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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

One of the primary goals of South Carolina's Shock Incarceration Program is the reduction 
of demand for bedspace as a way of addressing prison crowding issues in the State. In order 
for this program to be successful in this effort, it requires: 

1. A sufficient number of eligible inmates who are recommended for the 
program; 

2. A large enough number of offenders completing the program; 

3. A true reduction in the length of time offenders spend in prison; and, 

4. Offender participants who are drawn from those who would normally be 
incarcerated rather than those who would normally be sentenced to probation 
(or no net widening). 

The South Carolina's Shock Incarceration Program has fulfilled all of these requirements: 

• During the first sixteen months of the Shock Incarceration Program, 8,542 
offenders were screened for possible placement into the program. Of this 
number, 777 offenders met all of the eligibility criteria and 723 were accepted 
into the program. (See page 26.) 

• Of the 723 offenders who were accepted into the program, 91 percent were 
offenders who had already been sentenced to prison. Only 9 percent were 
sentenced directly to the program by the courts. However, these 9 percent 
were evaluated, prior to sentencing, and recommended by the Shock Incar­
ceration Screening Committee for placement into the program. The analysis 
indicates that the Shock Incarceration Program is being used exclusively as an 
alternative to traditional incarceration and does not "widen the net of social 
control." (See page 68.) 

• Of the 723 offenders who were accepted into the program, 477 offenders 
successfully completed the program, 67 failed the program, and 179 were 
active in the program at the end of the evaluation period. The failure rate was 
determined to be only 12.3 percent. (See page 51.) 

• Of the 477 offenders who successfully completed the program, their length of 
incarceration was substantially red.lced. On average, the Shock Incarceration 
Program reduced these offenders' length of incarceration by 248 days. If the 
program had not existed, these offenders would have been incarcerated, on 
average, for 372 days. Instead, these offenders were incarcerated, on average, 
for 121 days. (See page 70.) 

Evaluation of the Shock Incarceration Program vi State Reorganization Commission (SRC) 



.-------------------------

• The average daily cost per male offender in the Thames Shock Incarceration 
Unit was $28.68 --less than the $34.11 overall SCDC average for all inmates. 
The average daily cost per female offender in the Women's Shock Incarcera­
tion Unit was $63.04, which is much higher than the overall SCDC average. 
However, because the program reduced these offenders' length of incarcera­
tion, both units are cost-effective. Overall, the Shock Incarceration Program 
resulted in cost avoidance savings of over $4 million. (See page 70.) 

Although the Shock Incarceration Program has been successful in terms of reducing 
prison crowding and avoiding additional costs, there are some issues which should be noted, 
namely: 

• The SCDC has begun, but not completed, the process of promulgating 
regulations according to the procedures set forth in the Administrative 
Procedures Act for the Shock Incarceration Program. Section 24-13-1320 of 
the Shock Incarceration Act requires that this be done. (See pages 14 and 15.) 

Recommendation: The SCDC should proceed, without delay, in promul­
gating regulations, via procedures set forth in the Administrative Proce­
dures Act, for the Shock Incarceration Program. 

• SCDC's practice of extending an offender's length of stay in the Shock 
Incarceration Program by as much as 30 days because of disciplinary and 
other problems has been beneficial to both the offender and the program. 
However, this practice is not provided for in the Shock Incarceration Act and 
has the potential, if the program is operating at maximum capacity, of 
reducing the availability of the program to otherwise eligible offenders. 
(See page 25.) 

Recommendation: The SCDC should promulgate regulations, via proce­
dures set forth in the Administrative Procedures Act, pertaining to its policy 
and practice of extending an inmate's length of stay in the Shock Incarcera­
tion Program. These regulations should indicate the circumstances where 
extensions are warranted and the procedures to be followed when an inmate 
is extended in the program. 

• The SCDC's practice of requiring participants in the Shock Incarceration 
Program to provide paroling authorities with an address of the residence 
where he or she will be living upon his or her release from prison is not 
provided for in the Shock Incarceration Act. (See page 25.) 

Recommendation: The SCDC should promulgate regulations, via proce­
dures set forth in the Administrative Procedures Act (AP A), pertaining to its 
policy and practice of requiring an inmate who participates in the Shock 
Incarceration Program to provide paroling authorities with an address of the 
residence where he or she will be living upon his or her release from prison. 
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• Neither the Thames Shock Incarceration Unit for menl nor the Women's 
Shock Incarceration Unit are fully utilized. The average daily population of 
the men's unit averaged 77.7 percent of capacity between October 1990 and 
October 1991. If the low months of October 1990, a phase-in period for the 
men's unit, and March 1991, when the capacity of the unit doubled, are 
excluded from the calcul ation, the average degree of utilization of the men's 
unit rises to 80.7 percent. The average degree of utilization of the women's 
shock unit was 61.7 percent. The persistent under-utilization of the Shock 
Incarceration Program would suggest that the program's eligibility criteria 
needs to be broadened to increase the pool of eligible offenders. (See page 31.) 

Recommendation: The program's statutory eligible criteria should be changed 
so as to increase the number of offenders in the pool of eligible offenders. 
Expanding the age criteria to include offenders aged 26 to 29 would be the 
most 0 bvious, if not the most effective, means of enlarging the pool of eligible 
offenders. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Shock incarceration programs or boot camp prisons, as they are sometimes called, are 
prison programs modeled after military boot camps. Offenders in these programs spend a 
relatively short period of time in prison and are then supervised in the community. During 
their time in prison, offenders in shock incarceration programs are separated from the other 
prison inmates and are required to participate in military drill and physical training. 
Typically, one of the major goals of shock incarceration programs is to reduce prison crowding 
and correctional costs. This report is primarily concerned with determining if the Shock 
Incarceration Program in South Carolina is achieving this goal. However, a much more 
important long-term goal of the program, a goal that will be closely examined in a subsequent 
report on this program, is to provide young offenders with a sound foundation on which to 
build new lives. This is the philosophical thesis of the shock incarceration concept. Donald 
J. Hengesh, in a recent article in Corrections Today, describes the rehabilitative goal of shock 
incarceration programs: 

Most offenders entering boot camps lack basic life skills. They are in poor physical 
condition, have dropped out of high school and have had considerable exposure to the 
criminal justice system. They lack self-esteem and have established track records of being 
quitters or losers whenever they are faced with obstacles or problems. They also have 
remained unaffected by traditional methods of juvenile and adult probation and short terms 
of incarceration in local jails. The current system has had no impact on these young offenders; . 
it surely has not been a deterrent. 

Within 90 to 120 days, the length of most boot camp programs, we cannot correct all of 
these young offenders' problems. Nor can we provide them with all the educational and 
vocational skills they have missed that are needed for them to compete in the free community. 

Boot camps were never intended to do all that. Consider military boot camps. They are 
not intended to make a young person into a fully functional soldier. Rather, they provide a 
foundation of discipline, responsibility and self-esteem the military can build on during the 
advanced training that follows. 

Correctional boot camps are designed to do much the same thing. They provide a strong 
foundation parole and pro bation officers can build on in guiding young offenders into the 
necessary community-based programs that will help them. 

Young offenders entering the correctional system have a false sense of pride stemming 
from their criminal lifestyles. They have built up resentment for authority. This must be 
stripped away before we can begin to make any change. It is this stripping away that offends 
many of the program's critics. 

In covering boot camps, the media usually focuses on intake, the program's most intense 
period and the stage at which the stripping away process is most evident. Visitors to boot 
camps are usually shown the intake process, since it is the most shocking. In reality, intake 
is only a small part of a boot camp program. 

For some offenders, this stripping away only takes a few minutes. For others, it may take 
days or even weeks. There are also some for whom it never works. But once this process is 
complete, the young offender is ready to start developing self-esteem, individual responsi­
bility, self-discipline and a solid work ethic, all of which the remainder of the program is 
designed to teach. 

They develop self-esteem by succeeding in educational programming, physical condi­
tioning and work programs, and through personal growth and development. These young 
people have experienced failure time and again in school, on the job, and in their personal 
lives. They usually see themselves as failures. The programming, physical conditioning and 
work programs must all be geared to showing offenders they can achieve, and that it feels 
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good to achieve. They will need this self-esteem to give them courage to stand up to peer 
pressure when they return home. 

Boot camps teach responsibility through continuous strict conformity to program rules 
and by holding offenders accountable for their behavior. We often hear the reason they are 
in prison is that "they gotinto the wrong crowd.1t We tum this around on them and tell them 
they are the wrong crowd, and they are responsible fo.l'what they have done and will do. From 
the moment they enter the facility, they learn that they are immediately responsible for their 
every action. 

They have limited time to accomplish tasks such as making their beds, cleaning their 
living area and getting themselves ready for inspection. They must learn attention to detail 
and time management. They must also learn to work together, because the program is 
designed so that individuals cannot do it by themselves. All of this also helps teach self­
discipline. 

Boot camp programs can instill all these characteristics in young offenders within 90 to 
120 days. That is not enough, though, for them to make it in the free world. An aftercare 
program that follows the same philosophy and is designed to get the young person into 
school, working and living in a supportive home environmentis paramountforsuccess. Boot 
camp is only as good as its aftercare. 

The lessons learned in boot camp must be continued in the com..nunityuntil they become 
part of a lifestyle that is supported by the offender's desire to live that way, not by a 
co:ttectional employee telling him or her to do it. 

Boot camps are a viable alternative to prison if they are accompanied by appropriate 
aftercare. They are not intended to solve all of the woes of the prison system, nor are they 
designed to completely habilitate the offender. They must be looked at as programs that 
return to the basics with the goal of laying a strong foundation of self-esteem,responsibility, 
discipline and a work ethic on which a young person can build. 

The Shock Incarceration Act, §§ 24-13-1310 through 24-13-1340 of the South Carolina Code 
of Laws, 1976, as amended, was signed into law and became effective on June 25, 1990. The 
South Carolina Department of Corrections (SCDC) was mandated to implement and operate 
this program. Section 2 of this Act repealed § 24-21-475, thus abolishing the Shock Probation 
Program of the South Carolina Department of Probation, Parole, and Pardon Services 
(SCDPPPS). The Shock Probation Program was authorized in South Carolina by the Omnibus 
Criminal Justice Improvements Act of 1986. Probably, the most significant aspect of the new 
legislation is that it allows corrections officials to select offenders, who have already been 
sentenced to the Department of Corrections, for placement into the program. Under the 
previous program, the only means by which offenders could enter the program was to be 
sentenced directly to the program by a judge, at his or her discretion. The new legislation 
continues to allow judges to sentence offenders directly to the program, if certain conditions 
are met, and they can prohibit any offender from participating in the program. The purpose 
of this change was to ensure that the program would reduce prison crowding by diverting 
young, non-violent offenders, with no previous incarceration experience, from prison. In 
general, most criminal justice practi tioners agree tha t diverting offenders, after they have already 
been sentenced to prison, in to alterna ti ve programs (Le., post-sentence di version) ensures that the 
programs will be used as alternatives to incarceration and not to "widen the net" of social 
control of non-prison bound offenders. 

The Shock Incarceration Act also changed the way in which offenders are released from the 
program. With the previous Shock Probation Program, offenders were sentenced to the 
program by the court as a condition precedent to probation. Offenders had to complete the 90-
day shock period before being placed on probation. The Shock Incarceration Act provides that 
once the offender completes the program successfully, he / she must be granted parole release. 
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The Shock Incarceration Act's statutory provision of the presumption of parole release for 
offenders who successfully complete the program is unique among South Carolina's statutory 
provisions. 

The Department of Corrections currently operates a 192-bed shock incarceration unit for 
males at their Wateree River Correctional Institution, called the Thames ShoLk Incarceration 
Unit (TSIU) and a 24-bed shock incarceration unit for females at their Women's Correctional 
Center, called the Women's Shock Incarceration Unit (WSIU). These are the same facilities that 
were used f01 the previous Shock Probation Program which was, in effect, phased-out as the 
new Shock Incarceration Program (SIP) was phased-in. The Women's Shock Incarceration Unit 
began accepting new program placements on July 24,1990, while the Thames Shock Incarcera­
tion Unit for men did not start receiving new program placements until October 1, 1990. The 
field operation of the new program, schedules, day-to-day activities, disciplinary standards, 
and educational programs are essentially unchanged from the previous program. However, 
greater emphasis is now being placed on education, release preparation and substance abuse 
programs. 

As mandated by Proviso 3.59 of the FY 1990-91 General Appropriation Act passed by the 
South Carolina General Assembly, this report presents an evaluation of the South Carolina 
Department of Corrections' implementation of the Shock Incarceration Program. Proviso 3.59 
states, in part: 

The State Reorganization Commission, under its Jail and Prison Overcrowding 
Project, shall complete an evaluation of the shock incarceration program established 
by the Department of Corrections one year after the initiation of the program. 

Shock incarceration programs may have either a direct or indirect effect on prison 
crowding. The most direct effect on crowding would occur if offenders who participate in the 
program spend less time in prison. That is, if the offenders were given a sentence of shock 
incarceration instead of a traditional prison sentence, and if the shock incarceration reduced the 
amount of time the offender spent in prison, then the total number of offenders in prison would 
decrease. 

A second way that shock incarceration could have an influence on crowding would be to 
change offenders so that their criminal activities were reduced or eliminated upon release. 
This assumes that after offenders complete a shock incarceration program, they will be less 
inclined to be involved in crime, i.e., they will be rehabilitated. The result would be fewer 
criminals, fewer convictions and hence, fewer offenders sentenced to prison. 

The purpose of this report is to determine if the provisions of the Shock Incarceration Act 
have been implemented and to what extent the program is achieving one of the primary goals 
intended for the program by the S. C. General Assembly -- to reduce prison crowding directly 
in a cost-effective manner. Since the program has been in operation only a relatively short 
period of time, this report will not examine the long-term rehabilitative effects of the program. 
A follow-up evaluation of this program will examine such areas as aftercare on parole and 
recidivism, which require a longer follow-up period. 
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This report examines the new Shock Incarceration Program from inception in July 1990, 
through October 31,1991. Specifically, this report discusses the following: 

1. The placement process; 
2. Characteristics and demographics of offenders who: 

(a) Were admitted to the program during the evaluation period; 
(b) Were active in the program on October 31, 1991; 
(c) Failed to complete the program; and, 
(d) Successfully completed the program; 

3. The program's effectiveness in reducing prison crowding; and, 
4. A cost analysis of the program. 
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II. OVERVIEW OF SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAMS 
IN THE UNITED STATES 
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OVERVIEW OF SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAMS 
IN THE UNITED STATES 

"Shock incarceration," "shock probation," "shock parole," and "split sentences" are terms 
that describe programs that are somewhat similar in that offenders spend a relatively short 
period of time in prison prior to a period of community supervision. "Boot camps" is a term 
which, in this report, will be used interchangeably with "shock incarceration." However, a 
"boot camp" program is distinguishable from other programs, including some shock incarcera­
tion programs, in that boot camp inmates are almost always housed separately from, and do 
not mix with, other prison inmates. In addition, boot camp inmates may be required to 
participate in military drills, physical training, educational programs and other treatment­
oriented activities including physical labor which may not be required of offenders in shock 
probation or shock parole programs. Boot camp inmates are typically young with no prior 
periods of incarceration. 

Although shock programs are considered to be a modern correctional innovation by most 
people, no matter how broadly or narrowly shock incarceration is defined, the concept is not 
new. "Boot camp" programs have their roots in the 19th century. From 1888 to 1920, the New 
York state reformatory at Elmira was based on a military training model, which included 5 to 
8 hours a day of marching and executing the manual of arms. 

Idaho's is the oldest modern shock incarceration program. Authorized by the State 
Legislature in 1970 and implemented in 1974, the North Idaho Correctionallnstitution started 
its short-term treatment program for offenders a decade before other states developed the boot 
camp form of shock imprisonment. Georgia and Oklahoma were the next states to develop 
boot camps, begun in 1983 and 1984, respectively. In addition to South Carolina, other states 
with boot camps are: Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, Florida, Illinois, Louisiana, Maryland, 
Michigan, lv1ississippi, New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina, Tennessee, Texas and 
Wyoming. 

Iowa has a shock probation program in which the judge can remove certain inmates from 
prison within 90 days of confinement depending on how well they do in prison during that 
time. Ohio has a shock parole program. 

As stated earlier, shock incarceration (51) involves a short period of confinement, typically 
3 to 6 months, during which offenders convicted of less serious, non-violent crimes, who have 
not been imprisoned before, are exposed to a demanding regimen of strict discipline, military 
style drill and ceremony, physical exercise and physical labor. Some shock incarceration 
programs offer educational and vocational traini.ng and rehabilitative programs. SI programs 
are often operated as a distinct division of the prison, although some are completely separate 
from the prison. 

The rationale for such programs is that an offender who is "shocked" by a brief prison or 
jail experience will be deterred from returning to crime. The period of probation or parole may 
be part of the original sentence or may be granted to inmates who petiti.on the court to suspend 

Evaluation of the Shock Incarceration Program 7 State Reorganization Commission (SRC) 



execution of sentence. "Shock" programs provid~ a means of impressing offenders with the 
seriousness of their actions without subjecting them to long prison terms. 

According to a recent survey, conducted by the Corrections Compendium, of all fifty states 
and the Federal Bureau of Prisons, 27 correctional systems, including the Federal Bureau of 
Prisons, have established one or more shock incarceration programs. (Appendix I, on page 73, 
shows the results of this survey.) The programs come by many names: Special Alternative 
Incarceration Unit; Basic Training Program; IMPACT (Intensive Motivational Program of 
Alternative Correctional Treatment); RID (Regimented Inmate Discipline); Challenge Incar­
ceration, and others, as well as simply "Shock Incarceration" or "Boot Camp." 

Not all prison boot camps are alike. Though regimented and military inspired, they differ 
considerably in emphasis and the programs they offer. Almost all require some, if not many, 
hours of drug treatment, education and psychological counseling; others place the greatest 
emphasis on the heavy physical training and discipline. 

Age requirements vary from program to program. Six systems have no maximum age limit. 
Other states' programs' maximum age restriction vary from 21 to 39. 

One of the most crucial aspects of the programs - follow-up support in the community­
also varies considerably from one system to another. 

Since their start, close to 16,000 offenders have completed shock incarceration programs in 
the U. S. with more than 12,000 graduating from boot camps. Current programs can 
accommodate 4,782 inmates at a time, ranging from 20 in Wyoming to 1,500in New York. Eight 
states - Colorado, Kansas, Louisiana, Michigan, Mississippi, New Hampshire, New York, 
and South Carolina - include women in their programs. Other states and the Federal Bureau 
of Prisons provide programs only for men. 

Courts assign defendants to the camps in 12 systems, corrections departments in 10, and 
both may in five. If direct from the courts, the penalty is generally instead of a sentence to 
prison, with a sentence pending if training is not complete. From prison, boot camp completion 
shortens prison terms. 

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

Tfle boot camps have many pluses: 

• The em phasis is on change. Almost all offer more counseling and education 
than the offenders would get in the general prison population. 

• For young first-time incarcerees, they are almost always safer than prison. 
There are no experienced cons to school them in crime. 

• There is more staff on hand, more activities, and very little idle time. 
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• The demanding exercise andregularmeals improve health and stamina. The 
inmates learn what it is like to get up in the morning and be active all day. 

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

• While the per diem cost is often the same or more than for time behind bars, 
the brevity of the program means less spent on the individual recruit • 

.Goals of Shock Incarceration 

Six goals have been most often presented for boot camp programs: 

Specific Deterrence. The theory behind boot camp is that the "shock" experience of an 
extremely regimented period of incarceration will produce a strong disincentive for an 
individual to commit behavior that could lead to a return to prison. Some programs 
consciously use the proximity of the boot camp to a traditional facility in order to expose the 
boot camp inmates to the realities of "hard time." Especially controversial has been the 
toleration or even encouragement of sexual taunting directed at the young boot camp inmates 
by the men in the traditional facili ty. AN ational Insti tu te of Justice report found this taunting 
to be widespread. Prison administrators, according to the NIJ authors, "had mixed reactions 
to taunting." Some thoughttauntingmade the threatof sexual assault in the general population 
more credible to shock incarceration inmates than similar warnings issued by staff, and hence 
contributed to a deterrent effect. 

General Deterrence. The punishment aspects of boot camp (hard labor, summary 
punishment for minor infractions, constant exercise, 5 a.m. wake-up) are in some states fairly 
severe, and these are the elements featured by the media. Certainly, news items about boot 
camps focusing on the shaving of heads and carrying of shovels must have some sort of effect 
on those watching. At the very least, politicians voice deterrence as a major reason for 
supporting boot camps. 

Rehabilitation. Nearly all shock incarceration programs have been promoted politically 
with the promise that the new form of punishment will rehabilitate the offender, leading to 
lower recidivism rates. Two sorts of rehabilitation may (or may not) take place in the boot 
camp: rehabilitation by transference and rehabilitation by treatment. The transference model 
envisions that the personal discipline and regimented lifestyle imposed in the boot camp will 
create habits that can be transferred to life on the outside. Self-esteem, self-control, and the 
ability to cope with stress are some of the habits that one would hope may be transferred. 

Rehabilitation by treatment requires therapeutic programs outside of the military regimen. 
Programs designed to treat substance abuse, improve job skills, and deal with aggressive 
behavior are distinct from the rest of the boot camp curriculum and are included by all states 
at least to some small degree. 

Punishment. Promoters of boot camps advertise heavily the punishment value of shock 
incarceration. This goal of sentencing, which is nearly uni versal, can be served in at least two 
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ways by the boot camp. First, the boot camp provides concrete punishment. The program itself 
is rigorous, active, and painful, which satisfies to some degree the public's demand for 
retribution. In contrast, prison itself may seem to punish through boredom and hopelessness. 
Second! y, the boot camp can be used to "widen the net" and inflict an incarcerati ve punishment 
on more offenders, as the boot camp term is relatively short. The latter method, however, is 
to be discouraged, as widening the net will eliminate any cost savings and aggravate what is 
already in most cases a severe overcrowding of the prison population as a whole. 

Incapacitation. The short period of incarceration in the boot camp programs relegates 
incapacitation to a second-tier goal. Nonetheless, if post-incarcerative community control 
(such as intensively supervised probation) is combined with the boot camp sentence, then this 
factor may become significant. 

Reduce Overcrowding and Cut Costs. It is not merely coincidence that the surge in boot 
camp programs has occurred at a time that most prison systems are at or near capacity,. with 
several under federal court orders to create more space. The political pressure to reduce 
overcrowding without reducing perceived punishment is high, and boot camps can accom­
plish this if those assigned to the boot camps are convicts who are diverted from longer prison 
terms. 
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SHOCK INCARCERA nON IN SOUTH CAROLINA 

The Shock Incarceration Program legislation was signed into law and became effective on 
June 25, 1990. (A copy of this legislation is contained in Appendix II, on page 78.) Placement 
of approved inmates began on July 24,1990, at the Women's Shock Incarceration Unit and on 
October 1, 1990, at the Thames Shock Incarceration Unit for men. This legislation repealed § 
24-21-475 of the South Carolina Code of Laws, 1976, as amended. Section 24-21-475 was part 
of the Omnibus Criminal Justice Improvements Act of 1986, signed into law on June 3, 1986, 
that mandated the Department of Probation, Parole, and Pardon Services.to create a shock 
probation program. In July 1987, the SCDPPPS, in conjunction with the South Carolina 
Department of Corrections opened the 96-bed Shock Probation Unit for men near the SCDC's 
Wateree River Correctional Institution in Sumter. The Shock Probation Unit for women, a 24-
bed facility, was opened in November 1987, adjacent to the seDC's Women's Correctional 
Center in Columbia. On March 17, 1991, a second 96-bed unit for men, also located at the 
Thames Shock Incarceration Unit, became operational. The total capacity ofthe Thames Shock 
Incarceration Unit currently is 192. 

There are two ways an offender can be placed in the Shock Incarceration Program. The first 
is for the Department of Corrections to select qualified participants. Offenders received 
through reception and evaluation centers who meet the eligibility criteria and volunteer to 
participate are reviewed by a Shock Incarceration Screening Committee. Applicants recom­
mended by the Committee are referred to the Director of the Division of Classification for 
approval. Before the final decision is made, information received from law enforcement 
officials and victims is considered. To be eligible for Shock Incarceration, an inmate must: 

• Be less than 26 years of age at the time of admission to SCDC; 

• Be eligible for parole in two years or less, or if unsentenced, subject to being 
sentenced to five years or more, or is being revoked from probation; 

• Have no violent convictions as defined in Section 16-1-60 or by the Depart­
ment of Corrections; 

• Have no prior incarcerations in an adult state correctional facility or shock 
probation! incarceration program; 

• Be physically and mentally able to participate; and, 

• Not be prohibited because of his or h€!r sentence. 

A second wayan offender can be placed in the Shock Incarceration Program is through a 
court referral. Judges can sentence eligible offenders to the Department of Corrections for a 
period of 15 working days for evaluation in a South Carolina Department of Corrections' 
reception center. The Department of Corrections, in conjunction with the Department of 
Probation, Parole and Pardon Services, prepares a presentence evaluation report for the judge 
and returns the offender to court wi th a sentencing recommendation. This evaluation report may 
recommend that the judge sentence the offender to the Shock Incarceration Program or some 
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other sentence including, but not limited to, probation, a regular prison term, or a youthful 
offender "indeterminate" term. The judge, however, is not bound by this recommendation 
and may sentence the offender as he deems appropriate. If the judge chooses to sentence the 
offender to the Shock Incarceration Program, the offender is then transferred immediately to 
the Department of Corrections. Bedspace in a shock unit is normally available within two 
weeks of arrival. Judges who do not want to delay sentencing can sentence the offender to 
incarceration at the Department of Corrections and make a recommendation that .the offender 
be considered for placement into the SIP. The placement process is discussed further on pages 
16 through 29. 

The South Carolina Department of Corrections has adopted the following mission and 
goals for the Shock Incarceration Program: 

• The mission of the Shock Incarceration Program is to change lives by 
instilling discipline, positive attitudes, values, and behavior. The goals are: 

• To deter crime by making a future offense a more onerous threat; 

• To rehabilitate the offender by: 

a. Improving self-esteem, self-control, and ability to cope with 
challenging and stressful situations by experiencing strict, 
but not harsh discipline; and, 

b. Providing opportunities for self-discipline, hard work, physi­
cal well-being, education, counseling, and training to ad­
dress problems related to criminality such as substance 
abuse/addiction, and job-seeking skills; 

• To punish by placing the offender in a more severe alternative than such 
community sanctions as probation; 

• To manage risk by selecting high-risk, non-violent offenders, to age 26, who 
otherwise would serve a regular incarcerative sentence; and, 

• To reduce crowding and cut costs through this alternative to longer-term 
incarceration. 

While in the Shock Incarceration Program, offenders between the ages of 17 and 25 are 
confined at a South Carolina Department of Corrections facility for, typically, 90 days during 
which time the offender participates in an intensive program of discipline, work, strenuous 
physical activities and programs. (As explained later, an offender's time to serve in the Shock 
Incarceration Program may be extended for up to 30 days, for various reasons.) When the 
offenders successfully complete the program, they are then automatically paroled and super­
vised in the community by the Department of Probation, Parole, and Pardon Services. 

The South Carolina Department of Corrections presently operates a 192-bed shOCk facility 
for males, called the Thames Shock Incarceration Unit, at the Wateree River Correctional 
Institution, and a 24-bed shock facility, called the Women's Shock Incarceration Unit, for 
females at the Women's Correctional Center. The day-t<rday activities, disciplinary stan-
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dards, and educational programs are essentially unchanged from the previous shock proba­
tion program. However, greater emphasis is now being placed on education, release 
preparation, and substance abuse programs. 

The South Carolina Shock Incarceration Program incorporates strict disciplinary practices, 
an educational program, drug and alcohol awareness programs, and meaningful employ­
ment. On July 1, 1990, the South Carolina Department of Corrections contracted with the South 
Carolina Commission on Alcohol and Drug Abuse to provide 14 hours of alcohol and drug 
education services to both male and female "shock incarcerated" offenders at a maximum cost 
to the SCDC of $24,000 for the contract year. (A copy of this contract is contained in Appendix 
ill, on page 81.) Accord!ng to this contract, the South Carolina Commission on Alcohol and 
Drug Abuse will: 

... provide an Alcohol anCi Drug Education Course to all new incoming"shock 
incarcerated" inmates. Each new "platoon" shall consist of a maximum of 32 
male "shock incarcerated" inmates and will be divided into two (2) groups 
for the 14-hour course. The maximum number of "shock incarcerated" 
inmates to receive the educational services in a group will be 16. A course will 
be conducted for female "shock incarcerated" inmates on request. 

Approximately seven hours of meanirtgful employment is provided each day, Monday 
through Friday. Meaningful employment includes such activities as cutting trees for fence 
posts, building pasture fences, repairing fences, clearing drainage ditches, maintaining 
vegetable gardens, providing labor crews for the local recreation department, cleaning trash 
up along the highways adjacent to the institution, as well as grounds maintenance/lawn 
mowing, and other projects at the facilities. 

The following is a typical weekday's schedule: 

5:00 a.m. Wake-Up 
5:00 a.m. - 5:30 a.m. Shave, Make Beds, Dress for Physical Training 
5:30 a.m. - 6:00 a.m. Breakfast 
6:00 a.m. - 7:00 a.m. Physical Training 
7:00 a.m. - 7:30 a.m. Inspect and Sick Call 
7:30 a.m. - 3:15 p.m. Work Call (Lunch 12:30 p.m.) 
3:15 p.m. - 3:45 p.m. Personal Hygiene, Prepare for School 
3:45 p.m. - 3:50 p.m. Fall Out and Leave for School 
3:50 p.m. - 6:30 p.m. School 
6:30 p.m. - 7:00 p.m. Supper Meal 
7:00 p.m. - 8:00 p.m. Supervised Study 
8:00 p.m. - 9:00 p.m. Free Time 
9:00 p.m. - 10:00 p.m. Clean Living Area 
10:00 p.m. Lights Out 
(Note: Extra duty for those assigned: 10:00 p.m. -12:00 a.m.) 

Pursuant to Section 24-13-1320 of the Shock Incarceration Act, the SCDC is required to 
promulgate regulations, according to procedures set forth in the Administrative Procedures 
Act (APA), for the Shock Incarceration Program. These regulations are to include the selection 
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criteria, inmate discipline, programming and supervision, and program structure and admin­
istration. The SCDC has begun, but not completed, the process of promulgating these 
regulations according to the procedures set forth in the AP Ai however, the agency has 
developed procedures under which the program is turrently operating. Significant areas of 
these operating procedures are discussed below: 

Eligibility Criteria 

As listed on page 12 of this report, an inmate recently committed to the South Carolina 
Department of Corrections is eligible to be considered for Shock Incarceration if he or she: 

1. Is less than 26 at the time of admission to SCDC; 
2. Is eligible for parole in two years orless, or if unsentenced, subjectto being sentenced to five 

years or more or is being revoked from probation; 
3. Has no violent convictions as defined in Section 16-1-60 or by the Department of Corrections; 
4. Has no prior incarceration in an adult correctional facility or shock probation/in~arceration 

program; 
5. Is physically and mentally able to participate; and, 
6. Is not prohibited because of his or her sentence. 

Participation in the Shock Incarceration Program is deemed a privilege and no inmate has 
a rightto participate or to continue to participate because he or she meets the eligibility criteria. 

Program Responsibility 

The Commissioner of the South Carolina Department of Corrections designated the 
Director, Division of Classification, to coordinate the Shock Incarceration Program. 

Shock In.~ation Shrgening Committgg 

The Commissioner of the SCDC appointed a Shock Incarceration Screening Committee at 
each of the four reception centers: . 

1. Appalachian Correctional Region at Perry Reception and Evaluation Center; 
2. Midlands Cortectional Region at Broad River Reception and Evaluation Center; 
3. Coastal Cm'l'edional Region at Lieber Reception and Evaluation Center; and, 
4. Women's Correctional Center Recepi:ion Unit for female inmates. 

Each Shock Im~arceration Screening Committee is comprised of three members and 
alternates from the reception unit who are knowledgeable of the reception process and the 
Shock Incarceration Program. One member of each committee is from the Department of 
Probation, Parole, and Pardon Services. Primary members of the Shock mcarceration 
Committee are: 

1. Deputy Warden; 
2. Regional Classification Coordinator/WCC Designee; and, 
3. Assistant Chief Parole Examiner 
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THE PLACEMENT PROCESS 

As shown in FIGURE 1, on page 18, offenders may enter the Shock Incarceration Program 
. in two ways. Judges may sentence offenders directly to the program, or the SCDC can select 

offenders for placement into the program. The following describes how offenders enter the 
program by these two procedures. 

SCDC Selection Process 

The Regional Classification Coordinator /W omen's Correctional Center (WCC) Coordina­
tor Designee initiates the screening of inmates in the reception process to establish a pool of 
qualified candidates to be reviewed by the Shock Incarceration Screening Committee. The 
Shock Incarceration Screening Committee evaluates inmates who meet the eligibility criteria 
to determine if their participation: 

1. Is consistent with the safety of the commun1~~ . 
2. The welfare of the inmate; and, 
3. The regulations of the sene. 

Those inmates eligible for participation in the Shock Incarceration Program are contacted 
and advised of their eligibility to participate. If they want to apply for the program, they will 
complete the application and a voluntary statement of the terms and conditions for the 
program. At this time the inmate is carefully evaluated by medical staff to ensure physical 
ability to participate in the program. If medical clearance is obtained, the Shock Incarceration 
application is forwarded to the Division of Classification for final approval. 

Upon receipt of the Shock Incarceration application, the Division of ClassificC:ltion advises 
the appropriate law enforcement agency and victim (if a request for notification has been filed) 
of the pending application. Input received from the Shock Incarceration Screening Committee, 
law enforcement officials, and victims, if applicable, and others are considered in making final 
approval or disapproval for participation. 

Inmates applying for Shock Incarceration who have detainers are not considered for the 
program except under the following conditions: 

1. Inmates sentenced to Shock Incarceration by the courts who have an active detainer of any 
type will be allowed to participate in the program. Inmates will be paroled, upon successful 
completion of the program, to the detainer. 

2. Inmates with detainers for offenses that would carry sentences of 90 days or less will be 
acceptable whether sentenced by the courts or referred by the sene. Inmates completing 
the program with a detainer will be paroled to the detainer. 
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All inmates considered for the Shock Incarceration Program are required to submit a 
residence plan for approval by the SCDPPP$, The SCDC submits to the SCDPPPS a list of 
addresses for inmates participating in the Shock Incarceration Program who are within 60 days 
of completion of the program, Thirty days prior to compl~tion, the SCDPPPS submits to the 
SCDC a list of those inmates who do not have an approved residence, If an approved residence 
is not obtained at the end of the 90-day period, the SCDC determines whether the inmate will 
be removed from the program or retained in the program and be given an extension of up to 30 
days to the origina190-da y period to allow time to locate an acceptable address, (Note: SCDC 
extension procedures are discussed on pages 21 through 26,) 

Inmates who submit an out-of-state residence plan are processed by the SCDPPPS through 
the Interstate Corrections Compact (ICC). Address information is obtained to begin interstate 
processing as soon as the Shock Incarceration application is approved. Inmates with an out­
of-state address are not paroled from the program until the receiving state has agreed to accept 
supervision. If acceptance has not been received at the end of the 90 days, the inmate may be 
extended up to 30 days pending acceptance. 

If, at the end of the extension period, an approved residence has not been obtained, the 
inmate is removed from the Shock Incarceration Unit and assigned to the general inmate 
population. Shock IncarceratiC'n participants who satisfactorily complete the program and 
maintain good institutional adjustmen.t are paroled when the residence plan is approved by 
the SCDPPPS. 

Inmates approved and placed in the Shock Incarceration Program who commit violations 
of the program rules are reviewed by the Shock Incarceration Unit (SIU) Management 
Committee to determine appropriate disciplinary measures. In some cases involving minor 
infractions, the SIU Management Committee may recommend a program extension of up to 
30 days to be served at the end of the 90-day term. This extension must be agreed to by the 
inmate and approved by the Warden of the respective institution and the Chief of the Shock 
Incarceration Branch. All extensions, whether for purposes of address approval or disciplin­
ary reasons must be approved by the Director of the Division of Classification. 

Program violations of a more serious nature may require a recommendation ~by the SIU 
Management Committee for removal of the inmate from the Shock Incarceration Prbgram. All 
inmates recommended for removal by the SIU Management Committee are given a hearing 

I 
by the Chief of the Shock Incarceration Branch to determine if they will be allowed to continue 
to participate in the program. Inmates removed from the program or who complete the 
program and violate parole are returned to the referring Reception and Evaluation Center for 
assignment to an appropriate SCDC facility. 

Inmates who successfully complete the Shock Incarceration Program are paroled for the 
remainder of their sentence, or if sentenced under the Youthful Offender Act; conditionally 
released under supervision until completion of the sentence conditions. Two weeks prior to 
parole, a list of those persons scheduled for release are provided for notification purposes to 
appropriate officials, to include the SCDPPPS, and the SCDC Victim/Witness Liaison, 
Offender Records and Youthful Offender Branch. 
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Sentenced By The Court 

Under Section 24-13-1340 of the Shock Incarcer~tion Act, the court may order an evaluation 
of an inmate by the Department of Corrections for the Shock Incarceration Program. 

An inmate found guilty of an offense for which he or she could be sentenced to five years 
or more, or who is being revoked from a sentence of probation, and also meets the eligibility 
criteria,can be transferred to the custody of the SCDC for evaluation. Within 15 working days, 
a presentence evaluation report of the findings and recommendations for sentencing is given 
to the court. 

When an inmate is committed, under Section 24-13-1340, for evaluation, the appropriate 
reception and evaluation designee immediately notifies the Division of Classification and the 
Regional Classification Coordinator /WCC Coordinator Designee. The county parole office 
begins the field investigation and presentence evaluation report as provided for by contract 
between the SCDC and the SCDPPPS. The SCDPPPS Agent completing the field investigation 
contacts the Regional Classification Coordinator /WCC Coordinator Designee for the input 
from the Shock Incarceration Screening'Committee to include in the presentence evaluation 
report. 

At the reception unit, the inmates undergo routine assessment processing, including the 
medical examination, testing and evaluation. The Regional Classification Coordinator /WCC 
Coordinator Designee compiles the assessment data and schedules the review by the Shock 
Incarceration Screening Committee. The Shock Incarceration Screening Committee deter­
mines if the inmate meets the eligibility criteria and makes its recommendation in one of the 
following three categories: 

1. Eligible and recommended for participation in the Shock Incarceration Program; or, 
2. Eligible but not recommended for participation, specifying why; or, 
3. Ineligible, giving reasons, and making recommendations, if appropriate. 

The SCDPPPS Agent completes the report and submits it to the court. SCDPPPS contacts 
the responsible Reception Center to coordinate the inmate's return to court for sentencing 
within the 15 working day period. 

When the findings are submitted, the court makes its sentencing decision, which may 
include: 

1. Sentencing the offender to the Shock Incarceration Program, with or without his or her 
consent; 

2. Suspending the sentence and placing the offender on probation; Of, 

3. Sentencing the offender to another term as provided by law. 

The SCDC does not accept into custody for the Shock Incarceration Program any offender 
who has not been appropriately sentenced by the court or who does not meet the eligibility 
criteria. 
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TABLE 1, on page 22, indicates that of the 723 offenders who were admitted to the Shock 
Incarceration Program, 65 offenders (9%) were sentenced directly to the program by the courts. 
On the other hand, 658 (91 %) of the 723 offenders who were placed into the program were the 
result of screening, during intake assessment, of offenders who had been sentenced to the 
Department of Corrections. The relatively small percentage of offenders who were sentenced 
directly to the program by the courts is most likely attributable to two factors: 1) judges are 
reluctant to delay sentencing while SCDC evaluates the offender, and, 2) in a small number of 
cases, judges have opted, instead, to sentence the offender to the SCDC with a court 
recommendation that the offender be considered for placement into the program. Offenders 
with these recommendations are processed through the SCDC referral procedures using the 
same criteria as listed previously. A disposition on each offender recommended for Shock 
Incarceration is given to the court upon SCDC's decision to approve or disapprove the offender 
for program participation. 

Shock Incarceration Program Extension Procedures 

There are four circumstances under which an inmate in the Shock Incarceration Program has 
had his/her time extended beyond the 90 days scheduled for program completion: address 
verification, unsatisfactory program adjustment, medical attention, and court appearance 
requirements. As shown in TABLE 2, on page 24, there have been 30 (88.1 %) extensions 
granted to date for address verification and unsatisfactory program adjustment. These two 
situations are described in more detail below. 

Inadequate Address Verification. Each inmate is required to provide the address where he/ 
she will be living upon release from the Shock Incarceration Program. The address must be 
verified by SCDPPPS before that agency will accept supervision responsibility. If the initial 
address given by the inmate at the time of application is not acceptable, SCDPPPS advises a 
designated member of the Shock Incarceration Unit (SIU) staff who will contact the inmate and 
obtain a second address for verification. If the second address also cannot be verified, or if the 
inmate's projected, parole date is within two weeks and it does not appear the verification can 
be finalized prior to release, the inmate may be referred by the SIU Management Committee 
to the Chief of the Shock Incarceration Branch for an extension hearing. The Chief of the Shock 
Incarceration Branch contacts the SCDPPPS to determine the status of the address verification 
and establishes an appropriate time frame, up to 30 days, for extension of the inmate in the 
program. If the SCDPPPS indicates that even a 3D-day extension is not sufficient for 
verification, the inmate's stay in the SIU is not extended. However, if all other criteria have been 
met for successful completion, the inmate is allowed to graduate with his/her platoon, then 
be transported to the regional Reception and Evaluation (R&E) Center from which he/ she was 
referred. At that time he/she is reassigned to the general population of an SCDC institution 
until clearance for release is received from the SCDPPPS. 

The same procedures appl y to inmates who submi t out-of-state addresses for parole which 
cannot be cleared in the allotted time. 

In all cases tha t require an extension pending address veri fica tion, immediate release of the 
inmate occurs when the SCDPPPS issues the parole or conditional release certificate, provided 
however, that all other criteria have been met for successful completion. This includes 
appropriate institutional adjustment during any time spent in the general inmate population. 
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TABLE 1 
METHOD OF PLACEMENT BY RACE AND SEX 

OF OFFENDERS WHO WERE ADMITTED TO THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OCTOBER 31, 1991 

METHOD OF WHITE NON-WHITE WHITE NON-WHITE 
PLACEMENT MALE MALE FEMALE FEMALE TOTAL 

'" 
COURT 
ORDERED 25 

SCDC 
SCREENED 152 

TOTAL 177 

1Rounded. 

% 
'" 

% '" % '" % 

14.1 35 7.6 2 5.2 3 6.0 

85.8 423 92.3 36 94.7 47 94.0 

100.01 458 100.01 38 100.0 50 100.0 

FlGURE2 
METHOD OF PLACEMENT BY RACE AND SEX 

OF OFFENDERS WHO WERE ADMI'ITED TO THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OCTOBER 31, 1991 

'" 
65 

658 

723 

Court Ordered 
9% 

SCDC Screened 
91% 

LaZi1~ 

% 
-

9.0 

91.0 

100.0 
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Unsatisfactory Program Adjustment. Inmate program adjustment in the areas of work, 
security, and general participation are revie~ed on a regular basis by the SIU Management 
Committee to identify potential or ongoing violations. Prior to graduation of a platoon, the 
Management Committee reviews the records of all inmates scheduled for program comple­
tion. If it is determined by the SIU Management Committee at a routine review or during the 
pre-graduation review that an inmate has not shown satisfactory adjustment, but has not 
displayed sufficient cause for removal from the program, the Management Committee may 
recommend to the Warden of the institution or the Warden's designee the inmate be scheduled 
for a hearing by the Chief of the Shock Incarceration Branch for an extension not to exceed 30 
days. If the recommendation is approved by the Warden, or a designee, the inmate is offered 
the opportunity to be present at the hearing to determine if an extension will be recommended 
to allow the inmate to successfully complete the SIU program. 

Inmates who do not want to appear at the hearing for program extension are advised that 
their case will be referred by the SIU Management Committee with a recommendation for one 
of the following actions: 

1. Continue in the program with no extension; 
2. Extend the projected release from the program for two weeks and move the inmate back to 

the next platoon; or, 
3. Remove the inmate from the Shock Incarceration Program and return to the referring 

Reception and Evaluation Center for assignment to the general inmate population. 

All extension and/ or removal actions pertaining to Youthful Offenders must be au thorized 
by the Director of the Division of Classification, as the Chairman of the Youthful Offender 
Review Board. 

Each extension is reviewed by the Director of the Division of Classification, prior to the 
expiration of the term, to determine if the inmate has met the criteria for successful completion 
and may graduate, or if an extension is necessary, to evaluate the inmate's progress. 
Determination of successful completion is based on input from the S~ Management Commit­
tee. 

If, at the end of the second two-week extension, the SIU Management Committee recom­
mends that the inmate not be allowed to graduate, the inmate is removed from the program 
and returned to the referring Reception and Evaluation Center for assignment to the general 
inmate population in a SCDC institution to complete the original sentence imposed by the 
courts. 

Each time an inmate is extended for a two-week period, he/she is moved back to the 
previous platoon. Upon successful completion of the Shock Incarceration Program, the inmate 
is allowed to graduate with his/her current platoon. 
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TABLE 2 
REASONS FOR EXTENDING THE LENGTH 

OF STAY IN THE SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM 
OF OFFENDERS WHO STAYED MORE THAN 90 DAYS BETWEEN 

PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OcrOBER 31, 1991 

EXTENSION WHITE NON-WHITE WHITE NON-WHITE 
REASONS MALE MALE FEMALE FEMALE TOTAL 

:# % :# % # % :# % :# 

DISCIPLINARY 2 40.0 16 64.0 0 0.0 3 100.0 21 

ADDRESS 
VERIFICATION 2 40.0 6 24.0 1 100.0 a 0.0 9 

MEDICAL 1 20.0 2 8.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 

OTHER 0 0.0 1 4.0 0 0.0 a 0.0 1 

TOTAL 5 100.0 25 100.0 1 100.0 3 100.0 34 

1Rounded. 

FIGURE 3 
REASONS FOR EXTENDING THE LENGTH 

OF STAY IN THE SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM 
OF OFFENDERS WHO STAYED MORE THAN 90 DAYS BETWEEN 

PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OcrOBER 31, 1991 

Other 
2.9% 

Medical 
8.8% 

Address Verification 
26.4% 

% 

61.7 

26.4 

8.8 

2.9 

100.01 
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SCDC's practice of extending an offender's length of stay in the Shock Incarceration 
Program is not provided for in the shock incarceration legislation. In fact, § 24-13-1310 is 
explicit when it states, in part, " ... eligible inmates are selected directly at reception centers to 
participate in the program and serve ninety days in an incarceration facility ... ". (Emphasis added.) 
This would seem to suggest that inmates who participate in the program could not be required 
to serve longer than ninety days in the program. However, an Attorney General's Opinion 
regarding this issue found that, if properly promulgated in regulations, 

A procedure allowing for extended stays would .e. be consistent with the expressed intent of 
the General Assembly that any regulations consider the safety of the community along with 
the welfare of the inmate invC)lved in the program. 

In most cases, the extensions have been beneficial to both the offender and the State. 
Extensions increase the program's overall costs; however, they result in a net cost avoidance 
savings to the SCDC and, therefore, to the State. When the practice is used to discipline an 
offender, extending his or her length of stay in the program is an alternative to removing the 
offender from the program and placing that offender into the general inmate population to 
serve the remainder of his or her original sentence. In the vast majority of cases, the removal 
of the offender from the program would result in the offender being incarcerated for a much 
longer period of time than had the offender completed the program, even with the additional 
time required by the extension. Extensions have the effect of lowering the program's failure 
rate, since most offenders who are extended go on to successfully complete the program. They 
also provide administrators of the program with amanagemen ttool in dealing with disruptive 
offenders and also, in dealing with unforeseen situations such as medical problems that 
require hospitalization and when the offender is required to appear in court. On the other 
hand, the practice of extending offenders' length of stay in the shock program has a potential 
of creating problems. Excessive use of the practice, especially if the shock facilities are 
operating at or near their maximum capacity, can result in eligible offenders being excluded 
from the program because of the unavailability of beds. 

Inmates who are candidates for parole are required to provide paroling authorities with 
their living arrangements prior to release. This is a necessary condition of parole release. 
According to Mr. Michael Cavanaugh, Commissioner of the South Carolina Department of 
Probation, Parole, and Pardon Services, " ... a person without a residence plan is a person who 
is nearly impossible to supervise. Therefore, before an inmate can successfully complete the 
Shock Incarceration Program, he must provide a residence which can be verified." For shock 
inmates who have difficulty in locating a place to live once they are released from prison, the 
SCDC extends their length of stay in the program until they have secured a residence. As 
shown in TABLE 2, on page 24, only nine (9) inmates have had their length of stay extended 
beyond 90 days for the purpose of address verification. If an inmate has been unable to obtain 
a satisfactory address, even though he or she may have successfully completed all the 
requirements of the program, he or she is removed from the program and placed into the 
general inmate population. The inmate remains in prison until he or she obtains an address 
or completes his or her sentence. Between July 1990, and October 31,1991, only one inmate 
has been removed from the program for this reason. 
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SCDC's practice of removing an offender from the program, if the offender is unable to 
provide paroling authorities with an address of the 'residence that he or she will be living upon 
release from prison is not provided for in the shoc~ legislation. In fact, § 24-13-1330(D) seems 
to imply that parole release is unconditional for inmates who successfully complete the 
program. (This sections states, "An inmate who has completed a shock incarceration program 
successfully is eligible to receive a certificate of earned eligibility and must be granted parole 
release. ") (Emphasis added.) However, the Attorney General has issued an opinion that states, 
in part, . 

It' as generally recognized that parole is ... the conditional release of a convict before the 
expiration of his term, to rem,ain subj ect, during the remainder thereof, to supt:rvision by the 
public authority and to return to imprisonment on violation of the conditions of the parole. 

And that, 

... the need for a proper address indicating where the inmate will be living atter release may 
be necessary to any program of supervision of the inmate after he is released from 
confinement. 

In addition, the Attorney General is of the opinion that regulations being promulgated by 
the Department of Corrections requiring inmates considered for the Shock Incarceration 
Program to submit a residence plan for approval by SCDPPPS " ... appear to be consistent with 
Section 24-13-1320(A) which provide for the promulgation of regulations dealing with but not 
limited to 'programming and supervision, and program structure and administration. '" And 
that, "Such are also consistent with the intent of the General Ass emblythatregulationsconsider 
the safety of the community and the welfare of the inmate involved." 

Other observation regarding the piacement process are: 

• Between the inception of the program in July 1990, and October 31,1991,8,542 
offenders had been screened for the program. Of this number 1,131 (13.2%) 
of these offenders met initial shock incarceration requirements. These 
offenders went on to further screening. (See TABLE 3 and FIGURE 4 on Page 
27.) 

• Additional scteening of these 1,131 offenders resulted in 263 (23.2%) being 
rejected because the offender refused to participate in the program; 52 (4.6%) 
were prohibited by sentence; 24 (2.1%) had no S. C. residence; and., 15 (1.2%) 
were rejected because of medical or mental problems. As a result of this 
additional screening, 777 (68.7%) were referred to the screening committee. 
(See TABLE 4 and FIGURE 5 on Page 28.) 

• Of the 7,411 offenders who did not meet the initial shock incarceration 
requiremel1ts, 4,632 (62.5%) offenders were rejected because they were 26 
years of age or older at the time of Uleir admission to the Department of 
Corrections, although they also may have had additional dis qualifiers. 1,137 
(15.3 %) of these 7,411 offenders were rej ected because they had been incarcer­
ated previously in a state correctional facility. Thirteen percent (13.0%) were 
rejected because of their sentence. (See TABLE 5 and FIGURE 6 on Page 29.) 
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TABLE 3 
INTAKE ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL 

SHOCK INCARCERATION PARTICIPANTS 

Meets S.I. 
Requirements: Number Percent 

Yes 1131 13.2 

No 7411 86.7 

. 
Total 8542 100.01 

1Round~d. 

FIGURE 4 
PERCENTAGE OF SCREENED ADMISSIONS 

TO SCDC WHO MEET SHOCK INCARCERATION 
REQUIREMENTS 

No 
86.7% 
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State Reorganization Commission (SRC)· 



TABLE 4 
NEXT ACTION FOR OFFENDERS MEETING 
SHOCK INCARCERATION REQUIREMENTS 

N ext Action: Number Percent 

Refer To Screening Committee 777 68.7 

Inmate Refused 263 23.2 

Prohibited By Sentence 52 4.6 

N Q S. C. Residence 24 2.1 

Medical Disappro.val 12 1.0 
···r· 

Mental/Emotional Disapproval 3 0.2 

Total 1,131 100.01 

lRounded. 

FIGURE 5 
NEXT ACTION FOR OFFENDERS MEETING 
SHOCK INCARCERATION REQUIREMENTS 

1% 23.2% 

0.2% 

4.6% 
2.1% 
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TABLES 
REJECTION REASONS FOR OFFENDERS NOT, 

MEETING SHOCK INCARCERATION REQUIREMENTS 

Rej ection Reason: Number Percent 

Age 4,632 62.5 

Prior Commitment 1,137 15.3 

Sentence Length 962 1.3.0 

Nature Of Offense 576 7.S 

Detainers 66 0.9 

Medical Disapproval 32 0.4 

Mental/Emotional 
;t.~,~~ 

6 O.OS 

Total 7,411 100.01 

1Rounded. 

FIGURE 6 
REJECTION REASONS FOR OFFENDERS NOT 

MEETING SHOCK INCARCERATION REQUIREMENTS 

Rejection Reasons 

Prior Commitment -15.3% 

Sentence Length - 13.0% 

Nature of Offense -7.8% 

Medica11Mental - 0.5% 
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Percent of Offenders 
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SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM 

BETWEEN PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OCTOBER 31, 1991 
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PROFILE OF OFFENDERS WHO WERE ADMITIED 
TO THE SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM 

Between the inception of the Shock Incarceration Program in July 1990, and October 31, 
1991,723 offenders were admitted into the two shock units: the Thames Shock Incarceration 
Unit (TSIU) and the Women's Shock Incarceration Unit (WSIU). The women's unit began 
accepting offenders on July 24, 1990 and the men's unit began on October 1, 1990. 

TABLE 6, on page 34, shows the degree of utilization of the Thames Shock Incarceration 
Unit. This table indicates that there has been a decrease in the degree of utilization in the men's 
unit since the program converted .from shock probation to shock incarceration. Between 
January 1989, and September 1990, the average degree of utiliza tion of the men's shock probation 
unit was 90.3 percent. Since October 1990, when the program converted to the existing Shock 
Incarceration Program, the average daily population of the men's unit averaged 77.7 percent 
of capacity. If the low months of October 1990, a phase-in period for the new program, and 
March 1991, when there was a sudden increase in capacity due to the opening of 96 additional 
beds at the unit, are excluded from the calculation, then the average degree of utilization rises 
to 80.7 percent. A number of observations can be made regarding these figures: 

1. Doubling the capacity of the TSIU was a decision that wa,s initiated while the 
program was operating under the repealed legislation which had entirely 
different placement procedures and associated growth proj ections. Construc­
tion of these additional beds began before the changes were made in the 
program. The existing program, however, has been able to maintain a high 
degree of utilization under these circumstances. 

2. Earlier analyses indicated that while the previous program was experiencing 
growth potential, only a small percentage of the offenders who were being 
admitted to the program were true diversions from prison. As will be shown 
later, the current program is being used exclusively for prison diversions. 

3. In order to attain maximal capacity utilization, eligibility criteria may need to 
be changed to create a larger pool of eligible offenders. 

TABLE 7, on page 35, shows the degree of utilization of the Women's Shock Incarceration 
Unit (WSIU). This table indicates that there has been an increase in the degree of utilization 
in the women's unit since the program converted from shock probation to shock incarceration. 
Between January 1989, and June 1990, the average degree of utilization of the women's shock 
probation unit was 51.8 percent. Since July 1990, when the program converted to the existing 
Shock Incarceration Program, the average daily population of the women's unit averaged 61.7 
percent of capacity. The women's unit has never attained maximal capacity utilization, either 
under the previous program or the existing program. 
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Additional information regarding offenders who were admitted to the Shock Incarceration 
Program between program inception in July 1990, and October 31,1991, is presented on pages 
36 through 42. The following is a brief summary of this information: 

• Of the 723 offenders who were admitted to the program between program 
inception and Odober 31, 1991, over 87 percent (87.8%) were males and 12.2 
percent were females. Over 60 percent (63.3%) of all offenders admitted to the 
program were non-white males. About a fourth (24.5%) were white males. 
(See FIGURE 7 on Page 36.) 

• Of the 723 offenders who were admitted to the program, 477 successfully 
completed the program, 67 failed to complete the program, and 179 were still 
participating in the program on October 31, 1991. Excluding these 179 

, offenders, the successful completion rate is calculated to be 87.7 percent and 
the failure rate is 12.3 percent: (See TABLE 8 and FIGURE 8 on Page 37.) 

• The Success rate was highest among non-white females at 90.2 percent, and 
lowest among white females at 83.9 percent. White males had a higher failure 
rate (14.6%) than non-white males (11.4%). (See TABLE 9 and FIGURE 9 on 
Page 38.) 

• The average age, at the time of their admission to the SCDC, of the offenders 
who were admitted to the program was 20 years of age. Non-white females, 
at an average age of 22, were slightly older than white males, non-white males, 
or white females, each of which were 20 years of age, on average. Only one 
offender was found to be older than 25 at the time of her admission to the 
SCDC. This offender was age 26 years and 1 month at the time of her 
admission to the SCDC and, therefore, was not eligible for the program. 
TABLE 10 indicates that admission to the program drops sharply as the age of 
the offender increases. Only thirty-three (33) 25 year-olds (4.6%) were 
admitted to the program. This would seem to indicate that as the age of the 
offender increases, other factors disqualify him or her for consideration for 
placement into the program. As noted earlier, TABLE 5 on page 29 indicates 
that 62.5 percent (4,632 offenders) of those offenders screened for the program 
were rejected on the basis of age. These figures would seem to suggest that 
increasing the age criteria would increase the pool of eligible offenders only 
marginally. (See TABLE 10 and FIGURE 10 on Page 39.) 

• Nearly two-thirds (64.2%) of the offenders who were admitted to the program 
between program inception and October 31, 1991, had a Youthful Offender 
Act (YOA) sentence. A YOA sentence is an indeterminate sentence of from 1 
to 6 years. Males received this type of sentence much more frequently than 
did females. Over sixty-eight percent (68.6%) of the non-white males and 67.2 
percent of the white males received YOA sentences, while 47.4 percent of the 
white females and only 26.0 percent of the non-white females received this 
type of sentence. Ninety-four (94) or 13 percent of the 723 offenders who were 
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admitted to the program had received a sentence of 5 years or more. The 
average overall sentence, excluding YOA sentences, was 3 years and 6 months. 
The overall median sentence was 3 years. (See TABLE 11 and FIGURE 11 on 
Page 40.) 

• The most common offenses of offenders who were admitted to the program 
were drugs (30.8%), larceny (15.1%), and burglary (10.0%). Forty percent 
(40.0%) of the non-white males had drugs as their most serious offense and it 
was the most common offense among these offenders. The most common 
offenses among white males were larceny (24.9%), burglary (18.1%), and 
drugs (13.0%). The most common offense among females, both white and 
non-white, was fraud. (See TABLE 12 and FIGURE 12 on Page 41.) 

• Ten percent (10.0%) of the offenders admitted to the program were committed 
from the 5th Judicial Circuit. (See TABLE 13 and FIGURE 13 on Page 42.) 
(Appendix IV, on page 87, contains a listing of the counties that comprise each 
of the State's sixteen judicial circuits.) 

" 
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TABLE 6 
HIGH, LOW, AND AVERAGE :POPULATION OF THE 

THAMES SHOCK INCAR~ERATION UNIT 
JANUARY 1989 THROUGH OCTOBER 1991 

HIGH AS LOW AS AVG.AS 
%OF %OF %OF 

MONTHIYEAR CAPACITY HIGH CAPACITY LOW CAPACITY AVG. CAP. 

JAN'89 96 89 92.7 61 63.5 83 86.4 
FEB '89 96 96 100.0 62 64.5 89 92.7 
MAR '89 96 94 97.9 58 60.4 85 88.5 
APR '89 96 91 94.7 81 84.3 84 87.5 
MAY '89 96 92 95.8 82 85.4 87 90.6 
JUN'89 96 98 102.0 63 65.6 90 93.7 
JUL '89 96 94 97.9 85 88.5 87 90.6 
AUG '89 96 91 94.7 57 59.3 79 82.2 
SEP '89 96 88 91.6 52 54.1 79 82.2 
ocr '89 96 98 102.0 59 61.4 91 94.7 
NOV/89 96 96 100.0 63 65.6 89 92.7 
DEC '89 96 103 107.2 63 65.6 95 98.9 
JAN '90 96 103 107.2 64 66.6 96 100.0 
FEB '90 96 100 104.1 71 73.9 95 98.9 
MAR '90 96 97 101.0 61 63.5 91 94.7 
APR '90 96 94 97.9 56 58.3 90 93.7 
MAY '90 96 96 100.0 64 66.6 92 95.8 
JUN /90 96 9'7 101.0 63 65.6 94 97.9 
JUL '90 96 97 101.0 86 89.5 88 91.6 
AUG '90 96 86 89.5 75 78.1 79 82.2 
SEP '90 96 75 78.1 35 36.4 59 61.4 

ocr '90 96 68 70.8 35 36.4 66 68.7 
NOV '90 96 78 81.2 45 46.8 72 75.0 
DEC '90 96 84 87.5 48 SO.O 78 81.2 
JAN '91 96 75 78.1 46 47.9 68 70.8 
FEB '91 96 80 83.3 48 SO.O 77 80.2 
MAR '91 192 124 64.5 60 31.2 103 53.6 
APR '91 192 166 86.4 91 47.4 126 65.6 
MAY '91 192 179 93.2 118 61.4 159 82.8 
JUN /91 192 185 96.3 149 77.6 178 92.7 
JUL '91 192 104 95.8 151 78.6 177 92.1 
AUG '91 192 184 95.8 149 77.6 167 86.9 
SEP '91 192 158 82.2 122 63.5 151 78.6 
ocr '91 192 170 88.5 130 67.7 157 81.7 

AVG. BEFORE OcrOBER 1990 97.9 67.5 90.3 
AVG. OF OcrOBER 1990 AND AFfER 84.9 56.6 77.7 
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TABLE 7 
HIGH, LOW, AND AVERAGE POPULATION OF THE 

WOMEN'S SHOCK INCARCERATION UNIT 
JANUARY 1989 THROUGH OCTOBER 1991 

HIGH AS LOW AS AVG.AS 
%OF %OF %OF 

MONTIIIYEAR CAPACITY HIGH CAPACITY LOW CAPACITY AVG. CAP. 

JAN'89 24 12 50.0 7 29.1 9 37.5 
FEB '89 24 17 70.8 11 45.8 15 62.5 
MAR '89 24 18 75.0 15 62.5 17 70.8 
APR '89 24 18 75.0 5 20.8 16 66.6 
MAY '89 24 15 62.S 12 SO.O 13 54.1 
JUN'89 24 12 50.0 8 33.3 9 37.5 
JUL '89 24 11 45.8 8 33.3 10 41.6 
AUG '89 24 13 54.1 7 29.1 11 45.8 
SEP '89 24 10 41.6 7 29.1 9 37.S 
ocr '89 24 11 45.8 7 29.1 10 41.6 
NOV '89 24 11 45.8 6 25.0 9 37.5 
DEC '89 24 12 50.0 9 37.5 10 41.6 
JAN '90 24 13 54.1 8 33.3 10 41.6 
FEB '90 24 17 70.8 12 SO.O 14 58.3 
MAR '90 24 18 75.0 14 58.3 16 66.6 
APR '90 24 18 75.0 15 62.5 17 70.8 

I 
MAY '90 24 17 70.8 13 \ 54.1 15 62.5 
JUN '90 24 16 66.6 13 54.1 14 58.3 
JUL '90 24 14 58.3 11 45.8 12 SO.O 

AUG '90 24 14 58.3 11 45.8 12 SO.O 
SEP '90 24 19 79.1 12 SO.O 16 66.6 
ocr '90 24 20 83.3 16 66.6 19 79.1 
NOV'90 24 19 79.1 14 58.3 16 66.6 
DEC '90 24 19 79.1 11 45.8 13 54.1 
JAN '91 24 14 58.3 9 37.5 12 SO.O 
FEB '91 24 12 50.0 7 29.1 10 41.6 
MAR '91 24 19 79.1 7 29.1 14 58.3 
APR '91 24 20 83.3 12 SO.O IS 62.S 
MAY '91 24 18 75.0 13 54.1 16 66.6 
JUN'91 24 18 75.0 11 45.8 15 62.S 
JUL '91 24 20 83.3 1S 62.S 17 70.8 
AUG '91 24 21 87.5 17 70.8 19 79.1 
SEP '91 24 19 79.1 15 62.5 17 70.8 
ocr '91 24 16 66.6 12 SO.O 14 58.3 

AVG. BEFORE JULY 1990 59.9 40.9 51.8 
AVG. OF JULY 1990 AND AFfER 73.4 50.2 61.7 
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FIGURE 7 
RACE AND SEX 

OF OFFENDERS WHO WERE ADMITIED TO THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OCTOBER 31, 1991 

Non-White Male 
63.3% 
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White Male 
24.5% 

Non-White Female 
6.9% 

White Female 
5.3% 
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TABLES 
COMPLETION STATUS OF OFFENDERS 

WHO WERE ADMITTED TO THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OcrOBER 31, 1991 

RACE AND SEX SUCCESS FAILED ACfIVE 
it % # % # 

WHITE MALE 117 24.5 20 29.9 40 

NON-WHITE MALE 297 62.3 38 56.7 123 

WHITE FEMALE 26 5.5 5 7.5 7 

NON-WHITE FEMALE 37 7.8 4 6.0 9 

TOTAL 

lRounded. 

477 100.01 67 100.0t 179 

FIGURES 
SUCCESS AND FAILURE RATE OF OFFENDERS 

WHO WERE ADMITTED TO THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCF.PTION AND OCTOBER 31, 1991 

Success 
87.7% 

Failure 
12.3% 

% 

22.3 

68.7 

3.9 

5.0 

100.01 

TOTAL 
# % 

177 24.5 

458 63.3 

38 5.3 

50 6.9 

723 100.0 
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PROGRAM 
OUTCOME 

SUCCESS 

FAILURE 

ACTIVE 

TOTAl. 

lRounded. 

Suocess 
85.4% 

Success 
90.2% 

TABLE 9 . 
COMPLETION STATUS BY RACE AND SEX 

OF OFFENDERS WHO WERE ADMITIED TO THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OCTOBER 31, 1991 

WHITE NON-WHITE ' WHITE NON-WHITE 
MALE MALE FEMALE FEMALE TOTAL 

:# 

117 

20 

40 

177 

% :# % :# % :# % 

66.1 297 64.8 26 68.4 37 74.0 

11.3 38 8.3 5 13.2 4 8.0 

22.6 123 26.9 7 18.4 9 18.0 

100.0 458 100.0 38 100.() 50 100.0 

FIGURE 9 
SUCCESS AND FAILURE RATES BY RACE AND SEX 

OF OFFENDERS WHO WERE ADMITIED TO THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OcrOBER 31, 1991 

:# 

477 

67 

179 

723 

WHITE 
MALE 

NON-WHITE 
MALE 

NON-WHITE 
FEMALE 

Failure 
14.6% 

Failure 
9.8% 

Success 
88.6% 

Success 
83.9% 

WHITE 
FEMALE 

% 

66.0 

9.3 

24.8 

100.0t 

Failure 
11.4% 

FaAure 
16.1 % 
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AGE 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
:!4 
25 
26 

TOTAL 

AVG.AGE 

lRounded. 

Age 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

TABLE 10 
AGE AT TIME OF ADlVfiSSION TO senc OF 

OFFENDERS WHO WERE ADMI'ITED TO THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OCTOBER 31, 1991 

WHITE NON-WHITE WHITE NON-WHITE 
MALE MALE FEMALE FEMALE 

# 

22 
29 
40 
17 
23 
11 
15 
12 
8 
0 

177 

20 

% # % # % # % 

12.4 63 13.8 6 15.8 2 4.0 
16.4 71 15.5 6 15.8 3 6.0 
22.6 74 16.2 5 13.2 6 12.0 
9.6 74 16.2 2 5.3 3 6.0 
13.0 50 10.9 6 15.8 10 20.0 
6.2 43 9.4 3 7.9 3 6.0 
8.5 38 8.3 7 18.4 6 12.0 
6.8 28 6.1 1 2.6 10 20.0 
4.5 17 3.7 1 2.6 7 14.0 
0.0 0 0.0 1 2.6' 0 0.0 

100.0 458 100.0 38 100.C 50 100.0 

20 20 22 

FIGURE 10 
AGE AT TIME OF ADMISSION TO SCDC OF 

OFFENDERS WHO WERE ADMITTED TO THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OCTOBER 31, 1991 

26 -II 

TOTAL 
# % 

93 12.9 
109 15.1 
125 17.3 
96 13.3 
89 12.3 
60 8.3 
66 9.1 
51 7.0 
33 4.6 
1 0.1 

723 100.0 

20 

o 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85 
Number of Offenders 

l1li White ~ Non-White 

I 
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SENTENCE 
LENGTH 

YOA 
<1 YEAR 
1 YEAR 
1.1-2YRS. 
2.1-3 YRS. 
3.1-4 YRS. 
4.1-SYRS. 

OVER5YRS. 

TOTAL 

AVERAGE 

MEDIAN 

1Rounded. 

TABLE1l'. 
SENTENCE LENGTH DISTRmUTION OF 

OFFENDERS WHO WERE A.DMITTED TO THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OcrOBER 31, 1991 

WHITE INON-WHITE WHITE NON-WHITE 
MALE MALE FEMALE FEMALE 

:It % :It % :It % '# % 

119 67.2 314 68.6 18 47.4 13 26.0 
1 0.6 1 0.2 0 0.0 3 6.0 
6 3.4 23 5.0 4 10.5 11 22.0 
9 5.1 31 6.8 4 10.5 7 14.0 
11 6.2 22 4.8 5 13.2 7 14.0 
4 2.2 15 3.3 1 2.6 0 0.0 
16 9.0 27 5.9 4: 10.5 6 12.0 
11 6.2 25 5.4 2 5.3 3 6.0 

177 100.01 458 100.0 38 100.0 SO 100.0 

3YRS.l0MOS 3YRS. 8 MOS. 3YRS. 1 MO. 2YRS. 8 MOS. 

4 YEARS 3 YEARS 3 YEARS 1 YR. 6 MOS. 

FIGURE 11 
SENTENCE LENGTH DIsTRmunoN OF 

OFFENDERS WHO WERE ADMITTED TO THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OcrOBER 31, 1991 

Sentence Length 

Over 5 Yrs. 

4.1 - 5 Yrs. 

f3.1 - 4 Yrs. 

2.1-3Yrs. 

1.1 - 2 Yrs. 

1 Year 

<1 Year 

YOA 

o 50 100 150 200 250 
Number of Offenders 

.. White ~ Non-White 

TOTAL 
# % 

464 64.2 
5 0.1 
44 6.1 
51 7.0 
45 6.2 
20 2.a 
53 7.3 
41 5.7 

723 100.0 

3YRS.6MOS. 

3 YEARS 

300 350 
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OFFENSE 

ROBBERY 
ASSAULT 
BURGLARY 
LARCENY 
STOLENVEH. 
FORGERY 
FRAUD 
STOLEN PROP. 
DRUGS 
DAMG.PROP. 
OBSTR. POLICE 
WEAPON OFF. 
HABITUAL OFF. 
OTHERS 

TOTAL 

tRounded. 

· 
TABLE 12 

MOST SERIOU~ OFFENSE OF 
OFFENDERS WHO WERE ADMI'ITED TO THE 
SHOCKINCARCERATIONPROG~BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OCTOBER 31, 1991 

WHITE NON-WHITE WHITE NON-WHITE 
MALE MALE FEMALE FEMALE 

# 

4 
7 
32 
44 
20 
4 
4 
8 
23 
8 
3 
2 
11 
7 

177 

% # % # % # % 

2.3 19 4.1 2 5.3 1 2.0 
4.0 32 7.0 1 2.6 5 10.0 
18.1 33 7.2 5 13.2 2 4.0 
24.9 54 11.8 3 7.9 8 16.0 
11.3 41 9.0 1 2.6 0 0.0 
2.3 11 2.4 6 15.8 6 12.0 
2.3 4 0.9 8 21.1 8 16.0 
4.5 16 3.5 0 0.0 2 4.0 
13.0 183 40.0 6 15.8 11 22.0 
4.5 8 1.7 0 0.0 2 4.0 
1.7 11 2.4 3 7.9 0 0.0 
1.1 18 3.9 0 0.0 1 2.0 
6.2 13 2.8 1 2.6, 1 2.0 
4.0 15 3.3 2 5.3 3 6.0 

100.0 458 100.0 38 100.0 SO 100.0 

FIGURE 12 
MOST SERIOUS OFFENSE OF 

OFFENDERS WHO WERE ADMITTED TO THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OcrOBER 31, 1991 

Offense 

Assault 

Burglary J;;;;; 
Larceny •••• ~~ 

Stolen Veh. """'''''''''h-r;'''''''''';' 

TOTAL 
# % 

26 3.6 
45 6.2 
72 10.0 
109 15.1 
62 8.6 
27 3.7 
24 3.3 
26 3.6 
223 30.8 
18 2.5 
17 2.4 
21 2.9 
26 3.6 
27 3.7 

723 l00.0t 

o 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 
Number of Offenders 

_ White ~ Non-White 

, 
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JUDICIAL 
CIRCUIT 

ONE 

~ TWO 
THREE 
FOUR 
FIVE 
SIX 
SEVEN 
EIGHT 
NINE 
TEN 
ELEVEN 
TWELVE 
THIRTEEN 
FOURTEEN 
FIFTEEN 
SIXTEEN 

TOTAL 

lRounded. 

TABLE 13 
COMMITTING JUDIOAL CIRCUIT OF 

OFFENDERS WHO WERE ADMITIED TO THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OcrOBER 31, 1991 

WHITE !N'ON-WHITE - WHITE NON-WHITE 
MALE MALE FEMALE FEMALE 

# % # % # % # % 
'" 

9 5.1 25 5.5 1 2.6 2 4.0 
6 3.4 14 3.1 0 0.0 2 4.0 
9 5.1 37 8.1 4 10.5 5 10.0 
13 7.3 30 6.6 3 7.9 2 4.0 
9 5.1 58 12.7 2 5.3 3 6.0 
6 3.4 18 3.9 0 0.0 2 4.0 
13 1.3 19 4.1 4 10.5 4 8.0 
9 5.1 38 8.3 6 15.8 9 18.0 
20 11.3 50 10,9 0 0.0 0 0.0 
14 7.9 3 0.1 3 7.9 1 2.0 
12 6.8 21 4.6 2 5.3 3 6.0 
6 3.4 33 7.2 2 5.3 4 8.0 
14 7.9 31 6.8 3 7.9 5 10.0 
8 4.5 39 8.5 3 7.9 3 6.0 
22 12.4 27 5.9 2 5.3 4 8.0 
7 4.0 15 3.3 3 7.9 1 2.0 

177 100.0 458 100.01 38 100.01 50 100.0 

FIGURE 13 
COMMITTING JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF 

OFFENDERS WHO WERE ADMITIED TO THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OcrOBER 31, 1991 

TOTAL 
# % 

37 5.1 
22 3.0 
55 7.6 
48 6.6 
'72 10.0 
26 3.6 
40 5.5 
62 8.6 
70 9.7 
21 2.9 
38 5.3 
45 6.2 
53 7.3 
53 7.3 
55 7.6 
26 3.6 

723 100.01 

Judicial Circuit 1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 ~: 11BMllWJ 12 
13 
14 
15 
16 ! 

I I I I 

o 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 
Number of Offenders 

IR!IWhite ~ Non-White 
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VI. CURRENT PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS 

OFFENDERS WHO WERE ACTIVE IN THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM 

ON OCTOBER 31, 1991 

Evaluation of the Shock Incarceration Program 43 State Reorganization Commission (SRO 



I 
I 
t 

I 
I 
I 
~; 

I 
I 
Ii 

I
, 
, 

PROFILE OF OFFENDERS WHO WERE ACTIVE IN 
THE PROGRAM ON OcrOBER 31,1991 

A profile of offenders who were participating in the Shock Incarceration Program on 
October 31, 1991, is presented on pages 45 through 49. October 31, 1991, was chosen as a cut­
off date for the evaluation. There is no other significat\ce to this date. On this date, 179 offenders 
were participating in the Shock Incarceration Program. An examination of this particular 
cohort is important in that it gives the reader :m idea of the characteristics of the program 
participants on any given day. 

The following is a summary of this section: 

• Of the 179 offenders who were active in the program on Odober 31, 1991, over 
91 percent (91.1 %) were males and 8.9 percent were females. There were over 
three times as many non-white males as there were white males in the program 
on this date. In the Women's Shock Incarceration Unit (WSIU), which has a 
capacity of 24, there were 16 i:emale offenders participating in the program 8 

- 7 white females and 9 non-white females. (See FIGURE 14 on Page 45.) 

• The average age at the time of admission to the SCDC of all of the offenders 
who were active in the program on Odober 31, 1991, was 22 years of age. The 
average age of males, at 21, was slightly lower than the average age of the 
females, at 22. (See TABLE 14 and FIGURE 15 on Page 46.) 

• Almost 70 percent (68.2%) of the offenders who were active in the program on 
October 31, 1991, had a Youthful Offender Act (YOA) sentence. A YOA 
sentence is an indeterminate sentence of from 1 to 6 years. Six of the seven 
white females had a YOA sentence; while only 2 of the 9 non-white female 
offenders had a YOA sentence. A higher percentage of white males (72.5%) 
than non-white males (69.1%)hadaYOAsentence. Excludingthosewiththe 
YOA sentence, the average overall sentenc.] received by these offenders was 
3 years and 8 months. The overall median sentence was 3 years. (See TABLE 
15 and FIGURE 16 on Page 17.) 

• Th1t most common offense among this group of offenders was drugs. A third 
of the offenders in the program on October 31, 1991, were convicted of drugs 
as their most serious offense. Of the 60 drug offenders in the program on this 
date, 53 were non-white males, 4 were white males, 2 were white females, and 
1 was a non-white female. The most common offense among white males was 
larceny (30.0%) followed by burglary (17.5%). (See TABLE 16 and FIGURE 17 
on Page 48.) 

• The most common committing judicial circuits were the 9th (11.2%), 5th 
(10.6%), and 14th (9.5%). (See TABLE 17 and FIGURE 18 on Page 49.) 
(Appendix IV, on page 87, contains a listing of the counties that comprise each 
of the State's sixteen judicial circuits.) 
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Non-White Male 
68.7% 

FIGURE 14 
RACE AND SEX 

OF OFFENDERS WHO WERE ACTIVE IN THE 
PROGRAM ON OCTOBER 31, 1991 

White Male 
22.4% 

Non-White Female 
5°1c 

White Fema\e 
3.9% 
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AGE 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

TOTAL 

AVG.AGE 

1Rounded. 

Age 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 -t 

.. 
TABLE 14 

AGE AT TIME OF ADMISSION TO SCDe OF 
OFFENDERS WHO WERE AcnVE IN THE 

PROGRAM ON OcrOBER 31, 1991 

WHITE iNON-WHITE WHITE NON-WHITE 
MALE MALE FEMALE FEMALE 

#' 

6 
4 
8 
7 
7 
2 
2 
1 
3 
0 

40 

21 

~ 

~ .. 
• 

% #' % #' % #' % 

15.0 23 18.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 
10.0 20 16.3 2 28.6 0 0.0 
20.0 15 12.2 2 28.6 1 11.1 
17.5 18 14.6 1 14,.3 0 0.0 
17.5 13 10.6 1 14.3 2 22.2 
5.0 16 13.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
5.0 5 4.1 0 0.0 2 22.2 
2.5 7 5.7 0 0.0 3 33.3 
7.5 6 4.9 0 0.0 1 11.1 
0.0 0 0.0 1 14.3 0 0.0 

100.0 123 100.0 7 100.0' 9 100.0 

21 22 22 

FIGURE 15 
AGE AT TIME OF ADMISSION TO sene OF 

OFfENDERS WHO WERE ACTIVE IN THE 
PROGRAM ON OcrOBER 31, 1991 

'///~ 

TOTAL 
#' % 

29 16.2 
26 14.5 
26 14.5 
26 14.5 
23 12.8 
18 10.1 
9 5.0 
11 6.1 
10 5.6 
1 0.6 

179 100.01 

22 

0 5 10 15 20 25 
NUmber of Offenders 

_ White ~ Non-White 
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SENTENCE 
LENGTH 

YOA 
<1 YEAR 
1 YEAR 
1.1-2YRS. 
2.1-3 YRS. 
3.1-4 YRS. 
4.1-5YRS. 

OVER5YRS. 

TOTAL 

AVERAGE 

MEDIAN 

1Rounded. 

TABLE 15 
SENTENCE LENGTH DISTRIBUTION OF 

OFFENDERS WHO WERE AcrIVE IN THE 
PROGRAM ON OcrOBER 31,1991 

WHITE NON-WHITE . WHITE NON-WHITE 
MALE MALE FEMALE FEMALE 

# % # % -# % # % 

29 72.5 85 69.1 6 85.7 2 22.2 
-1 2.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
1 2.5 7 5.7 1 14.3 1 11.1 
2 5.0 8 6.5 0 0.0 2 22.2 
2 5.0 4 3.3 0 0.0 1 11.1 
1 2.5 5 4.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
2 5.0 6 4.8 0 0.0 2 22.2 
2 5.0 8 6.5 0 0.0 1 11.1 

40 100.0 123 100.0 7 100.0 9 100.01 

3YRS.7MOS. 3YRS.9MOS. 1 YEAR 3YRS.9MOS. 

3 YEARS 3YRS.6MOS. 1 YEAR 3 YEARS 

FIGURE 16 
SENTENCE LENGTH DISTRIBUTION OF 

OFFENDERS WHO WERE ACTIVE IN THE 
PROGRAM ON OcrOBER 31, 1991 

TOTAL 
# % 

122 68.2 
1 0.6 
10 5.6 
12 6.7 
7 3.9 
6 3.4 
10 5.6 
11 6.1 

119 100.01 

3YRS.SMOS. 

3 YEARS 

Sentence Length 
'" 

Over 5 Years 

4.1 - 5 Yrs. 

3.1 - 4 Yrs. 

2.1-3Yrs. 

1.1 - 2 Yrs. 

1 Year 

<1 Year 

YOA 

o 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85 90 
Number of Offenders 

BIll White ~ Non-White 
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TABLE 16 
MOST SERIOUS OFFENSE OF 

OFFENDERS WHO WERE ACI1VE IN THE 
PROGRAM ON oerOBER 31, 1991 

WHITE NON-WHITE WHITE NON .. WHITE 
OFFENSE MALE MALE FEMALE FEMALE 

# 

ROBBERY 2 
ASSAULT 3 
BURGLARY 7 
LARCENY 12 
STOLENVEH. 3 
FORGERY 1 
STOLEN PROP. 3 
DRUGS 4 
HABITUAL OFF. 1 
OTHERS 4 

TOTAL 40 

tRounded. 

Offense 

% # % # % :It 

5.3 2 1.6 0 0.0 1 
7.5 9 7.3 1 14.3 1 
17.5 4 3.3 0 0.0 0 
30.0 9 7.3 0 0.0 3 
7.5 15 12.2 1 14.3 0 
2.5 4. 3.3 1 14.3 1 
7.5 7 5.7 0 0.0 0 
10.0 53 43.1 2 28.6 1 
2.5 6 4.9 1 14.3 0 
10.0 14 11.4 1 14.3 2 

100.0 123 100.01 7 100.pt 9 
v .. 

FIGURE 11 
MOST SERIOUS OFFENSE OF 

OFFENDERS WHO WERE AcrIVE IN THE 
PROGRAM ON oerOBER 31, 1991 

Assault ~~'777""; 

Burglary 

I.arceny 

Stolen Yah. 

Drugs 

All Others 

% 

11.1 
11.1 
0.0 
33.3 
0.0 
11.1 
0.0 
11.1 
0.0 
22.2 

l00.0t 

TOTAL 
# % 

5 2.8 
14 7.8 
11 6.1 
24 13.4 
19 10.6 
7 3.9 
10 5.6 
60 33.5 
8 4.5 
21 11.7 

179 100.0 

o 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 
Number of Offenders 

III Wh~e ~ Non-Wh~e 
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JUDICIAL 
CIRCUIT 

ONE 
TWO 
THREE 
FOUR 
FIVE 
SIX 
SEVEN 
EIGHT 
NINE 
TEN 
ELEVEN 
TWELVE 
THIRTEEN 
FOURTEEN 
FIFl'EEN 
SIXTEEN 

TOTAL 

lRounded. 

TABLEt7 
COMMITTING JUDICIAL ORCUIT OF 

OFFENDERS WHO WERE ACI'IVE IN THE 
PROGRAM ON OCTOBER 31,1991 

WHITE INON-WHITE WHITE NON-WHITE 
MALE MALE FEMALE FEMALE 

# 

0 
2 
4 
3 
3 
1 
1 
6 
5 
3 
1 
1 
2 
0 
5 
3 

40 

% # % # % It 

0.0 5 4.1 1 14.3 0 
5.0 4 3.3 0 0.0 1 
10.0 " 3.3 0 0.0 0 
7.5 8 6.5 1 14.3 0 
7.5 14 11.4 2 28.6 0 
2.S 5 4.1 0 0.0 0 
2.5 6 4.9 0 0.0 1 
15.0 5 4.1 0 0.0 3 
12.5 15 12.2 0 0.0 0 
7.5 1 0.8 0 0.0 0 
2.5 6 4.9 1 14.3 0 
2.5 11 8.9 0 0.0 2 
5.0 10 8.1 1 14.3 1 
0.0 15 12.2 1 14.3 1 
12.5 8 6.5 0 0.0 0 
7.5 6 4.9 0 0.0 0 

100.0 123 100.01 7 100.0 9 

FIGURE 18 
COMMITfING JUDIOAL ORCUIT OF 

OFFENDERS WHO WERE ACTIVE IN THE 
PROGRAM ON OCTOBER 31, 1991 

% 

0.0 
11.1 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
11.1 
33.3 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
22.2 
11.1 
11.1 
0.0 
0.0 

100.01 

TOTAL 
# % 

6 3.4 
7 3.9 
8 4.5 
12 6.7 
19 10.6 
6 3.4 
8 4.S 
14 7.8 
20 11.2 
4 2.2 
8 4.5 
14 7.8 
14 7.8 
17 9.S 
13 7.3 
9 5.0 

179 100.01 

Judicial Circuit 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 .-.._ 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

11 .= -i UIfttHill 12 -
13 
14 
15 
16 

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 a 9 10 11 12 13 14 Hi 16 17 
Numoor of Offenders 

_ White ~ Non-White 
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VII. PROGRAM FAILURES 

OFFENDERS WHO FAILED TO COMPLETE THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM 

~ BETWEEN PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OCTOBER 31, 1991 
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PROFILE OF OFFENDERS WHO FAILED TO COMPLETE 
THE SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM 

A "failure" is broadly defined as an offender who was admitted to the Shock Incarceration 
Program but was terminated from the program for any reason, including medical. That is, a 
failure is an offender who did not successfully complete the program. The program's "failure 
rate" is defined as the proportion of all offenders who were released from the program who 
did not successfully complete the program. Offenders who were actively participating in the 
program on October 31, 1991, were excluded from the calculation of this rate. During the 
evaluation period, from program inception in July 1990, through October 31, 1991, 723 
offenders were admitted to the program, 67 offenders failed to complete the program, 179 
offenders were still participating in the program on October 31, 1991, and 477 offenders 
successfully completed the program. Exchlding the 179 offenders participating in the 
program on October 31, 1991, a total of 54.4 offenders had been released from the program. 
The failure rate of the program, therefore, is calculated to be 12.3 percent. 

A profile of offenders who failed to complete the Shock Incarceration Program between 
program inception and October 31, 1991, is presented on the following pages (pages 53 through 
59). 

The following is a brief summary of this sectiot:l: 

• Of the 67 offenders who did not complete the program between program 
inception and October 31,1991, over 86 percent (86.5%) were removed as a 
result of disciplinary action or because of an escape. Using these figures, a 
more narrowly-defined failure rate can be calculated to be 10.7 percent. (See 
TABLE 18 and FIGURE 19 on Page 53.) 

• Of the 67 offenders '.Jho did not complete the program, 56.7 percent were non­
white males, 29.8 percent were white males, 6 percent were non-white 
females, and 7.5 percent were white females. (See FIGURE 20 on Page 54.) 

• The average age at the time of admission to the SCDC of the offenders who 
failed to complete the program was 20. The average age of non-white males 
was 19, while the average age of non-white females was 23. The average age 
of white males and white females was 20 and 21, respectively. (See TABLE 19 
and FIGURE 21 on Page 55.) 

e Over 71 percent (71.6%) of the offenders who failed to complete the program 
had received a Youthful Offender Act (YOA) sentence. A YOA sentence is an 
indeterminate sentence of from 1 to 6 years. Over 80 percent (81.5%) of the non­
white males had received this type of sentence. Only 1.5 percent of these 
offenders had received a sentence of over 5 years. Excluding those with the 
YOA sentence, the average overall sentence received by these offenders was 
3 years and 4 months. The median sentence was 2 years and 10 months. (See 
TABLE 20 and FIGURE 22 on Page 56.) 
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• The most common offenses of offenders who failed to complete the program 
were larceny (23.9%), drugs (17.9%), and stolen vehicle (17.9%). (See TABLE 
21 and FIGURE 23 on Page 57.) .. 

• Over 16 percent (16.4%) of the offenders who failed to complete the program 
were from the 8th Judicial Circuit. Almost 12 percent (11.9%) of these 
offenders were from the 1st}udicialCircuit. (See TABLE 22 and FIGURE 24 
on Page 58.) (Appendix IV, on page 87, contains a listing of the counties that 
comprise each of the State's sixteen judicial circuits.) 

• The average number of days in the program before being removed was almos~ 
36 days (35.9 days). Non-white males stayed in the program the longest, at 43.8 
days on average, before removal. Non-white females were in the program the 
shortest period of time at 14.5 days, on average. In general, males stayed in the 
program much longer, on average, than did females before being removed. 
The median number of days in the program, for all program failures, was 26 
days. (See TABLE 23 and FIGURE 25 on Page 59.) 
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TABLE 18 
REMOVAL REASONS FOR OFFENDERS WHO 

FAILED TO COMPLETE THE PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OcrOBER 31, 1991 

Removal Reasons: Number Percent 

Disciplinary - Nonviolent 47 70.1 

Disciplinary -- Violent 7 10.4 

Escape 4 6.0 

Medical 6 9.0 

Mental/Emotional 2 3.0 

Other 1 1.5 

Total 67 100.0 

FIGURE 19 
REMOVAL REASONS FOR OFFENDERS WHO 

FAILED TO COMPLETE THE PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OcrOBER 31, 1991 

, 

DiBdplinary - Nonviolent 

DiBdplinary - Violent 

Medical 

Escape 

~~~ 1.5% MentallEmotional 

9% Other 

10.4% 
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FIGURE 20 
RACE AND SEX 

OF OFFENDERS WHO FAILED TO COMPLETE THE PROGRAM 
BETWEEN PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OCTOBER 31, 1991 

Non-White Male 
56.7% 
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White Male 
29.8% 

Non-White Female 
6% 

White Female 
7.5% 
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TABLE 19 
AGE AT TIME OF ADMISSION TO SCDe OF 

OFFENDERS WHO FAILED TO COMPLETE THE PROGRAM 
BETWEEN PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OCTOBER 31,1991 

AGE 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

TOTAL 

AVG.AGE 

lRounded. 

Age 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

WHITE NON-WHITE WHITE NON-WHITE 
MALE MALE FEMALE FEMALE 

# % # % # % ## % 

3 15.0 8 21.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
3 15.0 9 23.7 1 20.0 0 0.0 
6 30.0 4 10.5 1 20.0 0 0.0 
0 0.0 9 23.7 0 .0.0 0 0.0 
3 15.0 2 5.3 1 20.0 2 50.0 
2 10.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
2 10.0 3 7.9 1 20.0 0 0.0 
1 5.0 1 2.6 0 0.0 2 50.0 
0 0.0 2 5.3 1 20.0 0 0.0 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

20 100.0 38 100.01 5 100.0 4. 100.0 

20 19 21 23 

FIGURE 21 
AGE AT TIME OF ADMISSION TO SCDe OF 

OFFENDERS WHO FAILED TO COMPLETE THE PROGRAM 
BETWEEN PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OCTOBER 31, 1991 

'/LL 

'LL. '//. 'L,////.'//. 

26 -j ! 
I 

0 2 3 4 5 6 7 • 8 
Number of Offenders 

_ White ~ Non-White 

-

TOTAL 
# % 

11 16.4 
13 19.4 
11 16.4 
9 13.4 
8 11.9 
2 3.0 
6 9.0 
4 6.0 
3 4.5 
0 0.0 

67 100.0 

20 

9 10 
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SENTENCE 
LENGm 

YOA 
<1 YEAR 
1 YEAR 
1.1-2YRS. 
2.1-3 YRS. 
3.1-4 YRS. 
4.1-SYRS. 

OVERSYRS. 

TOTAL 

AVERAGE 

MEDIAN 

lRounded. 

TABLE 20 
SENTENCE LENGTH DISTRmUTION OF 

OFFENDERS WHO FAILED TO COMPLETE THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OcrOBER 31, 1991 

WHITE NON-WHITE, WHITE NON·WHITE 
MALE MALE FEMALE FEMALE 

# % # % # % if % 

14 70.0 31 81.5 3 60.0 0 0.0 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
0 0.0 1 2.6 0 0.0 1 25.0 
3 15.0 1 2.6 0 0.0 1 25.0 
1 5.0 3 7.8 1 20.0 1 25.0 
0 0.0 1 2.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 
2 10.0 1 2.6 1 20.0 0 0.0 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 25.0 

20 100.0 38 100.01 5 100.0 4 100.0 

3 YEARS 2 YRS. 11 MOS. 4 YEARS 4YRS.3MOS. 

2YRS.SMOS. 3 YEARS 4 YEARS 2YRS.6MOS. 

FIGURE 22 
SENTENCE LENGTH DISTRmUTION OF 

OFFENDERS WHO FAILED TO COMPLETE THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OcrOB~ 31, 1991 

Sentence Length 

Over 5 Years 

4.1 ·5 Yrs. 

3.1 ·4 Yrs. 

2.1 ·3 Yrs. 

1.1·2Yrs. 

1 Year 

<1 Year 

YOA 

o 5 10 15 20 25 
Number of Offenders 

_ White ~ Non-White 

TOTAL 
# % 

48 71.6 
0 0.0 
2 3.0 
5 7.5 
6 9.0 
1 1.5 
4 6.0 
1 1.5 

67 l00.0t 

3 YRS. 4 MOS. 

2 YRS. 10 MOS. 

30 35 
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TABLE 21 

MOST SERIOl)'S OFFENSE OF 
OFFENDERS WHO FAILED TO COMPLETE THE PROGRAM 
BETWEEN PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OCTOBER 31, 1991 

WHITE NON-WHITE WHITE NON-WHITE 
OFFENSE MALE MALE FEMALE FEMALE 

# '% # % # % # % 

ROBBERY 0 0.0 3 7.9 1 20.0 0 0.0 
ASSAULT '0 0.0 3 7.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 
BURGLARY 5 25.0 2 5.3 2 40.0 0 0.0 
LARCENY 4 20.0 11 28.9 0 0.0 1 25.0 
STOLENVEH. 4 20.0 8 21.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
FRAUD 3 15.0 1 2.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 
DRUGS 2 10.0 7 18.4 1 20.0 2 SO.O 
OTHERS 2 10.0 3 7.9 1 20.0 1 25.0 

TOTAL 20 100.( 38 100.0 5 100.( 4 100.0 

Offense 

Robbery 

Assault 

Burglary 

Larceny 

Stolen Veh. 

Fraud 

Drugs 

All Others 

FIGURE 23 
MOST SERIOUS OFFENSE OF 

OFFENDERS WHO FAILED TO COMPLETE THE PROGRAM 
BETWEEN PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OCTOBER 31, 1991 

~ 
'////JI 

'/ '/ '/ 

'///////, 

'///////////////////, 'LLL. 

'/////////////// 

~ 

'//////////////////, AI 

'/ '/////////LAi 

I I I I 

! 

I 
I 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 
Number of Offenders 

III White ~ Non-White 

TOTAL 
# % 

4 6.0 
3 4.5 
9 13.4 
16 23.9 
12 17.9 
4 6.0 
12 17.9 
7 10.4 

67 100.0 

14 
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JUDICIAL 
CIRCUIT 

ONE 
TWO 
THREE 
FOUR 
FIVE 
SIX 
SEVEN 
EIGHT 
NINE 
TEN 
ELEVEN 
TWELVE 
THIRTEEN 
FOURTEEN 
FIFTEEN 
SIXTEEN 

TOTAL 

lRounded. 

TABLE 22 . 
COMMI'ITING JUDIOAL CIRCUIT OF 

OFFENDERS WHO FAILED TO COMPLETE THE PROGRAM 
BETWEEN PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OCTOBER 31,1991 

WHITE NON-WHITE WHITE NON-WHITE 
MALE MALE. FEMALE FEMALE 

# % # % # % # % 

3 15.0 5 13.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 
1 5.0 1 2.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 
1 5.0 3 7.9 0 0.0 1 25.0 
0 0.0 1 2.6 1 20.0 0 0.0 
1 5.0 5 13.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 
3 15.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
2 10.0 0 0.0 1 20.0 0 0.0 
1 5.0 9 23.7 1 20.0 0 0.0 
0 0.0 2 5.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 
1 5.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
1 5.0 1 2.6 0 0.0 1 25.0 
2 10.0 2 5.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 
1 5.0 3 7.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 
1 5.0 3 7.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 
1 5.0 2 5.3 1 20.0 2 SO.O 
1 5.0 1 2.6 1 20.0 0 0.0 

20 100.0 38 100.01 5 100.0 4 100.0 

FIGURE 24 
COMMITTING JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF 

OFFENDERS WHO FAILED TO COMPLETE THE PROGRAM 
BETWEEN PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OCTOBER 31, 1991 

TOTAL 
# % 

8 11.9 
2 3.0 
5 7.5 
2 3.0 
6 9.0 
3 4.5 
3 4.5 
11 16.4 
2 3.0 
1 1.5 
3 4.5 
4 6.0 
4 6.0 
4 6.0 
6 9.0 
3 4.5 

67 100.01 

Judicial Circuit 

o 

Evaluation of the Shock Incarceration Program 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Number of Offenders 
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DAYS IN 
PROGRAM 

<14 DAYS 

14-30 DAYS 

31-60DAYS 

61-89 DAYS 

TOTAL 

AVERAGE 

MEDIAN 

TABLE 23 
NUMBER OF DAYS IN PROGRAM OF 

OFFENDERS WHO FAILED TO COMPLETE THE PROGRAM 
BETWEEN PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OcrOBER 31, 1991 

WHITE NON-WHITE WHITE fNON-WHITE 
MALE MALE FEMALE FEMALE 

it % # % # % # % 

6 30.0 5 13.2 2 40.0 1 25.0 

7 35.0 10 26.3 2 40.0 3 75.0 

5 25.0 13 34.2 1 20.0 0 0.0 

2 10.0 10 26.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 

20 100.0 38 100.0 5 100.0 4 100.0 

29.8 43.8 17.2 .. 14.5 
,l 

22 44.5 14 14 

FIGURE 25 
NUMBER OF DAYS IN PROGRAM OF 

OFFENDERS WHO FAILED TO COMPLETE THE PROGRAM 
BETWEEN PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OCTOBER 31, 1991 

Days In Program 

<14 Days 

14-30 Days 

31-60 Days 

61-89 Days 

o 5 10 15 20 
Number of Offenders 

TOTAL 
# % 

14 20.9 

22 32.S 

19 28.4 

12 17.9 

67 100.0 

35.9 

26 

25 
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VIII. PROGRAM SUCCESSES 

OFFENDERS WHO SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETED THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM 

BETWEEN PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OCTOBER 31, 1991 
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PROFILE OF OFFENDERS WHO SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETED 
THE SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM 

A profile of offenders who successfully completed the Shock Incarceration Program 
between program inception and October 31,1991, is presented on the following pages (pages 
62 through 66). During this period,723 offenders were admitted to the program, 67 offenders 
failed to complete the program, 179 offenders were still participating in the program on 
October 31,1991, and 477 offenders successfully completed the program. Excluding the 179 
offenders participating in the program on October 31, 1991, a total of 544 offenders had been 
released from the program. The successful completion rate of the program, therefore, is 
calculated to be 87.7 percent. 

The following is a brief summary of this section: 

• Of the 477 offenders who successfully completed the Shock Incarceration 
Program between program inception and October 31,1991, 62.3 percent were 
non-white males, 24.5 percent were white males, 7.8 percent were non-white 
females, and 5.4 percent were white females. (See FIGURE 26 on Page 62.) 

• The average age at the time of their admission to the SCDC of offenders who 
successfully completed the program was 20 years. The average age of non­
white females, at 22, was higher than any other race/sex group. The other three 
race/sex groups averaged 20 years of age each. There were more 19 year-olds 
among the offenders who successfully completed the program than any other 
single age category. (See TABLE 24 and FIGURE 27 on Page 63.) 

• About 62 percent (61.6%) of those offenders who successfully completed the 
program, had received a Youthful Offender Act (YOA) sentence. A YOA 
sentence is an indeterminate sentence of 1 to 6 years. Only 6 percent of the 
offenders received a sentence of over five years. Excluding YOAs, the average 
overall sentence was 3 years and 6 months. The overall median sentence.was 
3 years. (See TABLE 25 and FIGURE 28 on Page 64.) 

• Overall, the largest single offense group was drugs, (31.7 percent of those 
offenders who successfully completed the program) followed by larceny and 
burglary at 14.S and 10.9 percent, respectively. Drugs was the most common 
offense among non-whites -- both male and female. Among white males, 
larceny was the most common offense. Fraud was the most common offense 
among white females. (See TABLE 26 and FIGURE 29 on Page 6S.) 

&I About 10 percent (10.1 %) of the offenders who successfully completed the 
program were from the 9th Judicial Circuit. Almost 10 percent (9.9%) of these 
offenders were from the SthJudicial Circuit. (See TABLE 27 and FIGURE 30 
on Page 66.) (Appendix IV, on page 87, contains a listing of the counties that 
comprise each of the State's sixteen judicial circuits.) 
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FIGURE 26 
RACE AND SEX 

OF OFFENDERS WHO SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETED THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OCTOBER 31, 1991 

Non-White Male 
62.3% 
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White Male 
24.5% 

Non-White Female 
7.8% 

White Female 
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AGE 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

TOTAL 

AVG.AGE 

1Rounded. 

TABLE 24 
AGE AT TIME OF ADMISSION TO SCDC OF 

OFFENDERS WHO SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETED THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OCTOBER 31, 1991 

WHITE NON-WHITE WHITE NON-WHITE 
MALE MALE FEMALE FEMALE 

# % # % # % # % 

13 11.1 32 10.8 6 23.1 .2 5.4 
22 18.8 42 14.1 3 11.5 3 8.1 
26 22.2 55 18.5 2 7.7 5 13.5 
10 8.5 47 15.8 1 3.8 3 8.1 
13 11.1 35 11.8 4 15.4 6 16.2 
7 6.0 27 9.1 3 11.5 3 8.1 
11 9.4 30 10.1 6 23.1 . 4 10.8 
10 8.5 20 6.7 1 3.8 5 13.5 
5 4.,3 9 3.0 0 0.0 6 16.2 

'l 

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0- . -0 0.0 

117 100.0 297 100.01 26 100.0 37 100.01 

20 20 20 22 

FIGURE 27 
AGE AT TIME OF ADMISSION TO SCDC OF 

OFFENDERS WHO SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETED THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OCTOBER 31, 1991 

Age 

17 q»);;m»)"n»»ZzzzzZZZZZZOZZdl; : ~ . . . 

~;~:m 
22 -

23 

24 

25 iMIIlIiii 

26 -j 

I I I I 

TOTAL 
# % 

53 11.1 
70 14.7 
88 18.4 
61 12.8 
58 12.2 
40 8.4 
51 10.7 
36 7.5 
20 4.2 
0 0.0 

477 100.0 

20 

o 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 
Number of Offenders 

_ White m2 Non-White 
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SENTENCE 
LENGTH 

YOA 
<1 YEAR 
1 YEAR 
1.1- 2 YRS. 
2.1- 3 YRS. 
3.1-4 YRS. 
4.1-5YRS. 

OVER5YRS. 

TOTAL 

AVERAGE 

MEDIAN 

1Rounded. 

TABLE 25 
SENTENCE LENGTH DISTRIBUTION OF 

OFFENDERS WHO SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETED THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OcrOBER 31, 1991 

WHITE NON-WHITE WHITE NON-WHITE 
MALE MALE FEMALE FEMALE 

# % # % # % # % 

76 65.0 198 66.7 9 34.6 11 29.7 
0 0.0 1 0.3 0 0.0 3 8.1 
5 4.3 15 5.1 3 11.5 9 24.3 
4 3.4 22 7.4 4 15.4 4 10.8 
8 6.8 15 5.1 4 15.4 5 13.5 
3 2.6 9 3.0 1 3.8 0 0.0 
12 10.2. 20 6.7 3 11.5 4 10.8 
9 7.7 17 5.7 2 7.7 1 2.7 

117 100.0 297 100.0 26 100.0 37 100.01 

4 YEARS . 3 YRS. 9 MOS. 3YRS.2MOS 2YRS.2MOS. 

5 YEARS 3 YEARS 3 YEARS 1 YR. 2 MOS. 

FIGURE 28 
SENTENCE LENGTH DISTRIBUTION OF 

OFFENDERS WHO SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETED THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OcrOBER 31, 1991 

Sentence Length 

Over 5 Years 

4.1 - 5 Yrs. 

3.1 - 4 Yrs. 

2.1 - 3 Yrs. 

1.1 - 2 Yrs 

1 Year 

<1 Year 

YOA 

TOTAL 
# % 

294 61.6 
4 0.8 
32 6.7 
34 7.1 
32 6.7 
13 2.7 
39 8.2 
29 6.1 

477 100.01 

3YRS.6MOS . 

3 YEARS 

o 2C 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 220 
Number of Offenders 

_ White ~ Non-White 
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TABLE 26 
MOST SERIOUS OFFENSE OF 

OFFENDERS WHO SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETED THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OCTOBER 31, 1991 

WHITE ~ON-WHITE WHITE NON-WHITE 
OFFENSE MALE MALE FEMALE FEMALE TOTAL 

# 

ROBBERY 2 
ASSAULT 4 
BURGLARY 20 
LARCENY 28 
STOLENVEH. 13 
FORGERY 2 
FRAUD 1 
STOLEN PROP. 5 
DRUGS 17 
DAMG.PROP. 7 
OBSTR. POLICE 2 
WEAPON OFF. 2 
HABITUAL OFF 10 
. OTHERS 4 

TOTAL 117 

1Rounded. 

Offense 

Burglary 

% # % # % # % 

1.7 14 4.7 1 3.8 0 0.0 
3.4 20 6.7 0 0.0 4 10.8 
17.1 27 9.1 3 11.5 2 5.4 
23.9 34 11.4 3 11.5 4 10.8 
11.1 18 6.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
1.7 7 2.4 4 15.4 4 10.8 
0.9 1 0.3 7 26.9 7 18.9 
4.3 7 2.4 0 0.0 2 5.4 
14.5 123 41.4 3 11.5 8 21.6 
6.0 6 2.0 0 0.0,,' 1 2.7 
1.7 7 2.4 3 11iS" 0 0.0 
1.7 15 5.1 0 0.0: 1 2.7 
8.5 6 2.0 0 0.0 1 2.7 
3.4 12 4.0 2 7.7 3 8.1 

100.0 297 100.0 26 100.01 37 100.01 

FIGURE 29 
MOST SERIOUS OFFENSE OF 

OFFENDERS WHO SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETED THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OCTOBER 31, 1991 

# 

17 
28 
52 
69 
31 
17 
16 
14 
151 
14 
12 
18 
17 
21 

477 

Larceny •••• ~~ 

Stolen Veh. 

o 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 130 140 
Number of Offenders 

_ White ~ Non-White 

% 

3.6 
5.9 
10.9 
14.5 
6.5 
3.6 
3.4 
2.9 
31.7 
2.9 
2.5 
3.8 
3.6 
4.4 

100.01 
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n 

JUDICIAL 
CIRCUIT 

ONE 
TWO 
THREE 
FOUR 
FIVE 
SIX 
SEVEN 
EIGHT 
NINE 
TEN 
ELEVEN 
TWELVE 
THIRTEEN 
FOURTEEN 
FIFTEEN 
SIXTEEN 

TOTAL 

1Rounded. 

LZ 

TABLE27' 
COMMITTING JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF 

OFFENDERS WHO SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETED THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OcrOBER 31, 1991 

WHITE NON-WHITE WHITE NON-WHITE 
MALE MALE FEMALE FEMALE 

# 

6 
3 
4 
10 
5 
2 
10 
2 
15 
10 
10 
3 
11 
7 
16 
3 

117 

% # % # % # % 

5.1 15 5.1 0 0.0 2 5.4 
2.6 9 3.0 0 0.0 1 2.7 

. 3.4 30 10.1 4 15.4 4 10.8 
8.5 21 7.1 1 3.8 2 5.4 
4.3 39 13.1 0 0.0 3 8.1 
1.7 13 4.4 0 0.0 2 5.4 
8.5 13 4.4 3 11.5 3 8.1 
1.7 24 8.1 5 19.2 6 16.2 
12.8 33 11.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
8.5 2 0.7 3 11.5 1 2.7 
8.5 14 4.7 1 3.8 2 5.4 
2.6 20 6.7 2 7.7 2 5.4 
9.4 18 6.1 2 7.7 4 10.8 
6.0 21 7.1 2 7.7 2 5.4 
13.7 17 5.7 1 3.8 2 5.4 
2.6 8 2.7 2 7.7 1 2.7 

100.01 297 100.01 26 100.0 37 100.01 

FIGURE 30 
COMMITTING JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF 

OFFENDERS WHO SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETED THE 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM BETWEEN 
PROGRAM INCEPTION AND OCTOBER 31, 1991 

TOTAL 
# % 

23 4.8 
13 2.7 
42 8.8 
34 7.1 
47 9.9 
17 3.6 
29 6.1 
37 7.8 
48 10.1 
16 3.4 
27 5.7 
27 5.7 
35 7.3 
32 6.7 
36 7.5 
14 2.9 

477 100.01 

Judicial Circuit 

o 5 1 0 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 
Number of Offenders 

_ White ~ Non-White 
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SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM 
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DIVERSION AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS 
OF 'THE 

SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM 

The Shock Incarceration Program may be described as an "intermediate sanction" since it 
falls somewhere between traditional prison incarceration and regular probation. Prison is 
considered to be the most punitive sanction, with the exception of the Death Penalty, that a 
judge can impose on an offender, and regular probation or fines, the least punitive. Interme­
diate sanctions such as shock incarceration, restitution centers, electronic monitoring, home 
detention, day reporting centers, intensive supervision probation, etc., have three general 
goals: 1) to reduce prison crowding by giving the judge an alternative to sentencing the 
offender to prison when regular probation is deemed too lenient; 2) to provide judges with 
sentencing options that allow them to "tailor the sentence to fit the crime;" and, 3) to rehabilitate 
or habilitate the offender. 

Intermediate punishment programs "widen the net" of social control if participants are 
selected from the probation-bound population. In those cases, these programs are likely to be 
more punitive and more intrusive (and more costly) than those the offender would have 
received in their absence. However, if participants are being selecte'd from an incarceration­
bound population, the programs "narrow the net/, since they are probably less intrusive (and 
less costly) than either prison or jail sentences. 

The legislative changes tha t resulted in a "phasing-out" of the Shock Pro ba tion Program and 
the "phasing-in" of the Shock Incarceration Program were intended to ensure that the program 
was used for prison-bound offenders instead of probation-bound offenders. The shock 
incarceration legislation does this by: 1) allowing Department of Corrections officials to screen 
newly-admitted inmates for placement into the program; and, 2) requiring the Department 
of Corrections to evaluate offenders that the court is considering placing into the program to 
determine if these offenders are appropria te for the program. Has the program been successful 
in achieving the legislative goal of diverting prison-bound offenders?· As shown in TABLE 1 
on page 22, over 91 percent of the shock partici pants were sen tenced to prison and then selected 
by SCDC for placement into the program. Without question, these placements were true 
diversions from prison. Nine percent of the program's participants were sentenced to the 
program by the courts. The offenders who were sentenced to the program by the courts were 
all recommended for placement into the program by the SCDC Shock Incarceration Screening 
Committee. This committee evaluated these offenders and determined that, among all of the 
currently existing sentencing options including probation and prison, the Shock Incarceration 
Program was the most appropriate sanction. With the exception of a jail or prison term, shock 
incarceration is the most punitive sentencing sanction currently available to judges in South 
Carolina. This is a strong indication that the offenders who entered the program in this manner 
would have recei ved a prison sen tence in the absence of the program. If these were less-serious 
offenders, the Committee would have recommended probation or some sanction less­
restrictive than shock incarceration. In other words, the 65 offenders who were sentenced to 
the program by the courts were most likely prison-bound offenders. It can be concluded, 
therefore, that the Shock Incarceration Program has been highly successful in achieving the 
primary goal intended forit by the General Assembly --to divert appropriate prison-bound 
offenders. 
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But has the program, therefore, reduced prison crowding and correctional costs? The 
program reduces prison crowding in the short-term if, as a result of the program, offenders 
spend less time incarcerated than they would ha ve in the absence of the program. The program 
reduces prison crowding in the long-term if it reduces the offenders' likelihood of returning 
to criminal activity and returning to prison. The long-term effects of the program are beyond 
the scope of this report due to the long follow-up period needed to determine these effects, A 
subsequent report will examine this issue in more detail. 

In order to answer the short-term question, we need to determine if the program is reducing 
the program participants' length of incarceration in a cost-effective manner. If the program 
costs more than regular incarceration, then the reduction in time served resulting from the 
offenders' participation in the program must compensate for the increased cost of operating 
the program, if the program is to be cost-effective. Of course, in the short-term, the best 
situation is for the program to costless than regular incarceration and to reduce the offenders' 
length of stay. The male shock program will be analyzed separately from the female shock 
program. The reason for this is that the female shock program has been significantly under­
utilized during its entire existence and there has been some question as to whether this 
program is cost-effective. 

The following table (TABLE 28) shows the costs associated with the Thames Shock 
Incarceration Unit (TSIU) (for males) and the Women's Shock Incarceration Unit (WSIU) for 
the period of July 1990, through March 1991. 

TABLE 28 
EXPENDITURES OF THE SHOCK INCARCERATION PROGRAM 

JULY 1990 THROUGH MARCH 1991 

.: ... b: Total 
Thames Shock Women's Shock Shock 
Expenditures Expenditures Expenditures 

.-

Personal Service $316,571 $139,328 $455,899 
Benefits $73,371 $32,278 $105,649 
Contractual Service $24,851 $6,292 $31,143 
Supplies $143,568 $45,042 $188,610 
Fixed Charges $5,810 $940 $6,750 
Travel $0 $362 $362 
Equipment $0 $3,999 $3,999 
Case Services $12,077 $1,866 $13,943 
Heat, Power, & Light $15,188 $7,440 $22,628 
Transportation $10,073 $524 $10,59'1 
Central Office $1,631 $297 $1,928 

Total $603,140 $238,368 $841,508 

II 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

During this period, the average number of males in the TSIU was about 77 (76.74) and the 
average number of females in the WSIU was about 14 (13.8). The average daily cost per male I 
offender in the TSIU, therefore, is $28.68 [($603,140 divided by 76.74) divided by 274 (the 
number of days in the July 1990 - March 1991 period)]. The corresponding average daily cost I 
per female offender in the WSIU is $63.04 [($238,368 divided by 13.8) divided by 274)]. 
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Although these average daily costs were ca1culated for the July 1990 through March 1991 
period., i twill be assumed that they are the same for the July 1990 through October 1991 pt!riod, 
which is the period of this evaluation. Also, it will be assumed that, had the shock offenders 
not entered the program, they would have been incarcerated in SeDe facilities at the 
Department's FY 1990 - 91 overall average daily cost per offender of$34.11. TABLE 29, on the 
next page, summarizes the calculations used to compute the cost avoidance savings that have 
resulted from the Shock Incarceration Program. This table indicates that had the program not 
been available, shock participants would have been incarcerated, on average, 372 days. Males 
would have been incarcerated, on average, 375 days, and females, 333 days. The total number 
of inmate days that shock offenders would have been incarcerated is 176,310. (This figure is 
obtained by adding together the number of days that each of the shock offenders would have 
been incarcera ted in the absence of the program.) The cost of incarcerating these offenders for 
this length of time would have cost over $6 million (176,310 x $.34.11 = $6,013,934.10). 

Shock participants actually were incarcerated an average of 121 days. (Males were 
incarcerated, on average, 118 days, and females, 137 days.) This figure includes both the time 
that the offenders spent in the program and the time they spent Flwaiting entry into the 
program. As a result of the Shock Incarceration Program, on average, the offenders who 
participated in the program were incarcerated only one-third as long as they would have been 
in the absence of the program. The total number of inmate days that the program participants 
were incarcerated was 57,738. The total cost of the program, therefore, is calculated to be 
$1,953,071.12.' 

The cost savings resulting from the program are actually the costs avoided when offenders 
participate in the program instead of being incarcerated in other SeDe facilities, For both 
males and females, their length of incarceration is substantially reduced by the program. The 
cost of housing males in the TSIU is less than other types of prison facilities, while the cost of 
housing females in the WSIU is substantially higher than other types of facili ties, due primaril y 
to the extent of under-utilization experienced in the women's shock facility. As shown in 
TABLE 29, the Shock Incarceration Program has resulted in cost avoidance savings totalling 
over $4 million ($4,060,862.98). Both the Thames Shock Incarceration Unit for men and the 
Women's Shock Incarceration Unit are cost-effective programs that are true alternatives to 
traditional incarceration and both contribute significantly to reducing prison crowding. At 
the Women's Shock Incarceration Unit, although its daily cost per offender is very high at 
$63.04, the program is cost-effective because it substantially reduces the participants' length of 
incarceration -- by 196 days, on average. 
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TABLE 29 
CALCULATIONS USED IN DETERMINING COST AVOIDANCE SAVINGS 

FOR THE FIRST 477 SHOCK INCARCERATION COMPLETIONS 

Average time to serve 
inSCDC: 

Total number of 
inmate days to serve: 

Average cost per 
inmate day: 

Total cost: 

Average time served 
in SCDC: 

Total number of 
inmate days served: 

Average. cost per 
inmate day: 

Total cost: 

Average number of 
days saved: 

Total number of 
inmate days saved: 

Males 

375 days 

155,340 

$34.11 

$5,298,647.40 
(155,340 x $34.11) 

118 days 

49,090 

~28.68 

$1,407,901.20 
(49,090 x $28.68) 

257 days 

106,250 
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Females 

333 days 

20,970 

$34.11 

$715,286.70 
(20,970 x $34.11) 

137 days 

8,648 

$63.04 

$545,169.92 
(8,648 x $63.04) 

196 days 

12,322 

Total 

372 days 

176,310 

$6,013,934.10 

121 days 

57,738 

$1,953,071.12 

248 days 

118,572 
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Survey of States 
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Siibdi SHOCK INCARCERATION PART I· NUMBERS, COSTS 

HAS SHOCK LENGTH OF WHEN ST ARlED FOR MALES, HOW MANY NUMBER S:UCCESS PER DIEM COST FOR EACH 
,-

SYSTEY 
OR BOOT PROGRAM ORWIU START FEMALES, CAN PROGRAM WHO HAVE RATE PARTICIPANT OF 
CAMP 80TH HANDLE'! COMPLETED 
PROGRAM PROGRAM SHOCK I PRISON, !F SOO 

PROGR.4M THERE lNST"~D 

AlABAMA Yes 3 mes • .,.,1h 1J7:88 MIles 

I'" 1~7 r' 1~100 r~ ~ ox:sr.sictls 
uo ~ ISO 
eaY' 

ALASKA No ;lnl;ram 

ARIZONA Yes , mos. 10J88 MaIllS ISO 28\ 86% Ur.known I 
AAKANSAS YIS 105 cays u,;o MaHts 60 16 Unknown 1$25.00 
CAUFCRNlI. No ;lnl~ra.':I. Los An;e!es Coontt Jail Syst8l1\ developed plan$ !or ooenin; I.boot C3.':IP Pl\>;ratII. 

COLORAOO YIS \3mes. 3191 Sod! 1100 I $43,8., 

CONNECTICUT YIS Is mos. 1~1 Males 100 56779 1$56.91 
DEUWARE No ;lnl;rvn. ~ :n1S ras:ed in s:.&r1in; ant 

OISTRICT OF No prorrra.'tI. !>ut In:sres:ed in s:arTing ont 
COLUMBIA. 

FLORIOA YIS 3 mos. 10J87 Males 100 429 A7.~. 

GEORGIA Yes 13 !lies. \1/83 Males 250 A.1SO 97% $39.92 (avera.;. ea:ly cos:s !or aJl 
p-1S::~s ill FY a;) 

HAWAJI No program 

IDAHO YIS 'mes. Willi 1970, authonltd Males ISO 3,7A5 SO% $25.51 
op:on of 1974, Stalled 
aocitionaJ 60 
caY' 

lLUNOIS YIIS ! Ames. 10115191 I Bottl 1200 9 I n.7'!. Ur,l(r.cwn ! Unknown 
INOIANA No program, ~ inmres:ad in staning ont 

IOWA Has shocX :;tcoa:ion wr.ere iIle judge can remove cer.ain inmales !rcm pt\$011 WIlM gO cays of conrlll8men~ depeno'ing on /low weU L~e inmale aces n 
Jrison . 

KANSAS Yo. /6 mos.. 2m So1l1 104 $36.98 I (apel(Cl.) 

KamJeXY No orogram. ~ in:eres:ec in sta!lin9 one . 
LOUISIANA Yes I SO-1SO cays 2187 Bo1l1 120 470 156.9% A fi::Je less $24.71' 

ll'.an orison 

MAINE No pro;tar.1 

MAR'tLA.'10 YIS 6 mes. 8I6t'90 Males, !a1T":' 288 NlA NlA Ur.iv1own So:S.21 
pr~rvn q) 

sWl wi1llin 2 
yrl. 

Yt.SSACHlJSrnS No oro;ram. ).It uncer ~:';$ideration 31 ~8 counl'( 1l'1'li. 

MIQlIGAH Yes /3 mes. i :),'88 Males :20 
. 

i'S' 59% $5S.CO $55.00 
MINNESOTA No oro.ram 
MISSISSIPPi Yes 00-,20 ;ays 10'85 Both 262 1,736 g1% 

MISSOURI No pro;ram. ;lttl9ram has il&en authorized bill not funt!~ or :nitia:ed. 

MONTANA No orolfl'2.':I, but may tl8 It\!8restaO in Sli\TtIr.; one -NEBRASKA No program, bu1 ir.:eres led in stanin9 ont 

NEVADA Yes I 2191 Males =1 I 
NEW HAMPSHIRE Yt5 120 cays :lJSf:lO I SoUl 96 1\3 I So:o.n I So:9.77 
NEW JERSEY No progtar.1, in early cis:..:sSJOn s:ages 

NEW MEXICO No pro;rc:n. !ikel'y' 10 san: 2lill 

NEW YORl( Yel IS 61110$. !lIS7 Bolh USOmales 1',l5a (as of ISS'4 I So: 1.5&-sn.2S j Iac;iljtias) 150 females 11"8~) 

NORTH CAROLltIA Yes I 90·' 20 eaY' 10/30"99 M.ale$ ~ l,sa ~ I I 
NORTH DAKOTA No oroQram 

OHIO Yel /3 mes. I Sh~ carolo. MaJes I ICC !prOjec:eO) I I I POS6 1 9a:J; hope 10 sli\Tt 
boot camo 1991 i .. 
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S~:v~ SHOCK INCARCERATION PART I- NUMBl:H:;), liU~I~ 

SYSTEM HASS'HOCK LENGTH OF WHEN STARTED FOR MALES, HOW r.wrt NUMBER SUCCESS PER DIEM COST FOR EACH 
OR BOOT PROGRAM OR WIll. START FEMALES, CAN PROGRAM WHO HAVE RATE PARTICIPANT OF 
CAMP BOTH HANDLE? COMPLETED SHOCX PRISON, IF SENT 
PROGRAM PROGRAJi PROGRAM THEREINSTW 

OK1.AHOMA YII 3 mOl. 1984 Males 150 Unknown Unknown $64.311 $4B.7G 

OREGON No program , 

PENHSYLV ANIA Yes EimOl. 111Q1 Males 150-200 

RHODE ISLAND No program, ~ interested in s1aTIino 0111 

SOUTH CAROUNA Yes 90 days &'25186, shock Bot 192 males, 984 males, 93% 
p-obation; 6/25190, 24 females 107 farr.a.ies males, 
changed to shock 83% 
ilcarceration; 1.91, famales 
2nd unit s 1aI'Ied 

SOUTH DAKOTA No program, currently being reviewed t7y legislatively esta!:{lShed Corrections Commission 

TENNESSEE Yes 3 mos. 12189 Males 120 7S 74% 

TEXAS Yes Up to 3 mos. 1189 Males 400 1,010 89.2% $43,40 $42.15 

lTTAH No program, but under consideration 

VERMONT No prosram 

VIRGINIA Yas 3 mos. 1m Ma!es 100 
(probation) (followed t7y 

supervised 
probation) 

WASHINGTON No program 

WEST VIRGINIA No program, but under ~r.s;cieration 

WISCONSIN Yas 6 mos. 111~1 Males 60 NJA NlA Unknown 

WYOMING Yes 3 mos. ~ Males 20 36 90". $41.00 $41.00 

FEDERAL BUREAU Yas 6 mos. 1191 Males 192 
OF PRISONS (intensive) 

1·5 mos. 
(Cl)IT1munity) 

CANADIAN SYSTEMS· no shock incarceration progrnms reported 

Evaluation of the Shock Incarceration Program 75 State Reorganization Commission (SRC) 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I , 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
J 



-
. tTl 

~ 
c 
~ -g' 
o .... 
;. 
~ 
(I)-

::T 
o 
n 
~ .... = n 
~ ... 
n 
fI) 

E. 
O· 
= 
"tI ... 
o 

CICI 
Dl 

= 

~ 

(I) ... 
~ 

;; 
:;::l 
fI) 

o 
~ 
~ = N' 
~ o· 
= n o 

= E! 
if 
0' = .-. en 
:;::l 
.0 

:::\'",..L,-~,."-'9"'.t-; :'\'~"'" .~ :1'._~~!~,.\,)~/_~>-~"",,:f-'~' >. ,:.1 - - - - - ... - - - .. - - - - - - -s---ll~~e~ 
SHOCK INCARCERATION PART 11- PROGRAM, REQUIREMENTS 

SYSTEM PAnJlCIPAIH ASSIGIIEO ASSIGIlMEf.lT MADE PIIIITlClPATION PIIOGRA'" LOCAl ED IU PIlOGIlAM IIICLUUES nEQUlltEMErllS ron PAnllCIPAl101I 
10 PROGnAM OY VOlUrIT Ann ----- _.- .. - - ----------

counrs DEPAIITMElrT AS II11En· FnOM nECULAR SEPAnATE OIlUGI mUCA· COU/lSElINGI WOJlK 
NATIVE TO PRISON PRISON CAMP on AlCOHOL 1I01{ TIIERAPY 
JlnlSOIl rACILrrY lltEA1MEIIT 

AlABAMA X X No X X X X tb !Iilo imits. lsI dcgteo aimos and enlic"9 a CiulJ 
lor Immoce! purposos 8/8 oxemplod, senlonco of 15 
)'II. or los,. class , phydcal condi"",- end ab~ry 10 
bl10w olldons 

Mflot.A X X Yes X X X X X 18·25)11,01 ago. Oass 26 non·violent ollonscs, 
&pcci5c roqukomools lor physical and roonlal oondi· 
lions ---

ARKANSAS X X Yes X X X X X tb ngo ,oqultomonls, noo-vIoIonl crimcs, ,onlenco 
0110 yll. 01 loss, 1st limo onendor. p/1,'sica and 
monlal hoalIh condi lion I1lU$I be apprOYcd ---- ---

COLORADO X X Yos X X • X X X X 1 B 25 YR. 01 ago, not toMog lind haw nol sCMd 
~m9 lor • vioIenl onensa, II .. 01 phys\calllnd menial 
dolocts 

COIINECTICUT X X (OYUIIlghl X Yes X X X X X 1&·21 )11.01 IIg0, non·vlolon\ no c!au '1.' lolonk-s, 
responsibllily) 

I-
,onlonood b 1-3 yl1l, (Opptll.), no prior lonloncrd 
Of !nc3Irorallon, ptJys\cal and menial hoallh mosl be 

- approvod 

flORIDA X X Yes X X X X 24 YI$. and under In BllO, non·~oIonl, no &el crimes, 
sonlonoos 10)'11. or loss, hi olton", no serious 
mod"lC3I Of monlal hoallh prollIoms 

GEORGIA X X Ylli X X 17·25 )'II. 01 ago, no mlsdomoanor., sonlanood 10 t'J 
Ioasl t yr., good phy5\ca1 and menial condition 

IOAnO X X Yes X X X X X Musl bo lried as an ad~, IeIonIcs elcopC murdO! I, 
sonlonood b a min. of 1 yr., no prior pison limo, 
ambulalocy phy;lcal ~ioo II1d not amendy psy. 
dlotic 

l.llilOtS X X Yos X X X X X 17·29 Ylli. ologe,lighlY/oIgh! oIlonsos IncWi"9 . 
drug,robbery, Ihol~ burglary, sooloncod 10 5)"S. 01 

loss, 151 ononso, good physical and menial cond,looo 

IOWA I L1s shock pob.,tion YlbOfO Iho judgo care ,omova c:0I1ain inmates from pison within 00 days 01 mnMomonl deponding on how wolf ~IO Inmato doos In plson 

KAIISAS X . X X X Yos )( X X X X 1025 yrs. 01 ago, primaliy p-opDI!y and drug 
ollonscs, vcllOlally no prior ~allons. mml too 
ph.,.s1caJ1y and menlaly.:apabls 10 pYkipE.la 

LOUISIANA X (rec:om. X (ron:1I dolarml· X Yes X Educalion and X X X 39 'tIS. oIege 01 youngor, 111 and 2nd oIlendors 
mormlion) nalioo) owaronou lonlonc.od b 7 yr.. or k!sl, pInJIe cigtia, good • 

physical and menial 1103'" 

"'ARYlAIID X X Yes X X X X X tmdOf 26 YJ1I. 01 ago, l1OI1-v1clon1 almos, lonllW1Ct'd 
b 5 )'Is. Of Jess, fll5ladu4\1nc:an:er.i!1ion, good phvsl-
cal and monlal c:oodilion ----

UlCI!lGAIl X X Yos X X X X X 17·25 )'II. 01 ago, exdudlng 1a(!O, IIIUIdcr, annod 
roliIcry and BISon ames, no imM on number 01 
ollonscs, capalk 01 aJm~ling Iht pogram 

- --- ---
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SYSTEM 

MISSISSIPPI 

IIEVAOA 

,leW HAMPSHIRE 

NEW YORK 

'IORtH 
CAROliNA 

01\10 

OKLAIIOMA 

PENNSYLVANIA 

SOUTH 
CAROliNA 

lEHIIESSEE 

TEXAS 

VIRGINIA 

WISCONSIN 

WYOMING 

FEDERAL 
BUREAU OF 
PRISOIIS 
-

PARtICIPANT ASSIGNED ASSIGNMENT MADE 
TO PROGRAM BY 

COURTS OEPARIMEIIT loS AlTER· FROM 
NATIVE TO PRISON 
PRlSON 

X X 

X X 

X X (rmat X X 
8pprova~ 

X X 

X X 

X (10 shock X (10 bocI X 
p.volo) camp) 

X X 

X X 

X X X X 

X X 

X X 

X (r.lorrals) 

X X 

X X 

X (rorom- X 
mended) 

:s . 
ti.i CANADIAN SYSTEMS -no shock incarcerallOl'l progr.!II1$ leporlOd 
:;d 

o 

PARTICIPATION 
VOlUNTARY? 

No, lonlonco 
imposod by oour1, 
inmato mllStlign 
Bgloomonllo 
participalo 

No 

YIIS 

Yes 

YIIS 

--
Yes 

No 

No 

VIIS 

No 

No 

YIIS 

Yes 

Yos 

Yes 

PROGRAM LOCATED IN PIlOGRAM INCLUDES REQUIREMENTS FOR PARTICIPATIOII 

_._._---------
REGULAR SEPARATE DRUGI EDUCA- COU/ISEUIIGI WORK 
PRISON CAMP on ALCOHOL TION lItERAPY 

FACIUTY tREATMENT 

X X X X X No prior Idultlolony ronfroomen~ whito oollar, e::r1'f, drug and aImo, of aggression flal do not 
volvo a dead~ .wcspotl and Icsullin a ~19 

sonlonco, 5.2 y~. averaga Ionglh 01 ~ontcnco, 1 114 
avorngo pet cumulative \alai oIlenses, cannol bo 
lotilldcd or havo a lovelO mental disordCl 

X X X X Minimum of 18 yrs., non-violont, no prior ollenscs ---
X X X X 18·30 yB. ologo, noIlntarteralcd lor prior oftcnscs, 

no aimllS 01 violonco and/or assault, mllSI pass 
oomplolc physical exam 

X X X X X 16·29 yll. 01 age, non·violanl crimes, timo 10 parola 
36 mos. 01 less, lsI incarOOlab1, good physical and 
montal hcallh 

X X X X X 17-25 yB. 01 ago, S(JnlOncod up 10 10 yrs~ good 
physical and menial hoal" 

X X X X X 1825 yrs. 01 ago, 3rd and 4th degroe aimes, ~ 1 
ollenso wilh prison limo, good IJIrtsical oonditon, 
lIOIlIlal monlal condition 

X X X X 18·24 y~. 01 ago, non·violont crimes, no prior 
Iocarcerations, physically and mentally able 

X X X X 11135 yB. 01 age, 1 ~mo ollenso, non-vioionlOf 
subslill1C8 abuso almes 

X Education X X X lllSl lhan 26 yll. 01 ago, non·vIoIooI ollon$os, 
S(Jnloncod nol b exoeed e ~.; must be physically 
able 10 ·participale 

X X X X X 30 y~. 01 Dgl} or loss, non·violanl oimos, ,enlence 
016 yrs. (longer lor most drug OnoodClS), no pier 
incarCOfiIliollJ, no cisabling disabilities, no major 
hOWl" probloms, mllSl undcBtandloomprchond basic 
Inslruclions, no serious monlal problems 

X X Ulo X X 17-25 )'11. 01 age, senlonco 011055 !han 10 yrs., no 
skills prior 01100505, no physical or menIal conditiora 

which wolAd produdo slrlnuous Ilorcise 

X X X X X 18·24 )'fS. 01 age al ~me of !he crime, non-violent 
Iolonics, ,,1 aduh o/lens .. /10 pending charges 01 
oonftic\ing ollonses 

X X X X X 24 yrs. 01 Og9, jilyslcaltt and monlally f" 

X X X X X 19-25 ~. 01 age, ,,1 Iocaranlion 

X X X X X WIS, wiing b p;iW1ldp.1I9, quaify lor min. staM 

i--·-----~-~-~-------L-__________________________________________________________________ __ 
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APPENDIX II 

Shock Incarceration Act 
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SECfION 1. Otapter 13, Title 24 of the 1976 Code is amended by adding: 

"Article 13 

Shock Incarceration Program 

Section 24-13-1310. As used in this aUde: 
(1) 'Eligible inmate' means a person committed to the South Carolina Department of Corrections: 

(a) who has not reached the age of twenty-six years at the time of admission to the department; 
(b) who is eligible for release on parole in two years or less; 
(c) who has not been convicted of a violent crime as defined in Section 16-1-60; 
(d) who has not been incarcerated previously in a state correctional facility or has not served a sentence previously 

in a shock incarceration program; 
(e) who physically is able to participate in the program; 
(0 whose sentence specifically does not prohibit the offender from participating in the shock incarceration 

program. 
(2) 'Shock incarceration program' means a program pursuant to which eligible inmates are selected directly at reception 
centers to participate in the program and serve ninety days in an incarceration facility, which provides rigorous physical 
activity, intensive regimentation, and discipline and rehabilitation therapy and programming. 
(3) 'Commissioner' means the Commissioner of the Department of Corrections. 

Section 24-13-1320. (A) The Commissioner of the department, guided by consideration for the safety of the 
community and the welfare of the inmate, shall promulgate regulations, according to procedures set forth in the 
Administrative Procedures Act, for the shock incarceration program. The regulations must reflect the purpose of the 
program and include, but are not limited to, selection criteria, inmate discipline, programming and supervision, and 
program structure -and administration. 

(B) For each reception center the commissioner shall appoint or cause to be appointed a shock incarceration 
selection committee which must include at least one representative of the Department of Probation, Pamle, and Pardon 
Services and which shall meet on a regularly scheduled basis to review all applications for a program. 

(0 A program may be established only at an institution classified by the commissioner as a shock incarceration 
h~~ . 

(D) TIle department shall undertake studies and prepare reports periodically on the impact of a program and on 
whether the programmatic objectives are met. 

Section 24-13-1330. (A) An eligible inmate may make an appHcation to the shock incarceration screening 
committee for permission to participate in a shock incarceration program. If the department has a victim witness 
notification request for an eligible inmate who has made an application, it shall notify the victim of the application. 

(B) The committee shall consider input received from law enforcement agencies, victims, and others in making its 
decision for approval or disapproval of participation. If the commiHee determines that an inmate's participation in a 
program is consistent with the safety of the community, the welfare of the applicant, and the regulations of the 
depal"~ment, the committee shall forward lhe application to the commissioner or his designee for approval or 
disapproval. 

(0 An applicant may not participate in a. program unless he agrees to be bound by all of its terms and conditions 
and indic<lites this agreement by signing the following: 

'I accept the foregoing program and agree to be bound by its terms and conditions. I understand that my 
participation in the program is a privilege that may be revoked at the sole discretion of the commissioner. I understand 
that I shall complete the entire program successfully to obtain a certificate of earned eligibility upon the completion of 
the program, and if I do not complete the program successfully, for any reason, I will be transferred to a nonshock 
incarceration correctional facility to continue service of my sentence.' 

(D) An inmate who has completed a shock inc;;rceration program successfully is eligible to receive a certificate of 
earned eligibility and must be granted parole release. 

(E) Participation in a shock incarceration program is a privilege. N olhing contained is this article confers upon an 
inmate the right to participate or continue to participate in a program. 

Section 24-13-1340. (A) A court may order that a defendant who has not reached lwenty-sixyears of age and who 
has not been convicted of a violent crime as defined in Section 16-1-60, but who is found guilty of an offense for which 
a term of imprisonment of five years or more may be imposed or who is being revoked from a sentence 9f probation, 
be evalua1ed by the shock incarceration screening committee. The inmate then must be transferred to the custody of 
the department for evaluation. 

(B) The commissioner shall submit his findings, along with recommendations for sentencing, to the court wHhin 
fifteen working days after an inmate has been received into the custody of the department. 

(0 After the findings are submitted, the court may impose sentence as appropriate, which may include: 

Evaluation of the Shock Incarceration Program 79 State Reorganization Commission (SRC) 



(1) suspending then sentence and placing the defen~ant on probation; 
(2) sentencing the defendant to the shock incarceration program, with or without his consent; 
(3) sentencing the defendant to another term as provided by law." 

Repeal 

SEcrION 2. Section 24-21-415 of the 1976 Code is repealed. 

Court fee to fund program 

SEcrION 3. The first paragraph of Section 14-1"210 is amended to read: 
" 

"Beginning on July 1, 1985, and continuously after that date, each convidion for an offense against the State must 
be assessed a cost of court fee to fund programs established pursuant to Chapter21 QfTitle 24and the Shock Incarceration 
Program as provided in Article 13, Chapter 13, of Title 24. 

An expenditure of these funds pursuant to tkiJ} section for an expansion of the Shock Incarceration Program after 
July 1, 1990, may not impact adversely on programs operating pursuant to Olapter 21 of Title 24." 
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COOPERATIVE AGREE~IE~'T FOR SERVICES 
BETIiEEN 

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPAR~E~L OF CORREC7IONS 
AND 

SOUTH CAROLINA COMMISSION ON ALCOHOL AND DRUG ABt:SE 

Agreement is made and entered into this fi::st day of July, 1990, by 
and between the South Carolina Department of Correc~ions, hereinaf~~r 
referred to as scnc, and the South Carolina Commission of Alcohol and Drug 
Abuse, hereinafter referred to as SCCADA for the purpose of providing 
alcohol and drug education services to "shock incarcerated" i~mates 
currently located at wateree River Correc~ional I~sti~ution and the 
women's Correc~ional Center. 

In consideration of mutual promises and sums he::e:'naf:;er set for~hJ 
the par:;:'es agree as follows: 

1. Laws Applicable 

This agreement is entered into the, County of Richland, State of 
South Carolina and shan be governed and consl:rued in accordance 
with the laws of South Carolina. 

2. Add it ions to this Agreement 

3. 

4. 

5. 

h. 

No amendments, changes, additions, df,detions, or modifications to 
or of this agreement shall be valid unless reduced to writing, 
signed by all parties. 

Written DeSignation of Liaison 

Each party shall deSignate, in writing, an individual to act as a 
liaison for the party in carrying out of the terms and intention 
of this agreement. 

Terms of This Agreement 

The terms of 
June 30, 1991, 
provided. 

this agreement shall be from July I, 1990, to 
inclusive un le!';s otherwise ter:ninated as herein 

Termination of Tnis Agreement 

This "Igreement can be terminated hy either party .lith 30 days 
prior wr.itten notice either hand nelivp.red or by certified mail. 

Ootion to Renew 

Thp. pllrties hereby o'1gr~p. that the scne shall have the option to 
renew this Agreement for an aciriitional four (4) years with the 
terms Ano conditions to be negotiated Ilnnually. 
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?Bvm~nt ~cr Ser?ices 

7.1 Financial Obligations: 

It is agreed tha~ SCDC will provide payment to SCCA~A at the 
rate of Eight Hundred Dollars (S800) to each group of "shock 
:.ncarcerated" inmates completing the IS-hour ecuca~ional 
course. Each platoon of "shock ir.carcerated" i-.mates 
participating in the program shall be divided· i=~o ~o 
groups. It is agreed that the two groups would req',;:'re two 
inst::uctors per platoon. It is further agreed :hat the 
reimbursement rat.e will be Eight Hundred Dollars (SaCO) per 
group. Assuming that each platoon has two groups, 
reimbursement would be Six~een Hundred Dollars (Sl.5C~) Der 
? la-:ocn. Assuming also, 12 platoons from Wate;ee R:':;er 
Correc::ional Insti::u::ion part~c::.pat:e in the prograI::, this 
would be at a cost of ~ineteen Thousand Two Hundred :ollars 
(519,200) per year and if an additional six g::oups 
par~icipate from the women's Correctional Center, this would 
be an additional Four Tnousand Eight Hundred ':ollars 
($4, BOO) for a maximum reimbursement of Twent.y-four T::ousand 
Dollars ($24,000) per contract year. 

7.2 Method of Payment: 

The SCCADA will S' ,bmi t the request for reimbursement :0 the 
following addres~ upon completion of a course or an 
assessment and will attach a course roster of "shock 
incarcerated" inmate names and numbers, attendance status, 
pre and post test results, daters) and timers) trai:l.:"'"'lg was 
provided. 

South Carolina Department of Corrections 
ATTENTION: Chief, Special Programs 
Division of Human Services 
Post Office Box 2178 7 

Columbia, South Carolina 29221 

SCCADA's Obligation to the SCDC 

8.1 Shall provide an Alcohol and Drug Education Course to all 
new incoming. "shock jncrJrcerated" inmates. Eat!h new 
"platoon" shall c:onsi!"t of a maximum of 32 male "shock 
incRrceratp.d" inmfltp.5 8nn will be divided into t.o (2) 
grollps for the It.-hollr .. ollrse. The maximum number of "shock 
incarcerflted" inmates to rI'!cp.lve the educational servlc"ls in 
a grollp wi 1] be Hi. A cOllrse wi 11 be conducted for fema Ie 
"shock inciHceratp.d" inmntp.!" on request. 

8.2 SCCADA shall provide the seDe with a course curriculum to 
include a pre/post test prior to initiating services. 

8.3 Sr.:CADA will provide 1\11 COllrSp. material to participants. 
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9. SCDC's Obligation to the SCCADA 

9.1 scnc provide adequate classroom space for SCCADA trainers to 
conduct classes. 

9.2 scnc shall ensure "shock incarcerated" inmates are available 
for services at mutually agreed upon dates and times. 

9.3 scnc shall provide adequate audio-visual support. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the SCDC and SCCADA, by the Comrniss ioners or 
Directors, ~ho are duly authorized to execute this agreement on behalf of 
their respective agencies, have executed this Agreement as of the date 
first above written. 

BY: 

WITNESSES: 

~~).~ 

BY: 

(AG/ADA/HUHANSER) 

Evaluation of the Shock Incarceration Program 

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPART.-!DiT OF CORRECTIONS 

6?PdI-
Parker Evatt, Commissioner 

APPROVED As TO FORM 
South Carolina Department of Corrections 

LEGAL ADVISOR'S OFFICE 

~ .: 11......., 90.>de R 
DATE~_C:_·O"-"-"···-·:-" . .-............... --

SOUTH CAROLINA COMMISSION ON ALCOHOL ~~ 
DRUG ABUSE 
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·In acc:=Cance Yi~h ll-3S-710 o~ the South C~=oli~a,Consolica~ed r=Oc~=emen~ 
.Code and aud;e~ and Ccn~=ol Boa=d ~c~icn of Novernbe: 5, 1984: 
.~, ' The S:C. Eepc; of G:xT-tr..icns and the S. C. I:ept.:" ,- ".', , ":- . 
A. "f ?:oba!:i.cn, Paroie, and?ar:icn Ser:ices p=oposes to cont=ac: .... i~h the S.C. Ccin::issico en 

( 1 ) 
Alcohol 2I'Id Dr-.J2 Al:.uge fo: the fo110 .... in9 90oc!s c: se~'i=es: 

( 2 ) ", , . . .- . -. 
B. , P:ovide a det2:iled. ~t. \oell~esigned, state-<lf-the-ari" drug and ~c:r.oJ. edLx:aticn prograo d'.ac 

, .. _J 'd ' . (~j . dult ...--.,... . 'to the ,. t' , incor.:orates a we':cst: test desim 2n 1.5 on.e:'lL.t:IJ to a yoong a ....... ~t:l.al :m or:.er as:sess CUEn 5 

\a1or.'l.e<:!5L'!! '22in. '!he !lroQ:rClll :is f~J1 hours of ir.st:'ll:=i.cn con6J::ed ~ d'.e '~-d and me hcur of r.est::..."lg 
for a tc""...al ~ ili:e2!l b::lu:rs" ,-

C. '!'he ce:e=nination of ·Cos~ J\!s:i,!icl!.~ion· !o: t~is cont=ac-:: 'the c..r;'-' 'ir, 

.I • , '~d _..l. -' - ....: -, - ( 4d) , " the" .:I...L,' inf 
1.OesJ.~ an :re;;U;\JIJu..'.:!.cn ot c~-se /lB.teI~ 2n namtzuur1l3 .latest u.."U2 e=ca=:i.al ox:::atic:n is included 

in mese ccS'"...s. 'Il'ris fee is belOlo' the cost of similar t::r'2.irting coS'"...s ccndlr"...ed bv t!-.e s:C. Ccr.m:issicn co Alc::::hal 

'and Irug Abuse (SJ:ID\) f6r rredicaid clientS or' the AlcXlol./Drug~ety ~ (AI:S.o\P) and is c:r::.m;:etitive with ' 
.. -. ,. . 

si.milar serv.i.ces t:e.:ing providedin the private se::or: FUrther, due'to the nature of the pr'Og:r2m: the tl'ainin~ is 
calCllCteQ CI.Jr-ng a:u::=..c;!.Lt to rec:lJl.t nours \.::g::uraay alQ ;;uooay) J.n a rural rccac.cn. J.aSt:.Ly, tnJ..s (cont::!nueJ) 

'0. I ce=~:i!y -:.hi!t :his is no': l!. Sole Sou,==e con~="c":. 

S24,CXX) 

s.c. !ept. of CorTecticns, P,O'. 1bx: 21iB? 
Calwma, S::2;221 ' 

AG:::N C! NA."!.:: 1-JiD. ;.DO F'::: 5 S 

(.1,.),\. C(TC ' 

July 1, 199:) -'.June 3), 1991 Roger N. Littal, Oiv:i.sicn of Purd-.asin~ 

Nc-:.es: ( 1) 
(2 ) 
(3 ) 

t • - • . --... 

( 4 ) 

': •.. .. -.. 

.... -".. .. ':' cI. __ ~ .. 

R~gues':i~q Agency 
CO~':=l!.c,:c= Aoe~=v 
~is~ i~ems·~rving full d~5C=i?~icn ~nd ~~~~ p:ice (c=) e 
!u1l des==ip':ion of ~h~ s~:vices ':0 ~e pe=:o~ed l!.nC ?=ice. 
This de~e~ina~ion mus~ =ela':.e ':.0 ~=~~ -'a ==e~y.do~~ of 
e1emen':.s; ho·,.;' c:s~ 'oo:!,S cie~e=i:lec!; ~~e p=ice' is ~e.i= !.!ll! 
=ee.scnl!.l:)le. 

~o (~) copies ":0 the y.~~e=!l!.!s Ml!.na~erne!l~ O!!ice:. 
e.?p=ovec ~=~ ~~11 be =e~~=~e~. Use =ev~=se 
co:::!.~\!!.:!cn c= \:se l!,:-:ac:-_~2n-:.:s. A c:?y c! ,:~e 

=!-":.e\-- .. 

C:'le (:') 
sic! ~== 

,. .... ---.--­-_ .. -- ---
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c. The deteI'i1tiJ1aticn of "Ccst: Justificadcn" for this ccnt::"2Ct: 

progran provides a gate'w3y for u~e clie:-.t to take advantage of a stae!:'wicie progran 
of alcohol/drug creaOTent and support se .... vices &.rough s::rADA I s "3)1 sys::en" so as 
to maintain gains and 1esse."l the 1ik1ilihocxi of relapse and recidivisn. 
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Counties Comprising the South Carolina Judicial Circuits 

The General Assembly has divided the state into sixteen judicial circuits, and pre­
scribed that one judge shall be elected from the first, second, sixth, twelfth, fourteenth, 
fifteenth, and sixteenth circuits, and two judges shall 'be elected from each of the others. 
These judges are elected by the General Assembly for a term of six years, as are six addi­
tional circuit judges without regard to county or circuit of residence. The Circuit Court is a 
general trial court with original jurisdiction in civil and criminal cases. Currently, the 
sixteen judicial circuits are composed of the following counties: 

1: Calhoun ... Dorchester ... Orangeburg 

2: Aiken ... Bamberg ... Barnwell 

3: Clarendon ... Lee .. .5umter ... Williamsburg 

4: Chesterfield ... Darlington ... Dillon ... Marlboro 

5: Kershaw ... Richland '. 

6: Chester ... Fairfield ... Lancaster 

7: Cherokee ... Spartanburg 

8: Abbeville ... Green wood ... La urens ... N ewberry 

9: Charleston ... Berkeley 

10: Anderson ... Oconee 

11: Edgefield ... Lexington ... McCormick ... Saluda 

12: Florence ... Marion 

13: Greenville ... Pickens 

14: Allendale ... Beaufort. .. CoIleton ... Hampton ... J asper 

15: Georgetown ... Horry 

16: Union ... York 
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Evaluation of the Shock Incarceration Program 89 State Reorganization Commission (SRC) 

---------------------.-------------



ruh carolina 
departrrent d correctbls 
PO BOX 21181/4444 BROAD RIVER ROAD. COlUMBIA. SOUTH CAAOUNA 292211181 
TEL.EPHONE (803) 131 85$.S 

PARKEREVATT.Comnwu~ 

Mr. Kenneth D' vant IDrg, Director 
':ate Reorgan.tzation Ccttmission 

~ .. 0. Box 11949 
Columbia, South carolina 29211 

Dear Mr. Lon:J: 

May 26, 1992 

I have reviewed the draft report entitled, "An Evaluation of the 
InpleJ\'entation of the Scut.h carolina Department of Corrections' Shock 
Incarceration Pro;Jram" as \Io'ell as the draft. Executive Summary. 

'!he Shock Incaroeration Act required the South carolina Department of 
Corrections to prarlll.gat.e regulations p..1!"SUal1t to the Administrative 
Procedures Act. As of this writin:;J the. Notice of Regulations has been 
plblished in the STATE RmIS'l'm ani the prq:osed regulations have been 
sul:m.itt.ed for p..tblicatioo. '!he final Regulations will be subnitte:l to the 
presicli.rq officers of both hooses of the General Assembly after the p.lblic 
hearin:;J scheduled for July 24, 1992. 

'nle South carolina Deparbrent of Corrections concurs with the reccmnerrlation 
to ~ the age eligibility to increase the pool of qualified awlicants. 
"-"e are hopeful that the legislative prc.p:lSa1 sul:mitted by' our agency will be 
given final ar-proval ani ratified this week. Mr. sterlinJ Beckman is actively 
work.i.n:J to get the bill on the calerrlar for review before the close of this 
legislative session. 1q::proval of this ~e wruld ensure that the program 
operates at capacity to increase the cost benefits, an:l the possibility of 
future expansion. 

We appreciate your agency's support of the Shock Incarceration Program ani the 
assistance in rra.k.irq the transition fran Shock Probation. We also agree with 
the conclusion of the evaluation that: 
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Kenneth E'Vant I.Dn:J 
May 26, 1992 
Page'lWo 

Both the ~ ShOC"K Incarceration unit far IOOn am the 
Wcrne.n's Shock Incarceration Unit are cost-effective 
pl:~ams that are true alternatives to traditional 
incarceration am both contrili.rt:e significantly to reduciIq 
prison cr~. 

PE:csk 

cx::: Mr. Milton Kinpson 
Mr. larry Batson 
Mr. sterliIq Beckman 
Ms. Sammie Brown 
Kg. Karen Martin 

Evaluation of the Shock Incarceration Program 

S~ly, 

~~~ £~~~~ 
Parker Evatt 
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JElr}lClritnfllt of Jrob(ttioll, tan ro (r, (tub- '(tr~lnt ~rr&icrs 

HON.RAYMONOJ.ROS~ 
c ..... I r"....n 

Memb4W ·At·Large 

HON. J.P. HOOOES 
Vied Chall'TT\4n 

O.atrict She 

HON. WILLIE E. OIVENS. ~'R .• 0.0. 
Sec,retary 

Oi.tria One 

June 5, 1992 

2221 DEVINE STREET. SUITE 600 
POST OFFICE BOX 50688 

COLUMBIA. SOUTH CAROLINA 21;1250 
(803) 734·g220 

MICHAEL J. CAVANAUOH 
Commlacalone, 

Mr. Kenneth D'Vant Long 
Director, State Reorganization Commission 
228 Blatt State Office Building 
1105 Pendleton Street, PO Box 11949 
Columbia, South Carolina 29211 

Dear Kenny: 

HON . .J. RHETT .JACKSON 
Chalr".,..n. 1 G87 .. 1088 

Ol.tna Two 

HON. OR • .JERRY M. NEAL 
Chal,man. 1 geg • 1 goo 

Ol.tna Th,_ 

HON. MARION BEASLEY 
ChairrT\An. 1 gas ... 1 SIl96 

Cletnct Four 

HON. LEE R. CA THCAFiT 
Ol.trict Five 

I want to thank you for sending me the draft copy of the Shock 
Incarceration evaluation. I appreciated the opportunity for 
input. 

The report looks fine to me and I have nothing to add nor any 
comments. 

I hope all is well with you. 

Sincerely, 

, J/ 
/J.',/ ? 

Michael J. Cavanaugh 
MJC/lws 

DIVISION OF 
OPERATIONSIFIELD SERVICES 

(803) 734·1:1240 

DIVISION OF 
PAROLES AND PARDONS 

(803) 734·9262 

DIVISION OF 
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 

(803) 734·9244 

11;141 • 50 YEARS OF EXCELLENCE 11;101 
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