MEMORANDUM

Date: June 23, 2014

To: The Honorable Chair and Members From: C.H. Huckelberry
Pima County Board of Supervisors County Adminis%,
Re: US Department of Justice National Institute of Corrections and Technical Assistance
Program

The County requested and received, through the Sheriff’s Department, technical assistance
from the National Institute of Corrections Jails Division regarding the implementation of
evidence-based criminal justice policy and practice within Pima County. The report,
prepared by Gary E. Christensen, PhD, is based on a review of our practices, as well as an
on-site review, and is enclosed for your information. The report is summarized by
Assistant County Administrator Ellen Wheeler in her June 13, 2014 memorandum, which
is also attached.

It is important the County continue to examine best practices in the area of detention
facility operation and to implement those practices designed to reduce recidivism, enhance
public safety outcomes and reduce the overall cost of providing these essential public
safety services. This effort undertaken by the Sheriff and County Administration is
designed to do just that.

We face a crisis once again with the population of our Adult Detention Center (ADC),
which has a rated capacity of 2,122 detainees. This past week, and on other occasions, it
has exceeded this rated capacity. On June 10, 2014, | and a number of other individuals
toured the facility; at that time, the population was 2,106.

Clearly, based on law enforcement trends and detention population trends, we must reduce
this population significantly or prepare to construct the next increment of detention
capacity. Our ADC was expanded with bond funds in 1980, 1986 and 1997 at a cost of
over $100 million. Detention capacity construction is extraordinarily expensive at
essentially $200,000 per bed. In order to increase the detention capacity to accommodate
the forecasted detention population in 2022, eight years from now, the County would
need to invest at least another $100 million in capital construction for new detention beds.
We must find alternatives to simply expanding detention bed capacity or at least
postponing such intensive capital investments. The strategies outlined in the attached
materials are designed to do just that.



The Honorable Chair and Members, Pima County Board of Supervisors
Re: US Department of Justice National Institute of Corrections and Technical Assistance Program

June 23, 2014
Page 2

I am pleased with the outcome of the first initial examination of the alternatives available
to the County and believe all components of our criminal justice system are willing to work
together to reduce the population to the extent possible and to continue to ensure and
provide for the maximum degree of public safety.

Also enclosed is information prepared by the Sheriff’s Department regarding the ADC. It is
interesting that the actual jail population declined at the beginning of the recession to an
average of 1,913 inmates in 2008 to a low of 1,636 in 2010; but it is now at or near
rated facility capacity of 2,100 inmates. Overcrowding and reaching capacity at our
existing facilities will force choices that should be unacceptable to the community, i.e.,
individuals arrested for certain crimes might not be confined at the present ADC.

It is critical we make every effort possible to reduce the ADC population through a
managed program. This effort is now underway in the evidence-based studies requested
by the Sheriff's Department and County Administration and sponsored by the National
Institute of Corrections through the US Department of Justice.

CHH/mijk
Attachments
c: The Honorable Clarence Dupnik, Pima County Sheriff

Christopher Nanos, Chief Deputy Sheriff
Ellen Wheeler, Assistant County Administrator



To:

Re:

MEMORANDUM

Date: June 13, 2014

C. H. Huckelberry From: Ellen Wheeler
County Administrator Assistant County Administrator

Report Regarding Implementation of Evidence-Based Criminal Justice Policy

and Practice in Pima County

Attached is the report provided to the Sheriff by consultant Dr. Gary Christensen regarding
transitioning offenders from jail to the community and the use of evidence-based decision making

in the criminal justice system.

Dr. Christensen’s observations and recommendations are set forth on pages 28 through 33 of
the report.

Among his observations:

In order to provide effective (and cost-effective) interventions with incarcerated offenders,
and reduce recidivism, the jail needs to collect data on risk to reoffend and will need a
method for evaluating each offender’s treatment needs and targets. The jail has recently

begun collecting the risk data.

Based on the risk to reoffend data, offenders can be grouped by risk and assigned to the
appropriate intervention programs, both in jail and in the community.

Some programs at the jail fit the evidence-based model, but additional core requirements
such as behavior change interventions are needed. Continuity of care from the jail to the

community is also needed.

The pretrial release program is “relatively robust,” and there might be opportunities for
Pretrial Services to release some arrestees prior to booking, which potentially could

produce some cost savings.

The important stakeholders in the Pima County criminal justice system are motivated and
interested in improvements in the system, and there appears to be a professional
atmosphere and willingness to collaborate.

The report makes several recommendations, including:
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The jail should implement the range of tools that are part of the Transition from Jail to the
Community model developed by the Urban Institute and National Institute of Corrections.
This includes screening for risk to reoffend, determining appropriate interventions and
targeting them to the higher risk offenders, while lower risk offenders can be evaluated for
alternatives to incarceration, community supervision, or diversion.

Review programs at the jail and in the community to ensure there is continuity and that
they use evidence-based curricula.

Reactivate the Justice Coordinating Council to serve as a policy level forum and develop a
common system mission as well as desired outcomes, such as reduction of recidivism.



US Department of Justice
National Institute of Corrections

The Implementation of Evidence Based Criminal Justice
Policy and Practice within Pima County, Arizona

May 28-29, 2014

Prepared by:
Gary E. Christensen, Ph.D.
President - Corrections Partners, Inc.
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REQUEST FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE - NIC OVERVIEW

Technical Assistance Report
Technical Assistance (TA) # 14J1024

Gary E. Christensen, Ph. D.

In October 2013 the Pima County Shenff’s Office (PCSO) submitted a request for
technical assistance signed by Sheriff Clarence Dupnik to Fran Zandi of the National Institute of
Corrections Jails Division (Appendix A). Within his letter, Sheriff Dupnik asked for review and
assistance relative to jail transition efforts within Pima County and evidence based decision making
as 1t affects jail offenders throughout the Pima County Criminal Justice System. Included within
this request was discussion of a local reentry coalition and exploring its role in advancing evidence-
based jail transition practice and criminal justice decision making. To assist Pima County Criminal
Justice Stakeholders in their collective reentry efforts, the following specific areas of focus for

technical assistance were outlined:

1. Apply lessons learned from other jails that have implemented the National Institute of
Corrections/Urban Institute Transition from Jail to the Community Model within Pima
County.

2. Provide guidance on development of reentry strategies that are responsive to the needs of
the iInmate population.

3. Provide guidance on enhancement of the effectiveness and efficiency of existing programs
and services as well as evidence-based criminal justice decision making throughout Pima
County.

4. Recommend possible new Sheriff’s Office programs that are evidence based and support
reentry in collaboration with community partners.

Provide insight on how to link inmates with community resources and providers upon their
release.

<2

Subsequent to NIC approval of this request, through a series of discussions with Assistant
County Administrator Ellen Wheeler, Adult Detention Captain Joshua Arnold, Adult Detention
Program Development Manager Richard Fimbres (who also 1s a Tucson City Councilman), and
Danny Downes (NIC Correctional Program Specialist - Jails Division), Gary Christensen agreed to

provide technical assistance for the Pima County Sheniff’s Office and a variety of Pima County
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Criminal Justice Stakeholders mn Tucson, Arizona on May 28-29, 2014. These dates were chosen
to ensure the availability of policy-level stakeholders throughout Pima County who are essential to
the successful implementation of evidence based criminal justice practice and effective jail
transition.

Pre-visit Planning, Discussion, and Analyses

In addition to issues outlined with the technical assistance request, and in keeping with the
tenets of the NIC/Urban Institute Transition from Jail to the Community Initiative (TJC), this
technical assistance was designed to begin an orientation toward system-wide, evidence-based jail
transition practice among Pima County criminal justice system stakeholders. An important
component of this technical assistance was to understand how existing transition efforts offered in
jail by the PCSO mesh with known best practices and with services existing or proposed within the
community. Accordingly, and equally important to this effort, was discussion related to existing
community-based programs, mitiatives, treatments, and interventions.

Given the reality of jail crowding within Pima County, evidence based criminal justice
decision making was also an important focus of this technical assistance. Court/case processing,
professional interactions between important criminal justice stakeholders, and the realization of a
common system mission were discussed with individuals mentioned below as well as existing local
groups such as the Mayor’s Reentry Task Force and the Pima County Reentry Coalition.

Continuing discussions with Assistant County Administrator Wheeler, Captain Arnold, and
Programs Manager Fimbres, provided the undersigned with a thorough orientation to existing jail
transition efforts within Pima County (both within its jail facilities and within the community),
community supervision practices, and general criminal justice practice and process affecting the jail
population. Data and information related to the following areas were considered prior to and

during the site visit in May:
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e The current inmate reentry/transition process utilized within the PCSO and how
relationships with community/system stakeholders are essential to this process.

e Screening and assessment procedures for Pima County inmates to determine risk to
reoffend and treatment/intervention needs.

e Lxisting treatment components of jail and community programs to evaluate the availability
of needed interventions as well as continuity of care from jail to the community

e Needs or possibilities for new jail/system transition programs to enhance the current system
of reentry within Pima County.

o Targeted case planning procedures and assignment to various targeted intervention
strategies.

e The overall functioning of current alternative to incarceration or diversion strategies for jail
mmates.

e Court/case processing and efficiency as it influences jail population and the realization of
enhanced public safety outcomes.

e The role of existing task forces (such as the Mayor’s Reentry Task Force and the Pima
County Reentry Coalition) related to the planning and implementation of overarching
system strategies designed to facilitate successful reentry of PCSO offenders.

The following additional data and information (listed below) were provided by Assistant
County Administrator Wheeler, Captain Arnold, and Programs Manager Fimbres. Pima County
population demographics were also obtained by Dr. Christensen to assist in analyzing existing jail
mcarceration rates. All of this information was reviewed 1in its entirety and provided the basis for

pre-visit site planning, analysis, and preparation.
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Pre-visit Introductory PPT. and System Questions

As part of ongoing preparation, discussion, and development of an onsite agenda,
mmportant stakeholders were 1dentified who would be important to interview while onsite. The
undersigned developed an introductory ppt. (Appendix B) for dissemination prior to the site visit
to spur thought, establish a common foundation in the application of evidence based practice
(EBP), and to share guiding technical assistance questions prior to face-to-face interviews. After

this approach was discussed and agreed upon by the undersigned, Assistant County Administrator
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Wheeler, Captain Arnold, and Programs Manager Fimbres, the following email was drafted to
accompany the introductory ppt.:
To all involved in the NIC technical Assistance visit on May 28-29,

As you are aware, Pima County requested technical assistance from the National Institute of
Corrections to examine its reentry process for offenders within Pima County (both in custody and
throughout their transition to the community). As part of this work and integral to the effective
operation of your local criminal justice system, we wanted to engage important stakeholders to
understand how and why criminal justice decisions are made, their contribution to the reentry
process, and the degree to which we can quantify return on the investment of resources spent on
criminal justice in Pima County. To facilitate discussion and to give you an idea of some the areas
I will be trying to cover when I am onsite, I have attached an mtroductory power point presentation
for your review. Please pay particular attention to slides 5, 6, and 7 as they outline some specific
questions/areas that I will want try to understand while I am meeting with you.

Courtesy of Ellen Wheeler, Richard Fimbres, and Josh Arnold, I have received and reviewed lots
on information about your system; but the better I can understand the local CJ system facilitated by
your expertise and knowledge, the better we will be able to make recommendations that fit your
needs in Pima County and consider your local realties, preferences, and perspectives. In keeping
with this, please feel free to reach out to me at this email or using my contact below and let me
know if you have any questions, comments, or concerns. I look forward to meeting each of you
next week on either the 28" or 29".

Best for a great holiday weekend,
Gary

As referenced within the introductory email, to better understand foundational aspects of
criminal justice practice and jail transition and reentry practices within Pima County, the following
questions were distributed as part of the introductory ppt. on May 21, 2104 to all intended

participants or interviewees.
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Planning Considerations - Risk

* What method do you have or are you interested in to screen
the entire offender population for risk to reoffend? Proxy?

* Given its recent validation, how can the use of the current
pretrial tool be improved upon or enhanced? Are all offenders
assessed using this tool?

* s risk considered when assigning offenders to targeted
interventions whether in custody, on supervision, or in the
community?

* s risk considered when making decisions throughout the
process of adjudication, inclusive of release and supervision
decisions? How?

* lIsrisk used to compare offender groups relative to placement,
process, or long-term public safety outcomes?

Planning Considerations — Need,
Responsivity, Dosage

* [oesthe OST/FROST or another actuarial assessment guide targeted
interventions for individual offenders in jail, on pretrial or probation
supervision, or inthe community (i.e. higher risk/need offenders assigned
to programming based upon their individual assessment results)? If so,
how isthat accomplished, whatis the written policy related to this
practice, and how do you know that it is done?

* |sthere alist of evidence-based treatment options that is correlated with
the need domains identified by the OST/FROST?

— |z risk considered when a=signing offenderstotargeted interventions whether in
custody, cnsupervision, or inthecommunity?

— Do servicesoffered provide sufficent dosage to reduce risk toreoffend among higher
risk offenders?

*  Are caseload sizes evaluated and guided by risk to reoffend ?

* |zthere continuity between programs,/services offered withinthe jail,
pretrial, probation, and/or the community?

*  Are program ocutcomes evaluated to determine the degree to which Pima
County realizes a return on each of its criminal justice investments ?
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PCSO Jail Demographic Data and Analyses

With the assistance of Captain Arnold, the following data were obtained, discussed, and

included within mtroductory materials to facilitate a common understanding of PCSO Jail

crowding, programming, and factors affecting the jail population.

Inmate Population Average
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INMATE POPULATION AVERAGE
by Calendar Year and Month
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Male Adult Inmate Population Average
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Bookings for Specific Agencies — Calendar Year End 2013
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2013 Educational Programming Statistics
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2013 Religious Programs Statistics

Weekly Programs Offered = 50
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Inmate Attendance

o 14
14 { 13 13

O ks v D
i

Tower West

12 1

Bkl M MU East  MSF

Total Attendance = 27,153

Juvenia

Inmiate Provisions Woluntear Service Participation
Cogilag
For Counaded
Carging
T A Bctive FVs Chibpisin
v 75 B34
R 2450
Dr eacht E'::Eu Bl
. Chapssing
i Chaplain's 0,784
Library NG
el
Cands Proidad
Prosided 17504

PCSO — NIC# 14J1024 — Christensen

14



Current Incarceration Rate and Projected Risk to Reoffend

Using population demographics and national normative values for the Proxy risk assessment tool,
the undersigned calculated the current incarceration rate in Pima County per 100,000 residents
and projected a breakdown by risk to reoffend of the existing jail population.  The current
mcarceration rate of 204/100,000 Pima County residents compares favorably with national
averages of 250/100,000 local citizens; however criminal justice systems deploying a full array of
evidence-based practices tend to realize substantially lower rates of incarceration. The graph below
depicts the projected breakdown of risk to reoffend for the 2037 offenders incarcerated at the time

of this analysis.

Pima County Jail
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Existing Pima County Jail Programming/Services

Fima County lail Programming — Social Skills

*  Social Programs Area of the Program Development Section iscom prised of
a Program Coordinator (civilian supervisor) and onevoluntesr Intern
[civilian position).

*  InmateSocialPrograms primary goal isto increase educational
opportunitiesinall realms ofthe human condition and enhance inmates’
chioicesto help reduce recidivian.

*  Social Programs Offered:

* Alcoholics Anonymous [A48)

*  Alcoholics Anonymous [(Spanish )

* Al-Anon

» CocaineAnonymous [CA)

* ElRioHealthEducation (ER)

v InsidefOut (1/0)

* InsideQut Recovery Partnership (1ORF)
* HOPE Recovery Tool Kit

* MarcoticAnonymous [MN4)

* Veterar'slustice Outreach (W0

* Women's Reentry Metwork (WREN)

Pima County lail Programming — Faith Basad

* Religicus ProgramsArea iscomprised of a Chaplain (Program
Coordinator/Civilian Supervisor), one05L3 Civilian position, and one RAC
Administrative Civilan position. The areafunctions asthe provider for
religious needs of theCorrections Bureal in four primary areas Inmate
Religious Services, Inmate Religious Material Diets, Inmate R eligious
Visits/MNotifications and Community Religious Volunteers.

* InmateReligiousServices primary goalis to ensurethereligious requests
of inmates aremet inthe least most restrictive manner beinggoverned
only by security and control.

+  ReligiousServices Offered:

* |Interdenominational
* [Denominational

* Faith-Based Recovery
* Faith-Based Self Help
*  Faith-BasedStudies
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Pima Cournty Jail Programming - Education

Pima Community College Adult Education Area providesGED, Adult
Secondary Education, Employabilty Skilsworkshops, Film and Literature
classes and official GED testing. Programs for Alternative Learning and
Success [PALS) isa teacher directed, computer assisted, learning program
operated incooperationwiththe Pima County Shenff's Department and
Pima Community College. This program offers pre-trial and/or sentenced
adult maleandfemake inmates, without a high school diploma, the
opportunity to acquirea GED.

Pima County School Superintendent’s CAPE Accredited School for
JuvenilesArea, inaccordanceto AR.5.515-213.01, isofferedasan
education program by the Pima County Adult Detention Complex andthe
Pima County School Superintendent to serve all inmates who are under
gighteen years of age and thosewith disabilities who are under age
Twenty-one or younger.

* Al juveniles areona level system that requiresthem to work ontheir
behavior and aademics. This level system was developed and agreed
upon betweenthe Pima Accommodation District andthePima
County Sheriff's Department.

* The CAPE School also offers a school program for the 18-21 year old
inmates.
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Pretrial Release Practice

Pretrial release procedures have been in place within the Pima County Jail for several
years. Pretrial Services oversees this effort and uses a validated pretrial screening tool to screen
over half of the Pima County inmate popualtion. One notable exception to this practice 1s the vast
majority of offenders incarcerated by the Tucson Police Department for misdemeanor crimes who
are not screend for pretrial release. Below are the rates at which all offenders released in 2013

(N=8542) either committed a crime while on pretrial release (PTC) or failed to appear in court

(FTA).

2013 Pretrial Release (N=8542)

Feleased/PTC=526 (6%)
Released/Mo PTC=8,016 (94%)
Total Released=2,542 [100%)

Released FTA =035 (11%)
Released /Mo FTA=7,607 (B9%)
Total Released=2.542 [100%)

Feleased /FTA-PTC=1,319 (15%)
Feleamed /Mo FTA&-PTC=7,223 (B5%)
Total Released =28 542 (100%)
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08:30

0900-1030

1100-1200

1200- 1300

1300-1430

1500-1600

1700

0845

0900-1000

1030-1100

1115-1200

1200-1300

1300-1330

On-Site Activities - May 28-29, 2014

Agenda

Pima County Sheriff’s Office, Justice System and Administration

May 28-29, 2014

5/ 28/2014, Wednesday

Arrive at Adult Detention Center (ADC), 1270 W. Silverlake Road
Meet with Ellen Wheeler, Captain Joshua Arnold, Richard Fimbres

Initial Appearances, Pima County Corrections Bureau, Minimum Security
Facility (courtroom), and/or Intake (via video) at ADC

Meet with City Magistrate Judge Riojas & PTS Interim Dir. Domingo
Corona following Initial Appearances, Conference Room, ADC

Tour of the ADC Facilities by Captain Arnold

Lunch

Corrections Bureau Commander’s Meeting, Administrative Offices, ADC
Sheniff’s Department Meeting with Chief Deputy Chris Nanos, Corrections
Bureau Chief Byron Gwaltney, Captain Arnold

Shenff’s Department, 1750 E. Benson Highway

Dinner with PC Reentry Coalition Members, (L'TBD) & Martina Dickson,
Program Coordinator & Chaplain Steve Martinez

Los Portales Restaurant, 2615 S. Sixth Avenue

5/29/2014, Thursday

Ellen Wheeler’s office, 130 W. Congress, 10" floor

Amelia Craig Cramer, Chief Deputy County Attorney, 32 N. Stone, Suite
1900

County Administrator Chuck Huckelberry, Deputy County Administrator
Jan Lesher (Health), and Ellen Wheeler, 10" floor, 130 W. Congress

Superior Court Judge Richard Fields and Adult Probation Director David
Sanders, Judge Fields’ chambers - 110 W. Congress

Lunch

Danna Whiting, Special Staff Assistant, County Health Department,
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Mental Health, re: mental health issues and transitions from jail, 10th
Floor Conference Room, 130 W. Congress

1400-1500 Indigent defense: Chief Deputy Public Defender Steve Sonenberg, Legal
Defender Isabel Garcia, Chief Deputy Legal Defender Joy Athena,
Director of Office of Court-Appointed Counsel Robert Hirsh and Deputy
Director of OCAC Caryn Caramella, 21st Floor Conference Room, Bank
of America Building downtown

1530-1600 Mayor Jonathan Rothschild and Mayor’s Re-Entry Task Force, City
Hall, 255 W. Alameda, 10" floor
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On-Site Technical Assistance Activities

Wednesday - May 28, 2014

0900-1030 Initial Appearances, Pima County Corrections Bureau, Minimum Security
Facility (courtroom), and/or Intake (via video) at ADC
Meet with City Magistrate Judge Riojas & PTS Interim Dir. Domingo
Corona following Initial Appearances, Conference Room, ADC

After an imitial orientation and meeting with Assistant County Administrator Wheeler,
Captain Arnold, and Programs Manager Fimbres, Dr. Christensen observed the entire morning
session of first appearance court held within the Pima County Jail. First appearance court meets
twice every day at 0900 and 2100 (7 days/week) and 1s presided over by City of Tucson magistrates
to evaluate all incarcerated offenders for release or continuance. The Court 1s conducted with
excellent efficiency utilizing a live video feed between the Judge and each mmate on the court

calendar. Of those inmates appearing on 5/28, approximately 809% were released from jail.

1100-1200 Tour of the ADC Faciliies by Captain Arnold

Captain Arnold took the undersigned on a tour of all Pima County Jail facihities. All
facilities were clean, well staffed, and well mamntained. Various direct supervision and dormitory
designs were utilized to house mmates of all classifications. A relatively large work release center,
housing both males and females was also fully operational. Adequate space for programming
exists to accommodate the delivery of existing jail transition services as well as additional services as

needed.

1300-1430 Corrections Bureau Commander’s Meeting, Administrative Offices, ADC

At the Corrections Bureau Commanders meeting the undersigned used a ppt. presentation
(Appendix C) to explain how the foundational tenets of evidence based practice and the transition

from jail to the community model might be applied within the Pima County Jail. The jail
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commanders were engaged and mterested in how these practices might enhance long-term public
safety outcomes for transitioning jail offenders. An excellent observation was made by the jail
commanders recognizing that the vast majority of offenders assigned to the work release center are
on probation and therefore might be excellent candidates for jail transition planning due to
probation supervision requirements within the community. A copy of the actual sign-in sheet for
this meeting 1s contained in Appendix D.

1500-1600 Sheriff’s Department Meeting with Chief Deputy Chris Nanos, Corrections
Bureau Chief Byron Gwaltmey, Captain Arnold

Chief Deputy Nanos and Corrections Bureau Chief Gwaltney showed great interest in the
application of evidence based jail transition services within Pima County Jail facilities and an
eagerness to become mvolved in system-wide EBP planning efforts. Given current crowded
conditions within the Pima County Jail, specific focus was afforded to the practice of pretrial
release and the first appearance court. Demographic statistics reveal that over half of the
admittances to the Pima County Jail in FY2013 are attributed to the Tucson Police Department
(TPD) (see graph on Page 13); therefore of significant interest was the fact that most misdemeanor
defendants arrested by TPD are not screened for pretrial release.

1700 Dinner with Richard Fimbres, the PC Reentry Coalition Members &
Martina Dickson, Program Coordinator & Chaplain Steve Martinez

A dinner meeting with members of the PC Reentry Coalition , Program
Coordinator/Chaplain Steve Martinez, and Program Manager Iman Fimbres was held to
understand the manner in which faith based and education initiatives are used and integrated with
other programs within the Pima County Jail. Members of the reentry coalition were very engaged
and interested in contributing to evidence-based jail transition services. Each of the members
present demonstrated a significant amount of experience in dealing with incarcerated offenders

and understood the need for the integration of life skills components with faith based initiatives in
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order to contribute to behavior change. Members of the coalition also understood the importance

of their role as support for transitioning offenders within the community.

Thursday - May 29, 2014
0900-1000 Amelia Craig Cramer, 32 N. Stone, Suite 1900

Accompanied by Ellen Wheeler, the undersigned met with Chief Deputy County Attorney
Cramer and David Smutzer, Legal Administrator for the County Attorney’s Office to discuss the
mtroductory materials distributed prior to the site visit and their possible application within the
Pima County Criminal Justice system. Representing the county attorney, Chief Deputy County
Attorney Cramer showed excellent understanding of evidence based decision making within the
criminal justice system and the importance of differentiating offenders by their risk to reoffend.
She discussed several evidence based mitiatives currently in place such as the Drug Treatment
Alternative to Prison Program (DTAP) as well as several areas of court process that she believed
could be addressed to achieve greater system efficiency such as lengthy case processing caused by
laboratory delays. Chief Deputy County Attorney Cramer also showed great interest in being
mvolved n a county-wide, criminal justice policy level decision making body.

1030-1100 County Administrator Chuck Huckelberry, Deputy County Administrator
Jan Lesher (Health), and Ellen Wheeler

During the meeting with County Administrator Chuck Huckelberry, Deputy County
Administrator Lesher, and Ellen Wheeler, the undersigned discussed his observations thus far as
well as the mtroductory materials distributed prior to the site visit. As with most jail facilities
throughout the United States, the expense of incarceration is considerable within Pima County.
Accordingly, pretrial practices were discussed for their ability to lessen the current crowding
burden within the jail facility. Also discussed was the possibility of reinvigorating or reconstituting a

county-wide criminal justice coordinating council comprised of executive level policymakers to
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collaborate and reach consensus on the implementation of mitiatives or practices that could
mcrease efficiency and enhance long-term public safety. The County Administrator voiced strong
support for an approach guided by such a body that could result in the successful implementation
of eviddence-based policy and practice throughout the Pima County Criminal Justice System.

1115-1200  Superior Court Judge Richard Fields and Adult Probation Director David Sanders

Superior Court Judge Fields and Adult Probation Director Sanders expressed support for
evidence-based practice (EBP) in general and cited many examples in which EBP was followed
currently within the courts and probation. Existing pretrial practices were discussed to examine the
extent to which evidence based practices guide decision making and consistency. Both Judge
Fields and Director Sanders agreed that there would be value in regular meetings between
executive level policymakers to collaborate and reach consensus on the implementation of
mitiatives or practices that could increase efficiency and enhance long-term public safety and both
expressed interested mn participating.

1300-1330 Danna Whiting, Special Staff Assistant, County Health Department,
Mental Health, re: mental health 1ssues and transitions from jail

Special Staff Assistant Whiting was quite knowledgeable regarding the many 1ssues faced by
persons within the criminal justice system who are afflicted with mental illness.  She also
understood the importance of coordination of services between custody and community settings
and the differences in delivering said services to offenders posing differing levels of risk to
reoffend. However, despite recognition of the importance of coordination of service between the
jJail and outpatient providers, Special Staff Assistant Whiting expressed concern that such linkages
do not exist and are therefore not utilized on a regular basis. Also cited was the reality that the
local Regional Behavioral Health Authority, which 1s and the Community Partnership of Southern

Arizona, does not receive funding for service delivered to mentally 1ll incarcerated offenders and
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the negative effect of this reality on achieving better continuity of care between custody and
community settings.

1400-1500 Indigent Defense:
Chief Deputy Public Defender Steve Sonenberg, Chief Deputy Legal Defender
Jov Athena, and Deputy Director of OCAC Caryn Caramella

The undersigned had a productive discussion with members of the indigent defense
community about evidence-based policy and practice in general, how it 1s utilized currently within
Pima County, and how it might be applied in the future. To illustrate important points and share
current analyses the ppt. presentation contained within Appendix C was utilized. Like other
system stakeholders mterviewed prior, representatives of the Indigent Defense community
believed there would be value 1n regular meetings between executive level policymakers to
collaborate and reach consensus on the implementation of nitiatives or practices that could
mcrease efficiency and enhance long-term public safety and all were interested i participating.
1530-1600 Mayor Jonathan Rothschild, Federal Court Judge Charles Pyle, Tucson Police

Assistant Chief’s Mark Temp, John Leviett, Ex. Dir. Primavera, Peggy
Hutchinson, and Mavor’s Re-Entry Task Force

To facilitate discussion, illustrate important points, and share current analyses, the ppt.
presentation contained within Appendix C was utilized. Members of the Task Force shared
personal knowledge and experience with the interplay between the city of Tucson and Pima
County and the joint responsibility for incarcerated offenders incarcerated by the Tucson Police.
Pretrial practices were discussed for their potential to lessen the current crowding burden within
the jail facility and to mitigate significant expenses billed to city of Tucson. Also discussed was the
possibility of reinvigorating or reconstituting a county-wide criminal justice coordinating council
comprised of executive level policymakers to collaborate and reach consensus on the

mmplementation of initiatives or practices that could increase efficiency and enhance long-term
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public safety. Mayor Rothschild and members of his reentry task force showed great willingness to

participate as part of such a body as soon as possible.
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Observations, Recommendations, and Summary

Pima County Jail Transition, Offender Reentry, and Evidence-Based Decision
Making
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Observations

Ofhcials of all levels from the Pima County Sheriff’s Office as well as important Pima
County Stakeholders and members of the various task forces and coalitions showed enthusiasm
and 1nterest related to the application of current offender research and the local application of the
Transition from Jail to the Community Model. Accordingly, all demonstrated a strong
commitment and an openness to evaluating different ways of managing their offender population
to obtain the best long term public safety outcomes. Within Pima County a positive system
orlentation was evident that could accommodate the implementation of effective jail transition
efforts both within Pima County facilities and throughout the community. While recognizing that
1 many cases data are not available that would be useful to various areas of EBP implementation,
a strong acceptance of the use of data to drive future decision making was consistent among all
mterviewed.

For its incarcerated populations, neither risk to reoffend information nor an evidenced-
based method to evaluate criminogenic need and determine treatment targets used in the
development of case/transition plans are available currently. Various services exist for offenders
within the community and the jail, but a system of coordination of same between the jail and the
community 1s limited. Some programs exist within the jail that fit the evidence based parameters
outlined within the Transition from Jail to the Community Model; however other essential core
program components such as a cognitive behavioral intervention are needed. Continuity of care
was discussed and the importance of community support reiterated. The concept of “reaching in”
by community providers to the jails could increase offender responsivity and continuity of care
resulting in more effective jail transition services.

Currently inmates volunteer for programming regardless of their risk to reoffend as the

PCSO has just begun to screen for risk to reoffend using the Proxy tool. Better integration of the
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Proxy needs to be accomplished both from an I'T and a practice perspective so that Proxy results
are collected electronically for all inmates. Actual values should be recorded so that the Proxy tool
can be normed and validated for Pima County inmates. Once this 1s accomplished, inmate
populations of differing levels of risk can be 1dentified, matched, and assigned by risk to the
various treatment/intervention options that exist currently within Pima County, both in custody and
i the community.

A relatively robust pretrial release program exists and 1s utihized currently for many
mcarcerated offenders; although a significant percentage of people incarcerated within the Pima
County Jail by the Tucson Police Department (TPD) are not screened for release as pretrial
release screens for most misdemeanants arrested by TPD are not funded. This 1s a significant gap
m pretrial release screening as the TPD contributes over half of the current jail population. After
review of the First Appearance Court, it was clear that a significant majority of offenders were
released shortly after their booking in the Pima County Jail and therefore might be viable
candidates for release prior to incurring booking expenses and, after discussion with various
stakeholders, it seems that precedent exists for such a practice. Recent validation of the pretrial
tool used within Pima County makes clear that such a practice could be realized with a reasonable
degree of confidence that released offenders would both appear in court and not commit a pretrial
crime.

The professional relationships between important system stakeholders and the overarching
motivation and openness to improve their system were evident during all interviews. This provides
for an atmosphere of positive collaboration at the policy level that could reap positive outcomes.
Several coalitions and task forces exist and are sanctioned by important stakeholders such as the
Mayor of Tucson, the Pima County Administrator, the courts and the Sheriff; however, it would be

beneficial to reinvigorate and/or redefine the membership and the mission of the past criminal
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Justice coordinating council to afford policy level stakeholders the opportunity to act

collaboratively to address the 1ssues facing jail officials, build system efficiencies that prove

sufficient return on the investment of scarce resources, and enhance long-term public safety within

Pima County. Such actions would also help to inform the courts as they make determinations

affecting incarceration and public safety at various system decision points.
RECOMMENDATIONS - Transition from Jail to the Community (1TJC)

Review the Transition from Jail to the Community Model (TJC) Implementation Toolkit available online
@ hittp://www.urban.org/projects/tic/toolkit/.  An overview of the TJC Model 1s provided within
Appendix F.

o As the implementation of the TJC Model 1s considered, orientation/training should be
developed for delivery to all stakeholders (inclusive of security staff) associated in any way with
jail transition activities.

Consider the implementation of an automated full system screening tool (such as the Proxy tool
discussed on site - Proxy Implementation document provided in Appendix E) to understand the entire
mcarcerated offender population by risk to reoffend.

o Once implemented, such a tool would provide information to evaluate the actual number of
mcarcerated lower, medium, and higher risk offenders.

To build on data collected by the Proxy, a “Risk Triage Matrix” should be developed and established to
ensure that services are targeted appropriately for various offender groups. In addition to risk to reoffend
screening (Proxy implementation) Pima County Stakeholders should consider additional exclusionary
factors such as length of stay, return to the local community, whether or not offenders are sentenced to
prison, custody status (pretrial vs. sentenced), crime type, jail classification status, etc. to build a matrix
that dictates how resources will be spent and to ensure that the needs and desires of Pima County are
considered when assigning various transitioning offender groups to treatment or services.  Further
mformation 1s available to assist in developing a Risk Triage Matrix within the TJC Implementation
Toolkit available online @ hitp://www.urban.org/projects/gc/Toolkiymodule)/sectionl 1.html.

Informed by risk to reoffend screening throughout the incarcerated population, higher risk offenders
could be targeted to receive itensive service within the jail and be readied for transition to the
community while lower risk offenders could be evaluated for alternatives to incarceration, community
supervision, or diversionary practices as applicable.

o A viable place to consider to pilot development of comprehensive jail transition planning
might be the Work Release Center as identified by the Jail commanders. Given the fact that
most incarcerated within the work release center are probationers, the Probation Department
should be fully engaged to establish continuity of service from jail to the community.
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Consider the use of an actuarial assessment of crimiogenic needs to drive jail transition planning for
higher risk offenders.

o Further information 1is available to assist in choosing and developing a process for the use of
actuarial assessment tools within the TJC Implementation Toolkit available online @
http://www.urban.org/projects/tjc/Toolkit/module6t/section?2 _1.html.

o Additional information outlining the development of standardized case/transition plans based
upon targeted criminogenic need 1s outlined within the TJC Implementation Toolkit available
online @ http://www.urban.org/projects/tic/Toolkit/module7/index.html.

Review programs within the jail as well as the community to ensure that they have continuity and that they
utilize evidence-based program curricula to mitigate 1dentified criminogenic needs of transitioning, higher
risk to reoffend mmates. See additional information in Appendix G.

RECOMMENDATIONS - Evidence-Based Decision Making - Pima County Criminal Justice System

To realize most effective outcomes, important, policy-level stakeholders within the Pima County Criminal
Justice (CJ) System should:

o Reconstitute and reconvene the Criminal Justice Coordinating Council and develop a common
system mission to be utilized as a standard of evaluation for existing and proposed programs as well
as for various outcome and process measures. Information relative to this task 1s available within
the TJC implementation toolkit (available online @
http://www.urban.org/projects/tic/toolkit/module3/section3 7.html).

o Once completed, consider training and/or information sharing with important system
stakeholders or groups to enhance consistency in practice.

o Agree upon and define system outcomes such as recidivism as well as important process measures
such as those outlined within the TJC implementation toolkit (available online @
http://www.urban.org/projects/tic/Toolkit/module4/index.html).

o Evaluate existing data for its usefulness in evaluating system-wide actions, decisions, and outcomes
and the mterface ability of existing I'T" systems.

o As part of this effort evaluate the current practice of Pretrial Services and past practice within
Pima County to determine if it would be feasible and cost effective to screen all Pima County
Oftenders for pretrial release prior to the jail booking process.

o Evaluate the actions and policies of stakeholder agencies relative to alignment with agreed upon
system mission and measurements.

o Consider the use of the Evidence Based Decision Making Model (more information available
@ http://www.cepp.com/documents/ EBDM%20Framework.pdf) to assist in CJ system
evaluation and to understand how the efforts of the OCCD fit with other important criminal
justice stakeholders.
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Summary

Led by the many engaged stakeholders within Pima County, the Pima County Criminal
Justice System has realized many practices that are intended to decrease the rate at which Pima
County offenders reoffend. Likewise, under the direction of Sheriftf Dupnik, the Pima County Jail
has developed and implemented various program initiatives designed to increase efficiency and
reduce recidivism. Moreover, policy-level stakeholders within Pima County are engaged and
mterested in the improvement of offender outcomes throughout Pima County. Indeed, many
services and mitiatives are available throughout Pima County that could be well-poised to

contribute to a larger system mission of enhanced long-term public safety.

As related to comprehensive jail transition planning, the major effort 1s to coordinate the
application of TJC advised practices with the use of existing efforts and services within the Pima
County Jail and coordinate same with community service providers and criminal justice
stakeholders at large. As with any change mitiative, special care must be taken to implement key
foundational components (outlined throughout this report) to establish a proven system of
offender behavioral change, reentry, and/or transition; rather than a compilation of innovative, yet
unrelated, programs and/or services whose full benefit to Pima County as a whole is somewhat

unclear.

It has been a great pleasure to work with the commuitted professionals of Pima County.
Their unified commitment to the betterment of criminal justice practice 1s quite refreshing and
extremely unique. It is this writer’s belief that the collaborative atmosphere established throughout
Pima County can yield significant benefit within the jail, the courts, and the community as more
criminal justice stakeholders are engaged n the local application of evidence-based policy and

practice. Special thanks go to Assistant County Administrator Ellen Wheeler, Captain Joshua
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Arnold, and Program Development Manager /City Councilman Richard Fimbres for their
assistance 1n supplying vital information and coordination of site-visit logistics. This writer looks
forward to the progress of the Pima County Jail, its system at large, and its contributions to the
enhancement of long-term public safety within Pima County. Accordingly, this writer stands ready
to assist in any way that he 1s able to clarify or help to move forward the recommendations or

discussion.

Respecttully submitted,

Gary E. Christensen, Ph. D.
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NIC TA Request January 2011
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SE%E  Pima County aheriff's Department Clvence W, Dupni

& e W Sheriff
3 N - : T y LIV & ede] LA
b A A, 750 E. Bznson Fighway e Tupsan, AL 85714-1758
Vi Sl ) Phane 220-351-4800 e Facsimile 520-35i-4522
N www.gimasherifi.org Keeping they Poary 1 Serving the Commieity Sire
———
October 8, 2013

Ms. Fran Zandi : o
Technical Assistance Manager, Jails Division

National Institute of Corrections (NiC) -
Room 5002 EAR |
320 First Street, NW ’
Washington, DC 20534

RE: TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE REQUEST

| LV TR
. . !

Dear Ms. Zandi:

My office, along with the Pima County Manager’s Office and the Pima County Human Services
and Adult Probation Departments have formed a Jail Reentry Coalition to explore the
implementation of a formalized reentry process for inmates housed in the Pima County Jail
System.

| am seeking technical assistance to help define the mission and role of the Coalition as well as
to guide the reentry development and implementation planning process such that we 1) take
advantage of the experiences of other jails and NIC's transition from Jail to Community (JTC)
initiative; 2) develop reentry strategies that are responsive to the specific needs of the inmate
population here in Pima County; 3) enhance the efficacy of existing jail programs and services;
4) guide and development of new Sheriff's Office programs which support reentry in
collaboration with our partners; and 5) effectively link inmates with community resources and
providers upon their release.

The contact person for this technical assistance request is:
Mr. Richard Fimbres, Program Development Manager

Richard.Fimbres@sheriff. pima.qov
(520) 351-8114

If approved, it is respectfully requested that assistance be provided as soon as possible.

Sincerely,

_/{ﬂw-\-‘, Ce 'Z':#—,_ ,_;

Clarence W. Dupnik
Sheriff of Pima County
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Appendix B
Pre-visit Introductory PPT.

Electronic Copies of all Materials Furnished in ppt and pdf format
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The Rizk-Meedz-Respensivity Model

+Risk - Predicting propensity for re-offense and
classifying accordingly.

+'Meed - Dynamic factors that influence an
offender's likelihood for successful transition from
Jjail to the community.

+Responsivity - Correctional programs should be
matched to of fender characteristics such as
learning style, level of motivation, and the
individual's personal and interpersonal
circumstances.

Planning Considerations - Risk

* What method do you have or are you interested in to screen
the entire offender population for risk to reoffend? Proay?

* Given its recent validation, how can the use of the current
pretriz| tool be improved upon or enhanced? Are all ofendars
assessed using this tool?

* |z rizsk considered when assigning offenders to wrgeted
interventions whether in custody, on supervision, orin the
community?

* |z rizsk considered when making decisions throughout the
process of adjudication, inclusive of release and supervision
decisions? How?

* |z rizsk used to compare offender groups relative to placement,
process, or long-term public safety outcomes?
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Evidence Based Practice

Using scientific evidence to guide and inform
efficient and effective [correctional] services.

[Maticnal Institute of Corrections)

Target Interventions

* Risk principle: "“Who"

* Need principle: “What”

* Responsivity principle: “How™
* Dosage: "How much”

Planning Considerations — Need,
Responsivity, Dosage

= Do=s the O5T/FROST or another schuarisl assessment guide tarpeted

interventions for indiidual offenders in jail, on pretrial or probetion
suparsizion, of i the community (e higher risk/resd offenders assigned
o programming based upon their individusl 2ssessment resulks|? I so,
how is that accomplished, what is the written policy relabed to this
practice, and how cio you knoaw that it is gone?

= lsthers a list of evidence-based trestment options that is correlated with

the need domains identifed by the OST/FROSTY

- lrukcomdees wten swgritg ofende fo fagried rleretion whetser in
carlody, o1 aspervdiar, ar i1 B communily?

- Douerdces o¥ersd prosite uefidert Souaps b resuce rik o reo%end smasg higier
ritk offaredaet

= Are cassioad sizes evsiuabed and guided by risk to reofend?
= lsthere continuity bebaeen programs/serices offerad within the jail,

pretrizl, probetion, and/or the community™

*  Are program outcomes susiuabed to determine the degres to which Fima

‘County realizes = return on exch of its criminal justios investments?
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Important ROl Considerations

Less than 20%: of your local offenders commit
nearly 50% of yvour local crime
* An average high risk substance abusing

offender will commit on average of 140
falonias/year

Recidivism varies graatly among your current
group of offenders regardless of “instant™
crime.

Within local CJ systems nearly 80% of
recidivism happens within the first year post
release

Pima County Jail

Projectad Risk to Reoffend Profile N=2037

fm
I} T
g I ) SR () I N —
Foak Cdtngory " '
Lo ik o Tkl e Highm ik ol iwclifeam

Risk Management/Reduction Strategies

¥ Incapacitationy’ Incaroeration # Treatment & Frogrameming
¥ Dirsct Contacks ¥ Cooperstion & Collsboration
% Supervision of Conditions # Chalenging Cnoice
% Electranic Manioring * Ormership & Respersitility
# Drug Testing/ Seresning * TE.:'Chlrl.;&Supp-D‘::'l;SEf
. |Risk Management)
* RE'-'_mmf‘ . ¥ Communicating Uphoiding Limits
¥ Seking Limis Ciearry
RISK CONTROL RISK REDUCTION
Sanction VERSUS Intervention
SHORT-TERM LOMNG-TERM
CONTROL CHAMGE

BALANCE = Long-JéMy_Public Safety
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The Rizk-Meedsz-Rezpenzsivity Medel

v'Risk?

Pima County Incarceration Rate =

204/100,000

i Py, . LT

Pima County Jail
Projectad Risk to Reoffend Profile N=2037

Prory Racidiviim Ratai

L vk o rarchill vl e g il e

Being part of an evidence-hased
system of offender management
means:

* Understanding the impact of your

decizions and actionz en effender risk
reduction and risk control

* Aszzessing the effectivensss of your
actionzs uszing ebjective measures
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Developing the Evidence Based Chain A Framework for Evidence-Based Decision Making
in Local Criminal Justice Systems (April, 2010)
Kit Dcisios Pois s

The weakes! link puts all others at risk

= Arrewl deciuiam [cite, detais, doeert, Eraal, el |

# Fretrial tates decisons |releass on recogniance, releass on Brandal bond, release with

mperemon condition:, detsn, siclabion eoponas, weperemion conditions resasessmant]
# Chargleg deckions ichange, divert, deder, dismis
*  Plradecniors (ples
®  Seniencing decisions Bentence Tvpe, leagth, terms and conditions)
Evalemcn E"'_"’ *  local mtEutonal mbervent ciuam (worsy leeel, treabment ntenventony
Tramtma=t Oztiena
®  Local nsnuongl rekease Beckions [Uming of release, conditions of releass)

Communlty intarvention decidons jsupsnicion lsvel, wpsnician cosditiane, trastment

nbervent

* ‘Vilstion responss diec tiom |rezonas level, wection, Ereatment intecsentionsl
-, W &  Discharge Tram criminal jistice system decisons (Timing of dichangs
- Hat

There is no such thing as perfect

intervention in any arena..... What Doesn't Werk?

* Mot a single study has documented that official
However, in concert with the punizh nen: [cu s:a:.I'-.n. mandatory arrest, probation,
committed professionals associated
with your criminal justice system,
applying best practices with
evidence-based leadership, we can lot a single study has documented reduced recidivism
reduce the risks associated with any resulting from clinical programs that enhance self-
type of reoffense. esteem or address only substancefalcohol abuse or

nental illness

increased surveillance, etc.) has reduced recidivism
rates or deterred future crime

Impact of Sentence Length on
Recidivism
E

Impact of Intermediate Sanctions on
Recidivism: Adults

»
[ o, 2800, 3006 Garcirase

L.
P
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Impact of Punishment-Driven Strategies
on Recidivism: Adults

Criminogenic needs reduction for higher risk

offender populations
Astitede,
Thinding,
o
Ciomvtrod of =
Ageictive N Making Employment
Behaviors

Pima County

H.Hu?:r:.li*'r'ps Offender Fesiatiorship
and Chaices
Farenting
Housing and Educetion
Commanity

A Framework for Evidence-Based Decision Making im
Lacal Criminal Justice Systems (April, 2010}
Gary E. Christensen, Ph. D,

Corrections Partners, Inc.
[914) 4559-1584

7 ways to reduce recidivism
gchristensen @ oorrectionspartniers. com

www.correctionspartners.com

7 ways to reduce recidivism

7 ways to reduce recidivism
I What werk" Ues risk ausranast ool be idvndlly sk fo meelfind ond criminagenic sewdi
Rnpareh finslag Srutres aite e L
effertively then profeszions

ampreberaive b

i LA
L

o Pugher
i

isl oferiers.

AN LU TS AT

Evermales o polcy impleatiass: Lo £nfy

e LE AT

3
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7 ways to reduce recidivism
Lﬂrwmmhmdkﬁr#mﬂmwm

Wanrorch fioding: Coga e Sebadorl programa sre pererally the mast atective programeming nieres sfions
For higher sk offenders. Rusthermore, amployi g program inberentions that | efiusnce the traiky that ieed
o fubure arime |Le., oriminoasnic resth) vield stanger redudions in recidiviem (up 1oan gesage of 100
reducon ™ The et valus (e cost of the progran bess the swvings derleed from preventing arime) of the
aversge bageed, evidears-tused cogeithes behasioral program, using a cotbesslt formata, & $10.299 per
shit atiender.®

Evampes of podkcy I‘---'""|mmlmi'¢cmdmudinmmspﬁl’km‘rl'qm
ruseds; Do Y COMECTIA el ITEATRENE Bwihers e,
criminpgenic s AT proviters e "are s s 8 program: mmmn’d SERES BT
sprtericsly wnkned

Evarpies of procos mploatioas: Trestient §rowiders pronsse program Bitings thet dentitythe

ol el i T i sarvicis aid ress: cormmunity coreoions refin effasdkn [0 grogram b uson
i it ch btesaan offenchins” 8885 el progiasn wnices couy surulMa managers i i

i e £ st TR o ik ancouab Kty rod s 1o Mk CTaln thal th seeoes
ekl chids cogeithas bebunional K neaTiio.

7 ways to reduce recidivism

5. What wovks Lise mane corrs than siics.

l'u-ugpﬁq.' The ase of incenihees and positive reindorcement are effective in promoting behesion
change.™ Posities reinforcemet sheuld be provided of a rane of faur eeidarcers far sy expressian of
dsapraal o sadson] * Ressarch derwansuanas that this forma ks enhanoss ofendery’ motivetion to
continue exhibiting srosocial behaiors and attitudes.

Excvephes of paliy mplcations Ldget and comennity comectiens develop policies anverd the smcnured
el spocTit ke of Fewardl 10 r IMkoPna posits haldior

Examples of preciicr implicetions: [eferss counel requests redem hearing when clents resch g Hiiant
i lestones; cormmunty come dhiom sckrowledges grogres throush e posting of smarss, wittng kethers of
afirmation, provdg l:,arrv lT'.'ﬂlll'l b anu p'lur;aﬁlndn b tothel farnilies, or reduciag
sepori g e Law e Law shici=g bebavior of bnpun oesden

r

7 ways to reduce recidivism

T Wt wons? Pair sonctions with o that sodrers rimnepenic nesds.

rsearch fincling: Rezzerch demonstrates thet sznctions wihout programming fe.g., boot camps without 2
vaalment comporen:  sectronic meitonng.” s wigenvison  incieration™| do mt contrisute
o reductions 1 raofizase rates Modestiscrentes in time serasd iy even incresse recidivie =
Exanipler of poliey inplestionn: Procaiunon s judge: ampioy a comeination of sascion: and bakadior
changing progranmiming for purpases of risk reductian; oounty esscutiessimanagen hand a balaace of

S bawior (Ranging progeamming and acoowntahi BTy messures communily comactions agencies addsscs
afiesger mishekawior with behavior changing, rather Sansolely pusitee, respanss.

PCSO — NIC# 14J1024 — Christensen

7 ways to reduce recidivism

£ Wbt ks Smperd To miamndied weth smflee, setaly. ond prapoctonaby.
Ressureh finding: Geadusted sanctions |Le, saachion: that inrese in enerity Bated on the sumber ard
rastuce of acts of miscond ecl] crese compliance with supension and trestment ™ St certain ™ ane
proportionsl™ sctions Fal redect dhapproes|of behavicnsl miondunt e nore eFactive in redsizg
rincichn i Thin actions that an diss ropartionala, Sidayad, of aoonsivt.
Esrepie of poficy implicatiasa: Court soministraion develop palices 1o mave cres baifthy mrough the
DS, sy ey judges, @ oractions azen s estaith dplation decision rmaking
mdelney that Sake e sososnt e sk of the offerder snd the severity of she violstion bebewior: £
wolation bohador & resgended o in o Tashion; s anvd cavimasity camections straamiing
procederes that slkow for sadft sction dollowing o¥ender miskehrion.

f, i T manags dockets that stresmline cme proosssing:

Evorepie af p Court
per ety porrections wees. s deshilan makdag tocl iz s supervslon ofioers Instnchur ng their response
v pdaion behaniarn conaLnity camaCtions providas s Minkvolies sanThon ng PR o ddeis

mkbeteiar quickly.

7 ways to reduce recidivism

&, What werke? Delver senvices in nastural soviceoments whare pariile,

Rervarsh finding: Akhaugh trestment servios: providesd instruchurer (s g, residentisl, instiftioral) mttings
e demomsirabed b be effedies, sendom delvered innsturel emdronments fue, setting I ofesders’
Iremedlone wariounaings that misk chesely resambio prosoclal, PJIIIE'WWIWWIWIWITHH\'
b b thea pisocial connmranity and afia redicing recidviem

Exermybin of godicy implicatian: Lo enitarmamant ratars 18 commitiny-hased oritis senvices for offendars
with mental hesstth conditions; jusges end prosevutons use commmusiny-tesed e her than resdential of
Instfiutiorally bssed programs when the safeby of the conmenity b nai s eopandy; coenty
enerutivesmanagers provide support for-funding ard roning communisy-hased programming options
Evornples of rochine implinations: udges, proseofons, del=nss course ), community comections, sed oihers
ke irwerviary of gelshie senvices bo ersure s cantiruum of senvce aptions: commurniy comections stilbes
prosaslal family members, employers, srd mentons de seppart the aflender; resoure dieciorie are
dhervpdpua annd sha red among daketoiden,
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Appendix C
PowerPoint Materials
PCSO and Pima County Stakeholders

Electronic Copies of all Materials Furnished in ppt and pdf format

PCSO — NIC# 14J1024 — Christensen
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The Rizsk-Meeds-Responszivity Meodel

+Risk - Predicting propensity for re-offense and
classifying accordingly.

»Meed - Dynamic factors that influence an
offender's likelihood for successful transition from
jail to the community.

~Responsivity - Correctional programs should be
matched to of fender characteristics such as
learning style, level of motivation, and the
individual's personal and interpersonal
circumstances

Being part of an evidence-hased
system of offender management
means:

* Understanding the impact of your
decizions and actions on offender risk
reduction and risk contral

* Aszessing the effectivenszz of your
actions using objective measures

PCSO — NIC# 14J1024 — Christensen

Evidence Based Practice

Using scientific evidence to guide and inform
efficient and effective [correctional] services.

[Maticnal Institute of Corrections)

Target Interventions

* Risk principle: "Who"

* Meed principle: “What”

* Responsivity principle: “How™
* Dosage: "How much”

There is no such thing as perfect
intervention in any arena.....

However, in concert with the
committed professionals associated
with your criminal justice system,

applying best practices with
evidence-based leadership, we can
reduce the risks associated with any
type of reoffense.
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Impact of Sentence Length on
What Doesn’t Work? Recidivism:

* Mot a single study has documented that official

punishment [custody, mandatory arrest, probation,

increased surveillance, etc.) has reduced recidivism
rates or deterred future crime

* Mot a single study has documented reduced recidivism
resulting frem clinical programs that enhance self-
esteam or address only substancefalcohol abuse or

mental illness

Impact of Punishment-Driven Strategies
on Recidivism: Adults
1

Impact of Intermediate Sanctions on
Recidivism: Adults

Developing the Evidence Based Chain & Framewark for Evidence-Based Decision Making in

The weakest link puts all others at nsk Local Criminal Justice Systems (&pril, 2010)
Ky DECsios PoisTs
eciniarm [cite, ditais, drawrl, Eraal, rebeae |

1oe, release on frandal bond, release with

1, weperemion canditions resasexsmant]

i conditions|

Evidescn Baiad
#l, treatment ntenventon

Tramtmast Oztiena

salustion al Cuioams
snd Informed Dechian
Wisang
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Who pets what®

Liiags:
Cutting the “tails™ off both
T
ends of your caseload p';l‘:l':;‘
aHandar
ipuychepas
Low Risk afandar - has mera | haa pro-crimieal
Iavarshia pra-socil Sinkng [ =k
and bshawicr San sthar risk bahawior thak
Iein. | urrenpassten ic
Ta.
suparaian. Drep from sctive
L wply migh
1 ‘turvalimncs
1 ammisd by kecal
palical.
Catrama
vigh Exk
—

Risk Management/iReduction Strategies

% Incapacitationy’ Incaroeration ¥ Treatment & Progrmming
¥ Dirsct Cantacs x ::urer:ifinncﬁ :_ull:b-o'ut'or
- - Chalenging Choice
® SI.p-Hvs-.or ofc.:lnrllto":s # Dwnarship & Resperstiity
¥ Electranic Monitering % Teaching & Supporting 527
¥ Drug Testing/ Screening |Risk BMansgement)
¥ Eestraings ¥ Communicatings Uphoiding Limits
W Satting Limiz Clearty

RISK CONTROL RISK REDUCTION

Sanction VERSUS Intervention
SHORT-TERM LOMG-TERM
COMNTROL CHAMGE

BALANCE = Long-JéM Public Safety

Recidivism and Programming
Lo WS, Hih sormees s s s sinan

Fig. 1 Changes in #e Prosabilty of Hecidiism by Progran far
Low-Hixk DHlsrdars

"

PCSO — NIC# 14J1024 — Christensen

Important Realities

» Average # of felonies committed by ONE active drug nser

=140 per vear (Belanko, et al.; US Dept. of Justice)

» Owver 80% of your local jail population will transition

directly to your streets

* Nationwide, as well as locally, approzimately 30% of

mcarceration relates to substance or alcohol abuse
(Belanko, et al.; US Dept. of Justice; National Institute of
Corrections)
= Fepeat offender scatiztics (Natemmide):

1% Time— 41%5 used drog: regularky

ol pr Mare—  63% uied drogs regulark

o5 ormere—  81% used drogs regularky

Recidivism and the Application of the Risk
Principle

[ Lewel of Rlck fo Raoldivats High

How does criminogenic risk impact our
ability to measure recidivism and
evaluate program applications and
outcomes?

Recidivism and Programming
Low WS, High o s omms s seamn

Eg;a Chengs in tha Probabiliy af Reciivism &y Pregram for High-fisk

nders.

L

=2
L EL
LF-Le il

RN
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Planning Considerations - Risk

Wzt method do you have or are you interasted in to screen the
entire offender popuation for rizk to recffend? Prowy?
Gmnnsreoemwhdanof\hwmtheuseofﬂ\ewtmal
too! be improved upon or enh ¢? Are 3% offerders
uzing thiz tool?

Iz rizk cnnsvdered when amgm; offender: o targated

y. ON supervizion, of in the

inter whether in

community?

Iz rizk conzidered when making decizions throughout the process of
djudcation, inclusive of rel and supervision decsions? How?

Iz rizk uzed to compare offender groups relative to pl 2,

process, or long-term public safety outcomes?

Important ROI Considerations
Less than 20%: of your local offenders commit
nearly 50% of your lecal crime
An average high risk substance abusing offander
will commit on average of 140 felonies/year
Recidivism varies greatly among your current
group of offenders regardiess of “instant” crime.
Within local CJ systems nearly 80% of recidivism
happens within the first year post release

(AR

PCSO — NIC# 14J1024 — Christensen

Planning Considerations — Need,
Responsivity, Dosage

Does the OST/FROST or ancthar Ir
Interventions for lndividusl affenders in jel, an pretr

supervidion, of In the fle
mnmmlnwmhﬁlmmln‘ln}? lho.‘mh

thet eccomplshed, what is the written polcy sefated 1o this praction, snd how

do you krow that it b dene?

I3 thare & list of evidence-based treatment optiosa That s correlated with the

mmmnn-dmmosrmn

-k whambar I cantocy oo
UDAE T, OF 17 the conrerarky?

=~ Comevcm sk

mmdmwhnﬂm.ﬂdhmknm&nﬁ

offersd within the jal, pretslal,
a-cbwm vﬂornmvmﬂw?

ded I the degree 1o which Plne
Cmmrdhuamnmmdhmﬂndhnﬁalw?

T > — 11—t
A i S
E T TETeTETY lllul.ll SLIIJIJL]
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. The Rizk-Meedz-Respensivity Medel

v'Risk?

Pima County Incarceration Rate =

204/100,000

4

g

[ —T Y

Pima County Jail Fima County Jail
Projected Risk to Reoffend Profile N=2037 Projected Risk to Reoffend Profile N=2037

. % |
* £ e T
o | o
e e - : ' [l .
Lo (ke o Gl v e Highai ikl el
Pima County Jail .
Projected Risk to Reoffend Profile N=2037 Percent Re-Booked for Any Reason at some
point within 12 months of Release, by RRS
Pooury Rachliviam Ratas T
ElL :
Loy 1k o il i - e Highmi ik ol el m Lorww (e o v e Mg il o
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Percent Recidivating -ALPHA participants vs. Mon-participants

& & &P & & & &
£ 8 FE T S O

& e

Proxy Effectiveness — Measurement JUTCOMES?
Hawaii [n=4655)

& A . JF;J"‘
IR R

Three-Year Follow-Up Recikivism Rates Based on the
Proxy Instrument’s 3caled 3cores,
I FY 2005

1726 elfandars with a

eomblnad reckifvlim rite
el appr L

;
|

..u..q;..
|
%/

Criminogenic needs reduction for higher risk
offender populations

i,
Thinking,
Controd of
Adgictive Employment
Pima County
Family Offender Reationship
s Chaices
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ALPHA Participation Cost Savings - Conservative ESTIMATE

I the last bwo years, ALPHA participation mas reulted in 65 fewer peopls

recidivating. This equates to 184 additianal bookings that did not occur, far a
oot savings of 543 622

&werage bength of stay In fail at time of release is 27.7 days, saving 1,511 jail
bed days among these 69 people. This saved 150,873,

Total Savings = 5134 495

KOTES - Actsal ievings are Hinly moch koeger an ) dafe only copfune St dond fvo yeacr of AL
pertckeri,

Bonet oo MOS0 Pe (e Boowing Boter od Mol Mourhyg Aade.

Actsal couty may B i I MEI0 B rendatied by msicpatin,

The Rizk-Meedz-Respensivity Model

v'Need?

Treatment Targets

i P, . BT

Risk Management for Higher

Risk Offenders
Skills

«Sef-regulation
sPersonal dhoioe
Skills

«5ense of understanding
«Roll with resistance
sReflective listening
sDevelop discrepancies

48



Crimlsaganic Adament - Probatias Tl

Offender Screening Tool/ Field Reassessment Offender
Screening Tool (OST/FROST) measures the following

criminogenic factors:
* Anti-social personality
* Anti-social attitudes and values
* Anti-soccial associates
Family dysfunction
Poor self-control, poor problem-solving skills
Substance/Alcohol abuse
Lack of employment/lack of employment skills

Pl=a Caurty lall Pragramming = Falth Basad

Foal g s Presara=s fewa s compeband ol a Chaglal Presra=

Cemsel lrinas iwilar Suparvbicn]), afe O3 CThilin sesiien, ifd one RAC
Ad=inismattes Chillan poiltisn Tha aies fuscten i the provkdes s
g mmds of the Camectioes Bunaiy e o primany e in=ale
Rl Sarvices, (nmiats Ralpiaus Material A Dhet, inmats el
Whits/Setifcatione and Community Religoun Vaumean,

Imate Relgous Senizes prl=ary goal b 50 ersuse the raligious neguits
ol In=ati are =wt i the kast rmest miths manser baing gosaread
anly by sbosrity and santsal,

" Rallghous Sanders Ollaraed:

T Imerdancm bational
" Dancmisational

* Faith-Baed Rexvary
* Falth-Bacied Sal Halp
* Falth-Bacied Sadies
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Firma County lal Programming = Seclal Skilk
fazelnl Pramra=s &era of the Proggam Dove cpr= et Sk on by e and of
i Pragras Cooidk febellan vigar | and one wok Iftern
fehellan goatien).
Irenate Socal Prame=s’ primary goal b e nemase sduzaZonal
opertunithes inal sealms of the hu=ar casdiion and eshanze lsmates’
el b Pl iduce reckibebiam.
G lal Praga=s Sared.

* Aleobelo Arcrymou (AA)

* Aliobelis Accigmes (Spashk)

* Al-Ancn

" Cotile Arcaymods [CA]

* B R Health Educatics [E5)

* e 1)

* i Dot Ancovary Patsasbdp (CRF)
" HOPE Recowesy Toal K2

T Marstiss Arcaym o [MA]

* Weterans fedtice Dutsssch (W0

* Wairen's Resniry Metwork [WHEN]

Pl Courty lal Programming - Blusalion

P Comran ty Colage Sdul Buzation Srea prowides GED, Bl
Eezondary Bucatlen, Espleyabiity Stk warkihogs, Alm and Literatuse
clasias aead ofTelal GED Sasting. Progra=s lor Abairathis Laanng and
Suzemis [PALS) 5 o lmachar direced, oomeuter asslibed, arsing srogram
samratnd o cocparation sith the Fl=e County Shedil Depari=an and
Pimi Comrean'®y Celags. This proga= cifer pre-trsl andfer sentanced
sl male wved farmake (nmates sithour e high ssheel dglana, the
eopertunity 1o acguine a GEDL
Pomi County Scheesd Sugerlatandan's CAPE Accomd e Schasl for
Iwesiles Ara, I eoocidencs 1o AR S 51500304, s clferad as an
wducation progam by the Fime Cousty Bdult Seterden Somple: and the
P Doty Sehesl Sogarbbandant 19 derv all Insialic who see undar
wightean yanes of age and e with duakiiles sl o oeder age
BTN O BN
* Al juvande are o bl waberm et reganes tham b sack on teir
Lebasiar and academba, “ha eenl wyabem sen doen cpad asd agrand
sz eha Pirma A daticn Districe and tha Fima
Conanty Shirl¥s Dazaitment.
" Tha CAPE Schaol alio afar o scheel pragrs foe the 18-21 vear oid
vt

Currant Initlathas

DRLIG TREATMENT ALTERMATVE 70 PRESOM (DT&F) AMD DRLG COURT

EMBANCEMIENT {DCE)

* CCE defendants st ba Mot o sncond Sme cllandan chagad with
i prabatior-algble drogeslated ollara. Thay cannst kiva Blitasy of
iz er amaual ol=n or ciher pecadiog ki Sange, and Sy
st be lagal reildeints of the LS. and Plsa Couny
* S senth long end deilgeed 1o anhancs and exsesd the

siruliad oMaind by the Pime County Deig Coum JPODC)
o EEP Cava lanning gulded by OSTFROST

*  DTAF dwlandams mui? ke thind of subdesuest tme allanden
tharged with @ prhum-oely dug-ralated clleese, They caonot e
hititery of wislent o senual erime or othar pending ey dhange,
e thay rrcal b hegal sesbdants of the LS. and Plma County
* 00 Dy reskdestiel = evkdencs Baed Indusive of CBT
* EEP Cave slanning gubded by OSTFROET

* AN et adtcksanits b bath v OTAR and DCE progans s

wsnsand wvary sb oot il P Geoversment Parla =acea and
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The Rizk-Meeds=-Rezponszivity Medel

v'Pretrial Decisions
Triage

2010 Pretrial Release (N=7704)

Pretrial Perfommance
Popul stian Fekesscd A Irddal Apprarace

e N
C. -G

2013-2014 Pretrial Release

Iwrsary 1, 311 o Cecemsar
1, 2001
e i
s cogriasncs
[ [ e
We Pactoral Recogriianos or S5 (6100} L
Thiré Party Flass

e IS
ML
Bl == e

I R 5I7 [17.7%)
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Risk Management Strategies

¥ Incapacitationy Incarmeration # Treatment & Progrmming
# Dirmct Contacks ¥ Cooperstion & Collzboration
W Supenyision of Conditions # Chalenging Choice

¥ Dwnetship & Resporsibility

H Eacironic Koniborin o .
g ¥ Tesching & Supporting e

¥ Dvug Testing)’ Sc i - .
LE N/ sersening |Risk Managemens)

* Resring ¥ Communicating Upholding Limits
¥ Setting Limits Clearty

RISK CONTROL RISK REDUCTION
Sanction Intervention
SHORT-TERM LONG-TERM
COMTROL CHAMGE

BALANCE = Longdfm Public Safety

2013 Pretrial Release (N=8542)

Raleaiad FTC = 525 {5%)
Rluaiad o PTC = 5,016 (945
Total Relmasad = B.542 (2008

Relmasad FI& = 935 |15
Relgasad Mo FTA = 7,507 [E35)
Tertal Rafaasnd = B543 | 1005

Ralwasad FTA-PTC = 1,320 {15%)
Rulmasad Mo FTA-PTC = 7,123 [B38)
Tetal Ralsaded = 8,547 [100%])

Evidence-Based
Case Management

Do our programs work, do
we have the right
programs and do the right
people have access?
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ADULT Targeted Treatment- Developing a System/Service Matrix
Matching High Risk f Need with EB Tx

OST/FROST Domains  AzademleVeutional Skills

* Antisocsl persorality * Employmant

" .ﬂll'lt.'sﬂﬂ.ﬂ|ﬂ'.'.l't.l.jﬂ ﬂ'd'\!!LHﬁ‘. ¢ Financisl Management

= Ant-socsl associates . T ————

*  Family dysfunction .

*  Poor seH-controd, poor probilemr- l'.. Companions
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»  SubstanceAlohod sbuse ——mmald oy 7 &kuhol Uaags

= Lackof ermployment;flack of ., * Dthar Dnug imesbam et

emplogment skill i * Mmnted Ghiity

s * Haalth

H  alradnal Thinklng

Bn Effective Reentry/Transition System for Higher Risk Offenders
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The Evidence Based Chain
The weakest link puts all others at risk

Soreening for Risk
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The Rizk-Meeds-Rezponsivity Medel

v'Responsivity?

Matching the right people with the
right programs with the right staff
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Exploring the Black Box of
Community Supervision (Bonta, et al )

All about the interaction with offenders:

= Amount of time spent on criminegenic factors predicted
recidivism.

» The more tme spent on criminogenic factors, the lower
the recidwism.

» The more tme spent discussng court ordered conditions
of supemvision, the higher the recidivism.

» The more topics coversd during a session, the higher the
recidivism.
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Risk Screening and its influence on criminal justice decision
making
Are we making sound business decisions?
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The Rizk-MNeeds=-Responszivity Model

v'Collaboration

Policy level decision makers on the
"same page"
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Questions, Comments, Concerns?
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Gary E. Christensen, Ph. D,
Corrections Partners, Inc.
[914) 489-1584
gchristensen@correctionspartners.com
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The Transition frem Jail to Community Project

. io Improwc gublic mafcty and rcinicgeeticn outcrome:

TIC Goals

To improve public safety and reintesration sutrcomes

Peduced reoffending

Feduced substance abuse
Fedured homelsssness
Improved health

Increased employment
Increased family connectedness

WOW W W Wy
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Additional Information

TIC Overview

An initiative of the National Instituse of Corrections

MIC and the Uraan Institute worked with practitoners to
develop a transition maodel w0 guide local reentry
collaboratives in implementing effective transition strazegies
Siw pilat jurizdictions: Douglas County, KS, Derver, 00, Orange
Courty, C&, Lalrasse County, W, Kert Courty, M, and
Davidson County, TH.

Technical assistance tools for the field

TJC Principles

= Systems change model

= Mot just a jails project

= Applicable to pre-trial and sentenced populations
= Universal rizk screening of the [ail population

= Match intervention types and intensity with

assessed risks/needs

= Some interventions for everyone
=+ EBP-informed

53



The |
TJC Model Trars ison from il mimmb{[ ':_J

TIC “Must-Haves” rmpt

Suinr Sarrares

» Joint ownership by jail and community
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* Ergagemert from leadership
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GQuality Assurance and Data
Driven Management for Court &
Probation Leadership

Surface Attempts

Bad implementation can be
worse than no implementation
at all.
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Program Effects
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Program Integrity and Program Effects
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Effective 1SP"s: 10%-31% reductions in
recidivism

+ Provide more freatment to high risk offenders

* Employ officers with balanced law
enforcement and social casework crentation

+ Are implementad within supportive
organizational environmenis.

7 ways to reduce recidivism
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A Framework for Evidence-Based Decision Making in
Local Criminal Justice Systems (&pril, 2010}

7 ways to reduce recidivism

7 ways to reduce recidivism
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7 ways to reduce recidivism
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7 ways to reduce recidivism
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The Evidence — Mental lliness

Do we follow evidence?
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Appendix D
Sign in Sheet - Corrections Bureau Commander’s Meeting
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Appendix E
Implementing the Proxy Screen for Risk to Reoffend
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Using a Proxy Score to Pre-screen Offenders for Risk to Reoffend

July 11, 2005
Brad Bogue, William Woodward, Lore Joplin

Background: Evidence-based practice requires that offenders who are of higher risk be
supervised and managed at higher levels and offenders who are of lower nisk be supervised and
managed at lower levels. We know from the research that to supervise low nisk offenders too
aggressively will increase their risk of recidivism and to supervise/treat high nisk offenders too
little will increase their risk of offending. Often probation. parole, and community corrections
agencies find themselves in a situation where to provide additional services and oversight for
high nisk offenders. they must systematically move lower risk offenders to administrative or
minimum supervision. In fact, why take the time and resources to conduct a third generation
assessment instrument on low risk offenders who may end up in minimum supervision anyway?
This leaves many jurisdictions with a conflict: if they don’t assess using a third generation risk
wnstrument. how will they know which offenders may be moved to minimum supervision and
still remain at low risk to recidivate?

In an effort to resolve this conflict, some jurisdictions have adopted a proxy mstrument, to act as
a pre-screen for the third generation instrument. The proxy is designed to get a first cut
assessment of offenders simply for the purpose of moving as many low risk offenders as possible
to a minimum supervision caseload and avoid using the more resource mntensive third generation
risk tool.! The following is a discussion of one such proxy tool used in the state of Hawaii.

Overview: This proxy tool may be used to pre-screen offenders for risk to reoffend. Pre-
screening allows community supervision agencies to triage offenders prior to conducting a full
assessment with a third generation risk and needs assessment tool. The pre-screen process
described here 1s a simple, three-question tool and scoring process that has been validated and 1s
currently in use in Hawai1. The proxy score generated by the pre-screen provides a method of
triaging offenders, separating higher-risk offenders who will move on to receive a full
assessment from lower-risk offenders who may be placed in a case banking system,
admuinistrative caseload, or other non-invasive supervision.

Instructions: This pre-screen tool and its scores must be adjusted to match the characteristics of
vour jurisdiction’s population. The following steps will take you through the process of
developing a tool that is tailored to vour offender population. A mock sample of offenders from
Agency X 15 used only for 1illustration purposes.

! The NIC/NLJ Implementing Effective Correctional Management of Offenders in the Community: Outcome

and Process Measures matrix recommends that jurisdictions committed to evidence-based practices collect certain
data elements to build analytical models. The matrix measures fall into two basic categories: required and
recommended, including approximately 20 required measures and at least as many recommended. The matrix’s
required measures include the three measures of the proxy screening tool described in this document. The matrix
document can be found at hitp:/www crjustice.org/cji/evalmeasures062205 pdf

The predictive results of the proxy score are enhanced when systems norm and calibrate the scorng to their
population. Actuarial risk norms can shift regionally or even across and within a single jurisdiction. Therefore,
given this heterogeneity in how risk factors are distributed, deliberately and precisely norming and calibrating each
version of the tool on a specific state or local jurisdiction population can help ensure enhanced predictive ability.

/29005 Page 1
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Using a Proxy Risk Score to Pre-Screen Offenders for Community Supervision

1) Select Population Sample: Begin by selecting a random sample (at least 300 cases) of
active probationers including data for current age, age at first arrest, and number of prior
arrests (Table #1).

Table #1
Sample Population Data from Agency X (example cases)
Offender ID Gender | Current Age | Age at First Arrest (AFA) | # of Prior Arrests (Priors)
John M 319 16.4 5
Bill M 30.8 21.2 2
Rabert M 350 19.5 3
Meganne F 304 219 5
Andy M 242 22.0 3
Craig M 30.7 15.6 4
Mike M 269 17.3 0
Dave M 287 12.2 2
Jim M 36.1 16.8 2
Jack M 24.7 225 0
Raoger M 294 20.2 0
Juan M 299 23.1 1
Bobby M 286 18.1 1
Gary M 223 14.2 5

2) Determine Proxy Score Criteria: Use the formulas below to determine the proxy score
ranges for vour population. Ranges for age, age at first arrest (AFA). and number of prior arrests
(Priors) are assigned based the following:

Current Age: A value of 0. 1, or 2 is assigned based on the offender’s age. relative to
that of the remainder of the population. Where a score of 2 = within the first third of the
population (voungest), 1=within the middle third of the population, and O=within the last
third of the population (oldest).

AFA: A value of 3. 2_ or 1 is assigned based on the offender’s age at first arrest
(including juvenile arrests). Where a score of 3=within the first third of the population
(youngest), 2=within the middle third of the population, and 1=within the last third of the
population {(oldest). The use of offender self-report for age at first arrest 1s generally
reliable. A question such as “How old were you the very fist time you ever got into
trouble with the law, arrested, ticketed, or given a summons?” will help to elicit this
information.

Priors: A value of 3, 2, or 1 15 assigned based on the number of times an offender has
been arrested (including juvenile arrests). Where a score of 3=within the last third of the
population (highest number of priors), 2=within the nmuddle third of the population, and
1=within the last third of the population (least number of priors). Again. the use of
offender self-report for number of priors mayv be more reliable than official records.

6/25/05 Page 2
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Using a Proxy Risk Score to Pre-Screen Offenders for Community Supervision

Naotes:
= Arrest is usually defined as not fiee to leave the contact with police.

»  For both AFA and Priors, reasonable verification of official records should be
completed. so that in the rare case where records show earlier AFA and / or
more priors, the vounger age and / or higher number 1s used. Preceding the
conversation with the statement that T will be checking collateral sources of
information to ensure accuracy of the data you give me,” will also help ensure
the accuracy of the self-report data.

A sample of probationers was drawn from Agency X's offender population as noted above.
Using the “1/3, 1/3, 1/3” formulas described above, the proxy score criteria (Table #2) were
identified.

Table #2
Proxy Score Criteria for Agency X

0 1.0 2.0 3.0
Current Age >=31 27-30 0-2& _
AFA - >=21 18-20 0-17
Pricrs 02 3-6 >=7
Current Age: This criteria assumes that Agency X's case sample had the following
breakdown of current age:

= 1/3 were 31 years old or older,
= 1/3 were between 27 and 30 years of age, and
= 1/3 were 26 or younger.

AFA: This criteria assumes that Agency X's case sample had the following breakdown of
reported age at first arrest:

= 1/3 reported they were 21 or older at their first arrest,

= 1/3 reported they were between 18 and 20 years old at their first arrest, and

= 1/3 reported they were 17 years old or younger at their first arrest.

Priors: This criteria assumes that Agency X's case sample had the following breakdown of
number of prior arrests:

= 1/3 reported 2 or less prior arrests,

= 1/3 reported 3-6 prior arrests, and

= 1/3 reported 7 or more prior arrests.

3) Apply the scoring criteria to the population: Based on the identified sconng critena, scores
are applied to the values within each of the three fields (Age. AFA. and Priors). The scores are
totaled to provide a proxy score for each offender (Table #3).

6/29105 Page 2
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Using a Proxy Risk Scors to Pre-Screen Offenders for Community Supervision

Table #3
Applying the Scoring Criteria (example cases)
Total
Current Age AFA Priors Proxy
Offender ID | Gender Age Score AFA Score Priors Score Score
John M 319 0 16.4 3 o) 2 5
Bill M 30.8 1 212 1 2 1 3
Robert M 35.0 0 19.5 2 3 2 4
Meganne F 30.4 1 21.9 1 5 2 4
Andy M 242 2 220 1 3 2 5
Craig M 307 1 15.6 3 4 2 6
Mike M 26.9 2 17.3 3 0 1 6
Dave M 28.7 1 12.2 3 2 1 5
Jim M 36.1 0 16.8 3 2 1 4
Jack M 247 2 225 1 0 1 4
Roger M 294 1 202 2 0 1 4
Juan M 29.9 1 231 1 1 1 3
Bobby M 28.6 1 18.1 2 1 1 4
Gary M 223 2 14.2 3 5 2 7
Tables #4 and #3 illustrate the distribution of the proxy scores for Agency X's sample
population. Figure #1 graphs the score distribution, illustrating a relatively normal curve.
Table #4
Proxy Score Distribution of Table #5
Full Sample Proxy Score Distribution Analysis of
Proxy Score % of Cases Full Sample
1 0.0% Mean 3.1
2 9.4% Median 3.0
3 10.8% Mode 40
4 19.4% Range mun [ 2.0
5 18.0% Range max | 80
[ 18.0% N= 1300
7 15.8%
i B.6%
G/ 2905 Pags 4
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Uzing a Proxy Risk Score to Pre-Screen Offenders for Community Supervision

Figure 1
Percentage of Cases by Proxy Risk Score

250%
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15.0% 1

% of Cases
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10.0%
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5.0% 4

0.0% +E05 T T T T T T
2 3 4 5 [i] T a
Proxy Risk Score

4) Determining Triage Cutoff Scores & Triage Method: Agency management must identify
cutoff scores for determining which offenders will be triaged away from regular supervision and
into an alternative or minimum supervision status. Examples of alternatives to regular
supervision may include case banks in which offenders recerve no supervision, but may be
monitored for new arrests or law enforcement contact; administrative caseloads with high
offender to officer ratios, and which are monitored only for basic supervision conditions; and
mail. phone, or kiosk reporting.

Proxy cutoff points can be based on the percentage of the population desired by management to
be supervised administratively, to free up officers to more aggressively supervise the higher risk
offenders. For example, Hawaii found that they needed to place 40% of their case load on
admimistrative supervision. Assuming the chart above 1s representative of a jurisdiction such as
Hawaii, notice that using “4" as the cutoff point will allow 40% of the offenders to avoid the
assessment by the third generation tool AND provide additional resources to supervise the more
nsky offenders. Proxy score cutoff points can also be determined simply by policy. For example
if a jurisdiction only wished to have 3% of their offenders on admimistrative supervision, the
cutoff point could be set accordingly. Finally, proxy cutoff points can be set based on
correspondence with the third generation risk tools. So for example, if it 1s agreed that an 151
score of "187 or less 1s the appropriate level for administrative cases, the sample can be assessed
using both the LST and proxy. An analysis of the data can then tell management what proxy
score most closely approximates the LSI score of 187

629105 Page S
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Using a Proxy Risk Score to Pre-Screzen Offenders for Community Supervision

5) Override Policy: Develop vour agency’s override policy. An override policy allows an
officer to override the proxy score and to conduct a full assessment on an offender based on
specified cniteria. There are two types of overrides: policy and individual.

Policy Overrides: Standard overrides based on agency policy regarding certain types of
offenses. 1.e., sex offenses, DUIL DV.

Individual Overrides: Overrides based on extenuating circumstances or concerns that
an officer may have regarding an offender’s nisk to reoffend (despite a low proxy score).
Agencies often requure written supervisor approval to allow for mdividual overndes.

Conclusion: Adopting the use of a proxy instrument such as the one described 1n this paper
equips corrections agencies with a cost-effective tool for pre-screening offenders for risk to
reoffend. It provides a method for tnaging those offenders with a low nisk to reoffend 1nto a
mimmum supervision caseload and allows agencies to pnioritize and focus resources towards
those offenders who are of higher nisk to reoffend. This methodology aligns with the research,
which indicates that agencies should focus their resources on supervising and treating those
higher risk offenders.
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Appendix F
National Perspective - Alternatives to Incarceration, the NIC/Urban Institute Transition from the
Jail to the Community Model
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NATIONAL PERSPECTIVE - REENTRY AND JAIL TRANSITION

Alternatives to Incarceration

Alternatives to incarceration, whether beginning in jail, as part of reentry efforts, or as a
diversion from jail include a variety of programs for sentenced and pre-trial offenders at the local
level. Alternatives to incarceration programs are grounded in a philosophy of “least restrictive
setting” for dealing with offenders of lower risk to reoffend. As part of a graduated continuum of
services and sanctions, alternative programs provide jurisdictions with community-based options
for dealing with non-violent, low risk offenders without compromising public safety and reserving
costly jail beds only for those who require a secure setting. Perhaps most importantly, proper
placement based upon criminogenic risk and need has been proven to net better long-term public

safety outcomes.

Alternative to incarceration programs can also be effective methods to provide intensive
supervision and services for offenders while utilizing sanctions that are less restrictive and costly
than incarceration and more than traditional probation. Used properly, they reduce jail

overcrowding and, in concert with other strategies, also reduce recidivism.

Best Practice

Much research has been conducted on alternative programs, providing a body of empirical
knowledge about program effectiveness. “Best practice” includes research conducted throughout
the world and has identified key components and programs that impact recidivism and program
completion rates. The “What Works” literature has been an mtegral part of this research and has
evolved into proven evidence-based policy and practice (EBP) designed for implementation in a
variety of correctional settings to increase efficiency and reduce recidivism. An integral component

of EBP 1s screening and assessment to determine offenders’ risk to reoffend. For purposes of this
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document the term “risk” 1s used in this context and 1s not intended to change or supplant jail

classification procedures and/or risk for dangerous institutional behavior.

Jail Transition - A Review of the NIC/Urban Institute Transition from the Jail to the Community
(TJC) Model

The following 1s a review of the TJC model. Additional information is available @
www jailtransition.com

TJC 1s not a discrete program; it 1s a new way of doing business - an mnovative,
collaborative, data-driven approach to jail/community transition. The figure below illustrates the
TJC approach to effective jail to community transition and 1dentifies the key components of the

TJC model at both the system level and the intervention level.

System Elements

COMMUNITY 3

=

)

<

2

(o]

5

O

\ g

services  Informal support systems  Supervision 4

The TJC model requires system change, utilizing screening and assessment to develop targeted

interventions for each offender based upon his/her risk and need. The elements of the model are

outlined below:
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e Leadership, vision and organizational culture to set expectations and empower

stakeholders and staff.

e Collaboration and joint ownership by jail, community, and system stakeholders to develop

and share responsibility for agreed upon outcomes of mutual interest.

¢ Data-driven understanding of the local issue, including characteristics of the returning

population, available system assets, and barriers impeding or preventing successful
implementation.

e Targeted intervention strategies to assess individuals, plan for release, and provide services

and training in jail and i the community.

e Screening and assessment to evaluate an inmate’s risks and needs and guide transition

planning and service provision;

¢ Transition plan development to prepare individuals for release and reintegration;

e Tailored and consistent evidence-based transition interventions that begin in jail and

continue after release; and

e Self-evaluation and sustainability to guide and improve the effort.

TJC Model Components:
Leadership, Vision and Organizational Culture

The development of an effective jail transition strategy requires the active involvement of
key decision-makers to set expectations, identify important issues, articulate a clear vision of
success, and engage staff and other stakeholders in the effort. These key stakeholders will lead
local efforts to build a common vision for systems reform and develop infrastructure for inter-

agency and community collaboration, coordination, and information sharing. In doing so, these
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system leaders will align missions and organizational cultures of partner agencies to support
transition goals and clarify and define roles and responsibilities under the local mitiative. In
addition, champions or “change agents” from all levels at key agencies will be critical to moving the
mitiative forward.
Collaboration and Joint Ownership

Transition from jail to the community 1s neither the sole responsibility of the jail system nor of
the community. Effective transition strategies will rely on collaboration and information-sharing
among jail and community- based partners and joint ownership of the problem and the solution.
Given that many of the people who exit jails are already involved with multiple social service and
criminal justice agencies, a collaborative approach is essential to tackling jail transition. Successful
mmplementation of the TJC model will require formal buy-in from multiple individuals and
agencies within a community, from criminal justice and local government stakeholders to
community members and organizations. Key stakeholders include:

o Jail Administrators and/or Shernffs;

e Police Departments;

e Community Supervision and Pretrial Service Agencies;

e The Courts, Prosecutors and Public Defenders;

¢ County Executives and local Legislators;

e Treatment and Service Providers;

e Health and Mental Health Agencies;

e Housing, Economic Development, and Workforce Development Agencies;

e Local businesses and corporate entities;

e Victim Advocates;

e Members of the affected population and their families, and
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e Community residents.

Sites implementing the TJC model are required to form local reentry councils or build on
existing criminal justice councils, and engage in collaborative strategic planning to guide TJC
development and implementation. In rural areas, reentry councils may be regional and include
representatives from surrounding communities and jurisdictions. In addition to shared goals and
principles, joint ownership will also involve identifying shared outcomes of interest and common
performance measures to assess progress, inform adjustments to the strategy, and hold the local
mitiative accountable to its goals.

Data-Driven Understanding of the Local Issue

In the development of a jail transition strategy, decision-making and policy formation must
be informed by local data. An understanding of local barriers and assets 1s especially relevant in
the area of jail transition, in that most people exiting jail return to a relatively small number of
nearby communities where resources are often scarce and must be efficiently targeted. To better
understand their local context, TJC sites will review jail management information systems and
program records maintained by community agencies to identify the characteristics and needs of the
jail population as well as the range of available resources. This baseline information is critical to
the accurate assessment of key 1ssues and the development of an appropriate set of integrated
responses.

A clear understanding of the local reentry landscape 1s necessary to establish policies and
programs that reflect local realities - including political and legal constraints as well as
opportunities for collaboration and resource and capacity development. Accordingly, jurisdictions
will be expected to:

1) Assess the characteristics of the jail population, local crime problems, and existing laws and

policies that govern various aspects of jail transition.
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2) Identify the specific geographic areas to which the jail population returns upon release.

3) Identify those subsets of the jail population likely to consume disproportionate criminal
justice and programmatic resources.

4) Identfy resources that can be leveraged to address key issues, and the appropriate action
steps to remove potential obstacles.

5) Track service referrals, engagement and use, and share that information with partner
agencies on a regular basis.

Targeted Intervention Strategies

Targeted intervention strategies form the core of the TJC model at the individual level and
comprise the basic building blocks for effective jail transition. The strategy to improve transition at
the mdividual level involves introducing specific interventions at critical points along the jail-to-
community continuum. The underlying premise 1s that interventions at these key points can
improve reintegration and reduce re-offending, thereby increasing long-term public safety. Critical
to this approach are the principles that: (1) interventions begin in jail with the booking process and
continue, as needed, throughout incarceration and in the community upon release; and (2)
mterventions are tailored to the specific needs, risks, and strengths of each individual.

The TJC model's main intervention-level elements are screening and assessment, transition
planning, and interventions that range from the distribution information/contact packets to
structured treatment and programming. An ever-growing body of empirical evidence makes clear
that assessment, intervention, and aftercare are key components for any strategy aimed at reducing
offender recidivism. Implementation of evidence-based practices such as motivational interviewing
or treatment programs that use cognitive behavioral therapy are proven to further reduce

recidivism and promote reintegration. The TJC mitiative encourages jurisdictions to incorporate

PCSO — NIC# 14J1024 — Christensen 74



these and other evidence-based practices into the design of their intervention strategies. Further
discussion of intervention-level elements 1s presented later in this document.
Screening and Assessment

Routine screening and assessment of individual’s risks, needs, and capacities is an essential
component of an effective jail transition intervention strategy. A brief screen during the booking
process should capture medical, mental health, and substance abuse 1ssues, and might include a
checklist to 1dentify less immediate needs such as employment and housing history. Screening
mformation will inform decisions about classification and placement in the jail, and indicate
whether a fuller assessment 1s warranted. A more detailed assessment may be necessary to
measure the severity of various criminogenic needs such as substance abuse or mental health 1ssues
identified during initial screening and to guide the development of individual transition plans.
Periodic assessment will also inform the evaluation of transition efforts and subsequent revisions to
transition plans.
Transition Plan Development

A transition plan 1s essential in preparing individuals for release and enhancing long term
reintegration, particularly for those who are assessed as having moderate or high-risk/need. The
plan specifies the types of interventions an individual needs, when and where mterventions should
occur, who will deliver them, and the activities for which the mdividual needs to take responsibility.
In a jail setting, a transition plan can be as simple as receiving resource or information packets
prior to release or as comprehensive as working with a case manager and community based
providers weeks or months before release and upon return to the community.

For higher risk individuals who warrant more comprehensive transition plans, these plans
should be informed by screening and assessment, reviewed regularly, and updated as necessary

while in custody and after release. Transition plans will typically specify pre-release interventions
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to be delivered either by jail staff or community-based providers conducting jail “in-reach.”
Transition plans should also include discharge interventions to address the “moment of release”—
those critical first hours and days after release from jail—and to facilitate the provision of needed
services 1n the community. Typically transition plans may target issues such as housing,
employment, family reunification, educational needs, substance abuse treatment, and health and
mental health services. In many cases, a discharge plan may be the primary intervention for
mdividuals released within hours or a few days of entering jail.
Implicit in this approach is the understanding that “one size” does not fit all and that plans should
be tailored for each individual.
Tailored Transition Interventions
The scope of a jurisdiction’s targeted interventions may range from formal treatment to,
more commonly, access to community-based providers, volunteers, or family members who
conduct “in-reach” into the jail. Some interventions will occur in jail while others will take place in
the community after release; but many interventions will begin i jail and continue with a
community-based provider after the individual’s release from jail. Such an arrangement will
facilitate greater continuity for service delivery and lead to improved outcomes.
Pre-release interventions, delivered either by jail staft or community-based providers, may

mclude:

e Provision of informational resources such as resource packets

e A designated Resource Officer

e Brief training programs that prepare individuals for reentry

e Services such as drug and alcohol treatment, educational programs, and job traimning
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e Access to community-based and informal social supports such as family, mentors and

members of the faith community

e (Case management to facilitate continuity of care (wherein individual clients retain a single

case manager/transition planner before and after release).

Discharge mterventions are designed to aid the individual’s transition from jail to the
community and to sustain gains made through pre-release interventions. Examples of discharge
mterventions include:

e Resource packets

e Referrals to community agencies

e Scheduled appointments in the community

e A temporary supply of medication

e Identification documents

e Updated transition plans

e Transportation to a service provider, home, or probation office

¢ Contact information for key imndividuals who will facilitate the individual’s service plan in

the community

Work done while 1n jail to begin treatment, develop relationships with service providers, and
connect individuals to service appointments in the community will have little impact after release
without follow-up in the community. Accordingly, it 1s important that community-based
organizations and support networks provide continuity of care—or in many cases, initiate care—
through services, training, treatment, and case management when an individual 1s released.
Examples of community-based interventions include service provision in areas such as job

readiness training, substance abuse treatment and mental health counseling, post-release case
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management, access to reentry information through outreach or a toll-free hotline, engaging
iformal social supports, and post-release supervision, as applicable.
Self-Evaluation and Sustainability

The final system-level building block needed to ensure success 1s ongoing planning to
conduct objective self-evaluation and enhance sustainability of the overall effort. Self-evaluation
refers to the ability and commitment of local stakeholders to monitor progress and make needed
modifications throughout the process to ensure that both intermediate and long-term goals are
met. Baseline data collected on the jail transition population and available resources should
continue to be collected in support of ongoing self-evaluation. Routine assessments of the
mitiative’s efforts should include data on key outcomes that are of interest to partners and potential
funders to show progress in achieving desired improvements. Jurisdictions are encouraged to
establish mechanisms — such as forums, routine reports from partner agencies or client satisfaction
surveys — to obtain early and frequent feedback from partners and constituents regarding key
aspects of the initiative.

The ultimate goal of the TJC initiative is to build jail to community transition efforts that
last. Sustamability depends on both formal and informal mechanisms employed by the local
mitiative to ensure the longevity and legacy of partner efforts. Formal information-sharing and
resource-sharing agreements that delineate how agencies and organizations work together over time
are examples of mechanisms that promote sustainability. The continued involvement of local
reentry or criminal justice councils in jail transition can also facilitate the sustamability of efforts
over time.

For more information, the “ Transition from the Jail to the Community Implementation Toolki”
is available @ http://www.urban.org/projects/tjc/toolkit/
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Appendix G
Building a System Service Matrix
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Systems Service Matrix:

The following slide was used during the site visit to highlight areas of criminogenic
risk/need that need to be considered when evaluating system capacity to offer programming and/or
case planning activities that can reduce these needs. It must be noted that programmatic activities
referred to throughout this report relate to those designed to mitigate criminogenic need which in
no way are intended to replace or supplant other jail programs that are necessitated by mandate,

statute, or jurisdictional preference.

ADULT Targeted Treatment: Developing a System/Service Matrix
Matching High Risk / Need with EB Tx

OST/FROST Domains v Academic/Vocational Skills
* Anti-social personality ¥ Employment

*»  Anti-social attitudes and values, v Financial Management

. . . - %
Anti-social associates ! + Marital/ Family Relationships
«  Family dysfunction %
Y, » Companions
*  Poor self-control, poor problem- % . L
solving skills 3\ + Emotional Stability
\ )
= SubstancefAlcohol abuse = = — = = = — 3 ¥ Alcohol Usage
»  Lack of employment/lack of “,‘ » Other Drug Involvement
employment skill 3 v Mental Ability
%
3 " Health
L}

4 » Criminal Thinking

A system service matrix should be developed to assist in defining clearly the flow of offender
groups through various system decision points as well as the options available to supervise, treat,
divert, and/or manage offenders. A completed System Service Matrix would also assist in helping

to educate various stakeholders (inclusive of CJ professionals, Treatment providers, and
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Community Members) as to how they contribute to the overarching plan of offender transition
within Pima County. The following research areas should be considered in the development of a

system service matrix:

e  What services exist to meet current needs inside and outside the Jail facility?

e  What current mandates exist that require certain services/sanctions?

e  What services does the community currently have and what 1s their capacity?

e Of services available, which are evidence-based?

e Are there existing current lists available and applicable to the development of this matrix
(i.e. courts, probation, pretrial services, jail providers)?

e  What methods of measurement are available currently among Pima County Stakeholders

to evaluate the effectiveness of programs?
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Factors Affecting Capacity

» Number of Annual Bookings
Average Length of Stay (ALOS)
» Types of Inmates Housed
Physical Design/Actual Bed Space
Inmate Classification
+ Trends in Criminal Justice System
Policies of various Criminal Justice Agencies
+ Mandatory sentencing statutes
Inmate Release Decisions




PCADC Current Capacity

Original Design | Total Physical |  Rated
Bed Space* | Capacity**
Tower Facility 468 877 746
West Facility 264 392 503
East Facility 312 SI2¥** | 435
Minimum Security Facility 400 450 383
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Current Housing

Overall Affects on Direct
Supervision Management...

Increased inmate populations require increased
staffing in those areas to properly supervise
Direct Supervision Concepts are based on
observation, prevention and proactive intervention
versus reactive intervention

Increases Strain on Staff, to supervise and maintain
order for larger populations of inmates

Increases Strain on inmates due to overcrowding,
heat, ventilation, lack of recreation time and
programming

Inmate restlessness translates to pod tensions and
increased disturbances

Higher level of Mental Health needs, require more
direct observation and staff intervention
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New Populations Projections

Based on Bureau of Justice Statistics and
Correctional Industry standards

Based on more than one factor:
Actual and Estimated Superior Court statistics
(felony filings)
Actual and Estimated Jail Booking humbers
Actual and Estimated Average Length of Stay by
crime class
Actual and Estimated total number of annual inmate
days (custodial time)
Actual and Estimated high, low and average daily
populations
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The Impact of Felony 2-5
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Both Growth and ALOS are high in this area

Pima County Superior Court stats show 11.5% annual growth in felony filings
ALOS for these populations account for over half of the Annual inmate days
No municipal billing for felonies

PCADC Projected Bookings 2014 to 2020
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Misdemeanors

Although Misdemeanors, on average, make
up 68% of our bookings each year, the impact
to inmate days and average daily population
is minimal. (less than a % of total)

Average Length of Stay (ALOS) for
misdemeanor classification is approx. 10
days (sentenced misdemeanors being the

outliers)

Current overall ALOS averages to 16 days
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Making best use of space...

Converted Law Library space into dormitory
housing for women (46-beds)

Added beds to programs rooms and dayrooms
(40 beds)

56 Additional beds to the 2005 East Unit
expansion dormitories in process

Triple bunking sentenced women at the MSF to
make room for probation violators

All of these efforts increase Housing Unit
headcounts, requiring additional staffing for
proper supervision levels in dormitories.
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Use of PCJCC- Whole or Part

Gain: *Between 200 to 618 beds
*Minimal cost for renovation (wheel)
*Short lead time

Controlling Jail population in the
future: What does this look like?

It is systematic multi-disciplinary approach
requiring coordination among Pima County
Criminal Justice System partners.

Physical Expansion (whole or part of PCJCC)
Work Release Program reform

> Reserving jail bed space for offenders who
present risk in the community
Expansion of PTS and Probation monitoring
services
Utilization of electronic monitoring for low-risk
offenders in lieu of incarceration
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Expansion and Other Measures

Increase PTS supervised release
Increase Probation supervised vs. jail

sentence
1 to 65 ratio = $2.1 million savings

- Electronic Monitoring vs. Work Release

Program
$1.2 million savings
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PCADC Capacity and Bed Space Analysis 2014

This document analyzes Pima County Adult Detention Complex (PCADC) inmate population
data to determine future jail populations, examine PCADC bed space and options for housing
expansion and other ways to account for rising inmate populations.

Many factors are driving the higher average PCADC daily populations. Some of these factors
include:
o Higher average Length of Stays
More inmates sentenced to Jail versus Prison
Fewer Releases at Initial Appearance
Increased delays in Probation Revocation hearings
More mentally ill people incarcerated

PCADC CURRENT CAPACITY

Original Design | Total Physical Rated
Bed Space Capacity*
Tower Facility 468 877 746
West Facility 264 592 503
East Facility 512 512 435
Minimum Security Facility 400 450 383
Grand Total 1644 2431 2067

Figure 1: 2014 PCADC Capacity

*85% is the rated capacity utilized across the Correctional industry to depict usable bed space. All jail beds may not be usable due to segregation
needs based on gender, age, criminal sophistication, medical and mental health needs, risk of violence and other safety reasons.

Through realigned classifications, continuous movement of inmate populations and best use
principles, the PCADC has been able to expand our current rated capacity beyond the industry
standard to 2,122 (87.3%). Beyond 2,122 to accommodate additional inmates, the PCADC triple
houses inmates in cells designed to house one person, housing inmates on mattresses on the
floors of cells, dayrooms and common areas. The PCADC daily populations have been on or
near this expanded rated capacity since January 2014.

According to information gathered from the Jail Capacity Planning Guide, “jail population is a
function of two factors: the number of admissions and the average length of stay” (Bennett &
Lattin, 2009, p.x).

NEW JAIL POPULATION PROJECTIONS

New jail population projections will be based on primarily four criteria: estimated increases to
felony charges in Pima County Superior Court, estimated increases in annual bookings into jail,
estimated annual total number of inmate days, and estimated average lengths of stay by crime
class. These estimations will be based on the types of inmates and the average length of stay,
using breakdowns by crime class.
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PCADC Projected Bookings 2014 to 2020
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Figure 2: Projected Bookings 2014-2020

Projected Bookings: The figure above represents actual booking numbers for 2012 and 2013
and projected booking numbers from 2014 to 2020. These projections are based on the average
number of bookings for each crime class and the historic rate of increase each crime class has
seen over time. This not only gives a more accurate projection of the number of bookings, this
breaks down the bookings by misdemeanor and felony classifications. If we can predict the
number and kinds of inmates being booked into the PCADC and the average percentage they
make of the total population, we can better predict other factors which directly affect the use of
jail bed space. In addition to being useful in calculating future booking projections, the types of
inmates housed are important factors to consider when evaluating the type of housing designs
needed (2 man cells or dormitory housing).

In the case of the PCADC, the actual numbers are not near as telling as the growth areas, felony
2 and felony 3-5 classifications are showing substantial consistent growth. In each prior year,
these two categories of inmates, although only 22 or 23% of the overall population, are
accounting for more than half of the inmate days and thus half of our overall bed space usage.

Felony Filings: Pima County Superior Court processed 6,097 new felony case filings in 2013,
showing a steady annual increase of 11.5% since 2011. A continuous annual growth of this
magnitude would cause new felony case filings to be over 10,000 by the year 2018. This will
have a direct impact on the use of PCADC bed space, in addition to higher demands on the
Courts, the Pima County Attorney’s Office and the Public Defender’s Office which may result in
higher case loads and longer adjudication time.

Average Length of Stay (ALOS): For 2012 and 2013 the average length of stay (ALOS) by
crime class remained fairly consistent. ALOS is perhaps the most important piece of the
evaluation and projection tool. Defining how long an inmate may be incarcerated is crucial to
determining the overall number of inmate days associated with him/her. Inmate days is then
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converted to use of bed space or average daily population by dividing by 365.
While it would be nearly impossible to calculate this for each individual inmate, using the

number of inmates in each crime class and having a consistent ALOS for that group, is the next
best thing.
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Figure 3 ALOS by Crime Class for 2012 & 2013

Since 2012 and 2013 data is fairly consistent regarding ALOS by crime class, this data can then
be used to make predictions regarding the number of inmate days by crime class.

The ALOS for all bookings is approximately sixteen (16) days and the ALOS for all
misdemeanors is approximately ten (10) days. When the concept of specific ALOS is applied to
each crime classification and the expected percentage of growth, jail planners are able to get a
more realistic picture of what the jail population may look like in the future.

Annual Projected Number of Inmate Days: Annual inmate days is a function of the number
of annual bookings multiplied by the average length of stay. Since jail populations are very
transient in nature, daily populations can fluctuate by 150 inmates per day. Therefore it is best to
evaluate average daily populations (ADP) in terms of a Low-High projection. This gives jail
administrators a predicted range of inmate population from best to worst case scenario.

Projected Average Daily Populations: Based on these newer, more accurate prediction
methods, we can estimate that by the year 2020, without any changes to current practices of the
various members of the Pima County Criminal Justice System, PCADC average daily
populations will be between 2,505 and 2,781 inmates, including both pre-trial and sentenced
populations. The high-low comparison is important for this evaluation because it shows the
extreme fluctuations of the daily headcounts. For example in 2012, PCADC’s lowest headcount
was 1,607, while less than six months later the high was 2,093, (a 486 inmate deviation). Similar
held true for 2013. While history would indicate that the PCADC will not remain consistently or
long-term at the high headcount, ideally to avoid overcrowding and the consequences of that, we
should maintain the capacity and flexibility to accommodate and manage inmates at this highest
range.
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Figure 4 Projected Annual ADP

INITIATIVES PIMA COUNTY HAS ALREADY IMPLEMENTED

Pima County has already implemented a number of solutions to decrease inmate populations and

add additional jail bed space, such as:

Use of Pretrial Services as early release options for misdemeanor new arrestees
Diversions to Mental Health Courts

2XIA- Twice a day initial appearance

Revamped classification system at PCADC to maximize use of bed-space
Drug Treatment Alternative to Prison (DTAP) program,

misdemeanors outside the jail setting prior to booking
Application of 2 for | sentencing reductions for applicable sentenced jail inmates

Added 40-beds to Multipurpose rooms in 3 housing units

May 2014 not included in 2,122 rated capacity)

ADDITIONAL INITIATIVES PROPOSED

o Increase the Pima County Pretrial Services (PTS) Program (early release options)
Contract with Tucson City Court for Alternative to Jail (ATJ) options

Review Arizona Criminal Code for mandatory sentencing and probation options
Review of standardized jail term options for probation violators

Create a Home-Monitoring program for low-level offenders

Increase Probation supervision vs. jail terms

e o e

Tucson City Court Alternative to Jail (ATJ) programs, which provides for a judge to hear

Converted PCADC Law Library space to 46-bed dormitory for female pre-trial offenders

Adding 56-beds to East Unit (1 bed per East Unit (2005 expansion) dorm-bunks on order
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e Reduce PCADC Work Furlough and
Release Program, in favor of electronic
monitoring and home detention options

e Launch a local reform to modify
prosecution policies that mirrors that of
the “Smart on Crime” Initiative (Holder,
2014)

e Reduce the use of low financial bond
options for low-level offenders

INCREASING CAPACITY FOR PCADC

Option 1) Renovating PCADC Administrative
Areas to Dormitory Housing

o Renovating Outback and Juvenile
Classroom = 50 dormitory beds
o Cost=$1 Million + ($20 K per bed)
0 1 year lead time
0 Entry required through other housing
units
0 Access to yards and services
e Renovating FM areas = 48 dormitory
beds
0 Cost=$1 Million + ($20K per bed)
0 | year lead time
0 Requires relocation of PCADC onsite
FM Team (unknown costs)

98 additional beds gained
Rated Capacity of Beds = 85
Total Cost = $2 million +

Option 2) Utilize PCJCC Housing Units

Costs associated with renovation at PCJCC
e Increased staffing needs and operating
costs
e Increased medical costs (ConMed Inc. -
Dependent on # of inmates)
o House 418 PCADC adult females and
remanded juveniles in 8 PCICC pods
0 Double-bunk 8 PCJCC pods (100,
200, 300, 400, 500, 1300, 1400,
1500) = 320 beds
0 Converting 7 classrooms to 14 person

Arizona Revised Statutes §

§11-441. Powers and duties
A. The sheriff shall...

5. Take charge of and keep the county
jail, including a county jail under the
jurisdiction of a county jail district, and
the prisoners in the county jail.

§11-459. Prisoner work, community
restitution work and home detention
program: eligibility; monitoring:
procedures; continuous alcohol
monitoring program; home detention for

persons sentenced for driving under the
influence of alcohol or drugs; community
restitution work committee; members;
duties

A. The sheriff may establish a prisoner
work, community restitution work and
home detention program for eligible
sentenced prisoners, which shall be
treated the same as confinement in jail
and shall fulfill the sheriff's duty to take
charge of and keep the county jail and
prisoners...

Allowance for double-time credit - ARS
31-144 Double time allowance for work
done outside jail as trusty authorizes the
Sheriff to give double incarceration
credit per day to sentenced prisoners if
they work within or outside the jail as a
trusty except in cases where a specific
release date is set forth in a
commitment order by the Court.

PCADC Work Furlough (program) options
- ARS 31-333 Work furlough states that
whenever a work furlough prisoner is
not actually at work, he shall be
confined in the detention facility, “unless
the court otherwise directs upon
recommendation of the work furlough
administrator.”
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dorms = 98 beds
0 These areas of PCJCC are already hardened and ready for relocation
0 Limited renovation costs associated with housing in this area
0 Est. Cost $125K for bunks and mattresses
s House additional 200+ inmates in 5 PCJCC pods (700,800,900, 1000 & 1100)
¢ Unknown costs associated with hardening perimeters, vehicle sally ports, adding
security cameras and control room operations
0 Unknown lead time (1 year or more)
¢ Requires compression of PCJCC population
s Use mobile Polycom to address video court issues
» Reallocate correctional housing space to intended purposes (not horticulture or
workshops)
»  Will reduce costs associated with provision of food, supplies and laundry for the PCJCC
inmates by utilizing PCADC services

There would be no costs associated with housing PCADC Adults in the units at the Adult
Detention Complex vacated by inmates relocated to the PCJCC.

8 Pods = 418 Additional beds gained
5 Pods = 200 Additional beds gained
618 total beds

Rated Capacity of beds =540 beds

Option 3) Housing PCADC inmates with other Jurisdictions

» Maricopa County would charge $100 per day per inmate (June 2014 rate)
Santa Cruz County Jail = $65 per day for minimum security inmates

o  Out-of-County housing for pre-trial inmates will increase transportation costs and
operational costs by an unknown amount

Option 4) Build 1000-bed Expansion to PCADC at 1270 West Silverlake Rd.

s $260 Million construction cost est.

s Increase in staffing needs and operating costs
o Multiple Units, double occupancy cells

» Estimated 5 years for occupancy

Other potential associated costs:

PTS Case Manager approximate $36,102 annually
PTS Case Analyst is approximately $34,363 annually
PCADC Operating costs are based on the current booking and housing rate ($253.82 &
$85.58)

0 Annual cost to incarcerate one (1) inmate at PCADC = $32,000
Current medical contract costs are based on the current $11 million yearly contract rate
1,000-bed jail expansion approx. $260 million
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¢ Pima County Probation officer approx. $50,740 annually (supervision ratio 1:65)
(Comparative to the cost of housing 65 inmates = roughly $2.1 Million)
o Use of electronic monitoring for eligible work furfough offenders (based on 100 inmates)

O  Probationary Monitoring Services of Arizona charges $75 per inmate to install the
ankle monitor/GPS tracking device and $12.00 to $15.00 per day for monitoring
services. The Statute for electronic monitoring allows the Program Administrator to
charge the defendant a fee to participate which could cover the entire or partial cost
of the program.

»  Monitoring cost for 100 prisoners for 180 days (18,000 inmate days) = approx.
$277,500

» Incarceration costs for 18,000 inmate days = $25,382K (booking) + $1,531,882
(housing) = $1,557,264.00

0  Electronic Monitoring with alcohol (trans-thermal) detection for DUI and alcohol
related convictions - Secure Continuous Remote Alcohol Monitoring (SCRAM) is a
program curtently in use by Pima County Adult Probation. According to SCRAM
the cost is $250 per inmate per month for alcohol monitoring only and $300 per
inmate per month for alcohol monitoring and GPS tracking.

*  Alcohol monitoring cost for 100 prisoners for 6 months = $150,000K

*  Alcohol + GPS tracking for 100 inmates for 6 months = $180,000K

» Incarceration costs for 18,000 inmate days = SAA

»  PCADC Administrators meeting in June 2014 with company to review program

CONCLUSION

The PCADC has revised the statistical methodology utilized to predict future jail populations.
New predictions indicate that if all Pima County Criminal Justice System agencies and Arizona
Revised Statute remain constant the Pima County Jail population will continue to rise, remaining
over rated capacity and actually exceeding physical bed space by year 2016. Operating over
rated capacity means inmates are in some cases triple bunked, sleeping on the floor with limited
access to programs, indoor and outdoor recreation.

Ongoing management of the issues that drive inmate populations and continued coordination
with all Criminal Justice System partners will be needed to prepare for future inmate
populations.

Making best use of the bed space available at the PCADC by confining only those pre-trial
defendants who are deemed a high risk to reoffend if they remain in a community setting will
help taper or delay the need to build a larger Pima County Jail. This will also ensure the
availability of jail bed space to house violent, repeat offenders with likelihood of prison
sentences. Releasing more defendants at initial arraignment on appearance bonds and supervised
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release options would increase the need for pre-trial services, as a number of these offenders are
at risk for failure to appear.

Focusing on the PCADC Minimum Security Facility bed space, reserving those beds for
defendants deemed a risk to the community could potentially free up approximately 200 beds per
day. These inmates could be managed through probation and/or electronic monitoring or home
detention methods, which are much more economical than incarceration. Since these inmates are
already in the community unsupervised for up to twelve hours per day, they present less risk.
This would require a revision to the Sheriff’s Department Work Release and Work Furlough
Program, contracts for electronic monitoring and coordination with Pima County Adult
Probation and the Courts.

In the end, the solution to systematically reducing jail populations and preparing for appropriate

judicial punishment options must be a multi-disciplinary approach. For the greatest impact the
solutions sought should be systems-based as described by this proposal, not incarceration based.

Prepared by: India Davis June 2014
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