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CHAPTER I 

corrections in the nineteen eighties witnessed more attention 

and media coverage on prison overcrowding than in previous decades. 

one also saw the emergence of a not-so-new movement, privatization. 

Though privatization is not a new concept, the eighties brought 

forward the adoption of a "for-profit" image with corporate 

management. This was a complete turnaround from the non-profit 

approach used in the past. Private contracting is not a new concept 

in corrections according to prior surveys. Private contracts in 

the service delivery area have been widespread throughout U.S. 

history. A survey conducted by the National Institute of 

Corrections in 1983 reported a total of 3,125 private contracts in 

juvenile and adult correctional agencies (Camp and camp,1984:3-6). 

However, this figure does not indicate the total amount of money 

issued in contracts to "for-profit" corporations. 

The term "privatization" has a variety . of definitions in 

public government. Professionals in and out of the field of 

corrections generally define privatization as the provision of 

services to the government by private organizations. Within the 

field of corrections, Charles Thomas defines two forms of 

Priv atization, partial and full. Partial privatization involves 

the government's turning to the private sector for one or more 
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specific services but retaining responsibility for the overall 

management and supervision of correctional facilities 

(Thomas, 1989: 4) . Full privatization involves the delegation of 

nearly all correctional functions to a private corrections firm 

(Thomas, 1989: 4) . For the purposes of this paper, privatization 

will be defined as any contract awarded to a company, corporation, 

or group by a public agency to operate or provide a specific 

correctional service to an institution for the purpose of making 

a profit. 

service delivery contracts have been prevalent in corrections 

and much of the current debate is with the full-scale operation and 

management of correctional facilities by the private sector. 

Recently there has been a considerable amount of public debate 

about the privatization of corrections, and whether it is more 

ameliorable than the public correctional approach. Much of this 

debate rests on correctional privatization's basic premise which 

centers on the removal of government from an area formerly thought 

to be its exclusive responsibility, and contracting with the 

private sector to provide a specific service. 

When society attempts to address an important social and 

economic issue, two conflicting sides usually emerge with each 

critically weighing and analyzing the other's arguments. The same 

holds true for private corrections. Since its inception, 

Privatization proponents and opponents have debated extensively, 

and have nearly exhausted all areas relevant to private 

correctional contracting. 
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There are numerous privatization issues which can be discussed 

in detail; however, the intention of this section is to bring some 

of the major issues to the reader's attention. These issues are 

propriety, quality of service, liability, and overcrowding. 

PROPRIETY 

critics of privatization often question whether it is proper 

for anyone but the government to deprive people of their freedom. 

They question the legitimacy and the wisdom of delegating 

govern~ental authority to 

opponents fear that the 

private entities. 

profit motive will 

Privatization 

interfere with 

professional correctional practices and bring into question whether 

any part of the administration of justice is an appropriate market 

for economic enterprise (Mullen,1985:8). 

Proponents of privatization argue that the federal system has 

provisions for the legality of private correctional contracts 

through United States . Code 18, Section 4082(b) which provides for 

"the confinement of federal prisoners in any available, suitable, 

and appropriate institution or facility, whether maintained by the 

federal government or otherwise .... " The delegation of power to 

the private sector is an issue which is frequently voiced to state 

legislatures, and a review of state cases indicates that courts 

have upheld most delegations. The delegation of state power, like 

that at the federal level, can occur if the private entity 

exercises neither rule-making nor adjudicative powers, but merely 
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manages a governmental program already in place and enforces state 

1aws. 

COST 

Privatization opponents assert that private prisons will be 

more expensive to the taxpayer because of the added cost of 

administering contracts, monitoring performance, and the need to 

make a profit. Advocates, however, state that profit is not an 

added cost, but merely an incentive to reduce waste and increase 

productivity. They also state that contractor per diem rates are 

usuall y less costly to a government, making privatization cost 

effective. 

Few cost-comparison studies between public and private 

ventures have been comoleted in the area of private corrections. 

Logan and McGriff ( 1989) conducted one of the first studies 

concerned with private corrections in Hamilton County, Tennessee. 

The purpose of the study was to determine if a private contractor 

could save a jurisdiction money relative to the cost of county 

services. Logan and McGriff estimated the total cost of county 

operation versus contractor operation for the fiscal years 1985 

through 1987 for the Hamilton County Penal Farm. They concluded 

that the private contractor saved Hamilton County 3.8 percent in 

1985-1986, 3.0 percent in 1986-1987, and 8.1 percent in 1987-1988 

(NIJ Reports,September/ October 1989:7). 
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QUALITY 

oo private prison contractors reduce the quality of inmate 

life? Opponents believe this is true and state that private 

contractors, to enhance profits, would be drawn to cost-cutting 

measures, resulting in fewer services, less professionalism, and 

less ~::-aining. Poorer services would also produce an increase of 

inmate suits. 

Advocates, however, argue that the quality of prison life in 

a private prison would be maintained for two reasons: First, 

priva~e correctional facilities are generally required to conform 

to the standards of the American Correctional Association (ACA) and 

to obtain accreditation. Therefore, before any private contractor 

began operation of a facility, the minimum standards set forth by 

the ACA would have to be met, placing the private contractor under 

the same rules as the state. Accreditation from government would 

be an added bonus to a private firm because most state and county 

facilities are not . accredited. It would also give the private 

contractor a formal proclamation of quality, placing the private 

firm on a higher professional ground than the state. Second, 

private contractors usually set higher operating standards in their 

contract proposals to increase the level of quality and decrease 

the number of legal suits filed by inmates. Advocates contend that 

liability risks are correlated with the quality of services 

Provided by a private contractor, which they feel are equal to, and 
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often better than, what government provides. 

LIABILITY 

Liability is perhaps the most controversial issue concerning 

private corrections. Critics of privatization maintain that 

private prisons will not absolve governments of liability, and that 

governnents can escape liability only by avoiding contracting 

(Logan, 19 8 8 : 8) . Since the 1960 's, inmate plaintiffs and their 

attorneys have been inclined to file suits under 42 u.s.c. Section 

1983. For an inmate to win a lawsuit ~nder section 1983, the 

inmate must show that the private contractor was acting under state 

law, and state action was present. If the state action requirement 

of the fourteenth amendment is met, then the private contractor 

could be held liable. . Under these circumstances, the state 

government is usually named as a co-defendant in the inmate's 

lawsuit. 

Advocates of privatization state that to alleviate government 

liability private contracts should carry an indemnification clause 

to insure that government is not held responsible for any liability 

incurred as a result of a private contractor's operation of a 

facility or specific service. Thus, the clause would obligate the 

private contractor to assume the responsibility for the public 

agency, and protect it from damages or losses to government-owned 

Property and legal liability costs. 
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PRISON OVERCROWDING 

Prison overcrowding is an issue that stirred up much 

controversy throughout the past decade. It is also an issue that 

concerns privatization. Advocates for privatization speculate that 

facilities housing offenders could be built faster and cheaper, and 

in turn, reduce overcrowding. 

opponents of privatization, however, state that privatization 

would stagnate innovative ideas and alternatives to incarceration. 

The incentive would be to build more prisons instead of trying to 

reduce the populations. They also contend that if more prisons are 

built , the courts will fill them. 

Though there are many pros and cons about privatization, the 

fact remains that privatization is relatively new to the field of 

corrections; thus, the debate over its presence will continue until 

more public-private prison comparison studies are completed. To 

date, there have been few studies which compare public and private 

prison operations. Therefore, to obtain a better understanding of 

cost effectiveness, several studies are presented describing the 

costs involved with the provision of general services by public and 

Private ventures. From a comparison of other public and private 

services, one can draw conclusions as to whether privatization 

would be beneficial to correctional agencies. The following 

studies worked with different areas of 
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transportation, solid-waste management, and electric power. 

URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION 

Transportation services are historically private ventures 

that, before the 1960's, operated under exclusive franchises and 

were effectively insulated from competition (Weicher,1988:3). 

Privatization is not new to the field of transportation. However, 

within the past 30 years, mass transportation was gradually 

monopolized or, "municipalized". Nevertheless, there are many 

privace transportation systems in operation in the United States 

and a considerable number of comparative studies have been 

compleced. The studies to follow on public and private 

transportation are concerned with urban mass transportation, i.e., 

bus systems. 

A report by the New York State Department of Transportation 

showed that private buses in Westchester County operated at a cost 

of $3.18 per mile, whereas a public bus authority in Nassau County, 

a similar suburban area, had a cost of $4.09 per mile, or twenty­

eight percent more (Savas,1987:137). This study examined the 

average costs per vehicle mile of comparable public and private 

urban bus services. The results of these studies are strikingly 

similar to those of the study mentioned above. For instance, 

PUblic bus lines in California provide serv:ice at a cost that is 

twenty-eight percent higher than comparable private services, and 

at the extreme, Pheonix, Arizona public bus lines provide service 

at a cost one hundred sixty-three percent higher than a comparable 
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private bus line (Savas,1987:138). 

In 1984, New York city published a more detailed report 

comparing public and private bus services. The following table is 

a summary of the New York City report. 

t_able 1.1 -- New York City Bus Service Comparison Study 

Private Public 

cost ~er vehicle mile $6.16 $8.07 

cost per vehicle hr. $53.17 $62.57 

Vehicle mile/ employee hr. 3.98 2.29 

Vehic l e hr. / employee hr. . 46 . 30 

Operai:.:.ng revenues / cost .67 .60 

cost -:::er passenger $1. 32 $1. 4 9 

(Savas. 1987: 138) 

This table shows that public buses in New York City are more 

expensive to operate than privately owned bus companies. There was 

a 32 percent difference in operating cost per vehicle mile, · and a 

12 percent difference in cost per passenger. Moreover, the private 

buses realized 74 percent more vehicle miles per employee hour 

(Savas,1987:138). 

SOLID-WASTE MANAGEMENT 

One of the public services . studied most extensively and 

thoroughly by researchers co~cerning ·cost comparisons is 

residential solid-waste or refuse .collection. Major studies have 

been completed not only in the United States, but also cross­

culturally in Canada and Japan. A careful examination of these 
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studies leads to the conclusion that municipal collection is 

approximately 35 percent more costly than contract collection, 

although the range varies from 14 to 124 percent in all studies 

(Fitzgerald,1988:129). 

savas and Stevens(l975) surveyed 439 cities in the United 

states with a population size ranging from 2,500 to 720,000. They 

found that the average cost of municipal collection was 29 to 37 

percem: higher than the price of contract collection in cities 

larger t han 50,000 in population. Included in these figures were 

the cit i es' costs of contract preparation, bidding, and monitoring 

of the contractor's performance and the contractor's profits and 

taxes. 

~cDavid(l984) studied refuse collection in Canada using only 

cities ~ith a population of 10,000 or more. McDavid's findings 

revea l that public collection tends to be 40 to 50 percent more 

costly than private collection in the 109 cities analyzed. 

Hamada and Aoki(l981) analyzed 211 cities in Japan and 

reported staggering differences in the cost between public and 

private refuse collection. Their findings reveal that municipal 

collection is 124 percent more costly than contract collection in 

Japan. 

In regard to the studies conducted in the United States and 

Canada, the reason these two governments are significantly less 

Productive and more expensive can be -attributed to the use of m9re 

men to do the same amount of work, more absences by workers, fewer 

households served per hour, and less productive vehicles 
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(Fitzgerald,1988:131). 

The reasons given can be considered immediate contributions 

to higher government costs. The major cause appears to be ·the 

absence of competition. When a government agency perf orrns a 

particular task directly, the task becomes monopolized because 

there are no competitors; but when a government agency is forced 

to compete with a private contractor; it can become more productive 

and efficient, and possibly can match a contractor's performance. 

ELECTRIC POWER 

In the United States approximately eighty-seven percent of the 

population obtain electric power from one of about 200 private 

companies. The remaining 13 percent obtain power from municipal or 

state systems (Colman,1989:338). Several studies have been 

conducted comparing the cost of public and private electric power; 

unfortunately, many of these studies are flawed. One study was 

flawed because its sample of public power plants included . several 

hydroelectric plants which were compared to private pla~ts that 

burned fuel, thus the results showed that public plants were 

significantly cheaper. Another study compared large private 

electrical plants to small municipal plants and found the same 

results: public plants were cheaper and more efficient. The problem 

with these studies involve their inability to find compatible or 

comparable public and private plants. 

Using data compiled from 1973 to 1975, the comptroller general 

compared 95 federal power plants with 47 private plants of similar 
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size. rt was found that private costs were $2.72 per kilowatt hour 

compared to $3.29 for public plants (Colman,1989:342). In other 

words, public electrical plants were 21 percent more costly than 

private electrical plants. It was also noted in the report that 

public plants had an average of 48 percent more employees per plant 

(Colman,1989:342). 

oeAlessi summarizes numerous studies concerning comparisons 

betweeri public and ~rivate utility ventures and found that compared 

to private uti lities, municipal utilities charge lower prices and 

spend ~ore on construction, have higher operating costs, and change 

prices less of~en (DeAlessi,1974:41). 

i-ii th electric power, the research presented leads to the 

conclusion that there is no major difference between public and 

private power plants. However, when conducting studies with 

comparable public and private power plants, the research indicates 

that private plants are less expensive. 

The rising costs of incarceration make governments consider 

privatization as a possible solution to their correctional 

problems. The problems of incarceration appear insurmountable to 

government. Crime rates are up, inmate populations are at an all-

time high, sentencing provisions have become stricter, and 

construction costs are excessive. In addition to these problems, 

jurisdictions must find the revenue to support present and future 

needs. For many jurisdictions with tight budgets, this can become 

a real dilemma. It appears that privatization would be a welcomed 

change for jurisdictions because of its potential for more 
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efficient and cost-effective institutions. However, many in the 

public realm continue to speak in a traditional manner, thinking 

there are some functions of government that must remain uniquely 

governmental. 

Despite their opponents and public thoughts of symbolic 

significance, private corporations have made some progress into the 

field of corrections. They have slowly begun to unravel the 

monopoly which public agencies · have maintained in the criminal 

justice system. An analysis of recent statistics clearly leads to 

the suggestion that the privatization of prisons and jails is an 

alternative that warrants close consideration from all levels of 

government. Despite the promises made by private firms for better 

and cheaper prisons, opponents of privatization often contend that 

contracting correctional management services to the private sector 

is unconstitutional. 

The remaining chapters of this study will deal exclusively 

with the privatization of correctional systems, particularly at the 

state level. The next chapter involves the statutory dimensions 

of privatization including precedent cases that give an 

understanding as to whether the courts would uphold a delegation 

of government authority to a private contractor. 
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CHAPTER II 

When discussing the privatizat i on of state correctional 

institutions, there will be questions concerning its legality. The 

confusion rests with the fact tha-c policies vary among state 

statutes which neither specifical ly authorize nor prohibit 

privat i zat i on. Some states, such as Texas and New Mexico, have 

passed legislation permitting private i ncarceration, while others, 

such as Virginia, have stated that; 

a state cannot barter away, or in 
any manner abridge or weaken, any 
of those essential powers which are 
inherent in all governments, and the 
exercise of which in full v igor is 
important to the well-being of organized 
society, and that contracts to that end 
are void upon general principles ... 
(Secretary of Transportation and Public Safety, 
Commonwealth of Virginia, 1986:23). 

The above statement, by the Virginia Supreme Court, appears to 

prohibit the contracting of state prisons for full-scale operation 

and management. It does, however, provide for contracting of 

specialized services if there has been no delegation of complete 

facility operations. 

The state of Virginia is one example of the various policies 

set forth by courts and legislatures throughout the country 

concerning private prisons. When dealing with the legality of 

Pr ivate correctional facility management , there currently are more 
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questions than answers. Therefore, the intent of this chapter is 

to provide an overview of the major policy issues and precedent­

setting court cases surrounding the contracting of correctional 

institutions. 

When looking into the statutory dimensions of privatization, 

one must first understand the dimensions of the delegation doctrine 

at the federal and state level. Opponents of privatization take 

the stance that the delegation doctrine prohibits public agencies 

from contracting with the private sector for management of 

correctional facilities. Basically, the delegation doctr{ne is 

aimed at placing constitutional constraints on the delegation of 

legislative powers to either governmental or non-governmem::al 

agencies. The practical purpose of the doctrine is to preserve the 

vitality of the separation of powers act and to thereby inhibit one 

branch of government from exercising powers vested in another 

branch (Lawrence,1988:60). The ban on delegation is based on the 

fifth amendment's due process clause. 

In the context of federal delegation, the U.S. Supreme Court 

has asserted that Congress may not delegate powers to other 

governmental branches nor to private entities. Thus, the Supreme 

Court has held several times that the delegation of power to the 

Private sector is unconstitutional, yet a number of courts have 

Upheld the delegation of some powers as constitutional. Perhaps 

one of the main problems with the doctrine at the federal level is 

its lack of tt t · d a en ion an use. The Supreme Court has not 

invalidated private delegation since the New Deal era in carter v. 
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~~t~eur__.C~o~a~l:-C=o~., and many agree that the court has not given an 
~ 

eotable theory on the principles involved with the delegation 
ace~ 

doctrine (Robbins,1988:9-10). Others think the Supreme Court has 

failed to distinguish between statutes that delegate power and 

those that do not. Recently, federal courts have upheld the 

delegation of power to private parties as being constitutionally 

valid. 

since there are no recent Supreme Court cases that have turned 

on the delegation doct~ine, current federal law most analogous to 

the private prison context is found in opinions upholding the 

Maloney Act, ·,1hich authorizes self-regulation of the securities 

industry (Robbins,1988:22). The U.S. Court of Appeals, in Todd and 

co. v . SEC, upheld the Maloney Act, stating that the delegation of 

governmental power was not unconstitutional. Also in the private 

prison context, the ruling in Berman v. Parker suggests that courts 

would uphold the delegation of power because the private prison 

contractor would be employed to carry out laws in an administrative 

fashion. It would not be contracted to enact the laws, only to 

carry them out. Most of the cases mentioned deal with property 

interests rather than a person's liberties. Therefore, a court of 

law might apply a stricter review of delegation for a public agency 

wishing to contract correctional responsibilities with a private 

corporation. 

The most widely cited federal statute by proponents of 

Privatization to support the legality of private prisons is 18 

U.s.c. Section 4082(b) which states that: 



The Attorney General may designate as a 
place of confinement any available, suitable, 
and appropriate institution or facility, 
whether maintained by the Federal Government 
or other.•1ise, and whether within or without 
the judicial district in which the person 
was convicted, and may at any time transfer 
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a person from one place of confinement to another. 

This federal statute more or less appears to permit the Bureau of 

prisons to contract out its correctional ins ti tut ions to the 

private sector. Eighteen U.S.C. Section 4082(b) also becomes an 

important statute to state and county agencies because it requires 

the Federal Bureau of Prisons to "[p]rovide technical assistance 

to state and local governments in the improvement of their 

correctional systems ... 11 Therefore, if the Bureau of Prisons finds 

private correctional companies to be nore appropriate and cost­

effec~i ve, state and county administrators will be more inclined 

to follow the Bureau's lead and experience should they decide to 

consider privatization as an option. 

The "or otherwise" phrase in section 4082(b) is unclear in its 

meaning, leading many to interpret it in different ways. Clearly, 

those for privatization interpret the language of section 4082(b) 

to mean the authority of the Attorney General to contract with the 

private sector for the confinement of federal offenders in all 

situations. However, other~ maintain that section 4082(b) refers 

only to other public facilities such a state, county, or U.S. 

territory. Subsequent amendments to section 4082(b), however, has 

changed the meaning of the "or otherwise" phrase. As Robbins(l988) 

Points out 
I 



The meaning of the phrase 'or otherwise' 
has changed, but only to the rather limited 
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extent of permitting the Attorney General to 
contract with private corporations for the 
confinement of federal prisoners in certain 
special facilities, such as residential 
community-treatment centers (Robbins,1988,p.400). 

The Comprehensive Crime c6ntrol Act of 1984 replaced section 

4082 (b) with 18 U.S.C. Section 3621(b), which sets forth certain 

additional factors that must be considered when the Bureau selects 

a faci~ity. Section 362l(b) provides in pertinent part: 

The Bureau of Prisons shall designate the 
place of the prisoner's imprisonment. The 
Bureau nay designate any available penal or 
correctional facility that meets minimum 
standards of health and habitability 
established bv the Bureau, whether maintained 
by the Federai Government or otherwise and 
and whether within or without the judicial 
district in which the person was convicted, 
that the Bureau determines to be appropriate 
and suitable, considering--

(1) the resources of the facility contemplated; 
(2) the nature and circumstances of the offense; 
(3) the history and characteristics of the prisoner; 
( 4) any statement by the court that imposed the 

sentence--
(A) concerning the purposes for which the sentence to 

imprisonment was determined to be warranted; or 
( B) recommending a type of penal or correctional 

facility as appropriate; and 
(5) any pertinent policy statement issued by the 

Sentencing Commission pursuant to section 994(a) (2) 
of title 28. 

Within section 362l(b), the phrase "or otherwise" remains 

intact., resulting in further confusion as to whether private 

contracting by the Bureau is authorized. The language in section 

362 l(b) indicates that congress did not specify whether contracts 

by the Bureau of Prisons were intended to be exclusively a state, 

territory, political subdivision or private corporation. Thus, the 
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meaning of section 362l(b) remains unclear and therefore is subject 

to alternative interpretations. Simply stated, section 3621(b) 

ieaves its elf open to become an issue for either proponents or 

opponents of privatization, depending on a person's point of view. 

The delegation of power to the private sector is an issue 

which is frequently made to state legislatures. A review of state 

cases indicates that courts have upheld most delegations. The 

delegat:ion of state power, like that at the federal level, can 

usually occur if the private entity exercises neither rule-making 

nor adjudicative powers, but merely manages a governmental program 

already in place and enforces state laws. However, cases such as 

Indus~~ial Commission v . C & D Pipeline and Hillman v. Northern 

Wasco Countv People's Utility District show that in the private 

prison context, courts would not permit a legislature to authorize 

a private prison contractor to make the rules governing the conduct 

of the inmates. The private contractor could propose rules to an 

administrative agency only if that particular agency had the 

authority to accept, reject, or modify them. State courts have 

indicated that they might uphold the right of a private prison firm 

to propose internal disciplinary rules. Again, however, these 

proposed rules could not form the basis for disciplining inmates 

Unless they were adopted by the state legislature or an 

administrative agency with authority. What the judges in the state 

courts are saying is that they would probably uphold the delegation 

of Power to private parties if there were provisions for judicial 

or legislative review. If there is no provision, then the court 
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would invalidate statutes and administrative regulations that 

delegate power to the private sector. 

Recently, many states have enacted enabling legislation to 

authorize the state to contract with the private sector. The 

enabling legislation grants the state broad authority to contract 

with the private sector for construction, lease, acquisition, 

improvement, operation, and management of correctional facilities 

and services (Robbins, 1988: 418) . The following are examples of 

state statutes authorizing an agency to contract with the private 

sector in regard to correctional institutions: 

- Alaska Stat. section 33.30.031 (1986), Authorizes corrections 
commissioner to contract with private entities for the provision 
of halfway houses, group homes, and facilities for misdemeanor 
offenders. 

- Arizona Rev. Stat. Ann. section 41-1606.01 (1985 & Supp. 1987), 
Authorizes corrections department to contract with private entities 
for tje confinement of adult and youth offenders and the provision 
of various related services enumerated in the statute. 

-Arkansas Stat. Ann. section 12-50-100 to 12-50-110 (Supp. 1987), 
Authorizes state, regional, and local corrections agencies to 
contract with private entities for the financing, acquisition, 
construction, and operation of correctional facilities. 

-Colorado Rev. Stat. section 17-27-101 to 17-27-115 (1986 & 
Supp.1987), Authorizes local corrections boards to utilize 
community correctional facilities and programs operated by private 
organizations 

-Florida Stat. Ann. section 944 .105 & 944 .1053 (West cum. Supp. 
19~8), Authorizes state corrections department to contract with 
Private entities for the provision, operation, and maintenance of 
correctional facilities and programs operated by private 
organizations. 

-Hawaii Rev. Stat. section 352-3, 353-1.1 & 353-1.2 (1985), 
Authorizes director of social services to contract for private 
r~sictential youth facilities, community correctional centers, and 
high-security correctional facilities. 
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d·ana code Ann. section 11-8-3-1 (Burns 1981), Authorizes 
-In 

1
ctions department to contract with private entities for the 

~~~~~dy and care of committed persons and for related services. 

nsas stat. Ann. section 75-5210 (1984 & Cum. Supp. 1987), 
-I<a secretary of corrections to contract with private Authorizes 
entities for the provision of facilities and various rehabilitation 
programs. 

-Kentucky Rev. Stat. & R. Serv. section 197.500 to 197.525 (1988), 
Authorizes state to contract with private entities to establish, 
operate, and manage adult correctional facilities. 

-Louisiana Rev. Stat. Ann. section 39:1780 to 39:1795 (West cum. 
supp. 1988) , Provi~~s for pr:i ~a~e ownership and lease-purchase 
financing of correctional facilities. 

-Minnesota Stat. Ann. section 241.32 (West 1972 & cum. Supp. 1988), 
Authorizes commissioner of corrections to contract with private 
entit:es for separate custody or specialized care and treatment of 
inmates. 

-Missouri Ann. Stat. section 217.138 (Vernon Cum. Supp. 1988), 
Authorizes state depart::1ent of corrections, cities, and counties 
to contract with private entities for the construction of 
corrections facilities. 

-Montana Code Ann. section 53-30-106 (1987), Authorizes state 
depart::1ent of corrections to enter contract with private entities 
to house "selected inmates. 11 

-Nevada Rev. Stat. Ann. section 209.141 (Michie 1987), Authorizes 
state department of prisons to contract with private entities to 
carry out corrections-related functions. 

-New .1exico Laws section 33-1-17 (1988), Authorizes state 
depart::ient of corrections to contract for the operation of "any 
adult female facility" and the renovation or construction of such 
facilities. 

-Oklahoma Stat. Ann. tit. 57 section 561, 563 & 563.1 (West cum. 
Su~p. 1988), Authorizes department of corrections to contract with 
iri':'a~e. entities for operation of the department's correctional 
. acilities and to use other non-departmental facilities for the 
~ncarceration and treatment of persons under the custody of the 
epart~ent. 

-Pennsylvania Stat. Ann. tit. 61 section 1081 to 1085 (Purdon cum. 
~Upp. _1988), Instituting one-year moratorium on the private 
~:ration of correctional facilities in the state, through June 30, 

7. 
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th Carolina Acts section 55.7 (1987), Authorizes department of 
-sou ·ct.ions to contract. for "any and all services. 11 

corre 

-Tennessee co~e Ann. s~ct~on 41-24-101 to 41-24-115 (Cum. supp. 

1987 ), Auth,or.izes cornrnission~r. of corrections to contract with 
private entities for the provision of correctional services. 

-Texas Rev. civ. Stat.. An~. art. 6166g-2 (Vernon Supp. 1988), 
Author i zes ~oard. of corrections to contract with private entities 
for the financing, construction, operation, maintenance, and 
management of secure correctional facilities. 

-Utah code Ann. section 64-13-26 (1986 & Supp. 1987), Authorizes 
depar~~ent of correct i ons to contract with priv ate entities for the 
care, t reatment, and superv ision of offenders in its custody. 

-Virgi~ia Code Ann. sect.ion 53.1-180 to 53.1-185 (1982 & Cum. Supp. 
1987 ) , Authorizes director of department of corrections and 
l ocal it ies to contract with private nonprofit entities for 
resident.ial and nonresident.ia l community-div ersion programs and 
services. 

-Wyoming Stat. section 7-18-101 to 7-18-114 ( 1987), Authorizes 
contract.s with private profit organizations for the establishment, 
maintenance, and operation of cornmuni ty correctional facilities and 
progra;'.ls. (Robbins, 1988, p . 415-417) 

The question of ~hether privatization is legal or not might 

very ·,.;ell be determined by the wording of the contract submitted 

to the public agency. However, as the above examples show, many 

states are now producing enabling legislation to permit private 

contracts for correctional facilities. This appears to be a wise 

decision since the language of federal statutes is unclear, as are 

precedent court rulings. With the implementation of enabling 

legislation, states are now moving to control their own destiny 

with regard to private corrections. 
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CHAPTER III 

one of the most controversial issues related to the 

privat:zation of prisons is liability. Who will bear the legal 

costs in the event that an institution is sued: the contracting 

agency, contractor, or both? This dilemma has been a major barrier 

for l::oth the public and private sector since the inception of 

privat:zation. Before any discussion and analysis about liability 

can l::egin, some 1 ingering problems must be ·considered. First, 

Thomas ( 1988) states that the relationship between the private 

sector and governmental civil liability has yet to be established 

because privatization is too recent and too limited 

(Thornas,1988:85}. Secondly, there is no case law presently existing 

to set precedent for future court rulings, and, therefore, 

professionals in the field are fa.reed to rely on a combination of 

legal reasoning and analogous situations which have produced 

judicial opinions (Thomas,1988:85). 

Because of these lingering problems, critics such as the 

American Bar Association believe that Departments of Corrections 

and state legislatures should wait until all legal matters are 

settled in courts of law. Others, howevei, maintain that policies 

on Privatization, as with policies for any topic, should be 



t d before all legal matters are resolved. 
iinplemen e 

·s what keeps society constantly changing. believe, i 
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This, they 

Both sides of the privatization debate make strong points to 

Port their conclusions. Because no liability issues have been sup 
resolved by the courts, their pas i tions appear to be tenuous. 

proponents of privatization state that private prisons would either 

have no effect or a positive one on liability risks to government, 

and further contend that these risks are correlated with the 

quality of services provided by the private sector. Not­

~ithstanding this opinion, advocates also feel that liberal 

indemnification clauses within government contracts would help the 

public sector avoid increases in liability costs. Opponents of 

priva~ization, obviously, take an entirely different perspective, 

stating that a shift toward private prisons would elevate and 

significantly expand governmental liability risks. With regard to 

contractual provisions relieving a government of liability, critics 

oaintain that indemnification clauses may not hold up if challenged 

in court. Their premise rests upon the fact that simply because 

a public agency is not operating a correctional institution, it 

does not mean that liability risks can be shifted to the private 

sector. This reasoning mainly stems from 42 u.s.c. section 1983, 

the federal Civil Rights Act, the basis for most litigation over 

Prison conditions (National criminal Justice Association,1987:13). 
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since the 1960's, inmate plaintiffs and their attorneys have 

inclined to file suit under 42 u.s.c. section 1983. Inmates 
been 

tend that during their confinement they were deprived of basic 
con 

constitutional rights, and therefore seek relief under 1983. The 

code provides in part: 

Every person who, under color of 
any statute, ordinance, regulation, 
custom, or usage, of any State or 
Territory or the District of Columbia, 
subjects, or causes to be subjected, 
any citizen of the United States or 
other person within the jurisdiction 
thereof to the deprivation of any rightsj 
privileges, or i mmunities secured by the 
Constitution and laws, shall be liable to 
the party injured in an action at law, 
suit in equity, or other proper proceeding 
for redress (4 2 U.S.C section 1983:8). 

An i nmate plainti f f filing suit under 1983 can allege that the 

defendant deprived him/ her of a constitutional right and was acting 

nder state law; that state action was present. Under section 

1983, the inmate can ask for the reinstatement of the 

constitutional rights that were denied, and cannot seek release 

from custody on the grounds that the incarceration was unlawful. 

To seek release from custody, an inmate must file suit under the 

federal habeas corpus statute, and exhaust all state remedies 

before the writ can be heard at the federal level. Cummings (1981) 

points out that, 

A 1983 suit differs from a suit under 
habeas corpus in that the individual 
proceeding under 1983 does not have to 
first exhaust state remedies before moving 
to seek relief in the federal courts, and 
possible release from imprisonment is available 
only by a writ under habeas corpus (Cummings,1981:212). 
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AS noted above, an inmate filing suit under 1983 must be able 

how that the defendant was acting under the color of state law, 
to s 

d that: state action was present. If the state action requirement 
an 
of the fourteenth amendment is met, the defendant may be liable. 

If the state action requirement is not met, the defendant is not 

liable under section 1983. The fourteenth amendment established 

a state action requirement as a constitutional limit on 

govern:::ental agencies to protect an individual's rights. To 

deten::1e whether the state action requirement is met, courts 

usual~:_; apply one of four traditional tests: public function, 

close-~exus, symbiosis, and state-compulsion (Robbins,1988:82). 

Th e public function test is used to determine whether a 

private company exercised powers that are traditionally and 

exclus i·,ely reserved to the state. Medina v. O'Neil is one case 

•hich dealt with the context of private prisons in which the court 

used t::e public function test to determine whether the Immigration 

and Naturalization Service was lia.ble under state action after 

contracting with the private sector for the operation of a 

detent:on facility. In Medina, a guard accidently killed a 

detained alien and the plaintiffs filed suit under section 1983, 

claiming they had been unconstitutionally deprived of due process 

and were subjected to cruel and unusual punishment. 

for the detained aliens, stating that detention 

The court held 

was a power 

reserved to government and is an exclusive power of the state 

(Robbins,1988:92). 
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In a close-nexus test, there must be a connection between the 

te and the challenged action that is sufficiently close for the 
sta 
action to be treated as that of the state. An example of close-

nexus would be the state funding and regulation of a private 

prison. However, because every state contract with the private 

sector would fall under the guidelines of close-nexus, courts have 

set higher standards for state action to be met by this test. 

Robbins ( 1988) states that "not only must the state fund and 

regulate an entity, but it must also have a policy governing the 

challenged decision or conduct; state action will not be 

established if the state merely has officials participating in the 

decision making process." Because the state and private prison 

contractor abide by ACA prison standards, it remains unclear as to 

'«hether the state would have a policy governing all possible 

conduct occurring within a correctional institution. It does, 

however, seem probable. Therefore, a court would probably conclude 

that the private prison was acting under the color of state law 

according to the close-nexus test. 

The symbiosis test is used to determine whether there is a 

symbiotic relationship or mutual dependence between the private 

sector and the state. Webster's dictionary defines symbiosis as 
II 

a cooperative relationship as between two persons or groups." 

Therefore, if the court finds that the state is an indispensable 

Part of a private prison's operation, state action is met. This 

NOUld certainly be the case if a state and private contractor were 



physically and financially integrated 

t of a correctional institution. 
inanagemen 
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in the operation and 

state-compulsion or significant encouragement is perhaps the 

most difficult test to apply to determine the presence of state 

action. The state-compulsion test is rarely used by itself, but 

rather i s combined with the other tests to determine state action. 

I ndependentl y , state-compulsion would be difficult to prove if the 

encouragement or coercion by a state toward a private contractor 

was merely exercised through discussion and not through written law 

or com:::::-act. 

T~rough an examination of these four tests, it becomes clear 

that state action would be present in the private prison context 

because the private contractor is usually dependent upon the state. 

All : our of the state action tests require some form of dependency 

or relationship between the t wo parties, which presently occurs in 

any i nstances. one conclusion, therefore, might be that according 

to the state action requirement of the fourteenth amendment, 

private prisons would neither eliminate nor reduce government 

liabil ity. 

To support this conclusion, the U.S. Supreme court in 1988 

decided West v . Atkins, the closest case to date concerning the 

privatization of prisons. The supreme Court in West considered 

whether a physician who is under 
contract with ½he State to provide 
medical services to inmates at a 
state-prison hospital on a · part-time 
basis acts 'under color of state law,' 
within the meaning of 42 u.s.c. section 
1983, when he treats an inmate. 
(Cited in Robbins,1988:114) 
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court concluded that the "respondent's delivery of medical 
The 

a .... -ent to West was state action fairly attributable to the tre .. , .. 

state" (Cited in Robbins,1988:114). 

Because state action would be present in a private 

r ~ectional facility, proponents of privatization indicate that co ... 

bY indemnifying the contracting agency, the costs of liability and 

litigation would mainly rest with the private contractor. 

Therefore, private contractors include indemnification clauses in 

thei= contracts to alleviate government's liability costs. 

INDEMNIFICATION 

Advocates of privatization also stress the need for liberal 

indemnification clauses within their contracts with pubic agencies. 

Not cnly does the private sector stress the importance of including 

indemnification clauses in their contracts, but the public sector 

usually makes it a requirement in their request for proposals and 

contracts. The purpose of the indemnification clause is to ensure 

that a government is compensated for any liability that it might 

incur as a result of a private contractor's operation and 

management of a correctional facility. The clause would obligate 

the private contractor to assume the responsibility for the . 

contracting agency, and protect it from damages or losses and 

liability costs. For example, the indemnification clause in the 
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t services Agreement between the New Mexico Corrections 
Managemen 

oepartment 

states: 

and Corrections Corporation of America (CCA) (1988) 

contractor shall indemnify and save the State harmless from and 
. t· 

ai~in:ny and all claims a~ising from the provision of the Operation 
( and Management Services, including, without limitation, any 

and all claims arising from (i) any breach or default on the 
part of Contractor in the performance of any covenant '?r 
agreement to_ . be performed pur~uant to the terms of this 
Agreement, (ii) any act of negligence of Contractor, or any 
of its agents, subcontractors, servants, employees, or 
licensees, and (iii) any accident, injury, or damage 
whatsoever caused to any person; and 

(b) all costs, reasonable attorneys• fees, expenses, and 
liabilities incurred on account of any such claim, action, or 
proceeding brought thereon. 
In case any action or proceeding is brought against the State, 
the Contractor, upon notice from the State, shall defend 
against such action or proceeding by counsel satisfactory to 
the State, unless such action or proceeding is defended 
against by counsel for any carrier or liability insurance 
provided for herein. Contractor's obligation to indemnify the 
State shall not be affected by a claim that negligence of the 
State or its respective agents, contractors, employees, or 
licensees contributed in part to the loss or damage 
indemnified against. Contractor's obligation to indemnify the 
State, however, shall not be applicable to injury, death or 
damage to property arising out of the sole negligence or 
sole willful misconduct of the State. The terms of this 
Section 9.5 shall survive the termination of this Agreement. 

Clearly, the main purpose of an indemnification clause is to 

absolve a governmental agency of liability, while holding the 

private contractor accountable for all actions or omissions to act. 

Robbins ( 1988) states in the American Bar Association I s model 

contract that the indemnification clause should encompass liability 

arising out of tort, contract, or civil-rights actions. It should 

be noted that public sector contracts not only require 

1ndemnification clauses to limit their liability risks, but also 
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. ea substantial amount of insurance coverage to indemnify the 
requir 

acting agency from any possible litigation and liability. 
contr 

, insurance coverage with the state of New Mexico requires the 
cCA 5 

·vate corporation to provide payment for compensatory damages, 
pri 

punitive damages-when awarded, plaintiffs' attorneys' fees-when 

awarded, and costs of defense (Management Services Agreement, 

1988 ,#77-40,section 9.2). 

The question over who will be liable, contracting agency or 

contractor, remains unclear because of no 'on point' cases being 

decided in the courts. All data seem to support the conclusion that 

state action will be easily discernible by a court of law. 

nfortunately, it is too early to determine whether a private 

contractor's indemnification of government will hold up if 

challenged. 

The doctrine of sovereign immunity protects federal and state 

governments from suits filed by citizens of the United States 

unless soverign immunity is waived. The federal government may 

waive immunity if it consents to be sued under the Federal Tort­

Claims Act, and a state may do the same through a State Tort-Claims 

Act. This brings to question whether a private contractor, 

presumably working under the color of state law, could assert a 

sovereign immunity defense in the event of litigation. 

SOVEREIGN IMMUNITY 

History shows that in the early parts of this century, before 
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actment of the Federal Tort-Claims Act, private companies 
the en 

nted more tort liability exposure than government because of 
confro 

t , s ability to resort to the doctrine of sovereign the 1at er 

illllDunity. This doctrine stood as a barrier, protecting the public 

tor from any tort actions, while no barrier existed for the 
sec 

•vate sector (Thomas,1988:88). However, the sovereign immunity prl 

doctrine, after the Federal Tort-Claims Act of 1946, began to 

resemble the non-immunity status which the private sector endured, 

although some inequalities between the two still remain. First, 

a waiver of sovereign immunity by a public agency does not expose 

it to some broad categories of activity such as policy-making, 

planning, or 

(Thomas, 1988: 93) . 

discretionary 

Secondly, 

decision-making activities 

waivers of sovereign immunity 

establish a limit on damage awards, a significant contrast to 

private litigation and awards. Courts can award damages up to the 

aximum amount permitted by the public sector's liability insurance 

policy. 

Although a waiver of sovereign immunity by a government 

significantly reduces its liability differences from the private 

sector, Thomas (1988:95) believes that "the basic point to be made 

is that the trend toward less reliance on the sovereign immunity 

doctrine has not transformed the legal context in such a way as to 

Place governmental agencies and private correctional firms in 

equivalent liability positions." Therefore, private correctional 

contractors should realize that they do not have the immunity 
0 PPortunities which lessen government liability exposure. 
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ocates for privatization may have the only viable solution to 
AdOV 

a private contractors' liabiliy exposure: the promise of 
1essen 

better quality prisons. If the quality of a priv ate prison is good, 

i t is logical to assume that this in itself would reduce the risk 

and costliness of litigation brought by inmate plaintiffs. 
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CHAPTER IV 

Before examining the extent of privatization occurring within 

state correctional systems, it is essential to consider the 

arch methodology employed in this study. To update information rese 

concerning the use of private contractors by state correctional 

systems, a survey form comprised of six questions was produced and 

sent: via mail to the directors of the fifty state correction 

depart:::1ents. It was also the intent of this study to gather 

infonat:ion on a sample of the private correctional contractors 

presently providing services to the public sector. 

The format of this study was that of a mailed questionnaire 

which '.;las designed to determine the amount of privatization 

occur=:ng at the state level in American correctional systems. The 

questionnaire ( see Appendix A) was short and concise and was 

accompanied by a cover letter stating the purpose of the study. The 

cover letter was personally addressed to each director and the 

names were taken from the 1989 edition of the National Directory 

Qf Law Enforcement Administrators, Correctional Institutions and 

Related Agencies. 

A follow-up questionnaire was mailed to the state correctional 

departr.1ents not responding to the initial questionnaire and a third 

telephone follow-up was conducted of the few remaining non­

respondents. This three-pronged approach proved to be beneficial. 

All fifty states responded to the questionnaire, thus achieving 
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initial goal of the survey, a one hundred percent return rate. 
the 

To obtain information on private correctional contractors 

entlY providing institutional services to agencies, information pres 

kets were requested from telephone conversations with the sample pac 

Panies included in this study. The information obtained from the com 

sample of private correctional contractors was to serve primarily 

as a means of verification of the results obtained from the state 

departments of correction. The purpose of this chapter will be to 

analyze the data received from the fifty states and show what 

services are being contracted out to the private sector by state 

correctional agencies. An analysis of the data will also show the 

nul'!lber of states requiring indemnification against liability, 

specific legislation for privatization to become legally possible, 

and the number of suits filed against private correctional 

contractors since 1980. It should be noted that all data analyzed 

in this chapter comes directly from the information received on the 

returned questionnaires. Therefore, all results presented pertain 

to state correctional systems, and do not encompass federal or 

county privatization movements. 

FACILITY OPERATION AND MANAGEMENT 

Facility operation and management by a private contractor is 

an area of privatization which has sparked heated debate between 

Professionals within the criminal justice system. It is commonly 

referred to as full-scale privatization, a contract between the 
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state and a private corrections firm for the operation and 

111
anagement of all facility services. Specific services such as 

food, medical, education, and counseling are administered to 

inillates by the contractor who, if applicable, may sub-contract a 

service to other private providers. Private correctional 

facilities, however, nust adhere to ACA standards and continue to 

be regulated by the contracting agency; therefore, to implement 

major change within a facility, the private contractor must seek 

final approval from the state. These limitations, however, are 

similar to those of a state-run facility where adherence to state 

regulations and ACA standards is mandatory. Private correctional 

facilties do have their advantages. First, they have the ability 

to be more flexible with little bureaucracy involved, meaning that 

rountine matters such as the hiring and training of employees could 

be implemented quickly. Secondly, they have the ability to build 

their facilities faster and usually cheaper than governmental 

agencies. Although there are many pros and cons associated 

with the contracting of private correctional facilities, the intent 

of this chapter is not to determine the validity of opposing 

arguements, but to classify and analyze the survey data received 

from the fifty states. 

Through the first half of 1990, eight states (16%) reported 

having contracts with the private sector for facility operation and 

management on a for-profit basis. These facilities range from 

tninimum and medium security correctional institutions to pre­

release and community treatment centers. The states responding to 
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• iitY operation and management are Louisiana, Kentucky, New 
faCl 

·co Florida, Texas, Alaska, California, and Maryland. 
MeXl , 

The newest private facility opened in March, 1990 in Winn 

parish, Louisiana, and is operated by corrections Corporation of 

AIDerica (CCA). Winn Correctional Institution is the first privately 

operated medium security institution in the United States, and will 

initially house 610 adult male inmates and expects to expand its 

operation to 1,075 individuals. 

Perhaps the most widely known private correctional facility 

in America opened in January, 1986 in St. Mary, Kentucky, and is 

operated by United States Corrections Corporation (USCC). Marion 

Adjustment Center was the first private institution to incarcerate 

adult felons sentenced by a state with a classification level not 

exceeding minimum security. Marion Adjustment Center originally 

housed 200 inmates and in 1988 expanded to 450 prisoners. 

In 1988, the New Mexico Corrections Departnent and Corrections 

Corporation of America entered into a four-year management services 

agreement for the operation of the New Mexico Womeh's Correctional 

Facility. Completed in June 1989, the 200-bed facility houses 

female inmates ranging in classification from minimum to maximum 

security. It is also the first privately built and operated 

women's facility in the United States. 

Of the eight states contracting for private facility 

operations t ' wo, Florida and Texas, contract out pre-release 

centers. In 1985, the state of Florida contracted with National 

Cor-e t· 4 c ions Management for the operation of the 177-bed Miami pre-



38 

center (Beckham Hall). Texas' four privately operated pre­
release 

centers are contracted to two different corrections firms, 
release 

wackenhut, Inc. and Corrections Corporation of America. Wackenhut, 

rnc- operates two 500-inmate-capacity pre-release centers in 

Bridgeport and Kyle, both completed and opened in 1989. In the same 

ar corrections Corporation of America also ye , opened two 500-bed 

pre-release centers for the Texas Department of Corrections in 

Cleveland and Venus. 

There are presently two states, Alaska and California, which 

cont:ract with the private sector for the operation of Community 

Resident:ial and Treatment Centers. Alaska has six community 

resident:ial centers contracted to four different: private operators. 

The centers at Cordova, Tundra, and Northstar are operated by 

All vest, Inc. , while the center at Maniilag is run by Maniilag 

Associates. The Glacier Manor Center is operated by Gastineau Human 

Services and the Glenwood Center by TJ Mahoney. 

The state of California contracts with many for-profit private 

entities. Eclectic Communications, Inc., appears to be the major 

contractor in California, operating five community re-entry work 

furlough 

facilities. 

Francisco 
I 

program facilities, and three return-to-custody 

These eight facilities are located in Goleta, San 

Los Angeles, Inglewood ( 2) , Live Oak, La Honda, and 

Baker. Eclectic facilities house approximately 565 male and female 

Offenders. Two of the facilities, Inglewood and Live Oak, house 

only female offenders. 
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Behavioral Systems Southwest, Inc., operates three community 

re-ent:rY work furlough program facilities in Hollywood, Van Nuys, 

d Rubidoux. an 
The total bed capacity for these facilities is 

appro:dmately 190 inmates. 

Wackenhut, Inc. operates a return-to-custody facility in 

McFarland, California. McFarland RTC has a 200-bed capacity. 

Gary White Associates, a for-profit organization, currently 

operates and manages the Mesa Verde return-to-custody facility in 

Bakersfield and has a 200-bed capacity: 

The state of California also has a management services 

agreement with a corporation from Ogden, Utah: Management and 

raining Corporation(MTC), which operates Eagle Mountain, a 200-

bed return-to-custody 

Califor:nia. 

facility located in Desert Center, 

The state of Maryland has two separate private contractors, 

Threshold and Dismas House, operating facilities located at the 

Department of Corrections' headquarters in Baltimore. 

Al though only eight states, sixteen percent of the total, 

utilize for-profit private contractors for facility operation and 

anagement, the results reveal that full-scale privatization is 

slowly becoming a viable option in some states. An analysis of the 

data indicates that only three states, Kentucky, Louisiana, and New 

Mexico, contract with private firms for the operation of state 

institutions. However, 

commun1·ty · corrections 

the trend seems to be in . the area of 

where five states, Alaska, California, 
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Maryland, 
r1orida, 

facilities. 

and Texas, have contracted for community 

The sections to follow will be concerned with specific 

institutional services contracted to the private sector by state 

rnments. These services include: Medical, Food, Education and gove 

vocation, counseling, Industry, and Other services. 

MEDICAL SERVICES 

Medical or health care services are the largest contracted 

area i n American state correctional institutions. The contractor 

provides a full range of care to inmates and staff and must meet 

the standards set forth by the National Commission of Correctional 

Health Care. Presently, t wenty-two (44%) of the country's 

correct i onal departments contract for their medical services. Of 

these t~enty-two states, eleven contract with the same national 

provider, while the remaining eleven contract with local or state 

l evel .private providers. 

Correctional Medical Systems, Inc. (CMS) is the largest 

national medical provider in corrections. CMS contracts with eleven 

states in v ary ing geographical locations. The following is an 

alphabetical listing of the states contracting with CMS: Delaware, 

Georgia, Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Maryland, New Mexico, 

Pennsylv~nia, South Carolina, Tennessee, West Virginia. 

Of the eleven states contracting with correctional Medical 

Systems , Inc., four are systemwide contracts. Delaware (7 
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institutions), Kansas (17), Maryland (19), and New Mexico (8) 

act with CMS to render medical services to all of their state 
contr 

i nstitutions while the seven remaining states contract with CMS for 

•t · institutions. speCl lC 

CHS operates the medical services in eight of Georgia I s 

twenty-eight correctional institutions. These are Augusta, Middle 

Georgia, Valdosta, Georgia State Prison, Georgia Industrial 

Institution, Metro Correctional Institution, Rogers Correctional 

Institution, and Lowndes Correctional Institution. 

I n Illinois, eight of the state's t wenty -one adult facilities 

ccn~ract with CMS: Centralia, Dixon, Graham, Illinois River, Hill, 

oliet , Sheridan, and Vandalia Correctional Center 

In south Carolina, CMS operates five institutions located at 

. ccormick, Lieber, Allendale, MacDougall, and Evans. 

Tennessee and CMS have medical contracts for two state 

i nstitutions, Riverbed Maximum Security Institution and the 

Tennessee Prison for Women. 

Two of Pennsylvania's state correctional 

Graterford and Cresson, are under contract with CMS. 

institutions, 

The Iowa State Penitentiary is the only facility in that state 

com:racting medical services with CMS. Similarly, West Virginia has 

only one institution contracted to CMS medical services: 

Hut... · ~onsv+lle Correctional Center. 

The remaining eleven states contract with local or state level 

Providers for medical services to inmates. Of these twelve, only 

three contract their entire state system to medical companies. 
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a's medical contract for all nineteen institutions is with 
Ala.bam 

· al Health Care(CHC). PHP Healthcare Corporation renders 
r ection cor 

l services for the state of Arkansas' eleven institutions, 
JDedica 

state of Massachusetts contracts all twenty-two of its and the 

institutions to Goldberg Medical Associates. 

All of Indiana's medical services to its thirty-three 

correc~ional facilities are contracted to various local hospitals 

and private providers. There is no single major medical contractor 

in the state of Indiana. 

The state of Missouri also has several private medical 

contrac~ors who provide a variety of services to their sixteen 

correc~~onal institutions. These services encompass a wide range 

of medical areas including emergency medical treatment ( 5 

contrac~ors) , clinical services(lO), laboratory services(l), 

ambula~ory services(4), nursing ( 1), pathology(2), physical 

examinations(l), urinalysis(l), and x-ray services(6). 

The state of Utah, with only one correctional institution in 

the system, is similar to Missouri with regard to the variety of 

edical contractors and services. A total of seven different 

contractors provide various medical services to Utah: American Fork 

Hospital L b a I Stanbrooke Radiologist, Union Square Eye Care, 

University of Utah Medicine and Hospital, Valley West Dental Lab, 

Dunn-?illauer Medical Blood Testing Center, and MEDCAL Systems. 

Although eight of Illinois' twenty-one adult facilities are 

contracted with CMS, three other private medical contractors are 

also used. Danville Correctional Center's · medical services are 
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b Franciscan Sister Health Services, and the facilities 
operated y 

at owight, Pontiac, Shawnee, Vienna, Western Illinois, and the 

th center at Harrisburg are operated by Prison Health Services. 
you 

. arY Health Care Association operates the medical services for 
prim 

Y
outh centers at Joliet, Kankakee, St. Charles, Valley View, 

the 

and warrenv i 11 e • 

Nebraska contracts medical services for seven of its nine 

correctional centers. The correctional centers at Lincoln and 

Hastings, Nebraska Center for Women, Community Corrections Center 

at Lincoln, Work Release Unit at Omaha, and two Youth Development 

centers at Geneva and Kearney are all contracted with private local 

edica l providers. 

South Dakota contracts medical services for one of its five 

correctional facilities. The Springfield Correctional Facility is 

contracted with Foley and Saloum, a local private medical office. 

South Dakota State Penitentiary also contracts medical services, 

although this is with a non-profit public agency, Sioux Valley 

Hospital. 

!1ontana contracts medical services for all three of its 

institutions. These contracts, however, are with local private 

practitioners because Montana's institutions have medical clinic 

t YPe resources only . Psychiatric services are also contracted out 

t o Private practitioners. 

Alaska's medical services are operated by various private 

Practitioners and a few private medical firms. 

Provides services to Spring Creek and Wildwood 

Family Med. 

Correctional 



44 

5 
rntercorp to Fairbanks Correctional Center, DOC DOC'S to 

center ' . 
rage Annex Correctional Center and Mat-Su Pre-Trial, and 

1J1Ch0 
family Health to Yukon-Koskokwim Correctional Center. As 

eethel 

stated above, the remaining medical contracts are with local 

private practitioners. 

Florida has only one facility contracted out for medical 

services. south Florida Reception Center is operated by the 

Emergency Medical Service Association. 

Pennsylvania, which contracts medical services with CMS for 

t~o of its institutions, also has an agreement with Prison Health 

services for the operation of medical services at Retreat, 

Smithfield, and Frackville. 

The contracting of medical services by state correctional 

systems is currently the most widely used form of privatization in 

America. Forty-four percent of all states report having some form 

of medical privatization, and seven of the twenty-two states have 

contracted medical services systemwide. Another nine states utilize 

private medical providers within the state and usually use 

practitioners within close proximity to a specific correctional 

facility. 
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FOOD SERVICES 

for years state food service employees have provided inmates 

with their three meals per day, and for most states, they continue 

to do 50 • However, some states have turned to the private sector 

with their food contracts, hoping for better quality at less price. 

currently, nine states (18%), Arizona~ Connecticut, Florida, 

Illinois, Minnesota, Mississippi, New Mexico, Oregon, and West 

irginia, report contracting for food services with the private 

sector. Unlike medical services, there are no local private 

providers. All food contracts are with state or national companies. 

~he state of Arizona contracts with two different food service 

companies for three of its nine prison complexes. Canteen Company 

has t~o contracts with the Arizona State Prison Complex at Douglas 

and T~scon. Service America is contracted to provide food services 

to the Arizona State Prison Complex at Perryville. 

Connecticut contracts with Canteen Company in seven of twenty­

one correctional facilities. Canteen Company operates the food 

services for Hartell DWI, Jennings Road, N.E. Pre-Release Center, 

Connecticut Correctional Center at New Haven, Connecticut 

Correctional Institution at Niantic, Union Avenue, and J.B. Gates. 

The state of Florida contracts food services in five 

institutions with Service America, which provides food services at 

Dade Correctional Institution and Work Camp, Polk Correctional 

Insti''" t • 
-U ion and Work Camp, Martin Correctional Ins ti tut ion and 
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l center, Broward Correctional Institution, and the South 
11ocationa 

' da Reception Center. 
r1or1 

Illinois utilizes three separate private food contractors for 

e of their correctional centers. Midwest Food Open Kitchens, 
thre 

InC• operates the food services at Metro Community Corrections 

center, 

center. 

and Arena Distributors at Decatur Community Corrections 

The third facility, Joliet Correctional Center, is 

contracted with Canteen Company. 

Minnesota has four of its ten correctional facilities 

contracted for food services. £est Food, Inc. provides food 

services for the facilities at Faribault, Oak Park Heights, 

Shakopee, and Stillwater. 

Mississippi is the only state in the country which contracts 

for food services systemwide. Valley Food, a Mississippi-based 

company, operates food services at all three adult facilities: 

Mississippi State Prison, Rankon County Correctional Facility, and 

Southern Mississippi Correctional Facility. Valley Food has also 

contracted to provide services to seventeen community _work centers 

and three restitution centers. 

New Mexico contracts its food services to Canteen Company in 

three of its correctional facilities. The food services at the 

Central New Mexico Correctional Facility, Western New Mexico 

Correctional Facility, and Southern New Mexico Correctional 

Facility are operated by canteen company. 
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oregon has only one of its eight institutions contracted out 

d services. Service America runs the food services at Powder 
tor foo 

River. 

west Virginia also has only one of its correctional centers 

tracted for food services. Huttonsville Correctional Center's con . · 

Services are provided by American Food Management, Inc. food 

The survey results show that most state correctional systems 

fo r the most part, relying on their own 'in house' resources are, 

to provide adequate food services to inmates within their 

institutions. Presently, only one state contracts food services 

systernwide, and aside from Mississippi, only twenty-seven 

correctional facilities in eight states contract for food services. 

EDUCATIONAL AND VOCATIONAL SERVICES 

All state correctional systems offer some form of educational 

and vocational . service to incarcerated offenders, and these 

services usually vary state by state. Overall, licensed 

instructors, who are also correctional employees, provide inmates 

With the opportunity to learn different trades and to eventually 

obtain a high school equivalency diploma (GED) • Beyond the 

i nstitutional training and GED, however, states rely on local 

comm · unity, technical colleges, and state universities to provide 

educational services to inmates. States contract with local 

Colleges, universities, and technical schools for educational 

services , which are provided on a non-profit basis. 
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1 and vocational educationa 
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reports contracting its basic 

services to for-profit private 

Eight of thirteen correctional centers are contracted providers. 

Life skills (LS) and ABE/GED classes. Alaska utilizes various 
for 

t contractors at these faci ties, many of whom are local priva e 

private practitioners. Life Skills courses are offered by twelve 

individuals • as well as Creativ e Communications, AWAIC, Dramedy, 

Inc., Educare, IHS, Dance Center, and Ceramic Palace. These private 

providers are contracted at Anchorage Annex Correctional Center, 

Hiland Mountain Correctional Center, Anvil Mountain Correctional 

center, Ketchikan Correctional Center, Lemon Creek Correctional 

center, and Cook Inlet Pre-Trial Center. ABE/GED classes are 

offered by Kawerak, Inc. at Anvil Mountain correctio~al center and 

by an individual provider at Anchorage Annex Correctional Center. 

Excluding Alaska, the privatization of educational and 

vocat.ional services appears to be absent in state correctional 

syst.erns. It should be noted, however, that many states report 

cont:racting with local community colleges and . universities for 

education, and area vocational schools, but because of the non­

profit status granted to educational ins ti tut ions, this information 

was omitted. For example, ten states report contracts with either 

colleges or universitites or area vocational schools. These states 

are Idaho; Illindis, Kansas, Minnesot~, Missouri, Nebraska, Oregon, 

South Dakota 
' Texas, and Wisconsin. 

Overall, states provide ·educational and vocational services 

hrou , 
gn the use of regular employees who are supplemented by local 
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h
rs who are provided individual contracts and/or payment for 

teac e 

tional services. educa 

COUNSELING SERVICES 

The counseling of inmates in correctional institutions is an 

i ntegral part of everyday prison life . It is an area reserved for 

t reat~ent specialists who attempt to rehabilitate the incarcerated 

offender. The counseling services in state correctional facilities 

are si:r:i ilar to the educational services offered in that each relies 

ore on state employed professionals and non-profit organizations 

than on priv ate entities. 

Counseling services are contracted to the private sector in 

s i x states, or twelve percent of the country. These states are: 

Maine, Mary land, Massachusetts, Montana, South Carolina, and Utah. 

In the state of Maine, all four adult institutions, Charleston 

Correctional Facility, Downeast Correctional Facility, Maine 

Correctional Center, and Maine State Prison are contracted with 

ocal private providers who furnish professional counseling . 

services to incarcerated inmates. 

Maryland contracts counseling in only one of its institutions, 

Maryland Correctional Institution for Women. Alternative 

Directions, Inc. counsels all female inmates at this facility. 

One-half of Massachusetts I twenty-two correctional centers are 

contracted for counseling services. However, only one private for-

Profit f . . . . J.rm is contracted, Valle Associates. Valle Associates 
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·ctes counseling to Longwood our, North Central Co~rectional 
provi 

at Gardner, Massachusetts Correctional Institution-Old 
enter 

Y 
correctional Center, and the Massachusetts Addiction Center. 

010n 
Montana's counseling or psychological services are contracted 

to 1ocal private practioners at all three of the state's 

rectional facilities. These facilities are the Montana State 
cor 

·son women's Correctional Center, and Swan River Forest Camp. 
Prl I 

south Carolina's Women I s Correctional Center is the only 

facility in the state which contracts for counseling services. The 

~omen 1 s center in Columbia is contracted with Sister Care, Inc. 

The Utah State Prison in Draper, the only state correctional 

institution, receives counseling services from Alma Carlisle 

Psychologists, a local priva~e provider. The state also uses the 

non-profit sector for some of its counseling. 

For counseling services, eighty-eight percent of the states 

continue to hire their own professional employees for inmate 

counseling, and there appears to be no major, national counseling 

service available to states desiring to privatize. The five states 

~ho do contract counseling services employ local private agencies. 

INDUSTRY SERVICES 

Although there is extensive research on private sector 

e Ployment of inmates, there is a lack of information on the use 

of the Private sector as the sole contractor of a singular facility 
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operation or of a state-wide system. For example, a National 

· t ute of Justice study reported that in January 1987, thirty­
xnstl 

. ht private prison industry programs were employing inmates at 
119 

t y-six prisons in f ourteen states (Auerbach,1988:16). The NIJ 
tyen 

i s a good indicator o f the extent of private sector 
5tudY 

involvement with industry i n state correctional systems, but it 

does noc deal with sta tes which contract their prison industries 

to t he private sector on a for-profit basis. The following survey 

ata r esults indicate which states have discontinued operating 

·nduscry programs in some or all of their correctional facilities, 

and have contracted with the private sector f or the operation of 

' ndusc=i al serv ices. 

Onl y one state, Nebraska, reports contracting out prison 

"nduscr i es to for-profit f irms. Nebraska contracts fiv e of their 

ine correctional centers with various private venture industries. 

he Nebraska State Penitentiary is contracted with LaPen, Irwin 

Wood Products, Van House, and Fibre Resin Manufacturing, Inc. The 

Omaha Correctional Center is contracted with Third Cost Design, 

nc., PGS Marketing, and Tele-Promotions. Lincoln Correctional 

Center i s contracted with PGS Marketing and Tele-Promotions. PGS 

arket i ng also has contracts with the Nebraska center for Women and 

Hastings Correctional Center. 

It should be noted that the state of Florida contracts with 

RIDE of Florida for industries in twenty-two correctional 

nsti tutions; however, PRIDE -is a non-profit venture. 
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AS can be seen from the survey results on industry, ninety-

eight percent of the states continue to provide their own 

services at state institutions. One state contracts 

industry services, and this is on a limited basis only. 

OTHER SERVICES 

A total of eleven states report having some other form of for­

profit operation occuring within their system which was not listed 

on the survey. The following is a listing of states reporting other 

services with a brief comment on the various services contracted 

to the private sector. Unfortunately, some of the states did not 

clarify which services are rendered by the private sector nor the 

name of the contractor. 

Alaska reports having private contracts for mental health, sex 

offender treatment, and substance abuse. As with many of Alaska's 

private contracts, individual private practitioners are used for 

these other services, with only a few private firms being 

contrac"Ced. The private firms being used are Langdon Clinic and 

Y/K Heal th Corporation for mental heal th at · nine correctional 

centers; Langdon Clinic, Fairbanks Treatment Association, and MEN, 

Inc. for sex-offender treatment at three centers; Allvest Labs and 

Kila, Inc. for substance abuse at two centers. 

Kansas has agreements with private contractors for sex­

Offender treatment, substance abuse, and mental health. Weldy and 

Associate· s provi' des · sex-offender treatment at three correctional 



53 

·i i ties; DCCCA, Mirrors, Inc., and Parallax are concerned with 
faCl 

abuse at seven facilities; Correctional Medical Systems 
su1:>stance 

iS also 

services. 

contracted by Kansas for system-wide mental health 

Montana reports having t wo contractors provide pharmacy 

services to its 3 correctional facilities. HPI contracts with the 

ontana state Prison and Women I s Correctional Center. Big Fork 

Pharmacy provides serv ices to Swan River Forest camp. 

The state of Mary land uses the private sector for laundry , 

pest control, and public performance. Marriott Facilities 

Management controls the l aundry services for five of Maryland I s 

correc~ i onal institutions at the Mary land Penitentiary, Maryland 

House of correction, Central Laundry Facility, Easton Correctional 

Inst i t ution, and Maryland Correctional Institution at Hagerstown. 

ari ous local contractors provide pest control at all nineteen 

state i nstitutions. Films, Inc. has a contract with Maryland at 

three institutions which have a public performance license for 

videotape movies. 

Missouri has an array of services contracted with various 

fir::is f rom the private sector. Although there are many different 

services and contractors used by Missouri, the following is a 

sample of the types of contract services: bakery and dairy 

products, water treatment, coal, data processing, janitorial 

services M 1 · , u tiphasic Personality Inventory, pest control, and 

security systems maintenance . 
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Rhode Island reports contracting with the private sector for 

ff ender treatment, home confinement, and drug-abuse treatment. 
sex-o 

· Mental Health Services of Connecticut operates the sex­
rorens1c 

. program; Corporation for Public Management runs the home 
offenaer 

confinement program and Marathon, Inc. manages the drug-abuse 

treatment program. 

south Dakota has contracts with private providers for mental 

health, pharmacy, inmate legal services, dental and optometry, and 

dietary services. Most of these contracts are with private 

practitioners; however, some are operated by private firms. Sioux 

alley Hospital is contracted for mental health and dietary 

services; Dakota Mental Health for psychological services; UNO-Med 

Pharmacy and Uken Drug for prescription drugs. These services are 

provided to the South Dakota State Penitentiary, Springfield 

Correctional Facility, The state Training School, and Youth 

Forestry Camp. 

Utah reports having agreements with the private sector for 

~eterinarian services, janitorial services, waste refuse removal, 

inmate legal services, and two barbers. All of these services apply 

to the Utah State · Prison, the only adult correctional facility in 

the state. Amor Animal Hospital provides veterinarian services; Pat 

fork Janitorial and Powell's Maintenance furnish janitorial 

;ervices; Ouintana and Esparza advise inmates in legal matters. Two 

ind· · · lVldual private providers are contracted to be prison barbers. 
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Mississippi contracts with a private firm ' for security 

ervices provided to inmates who are admitted to public hospitals 

f inJ·ury or illness. ecause o 

Maine contracts with private providers for in-state inmate 

ransportation. 

Massachusetts reports contracting for other services with 

alle Associates for alcohol-and substance-abuse treatment. 

For other services, tr.-,enty-two percent of the states report 

aving contracts with the priv ate sector. These 'other' contracts 

ncomoass a wide variety of institutional and non-institutional 

ervices. 

Thus far, this chapter has examined the extent of private for-

refit contracting by state correctional systems in the areas of 

acili ty operation and management, medical, food, education and 

ocation, counseling, industry, and other services. Sixty-six 

ercent of all states contract with the private sector for some 

ype of correctional service. Sixteen percent have contracts for 

acility operation and management, forty-four percent for medical 

•rvices, eighteen percent for food, two -percent for education and 

ocation, twelve percent for counseling, two percent for industry, 

nd t~-1enty-two percent for other services. These figures clearly 

the privatization of correctional institutions arid 

•rvices is growing, al though at a slower rate than might be 

nticipated. 

I' There are presently seventeen states that report having no 

~ontracts wi· th f or-profit private providers for any correctional 
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. within their system. These states are: Colorado, Hawaii, 
services 

~ichigan, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, North 
Idaho, . 

carolina, 
North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Vermont, Virginia, 

h
·ngton Wisconsin, and Wyoming. as l , . 

The remainder of this chapter will involve an analysis of the 

states requiring contract indemnification, specific legislation, 

and inmate suits filed against a private contractor. 

INDEMN IFICATION 

Indemnification is an issue which has sparked much debate 

bet~.;een professionals for and against privatization, and it is also 

an issue that is of concern to a contracting agency because it 

'nevitably determines the question of who will pay the costs of 

itigation brought on by inmates and, if successful, who will 

provide the compensation. Therefore, to diminish unforeseen costs, 

ny states require the prospective private contractor to include 

a liberal indemnification clause within the contract terms. A total 

of twenty-seven states require private contractors to include an 

ndemnification clause within their proposals. Ten states reported 

that ":here is no requirement for indemnification, and thirteen 

thers found the indemnification question to be not-applicable 

ecause of no current for-profit private contracting. 

The question of requiring indemnification appears to be 

orrelated with the type of service being contracted out by a state 

crrectional system. Many · states reported that indemnification 



57 

d 
be required for facility operation and management, but not 

11oul 
. · ted institutional services. This situation arises from the 

tor 11::11 

· that the risks involved with facility operation and speculation 

ement are much greater than are the risks involved with the 
anag "' 

racting of specific institutional services. The following table 
cont: 

i s a listing of the states requiring indemnification, those that 

do not:, and those which found the question not-applicable. 

Tal:lle 4. 1 --- State response to question of required contractor 
indemnification. 

REQCI :<ED 

Alabar:ia 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
Cal i :::ornia 
Delaware 
Flor::.da 
Geora i a 
IlL.nois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maryland 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
·New Mexico 
Oklahoma 
Oreoon 
Sou-c:i Carolina 
50Ut!1 Dakota 
Tennessee · 
Texas 
Utah 
West ':irginia 

NOT REQUIRED 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Idaho 
Kansas 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
Minnesota 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
Wisconsin 

NOT-APPLICABLE 

Hawaii 
Michigan 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
Wyoming 
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LEGISLATION 

The importance of enabling legislation is of concern to every 

without it, no changes in state policy can occur. In other 
state: 

words, the legislative body of each state determines whether a 

certain act or policy will be permitted within the boundaries of 

that: state. With regard to correctional privatization, however, 

this is not always the case. Currently, seventeen states require 

specific legislation before privatization can become legally 

possible, twen~y-five states require no legislation, and the 

remaining eight found the question to be not-applicable. As in the 

case of indemnification, many states reported that legislation 

would be required in the event that an entire institution was 

cont:racted to the private sector. Table 4. 2 is a list of states 

requiring specific legislation, those that do not, and states 

finding the question not-applicable. 

For those states requiring legislation, a follow-up question 

on the legislation was asked: Does the legislation require the 

private contractor's costs to be a certain percentage below the 

state's costs? California, Florida, and New Mexico, all reported 

that state legislation requires the contractor's costs to be either 

the same or lower than the state's. The state of Texas, which does 

not require specific legislation for privatization, also reported 

th
at a private contractor's costs must be lower than the state's. 

The California Penal Code, sections 2910, 3410, 6250, and 6i6o 

et seq., t . - sates that a private contractor's costs to the state of 
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,ai,1e 4. 2 -­--­REQUIRED 

state response to question of required legislation. 

Alaska 
Arkansas_ 
californ1.a 
Florida 
l{en-cuckY 
r.ouisiana 
Massach~setts 
Missouri 
Montana 

ew Jersey 
New Mexico 
Oklahoma 
sou-ch Carol i na 
Tennessee 
Utah 
Washington 
\ es-c Virginia 

NOT REQUIRED 

Alabama 
Arizona 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Maine 
Maryland 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Nebraska 
North Dakota 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Dakota 
Texas 
Wisconsin 

NOT-APPLICABLE 

Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New York 
North Carolina 
Ohio 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Wyoming 

California must not exceed the cost of institutional bed space. 

Therefore, a private contractor's costs in California are the same 

as a state-run institution. However, because of the competition 

for private correctional contracts, costs to the state are reduced 

by t he private sector. 

In Florida, the state legislature passed an Appropriations Act 

for the fiscal year 1989-90, requiring a private contractor's costs 

to be no 1 ess than ten percent below the state's costs. 

New Mexico requires the private contractor's costs to be ten 

Percent below t he state I s costs. This agreement guarantees the 
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· g agency, New Mexico, 
contract in 

savings which would not exist if 

te were to continue correctional operations. 
the sta 

Texas also requires the private contractor's costs to be ten 

percent 

6166g- 2 

below the state's costs. Texas State Bill 251, Article 

contracts with Private Correctional Facilities states that 

the private contractor must 

[O]ffer a level and quality of programs 
at least equal to those provided by 
state-operated facilities that house 
similar types of inmates and at a cost 
that provides the state with a savings 
of not less than ten percent of the cost 
of housing inmates in similar facilities 
... as determined by the Legislative Budget 
Board. 

INMATE SUITS 

The topic of inmate suits filed against private contractors 

s aff i liated with two other areas previously discussed, 

ndemnification and liability . Because most state contracts with 

the private sector are recent, many states have reported no inmate 

Uits against private contractors. Also, because these suits are 

fil ed against the private contractor and not the state, many states 

reported that the information was not available to them. Seven 

tates report that inmates have filed suit against one or more of 

eir · private contractors. These states are Alabama, Arkansas, 

en~ucky, Massachusetts, Nebraska, New Mexico, and Utah. 

Alabama reports that approximately three hundred cases have 

een filed against its lo'ne -private contractor, Correctional Heal th 
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care (CHC) • 
CHC provides medical services for all nineteen 

1 institutions in Alabama. correc1::iona 

Arkansas reports one hundred seventy-seven suits against PHP 

sealthcare corporation since July, 1977. PHP, based in Virginia, 

•ctes the system-wide medical services to Arkansas. 
prov1 

Kentucky reports t wenty -seven active cases filed against 

ni t ed states Corrections Corporation's Marion Adjustment Center. 

ese suits were filed directly against uscc, Creative Food 

en~ subcontractor to uscc, and against various individuals nagem \.,, 

pl oyed by USCC. 

~assachusetts reports that over one hundred twenty suits have 

en :iled against Goldberg Medical Associates, which provides 

edica l services to the state's twenty -two correctional centers. 

~:ebraska states that three cases have been filed against 

rivai:e venture industry employers, and several cases against 

ndividual priv ate physicians. 

~ew Me x ico reports that, to its knowledge, one law suit has 

en fil ed against Correctional Medical Systems, in which the 

pari:~ent is the co-defendant. CMS provides the medical services 

a ll eight of New Mexico's correctional facilities. 

tah reports that several suits have been filed against the 

rivately contracted inmate attorneys. They are uncertain of the 

otal number filed. 

I t appears that most of the states reporting inmate suits 

gainst pr1.· vate contractors are in the area of medical services. 
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This chapter, through the analysis of a questionnaire, data, 

8 
attempted to show the extent of full and partial privatization 

·ng in the fifty state correctional systems in America. The 
oc:curi 

chapter concerns the future of privatization as reported by 

8 
states and according to the data presently available. 
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CHAPTER V 

The future of privatization is important not only to the 

private correctional contractor, but also to federal, state, and 

county governments, as well as the incarcerated offender. For the 

private contractor and its employees, financial stability for the 

future depends upon the availability of requests for proposals by 

public agencies, and without these government contracts, the 

private corrections firm would cease to exist. 

Government is concerned with privatization for two major 

reasons: it may obtain a reduction in institutional operations 

costs and secondly, it · can eliminate prison overcrowding. By 

xperimenting with the private sector through short-term contracts, 

a public agency is able to analyze and weigh the contractor's 

performance. Thus, if the services provided prove to be beneficial 

nd satisfactory to the contracting agency, a contract extension 

tor the future is probable. However, if operational costs and 

avings are not what were anticipated, the contract will most 

ikely be t · erminated upon or prior to completion. If private 

contractors are providing better services to correctional 

facilities · , inmates across the country will want more of them, 

king th · eir lives and present situation more tolerable. 
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from the answers reported in the survey, twenty-nine states 

t that privatization will continue and/or expand within their 
repor 

system, while twenty-one feel that privatization is not the 
state 

tl.. on to their systems' correctional problems. Below is a 
solu 
listing of the states responding yes and no to the question of 

tuture privatization. 

fat,le s.1 -- state resoonse to future of privatization. 

FtJTURE-YES 
Alaska 
Arizona 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Mom:ana 
Nebraska 
New Mexico 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Utah 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wyoming 

FUTURE-NO 
Alabama 
Arkansas 
Hawaii 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Maine 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Rhode Island 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Vermont 
Wisconsin 
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Fifty-eight percent of the states report that they will use 

correctional c ontractors in the future, while forty-two 
private 

t state that they will not. Of the twenty-nine states 
percen 

ting future privatization, seven presently have no contracts 
repor 
ith for-profit priv ate correctional firms. These states are 

coiorado, Idaho, Michigan, Oklahoma, Virginia, Washington, and 

Of the t wenty -one states reporting no wyomi ng. 

pr.:.vat ization, elev e n currentl y contract with 

correctional provide~s. These states are Alabama, 

future in 

for-profit 

Arkansas, 

ndiana, Iowa, Maine , Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Rhode 

sland, Tennessee, and Texas. 

The questionnaire asked each state for a brief comment on why 

thev said yes or no to future privatization within their state 

cor:-ect i onal s y stem. The following is a sample of the answers 

received from states reporting future privatization. 

Alaska reports that their state procurement code requires the 

ivision of Statewide Programs to obtain required services in as 

cost-effective manner as possible. However, whenever the services 

Of state employees can be used, they will provide the services, and 

the pri vate sector wil l not be solicited for services . 

California states t hat they plan to expand their community­

based bed space as a means of coping with institution overcrowding. 

Colorado's governor has encouraged the exploration of 

Privatized health services. Colorado will be offering requests for 

roposals for health services at two new facilities. 
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connecticut, which currently contracts food services, reports 

that for their system, the only effective method to service 

tional facilities is to use private correctional contractors. 
correc 

Florida states that they will continue to utilize private 

ctional contractors if the privatization efforts continue to 
corre 
b8 effective both for cost and operation. 

Georgia will continue private contracts as needs indicate, 

although they do not foresee a statewide application of contract 

services. Privatization will only occur in correctional facilities 

hich call for an alternative approach to staffing in the health 

services area. 

Idaho indicates that there is a proposal in their fiscal year 

991 budget request to contract counseling services at two 

facilities at a minor cost ($70,000). 

Kansas reports that they will continue their current contracts 

n the future. 

Kentucky reports that they will use private ·contractors in the 

future because, as their inmate population continues to increase, 

there will be a need for more facilities. 

Louisiana reports having current plans to privatize Allen 

Correctional Institution, due to come on line in October, 1990. 

Maryland states that the private sector can provide services 

or the Maryland Division of Correction that state employees are 

ot available to perform. Therefore, the Division will be 

contracting with the private sector in the future. 
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Massachusetts reports that some services, medical and 

ling will continue on a contractual basis; however, prison 
counse , 

•nistration, at least for the forseeable future, will continue 
adJDl 
to be run by state employees. 

Michigan, which currently does not contract with for-profit 

providers, reports that 

privatization of heal th 

their department plans on exploring the 

care services on a trial basis at one of 

their new facilities scheduled to open in early 1992. 

Nebraska indicates that they will continue to contract with 

the private sector, but only for specific services such as medical, 

inmate jobs, and education. Nebraska does not anticipate any 

contracts with the private sector for the general custodial 

anagement of inmates. 

New Mexico states that educational services for their 

correctional facilities may be contracted to the private sector in 

the future. 

Oklahoma reports that they will utilize private contractors 

in the future to reduce overcrowding. 

Oregon indicates that where it is cost effective, contracting 

Vith private companies and other agencies will be considered in the 

future. 

Pennsylvania reports that legislation is pending to establish 

(build) two in,stitutions through a "turn-key" or lease-back method 

Of construction and finance. 

South Dakota reports that the use of consultants for services 

has 
come about to the extent the Department uses private sector 
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of the difficulty in obtaining expansion of Full 

(FTE'S) and personnel services dollars. South 

also ota 

ustry/private 

indicates 

industry 

that they are 

certification. No 

titutional management by a private agency. 

awaiting prison 

plans exist for 

Utah indicates that, under the current administration, 

tracting with the private sector will continue and may increase 

areas such as ~edical, vocational and educational services. 

Virg i nia, which has no for-profit contracts, states that a 

i slative committee is studying ways to solve prison overcrowding 

d wil l be supported to try privatization in prison construction 

opera'l:ions. 

Washington reports that legislation regarding the state and 

ervice s ystem would need to be amended for privatization to occur. 

sta'Ce also indicates that i t is not likely that the Department 

uld contract in the future for facility operation and management, 

t would like to leave the option open. 

West Virginia states that contracting with the private sector 

r construction and operation of a new forty-fi v e million dollar, 

26-bed :nedium/maximum security facility in the state is under 

nsideration. No decision has been made at this time. 

Wyoming reports that there are several private contractors 

t erested · · d • • in provi ing services, and it is a topic of interim 

dies by the legislature. 

As Previously indicated, twenty-one states reported that they 

not foresee contracting with for-profit private contractors in 
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f t ure. The following is a sample of the answers received from 
th8 u 

reporting no future privatization. 
states 

Arkansas states that at this time, nothing occuring within the 

rt~ent indicates a private contract venture. oepa •. , 

Indiana reports that employee organizations and the general 

public do not seem !'.'eceptive to large scale private vendor 

correction~l operations. They also report that legislation to this 

end has failed in three successive years including the 1990 session 

of the General Assembly. 

~issouri indicates that they do not anticipate broadening the 

scope of contracturai services, i.e. , contracting out entire 

facilities. 

New Jersey states that if they were to contract with the 

private sector, it would only be on a very limited basis for 

specialized inmate offender groups, geriatric, severe medical 

cases, and substance abusers. 

North Dakota, with only two correctional institutions, reports 

that at this time, their system is very small and manageable under 

their present approach. 

Rhode Island indicates that they do not foresee contracting 

out a total institution in the future. 

Tennessee reports that they will not contract with the private 

sector in the future because current efforts have not produced 

spectacular results. 

Texas states that pending review and evaluation of privately 

operated facilities by the Texas Sunset Commission, the agency has 
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iegal authority to contract beyond the 2,000 beds currently in 
no 

operation. 

vermont indicates that they do not believe that operation of 

correctional facilities by private vendors is constitutional under 

the Vermont constitution. 

Wisconsin simply states that at this time, there are no future 

plans for contracting ~ith the private sector ~ithin the system. 

As can be seen f rom the above answers, many of the states 

responding to no anticipated future contracts with the private 

sect=r declined to comnent a ny further than simply marking 'no' on 

the questionnaire. A summary of future privatization results 

ndicates that of the thirty-three states currently contracting 

with for-profit private providers, twenty-two report that 

rivac:zation will continue or expand in the future. The twenty­

ne states which indicated that they will not utilize private 

contractors in the future include eleven states that currently 

contract with for-profit providers. These results, if accurate, 

seem to support the conclusion that privatization will not be 

king a great insurgence into state correctional systems in the 

ture. However, a current analysis of the statistics on state 

Privatization in 1990 do indicate that private contractors are 

eing used in thirty-three of fifty states, which is a significant 

ercentage ( 66%) of the country. If future predictions remain the 

a e , thi' s f · igure will decrease to forty-four percent, which 

dicates that state correctional systems will revert to operating 

ei~ own facilities and serv ices. 
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If privatization is to gain a greater percentage of state 

. 
5 

the data supports the conclusion that it will be in the 
ervice ' 

f medical health care services. Presently, twenty-two states 
area o 

ct with private medical providers and others have indicated 
contra 

~hey may contract medical services in the future. 
that -

facility operation and management by a for-profit private 

co~pany appears to hav e an uncertain future. Through the first six 

onths of 1990, eight states report having facility contracts with 

the private sector, while others have left this option open. A few 

states indicate that facility operation and management by a private 

r::i is currently being discussed by their state legislature for 

ot!l ::orrectional ins ti tut ions and community based facilities. 

ther states, however, have reported that facility operation and 

nagernent will not be considered in the future. Therefore, 

acility operation by a private contractor in the future appears 

to be limited to a small number of states. 

It should be noted that facility operation and management is 

lso privatized by the federal government, specifically Immigration 

nd ,laturalization Service detention facilities, as well as by 

everal ·counties. It was not the intent of this study to look 

eyonct state correctional systems. The privatization of county 

ails may prove to be the trend of the future since county 

orrection budgets and inmate populations are smaller than in state 

orrec~i 1 ~ ona systems. Thus, counties appear to take a lower risk 

an state agencies by contracting for jail operation. Many for­
rof· 

it correctional contractors currently operate and manage county 
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. .. , es throughout the nation. This is speculation because data 
tac111-c ... 

tY privatization efforts was not collected. 
on coun 

The privatization of corrections is an area that continues to 

~anY unanswered questions which will remain unclear until the 
111ve 

. r~ issues are decided in courts of law. 
pr1::ia . 

federal courts find correctional 
or 

If, for example, state 

privatization to be 

S
~~-~tional, then society nay witness a rapid growth of private con ._ __ 

orrec~ional contractors and, for the incarcerated offender, a new 

riva-::e keeper of their freedom. 



73 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Kevin. Off With Their Overhead: More Prison Bars For The 
Ackerguck. Policy Review. Fall, 1989. 

rican correctional Association. Jails In A.merica: An overview 
.ue of Issues. The American Correctional Association. 1985. 

uerbach, Barbara J. George E. Sexton, Franklin C. Farrow, and 
A Robert H. Lawson. Work in American Prisons: The Private Sector 

Gets Involved. National Institute of Justice. May, 1988. 

erakel, Samuel Jan. Privatization and Corrections. Federal 
Privatization Project. Reason Foundation. January, 1989. 

Burright, David K. Pr~ vatization of Prisons: Fad or Future? FBI Law 
Enforcement Bulle~in. February, 1990. 

camp, Camille Graham, and George M. Camp. Correctional Contracting. 
Criminal Justice Institute, Inc. Donovan, Leisure, Newton, and 
Irvine. New York, New York. 1987. 

Carter, Stephan A. Factors of Privatization. National Academy of 
Corrections. Carter Goble Associates, Inc. September, 1987. 

Chi, Kean S. Prison Overcrowding and Privatization: Models and 
Oooortunities. Criminal Justice 90/91. The Dushkin Publishing 
Group, Inc. 1989. 

Collins, William c. Correctional Law. Third Printing. 1986. 

Corrections Digest. Vol. 20, No. 19. September 20, 1989. 

Cummings, Lawrence E. "The Judiciary and Correctional Policy". In 
R.R. Roberg & V.J. Webb, critical Issues in Corrections. West 
Publishing Co. St. Paul, Minnesota. 1981. 

Diiulio, John J. Private Prisons. National Institute of Justice. 
1988. 

Fitzgerald, Randall. When Government Goes Private. Universe Books. 
New York. 1988. 

Hacke;t, Judith c., Harry P. Hatry, Robert B. 
Kean Chi, and Edward D. Feigenbaum. 
Qperation of Prisons and Jails. National 
June, 1987. 

Levinson, Joan Allen, 
Contracting for the 
Institute of Justice. 



74 

~ett- rssues in Contracting for the Private Operation of Prisons 
aac and Jails. National Institute of Justice. October, 1987. -

d Gwen A., and Penny Wakefield. Private Sector Involvement 
sole~~ Financing ~nd Mana~in~ Correc~ional Facilities. National 

criminal Justice Association. April, 1987. 

Katherine M., and Timothy J. 
JaIDieson, . 

cri minal Justice Statistics-1988. 
Flanagan. Sourcebook of 
The Hindelang Criminal 

Justice Research Center. 1989 . 

. owes, David F. "The Future of Privatization", in National Forum: 
u n The Phi Kappa Ph i Journal. Spring, 1990. 

gan, Charles H. , ~nd Bill W. McGriff. "C~mparing Costs of P1:1blic 
and Private Prisons: A Case Study", in NIJ Reports. National 
:nstitute of Justice. Rockville, MD. September/October, 1989. 

anagement Serv ices Agreement. Contract No. 77-4 O. New Mexico 
corrections Department and Corrections Corporation of America, 
I ncorporated. July 1, 1988. 

cConville, Sean. "Aid From Industry? Private Corrections and 
?rison crowding", in America I s Correctional Crisis: Prison 
Pooulations and Public Policy. Greenwood Press. New York, 
1987. 

ullen , Joan, Kent John Chabotar, and Deborah M. Carrow. The 
?~ivatization of Corrections. National Institute of Justice. 
?ebruary, 1985. 

ul len , Joan. Correct i ons and 
Institute of Justice. March, 

the Private 
1985. 

Sector. National 

ational Directory: Law Enforcement Administrators, Correctional 
Institutions, and Related Agencies. 24th edition. Volume XXIV. 
1988 .· 

Ring, Charles R. Contracting for the Operation of Private Prisons: 
Pros and Cons. The American Correctional Association. 1987. 

Robbins, Ira. The Legal Dimensions of Private Incarceration. 
American Bar Association. 1988. 

Savas E s P . . . 1 
• • r 1 vatization: The Key to Better Government. Chatham 

House Publishers, Inc. New Jersey, 1987. 

Secreta · · . 
. ry of Transportation and Public Safety. Commonweal th of 

l irginia. Privati zation in Corrections. November, 1986. 



75 

George E., Franklin C. Farrow, and Barbara J. Auerbach. The 
sexto~~ivate Sector and Prison Industries. National Institute of 

Justice. August, 1985 . 

. vester, Deanna Buckley. Ethics and Privatization 
S11 Justice: Does Education Have a Role to Play? 

criminal Justice. Vol. 18, No. 1. 1990. 

in Criminal 
Journel of 

Thomas, Charles W. The Privatization of American Corrections: An 
Assessment of Its Legal Implications. University of Florida, 
1988. 

nited states Code. Title 18 Section 362l(b). 

nited states Code. Title 18 Section 4082(b). 

nited states Code. Title 42 Section 1983 . 

. s. Department of Justice. Bureau of Prisons, Office of Research 
and Evaluation. Topics in Corrections: Private Sector 
Management of Prisons. February, 1989 . 

. s. Department of Justice. Involvina the Private Sector In Public 
Policy and Prcaram Planning: A Resource Manual for 
Administrators of Juvenile and Criminal Justice Agencies. 
1988. 

alker, Donald B. "Privatization in Corrections". 
Kratcoski, Correctional Counseling and Treatment. 
Press, Inc. 1989. 

In P.C. 
Waveland 

Webs'ter I s New World Dictionarv. Second College Edition. William 
Collins & World Publishing Co., Inc. 1978. 

Weicher, John c. Private Innovations In Public Transit. American 
Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research. Washington 
D.C. 1988. 



Al?l?ENDIX A 

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

76 



YOUNGSTOWN STATE UNIVERSITY 
YOUNGSTOWN, OHIO 44'55'5 

Criminal Justice Department 
January 1990 

-he field of crimi na l j ustice ~eeds an assessme nt of the extent to which 
de~ar:~ents of correction ~re using Jrivate contractors to orovide services or 

er!:e facilities . We wi l l provide you wit h a free current asses sment of t he 
,•e:a 'f you take a few minu tes and sup pl y us with the information. 

you have any ques!'.ons or c~~me nt s. please feel free to co ntact me at 
z:s '. ll.2-3279 . Thank you for your :ime and coooeration. 

Sincerely, __ / ' / 

L~ ;_,~:~in~D 
Chair~an // 



P'<f V ..\T fZ -'..TIO\ C!_' P. V F: Y F()R O )RR ECT l O~ ..\L DEP..\RT\1E \J T S 

. Sc:icc C:nivcrsi ry ,Cr1min:ii Justice Dcp:u:mcnc: _ 
~ro \\n Corr""ti on:il Svsicr:;s Con tr:i cun2 w11n the Priv:icc Secror 

vo1St:i:c ~- . .. , . 

i Curre::r i o n:i l Sys cc m ____________________ _ 

:or oi c
0
rrections _______________________ _ 

er 01 I:1sric utions in System __________________ _ 
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E!P,L r'-!ST RCCTTONS: _ The Co llowing questions :ire designed co eva_luate the c~tcnt 01· 

~ ;uz:won occu r1ng in Ameri~an_ state prisons toaa y. P!e:ise :inswer_ the q~est1ons_ as comp1e1cl y as 
le. Ple:i~e inciude ·.v ,th this 1orrn any printed m:1ten:11s or outlines ot the pri va te contracts . 

or:i :1ur.1cer of institu tions in yo ur system under contr:ict with the pri vate sector for full sc:ilc 
u n :rnc :-:-i :in :igcment :ind spe:::1c in stucuu on:il se rvices ? 

. S:=e::::·:: institutionts), servicetsJ. a nd contr:ictonsJ in the following chart. 
For ~=~·: ices provided please :nark the :ippropriate category. 

• ~:ote : If omer ts m:iriceci , piease soec1iy the service prov1cieci . 

I ~it/.-:::: ...... 1 I ~, . -2 '-,,, ~; ~-
.... J:: f f ~ .. :...--= ~ 1/ " " ~ ~ ;; ~ :::: <: 

-.J ' - ' ..... ,:::, ~ 0 ..... C; ...:: 

€ ~o/ 0 lastuuttcn c~ r.....o .$: ::::..c ~ 
~ ..... ~ V * Contr::ictor 

I I I I I I I 
- I I I I I I 
- I I I I I I 
- I I I I I 
- I I I I I I I 
- I I I I I I - I I I I I I I - I I I I I I I 

I I I I I I 

---- I I I I I I I I 

*Other 

I 



. r of sui ts filed :igainst printe co rrect io nal contracrors. since 1980, by ,nm:itcs 
fot:i l nur.:_o~ion oi constitutional rights? Ple:ise enclose case citations. 

1118 :i v101a 

your contracts with private contracrors ca rry an indemnification clause against liabilit y: 

( ) Yes ( ) No 

ryes. piease enclose a copy of the agreement. 

Does your system require specific legisiation before privatization can become legally possible ? 

( ) Yes ( ) No 

(yes.does the legislation require the private contracror's costs to be a certain percentage below 
Ile state's costs? 

( ) Yes ( ) No 

Ple:ise e~c iose a copy or reference of the enabling legislation. 

Do you iorsee your system contracting with the private seccor 1n the future? 

( ) Yes ( ) No 

Brieily explain your answer. 

r·-1.·a . 
~ ra :i coov oi vo ur most recent . .:\nnual Report . 
~~~=x Cox 1· r· ·'-.. ·,...,, ,,,-- ,, , _, 

.___.....;. " " n lil•p rr1 ep,.-o; v ,-, , (')nV (')f tl llr tin:il r er.o rt. 
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APPENDIX B 

PRIVATE CONTRACTORS CATEGORIZED BY STATE 



IaSriturions in System: 19 

w.s1JTCTIONS 

None 

All Institutions 

one 

one 

None 

None 

ALABAMA 

Facility Operation and Management 

Food Services 

Medical Services 

Industry Services 

Educational and Vocational Services 

Counseling Services 

Other Services 
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CONTRACTORS 

None 

Correctional Health Care 

None 

None 

None 

None 

I 

II 



ALASKA 

111,SOtutions in System: 13 

Facility Operation and Management 

o,rdova Center 
NofthStaI' Center 
Tundra Center 

··· a Center ~. 
(j}acier ~anor 
G}ennwoo<i Center 

Food Services 

one 

Medical Services 
Spnng Creek Correctional Center 

ildwood Correctional Center 
Fairbanks Correctional Center 
Anchorage Annex Correctional Center 
Yukon-Koskokwim Correctional Center 
Anvil }..fountain Correctional Center 
Ketchikan Correctional Center 
Lemon Creek Correctional Center 

Industry Services 
one 

Educational and Vocational Services 
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CONTRACTORS 

Allvest, Inc. 
Allvest, Inc. 
Allvest, Inc. 

Maniilaq Associates 
Castineau Human Services 

TJ Mahoney 

None 

Family Med 
Family Med 

Intercorp 
Doc Doc 's 

Bethel Family Health 

** 
** 
** 

None 

Anchorage Annex Correctional Center Creative Communications / AW AIC 
Cook Inlet Pre-Trial Center Creative Communications I Dramedy, Inc. 
Anchorage Annex Correctional Center Dramedy, Inc. 
~ Mountain Correctional Center Kawerak, Inc. 
~ · ~ -Correctional Center ALP A 
Wi ildw_()QQ Correctional Center EDU CARE / IHS / Dance Center 

ildwooa Pre-Trial Center EDUCARE / IHS / Dance Center 
m:ow Creek Correctional Center Ceramic Palace / ** 
Ke a ~lountam Correctional Center ** 

tc:tikan Correctional Center ** 
mon Creek Correctional Center ** 
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Counseling Services 

None 
e 

Other Services 
·ow creek Correction~ Center Langdon Clinic (Mental Health) 

=n-Kosko.kwim Correcuonal Center Y /K Health Corp. (Mental Health) 
.
1 

Mountain Correcuonal Center ** (Mental Health) 
~wood correctional Center ** (Mental Health) 
PalJDer Correctional Center ** (Mental Health) 
o,ok Inlet Pre-Trial Center ** (Mental Health) 
AJIChorage Annex Correctional Center ** (Mental Health) 
~ Correction3:"1 Center ** (Mental Health) 
[.cmOO C:eek Correcuon~ Center ** (Mental Health) 
Si1aJld .Mountain Correcnonal Center Langdon Clinic (Sex Offender Treatment) 
Fairbanks Correctionai Center Fairbanks Treatment Associates (Sex Offender Treatment) 
[.cmon Creek Correctional Center Men. Inc. (Sex Offender Treatment) 
AJlChorage Annex Correctional Center Allvest Labs (Substance Abuse) 
fajrbanks Correcrionai Center Kila. Inc. (Substance Abuse) 
Fairbanks Correctional Center ** (Dental) 
Lemon c.eek Correctional Center ** (Dental) 
Spnng C:eek Correctional Center ** (Dental) 

ildwcxxi Correctional Center ** (Dental) 

** indicates Private Practitioners 



ARIZONA 

. •ons in Svstem: 9; 2 Pre-Release: 5 Juvenile 
(IISDttlO , 

~ 
Facility Operation and Management 

Sllle Prison Complex Tuscon 
Sllle P:-ison Complex Dougl~s 
5111e Prison Complex Perryville 

e 

e 

Food Services 

Medical Services 

Industry Services 

Educational and Vocational Services 
e 

Counseling Services 
e 

Other Services 
e 
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CONTRACTORS 

None 

Canteen Company 
Canteen Company 

Service America 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 
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ARKANSAS 

Jo51itutions in System: 11 

CONTRACTORS 
~ · 

Facility Operation and Management 
None 

e 
Food Services 

None 

e 

Medical Services 
PHP. Corporation 

Institutions 

Industry Services 
None 

e 

Educational and Vocational Services 
None 

C 

Counseling Services 
None 

C 

Other Services 
None 

e 
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CALIFORNIA 

(JISliturions in System: 21 plus Camps and Community-Based Programs 

f.CI Isla Vista 
f.CI Indiana Street 
f.CI Marvin Gardens 

ECI Ingiewood 
LEO Chesney Center 
Bidden Valley Ranch 

9aker RTC 

CONTRACTORS 

Facility Operation and Management 
Eclectic Communications, Inc. 
Eclectic Communications, Inc. 
Eclectic Communications, Inc. 
Eclectic Communications, Inc. 
Eclectic Communications, Inc. 
Eclectic Communications, Inc. 
Eclectic Communications. Inc. 

Rollvwoo<i Reentry 
Orio~ Street Work Furiough 

Behavioral Systems Southwest, Inc. 
Behavioral Systems Southwest, Inc. 
Behavioral Systems Southwest. Inc. Rubidoux Reentry 

Mesa Verce RTC 
cfariana RTC 

Eagle Mountain 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

Food Services 

Medical Services 

Industry Services 

Gary White Associates 
Wackenhut Services. Inc. 

Management and Training, Corp. 

None 

None 

None 

Educational and Vocational Services 
None 

Counseling Services 
None 

Other Services 
None 
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COLORADO 

rosotutions in System: 13 

NOT APPLICABLE 
no for-profit private contracting 



IJISDttltions in System: 21 

~ONS 

CONNECTICuT 

Facility Operation and Management 

None 

Food Services 

ffartell DWI 
Jennings Road 

.E. Pre-Release 
eonnecricut Correctional Center New Haven 
Connecticut Correctional Institution Niantic 
Union Avenµe 
J.B. Gates 

Medical Services 
one 

Industry Services 
None 

Educational and Vocational Services 
one 

Counseling Services 
one 

Other Services 
one 
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CONTRACTORS 

None 

Canteen Company 
Canteen Company 
Canteen Company 
Canteen Company 
Canteen Company 
Canteen Company 
Canteen Company 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 

11 

' 



. ·ons in Svstem: 7 
fOSPtllO -

-rnoNs 

DELAWARE 
88 

CONTRACTORS 

Facility Operation and Management 

Food Services 

Medical Services 
l)elaware Correctional Center 

·s Correctional Institution 
ti-Puf!)Ose Criminal Justice Facility at Ganderhill 

Plummer Work Release Center 
Pre-Triai Annex 
Sussex Correctional Institution 

omen 's Correctional Institution 

e 
Industry Services 

None 

None 

Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 

None 

Educational and Vocational Services 
e None 

Counseling Services 
e None 

Other Services 
e None 



FLORIDA 

. •ons in System: 44; 62 Community Facilities 
(JISDttlO · 

~ 
Facility Operation and Management 

)liaJili Pre-Release Center (Beckham} 

Food Services 

l)ade Correctional Institu~ion 
Polk Correctional Insutuuon 
Martin Correctional Institution 
eroward Correctionai Institution 
South Florida Reception Center 

... 
Medical Services 
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CONTRACTORS 

National Corrections Mgt. 

Service America 
Service America 
Service America 
Service America 
Service America 

South Florida Reception Center Emergency Medical Service Assoc. 

Industry Services 
None None 

Educational and Vocational Services 
one None 

Counseling Services 
None None 

Other Services 
None None 



IoStitutions in System: 28 

~ONS 

GEORGIA 
90 

CONTRACTORS 

Facility Operation and Management 

one 

None 

Augusta 
Middle Georgia 
Valdosta 
(jeoraia State Prison 
Georgia Industrial Institution 

etr0 Correctional Institution 
Rogers Correctional Institution 
Lowndes Correctional Institution 

one 

Food Services 

Medical Services 

Industry Services 

None 

None 

Correctional Medical System. Inc. 
Correctional Medical System, Inc. 
Correctional Medical System. Inc. 
Correctional Medical System. Inc. 
Correctional Medical System, Inc. 
Correctional Medical System, Inc. 
Correctional Medical System, Inc. 
Correctional Medical System. Inc. 

None 

Educational and Vocational Services 
None None 

Counseling Services 
one None 

None 
Other Services 

None 
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HAWAII 

(JISDtlltions in System: 10 

NOT APPLICABLE 
no for-profit private contracting 
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IDAHO 

JoSlitutions in System: 7 

NOT APPLICABLE 
no for-profit private contracting 
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ILLINOIS 

JJ15Dtutions in System: 21 Adult: 7 Juvenile; 11 Community Correctional Center 

llfSIITFTIONS CONTRACTORS 

Facility Operation and Management 

Nc,ne 

Food Services 

l)ee:ltur Community Correctionai Center 
etro Community Correcuonal Center 

Joliet Correctional Center 

Medical Services 
eentraiia Correctionai Center 
Dixon Correctional Center 
Graham Correctionai Center 
Olinois River Correctional Center 
Hill Correctional Center 
Joliet Correctional Center 
Sheridan Correctional Center 
Vandalia Correctional Center 
Dwight Correctional Center 
Pontiac Correctional Center 
Shawnee Correctional Center 
Vienna Correctionai Center 
Western illinois Correctional Center 
IYC Harrisburg 
IYC Joliet 
IYC Kankakee 
IYC St. Charies 
IYC Yallev View 
IYC Warr~nville 
Danville Correctional Center 

one 
Industry Services 

None 

Arena Distributors 
Midwest Food Open Kitchen,Inc . 

Canteen Company 

Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 

Prison Health Services 
Prison Health Services 
Prison Health Services 
Prison Health Services 
Prison Health Services 
Prison Health Services 

Primary Health Care Association 
Primary Health Care Association 
Primary Health Care Association 
Primary Health Care Association 
Primary Health Care Association 
Franciscan Sister Health Services 

None 

Educational and Vocational Services 
one 

None 

one Counseling Services 
None 

Other Services 
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INDIANA 

lJlStirutions in System: 33 

~ONS 
CONTRACTORS 

Facility Operation and Management 
None 

one 

Food Services 
None 

one 

Medical Services 
** All Institutions 

Industry Services 
None 

one 

Educational and Vocational Services 

one None 

Counseling Services 

None None 

Other Services 
one None 

**indicates Private Practitioner 



[PSritutions in System: 8 

_,rooNS 

None 

None 

Iowa State Penitentiary 

one 

one 

one 

one 

I 
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IOWA 
I 

CONTRACTORS 

Facility Operation and Management 
None 

Food Services 
None 

Medical Services 
Correctional Medical Systems 

Industry Services 
None 

Educational and Vocational Services 
None 

Counseling Services 
None 

Other Services 
None 
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KANSAS 

(.pSritutions in System: 17 

CONTRACTORS 

Facility Operation and Management 

N<,ne 
None 

Food Services 

None None 

Medical Services 

All Institutions Correctional Medical Systems 

Industry Services 

None None 

Educational and Vocational Services 
• one None 

Counseling Services 
None None 

Other Services 
Kansas State Penitentiary Weldy and Associates (Sex Offender Treatment) 
Landing Correctional Institution Weldy and Associates (Sex Offender Treatment) 
Elswonh Correctional Facility DCCCA/Mirrors, Inc./Parallax (Substance Abuse Treatment) 
Nonon Correctional Facility DCCCA/Mirrors, Inc./Parallax (Substance Abuse Treatment) 
Kansas State Reformatory DCCCA/Mirrors, Inc./Parallax (Substance Abuse Treatment) 
Hutchinson Correctional Facility DCCCA/Mirrors, Inc./Parallax (Substance Abuse Treatment) 
W"uuield Correctional Facility - DCCCA/Mirrors, Inc./Parallax (Substance Abuse Treatment) 



97 

KENTUCKY 

(IISticutions in System: 11 

CONTRACTORS 

Facility Operation and Management 

MJrion Adjustment Center United States Corrections Corporation 

Food Services 

None None 

Medical Services 

None None 

Industry Services 

None None 

Educational and Vocational Services 
None None 

Counseling Services 
None None 

Other Services 
None None 
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LOUISIANA 

JIISliturions in System: 11 Adult; 3 Juvenile 

~ 
CONTRACTORS 

Facility Operation and Management 
iJIJl correctional Institution Corrections Corp. of America 

Food Services 
None 

Medic.al Services 
None 

Industry Services 
None 

Educational and Vocational Services 
None 

e 

Counseling Services 

e None 

Other Services 



MAINE 

. ·ons in System: 4 Adult: 1 Juvenile 
[nSOlUO • 

J?!S.IfD;TIONS 

Facility Operation and Management 

None 

Food Services 

one 

Medic.al Services 

one 

Industry Services 

one 

Educational and Vocational Services 
one 

Charieston Correctional Facility 
Downeast Correctional Facilitv 
Maine Correctional Center 
Maine State Prison 
Maine Youth Center 

Charleston Correctional Facilitv 
Downeast Correctional Facilit; 
Maine Correctional Center · 
Maine State Prison 
Maine Youth Center 

Counseling Services 

Other Services 
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CONTRACTORS 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 

** 
** 
** 
** 
** 

** (Inmate Transportation) 
** (Inmate Transportation) 
** (Inmate Transportation) 
** (Inmate Transportation) 
** (Inmate Transportation) 
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MARYLAND 

JoSlitutions in System: 19 

CONTRACTORS 

Facility Operation and Management 

lfe3dquarters Threshold/Dismas House 

Food Services 
None 

Medical Services 

All Institutions Correctional Medical Systems 

Industry Services 
None 

Educational and Vocational Services 

None None 

Counseling Services 
Maryland Correctional Institution for Women Alternative Directions,Inc. 

All Institutions 
Maryland Penitentiary 
Maryland House of Correction 
Cemrai Laundry Facility 
P.aton Correctional Institution 
Maryland Corr. Inst. Hagerstown 
3 Correctional Institutions 

Other Services 
** (Pest Control) 

Marriott Facilities Management(Laundry) 
Marriott Facilities Management 
Marriott Facilities Management 
Marriott Facilities Management 
Marriott Facilities Management 

Films, Inc.(Public Performance License) 

**indicates Private Practitioners 

I . 



. uons in System: 22 
[QSUlU 

~ 

None 

None 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Facility Operation and Management 

Food Services 

Medical Services 

101 

CONTRACTORS 

None 

None 

All Institutions Goldberg Medical Associates 

Industry Services 

one 

Educational and Vocational Services 

one 

Counseling Services 
onh Central Correctional Center Gardner 

Old Colony Correctional Center 
Longwood QUI 

Other Services 

None 

None 

Valle Associates 
Valle Associates 
Valle Associates 

onh Central Correctional Center Gardner Valle Associates (Substance and Alcohol Abuse) 
Bay State Correctional Center Valle Associates (Substance and Alcohol Abuse) 
Boston Pre-Release Center Valle Associates (Substance and Alcohol Abuse) 
Old Colony Correctional Center Valle Associates (Substance and Alcohol Abuse) 

I -

I 

J 
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MICHIGAN 

Jo5Dtutions in System: 33 

NOT APPLICABLE 
no for-profit private contracting 



MINNESOTA 

Jo5Dtutions in System: 10 

Facility Operation and Management 

Food Services 

faribault Correctional Ins~tution . . 
Oak park Heights Correctional Insutut1on 
5bak0pee Correctional Institution 
51illwater Correctional Institution 

Medical Services 

Industry Services 
Nooe 

Educational and Vocational Services 
Nooe 

None 

None 
None 

Counseling Services 

Other Services 
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CONTRACTORS 

None 

Best Food, Inc. 
Best Food, Inc. 
Best Food, Inc. 
Best Food, Inc. 

None 

None 

None 

None 



MISSISSIPPI 

. •ons in System: 3; 17 Work Centers; 3 Restitution Centers 
IJJ,SUtuU 

JtJSlil]lTIONS 

Facility Operation and Management 

None 

Food Services 
?t{ississippi State Prison Parchman 

Medical Services 

None 

Industry Services 

None 

Educational and Vocational Services 
None 

Counseling Services 
None 

Mississippi State Prison Parchman 
Rankon County Correctional Facility 
South Mississippi Correctional Facility 

Other Services 
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CONTRACTORS 

None 

Valley Food 

None 

None 

None 

None 

** (Hospital Security) 
** (Hospital Security) 
** (Hospital Security) 

** indicates Private Practitioners I 

'I, 



MISSOURI 

InSritutions in System: 16 

Facility Operation and Management 

None 

None 

Missouri Eastern Correctional Center 
Farmington Correctional Center 
Boonville Correctional Center 
MiS50uri Training Center For Men 
Various Institutions 

None 

Food Services 

Medical Services 

Industry Services 

Educational and Vocational Services 
None 

Counseling Services 
None 

Other Services 
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CONTRACTORS 

None 

None 

** 
** 
** 
** 
** 

None 

None 

None 

Fulton Regional and Diagnostic Center Komko Industries,Inc.(Admission Kits) 
Missouri Eastern Correctional Center Ambott Ambulance 
SL Mary's Honor Center Gateway Medical Transport 
Kansas City Honor Center Metropolitan Ambulance Service Trust 
Various Institutions Professional Audiology Services 
Various Institutions Law Enforcement Equipment(Badges & insignias) 
Vanous Institutions Northeast Emblem and Badge 
~~-us Institutions Tuxall Uniform & Equipment, Inc. 
&C111IUngton Correctional Center Continental Baking Co. 
Chillicothe Correctional Center Continental Baking Co. 
~ville Correctional Center Interstate Brands(Bakery Products) 
V . k Correctional Center Interstate Brands(Bakery Products) 
V axt_ous Institutions Interstate Brands(Bakery Products) 
Reartous Institutions Ezard's Super Market,Inc.{Bakery & Dairy Products) 
Ch~z. Correctional Center Wasson Enterprises(Barber & Beauty Supplies) 
V I~hcothe Correctional Center Wasson Enterprises 

_ _ an_ous ln,;tit11tinn" Evans Newton. Inc.(Basic Optical Cards) 



~ 
. us Institutions van° . . us Institutions 

V9!1° uri State Penitentiary 
~ Missouri Correctional Center 
cen k correctional Center 
~cothe ~or:ectional Center 
various Insututions 
various Institutions 
Aigoa Correctional Center 
!tfissOuri Training Center For Men 
lt{issOUri Eastern Correctional Center 
Farmington Correctional Center 
A}goa Correctional Center 
A}goa Correctional Center 
Farmington Correctional Center 
Various Institutions 
Missouri Eastern Correctional Center 
Potosi Correctional Center 
Potosi Correctional Center 
Various Institutions 
Western Missouri Correctional Center 
Various Institutions 
Kansas City Honor Center 
Missouri Training Center For Men 
Chillicothe Correctional Center 
Ozark Correctional Center 
Fulton Regional and Diagnostic Center 
Farmington Correctional Center 
Potosi Correctional Center 
Missouri Eastern Correctional Center 
Missouri State Penitentiary 
Kansas City Honor Center 
Various Institutions 
Chillicothe Correctional Center 
Ozark Correctional Center 
Various Institutions 
~ City Honor Center 
~ City Honor Center 
Al~oa Correctional Center 
~SOuri State Penitentiary 
Mtssouri State Penitentiary 
Poto· Boo s1 _Correctional Center 
W nville Correctional Center 
p ' stem Missouri Correctional Center 

Otosi Correctional Center 
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CONTRACTORS 

Calico Industries, Inc. (Beard Protectors/Hairnets) 
Fountain Mortuary Services(Body Removal) 

Dearborn Chemical(Water Treatment) 
Power Chemicals,Inc. (Water Treatment) 

Power Chemicals, Inc. 
Western Water Management 

Modem Business Systems(Bond Copiers) 
Minolta Corp.(Bond Copiers) 

Garratt-Callahan Co.(Water Treatment) 
Mogul Corp. (Water Treatment) 

Nalco Chemical Co.(Water Treatment) 
Nalco Chemical Co. 

Murray & Company(Clothing) 
Fruit of the Loom(Clothing) 

Kiesel Company(Coal) 
HPI Healthcare Services,Inc.(Pharmacy) 

Motorola(Communication System) 
Check Office Equipment(Copier Supplies) 
Nashua Office Products(Copier Supplies) 

Modem Business Systems,Inc. (Copy Machines) 
Anderson-Erikson Dairies Co. (Dairy) 

Central Dairy 
Country Farm Dairy 

Deters All Star Dairy, Inc. 
Fairmont Country Club Dairy 

Hiland Dairy 
Land-0-Sun Dairies, Inc. 

Prairie Farms Dairy 
Prairie Farms Dairy 

Pevely Dairy Company 
Hilts, Inc.(Deck Mops) 

Wells Fargo Armored Service(Delivery Service) 
Global Enterprises(Dehydrated Foods) 

** (Dental Services) 
** (Dental Services) 

Healthco International(Dental Supplies) 
Health-Productivity Systems(Drug Screening) 

General Elevator & Hydraulics(Elevator Main.) 
Mid-States Elevator , 

Westinghouse Elevator Company 
Auburn Label & Tag Co.(Emblems) 

Brauer Supply Co. (Filters) 
Fire & Safety Equip. Co.(Fire Extinqisher) 

· Bumidge Oxygen Dist. Co.(Gases) 
Hill Equipment(Gases) 



~ 
. us Institutions 

V3?
0 

uri State Penitentiary 
?tfiSSo . . 
various Ins~tu~ons 
various Jns~tu~ons 
various Insututtons . . 
fulton Regional an_d D~agnostlc Center 
?tfisSOUri State Pen~ten~ary 
?tfisSOUri State Pemtentlary 
A}goa corr~ti~nal Center 
various Insututions 
t,{issouri State Penitentiary 
Missouri State Penitentiary 
t.{issouri State Penitentiary 
Fulton Regional and Diagnostic Center 
Ozark Correctional Center 
various Institutions 
Chillicothe Correctional Center 
Missouri Easton Correctional Center 
Various Institutions 
SL Mary's Honor Center 
Chillicothe Correctional Center 
Ozark Correctional Center 
Missouri Ea.stern Correctional Center 
Western Missouri Correctional Center 
Chillicothe Correctional Center 
Kansas City Honor Center 
Various Institutions 
Missouri Eastern Correctional Center 
State Correctional Pre-Release Center 
Missouri Training Center For Men 
Potosi Correctional Center 
Farmington Correctional Center 
St Mary's Honor Center 
Kansas City Honor Center 
Western Missouri Correctional Center 
Fulton Regional and Diagnostic Center 
Western Missouri Correctional Center 
Oi.ark Correctional Center 
~ M~•s Honor Center 

tssoun Eastern Correctional Center 
F~-· 
P 
... u,tngton Correctional Center 
Ot . 0s1 Correctional Center 

Fulton R . al . . ~f eg10n and D1agnost1c Center 
R issouri State Penitentiary 

enz Correctional Center 
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CONTRACTORS 

Kessler( Gases) 
Brady's Glass & Paint Co.(Glass & Putty) 

Stanford Sales, lnc.(Hairnets) 
Corrections Services,Inc. (House Arrest Monitoring) 

Index Chemical Co.(lnsecticide) 
American Scientific Products(Lab) 

Baxter Scientific Products(Lab) 
Fisher Scientific,lnc. (Lab) 

Barker, Bob Co.(Laundry Bags) 
Baker & Taylor Co.(Library Service) 

Kasco Corp.(Meat Processing Equip.) 
Hill Equip. Co.(Medical Gases) 

Upsher Laboratories,Inc. (Medical Lab) 
Applied Innovations(MMPI) 

Doss Office Systems(Office Sys.Maint.) 
Evans Newton,Inc. (Optical Cards) 

** (Optometry Services) 
County Eye Clinic(Optometry Services) 

Dialysis Clinic Inc.(Out-Patient Hemodialysis) 
American Dental Corp.(Oral Surgeon) 

** (Oral Surgeon) 
** (Oral Surgeon) 

Cybertel(Paging Service) 
Mobilfone(Paging Service) 

Diamond Vogel Paint 
All-City Parking Service,Inc. 

** (Pathology Surgical) 
Advantage Pest Control 

Bias Pest Control 
Ecolab Pest Eliminators 

Kammermann's(Pest Control) 
Pest Eliminators 

Rose Exterminator 
Ragan Pest Control 
Yetter Pest Control 

Gerbes E. Pharmacy(Ped. Shampoo) 
Motorola(Portable Radios) 

Stocker Propane service(Liquid Propane) 
Fresh, Inc.(Refrigeration Storage) 

Gunther Salt Co. (Rock Salt) 
Gunther Salt Co. 
Gunther Salt Co. 

Morton Thiokol , Inc.(Rock Salt) 
Saf-T-Glove,lnc. (Rubber Gloves) 

Sonitrol of Jefferson County(Security Systems) 



~ 
era! Missouri Correctional Center 

c;eri ille Correctional Center eoonv . . 
. ouri State Pemtenuary 

l,fiSSMary's Honor Center 
SL si correctional Center 
:Ouri Eastern Correctional Center 
eoonville Correctional Center 
SL Mary's Honor Center 
Kansas City _Ho_nor Center 
various Insutuuons 
ozark Correction_al Cente~ 
Western Missoun Correctional Center 
J.(issouri Eastern Correctional Center 
various Institutions 
PotOsi Correctional Center 
famtlngton Correctional Center 
Mi5s0uri Training Center For Men 
Kansas City Honor Center 
Various Institutions 
Missouri State Penitentiary 
Missouri State Penitentiary 
Kansas City Honor Center 
Renz Correctional Center 
Boonville Correctional Center 
Renz Correctional Center 
Boonville Correctional Center 
Farmington Correctional Center 
Missouri Eastern Correctional Center 
Various Institutions 
Potosi Correctional Center 
Western Missouri Correctional Center 
Fulton Regional and Diagnostic Center 
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CONTRACTORS 

Diversified Electronics(Sec.Sys.Main) 
Sentry Protective Services(Sec.Sys.Main) 

Cargill, Inc.(Solar Salt) 
Old Vienna Snacks(Snack Chips) 
AT &T(Telephone System/Main.) 

AT&T 
Business Telephone Systems 

Continental Telephone Co. 
Pas Communications 

United Telephone Company 
Browning-Ferris Industries(Trash Removal) 

Henderson Disposal 
Industrial Disposal 

Laidlaw Waste Systems, Inc. 
Meramec Hauling(Trash Removal) 

Meramec Hauling 
Teter Removal Services 

Waste Management of Kansas City 
Law Enforcement Equipment Co.(Uniform Hats) 

Griffey Uniform 
Law Enforcement Equipment Co.(Uniforms) 

Anderson-Stolz Corp. (Water Softener Salt) 
Culligan Water Conditioners 

Gunther Salt Co.(Water Softener Salt) 
Western Water Management(Water Trmt.Boilers) 

Western Water Management 
Mineweld, Inc.(Welding & Medical Gases) 

Clements Welding & Machinery 
Kansas City X-Ray 

General X-Ray 
Picker Medial Products(X-Ray) 

Kostelac Grease Service(Removal) 

**indicates Private Practitioners 



MONTANA 

Jo5Ututions in System: 3 

Facility Operation and Management 

N<,ne 

ontana State Prison 
Women's Correctional Center 
swan River Forest Camp 

None 

Food Services 

Medical Services 

Industry Services 

Educational and Vocational Services 
None 

one 

Montana State Prison 
Women's Correctional Center 
Swan River Forest Camp 

Counseling Services 

Other Services 
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CONTRACTORS 

None 

None 

Psychological Services 
Psychological Services 
Psychological Services 

None 

None 

None 

HPI (Pharmacy) 
HPI (Pharmacy) 

Big Fork Pharmacy 
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NEBRASKA 

J11S1itutions in System: 9 

CONTRACTORS 

Facility Operation and Management 

None 

Food Services 

None 

Medical Services 
Omaha Correctional Center 
Hastings Correctional Center 
Nebraska Center For Women 
Community Corrections Center Lincoln 
Omaha Correctional Center-Work Release Unit 
Youth Development Center Geneva 
Youth Development Center Kearney 

Industry Services 
Nebraska State Penitentiary 
Omaha Correctional Center 
Nebraska State Penitentiary 
Nebraska State Penitentiary 
Nebraska State Penitentiary 
Omaha Correctional Center 
Lincoln Correctional Center 
Nebraska Center For Women 
Omaha Correctional Center 
Lincoln Correctional Center 
Hastings Correctional Center 

None 

None 

** 
** 
** 
** 
** 
** 
** 

LaPen 
Third Cost Design, inc. 

Irwin Wood Products 
Van House 

Fibre Resin Manufacturers,Inc. 
Tele-Promotions 
Tele-Promotions 
PGS Marketing 
PGS Marketing 
PGS Marketing 
PGS Marketing 

None 
Educational and Vocational Services 

None 

None Counseling Services 
None 

None Other Services 
None 

**indicates Private Practitioner 



. u·ons in System: 8 
115Dtu 

NEVADA 

NOT APPLICABLE 
no for-profit private contracting 

111 
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NEW HAMPSHIRE 

1J150tutions in System: 3; 2 Community Residential Facilities 

NOT APPLICABLE 
no for-profit private contracting 



. 
0
-005 in System: 15 

IJJSUtll 

NEW JERSEY 

NOT APPLICABLE 
no for-profit private contracting 

113 



114 
NEW MEXICO 

[PStitutions in System: 8 

CONTRACTORS 

Facility Operation and Management 
New Mexico Women's Correctional Facility Corrections Corp. of America 

Food Services 
eentral New Mexico Correctional Facility 
Western New Mexico Correctional Facility 
Southern New Mexico Correctional Facility 

Medical Services 
Penitentiary of New Mexico 
Central New Mexico Correctional Facility 
Western New Mexico Correctional Facility 
Southern New Mexico Correctional Facility 
Los Lunas Correctional Center 
Roswell Correctional Center 
Camp Sierra Blanca 

Industry Services 
None 

Canteen Company 
Canteen Company 
Canteen Company 

Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 

None 

Educational and Vocational Services 
None 

None 

None 
one 

Counseling Services 

Other Services 

None 

None 



. uu·ons in System: 60 
1n5ot 

NEW YORK 

NOT APPLICABLE 
no for-profit private contracting 

115 
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NORTH CAROLINA 

lnStitutions in System: 90 

NOT APPLICABLE 
no for-profit private contracting 



J. l. 7 

NORTH DAKOTA 

(nStitutions in System: 2 

NOT APPLICABLE 
no for-profit private contracting 
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OHIO 

(nstitutions in System: 19 Adult; 8 Juvenile 

NOT APPLICABLE 
no for-profit private contracting 
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OKLAHOMA 

1nstitutions in System: 15; 8 Community Treatment Centers 

NOT APPLICABLE 
no for-profit private contracting 



120 
OREGON 

rnstitutions in System: 8 

~ CONTRACTORS 

Facility Operation and Management 

None None 

Food Services 

Powder River Service America 

Medical Services 

one None 

Industry Services 

None None 

Educational and Vocational Services 
None None 

Counseling Services 
None None 

Other Services 
one None 
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PENNSYLVANIA 

JnSritutions in System: 15 Adult; 15 Community Service Centers 

CONTRACTORS 

Facility Operation and Management 

None 

Food Services 

None 

Medical Services · 
State Correctional Institution Retreat 
State Correctional Institution Smithfield 
State Correctional Institution Frackville 
State Correctional Institution Graterford 
State Correctional Institution Cresson 

Industry Services 
None 

None 

None 

Prison Health Services 
Prison Health Services 
Prison Health Services 

Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 

None 

Educational and Vocational Services 
None None 

Counseling Services 
None None 

Other Services 
None None 
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RHODE ISLAND 

institutions in System: 8 

CONTRACTORS 

Facility Operation and Management 

None None 

Food Services 

None None 

Medical Services 

None None 

Industry Services 

None None 

Educational and Vocational Services 
None 

None 

All Institutions 
Medium Security Facility 
Minimum Security Facility 
Home Confinement Supervision 

None 

Counseling Services 
None 

Other Services 
Marathon, Inc. (Drug Abuse Treatment) 

Forensic Mental Health Services(Sex Offender) 
Forensic Mental Health Services 

Corporation for Public Management 
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SOUTH CAROLINA 

rnstitutions in System: 31 

CONTRACTORS 

Facility Operation and Management 

None 

Food Services 

None 

Medical Services 
McCormick Correctional Institution 
Lieber Correctional Institution 
Alle~dale Correctional Institution 
MacDougall Youth Correctional Center 
Evans Correctional Institution 

Industry Services 
one 

None 

None 

Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 

None 

Educational and Vocational Services 
None None 

Counseling Services 
Women 's Correctional Center Sister Care, Inc. 

Other Services 
None None 



Institutions in System: 5 

I!:{SJITUTIONS 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

Facility Operation and Management 

None 

Food Services 

None 

Medical Services 
Springfield Correctional Facility 

Industry Services 

None 

Educational and Vocational Services 
None 

None 

State Penitentiary 
State Penitentiary 
State Penitentiary 
State Penitentiary 
State Penitentiary 
State Penitentiary 
Springfield Correctional Facility 
Springfield Correctional Facility 
Springfield Correctional Facility 
Springfield Correctional Facility 
Youth Forestry Camp 

Counseling Services 

Other Services 
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CONTRACTORS 

None 

None 

** 

None 

None 

None 

** (Psychologist) 
** (Dietician) 

UNO-MED(Pharmacy) 
** (Dental) 

** (Optometry) 
** (Inmate Legal Services) 

** (Dental) 
** (Optometry) 

Uken Drug(Pharmacy) 
** (Inmate Legal Services) 

** (Nursing) 

**indicates Private Practioners 
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TENNESSEE 

(J1stitutions in System: 18 

CONTRACTORS 

Facility Operation and Management 

None 

Food Services 

None 

Medical Services 
Tennessee Prison for Women 
Riverbend Maximum Security Institution 

Industry Services 
~one 

None 

None 

Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 

None 

Educational and Vocational Services 
Sone None 

Counseling Services 
Sone None 

Other Services 
None 



1nstitutions in System: 18 

JNilITUTIONS 

TENNESSEE 
125 

CONTRACTORS 

Facility Operation and Management 

None 

Food Services 

None 

Medical Services 
Tennessee Prison for Women 
Riverbend Maximum Security Institution 

Industry Services 
None 

None 

None 

Correctional Medical Systems 
Correctional Medical Systems 

None 

Educational and Vocational Services 
one None 

Counseling Services 
:--.lone None 

Other Services 
one None 



1nstitutions in System: 39 

.(NSIITUTIONS 

TEXAS 

Facility Operation and Management 
Bridgeport Pre-Release Center 

126 

CONTRACTORS 

Wackenhut, Inc. 
Wackenhut, Inc. Kyle Pre-Release Center 

Cleveland Pre-Release Center 
Venus Pre-Release Center 

Correction Corp. of America 
Correction Corp. of America 

Food Services 

None None 

Medical Services 
None None 

Industry Services 
None None 

Educational and Vocational Services 
None None 

Counseling Services 
None None 

Other Services 
None None 



institutions in System: 1 

ft!S.11TUTI O NS 

None 

None 

Utah State Prison 
Utah State Prison 
Utah State Prison 

None 

None 

Utah State Prison 

Utah State Prison 
Utah State Prison 
Utah State Prison 
Utah State Prison 
Utah State Prison 
Utah State Prison 
Utah State Prison 
Utah State Prison 
Utah State Prison 
Utah State Prison 
Utah State Prison 

127 
UTAH 

CONTRACTORS 

Facility Operation and Management 
None 

Food Services 
None 

Medical Services 
American Fork Hospital Lab 

Stanbrooke Radiologist 
Durr-Fillaver Medical Blood Test Center 

Industry Services 
None 

Educational and Vocational Services 
None 

Counseling Services 

Other Services 

Alma Carlisle Psychologists 

Amor Animal Hospital 
** (Barber) 

** (Inmate Attorneys) 
Pat York Janitorial 

Powell's Maintenance 
Reliable Waste System Refuse Removal 

Union Square Eye Care 
Valley West Dental Lab 

Action Office Equipment Repair 
Columbia Pest Control 

Medical Systems (Medical Software) 

~- • 1 · __ ,._ __ T"'I. _ . _ _ ,.__ n ___ .. .: .. .: ____ _ 
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VERMONT 

1nstitutions in System: 6 

NOT APPLICABLE 
no for-profit private contracting 



129 

VIRGINIA 

rnstitutions in System: 49 

NOT APPLICABLE 
no for-profit private contracting 



130 

WASHINGTON 

Institutions in System: 13 Adult; 12 Juvenile 

NOT APPLICABLE 
no for-profit private contracting 



WEST VIRGINIA 

Institutions in System: 4 Adult; 3 Work Release, 2 Juvenile 

INSTITUTIONS 
=---

Facility Operation and Management 

None 

Food Services 

131 

CONTRACTORS 

None 

Huttonsville Correctional Center American Food Management , Inc. 

Medical Services 
Huttonsville Correctional Center Correctional Medical Systems 

Industry Services 
None None 

Educational and Vocational Services 
None None 

Counseling Services 
None None 

Other Services 
None None 
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WISCONSIN 

Institutions in System: 28 

NOT APPLICABLE 
no for-profit private contracting 
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WYOMING 

Institutions in System: 4 

NOT APPLICABLE 
no for-profit private contracting 
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APPENDIX C 

SAMPLE OF PRIVATE CONTRACTORS 



BEHAVIORAL SYSTEMS SOUTHWEST 
2449 South El Camino Real 

San Clemente, CA. 92672 
(714)492-3574 

president: Theodore R. Nissen 
company Founded: 1977 

135 

Behavioral systems Southwest operates a variety of facilities 

for the federal government and the Arizona and California 

Departments of Corrections. A unique aspect of Behavioral Systems 

southwest is its self-pay concept of incarceration for offenders, 

meaning no cost to taxpayers or to the state. Sentenced inmates are 

initially counseled and are then released to seek employment on a 

limited basis. After securing jobs, they are permitted to work 

outside the facility. Each inmate is then required to pay 

Behavioral Systems Southwest a certain amount of money for each day 

of incarceration to defray program costs. Behavioral Systems 

Southwest's current contracts include: 

U.S. Parole and Probation Department 

U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service 

U.S. Courts Administrative Office 

U.S. Marshal's Service 

California Department of Corrections 

Arizona Department of Corrections 

Arizona Department of Economic Security 

Los Angeles County 
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CORRECTIONS CORPORATION OF AMERICA 
28 White Bridge Road, Suite 206 

Nashville, TN. 37205 
(615)292-3100 

president: Doctor R. Crants 
company Founded: 1983 

corrections Corporation of America is one of the leading firms 

in correctional privatization today. The company specializes in the 

development and management of prisons and other correctional and 

detention facilities on behalf of local, state, and federal 

governments. Its expertise includes facility planning, financing, 

design, construction, and management. The company's objective is 

to provide quality corrections, at less cost to the taxpayer, in 

partnership with the government. Corrections Corporation of 

America's current operations include: 

Bay County Jail and Annex 
Panama City, FL. 

Houston Processing Center 
Houston, TX. 

Reeves County L.E. Center 
Pecos, TX. 

Shelby Training Center 
Memphis, TN. 

Tall Trees Facility 
Memphis, TN. 

N.M. Women's Corr. Facility 
Grants, NM. 

Texas Pre-Release Facility 
Venus, TX. 

Hernando County Jail 
Brooksville, FL. 

Loredo Processing Center 
Loredo, TX. 

Santa Fe Detention Facility 
Santa Fe, NM. 

Silverdale Facilities 
Chattanooga, TN. 

E. Tennessee Juvenile Facility 
Dandridge, TN. 

Texas Pre-Release Facility 
Cleveland, TX. 



CORRECTIONAL HEALTH CARE, INC. 
400 Riverhills Business Park, Suite 475 

Birmingham, AL. 35242 
(205)991-0677 

president: Robert A. Berryrnan 
company Founded: 1987 
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Correctional Health Care, Inc. (CHC) is a subsidiary of 

southern Medical Heal th Systems and Managed Health Care 

consultants. Its primary objectives are to provide a quality 

comprehensive health care program to the contracting Department of 

corrections, to provide a standard of care which meets, but is not 

limited to, standards established by the American Correctional 

Association and the American Medical Association, and to provide 

services in accordance with applicable statutes and regulations of 

the State, the United States of America and standards required by 

accreditation organizations. Correctional Health Care, Inc. has 

experience operating a state-wide multi-unit prison system in 

Alabama, and its management personnel are experienced in managing 

those problems that are unique to correctional heal th care. In 

addition, CHC provides a health services staff that is licensed 

and/or certified as required by the State's Licensing Laws. CHC 

also provides dental and mental health care to inmates. 

Currently, Correctional Health Care, In~. is contracted with 

the State of Alabama for the provision of health care services to 

a11 19 correctional institutions. 



CORRECTIONAL MEDICAL SYSTEMS 
999 Executive Parkway 
St. Louis, MO. 63141 

(314)878-1810 
1-800-325-4809 

president: Walter J. Schriver 
company Founded: 1979 
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Correctional Medical Systems(CMS) is a division of ARA 

services, an internationally recognized leader in contract 

management services. CMS heaith care programs are effectively 

administered in jails, prisons, juvenile facilities, pre-release 

centers and referral hospitals, with populations ranging anywhere 

from 150 inmates to entire statewide systems. The basic elements 

of the CMS program include: On-site health care delivery, support 

services, licensure and certification of all heal th care personnel, 

malpractice insurance, accreditation in accordance with American 

Correctional Association and National Commission on Correctional 

Health care standards, client satisfaction, and court compliance. 

CMS services also include pharmacy, mental health and psychiatric 

counseling, dental care, and detoxification. 

Correctional Medical Systems presently provides services to 

the following states: Delaware, Georgia, Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, 

Maryland, New Mexico, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Tennessee, West 

Virginia. Correctional Medical Systems also provides services at 

the county level in the following states: Colorado, Florida, 

Kentucky, New Jersey, Ohio, Virginia. 



ECLECTIC COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 
1823 Knoll Drive 

Ventura, CA. 93003 
(804)644-8700 

president: Arthur McDonald 
company Founded: 1977 
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Eclectic Communications, Inc. (ECI) is a private, social 

service agency that contracts with the public sector to provide 

cost-effective services to disadvantaged populations. Its primary 

objective is to provide a place .of confinement where the individual 

can prepare themselves for release mentally, physically, and 

educationally, and be better able to integrate into and contribute 

to society. 

ECI was the first private for-profit contractor with the 

Federal Bureau of Prisons for halfway houses. 

Eclectic Communications, Inc. currently has 16 projects in 

operation throughout California, providing direct services to 

approximately 5,000 offenders per year. ECI has contracts with the 

following agencies: 

Federal Bureau of Prisons 

U.S. Probation Office 

U.S. Parole Commission 

U.S. Pre-Trial Services 

California Department of Corrections 

Immigration and Naturalization Service 

California Youth Authority 

_ ___ Dept. of Social Services, State of California Health and Welfare 



GOLDBERG MEDICAL ASSOCIATES, INC. 
530 Loring Avenue 
Salem, MA. 01970 

(617)598-8866 

president: Ronald I. Goldberg 
company Founded: 1968 
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Goldberg Medical Associates(GMA) is a multi-specialty firm of 

over 300 medical, mental health, and mid-level professionals who 

are contracted with various state agencies and public and private 

hospitals for the provision of health care services. The company's 

major contracts are centered on correctional health care, where in 

1978, they became the Massachusetts' Department of Corrections 

primary medical provider. Currently, GMA provides medical and 

mental health services to all 22 correctional facilities in 

Massachusetts. GMA is an experienced firm in the field of 

correctional health care, and has previously performed correctional 

practice for counties and state Departments of Correction in 

Arizona, New Hampshire, New York, and Texas. 

Goldberg Medical Associates staffs all medical and mental 

health positions for the Massachusetts Department of Correction, 

as well as for the Bridgewater State Hospital. GMA also is 

contracted with the Immigration and Naturalization Service for a 

detention facility in Boston, MA. The company pr.ovides a variety 

of programs to offenders sentenced in the state of Massachusetts, 

including alcohol and drug abuse treatment and crisis intervention. 



PHP HEALTHCARE CORPORATION 
4900 Seminary Road, 12th Floor 

Alexandria, VA. 22311 
(703)998-7808 

president: Charles H. Robbins 
company Founded: 1976 
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FHP Healthcare Corporation is a diversified health services 

management company that specializes in building innovative, cost­

efficient health delivery partnerships with government at the 

local, state, and federal levels. PHP operates health centers under 

the Primary Care for the Unif armed Services (PRIMUS) program; manages 

health programs for correctional institutions; operates community­

based primary health centers; administers long-term care facilities 

for geriatric psychiatric patients with chronic medical problems; 

provides medical staffing services for military facilities, and 

designs and administers psychiatric service programs for special 

populations. 

In regard to correctional privatization, PHP Healthcare 

Corporation contracts with the state of Arkansas for the provision 

of medical and mental health services systemwide. This accounts for 

11 correctional institutions in Arkansas. FHP also provides for a 

full range of services to correctional facilities, including intake 

screening and assessment, primary and specialized onsite medical 

care, ancillary, dietary, rehabilitative, administrative, and other 

support functions, as well as the services of medical specialists. 

These services meet American Correctional Association and American 

Medical Association standards. 



PRICOR 
745 South Church Street 

P.O. Box 8 
Murfreesboro, TN. 37133-0008 

(615)896-3100 

president: Gil R. Walker 
company Founded: 1985 

142 

Pricer is committed to providing humane and practical 

alternative solutions to the problems of overcrowding in 

correctional institutions, and works in partnership with 

governmental authorities to ta'ilor its programs and services to 

meet the specific needs of a community. All Pricer facilities and 

services are specifically designed to reduce government and 

taxpayer costs while providing secure and appropriate treatment for 

youth and adults. Services include: Juvenile and adult facility 

management, non-residential programs, management of facility design 

and construction, consulting services, and financing. 

Pricer offers a cost-effective and professional solution to 

the operation and management of correctional facilities by 

providing full service facility operation including staffing and 

training of personnel, as well as medical and food services. 

Current contracts include the following: 

- 9 Advocate Schools (Riverside, Los Angeles, San Bernardino, CA.) 
- Mid Valley Youth Center (Van Nuys, CA.) 
- Cedar Grove (Murfreesboro, TN.) 
- Coordinated Alternatives (Richmond, VA.; Rutherford County, TN.) 
- Upper East Tennessee Regional Detention Center (Johnson City, TN.) 
- Tuscaloosa Metropolitan Minimum Security Detention Facility 
- Houston Reintegration Center (Houston, TX.) 
- Sweetwater Reintegration Center (Sweetwater, TX.) 
- Lebanon Community Corrections Center (Lebanon, VA.) 
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PRISON HEALTH SERVICES, INC. 
101 Lukens Drive, Suite A 

P.O. Box 472 
New Castle, DE. 19720 

(302) 888-0200 
1-800-969-3142 

president: Jeff Reasons 
company Founded: 1978 

Prison Health Services(PHS) was the first corporation in the 

united States specifically established to offer comprehensive 

health care programs designed to meet the unique needs of 

correctional institutions. PHS adheres to the Standards For Health 

Services In Prisons and Jails published by the American Medical 

Association and adopted by the National Commission for Correctional 

Health Care. The company has also achieved thirty-seven awards of 

accreditations for eighteen correctional systems consisting of 

twenty-six facilities. PHS employs doctors, psychiatrists, 

psychologists, dentists, nurses, lab technicians, and medical 

records technicians. The following is a sample listing of the 

thirty-five current Prison Health Services contracts: 

Pompano Jail complex 
Pompano Beach, FL. 

Arlington County Detention Center 
Arlington, VA. 

State Correctional Inst.-Frackville 
Frackville, PA. 

Western Illinois Correctional Center 
Mt. Sterling, IL. 

Tennessee Prison For Women 
Nashville, TN. 

Delaware County Prison 
Thornton, DE. 

Dutchess County Jail 
Poughkeepsie, NY. 

North County Jail 
Oakland, CA. 

Orange County Jail 
Goshen, NY. 

Polk County Jail 
Bartow, FL. 



SERVICE AMERICA CORPORATION 
88 Gate House Road 

Box 10203 
Stamford, CT. 06904-2203 

(203)964-5000 

president: Steven R. Leipsner 
company Founded: 1985 
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Service America Corporation is known for its commitment to 

excellence in all aspects of quality food service and professional 

food service management, and has a diverse clientele including 

business and industrial facilities·, hospitals and nursing homes, 

colleges and universities, primary schools, correctional 

facilities, stadiums and convention centers, and theatres. 

Service America has extensive experience providing food 

service management for correctional facilities nationwide. An 

individualized system for each correctional location, with on-site 

management, is developed to control menus, purchasing, labor, 

safety, sanitation, - and accounting. Detailed nutritional 

information is also provided to assure staff ~nd inmate 

satisfaction and compliance with American Correctional Association 

~tandards. 

Currently, Service America has contracts with two state 

correctional systems, Arizona and Florida, for the management of 

food services. These contracts are for one institution in Arizona, 

·and five in Florida. 



UNITED STATES CORRECTIONS CORPORATION 
805 Kentucky Home Life Building 

Louisville, KY. 40202 
(502)585-2212 

president: J. Clifford Todd 
company Founded: 1983 
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United States Corrections Corporation(USCC) opened the 

nation's first state adult correctional facility that is both 

privately owned and operated in 1986. USCC provides a broad range 

of detention and correctional services to governmental agencies, 

including: 

Supplementing corrections systems with cost-effective 

construction of facilities and professional management of 

operations. 

- Providing innovative alternatives to incarceration. 

- Offering specialized consulting services on a contract basis. 

USCC operates the M:irion Adjustment Center, a minimum security 

prison, located in St. Mary, Kentucky. The center currently houses 

a total of 450 state residents and 50 additional jail inmates from 

Jefferson County, KY. Each resident must participate or be assigned 

to a work or academic program. In addition, they are eligible for 

5 days per month good-time and most are approved for weekend 

furloughs. 

USCC has recently contracted. a new facility in Louisville, KY., 

River City Correctional Center, 

release center. 

which is a 3 8 O bed community 



WACKENHUT CORPORATION 
1500 San Remo Avenue 

Coral Gables, FL. 33146-3009 
(305)666-5656 

1-800-922-6488 

president: Richard R. Wackenhut 
company Founded: 1954 
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The Wackenhut Corporation offers an array of services and 

products, including domestic security operations, nuclear services, 

correctional operation and management, international security 

·operations, stellar systems, advanced technologies, and travel 

services. 

Wackenhut Corrections Corporation(WCC), a sub-division of The 

Wackenhut Corporation, offers design, construction, modernization 

and management of minimum and medium security detention and 

correction facilities. wee also has a reputation as a provider of 

quality basic education programs, vocational training, substance 

abuse counseling, and job seeking skills. Their correctional 

facilities include food and medical care services, as well as 

building and grounds maintenance and inmate transportation. 

Wackenhut Corrections Corporation facility management 

contracts include the following: 

- Municipal pre-trial jail facility (Detroit, MI.) 
- INS detention facility (Aurora, CO.) 
- Job corps center (Guthrie, OK.) 
- State correctional facility (McFarland, CA.) 
- Jail facility (San Antonio, TX.) 
- State correctional facility (Kyle, TX.) 
- State correctional facility (Bridgeport, TX.) 
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