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Alaska Department of Corrections 
Program Overview 

Senate Judiciary Committee 
20 January 2010 

As of July 21, 2009, the Alaska Department of Correction's (DOC) population stood at 
5,500 inmates; as of today, there are 5,628 inmates. There are approximately 6,000 
individuals on Probation/Parole. The current incarceration rate in the United States is 1 
in 100 adults.' When you include parole and probation numbers 1 in every 31 U.S .. 
adults is behind bars, on parole or probation. The rate in Alaska is 1 in 36. 2 

An estimated 95% of Alaska's sentenced offenders return to our communities, of those 
66% re.offends; this administration concluded it was time to consider a different 

approach. 

These statistics translate into real numbers when it comes to our Alaskan communities: 

• In 2008, DOC processed in excess of 38,000 bookings including 4,000 Title 47 

12·hour holds 
• From 2006 ·2008, DOC incarcerated on average 3,714 sentenced felons 
• In 2008, DOC released 15,382 sentenced offenders (felons and misdemeanants) 

• The average DOC stay for a felon is 285 days 
• The average DOC stay for a misdemeanant is 27 days 
• In 2008, DOC released on average, 287 felons per month 

DOC programs in place or in the planning stage for implementation: 

Substance Abuse: FY2010Authorization $3,517.7 (fund sources listed below). 
All programs adhere to the American Society of Addiction Medicine criteria. 79% of . 
offenders arrested had an active substance abuse problem during the 12 months 

preceding their arrest. 
3 

• $941.1 (GFIMH, GF, I/A) funds the Hiland Mountain Correctional Center (HMCC) 
& Wildwood Correctional Center (WWCC) programs: 6 month inpatient programs 
at !;!MCC 32 beds, VVWCC 42 beds, and 80 beds at the out·of·state (OOS) 
facility. This wilT prOViae treatmen'i for 240 inmates per year. . 

1 Pew Center on the States, ONE IN 100: BEHINO BARS IN AMERICA 2008 (2009), 
2 Pew Center on the States: THE LONG REACH OF AMERICAN CORRECTIONS, at 43 (2009 March 2, 2009) 
3 North Charles Research and Planning Group, Substance Abuse Treatment Needs of Alaska's Newly 
Incarcerated Prisoner Population Prior to Incarceration: Final Report, at 60, available at 
http://www.hss.state.ak.us/press/pdfs/akprisonerfin alreport. pdf. 
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rI' • $1,301.0 (GF): 3 to 4 month institutional intensive out-patient programs at 

JJ.. . Yukon-Kuskokwim Correctional Center (yKCC), Anvil Mountain Correctional 
\oV/ 71 Center (AMCC), Fairbanks Correctional Center (FCC), Lemon Creek 

Correctional Center (LCCC), and Spring Creek Correctional Center (SCCC). 
Treatment capacity of 25 inmates per group per facility for each program with a 
maximum capacity of 100 inmates per year. 

FY2009 facilities: YKCC, LCCC, FCC, SCCC, Anchorage Community Residential 
Center (CRC); FY2010 funding increase incorporated the Palmer Correctional 
Center (PCC), Anchorage Correctional Complex (ACC), AMCC, and the 
Fairbanks Northstar CRC. 

All of these programs have aftercare components as part of the treatment protocols. 

• The PCC/Matanuska-Susitna Pre-Trial (MSPT) and ACC programs consist of 
cI assessment and referral to appropriate treatment providers. In addition, the PCC 

program will provide a 30-day educational component which will serve a 
maximum capacity of 250 inmates per year. 

Anger Management: This 12 week program covers the areas of hostility, 
aggressiveness, temperament, violence and cognitions favorable to violent behavior. 
This program is part of our substance abuse curriculum as a very high percentage of 
people with substance abuse issues also have anger issues. It is also offered as a 
stand alone program that meets court ordered requirements (individualized treatment 
plans and discharge summaries) in all DOC facilities. Up to 15 inmates per program, 4 
program sessions per year, for a statewide total of 765 inmates. 

48-week Offender Treatment Program: This program covers the areas of criminal 
thinking, socialization, poor problem solving, interpersonal relationship issues, risk­
taking behavior and Anger Management. It is currently available in 8 facilities, ACC, 
SCCC, WNCC, FCC, LCCC, PCC, HMCC, and the OOS. 15 inmates per program, for 
a total of 120 inmates per year. The 4 phases of this program are: 

1. Anger Management 
2. Criminal Thinking Errors 
3. Moral Reasoning and 
4. Rational Problem Solving and Relapse Prevention 

Criminal Attitudes Program or CAP: A comprehensive cognitive-behavioral program 
that focuses specifically on the attitudes, values, beliefs, and rationalizations conducive 
to criminality. It is a 22-session program that is available in all 13 institutions through the 
Education Unit. 20 inmates per group, 4 groups per year, for a potential total of 1,040 
inmates per year. 
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Parenting,lnside/Out Dads: This is a program for incarcerated fathers. This is a 12-
session program that provides practical and innovative ways to help overcome the 
physical and psychological challenges that incarcerated fathers face both inside and 
outside of prison. This program is offered in 13 of our facilities through the Education 
Unit. HMCC currently offers the Active Parenting Today program for·female offenders. 
Both programs are designed to diminish intergenerational criminality. 20 inmates per 
group, 4 groups per year, for a potential total of 1,040 inmates per year. 

Sex Offender Treatment: FY2010 authorization $2,636.0 (GF) - Institutional treatment 
to began operation in January of 2010. This is a 25 bed, 18-month intensive inpatient 
treatment program located at LCCC. The LCCC program is long-term and treats multi­
custody offenders with focus on higher risk offenders. 

The Bethel Tundra Center program is a CRC-based short-term residential sex offender 
treatment program for released offenders. The treatment staff also provides a 
companion community treatment program for program graduates and those who do not 
require residential treatment. 

There are several out-patient sex offender management programs for released 
offenders that include assessment, treatment, supervision and polygraph testing. They 
are located in Fairbanks, Kenai, Juneau, Anchorage, Ketchikan, Sitka and Palmer. 

Both treatment and supervision include polygraph testing. This testing occurs in 
Fairbanks, Kenai, Juneau, Anchorage, Ketchikan and Palmer. 

Domestic Violence Programming: FY2010 authorization $174.7 (GF)--
Domestic Violence Perpetrator Programs are currently offered at FCC, LCCC, PCC, 
and Point MacKenzie Correctional Farm (PMCF), using psycho-educational groups 
loosely based on the Duluth Model, a model frequently used with this population. The 
department is working with the Council on Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault 
(CDVSA) to determine the efficacy of these programs and identify evidence-based 
programs for use with this population (as recommended by the CDVSA Legislative Task 
Force in 2008). 

General Education Development/Adult Basic Education (GED/ABE): FY2010 
authorization $582.3 (GF, FED, If A) - GEDfABE, Vocational CertificationlTraining and 
Re-Entry Programming in all 13 facilities. We have increased the number of inmates 
receiving GEDs from 182 in 2008 to 247 in 2009. We project 384 GEDs in 2010. 
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Vocational Rehabilitation: Workplace & Community Transitioning Grant FY10-$51.0 
(FED) -- DOC currently provides vocational training programs for inmates to receive 
certifications upon completion. In addition to the state program for building 
maintenance, cook/baker, barber, plumber and carpentry, we also utilize the federal 
workplace & community transition grant which provides limited funding for the pursuit of 
post-secondary and vocational education. The department intends to expand the 
number and availability of these programs. In the FY2011 Governor's Budget, the DOC 
requests $150.0 to expand our current construction apprenticeship program (electrical, 
plumbing, carpentry). . 

Re-Entry Program: The re-entry begins at sentencing (felons) with a comprehensive 
risk/needs assessment, the development of the Offender Management Plan referral into 
indicated programs and a preliminary re-entry plan that focuses on employment, 
housing, sober support, and family reunification. Specific program components will 
consist of the Federal Bureau of Prisons Re-Entry Survival Program, the Department of 
Labor Job Preparedness Program, Criminal Attitudes Program, Parenting, and 
Substance Abuse. 

In Summary: 

Substance Abuse Treatment Program: FY2010 total authorization $3,517.7 (various 
fund sources) -
$ 110.0 Program Oversight 
$ 941.1 RSAT 
$1,301.0 LSAT 
$ 165.6 After Care 
$1,000.0 Secure Detox RSA w/H&SS 

Sex Offender Treatment Program: FY2010 total authorization $2,636.0 (GF) -
$ 182.1 Program oversight 
$ 950.0 Community Treatment and Polygraph direct authorization 
$1,303.9 SB218 Sex offender Treatment legislation 
$ 200.0 Institutional Treatment Program (LCCC) 

Domestic Violence Program: FY2010 total authorization $174.7 (GF) 
Batterer's support provided via RSA with Public Safety. 

Education Programs: FY2010 total authorization $582.3 (various fund sources) -
$ 51.0 (Fed) Workplace & Community Grant 
$ 40.0 (itA) ABE/GED Program 
$ 16.3 (itA) MOS Program 
$475 .. 0 (GF) Education Programs and oversight support 
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THE (OST OF (RIME: (OULD THE STATE REDUCE FUTURE (RIME AND SAVE MONEY BY EXPANDING EDUCATION AND TREATMENT PROGRAMS? 
---------------'-7~- By Stephanie Martin and Steve Colt --~~~~~~~~~~~~~~:;--

Igure. 0 e sou 0 al or rISon In as a. Alaska's prison population is among the fastest-growing in 
the U.s" with five times more inmates in 2007 than in 1981. 
Spending for the state justice system has nearly doubled since 
1981-but the crime rate has dropped only about 30%. 

Figure 1, Percentage Changes in Alaska Crime Rate, Spending 
for Justice System, and Number of Inmates, 1981·2007 

(rotal R.I.as.s, 200n007: 82,JJ9J 

Here's the dilemma for the state, given the pattern shown in 
Figure 1: what can it do to hold down the number of inmates 
and stem the rising costs-while at the same time keeping 
the public safe and using tax dollars effectively? 

Senator Hollis French asked ISER to project growth in the 
number of Alaska inmates and the associated costs-and then 
evaluate whether the state could reduce that growth by expand­
ing intervention and prevention programs for people already in 
prison or at risk of ending up there. Alaska currently spends 
about $17 million a year for such programs, but they aren't 
available to many ofthose who might benefit from them. 

There are a wide range of such programs. But it is programs 
for adults who are already in prison or jail that have the most po­
tential to save money and reduce crime in the next 20 years. That's 
because they can reach the most people. 

We know that without any intervention, about two-thirds of 
those who serve their sentences and are released commit new 
crimes. Stopping at least some of them from committing more 
crimes would not only help improve public safety but also reduce 
growth in both the number of inmates and in spending. 
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Inflation-adjusted state operations 
spending for justice systemb is up 192% 

0% f" -, Crimerates' ar. down .bout 30% 
,30% 

1981 83 85 87 89 91 93 95 97 2000 02 04 06 07 
alnmates in prisons, jails, and halfway hou~s 
bspending for OepartmentsofCorreClions, Public Safety, and law; cour! system; Division of JuVt'nile Justice; Public 
Ikfender Agency; and Office of Publi( Advo(a(y. Does not indude (apital spending or payment on debt. 
(Rates per 100,000 for murder, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny, and motor vehide theft. 
Sour(es: U.S. Department of Justice; state budget documents; Alaska Department of(orre(tions 

Also, most of those released com mined misdemeanors (Figure 
2). Those who commit the most serious crimes serve long sentences 
and make up a small share of those released in any given year. 

To analyze which programs have the most potential to reduce 
crime and save the state money, we worked with the Alaska Crimi­
nal Justice Working Group and the Washington State Institute of 
Public Policy. That institute did a similar analysis for Washington 
state and provided us with data it collected from program evalua­
tions nationwide (see back page). What did our study show? 

Murder, rape, kidnapping ,%~~ 

Sour(e: Alaska Oepilrtment of Corrections 

• With no chonge in policies, the number of Alaska inmates is likely to 
double by 2030, from 5,300 to 10,500. 

• If the state spent an additional $4 million a year to expand 
programs it already has, the prison population in 2030 might be 
10%smallerthan projected-about 1,050 fewer inmates. 
• The state would spend about $ 124 million for expanded programs 

through 2030 but would avoid $445 million in costs-a savings of 
$321 million. It would save money by incarcerating fewer people 
and by delaying prison construction costs. (Figures 3 and 8). 

• Education and substance-abuse treatment programs-in prison, 
after prison, and instead of prison-save the state two to five times 
what they cost and reach the most people. Programs for teenag­
ers are also very effective at reducing crime and saving money, but 
they reach fewer people. 

Figure 3. Potential Effects, Costs of, and Savings from Expanded Prevention or Intervention Programs 

Immediate C05t5 

• $17 million: Current annual state spending on programs 
$4 million: Additional spending every year 
to expand programs 

Long·Term Effects on Prison Population Long·Term Savln95 (2009,2030) ---

"""'ui~ By 2030, expanded programs (ould keep 1 in 10 
people out of prison who would otherwise be there 

Cost of expanded programs· fltJljj11!!U!,1 - Savings: $321 million-----, 

Avoided inmate (osts and deJayed 
prison construction costs· 

$44S million 

*Assumes 2% annual inflation through 2030 
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I-' WHY CONSIDER EXPANDING PROGRAMS? ------

In 1980, 2 in 1,000 Alaskans were behind bars; today that 
share is approaching 10 in 1,000. The sharp increase started in 
the 1980s, when the state government' began collecting large oil 
revenues. The state used some of that money to expand police 
agencies, courts, and other parts of the criminal justice system 
statewide. Also in the 1980s, it made sentencing for the most 
serious felonies more uniform and stiffened sentences. 

The crime rate in Alaska has declined since the 1980s. But the 
number of Alaskans in prisons, jails, and halfway houses has in­
creased much faster, as have costs for the state justice system. 
Alaska's prisons are full, and the 1,500-bed prison scheduled to 
open in 2012 is projected to be full soon after it opens. 

Locking people up is expensive, whether their crimes are major 
or less serious. Alaska spends on average $44,000 a year per inmate 
in prisons, jails, and halfway houses. Adjusted for infiation, that's 
actually less than in the 1980s-but it's still a lot (Figure 4). 

Studies in other states have shown that some intervention and 
prevention programs can help cut both costs and crime, either by 
keeping people who have served their sentences from committing 
new crimes after they're released, or preventing some people from 
going to prison in the first place. 

WHAT PROGRAMS DID WE ANALYlE? -------

The Alaska Criminal Justice Working Group gave us a list of 
programs to analyze. We looked for programs with the biggest 
potential payoff for the state-those that could reduce growth 
in both numbers of inmates and in spending for corrections, at a 
reasonable cost for the state. 

Alaska already has a number of programs in place, and we found 
that expanding some of those would be most cost-effective. Table 
1 lists the programs in our final analysis. As a guideline for what 
was a"reasonable" expansion, we used 10% to 20% ofthe eligible 
people not already served-except for very small programs that 
can't easily be expanded that much. 

These programs would serve inmates, at-risk juveniles, and 
young children. They are all intended to reduce future crime in 
some way. Programs that treat substance-abuse or mental heath 
disorders have been shown to reduce recidivism-and as Figure 
5 shows, almost all current inmates have those disorders. 
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Figure 5. How Many Alaska Inmates Have Substance 
Abuse or Mental Health Disorders? 
[}~1lI 00 Ilisora" 
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In pri~ons, J~ill, and halfway houm. Sources: Alaska Department of Corrections; Alaska Mental Health Trust 

Table 1, Current Size and Potential Expansion of Intervention and Prevention Programs' 

Potentially eligible (2008) Programs '.. . . Currently serve Reasonable expansi~n 
mdf6tJseiJ,p!Qgr~r.",m"",,-___________ _ 

Education More than 1,000 500 
(adult basic; vocational) 
Substance-Abuse 
(residential; intensive outpatient) 
Sex~offender treatmentb 

~'fioii;f/'OI!!p!bOq/. 

Close to 500 500 

o 50 

Transition for inmates with 70-------- --100 
mental health disorders (Institutional Discharge Project) 

WATfiTri'iiiiV,eWIii{iiiWiit/on 500 500-- -
Mental health, drug, alcohol courls; 
electronic monitoring; 
residential substance-abuse treatment 

Almost all inmates (4,500) 

90% of inmates 
(approximately 4,000) 

10% of 500 eligible inmates 

36% of inmates (1,600) 

. Approximately 5,000c 

~1 JVV I,VVV ~~pr~xi~ately 3,00P 

therapy; residential treatment; 
institutional transition 

I!/lregentiolilli!tii': d. 3,025 450 
Head Start for 3- and 4-year 
olds from low-income families' 

___ . _ Approximately 8,000' 

aprograms included in our final analysis are those for which we found evidence that expansion would have significant pay-affs for the state at a reasonable 
(ost. We evaluated additional programs not included here, either be<iluse there wasn't sufficient evidence to assess their effectiveness or because 
they weren't feasible to implement in Alaska at this time. 
Oro effectively reduce crime, sex offender treatment programs need to ~e offered in both prison and the community. Treatment is currently available 
only in the community, so the number served in prison is currently zero-but there are proposals to add treatment in prison. 

(People facing low-level charges and with substance-abuse problems. 
dHead Start is a federal program, but the state supplements federal money and Governor Sarah Palin has proposed additional state funding. 

eWe assume all children from families with up to double the poverty-level income would be eligible. 
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N We looked at but excluded other programs from our final 

analysis. The criminal justice working group decided that a 
few programs, while effective elsewhere, wouldn't be feasible 
to implement in Alaska at this time. For other programs, there 
wasn't enough available evidence to judge how effective they 
were in saving money or reducing crime, or the available evi­
dence showed them to be largely ineffective. 

How Do THE PROGRAMS COMPARE? -------

As Figure 3 (front page) shows, expanding programs to serve 
more of the eligible people would save the state about $321 million 
and reduce the projected number of inmates 10% by 2030. Figures 
6 and 7 show how the various programs contribute to costs, sav­
ings, and reductions in the number of Alaskans behind bars. 

o Education and substance-abuse treatment programs for inmates 
save two to four times what they cost, reduce recidivism by about 
four percentage points, and can reach the most people. 

• Intervention programs for 
juveniles who have committed 
crimes are very effective at sav­
ing money and reducing recid-
ivism, but they serve a much 
smaller number of people. 

o Programs that set up transi­
tion services for inmates with 
mental-health disorders com­
ing out of prison are among 
the most effective-but they 
can't readily be expanded to 
serve the many people who 
could benefit from them. 

o Alternatives to prison forsome 
people charged with lesser 
offenses save the state money 
right away, and almost all 
reduce recidivism. The excep­
tion is electronic monitor-
ing, which is inexpensive but I 18 fewer 
hasn't been shown to reduce 
future crime. 

279 fewer 

"1'. ,l:"""~'i't',\l,~" ;~!,;'r1,,~~'.ri""" 
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• Treatment programs for sex 
offenders do reduce crime, but 
they are very expensive and so 
don't save the state money. 
o Programs that prevent future 
crime by helping very young 
at-risk children are the most 
effective. But the effects of 
spending for those programs 
aren't apparent until many 
years later. 

't: 

How much more does the state save than it spends? o Alternatives to prison (and one tronsition program) sow' from 
1 to 7 times what they cost and reduce recidivism by about 4 
to 11 prrrentoge points (from 68% without the program). 25 times r . 

• Electronic monitoring saves a lot of money (alternative to jail) C Progroms {cradu/ts in prison save 2 to 4 times 
. I but doesn't keep people from committing new crimes after 

20 times I- they have served their sentences. 
what they (ost and miuce recidivism by about 4 

percentage points (from 6896 without the programs). 

15 times 

10times 

Stimes 

No savings 

Family 
intervention 0 

Aggression replacement Juvenile 

o Progroms for juvenile offenders save 7 to 'J times what they 
cost and reduce recidivism among juveniles by about 5 to 8 
perrentage points (from 7096 without the programs). 

• Programs that save money or reduce crime but not both. 

training institutional transition 
o 0 

Head Start for young children saves 6 times more than it 
com and reduces future crime among participants by about 
16 percentage points (from 38% without the program). 

"-o Therapeutic courts o Transition out of prison for -Q: 
C Education inmates with mental health disorders 
C Substance-abuse treatment o Adult residential treatment for substance abuse 

~ftender proararps dQ reduce rtcidjviilllbut ~re so expensive theyJl.Iodu4Jl!l.m'ingL, 

4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 
do the DrOQrams reduce crime, from what it would otherwise be? 

843 fewer 
inmates 

Pre-school programs for at-risk children cost about $1,000 perchild 
_ but save many times that much, by reducing future crime. The effects 

of the spending aren't apparent for years, until the children grow up. 
_ Programs for juveniles offenders cost on overage of about $2,500 per person, 

I but save almost 10 times that much by keeping kids out of prison. They serve 
only a subset of the population of 12- to-17-year-olds. 
Transition programs for people with mental health disorders are 
extremely effective, odd about $2,000 per person to inmate costs, and save 
aboutfourtimes that much. But the programs currently serve very few people 
and can't readily be expanded to serve large numbers. 

Programs that treat Inmates for substance abuse odd about $2,000 a person 
to inmate costs, but over time save about twice as much. They a re effective, but 
can't readily be expanded to reach all the people who need them. 

Education and job training programs in prison odd about $1,000 to inmate costs, 
but they reach the most people and save about four times more than they cost. 
Because they are offered in every facility, they can easily be expanded and can reach 
more people. (Reductions in the number of inmates as a result of the sex-offender 
treatment program are also included here, but are only one or two people a year.) 

Programs that keep people out of prison save the state money right away, because 
they cost much less than the $44,000 per person the state spends to lock people up. 
They include therapeutic courts for substance abuse and mental health disorders, 
electronic monitoring, and residential substance-abuse treatment. 
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CONCLUSION -------------

In conclusion, Figure 8 shows how Alaska's corrections system 
got where it is and where it's likely to go-if intervention and 
prevention program are kept at their current levels, and if the 
most effective programs are expanded to serve more of the eli­
gible people. 

We found that the state could both reduce the number of Alas­
kans in prison or jail and save considerable money over the next 
20 years, by adding about $4 million a yearto the $17 million it 
currently spends to keep people from returning to prison- or 
prevent them from ever going there at all. 

Spending more for these programs even as oil prices and state 
revenues are falling may not seem like a good idea. But Alaska 
also needs to look to the future-and over time the benefits of 
strategically expanding those programs that reduce crime and 
keep more Alaskans out of prison far outweigh the costs. 

METHOD OF ANALYSIS -----------
Our job was to assess whether specific programs could reduce 

long-term state spending for corrections by reducing growth in the 
number of inmates. As a starting pOint, we needed evaluations of 
how effective various programs are at reducing future crime. 

But except for some of the therapeutic court programs, most 
programs in Alaska have not been rigorously evaluated. Therefore, 
we used results of a Washington state assessment that systemati­
cally reviewed 571 program evaluations from around the country. 

To be included, evaluations had to have carefully designed con­
trol groups, replicable results in mUltiple settings, and long-lasting 
effects. This method is evidence-based public policy, which merges 
research and practice. It is similarto clinical trials in medicine. Keep 
in mind that this is a new field, and only about 10% of programs in 
place nationwide have been evaluated at this standard. 

With data from rigorous evaluations, the Washington State 
Institute of Public Policy created a model that estimated the 
effects of programs on recidivism-and then combined those 
results with a cost-benefit analysis to estimate the long-term 
effects on state spending and inmate populations. 

We combined the institute's estimates of recidivism with Alaska 
data on program costs, eligible groups, and state population to 
estimate long-term effects on crime and state spending. 

2030: Projected number of Alaska inmates, 
at current level of intervention and prevention programs 

2018and 2025: 
Construction of new l,sOO-bed prisons 10 S1 3 , , 

2012: New Mat-Su prison scheduled to open; increases capacity to 6,OOO-but return of 900 Alaska inmates I I ... ' "'10%.f~We! Inm~tes; 
held in Arizona, plus projected addition of 600 new inmates, means Alaska prisons will once again be full ... ,. ... $321 ~Ihon In savmgs 

I 

,' ...... , 9,464 
2007: Alaska at (urrent capacity of 4,500 in prisons, plus 827 held in jails or halfway houses ... ... ... ... ......... 

I 
, .. ...... .,.-- I ' ~~ 

IJ~:'-"- 2021 and 2029. 
19805 StatewIde expansion of Justice system 5,327;' PrISon construction 
(police agencies, courts, and other), state stiffens sentences -""'" delayed by 3 to 4 years 
for most serious felonies; sharp increase in number of inmates 

2,737 

I 
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Projected number of inmates, 
if state expands programs 

to readily attainable levelsb 

I II I I I I I I I I I I II " III 111111111111111111 1111111111111111 

1971 1975 1981 1985 1990 1995 2000 2007 2010 2015 2020 2030 

'Average daily number of people in prisons, jails, and halfway houses. bThe number of people who could be readily added to program rolls varies considerably by program; see Table 1. 

Sources: Alaska Department of Corrections; ISER proje<tions of number of prisoners, based on Alaska Department of labor projections of Alaska population 18·64 and assuming no (hange 
in current use of rehabilitation programs as well as expanded use; Washington State Institute of Publi( Policy 

The authors thank the members of the Alaska Criminal Justice Working Group for their help in identifying programs to evalu­
ate and for comments on drafts ofthis publication. The Alaska Legislature funded this group in 2007 and authorized the Alaska 
Judicial Council to act as its staff. 

The group is chaired by a justice ofthe Alaska Supreme Court and Alaska's lieutenant governor. Other members include top policy­
I makers from the departments of Corrections, Public Safety, Health and Social Services, and Law, as well as the Alaska Mental Health 

Trust Authority; the heads of the Alaska Public Defender Agency and the Office of Public Advocacy; the administrative and deputy 
, directors for the Alaska Court System; the executive director of the Judicial Council, the U.s. attorney, and Anchorage's police chief. 

This group meets monthly to talk about long-term justice issues, as well as to resolve any inter-branch issues that come up 
among the many agencies and organizations that deal with aspects of Alaska's justice system. 

The authors also thank Elizabeth Drake and Steve Aos of the Washington State Institute of Public Policy for developing the 
methods and models we used and for helping us apply them to Alaska. For more information go to www.wsipp.wa.gov. 

This research summary and many other publications on a wide range oftopics are available on ISER's Web site: 

www.iser.uaa.alaska.edu 
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