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Addendum B (cont.)

17.

J Ad|d|t|o(?a| a\(lenue for rehabilitation and to weed out those who should be
aced in jail;

' ould decjrease, bed usage b%/ a few:

Should be considered, could be very useful; ,

«  Oft-imas a placement is needed unti! something else, (job corp, Avtec,
training, mental health services) is set;

«  Yes, if PO and Judge in agreement;

o Yes, ifyou provide more POs. Its cheap and hasa goodtrack record;

*  Yes, these offenders could benefit from increased structure intheir lives or
treatment and thereby possibly be diverted from incarceration;

Institutions

No, should s?end some amount of time in institutions;

Yes, as a last resort short of re-incarceration; ,

Sounds reasonable, Jow risk and cost effective alternative; N

They should be placed on intensive supervision with added conditions, If

they fail under the increased supervision they should be returned to jail;

« Yes, with some flexibility (substance abuse s the violation and criminal
history is alcohol/drug related); , L

J \t(ﬁs partlcula{Iy with Short time offenders who will be returning quickly to

e community;

®* Yes, lack of |n¥{|tut|onal bedspace. Hard beds not needed or warranted;

Possibly, should look at on a case-hy-case basis;

»  Yes, bécause it would free up hard beds;

*  Yes, if that is the treatment t ed need: o ,

*  No, too costly to the State. Unless the offender is willing to pay for it
himself, he could be monitored there by DOC; ,

*  Yes. These,peogle are readjusting to ‘Community life. They tripped-not
falled. In prison they will not qualify for reentry via furlough;

o« Yes, they are low risk;

*  Yes, avallable housing; ,

*  Yes, to relieve institutional overcrowding;

Some states require parole officers to refer, screen and monitor offenders
placed in transitional facility programs. If Alaska implemented such a
program, should pro_bann/Parole officers . be involved In the referral
scréening and momtormg of offenders placed in halfway houses or residential
drug programs (yes/ino)? Why?

Other
o ltgives accountablhgl to the programs; , N
+  Ifthe offender is on Probation/Parole the P[P officer should, participate. If on
furlough, a question of respon5|b|||t¥ arises & the institution ‘must staY
involved. AK. must work out what works for the geography, small
population & needs of the people;
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Addendum B (cont.)

Yes, should monitor all community based programs. Should be involved in
screening only if offender placed in program from the community, not from
Institutions. Institutional P.0.'s are bettér able to do that:
Not com Ietelg - P.0.’s could refer such individuals and help screen them
with DOC/CRC staff, but monitoring should be consistent with the rest of
CRC residents; ,

Central Office

If offender is on P/P. Otherwise, Inst. PO & classification already do this.
You will need more community PQOs;

Institutional staff have the most direct knowledge of offender. DOC's
resgon_3|b|||ty is very different with regard to furloughee than with
robation/parolee; N ,

leld staff presently have enough to do. Additionally, the geographic factor

would weigh against such a procedure here;

, Community Corrections o

Yes, if PO's responsible for supervision & PIP staff is increased; |
Yes, but not .or furloughees and, if housed with ,'urloughees, monitoring of
PIP is lessened: | | |
Would have more say in screening and referrals, but would require
expanded job descriptions; , -
They currently are, by the PO putting up offenders for classification
pracess; N _
Yes, If sufficient new positions were created for that function and not from
existing forces; , ,
Yes, | think they should but again tuns into manpower Fr_oblem. A Iarge
8aseload makes committee meetings a low priority. Something needs to be

one, , . . .
Better community knowledge and rapport with local justice a%enmes;
Not nearly enou,?h POs. Also, duplicates services. CRCs have staff to
screen and monitor. That's what they get paid to do. PO’s should just refer;
If you are referring to P/P, the system'Is already in place and operational.
Iffor furloughees, it would require additional resources, complete authority
on violations, and credit for supervising furloughees;

Institutions
Yes, someone has to monitor these placements. If not PO's, who?;
worth considering. POs know the community behavior of offenders, we
(institution) don’t” However, what about conflict between institution and field
8 IS common in many states?:
No, leave this to the institutional staff and CRC personnel;
Yes, because of deﬁartmental liahility; _ _
| do not feel that this plan would work as the ﬁrobatlon department is
already working with extremely high caseloads. They would not be able to
have sufficient Contact with the Rr|soners during incarceration to make any
worthwhile judgements about their suitability for furlough;
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18.

Depends on the working relationship between institutional and field PO's.
shouldn't need field PO's involvement in this process, tho they will be to
some extent responsible; , L
Yes, perhaps a special group. Better tracking and positive adjustments to
rogrammmq;
Nes,! thtough they already were, through the court process;
0, COSt; ,
Yes, but you will need more staff
Yes, no one else is qualified; _ _
No, furlo,ughm(I; officers and furlough officer should do it. These offenders
are still in"custody, not yet released from com Ietln? thelr sentencmp'
Although | have no direct knowledge here, | do feel that POs should be
involved. Some of the staff at these transitional facilities are inadequately
trained and inexperienced:; _ ,
yes, t?e,msﬂtunonal Pos are appropriately used as referral, screening and
monitoring; , N
Yes, if theg/ are still responsible for supervision;
No, creates a very large caseload;
No, CRC case managers,
Yes, If more are hireq’ ,
Yes, far more immediate DOC observation;

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

Other
Put more of these folks in CRCs. Consider putting them there pending
disposition also rather than in hard beds; , _
Can provide stability while getting back on their feet and opportunity to
"kick”start" programiming again;

o Central Office .
Need to prioritize probationers, not just "dump" probationers by frustrated
_ . Community Corrections _ o
Itis a better environment for fehabilitation by allowing offender to maintain
self-esteem, employment, efc. , ,
BY offering programs and resources not otherwise available:
Alternative in liu of incarceration; ,
hard to say as each situation is different. Hard to create blanket policy. We
need $ to ?et violators from Kotzebue, Barrow, Dillingham, Bethel, Kodiak,
Sitka, etc. fo a CRC: _ _ _
Need to be of more assistance in helping offenders find employment;
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19.

Will

- . Institutions | |
Combine ihe restitution centers and CRC centers to provide more available

beds; o o

t appears to be working fairly well at this point; _

They can provide an intermédiate control mechanism that increases the
monitoring of offenders while enabling them to maintain their
employment/reintegration into the community without the need to put them
injail and start over agam; , ,
Won't tie up hard beds. Special case load for these cases. Alternative
action to standard procedures;

Will provide_more institutjonal bedsPace;
Use them. Set up procedures for placement there;

Improving CRCs monitoring of probationers;

Proyvides a structured environment; o ,

It offers an opportunity to reform without being isolated from society;
'Sh?'tt”(tj' be used as screening area before going to over-crowded maximum
institutions;

Expansion, remote work camps;

placement of probation/parolees convicted of nonviolent technical

violations in CRC’s have an effect on overcrowding conditions in correctional
centers statewide?

Other
Does the DOC have data to answer this?
Hard to tell. Will help relieve crowding if utilize CRCs rather than hard beds;
It may - depending on how many of these folks are presently being
returned to custody by the courts and parole board;

~ Central Office , ,
Not sure data exists to support this, they could be leaving them in the
commumt;{; |
Substannalﬁl reduce current population;
It would soften overcrowding;

Community Corrections
Every empty beds helps; o N
Unstre - who is class of offender? Are they awaiting disposition on petition
to revoke? Has court ordered CRC in liet of jail? N
Yes, except for repeat violations incarceration is not beneficial;
It can if it reduces the number of beds available vor furlojghscs:
The institutions are overcrowded and, in the southeast, S0 are the CRCs;
Lets do it and see!: , R
| don't think so. The PP which | pursue in having incarcerated have had a
tremendous amount of time/effort to divert them”and would not be a good
candidate for a CRC;
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20.

, ~Institutions _ ,
Could fill all vacancies in CRC and may give a false impression of furlough

usage; ,

Analyze the data and find out;

It has already limited the space we canuse atGlennwood andCor'nva

Center for our designated misdemeanants; o

Should lessen overcrowding |n|t|aIIK. Some of these people will still end up

back in jail but some will correct their behavior and stay ou;

%eréalnly the number in prison will decline at the cost of funding more CRC
eas,

Yes, relieve some of the pressure; . ,

Y_esl, V\{OU|d reduce overcrowding if drugoffenders areconsidered non-

violent: _

Yes, there ar6 some 400 in the system:

| think CRC's should be utilized more _fully;

Should relieve overcrowding temporarily;

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)?

Other
It could be. The task force & sentencm? commission needs to examine
many options & recommend those most appropriate;
Sounids like a good idea; , . o
Yes, it would give us another tool in supervision and would legitimize

present practice; ,
Central Office

Several states have transitional facilities which allow short-term return for
"refresher" treatment and then return to community;
Nol voluntary in lieu of incarceration is not really voluntary:

~ Community Corrections

Should be considered: , ,
[t)eﬂrytely,tespeually for first time offenders or for those needing continued
reatment; .
Not unless we have more of the facilities:
1have insufficient knowledge, but the theogy makes sense;
Yes, but where are you going to put them?;
Yes, informally happens all the time in AK.; N

In my area, ‘many of the diverted offenders are because of additional
treatment requirements which are not available in a CRC;

Institutions

| don't have enough information; o ,
This would be a viable alternative to immediate incarceration:



Addendum B (cont.)

21,

«  Howis tworking in N.Y.?, o _

*  Yes, twould save money, espemaJI;{ ifthey pay forit.

*  Yes, provided confinement has strict parameters and sanctions and plays
a part in improving the community without the “country club" aura;

Maricopa County, Arizona Implemented a diversion ;%ro ram for first time
felony offenders arrested for possession of drugs. To De eligible for the
program, the offender is required to sign a diversion agreement’In which the
offender admits his/her guitt and agrees to enroll”In and successfully
complete a residential drtg/alcohol 3program. The offender Is required t0
reside atthe facility for a minimum of 30 days to a maximum oftwo_}/ears and
is required to pay a fee of $2,485.00. The offender is prosecuted if hefshe is
discharged from’the program unsuccessfully. Shoula a similar program be
implemented in Alaska (yes/no)? Why?

Other
The offender is made accountable because of fee and workmﬂ on jSSUes;
0  There are many front-end diversion programs. & | Persona y think that
controlling the” numbers going into prison is better than” controlling
’Qo ulation in the prison; ,
ot sure. Such a program was tried by Dept, of Law and found to be
expensive. Maybe it could work with DOC staff supervising rather than DOL,
o Yes, avery Iar?e number of violent crimes a'e committed hy persons
abusing alcohol"and drugs and impact on this grouB will over time reduce
violent crime and hopefully impact institutional numbers;

Central Office o

»  Frees up hard beds, appropriated tx. strategy, responsibility put on
offender, and court has greater leverage;

* Incarcerating non-violent dru? offenders is not best use of hard beds -
residential substance abuse {x. is probably more effective;

Diversion would be more effective with the types of CRCs we have now
(especially alcohol related crlmes)n; ,

®  May be appropriate and effective, however not advisable to expand current
con%rac%) operations (with both facility and program contracted in single
contract). , ,

*  No we already have the rule Il program but it could be improved by
probation officer participation in selecting candidates;

Community Corrections.
»  Dowe have a large enough population to justify?
«  Creat ldeal Mere possession of drugs doesn't mandate treatment need and
need must be determined prior to Signing agreement; ,
*  Diversion programs can be highly successful as they emphasize treatment
rather than punitive measures. ‘Drug offenders should” have chance for
rehabilitation first;
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Addendum B (cont.)

There is not enough drug/alcohol treatment beds available currently in AK.;

Further study should be done to evaluate this practice. Alaska has unique

social and economic problems;

the residential treatment centers that are short term are usually not
beneficial, the long (max. 2 years) should work good. Ithink problems will
arise about placement,.  ° ,

Yes, but cost causes serious inequ® \brsubsistence dependent offenders;

Many, many middle class cocaine Edicts can be rehabilitated short of
prison, not cost effective to lock them up. ,

I'don™ trust the DA's to prosecute offenders if they fail such a program.

Also, it would be discriminatory toward indigent offénders. |would stpport
aprogram for sentenced offenders that spend their entire sentence in CRC;

Institutions
Yes, cheaper to house in a_diversion program than in jail
| don't have enough data. Similar ideas have been used in Alaska;
It would depend on what the failure rate is for this type of program and
time/man hours devoted to prosecution for unsuccessful completion. May
become a management nightmare;
If it has some success rate In Arizona, it may work here as well _
No, the number of drug related arrests is increasing. For the most part their
crimes involve more than simple possession:;
What is Arizona’s experience with this program?; o ,
Yes, perhaps treatment will also be initiated and positivegains will be
accomplished; , , o
Yes, great Program for prison overcrowding and society in general.
No, sends the wWrong message;
Yes, but based on ability to pay; o -
Yes, would be cost effective. A chance like this may rehabilitate the 1st
time offender: _
Yes, we need to try alternatives; ,
Perhaps. But 30 days is not enough time. Folks have heen at 6th Ave.. 6
months - dry, sober, clean, and reverted hack to their old ways on release.
We must create a distinct option to chemical dependency;
Yes, it would decrease jail overcrowding; _
Yes, but is that punishment severe enough to deter them. again;
No, this is contrary to progress made in anti-drug legislation;
The preponderance of young druq offenders cannot raise $ 2,485.00 and
that burden falls to offénders family or no one;

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.

ther
Public safety a must. Must be careful not to become atool for manipulation;



Addendum B (cont.)

Sentencing  Commission will examine, sentencing options & make
reclc)tmmendat|ons based on data analysis & experience as well as political
realities; _ ,

Makes sense, but only if resources to pay for this don't come from DOCs
programs and theré is a screening done by CRC first to make sure
placement is acceptable to program prior to sentencing;

It would have to be voluntary with expulsion of record” upon successful
completion. Courts should not be given ability to by pass DOC regarding
treatment or incarceration - the Courts will overflow such treatment options
and violate the rules regarding eligibility for diversion;

, Central Office _
Gives court too much discretion unless court establishes the program (&
It is not DOC resPonS|b|||t?/); ,
Should be held at lowest feasible level of custody (both for cost and for
humane treatment): .
Should not be established for drug offenders. Would need more staff and
computers to keep up with Paperwork' , ,
No. ropertY offenses are ?re ty damned serious. Anyone who doesn't think
so should try being a victim and see how it feels.

Communitv Corrections -

Department should maintain contro| of placement decisions;
|dea that Person can go to jail for offenses deters some who might offend,
Jails could be used for purpose of protecting community from violent
offenders. Non-violent offenders should be separated from violent and given
choice of treatment;
Favor for first time offenders: , o
No, rule II's are already being used & not particularly effective with drug
Cases; ,
Yes, if an accurate assessment of the offender is made;
Yes, if first time offenders; ,
Yels, non-violent first time offenders only. Second timers and burglars go to
all

entenced offenders belong to the DOC, we can do that now. Unsentenced
can be diverted by the court;
Don't know. Good and bad points equally balanced. Probably better tc let
well enough alone; , ,
If you are talking about prior to sentencing, no:

_ Institutions
Its more cost effective; , ,
Many do not require concrete walls, CRC's are a form of incarceration:
No, at least not very often. This would change the nature of the CRCs.
Inmatﬁs dfrom the jail feel saved by CRC, those going directly to CRC feel
punished;
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22.

«

Yes, the individuals should be placed on a fee basis - free up hard beds in
the institutions: , N
No, our current system is too soft as itis; , ,
No, this would léssen the deterrent value ofincarceration  andpossibly
v@lace offenders in a position to continue victimizing the public;
hat about non-violent first offenders?; o
Yes, first time drug offenders may never wind up in jail;
Yes, this takes a skilled PSI staff: o
Yes, for the same reason as above. Monitoring of close adherence to
rogram expectations should be a strict requirement;
es,” provided a meaningful program of alternatives is developed. A
rogram based on desire, responsibility and service. "Not another crutch",
es, ifthe program adequately supervises the participant, Ifin CRC, the use
loubhc transportation, are not well monitored, and commit property crimes,
he community will not tolerate it, .
Yes, it would alleviate the overcrowding in Alaska; ,
Yes, we have too many short term non violent inmates lumped with Ion(_i
term major violence inmates. This is not good for either category, bu
particularly for young first offenders;

Should Probation/Parole Officers be soIeIFXCresponsibIe for the case

management of CRC placements, instead of C
placements are In residence? Why?

case maragers, while those

Other
Needs to be a team approach between CRC & P&P; (2) _
Not necessarily. Perhaps yes, with CRC case managers involved only if
need to revoke a furlough or other institutional placement to the CRC;
No, PO's are not necessarily trained to deal with the daily treatment aspects
and are more useful in supervising those outside a structured program;

~ Central Office _
P.Os are responsible, although room for both. P.O.s should remain
involved and not "dump" problem cases on CRC; |
Not necessarily P/P officers, but should be professionally managed;
CEI(: emptlo gesddo not have the education, experience, and al around
ability that POs do:
No, tt%/ut there should be general oversight of the CRC case managers by
a DOC staff person;

Community Corrections ,
Would need more staff, butwould cut down on problems with contract staff;
Should maintain ultimate responsibility, but not day-to-day case
management; |
No, case loads are too high:
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It would again determine on resources, so that officers are not taken away
from tradifional duties: | o
P&P officers are court a&gomted and must live/die by court orders. Case
managers are hired by CRC. P&P should have final say on what happens;
Should supervise compliance with conditions of release only;
POs are responsible. CRC managers are just PO helpers; _
Case managers can provide details to the PO which would otherwise be
unavailable; .

_ Institutions ,
Not r|1ecessar||y PO's but, would recommend that the monitor be a state
employee; |
CR ca)llse managers are more than capable of handling CRC placements;
Probation placements onIK (nogé' L o
No. what are we paying the' CRCs for? Institutions should maintain some
involvement in the Cases; , ,
Nﬁ’ allow the CRC case managers to supervise, thus freeing up the PIP
officers; | . , |
Yes, they would dprowde_ greater supervision and compliancewith the
departments needs than is currengy provided;
Yes, makes sense especially for CRC placements who are off lock-down;
This would work best, howeéver, there must be someone at the centers to
solve dacy to day problems: , , ,
No, CRC case” managers are on-site and more involved with the
furloughees; o
No, cost and staff availability: |
Yes, paid, trained, accountable professionals; ,
Yes, it would be more effective. Public would receive better protection. In
the long run, we may have less recidivism;
No, but'CRC case managers should be accountable to PO's;
No, these units must coordinate;
Yes, if placement is on probation/parole - not furlough status;
No, the CRC case managers should report to the probation officer;
Yes, if more POs are hired. Cannot handle current load properly;
Yes. Closer supervision by DOC in interest of community welfare;

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

Other
Both PO and CRC need to report or coordinate violations so offenders can
be dealt with and not ShP through cracks; ,
|think so, at lease before the viglator is incarcerated. Obviously courts have
a say If violator won't voluntarily go to CRC;

No, variances in criteria between PO’s would result in unfairness - let the
Parole Board or institutional classification committee do that:
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Central Office ,
Should have procedure in place for supervisor review/approval
Save time and money for DOC and courts; N
Judges should have to take some responsibility for such decisions. In-
house should have Director-level review for consistency in standards;
l\tlo, |af|'[h0|:l)J h a limited authority to do so would be a good management
ool for PO's; | ,
. Community Corrections _ ,
Should occur in conjunction with institutional PO who wil su[)erwse; ,
Supervision authority from court/condition allowing placement/ if revocation
In‘progress, placement in CRC could be condition of release;
No - in"conjunction with others;
There needs to be checks and balances; _ _
They would seem the appropriate person but others could be involved in
the process. More consideration of this is needed.
P&P ‘officers are court appointed and must live/die by court orders. Case
managers are hired by CRC. P&P should have final say on what happens;
Yes, if prior to court involvement in the violation;
Who else would you recommend?; _
No, should be in conjunction with CRC so that they have the right to refuse
a placement which may not be appropriate for the program,;

, Institutions
Should be a committee established for that purpose; -
No y pollacement IS tantamount tc re-incarceration and some review is
needed; o ,
Probably, but there would need to be legal/judicial basis for approval;
Y?fs dué to limited contacts and education and training received by the P/P
officers; , |
Yes, the Person is on their caseload:
Yes, but for technical violations only; _
No, there needs to be checks and halances in all systems;
Yes, would eliminate working between 2 or 3 bureaucracies;
No, make the courts take some responsibility;
No, the court should have input;
No, oversight by judge (probation) and parole board (parole).
No, their heavy Casé loads, and the percenta?e of recidivists preempts
them from making totally unbiased assessments. Tney are human beings
with tremendous urdens; S
No, CRCs may refuse any client. They know their limitations (.e. arson,
conflicts between individual placements, etc.,
No, should be joint effort by PO's and CRC case managers;
No, need judicial involvement; _
Yes, as officers of court, not as program representatives;
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Do you favor a special halfway-In CRC for non-violent technical probation
violations? Other

J Tbo% complicated. They again need to have consequences for their
ehavior;
o Yes, it would separate these offenders from furlou%hees and other
pgpulatlons ?nd may promote a better milieu for successtul completion and
er suppor
J l{l)o can p% to reg?ular CRC. Could only afford such a facility in Anchorage
(maybe OK just Tor Anch.):

Central Office
«  Mayheableto use day reporting/electronic monitoring instead of CRC bed;
0 Sf]gfoulg be various levelsitypés of CRCs for specific tvpesineeds of
offenders;
+  Valuable consideration;
+  No, but | am not sure if | understand the ques ion. The whole CRC concept
seems to he a half-way in or half-way out process;

Communitvy Carrections
* No, most problem probation violations were in custody before and will know

CRCs ey,
»  Yes, should save $:
»  They need to be separated from the furlough population.
Institutions
»  Probably don't have enough candidates for CRC placement to justify

specialization;

It would be a good ideg;

Yes, this Program would have significant potential;

No need for anything "special’

Not necessarily, hmk IP officer use enough discretion to know when to

place these t o a 1/2 way house. This placement is a good deterrent;

«  No,we cannot be allt hmP to all men In addition an offender is an offender
is an offender! This system could lead to a sanctimonious hierarchy;

» Yes, for low infractioncases;

What impact would such a program have on overcrowding In the Institutions?

Other
J Positive but can be accomplished by greater use of all CRC's, not just a
special one;
] ngefully these folks would not go back to an institution and thus over time
would reduce institutional numbers due to fewer violations;
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o Com_mumt)( Corrections
Stf.liotics should reveal impact, ,

Should have impact by reserving jail for those whoneed it;

Should tend to reducé populations;

Hopefully lessen overcrowding;

Might reduce somewhat; , , ,

| not sure of the impact, but would think that it would be small if any;

~ Institutions
Should reduce population; .
CRC failures would be placed into institutions; o
We could fill the beds in'the CRC which are not available due to designation

to PIP; , ,
It would lessen the, overcrowdm? caused br the numerous technical
violation which are, in part, attributable to the |ab|||t{ held by the field PO:;
Reduce numbers, leave longer term prisoners towork — with;
Help relieve overcrowding;
| am sure it would help;
Favorable; o ,
Overcrowdm? happens because more crime is happening for a number of
reasons. Still'the publics safety cannot be ignored. Public needs to support
alls as well as halfway houses (well managed) in order to feel safer;
ot familiar, don't knoiw:
Should relieve some placements;
Helpful; _ ,
Hopefullg alleviate crowding;. - ,
Tremendous positive affect; it would help eliminate overcrowding;
Possiple reduction;
Beneficial impact;

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

Other
No, not until the true value of such a program is determined:;
Not at this time;

_ Central Office , ,
Not proven effective. Serves to widen the net which could otherwise be
addressed through probation. Climate would require indoor activity space
for much of year.” Gives "license” to abuse. (2) , ,
Its been done in other places and | don't think the results are impressive;

Community Corrections
May be of some use for non-violent offenders; o
Its workable in other jurisdictions, unknown how cost effective it would be
or how effective;
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Stats are not that good; . ,
Most P/P have beén reLect_ed by the m|,I|tarY. Some have been discharged
as unfit. Most are too rebellious and antj-authoritarian to accept bogt camp.
Also, boot camp teaches nothing of value like reading, math, english, or a
vocation; -

, Institutions , ,
No, | am not convinced they have any special merit; o
| believe this type of program may onlg be successful to. the juvenile
delinquent o fifst time prisoner (age18-25) who hasn't been in the’military
or isn't associated with a gang; . .
No, not proven to work. Becalse of the privileges offered in jail, few would
volunteer and complete program; , _ o
| am not knqwledqeable enough to answer this question. | like it, but |
would target juvenile if possible;
Maybe, probably,lust to non-violent offenders: ,
No, I'm not sure it this type of program will work with our judges; |
All offenders should spend time in a jail. When direct CRC Rlacement IS
made, too many offenders do not understand that what they have done is
an offense against society;

a. Ifso, what population of offender should be targeted? What eligibility criteria
should be utilized?

Central Office ,
Should be for offenders with no court ordered tx. requirements;
Eliminate serious violent offenders. Youth detention(s) would count as
previous incarceration;

_ ~ Community Corrections S
Consider modified program for young offenders in conjunction with Fish &

Game; o _

Use for 18-25 year olds who make stupid mistakes, are non-violent and
need sense of direction and supervision; |

Depends on structure of boot camp (probably non-violent offenders);
Should target young, impressionable, non-hardcore gffenders;

Probably young drug offenders who are treatment oriented; _
18-22 year olds,. 1st felony conviction (even some sex offenders ie.
staltuto)ry rape), with voluntary or court ordered treatment, sentence 2 years
or less); | L

18-25, "property and drug offenders, satisfactory institutional record,
motivated, first and second time offenders, no less than medium custody:

Institutions

Age, health, type of crime, first time offenders, possible success
considered;

33



Addendum E (cont.)

No criteria should be established. Everybody should be exposed if some
unitive component is to be experienced; ,
irst time_offenders up to 32. No sex. offenders or crimer where death
occurs. Screen out those needing residential substance abuse or mental
health treatment; ,
First time offenders under thirty. Less than two years to serve and more
than 6 months;
Minimum - community custody: o
Young first time offenders with no prior history. POs should screen for
appropriate candidates; ,
First otfenders, young, and must pass health screening. Healthy under 25
years old, motivated according to judicial interpretation;

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

Other
Task force & sentencing commission should consider;

_ Central Office
This seems to he a retread job on NewStart;
What is a Day Reporting Center?;

, Institutions
Ne?atwe_ - unnecessary and costly; o
Not familiar totally. However, whatwould be its justification, other than
convenience? reduction in population? Are there options circumventing the
letter of the law which state "X days injaif*? How are these people repaying
a debt to society. Are we making it easier?

What should be the mission/function of such programs?

| ~ Central Office .
Should provide medication dispensing (where necessary), UA's, reality
check, job search reports, contact; , , N
Lraclﬂ\? ott offenders, oversight of compliance with conditions, could also
0 UATesting; | _
Graduation fr%m CRC to DRC'to live @ home and report daily to center for
employment, social services and community work service, UA's, etc.,

_ .. Community Corrections
Intensive supervision/surveillance/services; ,
Newly sentenced/released offenders report daily for treatmentscreening
(1.e. mental_ health, job ?Iacement, substance abuse, education, etc.) as well
as monitoring, UA's. etc. o - _
Monitoring drug/employment/residential condition compliance;
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Help offenders with social services, job training and P)Iacement, check-in,
treatment referrals, monitoring CWS, interface with PO:

| | Institutions
Non-violent, first offends; ,
Increase supervision/rep' rting level for community placements;
Referral for job placement and UA testing;
Would help with high risk cases;
Monitor whereabouts and sobriety, .
I\élom.to.?ng progress, UA's, BA'S confirming employment, confirming
omicile; . | |
Logical transition from prison to halfway house to probation;

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

Other
DOC is trained to deal with criminal behavior;
Probably cheaper if contracted for;

Central Office
DOC through P/P (new start), = ,
CRC employees performing ‘duties with DOC oversight;
To the extént that it is a critical surveillance funcfion, it should not be
delegated to non-professional, untrained staff;

, Community Corrections ,
DOC, or if not, DOC supervised. Too easy to get friends to put down
individual [EE)OYIS' R
At least initialy DOC (on trial basis) but eventually may be contract for cost-
effectiveness;

c.  Should Day Reporting Centers be located In CRC’s or elsewhere?

Other
They have staff, programs and contact with offenders making offenders
accountable; , . . .
Elsewhere when possible. But could be in CRC in some locations;

, Central Office
CRC if new start not appropriate; . ,
Where possible it could" allow effective use of group/meeting rooms, etc.,

Probation Office or New Start:

Community Corrections
If resources and expertise is available, CRC;
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21.

»  Pushing luck if forcing non-CRC's to go to CRCs. Could probably screw
up both programs; _ ,

»  Elsewhere, as not all CRCs are easily accessible. CRC would be an
advantage for back-up staff availability in evenings;

o Institutions
® Location in CRC's would be practical;

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

Other
J Furlou?hees daily re ortindg should be to PO office or other office so as not
to contaminate CRC resident if starting drugs again;
« Yes, it may be a valuable last step to going Solo;

»  Good possinility; .
Central Office

*  Furloughees should be ready for regular supervision;

Seems™ easonable in some Cases; ~ N ,

® SGhould employ a spectrum of available supervision levels of CRC, like
eorgia;

Community Corrections
Could be one use for CRCs (would be more strict than CRC alone);
Makes sense as continuing vehicle for supervision; . .
This whole area needs to be carefully studied and experimented with;
Yes, sounds good:; ,
System needs to be progresswe, not DOC's dump;
Yes, the furlou?hees to De considered for graduation from a CRC to day
reporting would have proven themselves as good risks (less liability);

_ Institutions o
Possibly - could also be simultaneous or in lieu of CRC;
For those who need it Boor CRC record, etc.;
No, too much risk to DOC: |
Yes, specially those of vjolent crimes and long term sentencing
There s valuie on a gradient scale;

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

Other
»  Task Force & sentencing commission should make recommendation;
* Itsnew, Not sure of effects:
»  Yes, if feasible financially.
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, . Central Office
»  Some, and in combination with other devices;

Community Corrections _
Should be offered by private contractor for "house detentions" or court
ordered conditions of releaso; offenders requiring electronic monitoring
shouldn't be furloughed:;

, , Institutions
»  Undecided. This needs a lot of study; ,
Not enough known about the success and failure rate; _
» Yes, ifthere is a proviso that somehow there is a debt to be rePa|d and a
definite service 10 the community is a proviso. No, if they merely continue
their lives out of jail;

a. I so, what population should be targeted?

Other
»  Home detention, ISSP types with curfews; _ ,
»  Low risk, non-violent oftender in conjunctionwith community service and
Day Reporting; _ ,
, Community Corrections ,
* () PIPviolators, (2) high risk parolee, and (3) furloughees placed ina DRC
brogram who have proven good risks:

, _ Institutions
Non-violent, first offenders: ,
Misdemeanants, community custody, tech violators, ISSP's
High risk, M/P :3SP type Parole;
High risk MR/ISSP type parole;
Non-violent first offenders;

b.  What eligibility criteria should be utilized?

Other
 Ifincarceration or other sanction would be counter productive and would
seriously impact offender or family (eg. result in loss of job);

| Central Office S N
»  Should review current offense, offense & supervision history, living &
employment situation, and offender assume all costs for monitoring;

. Community Corrections o
»  Someone who isto go to limited number of places in fairly controlled area;
» Al unclassified and Class a felons, most presumptive for crimes against
persons and burglary;
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S
1
2
3

Have ajob, or get ajob within 2 weeks and have a residence approved by
PO (Not an empty refrigerator box);
Three years of release according to specific criteria set forth in advance;

Institutions
Several things should be considered, resident, family,employment;
The offender can pay for i Low risk offenders
Offense, supervision expenence rogram needs;
The misdemeanant or non-violent felon population could be targeted and
carefully screened as to mtent fam||y con3|dera tion, treafment and
education, If necessary. Ability to pay Should not be the predominant
criterion;
Public need to close monitoring, and participation does not place
community at increased risk for violence;
Untreated sex offenders, violent conviction orbackground and court
ordered but untreated offenders:
Should also have judicial approval

hould electronic monitoring of urlou?hees and/or parolees be:;
[

Based at local corréctional cfr. with surve|||ance performed by
correctional officers or contracted securl X

Based @ CRC with surveillance performed by CRC staff?

F;ggfg;)med by probation officers as an enhancement of the present

Other
Decision should be made according to what works for geography,
population, etc.,
Number 2 or 3 depending on group being supervised:

Central Office
See MarlcoPa City, Anzona program, should be accomplished by DOC:;
commum unct|on best handled by community staff Edeﬁmtely not CRC
staff/lCRC Ioca tion);

Community Corrections
Contracted security guards don't get paid enough to be totally honest. ISSP
wou ?reat ifwe were talking money here;
Bar SSP and contract for central monitoring:

ISP program, these are_ the people who know most about field
sup erV|3|on Also, statute gives this job to probation;

I res,oon3|bll for furloughees is with community corrections, #3. Best bet
would be DOC run with own staff and leased equipment (at least intially)

Institutions
If PIP can do it, it would be a better choice, but due to lack of manpower,
probably at institution;
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28.

Any of the above; o _

Pait of ISSP p,rogram sounds the most feasible, if indeed the idea makes
sense in the first place; _

Sub-contractor such as "Freds Bail Bond";

3), but only if there are more PO’s hired. I think it's more appr
he PO who files PTRP or decides to return offender to CRC to
the data on such violations;

#2 is ideal nationally; o

CRC staff is adequate as these are low §rof||e prisoners;
Furlou?hees by correctional officers (1) however, pretrial by contract
security guards would be preferable;

Make use of POs with police backgrounds; , ,
Survelllanfe should be done by police authority empowered, trained
personnel.

opriate for
directly get

Do you favor the utilization of Specialized Community Residential Centers ‘I.e.
substance abuse, female, mentally ill, etc.) yes/rio? If yes, which of the
{olloyvmg(%o you feel has the greatest need in’ Alaska? (10-greatest need: 1
east nee

Other
Should explore female offenders with children &/or pregnant;
Should explore geriatric offenders (for future%; _
Difficult to rank in such, a manner, | believe that they all rate a 10 in terms
of client group & individual need. Obviousl Pnormes are shaped by other
factors| as well. Clearv mandates a CRC for mentally ill offenders, for
example;

, Central Office
Employment skills should be part of all CRCs; | |
Native offender/female offender could be considered if treatment oriented.
AItho,uPh need exists of #9, there are too few in any one area to warrant
special program; _
Substance abuse, native, sex offender, and mentally ill only. All others
combined;

Institutions

Developmental® disabled is a great need for the Department;

Numbers 1,5,7,9 will be more expensive than current CRCs due to
additional security and therapeutic training for staff. Women will behave
better in coed CRC. PIP violations will be better served if they see other
residents free (1.e. employment, treatment, vocational education, etc&.; _
Specialized would be great, but utilizing what we have would also work with
sPeqahzed assistance for client (transport to work, treatment in house, etc.);
A thmgs considered, Idon't believe our CRC's can specialize, as we don't
have the numbers;

No, t00 expensive;
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29. How can Communit/y Residential Centers be better utilized for
con

furloughees/restitution

fined misdemeanant placements?

Other
Better surveillance/training for staff, "
Make them available to all offenders within 90 days of release to aid in
making it on the street (transition);

Community Corrections , . ,
Help furloughees get reintegrated into community. Restitution paid and
((::aFy ht up. All need to be assisted and most assistance can be done within
,S;

Make more placements and spend money to transport rural placements to
empty. urban, soft-beds; ,
Stress job training and/or placement for furloughees. | have no experience
with - restitution™ placements and little @xperience with confined
misdemeanants; Lo

institutions o o
The employees need to be trained in classification and disciplinary

[0CeSSeS:

e basically need more beds; Right now we have to tum away court
ordered reports to report later; ,
Confined misdemeanants should be seﬁarated from the others as their
short time attitude is disruptive to the other offenders;

More programs, communication with DOC, specialized care, etc.

First DOC needs to ensure contractual monies are going to where they are
supposed to be going; ,

Need more CRCsto reduce prison pressure;

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

Other
Violent offenders are a serious threat to the community with_reoccurring
offenses. The rights of the community at risk should be considered:;
Yes, seems an artificial distinction: ,
Yes, violent offenders who are near the end of their sentence and who have
reduced their classification level by good institutional behavior should be
allowed to work and pay off restitution while their needs are being provided

for; ,

o Central Office , ,
They're mixed in general population in institutions, (violent offenders are in
resfitution centers now); L
No reason to put community at any higher risk than present;
No for domestic violence/batters. "Resisting arrest" offenders should not be
classified as violent offenders;
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The prohibi%ion s an artificial one that is based upon a municipality
requirement; o

Soﬁ]e violent offenders have Iargfe amounts of restitution to pay, and could
benefit from getting started while on furlough;

Communitv Corrections
On case-hy-case basis accounting for prior record, program, efc.
They belong in highly structured/supervised placement.” Not with "money
crimes”;
Yes, if offenders are carefully screened and depending on treatment status;
No - risk too great; - ,
Too broad a Statement. No. Individual cases most certainly should go to
restitution center; , , ,
Yes, if committing offense is the only violent, crime; , _
Vlfcglertﬂ offenders have been placed at glacier manor for years without il
effect; o
. Institutions
No, risk to great;
Yes, they function in our other CRCs:
Violent offenders can be Placed nCRCs,
No, protection of the public shall remain a first priority; o
No - tt&ey neted to be incarcerated to protect the public. Present guidelines
are adequate;
No, not %s a blanket policy (i.e._not for violent offender who has been a
Bredatory a(%gres,swe mmatg). Though some violent offenders who have
peen "model” %nsoners and whose crimes were committed only while
Intoxicated might be worth trying on furloughs; o
Yes, they eventually have to"be released onto the public. It is better to
monitor this in a controlled manner,
Yes, expand for hetter use;
Outrh (tJ#C’s & restitution centers are the same place, so | have no problem
with this; , .
It doesn't matter, they can still be eligible for furlough; ,
\t(es, m%ny anolent offenders were 1time crime of passion and very unlikely
0 re-offend;
No, violent offenders should. be kept separate;
Yes, on a case-by-case hasis;
This would not make a significant change;
\T{hes% ,pﬁoplﬁ interface outside of jail, wny not at a CRC;
es, high risk; , ,
| recomgmended placement in CRC 6 months before release to society;
No, the assurance of lengthy incarceration for violent crime is the ‘only
meaningful deterrent;
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Do you feel that the current utilization of Community Residential Centers I
meeting the needs of the Department of Corrections?

30.

Other
Under utilized and not meeting needs; o
No, not enough beds are being utilized due to combination of DOC
reluctance to~furlough and contractors reluctance to accept certain

offenders; ,
Central Office ,
Have too many beds (population projections don't support this number of

beds);

Not enough substance abuse beds; . . ,

CRC staff not qualified, professional, or providing sufficient security and/or
monitoring of offenders;

Community Corrections
Should be expanded; , o
Unsure, would like one in Ketchikan as alternative to jail;
Onlgl a small part or state needs more of them:
Under utilized. More access by P/P is needed;

- Institutions
No, under utilized; , |
No, but the answer is not to simply place more offenders in them. They
tcould be restructured to handle more long term (3/4 house) and very short
erm; |
Yes, but more referrals of misdemeanants should be made as well as
property crimes; , |
No, the 'beds should be increased so that more nonviolent manageable
offenders can be placed there:
No, not enou?h beds;
No, but it could:
No, under utilized: -
No, our contract exceeds those who meet current criteria;
Yes, 1t is vacatlng the beds of the sentenced offender to make room for the
unsentenced, but can we say that It is fulfiling the mission of the
Department;

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

Other
Too short stars to achieve rehabilitation goals; o ,
Some seem fo have benefitted, better assistance with job and housing
issues might help;
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Central Office
Could use more treatment beds (substance abuse); = ,
CRC staff not qualified, professional, or providing sufficient security and/or
monitoring of offenders; , |
Lack of frust in CRC's leads to non-recommendation for 'hose who
’\Probably need transitional period;
ot enough info to form an opinion;

~ Community Corrections
Not available in all communities;
Need more specific (Specialized) CRCs for some people:
No, no access for rural P/P violations; , , ,
Need to really expand in area of employment. Relying on job service does
not provide the types of jobs needed for success;

~ Institutions
No, under utilized;
ProbabI)( not; - |
No, joh training and the virility to save an(Y real money are real detriments;
Yes, of those that are referred/furloughed:;
Yes, for the most part;
It makes life more pleasant for them, however, | don't know any lessons are
being learned. They are rarely inconvenienced. | think we aré doing them
a disservice by not imposing Some debt to society that must be repaid and
we are circumventing the educational component. We are merely using
another kind of warehouse; o
No. | feel more supervision and more pro rammmcr] IS needed;
Yes, although we need more, higger, and better sfaffed CRC's;

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

the needs of the community?

ther

Yes, but could be better. Regarding overcrowding it is not meeting the
needs of the community; ,

No, community is still subjected to alcohol related crimes due to lack of
adequate treatment and/or supervision of those offenders who are
alcohol/drug dependent;

. Central Office ,
Have had in use for 10 years with no mujor problems and they provide

CWS; | —
To the extent that they are only serving offenders with minimal needs
ﬁleavmg others non-placed);,

ot enough info to form an opinion;
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Community Corrections
Could make more placements .
Not available in all areas so use more costly jail beds;
No. CRCs are an excellent alternative to jail;
l\llo. %:odmmumty is the entire state, not’just where CRCs are presently
ocated: , ,
Community would never allow a CRC if they could preventit,
They [lalrowde CWS and reduce risk of re-offense by supervision and
surveillance;

Institutions
Yes, very safe;
Yes, to the degree allowed; S ,
Yes, for the most part people in CRCs are not victimizing the public;
Undecided, there is always room for improvement; N
No, we still release offenders with no transition time or proper supervision;
Yes, for the most part; N _
Not entirely, could be handled more efficiently, improvements need to be
made and should not be at a greater expense to DOC or marginal
treatment of inmates; |
| cannot truthfully answer this;
No, identified unmet needs;
No, too little, too late;

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

Other
The skill of personnel involved in centers, the uniformity of procedures,
programs, rules and regulations; | ,
Yes, if money is there. Better trained staff and less risk to public;
Yes, contractors do not give us the stability and quality of service necessary
and cost are t0o high for what we get in retum’

~ Central Office ,

Could meet securlt?/ and compliance requirements with DOC staff;
Necessary to develop range and guahty of services needed:;
_Fog attitu (ta professionalism, DOC personnel have ahility to make better
udgements; , | ,
_esqn We have do-  <«inthe past, and | have a higher level of confidence
in our own staff: _ ,

Community Corrections ,
State would have more control but may be more expensive;
More control over the momtonn% of the offender;
Unsure - open to question whet

er the private sector can do job cheaper
and better,
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Yes, We could use for oyr short termers to live and continue on with jobs;
Yes, staff turnover large in anate operations; =

Yes, hetter control, although perhaps increased liability;

No, vendors seem to be doing ok. Thety) are cheaper,; _ _
Overall, tdhedCRC’s are doing a good joD, although expanded job services
are needed.

Institutions
Yes, better control; ,
Yes, for mandatory furloughs Fthose, that are medium and close custody)
have been incarcerated for a fona time and need a structured pre-release
program; | | ,
\t(ﬁs, some programs are not cost-effective - privates are unlikely to do
em, . L .
Yes. I'am disenchanted with private vendor "corrections”, the vendors are
té)o glolmcal and end up trying to make policy for the department. Not
00
No - too costly; N , _
Yes,dbetter accountability and quicker response to changing departmental
needs; , ,
Yes, the state would provide a more secure setting although the expense
would be greater. It would be a good idea for the violent offender;
Not as they are presently utilized, Twould if more "risky" offenders are to be
furloughed since the same or similar staff training in Security, etc. might be
needed and hence the_cost would far surpass the current CRC structure:
Yes, itwould be great. DOC trained employees would understand clientele,
o0od for offenders and staff.
es, if fiscally sound; , .
Possibly, might be better quality and responsibility, butwhat about cost?;
| believe they should be DOC facilities; o
Yes, as a general rule state employees performance workbehavior is better
monitored, they must show professionalism, they are in a career field, they
will ensure more safety and security towards the community and at the
same fime inmates can be treated fa|r|¥]; _
Yes. There should be some way that the offender should eam his keep,
work at some useful community’ enterprize and that the State should reap
the benefit from some of these benefits. A portion of the permanent fund
dividend could be used to offset these costs; _
An acceptable alternative when and where contracts are not available;
Yes, there must be accountability;
Yes, for Tprobat|on and parole purposes;
Yes, uniformity;
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Do you favor the concept of State owned Community Residential Centers, with
operations provided by Independent Contractors? Please explain.

Other
If appropriate training is Browded to staff. Then. we have the facility at least
and can't be_held over barrel as much regarding the service. |prov,|ded;
Since this option would be subject to more overyﬁht and stabiltty, it would
be better than present - still would cost too muc

Central Office _ o

Could be more cost effective (allowing CRC's in any community without
elaborate proceduresr?; _ . ,
Preferable over current system. May increase competition and quality of
Services, . . .
Notl_u,nless more control is obtained on contractors services, methods, and

olicies; _ .
If we can afford to own it, we can afford to operate it.

Community Corrections
Depends on cost and level o accountab|||t?/;
More feasible as DOC retains management; _ o
State would have all the expense. Contractor would have little motivation to
limit expenses; ,
No, should be all DOC or nothmg; ,
No, why get into the real estate business?; _
Yes, if it would allow CRC's to be more centrally located and accessible.
Otherwise, why fix what isn't broken?;

Institutions
No, lack of control
No, we should run our own; S
No - once again too costly. We have run-down institutions (6th Ave. Annex)
that nccu o be demoliShed and replaced with ACA standards for living
conditions in mind fast;
Yes, quidelines easier to enforce; , ,
No, why add the expense to the state with no added benefit;
Yes, if fiscally sound;
No, all staff Should be DOC personnel;
Not all operations, Main supervision should come fromDOC employees
(key positions within CRC) they can supervise lesser paid non-state
employees but DOC standards should always be met; ,
No, the state is paying for the care of the offender instead of vice-versa;
Where acceptable Tacllities are not available; ,
No, if run by independent contractor they may not hire and pay competent
Persons;
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Do you favor the concept of Contractor owned and operated Community Residential
Centers (current practice)? Please explain.

32.

©...

Other
Not especially given lack of training and turnover in staff
No, too costly and quality is low;

Central Office
Some loss of control and facilities frequently below par: |
Too small a market. Wealth & ownership“of buildings does_ not qualify
someone to perform the program/monitoring services. Puts DOC in a bind;

Commun'rtv Corrections ,
Probably cheaper end better received by community, but DOC has less
conti ol of program; |
CRC? run where State gets good deal and Contractor profits;
Prefer DOC, but private ran CRCs have place in continuum:;
It's ok, but state operated and owned is best alternative;
It seems to be working well, except for the problem of gainingaccess to
more centrally located facilities (FBKS);

Institutions
No. State owned and operated; _
Yes, the costs accrued are less than those that would accumulate ifState
owned or operated; _
No, inadequate supervision of residents; , ,
Yes, they would maintain their buildings and equipment better ifthey owned

them,. .
Undecided, more cost effective but not as good qualft *
No, |still feel that this should be a function of DOC:;

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.

»

Other
Centers doing very good jl())b’ based on limited exposure;
Yes, not aware of any problems;

Yes, no problems as'it'is located in poor part of town near LCCC;

~ Community Corrections
Too long a waiting list at Clitheroe Center;

Institutions |
No problem. Half-way house has been at the same location for 10 years
with no problems;
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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.
Other
Since there is little or no competition cost containment will always be a
roblem. Also, quality control will remain to be a headache for the State.
e'd be better off owning and o _eratln(% our own; ,
Perhaps too cost effective regarding not assuring an adequately trained

staff;
, ~ Central Office
o Very little competition. Providers dictate market. Maybe should be looked
at as other than professional services;
»  More DOC supervision is needed:; _ _
Uncertain. I am told that our contracts are very inexpensive compared to
other states. We probably do no demand encugh in our contracts;,
« |think POC and offenders are belng shortchanged. Lack of experience,
consistency in rule application (or knowledge of rules) and staff attitude
make monitoring difficult; ,
J C()jtherW|se we would not be paying for unused bed space as we presently
0, . .
Cqmmumt% Corrections | _ . ,
» 30 long as the focus is to make money, it will provide the minimum service
for the' most money; ,
»  they have areal Place in corrections:
v Yes, because of the savings in cost for staff:

Institutions

*  No, we pay for empty beds; |

»  No, paying for unused beds doesn't seem cost effective. We should pay
daily fées on only those man-days used; _

»  Yes, ifthe CRC standards are enforced and evaluated ona quarterly basis;

*  No, would really Jike to see state facilities. However, Contractor type could
be successful with proper DOC relationship;

* Yes, I'm not qualified to address the fiscal aspect of CRC's;

»  Most cost effective - yes, most efficient - no (undecided);

o After considerable review, | believe the current situation is adequate, but
could be improved: - ,

*  No, not unless DOC starts utilizing these CRC strictly for work pre-releases,
less violent type of offenders. At the same time ‘Alaska introduces state
owned and state operated, at least by key staff, for longer term more violent
and untreated offenders; , _ N _

*  No, there is little competition and little structure to motivate efficient services
or cost effectiveness;

*  No, do they employ the most competent persons?;
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34.

Yes, for first offenders, non-violent and young offenders; ,
No, it is my understanding that beds are paid for whether used or not. This
S a strangze concept at best. Pay for services used and that all. With the
academy turning_out classes of 20 at a time, CRC's could be staffed with
state personnel.” There would be greater control and consistency.

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

Other
No, for sex offenders this should be a criteria for placement (completion of
a program);
Yes, need more after-care type of treatment; _
Yes, could be provided by outpatient providers from community however;

~ Central Office

Could be explored in DOC operated facilies. CRCs operate best as
community brokers for services;
Programs which directly address problems related to offense are more
important than ?enenc Services; , ,
Especially important at entry level, but only by DOC sanctioned providers,
f "in-houise" treatment is appropriate, it can be provided without DOC
involvement; _
No! | don't even favor the sex offender treatment program in our
institutions; , _

. Community Corrections
Follow-up services only;
Would favor any additional ?rograms for sex offender (even short term). A
specialized CRC for sex offender would be ideal;
Favor for drug/alcohol only (not sex offender tx.);
No - need to Complete while in jail; ,
Yes, if electronic monitoring is done at the same time. Sex offenders are
going to be publicly damned and so they need treatment before total
release to CRC: , -
Yes, otherwise manr are released without anY rehabilitation effort;
solves security problems, solves "l forgot, I got lost, My Counselor was out"
etc. kind of excuses, , ,
No, in-house programming for sex offenders is best left to Frofessmnals.
Substance abuse would be a possibility in the form of educational classes;

Institutions
No, lack of control: , o ,
Yes, but not as an alternative to treatment during incarceration;
No, ony for the obvious reasons: ,
No, | do not feel they have the funds to provide adequate thorough
treatment following, these programs are already available through the Dept.;



Addendum B (cont.)

35.

No, these people are at a high risk to re-offend and need treatment out of
a community setting first; ,

Yes, keep thie prisoners productively busy; , _
Yeshatt_ least some form. Adds structure and continues processstarted in
institutions;

Yes, if qualified people provide the treatment: _

Yes, most sex offenders could be safely housed in less secure
environments; | 5 |

Nolt unIessi it is the primary purpose of the facility, not an adjunct to work
release, etc., |

Yes, If they were owned and partially operated by DOC:,

Yes, in house provides accessibility and reduces potential dangers to the
community in travel to and from.

No, this specialization will be too costly; _ ,

No. There are distinct limitation as to"the é)_rofessmnal_ component in the
CRC's, Therefore, |am questioning the validity of these in-house programs;
Yes, failure of many sex offendersto participate;

What general observations or suggestions can you make that would help
assure the more effective use of, or better programming of, CRC's?

Decisions should be based on type of offender permitted to participate.
Violent offenders should be the [ast considered for CRC regardless of the
"savings” It may create. ,
We should appreciate low number of current Problems in CRC's before
makmq too many changes. CRCs for non-violent/misdemeanants should be
available with courts ta mtg responsibility for sentencm? offenders to CRC
(to preserve truth in senfencing). Shodld not subverf "prison sentence”
5|mP|y to save money. Public Audges should be made aware of actual
cost 0f incarceration vs. CRC and be responsible for this kind of decision.
Would like to see offenders be able to work toward release from first
classification. This ensures progression with an individualized goal. Each
should have individualized plan“upon release. | believe that we Could have
more successes if Probation/Parole_(institutional and field) operated with
social work philosophy rather than "Cop" mode. Need more staff to E)rowde
Erogram oversight. Need to place offenders in most appropriate type of
RC & program. We need to act as if reintegration was really a part of
DOC's job.and not someone else’s. , ,
Need aresidential center in Kenaito house light-weight offenders who work
in area. Would benefit State in that it could be run"with. minimal staff and
benefit offender who can work, contact with family, treatment for
alcohol/dru% lgroblems, etc.
We need a CRC in Kenai, State run_and operated:; , ,
| believe we should have a more unified coordinated and reliable system if
we operated them ourselves. It is my opinion that there are some things in
this world that shoulo not be driven by a profit motive. This is one.
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« (5ive me some mon

The CRCs are an excellent step in reintegration of offenders and also as a
first offender, non-violent placement alteration Should not be utllized as
lace of habitation" onl¥. . _
gy 0 get my indigent clients (nearly all) to Cordova
House or Northstar Center; o -
| am concerned that any program expansion is not limited to Anqhora?e.
Needs exist statewide. Any program chan(fqes should take into consideraion
the individual geographical differences of Alaska communities. ,
You need to be ever minaful that CRCs are a potentially dangerous solution
to crowded prisons. We have, relatively speaking, a small number of
sentenced prisoners. Finding %o_od prosPects in sufficient numbers for the
variety of alternative discussed is unlikely. Be conservative and careful in
Your efforts to increase the number of inmates in CRCs. The last number
looked at had approximately 60% of our inmates qualify as violent. One
"oad" furlough could end a qood program;
More DOC monitoring and interaction with vendors;
| am very satisfied with the current operations of our CRC;
Need more bed SEace; o | |
Those who need the most help adjusting to the community (long term/high
custody) are the least likely to get it and therefore re-offend;
| feel smaller facilities located in more areas of the State with access to
certain types of "core" programming/treatment would help the parole system
be more effective. Also, offender Should continue to pay for the setvices
they have received after release;
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Community Questionnaire
Summary (cont.)

5 Pleaseindicate below howyou think CRC's should be staffed.

Resp0| e tract OC & m.m
C(g] b niract Opwr?ion Response
Federation 0

e Sonss (%9 0% &8y oy u¥
Qe R&‘pm ao) ef) @i 11]5% 680

fo A o ofte e 5.%?%
0| 0 tothis uesu elt that Com nity Resident
Etfrs OSES r%[(fs?lg(()) C%)J;%ir)] %% ernt res nde Igtnglfatar%

UNCl
er m(?r\ y o[ eve
T %%ﬁgn@?& i
the aﬁ
sta

rr |0NS S

[ ntract st on 60/
@i V\?es [ESPONSES Ej recel é/ tmﬁat Stal |ﬂé jﬁou eézagé
“uons ot a

nto ITel
6 Th ng criteria IS gwey con5|d to determine the e levels of risk
\M]tﬁo % r%‘ ﬂacement. easés rate cntena rom 1M%ng the most

CRITERIA F% TotaJ CRITERIA FCC  Tota

Ag A

A. Custody/Security Level ~ 7.16 710 F. Length of Sentence 599 607
B. Institutional Record 751 75 G Nature of Offense 8% 844

C. Treatment Status 627 65 Hécor CRCIP&P % 762

D. Court Orders 612 611 I VictimsComments 540 564
E. Release Needs 470 48 J Cther 300 3%

6



Community Questionnaire
Summary (cont.)

Theabovedaa |nd|cates |on alre umberofn C|rr|1tsng)lreach f e(pa_
Vi n’g [eCe e?e\c}e ture 0 ents er\cglm era?t?n
P& mun| uncefesag”e ngs g 20 nig
this cn el repres ntm 25/0 o respon nt Ve order (0
rankmg of all crite |avxesas
et F TOTAL
SR(IJ |
stltu . .
S . .
reat
urt rrmendanons
e mammg
|
am||y |ob, etc)

T, Some RCs e used or offendersvw g’ 0 eOrHS nJ L|sted heloware
n%en 8r0]% 6?& ers, |nd|(?al our
I|n o %% L yort]ﬂ the ﬁe Aﬂalv?j mour

= :3%3 by your rrlgluuorh ole |n he blw

ahzed ' Total

i Commumty Respondent Community  Respondert
Sulbstance Anuse 404 498 461 550
Employment/Vocation 641 1.3 6.70 89
Native Offencler 43 53 49 571
Sex Offencer Treatment 22 28 2% 33
Femele Offender 4.24 491 AT2 55
Mentally ill Offender 3N 435 38l 416
Non-Violent P&P 515 b8 553 65

Housing Only 306 34 3% 39



Community Questionnaire
Summary (cont )

a Indicates. the. aver ber of omts

pea ut|||zat e cnter a rece|V|
vxas %m |on [ans ece|V|
ro Ires om e erat n mmun| [1
?d %% S r|
re resﬂ oofall res veo er or ng o cr| era
T
Emﬁ nt/\Vocati r] OT. ]
\ﬁ%ﬁi t P&P Violations
Ve ender

entaﬁ ﬁe %%ders 4Z

ou%r% JW [ans %
naer Treatment |

f Tl ""

.0 @t O S g L e et el ey Dence Taert 8 &

8  Pleasecircle the letter of the following statement(s) that you agree with:

RESPONSE GROUP  AGREE DIS-AGREE
Oed ut|llza fion of CR ovva FCC  115(305%) 262 (69.5%)
relieve Institutional over-cr ING; TOTAL (37 4% 29 (62 60/)

)
ch% te njal FCC 2B (538%) 174 (46.2%)
gﬁoﬁzem oot o%enﬂers TOTAL 235 (49.2%) 243 (30.8%)
AItenr?arnP]/e r & electron FCC  124(2%) 23(67.1%)
NI e TOTAL  172(360% 306 (640%
33 (9L0%)

Other FOC %00 33 (OL0%
TOTAL  44(02%)  434(%08%

The largest number of all responcents (49.2%) agreed with the statement that



Community Questionnaire
Summary (cont.)

ﬁqggners should aﬁgrw he|rsent Iand C hould |||zed or

ers only. ISﬁ) %9 n*
"g@ %nrsgs rece|vr eed vv| eéant{grrll mmu s ere a?oo
é %QQ |ves ang% Cr re rOXI yequaF H

7.4% In favor o rmer n favor of t

ther Jhn@&ﬁééﬁeﬁ ré\sgwngg g’ﬁ%ﬁ mA&B%ﬂW%

otaJ ofhey altem
aroposed alternat|ves |s In u Acﬁe th|s quest|on

summary.
SRt s Gmpet ey b o
Response Yes No: No Response
Fed. of Community Counclls 2 @1%  4(109% 15 (4.0%)
Other Responses 87 (86 %) 8(7.9%) 6 (5.9%)

408 (853%) 49 (10.3% 2 (44%
85 30/ V\ere |n favor o{ the est hment oF
mmunl in erat lon 0
‘nmgm unc /o 8 anvere congvI
1 3 e not |n avor Community Advisory

10. oul Commumty Advisory Boards have the authority to reject a particular

referral?
Response Yes No No Response
Fed. of Community Counclls %7 (108% & (25% 5 (6.7%)
Other Responses 04634%  D(20.7% 7(6.9%)

Tota REO2) B 367

9



Community Questionnaire
Summary (cont)

total of 331 mégg éi)) rein vorofCommun Agviso
e, R b e i

DO AT 1 TS ot (s By oy vy o

i Shoyd the De ag\men %)Oé(? ons f ravel for an an élal statewide meeting
omm ovi r,; {0 discuss and review Communlty
e5|dent| nter po c ur
Response 8 1ilB No Response
Fed. of Community Councils 184 (488%) 140 (424%) 33 (88%)
Other Resporses 0@95%  3B(37.6%) 13 (12%%)
24 (49000 198 (4L4% 46 (96%

The number respondents were In favor of the artment of
Oprrec onsé avel?or psct)ate\M e meemg each year e?ﬁ’l } e num
o e not i avor regg‘nt i erg% Otr(])t

aor avoro e|
h erp umgy 1 unC|Is C:e(jergmn o0 oy CI| : vvere c?n§|4/ \were
0
oceh aﬂfea than "other responses %/0

2 A dividual ro or Qroanization that has
ane| %Lrlelgt %nycwggﬁgues ort \Merbea%tr}ngﬁ u : |onsgg “

W | © Yes No No Response
Fed. of Community Councils (14.1% (8%.]6%/0) (2.%%)
Other Responses (5829 (3357%) (6.6%)

Total (2:% " (7%5% "

10



Community Questionnaire
Summary (cont.)

Over roent 0 aII respon icated an affiliation with
Up or org%mve an inter %eRng &%ts [ the De zwmen 0
or angtposn n nents |nd| |I|%t|<ﬁ kL
er [eS n ﬁ?a' vvere 8e St t|on
besed on' thelr gean ora at|on agroup

13 Howlong have you lived in Alaska?

<lvear iiiiii 510 10< No
Response yearnngl s oS
Federationof . 080 "

Community Councils (45%) 83&)/0 8&2%/ (1.3%)
. Responses 1
oter 1&% 73%) sy o (y) @ 0%)

Tota
’ 3wy @%

%n/
nts |
ineXCESSO %SO o IV allll’y ath%F%%a
e % "@éygﬁ/ﬁ S eggéz 2

amzaﬂons Int er their merrbers Ip In the
munity
14 What isyour se>0
Response Mele Femdle No Response
. of | I
Fed. of Community Councils (53% " ( 431%/0) (1%% !
Other Responses

(6340 3L %) %

Tota ( Zg%/o) (48%/0) f§ ] (2-13%/@

11



Community Questionnaire
Summary (cont.)

s ML R S S
responsevxesrecored e’r}ﬁ oquemalgﬁa (
15 What is your age?

<

Response <18 BBBB 2535 3545 45-55 N/A

R Yonds ok ode o il A% 27%/0 %
QOer Resmm o 206 o £h uB =X s

Total 40 146 147 131
00% 06% 80% 305% 308% 27.4% 2.1%

L T T R T T 4

e grodip % or over
RESPONSE KEY
Alphabetical: ﬁ-F ﬁgsg@ndicated on Questionnaire
Numerical: & indlicated on Questionnaire
Respondent.

amber Commerce
R
enat
n s enes
asg\1 oﬁgersmnssm
ntial. Centers
F‘“N G

munity Counails

§ s N Dr nk Driving

EW
Ictim g'&or ustice

> ZI>ZI>:I>



ACC
AFI
AMI
AOG
ASC
AST
CRC
FCC
LR
MDR
NSR
VIR

Total

%

387
81.0%

_ O O o

w
HOOONOHOOOOHZ!

tiisiis(pim

11.7%

12% ;

78 .
16.3%

Addendum A

#2 t S
3 --N
5 0
1 0
6 0
27 0
2 0
10 0
4 0

328 6
3 0
1 0
3 0
4 0

30<f 1 6

824%  13%

A
0
1
0
7
0
0
6
9
2
0
0
0

V*25 -
5.2%

B
0
)

0
1
0
0
0
3
0
0
0

0
-4/
0.8%

Opowooooﬁ

=

O N O o

20
14.3%

D
1
0
0
3
1
0
4
13
0
0

I
0

23
»4.8%

> B P8 o o Z

338

w

3
4

406
84.9%






J%m«w2543626m&2

3.94
>3.66

>
g

ﬂﬂmmﬂnﬂ\mﬁ_mﬂmmﬂ&m@Aw

-Mﬂmn&M&%mBGEl

75

OBV =9wodNgo

8.56

LYDdISBIFLE8IKBS o

w

_gg{ W -8, '(%#'( 7-62

470 1..599,
|
'}

487 ¥

e BIFRLBABBBVBB B

Question # 6

OBSIBBLPLAQSK o

6.11 \
6.12

. N
Mw%&ﬂ&%ﬂ&@%ﬂ@lmt

£
, -
PO RYBBIYVBIAT 9o o B

..~
11

751

&
WQWQMBmemmBO

7.10
7.16

.. S o> o~ © - fas] 5
-omw O <t o» 4 O_WMMMV



' T Question # 7
A B c P iplp @ mfilp G i
o R R BB WKR IR 1% 165 136
10 BB R 2y B DB 2L LB B
9 51 B W2 53 R 54 2F 59
8 V4 BB BN 0D BS54 BY BE
7 00 FB OB 2 AF TR 4% B
6 BB AN B 7 PA AB 7B M
S B BB BB KL B OB THD 4
4 12 0 7B BB BA M NN DB
3 72 B9 BB BN I HH AR BA
2 1% Wl B 4D 2a BB BBF B
1 WB  4F B ABIW %R W% B4 IR
0 00 00 11 510 45 34 0 BB
¢ - A . A
;1ont§ VIS5 ST ATETL Iy 425T A HB65 3%
FC 4 BALTR 433532 221285 M24IL gorag (515587, 306345

A . m
v(%/Iote: Community Acoeptance - Respondent's Acceptance)



W9 &tfE W Yff Jorot, 58  W® %om .TO - %
' 1% iz s \VO- S tf ' ttt& B 64 IMX
0 0 V 0 0 0 Z G I HFA
0 G G 0 I S 0 i £ G HSN
0 0 I 0 0 I 0 0 I 0 hgw
I G I 0 0 ; 0 f / f HI
Y 8 Y S |f , y fi2 €94 £11 DDd
I S 8 | 0 d I 9 VA I 3HO
0 G 8 0 Z 6 G I 6 Z jlsv
I I [ I 0 / 0 G 0 G oSV
G H 0y t G G fiz S 00V
0 0 9 0 0 9 / I G f W
0 | [ 0 0 | 0z v
I 0 S 0 I 9 0 f V 0 | 3V
) V K a Ma i a ey .
ol # o# ' 8#






# 1

# 14

= OO O NOT NI oo
L T odN 200 me oo
rwh Mmoo 199 oo mmm O oo
N NN oo o mmm <+ o
o 1Tod-dToo A9l o co o

Boococoococo -dd1 o o

CT O OO OO o o

Z OO0 ONO ~- N~ o o

»2147116@314

<< - NSH o o wﬂm N O Ny

ACC
AF
AMI
AOG
ASC
AST
CRC
FCC
LR
MDR
NSR
VIR

147 131 10

30.8%

146
30.5%

41

V3

212 194

Total
- 0% m 5694

21%

27.4%

254 | 0.0% 0.6% 8.6

40.6%
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Addendum B (cont.)
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Addendum B (cont.)
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Addendum B (cont.)
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