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On April 9, 2008, President George W. Bush sigmed3Second Chance Act of
2007 into law. The full title of the Act includeSpmmunity Safety Through Recidivism
Prevention and is Public Law Number 110-199 (or H503). Several versions of this
bill have been through the house and the senate swore successful than others.
However the origin of this law reaches back to 1868 the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act (OCCSSA). Many amendments have ibeele since 1968 and the law
now focuses its efforts more on successful tramsstiout of prison rather the

strengthening of law enforcement, as it previohslg.

The Second Chance Act of 2007 reauthorizes (bug doeappropriate) funds to
“improve existing programs and to create new amowative programs (Library of
Congress, 2008)” to facilitate reentry. Improvemsen existing programs would consist
of changes to the OCCSSA. This includes continuedihg for “adult and juvenile
offender state and local reentry demonstrationgatej” as well as violent offender truth
in-sentencing grant funds. The Second Chance Aads@scomprised of a definition of
candidates for the drug court grant programs ahdmcement of the state offenders
program for residential substance abuse treatnhédmafy of Congress, 2008). The new
programs created include reentry courts at the sfidbal, and local levels, grants for
technology careers training demonstration, the dppdy for alternatives to
incarceration with drug treatment, grants for sabsé abuse treatment that is family-
focused, and grants for creating and enhancingagitucat prisons, jails, and juvenile

facilities (Library of Congress, 2008).
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Due to the increasingly large numbers of thoseinedfin prisons and the
amount of money spent toward incarceration evegy,y¢his bill received strong
bipartisan support in the House of Representativelsin the Senate. “The Second
Chance Act, H.R. 1593, was introduced by DemocRépresentative Danny Davis on
March 20, 2007 (Nelson & Turetsky, 2008).” “It padsn the House by a 347 to 62 vote
on November 13, 2007... (Nelson & Turetsky, 2008).tHe Senate, with support and
introduction by Senator Joe Biden, the “legislap@ssed unanimously on March 11 and
had 34 cosponsors, including Sens. Arlen Specté?AR Sam Brownback (R-KS) and

Patrick J. Leahy (D-VT) (cited at Reentry Policyudail, 2008).”

The legislation had passed in the House in Novernbewas “stalled” in the
Senate for some time afterwards (Drug War Chrongd@8). This came about “by a
legislative "hold" put on it by Sen. Jeff SessiQRsAL), who had expressed a number of
concerns about it, including some on the cost diedteveness of the program (Drug
War Chronicle, 2008).” After Senator Sessions élifthis ‘hold’ ...on a Monday night,
the legislation passed both the Senate Judiciamrfiitee and a Senate floor vote by

unanimous consent (Drug War Chronicle, 2008),"rteet day.

The strong bipartisan support was not only seébangress but also throughout
the community. Democratic Senator Biden staté® Second Chance Act also has
tremendous support from over 200 local and natiorgdnizations, including a wide
cross-section of civil rights, justice, faith-bassatl community organizations (cited at
Reentry Policy Council, 2008).” In addition he gaesto say that, “the American Bar

Association, the Council of State Governments Jilice Fellowship, the Leadership
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Conference on Civil Rights and the NAACP, amongathhave been instrumental
partners in ensuring that this legislation offersoffenders hope for the future (cited at

Reentry Policy Council, 2008).”

After the passage of the legislation some oppodisgussions have ensued in the
House of Representatives. Three Republican Repiedsass have expressed their
concern with the Second Chance Act. In May, 200@r&sentative Gohmert (R-TX),
Blackburn (R-TN) and Carter (R-TX) exclaimed protaisout the amount of benefits that
“felons” could receive. Representative Gohmert pdbe argument that felons would
have access to more opportunities than those sgirvithe United States military
(Congressional Record, 2007). Representative Cstidérd concerns with education
grants that those in prison or coming out of prismuld be able to access
(Congressional Record, 2007). Carter discussecehppsion with the fact that it may be
possible for someone in prison to get grants &ndttollege (Congressional Record,
2007). The reality that the college education atedicould lead a “felon” to achieve a
bachelor’s degree or even a master’s degree, Gatted quite unacceptable

(Congressional Record, 2007).

Despite the opposition the legislation had stramgpsrt. The focus of
intervention on crime, management, prevention,adatdrrence has crossed the table for
years. Over time the interventions have changedking back at the roots of the Second
Chance Act by understanding its origin in the 186d the OCCSSA, gives more

insight into the changes and innovation that is wowaurring.
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The desire for increased government interventigratds crime came about in
the early to mid-1960’s, when racial protesting \gan all time high. Signs of crime
and violence were highly visible. Brian, Landsb&gdylacmillan-Thomson (2004) wrote

that:

May 1965 marked the first time that a majority ebple responding to
nationwide polls named crime as the most imponpaoiblem facing the nation.
Such fears can be tied to forces beyond crimd.itSelil disobedience and
marches by Southern blacks were met by widespriedehee in the form of
beatings, bombings, and murders by or with the@mdrof local police and
government, most famously during the Birminghantgsts of 1963. Broadcast
over the nation's televisions, images of protestsgolice reaction gave many
Americans the impression that lawlessness was ejed®rban riots only

intensified such feelings (Historical Background})q

Beginning in Harlem, a section of New York City,1i864, and Watts, a
section of Los Angeles, in 1965, summers came todxed by urban unrest.
Often sparked by incidents and allegations of gdficutality, civil disorders
occurred in over 100 cities by 1968, accompaniebbbiing, arson, and clashes
with police and the National Guard. Reactions tmer protest, and riots carried
with them strong undercurrents of racism, a coastdiacet of American law and

politics in this period (Historical Background, }i 5

As evidenced above, the issue of crime was a Ipit to 1964 during the

presidential election. “Candidates George Wallawt Barry Goldwater called for ‘law
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and order’ in challenging, Lyndon Johnson (Landgbet al., 2004).” When Johnson
won the presidency that year he took the issueimfechead on. He created the
President’'s Commission on Law Enforcement and ttieiAistration of Justice,
otherwise known as, the Katzenbach Commission (tlaexd), et al., 2004). This
commission studied crime from a more holistic pecsiwe, such as looking at the
reasons for crime. This research and the outcoereed as the basis for the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act (OCCSSA) of 196tese philosophies also were

congruent with the Johnson’s Great Society.

The OCCSSA addressed crime in four different waysreated the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) to yide financial assistance to state
and local government law enforcement... and inclystedisions regarding the
admissibility of confessions in criminal trials (tlugh an amendment to the act in the
Senate) (Landsberg et al., 2004).” The OCCSSA‘asiablished procedures to allow
wiretapping by law enforcement authorities anehduded provisions that placed

regulations on firearm sales and possession (Langsdi al., 2004).”

Even though much of the OCCSSA focused on crimereaiment, the past
research gave us a basis for what we know todag r@search conducted on crime
during the 1960’s was innovative. Looking at thasans for crime is a very insightful
tool that can tell any country a lot about themeghBesides focusing on prevention and
deterring crime from occurring, it has become ohbsjmver the years that our focus also
needs to include prevention and more specificagntry of those leaving prison back

into society.
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There are many problems encountered by those reensociety after being
released from prison. The Legal Action Center (30@tes many “existing legal
barriers” for those facing reentry (p.8). They fihét employers in most states can deny
employment to people who were arrested but notictewv of a crime (Legal Action
Center, 2004). Employers are also allowed to refoise to anyone with criminal records,
despite how long ago the crime was committed (L&gébn Center, 2004). Additionally
the Legal Action Center (2004) found that thosevatted of a drug felony are not
eligible for public assistance or food stamps irstetates. Not to mention that most
states make information about conviction and crahimstory easily accessible to the
public through the Internet, leaving many with h@aece for services and not even an
interview for employment or housing (Legal Actioer@er, 2004). So the message from
our society is clear, if a person has been conviofea crime they are “second-rate”
citizen and they will be forever. These roadblodksy justice and basic rights to

individuals.

Other important factors regarding reentry are garsafety, security, and justice
for all. Anyone could find themselves or their fymnember facing incarceration for a
number of unintentional or purposeful acts. | badi¢ghat each of us would prefer to know
that we would be treated fairly and as a persorthEufacts regarding federal, state, and
local statistics of those incarcerated, those atleave prison, and/or those on
probation and parole, will provide staggering ewickefor additional support of the

Second Chance Act.
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The International Center for Prison Studies (23&es that the “U.S. has the
highest rate of incarcerated people in the world2.@€ople per 100,000.” In addition,
Republican Senator Sam Brownback notes that “ctiyreaimost two-thirds of the
600,000 individuals released from prison will beareested (cited at Reentry Policy
Council, 2008).” These numbers are evidence optbhblems of the United States

criminal justice system.

The Bureau of Justice Statistics gives severalbmrmthat articulate the
additional relevance for the Second Chance AceyH®iate that at “yearend 2006, over
five million adult men and women were under Fede3tdte, and local probation or
parole jurisdiction (U.S. Bureau of Justice, 2008he Bureau of Justice goes on to say
that three-quarters of those on probation or pasopervision, had committed a non-
violent offense. More than a quarter of those afésnrequiring probation were for drug
law related violations and one sixth for drivingilehintoxicated (U. S. Bureau of Justice,
2008). Furthermore the U. S. Bureau of Justice §26ates that “nearly all of the
offenders on parole (94%) had been sentenced émdaation of more than 1 year and

about 4 in 10 parolees had served a sentencedimgeoffense.”

These numbers show that the majority of offendeesincarcerated for non-
violent crimes and that sentences are typicallgadt one year. The numbers point out
how many of those in prison are there for druglcolzol related offenses. The Second
Chance Act works to address issues especiallythvitloffenders previously noted. The
Act looks at the fact that better and more effextreatment is available to those who

have not been violent and have drug and alcohattolds.
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Our society is looking at more effective ways oéldey with these “criminals”
rather than just putting them in prison. Accordindemocratic Senator Joe Biden, “the
Second Chance Act of 2007 could eventually saverfawe taxpayers hundreds of
millions of dollars, given that, on average, thaewal cost of incarcerating a prisoner
exceeds $20,000 — a number that increased sibfildeen 1982 and 2002 (Reentry
Policy Council, 2008).” This decrease and reinvestiof funds into more preventative

and corrective measures will prove successfuldfappropriate funding is obtained.

The U. S. Bureau of Justice (2001) goes on toIsaty‘tirect expenditure for
each of the major criminal justice functions (pelicorrections, judicial) has been
steadily increasingrhis is documented by noting that state expendittoecorrections
have increased by 145 percent in 2001 (U. S. Buoédustice, 2001). The Foundation
for National Progress (2007), states that sinc€1B8 United States has had a 189 %
increase in spending towards prisons and only % 32crease towards education. These

statistics provide further evidence for a needcftange and for the Second Chance Act.

The need for the Second Chance Act can not bedlefi® House, the Senate,
and the President agree. Not to mention hundredthef groups and organizations that
is also in support of the Act. But how does it warid if passed in 2007 what change has
occurred? This presents the problem with the Se@rahce Act. The Act authorized

funds for federal and state reentry programs kdindi appropriate them.

Families Against Mandatory Minimums (FAMM) (200®mains that, “in
Congress, no money can be spent (appropriatedysuitles first authorized (p. 1).”

Furthermore, “once authorized, the appropriati@mmmittee appropriates or distributes
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funds to a program (FAMM, 2008, p .1).” The amoohmoney suggested for these
programs, is just that, a suggestion. The funds Ineayore or less than originally
reauthorized. “We do not know yet whether Congreisappropriate some, all or none

of the money the Second Chance Act authorizes (FARDAS, p. 1).”

The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) found tfi#thé money authorized was
funded “that implementing H.R. 1593 would cost at$®400 million over the 2008-2012
periods (CBO, 2007)."They go on to say that “emagthe bill would not affect direct
spending or receipts (CBO, 2007).” Additionally B®4.1593 contains no
intergovernmental or private-sector mandates asetkin the Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act (UMRA) and would impose no costs onestéical, or tribal governments
(CBO, 2007)."

The Center for Law and Policy breaks down what @ots are set to receive
what funding. They find five major areas in whitie ftunding will be focused. This
provides approximately, “$110 million for adult ajuenile offender state and local
reentry demonstration programs; $40 million forrgnarojects to provide job training,
mentoring, and transitional services; $20 million feentry courts; and $130 million in
funding for substance abuse treatment, educatidriraming, and mentoring (Nelson
and Turetsky, 2008).” The fifth area includes furgdfor a federal prisoner reentry
initiative, other pilot programs, a number of reasbastudies, and other provisions. Each
of these areas incorporates numerous importanigjdtanctions, roles and supervisions.
In order to better understand the legislation,|l ok at exclusively at the state and

local demonstration projects.



Second Chanct A 11

The adult and juvenile offender state and local alestration projects are
amendments to the new legislation from the inM&CSSA legislation. The grants
issued under this amendment will be administerethbyAttorney General. These grants
will address pre and post release services foetimasrcerated or facing reentry. The
grant also plans to incorporate families of theancerated and to address the needs of
victims. This section of legislation has some @& thost stringent guidelines for
implementation and evaluation. In order for thessts to be obtained the “grant
projects must incorporate a long-term strategio pdareentry task force, and a rigorous
evaluation component (Nelson & Turetsky, 2008)

This legislation calls for $55 million for 2009 afwt 2010 to address these
reentry issues. The agencies interested must bategrb0% of the funding towards the
projects. In addition two percent of the fundingnh these grants is designated for the
National Institute of Justice to conduct an evadra{Nelson & Turetsky, 2008).
Moreover “the Attorney General may use two percérhe funds to establish a National
Adult and Juvenile Offender Reentry Resource Cegielson & Turetsky, 2008).”

State and local governments, territories or Indiidoes are permitted to submit an
application for the grant funds discussed. In ofdethese entities to apply and acquire
the funds, they must follow the explicit guidelimagntioned above. More specifically
“they must develop bong-term reentry strategic plan that includes a goal of reducing
recidivism by 50 percent over a 5-year period, messprogress and performance
outcomes, and include extensive public and prieatedination (Nelson & Turetsky,
2008).”The plan requires many different outcomes to besorea. This may cause

lengthy organization and time consumption in otdegstablish. Some outcomes
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mentioned are “recidivism, supervised release tima, substance abuse, mental health,
employment, education, housing, and child suppdetdon & Turetsky, 2008).” In
addition, “grant applicants must establisReentry Task Force that examines ways to
pool funding streams, identifies best practiced, @malyzes supervised release processes
(Nelson & Turetsky, 2008).”

Furthermore there are seven other specifics that bmimet by those bodies
seeking grant funds. This includes backing of thiefeexecutive officer of the entity,
description of interagency collaboration, incorgimna of a governmental task force, and
the identification of the governmental and non-pirafencies roles. Other areas of
necesity are the identification of legal barriergeentry, ability to have evidence-based
practices evaluated and the ability to describ&aaon of the project (Nelson &
Turetsky, 2008).

In deciding qualification of applicants, precedemdgll be given to those “from
geographic areas with a disproportionate reentpufaion; that target high-risk
offenders; with a strong community consultation poment; that demonstrate effective
case management and management designs, inclugkrglpase planning; that
undertake a review of supervised release proceasdghat provide for an independent
evaluation that include random assignment and obhedr studies ‘to the maximum
extent possible’ (Nelson & Turetsky, 2008).” Thelesignated areas are ones that the
Second Chance Act hopes to focus. Conducting res@dthese practices will help

further understanding of criminal justice and fetfwcal points.

Finally grants funds may be used on servicesfenders in prisons, jails or

juvenile institutions. These funds could focus dne@tional or vocational skills as well
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as efforts toward job placement. Funding will dioprovided for mentoring in prison
that can be utilized for the offender upon reemityg the community. Those that seek to
engage in comprehensive and coordinated post-eetegeervision and services are
welcome to seek funding. Projects that engageampting “safe, healthy, and
responsible family and parent-child relationshigsléon & Turetsky, 2008)” are another
focus of these funds. Grants are also eligible vatuses on substance abuse treatment
and services. In addition a concentration on cammgeeterans or other offenders with
housing and health care services is encouragestlyl.a core focus is on services that
encourage payment of restitution, security, coungelnd other services for victims
(Nelson & Turetsky, 2008).

One of the other areas the Second Chance Act fearses pilot programs. One
such program “would authorize the appropriatio®®imillion a year for 2008 and 2009
for Bureau of Prisons (BOP) to establish the EldBidnviolent Offender Pilot Program,
(CBO, 2007).” This would allow some prisoners og8ryears in age, who had
committed non-violent offenses to complete a peabtheir sentence at home (CBO,
2007). This is another strategy to greatly redugalvers of non-violent offenders from
prisons rolls. However some of the programs creaiddthe Second Chance Act would
be necessary to support these offenders upon pavison. This would be especially
important since these offenders are likely to Hags family support available and less
opportunities for employment, therefore with lownarincomes.

The Second Chance Act also has a great deal of fmc@liminating those non-
violent offenders with alcohol or drug addictiomsrh prison. “H.R. 1593 would

authorize the appropriation of such sums as negefkwaeach of fiscal years 2008 and
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2009 for Department of Justice (DOJ) to make gramttate and local prosecutors to
develop drug-treatment programs for offenderswwaild serve as alternatives to
imprisonment (CBO, 2007).” Other similar prograriisg the drug court programs, cost
approximately $20 million each year. Addressingiatitths with individuals would in
turn, improve many families connectedness and fonictg.

Furthermore the Second Chance Act approves furfdimipe National Institute
of Justice and the Bureau of Justice Statistic®twluct several studies and reports.
These studies would focus “mostly on recidivism atiter issues relating to the reentry
of offenders into the community (CBO, 2007).” ThB@ estimates that about $3 million
is needed in 2008 to carry out these studies. Hewdlvus far no money has been
appropriated for any of the programs in the Sed@hance Act, but the Act is up for
review again this year.

This past summer the Second Chance Act was inpittdight again. When the
House and Senate Appropriations Committees lookathek-ups for 2009
appropriations, they turned to the Second Chan¢eThe House reserved $45 million
and the Senate reserved $20 million for Second €hprograms during sessions this
June. Yet again the Act was supported by Democg&si@ators Brownback, Biden, and
Leahy as well as Republican Senator Specter. Cesigien Davis and Coble were
advocates in the House. “Mark-up of the appropretibills is only the first step in the
appropriations process this year (Reentry Policyr@€d, 2008).”

For these important programs to move forward, fagdor the Second Chance

Act is necessary. The concepts that the Act erdialsa positive direction for society.
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They are ideas that have developed over time aards has developed and new
concerns have risen to the surface.

| think Senator Joe Biden (2008) says it best,dance of prevention, as they say,
is worth a pound of cure (cited at Reentry Polioug@cil, 2008).” The Second Chance
Act would provide prevention and intervention seed. The strong bipartisan support
shows the desire of the American people to addressountry’s needs in some of the

most effective ways possible.

In looking into the Second Chance Act of 2007,uUrfd a great deal of literature.
Initially | found particular interest in this polidoecause it seems to be very progressive
and advocates for a real change in the way soaddyesses crime, criminals, and reentry
into the general population. These policies take atcount the fact that prisoners or ex-
prisoners have a high recidivism rate after th& tinree years upon leaving prison. It also
recognizes that these ex-offenders must have aavayrvive, make a living and get
connected with resources in order to be succesHfiglse policies have wide spread
support and are very important, as well as fiscagponsible. However they lack

funding. Budgets must be rearranged to include@ppation for this Act now.
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