crowding Reduction. Soot camps can be effective in reducing prison overcrowding 
only if they are used for offenders who otherwise would be sent to or remain in prison, If 
net widening (using the program fur offenders V...J otherwise would not be In prison) occurs, 
boot camps may increase prison populations is boot camp failures are transferred to secure 
facilities,55 This is oot to say that boot camps cannot be an effective early intervention tool 
to prevent individuals from going to prison.

Cost Effectiveness. To the extant boot camps have been found to coat less and imve the 
same results as prison, they can save money.*1 By using iia boot camp program for 
offenders who otherwise would be seat to prison, New York estimates that it saved $304 
million over the past 6 years.14 Louisiana estimates It saved $7,838 per offender.34



Reduce foddivm. Graduate! of adult bool camps have about tbe same recidivism rates as
offondMi who went to prlton; bowevu, the types of offenses differ.* * Boot camp
graduates, who are often under greater scrutiny upon release, tend to return to prison for 
technical violations, while ncn*boot camp offenders tend to return to prison because they are 
convicted of committing new crimes.11

Key factors identified In making it through tbe first year after release from prison without an 
arrest were: 1) being employed during the first month of release; 2 ) scoring high on « 
positive adjustment index; and 3) the Intensity of supervision.1* Additionally, requiring 
boot camp graduates to participate in positive activities in the community has been found to 
reduce criminal activities during tbe community supervision phase.19

. RehahilitariQCL MacKenzie believes that rehabilitation and treatment should be the primary 
focus of boot camps.11 According to MacKenzie, there Is a movement for boot camp 
programs to include more effective formalized treatment programs.

JUVENILE BOOT CAMPS

Though tbe primary goals of boot camps are the same far juvenile* u  for adult boot camps 
(rehab ilitaikm, reducing recidivism, reducing institution crowding, and coauffectivaoess); 
juvenile boot campe place a much stronger emphasis on education and rehabilitation,

i to (he newness of juvenile boot camps, there Is little information about their 
effectiveness.11 Because o f this, the U.S. Department of Justice funded a controlled 
evaluation of hiverUe boot camps in Ohio and Alabama,11 The results of this study will not 
be avaikeie . *>4̂

While some critics maintain that boot camps are ucv tpproprmis joi jav̂ aws*, —
Correctional Association (ACA) tees merit in juvenile boot camps-provlded they recognize 
that tire Deads of juveniles are differed! from those of young adults.14 The ACA believes 
that a successful juvenile boot camp must have a strong academic and vocational education 
component; a substance abuse "treatment program; and staff who care for the youth u 
individuals, while also disciplining and challenging them. Lloyd W. Mixdorf (former 
Juvenile Projects and Program Director, ACA) feels that boat camps can be effective 
provided they focus on education and treatment, have competent caring staff, and a 
comprehensive aftercare component.u

Because they are so new there is even some confusion as to what constitutes a juvenile boot 
camp. Some programs classified as juvenile boot camps (in a document prepared by the 
National Institute of Justice and the ACA) don't even consider themselves boot camps 
because they do not have a military component.14 Most of these are experiential (adventure 
education) programs such as tbe DYS SPRITE program, Adventure education programs are 
sometimes confused with juvenile boot camps because they have many of the same elements 
IS boot camps, but lack a  military component. Some of the juvenile agencies w hich combine 
boot camp philosophy with "experiential" or "adventure* programming have relabeled them
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A BELL

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

" A n  A ct p ro v id in g  for in ca rce ra tio n  of certa in  nonviolent o ffenders in boot cam ps

o p e ra te d  by the  D ep artm e n t o f C o rrec tio n s; m alting  p riso n e rs  w ho com p le te  the

b oo t cam p  p ro g ra m  eligible for d isc re tio n a ry  p aro le ; a llow ing  th e  D e p a r tm e n t o f

C o rre c tio n s  to c o n tra c t w ith  a p erson  for a boo t cam p p ro g ra m ; c re a tin g  the

B oot C am p  A dv isory  B oard in the  D ep artm en t o f C o rrec tio n s; an d  p ro v id in g  for

a n  effec tive  d a te ."

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

* S ec tio n  1. AS 33.16.090 is am ended by adding a new subsection  to read:

(f) N otw ithstanding another provision o f  law, a prisoner w ho is not o therw ise

e lig ib le  for discretionary parole who has successfully  com pleted  the boot cam p 

p rogram  under AS 33.30.182 is eligible for d iscretionary  parole.

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

(e) N otw ithstanding (c) and (a) o f  this section, a  p risoner who is e lig ib le  for

-1 -
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1 discretionary parole under AS 33.16.090(f) may be released on parole at any dm e after

2 the successful com pletion o f  the boot camp program  under AS 33.30.182.

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

4 A R TIC LE 2A. BO O T CA M P PR O G R A M .

5 Sec. 33.30 .182. B O O T  CAM P PROG RA M , (a) The com m ission er shall

6 estab lish  a boot cam p program  as a correctional facility  o f the state. T he boot cam p

7 program  is an alternative correctional facility and program  for youthful prisoners who

8 have been sen tenced  for a conviction o f  a less serious nature and w ho have not

9 previously  participated  in the booc camp program. Prisoners partic ipating  in the boot

10 cam p program  shall be housed  separately from  o ther prisoners com m itted  to the

11 custo dy  o f the com m issioner who are not participating  in the program .

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

13 (1) a m ilitary style intensive physical training and discip line program :

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

15 p a n  o f  the program ;
16 (3) a training program  em phasizing skills for reen tering  society;

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

18 (5) other educational, counseling, and treatm ent program s as determ ined

19 | by the departm en t o r  as o rdered  by a cou n  under AS 12.55.015.

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

21 en te rin g  the p rogram  m ay com plete it in a  period o f tim e determ ined  by the

22 com m ission er but no t g reater than 150 days.

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

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

25 p rogram  o r o therw ise fails to abide by the regulations o f  the program .

26 (e) T he com m ission er shall adopt regulations to im plem ent AS 33.30 .182  -

27 33 .30 .184  and o therw ise adm inister the boot cam p program . T he regulations m ust

28 include  provisions to require a prisoner to reim burse the departm en t for the costs o f

29 partic ipating  in the boot cam p program  to the extent o f  the p risoner's resources.

30 (f) N otw ithstanding  AS 33.30.031, the departm ent m ay con trac t w ith a person

31 fo r operation  o f a boot cam p program  under this section. A con trac t boot cam p

WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT
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program  m ust m eet all o f the requirem ents for a boot cam p under this section  and 

under the regulations adopted by the com m issioner. P risoners shall be assign ed  to a 

con trac t boot cam p program  in the m anner provided  und er AS 33.30 .183 .

(g) The com m issioner shall m aintain records o f the program  and shall annually 

report to the legislature not later than February  I on  the program  and its effectiveness. 

T he rep ort m ust include, to the extent the technological capability  o f  the d ep artm en t 

allow s,
(1) a com parison o f recidivism  rates betw een p rison ers  w ho  have 

com pleted the boot cam p program and other prisoners not eligible for the program  w ho 

are com m itted  to the custody  o f  the com m issioner;

(2) a  com parison o f costs betw een the boot cam p p rogram  and 

trad itional incarceration  program s;

(3) a description o f the num ber o f  p risoners w ho have p artic ip a ted  in, 

com pleted , o r failed the boot cam p program .

Sec. 33.30 .183. ELIG IB IL IT Y  FO R A S S IG N M E N T  T O  B O O T  C A M P 

PR O G R A M , (a) T he com m issioner m ay not a llow  a p risoner to serve tim e in the 

boot cam p program  unless the com m issioner specifically  finds that the p riso n er m eets 

the e lig ib ility  requirem ents o f  this section.

(b) T o  be eligible to serve tim e in the boot cam p program , the p riso n er m ust 

have been selected  by the com m issioner and

(1) be under 26 years o f  age;

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

(3) no t have previously  partic ipated  in a boot cam p p ro g ram  under

AS 33.30 .182;

(4) n o t be serving a  sentence for a v io lation  o f  AS 11.41; 

AS 11.46.300, 11.46.400; AS 11.56.300, 11.56.810; AS 11.61 .100, 11.61.190, 

11.61.195, o r 11.61.240.

Sec. 33.30.184. .ADVISORY BOARD, (a) The Boot Cam p Program  A dvisory  

B oard is estab lished  in  the departm ent. T he board  shall review  and  p rovide  adv ice  to 

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

appo in ted  by the governor as follows:

WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT
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(1) the com m issioner or the com m issioner's designee;

(2) the d irector o f die d ivision  o f  institu tions o f the departm en t;

(3) the d irector o f the d ivision  o f com m unity  co rrec tions o f  the

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

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

(6) tw o public members.
(b) T he public m em bers o f  the board are entitled  to p e r  d iem  and  travel 

expenses authorized  by law for boards and com m issions under AS 39.20 .180.

* Sec. 4. T h is  A ct takes effect July 1, 1995.
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Fax i90" aiii*45H7
EAGLE RIVER:

11940 BlSlsCSS BLVD.
5 SOLE RIVER. U VSKA 99577 

190*1 ii'U-idiHI 
Fax (‘III" n<>4.1015

B irchw ood  • C hug iak  • Eagle R ive r • Fire Lake • Low er Peters Creek

M E M O R A N D U M

T O : R e p .  J e a n n e t t e  J a m e s

C h a i r ,  H o u s e  S t a t e  A f f a i r s  C o m m i t t e e

F R O M : R e p .  E d  W i l l i v

D A T E : M a r c h  2 0 ,  19 9 5

R E : D r a f t  C S  f o r  H B  2  ( b o o t  c a m p s )

T h a n k  y o u  f o r  y o u r  a s s i s t a n c e  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  s c h e d u l i n g  o f  H o u s e  

B i l l  2 .

F o r  y o u r  r e v i e w ,  I  a m  a t t a c h i n g  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :

a .  D r a f t  C S  f o r  H B  2  p r e p a r e d  b y  L e g a l  S e r v i c e s  

( 9 / L S 0 0 1 6 / F )

b .  C h a r t  p r e p a r e d  b y  m y  o f f i c e  t o  s h o w  w h e r e  t h e  c h a n g e s  

t o o k  p l a c e  i n  t h e  d r a f t  C S .

I f  y o u  h a v e  a n y  q u e s t i o n s ,  p l e a s e  d o  n o t  h e s i t a t e  t o  c o n t a c t  m e .  I  

l o o k  f o r w a r d  t o  d i s c u s s i n g  t h i s  b i l l  a t  t o m o r r o w ’ s  c o m m i t t e e  

m e e t i n g .



CHANGES - HB 2 (9-LS0016/A) and Draft CS HB 2 ( ) (9/LS0016/E)
From : Office of R epresentative Ed W illis

March 20. 1995

HOUSE BILL 2 DRAFT CS FOR HOUSE BILL 2

T i t l e  T i t l e .  S o m e  C h a n g e s :

a .  c h a n g e s  o r d e r  o f  l i n e s  i n  t i t l e :  

f o r m e r  l i n e s  4 -5  b e c o m e  l i n e s  1-2.

b .  d e l e t e s  r e f e r e n c e  t o  c o u r t  s e n t e n c i n g

c .  d e l e t e s  “ a l t e r n a t i v e ”  i n  f r o n t  o f  b o o t  

c a m p

S e c t i o n  I &  2 :  a l l o w s  c o u r t  t o  i m p o s e  D e l e t e s  t h e s e  s e c t i o n s ,

h o o t  c a m p  a s  p a r t  o f  s e n t e n c i n g

S e c t i o n  3: a l l o w s  e l i g i b i l i t y  f o r  S e c t i o n  1: o l d  s e c t i o n  3 ,  n o  c h a n g e ,
d i s c r e t i o n a r y  p a r o l e  a f t e r  

c o m p l e t i o n  o f  p r o g r a m  A S  3 3 . 1 6 . 0 9 0  

( E l i g i b i l i t y  f o r  D i s c r e t i o n a r y  P a r o l e )



HOUSE BILL 2

S e c t i o n  4 :  B o o t  c a m p  p r o g r a m

DRAFT CS FOR HOUSE BILL 2

S e c t i o n  2 :  N e w  S e c t i o n .  A l l o w s  d i s c r e t i o n a r y  

p a r o l e  a f t e r  s u c c e s s f u l  c o m p l e t i o n  o f  

p r o g r a m .  A S  3 3 . 1 6 . 1 0 0  ( G r a n t i n g  o f  

D i s c r e t i o n a r y  P a r o l e )

S e c t i o n  3: B o o t  c a m p  p r o g r a m  

N e w  L a n g u a g e .  C h a n g e s :

a :  p a g e  2 ,  l i n e  7: a d d s  “ y o u t h f u l ”  b e f o r e  

“ p r i s o n e r s ”

b :  p a g e  2 ,  l i n e s  7-9 : d e l e t e s  f o l l o w i n g  

l a n g u a g e  c o n t a i n e d  i n  H B  2 : “ o r d e r e d  

t o  s u c c e s s f u l l y  c o m p l e t e  t h e  p r o g r a m  

a s  a  s p e c i a l  c o n d i t i o n  o f  p r o b a t i o n



MOUSE BILL 2 DRAFT CS FOR HOUSE BILL 2

u n d e r  A S  1 2 .5 5 .0 8 6 ” . T h i s  i s  a  

c o n f o r m i n g  a m e n d m e n t  t o  t h e  d e l e t i o n  

o f  S e c t i o n s  1 a n d  2  i n  t h e  o r i g i n a l  b i l l  

( c o u r t  s e n t e n c i n g  t o  a  b o o t  c a m p ) .

c :  p a g e  2 ,  l i n e s  2 7 - 2 9 :  a d d s :  “ T h e

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

r e q u i r e  a  p r i s o n e r  t o  r e i m b u r s e  t h e  

d e p a r t m e n t  f o r  t h e  c o s t s  

o f  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  t h e  b o o t  c a m p  

p r o g r a m  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  o f  t h e  p r i s o n e r ’ s  

r e s o u r c e s . ”  S i m i l a r  p r o v i s o n  w a s  

c o n t a i n e d  i n  S e c t i o n  1 o f  H B  2  a n d  

t h i s  s e c t i o n  h a s  b e e n  d e l e t e d  i n  t h e  

d r a f t  C S .

d '  p a g e  2 ,  l i n e  3 1 :  d e l e t e s  “ a l t e r n a t i v e ”  i n  

f r o n t  o f  t h e  f i r s t  “ b o o t  c a m p ”  a n d



HOUSE BILL 2

4

DRAFT CS FOR HOUSE BILL 2

i n s e r t s  “ o p e r a t i o n  o f  a ” . D e l e t e s  

“ a l t e r n a t i v e ”  i n  f r o n t  o f  s e c o n d  “ b o o t  

c a m p ”  a n d  r e p l a c e s  t h a t  w i t h  

“ c o n t r a c t ” .

e :  p a g e  3 ,  l i n e  3 : d e l e t e s  “ a l t e r n a t i v e ”  i n  

f r o n t  o f  b o o t  c a m p  a n d  r e p l a c e s  i t  w i t h  

“ c o n t r a c t ” .

f: p a g e  3 ,  l i n e  2 1 :  i n s e r t s  “ b e  u n d e r  2 6  

y e a r s  o f  a g e ”

d e l e t e s  r e f e r e n c e s  t o  s e n t e n c i n g  b y  

c o u r t s  c o n t a i n e d  i n  H B  2  ( “ o r d e r e d  t o  

p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  p r o g r a m  b y  t h e  c o u r t  

u n d e r  A S  1 2 .5 5 .0 8 6 ;  o r ”  i s  l a n g u a g e  

d e l e t e d )



HOUSE BILL 2

S e c t i o n  5 . E f f e c t i v e  D a t e

DRAFT CS FOR HOUSE BILL 2

g :  p a g e  4 ,  l i n e s  1-9. d e l e t e s  r e f e r e n c e  t o  “ a  

s u p e r i o r  c o u r t  j u d g e ”  a s  m e m b e r  o f  

t h e  B o o t  C a m p  A d v i s o r y  B o a r d

S e c t i o n  4 :  E f f e c t i v e  d a t e  - n o  c h a n g e



l # J S E  C O M M I T T E E  R E P O I ^

D ate R eferred : January  16, 1995

D ate o f  C o m m ittee  A ction: JAcL&lsJLPS i /H H S ”

T h e S T A T E  A FFA IR S C o m m ittee  considered:

(7)
F U R T H E R  R E FE R R A L S: Ju d ic iary

F inance

H B  2

H O U S E  B IL L  N O . 2 B O O T  C A M P FO R  N O N V IO L E N T  O F F E N D E R S
"An A ct a llow ing  courts to  requ ire  certa in  o ffenders as a  special condition  o f  probation  to  com plete  a  boo t cam p 
p rogram  provided  by the D ep artm en t o f  C orrections; m aking  p risoners w ho com plete  the boot cam p  program  
e lig ib le  fo r d iscre tionary  parole; p ro v id ing  fo r incarceration  o f  certain  nonvio len t o ffenders in boo t cam p s 
o pera ted  by the  D epartm ent o f  C orrections; a llow ing  the D epartm ent o f  C orrections to  con trac t w ith a  person  
for tin a ltern ative  boot cam p  program ; creating  the B oot C am p A dvisory  B oard  in the D ep artm en t o f 
C orrections; and  p rov id ing  fo r an  e ffec tive  date."

re c o m m e n d s  it be re p la c e d
w ith  th e  fo llow in g  c o m m itte e  s u b s t i tu te

[ ] add itiona l referral t o _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
f | a ttached  am endm en t(s)

A D O P T S :_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

C  S l h-p -z- ( ^ r A )

[ ] the sam e title 
f t-4'3"new~tide

C om m ittee

L etter o f  Intent

A T T A C H E S  N E W  FIS C A L  N O T E (s): (Dcp0 A PPR O V E S PR E V IO U S:

|M -fTscal note(s) [ ] fiscal note(s) _ _______

(Dept/Date)

[ ] zero  fiscal note(s) 1 jCc-L-c2. [ ] zero fiscal note(s)

J k c L r r \ . l r \  t - A t Z . C o u .r ~ h 5 - j





STATE OF ALASKA
19S5 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

BILL NO. HB3

Rovision Dnto: ___________________________________________

Title: Right of Step parent to have court-appointed 
counsel at public expease in CINA proceedings._______________

Dopt. Affoctod: Health and Social Services 
BRU: Family and Youth Services

Component: Southeastern Region
Sponsor:

Ruquostor:

Willis COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 258

House (STA)

Expenditures/Revenues:

See also (SNff): 254.255 

(Thousands of Dollars)___________
OPERATING FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FYOO FY01
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

ICAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGES IN REVENUES

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Rocoiots 1
1003 GF Match 1 1
1004 GF
1005 GF/Progrnm Receipts 1
1006 GF/MHTIA 1
Other (pleaso soecify) 1 1

TOTAL 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 1 0 .0 1

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

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

A N ALYSIS : (Attach a separate page if necessary)
There will be no fiscal im pact to the division since the Office of Public Advocacy would be responsible to provide the 
legal representation.

Prepared by: Kathy Tibbies. Acting Direct/:
Division: Family & youth Service

Phone: 465-3191 
Date: 02/09/95

Approved by Commissioner: Karen Perdue. Commissioner Date: 2 A / 9 S -
Agency: Department of Health & Social Services__________

PREPARER TO PROVIDE A LL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information, call the Govenor's Legislative Office

iRcv 1/9EI9Efiino.xluDAS.OHSS Page 1 of 1



STATE OF ALASKA
1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

BILL NO. HB3

Rovision Doto: 

Title: Rii»ht of Step parent to have court-appointed
Dopt. Affoctod: Health and Social Services 

BRU: Family and Youth Services
counsel at public expense in CINA proceedings. Component: Southcentral Region

Sponsor:
Roquostor:

Willis COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 254

House (STA) See also (SNjSQ: 255.258

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FYOO FY01

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

CHANGES IN REVENUES ( )

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Rocoipts |
1005 GF/MHTIA I
Other (please soecify) I

TOTAL 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Estimate of any current year (FY95) cost:  $0 .0

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if  necessary)

There will be no fiscal im pact to the division since the  Office of Public Advocacy would be responsible to  provide the
legal representation.

J / l  s i

Prepared by: 
D ivision:

A pproved by Com m issioner: 
Agency:

Phone:
Date:

465-3191
02/09/95

Commissioner
Department of Health & Social Services

Date:

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE 
For further d is tribu tion  in fo rm ation , call the  G ovenor's  Legislative O ffice

(Rev 1/S6196limoxlifDAS_0HSS Page 1 of 1



1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
ft

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB3

Rovision Dato: 
Title: Right of Step parent to have court-appointed

Dept. Affoctod: Health and Social Services
BRU: Family and Youth Services

counsel at public expense in CINA proceedings. Component: Northern Region
Sponsor:

Requestor:
Willis COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 255

House (STA) See also (SN#): 254,258

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FYOO FY01
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 1

CHANGES IN REVENUES ( )

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Foderal Rocoipts 1
1003 GF Match i
1004 GF 1
1005 Gr/Program Recoipts 1
1006 GF/MHTIA 1
Othar (please specify)

TOTAL 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 | 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Estimate ot any current year (FY95) cost: $ 0 .0

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)
T here  w ill be no fisca l im p a c t to  the  d iv is io n  s ince  th e  O ff ic e  o f P ub lic  A d v o c a c y  w o u ld  be resp on s ib le  to  p ro v id e  th e  

legal re p re se n ta tio n .

Prepared by: 
p p . ' division:

Approved by Commissioner: 
Agency:

Phone: 455-3191 
Date: 02/09/95

KarenTeraue. Commissioner Dote:
Department of Health & Social Services

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

iRov i/96i96iiino.xixDAS_OHSS Page 1 of 1



F I S C A L  N O T E

1995 L E G IS L A T IV E  S E S S IO N  '
Revision Date: _______________________________________Dept. Affected: Alaska Court System
Title: Counsel for stepparent, CINA___________________BRU: Trial Courts_________
proceedings_________________________________________ Components:______________________
Sponsor: Rep. Willis
Requestor: _______________________________________ COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 768

ST A T E  O F  A L A S K A  BELL N O . H B  3

EXPEND fTURES/REVENUES   (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING EXPEND ITURES FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY00 FY 01
PERSONAL SERV IC ES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPL IES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS & CLAIMS
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPEND ITURES

CHANGE IN REVEN U ES ( )

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federa l R e ce ip ts
1003 GF M atch
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program R e ce ip ts  
1006GF/MHTIA
Other

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

POSITIONS
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Estim a te of cu rren t y e a r (FY 95) co st: $ None

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary) 

No fiscal impact.

a /  • . j,
Prepared by: C. S. Christensen 111, Staff Counsel ' / ^ f  ^ — _________ Phone: 264-8228
Agency: Alaska Court System  Date:  r?706/95

Approved by: Arthur H. Snowden, II. Administrative Director /■ "______ -— ___________________________________
Agency: Alaska Court System________________________________~______________  Date: 02/06/95

PR EPA R ER  TO PROVIDE ALL D ISTRIBUTION C O P IES  TO GOVERNOR'S LEG ISLATIVE OFF ICE
04:15 PM

Rev 1/95 Page 1 of 1





While in fairhmks 
119 N. Cushman Stree! Suite 20' 

Fairbanks, Alaska 99701 
(907) 456-8172 

FAX (907)451-9293

Alaska State Legislature
While in Session 
State Capitol 

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 
(907) 465-1457 

FAX (907) 465-3519

Representative John Davies 
District 2 9

M e m o r a n d u m

D a t e :  F e b r u a r y  1 5 , 1 9 9 5

T o :  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  J e a n n e t t e  J a m e s
C h a i r ,  S t a t e  A f f a ir s  C o m m i t t e e

F r o m :  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  J o h n  D a v i e s

R e :  H e a r i n g  fo r  H B  1 0

I r e s p e c t f u l ly  r e q u e s t  a  h e a r i n g  fo r  H B  1 0  at  y o u r  e a r l i e s t  c o n v e n i e n c e .  H B  1 0  is
a  g o o d  l a w  a n d  o r d e r  b i l l ,  r e q u i r i n g  D W I  o f f e n d e r s  c o n v i c t e d  o f  c a u s i n g  m o t o r  
v e h i c l e  a c c i d e n t s  t o  p a y  for  t h e  c o s t s  o f  e m e r g e n c y  s e r v i c e s  t h a t  r e s p o n d  t o  t h e  
a c c i d e n t .

A t t a c h e d  is  m y  s p o n s o r  s t a t e m e n t ,  a  c o p y  o f  t h e  b i l l ,  a  f is c a l  n o t e  f r o m  t h e  
D e p a r t m e n t  o f  P u b l i c  S a f e t y ,  a n d  i n f o r m a t i o n  f r o m  t h e  U . S .  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  
T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  o n  a l c o h o l - r e l a t e d  m o t o r  v e h i c l e  c r a s h e s ,  b o t h  r a t e s  a n d  c o s t s .

T h a n k  y o u ,  p l e a s e  c o n t a c t  S h a n n o n  at m y  o f f ic e  is  y o u  h a v e  a n y  q u e s t i o n s  
c o n c e r n i n g  t h i s  b i l l .
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HB 10 SPONSOR STATEMENT

H B  1 0  i s  a n  a c t  t h a t  r e q u i r e s  D W I  o f f e n d e r s  c o n v i c t e d  o f  c a u s i n g  a  m o t o r  v e h i c l e  
a c c i d e n t  to  p a y  fo r  t h e  c o s t s  o f  e m e r g e n c y  s e r v i c e s  t h a t  r e s p o n d  t o  t h e  a c c i d e n t .

T h e  p r o b l e m s  a n d  a s s o c i a t e d  c o s t s  o f  d r i v i n g  w h i l e  i n t o x i c a t e d  a r e  c l e a r .  
A c c o r d i n g  t o  n a t i o n a l  s t a t is t ic s ,  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  o n e - h a l f  o f  a l l  f a t a l  m o t o r  v e h i c l e  
a c c i d e n t s  i n v o l v e  a l c o h o l .  A c c o r d i n g  to  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  P u b l i c  S a f e t y  4 0 %  o f  
a l l  D W I  a r r e s t s  i n v o l v e  r e p e a t  o f f e n d e r s .  F u r t h e r m o r e ,  a l c o h o l  r e l a t e d  a c c i d e n t s  
n a t i o n - w i d e  r e s u lt  i n  e c o n o m i c  c o s t s  o f  $ 4 6 . 1  b i l l i o n  p e r  y e a r  ( U S  D e p t ,  o f  
T r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  1 9 9 0 ) .

H B  1 0  a t t e m p t s  to  a d d r e s s  t h e s e  p r o b l e m s  in  t w o  m a n n e r s .  F ir s t ,  a s  a  d e t e r r e n t  
t o  t h o s e  w h o  d r i v e  w h i l e  i n t o x i c a t e d  b y  r a i s i n g  t h e  f i n a n c i a l  p e n a l t y  fo r  d o i n g  s o .  
B y  r a i s i n g  t h e  f i n a n c i a l  b u r d e n  t o  t h o s e  b r e a k i n g  t h e  l a w ,  H B  1 0  e m p h a s i z e s  t h e  
s e r i o u s n e s s  o f  t h e  c r i m e .  S e c o n d ,  t h is  b i l l  s h i f t s  t h e  f i n a n c i a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  
e m e r g e n c y  s e r v i c e s  t h a t  r e s p o n d  t o  a l c o h o l - r e l a t e d  a c c i d e n t s  f r o m  l a w  a b i d i n g ,  
t a x  p a y i n g  c i t i z e n s  t o  t h e  c o n v i c t e d  D W I  o f f e n d e r .

T h r e e  s t a t e s ,  C a l i f o r n i a ,  I n d i a n a ,  a n d  K a n s a s  h a v e  s i m i l a r  r e i m b u r s e m e n t  l a w s .
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H O U S E  B IL L  N O . 10

IN T H E  L E G ISL A T U R E  O F  T H E  STA TE O F A LA SK A  

N IN E T E E N T H  L E G ISL A T U R E  - FIR ST SE SSIO N  

BY REPRESENTATIVE DAVIES

Introduced:
Referred:

A B IL L

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

" A n  A ct re la tin g  to  p a y m e n t fo r  e m e rg e n c y  se rv ices  re sp o n d in g  to  c e r ta in  m o to r  

v eh ic le  a cc id e n ts ."

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

* S e c tio n  1. AS 28 .35 .030  is am end ed  by add ing  a new  subsection  to  read:

(n) If  the act fo r w hich  a person  is conv ic ted  under this sec tion  con tribu tes  to a 

m otor vehicle accident, the court shall o rd er the person  to  pay  the cost o f  any em ergency  

services that responded to the accident. P ay m e n t requ ired  under th is subsection  shall be 

m ade d irec tly  to the em ergency  serv ice  and  sha ll be equal to actual costs  o f  responding  

to the accident o r the previous year’s annual average cost o f  resDonding to  a m o to r vehicle 

accident, w hichever is h igher. In this subsec tio n , "em ergency  serv ice" includes a peace 

o fficer, fire d ep artm en t, am bu lance  serv ice, o r em ergency  m ed ica l technic ian .

-1 -
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Tablo 72

Sit®^ i a ^ i r i T j n a r ;TfjKjTfn5^^Tsj^"r C '■ ~h_‘~ ;0 1 h •/{":tSajj*

Vehicle Occupant*
Driver 10,369 48,000 66,000 8£,000 180,000
Passenger з,904

и , m
23,000 28,000 44,000 95,000

SuOtofaT** 69.000 95,000 111,000 275,000
Nonmotorists

Pedestrian 2,736 3,000 3,000 3,000 10,000
Podalcycllst 296 1,000 2,000 1,000 3,000
Other 34 4*ea 1,000 SMI 1,000

Subtotal 3.066 4,000 6,000 • 5,000 14,000
Total*** 17,461 73,000 100,000 116,000 289,000

* Blood Alcohol concentration (BAC) of 0.01 grams per deciliter (fl/dl) or gr»atar In the crash. 
** Police-reported alcohol Involvement In the aash.

*** Inclodas 32 unknown oooupants that ware killed.
Lsss than 500,

U S A

*/j, 5” y*

1993 Motor Vehicle Crash Data from F A R S  a n d  G E S 107
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C S F O R  H O U S E  B IL L  N O . 10(STA )

IN  T H E  LEG ISLA TU R E O F TH E STA TE O F A LA SK A

N IN ETEEN TH  LEG ISLA TU R E - FIR ST SE SSIO N

BY TH E HOUSE STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor(s): REPRESENTATIVE DAVIES

A B IL L  

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

" A n  A c t re la tin g  to  p ay m e n t fo r  em ergency  serv ices re sp o n d in g  to  c e r ta in  m o to r  

veh ic le  a c c id e n ts ."

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

* S e c tio n  1. A S 28 .35 .030  is am ended  by adding  a new  subsection  to read:

(n) I f  the act for w hich a person is convicted  under this section contribu tes to 

a m o to r vehicle  accident, the court shall o rder the person  to pay the cost o f  any 

em erg ency  serv ices that responded  to the accident, if  the conv ic ted  person  o r the 

co nv ic ted  person 's insurer has not already paid the cost o f  the em ergency  serv ices. If 

p ay m en t is required  under this subsection, the paym ent shall be m ade d irec tly  to the 
em ergency  service and shall be equal to the actual co st o f responding  to the accident 

o r the  prev ious year's annual average cost o f  responding  to a  m oto r vehicle  accident, 
w h ichev er is higher. In th is subsection, "em ergency service" includes a peace  officer, 

fire  d ep artm en t, am bulance service, o r em ergency  m edical technician .

-1- CSHB 10(STA)
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F I S C A L  N O T E

1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Rovlsion D ate:_________________
Title:

STATE OF ALASKA

Payment of Cestb of DWI Accidents

Sponsor:
Requestor:

Representative Davies

BOLL NO. HB 10

Department: Commerce and Economic Development 
BRU: Insurance

Component: Operations

COMPONENT SERIAL NO. #354

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FYOO 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

CHANGE IN REVENUES

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 General Fund
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1006 GF/MHTIA
Other
TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY 95) cost: $ 0.0

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

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)
No fiscal impact.

Joan Brown, Administrative Officer W - A
Insurance

Prepared by:
Division:

Approved by Commissioner: 
Agency:

Phone: 465-2597

Commerce and Economic Development

Date: 2/16/95 

Date: z/ 2. 3 /■

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

Page 1 of 1



FISCAL NOTE

R ev is ion  D ate : __________________________________________________
T itle : "An A c t re la ting  to  p aym en t fo r em e rg en cy
se rv ic e s  re spond ing to  ce rta in  m otor ve h ic le  a c c id e n ts ." _________

STATE O F  ALASKA
1995 LEG ISLATIVE SESSION

BILL NO. HB 10

Sponsor:
R equeste r:

R ep re sen ta tive  D a v ie s

D ept. A ffe c te d : 
> R U : _ _
.C om ponen t:

D ep a rtm en t o f Law
Lega l S e rv ic e s
O pe ra tion s

R ep re sen ta tive  D av ie s

E x p e n d i t u r e s / R e v e n u e s

.COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 

(Thousands o f Dollars)

0093

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 39 FY 00 FY 01
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLA IM S
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

ICHANGE IN REVENUES (

FUND SOURCE (Thousands o f Dollars)
1002 Federa l R e ce ip ts
1003 GF M a tch
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program R ece ip ts
1006 GF/MHTIA
Other
TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

E stim a te  o f an y  cu rren t y e a r (FY95) co s t: $ 0.0
POSITIONS
FULL-TIME 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS : (A tta ch  a sep a ra te  page if n e ce ssa ry )
T his bill a m e n d s  A S 2 8 .3 5  to  provide th a t  a p e rso n  co n v ic ted  of driving w hile in to x ic a te d , w h o  

c o n trib u te s  to  a m o to r vehicle acc id en t, be  requ ired  to  p ay  th e  c o s t  o f any  e m e rg e n c y  s e rv ic e s  th a t  re sp o n d e d  
to  th e  a c c id e n t. C urren tly , co u rts  have  th e  d isc re tio n ary  p o w e r to  o rd e r re im b u rsem en t u n d e r  th e s e  
c irc u m s ta n c e s , w h en  a co n v ic ted  DWI d e fe n d a n t is s e n te n c e d . This bill w ou ld  m ake re im b u rse m e n t of 
e m e rg e n c y  re sp o n d e rs  m an d a to ry . T here  will n o t be a fiscal im pact fo r th e  D ep a rtm en t o f Law , b e c a u s e  th is  is 
a se n te n c in g  provision  th a t  d o es  n o t d irectly  involve th e  d e p a rtm e n t.

I
prepared Dy: R ichard I. P eque s, D irecto r 
D iv is ion : A dm in is tra t iv e  Serv/c^s u iv « io n  ; 0  \-rrf\P /

4'S‘vLJ- O n . I V)_<7 
App roved by C om m issione r: B ruce M . Bo te lho , A tl orney Genera l
A gen cy : • D epartm en t o f L aw  V

Phone:
D a te :.

D ate :

465-3672
2/15/95

2/15/95

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR’S LEGISLATIVE OFi-ICE
For fu r th e r  d is t r ib u t io n  in fo rm a t io n , c a ll th e  G o v e rn o r 's  L e g is la t iv e  O ff ic e

(R ev 10/94) 9 5 fisn o .x ls/D B R P a g e  1 o f 1



F I S C A L  N O T E

ST A T E  OF A L A SK A  BILL N O : HB 2

1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

R evis ion D a t e : ________________________________________D ept. A ffe c te d : Public Safety_________
T itle : "An acA a llow in g  CPUr.t3-.tQ requ ire  ..certain   A laska S ta te  Troopers

 o f fe n d e rs .. . to com p le te ,.a  b o o t.c am p  p rogram ..."   C om ponent: D e tachm ents______________

S ponsor: -R e p re s e n ta tiv e  W illis________________________________________________________________________

Requestor: R epresenta tive  W illis______________________ COM PONENT SERIAL NO. ______  0 7 9 9

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands o f Dollars) ( in fla tio n  n o t included)

OFERATING FY 9 6 FY 97 FY 9 8 FY 9 9 FY 0 0 FY 01

PERSONAL SERVICES

TR AVEL

C O N TR A C TU A L

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAN D  &  STRUCTURES

G RANTS, CLAIM S

MISCELLANEOUS

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

| C A P IT A L EXPENDITURES -0 - -0- -0 - -0 - -0 - -0-

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) 

Revenue Cooe

-0- -0- -0 - -0 - -0 - -0 -

FUND IN G : (Thousands o f Dollars)

1 0 0 2  Federal Receipts

1 0 0 3  GF M atch

1 0 0 4  GF

1 0 0 5  G F/Program  Receipts

1 0 0 6  G F/M H TIA

O ther

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

E s tim a te  o f cu rre n t yea r (FY 95) im p ac t: $ -0-

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIM E 0 0 0 0 0 0

PART-TIM E 0 0 0 0 0 0

TEM PORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0

A N A LY S IS : (A tta c h  a separa te page if  necessary.)

No s ig n if ic a n t im p a c t on the A laska  S ta te  Troopers.

Francis C. A llanPrepared By: 

D iv is ion :

A pp rove d  by C om m issioner: 

A ge ncy :

-A laska-S la te  JiQonzix"

R en a ld - L .O tte , Dept. .o L E ub lic .S a ie ty-

Phone:

Date:

Date:

.269:5691
0 1 /7 4 /f lB

Pov 11/94

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
F o r  f u r t h e r  d i s t r i b u t i o n  in f o rm a t io n  c a l l  t h e  G o v e r n o r ' s  L e g i s la t i v e  O f f ic e

P a g e  1 o f  1



R ev is ion  Date:_______________________________________________________ Dept. A ffected;_____________Departm ent of R e ve n u e
Title: E lig ib ility  for PFD and Longevity Bonus_________ BRU:  P e rm anen t Fund D ividend D ivision
________________________________________________________________________ Component: P e rm anen t Fund D ividend D ivision
Sponso r: R ep re sen ta tive  DAVIES_________________________  _________________________________________
R eque s te r : H ouse S ta te  A ffairs______________________________ C O M PO N E N T S E R IA L  NO. 981

FISCAL NOTE
STA TE O F ALASKA BILL NO. H B  5____________

1995 LEG ISLA TIV E SESSION

E x p e n d i tu re s /R e v e n u e s  _______  (T h o u san d s  of Dollars)
O P E R A TIN G  E XPEN D ITU R ES FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01

PERSO N AL SERV IC ES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SU PPL IES
EQ U IPM EN T
LAND & STRUCTURES
G RANTS, CLAIMS
M ISCELLANEO US
T O T A L  O PER ATIN G 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

C A P IT A L  EX P EN D ITU R ES

IC H A N G E  IN R EV E N U E S ( ) I I I

FUND SO URC E (T housand s of Dollars)
-

1002 F ede ra l R ece ip ts
1003 G F  Match
1004 G F
1005 GF/Program  R ece ip ts
1006 GF/MHTIA 
O ther
T O T A L 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 0.0 0.0

E s tim a te  o f a n y  c u r re n t  y e a r  (FY 95) c o s t: $ 0.0

P O SIT IO N S
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEM PO RARY

A N A L Y S IS : (Attach a sep a ra te  p age if n e ce ssa ry )
Section 1 of this legislation would add two allowable absences effective for the 1996 dividend.

If enacted, the Department would add these allowable absences to the 1996 application and instructions. 
The department does not anticipate any additional processing costs associated with adding these two 
absences.

The effect on the amount of the 1996 and subsequent dividends depends on the additional number of 
individuals who will qualify for a dividend as u result of these allowable absences. If the number of 
Alaska residents absent for these reasons is small, the effect on the dividend will be negligible.

PR EPA R ER  TO PRO VIDE A L L  D IS TR IB U T IO N  C O PIES TO  G O V E R N O R 'S  LE G IS LA T IV E  O FF IC E
For lurther distribution informal,on, call the Governor s Legislative Olfice

(R e v  10/94) 95fisno xls/DBR P a g e  1 e l 1



FISCAL NOTE

R ev is ion  D a t e : ________________________
Title:

STA TE OF ALASKA
1995 LEG ISLA TIV E SESSION

BILL NO. H B  6

Departm ent of R evenue
E lig ib ility  fo ' PFD

_ Dept. A ffected :
’ BRU: Pe rm anen t Fund D iv idend D ivision
Component: P e rm anen t Fund D iv idend D ivision

Sponso r:
R eque ste r :

R epre sen ta tive  DAVIES
H ouse S ta te  A ffa irs COM PONENT S E R IA L  NO. 981

E x p e n d i t u r e s / R e v e n u e s ( T h o u s a n d s  of D o l la r s )
O PERAT ING  EX PEN D ITU RES FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FYOO FY 01

PERSO N AL SER V IC ES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SU PP L IES
EQ U IPM EN T
LAND & STRUCTURES
G RAN TS , CLAIMS
M ISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL O PERAT ING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAP ITAL EXPEN D ITU RES

jC H A N G E IN R EV EN U ES  ( J ____L

1002 F ede ra l R e ce ip ts
1003 G F  Match
1004 G F
1005 GF/Program  R ece ip ts
1006 GF/MHTIA 
O ther
TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

E s t im a te  o f a n y  c u r r e n t  y e a r  (FY95) c o s t :  $ 
PO S IT IO NS

0.0

FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEM PO RARY

A N ALYS IS : (A ttach a  s e p a ra te  p age  if n e ce ssa ry )
Section 1 of this legislation would allow an Alaska resident as weil as a resident's child who has been 
absent from tne United States for two consecutive years during the four calendar year period 
immediately before the dividend year, to remain eligible for a dividend if he or she came home to Alaska 
during that four year period. All other residents would still be required to return home to Alaska during 
the two calendar years immediately before the dividend year.

If enacted, the Department would modify the 1996 application and instructions. The department does 
not anticipate any additional processing costs associated these amendments.

The effect on the amount of the 1996 and subsequent dividends depends on the additional number of 
individuals who will qualify for a dividend as a resuiraf these amendments. If the number of affected 
Alaska residents is small, the effect on the dividend will fee negligible.

P rep a red  bv: T hom as C. W illiam s, D irector
D ivision: P e rm anen t Fund D iv idend D iv is lqn / r n
Approved by C om m issione r: J\

Phono :.
D ate :

D ate:

465-2323

Agency: Department of Revenue
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M A DD
Mothers Against Drunk Driving 

P. O. Box 71167 Fairbanks, AK 99701 (907) 456-3964

DRUNK DRIVING IS NOT AN ACCIDENT, IT IS A VIOLENT CRIME.

In 1993, 17,461 people were killed in the United States in alcohol-related traffic 
crashes. It is estimated that 950,000 people were injured in crashes where alcohol was 
present.

Direct costs of alcohol-related crashes are estimated to be S44 billion yearly including 
$6 billion in medical costs. An additional $90 billion is lost in quality of life due to 
these crashes.

THE MISSION OF MOTHERS AGAINST DRUNK DRIVING IS TO STOP 
DRUNK DRIVING AND TO SUPPORT VICTIMS OF THIS VIOLENT 
CRIME.

Rep. John Davies 
Alaska State Legislature 
Stale Capitol 
Juneau, AK 99801-1182 
FAX (907) 465-3519

Re: HB No. 10

Dear Representative Davies,

The Fairbanks Chapter of Mothers Against Drunk Driving would like to voice it’s 
support for HB No. 10. As I’m sore you're aware, the cost of drunk driving to the 
State is phenomenal. While one can never put a dollar amount on tbe loss of Hfe or 
injury to a victim, drunk drivers must take responsibility for their actions. HB 10 will 
act as a deterrent to the potential drunk driver. We commend you for your efforts.

If I can provide you with further information, please contact me.

Chapter President


