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INTRODUCTIONS & OPENING REMARKS: 

Co-Chair Commissioner Marty Magnusson and Co-Chair Sheriff Scott Story welcomed everyone and thanked everyone for their participation.  Introductions of all attendees followed.  Co-Chair Sheriff Story reminded the audience/gallery to feel free to participate throughout the meeting.  

He also asked for members to take a look at the November 1, 2005 draft minutes.  Ralph Nichols made a motion to accept the minutes.  All were in favor of accepting the minutes, which will be posted out on the website.

Co-Chair Sheriff Story briefly noted before turning the meeting over to Mary Ashton who is with the National Institute of Corrections that he had attended sessions before and different speaking engagements surrounding Corrections and Evidence based Best Practice, and one of the better presentations he had heard was from Mr. Ed Latessa, who is speaking today.

EVIDENCE-BASED POLICY AND PRACTICES PRESENTATIONS:  Ed Latessa, Ph.D. with the National Institute of Corrections, Lisa Nash, with the Maine Department of Corrections, and June Koegel, with the Volunteers of America (VOA)

Mary Ashton with the National Institute of Corrections started the meeting noting that the committee has a very busy and aggressive agenda for today’s meeting.  The morning’s session will begin with a series of presentations with some opportunity for questions and answers.   

She introduced the first guest speaker Ed Latessa who has a reputation nationally and internationally of being very high and it is a delight to have him at the Corrections Alternatives Advisory Committee meeting and noted he rearranged his schedule to make today’s meeting.  

Please see website for full presentations at www.maine.gov/corrections/caac
Mr. Latessa spoke that he is pleased to be with the Committee this morning in Maine.  He began by saying he would like to give a brief overview of what the research is saying and then talk a little bit about a couple of new studies that have been done.  He noted how both of these studies should show how consistent the findings are with the research that has been done in general.  There may be some lessons in it for what the committee is trying to accomplish.  Most of Mr. Latessa’s work is really focused on how to include the effectiveness of correctional programs and, what it has been for the last 15 years, in looking at how to get the most out of the programs, how to make sure we are putting the right people in those programs, and doing the kinds of things that are going to enhance public safety.  

Mr. Latessa spoke of some Evidence Based because Maine is one of the states committed to evidence based practice.  He also noted there are different forms of evidence:

· The lowest form is anecdotal evidence, but it makes us feel good.  Mr. Latessa noted it is a good thing when folks say programs are helping them and is better than saying it does not help.  

· The highest form is empirical evidence, which is the results from controlled studies, but it doesn’t make us feel good.

Most of the researchers that have studied correctional interventions have concluded that without some form of intervention or services that there is not a lot of effects of just punishing folks.  What the research has shown is the affects are fairly short term.  There needs to be more efforts put into giving some of the risk factors and giving them some skills that will reduce the chance of them getting into trouble.  The problem is that not all programs are equally effective and that is where most of Mr. Latessa’s work has been focused on is how do to improve programs and get the most out of the programs.  

People who appear to be resistant to punishment, which makes up about 85% of offender population:

· Psychopathic risk takers

· Those under the influence of substance

· Those with the history of being punished

One of the reasons punishment loses its affect with folks is because they are substance abusers, have a history of being punished, and they are risk takers.  The affects are diminished.  It works least with the ones we want it to work the most with.

The high risk is important work because part of what folks want to do is identify who is high risk.  Who are the people that are likely to continue their behavior; whether that is in a jail setting, prison setting, or probation?  We want to know who those folks we need to worry about are.  The major set of risk/need factors:  

· Antisocial/pro-criminal attitudes, values, beliefs and cognitive-emotional states

· People that deny responsibility, blame others, that don’t understand what they did was wrong, do not accept responsibility

· Pro-criminal associates and being isolated from anti-criminal 

· Temperamental & personality factors conducive to criminal activity

· A history of antisocial behavior

· Family factors that include criminality and a variety of psychological problems in the family of origin

· Low levels of personal education, vocational or financial achievement

When looking at risk we rely on 1 or 2 predictors, like focusing on history which works if you have a history, but does not work so great if you do not have a long history of criminal behavior or zeroed in on substance abuse or unemployment.  Most offenders are not high risk because they have a risk factor.  They are high risk because they have a number of risk factors.  That is important for assessment and intervention.  The simplest example is employment, for an offender population, parolee, or probationer being unemployed is a risk factor, but unemployment itself is not a big risk factor.  It was noted if one has 40 hours a week of unemployment one could get in trouble and that becomes a high risk.  It is important to look at alternatives and program needs and focus more on higher risk folks.

A recent study of parole violation in Pennsylvania that was just published, they found 3 major factors that were related to failure:  

· Unrealistic expectations about life outside of prison 

· Maintained anti social attitudes, values and beliefs that supported offending or violating behavior.

· Inadequate coping and problem solving skills especially with faced with emotional and uneasiness or daily life problems.

Prior research has indicated that correctional services can be effective in reducing recidivism, but not all programs are equally effective.  There are some principles that have been derived from the research.  

· Risk (Who)

· Need (What)

· Treatment (How)

· Program integrity (How Well)

In talking of risk Mr. Latessa noted to provide the more intensive services for the higher risk offenders.  Targeting lower risk offenders can lead to increases in recidivism.  Risk is the risk of re-offending.  What is the likiehood of the person is going to continue their behavior?  You can have a high-risk felon, you can have a low risk felon, you can have high-risk misdemeanor, and you can have a low risk misdemeanor, but understand what that translates into because someone has to make a decision as to what is an acceptable risk.  That is not going to be done by an instrument.  An instrument may tell you this person has a 40-60% chance of recidivating but someone has to decide what is acceptable.  A low risk individual is generally someone who has about 10% chance of recidivating.  Maybe up to 15 down to 5, but that is probably the range.  That is usually how to define low risk.  Mr. Latessa noted you are never going to hit zero.  If you have a 100 people that are classified as low risk with a good actuarial instrument that means 1 out of 10 is probably going to get in trouble again.  At the high end it is usually about 60% or higher for high risk.  There are no absolutes there are some high-risk offenders that are successful and even low risk people fail.  The bulk of people fall into submittal range anywhere from 30-50% chances of recidivating.  It may depend on the population, setting, or what some are willing to take a chance on in terms of risk.  A simple way to think of the risk principle is if half of the people that come out of Maine’s correctional system will never get in trouble again.  Over all it is half, which half are we worried about?  He noted we should be worried about the half that is going to get in trouble again.  Those are the ones we want to put our efforts into in terms of supervision and services that is the risk principle.  We want to identify those folks and give them the most intervention.  The second of course is targeting lower risk people, targeting those people who have few risks factors.  Those are relatively pro-social and we often increase their recidivism.  Targeting high-risk folks on average is about 20% affect side and targeting low risk folks get a slightly negative affect side.  Mr. Latessa noted there are reasons for this, one is when we take low risk individuals and give them intensive interventions and services we are putting them in with higher risk offenders.  They are learning and their anti social behavior is be reinforced.  The second is when you take the low-risk it means, that you have fewer risk factors.  Those are the folks to deal with in a kind of less intrusive intervention, the community service, the fines, and the short-term sanctions, hold them accountable and get it over with and let them move on.

The need principle simply says you need to target prime producing needs and risk factors.  A lot of correctional programs are not doing the kinds of things they need to.  Below are the programs that do not work such as gardening programs, drum circles, running, yoga, and handwriting formation therapy.

He noted to make sure programs being offered are focusing on criminogenic areas like:

· Anti social attitudes

· Anti social friends

· Substance abuse

· Lack of empathy

· Impulsive behavior  

Mr. Latessa showed a chart stating you have to put the density of services to be focused on criminogenic.  Even if the targets are on criminogenic needs, but if you have more non-criminogenic such as anxiety, low self esteem, creative abilities, medical needs, and physical conditioning your affects are likely to be very low.

The treatment principle basically is the how and is saying that you have to provide behavioral treatment as some attributes.  It is focused on current risk/need factors not the past, not things you cannot change, but it focuses on things like who you are hanging around with, substance abuse, employment, and attitudes.  It is action oriented in the programming oneself to teach offenders new skills.  To focus on learning new ways to behave, how to handle risk situations, what do I do when friends want to go get high?  What do I do when I get in conflict with my spouse, etc?  Behavioral programming tries to walk them through and teach them, practice with them, and rehearse with them.  These are the kinds of things that are more effective than simply talking towards talk therapy, which is not affective.      

Non-behavior interventions are things like drug education; talk therapy, insight, self-actualizations, and self-help programs.  There is very little affect with these that the research shows.

The most affective behavioral models:

· Structured social learning

· Cognitive behavior approaches is the most common form of behavior programming out there.  It focuses on attitudes, values, beliefs, temperament, impulsivity, and lack of problem solving.  What the cognitive programming tries to do is not only restructure an inmate or offenders thinking, but also to take that thinking and teach them some new skills.  

· Family based approaches that train family on appropriate techniques

Mr. Latessa talked about the slide with some data from Washington State showing that evidence based programs had significant effects and competently delivered.  If they were not competently delivered they actually had negative effects.  Another slide showed if facilitators are not competent and if they do not have skills they actually can produce negative effects.  It is not just the program, but it is the people working in the programs.  

Mr. Latessa showed some results from 2 recent studies, actually 3 studies, but the 3rd was a major study of juvenile programs in Ohio.  The first study was in 2003 of half way houses and community based correctional facilities and the second study was a 2005 study of community correctional act programs, probation, and jail diversion programs.  These two studies combined kind of looked at everyone.  The half way houses were people coming out of prison.  The community based correctional facilities were people on probation.  The second study was entirely community based programs and has the whole picture.  From the residential program the study tracked 13,000 offenders 38 halfway houses, and 15 residential facilities.  In terms of what they found in the research were the treatment affect of low risk offenders showed increases in recidivisms that occurred for low risk offenders.  When the low risk offender was placed in one of the facilities that had a 36% higher recidivism rate than low risk offenders who were simply put on supervision.  This shows putting low risk offenders into these programs had a negative effect.  The effects start to get stronger as the risk increases.  The high-risk offenders showed the programs had a positive affect with high risk offenders they had a negative risk with low risk offenders.  It showed the risk principle with the facilities in terms of the need principle the more services that they provided the more criminolgenic services provided the more they reduced recidivism.  If they provided few they actually had a slightly negative affect.  The treatment principle of the programs that were cognitive behavioral had a positive affect.  The programs that were not cognitive behavior actually had a negative effect.  It showed an 18-point swing in recidivism.  When considering all the offenders in the study, talking about 20% swings that are a lot of folks.  The effect of practicing and role-playing the more they did it the more effective they were.  When looking at a number of the programs characteristics, the programs that had these characteristics, involved program director, being valued by the community, having funding were more effective then programs that didn’t have these characteristics.  Assessment, the programs that did good assessment were more effective.  Treatment the cognitive programs they practice they kept the offenders involved in treatment, they provided after care were more effective.  The staff that was more qualified and trained the more effective they were.  It showed programs that evaluated their own programs were more effective.  The correlation between the programs characteristics and reductions in recidivism was .6%, which is extremely high.  The lesson there is in Maine, where we have rural areas it means to make sure the programs we have are well done.  Maine cannot cancel contracts and go to someone else.  There is no one else to go to.  The energy needs to be put into those programs that are present and making sure they are done well.  Every program was given a score and the higher they scored the better they did. The higher the quality of the program the more effective it was.  

The second study is the non-residential programs study.  Ohio is a community corrections state, which means that the state gives a lot of money to the probation departments to try to divert people from prison.  They do not have a state system like in Maine.  Every county runs its own probation department and some of them run three probation departments, municipal, felony, and juvenile.  It is a very complicated process in Ohio to study probation, but they wanted to know how effective they were, which programs were effective, and what were the characteristics of the programs that were having an affect.  A lot of the research in the past was mostly of these programs that they were doing were kind of punishing smarter programs (??).  Intensive supervision, day reporting, see them more, drug test them more.  Most of that research has indicated that you often get negative effects.  

There were 2 basic programs in this study:  

· Prison diversion programs that were targeting felons that were given some form of community supervision beyond regular probation and 

· Jail diversion, these were targeting misdemeanants given some form of community supervision beyond regular probation.  

There are two basic types to keep some folks in the community that we don’t think need to be sent to prison and try to reduce our prison commitment rate and second, jail diversion our jails are filled can we get some folks out and still manage them in the community without increasing the risk to the public.  These are probably goals that a lot of systems have.  

Mr. Latessa spoke on Methodology:

· Quasi experimental design – matched comparison cases

· Offender level data – over 13,000 offenders supervised in the community

· Two comparison groups for prison diversion:  parolees and probationers

· Two comparison groups for jail diversion:  those that went to jail, and probationers

Basically, if we were diverting people from prison the odds are they wouldn’t look necessarily like our regular probationers.  To get a comparison group they compared them to the folks that actually did go to prison, who compared to the folks that were on probation.  They matched them on county, on risk, on sex, and on race.  If you were a high-risk diverted case, they matched them as high-risk parolee.  They used a high-risk measure to do that.  With the jail diversion they had two comparison groups, those that went to jail and those that got probation.  They wanted to know if they diverted somebody from jail how do they do compared to somebody that actually did go to jail, how do they do to somebody that did not divert, diverted to begin with, and wasn’t going to go to jail anyway?  They had two out come measures for prison it was incarceration because it was a felony group.  For jail it was a new arrest because it was not a felony group they were not likely to go right to prison.  

There were the kind of diversion programs in Ohio of 6 day reporting centers, 2 electronic monitoring programs, 42 intensive supervision programs, 2 work release programs, and 3 substance abuse treatment programs.  That is what the counties had come up with.  Jail diversion they had 3 day reporting, 1 work release, 1 domestic violence, 5 intensive supervision, and 1 residential treatment program.  The counties were able to design what they wanted and that is what they came up with.  It did not matter, none of the program types made any difference.  

When comparing CCA to prison diversions they were less likely to recidivate then parolees but only 2%.  They were more likely to recidivate then similar offenders on regular supervision by 14%.  For jail diversion did a little better than jail inmates and about 6% and they did worse then probation about 6%.  They had increases in recidivism when compared to probation.  There were no difference between types of programs, but there was a lot of variation across counties and jurisdictions.  They actually gave every county a report card that showed them that their recidivism rate was and how they were doing.  What they found was some counties were doing a great job and other counties weren’t.  They wanted to know if there were shared characteristics across effective programs.  They found 31 factors that were related to outcome and if you compared these factors to what they found in the half way house study.  There were similarities of high-risk samples, more referrals, and things like staff meetings.  The probation departments that met, as a staff at least 2 a month were more effective then ones that rarely met.  Some of the things weren’t supervising but really given them some direction in how to improve their practice.  They took 31 factors and condensed them into 4 groups:

· The more high-risk offenders they had the stronger their affects were.

· The more supervision they gave higher-risk offenders.

· The more treatment for higher risk offenders

· The more referrals for services

They put them together and found 9 probation departments that didn’t meet any of the conditions; they had a negative effect.  They were programs that were spending a lot of money on increased recidivism by almost 15%.  They had 35 departments that met one or two of the factors; they had a slight effect on recidivism.  They had 4 departments that met 3 of the factors and had a 15% positive effect.  The reason Mr. Latessa did not have 4 on his slides because they didn’t have any departments or any programs that met all 4.  

Mr. Latessa noted to keep in mind:

1. Who you put in a program is important – and pay attention to risk

2. What you target is important – pay attention to criminogenic needs

3. How you target offender for change is important – use behavioral approaches

Important considerations:

· Offender assessment is the engine that drives effective programs

· Design programs around empirical research

· Program Integrity makes a difference

Discussion/comments

· A question was asked to Mr. Latessa what Maine is running into is lack of jails space and certain venues, Maine is finding that boarding a lot of offenders might not have the same benefit programming depending on where they go.  
· Mr. Latessa noted in general there are strong effects in community treatment then in institutional treatment for a variety of reasons.  One is it is a very artificial kind of environment and can’t do the same things you can in the community.  There are is a lot written about what happens when you move an offender away from their support groups and families.  Mr. Latessa noted he hasn’t seen a lot of imperial work on it.  What research clearly shows is that the transition, what is done as they come out is going to be the difference of being effective and not being effective in terms of family reunification, in terms of employment, in terms of aftercare, and for substance abuse.  These can be the difference between the program having minimal effects and fairly significant effects.  It is going to be an issue especially if there is thinking about what to specialize in putting certain types of offenders in and being a 100 miles away from their homes; if they are going to be farther away from the programs that they are likely going to go back to.  So it’s less likely those programs are going to be able to begin working with them when they are in that facility, which will reduce effectiveness.  He didn’t have any easy answers.  He ended by the more you can keep their social supports going and their pro-social ties going the better off they are going to be.  
· Another question was asked to Mr. Latessa on what are states doing to increase their occupational programs being offered?  
· Mr. Latessa noted there are a couple of different approaches.  The state of Oregan in 2003 passed a senate bill that required that by 2005, that 50% of all their programming dollars for DOC, Youth Authority, Mental Health and Substance Abuse have spent on evidence based programs.  Ohio is taking the studies and created standards for programs by monitoring those programs through a process of regular monitoring programming.  What they decided to do is provide some financial incentives for the programs willing to move in that direction.  Most states like Oklahoma is the same thing through a contractual process they reassess programs every 3 years.  If they are not up to standard you are allowed some time to get there, but most of it is being done through the first strings and budget process. 
Mary Ashton with NIC noted that the committee had talked about a model for helping to be informed about these issues.  They talked about bringing a speaker in that would address high-level issues, conceptional issues, and then bring folks in to talk about what is going on in Maine.  In light of that model Mr. Latessa provided the key important concepts and there are two speakers today to speak about the Maine programs.

Lisa Nash, Regional Correctional Administrator in Portland, ME and also the coordinator of NIC Evidence Based Practice Project going on now.

Lisa spoke on what Maine has been doing for the last year in half.  Then show what Maine has been doing as far as research.  

Maine started with the NIC part about 20 months ago of a project to implement Evidence Based Practices.  Ms. Nash noted there are 8 Evidence Based Principles, but is going to speak specifically what is going on in Maine.  

· Maine has focused on doing assessments.  Assessments are critical and if they were not doing an appropriate assessment then you would not know what to do.  In the past DOC has not done that in an inform way.  So Maine is working on really training all of the probation staff to begin to do assessments in an informed way by using the LSI-R, this is the mostly widely researched assessment tool in the country.  It is a 2 page, 54-question assessment that looks at a number of domains.  Maine is looking at where are the risks.  That is where Maine gets its blue print to move forward.  
· Ms. Nash noted it is critical by seeing what is really going on with the offender.  The department has trained a core group of officers to be LSI trainers.  In the past year they have trained every probation officer again.  Some new and some the second or third time in how to complete an LSI and to do it as effectively as possible.  
· Maine has trained every probation officer in motivational interviewing.  It is getting offenders prepared to change and looking at what they need to change.  The burden of course is on the offender to do the work.  It is helping offenders begin to understand what they need to do.  The motivational interviewing does give good skills on getting the offenders looking at how they need to change their behavior.  You are trying to change offender’s attitudes and beliefs but frequently probation officers attitudes and beliefs.  Maine is in the process of change and the way Maine did business 10 years ago are not the way to business now.  Maine is trying to get their probation officers to understand the direction that Maine is going in.  Ms. Nash noted the probation officers are excited about doing things differently they have really enjoyed the training and getting a lot of skills out of that.
· The department has allowed hired or transferred positions over to be able to hirer assistances and resource coordinators that working on supervised community confinement, and other alternatives to keep people from going back to prison or back to jail.  Maine is just in the process of hiring the assistances.  The assistances are going to be working on quality assurance, so that Maine starts to do a better job with individual clients.  That is an opportunity to coach the probation officers and what is working and not to get more consistency to help with the direction to go in.
· The direction Maine is going in is to pay attention to the client’s risks are.  It is not simply you violated your probation and going back to prison.  Maine is looking at what risks are there, how we can address them, because going back to prison is not going to reduce the recidivism rate.  There are other offenses that Maine needs to look at and deal with them appropriately.
· Maine is also working on implementing case management for the high-risk offenders.  Maine has not done an informed intentional organized case plan with any offenders.  Maine does a lot of case planning but has not done it in an organized fashion.  It has been done informal.  Maine is now formalizing that and the whole evidence base practice really helps make those decisions that are going to be most beneficial for the offender.  The case planning is being looked at a number of options regarding getting training to probation officers who will then train the rest of the officers in case management.  Maine is going to do that with the high and max offenders.  This will be done at gradual level.  Ms. Nash noted it is exciting but challenging to figure out how to take what you see as national research and try to make it happen on a local level.  Ms. Nash noted she hasn’t seen as much done as she has in the last several years.  Maine is really trying to look at what is happening elsewhere and says o.k. How do we work this in Maine?  
· Ms. Nash noted The Muskie Institute got some funding on research to take a look at what Maine is doing.  It is very important not only to see where Maine is going, but how we are doing work right now.  This has been a phenomenal opportunity.  Maine has also gotten assistance from the National Institute of Corrections in trying to figure out what do we study, how we study it, so we get the answers we want to get.   Maine started out with a 13 page matrix and divided it, looked at it again, and changed because Maine would like to get average statistics that will help probation officers, managers, and the department in general and legislatures figure what Maine is doing and whether it is working.
· Ms. Nash spoke on quality assurance for programming.  She noted in hiring resource coordinators is a piece that will get those coordinated and trained through UC and is going to be assessing Maine through the National Institute of Corrections.  This is to do CPAI’s = Correctional Programming Assessment.  The goal is to have every program that Maine is dealing with is assessed and that it is being looked at what kind of quality services we are providing.  This will take time in training people to complete these assessments.  Then to go out and start looking at the programs.  It is a fairly complicated process.  Ms. Nash noted the goal is to help various providers in the community look at ways they can improve the way they do business. 
· Ms. Nash noted Maine is doing quite a bit with Office of Substance Abuse (OSA) and they are doing DSAT and the cognitive behavior kinds of substance abuse treatment.  Ms. Nash noted Maine is doing the parallel work of trying to do the same work on the most effective practices and OSA is doing that.  Maine needs to strength their relationship with them and expands that.      
Ms. Nash spoke on research of a 3-year project.  Muskie has pulled a sample of 25% of probation population of clients that entered probation in 2004.  Muskie pulled demographics, case levels, and a number of variables.  (13 pages worth)   Maine is also collecting other variables and beginning to what this has done is to help understand what things Maine is able to measure and what things Maine is not measuring, but like to measure.  It gives a blueprint of what we need to do to try to begin to get these things.  Maine does not have a lot of information about programs, but is trying to attempt to measure that.  

Maine is looking pulling the following to try to see what is happening:

· Rural versus a metro area, regionally, services, and distances.  

· Violation dates, the kind of violation there was, what is the outcome disposition and additional violations.

The results to date are:

· As of June 30, 2005 the Muskie school broke it down according to age, gender, race, and LSI rating (for risk levels and how does that break down and where are the risk cut offs) Maine has gone back to look over the LSI and made some changes, because they felt it wasn’t right on the computer system.  It is critical to do the BEST LSI as possible.  Maine is looking at a little quality assurance to make sure they are getting the results.  250 were administrative of low; the vast majority is in moderates and then not that many in high in maximum.  It appears that the scores should be higher than showing in terms of scoring.  As Maine implements Evidence Based Practice it begins to take a look at how you are doing business and how you want to improve.  Maine has made improvements on the way they are doing the LSI.  

· Break down across the state on recidivism rate regarding the research.  Recidivism is defined as any ticket, summons, or arrest for a new violation of criminal municipal state of federal misdemeanor or felony crime.  That is what Maine is looking at that and the reason is because of the time span.  Maine may have a person that got off probation in March of 2005, but Maine is only going to be doing this for another couple of years.  There may not be enough time to actually see a conviction, because of the way the court process.  So Maine is including those to try to capture any possibilities.  Maine will also pull convictions only, because not every arrest becomes a conviction.  

· 77% of the people did not recidivate, but this from the 2004 cohort.  Muskie is looking at all CORIS records, probation records, but in addition going to SBI sheets to take a look at new arrests and convictions.  

· Maine is showing an almost 23% recidivism rate.  Of the violations 66 were felonies, but the vast majority was misdemeanors.  

· It is critical to do release planning, because the recidivism rates are huge in the first 6 months.  It was noted any dollars spent in the first 6 months for programming and stabilization is money well spent.

· The females recidivate less then males and is line with national statistics.

· Non-whites represent all other radical categories.  So Maine is a predominately white state.
· The older one gets the chances are less to recidivate.  It seems to be in the mid 30’s in line with national statistics

· Part of the work Maine will be doing is why, what happens, happens.  Is it because there are more people actually recidivating, is it because of judges, is it because of probation officers.  This is where Maine will begin to find out what we are doing.  The goal is to do the very best that we can and the most effective.

· If you are a low risk on the LSI your chances of recidivating are lower.  Administrative cases were at 11%.  If we look at high and maximum.  34% is the highs and 55% are the maximum.  It really falls in line with.  If 50% of administrative were recidivating we would say we are not doing something right.  This is feeling like Maine is beginning to get at what they want to get at.

· Arrest rates – showed who was arrested and who was not and that was from the 2004 cohort

· Technical arrests are probation violations, meaning that no criminal offense was involved.  This shows that Maine needs to take a look at the technical violations.  Maybe divert some of the people and becomes one of the challenges.  

· Extract more data and continue monitoring this data that has already been pulled and will have a report in April and looking at additional ways that they can gather reports and work with the CORIS system.

· Maine is not receiving complete criminal history records that is something Maine is working with SBI on, but they are changing with systems and apparently numbers are not being incorporated at the local level.  Maine is not getting some records for a year, which is a real challenge.  Maine extracted a lot of data from its old system and did not always have complete information, which makes for a challenge.  

· Ms. Nash ended noting she hopes probation can really work with the county jails in looking at how to do some of the work with some of the technical offenders.

Comments/Discussion:

· A question was asked to get a better understanding of the technical violators, what are the behaviors that identify and is Maine trying to pursue that?  

· Ms. Nash noted that right now we couldn’t pull the nature of the technical violation.  However, she thinks we can pull a report of just the technical violators that are sentenced in any given month.  Have their names and that is a manageable number to look at.  The goal would also be when the assistants are on board that prior to those decisions being made regarding where that person goes there would be some more guidance and policy decisions will have to be made.  

· It was noted that Maine could look at the disposition of the technical violations. 

· Ms. Nash noted Maine could break it down to where we are going, but their needs to be policy definitions made.  

· A clarification was noted on the definition of the recidivism summons, arrest and the question were for a one-year period?  

· Ms. Nash noted it is actually 3 years for the study, but when Muskie pulls the data every 6 months.  Muskie is trying to capture as much information as they can to give an exact picture.  The recidivism rates were from a 3-year window based only on conviction for re-offending, meaning summons, arrest, and conviction and of these three would trigger a recidivism number.

· It was noted, as technical violations are part of the recidivism rate.

· Ms. Nash noted yes it was.  The key is to do some work on looking at the technical violations, because they are driving a lot of things.

· It was asked for clarification on conviction data, there is concern of a police officers showing up late for court and filed for court costs.  There seems to be a huge block that is not being counted for on recidivism.  It was not clear as to using only conviction data versus summons.  

· Ms. Nash noted the researchers wanted everything right now that was seen was including an arrest, a summons, or conviction.  What Maine is saying they want both?  Maine will separate out both and it might be interesting at some point to look at the differences as to who is getting the arrest, summons, and conviction.  Then who is actually getting convicted down the road?  Just because they are getting convicted does not necessarily mean they did it.

· A question was asked with a bail violation.  If there was an individual arrested and then bails and goes out and then is rearrested for bail violation is that going to tally recidivism in the system?

· Ms. Nash noted yes, because it is a crime.  

· A question was asked in applying the principles on evidence-based practice, looking at the number of high risk in maximum.  Is Maine going to be looking at shifting probation resources purely at the four or five hundred?  If so there are going to be some pretty high reaching impacts in terms of the rest of the criminal justice system and saying they want to deal with just the high risk to deal with.

· Ms. Nash noted they are not sure where that cut off level should be, because of the LSI validations.  Maine thinks from the information from both Dr.Lowencamp and from Brad Bog, they think they suppressed the LSI scores by 2 or 3, which every score across the board is probably 2 or 3 higher.  The national average would be about 24 and Maine’s state average is 17.  

· It was noted during the Sentencing Commission one of the recommendations that were implementing was limiting the use of probation for class D & E offenders.  Maybe what should have been done is limit the probation according to risk and wondering if that is something the committee should revisit?  

· Ms. Nash noted that wouldn’t be a bad thing on another day.

· It was also noted that the Sentencing Commission did try a move that philosophy forward by looking at resources allegation in the statues, Adult Community Corrections, is expressly authorized to focus resources based on risk with the assumption at looking at high-risk offenders.  So the statutory charged, as Community Corrections is focus on risk priority of risk offenders.  That is a resource allegation versus sentencing philosophy.  The study committee could certainly look at that if that is what they want to do to change it.  

· One of the members noted it might be something to keep on the table especially after the presentations today maybe sometimes one is better off slapping the person’s wrist to go away.  Maybe by putting people into a program.  All those questions should be looked at and focus 90% attention on the higher risk people and assume the others can offend for themselves somewhat with minimal supervision.

It was noted on the validation was not accurately measured.  There was note in 2001 Maine was not doing a very good job with LSI.  After the training period it boosted all the probations officers.  Now for 2004 we could focus the research of not just high risk but looking for a cut off on the moderate cut off risk category.  There is more focus on the high moderates then there is on the high.  Until Maine gets an accurate picture of what that is they can’t make any assumptions.



June Koegel was the next guest speaker and president and CEO of Northern New England Affiliated of Volunteers of America.  She comes with 20 years of experience in community corrections, 13 of which has been in Maine including work with jails and offender populations using Evidence Based Principles.

Ms. Koegel’s presentation is focusing on Evidence Based Practices.  

Northern New England Affiliate

· Adult Justice Programs
· Transition and Reentry Programs/DOC 
· County Pre Trial Programs
· County Day Reporting/EM
· OUI/MOP Program
· Family Treatment Drug Court Programs
· Drug Court Program
· Mental Health Residential Treatment
· Mentoring Program for children of incarcerated parents
· Current Approach
· CPAI Underpinnings
· Staff Characteristics; B.S. and M.S.
· Clinical Supervision
· Matching Clients to Staff around responsivity
· QA (2nd Year): focus on modeling of behaviors & design integrity
· YASI (juveniles) - SPIN (adults) software:  LSI-R with protective factors (assessment and case plan)
· Reduce over programming of clients that are low to moderate risk
· Social Learning Assessment Tools (SLS)
· Training
· Barriers/Challenges

· Client needs not singular but funding sources are

· Public Safety vs. Research (High Risk Clients)

· Analyzing data across programs

· Lack of central data system to track recidivism

· Smaller # of Case Manger sin small programs

· Lack of services for high risk offenders within the community

· Funding

· Successes

· Cognitive Groups:  Positive response from participants

· Focus on case planning that moves clients back into natural supports

· Gender Specific Programming/NIC

· Collaborations around systems based approach

· Independent Assessments & Evaluations

· Staff have embraced the methodology and new approach

· Funding sources supportive of approach & philosophy

· The future

· Available data on recidivism

· Training on treatment models & case planning for special populations

· DSAT training across the board

· Standard success measures across funding agencies (collaboration)

· Outcomes vs. outputs

· Homeless Veterans Services

· Bringing together theory with reality
Comments/Discussion:

· A question was asked how many jails that VOA contracts in Maine?
· Ms. Koegel responded with 4 contracts with county jails and then other programs that they are providing services for in those county jails but they aren’t direct contracts with those county jails so that would be another 2 or 3 providing services.
· A question was asked for someone in the audience from Maine Pretrial on how many they currently contract with?
· It was noted for 7 or 8 counties in the state.


Ms. Ashton wanted to open the meeting up for discussion around what does this mean for Maine, what are the committee’s thoughts about how we can help compel some of this work into the future and into the report?

· The question was asked how we bring together barriers with reality.  If the study committee is charged with looking at both the state and county jail systems.  Then turned to Ms. Koegel, Ms. Nash, and Mr. Latessa on how they would suggest to the study committee members, what recommendations, and what directions or ideas in terms of moving the reality by taking the systems approach?
· Ms. Koegel noted you have to take a look at what you really have.  Looking at CPAI’s around the board would give some understanding of what is in place.  Also, there is this huge continuum because of working in county jails and also work with state offenders; there are a lot of gap pieces that could be looked at.  Most of the needs are very similar and maybe combine some of those resources.    
· It was noted by Mr. Latessa how far Maine has come as a state in looking at data.  If Maine wanted to go to a risk reduction risk management model, you should start with “do I know peoples risks?”  He also mentioned looking at how well are the assessments being done and are they being shared with everyone.  This is not happening; providers are not getting those assessments, because Maine is not fully automated.  Maine has pieces of the whole picture, but one challenge is to improve that across the state.  This helps with the risk management piece.  Then the risk reduction piece is does Maine have services that target what is being seen in the assessments?  There are a number of providers not committed to this model; they want to do the old model of talking cures of the disease approach.  Maine needs to think about how to move them either through contracts, training, or combination to get them on board.  Another note is looking at Reentry of those people coming out of prison how are they connected up, do they know their risks.  
· Ms. Nash noted a big gap more intensive services that are DSAT focused for inpatient or intensive out patient.  Substance Abuse is one of the criminogenic needs and that is not really getting addressed in an intentional way, when the judges are putting people into prison because of the programs offered inside.  Another area is look at policy decisions about risk and what kind of offenses are there and how to respond to those.  The last thing is the cognitive behavior that really targets criminal thinking.  Maine is not really doing that anywhere in the state, that could be done in county jails.  Maine knows it needs to do this down the road.
· A question was asked at what point are the risk assessments being done?
· It was noted that a majority of the LSI’s that are done by DOC are done after the fact.  They have either been sentenced to probation or they are being released from a correctional facility.  VOA is does them on the pretrial population and also done in the drug court population.  There is a pilot that is being to be developed in Androscoggin County to use the LSI, pre-sentence, and pre-conviction.  It was also noted that it might be very useful to the courts and district attorneys.  The challenge is 85 - 90% of sentences are plea-bargained so the judge doesn’t make a decision around the sentence.  
· A question arose on one of the charges to committee was to look at achieving efficiencies and taking the systems approach.  It was asked for any ideas would be helpful.  There is interest to use alternatives to incarceration, which are more intensive community supervision measures like electronic monitoring, day reporting, or intensive supervision.  Are those approaches effective or are there other options to be pursued?  
· It was noted that day reporting service centers where there are services being offered and interventions, then it would be a great alternative and cost saving then residential and jail.  Most of the research on the electronic monitoring shows very little effect without some king of interventions.  For Maine electronic monitoring could be a good tool if used along with some services and should show some good effects.   


(Please see website for full Power Point Presentation at www.maine.gov/corrections/caac)

Chris Oberg with Maine Department of Corrections

Adult Community Services ~ An Overview of Maine’s Probation and Parole System

Staffing Structure

· 4 Regional Administrators

· 4 Assistant Regional Administrators

· 2 Resource Coordinators

· 74 Probation Officers

What does the population look like? (This information/presentation was presented to the Sentencing Supervision, Management, and Incarceration of Prisoners)

Supervision Types

· Parole:  “Has been phased out.  Represents a small number of Inmates”

· Supervised Community Confinement:  “Low Risk inmates meeting requirements are allowed to serve the remainder of a sentence under community supervision”

· Probation:  “A term of supervision ordered as a disposition by a sentencing Court.  Is the majority of the Adult Community population”

Client Supervision Statuses

Active

· Interstate Compact IN

· Parole

· Pending Violation

· Pending Violation – Incarcerated

· Probation

· SCCP

Passive

· County Jail

· Inactive

· Incarcerated

· Interstate Compact OUT

· Partial Revocation – County Jail

· Warrant Absconded

Client Supervision Status Chart

· Passive = 17% = 1,327 clients

· Active = 83% = 6,467 clients

Chart on Adult Community Probation Population from April 2004 to April 2005 and showing and the month of October 2005.

Chart on “Active” Probation Cases by County 

· Cumberland being the highest with 16%

· Piscataquis with 1%

Chart on Active Probation Caseload Ratios Compared to National Average

· Number of Probationers to 1 Officer

Chart on Adult Community Probation, New Admissions Statewide by Offense Class from April 2004 to April 2005 and the month of October 2005.

· Number of New Admissions

Chart on Adult Community Probation, New Admissions by Offense Class & Region from December 2004 to October 2005.

· Number of New Admissions

Chart on Probationers by Risk Levels from April 2004 to April 2005 and the month of October 2005.

· Number of Probationers

Chart on Probation Revocation Resulting in Full & Partial Revocations from April 2004 to April 2005 and the month of October 2005.

· Number of Revocations

Chart on Revocations by Class and Risk from July – September 2005

· Number of clients

Chart on Revocations Total, Technical, New Offense & Offense Class from April 2004 to April 2005 and the month of October 2005.

· Number of Revocations

Chart on Adult Probation Early Terminations from April 2004 to October 2005

· Number of Early Terminations

Chart on County Jail Serve Days for New Probation Admissions (Misdemeanor Offenses)

· Client Count

· Custody Serve Days

Chart on Breakdown of County Jail Serve Days (1-29 Days)

· Client Count

· Custody Serve Days

Chart on Custody Serve Days for New Probation (Felony Offenses)

· Client Count

· Custody Serve Days



(Please see website for full Power Point Presentation at www.maine.gov/corrections/caac)

Dave Packard with the Maine Department of Corrections

Benefits of an Integrated CORIS Model across Maine

Topics

· CORIS Offender Management System Background

· CORIS Functionality

· Offender Information Sharing

· Offender Data Quality

· Return on Investment

· Other Benefits Available from CORIS

· Next Steps

· CORIS Demo

CORIS – Background

· Web-based offender management system

· Built with latest web technology from Microsoft  

· Extensive Operational and reporting functionality 

· Many future enhancements planned

· Designed and built from a Maine user perspective

CORIS – Current Functionality

· On Community side

· On Institution side

CORIS – Next Enhancements

· Enhancements

· Descriptions

CORIS – Future Enhancements

· Enhancements

· Description

Offender Information Sharing - Benefits

· Enhanced Public Safety

· Instant access by county staff to critical offender data

· Can get the entire picture of an offender’s interaction with the correctional system

· Less likely for offender info “falling thru cracks”

· Important facility info kept up to date

· CORIS Public Website (offender search)

· Single point of contact for collaboration with other agencies

· CORIS being deployed in VA and NH DOC

Data Quality Benefits

· Better offender data quality

· Compliance to Maine statues

Questions:

· Why can’t we “interface/connect” our jail system in CORIS?

· We don’t we want to lose all the historical data in our existing system!

· What if there is no budget for this?

· We don’t want to lose the interface to our law enforcement system!

Chart on Sharing Information in the Integrated CORIS Model

· CORIS single Jail Management System for State and Counties

· DOC

· SBI

· County Jails

· Sex Offender Registry

Chart on Sharing Information in the Non-Integrated Model

· Showing all 16 counties

Return on Investment

· Reduced investment

· Economies of scale

· Partnership Opportunities

Summary of CORIS Benefits

· Complete and accurate offender data available instantly to users state-wide

· Built to Maine specifications and statues

· Interfacing to State Police, Courts is much more achievable and realistic from a single database

· Significantly reduced risk for operating and maintaining one application and database over time.

· Continued technology advancements

· Sharing the investment in future enhancements will allow a state-wide database to grow and better meet business needs of all stakeholders

· Disaster Recovery already in place

· Enhance public safety

Next Steps

· Build the County Jail module within CORIS 

· Propose expanding CORIS County Jails pilot to more counties beyond Knox County

Key Contacts

· Dave Packard – DOC Technology Director

· Chris Oberg – DOC Business Analyst

· Charlie Baker – DOC Business Analyst

· John Hinkley – Jail Administrator Knox County



CORIS Presentation – Chris Oberg, Maine Department of Corrections

· Basic Navigation

· Login

· Menu Options

· Client Search

· Client Pages

· Home page

· Address/Phone and other

· Notes

· Client Demographics

· Charges & Dispositions

· Sentence Summary

· Facility Management

· Cell/Bed tracking and assignment

· Custody Level

· Institutional Jobs tracking & assignment

· Incident Tracking

· Tracking of Client Movement and Transports

· Inmate Property

· Community Services

· LSI, Client Risk, Needs Assessment

· Case Plan Management

· Violations

· Restitution and Fee Collection

· Reporting Capabilities

· Reports

· CORRAL

· Future Modules

· Inmate Banking

· Phone System

· Visitation

· Discipline

GIS:  Bob Bistrais

Part one: 

Mr. Bistrais was asked to plot out the correctional facilities throughout the state of Maine.  He passed out individual maps and presented a big map for the committee to see.  The project management team will continue to work with him.  The committee is in the process of developing a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to plot additional information that has data corresponding to geographic areas.

· Mr. Bistrais noted he recently corresponded with the Corrections folks and found that the contents involved in geographic location jails, courts, and prison facilities have not previously existed in the GIS form.  It all started a few weeks ago when corrections sent a listing of various facilities and Mr. Bistrais created locations on a map.  It came about based on street addresses and towns to create GIS features at the locations.  

· Mr. Bistrais next phase will be to map out the prison population locations.

· A question arose as to whether Mr. Bistrais could map out the Charleston Adult Facility versus the Pisquaquis County Facility on the population and security levels or would it be to busy of a map.

· The GIS system cannot only show information points on the map, but it also has the ability to analyze.  You could take the jail points and add it to the database.  In other words, it’s not just a point on a map there is a lot of data behind that point.  The Sex Offender piece on how close is one living to a school or daycare center?  The GIS system can have the location and address database of the offenders.  It can also take the address of known schools or other facilities and look at the interaction between them for potential conflicts.  It can also offer drive times in transporting prisoners from one place to another.  

· It was noted it would be nice to have security levels on the web for access.  One of things the project management team discussed was giving the capacity average daily populations and the break down in terms of types of beds at each facility.  It was noted to do a map of jails for instance with an insert of matrix format with all the information for every jail as well as state facilities.

Future Meetings:  November 29, 2005, December 16, 2005, and December 21, 2005
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