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SENTENCING REFORM 
AND 

ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION 

I 

INTRODUCTION 

According to the United States Department of Justice, more 
than 1 percent of the U.S. population is under some form of 
correctional supervision (jail, parole, prison or probation). 
Based on current incarceration rates, 3 to 5 percent of the 
males born in the United States today are likely to serve a 
sentence in an adult state prison sometime in their lives. 
(U.S. Department of Justice, Crime and Justice Facts, 1985, 
page 25) 

An increase of more than 39,000 during 1985 brought the 
number of inmates in federal and state prisons to more than 
half a million, an all-time record. The prison population 
has now grown for 11 consecutive years. (U.S. Department of 
Justice, "Prisoners in 1985," page 1) 

Overall, state prisons in the United States are estimated 
to be operating at approximately 110 percent of capacity. 
States have employed many methods to alleviate crowding. 
Construction of permanent and temporary facilities, backups 
in local jails, double-bunking, intensive community super­
vision programs, early paroles, and sentence rollbacks have 
all been used to make room for new inmates. 

Nevada has the highest incarceration rate in the Nation--
448 inmates per 100,000 people in 1986. California ranks 
21st with 198 inmates per 100,000 population. ("Ranking 
the States," page 10) 

Nevada's prison population is now over 4,500. As recent as 
1981, the prison population was less than 2,000. By 1990, 
the prison population is projected to approach 6,000. 
Unless something is done to reverse this trend, the State 
of Nevada and its taxpayers will have to spend millions of 
dollars for new prison construction or come up with less 
expensive alternatives to incarceration. 
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On March 26, 1987, a special committee on corrections was 
appointed by Assemblyman Joseph E. Dini, Jr., speaker of 
the Nevada assembly, to study alternate sentencing. The 
members of the committee include Assemblyman Robert M. 
Sader, chairman of the assembly committee on judiciary; 
Assemblyman Marvin M. Sedway, chairman of the assembly 
committee on ways and means; and Assemblymen Matthew Q. 
Callister, David E. Humke, James J. Spinello and Bob Thomas. 

Assemblyman Sader, chairman of the special committee, 
requested the research division of the legislative counsel 
bureau to prepare a report regarding alternatives to incar­
ceration and sentencing. This background paper, which is 
written in response to Mr. Sader's request, presents the 
following information: 

A review of the recommendations for alternatives to 
sentencing and incarceration which have been made by 
legislative study committees since 1980; 

A discussion regarding alternative programs for alcohol 
and drug offenders; 

A description of alternative forms of treatment for sex 
offenders; 

An analysis of IIboot campll incarceration as an alter­
native to traditional prison incarceration; 

A presentation of the proposal to authorize the use of 
house arrest as an alternative form of incarceration; 

A section which lists other possible alternatives for 
legislative consideration; and 

A summary of the major alternatives to sentencing and 
incarceration. 

II 

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM LEGISLATIVE STUDIES 

Prison overcrowding, alternatives to incarceration and sen­
tencing reform are subjects which various committees and 
subcommittees of the Nevada legislature have investigated 
throughout the 1980 1 s. 
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A. NEVADA PRISON SYSTEM STUDY 

Legislative Counsel Bureau Bulletin No. 81-4, "Nevada Prison 
System," was published in October 1980. This study includes 
a discussion of alternatives to incarceration and recommen­
dations pertaining to multipurpose supervision centers, 
expansions of the 120-day evaluation program and the honor 
camp program, and continuation of the restitution program. 

Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 41 of 1979 (File No. 129) 
directed the legislative commission to study the Nevada 
prison system and alternatives to incarceration. The sub­
committee appointed by the legislative commission presented 
the following findings and recommendations for alternatives 
to incarceration: 

1. The subcommittee recommended that two multipurpose 
centers, one in Washoe County and one in Clark County, 
Nevada, be established on a trial basis under the 
administrative supervision of the department of parole 
and probation. The centers would be used to provide 
structured supervision to adult offenders who have not 
previously served time in any state prison institution. 
Two types of offenders would be housed in the centers: 
(a) convicted offenders could be assigned to the centers 
as a condition of probation if the department of parole 
and probation's presentencing investigative report 
recommended such an assignment--which could include, 
especially in the case of a property offender, restitu­
tion to the victim of the offender's criminal activi­
ties; and (b) convicted offenders who have violated the 
conditions of their probation could be assigned to the 
center for a period of time for both structured super­
vision and punishment purposes. 

2. In 1979, the legislature enacted Senate Bill 575 (chap­
ter 571) which provided for the commitment of certain 
convicted felons to the department of prisons for a 
period not exceeding 120 days for evaluation purposes 
prior to sentencing. In order to be eligible for this 
program, the convicted felon must have "never been held 
in any detention facility for more than 30 consecutive 
days." The department of prisons told the subcommittee 
that as of April 1979, 11 individuals had been sentenced 
to the department under the 120-day program for evalua­
tion purposes; and other testimony indicated that the 
law possibly excluded individuals from the program who 
had been unable to post bail and had been held in a 
county jail for more than 120 days while awaiting and 
during trial. 
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The subcommittee recommended that chapter 571, 1979 
legislature, be amended to provide eligibility for the 
120-day evaluation program for any convicted felon who 
has not been sentenced to a detention facility for more 
than 6 months. 

3. The department of prisons operates honor camp and resti­
tution programs that allow inmates to live and work away 
from the more structured, institutional prison environ­
ment. The honor camp program was reestablished by the 
legislature in 1977 through the appropriation of funds 
to establish a 36-inmate camp or prison farm adjacent to 
the northern Nevada correctional center. In reestablish­
ing the camps, which had been closed in the late 1960's, 
the legislature detailed a number of qualifications that 
must be met before an inmate could be assigned to a 
camp. These qualifications included the provision that 
an inmate would not be eligible for assignment to a camp 
if the inmate had "committed an assault on any person." 

In 1979, the legislature expanded the honor camp program 
by appropriating funds to expand the northern camp to 
100 inmates and to start a 36-inmate camp in southern 
Nevada (Lincoln County). The 1979 legislature also pro­
vided for two restitution centers, one in Washoe County 
and one in Clark County, with a capacity of between 
30 and 40 inmates each. 

These two programs provide the department of prisons 
additional flexibility in placing and programming 
inmates and provide additional bed capacity at con­
siderably less cost, both capital and operating, than 
the traditional prison setting. Operationally, the 
two programs run about one-third to one-half of the 
average per inmate costs experienced in the system's 
four institutions. Also, both programs have the addi­
tional advantage of having inmates help participate in 
the cost of their maintenance and supervision through 
a system of charges to program participants. 

The subcommittee recommended that the statutory provision 
prohibiting the department of prisons from assigning 
inmates who have committed an assault to forestry honor 
camps be repealed. The department had no such statutory 
requirements in its other programs--i.e., restitution 
centers and work-living programs--and was able to assign 
inmates based on its own classification findings. 
Assignment to the honor camp program should also result 
from the internal classification decisions of the 
department of prisons. 
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The subcommittee also recommended that the restitution 
program established by the 1979 legislature be continued 
and that provision be made to permit an inmate to ini­
tiate the restitution process by volunteering to make 
restitution to the crime victim. 

(Legislative Counsel Bureau Bulletin No. 81-4, pages 38 
through 43) 

B. PRISON MASTER PLAN STUDY 

Legislative Counsel Bureau Bulletin No. 83-3, IIPrison Master 
Plan,1I was published in November 1982 and includes an exten­
sive section on evaluation of alternatives to incarceration. 
The evaluations pertain to ongoing alternative programs in 
Nevada which include the 120-day evaluation program, honor 
camps, parole and probation programs, residential centers 
and restitution centers. 

Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 56 of 1981 (File No. 198) 
directed the legislative commission to conduct an interim 
study toward the development of a master plan for the 
Nevada prison system and, among other things, report on 
the successes of alternatives to incarceration as used in 
this state. The study report's section on evaluating 
alternatives begins with the following statement: 

There are three programs that offer true alternatives 
to incarceration in the State of Nevada: probation, 
residential centers for convicted offenders operated by 
the department of parole and probation (i.e., halfway 
house), and parole. The state also operates a program 
that provides for preliminary evaluation of convicted 
offenders (120-day program) as well as two IItraditional 
programs ll (honor camps and restitution centers), that 
are under the control of the department of prisons. 
(Legislative Counsel Bureau Bulletin No. 83-3, page 64) 

The legislative commission's subcommittee on the prison 
master plan recommended: 

Expansion of the use of probation as an alternative to 
probation. 

Continuation of the department of parole and probation's 
residential center program. 
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Expansion of the department of prisons' honor camp program. 

Expansion of the state's restitution program to allow 
more inmates to participate in the program and to serve 
as a "halfway out" program for parolees in danger of 
revocation. (Nevada Revised Statutes [NRSJ 209.4827) 

Adoption of objective parole guidelines for use by the 
state board of parole commissioners. 

Removal of the parole board from approving or denying 
work release candidates and placing the work release 
program under the jurisdiction of the department of 
prisons. (NRS 213.300) 

C. STUDY OF PAROLE FUNCTION 

Legislative Counsel Bureau Bulletin No. 85-14, "The Function 
Of Parole In The Criminal Justice System," was published in 
September 1984. This study includes a discussion of alter­
natives to Nevada's sentencing and parole system. 

Senate Bill 375 of 
committee to study 
criminal justice. 
recommendations: 

1983 (chapter 572) created a legislative 
the function of parole in the system of 
The committee made the following 

1. Sentencing Guidelines 

Creating a 13-member commission appointed by the gover­
nor to develop statewide sentencing guidelines. 

Providing a presumptive fixed sentence with only good 
time credit earned reducing the term of imprisonment. 

Determining which felony offenders should be incarcerated 
and those who should be placed on probation, provide 
restitution, fined or punished by some other alternative 
sentence. 

Allowing judges to depart from guidelines for compelling 
reasons. 

Developing sentence ranges without consideration to the 
impact on the prison population unless it is determined 
that the guidelines will exceed prison population 
projections. 
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Minnesota's Sentencing Guidelines--

The parole study committee reviewed the sentencing 
guidelines developed by the states of Minnesota and 
Washington and was particularly interested in the 
Minnesota model which was designed to control prison 
population and reduce sentencing disparity. Minnesota's 
sentencing guidelines determine punishment on a grid 
based on two factors: (1) the severity of the offense; 
and (2) the offender's prior criminal history. (Legis­
lative Counsel Bureau Bulletin No. 85-14, page 130) 

A copy of the Minnesota sentencing guidelines grid is 
included as Appendix A. 

2. Parole Guidelines 

Creating a five-member committee appointed by the 
governor to develop formal parole guidelines. 

Allowing the parole board to make release decisions out­
side the guidelines. 

Providing that guidelines apply to existing prison popu­
lations and that violent inmates and career criminals 
should serve longer terms than the nonviolent, nonhabit­
ual offender. 

Examining the possibility of including the setting of an 
early presumptive parole date for inmates. 

Discontinuing parole guidelines for inmates sentenced 
under sentencing guidelines. 

3. Revisions in Good Time Credits 

Providing additional days of good time credit per month 
for good behavior, participation in work or educational 
related programs inside and outside the prison, and for 
meritorious or exemplary service. (NRS 209.446) 

Directing the board of prison commissioners to adopt 
regulations concerning the earning, forfeiture and 
restoration of good time credit. 

Removing the parole board from the formal process of 
revoking good time credits except at a parole revocation 
hearing. 
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4. Expansion of Honor Camp Program 

5. Expansion of Parole Board 

Expansion from three to five members and basing the two 
new members in southern Nevada. 

D. FELONY SENTENCING COMMISSION'S REPORT 

The most recent information concerning alternatives to 
incarceration in Nevada and other options is provided in the 
report of the commission to establish suggested sentences 
for felonies entitled "Sentencing Felons In Nevada" and 
dated December 1986. This commission and its report were 
mandated by the 1985 session of the Nevada legislature. 

Senate Bill 70 (chapter 617, Statutes of Nevada, 1985) 
created the commission for establishing suggested sentences 
for felonies. This 13-member commission, appointed by the 
governor, worked closely with the department of prisons and 
the department of parole and probation in collecting and 
analyzing data relative to sentencing in this state. Based 
on the information received, the commission was to establish 
a range of suggested sentences for felonies and a system for 
determining which range of punishment applies to particular 
offenders. In December 1986, the commission completed its 
report for submission to the 64th session of the legisla­
ture, the supreme court, district courts and the governor. 

Among the commission's conclusions are the following: 

Serious and repetitive offenses should be severely 
punished; isolated and less serious offenses should be 
punished less severely; and, severity of punishment 
should be relatively uninfluenced by other factors. 

Alternatives to incarceration should be carefully studied 
in order to find means for punishment and deterrence 
which do not require expensive, burdensome and largely 
unproductive and unnecessary incarceration. Sentencing 
courts in Nevada do not have enough options. Usually 
the choices are either probation or prison. The courts 
should also have opportunities to consider alcohol and 
drug rehabilitation centers, community service, youth 
centers, restitution and low-security work camps, among 
others. (Commission to Establish Suggested Sentences 
for Felonies, page 7) 
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The commission1s recommendations are as follows: 

1. Probation Revocations 

The commission recommended that the statutes be amended 
to allow the sentencing judge to retain jurisdiction 
over a probation case so that at the time of revocation 
the court may modify the previously suspended prison 
sentence consistent with the circumstances involved in 
the revocation proceedings. The commission believes 
that all such modifications would necessarily have to 
act to reduce the previously suspended incarceration 
term. 

2. Consecutive Sentences 

The commission recommended that the statutes be amended 
to make the setting of sentences as concurrent or con­
secutive a discretionary function of the court when 
felony probationers commit an additional felony while 
under probation supervision. 

3. Mandatory Sentences 

The commission recommended that the mandatory imposition 
of prison and/or fine should be eliminated. The discre­
tion should be left to the judge who has the benefit of 
all the information available in each case as to whether 
prison, and not some other alternative and/or a fine 
should be imposed. 

4. Pre-Sentence Reports 

A pre-sentence report by the department of parole and 
probation is currently provided for each defendant who 
pleads guilty or nolo contendere or is found guilty of 
a felony. The statute also allows the defendant, with 
the consent of the court, to waive the pre-sentence 
investigation and report. This is an extremely impor­
tant document which is utilized by the department of 
prisons as well as the judge when a prison sentence is 
imposed. The commission recommended that the waiver of 
a report should not be permitted in felony cases unless 
there is already-one prepared, whether for the sentence 
imposed or a previous sentence, which is under 5 years 
old. 
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5. Monetary Distinction Between Misdemeanor and Felony in 
Property Crimes 

Within the list of most crimes against property in 
the Nevada Revised Statutes, the monetary distinction 
between a misdemeanor and a felony is $100. If the 
value of the property is under $100, the crime is a 
misdemeanor; if it is $100 or above, the crime is a 
felony. The commission recommended that this disparity 
be corrected and that a more realistic distinction 
between misdemeanors and felonies in property crimes 
be set at $500. 

6. Further Study 

The commission recommended that the entire system of 
treatment and punishment of persons convicted of crimes 
should be thoroughly examined. 

I I I 

ALTERNATIVES FOR ALCOHOL AND DRUG OFFENDERS 

A. ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION FOR CONVICTED DUI 
OFFENDERS 

There are 10 states (Alaska, Arizona, Louisiana, Maine, 
Nevada, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Washington, Virginia and 
Wyoming) which require jailor prison time for the first 
conviction of DUI. States allover the Nation are raising 
their drinking age and strengthening their penalties. This 
only compounds overcrowding in the prison system. 

There are presently eight states which require community 
service for the first DUI conviction. Three of these 
states--Hawaii, Louisiana and Utah--allow community service 
time in lieu of jail time. 

A second option which is gaining popularity is "house arrest." 
Florida law enforcement agencies use "house arrest" primarily 
for repeat traffic or first time DUI offenders. The arrest 
period is 60 days on the average. 

B. TREATMENT PROGRAMS FOR DRUNK DRIVERS 

There is some debate over whether it is more beneficial for 
the offender and for society to treat rather than punish the 
chronic DUI offender. 
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According to the National Association of State Alcohol and 
Drug Abuse Directors, almost every state subcontracts the 
provision of alcohol and drug abuse services to privately 
owned, nonprofit treatment facilities. Approximately 
26 states have adopted laws on alcohol treatment, but most 
states retain the traditional OUI penalties. 

In Louisiana, the state owns and operates 22 outpatient and 
10 outreach clinics which provide assessment and referral 
services to persons with alcohol and drug abuse problems. 

1. Arizona's Separate Facilities Approach 

Under Arizona Revised Statutes (ARS) 28-692.01 (F), a person 
who is convicted of a third or subsequent DUI violation 
within a period of 5 years is guilty of a class 5 felony and 
must serve not less than 6 months in prison. If the court 
determines that the person is a habitual abuser of alcohol 
or drugs, the court must require the person to obtain 
treatment under its supervision. 

Arizona presently has two minimum security correctional 
facilities for these felony DUI offenders. The Aspen 
facility, located near Phoenix, Arizona, was opened in 
September 1983. The second facility opened in 1986 in 
the city of Douglas which is in the extreme southeastern 
corner of the state. 

The Douglas facility consists of an old motel which was con­
verted for use as a DUI correctional prison. The Arizona 
Legislature appropriated $1.4 million to purchase and 
convert this facility. There has also been a proposal for 
an additional lOa-bed facility in Tucson, Arizona. 

The legislative philosophy behind this approach is essen­
tially punitive. State law in Arizona authorizes the 
director of the Department of Corrections to enter into 
cooperative agreements for the use of inmate labor on public 
works projects. These work programs generally include labor 
intensive positions such as parks and recreation projects, 
cleaning drainage and flood control ditches, providing labor 
for the surplus state property operation, and working in 
motor pools. 

Alcohol and drug abuse rehabilitation programs are conducted 
at these DUI facilities during the evening hours. The state 
pays $45,000 annually, at a rate of $30 per hour, for a 
contract to provide rehabilitation programs, such as Alcoholics 
Anonymous, stress management and group counseling, at the 
Aspen facility. 
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2. Nevada's Approach to OUI Convictions 

In 1983, Nevada's our laws were revised to include much 
stiffer penalties. 

Currently, state prison sentences are given to offenders of 
our upon conviction of a third or subsequent offense within 
7 years and for a OUI offense which results in a death or 
substantial bodily harm to another person. 

The following penalties are provided for our in NRS 484.3792: 

First offense* 
(within 7 years) 

Second offense* 
(within 7 years) 

Third or subsequent offense 
(within 7 years) 

Misdemeanor. 
Two days to 6 months in jail 
or 48 hours of community work; 
a fine between $200 and $1,000; 
and payment of tuition for and 
completion of educational course 
on drug abuse. 

Misdemeanor. 
Ten days to 6 months in jail; 
and a fine between $500 and 
$1,000. 

One to 6 years in state prison; 
and a fine between $2,000 and 
$5,000. 

Statistics on the number of our offenses available from the 
department of motor vehicles and public safety are limited 
to the years 1984 through 1986. These figures indicate that 
there has been a 12.1 percent increase in the number of our 
arrests in Nevada. The data also shows that more than half 
of the our arrests result in court conviction. 

*The punishment for a first or second offense our may be 
reduced under NRS 484.3794 if the offender undergoes a 
program of treatment for alcoholism or drug abuse for at 
least a year. Although this is an option, the state 
does not provide the treatment. 
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NUMBER OF DRIVING UNDER THE INFLUENCE OFFENDERS 
COMMITTED TO NEVADA'S DEPARTMENT OF PRISONS 

1982 THROUGH 1987 

No. of New % Change 
Year Commitments From Previous Year 

1982 28 
1983 43 53.6 
1984 97 125.6 
1985 133 37.1 
1986 155 16.5 
1987 (through March 30) 31 

Source: Statistics office in Nevada's department of prisons 
and calculations by the research division of the 
legislative counsel bureau. 

The table above shows the number of new DUI offenders com­
mitted to Nevada's department of prisons since 1982. These 
offenders were committed for third or subsequent and felony 
DUI convictions. According to the department of prisons, 
DUI punishments generally have ranged between 1 and 4 years 
in the state prison with most offenders getting a 1 year 
sentence. 

Most DUI offenders serve their sentences in honor camps and 
restitution centers. No cost figures are available for DUI 
convictions. However, the average annual cost per inmate 
in fiscal year 1986 for minimum security custody was $5,172. 

The table shows that the number of new commitments for OUI 
increased significantly but the rate of increase declined in 
1986. As of March 30, 1987, the department of prisons had 
162 inmates in its custody as a result of DUI offenses. 

IV 

ALTERNATIVES FOR SEX OFFENDERS 

A. SEX OFFENDER STATISTICS 

The National Institute of Corrections (NIC) indicates that 
presently 20 to 25 percent of all prison inmates in the 
United States have been involved in some sex offense. 
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The NIC projects that this percentage will increase signifi­
cantly because sentences for sex offenders are becoming more 
lengthy. According to NIC, a state's legislature or courts 
could double the size of its prison population by toughening 
sex offender laws or imposing stiffer sentences. 

There is an ongoing debate between corrections professionals 
and psychologists as to the proper approach to the punish­
ment or treatment of the sex offender. Seven states 
(Georgia, Kentucky, Missouri, New Jersey, North Carolina, 
Oregon and Washington) require counseling and treatment for 
convicted sex offenders. 

B. PUNISHMENT OF SEX OFFENDERS IN NEVADA 

Under the provisions of NRS 200.375, any person convicted 
of sexual assault is not eligible for parole unless a board 
consisting of: 

1. The administrator of the mental hygiene and mental 
retardation division of the department of human 
resources; 

2. The director of the department of prisons; and 

3. A physician authorized to practice medicine in Nevada 
who is also a qualified psychiatrist 

certifies that the convicted person has been under obser­
vation and is not a menace to society. 

In addition, convicted sex offenders must register with the 
local law enforcement agency in their resident county. Sex 
offenders must notify the law enforcement agency of any 
address change. 

There are no treatment programs available for convicted sex 
offenders. However, Nevada does have an interstate compact 
with California and Oregon allowing for the transfer of 
inmates from the Nevada state prison to a treatment facility 
in either state. The compact has not been effective due to 
overcrowding in the California prison system. The only way 
to transfer an inmate for treatment is to accept a California 
inmate in return. According to Nevada's department of 
prisons, there have been no transfers to either state in 
the last year. 
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C. METHODS OF TREATMENT FOR SEX OFFENDERS 

As an alternative to incarceration, many states have devel­
oped treatment programs either within the prison or in 
conjunction with their state hospitals. 

Approximately 90 percent of the institutions which treat sex 
offenders use both group and individual treatment plans. 
(Halleck, page 149) The most common form of treatment is 
the use of psychotropic (mind altering) medication, including 
the use of antiandrogen, antianxiety and antidepressant 
drugs. (Halleck, pages 152 through 153) Sixty-one percent 
of the sex offenders under treatment receive medication. 
The primary function of these drugs is to decrease the sex 
drive and make the offender more amenable to counseling. 
Eleven percent of the programs use psychoanalysis or 
psychotherapy. (Halleck, page 149) 

Behavior modification is widely used in sex offender treat­
ment programs. Some forms of behavior modification include: 

1. Helping the sex offender to develop social skills; 

2. Using covert sensitization where offenders are taught 
to pair an unpleasant thought with a fantasy of their 
preferred deviant sexual activity; and 

3. Encouraging offenders to fantasize toward appropriate 
activities or appropriate objects. The technical term 
for this activity is IIshapingll and it is intended to 
redirect the sexual preferences of the offender toward 
mature rather than immature partners. (Halleck, 
page 160) 

In addition to these techniques, many programs use the penile 
plethysmograph to measure a male sex offender's erectile 
response to a variety of stimuli. This approach enables the 
psychiatrist to understand the motivations of the offender 
and develop an appropriate treatment program. (Halleck, 
page 161) 

D. THE SEX OFFENDER UNIT CORRECTIONAL TREATMENT PROGRAM 
AT THE OREGON STATE HOSPITAL 

The Sex Offender Unit (SOU) at the Oregon State Hospital 
(OSH) is modeled after the Sex Offender Program at Western 
State Hospital in Fort Steilacoom, Washington, established 
in 1966. 
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The Oregon program is considered to be the best and most 
progressive program for the treatment of sex offenders in 
the Nation. The unit is in the OSH, however, the hospital 
has a treatment program available to inmates who did not 
qualify for the SOU. Oregon's program was created in 1978, 
and the unit houses 33 sex offenders at a time. Sex offenders 
who are serving the last few years of their sentence at the 
Oregon State Penitentiary and the Oregon State Correctional 
Institution are eligible. (Knopp, page 188) 

Since 1979, the SOU has graduated 20 sex offenders into the 
aftercare phase of the program. Two of the 20 committed 
thefts and were returned to prison. Part of the aftercare 
program requires the offender to live and work within 
25 miles of the OSH. 

In addition to the SOU, the OSH has a Social Skills Unit 
(SSU) which developed a program geared toward lower func­
tioning sex offenders. These offenders have a history 
of institutionalization and were abused as children 
(60 percent). (Knopp, page 188) The program is somewhat 
experimental, but the six offenders which have completed 
the SSU program have not returned to prison. (Knopp, 
page 203) 

The program lasts approximately 24 to 30 months. Prior to 
enrollment into the program, the offender must pass a 60-day 
evaluation period during which the SOU staff evaluate his 
chances for treatment. The program is followed by an "after­
care" period involving a 3- to 6-month community release 
during which the offender must find a job, and 18 months of 
intensive outpatient treatment. During the aftercare 
period, all aspects of the offender's life are closely moni­
tored by a specially trained parole officer. Since Oregon 
has a determined sentence structure, an offender's sentence 
is not shortened by his participation in the program. 
(Knopp, page 209) 

The SOU uses all methodologies listed earlier, with an 
emphasis on group therapy. As a last resort effort, the 
SOU staff may use depro-provera (an antiandrogen drug) 
and the penile plethysmograph. 
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V 

"BOOT CAMP" INCARCERATION 

"Boot camp" incarceration generally refers to an intense 
3- to 4-month regimented program designed primarily for 
certain first time, nonviolent youthful offenders to provide 
an alternative to a traditional correctional setting. 

The objectives of "boot camp" incarceration programs include 
instilling discipline, enhancing confidence and self-esteem, 
promoting alternatives to criminal behavior, and diverting 
certain offenders to discourage them from returning to the 
criminal justice system. These programs generally emphasize 
discipline, physical training, hard labor, structured 
activities such as marching drills, limited free time, and 
educational sessions or classes. 

A. STATE PROGRAMS 

At least four states--Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi and 
Oklahoma--have implemented "boot camp" incarceration. 

The program in Georgia was established in December 1983 as 
the Special Alternative Incarceration Program (SAIP). The 
SAIP is authorized under section 27-2709.1 of the Code of 
Georgia Annotated. An initial evaluation based on 1984 
data for the program in Georgia was completed in March 1986. 
(Flowers) 

Louisianals program began in January 1987 and is known as 
the Intensive Motivational Program of Alternative Correc­
tional Treatment, or the IMPACT Program. Louisianals 
Department of Corrections has developed an excellent docu­
ment which provides an overview of the objectives, policies, 
procedures, programs and standards involved in the IMPACT 
Program. 

The Regimented Inmate Discipline (RID) Program in Mississippi 
began in April 1985 and appears to be one of the most publi­
cized "boot camp" incarceration programs. The director of 
Mississippi IS RID Program--Dr. Nanolla Yazdani--is a correc­
tional psychologist who emphasizes psycho-correctional 
training in his program to help offenders adjust their 
thinking and behavior. Preliminary data from this program 
indicates a recidivism rate of about 3 percent compared 
to an approximate 50 percent rate for the general prison 
population nationwide. 
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Oklahoma's Regimented Inmate Discipline (R.I.D.) Program is 
a part of the Specialized Offender Accountability Program 
(S.O.A.P.). The S.O.A.P. was devised in November 1983 in 
response to legislation enacted in April 1983 by the Oklahoma 
Legislature. The basic purpose of S.O.A.P. is to develop 
plans to ensure an appropriate degree of accountability for 
the behavior of each eligible offender. Offenders begin 
their participation in this program through commitment to 
the R.I.D. Program. 

B. PROGRAM RESULTS 

Corrections officials in the states with "boot camp" incar­
ceration are positive about the operation, results and suc­
cess of the programs on youthful, first time, nonviolent 
offenders. According to Dr. Yazdani, at least 22 other 
states--including California, Delaware, Florida, Michigan, 
New York, Oregon, Texas and Wyoming--are looking at the 
possibility of establishing similar programs. Due to the 
shorter sentences and other savings, the annual costs for 
the "boot camp" incarceration programs in these states range 
from about one-fourth to a little more than one-third of the 
annual cost for the general prison population. 

Upon completion of the "boot camp" incarceration program, 
offenders may be released, given probation, placed on parole 
with intensive supervision, assigned to house arrest or work 
release programs, given a reduced sentence, or incarcerated 
if unsuccessful. The options vary among the states depending 
upon the criteria for the program. 

VI 

HOME INCARCERATION/ELECTRONIC MONITORING 

A. DESCRIPTION AND USE 

Home incarceration provides another option for the "marginal 
offender" who would otherwise be incarcerated. The offender 
is sentenced to confinement in his or her own home and is 
not allowed to leave the confines of the home except for 
employment and emergencies. Supervision levels range from 
normal probation to intensive probation. 

This concept is an innovative offshoot of intensive super­
vision and can be used in conjunction with restitution 
programs and work furlough. While the military has used 
"house arrest" for a number of years, the concept is 
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relatively new in the traditional correctional setting. As 
an alternative form of incarceration, it increases the sanc­
tions presently available to the court and provides inter­
mediate disposition between straight probation and prison, 
as well as providing another option for supervision following 
early release from prison. 

Basically, home incarceration further restricts the con­
ditions of intensive supervision by requiring that the pro­
bationer not leave the confines of his or her home without 
authorization. 

Electronic monitoring devices were initially used for home 
incarceration in 1983 in an experimental program developed 
by a New Mexico district judge. The idea was derived from a 
IISpidermanll comic strip that featured the use of an electronic 
bracelet. The concept has begun to pique the interest of 
criminal justice officials nationwide who are looking for a 
viable solution to overcrowded prisons. There are at least 
20 jurisdictions using electronic monitoring devices to 
provide IIsupervisionll of the homebound offender. These 
jurisdictions include state or local programs in Arizona, 
California, Colorado, Delaware, Florida, Illinois, Indiana, 
Kentucky, Michigan, Missouri, Nebraska, New Jersey, New Mexico, 
New York, North Carolina, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Texas, Utah 
and Virginia. 

There are several types of electronic devices used for veri­
fication of compliance with the conditions of home incar­
ceration (see Appendix B--U.S. Department of Justice 
publication entitled IIElectronic Monitoring Equipmentll). 
Manufacturers and monitoring officials report a substantial 
savings over the costs of incarceration. In addition to 
less costly supervision, home incarceration allows the 
offender to continue working so that he may provide for his 
family (saving further costs to the state such as aid to 
dependent children and medicaid benefits), make restitution 
to his victim, pay taxes, and contribute to the local economy. 

B. BACKGROUND MATERIALS 

The following materials are available to provide a more 
indepth background on the history and use of home incar­
ceration and electronic monitoring: 

California Senate Bill 2469 (chapter 1500, Statutes of 
1985) which establishes a home detention pilot program 
rn-two California counties; 
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Kentucky Revised Statutes 532.200, et seq. (Enact. Acts 
1986, chapter 243) which authorizes local jurisdictions 
ro-place certain persons on home incarceration; 

California Senate Bill 1658, introduced during the 1984 
legislative session. Senate Bill 1658 died in the 
Assembly Committee on Criminal Law and Public Safety; 

Arkansas House Bill 1545 which has passed both houses 
and is awaiting the governor's signature (the bill was 
amended to limit the plan to a 2 year pilot program); 

Florida Statutes 948.001, et seq., which authorizes home 
detention as part of Florida's community control program; 

An Innovations report from The Council of State Govern­
ments entitled "House Arrest: Florida's Community 
Control Program"; 

A United States Department of Justice press release 
dated February 1, 1986, regarding the use of electronic 
monitoring devices; 

A U.S. Department of Justice NIJ Reports entitled "Moni­
toring offenders at work and at home through electronics"; 

An article from the August 1986 Corrections Today 
entitled "House Arrest--The Oklahoma Experience"; 

An article from the March 26, 1987, USA Today entitled 
"Device allows convicts to serve time at home"; and 

An article from the January 16, 1987, Wall Street Journal 
entitled "What's New in Prison Jewelry." 

V I I 

OTHER ALTERNATIVES 

A. NATIONAL GOVERNOR'S ASSOCIATION REPORT 

Appendix C contains the summary section of a 1982 report 
prepared for the National Governor's Association (NGA) by 
the National Institute of Corrections entitled "Reducing 
Prison Crowding: An Overview of Options." Some of the 
options discussed in the NGA report include: 
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Intensive supervision (probation) programs designed to 
provide more intensive supervision than is common with 
traditional probation. 

Extend work release options. Release of offenders for 
participation in work or study can help reduce prison 
population if the residential portions of the offender's 
time is spent someplace other than a state prison, such 
as a work release center, a local confinement facility, 
or a halfway house. 

Issue shorter sentences. Sentence lengths in the U.S. 
are among the longest in the industrialized nations, yet 
research on the impact of sentence length has failed to 
establish that longer sentences serve to deter crime more 
effectively than shorter ones. (National Governor's 
Association, page 11) 

Use intermittent confinement, such as weekend or night 
sentences. 

B. SHOCK PROBATION 

Another option mentioned in the NGA report is the use of 
"shock" confinement, more commonly known as "shock 
probation." Shock probation is: 

* * * a form of split sentencing designed to give the 
first-time or the less "sophisticated" offender a brief 
taste of prison life for shock effect, and then place­
ment on probation. To work most effectively, the 
offender should not know whether he or she is on shock 
probation when sentenced. (California, page 36) 

Shock probation is used in several states (Georgia, Idaho, 
Indiana, Kentucky, Maine, North Carolina, Ohio and Texas). 
This method is a feature of some of the "boot campti incar­
ceration programs. 

C. EARLIER PAROLE FOR NONVIOLENT INMATES 

Under the provisions of NRS 213.120, an inmate becomes eli­
gible for parole after serving one-third of his sentence 
(not less than 1 year) less good time earned. Before 
July 1979, the amount of the sentence to be served as a 
prerequisite to parole was one-fourth. The legislature 
changed the law in 1979 as one part of several efforts to 
get tough on crime by increasing the penalty. Inmates 
convicted of the most serious crimes are excluded from the 
one-third law. 
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At a joint hearing of the senate and assembly committees on 
judiciary on March 27, 1987, R. Bryn Armstrong, chairman of 
the state board of parole commissioners, recommended legis­
lation that would allow the parole board more flexibility 
in granting earlier parole and lowering the statutory 
standards for release. 

Nevada's parole rate for first time applicants is around 
33 percent, compared to the national average of approximately 
60 percent. (Reno Gazette-Journal, page Ie) The parole 
approval rate has consistently dropped almost every year 
since 1979 when it was 65 percent. 

V I I I 

SUMMARY 

In recent years, there have been numerous studies and 
reports concerning sentencing reform and alternatives to 
incarceration. Since 1979, the Nevada legislature has ini­
tiated four major studies which have made proposals for 
alternatives to sentencing and/or incarceration. 

The following is a list of some of the major recommendations 
which have emanated from the studies and reports which have 
been discussed in this background paper: 

Alternative programs for alcohol and drug offenders. 

Alternative programs for sex offenders. 

"Boot camp" incarceration. 

Developing parole guidelines. 

Developing sentencing guidelines. 

Earlier parole for nonviolent offenders. 

Expanding prison honor camps and restitution centers. 

Extending work release programs. 

Halfway houses for probationers and parolees. 

House arrest. 

Intensive supervision in probation. 
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Issuing shorter sentences. 

Shock probation. 

Using intermittent confinement. 
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,,-. SENTENCINC CUmF-LlNES CRID 

Presumptive Sentence r~en,ths in ~onths 

Italicized n'.JlnOen within the crid denote the ra",e within which a Judee may sentence 
without the sentence beinr deemed a departure. 

Offenders with nonimprisonment ielony sentences Ire subject to jail time ac:c:ordinC to 
law. 

CRIMINAL HISTORY SCORE 
SEVERITY LEVELS Of 
COMVlCTIOti OFFENSE 0 1 2 l 4 5 
Unauthorized Un of 

MolO#" Vehicle I 12- 12-
Po.ssesslon of ."fori/uana 

12- Il 15 11 

Theft Rela:ed Crimes 
($250-$2500) 

U 12- 12- 13 15 11 AggrO\.ICted Forgery 19 
($250 - $2500} 

i.·,~~~~·ii.t..:;.c ~~~;{ 

Thef! Crimes (S250-$2500) m 12- 13 IS 11 19 22 
18-20 21-23 

NOIVesidential Burglary 
IV 12- IS 18 21 25 32 Theft Crimes (o~r S2500) 

24-26 30-34 

r Residential Burgi.ary V 18 23 7:1 30 38 46 Simple Robbery 
29-31 36-40 43-49 

~ 

ASSGUlt, 2nd Degree VI 21 26 30 34 44 54 
JJ-lS 42-46 SO-58 

---'~''t'',~~ i";~~};~tr 
. 

~_I\: 

Aggrawted Robbery VD 24 32 U 49 65 81 
23-25 30-34 38-44 45-S3 60-10 15-87 

Criminal Se.:ual Conduct, 
Jst Degree vm 43 S4 65 16 9S 113 

AssGJlt, Jst Degree 41 .... 5 SO-58 60-70 71-81 89-101 106-120 

Murder. 3rd Degree 
Murder. 2nd Degree IX IDS 119 121 149 116 205 

U elony mwi1er J 102-108 IJ6-122 124-130 I·U-'SS 168-18~ 195- 215 

.\lwder, 2nd Degree X 120 140 162 203 243 284 
(with intent) lJ6~ 124 133-147 153- 171 192-214 231-255 270-298 

1st Degree ~1urrler is excluded from the guidelines by laVi and continues to hove a mandatory 
:ire sentence. 
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60-70 

91 
90-104 
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230 
218-242 
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Electronic Monitoring Equipment 

~~j 

(Purpose: To monitor an offender's presence in a given 
environment where the offender is required to remain) 



w 
~ 

Introductioo 

Electronic monitoring of criminal offenders 
00 house arrest or in exmnmity oorrections' 
pt"ograms is an alternative to traditional 
forms of supervision in some jurisdictions. 
All four basic types of electrooic monitoring 
devices are designed to verify that an 
offender is where he or she is required to 
be at a given ttme. 

'!his paJ1pl1et describes the foor types of 
devices am presents the National Institute 
of Justice's latest informatioo on 
manufacturers and distributors of the 
equipnent as of February 1987. 

" 

(. 

t 

• 

Device that uses a te1edlone at the IID'litored looaticn 

Continuously signaling 

A miniaturized transmitter is strawed to 
the offender and it broadcasts an encoded 
signal at regular intervals over a range. 

A reoei ver-dialer, located in the offender' s 
tone, detects signals from the transmitter 
ani reports to a central <:XIIlPlter when it 
stops receiving the signal from the transmit­
ter and when it starts receiving the signal. 
again1 it also p~ides periodic checks. 

A central CXIIPlter or receiver a<:XlePts 
reports from the receiver-dialer over the 
telepl'ale lines, cx:mpares them with the 
offender's curfew schedule, and alerts 
oorrectional officials to unauthorized 
absences. 

Manufacturer/Distributor: 

BI fbne FBeXXt. BI Incorporated, 6175 
IDngbow Drive, Boulder, 00 8030l. 
Telephone 303-530-2911. 

&1pervisor. a:NrR1C, Controlled 
Activities 0Xp., 93351 Overseas High­
way, Tavernier, FL 33070. 
Telephone 305-852-9507 • 

IbDe Detentioo Network. 
Innovative security Systems, Inc., 
1711 WOrthington R:>aii, SUite 108, 
west Palm Bead'l, FL 33409. 
Telephone 305-697-2777. 

In-II:JUSe Arrest System. COrrectional 
Services Inc., 2715 .Australian Avenue, 
&lite 105, west Palm Bead'l, FL 33402. 
Telephone 305-833-4550. 

, (continued) 
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OXltac. M:Ilitech, 419 Wakara way, 
Salt lake City, UT 84108. 
Telephone 801-584-2543. 

Prisoner R:lnit:ol:ing System. Controlec, 
Inc., B.:>x 48132, Niles, IL 60648. 
Telephone 312-966-8435. 

AS::. II b.* Advanced Signal Concepts, 
P.O. Box 1856, Clewiston, FL 33440. 
Tele~ 813-983-2073. 

IbDe Incarceration {)'lit. * Tekton 1.0., Inc, 
ill N. Peters Street, SUite 204, 
'tbrman, Q( 73069. 
Telephone 405-364-9808. 

'*'Ibis device can transmit to the central lD'lit 
over either telept¥xle lines or lCXl9-range 
wireless repeater system. 

2 

{ 

l 

Device that uses a telePlone at the JDli tared location 

Programmed contact 

Each of the five devices in 'this oolurrn 
uses a central cx::mp.lter which functions 
similarly. But each uses a different sys­
tem to ver ity the presence of the offender. 

A CXIIPlter is programned to call the 
offender durirg the hours being roonitored 
either randomly or at specifically 
selected times. It prepares reports CIl the 
results of the calls. 

1) Strapped CIl the offender's arm is a 
wristlet, a black plastic nodule. 

When the <XllIFUter calls, the wristlet is 
inserted into a verifier box oonnected to 
the telepl'ale to ver ify that the call is 
being answered by the offender being 
roonitored. 

Manufacturer/Distributor: 

Ql Guard System. Dig i tal Products 
Coqoration, 4021 tbrtheast 5th Terrace, 
Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33334. 
Telephone 305-564-0521. 

2) Vbioe verification techrw:>logy assures 
that the telephone is answered by the 
offender being roonitored. 

Manufacturer/Distributor: 

Provotron. 'bxTron Systems Inc., 
190 Seguin St., New BralD'lfels, TX 
78130. 
Telephone 512-629-4807. 

3 
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3) '!be offerder wears a wrist watch 
which is prograrrmed to prCJllide a IlUIIber 
tmique to that offender at that 
time. 'n1e IU1'ber is entered into a 
touch-tone telephone in response to t~ 
call. 

Manufacturer/Distributor: 

The watch. Behavioral Systems Southwest, 
P.O. Box 2843, PatDna, CA 91769-2843. 
Telepi'xme 714-623-0604. 

4) Visual verificatioo techoology assures 
that the telephone is being answered by the 
offemer being l'IDIlitored. 

Manufacturer/Distributor: 

I.lDa Visual Telephone. IAlma Te1eo:m, Inc., 
Crystal Square-1206, 1515 Jefferson Davis Hwy., 
Arlingtal, VA 22202. 
Telephone 703-892-4790. 

5) 'lbe offender carries a digital read-oot 
pager which displays the nUJTber to be 
called to verify the presence of the 
offender. 'Ibis system includes voice 
identificaticn message delivery am retrieval, 
locale verification, and does rot require 
the offen3er to have a teleprone at the 
residence, but to have close aocess to one. 

Manufacturer/Distributor: 

Protecti ft Sentry Pager Progr_. 
Gray & Henry, Inc. (GRI), 444 Brickell 
Avenue, SUite 51-259, Miami, FL 33131. 
Telephone 305-577-3477. 

Device that uses a telfdJone at the aa1itorecJ J.ocaticn 

Cellular telephone 

'n:le link is a small transmitter worn by the 
offerX1er. 

'n:le locator lDlit, plcw=:ed in the offender's 
b:me or other awroved locaticn, receives 
the signal fran the link, records it, and 
relays the informaticn by regular ex cellular 
telephone to the local area JIW.)Ilitcx. 

'l.be local area JIIXlita: is a micrOCXlcplter 
and informaticn management system. '!his 
equi~t is placed with the neb«xk 
nanager (the leader of a small groq;> of 
people in the offender's neighborOOod who 
supervise him and encourage him to sucoeed). 
It reoei ves informaticn fran the offendel.' 
and ooordinates OOIl'I'IUlicaticns aDDI19 the 
neb«>rk merrt>ers. Each local netwol:k can 
supervise 15 to 20 people. 

If required, a remote management center 
located in a correctional agency can be 
added to prCJllide increased sean: i ty and 
back-up functicns. 

Manufacturer/Distributor: 

9:AN System. Life SCience Research 
Group, 515 Fargo Street, 'l'housaOO oaks, 
CA 91360. 
Telephone 805-492-4406. 
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Device that does oot use a telephone 

Continuously signaling 

A tran.itter is stratped to the offerx)er 
which sends out a oonstant signal. 

A portable receiver, in the car of the 
officer wtD is lOCI'litorin;) the offeroer, is 
tuned to receive the signal fran the specific 
transmitter when the officer drives within 
one block of the offender's tane. 

Marufacturer/Dlstr lootor : 

Cost-Effective Ibli tor ing System. 1): • 

walter w. ~~ 2207 Grange Circle, 
Urbana, IL 6180l. 
Telephone ~ 217-333-4579 or 
Evening 217-367-3990. 
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Many different appro~cbes to coping with prisoo crowding are currently 
being tried around the United States. The m~trix whicb follows i. sUllestive 
of the number and range of mechanism. ~vailable for tackling the crowding 
problem. It is organized around changes tbat cao be made in three different 
areas to affect prisoo crowding: 

o changes aimed at affecting the number of people who enter prisons; 

o changes aimed at affecting the length of time people spend in 
prisons; 1ncluding release mechanisms; and 

o changes aimed at altering system capacity. 

In addition, the matrix reflects that a variety of actors have the ability to 
put such options into play: depending on the mechanism in question, legisla­
tors, prosecutors, the defense bar, the judiciary, private agencies, probation 
and parole agencies, governors, and departments of corrections are the prinCi­
pal actors considered. In actual practice, tee cooperation of & number of 
these actors often must be obtained for the mechanisns to be used effectively. 
Following the matrix are brief descriptions of the options listed or examples 
of jurisdictions where they are in use. The number following each itea on the 
matrix refers to the page number of the corresponding description. Options 
listed in more than one category are described only the first time they appear. 

There is no one correct formula for attacking the prison crowding problem. 
Whether any particular mechanism might prove valuable in a given jurisdiction 
depends on the characteristics of that jurisdiction -- its current justice 
system practices, the dimensions of its crowding problem, the public climate 
concerning crime and punishment, fiscal constraints, and the like. Thi. 
summary of approaches now being tried may help stimulate creative thinking in 
tailoring responses to local problems. In addition, it should be helpful to 
decisionmakers in answering the question frequently voiced, "But what are the 
alternatives?" 
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Principal 
Actora 

A. LEGISLATURES 

w 
(X) 

Optiona that Affect 
Who Goea to Pr1.on 

1. DecriMinalize. (1) 

e. Pure decri.inalization. (I) 
b. Recleeeificetion/downgradin. 

to decreeae i.prieonable 
offensea. (1) 

c. Subatitution of non-cri.inal 
reaponee. for certa1n 
offenae.. (1) 

Optiona that Affect 
Length of Stay in Priaon 

1. Reviee ~enal/aentencin8 
codea. 4) 

a. Reduce eentence lengthe. (4) 
b. Create Sentencing Co .. 1eeion 

to eet guidelinee. (4) 

2. Reviae "good time" credita. (4) 

3. Adopt preaUGptive parole on 
f!rat eliaibility. (4) 

2. Revi.e penal/aenteucin. code •• (1) 4. Authorize place_ent of pregnant 
offendere in co.-unity. (4) 

a. Provide alternativee to 
cuetodiai.aentencing. (1) 

1. Special probation 
conditiona. 

2. Reatitution. 
3. Coaaunity eervice ordere. 
4. Financial optiona. 
5 •. lnteneive eupervieion 
6. Direct eentence to 

coa.unity-ba.ed fecilitie •• 
7. Inte~ittent confine.ent. 

b. Adopt pre.uapt10n for lea.t 
dra.tic .ean •• (2) 

c. Create Senteocinl Coa.iaaion 
to aet guidelinea. (3) 

3. Reatructure atate/local 
reaponaibility for offendera. (3) 

a. Provide incentivea for 
coaaunitiea to retain 
offenden. (3) 

S. Repeal .andatory eentence •. (5) 

Optiona that Affect 
Sy.tell Capacity 

1. Eatablieh standarde and 
capacity li.ita for 
facUitiea. (5) 

2. Exeand elacellenl oet1ooa 
for Depart.ent of Correctiona • 

• 

a. I..ediate acreeninl for 
coallunity plac8aent. (5) 

b. Extend work rele.ae 
optiona. (5) 

c. Expand teaporary ab.ence 
prov1a10n8. (6) 

d. Authorize contract. witb 
local goveru.ent, otber 
agenciee for placeaent 
of offendere. (6) 

3. Appropriate/i.sue bond. 
for conetruetion. renova­
tion or acquiattion of 
beiliUee. (6) 

4. Adopt e.ergeney overcrowdina 
.. a.ures. (7) 

5. Deeand accurate abort.­
aud long-te~ coat 
iofol'lHtion. (7) 



Priocipd 
Actors 

W 
\0 

Options that Affect 
~tO Goes to Prison 

b. Redefine local responsibility 
for le.ser offender •. (3) 

c. Adopt co.prehend ve cOlPStunity 
corrections law. (3) 

4. Authorize placina woaen with 
•• all children in c~nity. (4) 

Options that Affect 
Length of Stay in Prison 

Options that Affect 
SyatelA Capacity 



Principal 
Acton 

B. PROSECUTORS 

.j::o 

o 
C. DEFENSE BAR 

Options that Affect 
Who Goel to Prison 

1. Adopt policiel on sentencing 
eeco..endations. (8) 

I. Eaphasi. lerioUI offenderl 
loing to pei.on., alternative 
penaltiel for non-Ierioul 
offendeel. 

b. &.pha.lze victt. need •• 
c. Increaae uae of financial 

penaltlea. 

2. Expand knowledge of non-cu.todial 
option •• (8) 

1. Defendant-oriented pre-Ientence 
reporta. (9) 

2. Retain private a&encie. to 
prepare ••• e •• .entl aad 
reco..endation. for non-custodial 
pendUel. (9) 

3. Appeal cu.todial lentence •• (9) 

4. Expand knowledge of non­
cUltodial option •• (9) 

Option. that Affect 
Length of Stay in Prison 

1. Adopt policies on sentencing 
recoa.endations. (8) 

a. Raphasize scaling lentence 
length according to offense 
seriousnes •• 

b. Eapha.lze victi. neede. 

3. Endor.e c~binatlon penalitiel 
to decrea.e cu.todial .tay •• (8) 

i 

I. Defendant-oriented pre-eentence 
reporta. (9) 

2. Retain private agenciel to 
prepare .Sles •• entl and 
reco~endations for 
alternativel. (9) 

3. Appeal long lentencel. (9) 

4. Expand knowledge of non­
cUltodial option •• (9) 

5. Monitor'conteactl affecting 
tiae lerved. (9) 

6. Reprelent offender. in revocation 
and parole proceedingl. (9) 

Option. that Affect 
SYlte. Capacity 

1. Sue crowded/substandard 
facUities. (10) 

2. Appeal sentence. to 
inappropriate facilitie •• (10) 

3. Seek lower custody place­
.entl. (10) 



l'rInClpal 
Actors 

D. JUDICIARY 

~ .... 

E. PUBLIC 
NON­
CRIHINAL------JUSTICE 
and 
PRIVATE 
AGENCIES 

Uptions lhat Aifect 
Who Goea to Prison 

1. Ex~and use'of non-custodial 
aeotences-- (11) 

a. Pursuant to existing 
authority. 

b. Pursuant to revised statutory 
ache.-ea. 

). 

Options that Affecl 
Len'gth of Stay in Pri son 

Iasue shorter sentences. 

of 

(11) 

3. Use inter.ittent or "sbock" 
confinement. (12) 

2. Require. that pre-seotence reporta 
explore non-custodial sanctions. (11) 

3. Increase use of specialized 
a.seaa.ents/diagnoais. (11) 

4. Use aentencina auidelinea. (11) 
I 

5. Appellate review of sentence •. (II) 

6. 
arole 

1. Provide proara •• , services, 
contracta for-- (12) 

a. Offenders with .pecial need. 
(e.,., .entally ill, retarded, 
addicted, or alcoholir 
offenders). 

b. C~nity pre-sentence 
loveati.ations and reporta 

c. Co..unity aupervision. 
d. Advocacy at hearlnas. 
e. Coa.unity-ba.ed facilities. 

1. Provlde progra •• , service!, 
contracts for-- (12) 

a. Offenders with special 
need •• 

b. Re-entry. 
c. Advocacy at hearina •• 
d. Offender superviaion. 

O.-tions that Al feet 
Syate. Capacity 

1. Refuse to sentence to 
Substandard facilities, (12) 

2. Defer c~nc~nt of 
sentencea for les. serioua 
offenders depending on 
availability of capacitl. (1 

1. Provide proara.~~rvjc~!, 
contracts for-- (12) . 

a. Offenders. with apecia) 
need •• 

b. COMaUnlty-baaed Cacilitlel 
c. Offender .uperviaion. 



Principal 
Aclors 

F. PROBATION 
and 
PAROLE 
AGENCIES 

~ 
N 

G. GOVERHORS 

Options that Affect 
Who Goes to Prison 

1. Expansion of pre-sentence 
report function. (14) 

a. Greater e.phaais on 
non-custodial options. 

b. Broader use. 

2. Reorsanize to provide 
non~traditional .upervisioo 
and cOMpliance ~nitorina. (14) 

Options that Affect 
Length of Stay in Prison 

1. ~dopt contract parole. (14) 

2. Adopt parole luideHnes. (15) 

a. Favoriog release at first 
eligibility. 

b. Based on clear atandards. 
c. Desiaoed to reduce tfae 

served.: 

3. Provide special screening for 
3. Revise revocation policies-- (14) early releaae. (15) 

a. To favor «non-custodial 
back-up s4octions. 

b. To reduce violatioos for 
non-serious behavior. 

4. Adopt differential supervision 
leveh. (14) 

5. Decrease the length of 
probation and parole 
8uperviaioo. (14) 

6. Use contract probation. (14) 

1. Asau~ a leadership role in 
exa.ioios correctiona policy 
and practice. (16) 

8. Appoint .pecial .tudy 
co..iasiona. 

b. Convene interasency task 
forces. 

c. Require full i.,.ct .tate­
~ot. on priaon propo •• l •• 

4. Use ".ini parole. II (15) 

5. Speed parole bearing process. (15) 

6. Revise revocatioo policies. (15) 

1. A.suqe a leadership role in 
exa.iniog corrections policy 
and practice. (16) 

2. Increase use of cleaeocy. (16) 

a. Holiday coa.utations. 
b. Aeros. tbe board te~ 

reduction •• 
e. Special reviews for candi-

Options that Affect 
Syste. Capacity 

1. Provide speCial screeoiog for 
early release. (15) 

1. ASSHae a leadership role in 
ex •• ioiol corrections policy 
and practice. (16) 



Pti nc j pal 
Actors 

DEPARTIfENTS 
OF 
CORRECTIONS 

~ 
w 

Optiona that Affect 
~'O Goea to Pri.on 

Option. that Affect 
Length of Stay in Pri.on 

1. Recl •• aify offenders. (17) 

2. Use contract release. (17) 

3. Screen for illllDediate cOINaunity 
,placeaaent. (17) 

4. Develop phased re-entry. (17) 

a. Pre-release. 
b. Work and study release. 
c. Teillporary ahsence. 
d. Halfway houses. 

5. Increase opportunities for work 
credits. (I8) 

6. Expand services to increase 

~)lion. thal Affect 
Syal~. Cap.rily 

1. Estahlish standard. and 
~..2~ci tL!LI!.H.!. (19) 

2. Contract with private, 
govern.ent.l, or speci.lized 
prolr... for offender bouling 
aupervhion, .nd '.Iervicea. (II 

3. Develop and operate MO~e 
pl.ce_ent options. (19) 

4. Acquire, re!!~~.!lel and 
~~£uc!:._!_acil i!.~.!. (.9) 

offender .kill. and perfor.anee. (18) 

7. Adopt standards for disciplinary 
infractione. (18) 

8. Increase ad.inistrative "good 
ti.e. It (18) 

9. Reduce delays and bureaucratic 
;obstaclea to procea.ing and 
aoveaent of offenders through 
the Iy.tell. (I8) 



~ 
~ 

Pr:incipal 
Acton 

Options that Affect 
Who Goes'to Prison 

d. Proaote active public 
education efforts. 

e. Use criMinal justice plan­
nina aseney staff, or other 
staff. for policy analysis 
and suidance. 

Options that Affect 
Length of Stay in Prison 

dates for pardon or 
coaautation. 

Options tha~ Affecl 
Sy.t~ Capacity 
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