SENATE FI NANCE COWM TTEE
March 28, 2016
1:22 p. m

1: 22: 25 PM

CALL TO ORDER

Co-Chair MacKinnon called the Senate Finance Committee
nmeeting to order at 1:22 p. m

VEMBERS PRESENT

Senator Pete Kelly, Co-Chair
Senator Peter M cciche, Vice-Chair
Senator Cick Bishop

Senat or M ke Dunl eavy

Senat or Lyman Hof f man

Senat or Donny O son

VEMBERS ABSENT

Senat or Anna MacKi nnon, Co-Chair

ALSO PRESENT

Senator John Coghill, Sponsor; Jordan Shilling, Staff,
Senator John Coghill; Geg Razo, Chair, Alaska Crimnal
Justice Comm ssi on; Lt. Kris Sel |, Juneau Pol i ce

Department, Al aska Crimnal Justice Comm ssion.

SUMVARY

SB 91 OWNI BUS CRI M LAW & PROCEDURE; CORRECTI ONS
SB 91 was HEARD and HELD in commttee for further
consi derati on.

#sb91l

SENATE BILL NO 91

"An Act relating to protective orders; relating to
conditions of release; relating to comunity work
service; relating to credit toward a sentence of
inprisonnment for certain persons under electronic
nmonitoring; relating to the restoration under certain
circunstances of an admnistratively revoked driver's



license, privilege to drive, or privilege to obtain a
i cense; allowing a reduction of penalties for
of f ender s successful ly conpl eti ng court -ordered
treatment programs for persons convicted of driving
under the influence; relating to termnation of a
revocation of a driver's [license; relating to
restoration of a driver's license; relating to credits
toward a sentence of inprisonment, to good tine
deductions, and to providing for earned good tine
deduct i ons for pri soners; relating to t he
disqualification of persons «convicted of certain
felony drug offenses from participation in the food
stanp and tenporary assistance progranms; relating to
probation; relating to mtigating factors; relating to
treatment prograns for prisoners; relating to the
duties of the conm ssioner of corrections; anending
Rules 32 and 35(b), Al aska Rules of Crim nal
Procedure; and providing for an effective date."

1: 23: 19 PM

SENATOR JOHN COGHI LL, SPONSOR, discussed Version S of the
bill. He explained that the legislation was an effort
culmnating in work that had been done in a previous
| egi sl ative session under SB 64, which had established the
Al aska Crimnal Justice Conmission (ACJC). The conm ssion
was established in order to bring recommendations to the
| egislature pertaining to sentencing reform recidivism
reduction, and public safety elenments. He recounted that
ACIC had nmet over the previous year, holding seven mgjor
conmm ssion neetings and dozens of subcommittee neetings.

The comm ssion had conme up with 21 recommendations. He
referred to a report from the commission "Alaska Crimna

Justice Conm ssion - Justice Reinvestnent Report," (copy on
file).

Senat or Coghill listed nenbers of the conm ssion: a justice
from the Alaska Suprenme Court; Gary Folger, Comm ssioner,
Departnent of Public Safety; Jeff Jessee, Chief Executive
Oficer, Al aska Ment al Heal t h Tr ust Aut hori ty;
Representative Ws Keller; Walt Mnegan, Comm ssioner,
Depart nent of Corrections; St ephani e  Rhoades, Judge,
Anchorage District Court; Craig Craig R chards, Attorney
General, Departnent of Law, Lt. Kris Sell, Juneau Police
Departnent; Brenda Stanfill, Interior Alaska Center for
Non- Vi ol ent Li vi ng; Qui nl an St ei ner, Al aska Publ i c
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Def ender; and Trevor Stevens, Judge, Ketchikan Superior
Court.

Senat or Coghill continued, enphasizing that the goal had
been for ACIC to bring the legislature information on how
to reduce recidivism He wondered how to hold individuals
accountable if jail was not the best solution. He nmentioned
a recently built prison and discussed the costs of
incarceration. He stated that there were 13 nenbers on the
commi ssion that nmet over a period of 7 nonths and came up
with recommendations that showed that the state could
reduce its daily prison population by 21 percent over the

next decade and save approximately $424 nillion. The
di scussions had been high level and consensus-based. He
referred to a color-coded sunmary docunent that |isted
cat egori zed policies with correspondi ng comm Ssi on
recommendations and bill sections (copy on file). He
t hought the bill was conplex and dealt with several major
policy areas; including arrests, pretrial accountability,

sentencing and parole. He nentioned re-entry issues such as
victinms' rights.

1:27:59 PM
Senator Coghill discussed further recomendations of the
commi ssion, including presunption of citation rather than

arrest. Further, ACIC recommended changing B m sdeneanors
to citation rather than arrest. He expanded that after the
bill went through the previous two committees, citation
remained a preference but changes had been nmade to B
m sdenmeanors. The comm ssion had also recomended a new
ri sk-based rel ease system which would change the nethod in
whi ch bail was considered. He used the exanple of a high-

risk individual who had the neans to afford bail, as
conpared to an individual who was lowrisk and could not
afford bail. He expanded that the risk factors included

probability of showing up for court, and risk to society.
Consequently, ACIC had recommended a pre-trial supervision
conponent, which would be reflected in the fiscal note as
pre-trial service officer positions. He suggested that
diverting an offender to an ankle nonitoring program (for
drugs and al cohol), the danger to society would decrease
and the positive changes to the offender would increase
public safety.

1: 30: 13 PM
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Senat or Coghill discussed the policy considerations under
the "Sentencing” category. He stated that the conm ssion
had addressed A and B m sdeneanors, unclassified and
classified felonies, and controlled substances. He inforned
t he conmittee t hat t he commi ssion's wor k and
recommendati ons had been thoughtful, and the deliberation
had been conplex at both the commission and conmttee
level. He discussed discretionary, admnistrative, and
geriatric parole; and noted that ACIC had taken great
interest in relevant research from the United States. He
di scussed sex offender treatnent, and thought t hat
currently treatnment was happening too nmuch outside the jail
system He thought if there was reinvestnment of the savings
from the bill, it would be possible to hold sex offender
treatnments inside jail, which would increase public safety.
He thought there may be individuals |anguishing for nonths
or even years while waiting for sex-offender treatnent.

Senator  Coghi | | di scussed adding value to in-prison
prograns that would give credit for good behavior. He
enphasi zed the concept of incentivized rehabilitation. He
expanded the concept to probation and parole, to include
nmoni toring and hal fway houses. The conmi ssion had addressed
the need for treatnment and accountability.

1:33:30 PM
Senator Coghill pointed out that sone itens had been added
into the bill, including random drug testing for public

assi stance recipients. He thought the new concept would be
chal | enged, but considered it was defensible. The addition
had gone through two legislative commttees. He nentioned
the topic of reapplication for benefits after failure of
the drug test.

Senator Coghill discussed victimis rights as addressed in
the bill. He recounted that ACIC had included victims
advocates, and had held two roundtable discussions wth
advocacy groups. He noted that he was a non-voting nenber
of the commission and had focused on |listening and
| earning. He thought that wvictimis rights considerations
had been increased after the preceding conmttees, and
thought it had inproved the bill. One facet was the
victims ability to speak at an offender's parole hearing.
He explained that although sone parole durations were
proposed to be shortened, the bill added voices of the
victim and the correctional system to the process. He
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furthered that the accountability neasures would be clear,
and were evidence- based.

Senat or Coghill highlighted that sonme of the changes to the

bill had been limted - earned good tine for sex offenders
was reduced to one-fifth in the previous conmmttee. He
t hought that good-time earned should still be a conponent
in the bill, so as to provide incentive for conpleting

rehabilitation prograns.

Senator Coghill highlighted reinvestnent, and specified
that the cost of an individual in jail was $142 per day. He
thought that if offenders were held accountable outside of
jail, a marginal savings of $42 per day was possible. He
t hought t hat i f efforts were focused on reducing
recidivism not only would there be financial savings but
there would be a safer public. He referred to a fiscal note
that estimated savings in the amount of $150 mllion over
the follow ng five years.

1: 37: 07 PM

Senator Dunleavy referred to sexual offenders and the
wi dely varying offenses. He wondered if there was
di scussion as to how to break down or categorize different
types of offenses so as to treat diverse types of offenders
differently.

Senat or Coghill answered in the affirmative, and discussed
the challenge of designing probation to be appropriate for
all offenders. He nentioned risk-assessnent tools that

would be wused for determning good tine, or getting
probation and parole. He agreed with Senator Dunleavy in
t hat there would be offenders that could not be
rehabilitated, and sone that could. He questioned of how to
hold the offenders accountable under probation and parole,
and thought Senator Dunleavy would see the distinction as
the conmttee reviewed the bill.

Senator Dunleavy asked if there would be a pathology
category to address individuals with deeply rooted and
serious issues.

Senator  Coghi l | stated that the situation would be
addressed. He asserted that the recommendations were a
result of nonths of work and a great deal of research. He
di scussed i mpl ement ati on of evi denced- based pretri al
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services focusing on prison beds for serious and violent
of fenders. He nentioned strengthening probation and parole
supervision to be nore effective than what was previously
i npl enented. He discussed reinvesting in re-entry prograns
to make a safer society. Additional reinvestnent would
include items such as victinls services, treatnent, and
driver's |icenses.

1: 40: 20 PM

Senator Coghill sunmarized that the bill was in aid of
protecting public safety. He discussed the inportance of
corrections, which also served as validating comunity
condemmation. He referred to the victims rights anendnent
to the constitution. He pointed out that there were civi
liberties issues to consider, and thought it was inportant
to consider individuals innocent until proven guilty. He
di scussed the two-thirds recidivism rate in the state,
whi ch he thought was not a safe and acceptable scenario.
The comm ssion proposed concepts that, while new to Al aska
were proven concepts in other states. He referred to the
State of Texas, where the state had reinvested in the
popul ati on and subsequently had a lower crine rate and
reduced jail population.

Senator Coghill continued discussing reinvestnent, and
asserted that the bill exam ned the continuum from arrest
to social services issues, to victins' rights. He thought
the bill was conprehensive. He commented that it was easy
to pick out singular concepts and apply themto the failing
present-day system w thout success; wthout taking into
account the accountability neasures from the arrest, pre-
trial, post-conviction, and jail tine. He enphasized that
that bill would hold those accountable that should be
accountable, and would allow people to be productive if
possi ble. He thought there was latitude for judges, and
nmenti oned allowances for aggravating and mtigating

ci rcunst ances. He thought the comm ssion had done well. He
acknowl edged the length of the bill, and stated that there
were effective dates, applications, and court rule changes.
He stated that court rule changes would, in sone
ci rcunstances, take discretion away from the courts. 1In
other places, the bill would give judges nuch nore
di scretion, based on accountability neasur es bei ng

considered. He thought there were new tools in the bill
t hat woul d be hel pful throughout the entire justice system

Senat e Fi nance Comm ttee 6 03/ 28/ 16 1:22 P. M



Senat or Coghill shared that ACIC had been asked to extend
to 2020, and review the work that had been done to
determne if it was fulfilling its intended purpose. He
t hought the bill was conprehensive and mnulti-faceted; and
considered that it would treat people as honestly, fairly,
and as justly as possible.

1:45: 08 PM

Senator Coghill referenced a |ist of Al aska statutes that
the bill fit: title 11, title 12, title 28, title 29, title
23, title 34, and title 43. The bill went across nany

sections of the law and dealt with direct and indirect
court rule anmendnments. He furthered that the tinelines in

the bill nade the applicability difficult to wunderstand,
and stated that he would provide the commttee with a
diagramto illustrate how the applicability worked.

Senator O son asked about the aforenentioned $420 mllion
in savings under the bill.

Senator Coghill thought the proposed savings was a little
less than $420 million. He stated that it was difficult to
| ook beyond 5 years, and thought that estimated ten year
savings would be close to $400 million.

Senator O son discussed the notivation for the bill, and
asked who would pay for certain provisions such as the
af orenenti oned drug testing.

Senator Coghill wanted the commttee to consider the
potential savings (due to decreased recidivisn) in order to
apply the funds to reinvest in valuable prograns ranging
from drug and al cohol prograns to new nenbers on the pre-
trial agency. He thought that OB could better address the
financi al inpacts.

1: 48: 50 PM

Senat or A son clarified that his question related
specifically to who would fund the drug testing that had
been incorporated into the bill.

Senator Coghill specified that the state would pay for the
drug testing through granting. He acknow edged that there
was no new noney in the state and enphasized that it was
necessary to save noney in order to spend noney.
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Senator O son nused that if the state was paying for drug
testing, and sinultaneously renoved public assistance,
there woul d be additional expense to the state.

Senator Coghill thought there was nultiple ways of | ooking
at the situation. He pondered that if individuals went off
public assistance there would be less cost to the state
and if one stayed on public assistance, the state was
safer. He noted that those convicted of nurder could get
food stanps, while those convicted of drug crinmes could
not. He discussed progranms that designed to help mtigate
substance abuse. He referred to enployees in public safety,
food service, mning, and other fields who were required to
submt to random drug tests. He thought the drug test
requirenent for those on public assistance would nake the
public safer

Senator O son elucidated that he was not advocating for
either position with regard to drug testing, but rather
wanted to understand the concepts. He nentioned the state
and federal conponents of public assistance.

Senator Coghill thought that the Departnent of Health and
Social Services was going to cone forward with a budget
recommendati on regardi ng drug testing.

1:52: 10 PM

Senator Dunl eavy asked if the bill contenplated any change
to definitions of crimnal behavior.

Senator Coghill stated that the bill reduced few B
m sdeneanors down to citations, and gave the exanple of
removing cones on a highway project. He stated that sone
of fenses pertaining to controlled substances had no change
with regard to crimnality, but would be handl ed
differently. He gave the exanple of a felony controlled
substance in varying anounts that had different charges. He
expressed that the idea was to hold peopl e accountable, but
prioritize treatnment of |lowlevel offenders. Hi gh |Ievel
of fenders woul d be handl ed differently.

Senator Dunl eavy asked if the bill contenplated additiona

expectations put on public schools. He referred to past
| egislation related to dating viol ence and sexual abuse.
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Senat or Coghill answered in the negative.

Senat or Dunl eavy asked if there was an idea as to how nuch
nmoney would be reinvested in treatnment as conpared to
victims rights.

Senator Coghill relayed that OVB would address the matter,
and make a list. There had been a recomrendation that $100
mllion go into prograns. He stated that there was fluid
di scussion as to whether funding should go to pretrial
services, to drug and alcohol services, or to nental
health; and how it should be handled with granting. The

bill contained I|anguage to enable the investnent in
prograns. He thought the anount of savings was open for
di scussion, as well the dispersal and spending of the
savi ngs.

1:55:56 PM

Senator Dunl eavy asked for exanples of groups that m ght
oppose the bill inits current form

Senator Coghill conveyed that there were sonme victins
advocate groups that felt the sentencing structure in the
bill was too | oose. He expanded that the groups had already
expressed opposition to the existing sentencing structure.
He ar gued t hat under t he | egi sl ation, sent enci ng

contenplated a new way that offenders were held accountable
t hrough risk assessnents. He thought that some victins had
intense feelings of violation and m ght perceive the bil

was too light on crinme in the area of sentencing ranges. He
referred to federal law that required aggravating and
mtigating circunstances had to be argued at the final
sentencing of an offender. He recounted that the Senate
Judi ci ary comittee had consi dered t he presunptive
sentencing to be the bottom of the range, which the
commi ssion had considered it the mddle of the range. He
t hought sonme would find the configuration disturbing. He
furthered that there would be additional factors such as
new risk assessnent tools that would be enployed through
pre-trial services, good tinme behavior structures, and
supervi sion. He discussed additional factors, such as the
ability for victinse to weigh in on offender probation and
parole and the court contacting victins before new hearings
and other circunstances. He summarized that the conmm ssion
had found through research that expanded accountability,
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rather than higher ranges of sentencing brought better
saf ety out cones.

Senator Coghill continued to discuss sentencing, stating
that sexual assault sentencing was another area in which
victinms advocacy groups mght be in opposition to changes.
He spoke to the high incidence of sexual assault in the
state. He thought there were many people who felt as though
there was no justice when there was a perception of |ight
sentencing. The comm ssion had considered how to treat the
nost egregi ous offenders as well as those who could benefit
from the opportunity for rehabilitation. He spoke to the
i nportance of tools such as probation and parole, earned
good tine, and sex offender treatnent within jail. He
thought the <conmission had been very responsive to
considerations of charging offenders and accountability
under parole. He thought the current system was violating
people. He did not know that it was possible to create a
system that would forever stop sexual abuse, and stressed
t he i nportance of hol di ng peopl e account abl e.

Senator Coghill continued discussing contentious elenents
of the bill, and relayed that the bill proposed raising the
threshold of the dollar anpunt for property theft. He
referred to a group in Mat-Su called Stop Valley Thieves,
whi ch was concerned that m sdeneanor theft charges would
not be handl ed properly. He acknow edged the violation that
was inherent in being the victim of theft, yet disagreed
with the group. He discussed the value difference of thefts
between rural and urban areas, and the different types of
trials. He thought existing laws created a scenario in
which there was a jury trial where the state was in a
position was continually bargaining down felonies rather
t han hol di ng people accountable for felonies as they really
were. He thought the felony tool should be wused nore
precisely, and the m sdeneanor tool should be used w sely.
Additionally, renuneration and restitution should be used
as tools nore frequently.

Senator Coghill thought it was inportant to consider the
whole of the bill while acknow edging the accountability
measures that were included. He was synpathetic to those
who might think the bill was light on crine, but asserted
that the bill presented accountability in a new way. He
thought that sone people mght only be satisfied if
of fenders were getting jail tinme, however he was nore

interested in the effectiveness of accountability. He
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enphasi zed the |ack of change in offenders after jail tineg,
and di scussed recidivism

2:02: 44 PM
Senator Coghill thought the accountability mneasures that
had been put into the bill were proven practices considered

by the conm ssion.

Senat or Bi shop asked about the aforenentioned 95 percent of
prisoners who had not been rehabilitated and becanme repeat
of fenders. He wondered if the Texas nodel has been in place
long enough to render statistical data as to the
effecti veness.

Senator Coghill answered in the affirmative, and offered to
provide the commttee wth the review of recomendations
that showed the statistical assessnent the comm ssion had
conpleted. He furthered that the justice reinvestnent
report included a national statistical review as well as a
review fromthe Departnent of Corrections.

Senat or Dunl eavy asked how the proposed |anguage to reduce
charges for drug possession conpared to other states.

JORDAN SHI LLI NG STAFF, SENATOR JOHN COGHI LL, was unaware
of how states approached drug sentencing. He knew of
several other states that treated sinple possession as a
m sdeneanor. He felt sure that there were other states that
had laws wth simlarity to SB 91 in differentiating
bet ween hi gh-level and |owlevel drug dealers and sentenced
accordingly. He stated that he would have the conmm ssion
look into the statistics and provide information to the
comm ttee.

Senator Dunleavy asked if the recent change to marijuana
| aws had inpacted discussion on the bill in the area of
drug possessi on.

M. Shilling revealed that the conmission had not
cont enpl at ed addressi ng marijuana sentencing.

2:06: 11 PM
Co-Chair Kelly asked if the sectional analysis would be
reviewed the next time the bill was scheduled in the
comm ttee.
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Senator Coghill stated that the sectional analysis would be
reviewed, and was organized into categories due to the
subject matter ranging into different bill sections. He
used the exanple of risk-based decision making and
pretrial, which dealt with approximately 8 sections of the
bill.

Co-Chair Kelly discussed the upcomng bill calendar, which
indicated the bill would be heard again the follow ng day.

Co- Chair Kelly handed the gavel to Vice-Chair M cciche.

2:07: 18 PM
AT EASE

2:08: 20 PM
RECONVENED

GREG RAZQ, CHAIR, ALASKA CRIMNAL JUSTICE COW SSI ON,
explained that he was a vice president at Cook Inlet
Region, Inc. (CIRI), and had worked there for 11 years. He
served as chair of the Alaska Crimnal Justice Comm ssion

was Vice Chair of the Alaska Native Justice Center (ANJO);
and was Chairman of the Executive Governance Comm ttee of
the Al aska Federation of Natives. He stated that justice
policy was sonething he strongly believed in. He discussed
his history as a practicing attorney, and stated that he
had gai ned extensive courtroom experience through being an
active courtroom | awer for 21 years.

M. Razo explained that when the |egislature had conceived
of ACIC, it had worked to involve people in crimnal
justice; including every level of the court system the
public defender, the attorney general, |aw enforcenent,
victims rights, Al aska Nat i ves, public safety,
corrections, and two non-voting nenbers of the |egislature.
He thought that many points of view of had been invol ved.

M. Razo highlighted that as a conm ssion nenber he had
acted on the principal of consensus. The commi ssion had
worked on the recomendations for about 9 nonths. The
recommendations had been supported by all commission
menbers and were supported by evidence. The comm ssion had
| ooked at the drivers for the prison population in Al aska,
and imediately made note of the high recidivismrate. He
di scussed recidivism statistics, which indicated that two-
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thirds of people released from prison in Al aska would go
back to prison within three years. He recounted that the
comm ssion had |ooked at a great deal of statistics and
research and had forned three groups: pretrial, sentencing,
and post-conviction. Each group had taken a detailed | ook
at the evidence and worked to develop policies to present
to the full commission in order to work for consensus. He
t hought the process had been nmet hodi cal and the
recommendations considered public safety as a guiding
factor. The commission believed that it was possible to
increase public safety when recidivism was decreased.
Considerations to that end included expenditures for
justice reinvestnent. He discussed nethods for reduction of
recidivism by achieving savings by taking non-serious
of fenders out of prison. Such offenders could be provided
with treatnment, prevention, and oversight resources; which
cost less than prison and were shown to provide better
results.

2:13: 34 PM

M. Razo discussed the first recommendation, which dealt
with sentencing and limting the use of prison for |ow
| evel m sdeneanor offenses. He related that the comm ssion
had been stunned at the l|arge nunber of m sdeneanor
of fenders that were sent to prison each year. He reported
that 67 percent of all adm ssions to prison were for non-
vi ol ent m sdeneanors, and 82 percent of all adm ssions into
prison were for m sdenmeanor offenses. The |arge nunbers of
non-vi ol ent m sdenmeanor offenders were cycling in and out
of the prison and costing the state a great deal of noney.
He recounted observing the revolving recidivismwhen he was
a m sdeneanor prosecutor and defense |awer. He observed
of fenders not receiving treatnent, and sentences that would
slowly grow larger. He wondered whether the state was
spending noney on serious offenses and driving down
recidivism

M. Razo continued discussing the first ACIC recommendati on
and recidivism In response to what it found through
research, the conmm ssion had adopted a nunber of evidence-
based strategies to divert certain m sdeneanor offenses
t hrough prograns that provide alternatives to prison. The
conm ssion had nmade a recommendation to reclassify |ow
| evel B msdeneanors into violations or non-crimna
infractions. He comented that 26 days was the average
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pri son sentence for some of the lowlevel B m sdeneanors,
whi ch was the | east serious offense in the state.

Senat or Dunl eavy asked M. Razo for an exanple to
illustrate the types of lowlevel offenses he had been
referring to.

M. Razo described disorderly conduct, and theft in the
fourth degree as exanples of |lowlevel B m sdeneanors. He
enphasi zed that m sdeneanor offenders spent a great deal of
time in prison and their proclivity for returning to prison
was not being reduced. The conmm ssion considered that there
was nore serious things that could be addressed with the
funds that were currently being used to inprison repeat B
m sdeneanor offenders. He offered to provide additional
exanpl es if necessary.

2:17:29 PM

Senator Dunl eavy wondered if Alaska had a higher rate of
certain crimnal behaviors than other states, or if the
classification of crimnality itself was different.

M. Razo offered the opinion that Alaska's |laws were
consistent with those of other states, and did not think
the state had nmore crinme than other states. He found that
over time people were staying in jail longer for the sane
of fenses, and thereby driving up the prison population and
t he associ ated expense. The comm ssion had investigated why
individuals were staying in jail longer, which had led it
to exam ne felony level offenses. He discussed presunptive
sent enci ng, which gave guidelines to judges in the decision
of a final sentence. He referenced a US Suprenme Court case
(after 2005) concerning mtigators and aggravators, which
would require a jury trial. The l|egislature had responded
to the ruling by putting in a presunptive range of
sentences. He gave an exanple of a 5-year presunptive
sentence for C felonies that changed to a 10-year sentence
range.

M. Razo continued to discuss presunptive sentencing,
noting that the consequence to setting the range of
sentences for each felony offense was that the courts
tended to sentence people at the high end of the range. The
sentences for sex offenders in particular were extending to
twice, three tinmes and beyond the length that the sane
of fenses had previously been sentenced. The opportunity for
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sex offenders to be eligible for either good tinme or
di scretionary parole had been renoved, and there was a
resultant swell in nunbers of sex offenders in prison. The
comm ssion found that sex offender treatnent generally
taught individuals about boundaries and correct behavior;
and with intense supervision, offenders were able to enter
society. He thought it was righteous to be angry about sex
of fenders, but they were not being treated in prison at an
acceptable rate, nor was it incentivized to do treatnent.

2:23: 10 PM

Senator A son wondered if there was a difference in
recidivism rates in rural versus urban Alaska. M. Razo
cormented on the over-representation of Alaska Natives in
the prison system and discussed outreach by the conmm ssion
in conjunction with the Alaska Mental Health Trust. He
described a visit to the Anmbler Muntain Correctional
Center, and called it a life-changing event. He had found
the staff to be a dedicated group of professionals, and
encountered many prisoners that were incarcerated due to
mental illness. He recalled seeing alnost exclusively
Al aska Natives in the prison. He talked with prisoners, and
surm sed that nost of the prisoners were incarcerated due
to offenses related to drugs and alcohol. He opined that
there was an addiction problem of epidemc proportions in
the state. He stated that the inmates were just killing
time, and pointed out a lack of books in the prison
library. He considered the situation to be a significant
waste of humanity.

M. Razo stated that the reinvestnent funds would be
focused on prevention, treatnment, and victims services;
all of which he considered to be under-resourced in Al aska.
He discussed his neetings with services providers in None
and Kot zebue. He characterized the enployees as a group of
dedi cated professionals working on a shoestring budget.
Service providers wanted to help nore individuals, but had
significant problenms in rural Al aska due to their |ocation

2:27:50 PM

Senator O son asked about the hurdles and obstacles for
rural incarcerates.

M. Razo stated that when sonmeone was arrested in rura
Al aska, they had to have an arraignnent and be brought

Senat e Fi nance Comm ttee 15 03/ 28/ 16 1:22 P. M



before a judge within 24 hours. The Departnent of Public
Safety had to pick up the individual, fly them to a court
| ocati on, after which time they were released or
incarcerated. |If the individual was released in Anchorage,
there was an opportunity for ankle nonitoring; whereas in
rural Al aska, there was not. He thought there needed to be
an alternative option in rural Alaska, such as comunity
supervision. He noted the effect on the prison population

as there were nore people in rural Al aska who were unable
to get out of prison due to not neeting conditions of bail,
which required the submttal of noney bonds. The conm ssion
had found evidence that an unsecured bond (the promse to
pay if a person were to break bail) was as effective as
nmoney bail . He noted that the practice had been
successfully inplenmented in a nunber of other states.

M. Razo inpressed that the bill was originally based upon
evidence. As the legislation changed through the conmttee
process, he urged the nenbers to consider whether any
amendnents were evi denced-based as wel |.

Senator Bishop asked about the evidence-based process of
t he comm ssion, and wondered if the conm ssion had gathered
information from any prisoners during the visit to Anbler
Mount ai n.

M. Razo stated that in addition to the prison visit,
exam nation of high-level studies and statistics was
primarily the source that inforned the comittee. He
expanded that although there was not anecdotal information
used to fornulate recomendations, the comments from the
pri soners had been salient.

2:32: 57 PM

LT. KRIS SELL, JUNEAU POLI CE DEPARTMENT, ALASKA CRI M NAL
JUSTICE COW SSION, explained that she worked wth the
Juneau Police Departnent (JPD) and was Vice President of
the Al aska Peace Oficers Association (APQA); neither of
whi ch she was representing. She related that the conm ssion
process had been painful but inportant. She recalled the
"tough on crinme" position that had been politically and
culturally popular in the past, and expl ained that when she
j oined the comm ssion she had been forced to reeval uate her
ideas. It had been a difficult transition for her to
acknowl edge the evidence. She described the existing state
crimnal justice system as a "crimnalizing, victim
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creating factory" that would inprison offenders, not
rehabilitate them and then release them to re-offend. She
di scussed her work as a police officer, and the recidivism
t hat she had observed.

Lt. Sell shared her thought process as she had initially
pondered statistics. She relayed difficult discussions with
ot her nmenbers of the committee. She thought the conmm ssion
was proposing a massive paradigm shift. She recounted
power f ul statenents from victins, and questioned if
offenders victimzed others after the state failed to
nmeani ngfully alter their behavior. She thought that the
system was generating victins at a high rate, and nentioned
the high rate of repeat offenders. She reiterated that she
was not representing JPD, APOA, or the City and Borough of
Juneau.

2:40: 33 PM

Lt. Sell thought the commttee mght be confronted wth
evidence that could make the nenbers unconfortable. She
di scussed unsecured bail, and the unpopular idea that the
evi dence presented. She enphasized that doing the right
thing was nore inportant than doing the popular thing.

Senat or Bishop wondered if Lt. Sell had beconme supportive
of what the data had shown.

Lt. Sell answered in the affirmative, and explained that
the process of shifting her thinking had been very
difficult. She had to go through her own education process
and give up previously held beliefs.

Vice-Chair Mcciche stated that he was a co-sponsor of the
bill, and he had taken criticismfor it. He agreed that the
bill represented a paradigm shift, and agreed that the
current system was not working. He enphasized that the
state had to look for a better result for the noney it
spent on incarceration.

Lt. Sell agreed that the state was generating nore hardened
crimnals and nore recidivism every day. She thought the
matter was a choice between naking people feel as if they
were safe, versus making people actually safe.

SB 91 was HEARD and HELD in conmmittee for further
consi derati on.
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Vice-Chair M cci che di scussed t he schedule for t he
fol |l om ng day.

#
ADJ OURNVENT
2:45: 09 PM

The neeting was adjourned at 2:45 p. m
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