o~1/"
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Day Reporting Centers, operating in major metropolitan areas, could meet the
supervision injeds of these offenders and allow for less risk to the public. The
additional structure would provide for greater opportunity for these offenders to
successfully "'reintegrate’ by requiring increased accountability during a period when
these offenders are most likely to reoffend.

Day Reporting Centers should be operated out of current Community Residential
Centers, where possible, as the least costly method of implementation. The
Community Residential Centers’ could provide the necessary services, through
utilization of current staff, and thus greatly reduce the cost for providing the
necessary supervision.

Implications: The Task Force on Intermediate Sanctions has made an in-depth
review of Day Reporting Centers and should be consulted for consistency of this
recommendation based on their findings. If established in current Community
Residential Centers, additional funding may be necessary to supplement the programs
for the administrative cost of providing the necessary services and well as
miscellaneous expenditures necessary to establish the program. Although the majority
of departmental personnel responded that they were in favor of Day Reporting
Centers, the majority also felt that the centers should be operated by the Department
of Corrections. Only one of 40 departmental respondents felt that the Day Reporting
Centers should be operated contractually while an additional 10% (4 respondents)
felt that a joint venture, DOC and/or contractor run programs would be equally
appropriate.

RECOMMENDATION: The Department should expand the numoer of Community

Residential Center beds available statewide for offenders with substance abuse treatment

needs.

Justification: Currently there are only fifteen (15) substance abuse beds available to
the Department of Corrections statewide. These programs are administered through
an inter-agency agreement with the Department of Health and Social Services. The
utilization of these beds is at, or near, 100% currently with a waiting time for
placement in these beds of ninety (90) days. Additional community substance abuse
treatment beds was identified as the greatest need by departmental personnel
(institutional and Community Corrections) in response to the Departmental
Questionnaire.

Furloughees receive priority over Probation/Parole placements with 46 offenders
Cifrently on the waiting list for placement into the center. The establishment of
additional substance abuse treatment beds would allow individuals classified as
community custody in institutions (and who have applied for furlough) to be placed
in treatment beds as quickly as possible. The result will be an increase in the number
(and duration) of furloughs to Community Residential Centers statewide.
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The Task Force also recommends that substance abuse beds be initiated specifically
for Native offenders. Native offenders seem to progress better in programs which are
designed to accommodate the culture of the native offender. Native offender
substance abuse beds should be established, where possible, in current program.,
(prtferably in the community in whichi the offender will reside) on a per diem basis
and which are designed to meet the specific needs of Native offenders. The cost of
the beds implemented as such would be less to the State of Alaska (since payment
would only be issued for bed days utilized) and the programming effects of receiving
treatment services in the area of release would be greater.

Implications: Additional funds would be necessary to obtain the necessary substance
abuse beds. The Task Force believes that, at a minimum, the number of substance
abuse beds available statewide needs to be doubled. A review of current established
programs (particularly for Native offenders) should be accomplished as soon as
possible to determine the capability (and appropriateness) of establishing the needed
beds on a per diem basis. If such resources are not available, the Department should
consider other options to make the substance abuse beds available in the area(s) of
greatest need.

RECOMMENDATION: As maximum occupancy of Community Residential Center

beds is attained, a separate facility for probation/parole placements should be established
to serve as a "halfway-in"" house for technical violations of probation/parole requirements.

Justification: Current Community Residential Center programs are utilized for all
offender  placement categories (i.e. furloughees, misdemeanants and
probation/parolees). Although placement categories are separated within the facilities
as to living quarters, the placement categories are permitted to interact in common
areas (i.e. visiting rooms, recreation, etc.).

The attitudes of Probation/Parolees who are placed in a Community Residential
Center as an Intermediate Sanction (in lieu of reincarceration) is significantly
different than the attitude of a furloughee who is being placed into a Community
Residential Center as compensation for institutional conduct and as part of a
graduated release plan. The problems with housing these two populations (not to
mention the confined misdemeanants) is that disciplinary actions are ouen necessary
(with violations as appropriate) which could be avoided by separation of the
placement categories.

An additional benefit which would be derived from separation of probation/parole
placements into a separate facility would be a protected number of Community
Residential Center beds for community corrections which sometimes is lost due to the
needs for additional furlough placements. Under the current system, a priority for
placement in a Community Residential Center is given to furlough placements with
community corrections utilizing the remaining available beds (despite established
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target configurations). Beds designated specifically to Community Corrections would
allow prioritization of placements and placement planning for probation/parole
consistent with the needs of the Department and facilitate the planning and staffing
patterns of the Community Residential Center.

Recognizing that some areas do not have sutficient probation/parole placements to
warrant separate facilities, Community Residential Centers in these areas will need
to serve the needs of all population categories. As such, tighter population forecasts
and target configurations should be established which will eliminate the prioritization
of placements which often leaves community corrections with insufficient beds to
meet the needs of their offenders.

Implications: The establishment of a separate facility would require additional funds
from the Legislature to cover the additional beds. Current Community Residential
Center occupancy levels should be carefully monitored and if the need for additional
Community Residential Center beds becomes necessary the establishment of separate
Probation/Parole facilities should be considered a top priority.

Miscellaneous Recommendations

21. RECOMMENDATION: The Department of Corrections Training Academy, in
coordination with the Division of Statewide Programs, should assume responsibility for
scheduling and presenting Community Residential Center staff training in Departmental
Policy and Procedures. The Training Academy should develop an annual training schedule
for Community Residential Center staff. The Department of Corrections should, upon
request and as resources allow, provide additional training materials and instruction to
Community Residential Center staff.

Justification: Contract staff working within Community Residential Centers are
expected to know and implement a variety of Departmental policies. It is expected,
for example, that contract staff perform facility and pat down searches in accordance
with Departmental policies. It is therefore essential that this training be provided by
gualified Department staff. UntP now, training of contract staff by the Department
either did not occur or was done sporadically by local institutional staff. The most
economical way to ensure that contract staff, with historically frequent turnover, are
trained, is for the Training Center to train a contractor trainer who would in turn be
responsible for on-going staff training.

Implications: Incorporating contract staff into the annual Departmental training
effort will require considerable resources, both fiscally and administratively. Ensuring
that initial and on-going training of staff occurs will require tracking a substantial
number of staff. At this time, it is not known whether current Training Center staffing
can accomplish this goal.



28. RECOMMENDATION: The Task Force on Analysis of Private/Governmental Job
Functions should analyze the cost/benefits of State owned and operated vs. privately owned
and operated Community Residential Centers.

Justification: The majority (69%) of respondents to the departmental questionnaire
indicated that they were in favor of State owned and operated Community
Residential Centers. Respondents indicated (in comments furnished) that they felt
there would be increased accountability and that the possibility of State owned and
operated facilities would be even more necessary if higher risk indivi* uals were to be
placed in the facilities. Respondents not in favor of the concept of State owned and
operated facilities indicated that they felt it would be cost prohibitive and unnecessary
given the current utilization patterns.

Respondents to the Community Questionnaire generally fell that Contractor owned
and operated programs were more cost effective, although a great number of
respondents indicated that they had no opinion (or knowledge) concerning the cost
of Community Residential Center operations.

The amount of State funds expended during fiscal year 1991 on Community
Residential Centers was in excess of $ 4,000,000.00. If Task Force recommendations
are implemented (as well as possible revisions in the Classification System) it is
anticipated that additional funds will be expended in the future on Community
Residential Center programs.

It was determined that this Task Force was not the appropriate forum to address
issues relating to possible State owned and operated facilities. The Task Force on
Private/Governmental Job Functions would be the most appropriate forum for
performing an independent evaluation of the cost vs. program benefits (if any) of
State owned and operated facilities vs. Contractor owned and operated facilities.

Implications: Implications of this recommendation are not known at this time.
Depending of the recommendation(s) which are made as a result of the cost/benefit
analysis, fiscal and programming changes may be necessary.

29. RECOMMENDATION: The Attorney General’s Office should review current
utilization of "out-of-contract’” placements to determine the security requirements and
possible liability issues relating to furlough placements in these facilities.

Justification: Out-of-contract facilities provide community residential center services
for departmental offenders who wish to pay for the housing services rather than
participate in State funded programs. Offenders who are placed in these facilities are
monitored by Probation/Parcle officers, but are not under the strict requirements for
supervision which are currently established in the Community Residential Center
Statement of Standards.
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As indicated by responses to the Community Questionnaire, the public does not
always differentiate between a State funded (and supervised) Community Residential
Center program and private programs which may provide some of the same
functions. In fact, some respondents indicated that they considered *"Jack’s Place™ or
"Beans Cafe' in the same category as programs such as Cordova Center and/or
Glennwood Center.

Concerns have been raised that an offender who is participating in an out-of-contract
program could have severe impact on State funded programs by committing a
violation. This violation could be the result of insufficient supervision and/or oversight
on behalf of the program but the ramifications to State funded programs would
nonetheless be the severe by creating a distrust of all community residential
programs.

Because these programs are not State funded, the imposition of stringent Statement
of Standards for operation is not pussible. The Task Force does not know whether
the issue of liability has been addressed or resolved for these programs. Given the
possible impact on State funded programs, the Task Force feels that liability issues
should be reviewed and oversight authority be established for these programs
sufficient to ensure that possible violations (and ramifications thereof) would be
minimal.

Implications: The implications of this recommendation are not known. If a
determination that utilization of out-of-contract facilities is not appropriate, then the
number of offenders in State funded programs would increase. T the determination
is made that placement in these programs is acceptable and not a liability question
on behalf of the State of Alaska, the problem with differentiating between these
programs and State funded programs still exists.

It may be necessary to initiate a "‘public education™ program which clearly defines
which Community Residential Center programs are State funded and the differences
in oversight and security requirements entailed with each. It may also be necessary
to initiate some form of standardized requirements/supervision for these programs
which would be acceptable to the providers and which would also meet departmental
security requirements.

RECOMMENDATION: A working group should be established, consisting of

departmental and contract staff, to review and revise as necessary the Community
Residential Center Statement of Standards to incorporate Task Force recommendations
which are accepted by the Executive Committee.

Justification: The current Statement of Standards has been reviewed and the Task
Force believes that many areas need to be expanded and/or modified irrespective of
Task Force recommendations. Further, if the Executive Committee accepts this



recommendation (in whole or in part) the impact on the Community Residential
Center Statement of Standards will be great.

The Statement of Standards is the operational guidelines under which Community
Residential Center programs are reviewed and audited and any changes in
operational procedures and/or guidelines would need to be immediately incorporated
in the Statement of Standards.

Implications: The working group would need to begin immediately to make revisions
for inclusion in the next Contract cycle. Some Community Residential Center
programs will be solicited for services to begin July 1, 1992 and the finalization of
revisions should be accomplished as soon as possible. Request For Proposals issued
for this contract cycle should clearly state that revisions in the Statement of Standards
will be made and Contractor compliance with any revisions will be mandatory.
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Offender furlough placement in CRC’s should be predicated on the basis of
manda” ' eligibility for those classified as community custody, with denial by

except™.;, (p. 10)

All CRC program placements should be placed for a sufficient length of time to
maximize the chance for a successful outcome. Placements will have a plan and
program goals and objectives established prior to entry, (p. 10)

Superintendents and all line program staff should receive training regarding existing
departmental policies and procedures regarding Classification (735 series), Furlough
(818.02) and Release Preparation and Temporary Release (818.03). (p. 11)

Superintendents’ authority be expanded to allow authorization of furlough
placements, regardless of the nature of the offense, for up to one (1) year prior to
the prisoner’s projected release date. (p. 11)

For requested furlough placements longer than one fl) year, a designee from the
Division of Institutions should be assimilated into the planning process. The designee
should participate telephonically with institutional line staff and CRC personnel to
assess potential problem areas and appropriate time lines for approval. Following
joint approval between the designee, CRC staff and/or institutional staff, the furlough
application should be forwarded under existing methods for furlough application.

(p. 12)

A central data tracking system for monitoring the number of furloughs submitted to
all levels of approval should be established. The data system should track, by
institution, the number of denials, reasons for denial and the number of denials which
are appealed, upheld upon repeal, or reversed upon appeal, (p. 13)

All superintendents shall be accountable for utilization of a graduated release through
a systematic decrease in supervision by implementing current Departmental Policy
& Procedure 818.05. (p. 14)

The planning and documentation sections regarding release procedures hould be
expanded. An individualized comprehensive action plan should be developed
throughout the pre-release process, (p. 14)

Offenders whose length of incarceration has been insufficient to allow for
participation in, or completion of, institutional treatment programs must have an
established community treatment plan and neet the criteria established in
departmental furlough policy and proceduies. (p. 15)
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Regulations authorizing the possibility of a three-year furlough should remain
unchanged to allow greater latitude in furlough utilization and possible integration
with Day Reporting Centers (DRC), electronic monitoring, and other intermediate

sanctions, (p. 15)

The Department of Corrections should seek statutory change to eliminate restitution
placements as a furlough category. Placements currently being made as "'Restitution™
placements should be made either as confined misdemeanants or furloughees through
the classification process, (p. 16)

The operational purpose of CRC’ be defined to follow two tracks, as follows:
(1) To provide reintegration or rehabilitation services to offenders; and
(2) As Intermediate Sanctions, (p. 17)

The Department of Corrections should clearly identify and support the primary
purpose of Community Residential Centers within Policy and Procedure and within
Community Residential Center Standards. Policies and standards should be revised
to clearly reflect this purpose, (p. 18)

The Department of Corrections should establish target populations for each
Community Residential Center in order to clearly set populations and priorities for
placement, (p. 18)

The duties of the Institutional Furlough Officer should be clearly defined, and
expanded as necessaiy, to allow for greater involvement and authority in case
management decisions. Community Residential Center Standards should be amended
to clearly reflect the role and responsibilitv of the Institutional Furlough Officer.

(p-19)

Ongoing staffing conferences should be held following CRC placement. Staffing
would include the Furlough Officer, CRC staff, and regular reviews with institutional
staff, (p. 20)

Policies must be developed that establish screening, referral and placement
procedures for probation placements. These policies must include review by
supervisors, a placement plan and regular case management meetings with
supervising probation officers as identified in the Community Residential Center
Standards, (p. 20)

A travel fund should be established for utilization by community corrections in

locations where a Community Residential Center is not operating to allow for the
transfer to, and placement in, a Community Residential Center, (p. 21)
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Policies and Procedures should be developed to clearly specify violation procedures
relating to probation/parole placements and designees. The Community Residential
Center Statement of Standards should be revised to incorporate new Policy and
Procedure and to clarify Departmental Policies & Procedures relating to furlough
placements, (p. 22)

The Parole Board should mandate placement for a sufficient length of time in a
Community Residential Center placement to enable offenders to secure employment,
establish treatment plans and work through the Community Residential Center level
system to adequately address their transition needs, (p. 22)

An admissions committee should be established to review, and approved as
appropriate, all furlough applications for *'specialized populations'™ who, due to the
nature of their specializations will be unable to achieve community custody status and
thus will be ineligible for furlough through normal classification procedures, (p. 23)

A specialized Community Residential Center(s) should be developed for female
offenders with programs focusing on issues which are particularly important to this
population, (p. 2-t)

A specialized Community Residential Center(s) should be developed for offenders
convicted of sexual offenses with programming specific to this population, (p. 25)

Day Reporting Centers be implemented for untreated sex offenders and other
offenders who have refused institutional treatment, to include ISSP monitoring as
necessary. Day Reporting Centers should be operated through Community
Residential Centers where possible, (p. 26)

The Department should expand the number of Community Residential Center beds
available statewide for offenders with substance abuse treatment needs, (p. 27)

As maximum occupancy of Community Residential Center beds is attained, a
separate facility for probation/parole placements should be established to serve as a
"halfway-in" house for technical violations of probation/parole requirements, (p. 28)

The Department of Corrections Training Academy, in coordination with the Division
of Statewide Programs, should assume responsibility for scheduling and presenting
Community Residential Center staff training in Departmental Policy and Procedures.
The Training Academy should develop an annual training schedule for Community
Residential Center staff. The Department of Corrections should, upon request and
as resources allow, provide additional training materials and instruction to Community
Residential Center staff, (p. 29)



The Task Force on Analysis of Private/Governmental Job Functions should analyze
the cost/benefits of State owned and operated vs. privately owned and operated
Community Residential Centers, (p. 30)

The Attorney General’s Office should review current utilization of "out-of-contract"
placements to determine the security requirements and possible liability issues
relating to furlough placements in these facilities, p 30)

A working group should be established, consisting of departmental and contract staff,
to review and revise as necessary the Community Residential Center Statement of
Standards to incorporate Task Force recommendations which are accepted by the
Executive Committee, (p. 31)
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D E P A R T M E N T 0 F cC 0 R RECT I O N S Q U E S T I 0O N N A I R E s U M M A R Y

Prepared and Distributed

by
TasU Force on Community Residential Centers

Introduction

Purpose The Departmental Questionnaire was developed as a means of determining
if there were any common perceptions about the cause for under-utilization of
Community Residential Centers statewide (as well as identification of proposed
solutions to the problem).

The comments and opinions received from the questionnaire were utilized in
Task Force discussions and have been incorporated by reference into
recommendations, justifications and implications.

Methodology: The Questionnaire was distributed primarily to ck partmental personnel
in positions of supervision who have direct knowledge of Community Residential
Center programs and departmental furlough policies and procedures. Selected "other™
respondents were also requested to complete a questionnaire to include members of
the Alaska State Legislature, Victims for Justice, and the Department of Law.

Following is an analysis of questionnaires distributed by distribution category,
the number of responses received for each category, and the response percentage for

each.
Category Questionnaires Responses Response
Distributed Received Percentage
Central Office (CO) 17 5 29
Institutions (Inst) 39 22 .56
Community Corrections (CC) 22 11 .50
Other (Oth) 12 4 33
a) Legislature 9) (1)
b) Dept, of Law (2) (2)
c) Victims for Justice (1) (1)

Total Responses 90 42 A7



Quialification: The following summary will provide a brief overview of responses
received and include a breakdown (where appropriate) of responses by
distribution category. A detailed breakdown of responses has been
included in Addendum A of this summary. A complete list of
comments received has been included as Addendum B of this
summary.

SUMMARY

1 What do you feel the primary purpose of community residential centers should be?

Responses received indicated a two-fold purpose and most varied slightly as
to the exact purpose(s) which Community Residential Centers should serve. Of the
42 responses received, 25 (59.5%) mentioned reintegration as a primary purpose for
CRCs. The two other most commonly repeated purposes were (1) Intermediate
Sanctions for Probation/Parole and (2) rehabilitation services. Other identified
purposes included less costly housing, restitution/community work service, relief for
institutional overcrowding and other Intermediate Sanctions

2. Is the Department’s furlough system and process acceptable as it is, or would you
recommend changes? If so, what changes would you recommend?

Question Acceptable Unacceptable

DOC Furlough System & Process 31% 47.6%

The largest percentage of respondents (47.6%) indicated that they felt the
furlough system and process was unacceptable as it is. Slightly less than one-third of
the total respondents (31%0) felt that the process was acceptable and 21.4% did not
respond or did not have an opinion on this question. Sixty percent of central office
respondents and 50% of institutional respondents felt the system unacceptable as it
currently is.

Comments included on the responses expressed the belief that the system was
unacceptable based on systematic concerns (i.e. classification matrix, Policy &
Procedure) or on implementation problems (i.e. contract oversight, conservative
utilization).



Should furlough placement be mandatory for all long-term sentenced prisoners? If
so, what do you feel is the ideal minimum time a furlough placement should spend

in a CRC?

Question Yes No

Mandatory Furlough Placement 28.6% 61.9%

The majority of respondents indicated that the placement of all long-term
sentenced prisoners into a Community Residential Center should not be mandatory.
Only slightly over one of every four responses (28.6%) indicated that they were in
favor of mandatory furlough placement for all long-term sentenced prisoners.

Of the twelve responses in favor of mandatory placement, one-third (4
respondents) qualified their response as follows: two in favor of mandatory placement
except for maximum custody offenders and two in favor with Department of
Corrections run programs. While many respondents recognized the need for some
transition for long-term offenders, some respondents who were opposed to the
concept of mandatory placement indicated that the risk to the community was just
loo great to place all offenders through such a transitional program.

Do you think that a system should be in place where furloughs for offenders who are
classified community custody should occur automatically, without specific approvals
from Superintendents or Directors?

Question Yes No

Automatic placement of community 16.7% 78.6%
custody offenders

The majority of respondents (78.6%) indicated that the automatic placement
of all offenders who have reached community custody status into a Community
Residential Center should not occur. Less than seventeen percent (16.7%) indicated
that they were in favor of automatic placement of all community custody offenders.

Of the seven respondents who indicated that they were in favor of automatic
placement, two qualified their response with provisions for classification review and/or
override of the automatic placement. The majority of respondents who indicated that
they were not in favor of automatic placement indicated that they felt some review
process was necessary.



5. Would you favor a system that allowed all minimum security offenders to be placed
in CRC’s for a period of time before they are released?

Question Yes No

Possible placement of minimum custody offenders 61.9% 31.0%

The majority of respondents (61.9%) indicated that they were in favor of a
system which allowed for the placement of minimum custody offenders into a
Community Residential Center prior to release. Less than one-third (31.0%) of the
total responses were opposed to such a system.

Some responses in favor of such a system specified that the system should not
be structured for mandatory placement, but should be based on the individual (type
of offense and offender). Other qualifiers included in favor of such a system were:
DOC run facilities (or strengthening currert system); and exclusion of certain
categories of offense (i.e. sex offenders).

6. Should untreated sex offenders and other ‘olent offenders be granted (or eligible to
apply for) furloughs (yes or no)? Ifyes, s».ould furlough be granted:

Question Yes No

Possible furlough for untreated sex offenders 47.6% 3=
and other violent offenders

Although the largest ni*.-ijer of responses indicated that they were in favor for
untreated sex offenders and other violent offenders being eligible for furlough, the
comments indicated a wide variance in conditions which would be acceptable for
furlough approval. Some respondents clearly differentiated between sex offenders and
other violent offenders, not only in eligibility for furlough placements but also as to
the time frame within which the placement should occur.

Some respondents favored the eligibility for violent offenders (treatment
completed or untreated) but did not favor eligibility for sex offenders. Other
responses indicated that they were in favor on a case-by-case basis (dependent on
institutional conduct, treatment status, length of sentence, etc.). Respondents who
were opposed to the furlough of untreated sex offenders and other violent offenders
cited issues of public protection and the need for additional supervision/structure in
current programs as deterrents to furlough eligibility for these populations.
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Should superintendents be authorized to approve furloughs (yes/no)? If yes, which
types of furloughs could be approved by the superintendents?
Question Yes No
Superintendent approval of 76.2% 16.7%
furloughs
Over three out of every four respondents (76.2%) indicated that they felt
superintendents should have the authority to approve furloughs. Central Office
respondents were equally divided on the issue (two in favor and two opposed),
however institutional response (77.3%) and Community Corrections response (90.9%o)
were heavily in favor of this authority.
Length of Furlough Director Non-Violent All
Approval on No No
All Furloughs Approval Approval
Six Months or less n/a 5 4
Six Months - 1 Year n/a 6 2
1 Year - 2 Years n/a 2
Over 2 Years n/a
Approve Any Furlough n/a 7
Total 6 11 15

The table above represents the maximum limitations specified by respondents
on the authority of superintendents to approve furloughs.

The largest percentage of respondents (46.9%) in favor of superintendents
approval of furloughs indicated that the authority should extend to all furloughs
without Director approval (up to a specified limit of time prior to release). Of these
responses, 26.7% felt that the authority should be limited to furloughs of six months
or less, an additional 13.3% extended the limit to one year, and an additional 13.3%
extended the limit to a maximum of 2 years on any furlough. A total of 46.7% of all
respondents who indicated that Superintendents should have the authority to approve
any furlough without Director approval did not specify a time limit to that authority.
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A total of 34.4% of the respondents felt that superintendent authority should
be limited to non-violent offenders for a.maximum of one-year. An additional 18.8%
of the responses indicated that Director approval should be obtained on all
superintendent approved furloughs.

What is an acceptable level of community risk for furlough placements?

Responses to this question varied with some individuals attempting to assign
a percentage related to the number of violations subsequent to furlough placement,
while other respondents related their response to the classification system as it relates
to furlough placement.

Of the forty-two responses to the questionnaire, twelve respondents indicated
that there should be no community risk (or no acceptable level of risk) and that the
Department’s responsibility is to minimize the risk as much as possible.

The highest acceptable level of community risk for furlough placements
identified by respondents was: 10%-15% of all placements returned to the institution
for criminal acts.

What is an acceptable level of failure(s) for furlough placements?

Again, responses to this question varied with most individuals attempting to
assign a percentage rate to the number of acceptable failures. This percentage varied
from a low of 4% of all placements to a high of 20-25% of all placements.

Some individuals specified that minor violations only would be acceptable, and
some respondents felt that the level of acceptability should be dictated by the
community, or should be based on a national average.

What is an acceptable level of failure(s) for probation/parole placements?

The responses to this question were consistent with the acceptable level of
failure for furlough placements (and acceptable level of community risk) except that
most individuals indicated a higher tolerance for probation/parole placements.

Responses varied from a low of 5% for new crimes (10-15% for technical
violations) to a high of 50% of all placements. Some respondents clearly
differentiated between parole and probation placements.



11. The following criteria is always considered regarding acceptable levels of risk with
furlough placement. Please add other criteria that you think should be considered
to develop an acceptable level of risk for furlough placemen, s. (Each criteria should
be assigned a rating of 1-10 as follows: 10 (Most Important); 1 (Least Important).

Criteria CO Inst. CcC Other |  Ttl.
Custody/Security Level 6.25 7.56 6.50 9.5 7.21
Institutional Record 7.25 7.58 7.30 7.67 7.47
Treatment Status 6.75 7.68 7.00 8.00 7.42
Court Orders 4.25 6.94 7.40 4.67 6.56
Release Needs 5.00 5.39 4.80 533 5.17
Length of Sentence 5.00 5.73 6.20 7.67 5.97
Nature of Offense 9.25 8.72 7.10 8.33 8.29
Past Supervision Record 6.00 8.00 8.20 7.33 7.78
Other 35 4.33 7.00 9.00 5.00

The above data represents the average number of points for each criteria as
identified by respondents to the questionnaire. The criteria which was identified as
the single most important factor overall when considering the acceptable level of risk
for furlough applications was the Nature of the Offense (8.29), followed by Past
Supervision Record (7.78). The overall relative ranking for each criteria is as follows:

(1) Nature of Offense (8.29) (6) Court Orders (6.56)

2) Past Supervision Record (7.78) (7) Length of Sentence (5.97)
(3) Institutional Record (7.47) (8) Release Needs (5.17)

(4) Treatment Status (7.42) 9) Other (5.00)

(5) Custody/Security Level (7.21)

Respondents from Community Corrections and other re .iondents ranked the
criteria somewhat differently than respondents from central office and institutions.
Respondents from Community Corrections identified Past Supervision Record as the
most important factor (8.20), followed by Court Orders (7.40). Other respondents
ranked Custody/Security Level as the most important factor (9.5) followed by Nature
of the Offense (8.33).
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13.

Among other factors which were identified as important considerations when
determining the level of risk for furlough applications were victim response, attitude,
furlough plan, notoriety of the crime, criminal history and community risk.

Do you believe that the current classification system causes too few offenders to be
eligible for placement in a CRC?

Question Yes No
Classification System over- 45.2% 33.3%
classifies

The largest number of respondents to this question indicated that they felt the
classification system does cause too few offenders to be eligible for placement. One
of every three respondents did not feel that the classification system "over-classifies"
offenders and 21.4% of the respondents did not have an opinion or did not respond
to this question.

Should the Director of Institutions develop appropriate guidelines within existing
regulations and policies and procedures to establish the departmental level of risk
for placements?

Question Yes No

Director developed guidelines 64.5% 4.8%
for le\el of risk

A total of twenty-seven of the total respondents (64.5%) felt that the Director
of Institutions should develop appropriate guidelines to establish the Departmental
level of risk for placements in the community. Another 7% of the total respondents
felt that these guidelines were already developed, although not identified as such.

Responses which were either negative or uncertain (23.8%) to this question
expressed concerns about whether such guidelines could be established which would
not eliminate (or restrict) certain categories of offenders. In addition, concerns were
expressed about whether guidelines could be developed which were objective and
which would be acceptable to the community.
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Please complete the following information for your institution. Any information
which is not known should be so indicated.

Question Response No Response

Furlough tracking Information 31.8% 68.2%

The above data indicates the response rate for institutions only. Of the twenty-
two responses received from institutional personnel statewide, 68.2% did not indicate
that data was available for such questions as (1) number of offenders designated
community custody, (2) number applying for release, (3) number approved on first
application, (4) number approved upon appeal, (5) average time between furlough
application and release date of offender, etc.

Among the factors identified as most important in leading to furlough approval
(or disapproval) were treatment status, nature of offense, institutional record, time
left to serve, and release plans. The two most common factors identified in leading
to termination from a Community Residential Center were substance abuse (dirty
urinalysis test) and/or technical violations of "'in-house™ rules.

Should the ISSP program be used to supervise special furlough cases (i.e. violent
offenders, untreated sex offenders, etc.)? Why?

Question Yes No

ISSP supervision of special 64.3% 16.7%
furlough cases

Responses to this question were heavily in favor of the Intensive Supervision
Program being utilized to supervise special furlough cases. Some respondents felt that
these offenders need the increased supervision and that community protection would
be increased if ISSP were utilized for such supervision cases. Some respondents
indicated that they were in favor of this utilization of the ISSP program provided
sufficient resources were available (i.e. personnel).

Negative responses to this question indicated a concern about the cost to the
State for such utilization, as well as concerns that if this level of supervision is
necessary the offender should probably not be out on furlough.
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Should Community Residential Centers or residential drug programs be utilized for
intermediate placement for probationers/parole.r convicted of nonviolent technical
violations with no new felony charges pending(yes/no)? Please explain.

Question Yes No

CRC utilization of P/P technical violations 76.2 % 7.1 %

Over three of every four respondents (76.2%) were in favor of CRCs being
utilized for intermediate placement of probationers/parolees convicted of nonviolent
technical violations with no new felony charges pending. Some respondents felt that
utilization of CRCs for this purpose (in lieu of placement back into institutions)
would be a good idea not only to help prevent overcrowding in institutions but also
as additional structure to prevent new offenses.

Some states require parole officers to refer, screen and monitor offenders placed in
transitional facility programs. If Alaska implemented such a program, should
probation/parole officers be involved in the referral, screening and monito’'ing of
offenders placed in halfway houses or residential drug programs (yes/no)? Why?

Question Yes No

Probation/Parole screening of offenders for CRCs 54.8 % 26.2 %

Most respondents (54.8%) were in favor of probation/parole officers being
involved in the referral and screening of offenders placed in CRCs. Departmental
response varied from a high of 63.6% in favor by Community Corrections to a low
of 20% in favor by central office respondents.

Some respondents in favor of Probation/Parole officer screening of offenders
qualified their response by stating that this involvement should not be for furlough
placements and that current job descriptions would need to be expanded to include
this function. Concerns were also expressed about the available manpower to
accomplish the referral, screening and monitoring.

Negative responses to this question indicated that they felt this function should
be the responsibility of the institutional furlough officer and/or CRC case
management staff. Some respondents also indicated that a combined effort between
institutions, Community Corrections and CRC staff was necessary for all (furlough)
placements.
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20.

How can Community Residential Centers be better utilized for probationers/parolees
convicted of nonviolent technical violations?

Responses to this question varied with the most common response (11.9%)
favoring utilization as an alternative to incarceration. Among other proposed
improvements were: increased program orientation; increased structure (while
allowing continued employment); and by increasing the number of beds available
statewide for Community Corrections. Responses also indicated a need to prioritize
placement of probationers/parolees in CRCs to prevent ""dumping™ of individuals into
the programs without a specific reason or purpose.

Will placement of probation/parolees convicted of nonviolent technical violations in
CRC'’s have an effect on overcrowding conditions in correctional centers statewide?

Question Yes No

Effect on institutional population 50.0 % 2.4 %

Many of the respondents (47.6%) indicated that they did not know what effect
placement of probation/parolees convicted of non-violent technical violations would
have on institutional overcrowding. Although one-half of the total respondents felt
that this placement would help relieve institutional overcrowding, other respondents
were unsure if this placement would reduce the number of beds available for furlough
placements (thus negatively affecting institutional overcrowding) and/or have an effect
if the probation/parolees were subsequently violated back into the institution. Some
respondents felt that any relief in institutional overcrowding would only be temporary.

New York utilizes Transitional Facilities in which an offender convicted of nonviolent
technical violations voluntarily agrees to enter the program in lieu of incarceration.
Should such a program be implemented in Alaska (yes/no)?

Question Yes No

Voluntee.  ogram for technical violations 61.9 % 7.1 %

Over 60% of all respondents were in favor of transitional facilities for
voluncaiy participation in lieu of incarceration. Of the total respondents, 26.2% did
not respond to this question or indicated that they did not know if they were in favor
of such a program. Some respondents indicated that review of the success of the
program in New York should be analyzed prior to possible implementation in Alaska.



21. Maricopa County, Arizona implemented a diversion program for first time felony
offenders arrested for possession of drugs. To be eligible for the program, the
offender is required to sign a diversion agreement in which the offender admits
his/her guilt and agrees to enroll in and successfully complete a residential
drug/alcohol program. The offender is required to reside at the facility for a
minimum of 30 days to a maximum of two years, and is required to pay a fee of $
2,485.00. The offender is prosecuted if he/she is discharged from the program
unsuccessfully. Should a similar program be implemented in Alaska (yes/no)? Why?

Question Yes No

Implementation of diversion program 52.4 % 16.7 %
for substance abuse offenders

The majority of respondents (52.4%) were in favor of a diversion program for
first time felony offenders arrested for possession of drugs with another 9.5% stating
that they were probably (or possibly) in favor of such a program. Only 16.7% stated
that they were definitely opposed to such a program.

Some respondents who were in favor of such a program indicated that the
effect on institutional populations would be positive, and that many of these offenders
do not benefit from incarceration (as long as mandatory community treatment
requirements exists). Concerns were expressed that the requirement for offender-paid
programming might tend  eliminate some offenders who were unable to afford the
tieatment programs. Other responses against such a program indicated that many
drug related arrests involve more than simple possession, that information concerning
the failure rate of such a program would need to be available (to determine man-
power requirements), and that such a program may be contrary to progress made in
current anti-drug legislation.

In general, do you favor the establishment of a diversion program where non-violent
offenders are sentenced directly to CRC’s in lieu of incarceration? Please explain.

Question Yes No
Implementation of diversion programs 643 0/0 28.6 %
in general

The majority of respondents indicated that they were in favor of diversion
programs in general. Some respondents felt that these programs were beneficial for
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first time, nonviolent offenders and that eligibility for placement would need to be
made based on an accurate assessment of each individual case. Responses were also
included indicated support of such a program if DOC controlled the placement of
offenders in the beds. Some respondents who were opposed to diversion programs
indicated that they felt the courts would overburden such programs and placements
might be made which were not appropriate. Some responses indicated that the
possibility of incarceration deters some offenders who might otherwise offend.

Should P/P Officers be solely responsible for the case management of CRC
placements, instead of CRC case managers, while those placements are in residence?

Question Yes No

P/P Officers solely responsible for 333 % 61.9 %

Case Mgt. of CRC placements

The majority of respondents (61.9%) were not in favor of probation/parole
officers being solely responsible for case management of CRC placements. Some
respondents felt that case management should be a team approach (probation/parole
officers maintaining ultimate responsibility with the day-to-day decisions being made
by CRC case management staff). Concerns were expressed about the lack of
resources (personnel) in Community Corrections to allow probation/parole officers
to assume total responsibility for all case management decisions.

Should Probation/Parole Officers have the sole authr 'tv to screen and place
probation violations in contract CRC’s? Why?

Question Yes No

P/P Officers solely responsible for 33.3 % 50.0 %

placement of violations in CRC

Although one-third of the respondents were in favor of probation/parole
officers having sole authority to screen and place probation violations in contract
CRCs, one-half of the total respondents were opposed to this authority. Some
respondents indicated that a system of review is necessary to ensure statewide
consistency in placement and equal access to all offenders. Other respondents
indicated that the courts and/or parole board should take some responsibility for
these placements and that CRCs need some mechanism of refusal for inappropriate
placement’l



24. Do you favor a speciul halfway-in CRC for non-violent technical probation

violations?
Question Yes No
HallSvay-in house for non-violent 52.4 % 28.6 %

technical violations

Slightly over one-half of all respondents (52.4%) were in favor of a special
"halfway-in"* house for non-violent technical probation violations. Some respondents
in favor indicated the need to separate these offenders from furlough placements and
that the establishment of such a facility v/ould be more cost-effective than
institutionalization. Some respondents opposed to a ""halfway-in" facility indicated that
they did not feel the number of offenders to be placed in such a facility would be
substantial enough to warrant a separate program. These respondents indicated that
placement in general use CRCs should be continued unless the numbers warrant
specialization.

What impact would such a program have on overcrowding in the institutions?

Question Reduce Not known
Impact of halfway-in house 54.8 % 238 %
Although most ren >4.8%) felt that such a program would have a

positive effect on institution < crowding, 23.8% stated that they did not know
what the impact would be and an additional 19% did not respond to this question.

25. Should DOC offer a Boot Camp (Shock Incarceration) program (yes/no)?

Question Yes No

Establish a Boot Camp Program 45.2 % 33.3 %

The largest number of respondents were in favor of the establishment of a
boot camp program, although one of every three respondents were opposed to such
a program. Some respondents in favor of such a program specified that the program
should be targeted for young, nonviolent, first-time offenders. Some respondents
opposed to such a program indicated that such a program had not been proven



effective in other jurisdictions and that the establishment of such a program in Alaska
would need to take into consideration the climate and geographical limitations (with
mere emphasis on in-door programs) specific to Alaska.

Should DOC establish Day Reporting Centers in major population centers in the
State (yes/no)?

Question Yes No

Establish Day Reporting Centers 54.8 % 16.7 %

Slightly over one-half of all respondents (54.8%) indicated that they were in
favor of the establishment of Day Reporting centers in major population centers in
the State. Over one of every four respondents indicated that they did not know what
Day Reporting Centers were, or were unsure as to their purpose and effectiveness.
Some responses in favor of Day Reporting Centers indicated that the increased
surveillance/structure would be beneficial for some offenders, and would help
facilitate the monitoring of compliance with probation/parole conditions.

Should Day Reporting Centers be operated contractually or by DOC?

Over one of every three respondents (35.7%) indicated that they felt Day
Reporting Centers should be operated by Department of Corrections. Only two
respondents (4.8%) indicated that they felt Day Reporting Centers should be
contractually run, whereas 11.9% felt that DOC run, contract run or joint venture
centers would be equally acceptable.

Should Day Reporting Centers be located in CRC’ or elsewhere?

Eight of the forty-two respondents (19.0%) indicated that they felt Day
Reporting Centers should be located [T CRCs. Over one in four respondents (26.1%)
indicated that Day Reporting Centers should be located elsewhere than in current
CRCs, with a total of 52.4% no responses.

Should furloughees graduate from CRC’s to Day Reporting Centers (i.e. live at
home, reporting daily to the center for purposes of employment seeking, social
services, community work service, UA’s, etc.)?

The largest percentage of respondents to this question (35.7%) were in favor
of furloughees graduating from CRCs to Day Reporting Centers. Approximately ten
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.percent of all respondents were not in favor of such a system with another 10% in
favor only if necessary. Over 38% of all questionnaires received did not include a
response to this question. Some respondents indicated that this would be a good
system for continued supervision of offenders who have proven themselves a good
risk based on their CRC record.

Should DOC offer electronic monitoring to offenders (yes,/no)?

Question Yes No

Offer electronic monitoring 714 % 4.8%

Almost three of every four respondents (71.4%) were in favor of offering
electronic monitoring to offenders. Only two responses indicated that they were not
in favor of electronic monitoring, indicating that they did not know enough about the
success and effects of such a system.

Should electronic monitoring of furloughees and/or parolees be:

1 Based at local correctional ctr. with surveillance performed by correctional
officers or contracted security?

2 Based @ CRC with surveillance performed by CRC staff?

3 Performed by probation officers as an enhancement of the present ISSP?

The largest percentage of respondents (38.1%) felt that electronic monitoring
should be performed by probation officers as an enhancement of the present ISSP.
Another 16.7% felt that electronic monitoring should be based at a local correctional
center and 14.3% felt that it should be based in a CRC. Some respondents indicated
that establishment would be dependent on the group being supervised, the geography
and the population configuration of the area proposed for establishment of the
program.

Do you favor the utilization of Specialized Community Residential Centers (i.e.
substance abuse, female, mentally ill, etc.) yes/no? If yes, which of the following do
you feel has the greatest need in Alaska? (10-greatest need; 1 least need);

Question Yes No

Utilization of specialized CRCs 88.1 % 9.S %




Almost nine of every ten respondents indicated that they were in favor of
specialized Community Residential Centers. Concerns were included about having
sufficient populations to warrant specialization and that maybe traditional programs
with specialized services would be an appropriate alternative.

Population CO Inst. CcC Other Ttl.
Substance Abuse 10.00 6.78 8.64 10.00 7.91
Employment/Vocational 3.50 6.71 8.33 6.67 6.75
Housing Onlv 6.00 3.92 6.20 4.67 4.96
Native Offenders 7.50 4.93 5.45 3.00 5.10
Sex Offender Treatment 6.67 5.76 8.09 8.67 6.85
Female Offenders 4.50 4.13 4.22 6.67 4.45
Mentally 111 Offenders 5.00 8.05 8.18 7.00 7.76
Furloughees Only 8.50 3.53 5.00 4.33 4.43
Developmentally 4.50 6.35 5.20 4.00 5.66
Disabled
Probation/Parole Only 7.00 5.13 5.00 6.33 5.38
Other 6.00 7.00 n/a 8.00 6.80

The specialized program identified as the greatest need by Departmental
personnel statewide was substance abuse beds (7.91), followed by specialized mentally
ill offender beds (7.76). The relative ranking of all specialized programs, as indicated
in responses to the questionnaire are as follows:

(1) Substance Abuse (7.91) (6) Probation/Parole only (5.38)
) Mentally 111 Offenders (7.76) (7) Native Offenders (5.10)

(3) Sex Offender Treatment (6.85)  (g) Housing Only (4.96)

(4) Employment/Vocational (6.75) (9) Female Offenders (4.45)
(5) Developmentally Disabled (5.66) (10) Furloughees Only (4.43)

The need for additional substance abuse beds was the highest priority for all
categories of respondents except the Division of Institutions (which identified
mentally ill offenders as the greatest need). Other specialized program needs
identified include: female offenders w/children, and misdemeanant only programs.
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How can Community Residential Centers be better utilized for
furloughees/restitution/confined misdemeanant placements?

Responses to this question varied with the largest number of respondents
indicating that expanding of placements was necessary. In addition, suggestions were
made for increased specialization, more program emphasis, transitional assistance,
separation of confined misdemeanants and longer term placements.

Do you favor removing the prohibition against violent offenders being placed in
restitution centers? Please explain.

Question Yes No

Remove prohibition against violent offenders in 50.0 % 42.9 %
restitution centers

Responses to this questionnaire were nearly equal in support (50%) versus
opposed (42.9%). Some respondents in favor felt that it was currently an artificial
distinction and that violent offenders can be (and are) placed in CRCs. Some
respondents opposed to the idea of removing the prohibition against violent offenders
being placed in restitution centers stated public safety as the primary concern.

Do you feel that the current utilization of Community Residential Centers is meeting
the needs of the Department of Corrections?

Question Yes No

CRCs meeting needs of the DOC 11.9 % 59.5 %

The majority of respondents indicated that the current utilization of CRCs is
not meeting the needs of the Department of Corrections. Under-utilization and an
insufficient number of substance abuse beds were among the most common reasons
given for not meeting the needs of the Department. In addition, more access to
CRCs by Community Corrections and establishment of facilities in more areas of the
state were also identified as needs for the Department.

Do you feel that the current utilization of Community Residential Centers is meeting the
needs of the offenders?

Question Yes No

CRCs meeting needs of the offender 23.8% 52.4%
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The majority of respondents indicated that current utilization of CRCs is not
meeting the needs of the offender. Again, additional substance abuse beds and the
availability of programs in more communities were identified as primary needs.
Additional programming and assistance in job placement and housing were also
identified as primary needs for offenders placed in CRCs.

Do you feel that the current utilization of Community Residential Centers is meeting the
needs of the community?

Question Yes No

CRCs meeting needs of the community 333 % 45.2 %

The majority of respondents indicated that they did not feel current utilization
of CRCs is meeting the needs of the community. Under utilization and insufficient
substance abuse beds were again identified as deficiencies in current CRC programs.
Many respondents felt that current programs are meeting the needs of the community
in regard to community protection issues.

31. Do you favor the concept of State owned and operated Community Residential
Centers? Please explain.

Question Yes No

Favor State owned and operated CRCs 69.0 % 16.7 %

The response to this question indicated strong support within the Department
of Corrections for State owned and operated CRCs. Only 7 of 42 respondents were
against the concept of State owned and operated CRCs, specifying the cost of these
facilities as the major concern. Some respondents who were in favor of State owned
and operated facilities indicated that they felt there would be more accountability,
control and uniformity statewide in the programs Many of the positive responses to
this question also expressed concerns about the cost of such programs.

Do you favor the concept of State owned Community Residential Centers, with operations
provided by independent Contractors? Please explain.

Question Yes No

Favor State owned/Contractor operated 23.8 % 54.8 %
CRCs



The majority of respondents were not in favor of State owned and contractor
operated facilities. Some respondents indicated that they did not see any benefit to
this system and the cost to the State was perceived to be higher than current
programs. Some negative responses indicated that they felt it should be all State
owned and operated or nothing. Some responses in favor of this concept identified
the possibility of increased competition and quality of services as perceived benefits
to such a system.

Do you favor the concept of Contractor owned/operated Community Residential Centers?

Question Yes No

| Favor Contractor owned/operated CRCs 21.4 % 52.4 %

The majority of respondents were not in favor of contractor owned and
operated programs (which is the current practice). Some respondents opposed to
Contractor owned and operated programs expressed concerns related to the
supervision of residents, loss of control over programs and lack of competition in the
award of services. Some respondents in favor of the current system specified cost-
efficiency as the primary reason for favoring this system. Some respondents indicated
that a combination of DOC and Contractor provided programs would be the
preferable alternative.

32. Is there is a Community Residential Center operating in your area? Are you aware
of any problems with the community’s acceptance of the center? Please explain.
Over four of every ten respondents indicated that there was a CRC in their
area operating with no problems (other than in establishing the program). Slightly
over one-fourth of all responses indicated that there was not a CRC operating in
their area. On a scale of 1 to 10 (with 10 being the best, possible) departmental
responses to the quality of services provided by current programs were as follows:
Community Residential Center # of Responses Average Rating
Cordova Center, Anchorage 15 5.8
Glennwood Center, Anchorage 1 75
Clitheroe Center, Anchorage 4 75
Tundra Center, Bethel 3 6.3
Glacier Manor, Juneau 8 7.6

Northstar Center, Fairbanks 10 6.7



33.

Do you feel that, should Contractor owned and operated Community Residential
Centers continue to be utilized in the State of Alaska, contracting procedures and
practices as currently provided allow for the securing of the most cost-effective and
efficient services available within the State? Please explain.

Question Yes No

Current procedures allow for most cost 16.7% 35.7 %

34.

effective and efficient, programs

The largest percentage of respondents (35.7%) who expressed an opinion in
response to this question did not feel that current procedures allow for the most cost-
effective and efficient programs. Only 16.7% felt that the current procedure was
effective in securing these services while the largest percentage of respondents
(47.6%) indicated that they did not know (or did not respond to this question).

Do you favor the provision of “'in-house programming for sex offender treatment,
drug and alcohol treatment, etc. in community residential centers? Please explain.

Question Yes No

In-house programming of offenders 47.6 % 35.7 %

The largest percentage of respondents (47.6%) indicated that they favored in-
house programming in community residential centers. Slightly over one of every three
respondents did not favor in-house programming and 14.3% did not respond to this
question. Some responses in favor of in-house programming indicated a need for
treatment programming of any type for these offenders. Some responses opposed to
in-house programming indicated that such programming should be done within the
institutions prior to release or "brokered™ to community agencies for provision of
services.
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A ddendum A

1 What do you feel the primary purpose of community residential centers should be?

Response to Questionnaire CO Inst. CC Oth
Loss Costly Housing for the purpose of reintegration 1 1 1
Reintegration (transition) 4 10 3 1
Housing for furloughees & P/P with special needs 3
Rehabilitation programming 1 1
Alternative to incarceration (P/P violations ) & 2 2 2
rehabilitation tool
Alternative to incarceration and useful CWS 1
Reintegration for long term and placement for short 1 1
term non-violent offenders
Soft bed space & restitution 1
To be responsible & accountable to DOC 1
Intermediate sanction for P/P tech violations 1
Essential phase of pre-release planning 1
Community based supervised housing (all categories) 1
Reintegration and relief for institutional overcrowding 1
Rehabilitation and cost-effective means to relieve over 1
crowding

2. Is the Department’s furlough system and process acceptable as it is, or would you
recommend changes?

Response to Questionnaire CO Inst CcC Oth
Acceptable as is 1 6 5 1
Unacceptable 3 1 4 2
No Response (Don’t Know) 1 5 2 ] 1



Response to Questionnaire CO Inst CC Oth.

Mandatory 2 5 3 2
Not Mandatory 3 15 6 2
No response (Don’t know) 2 2
4. Do you think that a system should be in place where furloughs for offenders who are

classified community custody should occur automatically, without specific approvals
from Superintendents or Directors?

Response to Questionnaire CO Inst. CcC Oth.
Yes 4 2 1
No 5 17 8 3
No response (Don’t know) 1 1
5. Would you favor a system that allowed all minimum security offenders to be placed

in CRC’s for a period of time before they are released?

Response to Questionnaire CO Inst. CC Oth.
Yes 3 14 7 2
No 2 8 3
Probably 2
No response (Don’t know) 1



Response to Questionnaire CO Inst CcC Oth.

Yes 4 10 4 2
No 9 7 2
No response (Don’t know) 2
Maybe 1 1
Response to Questionnaire Time CcO Inst. CC Oth.
Sex Offenders no 1 9 7 2
Violent Offenders no 9 7 2
Sex Offenders 60-90 1 6 4 1
6 months 1 2
1 year
3-6 months 1 1
Violent Offenders 60-90 6 3 1
6 months 2 2
1 year 1 1
3-6 months 1 1

Should there be any differences in the furlough restrictions/rules for violent offenders and/or
untreated sex offenders, regardless of length of furlough?

Response to Questionnaire CO Inst. CcC Oth.
Yes 4 15 8 4
No 5 2
No response (Don’t know) 1 1

Possibly 1 1
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g.

P
af.g.J,
afg.ij.

go.

Dir. Appr. No

a,b
b

Dir. Appr. No

X,Z

Dir. Appr. No
a,c,d,fij,
a,C,d,f,i,j,

P

b,e,h,



Institutions

Length of Violent Non- All Dir. Appr. Yes
Furlough Violent
Six months or m, nogs, Imprt — m,
less w, u,v,x,y,z,
Six months - 1 n, q,u, l,op,rst — nrsuw,
year V,W,X,Y,Z,
l year = 2 yearS n, m, pvrvsatvvl n,r,S,X,m,
W.X\Y,Z,
Over 2 years n, Prtvw, — nrx,
XY,
Approve any p,rtv,xy, rx

furlough

Dir. Appr. No

I,m,n,0,p,q,r,stu,
V,W,X,Y,Z,

i 'p'qltlvv
XY,
p1t,V,W,y1Z1

P>t)V,w,y,

Pvtivvya

(Note: Each letter indicates one individual’s response to this question).

What is an acceptable level of community risk for furlough placements?

Response to Questionnaire

There is no acceptable level of community risk
5% tolerence

There should be no community risk

Should be based on national average

10% - 15% returned to custody for criminal acts
Based on community acceptance

Small increase in walkaways/more sub. abuse violations
Periodic minor infractions

No new felonies

No new offenses

No response (Don’t know)
Minimum/Community Custody

Very low risk

6(0)

2

Instt. CC Oth.

7
2
2 1
1
1
1
1
1
2
7 7 2
1
1



9. What is an acceptable level of failure(s) for furlough placements?

Response to Questionnaire CO Inst. CC Oth
A% of all placements 1
% of all placements 3 1
10% of all placements 2 1 1
5-10%tech violations <2% new crimes 1
10:15% 1
20% - 25% combination criminal acts/tech violations 1
200 - 29%of all placements 1 1
1020% 1
There is no acceptable level of failure 1 1 1
No response (Don't know) 1 9 6 1
Small increase in sub. abuse violations and walkaways 1
No new felonies 2
?n% medium/major violations should terminate the 2
urlough
Personal failures only 1
Regulated by community tolerance &Dept, policy 1

10 What is an acceptable level of failure(s) for probation/parole placements?

Response to Questionnaire CO Inst. CC Oth
Any probation violation is a failure 1
29%0f all placements 1
13%o0f all placements 1 1
50%o0f all placements 1

10 -20% 1



Response to Questionnaire CO Inst. CC Oth

IPoof all placements 1

10-19%tech violations 5% new crimes 1
<10% 1
20%of all placements 1

There s no acceptable level of failure 1 1

No response (don’t know) 2 10 6 1
No new felonies 2

Sincere effort at rehabilitation and no law violations 1

10% tolerance 1

o of all placements 1

20% - 29% combination criminal/tech violations 1
Periodic minor infractions 2

Varies for Probationer vs. Parolee 1

Personal failures 1

Should be hased on national average 1

11 The following criteria_is always considered regarding acceptable levels of risk with
furlough placement, Please add other criteria’that you think should be considered
to develop an acceptable level of risk for furlough placements. (Each criteria should
be assigned a rating of 1-10as follows: 10 (Most Important); 1 (Least Important).

Criteria C.O. INST. c.c Other
A. Custogy/Security 10,159  10,10,10,8,9,10,5,1,5,  8.8,7,7,10, 9,10
Leve 10,7,10,7,6,8,7,3,10 7,5,4,1,8,
B. Institutional 7.6,9,7 10,8,7,8,8,8,6,4.8 7,9,5,8,6.8, 10,4,9
record 10,10,3,8,8,9,8,5,7,9 10,5,5,10,
C. Treatment status  9,7,8,3 10,6,6,10,7,8,7,5,7.7,2,  7.3.6,9.8.,9, 10,6,8
10,10,7,10,6,9,9,10 7,3,8,10,



Criteria C.0. INST. C.C Other

107 [/
g, S g gy

E. Release needs 3854 5988814210735 ,4g24,4, 187

394355
F. Length of 2,1026 5489737710 8,726,556, 5
Santence %38 3010665 1768 -
G. Nature of 91010 1099 731 10 8
offense(s) = %%8%0%35%(1 %%10,8,8, 5
H. Past supervision 6468  10398910978710 1010849 9
recordp 998494910 1188,(%810,3 1
Victim Response 34 8
Community Risk 9
Program Invol. 1
Attitude 4 9
Accept Responsibility 3
. Criminal History 9
. Notoriety of crime 6,

. Furlough Plan 52 52

12 YO U believe that the current classification system causes too few offenders to be
eligible for placement in a CRC?

Response to Questionnaire Co Inst, CC Oth.
Yes 2 11 3 3
No 1 8 5
No Response (Don't know) 2 3 1



13 Should. the Diregtor of Institutiol%?] develop aﬁr[[)]?rﬁriate guideljnes within existin

requlations and (P&P’s) to establish the departmental levél of risk for placements"
Response to Questionnaire CO Inst. CC Ot
Yes 2 13 10 2
No 2
No Response (Don't know) 1 7 1
Probably 1

—

Already in place, though not identified as such 1 1

14 Please complete the following information for your institution. Any information
which is not known should bé so indicated.

CO Inst. CC Oth.
No Response (Don’t know) 5 B 1u 4

15 Should the ISSP program be used to supervise special furlough cases (i.e. violent
offenders, untreated sex offenders, etc.)?

Response to Questionnaire CO Inst, CC Oth.
Yes 4 5 6 2
No 4 3
No Response (Don't know) 1 3 2 2

16 Should Community Residential Centers or residential drug programs be utilized for
intermediate placement for probationers/parolees convictéd of honviolent technical
violations with no new felony charges pending (yes/no)?

Response to Questionnaire co Inst. CC Oth,
Yes 4 16 8 4
No 3
Possibly 1 1
No Response (Don't know) 1 2 2



17 Some statef re%mre parole officers to refer,,scr?en and monitor offenders placed n
transitional fa |I|t¥,program,s. If Alaska implemented such a program, should
probation/parole officers be involved in the referral, screening and mopitoring of
offenders placed in halfway houses or residential drug programs (yes/no)?

Response to Questionnaire Co Inst. cC Oth.
Yes 1 12 7 3
No 2 7 1 1
No Response (Don't know) 2 3 3

How can Community Residﬁntial Cer]ters be better utilized for probationers/parolees
convicted of nonviofent technical violations?

Response to Questionnaire CO Inst. CC Oth

As an alternative to "hard beds" (slap on wrist) 2 2 1
Be program oriented (stress mgt., financial, drugs, etc.) 1 1 2
Need to establish criteria for placement 11
Joh/employment oriented 1
Intermediate placement (P/P) nonviolent tech. violations 11

By providing more structured environment 1 2

CRCs for short/long term - court ordered treatment 1
Travel fund for rural offenders to urban soft beds 1

By reserving more bed space for P/P 2 1
Provide increased monitoring/allow continued employment 2

Institutional screening 1

Relieve institutional over-crowding

Selling the idea, cooperation of courts/DA’s

Expansion into remote areas

Combine restitution and residential centers

No response (don’t know) 2

O B = = N

10



19 | | cement o é)robatlonlgarole_es convicted of nonviolent technical wolaﬂong in

ave an effect on overcrowding conditions in correctional centers statew!
Response to Questionnaire CO Inst, CC Oth.
Yes 3 13 5
No 1
No Response (Don't Know) 1 9 6 4

0 New York ut|||zes Transmonal Facilities in WhICh an offender conwcted of nonviolent
tech nlga violations vo untarlyagnees to enter the proe% /am in lieu of incarceration.

Should such a program be implemented in Alaska
Response to Questionnaire o0 Inst, CC Oth.
Yes 2 18 3 3
No 1 2
No Response (Don't know) 1 4 5 1
Already done on informal hasis 1 1

21 Maricopa County, Arizona implemented a diversion pro%ram for first time felony
offenders. arrested for possession of drugs. To be eligible for the pro gram, the
offender S requwed to sign a diversion agreement i which the offender admits
his/her quilt and agrees "to enroII in and successfully complete a residential

dry /aIcohoI &)oagram The offender |s required to reside at the facility for a
mlnlmum o ays to a maximum of two Years, and is required to pay afee of $

The offender is, prosecuted if he/she is discharged from the ro\g/ram

unsuccessf ully. Should a similar program be implemented it Alaska (yes/na)? Why?

Response to Questionnaire CO Inst, CC Oth.
Yes 2 il 6 3
No 2 4 1
No Response (Don't Know) 1 4 3 1
Probably 1 1
Possibly 2



In. general, do you favor the establishment of a diversion program where non-violent
offenders are sentenced directly to CRC’s in lieu of incarceration’

Response to Questionnaire Co Inst, CC Oth,
Yes 3 U 6 4
No 2 5

No Response (Don't Know)
22 Should Probation/Parole Officers be solel% responsible for hhe cas? manaﬁ;ement of

CRC placements, instead of CRC case managers, while those placements are in
resicence?
Response to Questionnaire CO Inst. CC Oth,
Yes 2 8 4
No 3 12 I 4
No Response (Don’t Know)
Not necessarily 2

23 Should Probation/Parole Officers have the sole authority to screen and place
probation violations in contract CRC’s?

Recponse to Questionnaire Co Inst, CC Oth,
Yes 1 8 4 1
No 3 10 6 2
No Response (Don't Know) 1 4 1 1

2 Do Y,ou favor a special halfway-in CRC for non-violent technical probation
violations?

Response to Questionnaire o0 Inst, CC Oth.
Yes 3 14 4 1
No 2 5 3 2
No Response (Don't Know) 2 4 1
Not necessarily 1

12



What impact would such a program have on overcrowding in the institutions?

Response to Questionnaire CO Inst, CC Oth,
Don't know 2 1 5 2
Reduce 2 14 5 2
No response 1 6 1
Increase 1

25 Should DOC offer a Boot Camp (Shock Incarceration) program (yes/no)?

Response to Questionnaire co Inst, CC Oth,
Yes 2 10 6 1
No I 2 2
No Response (Don’t Know) 4 1 1
Mayhe 1 2

26 Should DOC estahlish Day Reporting Centers in major population centers in the
State (yes/no)?

Response to Questionnaire CO Inst, CC Oth.
Yes 4 10 6 3
No 1 4 2
No Response (Don’t Know) 8 3 1

a What should be the mission/function of such programs?

Response to Questionnaire CO 1Inst. CC Oth
Don’t Know (No Response) 1 4 5 1
Creating accountability which leads to consequence 1
Non-violent, technical P&r violations 1 1



Response to Questionnaire CO Inst. CC Oth

Structure/surveillance between CRC & community 1 4 3 1
supervision

contact/oversight/assistance 2 1 1
High risk cases 1

Help with field services case loads 1
Services/treatment/monitoring 2

Similar to New Start I

b.  Should Day Reporting Centers be operated contractually or by DOC?

———"\i—l

Response to Questionnaire co Inst. CC Oth.
No Response (don't know) 1 14 4 1
DOC 3 6 5 1
Contractually 1 1
Jointly 1
Either One 1 2 1

¢.  Should Day Reporting Centers be located in CRC's or elsewhere?

Response to Questionnaire CO Inst. CC Oth,
No Response (Don't, know) 2 13 6 1
CRC 1 3 1
Elsewhere 2 5 2 2

Try both 1

14



d

ﬁhould furlou%hees, radugte from CRC’s to Day Reportin% Centers éj.e. live ,af
ome, reporting daily to the center for Purgoses of employment seeKing, socia
services, community work service, UA's, etc.)’
Response to Questionnaire CO Inst. CC Oth.
Yes 3 5 5 2
No 3 1
Only if necessary 1 1 1 1
No Response (don't know) 1 12 3
Possibly 1 2
27, Should DOC offer electronic monitoring to offenders (yes/no)?
Response to Questionnaire CO Inst, CC Oth.
Yes 5 “a 9 2
No 1 1
Probably 1
No Response (Don't Know) 7 1 1
Should electronic monitoring of furloughees and/or parolees be:
Response to Questionnaire CO Inst. CC Oth.
Based at local Corr. Ctr. with surveillance performed by 3 3 1
CO’s or contracted security guards
Based @ CRC with surveillance performed by CRC staff 5 1
Performed by PO's as an enhancement of presentISSP 5 7 3 1
Either lor 2 1
Either 20r 3 1
All three would be a possibility 2
None of the above 2
No Response (don’t know) 3 2 1

15



%Syou favor the utilization of S Pemallzed Communlt Re3|dent|ﬁ| Centers (i
tance abuse, female, mentally 1ll, etc Xes/no fyes, which of the following do
you feel has the greatest need in Alaska? '(10-greatest need: 1 least need)

Response to Questionnaire Co Inst, cC Oth,
Yes 4 8 1l 4
No 1 3
No response (Don’t know) 1

C.0. INST. CC. Other

1 Substance Abuse 910 101 1099 810109 10,10,
feament— & 7110260006 0 Dam - i

2 Employment and/or 6.1 1147 5610 48

Voc%ﬂgnal Training é%(li]a’ﬂ%gga 5950 |
3 Residential Housing 10,2 57,110,4,37,1124,5 956751995 419

only
4 Native Offender 8 562182577824 8824256299 16,2

5 S_eﬁe%fﬁgrqter 587 19’]6”1%7’210’%8 1(1%%0848% 998
6. Female 54 15l535895l524 22718 578

4194

%reg/{ﬁ]ngg{ly m 465 l%)loﬂ%m 74910 %gééﬂl()% 3810

8. Furlough only 89 14,1864,10,28212 278452861 625
placements 2,11 7

9 De[gfslgﬁgndenta"y 36 %%9112(17 5108818 %% 254107 255

10 %IF; genl - ZO4 %%% 59108732 %%1Q35326 739

Women w/children 3
Therapeutic Commun. 9
Other: Misdemeanants 104 ) 8

16



2  How can Community = Residential Cent?rs be better utilized for
|'urloughees/restitution/confined misdemeanant placements?

1 Response to Questionnaire CO Inst. CC Oth.
No response (don’t know) 2 12 5 1
Longer placements with treatment & skills 1
Sub. Abuse orientation/programs for criminal thinking 1
Expand placements 2 2 1
More specialized & professional 1 1
Increase acceptable failure rate 1
Eliminate Restitution & Residential Ctr. distinction 1
More transitional assistance, restitution collected 1
Have DOC run, or get better control over contractors 2
More assistance in job placement 1
PreTrial placements 1
Need more beds 2
Separate confined misdemeanants 1
Better Surveillance & training for staff 1
More in-house programs (by community agencies) L

Do ou,)favor removing the prohibition against violent offenders being placed in restitution
centers?

Response to Questionnaire CO Inst, CC Oth.
Yes 2 12 5 2
No 2 8 0 2
No response (don't know) 1

17



30 Doyou feel that the current utilization of Community Residential Centers is meeting
the needs of the Department of Corrections?

Response to Questionnaire CO Inst, CC Oth.
Yes 1 3 1
No 4 12 0 3
No response (don’t know) 6 2 1
Only partially 1 2
Do you feel that the current utilization of Community Residential Centers is meeting the
needs of the offenders?
Response to Questionnaire CO Inst. CC Oth.
Yes 1 8 1
No 3 11 I 1
No response (don't know) 1 3 1 1
To a limited degree 2 2

Do you feel that the current utilization of Community Residential Centers is meeting the
needs of the community?

Response to Questionnaire CO Inst. CC Oth
Yes 3 8 2 1
No 1 I 9 2
No response (don't know) 1 7 1

A Do YOU favor the concept of State owned and operated Community Residential
Centers?

Response to Questionnaire CO Inst, CC Oth.
Yes 4 16 6 3
No 1 4 2
No response (don't know) 1 3 1
Possibly 1

18



Do you favor the concept of State owned Community Residential Centers, with operations
provided by independent Contractors?

Response to Questionnaire CO Inst, CC Oth,
Yes 2 4 2 2
No 3 13 6 1
No Response (don’t know) 5 2 1
Undecided 1

Do ¥ou favor the concept of Contractor owned and operated Community Residential Centers
(current practice)?

Response to Questionnaire CO Inst, CC Oth,
Yes 5 4
No 4 1 4 3
No response (don’t know) 5 1 1
Undecided 1 1
Only as a necessity 1 1

2 Is there is @ Comm mP( Residential Center operatin rg in yourarea7 Are you aware
of any problems with the community’s acceptance of'the tenter? Please €xplain.

Response to Questionnaire CO Inst. CC  Oth
CRC in area, no problems 9 3 3
No CRC in area 8 4
CRC in area, only problems were in establishing 2
NO response 5 3 4 1

19



On a scale of 1to JOS(With 10being the hest Possible), of those CRC’s you are familiar with,

please indicate what kind ofjob you think they are doing.
Response to Questionnaire CO Inst, CCs Other
Cordova Center 355 837,718,794 584 8,
Glennwood Center 88, 788,76,88 87,
Clitheroe Center 9 95 [/
Tundra Center 5 95
Glacier Manor 8, 98 8488, 8,
Northstar Center 55 8,76,68, 8 /

B Do ;(ou feel that, should Contractor owned and operated Community Residential
Centers continue to be utilized in the State of Alaska, contracting procedures and
practices as currently provided allow for the securing of the most Tost-effective and
efficient services available within the State?

Response to Questionnaire Co Inst. CC Oth,
No response (don't know) 7 6 2
No 4 7 2 2
Uncertain 1 3 1
Yes 5 2

3 Do you favor the provision of "in-house” programming for sex offender treatment,
drug and alcohol treatment, etc. in commum?y remde%tlal centers?

Response to Questionnaire Co Inst, CC Oth.
Yes 2 12 4 2
No 3 8 3 1
No response (don't know) 2 3 1
Partially 1

20



3B What general observations or suggestions can you make that would help assure the
more &ffective use of, or better programming of, CRC’s?

Response to Questionnaire CO Inst. CC Oth.
Establish specific criteria with allows for rights of victims 1
&/or community

Should operate with standard DOC forms, logs & SOPs 1
for clarity, consistency and oversight

Travel fund for rural offenders to urban heds 2

Need more qualified staff 1

More transportation services 1

More Probation/Parole placements 1

Need more specialization 1

DOC owned and operated 1 U

Need more treatment orientation for purpose of 1
reintegration, not housing

More job orientation 1
Smaller facilities in all areas of state 1
No response 3 B8 5 2

21
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Addendum B

Iddg XOU feel the primary purpose of community residential centers
e’

Other
Less restrictive housing for retraining and treatment programs;
Should include money-management, employment counseling, stress
management, and menu-food preparation training;
Place fo provide structured I|V|n? situation prior to Telease and for parolees
who can't quite make it without assistance; , .
Both halfway out and halfway in and to afford oprortu_mty for rehabilitation
treatment (including employment and paying off restitution and fines;

N Central Office ,
Transitional, secure setting. for offenders nearing end of sentence;
Graduated release, transition planning and counselling, job/housing
arrangements, supplement savings, family reintegration;
Reintegration with society for "some" offenders and temporary shelter for
PIP on a case by case basis;

o Community Corrections ,

Transition into community and least restrictive setting;

Stemeg stone for long term prisoners coming out and also placement for
short term non-violent prisoners; o

A place to Put probationers/parolees who are not c,omplym%; with the
conditions of P/P but who could come into compliance in a structured living
ﬁnuatllon. Also as a temporary shelter for recently released P/P who are

omeless; N

CRC's as not only atransition center for furloughees and parolees, but also
as a last chance opportunity for p/p violators to get their act together
before being incarcerated for tech and/or misdemeanant violations;

Institutions
Housing for misdemeanants and released inmates that meet the criteria;
Deter “criminal behavior by providing housing for non-violent
misdemeanant's and felons who have obtained community custody:;
House non-serious offenders, provide atransition for serious offenders from
custody to freedom; , o
A transition from prison to freedom and a gradual reduction of restrictions;
To assist offenders’ reintegration into the work force, and responsible
Parﬂqpatlon in society; , _

ransitional placement of offenders into the community;

Furlough - "half-way out placements;
Reintegrate inmates to society;

An alternative to incarceration and to facilitate rehabilitation for those who
need to adjust from prison into the community;



Addendum B (cont.)

To be responsible to DOC for services, standards, own policies and
procedures, enforcing DOC restrictions, and conditions in a consistent,
objective and professional manner; , ,

Aid with reintegration of long-term inmates into the community and to help
the Department deal with overcrowding, issues;

To assist individuals with reentering soCiety;

For parole purposes and for short term residential stays for those offenders
who have, or wil have no contacts on the streets;

Job Placement preparation; N

Protection of the community by gradual transition;

2. Isthe Department’s furloughl?ystem and Rrocess acceptable as it Is, or would

you recommend changes

S0, What ¢

Other
Should be more furloughs for low-rlsk offenders - too few get to CRCs;
Acceptable - need hetter classification system;
| would like to see placements which lasts 6 months -1 year;

, Central Office ,
All community custody offenders should be reviewed for é)lacement;
Change term ffurlough" to "pre-release placement" or "CRC placement".
Eliminate 3 year furlough Placements }max. 18 months);
System  needs to be strengthened/professionalized (CRC staff too
inexperienced at point of placement when assistance is most critical);
Centralization of authority is badly needed;

anges would you recommend?

Community Corrections

Not acceptable &unt_reated sex offenders cannot be furloughed and are not
eligible for institutional programming). Final approval” should be with
institutional superintendent; _ N
Furlough system acceptable, however, need CRCs in local communities;
The process works now. If more People are_furloughed with looser
ts,tahr%d%rds, the halfway house structure (esp. Cordova Center must be
Ignter), o
Nged more CRC in various areas of the state:
Policy acceptable, practice too conservative;
Furlough to work release if field PO approves residence and employment
unless offender has history of violence; , ,
From the standpoint ¢* a field PO, there are too few inmates being
furloughed. They need a transition period, rather than being directly to the
community without any plan or resources to succeed inthe community. It's
an unneceéssary burdén placed on field POs to try to help these offenders,
who, are usually mandatory parolees, make the transition to the community,
particularly now that New Start is gone.



Addendum B (cont.)

_ | Institutions
Centralize selection and case management; ,
No. The p033|b|||ty of a 3year furlough is dangerous. A maximum of 1year
should be established by law. o
The final approval for furloughs (except family visitation could be the
Superintendent;
Use fax to send packet and response (sReed up process of approval);
The statutes and P&Ps are broad enough to accomplish the task;
Acceptable as is; _ o ,
No, needs to start with changes in classification system for quicker custody
reductions and furloughs for all inmates,
Unacceptable, would recommend several changes;
No, not acceptable: (1) CRC's need doser monitoring, (2) out-of-contract
placements need set of P&P’s; (3) furlough system needs manual of
procedures for who does what; _
Unacceptable, should allow superintendent final approval on furloughees;
The matrix score_prevents use on technical probation parole revocations.
The P&Ps requiring 1/3 of sentence be served first, prevents earlier use in

apP,roPriate Cases;
If S ”CtK “furlough", the present system appears adequate, however, | feel
there has to De an education ‘component added.. If "furlough” means

placement, | think more aPpro riate community service is needed:
Unacceptable, need eligibility standards for Haliway house placement (i.e.
untreated sex offenders, etc. _ ,
Unacceptable, recommend that all inmates who are released be required
to do time at a CRC;

3. Should furlough placement be mandator){ for all long-term sentenced

prisoners? If so, what do you feel Is the

deal minimum time a furlough

placement should spend in‘a CRC?

Other

Not Thar;datory, but more like a probability than a remote possibility (3-6
months); .

Rapist, murders or dangerous oTenders can't be placed in CRC hecause
of risks to community; _ N

Yes, except for maximum custody prisoners. Minimum: 90 days, longer for
lower custody levels; ,

While it depends upon the facts of each case, khink every offender should
spend at least 90 days in a CRC prior to release;

, Central Office o
Mandatorg only if DOC run facilities (security, community risk would be
increaseq);
At least 6 months - mandatory;
Three months - mandatory;



Addendum B (cot.)

o o -°

[ ] ® ® O

Not appropriate for all. Continuation of institutional tx. and security may be
most beneficial for some. System needs to be strengthened fo handle
broader range of "problem" inmates;

Comm,umt;f Corrections,
Should depend on institutional record gm|n|mum 6 months) for purpose of
beginning rehabilitation and seek employment;
Six months ideal minimum; , ,
Some people are too dangerous to the community. We can't determine
release dates but are responsible for community safety while they are
incarcerated:
Six months ideal minimum: , o
Long term inmates have the hardest time adjusting. The offenderswho
seem to Rerf_orm the best on supervision are those who had the benefit of
a furlougn, (ideal 6 months);

, Institutions , ,
Six months, not necessarily in CRC but in structured program with security
and staffing by DOC; , .
No, some are too dangerous. 90 days would be the ideal minimum;
Absolutely not. Many prisoners are t0o dangerous, or have not earned the
r|V||e?e of furlough. There needs to be minimum standards for furlough:
|t hshou_d be mandatory, 6 months to 2 yeurs de fending upon severity of
e crime; o | | L
No, some Inmate’s behavior is not conductive to areduction of restrictions
until it's mandatory from a public protection ste idpoint;
Depends on individual's needs Gob skills, community contacts, prospects
for work/housing); ) ,
No, | believe the process should be consijered for all long term prisoners
longer than 6 months;
No, not mandatory;
Yes, 60 days; T ,
Mandatoryfor al is a little too strong, even though it may be preferable;
Yes. 3 month minimum furlough placement - this seems fair to the safety
and secu_ntY of the public and gives a prisoner a transition period; .
No, only if the long term prisoner has been able to obtain community
custody and is otherwise eligible; (60 days) , .
No, If mandatory, a more structured program is required (minimum 1year);
Yes, | feel six month to one year, Educational, ‘emotional and financial
parameters need to be considered;

4. Do you think that a system should be in place where furloughs for offenders
who are classified community custody should occur automatically, without
specific approvals from Superintendents or Directors?



Addendum B (cont.)

Other

Not mandatory ((jwnhout any review), but perhaps presumption that furlough
occurs unless disapproved; ,
Someone has to monitor offenders and the effect they have on community;
No, but superintendent only unless furlou?h longer than 6 months or
superintendent denies furlough, then Direcfor;

Yes, subject to classification Committee review and bedspace;

Central Office

Should always be upper level review; (3) , o
Pre-placement review is necessary to “answer" for failures and to maintain
DOC mandate for public safety;

~Community Corrections
No, especially if differences. in institutions remain;
Nothing should be automatic, it will be absurd:
Yes, with classification committee override:
lﬁo, tbut P&P should be rewritten so that superintendents don't take all the
eal, . .
Particularly inthe case of Directors. It seems that furloughs depend on the
spFCJﬂc beliefs of the individual providing the approval, regardless of DOC
policies;

Institutions

Especially ifthe offender has a lengthy period of time left on_his sentence;
No, community custody is required for other community activities such as
htahvmg a volunteer escort for school "inside out" preséntations and many
others;
No, rather that the superintendent have discretion and that only within last
12 months of sentence; , ,
No, there should be review by superintendent or Director;
No, superintendents should have authority to decide for non-violentinmates
with 90 da?/s or lessto serve; ,
No, but all furloughees should require only superintendent's approval;
Yes, if a superintendent has approved community custody, a furlough (or
equwaleng is implied | ,
No. Consideration in these type of cases should be anen to type of crime -
violent clJr non-violent. Non-violent cases should stil'need superintendent's
approval; |
Ng,pthe superintendent should still approve all furloughs. Would delete
Director's approval; . L
Yes, this system would eliminate the possibility of political interference and
more expeditious bed utilization and' program initiation; _
No, furloughs cover too wide a concept from a two hour release for ajob
interview, 10 a furlough residence in an isolated community;
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Would you favor a system: that allowed all minimum security offenders to be
e

D,

placed In CRC's fora period of time before they are releas

&

»

Should untreated sex offenders and other violent offenders he granted %or
Slrlgmcla%'to apply for) furloughs (yes or no)? If yes, should firlough

d?

Other
It would depend on type of offense & offender; .
Every offender should be eligible for CRC placement unless tooviolent . to
make it - I'd rather have them under some structure subject to revocation
than dumped out onto the street. Again, 90 days should be the minimum;

, . Central Office
Only if DOC runs facility;
Readjustment time is necessary; _ _
3-6 months prior to end of sentence in CRC  with morestructure and
security than community custody CRC; _ ,
If system is strengthened and professional services offered. Placement in
CRC for placemént’s sake has little value;

Community Corrections , ,
Sdhoqtldt ﬁot"be automatic, may come out minimum on points, but points
on't tell all; , N _

Yes, but not mandatory, Sometimes a minimum custody is awarded to
offenders within an institution, for qood behavior (long before projected
frelleasehdate) and these individuals may not be good candidates for
urlough: o

,g Institutions
Yes, if they meet the established criteria; _
Yes, provided there become more CRC beds available:
No, would prefer change in classification system to get people down to
community custody and then to CRC;
Yes, except for untreated sex offenders; ) ,
Short-termer (minimum qffenders% In most cases specifically non-violent are
better off keeping.their jobs by being placed at CRC & that way DOC can
retrieve 1/3 of théir wages; ,
No, not untl more rigorous education and treatment programs are
developed. However, the Cleary suit has hampered the penal component
of confinement, _ ,
Allow, but not require. Most inmates could and would do well this way.
There are a few who for individual reasons should not be required to go;

€

Other
Shouldn't ran) furlough for untreated sex offenders or violent offenders
anger mgt. DIA);
es, except for maximum custody;
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Only on condition that they undergo in-house treatment and continue such
treatment while on parole/mandatory release. Length of time depends upon
type of treatment needed and length of time necessary for treatment to

have an effect; _

_ Central Office o ,
To provide graduated release, transition continuity, job/housing placement
ang fam|f|y reintegration; o ,
Violent offenders only (may have had alteration in thinking during “lock-up".
Sex offenders don't'change;
CRC. placements for these offenders should be way more structured,
restrictive and supervised with DOC staff on-site;
Decision should be made on case by case hasis;
More than 60-90 days is too much réward for sex offenders;

~_ Communitv Corrections ,
Only if institutional sentence is too short to enter institutional programming;
Again, it would be less risky if the CRC's were tighter also it should Te
case-bz-case; o ,

No, make determination on case-by-case hasis;
Yes, (not automatically); ,
Untreated sex offenders - NO!. Violent offenders who have successfully
completed anger mg>. and have a solid realistic furlough plan - 7?:
Sex offenders “should be given a short furlough such that they get the
Inebe?ited adjustment period inthe community, yefreduce DOC exposure and
jability; o
Y o Institutions.
If supervision is adequate, length is irrelevant;
It all depends on the specific conditions, controls of the furlough;
It should be mandatory; , S
U,ntlreated sNex offendérs and violent offenders with institutional record of
violence - No; S o
Yes, six month or consideration based on individual case;
Sex Offenders who have completed treatment - 90 days from release.
Untreated sex offenders - 30 days;
Violent offenders who have completed treatment - 2 years. Others 60-90

days

Yes, based on test and a goal;

Yes, if they meel all other Criteria; , ,
No, with Tegard to sex offenders, it is my"qut' feeling that ~despite
treatment, they are a time bomb. Violence has its levels (i.e. robbery and
assault I). Perhaps with consideration, case by case, simple assaults and
domestic violence - yes with counseling;

No to non-programmed violent offenders anduntreated = sexoffenders.
Please don't lump violent offender who has programm,ed inthe same class
with untreated sex offender. Furloughs should e within statute and AAC's
if program complete;
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Yes, if they meet all other criteria; ,
Rocommend untreated sex offenders not be released until they have
undergone treatment;

Should there be any differences In the furlough restrictions/rules fo? violent
offenders and/or untreated sex offenders, regardless of length of furlough?

Other
Shouldn't get a furlough; N
Yes, but can be dealt with infurlough conditions for themostpart. Should
be closer surveillancel! , o , ,
Yes, the)( should be restricted to in-houss activities until the end of their
period of incarceration and required to undergo treatment;

Central Office
Sex offenders should have mandatory tx. @ own expense;
Clear and compelling rehabilitative purpose;
Should be much more restrictive; ,
Should be determined on case-by-case basis; (2)

S Community Corrections
Definitely, if granted; , .
Special surveillance and other appropriate restrictions;
No, there’s bales of rules now; ,
Violent offenders should also be mandated to have completed appropriate
treatment and have a good institutional record;

Institutions
The violent offenders should have more restrictions placed. upon them:
Reatsontableness must apply with respect to the public's feeling of
rotection;
or Sex Offenders: (1) lock-down for 3 months minimum except for out-
atient sex offender treatment and therapist's evaluation of risk;
0r Violent Offenders (1) Completion of prison anger mgt. or alternates to
violence and continued community program as condition of furlough;
Féerha,ts more intensive supervision. Gradual increase in community
enefits; o
Yes, more restrictive; _ -
Only on case-py-case basis (no victim contact); , o
Therre should bé restrictions and supervision relevant to crime and victims;
Yes, more restrictions should be placed and more monitoring;
Again, violence, must he defined. What levels are being” addressed.
urloughsirestrictions/rules should fit th9 nature of the offenise;
Yes, théy need to be tailored to the individual:
Yes, ISSP style supervision;
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What special conditions and/or restrictions should be applied (if any) to these

offenders?

Other
Final treatment before eligible for furlough with appropriate conditions
attached to furlou?h' , ,
No treatment - no urlough. Incarceration until mandatory release prevents
re-victimization for a season; o
More frequent surveillance and limitation on type of work, etc. to minimize
contact with potential victims (at least for sex offenders):; o
They should bo restricted fo in-house activities until the end of their period
of incarceration and required to undergo treatment;

_ Central Office _

More frequent surveillance, community checks, UA testing, fewer pass
authorizations; (2) .

Sex offender - continued attempts to accept treatment, 3rd party
supervision,  restricted contacts.  Violent = offender - Intensive
rogram Supervision and frequent, home/job checks;
epends upon type of assaultive background;

S Community Corrections
Restrictions in associations and movement (i.e. near schools, etc.);
Tougher restrictions and supervision (electronic monitoring) If granted;
Mandatory complete treatment package; (2)
No driving and must be accompanied; , ,
Strict, treatment requirements, employment and_ possible . geographic
restrictions, contact with certain individuals prohibited. Specified Contacts
with mqmtonnq staff;
Electronic monitoring;
Probation intensive Supervision; |
Sex offenders - no contact with minors without PO approval and/or adult
present who is approved by PO, no minars in residence, and mandatory
sex offender treatment program approved by PO;
Participate in anhcabIe community programming. Sex offenders should
also have additional restrictions as to residence %C_RC ;
Some demonstration of “working on their problem” is a must;
Return to CRC 'ockdown status 1f not complying with above;

, o Institution
Electronic monitoring; , N ,
Case-by-case restrictions to increase supervision and reduce risk;
Appropriate restrictions tailored to the particular case. Sex offenders must
be involved in treatment while on furlough; , ,
The individual should remain in custodY of a third party and/or receive
movement time constraints plus a weekly UA should be ‘mandatory;
Closer monitoring, possibly ISSP;
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Outpatient treatment, closer surveillance & monitoring;

Less leeway on free time - tighter control on community schedule;
Contingent” on individual case. Perhaps escorted transition, transition,
shoppln? trips,. etc. at beginning of placement;

Very tigh securlt,y; _ .

Numerous, specific to crime and victim(s); ,

If they want to be considered for furIou?h, they should be required to
maintain part|C|_Eat|on in counsehn%, reference” to their crime and they
should pay for it themselves through work or their own funds;

No operating motorized vehicle; = - _
(1) movement/location with consideration for victim, and (2) appropriate
réstrictions 1.e. substance abuse, medications, counseling, treatment follow-

up, . o

If Sossmle these folks should be made to work with victims’ groups sq theY

ﬁan see thehrtesults or be made award of the agonies to society their acts
ave wrought, , ,

Intensive squerwsmn for both groups differences determined later;

Don't release until treatment complete;

Violent offenders should not be furloughed;

7. Should superintendents be authorized to approve furloughs (ye sino)? If yes,
which types of furloughs could be approved by the superinténdents?

Other
Types of furloughs approved is a policy decision for Department. Criteria
rieeds to be consistent; N
Should be authorized by parole board because more opinions and
backgrounds will be known (safer to community). Furloughs shouldn't last
so long (1 week to 1 month with case monitoring);

_ ~ Central Office
| believe in centralization of this function:

Institutions
The only exception should be family visitation. The criteria (for all others)
should be clearly spelled out and strictly enforced, with a provision that any
excePnon to the published criteria would require the Director's approval;
Should be able to approve all (with appeal ng]hts);
Again, are these prog}ram institutions where the offenders are well known
of are they booking Tacilities as 6th or CIPT? Question need clarification.
Since there is ambiguity, | cant say
Over two years shouldn't be eligible for furlough; _
Violent oftenders six months -"2 years with "Director approval, Director
approval on all furloughs in excess of 2 years;

Coinmunitv Corrections
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Director approval for 1-2 year furloughs should only be required for violent
offenders;

s.  What Is an acceptable level of community risk for furlough placements?

»

Other
Don't know what measure you are Iooking for - Custody?
Offender classified minimum or communify custody;

, Central Office ,
It is acceptable up to the point of new offenses. Then its unacceptable.

, , ,Commum(t}/ Corrections
With community attitudes and risk of liability it is very low. There needs to
be community education:
What risk scale are you,usmq?; , o
Limited area of community - €lectronic monitoring would help;(don't know)

Institutions

Al ?nsoners present some amount of risk. No prisoner should be allowed
to urlougzh untl thex have successfully completed all court recommended
treatment and psyc ologﬂmal screening. A significant clear conduct period
while incarcerated should also be a fequirement. Compliance with these
conditions would _su};nmcantlr reduce the risk to the public;

Inmate may commit technical violation but most likely rio new offense;
Department should reco?nlze offenders fail on furlough. Failure while being
supervised is much better than release with no supervision, job program,

etc.,

The very least risk as possible;

Liabilities should be considered - all ordered/recommended treatment
should be comi)leted; _ o

Minimal risk level - reach community custody through classification process.
Then to monitor closely that all furlou?h conditions are followed, or to set
additional conditions when needed. Strong supervision of the furloughees
be implemented: . ,
Technical violation only. No level of new convictions, property crime or
crimes of violence will be tolerated by the community;

o.  Whatis an acceptable level of failure(s) for furlough placements?

Other
Need to know the definition of failure and more data in order to answer:
Let one of your family members be the victim of these placements then tell
m9 what i5 acceptable;

11
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10.

«

, Central Office ,
Not definable. Must demonstrate due consideration and over-site whenever
failure occurs; , , ,
Depends on definition of failure. High turnover rate is not as bad as an
actual offense occurring in community;
Roughly 10% for technical violations anly;

o Communitv Corrections
?uesﬂon IS 100 vague; o
[ryou have over 5% failure, then screening is wron?; ,
| don't know what the current level of failure is, but Twould think that DOC
could accept a few more substance abuse violations and a few more
walkaways;

Institutions
4 out of 100 inmates being returned to jail for violating the conditions of
their furlough without co_mmﬂtmg new crimes would indicate a fairly good
screening process is being used;

Unacceptable behavior (high moderate or more serious DOC disciplinary

offense). Lo moderate or minor can have sanctions at CRC (lock-down, etc.
_CR| discretion);

Inimal; o , - o
| believe technical violations should be reviewed and modified. Statistics
should be tracked and a realization that failures will occur should be
understoad: ,
Please define "level of failure"™ _
Guidelines (in ertln?) need to be established by DOC. Presently, part of
this acceptable level of failure is left up to the CRC. This should not bethe
case. Reviews of every furlough should be done monthly by DOC;
Personal failure is acceptable ie. drank, late to work, failed to keep
appointment, etc. Injuries to others i.e. assault, property crime, efc. is not;

What is an acceptable level of failure(s) for probation/parole placements?

0

Other
Under 10%, if failure rate is higher it indicates parolees are failing twice -
once on the street and once in CRC;

. Central Office _
Not definable. Must demonstrate due consideration and over-site whenever
failure occurs; L ,
| don't feel comfortable responding with a f|Pure because we have so little
control over who is on probation or parole. consider repeat probation and
parole failures by same individual unacceptable;

12
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11.

Community Corrections , ,
If you have over 5% failures, then screening,is wrong. It will not work either;
I half of P/F failed, that would be acceptable. Thelr violations. tend to he
walkaways and substance abuse violations. Most P/P Plac,ed in CRCs are
marginal cases at best. Discretionary parolees are better risks;

Institutions
Probation; A significantly higher failure rate should be expected because
these people are required to be in the community. Their retum to custody
indicates close monitoring and allows for greater Protechon of the public
(20.out of 100); Parole; The rate of failure on parole should be somewhat
similar to that on furlough (2 of 100); .
Can only be determined” by Iong term review of placements;
More lenient than furloughees, ut still minimal: -~
No new crimes should be tolerated( technical violations are at an
acceptable level at present; ,
Personal failure is acceptable ie. drank, late to work, faled to keep
appointment, etc. Injuries to others i.e. assault, property crime, etc. is not;

The followin% criteria is always considered regarding acceptable levels of risk

with furlou

placement. Please add other criteria that you think should be

considered to develop an acceptable level of risk for furlou?h placements.

fEach criteria should be assi
mportant); 1 (Least Important?.

ned a rating of 1 - 10 as follows: 10 (Most
Other , . .

Length of sentence: some receive very light sentence for violent crime due

to plea bargaining, etc.

Central Office

Length of sentence (time left to serve), furlough plan must be wel
developed (employment, tx,, school, etc.); _

Length of sentence should be review as time incarcerated as it relates to
existing release needs; ,

Treatment status defined as # and type of meanmgfful programs completed.
Important to consider furlough™ plan (pre-release classes/programs
Icomtr,nuguty support system, employment history, existence of victims and
ocation); . , ,

Past supervision record to include any prior furloughs;

, - Community Corrections
Ifinmate is serious (for length of sentence), they can go to CRC on release
and, if they are not, probably won't do. much good anyway;
Must also Consider ? community feelings about release (i known?, ﬁ)
rs]petclal problems or fears of victims, and (3) acute drug and/or alcohol
Istory;
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12.

9

If incarcerated person is short timer furlough, its ok. If he/she has 20 years
before eligible for parole, no;

Length of Sentence - more time = more dangerous; o
Treatment status based on completion of available treatment in institution,
length of sentence hbased on long term offenders needing furlough the

most
Length of sentence: the longer the sentence, the greater the need for
adjustment.

Institutions
After weqhmg all of the above, | am unhappy with the results, because |
suspect that all of the criteria are about the Same WeI?ht;
Release needs (1) based on "overcrowding"?. Length of sentence depends
upon violent vs. non-violent crimes; o L
Length of sentence: 2 years or under; Other: Community ties and job skills;
Furlouqh Plan (resources, motivation, vocational, educational, disability,
mental health needs, etc.);
Length of Sentence: Qver 2 years not allowed: _
Length of Sentence: The longer the time in ja||, the more important some
amount of time is spent in a CRC;
Victims comments and |ocation |mP,ortant;
Length of sentence, 50% presumptive sentence;

Do you believe thatthe current classification system causes too few offenders
to be eligible for placement In a CRC?

Other
Certain aspects of the classification system seem to lend themselves to
over-classification;

| , Central Office | |
Possibly, system is currently under review to assess this question;

o Community Corrections
Classification system no, supérintendents yes; _
Yes, decidedly, Superintendent must take Unacceptable risk alone, No one
will do it. Share the decision making; . ,
Yes, It appears that DOC staff are unwilling to take a risk, because of the
fear of being held accountable for bad placements;

Institutions
The last version of the classification system by Margaret Pugh would
release all appropriate number of furloughs;
In some cases inmaites that could be successfully managed on furlough
status are not furloughed due to an inability to get their Custody reduced
within the necessary time limits;
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13.

No, expansion of numbers of furloughs will %enerate more community
custody cases. Placement generates placements;

No, I think it is appropriate; ,

My major familiarity is with offenders coming from6th Ave. However, | am
aware of the statutes dictating scoring. Nevertheless, | believe the system
of separating confined misdemeanants from restitution offenders is self
limiting. TheSe people ride the bus together, walk and talk together and
frequént the same stores out on the sfreet;

Should the Director of Institutions develop appropriate guidelines within
existing requlaﬂons and policies and "procedures t0 establish the
departmental level of risk for placements?

Other
In addition to the classification system?;
Perhaps through refinement in eXxisting classification system;

, Central Office , o
| question whether such guidelines can be developed that will not eliminate
or restrict “categories” of offenders. Need to closely assess “individual"
offenders and their status/needs;

Community Corrections
Probably would be helpful to staff
Yes - isn't is already established?;
Sounds reasonable;
This should be a consideration;
Sure, why not?: o o
Yes, but classification must be objective, based on guidelines, and the
respon5|b|||t>r placed on DOC as a whole rather than any one individual.
Need central office staff to ask why an offender is not on furlough, rather
than why an offender should be furloughed:;

Institutions
Doubt that "level of risk" can be currently specified objectively;
| don't understand determining “level of risk", | dounderstand establishing
’\?mdelmes these are pretty viell established in law, regulation and policy;
0, an update of existing P&P's would be useful
Yes, and they should be strictly enforced; .
Yesl Any communication regardmgf criteria, or explanation of broad
assessment (3 years) would be helpiul;
Undecided, is this necessary: ,
Mission impossible. Would the community accept whatever level the
department established?; , .
Y[()a,s, tft1en furloughs would be approved by superintendent with appeal to
irector;
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14.  Please complete the following Information for your Institution. Any Information
which Is not known should e so indicated.

How many designated as community ustodx?
»  Approx. 1300 pprox. 50 Approx. 12
«  Approx. 23 Approx. 50
Average time to serve:
+ 10 days approx. 6 months 3 months
o« 89 months < 6 months 6 months
Range of time left to serve:
o 2years - 3 months 6-12 months «  3-6months
«  1month -14* year 6 months

Number applying for release:
o«  Approx. 18 (of 50 A(Pprox. 17 (of 23)
«  Approx. 10 (of 1 5%

Time left to serve at application:
* 6 months 6-7 months
*  Average 6 months 1 year

Number released on first application: |
*  Approx. 12 833‘:{/0 of 17 applied
. 0

8 a 10

Number not approved who appealed:
«  None 85% (of 17) 204

How may were approved upon appeal o
*" None 50% (Deputy Commissioner)
0 1%

Average time between application and release:
o Jweeks; *  1month 40-50 days
® 30+ days o Tweek

Three factors leading to approval:
1) nature of offense, (2) custody level, and (3) treatment complete;
1) treatment, (2) crime, and (3) time to serve
1) length of sentence, (2) offense, and (3) time served;:
1) program completion, (2) institutional record, and (3) matrix score;
1) offense 32) time left to serve, and (3) prior release plan
a (1) tx. complete, (2) tx. goals at CRC, and (3) time left on sentence;

16
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. 21; institutional record, and (2) minimum risk
. 1) TRD, (2) Prior record, and (3) disciplinary reports;

Three factors leading to disapproval;
o (1) lack of treatment, (2violentoffense, and (3) length of furlough;
o (1) crime, (2) lack of treatment, and (3) institutional record:
+ (1) offense, and (2) length of furlough:
* (1) non- comghance (2) poor record. and (3) matnx score
) 1) offense ﬁ ) time leff to serve, and (3) prior release plan
1) nature of offense, (2) time left to serve, and (3) insfi |ona| record:;
1ﬁno treatment in jail, (2) refusal to do tx. at CRC, and (3) too much time
£
() TRD (2) Prior record, and (3) disciplinary reports;

N

Completion rate for hose approved on first apphca lon;

¢ Approx. 90% ‘ rox 95Y%

‘ 8(5) : ‘ A)SUCCESg
Completion rate for those approved on appeal:

p» N/A PP pp 100%

C 100% o 00%
Three factors Ieadm%; 0 termination from a CRC:

C 1) substance abuse:

C rejection;

1) drug abuse, (2) unauthorized area, and (3) drinking;
1) technical violations:

d UA;
1 dru)é/alcohol () in houserules, and 33 walk away,
1) drug use 70%, 2) follow CRC rules- 25%, and 3{ Walkawag/ - 5%;
1) faildre to_satisfy tx. requirements (50%) (2) 25%) and (3)
WalkawaY (25%);
* (3 no interest in working, (2) lack of compliance to CRC rules, and (3)

contraband (booze/drugs);

« Dty UA (1%), and (2) fallure to report (1%);

Miscellaneous Comments

Central Office
Based on review of furlough appeals, common factors Ieadlng 0 approval
are non-violent crime/record and completion of a propnae programs
Factors leading to disapproval are failure to participate/complete treatment
related to offense;

_ Institutions | _
»  Data requested is not tracked. We grant a variety of community custody
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15.

violent offenders, un

(specific to need) at this institution. We have limited our numbers based on
current placement trends; - o
However, recognition must be given to the type of facility and its mission .
At 6th Ave, we receive court ordered reports, generallg, as few as 4 or as
many as 17 per day. Sentences generally run from 3-10 days toas long as
180 days (for misdemeanants) and 6 months to 1year or morefor felons.
Generally 2/3 of these folks were eligible and expected CRC placement
pending ‘available space,. Those not eligible were generally not successful
at reclassification;

Should the 1ssp pro?ram be used to supervise special furlough cases (l.e.

reated sex offenders, etc.)? Why?

Other
Task Force on Alternative Sanctions & Sentencing Commission could

consider; ,
Don't know what ISSP proPram S; ,
Yes, closer supervision will' enable greater number of furloughs with more
faith in the system; a N

Yes, ifthose offenders would be eligible for ISSP supervision upon release.
May require significant increase in"ISSP officers;

Central Office
Should have enhanced monitoring; o
A prolpnaée relationship between’ISSP and Institutions could probably be
eveloped: , ,
Not sure if most cost-effective Wa¥, but such offenders need higher
surveillance than others who are out 0 ; ,
The resource is there and it is presently under worked. Why not use it!;

_ Community Corrections _ ,

Yes, if program staff is increased and adequate screening exists,
Ifoffender fequires su?erwsmn beyond CRC, they shouldn't be furloughed;
Ifthe offenders are furloughed, they must be under intensive supervision to

rotect public. They shouldn't be under general supervision;

es, It would lower Tisk to community; _
No, this should be done outside of field services;
It would be nice, but unfortunately there is a manpower proplem. If they
need to be supervised that closely, then they should be in jail, not on
furlough. Parolees and probationers need theif time;
Yes, assists in community protection perception;
Yes, if you provide morePOs. Its cheap and has a good track record; .
Yes, but should be apPhed statewide, Not Just Anchoraﬁe. ltwould require
additional resources for community corrections, and the ISSP staff would
have to have comlplete control to violate back to Institution and override any
decision to re-furlough if proposed:;
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16.

Institutions
No, lack of manpower; .
Only for those requiring supervision at thatlevel; ,
Yes, the idea is worth considering because of the risk posed by these
offenders; ,
Yes, for protection of the public;
Yes, protection of the public;
Yes, would reduce community risk; for 12 month or longer furloughs, use
IS§P, for 3-6 months, if approPnate, A less restrictive supervision;
The level of supervision currently provided at CRC's is totally inadequate for
the types of offenders indicated. They require greater supervision;
Yes, spot checks wouldput some  tegth into program,;
Yes, community demandsaccountabﬂﬂr;
No, t00 expensive, cheaper to contract;
Yes, protection of the public; ,
No, I'don’t think we should have contract services - We should have fully
staffed and trained DOC personnel at all CRC; o ,
If available in an appropriate location. To take a Igagik Inuit or Ketchikan
Ps,lherman and require Anchorage residence is InCreasing potential for
ailure; _ _ .
Yes, t%e offenders still need intense supervision;
Yes, prison capacity;
Yes, recidivism:

Should Community Residential Centers or residential drug programs be
utilized for intermeédiate placement for probationers/parolees convicted of
nonviolent technical violations with no new felony charges pending(yes/no)?

Please explain.

Other

Offenders must be in the drug programs or perhaps the programs should
he a, Tpart of the residential living; ,

Yes, i apper)nate to case. These people should be incarcerated only after
repeated failures; , o ,

Yes, the more offenders who commit only technical violations (or mmgly fall
off the wagon from time to time) we can” keep out of institutions the better;

~ Central Office _
Aploroprlate if setting is structured and tx. plan exists; N
Half-way back can be effective and should be used to prevent filling hard
beds needlessly. , , L
In many cases ‘yes. Violent offenders with non-violent technical violation
which Tepresents clear escalation in risk would not be appropriate;
Itwould save hard bed space and threat of new offenses would appear to
be minimal; , _

Community Corrections

They could be used as such;
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