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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report identified 105 programs for offenders in Maine, presented information on the capacity
of those programs, and assessed the quality of services provided through the programs. The findings were
drawn from a survey sent to programs across Maine, in conjunction with data on the location of offenders
across the state. Research questions examined include the following:

Identification of programs
0 What programs serve offenders?
0 Where are these programs located, including the number of offenders per program at
the county level?
Program capacity
0 How many clients do these programs serve?
0 Areprograms being run to capacity?
0 Who are the clients of these programs in terms of their sex, age group, area of
involvement in the criminal justice system, and geographic location?
0 What services are provided through these programs?
0 What isthe extent of and types of barriers impeding full use of the programs?
Program quality
0 What proportions of programs are characterized as having very satisfactory,
satisfactory, in need of improvement, and unsatisfactory program quality?
0 What areas of program qudity are very satisfactory, satisfactory, in need of
improvement, and unsatisfactory?

The major findings of the report are presented below. Recommendations for Maine in their efforts
to gain additional knowledge about its programs for offenders, meet the needs of its offenders through
adequate program capacity, and improve the quality of available programs are highlighted.

Identification Of Programs And Their Capacity

In the absence of an actua needs assessment, two approaches were used explore the need for
services for offenders relative to the availability of the services. The first approach involved calculating
ratios of the number of offenders per program at both the state and county levels. The findings include
ratios for al offendersto al programs, as well as ratios for adult males, adult females, juvenile males, and
juvenile females to the sub-group of programs serving them. The second approach used responses to the
survey which asked programs to provide the number of clients they currently service; their own
assessment of whether they area running over, under or at capacity; some specifics about the programs
clientele; the nature of services provided; and barriers to their being used to full capacity.

Slightly over half of programs self-assessed themselves as running over capacity. The high
portion of programs claiming to be over capacity is consistent with the finding that six of the eleven
counties for which ratios of offenders per program could be calculated have over one hundred and twenty
offenders per program. The data suggest that more capacity is needed, particularly in the counties of
Androscoggin, Kennebec, Y ork, Somerset, Piscatagquis and Sagadahoc counties, and for adult male
offenders across the state.

Despite half of programs reporting being run over capacity, around eighty percent state that there
are at least afew barriersto their being used fully. The most often cited barriers are insufficient funding
and lack of transportation for offenders.



The following recommendations are made for enhancing the identification of programs and their
capacity:
Expand efforts to identify programs in Maine that serve offenders.

0 Crossindex with other agenciesin Maine to develop a database of service providers.

0 Obtain mailing lists from professional organizations.

o Contact the programs that responded to the survey to request contact information on
other programsthat they are awar e of in their vicinity that provide servicesto
offenders.

Whether offenders have reasonable access to programs located in neighboring counties
should be examined.

Conduct a needs assessment to identify how many offenders are located at the various stages
of Maine's criminal justice system, their level of risk, and the services they require (both
treatment and non-treatment needs) in order to determine the adequacy of the number of
programs serving the differently situated offenders.

To maximize the use of scarce financial resources, client pre-service assessment must be
improved, aswill be discussed in the program quality section below.

Program Quality

Overall program quality. Most programs in Maine show substantial room for improvement.
Thirty-nine percent are “unsatisfactory”, 31.4% “need improvement”, 23.8% are “ satisfactory”, and 6.7%
are “very satisfactory”. The unfavorable categorizations are driven largely by the program quality areas of
“program characteristics’, “client pre-service assessment”, and “evaluation characteristics’. The program
quality area of “program implementation” is a strength of Maine programs. The overal quality of
offender programming in Maine will improve with the application of recommendations in the program
quality areas, which are discussed below.

Program implementation. Overall, most programsin Maine appear to have well quaified,
experienced, and involved |eadership. Community support aso appears to be adequate, although some
programs indicated that it could be improved. The one mgjor aspect of program implementation identified
as aweakness was funding. The following recommendation is made for the improvement of program
implementation in Maine.

Seps should be taken to increase funding for programs; however, these increases should be
tied to performance measures and improvement of program quality.

Client pre-service assessment. Despite that fact that Maine has implemented the Level of
Service Inventory and Y outhful LSI/CMI across the state, offender assessment remains an area that needs
improvement for the service providers. Although some risk and need factors are assessed for use in
trestment planning, not all major risk/need factors are assessed with standardized instruments designed to
predict the likelihood of an offender’s recidivism or needs. Several recommendations are in order.

There needsto be better sharing of LS and LS/CMI results between the DOC and service
providers.

Training on the use and application of the LS and LS/CMI should also be extended to the
service providers.

Vi



Uniform case planning tied to assessment protocols should be devel oped for all service
providers that work with an offender population.

Program characteristics. The program qudity area of program characteristics is one of Maine's
weakest. No aspect of quality program characteristics consistently is adhered to across the State. Rather,
improvements can be made in each of the program characteristics examined in this study. Highlights of
the more significant deficiencies with accompanying recommendations are below.

Many of the programs that responded to the survey do not design their services based on an
adequate number or range of offenders characteristics or circumstances that relate to recidivism. While
some of the Maine programs employ cognitive interventions, most programs use approaches and
interventions that have not demonstrated effectiveness in reducing criminal behavior. The composition of
treatment groups and service delivery efforts are often deficient. Additionaly, programs’ tend to not use
rewards and punishment skillfully, do not use role plays regularly for practicing new skills, do not teach
relapse prevention concepts and techniques and do not use a structured treatment curriculum. Findly,
many programs do not work with offenders’ families, are of insufficient duration, and have inadequate
aftercare services. The following recommendations are in order:

Programs that serve an offender population should increase the criminogenic targets for
change. It is recommended that 80 percent of a program’s targets and interventions be
focused on crime-producing needs such as criminal peer groups, procriminal attitudes, and
cognitive skill deficits such as problem-solving and consequential thinking,

Programs in Maine need to adopt more effective approaches, which can include behavioral,
cognitive-behavior, family-based, and social learning models. Necessary components of such
approaches include the administration of both rewards and punishment (rewards should be
given at arate of four rewards to one punishment), relapse prevention concepts and
techniques, and regular use of role playsfor practice. All staff should be trained on these
models, and treatment manuals and curriculums should be used whenever appropriate. The
inclusion of familiesin the treatment effortsis desirable.

Treatment intensity, or “ dosage,” should be clearly matched to the offenders’ level of risk as
measured by a standar dized and objective assessment process. Higher risk offenders should
receive nore intense (more frequent and longer duration) levels of treatment, and should not
be grouped with or exposed to low risk offenders, offenders not in treatment, or non-
offenders.

Aftercare services should be provided regularly to extend the effectiveness of interventions.

Staff characteristics. Overall, the staff in Maine had low staff turnover. Around half of programs
assess staff on their clinical skills, have staff who are educated in a helping profession, and or have
experience working with offenders. Notably deficient aspects of staff characteristics include regular
clinical supervision and college educations. The following is recommended:

Training for staff needsto be substantially increased. All staff working with offenders should
receive formal training in theory and practice of interventions employed by the program, a

review of the principles of effective interventions, behavioral strategies such as modeling and
the application of reinforcers (both negative and positive), treatment planning, risk and need
factorsrelated to criminal conduct, and the use and interpretation of assessment instruments.

Vii



Clinical supervision of staff needs to be incorporated into programs. This would include
observations of service delivery, and routine staff meetings and documentation of offenders’

progress

Undergraduate degrees should characterize at least 75% of staff, and at least 10% of staff
should have advanced degrees.

Evaluation characteristics. Overdl, programsin Maine are lacking in their evaluation efforts.
Adeguate internal quality assurance mechanisms are missing, offender within program change is not
measured, and post-program recidivism is not monitored. A strength in this areais that most programs do
survey clients on their satisfaction with services. To improve in this area, programs should follow the
recommendations bel ow:

Implement internal quality assurance mechanismsincluding file reviews and problem
oriented records that monitor offenders’ progress.

To determine whether interventions are achieving their goals of reducing offenders
criminogenic needs, programs must measure within program change in an objective manner,
such as pre and post testing offenders. It is through the reduction and elimination of risk
factors that recidivism decreases.

Programs for offenders should collect data on post-treatment recidivism. Ideally, recidivism
datais also collected on similar offenders who do not receive the interventions in order to
determine whether the treated offenders engage in less criminal behavior than a comparison

group.

In addition to the recommendations for specific program quality aress, it is strongly
recommended that the State of Maine develops a system for auditing the quality of programs serving
offenders. Not only would such a system regularly assess the quality of programs and hold them
accountable for making improvements, but would also provide training and technical support to programs.
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INTRODUCTION

Maine's Commission to Improve the Sentencing, Supervision, Management, and Incarceration of
Prisoners recognizes the need to identify agencies and programs across the State providing services to its
offender population and to assess the quality of services being offered. Such information allows for the
location of gaps in the menu of services for offenders and points to areas of service delivery in need of
improvement. The University of Cincinnati aided the Commission in the collection, analysis, and
interpretation of data on offender programming across the State. This report summarizes information
gathered viaamail survey. Specifically, it addresses the following questions:

Identification of programs
0 What programs serve offenders?
0 Wherearethese programs located, including the number of offenders per program at
the county level?
Program capacity
0 How many clients do these programs serve?
0 Areprograms being run to capacity?
0 Who are the clients of these programs in terms of their sex, age group, area of
involvement in the criminal justice system, and geographic location?
0 What services are provided through these programs?
0 What isthe extent of and types of barriers impeding full use of the programs?
Program quality
0 What proportions of programs are characterized as having very satisfactory,
satisfactory, in need of improvement, and unsatisfactory program quality?
0 What areas of program qudity are very satisfactory, satisfactory, in need of
improvement, and unsatisfactory?

In addition to answering the above questions for al programs as awhole, the report often distinguishes
between programs based on the sex and age of clients they serve.

Before addressing the questions posed in the study, this report briefly describes the methodol ogy
of the study and how the findings are presented. Concluding remarks include recommendations for the

Commission.



METHODOLOGY

Data were obtained through a mail survey. The Commission provided addresses of programs
across Maine likely to serve offenders. The University of Cincinnati constructed and administered two
mailings of the survey, which is presented in Appendix A. Of the 543 programs that received surveys,
167 responded; the response rate was 30.8%. Not all of the programs that responded to the survey provide
services to offenders, however. One hundred and five responding programs indicated that offenders are
included among their clients. These 105 programs constitute the study’ s sample.

As one of the purposes of this project wasto create an initid list of programs for offendersin
Maine, no database of offender programs exists to use as a baseline to determine the extent that these 105
programs represent al offender programsin Maine. Y et, there is no reason to assume that the description
of services for offenders in Maine presented in this report does not reflect generaly the overall programs
available.

The Commission also provided information on the 16,817 individuas currently under some form
of criminal justice supervision as of August 22, 2004. The offenders’ addresses, sex, and age group
(juvenile or adult) alow for the geographica matching of offenders to program availability.

Information obtained through the survey is presented in two ways. Mapping illustrates the
location of programs throughout the State and is used in conjunction with the information on offenders
location. Frequencies and percentages indicate the prevalence of programs that have particular
characteristics. Because not al programs in the sample responded to each item in the survey, some
percentages presented are calculated from sample sizes smaller than the total of 105 programs that
responded to the mail survey. Furthermore, in many instances a program meets multiple qualities of a
characteristic, such as providing services in both urban and rural areas. For that reason, percentages

presented in tables often do not sum to one hundred.



IDENTIFICATION OF PROGRAMS

What programs serve offender s?

As stated above, one of the purposes of this study is to provide the Commission alist of programs
in Maine that provide services to offenders. Of the 543 programs identified by the Commission as
possibly serving offenders, 105 responded that offenders are included in their clientele. The name and
addresses of these programs are presented in Appendix B. An electronic version of thislist is available to
the Commission.

Where are programsfor offenderslocated?

Ninety-three of the 105 (88.6%) programs serving offenders are represented in the maps and
tables discussed in this section®. The distribution of &l programs across Maine?, not differentiated by any
characterigtics of the programs, is discussed first. Programs are then presented according to whether they
serve adult male, adult female, juvenile male, or juvenile female offenders. Most maps are reported in
conjunction with the distribution of offenders across Maine. Of the 16,817 individuals under the
supervision of Maine's criminal justice system, 11,354 (67.5 %) are included in the maps®.

Distribution of all programs. Map 1 illustrates the distribution of programs serving offenders
across Maine. Because in many instances multiple programs are located in a single general location, the
dots representing each individual program tend to overlap and may appear to mark only one program. For
clarification, refer to Table 1 which provides the actual number of programsin each county.

Programs are concentrated in the following counties: Cumberland (n = 36), Penobscot (n = 21),
Somerset (n = 15), and Sagadahoc (n = 8). No programs in our sample are located in specific countiesin
the west, northwest and southeast sections of the state; Franklin, Oxford, and Washington counties, aong

with Waldo and Lincoln counties, have no programs serving offenders that our study could identify.

! Some programs could not be mapped because either the only addresses available for them were post office boxes
rather than street address or the street addresses provided could not be located by the mapping software.

2 Readers are reminded that the programs reported on in this report are limited to those programs that responded to
the survey, and the exhaustiveness of the sampleis unknown.

3 Some offenders could not be mapped because their addresses could not be located by the mapping software.



Map 1: Distribution of Programs Serving Offenders Across Maine
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Table 1. County level analysis of programs and offenders.

Offenders SquareMiles Programs Offendersper  Offendersper
SquareMile Programs

Androscoggin 791 496.2 1 159 791.0
Aroostook 261 6810.0 3 0.04 87.0
Cumberland 2458 025.7 36 2.66 68.3
Franklin 44 1740.5 0 003 A
Hancock 77 1682.5 2 0.05 38,5
K ennebec 436 048.9 2 0.46 218.0
Knox 303 379.4 3 0.80 101.0
Lincoln 352 469.6 0 04 T
Oxford 206 2172.7 0 009
Penobscot 2221 3549.0 21 0.63 105.8
Piscataguis 138 4366.2 1 0.03 138.0
Sagadahoc 985 256.1 8 3.85 1231
Somerset 2092 4086.6 15 0.51 139.5
Waldo 71 754.2 0 009 -
Washington 9 2739.6 0 000 -
York 852 1016.5 3 0.84 284.0
Tota 11296 32394.7 o5° 0.35 1189

A Dashes indicate that a rate could not be computed because there are no programsin those counties.

B Two of the 93 programs mapped are located very near county borders. For this reason, they are counted twice,
once for each of the counties on which they border.

Whether the geographical distribution of programs meets the needs of their surrounding areas
requires an examination of the distribution of offenders across the state. Counties with the greatest
number of offenders per square mile are Sagadahoc (3.9), Cumberland (2.7), Androscoggin (1.6), Y ork
(.8), Knox (.8) and Lincoln (.8) (Table 1). Counties with less than 0.1 offenders per square mile are
Aroostook, Franklin, Hancock, Oxford, Piscataquis, Waldo and Washington.

Taken together, the distribution of programs in conjunction with the distribution of offenders
provides the number of offenders per program in each county, as reported in Table 1 and illustrated Map
2. The number of “offenders per program” in each county speaks to whether the density of offenders
matches the number of programs available. Counties vary from having 791 offenders per program to 38.5
offenders per program. Appropriately, the high offender-density county, Cumberland, is paired with a
high concentration of programs, resulting in 68.3 offenders per programs. However, another offender-

dense county, Androscoggin, reports only one program for offenders; there is only one program for 791



Map 2: Distribution of All Offenders and Programs
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offenders. It islikely that the mismatch between the number of offenders and number of programsin
Androscoggin is afunction of the presence of ajail and the fact that Androscoggin has experience rapid
population growth with limited ability to increase services at the same rate. Other counties with high
numbers of offenders per program are Kennebec (218 offenders per program) and Y ork (284 offenders
per program).

Theratio of offenders per program could not be calculated for the five counties with no programs.
Franklin, Waldo, and Washington counties, which did not report running any programs, have very few
offenders. However, the other two counties with no programs, Lincoln and Oxford, are home to 352 and
206 offenders, respectively.

Distribution of programs based on the sex and age of their clients.  In this section, the
number of offenders per program are dissected into the following four configurations (see Table 2): (1)
adult male offenders per programs for adult male offenders, (2) adult female offenders per programs for
adult female offenders, (3) juvenile male offenders per programs far juvenile male offenders, and (4)
juvenile female offenders per programs for juvenile female offenders. The relationships between number
of programs and number of offenders are presented at both the state and county levels.

Dueto only 70 programs in the sample indicating the sex of clients served, this section of the
report focuses on a sub-sample of the 105 programs in the origina sample. Included are 37 programs
serving adult males, 30 programs for adult females, 33 programs for juvenile males, and 31 programs for
juvenile females’'.

The highest number of offenders per program are for adult males. Across the entire state, thereis
aratio of 176 adult male offenders per program for adult males. At the county level, severa counties have
in excess of one hundred adult male offenders per program. Androscoggin has the highest ratio with 452.
adult male offenders per program serving adult male offenders, followed by Somerset with 323,

Kennebec with 271 and Y ork with 234. In only two counties is the ratio below one hundred. Theratio in

% Several programs serve mixed clientele. For example, asingle program may serve both adult males and adult
females. For this reason, the number of programs does not sum to 70.



Hancock county is 45 and the ratio in Knox is 67. Ratios cannot be calculated for the five counties with
no programs reported. Map 3 displays the location of adult male offenders and programs for adult males.

Table 2. County level analysis of programs and offender s by sex and age of clients.

County Number of adult Number of adult Number of Number of
male offenders female offenders juvenile male juvenile female
per programs per programs offendersper offendersper
serving adult serving adult programsserving programsserving
males females juvenile males juvenile females
Androscoggin 452.0 66.0 197.0 76.0
Aroostook 155.0 31.0 30.0 15.0
Cumberland 1231 339 50.4 22.7
Franklin - A T
Hancock 45.0 %0 000 - e
Kennebec 271.0 840 - e
Knox 670 0 e e e
Lincon - e e e
Oxford - e e e
Penobscot 146.9 375 88.8 30.8
Piscataquis - e 25.0 8.0
Sagadahoc 123.6 17.2 47.3 14.8
Somerset 323.0 88.3 66.3 22.8
Wddo 0 - e e e
Washinggon - e e e
York 234.0 455 105.0 415
Total 176.0 47.0 72.0 28.0

A Dashesindicate that arate could not be computed because there are no programs in those counties.

The ratios for adult females across the state and in individual counties are considerably lower
than ratios for adult males. There are 47 adult female offenders per programs serving adult females across
the state. None of the county level ratios exceed one hundred. Rather, the highest number of adult females
per program is 95 in Hancock county, followed by Somerset with 88.3 and Kennebec with 84. The
majority of ratios fall between 30 and 66. Sagadahoc has the lowest ratio with 17.2 adult female offenders
per program for adult females. Again, five counties did not report having programs and therefore are not
included in the distribution of ratios for adult females. Map 4 presents the location of adult female
offenders and programs for adult females.

The ratio across the entire state of juvenile male offenders to programs serving them is 72.

Individual county ratios vary from ahigh of 197 in Androscoggin to alow of 25 in Piscataquis county. In



Map 3: Distribution of Male Adult Offenders and Male Adult Programs
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Map 4: Distribution of Female Adult Offenders and Female Adult Programs
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addition to the five counties with no programs at al report, three more indicate they do not have programs
juvenile males. See Map 5 for the location of juvenile males offenders and programs serving them.

The lowest number of offenders per program occur in programming for juvenile femae
offenders. The state level ratio is 28 juvenile female offenders per program serving them. Androscoggin,
once again, has the highest ratio, with 76 offenders per program. The second highest ratio isonly 41.5in
Y ork county. The remaining six counties with ratios that can be cal culated have ratios between 30.8 and
8.0. Similar to the findings for juvenile male programs, ratios cannot be calcuated for juvenile femaesin
atotal of eight counties. Map 6 illustrates the location of juvenile female offenders and their programs.
Summary

Based on the information available for programs in Maine, there is considerable variation in the
ratios of offenders per program. While the state leve ratio for al offenders per programs (not
differentiating by the sex and age of offenders served) is 118.9, the ratios across counties vary from 791
to 38.5. Once programs are categorized as serving adult males, adult females, juvenile males or juvenile
females, it becomes clear that the programs with the highest ratios are those programs serving adult

males.

1



Map 5: Distribution of Male Juvenile Offenders and Male Juvenile Programs
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Map 6: Distribution of Female Juvenile Offenders and Female Juvenile Programs
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PROGRAM CAPACITY

This section of the report addresses how many clients are served by the programs that responded
to the survey; whether these programs are being run to capacity; who are the clients of these programs,
and what services are provided through these programs. The findings are presented first for al of the 105
programs together (see Table 3), followed by comparisons based on the sex composition (see Appendix
C) and age composition (see Appendix D) of programs. Finally, this section discusses the extent of and
types of barriersimpeding the full use of the programs. Information on the barriers experienced is
presented for all programs together.

It isimportant to note that an accompanying needs assessment has not been conducted to
determine the types of services needed by dffenders in Maine. Such an assessment would lend insight into
the extent to which, for example, Maine offenders are in need of treatment for substance abuse or the
prevalence of pre-tria detainees across the State. Rather, this discussion of the types of clients composing
the programs and types of services offered among the programsis limited to describing the capacity of
current offender programming in Maine.

Only 70 (66.7%) programs reported on whether they serve males only, females only, or both
sexes Therefore, throughout this report the description of programs by sex composition represents a sub-
sample of the 105 programs. Of those 70 programs, 17 serve mae clients only, 5 serve female clients
only, and 48 serve both males and females. All 105 programs reported on whether they serve juveniles
and or adults. Programs were equally likely to serve juveniles only, adults only, or dual-age groups; 35
programs fal into each program group.

Interpreting the characteristics of programs with both male and female clients or both juveniles
and adults must be done with caution. When programs include both sexes or both age groups, a
determination of whether services are available equaly for men and women or juveniles and adults
cannot be made. For example, of the dual-sex programs that treat sexually assaultive behaviors, it is
unclear if women as well as men receive treatment in that area. Furthermore, the findings on female only

programs should be considered as suggestive rather than conclusive due to the small number of such
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programs. Because only five programs are represented, the percentages reported are particularly unstable;
the addition of one program having a specific characteristic changes the percentage greatly.
How many clients do these programs serve?

All programs. Of the 105 programs that responded to the survey, 86 indicated the total number
of clients they currently serve. Their clientedle sumsto 13,114. See Table 3, below. One program,
Volunteers of America, accounts for 5735 of these clients, leaving atotal of 7379 clients served by the
remaining 85 programs. Furthermore, half of these programs serve both offenders and non-offenders, and
non-offenders are included in the figure.

Programs by sex of clients. Only 62 of the 70 (88.6%) programs reporting on their sex
composition provided the number of clients being served currently. Programs for males only are serving
1197 clients, for females only are serving 36 clients, and for both sexes are serving 3853 clients.

Programs by age of clients. A total of 1077 juveniles receive services from the programs serving
only juveniles; 3465 adults are included in adult only programs; and 8323 individuals make up the
programs for both juveniles and adults. However, 3338 juveniles and 2397 adults in the dualage
programs are from a single program, Volunteers of America. Excluding that one program leaves 2588
offenders in the dual-age programs.

Are programs being run to capacity?

All programs. Around half (54.5%) of the 77 programs that reported on their level of program
utilization indicate that their programs are running over capacity. Slightly over athird (37.7%) of
programs are at capacity, and 7.8% are under capacity.

Programs by sex of clients. Of the programs reporting on their sex composition and usage (n =
58), very few indicate that they are running under capacity, regardless of the sex composition of their
clientele. A greater proportion of programs serving both men and women state that they are over capacity

(64.1%), compared to male only programs (35.7%) and female only programs (20.0%).
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Table 3. Capacity: All programs.

N %
Number of programsserving offenders 105
Total number of clients served(n = 86" ® 13114
Program utilization, number of programs (n = 77)
Under capacity 6 7.8
At capacity 29 37.7
Over capacity 42 54.5
Composition of programs, number of programs (of the 105
programs)
Sex (n=70)
Women and/or girls only 5 7.1
Men and/or boys only 17 24.3
Men and/or boys and women and/or girls 48 68.6
Age
Juveniles only 35 33.3
Adults only 35 33.3
Juveniles and adults 35 333
Areaof crimina justice system
Supervised community confinement 18 171
Probationers 82 78.1
Pre-release 25 23.8
Diversion 39 37.1
Prisoner 31 29.5
Pre-tria 58 55.2
Drug court 3 29
Non-offender 55 524
Geographical area©
Urban 54 514
Suburban 55 524
Rura 92 87.6
Characteristics of programs, number of programs (of the 105
programs)
Setting
Residentia center 29 27.9
Prison 6 5.8
Jal 17 16.3
Community 61 58.7

16



zZ

%

Type of program

Day reporting 7 6.7
Therapeutic community 6 5.7
Halfway house 7 6.7
Residential 39 37.1
Intensive supervision 9 8.6
Outpatient counseling 32 30.5
Home-based 10 9.5
Drug court 3 29
Schoal 2 1.9
Detoxification 2 19
Areas of service: Treatment programs
Anger management 55 52.4
Cognitions 50 47.6
Family 39 37.1
Mental health 60 57.1
Sex offending 11 105
Substance abuse 64 61.0
Violence 5 4.8
Aresas of service: Other services
Case management 57 54.3
Community service 3 2.9
Education 61 58.1
Employment 24 22.9
Finances 10 9.5
Housing 2 19
Life skills 4 3.8
Medica care 4 3.8
Psychol ogical assessment 29 27.6
Transportation 22 21.0

A The number of clientsincludes both offenders and non-offenders currently served by the programs.

B The number in parentheses indicates the number of programs that responded to the item. For example, 86 of the
105 programs indicated the number of clientsthey currently serve.

€ Programs may have clients from multiple geographical areas.
Programs by age of clients. Whether programs are being used to their capacity was reported on
by 77 (73.3%) of the programs. Juvenile only programs were less likely to be over capacity (40.0%) than

programs for adults only (60.0%) or programs for both juveniles and adults (68.2%).
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Who are the clients of these programs?

All programs. The programs serve a variety of clients, with many having mixed clientele. As can
be seenin Table 3, 17 programs offer services to men only®, 5 to females only, and 48 to both men and
women. Equal numbers of programs serve juveniles only, adults only, and both age groups; thirty-five
programs are available for the different age group compositions.

Around half (52.4%) of the programs treat non-offenders aswell as offenders. The most
commonly dealt with offenders are probationers (78.1%) and individuals awaiting trial (55.2%). Between
aquarter and athird of the programs include pre-rel ease offenders (23.8%), people being diverted from
the crimina justice system (23.8%), and prisoners (29.5%). A smaller proportion serves supervised
community confinement offenders (17.1%). Drug court participants are included in 2.9% of the programs.

Most of the programs (87.6%) serve offenders who live in rura areas of the state. Half include
urban (51.4%) or suburban (52.4%) clients.

Programs by sex of clients. Programs differ in terms of the age of clients and their involvement
in the crimina justice system based on the sex composition of the programs. Of the five femae only
programs, three (60.0%) are for juveniles only, compared to 41.2% of male only programs and 27.1% of
programs serving both men and women. Slightly over half (52.9%) of mae only programs are for adults
only, with 5.9% of programs serving both juveniles and adults. In contrast, the programs serving both
men and women are nearly equally divided among juvenile only (27.1%), adult only (35.4%) and both
juvenile and adult (37.5%) programs.

While probationers make up the largest proportion of the three categories of programs being
discussed, differences are noted for the prevalence of most of the remaining areas of the criminal justice
systems where clients are located. Diversion clients are underrepresented among the male only programs
(29.4%) compared to female only programs (40.0%) and programs serving both men and women (41.7%).

Our sample of female only programs includes neither supervised community confinement offenders nor

® Only 70 programs reported on the sex composition of their clientele.
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any prisoners’. Instead, the female only programs are very likely to include non-offenders (80.0%). Drug

court clients are found only in programs serving both males and females clients.

Programs by age of clients. The age groups of clients served by programs yield some
differences in the sex composition of clients and their involvement in the crimina justice system. The
programs serving single age groups report that approximately athird are male only programs, under 15
percent serve females only, and around 60 percent serve both men and women. However, 90% of
programs that serve both juveniles and adults include both males and females among their clients.

Programs for juveniles only appear to serve clients from different areas of the criminal justice
system than do the adult only programs and programs serving both age groups. Fewer juvenile only
programs serve pre-release individuals (11.4%), prisoners (8.6%), and those awaiting tria (25.7%) than
do programs serving adults only (31.3%, 45.7%, and 62.9%, respectively) or both age groups (28.6%,
34.3%, and 77.1%, respectively). However, probationers are less likely to be among the clients of adult

only programs (62.9%) than the programs serving juveniles only (85.7%) or both age groups (85.7%).

Twice as many programs for both juveniles and adults include non-offenders (80.0%) as the juvenile only

programs (45.7%) and adult only programs (31.4%).

What services are provided through these programs?

All programs. Table 3 summarizes the setting and types of programsincluded in the sample, as

well as the types of treatment and other services offered. A minority of the programsiis set in secure

facilities; 5.8% arein prisons and 16.3% arein jails. Residentia centers make up 27.9% of the programs

and 58.7% of the programs are community- based.
By far, the most common types of programs are residentia (37.1%) or outpatient counseling
(30.5%). Each of the other program types represented (e.g., day reporting, halfway houses) are

characterigtic of less than ten percent of the programs.

® While it may be assumed that female only programsin secure facilities exist, there is no master list of
programming for offendersin Maine to which thisfinding can be compared.
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Among the treatment-oriented services provided by programs in Maine, the most common is
substance abuse treatment (61.0%), followed by mental health counseling (57.1%), anger management
treatment (52.4%), treatment geared toward modifying cognitions (47.6%), and family counseling and
treatment (37.1%). Less common are treatment of sexually abusive behaviors (10.5%) and treatment of
assaultive behaviors (i.e., batterer programs) (4.8%).

Case management and education’ services are the most commonly reported non-treatment
services (54.3% and 58.1%, respectively). Between 20 and 30 percent of programs indicate they offer
services in the areas of psychological assessment (27.6%), employment (22.9%), or transportation
(21.0%). Less than four percent offer at least one of the following service areas. community service,
housing, life skills, or medical care.

Programs by sex of clients. Across the three types of programs distinguished by their sex
composition, programs set in secure facilities are the least common. None of the female only programs
are located in prisons or jails, and between 20 and 30 percent of programs serving males only or both
sexes are in secure facilities. While female only programs are equally likely to be in either aresidentia
center or in the community, the greatest proportion of male only programs are in residentia centers
(47.1%) and the mgjority of programs serving both men and women are set in the community (60.4%).

The types of programs for single sex programs are limited compared to the array of programs
serving both sexes. The mgority (52.9%) of male only programs are residentia. Other types of male only
programs include therapeutic communities (11.8%), halfway houses (11.8%), and outpatient counseling
(5.9%). Female only programs are comprised of residential programs (80.0%) and halfway houses
(20.0%).

The most noteworthy differences in availability of treatment services across the sex composition
of programs are in the areas of family treatment, sex offender treatment and treatment for assaultive
behaviors. Female only programs are more likely to include family treatment, whereas male only

programs are more likely to treat sexually and non-sexually aggressive behaviors.

" Education services include substance abuse and domestic violence education as well as academic services.



Non-treatment services offered are fairly similar across programs sex composition. However,
there are afew differences. Greater proportions of female only programs provide case management
(80.0%), employment services (40.0%), and transportation (60.0%) than the male only programs and
programs serving both sexes. Only the dual-sex programs report having community service and offering
medical care.

Programs by age of clients. The setting of programs differs across the age groups served by
programs. A clear mgjority (76.5%) of programs serving both juveniles and adults are set in the
community, with very few programs being in prisons (2.9%). While the same percent of juvenile only
programs are set in prisons, they are nearly equaly likely to be in residential centers (45.7%) or the
community (51.4%). None of the juvenile only programs are set in jails. Adult only programs are more
likely to be in the community (48.6%) than the other settings, yet each of the other settings characterize
between 10 and 30 percent of the adult only programs.

The main differencesin the types of programs offered across the age groups served pertain to
residential programs and outpatient counseling. Juvenile only programs are more likely to be residentia
(54.3%) than adult only programs (37.1%) or programs for both age groups (20.0%). Outpatient
counsaling is most common among programs serving both juveniles and adults (60.0%) compared to the
juvenile only programs (11.4%) and adult only programs (20.0%).

Treatment-oriented services are more prevalent among juvenile only programs and programs
serving both age groups than for adult only programs. Adult only programs are less likely than programs
for the other age group compositions to focus on cognitions, family, or sex offending. However, violence
(i.e., battering) programs are the focus of only the adult only programs, and substance abuse programs are
the least common among the juvenile only programs.

Other types of services are addressed fairly similarly across the various age group compositions.
Exceptions are that programs that serve both age groups are more likely to include education (74.3%) and

finances (20.0%) than the single age group programs.
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What is the extent of and types of barriersimpeding full use of the programs?

All programs. In addition to reporting on their program’s capacity, who participates in their
program, and the nature of services provided, many programs in the study lent insight into the extent of (n
= 97) and types of barriers (n = 74) that prevent them from being used fully. As presented in Table 4,
while 19.6% of programs indicated there are no barriers to them being used, the remaining 80.4%
experience a least afew barriers.

Programs indicated the types of barriers impeding their full usage via open-ended questions.
These responses were categorized as referring to barriers characteristics of or within the programs,
barriers within the community (either the crimina justice or community at-large), or barriers among their
clients. The “within program” barriers include lack of resources such as space and child care (5.4%);
being understaffed 12.2%; criteriafor participation being too exclusive (17.6%); and lack of funds for the
program.(36.5%). Barriers identified “within the community” range from lack of awareness or
understanding about the program (4.1%); lack of communication among agencies (8.1%); lack of support
for the program (9.5%); and lack of referrals from agencies (18.9%). Client-based barriers cited by
programs include lack of client self-referrals (2.7%); lack of stable housing (2.7%); lack of parental or
family support (2.7%); lack of financial resources (9.5%); lack of willingness or motivation to participate

(9.5%), and finally, lack of transportation (24.3%).



Table4. Barriersto programs being used to capacity.

N %
Presence of barriers (n = 97) *
1— No barriers 19 19.6
2 —Few barriers A 35.1
3 22 22.7
4 18 18.6
5— Many barriers 4 4.1
Types of barriers (n = 74)
Within program barriers
Program is under-stafffed 9 122
Criteriafor participation is too exclusive 13 17.6
Lack of funds for the program 27 36.5
Lack of program resources (e.g., space, child care) 4 54
Within the community
Lack of support within crimina justice community 7 9.5
and/or community at large
Lack of awareness/understanding about program 3 4.1
Lack of communication among agencies 6 8.1
Lack of referrals from agencies 14 189

Among clients
Lack of client self -referras 2 2.7
Lack of client funds 7 9.5
Lack of client willingness to participate 7 9.5
Lack of transportation 18 24.3
Lack of stable housing for clients 2 2.7
2

Lack of parental/familial support 2.7

A The number in parentheses indicates the number of programs that responded to the item. For example, of the 105
surveys returned, only 97 indicated the extent of barriersto their program being used to capacity. Nineteen of those
97 reported no barriers.

Summary

One hundred and five programs responded to the survey and indicated that they include offenders
among their clientele. Over ten thousand clients (offenders and non-offenders) receive services from the
86 programs that offered that information. Half of program are being run over capacity. Dual-sex
programs are more likely than single-sex programs to be over capacity, and juvenile only programs are
more likely to be under capacity than the other two age-defined program groups. Seventy programs
indicted the sex of their clients; 53 programs serve females either solely or in conjunction with males, and
65 provide services for males either solely or along with females. An equal number of programs treat only

juveniles, only adults and both age groups. Probationers are the most common clients served by the



programs, followed by pre-trial detainees and non-offenders. Rurally located offenders participate in
nearly al of the programs. Over half of the programs are set in the community. The most prevalent types
of programs are residential and outpatient counseling. Programs offering treatment-oriented services
focus primarily on anger management, cognitions, substance abuse, and mental health. Non-treatment-
oriented services center mainly around case management and education. Barriers impeding the full use of
programs were reported by alarge majority of program. The most frequently cited barriers are lack of

program funding and transportation for clients.
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PROGRAM QUALITY

The effectiveness of interventions for offenders depends on the quality of severa areas of
programming. These program areas include implementation, client pre-service assessment, program
characterigtics (i.e., what the program endeavors to accomplish and techniques and policiesit uses to
reach those goals), staff characteristics, and evaluation efforts. Programs across Maine are categorized in
this report based on whether their overall program qudity is “unsatisfactory”, “ needs improvement”,
“satisfactory”, or “very satisfactory” by considering how well they meet standards in each of the program
areas mentioned above. To illustrate which areas of program quality drive the overal quality
categorization, each program area (implementation, client pre-service assessment, program
characteristics, staff characteristics, and evauation) is categorized as being “ unsatisfactory”, “needs
improvement”, “ satisfactory”, or “very satisfactory”, aswell. To lend further insight into the strengths and
weakness which determine the program area quality categorizations, individual items that make up the
aress are also discussed.

The program quality categorizations are a function of 45 individud items. Each item is relevant to
one of the five program quality areas. The program quality areas are made up of the following number of
items. implementation, 10; client pre-service assessment, 5; program characteristics, 20; staff
characteristics, 4; and evauation, 4. If a program has the program quality characteristic described by the
item, they receive one point. The percent of program quality characteristics that each program has is then
calculated. These percentages are sensitive to whether or not the program responded to questions in the
survey that measure the characteristic; if a program provided responses to only 40 of the 45 program
quality characteristics, their percent was calculated based on the numerator 40 rather than 45. The
percentages are collapsed into categories, with scores from 0 to 49 labeled “unsatisfactory”, 50 to 59
labeled “needs improvement”, 60 to 69 labeled “satisfactory”, and 70 to 100 labeled “very satisfactory”.

This discussion of the quality of programs across Maine begins by reviewing the distribution of

overal program quality categories for al programs together, followed by examining the five program
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quality areas for dl programs. The results are then re-examined comparing programs based on the sex and

age of clientsthey serve.

All programs

Table 5 summarizes the quality of programs across Maine. This table presents the distribution of

overal program quality categories as well as the distribution of how the programs are categorized in the

five program quality areas. Figures 1 through 6 graphically present this same information. For an item by

item analysis of the findings see Appendix E.

Table5. Program quality: All programs.

N %
Overall program quality
Unsatisfactory 40 38.1
Needs improvement 3 314
Satisfactory 25 238
Very satisfactory 7 6.7
Program implementation
Unsatisfactory 2 1.9
Needs improvement 9 8.7
Satisfactory 13 125
Very satisfactory 80 76.9
Client pre-service assessment
Unsatisfactory 50 47.6
Needs improvement 7 6.7
Satisfactory 37 352
Very satisfactory 11 105
Program characteristics
Unsatisfactory 60 57.1
Needs improvement 23 21.9
Satisfactory 12 114
Very satisfactory 10 9.5
Staff characteristics
Unsatisfactory 3 314
Needs improvement 3H5 333
Satisfactory 16 15.2
Very satisfactory 21 20.0
Evaluation characteristics
Unsatisfactory 66 62.9
Needs improvement 27 25.7
Satisfactory 0 0.0
Very satisfactory 12 114
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Overall program quality. The greatest portion of programs fall into the “ unsatisfactory”
category (38.1%), followed closely by “needs improvement (31.4%). Nearly a quarter (23.8%) of
programs has “ satisfactory” quality, and 6.7% are “very satisfactory”. Figure 1 presents this information.
Two maps are provided to illustrate the distribution programs across Maine based on their level of
quality; Map 7 presents lower quality (i.e., less than satisfactory) programs and Map 8 presents higher

quality (i.e., “satisfactory” and “very satisfactory”) programs.

Figure 1. Overall Program Quality for All Programs
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Program implementation. Asawhole, programsin Maine are implemented well. Slightly over
three-fourths (76.9%) of programs are categorized as being “very satisfactory”. See Figure 2. Appendix E
presents the results for individual items used to score the implementation program quaity area. Over 80%

of programs report that their program director is professionally trained in a helping profession, involved

in hiring the program staff, train the staff, and supervise staff. Furthermore, most programs have directors

with at least three years of experience working with offenders (70.0%), and the directors provide hands-

on services to offenders (57.7%). Similarly, most programs are valued by the community at-large
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Map 7: Distribution of Programs Based on High Quality Scores
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Map 8: Distribution of Programs Based on Low Quality Scores

Legend

TOTAL QUALITY SCORE

Needs Improvement (n = 21)

Unsatisfactory (n = 36)
© Major Cities

[ ] County Boundries

N S Y
‘ ® A b0, RO .
E <47 Brtinswick ” l@:‘
P N UMIVE Rfrl‘ﬂ' 0:: .
“Portland Cincinnati
g ,

Created by Tamara Madensen and Rob Tillyer
University of Cincinnati
Center for Criminal Justice Research




(59.6%), valued by the criminal justice system (66.3%), and are perceived as cost-effective. The one

program implementation weakness is funding. Only 29.3% of programs indicated that they have adequate

funding.

Figure 2. Program Implementation for All Programs
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Client pre-service assessment. As can be seen in Figure 3, half (47.6%) of al the programs fall
into the “unsatisfactory” category. This unfavorable finding is due to the fact that, despite over 85% of

programs assessing clients with a reasonable survey of risk and needs factors (e.g., criminal history,

substance abuse) (See Appendix E), only around 10% do so by using standardized actuaria risk and

needs assessment tools. Such tools are objective and structured so that whoever performs the assessment

of the offenders, similar conclusions are reached. Furthermore, the tools are based on the empirical
relationships between offender characteristics examined and offenders’ criminal involvement so that

scores yielded through the assessment process speak to the offenders probability of recidivating.



The use of standardized, actuarial assessment toolsis essential to quality correctiona
programming for several reasons. A couple of the most important reasons are (1) identifying accurately
the risk factors most prevalent among programs' clients which, in turn, should determine the types of
services that the programs offer; and (2) being able to separate systematically and accurately higher and
lower risk offenders into different program groups so that higher risk individuals can receive more
intensive services without negatively influencing the lower risk individuas. The lack of a standardized
risk and or needs instrument results in inconsistent identification of risk and need factors and subsequent
identification of higher and lower risk offenders. Hence, resources are often misallocated due to the
programs’ failure to meet the needs of their offenders and the contamination of treatment efforts due to

the mixing of high and low risk offenders.

Figure 3. Client Pre-service Assessment for All Programs
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Program characteristics. Nearly 80% (79.0%) of programs scored below satisfactory in the

program characteristics quality area, asisillustrated in Figure 4. This program quality area includes the
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following aspects of programming: whether the offender characteristics being focused on through the
program are those shown empirically to be strongly related to recidivism; whether the approach or model
used to alter those offender characteristics is one shown empiricaly to be effective; whether the length of
the program is sufficient; whether the program uses a written curriculum, and if so, whether all staff are
trained on and consistently follow the curriculum; whether the program includes the application of relapse
prevention concepts and techniques, whether role plays are incorporated into the program in order to
provide regular opportunities for practice; whether rewards and punishment is used, and if so, whether the
administration of rewards appropriately exceeds punishment by aratio of four to one; whether offenders
in treatment are separated from offenders not in treatment, from non-offenders, and by their level of risk;
whether offenders have input into the program; whether and in what ways offenders’ families are

involved in the program; and, finaly, whether adequate aftercare is provided regularly.

Figure 4. Program Characteristics for All Programs
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The weakest aspects of the program characteristics area are the two most fundamental: targeting

criminogenic behaviors and attitudes (17.1%) and use of an effective treatment model (11.5%). These two
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aspects speak to what the program is designed to accomplish (i.e., what is it about the offenders the
programs endeavors to change in order to reduce the likelihood of recidivism) and how it is designed to
achieve those desired outcomes. Effective programs focus their efforts on reducing offenders’ risk factors
(e.g., faulty cognitions, substance abuse, and involvement in antisocial peer networks) through the
application of cognitive, cognitive-behavioral, and or family systems concepts and techniques. It is not
enough, however, to employ a sampling of the cognitive, cognitive-behavioral, and family systems
concepts and techniques along with samplings of other treatment models, such as client-centered,
Freudian, or deterrence-based models. Rather, effective programs adopt an approach shown empirically to
reduce recidivism (e.g., cognitive-behavioral approach) and implement the approach fully.

Programs in Maine scored below satisfactory in the areas of treatment targets and treatment
model for the following reasons: they failed to focus on any risk factors; they focus on some risk factors,
but less so than on an array of offender characteristics not related or weakly related empirically to
recidivism (e.g., sdf-esteem, depression, and nutrition); they fail to adopt an effective treatment approach
to any degree; and or they claim to be based on an effective model or approach, but also state they are
based on array of other models.

The use of relapse prevention technigues and regular use of role play exercisesenhance

programs’ effectiveness by teaching offenders to anticipate situations that put them at risk of engaging in
irresponsible behaviors, teaching them skills for avoiding and managing such situations, and by requiring
offenders to practice those skills. Less than half of programs report employing relapse prevention
techniques (40.4%) and role playing (42.0%).

Another deficient aspect of the program characteristics quality areais the use of atreatment

curriculum (27.6%). The use of atreatment curriculum helps ensure fidelity to atreatment model by
increasingly the likelihood that all staff focus on appropriate targets in the same manner. Fortunately, of
those programs using treatment curriculums, most report adhering to the curriculum (93.1%) and training

all treatment staff on the curriculum (72.4%).



Effective programs are adept at administering consequences, including both rewards and
punishment, to offenders so that prosocial behaviors are made morelikely to reoccur and antisocia
behaviors are extinguished. One important guideline for the use of consequencesis that rewards are used
four times more often than punishment. Only 52.0% of programs report using rewards, while 74.5% use
punishment. Of the programs that use both rewards and punishment, half (52.9%) state that the ratio of

rewards to punishment is at least four to one.

The efficacy of a program is dependent upon the composition of the program groups and services.

The best case scenarios are that offenders in treatment are separated from offenders not in treatment (e.g.,

aprison has a unit for prisonersin treatment separate from the genera population of the prison), offenders

do not receive treatment or other services with non-offenders, program groups are single-sex, and high-

risk offenders and low-risk offenders receive their treatment separately. Programs scored well (85.5%) on

separating offenders receiving treatment from those who do not. Just over half (57.0%) have offender-
only programs; 43.0% of programs deliver their treatment and services to offenders and non-offenders
alike. Mixing offenders with non-offenders is problematic because the offenders will model procriminal
sentiments and behaviors to the non-offenders and the non-offenders may be victimized by the offenders.
Furthermore, offenders tend to be in need of treatment for different underlying reasons than non-
offenders, and those reasons (or risk factors) must be addressed in order to reduce recidivism. Sixty-one
percent of programs report having single-sex groups. These programs include those serving only one sex
and those that serve both men and women but separate the clients by sex for the treatment groups. Finaly,
only 23.9% of programs have separate groups for higher and lower risk offenders. This failure to separate
offenders by risk is necessarily due in part to the lack of adequate assessment to determine the offenders
level of risk (see the discussion on client pre-service assessment above).

Theinclusion of offenders’ families can enhance the effectiveness of programming through the
creation of a system that supports positive changes in the offenders and through addressing the ways that

the family may be contributing to the offenders’ antisocial behaviors. Roughly athird (36.5%) of



programs state that offenders’ families are involved in the program. Of those, 72.0% include the families

in actual trestment groups, as opposed to merely meeting with the families in an unstructured manner.

The length of a programs and the availability of adequate aftercare upon termination affect the

quality of aprogram. The standard for effective programs is a duration of three to nine months; only half
(51.3%) of programs meet this standard. Aftercare serves to strengthen the impact of a program by
providing a structured continuation of needed services at the termination of the program. Not only is
aftercare rare (29.5%) among programs in Maine, but very few of the aftercare services available are
considered by the programs to be adequate (29.3).

Finaly, quality offender programming create ways that offenders can offer input into the

operation of the program. Examples of how offenders can contribute input into programming include

satisfaction surveys and suggestion boxes. Nearly three-fourths (72.0%) of programs indicate that
offenders have input into the program.

Staff characteristics. The distribution of programs categorized as “ unsatisfactory”, “needs
improvement”, “satisfactory”, and “very satisfactory” is less skewed than the other program quality aress.
See Figure 5. A third falsinto each of two less favorable categories; 31.4% are “ unsatisfactory” and
33.3% “need improvement”. Fifteen percent are “ satisfactory” and 20.0% are “very satisfactory”.

Staff characteristics that comprise this program quality area center on their qualifications, turn-
over, and quality assurance pertaining to their performance. The most favorable aspect anong Maine's

programsis low staff turn-over, measured as 50% of staff being employed by the program for at least two

years (79.2%). The quality assurance of the staffs' performanceis split. While 66.0% of programs assess

staff on their clinical skills, only 38.1% provide regular clinical supervision in the form of being observed

while providing treatment and reporting regularly to supervisors on offender progress. Between one third
and a half of program responded in the affirmative on items pertaining to staff qualifications. Regarding

staff being college educated, 38.5% have staff where 75% have college degrees and 10% have advanced

degrees. Fifty-six percent of program report that at least 75% of their staff were educated in a helping




profession, such as social work or teaching. Forty-nine percent have staff with experience working with

offenders, measured as 75% working with offenders for at least two years.

Figure 5. Staff Characteristics for All Programs

100

90
80
70
60
=
[}
© 50
[}
[a
40
314 33.3
30 1
20
20 1 15.2
N .
0 - T T T

Unsatisfactory Needs improvement Satisfactory Very satisfactory

Evaluation characteristics. The greatest proportion of programs are deficient in their evaluation
efforts of al of the program quality areas. Eighty-nine percent of programs are categorized below
satisfactory in this areg, asisillustrated in Figure 6. Less than a quarter of programs report having

adequate internal quality assurance mechanisms in place (21.0%), measuring within program change in an

objective manner (e.g., pre-test post-test comparisons) (24.0%) to determine whether treatment efforts

resulted in improvements in offenders’ risk factors and monitoring post-program recidivism (23.0%). The

aspect of program evaluation to score the most favorably is the administration of client satisfaction

surveys (63.0%).



Figure 6. Evaluation Characteristics for All Programs
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Programs by sex of clients

The quality of programsin Maine are now discussed comparing those programs for males only (n
= 17), femaes only (n = 5) and both sexes (n = 48). The distribution of category scores for overall
program quality and five program quality characteristicsis reported in Table 6. Once again, figures are
presented to illustrate the distribution of quality categories for overal program quality and program
quality areas. Appendix F present the findings at the item level. As was mentioned in the section of the
report on Program Capacity, the findings for programs for females only are particularly sensitive to

fluctuations due to the very small number of such programs and should be interpreted with caution.
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Table 6. Program quality by sex of clients served.

# responding Males Only Females Only Both Sexes
programs
N N % N % N %

Overall program integrity 70

Unsatisfactory 5 29.4 1 20.0 22 45.8

Needs improvement 6 35.3 0 0.0 13 27.1

Satisfactory 5 294 3 60.0 10 20.8

Very satisfactory 1 5.9 1 20.0 3 6.3
Program Implementation 69

Unsatisfactory 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

Needs improvement 2 118 1 20.0 3 6.4

Satisfactory 3 17.6 0 0.0 5 10.6

Very satisfactory 12 70.6 4 80.0 39 83.0
Client pre-service assessment 70

Unsatisfactory 8 47.1 2 40.0 23 47.9

Needs improvement 1 5.9 0 0.0 2 4.2

Satisfactory 8 47.1 3 60.0 18 375

Very satisfactory 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 104
Program characteristics 70

Unsatisfactory 8 47.1 2 40.0 29 60.4

Needs improvement 4 235 1 200 10 208

Satisfactory 4 235 1 20.0 4 8.3

Very satisfactory 1 5.7 1 20.0 5 104
Staff characteristics/practices 70

Unsatisfactory 4 235 1 20.0 17 354

Needs improvement 6 35.3 2 40.0 16 333

Satisfactory 3 17.6 0 0.0 6 125

Very satisfactory 4 235 2 40.0 9 18.8
Evaluation 70

Unsatisfactory 10 58.8 1 20.0 35 729

Needs improvement 5 294 2 40.0 8 16.7

Satisfactory 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

Very satisfactory 2 118 2 40.0 5 105




Overall program quality. As Figure 7 illustrates, dual-sex programs have the overdl lowest quality.

Nearly half (45.8%) of dual-sex programs are categorized as “unsatisfactory”, compared to only 29.4% of

male only and 20.0% of female only programs. The greatest proportion (35.3%) of male only programs fall

into the “ needs improvement” category, and the magjority (60.0%) of female only programs scored

“satisfactory”.
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Program implementation. Examining the quality of program implementation across the three
configurations of clients' sex yields no substantial differences. Between 70.65 and 83.0% of programs scored

“very satisfactory” in this program quality area. See Fgure 8 below.

Figure 8. Program Implementation by Sex of Clients
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Client pre-service assessment. Only the programs serving both sexes include programs deemed
“very satisfactory” in the area of client pre-service assessment (see Figure 9). The 10.4% of dual-sex
programs scoring so favorably is attributed to their use of standardized assessment tools. No other

remarkabl e distinctions emerge in the quality of client pre-service assessment across the three program

groups.



Figure 9. Client Pre-service Assessment by Sex of Clients
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Program char acteristics. When examining only the summary score for the program quality area of
“program characteristics’, it appears that the female only programs scored the most favorably with 20.0%
faling into the “very satisfactory” category and that the dual-sex programs scored the least favorably with
60.4% categorized as “unsatisfactory”. This distribution is presented in Figure 10.

However, the item level analysis reveals important deficiencies among the female only programs.
None of female only programs report targeting criminogenic needs, employing an effective model, nor
running separate groups for higher and lower risk offenders. Furthermore, only 33.3% of female only
programs administer rewards and punishment at aratio of four rewards to every punishment. Strengths of the
female only programs include a duration of programming between three and nine months (75%), that they
use rewards (80.0%) and punishment (100.0%), they involve families (60.0%) and include them in program

groups (40.0%), and make regular use of adequate aftercare (40.0% and 60.0%).
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The male only and duak-sex programs score similarly on most items. The aspects of programming
where the dual-sex programs that distinguish themsealves as being substantially less satisfactory include the

use of relapse prevention techniques (28.3%) and running single-sex program groups (48.8%).

Figure 10. Program Characteristics by Sex of Clients
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Staff characteristics. Results for the staff characteristics quality area (seen in Figure 11) are quite
similar regardless of the sex composition of the groups. Between 59 and 69 percent of each program group
scored less than satisfactory in this area. The program groups, however, report strengths and deficiency in
different aspects of the program quality area. Female only programs are the least likely to have college
educated staff (25.0%) and staff with experience working with offenders (25.0%). Male only programs have
the smallest proportion with degrees in helping professions (38.5%), but the greatest proportion of programs
with low staff turn-over (92.3%). Dual-sex programs are notably weak in the area of regular clinical

supervision (33.3%).
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Figure 11. Staff Characteristics by Sex of Clients
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Evaluation characteristics. Figure 12 illustrates the quality of evauation characteristics by the sex
of clients served by programs. Female only programs scored more favorably in al areas of program
evaluation to generate the greatest proportion of “very satisfactory” programs (40.0%). Mae only programs
fared better than dual-sex programs due to the fact that they are substantially more likely than the dual-sex

programs to have interna quality assurance mechanismsin place; 41.2% compared to 14.6%.



Figure 12. Evaluation Characteristics by Sex of Clients
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Programs by age of clients

Comparisons are made on the quality of programming in Maine based on the age group(s) served by
the programs. Table 7 presents the proportions of each age-defined program group faling into the four levels
of program quality for overall program quality and the five program quality areas. To review the results for
individua items comprising the summary scores, see Appendix G. Figures are used to illustrate the
distributions of scores for the overall program quality and various program quality areas across the program

groups.



Table 7. Program integrity summary scor es by age of clients served.

Number of JuvenilesOnly AdultsOnly Both Age Groups
responding
programs”
N N % N % N %
Overall program integrity 105
Unsatisfactory 10 28.6 16 457 14 40.0
Needs improvement 11 314 11 314 11 314
Satisfactory 12 34.3 6 17.1 7 20.0
Very satisfactory 2 5.7 2 5.7 3 8.6
Program Implementation 104
Unsatisfactory 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 5.7
Needs improvement 2 5.7 5 14.7 2 5.7
Satisfactory 1 29 4 118 8 22.9
Very satisfactory 32 914 25 735 23 65.7
Client pre-service assessment 105
Unsatisfactory 19 54.3 15 42.9 16 457
Needs improvement 1 2.9 3 8.6 3 8.6
Satisfactory 11 314 13 37.1 13 37.1
Very satisfactory 4 114 4 114 3 8.6
Program characteristics 105
Unsatisfactory 12 34.3 25 714 23 65.7
Needs improvement 10 28.6 7 20.0 6 17.1
Satisfactory 8 229 2 5.7 2 5.7
Very satisfactory 5 143 1 29 4 114
Staff characteristics/practices 105
Unsatisfactory 16 457 9 25.7 8 22.9
Needs improvement 9 25.7 12 34.3 14 40.0
Satisfactory 4 114 7 20.0 5 14.3
Very satisfactory 6 17.1 7 20.0 8 229
Evaluation 105
Unsatisfactory 20 57.1 23 65.7 23 65.7
Needs improvement 11 314 8 229 8 229
Satisfactory 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Very satisfactory 4 114 4 114 4 114




Overall program quality. Similar proportions of each program group are categorized as “very
satisfactory.” Differences emerge in the “satisfactory” and “unsatisfactory” categories. Juvenile only
programs were more likely to be “satisfactory” (34.3%), compared to 20.0% of dual-age programs and
17.1% of adult only programs. As aresult, the juvenile only programs have fewer “unsatisfactory” programs

(28.6%0) than the other programs groups. See Figure 13.

Figure 13. Overall Program Quality by Age of Clients
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Program implementation. Figure 14 illustrates the results for the program implementation quality
area by the age of clients served by the programs. Nearly all juvenile only programs report “very
satisfactory” implementation. Close to three-fourths (73.5%) of adult only programs and 65.7% of dual-age
programs are categorized as “very satisfactory” in terms of their program implementation. The aspects of
implementation that distinguish the juvenile only programs from the other two groups are how well they are
valued by the community-at-large (79.4%) and by the criminal justice system (76.5%). The juvenile only

programs actually scored less favorably than the other program groups regarding whether the program



directors are trained in helping professions (85.7%), have at least three years experience working with

offenders (64.5%), and providing direct services to clients (48.6%). With the exception of the

implementation aspect of being perceived as cost-effective, the adult only and dualage programs are very

similar; dualage programs are seen as less cost-effective (59.4%).

Figure 14. Program Implementation by Age of Clients
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Client pre-service assessment. As can be see in Figure 15, The three program groups based on age

of clients have nearly identical client pre-service assessment quality. Not only are there no noteworthy

differences in the client pre-service assessment summary score, but the program groups indicate the same

item-specific weaknesses.

47



Figure 15. Client Pre-service Assessment by Age of Clients
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Program char acteristics. Programs for juveniles only scored considerably better in the program
quality area of program characteristics than did the adult only and dual-age programs. Thisfinding is
displayed in Figure 16. Fourteen percent of juvenile only programs are categorized as “very satisfactory” and
only 34.3% are “unsatisfactory”. This favorable quality classification is compared to adult only programs
having 2.9% score “very satisfactory” and 71.4% “unsatisfactory” and the dual-age programs having 11.4%
“very satisfactory” and 65.7% “unsatisfactory”.

Aspects of program characteristics where the juvenile only programs excelled compared to the other
groups of programs include the implementation effective treatment models (22.9%); use of curricula
(34.3%); incorporation of relapse prevention concepts and techniques (58.8%); administration of rewards
(77.4%) and punishment (87.5%); separating offenders in treatment from offenders who are not in treatment
(96.7%); and including families in treatment groups (70.6%0). Juvenile only programs were notably deficient

in running single-sex groups (44.1%) and separating higher risk juveniles from lower risk juveniles (12.9%).



The adult only and dual-age programs distinguish themselves a few areas of programming. Two
aspects of program characteristics emerge as particularly weak for adult only programs compared to the other
two program groups. Adult only programs very rarely issue four rewards to every one punishment (11.1%) or
involve families in treatment (36.6%). The dual-age programs rise above the single age group programsin

their regular use of role plays (64.4%) and regular provision of adequate aftercare (37.9% and 41.4%).

Figure 16. Program Characteristics by Age of Clients
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Staff characteristics. Sixty percent of adult only and dual-age programs are categorized as less than
satisfactory regarding their staff characteristics. This is compared to approximately seventy percent of
juvenile only programs staff characteristics categorized as “unsatisfactory” or “needs improvement”. See
Figure 17. The juvenile only programs fall behind the other two program groups due to more pronounced
deficiencies in staff being college educated (30.8%), having degrees in helping professions (33.3%), and
having experience working with offenders (26.9%). The staffs of juvenile only programs, however, score

more favorably in being assessed on their clinical skills (79.4%).
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Figure 17. Staff Characteristics by Age of Clients
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Evaluation characteristics. The three age-defined program groups are virtualy identical in the
distribution of the summary scores in the program quality area of evaluation characteristics. Eighty-nine
percent of programs scored below satisfactory and 11.4% are “very satisfactory” for al three groups.
Differences between the groups exist on individual items, however. Whether programs administer client
satisfactory surveys varies from 51.5% for adult only programs to 73.5% for juvenile programs. Dua-age

group programs are less likely than the other two program groups to monitor client post-program recidivism

(15.2%). See Figure 18,



Figrue 18. Evaluation Characteristics by Age of Clients
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Summary

The maority of al programsin Maine have less than satisfactory overal of quality. This unfavorable
finding is driven largely by the quality of program characteristic, client pre-service assessment, and
evaluation characteristics. The program quality areaof program implementation is a strength of Maine
programs.

When programs are categorized by the sex of clients they serve, it appears that female only programs
tend to have higher overall program quality, with dual-sex programs having the lowest overal quality. The
more favorable overdl quality categorizations for female only programs are influenced by the higher quality
program characteristics and evaluation characteristics of female only programs. Important deficiencies,
however, are noted still in the programs characteristics of female only programs, and the analyses of female

only programs are based on a very small sample subject to fluctuations. The three types of program groups
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are similar in their quality of program implementation and staff characteristics. Dual-sex programs have
higher quality client pre-service assessment due to their use of standardized assessment tools.

Findings for programs’ level of quality are also differentiated based on the age of clients served.
Overall program quality categorizations indicate that more dual-age programs and adult only programs are
less than satisfactory then programs for juveniles only. Juveniles only programs have better quality program
implementation and program characterigtics, yet scored below the other two age-defined program groupsin
their staff characteristics. The quality of client pre-service assessment and evaluation characteristics are

nearly identical across the three program groups.
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CONCLUSIONSAND RECOMMENDATIONS

This report identified 105 programs for offenders in Maine, presented information on the capacity of
those programs, and assessed the quality of services provided through the programs. The findings were
drawn from a survey sent to programs across Maine, in conjunction with data on the location of offenders
across the state. Conclusions made throughout the report are limited by the nature of the sample surveyed.
Due to the absence of amaster list of programs for offendersin Maine, the degree to which the research
effort successfully contacted al programs serving offenders is not known. Similarly, how representative the
programs that responded to the survey are of al offender programs in Maine cannot be determined. The
limits on identifying all offender programs in Maine not only was recognized by the Commission prior to
embarking on the research endeavor, but served as a catalyst for the project. Indeed, a primary goa of this
study was to begin compiling alist of programs serving clients involved in Maine's criminal justice system.

The major findings of the report are presented below. Recommendations for Maine in their efforts to
gain additional knowledge about its programs for offenders, meet the needs of its offenders through adequate
program capacity, and improve the quality of available programs are highlighted.
Identification Of Programs And Their Capacity

As was mentioned directly above, the identification of offender programsin Maine served asa
primary goa of the Commission from the conception of this study. The survey administered through this
study was received by 543 programs, 167 of which responded to the survey. Of those programs that
responded, 105 indicated that offenders are included in their clientele. Thisinitial list of offender programsis
an important step. However, the State of Maine should continue its efforts to compile their list of programs
serving offenders. Until an exhaustive list is formed, insights into whether the availability of programs match
the need for programs and how well the existing programs meet the needs of offendersis limited.

In the absence of an actua needs assessment, two approaches were used explore the need for
sarvices for offenders relative to the availability of the services. The first approach involved calculating
ratios of the number of offenders per program at both the state and county levels. The findings include ratios

for al offendersto all programs, as well as ratios for adult males, adult females, juvenile males, and juvenile



females to the sub-group of programs serving them. The second approach used responses to the survey which
asked programs to provide the number of clients they currently service; their own assessment of whether they
arearunning over, under or at capacity; some specifics about the programs' clientele; the nature of services
provided; and barriersto their being used to full capacity.

Interpreting the findings on the ratios of offenders per program and on program capacity is difficult.
While the number of offendersin the state was provided by Maine Department of Corrections and is believed
to be accurate, the accuracy of the number of programs is unknown for reasons already discussed. Not only is
it possible that the number of programs is under-estimated generally, but there are several counties for which
there are no programs indicated; five counties are not represented in the sample of programs that responded
to the survey. Adding to the complexity of interpreting these data is the fact that many programs report
providing services across county lines. The survey-derived measures of capacity are confounded by the fact
that over haf of the programs include non-offenders in their clientele and that not al of the responding
programs provided information for each item on the survey. The conclusions and recommendations in this
area are made with these caveatsin mind.

Slightly over haf of programs self-assessed themselves as running over capacity. The high portion of
programs claiming to be over capacity is consistent with the finding that six of the eleven counties for which
ratios of offenders per program could be calculated have over one hundred and twenty offenders per
program. The data suggest that more capacity is needed, particularly in the counties of Androscoggin,
Kennebec, York, Somerset, Piscataquis and Sagadahoc counties, and for adult male offenders across the
state.

Despite half of programs reporting being run over capacity, around eighty percent state that there are
at least afew barriers to their being used fully. The most often cited barriers are insufficient funding and lack
of transportation for offenders.

The following recommendations are made for enhancing the identification of programs and their
capacity:

Expand efforts to identify programs in Maine that serve offenders.



o Crossindex with other agenciesin Maine to devel op a database of service providers.

0 Obtain mailing lists from professional organizations.

o Contact the programs that responded to the survey to request contact information on
other programs that they are aware of in their vicinity that provide services to offenders.

Whether offenders have reasonable access to programs located in neighboring counties should
be examined.

Conduct a needs assessment to identify how many offenders are located at the various stages of
Maine's criminal justice system, their level of risk, and the services they require (both treatment
and non-treatment needs) in order to deter mine the adequacy of the number of programs serving
the differently situated offenders.

To maximize the use of scarce financial resources, client pre-service assessment must be
improved, aswill be discussed in the program quality section below.

Program Quality

Overall program quality. Most programs in Maine show substantial room for improvement. When
the five program quality areas are considered together to create an overall program quality categorization,
38.1% are “unsatisfactory”, 31.4% “need improvement”, 23.8% are “ satisfactory”, and 6.7% are “very
satisfactory”. The unfavorable categorizations are driven largely by the quality of program characteristics,
client pre-service assessment, and evaluation characteristics. The program quality area of program
implementation is a strength of Maine programs. The overall quality of offender programming in Maine will
improve with the application of recommendations in the program quality areas, which are discussed below.

Program implementation. Overal, most programsin Maine appear to have well qualified,
experienced, and involved leadership. Community support also appears to be adequate, although some
programs indicated that it could be improved. The one major aspect of program implementation identified as
aweskness was funding. The following recommendation is made for the improvement of program
implementation in Maine.

Seps should be taken to increase funding for programs; however, these increases should be tied
to performance measures and improvement of program quality.

Client pre-service assessment. Despite that fact that Maine has implemented the Level of Service
Inventory and Y outhful LSI/CMI across the state, offender assessment remains an area that needs

improvement for the service providers. Although some risk and need factors are assessed for use in treatment



planning, not all major risk/need factors are assessed with standardized instruments designed to predict the
likelihood of an offender’ s recidivism or needs. Severa recommendations are in order.

There needs to be better sharing of LS and LS/CMI results between the DOC and service
providers.

Training on the use and application of the LS and LS/CMI should also be extended to the
service providers.

Uniform case planning tied to assessment protocol s should be developed for all service
providers that work with an offender population.

Program characteristics. The program quality area of program characteritics is one of Maine's
weakest. No aspect of quality program characteristics consistently is adhered to across the State. Rather,
improvements can be made in each of the program characteristics examined in this study. Highlights of the
more significant deficiencies with accompanying recommendations are below.

Many of the programs that responded to the survey do not design their services based on an adequate
number or range of offenders’ characteristics or circumstances that relate to recidivism. For example,
increasing offenders knowledge about drugs and acohol, improving their self-esteem, and finding them
housing, in the absence of altering their peer associations, procrimina attitudes, and impulsivity, is not part
of an effective offender trestment strategy.

While some of the Maine programs employ cognitive interventions, most programs use approaches
and interventions that have not demonstrated effectiveness in reducing criminal behavior. Most programs
could be described as eclectic at best, and include awide range of approaches, such as deterrence, drug
education, 12 step, and client-centered counsaling. Thereis little empirical evidence that these approaches
lead to long term reductions in recidivism.

The composition of treatment groups and service delivery efforts is often deficient. Several programs
are inadequate in this area due to one or more of the following practices: mixing higher and lower risk
offenders together in treatment groups, providing services to both offenders and non-offenders together,

running dual-sex groups, and not separating offender in treatment from offenders not in treatment.



Additionaly, programs' tend to not use rewards and punishment skillfully, do not use role plays
regularly for practicing new skills, do not teach relapse prevention concepts and techniques and do not use a
structured treatment curriculum. Finaly, many programs do not work with offenders families, are of
insufficient duration, and have inadequate aftercare services.

The following recommendations are in order:

Programs that serve an offender population should increase the criminogenic targets for
change. It is recommended that 80 percent of a program' s targets and interventions be focused
on crime-producing needs such as criminal peer groups, procriminal attitudes, and cognitive
skill deficits such as problemsolving and consequential thinking,

Programs in Maine need to adopt mor e effective approaches, which can include behavioral,
cognitive-behavior, family-based, and social |earning models. Necessary components of such
approaches include the administration of both rewards and punishment (rewards should be
given at a rate of four rewards to one punishment), relapse prevention concepts and techniques,
and regular use of role playsfor practice. All staff should be trained on these models, and
treatment manuals and curriculums should be used whenever appropriate. The inclusion of
familiesin the treatment effortsis desirable.

Treatment intensity, or “ dosage,” should be clearly matched to the offenders’ level of risk as
measured by a standardized and objective assessment process. Higher risk offenders should
receive more intense (more frequent and longer duration) levels of treatment, and should not be
grouped with or exposed to low risk offenders, offenders not in treatment, or non-offenders.

Aftercare services should be provided regularly to extend the effectiveness of interventions.

Staff characteristics. Overal, the staff in Maine had low staff turnover. Around haf of programs
assess staff on their clinical skills, have staff who are educated in a helping profession, and or have
experience working with offenders. Notably deficient aspects of staff characteristics include regular clinica
supervision and college educations. The following is recommended:

Training for staff needs to be substantially increased. All staff working with offenders should
receive formal training in theory and practice of interventions employed by the program, a
review of the principles of effective interventions, behavioral strategies such as modeling and the

application of reinforcers (both negative and positive), treatment planning, risk and need factors
related to criminal conduct, and the use and inter pretation of assessment instruments.

Clinical supervision of staff needs to be incorporated into programs. This would include

observations of service delivery, and routine staff meetings and documentation of offenders’
progress
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Undergraduate degrees should characterize at least 75% of staff, and at least 10% of staff
should have advanced degrees.

Evaluation characteristics. Overal, programs in Maine are lacking in their evaluation efforts.
Adequate internal quality assurance mechanisms are missing, offender within program change is not
measured, and post-program recidivism is not monitored. A strength in this areais that most programs do
survey clients on their satisfaction with services. To improve in this area, programs should follow the
recommendations below:

Implement internal quality assurance mechanismsincluding file reviews and problem-oriented
records that monitor offenders progress.

To determine whether interventions are achieving their goals of reducing offenders
criminogenic needs, programs must measure within program change in an objective manner,
such as pre and post testing offenders. It is through the reduction and elimination of risk factors
that recidivism decreases.

Programs for offenders should collect data on post-treatment recidivism. Ideally, recidivism

data is also collected on similar offenders who do not receive the interventionsin order to
determine whether the treated offenders engage in less criminal behavior than a comparison

group.
In addition to the recommendations for specific program quality aress, it is strongly recommended
that the State of Maine develops a system for auditing the quality of programs serving offenders. Not only
would such a system regularly assess the quality of programs and hold them accountable for making

improvements, but would also provide training and technical support to programs.



