5:08:49 PM

CALL TO ORDER

Co- Chair

Thonpson

HOUSE FI NANCE COW TTEE
April 26, 2016
5:08 p. m

called the House Finance

nmeeting to order at 5:08 p. m

VEMBERS PRESENT

Representati ve
Representati ve
Representative
Representati ve
Representati ve
Representative
Representati ve
Representati ve
Representative
Representati ve
Representati ve

VEMBERS ABSENT

None

ALSO PRESENT

Jane Pierson,
John Coghill,
Coghi | I ;
Rei nbol d;
Otiz.

Staff,

Sponsor ;
Representative Matt
Representative Liz Vasquez;

Mar k Neuman, Co-Chair
St eve Thonpson, Co-Chair
Dan Saddl er, Vice-Chair
Bryce Edgnon

Les Gara

Lynn Gattis

David Guttenberg

Scott Kawasaki

Cat hy Munoz

Lance Pruitt

Tamm e W1 son

Jordan Shilling,
Cl aman:

Staff,

PRESENT VI A TELECONFERENCE

John Ski dnore
Law, Anchor age.

SUMVARY

Director, Crimnal Division,

CSSSSB 91(FIN) AM

OWNI BUS CRI' M LAW & PROCEDURE; CORRECTI ONS

House Fi nance Committee 1

Representati ve Steve Thonpson
Senat or

Representative Lora
Gabriell e LeDoux;

Conmittee

Senat or
John

Dan

Depart nent of

04/ 26/ 16 5:08 P.M



CSSSSB 91(FIN) AM was HEARD and HELD in committee
for further consideration.

Co- Chair Thonpson reviewed the agenda for the neeting. He
indicated that the commttee would review the conmttee
substitute (CS) and sectional analysis for the bill being
consi der ed.

#sb91l

CS FOR SPONSOR SUBSTI TUTE FOR SENATE BILL NO. 91(FIN) am
"An Act relating to crimnal Jlaw and procedure;
relating to controlled substances; relating to

i mmunity from prosecution for t he crinme of
prostitution; relating to probation; relating to
sentencing; establishing a pretrial services program
with pretrial services officers in the Departnent of
Corrections; relating to the publication of suspended
entries of judgment on a publicly available Internet

websi t e; relating to pernmanent fund divi dends;
relating to electronic nonitoring; relating to
penalties for violations of nunicipal ordinances;
relating to par ol e; relating to correctiona
restitution centers; relating to community work
servi ce; rel ating to revocati on, term nation,

suspensi on, cancellation, or restoration of a driver's
license; relating to the excise tax on narijuana;
establishing the recidivism reduction fund; relating
to the Alaska Crimnal Justice Comm ssion; relating to
the disqualification of persons convicted of specified
drug offenses from participation in the food stanp and
tenporary assistance progranms; relating to the duties
of the conm ssioner of corrections; anending Rules 32,
32.1, 38, 41, and 43, Aaska Rules of Crimnal
Procedure, and repealing Rules 41(d) and (e), Al aska
Rules of Crimnal Procedure; and providing for an
effective date.”

5:09:47 PM

Co-Chair Neuman MOVED to ADOPT the proposed conmttee
substitute for SSSB 91 (FIN, Wrk Draft 29-LS0541\T
(Martin/ Gardner, 4/26/16). There being NO OBJECTION, it was
so ordered.

5:10:18 PM
AT EASE
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5:12:34 PM
RECONVENED

Co- Chair Thonpson pointed out that there had been prior
| egislation that established the Alaska Crimnal Justice
Comm ssi on; which included |egislators, j udges, | aw
enforcement officers, prosecutors, defenders, corrections
officials, as well as nenbers representing crine victins
and Al aska Natives. He relayed that the comm ssion had
spent over a year conducting an exhaustive review of the
state's pretrial sentencing, corrections, and comunity
supervision data in the systens.

Co- Chair Thonpson shared that the bill was put together
wth the 21 recomendations from the comm ssion; and woul d
i npl ement proven practices to reduce recidivism Kkeep
Al askans safe, hold offenders accountable, and control

corrections spending. The bill had no intention of trying
to "fix crine." The bill was 114 pages long and had 177
sections. He wanted to convey that there had been a |ot of
work over a long period of tinme to get the bill to where it

was trying to achieve reduced spending in the state's
prisons. He thanked Senator Coghill for bringing the bil
forward. He comented on the positive changes that happened
to the bill through work in the House Judiciary Conmittee.

5:14:14 PM

JANE Pl ERSQON, STAFF, REPRESENTATI VE  STEVE  THOVPSOQN,
reviewed the changes by reading from a docunent titled
"Senate Bill 91 - Summary of Changes - Version V to T"
(copy on file):

Titl e Changes

Page 1
Del et es:
- Relating to off road system restricted
noncommercial driver’s licenses; relating to off
road system eligible areas; relating to notor
vehicle liability insurance.
- Relating to background checks for persons
applying to operate marijuana establishnments.
- Relating to mmjor nedical insurance coverage
under the Public Enployees’ Retirenent System of
Al aska.
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- Amending Rules of Crimnal Procedure and
repealing Rules 41(d) and (e).

| nt ent Language

Page 2, lines 4-7
Adds legislative intent that if nmarijuana taxes
are lower than projected in FY17, alcohol and
other drug abuse treatnment and prevention fund
nmoni es may be used to cover the shortfall.

Theft Threshol d

Pages 4-10; Del etes sections 20-21 (ver. V)
Renbves automatic inflation-adjustnent of the
property crinme threshold val ue.

Failure to Appear

Page 10, |lines 29-30; Page 11, lines 1-20
Mai ntains failure to appear as class C felony if
the person was released in connection wth a
felony charge and the person fails to appear for
30 days or nore or does not appear in order to
avoid prosecution. Previously this offense was a
Cl ass- A m sdeneanor .

Control | ed Substances

Page 16, lines 1-10; Page 20, lines 29-31; Page 21,

[ines 1-9
Reduces the weight threshold separating Felony B
from Felony C schedule [|1A conmmercial drug
offenses from 2.5 grans to 1 gram Additionally,
added dosage anmounts alongside drug weights in
determning comercial drug offenses. Previously
the threshold was 2.5 grans for | A substances and
did not take dosage units into account. Also,
felonies sinple possession of GHB, which is
commonly used as a date rape drug.

Arrest

Page 24, |ines 4-30
Renoves the presunption that a peace officer wll
issue a citation rather than nmaking an arrest for
| oner -l evel offenses, and instead permts a peace
officer to issue a citation for class C felonies
in certain circunstances. Renobves “danger to
self” from the list of circunstances where an
officer is required to nake an arrest.
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Pretri al

Page 26, line 31; Page 27, line 1; Page 27, l|lines 14-

15
Renoves mni sdeneanor sex offenses fromthe list of
offenses that <could require a release on a
person’s own recogni zance wth appropriate
rel ease conditions.

Pretrial Credit

Page 38, lines 4-19
Est abli shes a 120-day cap on the anmount of credit
a defendant facing certain charges can receive
for tinme spent on electronic nonitoring pretrial.

Fi nes

Section 64 (ver. V)
Maintains the maximum fine for a dass A
m sdeneanor at $10, 000.

Probati on Term Lengt hs

Page 42, lines 2-17
| ncreases the maxi num probation term lengths to
15 years for felony sex offenses (up from 10
years); 10 vyears for wunclassified felonies (up
from five years); five years for other felonies
(up from three vyears); and three years for
m sdeneanors under AS 11.41, crines involving
donmestic violence, and m sdeneanor sex offenses
(up fromtwo).

Techni cal Violation Caps

Page 46, |ines 18-20; Page 84, lines 7-10
Adds exceptions so that the court or board of
parole may inpose a period of inprisonment up to
the remainder of the suspended portion of the
sentence for sex offenders who have violated a
specific sex of f ender condi tion of
pr obati on/ par ol e.

Mur der

Page 47, lines 8-30; Section 86 (ver. V)
| ncreases the mandatory mninmum for first degree
murder to 30 years and elimnates provision
relative to stacking of nmurder in the second
degree charges.

Presunpti ve Ranges
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Page 50, lines 1-2
| ncreases the presunptive term for first class C
felonies from eighteen nonths suspended to up to
120 days of active inprisonment tinme.

M sdeneanor s

Page 50, l|ines 28-31; Page 51, lines 1-3
Adds additional carve-outs from the class A
m sdenmeanor sentencing policy for all assault-F' s
(rather than just DV-assault 4's) and all
m sdenmeanor sexual offenses.

Background Checks

Section 91; Section 93 (ver. V)
Renoves provision mandating a national crimnal
history check and fingerprinting for nmarijuana
est abl i shments under AS 17. 38.

O f Road Licenses

Sections 95, 96, 98, 102, 107, 109, & 110
Renoves exception to vehi cl e regi stration
requi renents for vehicles driven by an operator
with an off-highway comercial driver’s |icense
or a noncommercial off-road driver’s |license.

Duties of Pretrial Services Oficers

Page 65, lines 5-9; Page 65, lines 14-18; Page 67,

lines 17-20
Adds requirement that pretrial service officers
make recommendations concerning a defendant’s
dependency on, abuse of, or addiction to al cohol
or controlled substances to the court.

Adm ni strative Parol e

Page 69, line 6
Renoves crinmes against a person (under AS 11.41)
fromeligibility for adm nistrative parol e.

Ceriatric Parole

Page 70, lines 17-19
Increases the age of eligibility for geriatric
parole to 60 vyears of age and renoves
uncl assified and sexual of f enders from
eligibility.

Early Di scharge
Page 83, line 9
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| ncl udes m sdeneanants in the early discharge
policy.

El ectronic Monitoring Good Tine

Page 87, lines 2-4
Clarifies that an individual receives good tine
while serving on electronic nonitoring or in a
residential treatnment program for alcohol or drug
abuse under prerel ease furl ough.

El ectronic Monitoring

Page 89, |ines 18-23
Requires the Departnent of Corrections to
est abl i sh m ni num  standards for el ectronic
nmoni toring, which may include the requirenent for
real -tinme GPS nonitoring and permts t he
departnment to enter into contracts with private
contractors for the provision of electronic
noni toring services.

| dentification Cards

Page 89, |ines 24-26
Eli minates the requirenent that the Departnent of
Corrections provide driver’s licenses before a
prisoner’s release, but retains the requirenent
to provide identification cards.

Sex O fender Treatnent Credit

Section 155 (ver. V)
Elimnates the policy allowng sexual offenders
to earn good time credit after conpleting
treat nent.

PERS

Sections 161-172 (ver. V)
Renoves |anguage permtting reinbursenment of
nmedi cal benefits to an eligible nmenber’ s
dependent children and spouse if the nenber dies.

Food St anps

Page 99, lines 11-12
Creates an additional requirenent for eligibility
for food stanps, including successful conpliance
with the person’s reentry plan.

Bai |l Schedul es
Section 190 (ver. V)
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Elimnates the requirenent t hat the courts
elimnate bail schedul es.

Al aska Crimnal Justice Conm ssion

Section 170 (ver. V)
Elimnates the requirenent that the ACIC study
soci al inpact bonds.

Ms. Pi erson comment ed t hat asi de from conformng
anendnents, the aforenmentioned itens were the changes to
the bill.

5:26:33 PM

Representative WIson asked about the intent |anguage on
page 2, lines 4 through 7:

Adds legislative intent that if narijuana taxes are
| oner than projected in FY17, alcohol and other drug
abuse treatnent and prevention fund nonies nay be used
to cover the shortfall

Representative WIlson asked if the commttee was aware of
how nmuch noney was in question and where it had gone. She
t hought nost of the funds were given out already.

SENATOR JOHN COGHI LL, SPONSOR, thought the letter of intent
had conme from Co-chair Neuman, and thought there had been
some noney available in the al cohol treatnent prograns that
the comm ttee had | ooked at.

Co-Chair Neuman nade a suggestion for the sponsor to
address concerns of conmmttee nenbers. He wondered about
the eventuality of if the marijuana funds did not provide
sufficient funds for the needs that were <called for.
Currently the state collected close to $40 million per year
from the al cohol tax. According to statute, 50 percent of
the funds went towards treatnment and the other 50 percent
went to the General Fund (GF). His staff had found that the
al cohol fund currently had about $20 mllion sequestered
for treatnment prograns, and about 5.7 mllion was back-up
He thought it was good to have funds available that were
collected for treatnent rather than spending G- doll ars.

Senator Coghill comented that he thought treatnent would
be a key conponent of changing the way things happened in
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the state. He stated that the intent |anguage was one way
of conmmunicating the intent of the bill.

Representative WIlson wanted to make sure that the npney
was not being taken from sonewhere else where it was
needed. She spoke to page 2 of the bill which referred to
"sinple possession” and date rape drugs. She asked for a
definition of sinple possession.

Senator Coghill responded that if a person had the specific
drug in possession it would be presuned that the drug would
be intended for use in date rape. He restated that sinple
possession of the drug would inply intended use (of date
rape) and constitute a felony.

Representative WIson remarked on probation term | engths on
page 42, lines 2 through 17. She wanted to better
understand why the state would give nore tine when studies
had shown that issues happened closer to the beginning of a
probati on sentence.

Senator Coghill wunderstood that the state would still be
using the risk assessnment tool, but the probation |ength
could be up to the maxi num |l ength of tine.

5:31: 01 PM

JORDAN SHI LLI NG, STAFF, SENATOR JOHN COGHI LL, stated that
the CS had an increase of mnmaximum probation term |engths
across the board. He furthered that research showed that if
an individual was going to violate probation; they would
violate within the first year, and nostly within the first
three nonths. |If an individual successfully conpleted a
year of probation, the individual was unlikely to fail in
subsequent years. He conmmented that while the increases
m ght be somewhat contrary to the research and conmttee
recommendations, the bill was trying to find a balance
between the research and community condemmation and
retribution.

Representative WIson assuned new fiscal notes would show
what ki nd of inpact the changes woul d have.

Representative Gara indicated that he had several questions

referring to bill changes he did not understand, and two of
hi s questions pertained to policy.
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Co- Chair Thonpson noted that departnent staff would be
available at the neeting the following norning after
menbers had a chance to review the bill changes.

Representative Gara asked if the conmmttee would be
addressing anendnents in the follow ng day's neeting.

Co-Chair Thonpson specified that the conmttee would
address the  Dbill the followwng day Bbefore taking
anmendnents. He suggested that Representative Gara speak
with M. Shilling after the neeting for specific
i nformati on.

Representative Gara asked about probation termlimts, and
surm sed that although the naximuns changed, the m ninmum
probation termlimts remained the sane.

M. Shilling responded in the affirnmative.

Representative Gara referred to page 1 of the bill, and
asked about the theft threshold as related to the worth of
the item that was stolen. He referred to the discussion of
inflation in the bill, as it pertained to the theft
threshold. He wondered if there was a possible separation
of powers question relating to the matter. He noted that
the Consunmer Price Index (CPl) was used frequently in the
st at ut es.

Senator Coghill was not in favor of indexing to the CPl in
nost cases. He agreed wth the change to page 1 of the
bill, and thought felony policy needed to be debated al ong
t he way.

M. Shilling referred to a neno from the Legislative Lega
Department (copy not on file) and affirmed that there had
been discussion of a separation of powers issue, although
he could not recall the details.

Representative Gara stated he would discuss the issue with
the bill sponsors, and stated he did not want inflation to
turn a m sdeneanor in to a fel ony.

Representative Gara referred to page 24, line 4, which

pertained to issuing citations for C felonies. He wondered
i f anything had changed in ternms of m sdeneanors.
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M. Shilling stated that ~currently in statute, | aw
enforcement officers had the discretion to issue a citation
rather than arrest. The discretion was limted to only
m sdeneanors. The CS entirely renoved the presunption of
citation that the conm ssion reconmmended. In an effort to
give officers nore discretion in issuing citations
(considering that the policy was renoved) the CS expanded
it to C felonies where officers currently did not have the
di scretion to cite.

5:35: 07 PM

Representative Gara referred to the third page of the
summary docunent, to the change associated with presunptive
ranges (page 30, lines 1 to 2 of the bill). One of the
changes would increase the presunptive term on class C
felonies from 18 nonths suspended to up to 120 days of
i mprisonment. He wondered if the proposed change was
somewhere between 0 and 120 days.

M. Shilling explained that the conm ssion reconmended for
a first class C felony, the presunptive range be 0 to 18
nonths of active supervision on probation. The CS would
make active inprisonnment an option, and allowed the courts
to inpose fromO up to 120 days of active inprisonnent.

Representative Gara asked about the sponsor's opinion on
t he change.

Senator Coghill was still considering the change.

Representati ve Gara referred to t he section on
m sdeneanors, on page 50 of the bill. He asked for the
sponsor to el aborate on the proposed change.

M. Shilling explained that the conmm ssion had recomended
a 0 to 30 day presunptive range for class A m sdeneanors
with aggravators to get outside of the range, up to a ful

year. He continued that the version of the bill that cane
to the conmittee exenpted donestic violence (DV) related
assault in the fourth degree (4) from the presunption. He
gave an exanple that a DV assault 4 could be sentence able
for up to a full year. The proposed change would all ow not
only DV assault 4 to be sentenced up to a full year, but
any assault 4, whether it was DV related or not.
Addi tionally, the change would allow all class A

House Fi nance Committee 11 04/ 26/ 16 5:08 P. M



m sdeneanor sexual offences able to be sentence up to a
full year.

Representative Gara referred to a conversation he had
previously with the sponsor, concerning a B m sdeneanor
of fense under which a mnor shared a nude picture of a
m nor under 16. He asked if the act would be considered a
m sdenmeanor sexual offence.

M. Shilling was wunsure, but thought the act would be
included in the bill language. He offered to address the
subject at a later date with Representative Gara.

Representative Gara addressed adm nistrative parole. He
asked for an explanation regardi ng the proposed change.

M. Shilling explained that the conm ssion had reconmended
a new type of parole called admnistrative parole, that
woul d presunptively grant parole to individuals who had
commtted a first lowlevel felony offense (a first class B
felony or a first class C felony), to be granted parole at
the one-fourth point in the sentence if they followed the

rul es of institution and conpl et ed any required
programm ng. The proposed change would exclude all crimnes
agai nst a persons from the policy entirely. Such

i ndi viduals would not be granted presunptive parole at the
one-fourth point in the sentence.

5:39: 00 PM

Representative Gara referred to the section on food stanps
on page 99, lines 11 - 12. He thought initially the bil
suggested individuals leaving jail should not have food
stanps, and the proposed change would all ow offenders to be
eligible for food stanps after successful conpliance with a
reentry plan. He asked about how long it would take for an
i ndi vidual to get food stanps once they left jail.

M. Shilling stated that the |anguage in question included
all "or" statenents, so any one of the four requirenments
(if conmplied with) would nake individuals eligible for food
stanps. He thought every inmate's reentry plan would be
different, and could not speak to the duration of tinme it
would take to qualify for food stanps. He thought the
gquestion mght be better addressed to the Departnent of
Corrections (DQOC).
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Senator Coghill stated that the [|anguage specified an
inmate "is conplying” rather than "has conplied."

Representative Gara asked if an individual would qualify
for food stanps if she or he nmet one of the other three
conditions, or if all four were required.

M. Shilling read the |anguage as requiring an individua
to only neet one of the four requirenents.

Representative Gara inquired about bail schedules as
addressed in Section 190 of the bill. He asked about the
difference between what the prior version of the bil
intended to do and the new version, which would re-
establish bail schedul es.

M. Shilling detailed that the comm ssion had wanted each
defendant to receive a pretrial risk assessment prior to a
rel ease decision being mnmade, and bail schedules were

contrary to the principle. He continued that a bail
schedul e allowed an individual to be released upon booking
into a DOC facility prior to any risk assessnent being
conpl eted. The conm ssion had recomrended elimnating bail
schedul es; however, since the new version of the bil
removed the presunption of citation for |aw enforcenent
officers, it had seened prudent to allow the courts to keep
bail schedules in place. He stated that for further details
on bail schedules, he would defer to Nancy Meade, Genera
Counsel, Al aska Court System

Representative Gara thought a large part of the bill would
be risk-assessed bail, and a system for inplenentation. He
asked how the proposed bail schedule change would i npact
ri sk-assessed bail, and wondered if bail schedules woul d be
used in place the risk-assessed bail.

M. Shilling stated that while a release decision being
made prior to a risk assessnent was contrary to research,
i ndi vidual s that would be rel eased on a bail schedule would
still receive a pretrial risk assessment prior to their
out - of - cust ody arrai gnment . He enphasi zed t hat t he
individuals in question would be assessed at sone point,
just not prior to release. He added that bail schedul es
were for m sdeneanor offenses only.

5:43:12 PM
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Co-Chair Neunman referred to the theft threshold listed on
the first page of the explanation of changes. He asked if
it was possible to neasure the econom c inpacts of varying
felony threshol d anounts.

Senator Coghill responded that there had been sonme research
done in other places in the United States, but he did not
believe Al aska had been able to quantify the differences
based on a dollar amount. He questioned as to what point a
person would be charged with a msdenmeanor (with greater
capacity for accountability such as restitution); as
opposed to a felony, for which any fines were paid to the
state. He thought the $500 threshold had been put into |aw
in 1978. He was not generally in favor of indexing in |aw,
but thought if the state exami ned the cost of the CPlI, the
amount would be around $1800. He thought it was a worthy
debate. He thought that theft of drugs was a nuch nore
significant issue in the present than it was at the tine
the threshold was established. He expressed that he was
open to discussing the matter further.

M. Shilling stated that the research showed that raising
property crine threshold values did not have any
correlation to an increase or decrease in property crinme.
He woul d be happy to provide nore detail if needed.

5:46:10 PM

Co-Chair Neuman referred to duties of the pretrial services
officers as listed on page 3 of the summary of changes. He
referred to previous discussion with the sponsor on the
i ssue, and wanted the committee to understand the intent of
the changes. He discussed the ability to provide nore
opportunity for treatnent after arrest. He stated he had
wor ked with Nancy Meade from the Al aska Court Systemto try
and find solutions, and she had cone up with the bill
| anguage. The bill proposed that a screening for drug and
al cohol dependence be required when pretrial assessnents
were being done. If it was found that the individuals had
dependency on drugs and/or alcohol, treatnment would be
avai l abl e on a voluntary basis.

Senator Coghill agreed that that increased treatnent
opportunities was the goal all along. He thought the
| anguage was appropriate. He wanted to mnake sure that
prejudicial statements were filtered properly in the risk
assessnment tool. He thought it wuld be inportant to

House Fi nance Committee 14 04/ 26/ 16 5:08 P. M



consider when developing the tool. He thought perhaps
treatment could be offered as a diversionary program

Representative Munoz asked about current sentencing for DV
assault 4. She wondered if the bill changed the sentencing.

M. Shilling believed that current statute stipulated that
a DV assault 4 crime could be sentenced up to a year. The
bill did not change the sentence length. He thought that
there were sone nmandatory mninum sentence lengths built
into the DV of fense section of the bill.

5:49:19 PM

JOHN SKI DMORE DI RECTOR, CRIM NAL DI VISION, DEPARTMENT OF
LAW ANCHORACGE (via teleconference), responded that an
assault in the fourth degree (whether a DV offense or not)
was a class A msdeneanor, which was punishable from zero
up to 365 days. There was a nmaxi num sentence of a year and
an Al aska statute that set a mandatory m ninuns for certain
assaults in the fourth degree based on whether there was a
previous conviction or whether or not the assault had
occurred after there was a restraining order in place.

Representati ve Munoz referred to t he section on
m sdeneanors on page 3 of the bill changes summary and
asked M. Skidnmore to explain what an assault in the fourth
degr ee.

M. Skidnore responded that an assault 4 was defined by
Al aska statute 1141, which was the mnm sdeneanor |evel of
assault. He continued that there were different elenents to
any crime that helped to classify the category of the
assault. He discussed factors such as the level of the
injury, the nental elenent (intentional, know ng, reckless,
or negligent), and whether or not a dangerous instrunent
was used in the crine. The conmbination of the different
elenents informed as to the exact |evel of assault.

M. Skidnore specified that the m sdeneanor assault statute
had three subsections, the first of which talked about
reckl essly causing physical injury to another person. The

second subsection pertained to when an individual
crimnally negligently caused physical injury to another
person by neans of dangerous instrunent. The third

subsection dealt with an individual who by words or other
conduct, the person recklessly places another person in

House Fi nance Conmmittee 15 04/ 26/ 16 5:08 P. M



fear of immnent physical injury. He explained that the
various terns (e.g. dangerous instrument, physical injury,
and serious physical injury) were all defined wthin the
st at ut es.

5:52: 24 PM

Representative Munoz asked if the proposed change woul d add
assault in the fourth degree to the sane |evel of
sentencing as a DV assault in the fourth degree.

M. Skidnore responded that the proposed change was that DV
of fenses by law would have to be |abelled a DV offense on
any chargi ng docunents. The way the bill previously read, a
DV assault 4 could be sentenced outside of the 30-day
presunptive sentencing. The change that occurred in the
bill stated that an assault 4 that was not a DV could be
sentenced in the sanme way that a DV assault could
potentially be sentenced. The elenents of the crine did not
change, the difference was whether or not there was a crine
i nvol vi ng donestic violence or not.

Representative Minoz thanked M. Ski dnore  for t he
clarification.

Representative Cuttenberg asked about electronic nonitoring
as nmentioned on page 4 of the summary and on page 89 of the
bill. He asked if the |anguage was in the previous version
of the bill, if it had changed, and why it was highlighted
on the summary docunent.

M. Shilling stated that the provision was in the bill that
the other body had passed, and thought it had been renoved
in the first commttee of referral in the House, and was
bei ng pl aced back into the bill the CS.

Representative CQuttenberg responded that he had questions
about electronic nonitoring in the previous version. He
referred to the Alaska Crimnal Justice Conmission at the
bottom of page 4 of the summary, asked about the effect of
elimnating the requirement that the conm ssion study
soci al inpact bonds.

M. Shilling responded that the commssion had broad
authority to exam ne, analyze, and nake recomendati ons on
all parts of the crimnal justice system presunmably the
authority would include social inpact bonds that were neant
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to reduce recidivism He believed that the comm ssion
al ready had the capability to look into the issues.

Co-Chair Thonpson referred back to a question from
Representative Gara.

Representative Gara responded that there were a couple of
i ssues he mght want to take up with one or two anendnents
the followng day, but would talk with the sponsor on the
matters.

5:55:50 PM

Representative WI|son asked about the duties of pretrial
services officers listed on page 3 of the summary. She
understood that the CS would require pretrial service
officers to make recomrendations. She asked what kind of
gqualifications would be required for pretrial services
officers. She thought the proposed |anguage would require
the positions to have nore know edge on reconmmendations to
the courts.

M. Shilling understood that the pretrial services officer
role would be very simlar to that of a probation officer.
Currently probation officers at DOC were trained and
skilled in assessing individuals for their risks and needs,
as well as making recommendations. He opined that the
probation officer role could very easily transfer over to
the pretrial services role.

Senator Coghill stated that the bill was trying to help
define a new concept of law. He furthered that wunder
pretrial, risk assessnments would determne if an offender
needed to be in jail or needed a treatnent program He
specified that the |anguage was just adding to the |ist of
the risk assessnents.

Co- Chair Thonpson assunmed that nmuch of the risk assessnent
woul d be exam ning background, court records, and prior
of f enses.

Senator Coghill thought the risks being assessed was based
on if there was a threat to thenselves or the public, and
the ability to show up to court. He furthered that if there
was a drug abuse or alcohol problem it would fall into
both risk categories. The pretrial services officers would
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be nmaking the risk assessnents based on the individual's
hi story.

Representative WIlson referred to her background wth
speci al education and stated that she had given assessnents
to children. She was concerned that the state was going to
require raising the necessary level of qualifications for
t hose doi ng assessnents as part of pretrial services.

Senator Coghill indicated that the reconmendati on had cone
from the commttee rather than the conmission or the
sponsor. The |anguage would add an additional duty to
pretrial services officers, and the inplenmentation would
reveal the effectiveness or not.

Representative WIlson did not want the state to be sued
over recomendations nmade by an individual in a job class
that had no valid way of acconplishing, which had happened
in other areas.

M. Shilling responded that it was inportant to note that
the recomrendations were sinply considered by the court.
The court had the final say on what conditions were inposed
on an individual and whether a rel ease decision was made.

Representative WIlson stated that the sane thing happened
at the Ofice of Children's Services, and the court took
alnost all of the recommendations. She thought if it was
not the right person making the recomendations, then the
wong therapy, treatnment, or direction could result.

6: 00: 31 PM

Representative Edgnon referred to the bottom of page 3 of
the summary, and the reference to a geriatric parole, which
woul d increase the age of eligibility from 55 to 60. He
asked for a comment from the bill sponsor as to what the
| anguage might do to the overall savings assessnent. He
recalled fromthe crimnal justice report that there would
be a savings of $424 mllion over 10 years. He acknow edged
that changing the age of eligibility would I|ikely not
result in huge savings; but knew that prisoners were nore
expensive as they aged. He thought there mght be cost
i npacts associated with the change.

Senator Coghill concurred with Representative Edgnon that
the change would be a little nore inpactful, but was also
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within the range of what the conm ssion reconmended. It was
also true that the issue of the unclassified sex felonies
had previously not been addressed, but was addressed in the
CsS.

Representative Edgnon referred to background checks listed
on page 3 of the summary. He asked for the sponsor to
comment on renoving the provision pertaining to a crimna
hi story check and fingerprinting for mari j uana
establ i shnments, whi ch he t hought was a nat i onal
requirenent.

Senator Coghill explained that the issue had been requested
by the Alcohol Beverage Control Board (now the Al cohol
Beverage and Marijuana Control Board). The board was
looking for the ability to get background checks. The
| anguage had passed in a previous bill and was no | onger
needed in the bill being considered.

CSSSSB 91(FIN AM was HEARD and HELD in commttee for
further consideration.

Co- Chair Thonpson reviewed the agenda for the follow ng
day. He stated that the commttee would consider amendnents
for CSSSSB 91(FIN) AM

ARECESSED to the call of the Chair

6: 02: 59 PM

#
ADJ OQURNIVENT
6: 03: 03 PM

The neeting was adjourned at 6:03 p. m
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