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INTRODUCTION

In 1980, Alaska implemented a new criminal sentencing law. Between
1980 and 1985, the State's prison population tripled. The legislature
responded to the need for new prison space by appropriating $127.2 mil-
lion for prison construction. In addition, annual operating costs for
corrections more than triplied, from $21.6 million in FY 80 to $77.7 mil-
lion in FY 86,

Due to concern that Alaska's prison population and corrections costs
would continue to increase, the Alaska House of Representatives asked
the House Research Agency to assess the impact of the new sentencing
law on prison population. This report responds to that request.
Chapter One discusses the development of Alaska's sentencing law and
includes a brief history of American and Alaska sentencing practices.
It also includes explanations of sentencing terminology. Chapter Two
assesses the impact of the new sentencing law on Alaska's prison popula-
tion and discusses the many factors which can affect prison populations.
Chapter Three describes alternatives for dealing with prison crowding.
Where available, cost impacts of these alternatives are provided.

- -




SUMMARY

OVERVIEW OF CRIMINAL SENTENCING IN AMERICA

- During the 1800s, state legislatures generally prescribed sen-
tence ranges for criminals and gave judges the discretion to
select the specific sentence for each offender. Prison crowding
eventually occurred, largely because of relatively Tengthy sen-
tences, improved law enforcement, population growth and inade-
quate prison construction, To relieve crowding, corrections
agencies used good time credit, probation and parole to release
prisoners before they served their entire sentence. These
policies influenced the advent of the flexible indeterminate
sentencing laws which were predominant by 1930 (p. 1).

 Reformers called for an end to the sentencing disparity which
they argued was caused by flexible sentencing. They advocated
the enactment of sentencing laws which provide more fairness,
Justice and certainty (p. 2).

« In response, 15 state legislatures and Congress have replaced
their flexible sentencing systems with determinate sentencing
laws. These laws give Jjudges discretion to select a specific
sentence from a legislatively prescribed range of sentence
lengths. However, there is wide variation among these states in
the scope of discretion given judges. While some states allow
Judges full sentencing discretion, others restrict discretion
with presumptive sentencing laws, an offshoot of determinate
sentencing. Under presumptive sentencing, judges must sentence
the offender to a preset term of imprisonment; variation from
this term is allowed only if the judge finds aggravating or
mitigating factors present (p. 2).

THE DEVELOPMENT OF PRESUMPTIVE SENTENCING IN ALASKA

« In 1975, a Governor's Task Force on Corrections recommended
changes in the State's corrections system, including a revised
sentencing law (p. 3).

- In 1976, the Alaska Legislature created the Criminal Code
Revision Subcommission to draft a new criminal code. A major
goal of the subcommission was to recommend a system that would
?1iminate ?njustified disparity and uncertainty in sentencing

pp. 4 - 0},
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SUMMARY

« In 1978, the legislature enacted a criminal code which revised
sentencing and early release provisions. Effective January 1,
1980, the new law was similar to that favored by the subcommis-
sion; indeterminate sentencing applied to most first-time felony
convictions while presumptive sentencing applied to subsequent
convictions (pp. 6 - 7).

» The new sentencing law Timited the prior effect of both discre-

tionary parole release and good time credit on offenders' actual
time served (p. 8).

Amendments to the Revised Code, 1980-1986

- The Tegislature has amended the sentencing code frequently since
its implementation in 1980. The amendments have generally re-
sulted in "tougher" sentencing than that enacted in 1980. Under
the current law, there is generally more chance of imprisonment,
?nd fgr a 1?nger term, than under the 1980 law or the old code

pp. 9 - 12).

« Major differences between the old law and current law include
using good time instead of discretionary parole as a major re-
lease mechanism, and diminishing judges' and the parole board's
discretion, thereby 1leaving prosecutors with the majority of
influence on offenders' time served (pp. 11 - 12).

- After Alaska's sentencing law was revised in 1980, the prison
population rose at a much faster rate than the general popula-
tion (pp. 13 ~ 15),

General Lffect of Sentencing Laws on Prison Population

« Any sentencing structure--whether it is indeterminate, deter-
minate or a combination of the two--affects prison populations
in two general ways:

+ the percentage of crimes which require incarceration, or the
mandatory imprisonment rate; and

« the amount of time the law requires an offender to serve in
prison, or simply time served (p. 16).
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SUMMARY

« In order to determine changes in total time served, sentencing
data for crimes subject to presumptive sentencing must be com-
pared to data for comparable crimes under the pre~1980 Tlaw.
Although the data necessary for a comprehensive assessment of
Alaska's revised law are not currently available, some conclu-
sions can be drawn:

» When the good time credit enacted under Committee Substitute
for House Bi11 (CSH3) 104 is applied to sentence averages in
}984 a?d 1985, total prisoner time decreases by 8.2 percent

p. 20).

« When the major early release mechanism under prior law--
parole--is substituted for the current mechanism--good time
credit--for crimes subject to presumptive and mandatory sen-
tencing, total prisoner time drops by over 40 percent. The
elimination of discretionary parole for crimes now subject
to presumptive and mandatory sentencing had a large impact
on total prisoner years {(p. 20).

« When 1976-1979 sentence averages are substituted for compar-
able offenses in 1984 and 1985, the change in total prisoner
years is insignificant; total prisoner years are slightly
higher for 1984 and slightly lower for 1985, These data
suggest that--at least for the crimes substituted--sentence
lengths have generally not changed significantly under the
new law. Therefore, we can conclude that the provisions
regarding sentence length did not generate thé huge increase
in prison population experienced after the law was revised
Tp. 227,

« Other criminal justice factors that can affect growth include
crime and arrest rates, prosecution practices, demographic
changes and the economic situation {pp. 22 - 26).

Effect of the Revised Law on Future Prison Needs

« Theory indicates that the rate of growth in prison population
should slow in the near future. However, because prisons are
currently at full capacity, new facilities (in addition to the
Seward prison) will probably have to be built by 1990 unless the
State takes steps to reduce the prison population (pp. 26 - 29).
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SUMMARY

ALTERNATIVES TO REDUCE PRISON CROWDING

- There are two basic ways to reduce prison crowding:

+ accommodate the population increase by building more pris-
ons; and

- implement alternatives which reverse the sentencing law's
effect on prison crowding; i.e., amend the law to require
less time served or fewer incarcerations (p. 31).

« The legislature chose the construction option during the first
half of the 1980s. The resulting prison construction tripled
the State's prisca capagity to roughly keep pace with the sharp
rise in the prison population. However, the cost to operate
this new capacity has resulted in a fourfold increase in the
corrections operating budget since 1980 (p. 31),

REDUCING TIME SERVED

+ There are two ways to reduce an offender's time served: 1) re-
duce the sentence imposed by the court; and 2) reduce the sen-
tence after incarceration by applying an early release mechanism
(pp. 31 - 38).

+ The three general early release mechanisms which can be utilized
include the following:

- emergency early release by executive order;
+ good time credit; and
» parole release (pp. 32 - 38).

- Emergency early release provisions are utilized in a number
of states. These provisions grant the executive branch the
power to release prisoners before they have served the full
sentence imposed by the court. In Alaska, Governor Sheffield
implemented an emergency release system in 1983. Titled the
"Emergency Conditional Commutation Release" plan (ECCR), the
order permits early release of "nonviolent" prisoners when
deemed necessary tc reduce prison crowding (pp. 33 - 34).

« There are two general types of good time credit allowed in
the states: 1) statutory good time; and 2) meritorious good
time. Alaska law currently provides for a statutory good
time deduction only (pp. 34 - 35).
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SUMMARY

« Another potential method to reduce average time served is by
expansion of the State's discretionary parole release system
to prisoners subject to presumptive sentencing. Like those
prisoners currently subject to mandatory minimum sentencing,
presumptively sentenced prisoners could be required to serve
a minimum amount of time before becoming eligible for dis-
cretionary parole (pp. 36 - 38).

Reducing Prison Entries

« Reduction of time served is the way to reduce prison crowding
once prisoners have been incarcerated. The other method reduces
prison crowding by decreasing the number of convicts whe are
required to go to prison. There are a number of possible alter-
natives to incarceration. Generally, the less restrictive the
alternative, the less expensive its cost to the State (p. 38).

« In Alaska, community residential centers (CRC)-~so~called half-
way houses~-are minimum security facilities operated by private
providers in cooperation with the Alaska Department of Correc-
tions., Eligible inmates include those near the end of their
sentence, and those who are working, receiving counseling or
participating in education and training pursuits. Data from the
Department of Corrections demonstrate the increase in use of
this alternative in Alaska since it was initially tried in 1979
(pp. 38 - 40),

- The most widely used form of nonincarcerative punishment, uti-
Tized in all states, 1is the probation/parole system. These
services generally consist of monitoring convicted offenders’
progress for a specified period following their release from
prison (p. 42).

» Although community residential centers and probation/parole are
currently utilized in Alaska, their use as alternatives to
imprisonment of low-risk offenders could be increased. Depart-
ment of Corrections operating costs would theoretically be re-
duced by increased utilization of these alternatives; an in-
?rease? number of offenders could be punished at a Tower cost

p. 40).

« Recently, some states have experimented with new forms of CRCs
and probation/parole to reduce existing prison crowding and cut
costs, Some have implemented house arrest programs. In effect,
convicts are incarcerated in their homes for a required period.
Fifteen states have added electronic monitoring to their house
arrest alternative. In some house arrest cases, felons are
monitored by a telephone robot (pp. 40 - 41),
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SUMMARY

- At least eight states have implemented some form of intensive
probation, diverting up to one fifth of their convicted felons
from prison. \Under Georgia's program, probationers are subject
to mandatory curfews, a minimum of five unannounced visits a
week at home or work, 132 hours of community service, and spot
urinalyses or breath tests to detect drugs or alcohol (p. 42).

» Georgia also utilizes "shock" incarceration, where participating
inmates are incarcerated in one of the state's prisons and are
segregated from long-term convicts. The program's routine is
similar to marine corps boot camp; inmates receive military-style
haircuts, perform hard labor, and end each day with intensive
calisthenics (p. 42).

+ Under a Nevada alternative, prisoners are diverted from state
prisons to less costly facilities such as conservation camps
(pp. 43 - 44).

Feasibility of the Alternatives in Alaska

« Any of the alternatives described would generally be feasible to
implement in Alaska. Moreover, each alternative costs the State
less per inmate than the cost of imprisonment. Some--such as
the emergency overcrowding act and community residential cen-
ters--have been utilized in the past. Their use as ways to
reduce institutional crowding could be expanded without signifi-
cant additional cost to the State. In addition, their expansion
would not require changes to current law (pp. 44 - 46).

=viii-




CHAPTER ONE

THE DEVELOPMENT OF ALASKA'S SENTENCING LAW

OVERVIEW OF CRIMINAL SENTENCING IN AMERICA

American sentencing practices have changed considerably since colonial
times, when criminal sanctions were so severe that few would dare break
the Taw., With few Jjails in existence at that time, penalties consisted
of physical punishment, fines, banishment or (frequently) death.l 1In
the 1800s, reformers' demands for more humane punishment led to in-
creased use of the imprisonment sanction,

Initially, states utilized fixed sentencing. Under these schemes, leg-
islatures prescribed sentence ranges for crimes and gave judges discre-
tion to select the specific sentence for each offender. In addition,
criminal offenders served their entire sentence in prison, with no
chance for early release. Although sentences were long compared to

those Surrently imposed, they were viewed as a humane alternative to
death.

Eventually, prison crowding occurred, largely because of relatively
Tengthy sentences, improved law enforcement, population growth, and
inadequate prison construction. To relieve crowding, corrections offi-
cials increased the use of pardons and implemented good time, probation
and parole schemes, which allowed release of prisoners before they
served their entire sentence. These factors influenced the advent of
indeterminate sentencing laws, which transferred discretionary sentenc-
cing power from Jjudges to corrections officials and parole boards.
Under these Tlaws, Jjudges sentenced offenders to prison for a range of

la1fred Blumstein et. al., Research on Sentencing: The Search for
Reform, Vol. 1, p. 58, (1983) [Cited hereafter as Blumstein]. Indeed,
capital punishment may have been the most common type of punishment:
more than 350 offenses were punishable by the death penalty. See
Frank E. Hartung, "Trends in the Use of Capital Punishment,"” The
Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, p. 284
(November 1952).

2For example, burglars were often given ten year sentences, more than
triple the average time served in most jurisdictions today. See David
J. Rothman, "Perspectives on the History of Sentencing," paper pre-
sented at National Research Council Conference on Sentencing Research,
Woods Hole, MA, July 1981, cited in Blumstein.

~1=




ALASKA'S SENTENCING LAW

years (such as one to 99). Corrections and parole board officials
determined specific release dates by assessing the prisoners' behavior
and progress toward reform.

Based upon the theory that imprisonment was for rehabilitation rather
than punishment, the flexibie indeterminate sentencing sysiem became
the predominant method of criminal incarceration in America by 1930.
Widely supported by participants in the criminal justice system, it
became entrenched in state, federal and model criminal codes.

In the 1960s, however, many began to question whether indeterminate
sentencing was an effective system of punishment or rehabilitation.
Some studies revealed that recidivism rates (the rate at which offenders
return to prison for conviction of subsequent crimes) were high.
Stories about released convicts who subsequently committed serious
crimes caught the public's attention, and rising crime rates elevated
public demands for tougher criminal sanctions. Furthermore, modern-day
reformers called for an end to unjustified sentencing disparity, which
they argued was caused by indeterminate sentencing. They advocated the

enactment of sentencing laws which provide more fairness, justice and
certainty.

In response, 15 state legislatures and Congress have replaced their
indeterminate sentencing structures with determinate sentencing Taws.
Like the fixed sentencing used in the 1800s, these Taws give judges
discretion to select a specific sentence from a legislatively prescribed
range of sentence lengths. However, there is wide variation among
these states in the scope of discretion given judges. HWhile some
states allow judges full sentencing discretion, others restrict discre-
tion with presumptive sentencing laws, an offshoot of determinate
sentencing., Under presumptive sentencing, Jjudges must sentence the
of fender to a preset term of imprisonment; variation from this term is
allowed only if the judge finds aggravating or mitigating factors
present.

Unlike the old fixed sentencing laws, presumptive and determinate sen-~
tencing schemes contain early release mechanisms like those included
under indeterminate sentencing laws. Although most states using deter-
minate sentencing systems have abolished discretionary parole, they
have retained other early release mechanisms such as probation, pardons




ALASKA'S SENTENCING LAW

and good time.3 The use of these mechanisms varies widely in the
states. For example, some states allow twice the amount of good time
as do others. Because of these mechanisms, prisoners subject to deter-
minate or presumptive sentencing rarely serve their full term in prison.

THE DEVELOPMENT OF PRESUMPTIVE SENTENCING IN ALASKA

Like other states, Alaska traditionally utilized a system of indetermi-
nate sentencing with early release mechanisms such as parole and good
time. From Statehood until the mid-1970s, few questioned the system's
effectiveness. In 1975, a Governor's Task Force on Corrections recom-
mended changes in the State's corrections system, including a revised
sentencing law. In its report, the task force implied that the reha-
bilitation concept was unworkable:

“The people who reach corrections are for the most part those who
have demonstrated their inability to live within society's rules.
Society asks of Corrections not only protection from these
people but that they rehabilitate the criminals so when they are
released they will not be a further threat to society. This is
an impossible task."

The task force recommended the repeal of the State's indeterminate
sentencing law and enactment of a combined indeterminate/determinate
system. Based on the Fogel Plan (a sentencing concept devised by Pro-
fessor David Fogel from the University of I1linois at Chicago Circle),

3Good time is time credited for good behavicr while in prison. To get
good time, the inmate is not required to do anything "good;" he or she
gets good time by staying out of trouble, Accumulated good time is
subtracted from the sentence imposed on the defendant, thereby allow
ing early release. For example, if the law allows one day of good
time credit for every two days served, a prisoner could reduce his or
her time served by 33 percent. Good time deductions are virtually
automatic.




ALASKA'S SENTENCING LAW

the proposal would give judges complete discretion in sentencing first-
time felony offenders, included mandatory minimum sentencing for second
and subsequent offenses, and favored discretionary parole only for
first offenders.

The Criminal Code Revision Subcommission's Sentencing Proposal

The Alaska Legislature also sought changes in the State's sentencing
structure. In 1976, it created the Criminal Code Revision Subcommission
to draft a new criminal code, including a revised sentencing law. A
major goal of the subcommission was to recommend a system that would
eliminate unjustiried disparity and uncertainty in sentencing.

In its recommendations published in February 1977, the subcommission
noted that a study by the Alaska Judicial Council revealed significant
and apparently unjustified sentencing disparities in Alaska's courts
be tween 1974 and 1976.° In that report, the Judicial Council suggested
that judges' personal sentencing philosophies had a lot to do with these
disparities (i.e., whether the judge was lenient, moderate or harsh in
his or her approach to the type of offense and the particular offender).

In its report, the subcommission contended that the State's indetermi-
nate sentencing law was neither "coherent nor rational." In support,
the subcommission cited examples of sentencing inconsistencies in the
code, the wide range of available sentences, and capricious Jjudicial
sentencing. Moreover, the subcommission noted that, although the Taw
provided for enhanced punishments for habitual offenders, the provision
was rarely utilized.

dMandatory minimum sentencing s similar to determinate sentencing
structures in which the judge selects a prison term from a broad range
(e.g., 2099 years). Under both schemes, incarceration is normally
mandatory, ard prisoners receive credit for good time. However,
prisoners subject to mandatory minimum laws cannot be sentenced to
less than the minimum term prescribed in the code. Nevertheless,
prisoners subject to mandatory sentencing may be eligible for discre-
tionary parole after serving a mandatory minimum term. As noted,
discretionary parole is usually eliminated under presumptive sentenc-
ing.

5Tentative Draft, Alaska Revised Criwinal Code, Alaska Criminal Code
Revision Subcommission, Februar: 1577, Chapter 36, pages three et.
seq. See "Alaska Felony Sentercing Patterns: A Multijvariate Statis-
tical Analysis (1974-1976)," The Alaska Judicial Council, April 1977,

-




ALASKA'S SENTENCING LAW

The subcommission proposed a presumptive sentencing system similar to
that recommended by the Twentieth Century Fund Task Force on Criminal
Sentencing.® This national task force, composed of representatives
from all facets of criminal justice, analyzed various forms of sentenc-
ing and ultimately advocated presumptive sentencing, a system they
believed provided more Jjustice and certainty in sentencing than the
existing indeterminate system. In addition, they asserted that to
achieve certainty and justice, a sentencing system must avoid the
"evils" of "untrammeled discretion on the one hand and of total inflexi-

bility on the other."/ The group summed up this proposed system as
follows:

The task force proposes a system under which the legislature would
retain the power to make those broad policy decisions that can be
wisely and justly made about crime and do not involve the particu-
lars of specific crimes and criminals. The sentencing judge would
have some degree of guided discretion to consider and weigh those
pertinent factors that cannot be wisely evaluated in the absence
of the particuiar crime and criminal. And the parole board would
have some degree of guided discretion to consider and weigh factors
that were unavailable at the time of sentencing so that it could

tailor its decision regarding release to the needs of the prisoner
and society.

The Alaska subcommission's proposal contained a mix of indeterminate
and presumptive sentencing, It provided for indeterminate sentencing
(i.e., full judicial discretion) on all first-time felony convictions,
and presumptive sentencing on second and subsequent felony convictions.
The presumptive sentence was to be imposed in the "average" case, and
the judge could vary from this sentence only if aggravating or mitigating
factors were deemed present.

Subcommission Proposals on Early Release

In addition to the sentencing proposal, the subcommission recommended
continued use of suspended sentences and probation, and wider use of
restitution and community work service. However, the subcommission
supported changes in the existing parole system and in the good time
credit allowance, factors which can significantly reduce an offender's
actual time served in prison,

6Aan M. Dershowitz, "Fair and Certain Punishment," The Twentieth
Century Fund Task Force on Criminal Sentencing (1976).

'1d., p. 19.




ALASKA'S SENTENCING LAW

Under the indeterminate sentencing system, the Alaska Parole Board
determined the actual time served by prison inmates. Upon conviction,
the defendant was incarcerated for a term set by the sentencing judge
within the range of terms established by the legislature. After serving
one-third of the sentence, the defendant was eligible for discretionary
release by the parole board.

The subcommission favored a continuation of discretionary parole only
for first-time felons, with good time the only available early release
mechanism after the first conviction.8 1In addition, the subcommission
favored a ten percent limit on good time.? Under the indeterminate
system in effect at the time, prisoners could get good time credit which
would reduce their actual time served by up to 49 percent.

The 1978 Revised Code

In 1978, the legislature enacted a criminal code which revised sentenc-
ing and early release provisions. Effective January 1, 1980, the new
law generally reflected the Criminal Code Revision Subcommission's
proposals but included some major changes by the legislature.

Definition and Scope of Presumptive Sentencing. In its commentary to
the Revised Criminal Code, the Tegislature detined presumptive sentenc-
ing and outlined its application and scope. A presumptive sentence is
detined as a "legislative determination of the term of imprisonment the
average defendant convicted of an offense should be sentenced to,
ahsent the presence of legislatively prescribed factors in aggravation
or mitigation or extraordinary circumstances. "0 1Ip addition, presump-
tive sentences were to be applied if a minimum seven-year period had not

8The subcommission proposed the elimination of discretionary parole on
presumptively sentenced cases only. Because it proposed indeterminate
sentencing for all murder and kidnapping convictions, discretionary
parole would have been available in all of these cases.

nder ten percent good time, a prisoner could be given credit for one
extra day of incarceration for each ten days actively served. In ef-
fect, it can reduce time served by ten percent.

L0Commentary to the Alaska Revised Code, page 153 (1978), Alaska Code
Section 12.55.165 addresses "extraordinary circumstances." It pro-
vides that a sentencing Jjudge can forward a case to a three-judge
panel if the judge finds that "manifest injustice" would result from
either failure to consider nonstatutory aggravating and mitigating
tactors, or from imposition of the presumptive term. This section
has apparently had a negligible effect on sentence length.

-6-




ALASKA'S SENTENCING LAW

elapsed between the defendant's unconditional discharge for a previous
felony and the commission of a subsequent offense.ll "Unconditional dis-
charge" means that the defendant has been released from all "disabil-
ity" for the previous offense, including probation and parole. The
seven-year period has since been extended to ten years.

Sentencing Structure. Table 1 illustrates the sentencing structure
implemented in 1980, The revised scheme was similar to that favored by
the subcommission; indeterminate sentencing applied to most first-time
felony convictions while presumptive sentencing applied to subsequent
convictions. However, presumptive sentencing also applied to most
first-time Class A felonies in which the defendant possessed a firearm
or caused serious physical injury. In addition, the legislature estab-
lished mandatory minimum sentencing for all murder and kidnapping
convictions; that is, these felons must be incarcerated for a minimum
term. (In these cases, the subcommission had favored a zerc to 99-year
indeterminate sentence.)

The legislature enacted presumptive sentencing ranges which generally
exceeded those recommended by the subcommission. For instance, although
the subcommission supported a sentence ranging between three and 16
years for second-time Class A offenders, the legislature chose a range
of five to 20 years.

11p1aska Code Section 12.55.145 (1978).

-7




ALASKA'S SENTENCING LAW

TABLE 1
REVISED SENTENCING LAW EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 1980*

Sentence Range in Years

Type of First Felony Second Felony Subsequent
Offense Conviction Conviction Conviction
Murder I 20 - 99 20 - 99 20 - 99
Murder II 5-99 5-199 5 =99
Kidnapping 5 - 99 5 - 99 5 - 99
Class A--Firearm, etc. 3 - 20 [6] 5 - 20 [10] 7.5 - 20 [15]
Class A--Other 0 - 20 5 - 20 [10] 7.5 - 20 [20]
Class B 0 - 10 0 - 10 [4] 3 - 10 [6]
Class C 0~5 0 -5 [2] 0 -5 [3]

*For offenses subject to presumptive sentencing, the presumptive termis
shown in brackets. For offenses subject to mandatory minimum sentenc-
ing, the minimum sentence is underlined. MNote that the minimum sen-
tence is not the minimum time served. As shown in the next section,
an offender who gets a five-year sentence could be released after 3.75
years if he or she is awarded all possible good time.

* * * *

Early Release. Table 2 compares the discretionary parole and good time
allowances under the old code, the subcommission's proposal, and the
new code. The new sentencing law limited the prior effect of both dis-
cretionary parole release and good time credit on offenders” actual
time served.

While the law gave the parole board continued release discretion on
first-time Class A, B and C convictions (convicts are eligible for pa-
role after serving at least one-third of the prison term), it eliminated
the board's discretion for those convicted of subsequent felonies. In
addition, the new code aliowed good time credit up to 7% percent of the
prison term, an apparent compromise between the subcommission's recom-
mendation (10 percent) and that available under the old code (49 per-
cent).

As Table 2 suggests, the subcommission favored more 1liberal parole
hoard discretion and less good time credit than that adopted by the
legislature. While the old code allowed parole release eligibility
in all felonies after an inmate served one-third of the sentence, the

8-
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new code eliminated parole eligibility in presumptive sentencings and
limited its use in mandatory minimum sentencing cases.

TABLE 2
COMPARISON OF EARLY RELEASE PROVISIONS
Subcommission
Provision Original Code Proposal Adopted Code
Parole After 1/3 of After 1/2 of Indeterminate--1/3
Eligibility term served term served Mandatory--1/3 but
not less than man-
datory minimum
minus good time
Presumptive~-None
Statutory Good 10 percent 25 percent
Time Credit [Up to 49 per- of term of term
cent of the
Meritorious sentence™ None None

Good Time

*The original code allowed statutory, meritorious and extra-meritorous
good time. The amount that an inmate could accummulate depended upon
the Tlength of the original sentence.

* * * *

AMENDMENTS TO THE REVISED CODE, 1980 - 1985

Table 3 illustrates the sentencing law and early release provisions as
of April 1986. The legislature has amended the sentencing code fre-
quently since its implementation in 1980. The amendments have generally
resulted in "tougher" sentencing than that enacted in 1980. Under the
current law, there 1is generally more chance of imprisonment, and for a
longer term, than under the 1980 law o the old code, 13

12ypder the old law, convicts given a "1ife" sentence were required to
serve 15 years before becoming eligible for parole release. Note that
good time credit and parole eligibility are not cumulative; i.e.,
inmates' prison terms are reduced by one or the other, but not both.

13The exception to this generalization is the recent amendment of the
good time provisions which can reduce time served from 75 percent
of the sentence to 67 percent of the sentence.
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TABLE 3
FELONY SENTENCING AND EARLY RELEASE STRUCTURE IN ALASKA
APRIL 1986
Sentence Length (Years)
Discretionary
First Felony Second Felony Subsequent Good Parole
Oftense Conviction Conviction Conviction Time ETigibility
Greater of 13.3
Murder I 20 - 99 20 - 99 20 - 99 .33 yrs. served or
1/3 of term
Murder II, Kid- 5-99 5-99 5-99 .33 Greater of 3.3
napping, Miscon- yrs, served or
duct Involving Con- 1/3 of term

trolled Substance I

Sex. Assault I, 5
Sex. Abuse of a
Minor 1 (S.AM. I)

t

30 [10]1 7.5

30 [15] 12.5

i

30 [25] .33 None

Sex. Assault I, 4 - 30 [8) 7.5 - 30 [15] 12,5 - 30 [25] .33 \None

SJAM, I

Class Ad,b 3.5 - 20 [7] 5 -20 [10] 7.5 - 20 [15] .33 None

Class A 2.5 - 20 [5] 5 - 20 [10] 7.5 ~ 20 [15] .33 None

(lass BD 0~ 10 [2] 0 - 10 [4] 3 -101[6] .33 None

Class B 0 -10 0 - 10 [4] 3-10[6] .33 1st offense
only~-after
1/4 of term

Class CD 0-51[1] 0 -5 [2] 0-51[3] .33 None

Class C 0-5 0 -5 [2] 0 -51[3] .33 1st offense

only--after
1/4 of term

Note: Mandatory minimum terms are underlined and presumptive terms are
in brackets. Indeterminate terms have no underline or bracket.

dApplies when a defendant possessed a firearm, used a dangerous instru-
ment or caused serijous physical injury, except for manslaughter,

bApplies when a defendant knowingly directed the conduct (crime) at a
peace officer, correctional officer, emergency medical technician, or
other emergency medical responder who was engaged in the performance
of official duties at time of offense.
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A 1982 amendment made all first-time class A offenses subject to pre-
sumpti ve sentencing. Previously, most first-time Class A offenders
received 20-year indeterminate sentences. In addition, the 1982 legis~-
lature made all first degree sexual assaults an unclassified crime
subject to an eight-year presumptive sentence. Before 1982, sexual
assault was a Class A offense. Moreover, first degree misconduct in-
volving a controlled substance (M.I.C.S, 1) became an unclassified
offense carrying a maximum ninety-nine year term with a five-year
mandatory minimum sentence.

The 1983 legislature added sexual abuse of a minor in the first degree
(an uncTassified offense) to the list of crimes which are presumptively
sentenced on the first conviction. Another 1983 amendment made any
Class A, B or C conviction subject to presumptive sentencing when the
defendant "knowingly directed the conduct constituting the offense at a a
uniformed or otherwise clearly identified peace officer, fire fighter,
correctional officer, emergency medical technician, paramed1c, ambulance
attendant, or other emergency responder who was engaged in the perform-
ance or official duties at the time of the offense..."l4 [emphasis
added]. Since this amendment, Class B and C felonies cominvitted in cir-
cumstances other than the above scenario remain as the only convictions
not subject to either mandatory minimum or presumptive sentencing rules.

In 1985, the legislature effectively reduced time served for some felons
by amending certain parole release provisions. Effective January 1,
1986, discretionary parole eligibility for inmates subject to indeter-
minate sentencing changed from one-third to one-fourth of their sen-
tence. However, those subject to mandatory minimum sentences must
still serve one-third of their term before becoming eligible for dis-
cretionary parole, 15 apother amendment gives the sentencing judge dis-
cret1?n to restrict any of fender's discretionary parole eligibility
date.

In 1986, the legislature increased the amount of good time credit which
prisoners can accumulate. The maximum credit increased from 25 percent
to 33 percent of the term. This amendment became effective in April
1986 and was applied retroactively.l’

l4p1aska Code Sections 12.55.125{c){2), {(d)(3), and {(e)(3) [1985].
1514,, Sections 33.16.090 and 33.16.100 (1985).
161d,, section 12.55,115 (1985),

17Committee Substitute for House Bill 104,

-11-
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Two other notable changes occurred in the sentencing scheme since 1980,
First, the legislature has frequently amended the number of aggravating
and mitigating factors which the court may consider when sentencing a
defendant. Currently, there are 26 aggravators and 15 mitigators.

The second change altered the way in which the court at a sentencing
determines whether to impose concurrent or consecutive sentencing. The
1980 Criminal Code [AS 12,55.025(e)] provided: "If the defendant is
convicted of two or more crimes before judgment on either has been
entered, any sentences of imprisonment may run concurrently or consecu-
tively, as the court provides. If the court does not specify, the
sentences of imprisonment shall run concurrently." As originally
enacted, this statute arguably created a presumption in favor of con-
current sentencing.18 In 1982, this section was amended to provide that
except in limited circumstances, sentences of imprisonment run consecu-
tively when a defendant 1is convicted of two or imore crimes. In a
recent sexual assault case, the Alaska Court of Appeals intrepreted
this Timitation broadly. 19

In summary, the current felony sentencing and release structure is
considerably different from the pre-1980 law. Clearly, it has dimin-
ished judges' and the parole board's discretion, thereby leaving prose-
cutors with the majority of influence on offenders' time served. More-
over, the new law has given the legislature mora control over the sen-
tencing process Dby restricting decisions on incarceration, sentence
length and time served. Furthermore, the probability of incarceration
15 more certain under the new scheme.

since the new law was enacted, the prison population has tripled. In
Chapter 2, we will address the impact of the new sentencing law on this

increase, including the law's effect on incarceration rates and sentence
lenqgths,

185ee discussion of this issue in Griffith v, State, 675 P, 2d 662, 664~
665 (1984).

19Thne Alaska Court of Appeals recently wrote a lengthy analysis of this
statute in State v. Andrews, 707 P, 2d 900 (1985). 1In its decision,
the court apparentiy gave trial Jjudges additional discretion in
determining prison terms for defendants subject to consecutive sen-
tencing.

..12..




CHAPTER 2

THE IMPACT OF ALASKA'S REVISED SENTENCING LAW ON PRISON POPULATION

Alaska's prison population has tripled since the revised sentencing law
was implemented in 1980. In order to accommodate convicts, the State
has spent $127.2 million for prison construction since 1980. Moreover,
the corrections operating budget has increased almost fourfold, to
$77.7 million in FY 86, The clear link between the number of prisoners
and expenditures required to incarcerate them is a cause of concern;
will the prison population expansion continue? Is the trend due to
presumptive sentencing? This chapter addresses these questions and
discusses future prison capacity requirements.

Table 4 and Figure 1 show two measures of Alaska's prison population
each year since 1971. The total population Jncludes inmates sentenced
under State law and housed in State prisons, community residential
centers (CRC) and the Federal Bureau of Prisons (FBP). The number of
incarcerated prisoners per 100,000 general population is also shown.
As the table indicates, the inmate population more than doubled between
1971 and 1980, and then tripled during the next five years, resultiig
in a January 1986 population of 2,428,

The prison population rose at a much faster rate than the general popu-
lation from 1981 through 1985, This suggests that factors oather than
general population growth have triggered the rise in the number of
prisoners., Because the revised sentencing law was implemented in 1980--
Just prior to this sharp rise--it is believed to have generated the
increase, However, the data suggest that other factors have caused
some increase in the prison population.

The following sections analyze the effect of the revised sentencing law
on the prison population. In addition, various other factors that may
have contributed to this increase are addressed.
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GENERAL

YEAR POPULATION

191
1972
1973
1974
1975
19764
1917
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1984

319,400
329,800
336,400
348,100
384,100
409,800
218,000
411,400
413,700
419,760
435,200
440,837
495,290
523,048
533,000

na

TABLE 4
ALASKA PRISON POPULATION 1971 -~ 1986

COMNUNITY T0TAL PRISONERS
ANNUAL  ALASKA FEDERAL RESIDENTIAL  INMATE  ANNUAL PER 100000
CHANGE PRISONS PRISONS CENTERS POPULATION CHANGE POPULATION

482 151

3.23 413  -14.3% 185

2.01 413 0.0% 123

3.5% 488 18.2% 140

10.3% 493 1.4% 129
6.7% 329 6.9% 129

2.m 600 13.4% 144

-1.5% 414 120 734 22.3% 178
0.5% 557 185 16 138 0.5% 178

1.5% 383 163 22 770 4.3% 183

an 640 200 36 876 13.8% 2

3.94 821 187 61 1,049 22.0% 232

7.9% 1119 191 18 1,988 29.8¢ 280

5.6% 1431 198 103 1,732 24.8% 331

1.9% 1794 182 97 2,073 19.7% 389

1952 188 248 2,428 17.1%

NOTES GENERAL POPULATIONS REPRESEMT ESTIMATES FOR JULY OF EACH YEAR SHOWN.
TOTAL INMATE POPULATIONS REPRESENT JANUARY AVERAGES.

INHATE POPULATIONS WERE PROVIDED BY THE DEPARTHENT OF CORRECYIONS.
THE INMATE PGPULATION INCLUDES FELANY AND NISDEMEANOR OFFENDERS,

ALASKA PRISONERS CURRENTLY HOUSED IN FEDERAL PRISONS MUST BE RETURNED TO STATE
INSTITUTIONS BY DECEHBER 31, 1987 IF SPACE IS AVAILABLE.

FREPARED BY THE HOUSE RESEARCH AGENCY HAY 1984.

ANNUAL
CHANGE

~-17.0%
-2.0%
14.2%
-8.1%
0.21
11.2%
24 2%
0.0%
2.8
9.711
15.2%
20.8%
18.2%
17.5%
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PRISON POPULATION

GENERAL EFFECT OF SENTENCING LAWS ON PRISON POPULATIONS

Any sentencing structure--whether it is indeterminate, determinate or a
combination of the two--affects prison populations in two general ways:

« the percentage of crimes which require incarceration, or the
mandatory imprisonment rate; and

- the amount of time the law requires an offender to serve 1in
prison, or simply time served.

An increase in either time served or mandatory incarceration results in
a a proportionate increase in the prison population. 1f Dboth factors
increase, the effects on prison popu1at10n are combined. Therefore, the
key to assessing the impact of Alaska's revised sentencing law on the
prison population is to determine the changes generated by the law in
time served and mandatory imprisonment. The product of these factors--
total prisoner time served--could then be compared to the total prisoner
time imposed for the same crimes under the old law.

Unfortunately, the data necessary for a comprehensive assessment of
Alaska's revised law are not currently available. In order to determine
changes in total time served, sentencing data for crimes subject to
presumptive sentencing must be compared to data for comparable crimes
under the pre-1980 Taw. Although presumptive sentencing data have been
compiled by the Department of Corrections since October 1983, there is
little previous information with which to make a useful comparison,20

In addition, the revised law's specific impact on mandatory incarcera-
tion cannot be determined. There are many factors which affect the
number of offenders sentenced to prison, including the crime rate, law
enforcement efforts, prosecutions, the sentencing law and noncriminal
justice factors. There is no method to accurately separate the effect
each of these factors has on the number of offenders jailed each year.
Moreover, this task 1is further complicated by annual amendments to the
State's sentencing law since the initial revisions were implemented in
1980. Nevertheless, available data allow some conclusions to be drawn.
The following sections address the effects of mandatory incarceration,
time served and other factors on prison population.

20Judicial Council studies contain some useful data, but the reports on
pre-1980 sentences classify offenses differently than the revised
law's classifications. Although a conversion table was used to
compare crime definitions under the old and revised law, it did not
contain all the information necessary to convert all crimes in the
Judicial Council reports to current classifications. Only the case
files would contain this information.

.-.16..
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Effect of Mandatory Incarceration on Prison Population

Since the revised sentencing law's implementation, incarceration is
required for crimes subject to presumptive and mandatory sentencing.21
Under prior law, judges had discretion to impose a nonjail penalty for
all crimes except Murder I. Under the new law, there is virtually no
discretion, ATthough presumptive terms can be mitigated to lesser
sentences, these terms still usually result in imprisonment.

The judicial discretion allowed under the pre-1980 law resulted in pro-
bationary (nonjail) sentences for some felons whose crimes would now be
subject to presumptive sentencing, For example, a Judicial Council
study showed that between 1976 and 1979, 23 percent of the defendants
convicted of robbery were given a probationary term. Under current
law, the first conviction for Robbery I is subject to a five-year pre-
sumptive term.

The general impact of the new law's mandatory imprisonment provisions
on the prison population is obvious: a larger percentage of criminals

are punished by incarceration under the new law. By assuming that the
same number of convictions for each crime occur under the revised law
as cccurred under prior Taw, we could estimate the effect of presumptive
sentences on prison population,

The premise, however, does not appear to be valid., Convictions for
some crimes have risen substantially since the law was revised, This
is especially notable for "violent" offenses. For example, there were
only 30 convictions for Sexual Assault I between 1976 and 1979; in 1984
and 1985, there were 139 incarcerations for this crime. Data limita-
tions prevent us from separating the effects of increased incidence of
crime, crime reporting, prosecutors' efforts and the law itself.

21There are 15 unclassified and Class A offenses under the revised code;
all are subject to presumptive or mandatory sentencing on the first
conviction. Although small in number, these crimes comprise 49 per-
cent of all time to be served by offenders jailed in 1984, and 65
percent of all presumptively sentenced time. Presumptive sentencing
also applies to Class B and C offenders convicted of their second or
subsequent felony in the ten years prior to the current offense, The
Judicial Council study of convictions between 1976 and 1979 indicates
that courts imposed probation on 27 percent of the urban "property"
of fenders who had a prior felony record. Under current law, all of
these offenders would normally go to jail.

~17-
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Effect of Time Served on Prison Population

Time served is determined by subtracting applicable eariy release
credit from the sentence imposed by the court. There are two types of
early release which reduce time served: good time credit and discretion-
ary parole. 0Only one of these mechanisms applies in determining each
prisoner's release, i.e., their effect is not cumulative.

Generally, the type of sentencing law determines which mechanism ap-
plies. Good time usually applies under presumptive sentencing while
parole applies under indeterminate laws. The end result--time served--
directly affects the size of the prison population; the population will
increase when average time served increases (assuming other factors are
constant).

Alaska's revised sentencing law changed the early release provisions
significantly from those under prior law. Under the pre-1980 mechanism,
most felons were eligible for discretionary parole release after serving
one third of their sentence.22 Current law provides for three different
carly release mechanisms. The type of sentence imposed in each case~-
presumptive, nonpresumptive or mandatory~-dictates the mechanism ap-
plied.

When presumptive sentences are imposed, good time applies. Good time
credit can reduce time served by up to 33 percent under current law,23
If a convicted felon is nonpresumptively sentenced, he or she is eligible
for parole release. Prisoners so sentenced before January 1, 1986 are
parole eligible after serving one third of their sentence. After this
date, those sentenced nonpresumptively are eligible for parole release
after serving one-fourth of their sentence. As noted in Chapter One,
nonpresumptive sentences are applied only to Class B and C offenders
convicted of their first feiony.

227171 felony offenders were eligible for discretionary parole except
those sentenced to "life" terms for Murder I; they served a 15-year
minimum term before becoming parole eligibie. There are no "Tife"
sentences under the new law. Note that offenders who become eligible
for discretionary parole are not necessarily released. The parole
board determines who 1is vreleased., If the parole board denies a
prisoner's application for release, the prisoner is still released
under the good time provisions--after serving at least two-thirds of
the sentence,

23prior to April 1986, prisoners could accumulate good time credit up to
25 percent of the sentence. However, the 1986 legislature increased
allowable good time to 33 percent (one-third of the sentence). This
increase became effective immediately, thereby reducing time served
by current prisoners by roughly eight percent.

~10-
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Finally, those sentenced under mandatory sentencing provisions--(murder,
kidnapping and misconduct involving a controlled substance I)~--are sub-
ject to either good time or parole release, depending upon the length of
sentence imposed.24

Time Served Under Various Sentencing Scenarios

In this section, four scenarios are presented to illustrate the effect
of sentencing and release provisions on prison population. Total
prisoner time--average time served times the number of convictions for
each crime--under 1985 law, pre-1980 law, and current law are shown in
Table 5. Table 5 also shows total prisoner time under the assumption
that crimes committed in 1984 and 1985 resulted in sentences equal to

24The release condition is the mandatory minimum sentence minus good
time or one-third of the sentence, whichever is longer. Under manda-
tory sentencing, the convict must serve at least the mandatory mini-
mum term minus accumulated good time credit. For example, those
convicted of Murder I must be sentenced to a minimum twenty~year
sentence. If such a sentence is imposed, the convict is eligible for
good time credit but cannot be released until he or she has served
13.3 years. However, if the sentence were 60 years, the convict
would have to serve at least 20 years (one-third of the sentence)
before he or she could be released on parole,

-19-
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the average sentence given for those crimes during the years 1976 to
1979.25 [More comprehensive comparisons are contained in Appendix A. 126

When the good time credit enacted under Committee Substitute for House
Bill CSHéS T04 s applied to sentence averages in 1984 and 1985, Total
prisoner time decreases by 8.2 percent.Z’

When the major early release mechanism under prior law--parole--is

substituted for the current mechanism--good time credit--for crimes
subject to presumptive and mandatory sentencing, total prisoner time
drops by over 40 percent.28 The elimination of discretionary parole

for crimes now subject to presumptive and mandatory sentencing had a
ma jor effect on total prisoner years,

25Each scenario assumes that other factors which may generate changes in
the prison population (such as crime rate) remain constant. Further-
more, each case assumes that all prisoners are released at the earli-
est eligible date. In practice, this does not always occur,

26The 1984 and 1985 data were provided by the Department of Corrections.
Average sentences under prior law were determined by using data from
a Judicial Council study for sentences imposed between 1976 and 1979.
Crimes under prior law were converted to comparable crimes under the
revised law. Conversions were done using a conversion chart written
by Barry Stern, one of the drafters of the revised sentencing law.
Conversion of other crimes to current classifications was deemed
unfeasible based on available information. Adjustments were made to
some of the data provided by the Department of Corrections., For
example, the department s data listed presumptive sentences for
misdemeanor crimes. Since no misdemeanors are subject to presumptive
sentencing, the crimes so Tisted are shown as miscellaneous Class A,
B and C felonies. Conversely, the data listed nonpresumptive sen-
tences for some crimes which require presumptive sentencing (Murder
I, for example). Averages for these cr1mes are listed entirely as
presumptive sentences. In addition, 1984's data listed all classes
of Sexual Abuse of a Minor under one category. The 1984 tables in
Appendix A Tlist presumptive sentences for these crimes under Sexual
Abuse of a Minor I, and nonpresumptive sentences under Sexual Abuse
of a Minor II,

21This bill increases good time from the prior 25 percent of sentence to
33 percent of the term. It was implemented in April 1986 and applied
retroactively.

28T determine total prisoner years under this assumption, sentence

averages are muitiplied by .33, the earliest that these felons could
be released on parole under the old law.
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TABLE 5

TOTAL PRISONER YEARS~--ALASKA

CURRENT LAW PRE-1980 LAW 1976 - 1979 SENTENCES

1985 LAW YEARS  REDUCTION YEARS REDUCTION YEARS REDUCTION
1984 Sentences 3,234 2,970 8.2% 1,516 40.8% 3,251 ~.5%
1985 Sentences 3,427 3,147 8.2 2,026 40.9 3,357 2.1

NOTE: Reductions refer to changes from the 1985 law.
"1985 law" reflects good time of 25 percent (75 percent of sentence averages).
“Current law" represents good time of 33 percent (67 percent of sentence averages).
"Pre-1980 iaw" represents 33 percent of sentence averages.

Mandatory minimum sentencing rules are applied where necessary.
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When 1976-1979 sentence averages are substituted for comparable offenses
in 1984 and 1985, the change in total prisoner years is insignificant;
total prisgner years are slightly higher for 1984 and slightly Tlower
tor 1985,29 These data suggest that--at least for the crimes substi-
tuted--sentence lengths have generally not changed significantly under
the new Taw. Therefore, we can conclude that the provisions regarding
sentence length did not generate the huge increase in prison population
experienced after the law was revised.

OTHER FACTORS AFFECTING THE PRISON POPULATION

The revised sentencing Taw is only one of many factors which may have
affected growth in Alaska's prison population. Other criminal justice
factors that can affect growth include crime and arrest rates, prosecu-
tion practices, demographic changes and the economic situation. Al-
though these factors change regardless of the type of sentencing law in
effect, there is some evidence of an indirect relationship between the
Factors and prison population,

Crime Rate

One study suggests that mandatory sentencing Jlaws may reduce crime
rates hecause prisoners are unable to commit crimes by the very fact of
their incarceration, The analysis also indicated that the higher the
probability of incarceration for some offenses, the lower the rate of
crime for those offenses. However, the study asserted that laws that
mandate imprisonment only for convicts with prior felony records are
not as efficient in reducing the crime rate. As noted, presumptive and
mandatory sentencing does not apply to first convictions of Class B and
C crimes under Alaska's current Taw.

29The 1976-79 crimes used in this comparison are subject to presumptive
or mandatory sentencing on the first conviction. Although the number
of crimes substituted is small, the total prisoner time they represent
is significant; the total prisoner years imposed for these crimes in
1984 comprised 45 percent of all prisoner time and 62.6 percent of
time served for presumptive sentences. The offenses include all
crimes which would have been unclassified and Class A offenses between
1976 and 1979. Presumptive sentencing also applies to Class B and C
offenders convicted of their second or subsequent felony in a 10-year
period. As noted, conversion of these offenses to current crime clas-
sifications was deemed problematic with data currently available.

30Joan Petersilia and Peter W. Greenwood, "Mandatory Prison Sentences:
Their Projected Effects on Crime and Prison Population,” The Journal
of Criminal Law and Criminology, (V. 69) 604, 605 (1978).
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Crime rates are popularly believed to directly affect prison popula-
tions. However, as Figure 2 shows, Alaska's crime rate did not track
with the prison population during recent year‘s.31 The crime rate rose
between 1978 and 1981, then fell in 1982-83. (The rate in 1984 roughly
equaled that in 1983.) During this period, the prison population rose
steadily until 1981, when it began to soar for the next four years.
Even if a 12 to 18-month lag between crime and incarceration is assumed,
there is little similarity between_changes in the crime rate and the
prison population during this time.

Similarly, the arrest rate did not track with the increase in prisoners.
Although arrests increased 14 percent in 1981, increases in 1982 and
1983 were modest. Moreover, total arrests declined 12 percent in 1984,
when the prison population increased by 17 percent,33

3lpart I crimes and Part I arrests include seven offense categories:
criminal homocide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, bur-
glary, larceny/theft and motor vehicle theft, Although some of these
crimes are not felonies, they serve as an index for observing changes
in the amount and rate of reported crime, They were selected for
this use by the National Committee on Uniform Crime Records.

32An increase in the crime rate causes an increase in the prison popu-
lation only if a proportionate number of the crimes result in arrest,
prosecution and incarceration. The lack of relationship between the
crime rate and prison populations was exemplified by the national
trend during the 1960s. While the crime rate soared, prison popula-
tions generally declined.

33The 17 percent increase in prison growth occurred during 1985, That
year's population was used because of the time lag between arrest and
incarceration. Note that the arrests represented here include a
small percentage of cases which were closed for any number of reasons,
including death of the defendant. In addition, these arrests do not
represent all felonies, and some misdemeanors are included. Accord-
ing to Paul Edscorn of the Department of Public Safety, they are
representative of trends in arrest rates generally.
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Data from the Alaska Court System indicate that felony filings increased
at a rapid rate between 1978 and 1984.3%4 Wnhile all categories of fel-
onies (violent, property, etc.) increased during this period, violent
crime filings increased most dramatically, from 231 in 1978 to 751 in
1984, Between 1980 and 1981 alone, violent crime filings increased by
60 percent.

Assuming a constant conviction rate for these filings, these data sug-
gest that prosecutions also affected the rise in the prison population.
The noted increase in violent felony filings would most clearly increase
prison population because those convicted of violent crimes are Tlikely
to get a prison sentence, and their sentences are generally longer than
those convicted of other crimes. Therefore, the increase in felony
filings affects both the number of offenders incarcerated and the
average length of incarceration. Furthermore, some argue that prosecu-
tors' efforts may increase under presumptive and mandatory sentencing
because of the certainty of imprisonment provided in these laws. If
this occurs, the increased efforts would affect prison population.

Demographic and Economic Factors

The 20 to 34-year-old population is often cited as the age group which
commits a disproportionate percentage of crimes relative to the group's
$ize in the general population. In 1984, this group comprised 66 per-
cent of Alaska's prison population, but only 34 percent of the state's
general population. The proportion of 20 to 34-year-old individuals is
signiticantly larger in Alaska than in the United States population
generally. While this age group comprised 34 percent of the state pop-
ulation between 1980 and 1984, it constituted only 25 percent of the
general U.S. population. This may explain in part why Alaska's crime
rate has been higher than that in the general population during this
period. However, the percentage of this high crime-rate group 1in

34pecause the Department of Law was unable to provide conviction data,
tetony filings in the Alaska Court System were used to reflect trends
in prosecutions., According to Richard Delaplain, Manager of Technical
Operations for the court system, roughly 70 percent of felony filings
end in convictions.
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Alaska's general population did not change between 1980 and 1984,
Therefore, the "high crime group" does not appear to be an important
factor in the rise in Alaska's prison population.

Economic factors such as the unemployment rate are also viewed as af-
fecting crime rates, and therefore prison populations. However, while
the unemployment rate fluctuated between seven and twelve percent on a
seasonal basis during this period, the crime rate declined. Therefore,
the unemployment rate does not appear to have been a significant factor
in the State's prison population growth.

As indicated by this section, there are many factors besides the State's
sentencing law which could have generated increases in the prison popu-
lation. Regardless of the specific factors which led to the larger
population, the result to the State has been spiraling corrections
costs.

 EFFECT OF THE REVISED LAW ON FUTURE PRISON NEEDS

Based upon available data, the revised sentencing law has probably
contributed to the increase in the State's prison population. Time
served for crimes comprising the bulk of prisoner time has increased,
and the percentage of crimes subject to mandatory imprisonment has
increased as well,

However, the specific numerical effect of the new sentencing law on
prison population growth is unknown because of the noted lack of data.
Furthermore, the data necessary to isolate the effects of the revised
Taw from the effects of other factors affecting prison population (such
as conviction rates) are not available. Without these data, accurate
projections of prison population cannot be made. Nevertheless, a gen-
eral projection of growth resulting from the law can be made.

35This conclusion assumes that the propensity for crime within the tar-
get age groups remains constant during the period. One study asserts
that crime patterns are changing, and that males between 24 and 34
years of age are showing an increasing propensity for crime, especial-
1y sex crimes. See J. 0'Connell, Inmate Forcasting: A Planning Tool

for Policymakers, the Washington State Office of Financial Management,
April 1985, As the propensity for crime changes among various age
groups, the prison population may be affected.
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PRISON POPULATION

Figure 3 shows the growth in prison population since 1980. Note that
there is no significant increase in the rate of growth until 1981, The
initial lag is due to the time span between arrest and incarceration.
The early effects of the new law reflect the law's mandatory imprison-
ment provisions. Later, the effects of modifying the release provisions
were felt and the average inflow of prisoners began to exceed the
outflow at an accelerating pace.

As the slope of the line shows, there is a steep rise in population
heginning in 1981 and continuing into 1985, Theory indicates that the
Tine will return to its original slope, but at a higher level. This

will occur when the law's effect on prison entries and departures is in
balance.

Knowing when the slope will level off and the new level of prison popu-
lation are vital to corrections planning. With this knowledge, correc-
tions planners could avoid unnecessary prison construction and opera-
tion, There are too many factors and too many unknowns to allow an
accurate assessment of the shape the curve will take in the future.
Based on the tables in Appendix A, the line should begin leveling out
in 1986 and stabilize by 198936

30Tnis is a "seat-of-the-panis" estimate and is not suitable for plan-
ning purposes.
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PRISON POPULATION

Cost Impacts of Rising Prison Populations

Figure 4 compares annual changes in Alaska's instate prison population
and instate prison capacity since 1980. The populations do not include
priscners incarcerated in the Federal Bureau of Prisons. These pris-
oners must be returned to in-state institutions by December 31, 1987,
it space is available. Capacity has generally kept pace with the rise
in population. When the prison population soared from 1982 until 1985,
prison capacity also increased sharply and even exceeded population
during part of 1984, As of April 1986, prison population and capacity
are roughly in balance.

The cost impact of rising prison populations is the initial cost to
build new prisons plus the Tlong-term costs to operate them, As
prison population rises, the State must appropriate funds for addi-
tional prison construction. Moreover, after new prisons are built,
their operating costs become a permanent financial burden to the State.
However, new prisons must be built for a rising prison population in
order to avoid prison crowding and costly lawsuits and court orders.
As indicated at the beginning of this chapter, prison construction and
operation is expensive. It consumes funds that would otherwise be
available for other State programs. If the Legislature decides that
increasing prison capacity is no longer a cost effective way of dealing
with the rising population, there are a number of alternatives to
consider. Chapter Three addresses these measures.
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CHAPTER 3

ALTERNATIVES TO REDUCE PRISON CROWDING

As Chapter Two noted, there are a number of factors, including the
revised sentencing law, which caused the sharp rise in Alaska's prison
population during the first half of the 1980s. There are two basic
ways to reduce prison crowding caused by these factors:

- accommodate the population increase by building more prisons; and

- implement alternatives which reverse the sentencing law's effect
on prison crowding; i.e., amend the law to require less time
served or fewer incarcerations.

The legislature chose the construction option during the first half of
the 1980s. The resulting prison construction tripled the State's
prison capacity to roughly keep pace with the sharp rise in the prison
population. However, the cost to operate this new capacity has resulted
in a fourfold increase in the corrections operating budget since 1980,

The combined effect of declining State revenues and the high cost of
prison construction and operation makes this alternative difficult to
maintain., The State spent $127 million on prison construction in the
early 1980s. In addition, the average daily cost of supervision per
institutionalized offender in FY 85 was $82.49. This translates to a
minimum annual financial commitment by the State of roughly $30,100 per
bed. Moreover, this cost should be considered a conservative figure
" because it is based on the adult confinement portion of the depart-
ment's operating budget and therefore excludes capital costs, debt
service (if any) and that portion of the administration and support
budget that could be attributed to adult confinement.

Less expensive alternatives to prison construction and operation are
available. As noted, these methods reduce overcrowding by essentially
reversing the effects of the revised sentencing law. This can be done
by: 1) reducing average time served; and 2) reducing prison entries.
Generally, the less restrictive the alternative, the lower the cost.

The following sections describe various ways to implement these alterna-
tives.

REDUCING TIME SERVED

There are two ways to reduce an offender's time served: 1) reduction of

the sentence imposed by the court; and 2) reduction of the sentence
after incarceration by applying an early release mechanism.
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ALTERNATIVES TO REDUCE CROWDING

Sentence Lengths

The most obvious way to reduce time served is by decreasing sentence
lengths. Under this option, presumptive, nonpresumptive and/or manda-
tory terms could be reduced.

If sentence lengths are decreased, the number of prisoners who can be
incarcerated increases in a prison system with constant capacity. 0On
average, the number of possible annual punishments doubles when average
sentence lengths are reduced by 50 percent.3/ This assumes that the
early release mechanisms remain unchanged.

A recent survey indicated that the public still believes that sentences
for prisoners are too lenient. In fact, between 1972 and 1982, the per-
centage of people surveyed who _believe courts are not harsh enough
increased from 66 to 86 percent.38 Because of this sentiment, decreas-
ing sentence lengths is probably the least popular of available alterna-
tives.

Amendment of Early Release Provisions

A second method of reducing time served is by amendment of early release
provisions. In effect, these provisions reduce the sentence length
imposed by the court. The three general early release mechanisms which
can be utilized include the following:

- emergency early release by executive order;

« good time credit; and

+ parole release,

37The timing of prisoner entry and release has a crucial effect on prison
capacity. Excessive entries at any given time can create an over-
crowding problem.

385ourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics-1984, Department of Justice,
Washington, D.C.(1985), pp.226-27.

39%n the other hand, this alternative would not conflict with the re-
vised criminal code's objectives of sentencing--uniformity and cer-~
tainty of punishment. Any alternative that treats offenders of the
same crimes differently with respect to the incarceration decision or
time served would conflict with this philosophy.
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Emergency Release. Emergency early release provisions are utilized in
a number of states. These provisions grant the executive branch the
power to release prisoners before they have served the full sentence
imposed by the court. Emergencies are declared when state prisons ex-
ceed a predetermined capacity level. Only those prisoners deemed good
security risks are considered for emergency release. State parole
boards decide which inmates meet this criterion.

This alternative is applied in various ways in the states. In Michi-
gan, the governor must declare an emergency when the state's prisons
exceed rated capacities for 30 consecutive days. When an emergency is
declared, parole eligibility dates for prisoners are advanced by 90
days. If this action does not reduce populations to 95 percent of
capacity within 90 days, the process is repeated. Between January 1981

and Ma%01984, this early release process was invoked by the state eight
times.

In Iowa, the 1981 legislature placed a cap of 2,645 on the prison popu-
lation. Under current provisions, an emergency is declared if the aver-
age daily inmate count exceeds the cap for 60 consecutive days. The
Iowa Parole Board has 45 days to get the population under the cap;
otherwise, all prisoners' sentences are reduced by 90 days. The across-
the~board sentence reduction has not been necessary despite the fact
that the cap has been exceeded a number of times since its implementa-
tion in 1981, Before the 60-day deadline is reached, the state's
parole hoard releases eligible prisoners. The board's decisions are
based upon a unique risk assessment system which attempts to determine
each convict's risk to society if released,4

In Alaska, Governor Sheffield implemented an emergency release system
in 1983, Titled the "Emergency Conditional Commutation Release" plan
(ECCR), the order permits early release of "nonviolent" prisoners when
deemed necessary to reduce prison crowding.

40M, Kay Harris, Reducing Prison Crowding and Nonprison Penalties, 478
ANNALS 150, 157 (March 1985).

41The Iowa legislature initiated the population cap due largely to as-
sertions by the state's Statistical Analysis Center (SAC) that the
use of risk assessment could increase the number of paroles without
further risk to public protection. Additional discussion of the risk
assessment system is found on page 37 of this report.
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The act describes situations in which early release of prisoners may be
granted.42 Under the act, the governor "shall" declare an emergency if
the average prison population exceeds 25 prisoners over capacity for
any 30-day period.

When this occurs, the parole board selects eligible inmates from a list
provided by corrections personnel. Eligible inmates must have served
one~half of their sentence and be within 120 days of their release.
The list can include felons or misdemeanants convicted of nonviolent
crimes. In addition, the order states that the Department of Correc-
tions shall consider the use of half-way houses for prisoners who are
released under the order.

Since the act's implementation in late 1983, 194 prisoners have been
granted early release. Overcrowding emergencies have Jlargely been
avoided because prison capacity has roughly kept pace with the sharp
rise in Alaska's prison population since 1980. However, declarations
of overcrowding could increase under present capacity unless inmate
releases "catch up" with inmate entries.

Because overcrowding emergencies have rarely been declared, the adminis~
trative costs to the State have been minimal. In fact, the State saves
money under this alternative because prisoners are removed from a high
cost facility to a lower cost means of supervision--either parole, pro-
bation or a community residential center (CRC).

Increasing good time credits. Another method to reduce actual time
served--without changing statutory sentence lengths--is by increasing
the good time credit allowance.43 There are two general types of good
time credits allowed in the states: 1) statutory good time; and 2) meri-

torious good time.

42Tnis order implements the powers of pardon, commutation and reprieve
already granted the governor by Article III, Section 21 of the Alaska
Constitution, and Alaska Code Section 33.20.070.

43pt present, 46 states allow good time accumulation. In response to
overcrowding, some states have recentiy increased available allowantes
or have provided special good time. For example, California increased
the amount of possible good time that could be earned on a maximum
sentence from 33 percent to 50 percent as a reward for participation
in work or study programs. Until recently, Illinois law permitted
the Director of Corrections to grant as many 90-day additional good
time awards as were necessary to limit prison crowding. However,

since this mechanism's recent elimination, prison crowding has become
critical,
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Under statutory good time, prisoners are rewarded for their good be-
havior while incarcerated. Their time served is reduced by the amount
of accumulated good time credit. To receive this type of good time,
prisoners need not do anything special but stay out of trouble.

Alaska law currently provides for a statutory good time deduction
only. Under this provision, prisoners' sentences may be reduced by up
to 33 percent for good time behavior. A bill enacted during the 1986
legislative session, Committee Substitute for House Bill 104 (CSHB 104)
increased statutory good time credit to 33 per‘cent.44 As discussed in
Chapter Two, application of 33 percent good time to sentences of those
incarcerated in 1984 and 1985 reduced total time served by 8.2 percent.

Unlike statutory good time, meritorious good time requires the inmate
to do something. Many states provide for meritorijous good time credit,
usually for performing work, improving education or successfully com-
pleting counseling.

Work time 1is probably the most common form of meritorious good time
allowed. In Nevada, the Department of Corrections recently opened two
conservation camps of 150 beds each to increase the availability of
work time facilities for prisoners. In addition, a major reason for
creation of the camps was reduction of crowding in Nevada's state
prisons.

As noted, Alaska law does not currently allow time off for meritorious
good time. If such a Taw were enacted, it could provide for sentence
credit when convicts participate successfully in work release, study
release or counseling for drugs or alcohol,

The success of a meritorious good time provision in reducing crowding
depends upon the amount of good time allowed, and how much use prisoners
make of it. Iowa, for example, allows an additional five days per
month for meritorious good time credit. If a prisoner earns this extra
time, his or her sentence 1is reduced by two months for each year of
accumulated credit. If a significant number of inmates earn this
credit, the provision could substantially reduce the prison population.

44pyior to April 1986, prisoners received good time up to 25 percent
of their sentence. The law passed in 1986 was made retroactive,

45"Navada, Adapting to Rapid Growth," Corrections Today, December 1985,
page 86. The camps were also opened because they are less expensive
to operate than state prisons.
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Expansion of the Parole System. Ancther potential method to reduce
average time served is by expansion of the State's discretionary parole
release system to prisoners subject to presumptive sentencing. Like
those prisoners currently subject to mandatory minimum sentencing,
presumptively sentenced prisoners could be required to serve a minimum
amount of time before becoming eligible for parole.

In order to implement this alternative, the State could establish a
structure similar to that proposed by the Alaska Code Revision Sub-
commission. They proposed parole eligibility for all felons after 50
percent of the sentence was served. Good time under that proposal was
limited to 10 percent of the term. Under this alternative, time served
for presumptively sentenced prisoners would be reduced from the current
67 percent of the sentence to 50 percent of the term., Moreover, re-
lease would not be automatic under the parole system as it currently is
when good time is earned.

Arizona is the only state which currently combines a presumptive sen-
tencing law with discretionary parole release. There, felony offenders
must serve minimum terms before becoming eligible for parole release,
The required time served is based upon the seriousness of the crime
commi tted.46"Dangerous" offenders must serve two-thirds of their term
before becoming parole eligible; others serve one-half of their term, 47

Iowa's sentencing law combines mandatory and indeterminate sentencing
with a unique variation of the traditional parole release system.
There, the parole board determines each inmate's release date based
upon guidelines developed by Iowa's Statistical Analysis Center (SAC).48

46The good time credit allowance is also based upon the seriousness of
the convict's offense.

47Note that prisoners would only be eligible for release after serving
50 percent of their sentence. The parole board would determine ac-
tual releases based upon prison behavior, criminal record and other
information available at the hearing for parole release.

48see "Proceedings of the Second Workshop on Law and Justice Statis-
tics," U.S. Department of dJustice, 1983, page 53. According to Fred
Scaletta of the Iowa Department of Corrections, the risk assessment
guidelines are also used by the department to assess the risk each
of fender poses if placed in communities for work or other release.
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These guidelines utilize an offender "risk assessment" scoring system
which attempts to determine each offender's potential risk upon re-
lease-~risk to public protection and risk of committing another crime.
The system was developed by the Iowa Statistical Analysis Center (SAC)
which constructed the model from data collected on convicts released
from the state's prisons between 1974 and 1976.49 The risk score is
determined by assessing a number of factors including the following:

< substance abuse history;

- current offense classification;

- age at conviction;

- total volume of past record;

« violent/nonviolent offender, and whether first offender;
« prior felony history, and history of violence; and

- street time since prior offenses.

In addition to their application for parole eligibility, the guidelines
are also used to reduce the prison population when prison crowding
occurs in the state. However, the parole board has avoided the declara-
tion of any emergencies by releasing convicts determined low risks
before the 60-day Timit.

A report to the Iowa General Assembly in 1983 documents that the guide-~
lines, along with the legislatively imposed prison population ceiling,
resulted in a 52 percent increase 1in paroles during 1981-82 over the
previous two years. In addition, the rate of violent crime among pa-
rolees was reduced by 35 percent, and the "general threat posed by a
typical parolee" was reduced by 17 percent. The report concluded that
public protection had not been compromised in the process.5

49The Iowa SAC validated its model by testing data on 9,387 former state
convicts released between 1977 and 1979,

50The Iowa Statistical Analysis Center estimates that if all jurisdic-
tions utilized the Iowa model, prison populations nationwide could be
reduced by 20 percent with no increase in threat to the general pub-
lic.
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Recent data indicate that although the crime rate for convicts released
under this system has increased, it has not increased nearly as rapidly
as the rate of parole releases by the Department of Corrections. In
1981, 21 percent of the prison population was released on parole during
the year, and 19 percent of those released were eventually rearrested
for committing a crime. In 1985, 50 percent of the prisoners were re-
leased on parole during the year, but oniy 26 percent were rearrested.

REDUCING PRISON ENTRIES

Reduction of time served is the way to reduce prison crowding once pris-
oners have been incarcerated. The other method reduces prison crowding
by decreasing the number of convicts who are required to go to prison.
There are a number of possible alternatives to incarceration; each is
essentially a form of punishment, but each method reduces prison en-
tries and is less expensive than incarceration in a state institution.5!
Generally, the less restrictive the alternative, the less expensive its
cost to the state.

Many states are implementing alternatives to institutional incarcera-
tion in an effort to avoid further prison crowding and to cut operating
costs. These alternatives are geared to so-called low-risk offenders--
convicts who the particular corrections agencies deem to be the least
Tikely to commit an offense during their punishment period. As indi-
cated, the alternatives consist of punishment outside the traditional
prison atmosphere. Any such punishment is normally a component of a
state's community corrections system. The traditional components of
this system include the community residential center (CRC) and the
parole/probation system.

Community Residential Centers

In Alaska, community residential centers (CRC)--so-called half-way
houses--are minimum security facilities operated by private providers
in cooperation with the Alaska Department of Corrections. Eligible
inmates include those near the end of their sentence, and those who are
working, receiving counseling or participating in education and training

5lThe decision whether to imprison offenders or impose other forms of
punishment has been debated since ancient times. Some of the current
suggested alternatives feed the ongoing debate; they range from impos-
ing electrical shock treatment for all criminals--in lieu of imprison-
ment--to the virtual elimination of prisons with minimal alternative
punishments,
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pursuits. In addition, the centers may include offenders who require
more support than is available with traditional probation/parole serv-
ices. Inmates can travel outside the CRC during the day, but are
confined to the center in the evenings.

The following data from the Department of Corrections demonstrate the
increase in use of this alternative in Alaska since it was initially
tried in 1979. These figures reflect the average number of CRC beds
used in dJanuary of the years shown.

COMMUNITY RESIDENTIAL BEDS IN ALASKA

1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

16 22 36 61 78 103 97 248

* * * *

Probation/Parole

The most widely used form of nonincarcerative punishment, utilized in
all states, is the probation/parole system. These services generally
consist of monitoring convicted offenders' progress for a specified
period following their release from prison. Parole and probation offi-
cers enforce conditions of release, make service referrals as needed,
and provide sentencing recommendations to the Alaska Court System,

Although community residential centers and probation/parole are current-
1y utilized in Alaska, their use as alternatives to imprisonment of low-
risk offenders could be increased. This increased utilization could
reduce prison crowding by diverting convicts from prison to CRCs or
probation/parole. A risk assessment system such as lIowa's could be
established to determine eligible low risk offenders for these alterna-
tives. Moreover, Department of Corrections cperating costs would
theoretically be reduced by increased utilization of these alternatives;
an increased number of offenders could be punished at a lower cost.

Table 6 compares the number of annual punishments that can be imposed
under various alternatives for each $1 million of Alaska's operating
budget. The alternative punishments include probation/parole, community
residential centers, and State prisons. The estimated costs per convict
year were those incurred by the Department of Correctijons in FY 85. As
the table demonstrates, a substantially larger number of punishments
can be imposed using CRCs or probation/parole than those requiring in-
carceration in a State prison,
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TABLE 6

ALTERNATIVE PUNISHMENT EXPERIENCES FOR EACH $1 MILLION OPERATING BUDGET
ALASKA, FISCAL YEAR 1985 DOLLARS

Type of Costs per Average Time Annual
Punishment, Inmate Year Served (Years) Punishments
Probation/
Parole $1,796 .5 1,114
1 557
2 279
3 186
Communi ty $16,848 .5 120
Residential 1 60
Centers 2 30
3 20
State $30,109 .5 66
Prison 1 33
2 17
3 11

SOURCE: House Research Agency, May 1986. See also Gail S. Funke, The
Economics of Prison Crowding, ANNALS of the American Academy
of Political and Social Sciences, Vol. 478, page 96 (March
1985).

Recently, some states have experimented with new forms of CRCs and pro-
bation/parole to reduce existing prison crowding and cut costs. These
new methods include house arrest, intensive probation, and alternative
incarceration. The following sections discuss these measures.

House Arrest

Recently, many states have implemented house arrest programs. In
effect, convicts are incarcerated in their homes for a required period.

In Florida, the Department of Corrections started a house arrest (also
called community control) program in October 1983 in an attempt to
relieve prison and jail crowding. Under the program, selected felony
offenders are confined to their residences except for gainful employ-
ment and public service work. Teams composed of a surveillance officer
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and supervising officer visit the convict on a daily basis. In addi-
tion, program participants are normally required to pay restitution to
their victims and a $20 monthly fee to the state for supervision costs.
The state's daily cost per convict for this program is roughly $3 com-
pared with over $28 to incarcerate a prisoner in one of Florida's
prisons.

Recentiy, 15 states have added electronic monitoring to their house ar-
rest alternative. Some convicts subject to house arrest receive a
transmitter which is attached to their ankle during the required moni-
toring period. Under Florida's program, a computer reports when the
convict moves more than 150 feet from his or her residence. Convicts
subject to the monitoring can leave their residence only for approved
purposes, such as work or community service. According to Leonard
Flynn, Director of Florida's Cowmunity Control program, this form of
monitoring is currently used for misdemeanants only. However, the De-
partment of Corrections is evaluating its use for felons.

In some house arrest cases, felons are monitored by a telephone robot.
The robot can safely store 350 names and telephone numbers. It calls
these numbers at various times during the day and night to solicit
responses from offenders. Offenders respond by passing an electronic
bracelet over the telephone to confirm that they answered the phone,
The device sends electronic signals through the convict's telephone to
a computer at the area's probation office. The department rents the
robots for $350 per month; the bracelets are currently free.

Mr. Flynn stated that Florida's house arrest program has exceeded
expectations. Only six percent of the house arrestees are imprisoned
for crime violations while under the department's supervision. More-
over, Mr. Flynn stated that the main purposes of the program--reduction
of prison crowding and avoidance of prison construction--have been ac-
complished. Since the program began in 1983, more than 5,000 felons
have been successfully diverted from the state's prisons,

52"State Innovations Range From Prisons to Babies," State Government
News, November 1985, page 8.
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Intensive Probation

This variant of traditional probation involves more frequent contacts
and demands than normal probation. It differs from house arrest in
that there is more freedom of movement under intensive probation. At
least eight states have implemented some form of intensive probation

diverting up to one fifth of their convicted felons from pm‘son.5g

Under Georgia's program, probationers are subject to mandatory curfews,
a minimum of five unannounced visits a week at home or work, 132 hours
of community service, and spot urinalyses or breath tests to detect
drugs or alcohol.

According to Larry Anderson, coordinator of Georgig's alternative
sentencing programs, the intensive probation program's results have
exceeded initial goals. Of the 2,500 convicts who have participated in
the program since it began in July 1982, only 4.7 percent (119) have
committed new crimes; only one of these crimes was a major felony (armed
robbery). In addition, participating probationers pay the entire cost
of the program. As part of their sentence, the judge requires them to
pay a monthly fee for the program. Mr. Anderson stated that the program
cost for FY 86 should be $2.7 million, and program receipts are pro-
jected to total $3.5 million, a "profit" of $800,000.

Special Alternative Incarceration

Also entitled "shock" incarceration, this alternative was implemented
in Georgia in November 1983. Program participants are usually between
the ages of 17 and 25 years who have not previously served time in a
state prison. Participants are selected by Jjudges at sentencing and
must not have been convicted of a crime requiring mandatory imprisonment
(i.e., murder, armed robbery, etc.).

According to Larry Anderson, participating inmates are incarcerated in
one of the state's prisons and are segregated from long-term convicts.
Mr. Anderson stated that the program's routine is similar to marine
corps boot camp; inmates receive military-style haircuts, perform hard
labor, and end each day with intensive calisthenics. Instead of serv-
ing a one-to-five-year incarceration (which they would have faced),
participants stay for 90 days and_are then placed on varying levels of
probation for an extended period.

53"The Alternative to Prison,” The Washington Post National Weekly Edi-
tion, September 2, 1985, Page 6.

5yote that this alternative reduces time served. Although convicts
are still incarcerated, their prison stay 1is drastically reduced.
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Operating costs for shock incarceration are at least as expensive as
regular imprisonment because of the high level of supervision requiread.
Nevertheless, substantial savings are realized because offenders are
diverted from Tong prison terms and the related costs.

Mr. Anderson maintains that this program is one of the most effective
alternatives currently utilized in Georgia. Preliminary figures show
that 93.5 percent of the program's participants were offense-free for
six months following their release. Long-term statistics are not yet
available,

Conservation Camps

Under this alternative, prisoners are diverted from state prisons to
less costly facilities. This method of reducing prisons entries has
been successfully implemented in Nevada.

The Nevada Department of Corrections (NDC) probably grew faster than
any other state corrections agency during the past eight years--16 per-
cent annually. During 1985, the NDC opened two conservation camps of

150 beds each to reduce crowding in the prisons, and to cut corrections
costs.

Inmates are selected for the camps using an objective classification
system based on a model by the National Institute of Corrections (NIC).
Selection to the camps is restricted to low-risk inmates who meet a
number of criteria, including the following:

» no sex offender history;

» no history of repetitive violence;

+ no history of psychological or emotional problems;

* no violent crimes within the past year; and

* no past prison escapes.
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According to Peter Demosthenes of the Nevada Department of Corrections,
the camps have a number of advantages to the inmates and the state.
Inmates get the opportuniﬁg to work, which means additional good time
credit and a nominal wage. 5 The added good time credit results in an
earlier release than is possible in the state prison. Moreover, pris-

oners have the opportunity to be productive during their imprisonment
period.

The advantages to the state include cheap labor for local and state
projects, and reduced corrections costs. Camp inmates work on conserva-
tion and fire suppression projects supervised by the state's forestry
division. In addition, inmate crews have worked within communities on
projects which the towns could not otherwise afford. Recent projects
include gathering firewood for senior citizens, clearing sidewalks of
snow, and improvement of parks and rodeo grounds.

Moreover, the State has saved money because of the lower cost of
supervising camp inmates. Mr. Demosthenes stated that the current
average supervision of a camp inmate is $6,700 per year compared to
$12,000 per year for prison inmates.

Furthermore, the camp program has helped Nevada to reduce its prison
crowding and postpone construction of new prisons. The NDC plans to
expand one camp and construct three more during the next 14 months to
increase camp bed space to 1,115 beds. The NDP has kept construction
costs for the camps down by using inmate labor, NDC e%uipment, and sur-
plus modular units from the Alaska Pipeline Project.b

FEASIBILITY OF THE ALTERNATIVES IN ALASKA

Any of the alternatives described in this chapter would generally be
feasible to implement in Alaska. Moreover, each alternative costs the
State less per inmate than the cost of imprisonment. Some-~-such as the
emergency overcrowding act and community residential centers--have been
utilized in the past. Their use as ways to reduce institutional crowd-
ing could be expanded without significant additional cost to the State.
In addition, their expansion would not require changes in the current
law.

55Those Tiving in the camps get at least ten more days per month good
time than the maximum allowed in the state's prisons. In addition,
prisoners are paid extra when on fire fighting status.

56According to Mr. Demosthenes, there have been few escapes from the
camps despite the mere eight-foot chain link fence which surrounds the
camps. Mr. Demosthenes asserts that the escape from these camps has
been Tower than that of all other institutions in the western states.
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ALTERNATIVES TO REDUCE CROWDING

Expansion of discretionary parole would require changes to the current
law. In addition, expanded use of this alternative would require
additional personnel to handle the larger caseload. However, substan-
tial savings are realized under this alternative because its use may
prevent or postpone additional prison construction which wouid other-
wise be required. As noted, the cost to supervise a convict on parole
is significantly less than the cost of incarceration.

The intensive probation and house arrest programs could be implemented
without any change in current law. These alternatives could be applied
to eligible Class B and C felons who would otherwise have been jailed
for their offenses.

It any alternative in this chapter is implemented, careful screening
and evaluation of eligible convicts is vital to program success. Each
alternative would place an offender in a lower level of security,
increasing the potential for escape. However, some risk cannot be
avoided uniess the legislature decides to build more prisons in lieu of
other choices.

The University of Alaska Anchorage (UAA) recently pubiished a forecast
of the State's prison population over the next twenty years or so. The
forecast projects a prison population exceeding 4,000 by 1990, If accu-
rate, this means that the population would roughly double during the
next five years.

It no additional prisons are built after the Spring Creek facility
opens in 1987, the State's prison capacity would theoretically be 1,500
beds short of the projected inmate population by 1990. Nevertheless,
crowding probably would not occur under present law. Under the current
Emergency Conditional Commutation Release act (ECCR), the governor is
required to release prisoners when prison populations exceed a specified
level for a specified period of time. If this act is carried out in
its present form, prisoners would be released on a consistent basis
under the UAA forecast.

Release under the ECCR would effectively result in the expansion of the
State's discretionary parole system. Under discretionary parole, in-
mates are released if they have served a statutorily required period of
time and are determined to be reasonable security risks upon release.
The same general principles apply under the ECCR; eligible inmates must
have served at least one-half of their sentence and be within 120 days
of release. Moreover, they cannot be released if deemed a bad risk
based on a number of criteria.

However, using the ECCR in its present form as the means to reduce
crowding does little to provide long-term relief or control of the
crowding situation. Because so few prisoners are released under the
ECCR relative to the number currently entering the State's prisons, the
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ALTERNATIVES TO REDUCE CROWDING

prison population may exceed the ECCR's capacity limits soon after ECCR
releases are made, thereby invoking the act again. Then, the time-con-
suming inmate selection process must start all over.

If implemented, one or more of the alternatives described in this
chapter could reduce the prison population to a level sufficient to
avoid invocation of the ECCR. Implementation of any of the described
alternatives could provide a measure of relief from constant prison
crowding. Moreover, selected alternatives could enable corrections
personnel to get the crowding problem under control. Although there
are security risks involved with any of the alternatives, each has been
successfully implemented in other states.

-4 6~
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CRIMES, CONVICYIONS, SENTEHCE LENGTH, ANO LENCTH OF INCARCERATION--ALASKA 1984
{TIME 1M YEARS)

NELEASE CONDITIONS: Purele afted 148 of Semsence for Non-presusptive Seatences Excesdiag 180 Duys
Good Tiae of 23% Jur Preswsptively Sentanced Convicts

TINE SERVED
NONPRESUNPTIVE SENTENCES PRESUNPTIVE SENTEMCES UMOER
PRESUNPTIVE
TOTAL % OF TOTAL $ OF SENTENCES AS
CRINE TorAL AVERAGE. AVERACE TIHE  GRAND AUERASE AVERAGE TINE  CRAND A % OF T0TAL
CRIHE  CLASS CONVICTIONS COMVICTIDHS  SENTENCE INCARCERATION SERVED  TOTAL CONVICTIONS SENTENCE INCARCERATION SERVED  TOTAL TIHE SERVED
Horder 1 ] 17 0.0 0.0 0.003 Y B1.0 B0.3  3M9 144N 100.00%
Horder 11 1] 1] 0.0 0.0 0.00 3 2.0 8.7 43.9 1.78 100.00
Haaslauphior A 10 0.0 0.0 0.60 10 1.0 5.3 32.% 2.46 100.00
Cr Hag tonoeide ¢ 1 1 4.0 1.8 9.8 1.16 0.0 0.0 0,00 0.00
fosault 1 A &0 0.0 0.0 0.00 20 8.0 8.0 120.0 4.94 100.00
Assault 11 B 20 13 8.0 1.0 15,0 1.67 13 8.0 4,5 58,4 2.41 79.59
Assauly 11 c 78 ~ 32 3.0 1.0 3.0 6.41 24 4.0 3.0 72.0 2.9 38.06
Kidnapping 1] 2 0.0 0.0 0.00 2 20.0 8.7 13.3 0.53 100.00
Cuss. Insorforonce 1 ¢ [} 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Sox hssault I U m 0,0 9.0 0.00 mn 10.0 1.8 8.8 23.74 10¢.00
Sox Aspault 11 B a 20 A0 1.8 28,7 8.82 2 5.0 3.8 7.8 0.81 21.9%
Sox Assault 111 c [} 8 0.5 [ 4.0 0.50 0.0 0.0 0.00 .00
Sex Abuse of Hinor I U 14 ¢ 0.0 0.0 9,00 14 6.0 4.5 43.0 2.3% 100.00
Sex Abuse of Hinor I1 [ g2 LH 4.0 1.3 49.3 g.42 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.60
Sox Obuse of Hinoe III c ] 0.0 0.0 0.00 9.0 0.0 0.00 -
1ncost c 4 4 2.0 0.7 2.7 0.83 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Explait ninor 8 2 2 15,0 5.0 10.0 {.84 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
flobbory 1 A 88 0.0 0.0 0.00 :21 8.0 4.0 228.0 9.58 100.00
Aohbery 1T b 1 8 4.0 1.8 10.7 1.38 3 6.0 4.3 13.3 0.56 §5.08
Exturtion B 9 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Coercion c 1 1 1.8 0.5 0.8 0.04 8.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Theit T 8 4 4 3.0 1.1 6.7 0.83 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.90
Thatt 11 ¢ 40 EL] 3.0 1.0 2.t 8.98 28 4.0 3.0 84.0 3.46 72.41
Thett by recatving c 2 2 1.0 6.2 0.7 ¢.08 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Theft of Sorvices B H 0.0 0.0 0.00 H] 8.0 4.% 2.5 0.93 100,00
Issuing Bad Chack B 9 4 8.0 2.7 10.7 1,33 § 7.0 9.3 26.3 1.08 .
Fraed Use of Cr Card 4 2 ¢ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 2 3.0 2.3 4.5 0.19 100.00
Burglary 1 B 7 29 3.0 1.0 89.0 3,44 28 3.0 3.8 103.0 4,32 78,38
Burglare 11 C 82 4 2.0 0.7 28.0 8.49 40 4.0 3.0 126.0 4.94 41.08
Arson 1 A ] 0.0 0.0 0,00 ] 15,0 11.3 8.3 2.3 100,00
firson 11 B 3 ] 8.0 1.0 8.0 [ 814 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Crin Hischief 1 8 1 0.0 0.0 0.00 1 3.0 2.3 2.3 0.0% 100.00
Crin Hischief II ¢ 12 [ 1.3 0.5 3.0 0.87 [ 3.0 a.3 13.5 9.54 81.02
Fargory I b 4 2 1.0 2.8 4.7 ¢.38 2 1.3 1.4 2.9 0.99 32,58
Forgary I1 c 14 [ 5.0 1.7 10.0 1.24 8 10.0 1.5 60.0 a.41 8.1
Schose to defraud B L] 4 1.0 0.3 1.8 0.17 0.0 9.0 2.00 0.00
Falge Business Record [ 1 1 0.1 0.1 [ 0.01 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Endanger Hieor c { 1 0.8 9.3 0.8 0.03 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Bribery B i 1 8.0 1.0 1.0 0.42 9.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Per jury B g 2 4.0 1.8 2.1 0.33 0.0 R} 0.00 0.00
Escape 1 A ] 6.0 0.0 0.90 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Eseape II B 4 1 4.0 1,8 1.8 0.47 8 7.0 3.3 15,8 0.6% 92.20
Proante Contraband I ¢ 2 1 . 1.0 1.8 6,12 i 3.0 8 3.8 0.1% 78.95
Tanper uith witaess c 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Tauper uith evidence c 0 8.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Intarfere ON Proceed ] 1 1 3.0 1.7 1.7 0.2t 0.0 0.0 0.00 .00
Hindering Prosceutinn [ ] 0.0 0.0 0,00 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Terroristie Theoat c 2 ? 2.0 0.7 1.3 0.17 00 0.0 0.00 ¢.00
Riot C 1 1 0.5 0.3 9.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Hinconduet Boapons I ¢ 1 g 11,0 3.7 1.3 0.9t H 12,0 9.0 43.0 1.8% 83.99
Control Substance I U 1] 0.0 0.0 0.00 - 8 4.0 3.0 24.0 0.99 100.00
Control Substanee II [} 9 0.0 0.0 0.00 9 8.3 4.9 43.9 1.0 100,00
Control Substance 111 [ 13 34 3.0 1,0 3.0 8.7 19 30 3.8 7.8 2.93 54,09
Control Sobutance IV [ a1 17 2.0 0.7 - 11.3 1.41 4 5.0 3.8 18.9 .62 54.94
Attoopt conaft felooy [ 1 3 5.0 1.7 5.0 0.62 q 5.0 3.0 18,0 0.42 75.00
Solieit cosnit cpime B 1 1 3.0 .0 1.0 0.18 0.6 0.0 0.00 0,00
Hiscellanoous A foleny [} [} 0.0 0.0 0,00 0 6.0 0.0 0,00 -~
Higscellancnns D felony 3 1 1 8.0 2.0 2.0 0.28 ] 0.0 0.0 0.00 0,00
Hiseellancous € felony [ &0 0 0.0 0.0 8.0 0,00 40 2.4 1.8 10,8 4.38 100,00
Hisdoneanors |} 6,082 4,068 (8 ¢t 384. 47.82 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.08
TOTAL §,922 8,458 804.9 100,003 A8 2,430.1  100,00% 75.131
TOTAL TINE SERVED: 3,234.3 Years IKCARCERATION FOR PRESUMPTIVE SENTENCES EQUALS 73 PERCENT OF THE SENTENCE
TIHE SEMVED UNDER EXCEPT WURDER 1 AND II, KIONAPPING AND CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE I. THE SENTENCE
1935 LAM: 3,234.3 Years FOR THESE CRINES IS THE GREATER OF GNE TRIRD OF THE SENTENCE OR THE MANDATORY
w————— MININGY TERM LESS COOD TINE. -

ABDITIENAL TIHE
UKDER 1985 Lau: 10,01 Years
CHANGE FROK
1905 LAW: 0.0%




CRIMES, COHVICTIONS, SENTENCE LENGTH, AND LENGTH OF INCARCERATION--ALASKA 1984
UTHHE IN YEARS)

RELEASE GONDITIONS: Parole after 1/9 of Senteace for Han-pressaptive Sentwsces Exceading 180 Days
Goed Tiwe of 831 for Presuaptively Saavexced Coavicts

TINE SERVED

NONPRESUHOTIVE SEMTENCES PRESIMPTIVE SENTENCES UNDER
PRESUNRTIVE
TaTAL % OF TOTAL 1 OF SENTENCES AS
CRIHE TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE TIHE  GRAND AVERAGE AVERAGE TINE  CRAND A X OF TOTAL
CRIHE  CLASS CONVICTIONS CONVICTIONS  SENTEMCE IMCARCERATION SERVED  TOTAL CONVICTIONS SENTENCE INCARCERATION SERVED  TOTAL TINE SERVED
Hueder I u 17 2.0 0.0 0,008 17 £r.0 18.0 804.0 14,438 100.00%
Hurdar 11 [} 3 0.0 ¢.0 0,00 H 28.0 8.7 43.3 2.00 100.00
Haoslaughter [} 10 0.0 0.0 0.00 10 1.0 4.1 4.7 2,48 100,00
Cr Heg Hooocide ¢ 1 7 1.0 1.4 ?.9 1.14 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
fasault 1 [ 20 0.0 8.0 0.00 20 8.0 3.3 104.7 4.92 100.00
fissgult 11 B 28 13 3.0 1.0 13.0 1.97 18 8.0 4.0 52.0 2.40 11.481
hagaalt 11X c 16 82 8.0 1.0 2.0 .47 24 4.0 2.7 44,0 2.9 .17
Kidanpping u 2 0.0 0.0 ¢.00 2 20.0 8.7 13.3 90.62 100.00
Cust, Intorderanca 1 ¢ [} 8.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 9,00 -
Sex Asmault I u n 0.0 0.0 0.00 n 10.0 6.7 333 2aT0 100.00
Sax Assauls II B 22 20 4.0 1.8 26,7 9.82 2 . 8.3 6.7 0.8¢ 20,00
Sox Aveaule IIY 4 3 8 0.5 (8] 4.0 0.30 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Sex Abuse of iinor I ] 14 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 14 4.0 4.0 56.0 2,58 100.00
Sex Abuse of Hinoe I1 B 52 RH 4.0 1.8 89.3 8.42 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Sex Abuse of Hinar 111 t ] 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
ncest [ 4 4 2.0 0.7 a7 0.80 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Exploit minoe B 2 2 13,0 3.0 10.0 1.24 0.0 0.0 0,00 0.00
Rubbery I A 39 0.0 0.0 0.00 $8 8.0 5,8 202.4 9.94 100.00
flobbary 11 i tf ] 4.0 1.8 10.7 1.28 L) 8.0 4,0 12,0 0,55 §2.94
Extortion B [} 0.0 8.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Coereion c 1 1 1.5 0.9 0.5 0.06 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0¢
Theft 1 8 4 4 9.0 1.7 8.7 0.03 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Theft 11 4 40 22 3.0 1.0 2.0 9.50 28 4.0 2.7 40 3.4% 70.00
Thett by ranaiving c 2 2 1.9 0.3 8.7 0.08 0.0 0.0 0.%0 0:00
Thett ot Servicas B 3 0.0 0.0 0.00 3 4.0 4.0 20.0 0.92 100.00
Issuing bad Check B 9 L] 8.0 2.7 16.7 1.9 H] 1.0 4.1 23.8 1.00 48,43
Fraud Use of Cr Card ¢ 2 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 2 3.0 2.0 4.0 0.18 100.00
Burglary I ] 57 29 3.0 1.0 29.0 8.4 28 5.0 3.2 93.3 4.3 76.89
Burglary I1 ¢ 02 42 2.0 0.7 28.0 3.48 A 4.0 2.7 1067 4.92 79.21
frson 1 fi 5 0.0 0.0 0,00 $ 13.0 10.0 §0.0 2.8 100.00
froon 11 ] 3 3 8.0 1.0 3.0 0.87 ¢.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Crin Hinchief 1 8 1 0.0 6.0 ¢.00 1 3.0 2.0 2.0 0.09 100.0¢
Erin Hischiaf 1Y ¢ 12 [ 1.3 0.3 3.0 0.47 & 8.0 2.0 12.0 0.3 60.00
Forgery 1 8 4 ] 1.0 2.2 4.1 0.38 2 1.5 1.0 2.0 0.09 30.00
Forgerg 13 ¢ 14 4 5.0 1.7 10.0 1.84 ] 1.0 6.7 53.8 2.4 84,21
Sehene to defraud B 4 4 1.0 0.3 i.3 0.17 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
False Businass Record c 1 t 0.1 0.1 0.4 o0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Endanger Hinor 4 i 1 0.3 0.3 0.3 0,03 0.0 0.0 9.00 0.00
Bribery 8 5 1 3.0 1.0 1.0 0.12 0.0 4.0 0,00 0.00
Perjury B 2 2 4.0 1.3 2.7 0.83 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.90
Escape ) ] 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 .00 -
Escape 11 B 4 1 4.0 1.4 1.3 0.17 3 1.0 4.7 14.0 0.45 91.80
Pronosae Contcaband I ¢ 2 1 9.0 1.0 1.0 0.12 1 5.0 3.3 9.3 0.15 76.92
Tanper uith witness C 0 0.0 0,0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Tanpar uith evidence t 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Interfere D#! Procesd B 1 1 5.0 1.7 L7 9.2t 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Hindering Prosacution [ 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Terroristic Threat ¢ 2 2 2.0 0.7 1.3 0.17 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Riot ¢ 1 1 0.5 0.5 0.% 0.04 8.0 0.9 0.00 0.00
Hiseonduet Poapons @ ¢ 7 H 11.0 3.7 7.8 0.9 3 18.0 0.0 40.0 1.8% 84,31
Gantrol Substance 1 1] 8 0.0 0.0 0.00 8 4,0 2.7 21,3 0.98 100.08
Contral Substance i1 [ 9 0.0 9.0 8.00 9 8,8 4.3 39.0 1.80 100.00
Contral Substance II1 B 73 34 3.0 1.0 54,0 4.7 19 5.0 3.3 43.3 2.92 8.97
Control Substance IV [ 8 17 29 0.7 1.8 1.4 4 8.0 33 13.3 0.82 54.05
Atioept copoit feleng A 1 k] 8.0 1.7 5.0 0.42 4 5.0 33 18.3 0.82 72.713
Snlicit cooeit criee ] 1 1 3.0 1.0 1.0 0.12 0.0 0.0 6,00 0.00
Hiscellaneoss A felpay A 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 1] 0.0 8.0 0.00 -
Hiscellascnus D delony 8 1 1 4.0 2.0 a.0 0.28 [} 0.0 0.0 0,00 0.00
Hiscellanopus € felony ¢ &0 ¢ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 80 2.4 1.4 94.1 4.31 100.00
Hisdesesnors ] &,042 4,082 0.1 0.1 384.4 47.02 0.0 0.0 0.06 0.00
TOTAL 4,922 8,454 804.8  100.00% A8 2,168.1  100.003 72.92%
TOTAL TIHE SERVED: 2,970.4 Yaars INCARCERATION FOR PRESUNPTIVE SENTEMCES EQUALS 73 PERCENT DF THE SENTENCE
TIHE SERVED UNDER EXCEPT KURDER I AND II, XIDNAPPING AND CONTROLLED SUBSTAMUE I, THE SENTENCE
1905 LAN;  8,294.3 Years FOR THESE CRINES IS THE GREATER OF ONE THIRD OF THE SENTENCE OR THE WANDATORY
eeoeames . RINIHUM YERM LESS S00D YIHE,

ADDITIONAL TINE
UNDER £905 Lal:  243.9 Yours
CHANGE FRON
1905 LAY: o.23




F CRIKES, CONVICYIONS, SENTEMCE LENGTH, AND LEKGTH OF INCARCERATION--ALASKA 1994
(TINE TN YEARS)

RELEASE CONDITIONS: Parole after 1/3 nf Scatunce {or Mon-praduaptive Sentences Exceadiag 180 Dayx
Purole after 173 of Seatance for Presssptively Sestwiced Convicss

TINE SERVED

1903 LA 8,234.3 Years FOR THESE CRINES IS THE CREATER OF ONE THIRD OF THE SENTEMCE OR THE NANDATORY

neana. MINIMUN TERN LESS COOD TIME,
ADDUTIONAL TIRE
UNDER 1983 LAV. 1,310.% Years
CHANGE FRON
1983 LAY: L1

NOHPRESUMPYIVE SENTEMCES PRESUNPTIVE SEMTENCES UKDER
PRESUKPTIVE
TOTAL 3 OF TOTAL 3 OF SEHTENCES AS
CRINE TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE TINE  CRAND AVERACE AVERAGE TIKE  CRAND A 3 OF TOTAL
COINE  CLASS COMVICTIONS CONVICTIONS  SEWTENCE YHCARCERATION SERVER  TOTAL CONVICTIONS SENTENCE INCARCERATION SERVED  TOYAL TINE SERVED
Hurder 1 1] 17 80 0.0 0.00% 17 e1.0 9.0 159.9 13.71% 100.00%
N Murder 11 U 8 0.0 0.0 0.00 ) 24,0 a7 43.3 8.9 100.00
Hanslanghter ] 10 0.0 0.0 0.0¢ 10 7.0 2.8 28.8 2.10 100.00
Cr Nag Hosocide [} 7 7 4,0 1.8 9.3 146 0.0 0.0 0.40 0.00
fssault 1 A 20 0.0 0.0 0.00 280 6.0 2.7 3.3 4,80 100.00
husault II B 28 13 8.0 1.0 13,0 1.87 13 8.0 2.0 2.0 2,94 43.41
Agsealt XIX c T 52 2.0 1.0 52,0 4.41 84 A0 1.3 92,0 2.80 48,10
Kidnapping i} 2 0.0 0.0 0.00 2 20.0 4.7 13.3 1,20 120.00
Cust. Interference I c 0 0.0 6.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0,00 -
Sex Assault 1 ] mn 0.0 0.0 0.00 n 10,0 3.3 B8%.7  23.09 100.00
Sox Aasauls 11 8 2 20 4.0 1.8 28,7 8.52 2 5.0 1.7 LR 0,80 u.a
Sex Assaxdt III c 8 ] [ 0.3 4.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Sex Abuse of Hinar I 1] 14 0 0.8 0.0 0.00 1" 8,0 2.0 28.0 2.5 100.00
Sex Abuse of Hinoe 11 B 52 [H] 4.0 1.9 49.8 8.42 0.0 0.0 0.90 0.00
Sax Abuse of Hiaor II1 t 0 ¢.0 0.0 0,00 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Incest 4 4 q 2. 0.7 2.7 0,33 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Exploit ainor 8 2 2 13,0 5.0 10.0 1.84 0.0 9.0 0.00 g.00
Robhery I A 38 0.0 0.0 0.00 38 ] 2.7 0L 9.2 100.00
Robbery 11 B 1 8 4.0 1.9 10.7 1.89 3 6.0 2.0 4.0 0.54 36.00
Extortfon B 9 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Cosrcian [ 1 1 1.3 0.5 0.3 0.08 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Thett I 0 4 4 5,0 1.7 8.7 0.83 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Theft 11 c 40 8 8.0 1.0 82.0 8.98 2 4.0 1.8 a1.8 3,94 39,65
Theft by receiving [ 2 g 1.0 0.2 8.7 0.08 0.0 0.0 0.00 0:00
Theft of Services ] 5 0.0 0.0 0.00 ] 6.0 2.0 10.0 0.90 100.00
Issuing Bad Check B ) 4 0.0 2.1 10.7 1.33 3 7.9 2.3 1.7 1.0% 52.04
Fraud Use af Cr Card [ 2 [} 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 2 9.0 1.0 2.0 0.8 100.00
Darglary 1 b 87 B9 3.0 1.0 28,0 i 28 5.0 1.7 4.7 4,20 81.67
Borglary II [ 82 a 2.0 0.7 28.0 8.43 40 4.0 1.8 33.8 4.00 85.57
Arson 1 A 3 0.0 0.0 0.00 S 15.0 5.0 25.0 2.23 100.60
Arson 11 8 8 8 8.¢ 1.0 8.0 0.87 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Crin Hischief I B 1 0.0 0.8 0.00 1 3.0 1.0 1.0 0.0¢ 100.00
Crin Nischief I1 [+ 12 4 1.3 0.3 9.0 0.97 [} 3.0 1.0 8.0 0.54 44,47
Forgerg 1 8 4 2 1.0 2.0 4.1 0,30 2 1.8 0.% 1.0 0.09 17.8%
Forgery 11 [ 14 [ 8.0 1.7 10.0 1,824 8 10.0 8.8 86,7 2.40 72.718
Schese to defraud B 4 4 1.0 0.3 1.9 0.17 t.0 0.0 0.00 §.00
False Business Record c ] 1 0.1 0.1 [ B 6.0t 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Endanger Hinor [ 1 i 0.3 0.8 0.3 0.08 0.0 0.0 0,00 0.00
Bribery B 1 1 3.0 1.0 1.0 0.12 0.0 0.0 8.00 0.00
Per jury § 2 2 4.0 1.3 a7 0.98 0.0 0.0 0.0¢ 0.00
Escape | A 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Escape II B 4 1 4.0 1.9 1.3 0.17 3 1.9 2.3 7.0 0.63 84.00
Prosote Contraband I t 2 1 3.0 1.0 1.0 0.18 1 5.0 1.7 1.7 0.1% 42,50
Tanper with uitnans t [ 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Tanper uith avidence [ [ 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0,00 -
v Interfere 04F Proceed B 1 1 8.0 1.7 1.7 0.2t 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Hindering Prosecution ¢ ] 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 6.0 0.00 -
Terroristie Threat [ 2 2 2.0 0.7 1.9 0.17 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Riot < 1 1 0.5 0.9 0.8 0,08 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
“ Hisconduct Meapons I ¢ 7 2 11,0 3.7 1.8 6.91 3 12.0 4.0 20.0 1,80 73.11
Contrnl Substance Y U ] 0.0 0.0 .00 8 4.0 1.8 10.7 0.98 100.00
Control Substance IT A 9 0.0 0.0 0.00 9 £.3 2.2 19.% 1.7 100.00
Control Substance 111 8 13 M .0 1.0 84,0 &n 19 3.0 1.7 8.7 2.8% 36.9¢
Control Swbstance IV [4 :38 1 2.0 0.7 11.9 1.41 4 3.0 1.7 8.7 0.80 87.04
Atteapt coaast felony [ 1 3 5.0 1.7 5.0 0.42 q 8.0 1.7 &7 0.80 .14
Solicit coawit criee B 1 1 a.0 1.0 1.0 0.12 0.0 0.0 0.00 0,00
Niscellansous A felong [} 0 0.0 0.0 8.00 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Hiscellaneous 8 falony 8 1 1 4,0 2.0 2,0 0.8% 0 9.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Higcellanesus C falang [ & 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 40 2.4 0.8 41.8 4,28 100.00
Nisdeneanors L] 6,088 4,082 0.1 0.1 384, 47.82 0.0 2.0 0,00 0.00
TOTAL 6,92 6,45 804,3  $00,001 448 1,111.5  100.00% y.oex
TOTAL TINE SERVED: 1,915.0 Yoars INCARCERATION FOR PRESUNPTIVE SENTENCES EQUALS 73 PERCEMT OF THE SENTENCE
TINT SERVED UMDER EXCEPT MURDER I AND 11, XIONAPPING AMD CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE 1. THE SENTENCE




CRIKES, CONVICTIONS, SENTENCE LENGYH, AND LENCYH OF IKCARCERATION--ALASKA 1984

ITIHE TH YEANS)

RELEASE CORDITIONS: Parnla afver 179 of Seatence for Nen-prascaptive Sentesces Exceading 100 Days
Good Yiwe of R3S for Presvaptively Suntesced Ceavicts

TIHE SERVED

WONPRESUHBTIVE SENTENCES PRESUMPTIVE SEMTENCES UNDER

PRESIMPTIVE

T0TAL 1 0F TRTAL 1 OF SENTENCES A4S

CRIKE ToTAL AVERNGE AVERAGE TIHE  GRAKD AVERAGE AVERAGE TINE  CRAND A3 OF TOTAL

CRIKE  CLASS COWVICTIONS CONVICYIONS  SENTENCE INCARCERATION SERVED  YOTAL CONVICYIONS SENTENCE INCARCERATION SERVED  TOTAL TINE SERVED
Harder 1 ] 1 0.0 0.0 0.00% 17 85,8 28.9 4919 20.10% 100,008

Barder II 1] 3 0.0 0.0 0.00 § 2.8 1.4 30.0 1,85 100,00
Hanalayghter [ 10 8.0 9,0 0,00 10 6.9 3.t 81.0 2.12 100.00

Cr Heg Homooide t 7 7 4.0 1.8 9.8 1.16 0.0 0.0 0,0 0.9 0.00
fasault 1 [ 20 0.0 0.0 0.00 20 2.8 2.1 42,0 1.7 100,00

Asgnult XY B 20 15 8.9 1.0 13,0 1.87 13 4.0 4.8 89.5 2.39 19.5¢

Assault IT1 [ 76 52 8.0 1.0 '%.0 4.41 24 4,0 8.0 12.0 2,94 30,08
Kidnapping 1] 2 0.0 0.0 0.00 8 2.5 8.8 1.7 0.72 100.00

Cust. Interforente I ¢ 0 0.0 0.0 0,00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Sex Assault I 1] 17 0.0 0.0 0.00 n 1.8 8.9 401.%  2r.08 100.00

Sor fAgsault IT 8 a8 20 4.0 1.8 24,7 a.6e 2 5.0 a1 1.5 0.9 21.9%

Sor Assauly [II € 1] 8 0.5 0.5 4,0 0.%0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00

Sex Abuse of Hinor I 1] 14 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 14 8.0 4.5 4.0 2.57 100.00
Sex Abnse of Hinor 11 B 52 82 4.0 1.3 69.3 a6 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.00 0.00
Sex Abuse of Hinor IX1 4 ] 2.0 0.0 0.00 9.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
lucest c 4 A 2.0 6.7 2.7 0.93 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00

Exploit ninor B 2 2 13.0 5.0 10.0 1,84 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Rabbery 1 ) 80 6.0 0.0 0,00 38 4.1 IS IS R 4718 100.00

Robbary 11 B 1 8 4,0 1.3 10.7 1.83 8 [RY 4.3 18.8 [R-1] 35.08

Extortion B 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 6.0 0.0 0.0 0,00 -

Coereion [ ! 1 1.3 0.3 0.3 0.66 0.0 0.0 0.0 .00 0.00

Thatt I B 4 4 30 17 8.7 0.08 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00

Thaty 11 c 40 :rd 30 1.0 82.0 8.9 88 4,0 3.9 84.0 3.43 724

Thett by receiving t 2 2 1.0 0.3 8.7 0.08 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Thuft of Sarvices 8 5 0.0 0.0 0.00 1 8.0 4.3 22,3 0.92 100,00
1ssuing Bad Chect ] 9 L] 8.0 & 10,7 1.33 k] 7.0 5.9 24.5 1.07 .1
Fraud Use of Cr Card [ 2 [ 0.0 0.0 ¢.0 0.00 2 8.0 2.9 4.5 0.10 100.00
Burglary 1 ] a7 29 3.0 1.0 29.0 3.8 20 5.0 3.0 105.0 4,89 78.84

Durplary 11 [+ o2 42 2.0 0T £8.0 3.48 40 4.0 3,0 120.0 4.90 01.08

Argon 1 [ 3 0.0 0.0 0,00 3 8.5 41 20,8 0.84 100,00

Araon I1 i 3 3 8.0 1.0 3.0 0,37 0.0 0.8 0.0 6.00 0.00

Crin Hischiaf I 8 1 0.0 0.0 0.00 1 3.0 2.3 2.8 0.09 100,00

trin Hischief II [ 12 & 1.4 0.3 8.0 0.97 3 a0 2.3 13.8 0.53 81.62
Forgery 1 [} 4 2 1.0 2.3 4.7 ¢.58 2 1.8 1.1 2.3 0.09 02.33

Forgery II 4 14 & 3.0 1.7 10.0 1,84 8 10.0 1.3 40.0 2,4% %s.n

Schese 1o defraad ] 4 4 1.0 0.8 1.8 0.17 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
False Dusinoss Racord c 1 1 0.1 8} 0.4 0.01 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Endanger Hinor c 1 1 0.8 6.8 [} 0.03 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Bribery ] 1 1 3.0 1.0 1.0 0.42 0.0 0.0 0.0 .00 6.00

Per jury B t g 4.0 1.8 a.7 0.33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00

Escape 1 [ ] 0.0 0.6 6.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 -

Escape 11 8 4 1 4.0 1.8 1.3 0.47 3 1.0 8.3 15,8 0.62 92.20

Proacte Conteaband I t 2 9.0 1.0 1.0 0.12 1 5.0 8.8 LN 0.18 70.95
Tanper uwith witnass [N 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Tawper with evidence 4 0 0.0 0.0 0,00 9.0 0.9 0.¢ 0.00 -—
Interfers 01 Proceed B 1 1 3.0 1.1 194 0.2¢ 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.00 8.00
Hindaring Prosecution c [} 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Torroristic Threat ¢ 2 2 2.0 0.7 1.3 0.17 0.0 [ 0.0 0.00 0.00
Rint [ 1 1 0.5 0.8 0.5 0.08 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00

Hisconduet Ysapons I ¢ 1 2 11.0 8.7 1.3 0.91 3 12,0 9.0 45.0 1.084 05.99
Control Substance I 1 8 0.0 0.0 0.00 i 2.4 2.0 18.4 0.64 100,44
Contral Sobasance II A 9 0.0 6.0 0,00 9 8.5 4.9 43.9 1.79 100.00
Control Substance YII 1 n 34 8.0 1.0 34.0 8.1 19 5.0 8.8 n.8 2.9 54,09
Control Substance 1V A a2l 17 2.0 0.7 11,8 1.41 4 8.0 8.0 15,0 0,41 88,98
Atteapt cosnit folony A 7 1 5.0 1.7 R 0.42 4 3.0 3.8 13,0 0.41 75.00
Solicit connit trime B ] i 8.0 1.0 1.0 0.12 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.00 0.00
Hiocellangous A felony A 0 6.0 0.0 0.00 [ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,00 -
Hiacallaneous 0 foleny B 1 1 8.0 2.0 2.0 0.2 [} 9.0 0.0 0.0 6.00 0.00
Hiscallgoanus G folany 4 (1] ¢ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 & 2.4 1.0 06,8 4,8% 100.00
Hinduncantis L) §,082 6,062 0.1 0.1 8844 A7.02 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0¢ .00

T0TAL 8,922 8,484 004.3 108,008 asg 2,448.7  100.00% 75.88%

TOTAL TIME SERVED: 3,284.0 Years
TINE SERVED UNDER
1985 LAN:  3,234.9 Yaars
ADDITIONAL YINE
UNDER 1485 LAM.  185.71Years
CUAHGE FROK
1903 LAl: «0.51

INCARCERATION FOR PRESUMPTIVE SENTENCES RQUALS 735 PENCENT OF THE SENTENCE
EXCEPT KURDER I AND II, KIDNARPING AWO CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE I. THE SENTENCE
FCA THESE CRINES 15 THE GAEATER OF ONE THIRD OF YHE SENTENCE OR THE NANDATORY
HININUM TERM LESS GOOD VINE.

THIS TABLE CONTAINS SENTENCE AVERAGES FOR 1978-~T9 CRINES WHICH ARE ROV
SUBJECT TO PRESUPTIVE SENTEMCING, FOR THOSE CRINES WHERE DATA ARE AVAILABLE,




CRINES, CONVICTIONS, SENTENCE LEWGTH, AND LENGTH OF INCARCERATION~-ALASKA 1984
ITINE IN YEARS)

AELEASE CONDITIONS: Parale wfter 1/9 of Semtence for Non-presusptive Sentesces Exceseding 180 Dags
Caod Yiue of 303 for Prasuaptively Semseacad Convicts

TINE SERVED

HOWPRESUNPTIVE SENTEMCES PRESUNPTIVE SENTENCES UNDER

PRESUMPTIVE

T0TAL 1 OF TOTAL s 0F SENTENCES AS

CRINE ToTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE TINE  CAAND AVERAGE AVERAGE TIKE  CRAND # % OF TOTAL

CRINE  CLASS CONVICTIONS COMVICTIONS  SENTEHCE INCAACERATION SERVED  TOTML CORVICTIONS SENTENCE IHCAACERAYION SERVED  TOTAL TINE SEAVED

Hurder 1 |} 17 9.0 (R ] 0.00% 1 84,8 20y Apte  Ra.o0s 100,008

Hurder 1 U 3 0.0 0.0 8.00 ) 2.8 7.4 88.0 (8 1] 100,00
Nanslneghter [ 10 0.0 0.0 0.80 10 8.9 4.4 45.0 2.08 100.00

Cr Nag Hosoride t 1 1 4,0 1.9 9.8 1.48 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Ausault I [ 20 0.0 0.0 0.0 20 2.0 1.9 97.3 1.4 100.00

Asseuls 11 ] 28 15 8.0 1.0 13.0 1.87 19 6.0 4.0 52.0 2,83 7.8

Agsault 111 L 1% 58 a.0 1.0 .0 (R 24 4.0 B 44.0 2.86 347
Kidnapping 1] 2 0.0 0.0 0.00 2 24.% 6.8 1.7 0.79 100.00

Cost. Intertorence 1 ¢ 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 .00 -
Sex fssault 1 v n 0.0 0.0 0.00 n 1.9 1.9 &08.1 B1.09 100.00

Sex Awsauly 11 [ 2 20 4.0 1.8 Be.7 8,82 2 5.0 3.3 6.7 0,50 20.00

Sex Assault 111 c 8 0 0.3 0.8 4.0 0.30 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.00 0.00

Sex Abuse of Wimor 1 1] 14 [} 0.0 0.0 0.00 14 6.0 4.0 94.0 2.50 100.00
Sex Abuse of Minsr II ] ®» 3 4.0 1.8 49.9 8.42 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Sex Abuse of Minor III ¢ [ 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
lacosd [ [} 4 2.0 0.7 By 0.89 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00

Exploit oinor 8 2 2 3.0 5.0 10.0 .24 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
fobbory 1 [ 80 [ K] 0.0 0,00 as 41 2.7 1089 4.8% 100.00

Robkary I1 8 i1 B 4.0 1.8 10.7 1.88 L] 6.0 4.6 12.0 0.54 52.94

Extortion B ¢ 0.0 0.0 0.80 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 -~

Courelon £ { i 1.8 0.5 (8] 0.08 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00

Theft I B 4 4 5.0 1.7 6.1 0.88 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00

Thatt 11 c 40 i1 9.0 1.0 3.0 a.58 4] 4,0 2.7 . 3.84 70,08

Thelt by receiving t 2 2 1.0 0.8 0.7 0.08 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Theft of Services 8 H) 0.0 0.0 0.00 ] 6.0 4.0 20.0 0.89 100,00
Insuing Dad Cheat b 9 4 0.6 2.1 107 1,83 ] 1.0 4.1 £3,d 1.04 48.43
Fraud Use of Cr Card c 2 [} 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 g 3.0 2.0 4.0 0.18 100.00
Burglary 1 [ §7 29 3.0 1.0 29.0 281 20 5.0 3.9 93,3 417 18,29

Burglury 11 [ a2 42 2.0 0.7 20.0 8.40 9 4.0 2.1 1087 4.7 79.24

hroon I f 3 0.0 0.0 0.00 5 8.9 .7 10.8 0.82 100.00

Arson 11 ] 3 3 8.0 1.0 8.0 0.97 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00

Crin Hischief 1 b 1 0.0 0.0 .00 1 2.0 2.0 2.0 0.09 100.00

Crin Migchief 11 t 12 [ 1.5 0.3 3.0 0.87 [ 8.0 2.0 12.0 0.54 80,00
Forgery 1 B q 2 1.0 2.9 4.7 0.58 2 1.5 1.0 2.0 0.09 80.00

Forgery II [ 14 ) 3.0 1.7 10.0 81} 8 10.90 8.7 53.9 2,39 04.21

Schene 10 defraed B 4 4 1.0 0.9 1.9 0.47 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
False Businens Record [ 1 1 [ 0.1 0.1 o.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Endangar Hinor t H 1 0.8 0.3 [ B} 0.03 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Oribery H] 1 1 9.0 1.0 1.0 0.42 0.0 0.0 0.¢ 0.00 0.00

Per jury B 2 2 4.0 1.9 2.1 0.33 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.00 0.00

Escape 1 A 0 0.0 0.0 9.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 -

Escape 11 [ 4 1 4.0 1.3 1.3 0.47 9 1.0 1.7 14,0 0.43 91.90

Proaote Conteabend 1 ¢ 2 l 5.0 1.0 1.0 0.1 H 5.0 9.8 8.8 0.15 78.92
Tanper uith uitness [+ 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 -~
Tawper uith evidence c 9 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -
Interdere O Proceed B i H 5.0 1.7 1.7 0.24 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.60
Hindering Prosecution t ] 0.0 0.0 ¢.00 0.0 0.0 9.0 0,00 -
Terroristic Throat ¢ 2 2 2.0 0.7 1.8 0.17 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Riot [ 1 1 0.5 0.8 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,00 0.00

Hiscanduct Meapons I ¢ 7 2 1.0 a7 1.8 0.91 $ 2.0 0.0 40.0 1.719 84.31
Control Substance I U 8 0.0 0.6 0,00 8 2.4 18 18.9 0.42 100.00
Control Substance IX A 9 0.0 8.0 0,00 9 (8] 4.3 9.0 1.74 100.00
Control Substance III B 13 3 8.0 1.0 34,0 [} 19 3.0 3.8 68.8 2.03 38.97
Control Substance IV ¢ 21 17 2.0 0.7 1.3 1.41 4 8.0 2.3 13.9 0.60 54,08
Ottespt cosnit felony [ 7 8 3.0 1.7 5.0 .62 4 8.0 9.9 18.9 0.40 72.78
Solicit cemndt crine [ 1 i 3.0 1.0 10 0.18 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,00 0.00
Hiseallaneous A feluny A ] 0.0 0.0 0.00 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Hiscellaneous B felony 8 1 1 6.0 2,0 2.0 0.28 0 £.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Nizcellanaous C felony ¢ & ] 0.0 0.0 0.0 .00 1} 2.4 1.8 94.7 4,03 100,00
Hiivdeneunors ] 5,082 4,062 0.1 0.1 3844  4r.82 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00

TOTAL 4,922 8,434 004.3  100.00% A8 2,033,5  100.003 73,841

TOTAL TINE SERVED: 3,089.8 Yewrs INCARCERATION FOR PRESUNPTIVE SEMTENCES EQUALS 75 PERCENT OF THE SENTENCE
TINE SERVED UWDER EXCEPT HURDER 1 AND I1, KIDNAPPIHC AMD CONTROLLED SUBSTAMCE X. THE SENTENCE
1505 LAV:  8,B34.5 Yearn FOR THESE CRINES 15 THE GREATER DF QHE THIRD OF THE SENTEMCE QR THE NANDATORY
moen———— NININUN TERM LESS GODD TIME.

ADDITRONAL TIHE
UNDER 1935 Lak:  194.) Years THIS TABLE CONTAINS SEMTENCE AVERACES FOR 1976-79 CRIMES WHICH ARE MOV
CHANSE FRON SUBJECY TG PRESUMPTIVE SENTENCIHG, FOR THOSE CRINES WHERE DATA ARE AVAILASLE.
1503 L 5.0%




CRIHES, COMVIGTIONS, SEWTENCE LENDTH, AND LENGTH OF IKCARCERATION--ALASKA

ITIHE IH YEARS)

NELEASE COMDITIONS:

1984

Parole after 1/9 of Sentence for Presnptively Sentenced Coaavicts

Parole after 1/8 of Senteace for Non-presuspiive Sustenves Excesding 180 Days

TINE SERVED

ROHPRESUNPTIVE SENTENCES PRESUNPTIVE SENTENCES UNDER

PRESUNPTIVE

ToTAL 1 0OF TOTAL 1 OF SENTENCES AS

CRINE TUTAL AVERAGE AVERACE TIRE  GRMD AVERAGE AVERAGE TINE  CRAND A % OF TOTAL

CRINE  CLASS CONVICTIONS CONVICTIONS  SENYENCE IWCARCERATION SERVED  TOTAL CONVICTIONS SENTENCE IRCARCERATION SERVED  YOTAL TINE SERVED

furder 1 U {7 0.0 0.0 0.00% 17 84,8 20.9 491y 85.9m 100.00%

Harder 1Y y ) 0.0 0.0 0.00 H] 22,0 1.8 88.0 273 100.00
Hanslaughter h 10 0.0 0.0 0.00 10 8.9 2.9 28,0 1.6% 100,00

Cr Nag Honovide t 7 1 4,0 1.9 9.9 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
hasault 1 [ 2 0.0 0.0 0.00 20 2.0 0.9 18.7 1.84 100.00

Ausasit 11 o et 15 3.0 1.0 15.0 1.87 13 6.0 2.0 26.0 1.07 43.41

Asgault 131 ¢ 3 2 8.0 1.0 38,0 4.41 24 4.0 1.8 82.0 2,80 30,10
Kidnapping U 2 0.0 0.0 0.00 2 26,5 0.8 1.7 1.21 100.00

Cust. Intarference 1 t )] 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 9.0 0.0 0.00 -
Sex Assault 1 v n ¢.0 0.0 0.00 n 1.0 8.9 a0R.y 2174 100.00

Sox Assmult 11 b e 80 4.0 1.8 28,7 8.02 2 5.0 1.1 3.8 0.24 1.1

Sex Agsanls 111 c 1 0.8 0.9 4.0 0.%9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00

Sax Abuse of Hinor 1 v 14 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 14 4.0 2.0 20.0 2,01 100.00
501 Abuse of Hinor I3 8 92 L] 4.0 1.8 69.9 8,42 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,00 0.00
Sex Abuse of Hinor III [ ] 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.00 -~
Incout 4 4 4 2.0 0.7 8.1 0,93 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00

Exploit sinor i 2 2 18.0 5.0 10.¢ 1.24 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Robboryg 1 [ h:1ed 6.0 0.0 0.00 :11] 4.4 1.4 8.9 .13 100,00

flobbary 11 8 11 8 4,0 1.8 10.7 1.83 8 4.0 2.0 6.0 0.43 36.00

Extortion B ] 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 -

Coarcion ¢ 1 1 1.8 0.3 0.3 0.06 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.00 0.00

Theit 1 i q 4 5.0 1.7 8.7 0.83 6.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00

Thett 11 4 &0 82 8.0 1.0 2.0 2.98 20 4.0 1.3 87.3 2.40 53.8%

Tholt by raceiving ¢ 2 2 1.0 0.9 0.7 0.08 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.06
Thoefs of Services 8 § 0.0 0.0 0.00 H] .0 2.0 10.0 .18 100.00
Isuuing Dad Chock o 9 q 8.0 a7 10.7 1.93 L] 1.0 2.3 1.7 0.04 52.84
Fraud Use of Cr Card [ 2 0 0. 0.0 0.0 0.00 8 3.0 1.0 2.0 0.14 100.00
Durglary I B 8 29 8.0 1.0 29.0 8.61 20 5.0 1.7 4.7 3,83 61,47

Burglary 11 [ 82 ] 2.0 0.7 28.0 8.43 40 4.9 1.3 43.9 3.63 - 45.57

argon 1 [} ] 0.0 0.0 0.0¢ ] 8.5 1.0 9.2 0.66 100,00

Arsos 11 B 8 3 8.0 1.0 8,0 0.37 0.0 0.0 0.0 000 0.00

frin Hischiof ¥ B i 0.0 0.0 0.00 1 3.0 1.0 1.0 0.07 100.00

tran Hisehied 11 [ 12 ] 1.3 4.8 2.0 0.87 [ 9.0 1.0 6.0 0.43 86,87
Forgery I o 4 2 7.0 24 4.7 0.58 2 .5 0.5 1.0 0.07 17.4%

Forgarg 1X c 14 [ 5.0 1.7 10.0 1.24 8 10.0 2.3 287 1.92 78.13

Schosa to dafraud ] 4 4 1.0 6.8 1.8 0,47 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
False Business Record c 1 1 0.3 0.1 0.1 .01 (R 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Endangor Rinor ¢ H i 0.8 0.3 0.3 0.08 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Bribary B 1 i 3.0 1.0 1.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00

Par jury ] 2 2 4.9 1.8 a.r 0,33 0.0 0.0 0.0 ¢.00 0.00

Esegpe 1 A 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0,0 ¢.00 -

Escape 11 [} L) 1 a.0 1.9 1.3 0.17 3 7.0 2.3 7.0 0.50 84.00

Pronnte Contradand I c 2 1 3.0 1.0 10 0.12 1 8.0 1.7 1.7 0.18 42.50
Tanpar uith uitness [ [ 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Taopar with ovidence ¢ ] 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 e
Interfere 08 Proceed B8 1 1 5.0 1.7 1.7 0.2t 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Hindering Prosacution c d 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Tereoristic Threat [ 2 2 2.0 0.7 1.8 0.17 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,00 0.00
Rioy c 1 1 0.8 0.3 0.5 0.08 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00

Hisconduet Heapons I [ 7 2 1.0 8.7 7.8 0.91 L 18.0 4.0 20.0 1.44 13.41
Control Substance I ] 8 0.0 0.0 0.06 8 2.8 0.9 5.9 0.30 100.00
Control Subsiance I1 A 9 0.0 0.0 0.00 9 8.3 g2 19.5 1.40 100.00
Control Substance 111 8 78 84 3.0 1.4 $4.0 871 19 5.0 1.7 a7 2.08 9.9
Control Substance IV [ 2 17 2.0 0.7 11.8 1.41 4 5.0 1.7 6.7 0.48 ar.04
Atteapt coswit falony [] 7 3 5.0 1.7 5.0 0.62 4 3.0 17 6.7 0.48 37.14
Solfcit coomit crise ] 1 1 3.0 1.0 1.0 0.12 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Hiscgllaswous A foloay A 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 ¢ 0.0 0.0 Q.0 0.00 -
Hiscellanaous D Jelony 8 1 1 4.0 2.0 2.0 0.85 [ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Hisesllandpus € felony [ 60 ] 0.0 8.0 0.0 0.00 & 2.4 0.0 41,8 3.40 100.00
litgdoncanors H 8,082 8,082 0.1 0.1 3044 41D 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00

TOTAL 8,922 4,454 004.3  100.00% 458 1,991.8 100,008 43.311

TOTAL YIME SERVED:
TINE SERVED UNDER
1985 LAV: 3,834.3 Years
ADDITIONAL YIHE
UMDER 1983 LAW
CHARGE FRON

1985 LaW.

2,195.9 Yezrs

1,030.4 Yeurs

w48

INCARCENATIGN FOR PRESUKPTIVE SENTEMCES EQUALS 75 PERCENT OF THE SENTENCE
EXCEPY MUADER T AND 11, KIONAPPING AMO CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE X. THE SERTENCE
FOR THESE CRINES IS YHE GREATER OF OME THIRD OF YHE SENTENCE OR THE NAMDATCRY

HININUM TERN LESS G000 TIME.

THIS TABLE CONTAINS SEHTEKCE AVERAGES FOR 1976-79 CRINES WMICH ARE NOV
SURJECT YO PRESUHPTIVE SENTENGING, FOR THOSE CRINES VHERE DATA ANE AVAILABLE.




CRINES, CONVICTIONS, SENTEMCE LENGTH, AND LENGTH OF IMCARCERATION--ALASKA 1983
ITIHE IN YEARS)

RELEASE CONDITIONS: Parole atter 119 of Sentence {or Nen-praveaptive Sentences Excesding 180 Days
Gund Tisw of 235 for Pressaptivaly Sesterced Convices

TINE SERVED
NOHPRESUMPTIVE SENTENCES PRESUNPTIVE SENTENLES UNDER
PRESIMPTIVE
TOTAL L OF TOTAL L OF SENTENCES AS
CRINE TOTAL AVERAGE AVERACE TINE  CRAND AVERACE AVERAGE TIHE  CRAND A% OF TOTAL
CRIKE  CLASS CONVICTIONS CONVICTIONS  SENTENCE INCARCERATION SERVED  TOYAL COMVICTIONS SENTERCE INCARCERATION SERVED  TOTAL TIHE SERVED
Kordar 1 [} 17 0.0 0.0 0.008 17 20.0 BL.0 87,0 18,45 100,008
Hurder 11 u 7 0.0 0.0 0.00 7 18.0 6.0 A8.0 1.41 100.00
Hanslaughtar [} 9 0.0 0.0 0.00 9y 7.0 5.9 41.8 1.84 . 100.00
Cr Nep Hasocide ¢ 9 8 2.0 0.7 5.8 .84 1 8.3 2.4 2.6 0.10 92.98
Asxault I A 18 0.4 0.¢ 0.00 18 8.8 6.5 181 4.44 100.00
Aswault 11 [} 2 11 8.0 1.0 1.0 1.8 19 5.0 4.5 43,0 1.72 80,84
Ansauly ITI ¢ T8 L1 2.0 0.7 8.7 4,52 17 4.0 3.0 8.0 1.9% 88,47
Kidnapping 1] [ 0.0 0.0 0.00 ) 14.0 47 2.0 1.07 100,00
Cust. Interforence I c 2 2 2.0 o7 1.9 0.18 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0¢
Sux Ausault X ] (3] 0.0 0.0 0.00 82 1.0 0.9 LY 19,88 100.00
Sex Assanlt It ] 23 19 8.0 1.0 19.0 B34 4 7.0 8.3 2.0 0.80 82,40
Ser Ageault IXI [ 9 3 0.3 0.3 1.3 0.18 0.0 t.0 0.00 0.00
Sex Abuse of Minor 1 ] 20 0.0 0.0 0.00 20 10.0 7.9 130.0 5.74 100.00
Sex Abuse of Hinor 11 B 89 83 8.0 1.0 93.0 4.04 § 1.0 3.3 a5 1.20 49,02
Sox Abuse of Hinor 111 [ 8 [ 1.0 0.3 e.7 0.083 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
1ncest t 1 1 3.0 1.0 1.0 0.12 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Exploit ainor ] 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Robberg 1 h 84 0.0 0.0 0.00 04 8.8 8.6 BBT. 9.09 100.00
Nobbery 11 B 3 ] 7.0 2.9 a7 0.9 L] 4.4 2.4 10.1 0.89 48.45
Extortion 8 1 1 8.0 2.0 2.0 0.2% 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.60
Coercion c 1 1 1.8 0.3 0.5 0.0¢ 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Thats I L] 1 10 8.3 1.2 1) .44 1 5.0 3.0 8.8 0.14 84,92
Thett 11 3 1] 83 2.3 0.0 21.% 8.8y 3 B.0 2.8 12.0 2.7% 12.84
Thetts by recoiving [ 2 2 1.0 0.9 0.7 0.08 0.0 6.0 0.00 0.00
Thett of Servicas B 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
lesuing Dad Choct B 9 4 8.0 1.0 8.0 0.74 3 5.3 4.1 12.4 0.41 41.85
Fraud lJse of Cr Card 4 ] q 1.3 0.3 .0 n.23 2 2.0 2.8 4.5 0.47 » 89.23
Burglary 1 B mn 4 3.0 1.0 42.0 817 23 5.8 4.1 1444 5.5 T1.8
Burglary I L 13 L)} 2.0 0.7 27.9 3.7 82 4.0 9.0 96.0 8.67 7.8
Arson 1 ] ] 0.0 0.0 0.00 ] 3.6 4R 2.0 0.80 100,00
firson 11 B H 2 3.0 1.7 8.8 0.4 8 8.8 2.4 1.9 0.30 70,24
Coin Nischief I D 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Crin Hischief I1 [ 16 it 1.0 0.8 .7 0,43 ] 8.0 2.3 1.3 0.43 75.42
Forgery 1 B i 1 4, 1.5 [} 010 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Forgery II c 10 ] LR 1.8 8.0 0.99 t2 0.0 4.0 72.0 2.7% 90.90
Schese to detraud B 9 9 1.0 0.8 ‘8.0 0,37 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
False Dusiness Peoord [ 0 0.0 0.0 0,00 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Endanger Hinor ¢ i 1 0.8 0.8 0.8 0,08 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Bribery B 1 1 0.8 0.% 0.3 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.00 0.00
Per jury B 4 4 4,0 1.3 3.3 0.64 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Escape 1 [ 1 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 1 12.9 9.0 9.0 0.94 100,00
Escape 11 B 8 1 1.0 2.3 2.9 0.29 g2 9.0 6.8 13.5 0.52 0.2
Proante Coatraband I ] 2 1 10.0 8.8 3.8 0.41 1 8.8 4.9 4.9 0.19 89.89
Teaper with uitonss [ i 1 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.08 0.0 0.0 6.00 0.00
Tasper uith evidonce [ H i 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.06 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Interfore DIt Procead 8 ] 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.00 e
Hindering Prosecution [ 2 2 0.3 0.% 1.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0,00 0.00
Terroristic Theeat [ 1 ¢ 0.0 0.0 0.00 H 3.0 8.3 2.3 0.09 100.06
Rist [ 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.00 .-
Hisconduet Weapons I c 15 3 4.0 1.3 8.0 0.99 9 8.0 8.0 34.0 2.07 BY.10
Control Substance I ] [ ] 0.0 0.0 0.00 [ 12,0 4.9 24.0 0.92 100.00
Centrol Ssbstance 1t A 15 0 6.0 0.0 0.00 13 8.0 4.9 81.8 2.58 £00.00
Contro) Subwtance IIT B 40 i} 2.0 0.7 23.8 2.87 2) 4.9 8.0 75.0 a.87 78.87
Contrpl Substence IV 4 B4 21 2.0 0.7 14.0 1.72 3 2.0 1.5 4.3 0.17 24.32
Attespt coanis falony A 2 1 3.0 1.7 1.7 0.84 1 3.5 4.1 4.1 0.16 ".82
Soldeit vomeit crise B 2 2 10.0 2,9 8.7 0,82 0.6 0.0 b.00 0.00
Hiscellanents & felony A 82 a2 3.0 1.7 10.0 0,82 20 9.0 6.6 1950 5.18 45,08
Kiscellanenas B felony 0 24 ] o0 6.0 0.00 24 4.3 8.4 8t.0 3.18 100.00
litucellaneous C feluay [ 24 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 B 2.4 1.6 43,5 1.46 100.00
Hisdasennors N 4,882 5,382 0.1 0.1 49,3 L4 0.0 0.0 0.00 9.00
ToTAL 7,840 8,162 8i2.1  100.00% 410 2,414.6  100.00% 74.801
TOTAL TINE SEMVED: 3,426.9 Years IKCARCEAATION FOR PRESWMPTIVE SENTENCES EQUALS Y3 PERCENT OF THE SENTENCE
TINE SERVED UNDER EXCEPT WURDER 1 MND II, KIDNARPING AMO CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE I. THE SENTENMCE

1508 LAY 3,426.9 Years FOR THESE CRINES IS THE CREATER GF ONE THIRD OF THE SENTENCE JR THE NANDAYORY
e———— HINTMUM TERN LESS CO0D TINE.
ADDITIONAL TIME
UNDER 1925 LAW: 10.0)Years
CHANSE FRON
1908 Lav: 0.0t




CRINES, COMVICTIONS, SENTENCE LENGTH, AND LEWGYN OF INCARCERATILN--ALASKA 1983
ITIHE I YEARS)

RELEASE CENDITIONS: Parcle afier 1/0 of Swatdnce for Men-prexuspiive Semtences Excewding 180 Dags
Good Tisa of 23% for Prestaptively Seatwaced Sonvicts

TINE SERVED

RONFRESUNPYIVE SENTENCES PAESUMPTINE SENTENCES UNDER
PRESUNPTIVE
YOTAL 1 oF Total 107 SENTENCES AS
CRIHE JOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE TINE  GRAND AVERASE AVERACE TIRE  GRMND A3 OF TOTAL
CRIKE  CLAGS COKVICTIONS CONVICTIONS  SENTENCE INCADCERATION SERVER  TOTAL CONVICTIONS SENTENSE INCARCERATION SENVED  YOYAL YIKE SERVED
Forder 1 1] 17 0.0 0.0 0.008 1 28.0 10,7 8178 18598 100.00%
Hurdar IT u ki [N 0.6 0.00 1 16.0 4.0 a0 1.06 100.00
lanslaghtor [ 9 8.0 0.0 0.00 9 1.0 4.1 42.0 1.80 106.00
Cr Nog Hosoedde ¢ 9 1] 2.0 0.7 5.3 0.68 1 2.4 2.3 2.3 0.1¢ 10.43
fasault 1 [ 10 0.0 0.0 .00 16 8.6 5.7 108.2 4.4 100.00
Ausauly 11 i 2 1 2.0 e 1.0 1.9% 10 4.0 4.0 40.0 i .4
fssnult 111 c T LH 2.0 0.7 8.7 4,52 17 4.0 2.7 4.3 1.94 83,20
Kidoapping u 1 0.0 0.0 0.80 4 14.0 A1 2.0 1.20 100.00
Cust. Intorfercace I ¢ g 2 2.0 e.7 1,8 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
oy Assaaly I ] 62 0.0 0.0 0.00 14 1.0 [R I C R U 100.00
Sax Awgaelt I ] a2 19 9.0 1.0 19.0 2.3 q 7.0 4.1 8.7 0.0 43,58
So1 fseault 111 t ] 8 0.9 6.5 1.8 0.10 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Sax Nbuse of Hiror I u 41 0.0 0.0 0,00 B0 10.0 4.7 1933 5.7 10¢.00
o3 Qbuse of Hisor 1Y ] 8 :} 8.0 1.0 3.0 4.06 [) 1.0 4.7 20.0 1.80 43,94
Sex Abuse of Hinor II1 ¢ 8 [4 1.0 0.3 £y 0.89 0.9 0.0 0.00 0.00
1lagaat £ 1 1 3.0 1.0 1.0 6.12 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Exploit odnor B 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Robbery I A 13 6.0 0.0 .08 85 0.0 5.9 By.e 9.0% 100.00
* Rodderg 11 g 5 2 7.0 2.3 4.7 0.57 8 4.3 0.0 9.0 0.59 43.8%
Extortion B 1 1 8.0 2.0 £.0 0.83 6.t [N 0.08 0.00
Coercion ¢ 1 1 1.8 0.3 0.3 0.08 0.9 0.0 §.0¢ 0.00
Thatt 1 1] 1 10 3.5 1.2 1.7 1.44 1 3.0 3.4 3.9 0.14 22,82
Theft 11 [4 43 8 a8 0.8 B4 8.89 LH] 8.0 2.0 44.0 2.74 49.94
Thett by roceiving t 1 2 1.0 0.9 0.7 0.08 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Thott of Servicos [ 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.00 "
Tosusag Dad Chack i 9 ] 3.9 1.0 8.0 0.74 8 8.3 8.7 1.0 ¢.41 4470
Fraud Use of Cr Cord 4 1 4 1.3 0.8 2.0 0.8% b 3.0 2.0 4.0 0.47 86 44
Bueglary 1 B " Lrd 3.0 1.0 42.0 3.17 83 5.8 3.1 188.8 5.50 75.34
Durglary 11 ¢ n a1 B0 0.7 21.8 8.87 8 LR 27 08.8 9.48% 75.74
frman 1 a § 0.0 0.0 0.00 3 8.6 3.7 18.7 0.80 100.00
firgon 11 8 5 2 5.0 1.7 8.9 $.41 k] 0.8 2.3 7.0 0.30 41.714
Cedo Hischief 1 B ¢ 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 6.0 0.00 -
Erin Hisehiod IX ¢ 16 1 1.0 0,8 9.1 0.43 5 8.0 2.0 10.0 0.53 1311
Forgorg 1 [ i 1 4.3 1.5 1.5 0.48 0.0 [N] ¢.00 8.00
Forgery I1 4 1 [ 4.0 1.3 0.0 0.9 12 0.0 3.3 84.0 amn 90.67
Schose o dofravd [ 9 9 1.0 0.3 3.0 0.97 0.0 0.0 9.00 0.0
False Businass flocord 4 [} 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.¢ 0.00 -
Endangar Hincr 4 1 1 [R:3 0.8 0.3 0.03 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.08
Beibery B 1 1 0.8 0.3 0.5 0.08 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.00
Par jury 1] 4 4 4.0 t.8 8.9 .46 0.0 ¢.0 0.00 0.00
Escope ¥ f 1 [ 0.0 0.8 9.00 i 12.0 0.0 8.0 0.3 100.00
Escape 11 D 3 1 1.0 2.9 2.2 0.89 2 9.0 6.0 2.0 0.91 03.72
Proeote Contraband 1 c 2 H 10.0 8.8 338 0.4 i (9] 4.3 43 0.19 34,382
Tasper uith witness A 1 1 0.3 8.5 0.5 0.04 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Tanper with evidence 4 |3 t 0.3 0.8 0.5 0.08 0.0 0.0 0.00 9.00
Inverfece DIf Procoad B 0 6.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 6.0 0.00 -
Hindering Prasecution ¢ 2 2 8-} 0.8 1.0 0.12 0.0 0.0 .00 0.00
Terroristic Threat [ 1 [ 6.0 0.0 0.08 1 2.0 2.0 2.0 0.09 100.00
Riot £ 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Hiseondust Koapons 1 [ 18 [ 4.0 1.3 8.0 0.99 9 8.0 5.9 a0 2.06 6.1
Conteol Substance ! B 8 ] 0.0 0.0 0.00 [ 12.0 4.0 p4.0 1.03 100.00
Gontrol Subatance 11 A 1% ] 0.0 0.0 .08 18 4.0 49 §0.0 2.37 100,00
Control Subsizace 131 B 80 3% g.0 0.7 28,3 2,01 4] 4,0 2.1 6.7 2.08 74.07
Coatrol Subswance IV 4 22 21 2.0 0.7 14.0 1.0 b} 2.0 1.3 4.0 o617 22,02
Atteopy nounit folong A 2 1 8.0 1.7 1.7 b2 1 5.3 8.7 3.7 0.1 £8.75
Soliuit cousit erine B 2 2 10.0 3.8 8.7 0.02 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
#iseellanoous & felony A 42 a2 4.0 1.7 10.0 g.62 20 9.0 6.0 1200 9.14 §3.16
Miscellaceous B delong B 24 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 24 4.3 0.0 R B3 100.60
Hiscellanecus € folony [ B4 [ 0.0 0.0 0.00 B3 2.4 1.8 8.1 1.8 108.00
Htgdaneannrs H 4,882 §,532 0.1 0.8 A419.9  51.44 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
107AL 1,240 §,782 a12.1 100000 an 2,334.5 100.00% 449
TOTAL YIMZ SERVED: 9,145.6 Years INCARCENATION FOR PRESUMPYIVE SENTEKCES EQUALS 7% PERCENT OF THE SENTENCE
YINE SERVED WWDER EXCEPT MURDER X AND IX, VIDNADPING AND CONTROLLED SUBSTAMCE 1. THE SEMVENUE
1935 (AY: 9,426 9 Yoars FOR THESE CAINZS 15 THE GREATER OF GHE THIRD OF THE SENTEMCE CR THE HANDATORY
————— KININUN TERN LESS GOOD TIME.

ADDITIONAL TIHE
UNDER 1903 LAD:  E30.9 Years
CHANGE FTIDH
1505 LAY B.2%




CRIRES, COHVICTIONS, SENTEMCE LENGTM, AND LENSTH DF INCARCERATION--ALASKA 1903

(TINE IN YEARS}

RELEASE COKDITIONS:

Parole after 3/9 of Sentence for Nea~presasptive Sontences Exveeding 180 Daye

Parole after 1/8 of Seatance for Praswaptivaly $eatenced Conviess

TINE SERVED
RONPRESUKPTIVE SENTENCES PRESUNPTIVE SENTENCES UNDER
PRESUNPTIVE
TOTAL 107 YoTAL 1 0F SENTENCES AS
ERINE TOTAL AVERAGE AVERACE TINE  EDAND AVERACE AVERAGE TIHE  ©RAND A% OF TOTAL
CRINE  CLASS COWVICYIONS COMVICTIONS  SEMTEMCE INCARCERATION SERVED  YOTAL CONVICTIONS SENTENCE INCARCERATION SERVED  TOYAL TINE SERVED
Hurdor 1 i 17 0.0 0.0 0.00% 17 20,0 2.8 138.7 19,07 100.00%
Hoeder 1T U 1 0,0 0.0 0.00 7 8.0 4.0 2.0 3.4 100.00
Hanslaughter [ 9 0.0 0.0 0.00 ? 1.0 2.8 21.0 t.78 100.00
Cr Heg Nosocide t 9 8 2.0 2.7 4.8 0.48 1 3.5 1.2 1.8 0.10 17.95%
Aunault 1 [ 18 0,0 0.0 0.00 18 0.6 2.9 3.4 4,25 100.00
hugault IX B 2 1 3.0 1.0 1.0 1,85 10 4.0 2.0 20.0 1,48 64,52
Agsault IIT ¢ T2 25 2.0 0.7 8.7 4.52 1 4,0 1.9 2.7 1.07 88.20
Kidnapping '} [ 8.0 0.0 0.00 [ 14.0 4.7 28.0 2.3t 100.00
Cust, Interferonce 1 [ 2 2 g.0 0.7 13 0.14 0.0 0.0 0.0¢0 0.00
S0y Agcault I U )4 0.0 0.0 0.00 [ 11.0 3.7 2219 18.72 100.00
Sox Assault II B 83 19 3.0 1.0 19.¢ 8.3 4 1. 2.3 9.9 0.7 32.94
Sex Aswault III L 3 8 0.3 0.3 1.3 0.18 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.08
Sex Abuse of Hinor I 1 2 0.0 0.0 0.00 20 10,0 3.8 8.7 8.4 100.00
Sax Abuse of Hinor 11 [ 89 83 8.0 1.0 83.0 4.00 [ 1.0 [ ] 14.0 1.1% 29.79
Sex Abuge of Hinor III c 8 8 1.0 0.3 2.7 6.33 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Incont c 1 { 8.0 1.0 1.0 0.12 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Explait alnor B ] Q.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Robbary X A a6 0.0 0.0 0.00 86 8.8 B9 103.4 8.70 100.00
fobbary 11 B ) ] 1.0 2.8 4.7 9.87 ] 4.% 1.3 2.5 0.87 49.09
Extortion B 1 1 8.0 2.0 2.0 0.2% 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Coorcion C 1 1 1.3 0.3 0.5 0.08 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Thatt | 8 1 10 a3 1.2 1.7 1.44 1 5.0 1.1 17 0.14 12.50
Theit 11 [ 1] 33 2.8 0.0 21.8 8.89 2 9.0 1.0 82.0 2.44 53.70
Thett by rocefving c 2 2 1.0 0.9 0.7 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Theft of Sorvices i ¢ 0.0 0.0 0.00 00 0.0 0.00 -
Iaseing Dad Cheed 8 9 & 3.0 1.9 4.0 0.7 3 3.8 1.0 3.3 0.45 47,03
Freod Use of Cr fard ¢ & L] 1.8 0.5 2,0 0.25 g 3.0 1.0 2.0 0.16 50.00
Durglary I 8 n ] 3.8 1.0 42.0 5.17 8% 8.3 t.8 44.2 $.80 60.44
Durglary TI c 13 4 2.0 9.7 £7.8 2.9 s 4,0 1.8 2.7 8.51 40.95
Argon I [} 3 0.0 0.0 9.00 3 3.6 1.9 9.3 L 100.00
kreon 11 1] 3 B 5.0 1.7 8.8 0.41 ] 8.3 1.2 3.3 0.29 51,82
Crio Hischief I 1 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Cria Hischief I1 4 16 11 1.0 0.8 8.1 0.43% $ . 3.0 1.0 X0 0.41 47.49
Forgary 1 B 1 1 4.5 1.8 1.9 0.18 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Fargery 11 4 18 1] 4.0 1.8 4.0 0.9 1e 8.0 2.7 82.¢ 2,84 80.00
Schoee to defrand 8 9 9 1.0 0.9 3.9 0.87 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
False Businous Restrd [ [ 0.8 0.0 .00 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Eadangar Hinor 4 1 1 [B:} [ 3] 0.3 0.03 0.0 0.0 9.00 0.00
Oribery B 1 1 0. 0.5 0.5 0.04 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Par jury B q q 4,0 1.3 3.8 0.88 2.0 8.0 0.00 0.00
Eocape 1 [ 1 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 1 120 LR 1.0 0.39 100.00
Egcape II 8 3 1 7.0 2.3 £.3 0.8% 3 9.0 3.0 8.0 0.49 72.00
Protose Conteaband 1 T 2 1 10.0 8.3 3.3 .41 1 4.5 2.2 2.2 0.48 39.89
Teoper uith uitness [ 1 1 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.04 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Taoper ulth evidence [ 1 1 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.04 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Interfere OFf Procecd B8 0 0.0 0.8 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.90 -
Hindering Prosecution [ 2 2 0.3 (8] 10 0,12 0.0 0.0 9,00 ¢.00
Terroristic Theeat [+ 1 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 1 8.0 1.0 L0 0.03 109.00
Riot ¢ 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 8.0 0.00 -~
Hisconduct Ysapons X ¢ 15" & 4.0 1.3 6.0 0.99 9 8.0 2.7 24.0 1.98 75.00
Control Substance 1 U [] 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 [ 12.0 4.0 24.0 1,90 100,00
Conteol Substance IR A 15 [ 0.0 0.0 0,00 13 6.0 2. 2.0 2.4 100.00
Control Substance III [ 40 33 2.0 0.7 23.8 2.e1 2 4.0 1.3 2.3 2,74 50.62
Control Sobstrnce IV ¢ 2 81 2.0 [ A4 14.0 i.72 3 2.0 0.7 2.0 0.18 12,50
Attenpt tomait felony [ 2 i 3.0 1.7 17 kI 1 8.8 1.8 1.8 0,13 42.30
Solicit comait erise B 2 e 10.0 8.3 [ %) 0. 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Hiscelloneous A foleay A 1 42 8.0 1.7 7.0 8.42 4 9.0 3.0 60.0 4.9 45,138
Hiscallaneous B folong 8 24 0 4.0 0.0 9.00 24 4.3 1.3 84,8 2.59 100.00
tiiscellaneous C felang ¢ 24 [ 0.0 0.0 0.00 B4 2.4 8.8 19.3 1.59 100.00
Hisdesvanors H §,832 8,832 0.1 0.4 419.8 dL.44 0.0 0.9 0.00 0.00
TOTAL 1,840 §,782 812.1  100.00% 418 1,214.4 100,00 39,981
TOTAL TIHE SERVED: 2,024.4 Yoares IKCARCERATION FOR PRESUMPTIVE SUNTENCES EQUALS 73 PERCENT OF THE SENTEMCE
TINE SERVED UKDER EXCEPT NURDER I AND II, KIONAPPIKG AND CONTROLLED SUDSTANLE 1. THE SENTENCE
1983 LAM:  9,424.9 Years FOR THESE CRINES 15 THE GREATER OF ONE THIRD OF THE SENTENCE OR THE NAXDATCRY

ADDITIONAL TINE
UNDER 1908 Lad:
CHANGE FRCN
1983 LAw;

1,300.% Years

40.9%

KININUM YERN LESS GODD TIME.




CATHES, CONVICYIONS, SENTENCE LEMNGTH, AND LEWCTH UF INCARCERATION--ALASKA  19B%
ITIHE TH VEARS)

NELEASE CONDITIONS: Parole aftar §/3 of Seatence for Nan-presusptive Senteaces Exceeding 180 Daye
Goed Tine of 231 for Prasusptively Seatenced Cunvicts

TINE SERVED

NONPRESUNPTIVE SENTENCES PRESUMPTIVE SENTENCES UNDER
PRESUNPTIVE
T0TAL 107 TOTAL 1 0F SENTENCES AS
CRIKE TOTAL AVERAGE AVERACE TINE  CRAXD AVERAGE AVERACE TIHE  GRAWD A3 OF TOTAL
CRIHE  CLASS CORVICTIONS COMVICTIONS  SENYENCE INCARCERATION SERVED  YOTAL CONVICTIONS SEHTENCE INCARCERATION SERVED  TOTAL TINE SERVED
Hurdar 1 [ 17 0.0 0.0 0.00 17 84.8 28,9 4909 1903t 100,008
turdar 11 ¥ 7 9.0 0.0 0.00 7 B2.0 7.8 83.2 2.0y 100.00
Hanslaughter A 9 0.0 0.0 0.00 9 6,9 §.2 48.6 1.88 100.00
Cr Heg Honoeide [ 9 8 2.0 0.7 5,9 0.48 1 9.3 2.4 2.4 0.10 82.98
fszanlt 1 A 18 0.0 0.0 0.00 18 2,0 a1 1.8 1.49 100,00
fesanlt 11 ] 21 1 3.0 1.0 1.0 1.8% 10 3.0 4.3 5.0 L 80,36
Azsault 11% t 12 b1 2.0 8.7 84,7 4.52 17 4.0 9.0 5.0 2.00 59.47
Kidnapping [\ [ 0.0 0.0 0.00 ) 28.% 8.8 3.0 2,08 100,00
Cuss. Interforence X c 2 2 2.0 0.7 1.3 0.16 0.0 0.0 0,0 0.00 0.00
Sax fusanlt I [} &2 0.0 0.0 0.00 [1] 11.8 0.9 8487  B1.%4 100.00
Ser Assault II B 4] 19 8. 1.8 19.0 2.4 4 1.0 5,8 21.¢0 0.08 32.50
Sox Amsauls III C ] 3 0.3 0.5 1.3 0.10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 .00
Sex Abuse of Kisor 1 [} 20 0.0 0.0 0.00 20 6.0 4.3 90.0 8.84 100,00
Sex Abuse of Hinor 11 8 39 83 3.0 1.0 83.0 4,06 [ 1.0 3.8 s 1.4 48,84
Sex Abuee of Niner III ¢ ] 8 1.0 0.9 2.7 0.93 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Incast t { H 8.0 1.0 1,0 0.1 ¢.0 9.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Exploit ainor 1] 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.00 -
Rabbery I A 3% 6.0 0.0 0.00 % 4.1 8.1 110.7 4,95 100.00
Robberg 11 8 H] 2 7.0 2.8 4,7 0.57 8 4.3 3.4 10.1 0.40 48.4%
Extortion B 1 1 4,0 2.0 &0 0.2y 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,00 9.00
Cowrcian ¢ H 1 1.3 0.3 0.3 0,08 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Thatt I B 11 10 8.4 1.2 1 1.44 1 3.0 3.8 3.8 0.18 24.32
Theft i1 [ 68 83 2.9 0.8 27.% 8.89 82 8.0 2.8 72,0 2.83 72.38
Theft by receiving ¢ ¢ 2 1.0 0.3 0.7 0.08 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.00 4.00
Theft of Services 8 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 ¢ 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
lssuing Dad Chact B 9 [ 8.0 1.0 4.0 0.4 ] (4] 4.1 12.4 0.4% §7.35
Fraud Use of Cr Card 4 [ q 1.3 0.5 g.0 0.23 2 3.0 2.3 4,% 0.18 49.23
Durglary 1 ] n 42 2.0 1.0 42.0 5.47 9% LR 4.1 144,4 3.87 7.4
Burglary I c 73 4 2.0 0.7 ar.e 8,87 3 4.0 8.0 96.0 . 77.84
Argon 1 h ] 6.0 0.0 0.00 3 8.5 a1 20,4 0.0 100.00
firson 11 B § 2 3.0 1.7 8.8 0.4 3 8.3 2.4 7.9 0.5% 70.28
Crin Hischief I B 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 6.0 0.0 0,00 -
Crin Hischied I1 c 1 11 1.0 .8 8.7 0.45 ] 3,0 2.3 11.8 04 75.48
Forgory I ] 1 1 4.% 1.3 1.5 0.18 4.0 0.0 0.0 0,00 0.00
Forgery 11 £ 18 [ 4.0 1.8 8.0 0.99 ie 8.0 8.0 72,0 2.08 90.00
Schene to defraud 8 9 ¥ 1.0 0.3 3.0 0.37 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Falao Dusiness Record 4 1] 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Eadangar itinpe ¢ 1 1 8.8 0.8 9.8 0.03 6.0 0.0 0.0 0,00 0.00
Oribery ] 1 1 0.3 0.3 0.8 0,04 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 ¢.00
Par jurg B 4 4 4,0 1.8 3.8 0,46 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Escape I A 1 [] 0.0 0.0 0.00 1 12.0 9.0 9.0 0.8% 100.00
Eacape 11 B ] 1 1.0 2.9 2.9 0.29 2 9.0 4.0 13.3 0.53 a%.26
Prusote Contrabang 1 ¢ 2 3 10.0 ] 8.8 0.4 1 (%] 4.% 4.9 0.19 59.3%
Tanper with uitnoss ¢ 1 ) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.08 0.0 0.0 e.0 0.0¢0 0.00
Tanpor with ovidence ¢ 1 1 0.5 LB} 0.8 0.06 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Interfore O#f Proceed B [ 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Hindoring Prosecution ¢ 2 e 0.3 0.8 1.0 8.12 0.0 0.0 9.0 0.00 0.00
Torroristic Threat ¢ i ] 8.0 0.0 0.00 1 3.0 2.3 2.3 0.0% 100.00
Rint ¢ 9 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 8.0 0.00 -
Hisconduct Keapons I 4 13 [ 4,0 1.3 8.0 0.99 9 8.0 [ %] 34.0 2.12 87.10
Contrnl Substance T u ] ] 0.0 0.0 0.00 4 2.4 2.0 1.7 0.48 100.00
Control Substznce I A 15 ] 0.0 0.0 0,00 13 6.0 4.5 81,5 2.6% 100.00
Contrel Sobssance 111 8 &0 3% 2.0 0.7 23.3 ., ey 4.0 2.0 5.0 2.9% 76.21
Lonteal Substanca IV c 24 at 2.0 0.7 14,0 1.712 3 2.0 1.3 4.3 0.18 24,32
Attenpt conait felony A 2 i 8.0 1.7 1.7 0.2 1 5.8 4.1 1.1 0.16 .8
Salicit copaft crine 8 2 2 10.0 3.5 4.7 0,82 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Hiscellaneous A folony A 33 42 5.0 1.7 70.0 8.52 20 ?.0 8.8 1850 .9 £5.05
Hiceellanaous § felong 8 B4 ] 9.0 0.0 0.00 24 4.3 3.4 81.8 3.2t 100.00
Hiscellancous € folony ¢ 24 0 2.0 [ X 0.00 24 2.4 1.8 43.% i 100.00
Hindunaanors ] 4,332 4,882 [ %} 0.1 4198 %144 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
TOTAL 7,280 8,742 g12.1 100,008 418 2,544,6  100.00% 75.01%
TOTAL TIRE SERUED: 3,334.8 Years INCARCERATION (i PRESUMPTIVE SENTENCES E3ufLS 79 PERCENT OF THE SENTENCE
TINE SERVED UNDER EXCEPT HURDER I AND II, KIDNAPPING AMO CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE 1. THE SENTENCE
1905 LAY:  3,426.9 Years FOR THESE CRINES IS THE GREATER OF OME THIRD OF YHE SENTENCE DR THE MANDATURY
———— HINTHUN TERM LESS GOOO TIME.
ADDITIONAL TIHE
UNDER 1903 LAW: 70.3 Years THIS YABLE COMYAINS SENTENCE AVERAGES FOR 1974-79 CRIKES WHICH ARE NOV
CHANGE FRON SUBJECT TO PRESUNPTIVE SENTENCING, FOR THOSE CRINES WHERE DATA ARE AVAILMALE,

1903 LAY: 2.1t




CRIKES, COMVICTIONS, SENTEWCE LENGTH, ARD LENGTH OF INCARCERATION--ALASKA

ITIKE XN YEARS)

RELEASE CONDITIONS:

Coad Time of 23% for Prasuaptively Santeaced Convicts

1983

Parole after 1/8 of Seatence fur Hon-prasusptive Sentences Exceeding 180 Days

TINE SERVED

HONPRESUNPTIVE SENTERCES PRESUNPTIVE SENTENCES UNBER

PRESUNPTIVE

ToTAL 1 OF TOTAL 1 0F SENTENCES AS

CRIAE TOTAL AVERACE AVERAGE TINE  CRAND AVERAGE AVERAGE TIKE  GRMND A X OF TOTAL

CRINE  CLASS CONVICTIONS COMVICTIONS  SENTENCE INCARCERATION SERVED  ToTAL COKVICTIONS SENTERCE INCARCERATION SERVED  TOTAL TIME SERVED
Hurder I U 17 0.0 0.0 0.008 17 94.8 28.9 4L, B 100.00%

Hurder 11 [ 7 0.0 0.0 0.00 7 2.0 1.6 53.2 2.8% 100,00
Hapslrughter 4 9 0.0 0.0 0.00 y [ R LX) 4.4 1.18 100,00

Cr Reg Homocide [ 9 8 2.0 0.7 3.8 0.64 1 8.5 2.9 2.9 0.10 30,43
[T ] 18 0.0 0.0 0.00 18 2.8 1.9 9.4 1,44 100.00

Assault 11 8 2 1 .0 1.0 1.0 1.3% 14 4.0 4.0 4.0 1.72 78.43

hosaule II1 ¢ 1 95 2.0 0.7 8.7 4.52 17 4.0 2.7 43,9 1.9% 33,28
Kidnapping 1] [ 0.0 0.0 0.00 [ 28.5 0.8 33.0 2.28 100.00

Cost. Interference I c 2 2 2.0 0.7 1.8 0.14 6.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Sex Ansault ! 1] 34 0.0 0.0 0.00 &2 11.0 1.9 Ay 20,93 160,00

Sex fAssapdt 11 1] 23 19 8,0 1.0 19.0 2.54 4 1.0 4.7 18.7 .80 49,56

Sot Assaslt 1If [ 3 8 0.3 0.5 1.9 0.18 8.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00

Sox Atmse of Hinor I u 20 Q.0 0.0 0.00 20 4.0 4.0 00.0 3.4 100.00
Sex Abuse of Hinor I1 b 9 i ] 3.0 1.0 33.0 4.06 [ 1.0 4.1 28.0 1.20 25,90
Sex Aboso of Hisor IID c ] L] 1.0 0.8 2.7 0,88 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Incest [ 1 t 3.t 1.0 1.0 0.12 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00

Exploiy ainop 8 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.00 -
Robbery I [} 34 0.0 0.0 0.00 E 4.1 a1 §8.4 4,83 100,00

Robbary I B 3 g 1.0 2.8 4.7 0.37 3 LR ‘3.0 9.0 0.89 43,05

Extortion B } 1 8.0 2.0 2.0 0,23 0.0 9.0 0.0 0.00 0.00

Cogrcion [ 1 1 1.5 0.5 0.3 3.04 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 9.00

Thett 1 B 1 10 9.5 1.2 1.7 1.44 1 5.0 3.3 3.8 0.14 ag,.28

Theft 11 ¢ 63 89 2.3 0.8 21.5 9.99 1] 2.0 2.0 $4.0 .75 69.94

Thett by recaiving [ 2 2 1.0 8.8 8.7 8,08 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.90
Thett of Services 8 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 .-
Isstiing Bad Chect 8 9 [} 3.0 1.0 8.0 0.74 ] 3.5 3.7 1.0 0.47 44,70
Fraud Use of Cr Card [ [ 4 1.8 6.5 2.0 0.25 2 8.0 2.0 4.0 0.47 86.68
Burglary I B m a2 8.0 1.0 42,0 .17 35 3.3 3.7 128.3 .3 75,84

Burglary 1X ¢ 13 AL 2,0 4.7 er.9 8.871 82 4.0 2.7 85.3 3.48 K RL]

Argon 1 [} 3 0.0 0.0 0.00 H) 3.5 3.7 18.3 0.7% 100.00

érgon 11 B 3 2 8.0 1.7 8.8 0.41 ] 3.3 2.3 7.0 0.80 47.74

Crin Hischief I [ ] 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.¢ 0.0 0.900 -

Crin Hischief 11 4 14 11 1.0 0.9 .7 G.43 H a0 2.0 10.0 0.43 13.17
Forgary 1 B 1 1 .3 1.3 1.4 0.18 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00

Forgery 11 C 18 [ 4.0 1.3 8.0 0.99 12 8.0 3.3 84.0 | £ 86.689

Schesa to defrawd B 9 9 1.0 t.8 3.0 0.37 9.0 0.0 0.0 0,00 0.00
False Business Record c ¢ 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 6.0 0.0 0.00 -
Endanger Hingr ¢ 1 1 0.8 0.8 0.9 003 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,00 0.00
Bribery 8 i 1 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.06 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00

Par jury B 4 4 4,0 1.2 .8 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.¢ 0.00 0.00

Egeape I A 1 ¢ 2.0 0.0 0.00 1 12,0 6.0 8.0 0.01 100.00

Escape II B 8 1 7.0 2.3 2.3 0.29 2 9.0 6.0 12.8 0.2 83,72

Prooote Contraband 1 N 2 ! 10.0 8.8 2.9 0.4t 1 4.3 4.3 4.3 0.19 56,82
Yanper with witness 4 1 1 0.3 0.3 0.8 0.08 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Tawper with evidence ¢ 1 H 0.8 0.2 (B ] 0,08 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Interfere OH Procusd 8 ] 2.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Hindaring Prosecutinn [ 2 2 0.3 0.5 1.0 0.58 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.00 0.00
Tercoristic Throeat 4 1 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 13 8.0 2.0 2.0 0.09 100,00
Rist ¢ ] 0.0 0.0 9.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 -

Hisconduct Yeapons I 4 15 [ 4.0 1.3 8.0 0.99 ki 8.0 3.3 46.0 2.06 8.7
Control Substance I 1] & ] 0.0 0.0 0.00 ] 2.4 1.7 10.4 0.43% 100.00
Control Substance II [ 1% 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 13 &.0 4.0 40,0 .88 100.00
Control Substance II1 B 60 M) 2.0 0.7 22.9 2.87 28 4.0 2.7 88.7 2.84 14,07
Conteol Substanee IV [ 24 2 2.0 0.1 14,0 1,72 k] 2,0 1.9 4.0 0.17 22,82
Attoopt comais felony [ 2 1 8.0 1.7 1.1 0.21 1 3.3 3.7 3.7 0.16 48,73
Soliclt cosait crine 8 2 g 10.0 8.3 8.7 0.02 0.0 6.0 2.0 0.00 0.00
Hiscellaneoss A falony A &8 42 8.0 1.7 T0.0 8,82 a0 9.0 8.0 120.0 3.15 63.16
Hiscellancoes B felony B 24 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 24 4.3 3.0 7.7 312 100.00
Hiscellancous € felony 4 24 0 0.0 0.0 0.00 24 B.4 1.4 8.7 1,88 100.00
Hisdeaeanors i 6,832 8,83 0.4 0.1 4193 aL.Md 0.0 0.0 0.0 ¢.00 030

TOTAL 1,248 §,742 81R.1 100,008 18 2,828.1  100.00% T4.148

ToTAL TINE SERVED:
TINE SERVED UNDER

3,140.2 Years

1985 LAM:  B,424.9 Yoars
ADDITIONAL TIHE
UXDER 1985 LaM:  2B4.7 Years
CHANGE FROK
1985 Lav: g.41

INCARCERATION FOR PRESUMPTIVE SENTENCES EQUALS 73 PERCENT OF THE SENTENCE

EXCEPT KURDER I AND I, KIDNAPPING AND CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE I. THE SENTENCE
FOR THESE CRINES IS THE CREATER OF ONE THIRD OF THE SENTENCE DR THE MANDAYORY
NINDINUN TERW LESS 600D TIKE.

THIS TABLE CONTAINS SENTENCE AVERACES FOR 1974-79 CRINES WHICH ARE MOW
SUBJECT 7O PRESUNPTIVE SENTENCING, FOR THOSE CRIHES WHERE DATA ANE AVATLABLE.




CRINES, COHVICTIONS, SENTEMCE LENCTH, AND LEKGTH OF INCARCERATION--ALASKA 1983
ITIHE IN YEMRS)

RELEASE CONDITIONS: Parele mitar §/3 of Septasce for Hon-preswsptive Sentesces Ezcesting 180 Days

Parole after 1/3 of § {or Pr ptively 5 g Canvicts
TIHE SERVED
NOHPRESUNPTIVE SENYEWCES PRESUNPTIVE SENYENCES UNDER
PRESUNPTIVE
TOTAL L OF ToTAL 3 oF SENYENCES AS
CRIHE TOTAL AVERAGE AVERASE TIHE  CRAND AVERAGE AVERAGE TINE  GRAND f % OF TOVAL
CRIKE  CLASS COMVICTIONS CONVICTIONS  SENTEMCE IMCARCERATION SEMVED  TOTAL CONVICTIONS SENTENCE IWCARCERATIOR SERVED  TOTAL TINE SERVED
Hurder 1 0 17 0.0 0.0 0.008 17 8.8 28.% 4919  83.628 100,008
Hurder 11 ] 1 0.0 0.0 0.00 7 22.8 7.4 53.2 9.464 100.00
Hanslavghter [} 9 0.0 0.0 0.00 9 8.9 2.3 20,7 1.4 100.00
Cr Hog Hosacide ¢ g 0 2.0 0.7 5.8 0.68 1 8.% 1.2 1.2 0.08 17.9%
fsgault 1 (] 10 0.0 0.0 0.00 18 2.8 0.9 18.8 1,15 100,00
fssault I1 b 21 11 3.0 1.0 1.0 1,38 10 4.0 2.0 20.0 1.37 44,52
Assault 111 A 12 a8 2.0 0.7 38.7 4,58 17 4.0 1.3 28.7 1.58 38.290
Kidenpping [\ 0.0 0.0 0.00 [ 26.% 8.8 33.0 3.62 100,00
Cust. Interforance 1 £ 2 2 2.0 0.7 1.8 0,16 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Sox Ausault ¥ v 42 0.0 0.0 0.00 [} 1.8 9.9 243y 1447 100.00
Sor Asueult X1 [ 23 19 8.0 1.0 19,0 2,84 L 7.0 2.3 9.9 0.64 32.94
Sox Assanlt 132 [ 8 ] 0.3 0.5 1.8 0.18 9.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Sex Abuse of Hiner I [} 20 0.0 0.0 0.00 20 8.9 2.0 40.0 2.78 100.00
Sex Abuse of Hiner II B k) a8 3.t 1.0 98.0 4,08 [ 7.0 2.3 4.2 .94 9.79
Sex Abuse of Hinoe X1I [ B 8 1.0 0.3 2.7 0.93 0.0 0.0 0.8 8.00 0.00
Incesy L 1 1 8.0 1.0 1.0 0.18 0.0 0.0 9.0 0.00 0.00
Explodt sinor 8 ¢ 0.0 0.0 0.00 ¢.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Robbery 1 A :1) 0.0 0.0 8,00 3% 4.1 1.4 49,2 3.36 100.00
Robbary IX B E] H 1.0 2.8 4.7 0.7 8 4.3 1.3 4.8 0.81 49,09
Extortion ] 1 1 4.0 2.0 2.0 0.83 6.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Coercion c 1 b 1.8 0.5 0.3 0.08 0.0 ¢.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Thatt 1 ] 1 10 9.3 1.2 11,7 1.4 1 5.0 1.7 1.7 0.18 12.50
Theft II c &5 83 2.3 0.8 er.% 8.8% R 8.0 1.0 32.0 2.1% 53.78
Theft by recelving [ 2 2 1.0 0.3 0.7 0.08 6.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Theft of Services 3 ] 6.0 0.¢ ¢.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Issuing Bad Chect 8 9 [ 3.0 1.0 8.0 0.74 3 5.3 1.8 5.3 0.38 47,83
Fraud Usa of Or Caed [ [ 4 1.3 0.5 2.0 0.83 2 a.0 1.0 2.0 0.14 30.00
Burglury I B n 42 3.0 1.0 2.0 5.41 83 5.5 1.8 (LR 4.89 40,44
Burglaey 11 ¢ 73 4 2.0 0.7 21.8 3.37 82 4.0 1.3 2.7 2.92 40.93
Arson I [} 3 0.0 0.0 0.00 H 8.8 1.0 9.2 0.43 100.00
Argon II b § H 3.0 1.7 8.3 0.41 8 8.3 1.8 3.3 0.24 §1.82
Criv Hischief 1 8 0 8.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 -~
Cein Hischief IT ¢ 1 1 1.0 0.8 8.7 0.43 3 3.0 1.0 5.0 0.94 §7.6%
Forgary 1 B 1 1 4.5 1.9 1.8 0.18 6.0 6.0 0.9 0.00 0.00
Foraary 11 ¢ 18 [ 4.0 1.8 8.0 0.9 12 8.0 2.7 2.0 2.19 80,00
Schove to delraud 8 9 9 1.0 0.9 3.0 0.87 8.0 0.0 0.0 0,00 0.00
False Buginaus Record 4 0 0.0 .0 0.08 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Endangar Hinor ¢ 1 1 0.9 0.9 0.5 0,03 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Dribary B 1 1 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.08 0.0 0.0 0.0 §.00 0.00
Par jury 8 4 4 4.0 1.8 5.3 0.48 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 b.00
Eseape 1 A i ? 0.0 0.0 6.00 1 18.0 4.0 4.9 0.27 100.00
Egeape I B 3 1 7.6 2.8 2.8 0.2% 2 9.0 3.0 4.0 9.41 72.00
Prooote Centraband I ¢ 2 1 10,0 3.8 8.3 0.4 i 6.3 2.2 2.2 0.18 3%.39
Tavpar with uitness g 1 1 0.8 0.5 0.3 0,06 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Taopor with ovidene: [ i 1 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.04 6.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Intorfere 0Ff Procsed B 9 0.0 8.0 0.00 6.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Hindering Prosacution ¢ 2 2 0.8 0.3 1.0 0.18 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.00 0.00
Terroristic Thraat ¢ 1 [ 0.0 0.0 0.00 1 3.0 1.0 1.0 0.07 100,00
fiinot ¢ ] 0.0 0.0 .00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 -
Hisconduet Uoapons I ¢ 13 [ 4.0 1.8 8.9 0.9¢9 9 0.0 2.7 24,0 1.64 75.00
Contral Substance I [ [ ] 0.0 0.0 0.00 3 2.4 ey 5.2 0.3 100.00
Control Substance II [ 15 0 0,0 0.0 0.00 13 4.0 2.0 90.0 2.08 100,00
Gontrol Substance It L] (1] 83 8.0 0.7 2.9 .8, 2 4.0 1.3 93.3 2.28 58,02
Conteol Substance IV [ 24 13 2.0 0.7 14,0 1.12 ] 2.0 0.7 2.0 0.14 12,50
Atteopt conoit felong [ 2 1 8.0 1.7 1.7 §.2t 1 5.3 1.8 1.8 0.13 38,89
Solicis copnit crice B H H 10.0 5.3 4.7 0.82 6.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
Hiscellanaoun A delnng A 42 42 5.0 1.1 10,0 8.62 2b 9.0 3.0 60,0 4.18 44,15
Hiscollanoons 8 feloag [ 24 ¢ 0.0 0.0 0.00 24 4.3 1.3 3.8 2.40 100,00
Hiyeallanenus © falony ¢ 24 0 2.0 0.0 ¢.00 24 2.4 0.0 19.8 1.8 100,00
Hindanoanors [ 4,838 4,932 0.1 0.t 419.3  51.84 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,00 0,00
TOTAL 7,240 8,762 g12.1  100.008 4710 1,483,2  100.00% 44,818
TOTAL TIHE SERVED: 2,27%.2 Years IKCARCERATICH FOR PRESUMPTIVE SENTENCES EQUALS 75 PERCENT OF YHE SEHTENCE
TIHE SERVED UWDER EXCEPT KURDER I AND II, KIDNAPPING AND CONTROLLED SUSSTANCE 1. TVHE SEWTERCE
1983 LAY: 3,426.9 Years FOR THESE CRIMES 1% THE CREATER OF OWE YHIND OF THE SENTENCE OR THE HANDATORY
———— MINIKUN TERM LESS BC0D TIKE.
ADDITIONAL TIHE
UKDER 1503 ta¥: 1,131.7 Years THIS TABLE CONTAIHS SENTEMCE AVERAGES FOR A974-T9 CRINES WHICH ARE NOW
CHANGE FRON SUBJECT TO PRESUNPTIVE SENTENCING, FOR THOSE CRIMES WHERE DATA ARE AVAILABLE,

1905 LaY: 33.61






