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Evidence-Based Principles

By using the best available

evidence from research

Evidence-Based as the foundation of

Principles policy development and

program implementation,
supervision can be
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Engage On-Going Support in Communities

Increase Positive Reinforcement

Skill Train with Directed Practice

Target Interventions




Evidence-Based Model

Supervision and Treatment
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Risk Assessment can provide valuable
information at key decisions points
across the criminal justice system!




Evidenced-Based Strategies that Assist
in the Management of Offenders throughout
the Criminal Justice System!
e Risk Principle
 target higher risk offenders (WHO).

* Use empirically validated actuarial risk assessment
tools (e.g. LSI-R)

* Need Principle
 target criminogenic risk/need factors (WHAT).
* Responsivity Principle
* delivering programs that are consistent with the

ability and learning style of the offender ‘i ib E—




Sunset Advisory Commission Staff Report, May 2012
Issue 2 (Key Finding)

Recommendations

e 2.2 Require TDCJ to implement a system-wide risk and needs

assessment for use in managing offenders on probation, parole, and in
prison.

* This recommendation would require TDCJ to adopt one consistent needs

assessment tool, which would include criminogenic factors, for use throughout
the system from probation to parole.

2.4 Require the Individual Treatment Plan to capture all of an offender’s
risk and needs information, as well as all participation in both state-

funded and volunteer programs.




Ohio’s Risk Assessment System
was designed to provides valuable information at
key decision points in the system!

* Pre-trial

* Probation Supervision
* Prison Intake

* Re-entry

* Parole Supervision

Latessa, et.al (2009)
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Pre-Trial Phase

* Risk assessment provides insight into a
defendant’s risk that he/she will:

* Fail to appear for future court dates.
 Will be arrested for a new crime.

e Risk assessment provides guidance in setting
e Conditions of bond

* Level of pre-trial supervision




Most Predictive Factors of New Arrests
at the Pre-Trial Phase (Ohio Risk System)

Criminal History 11% 24% 29%
r=.19

Employment 12% 16% 20%

Residential Stability 119% - 25%
r=.19

Substance Abuse 14% - 18%

Latessa, et.al (2009)




Community Supervision

* Risk Assessment provides:

e Officers with valuable information to determine
supervision level.

e Officers with specific information as to what factors
should be targeted to reduce recidivism risk.

—



The Big Four Risk Factors (For Men?)

Factor What to look for: What strategy to use:
History of . : : : : :
Antisocial Early & continued involvement |Build pro-social alternative behaviors to
. in a number of antisocial acts apply in risky situations
Behavior PPYY y
. Adventurous, pleasure seeking, : . .
Antisocial P & Build problem-solving skills & teach anger
. lack self control, restless, . )
personality ) mgt &coping skills
aggressive
. . Focus on reducing criminal thinking.

.. Attitudes, values, beliefs . 5 . 5
Criminal SUDDOIt crime. aneer Teach client to recognize and manage
thinking PP ’ -g ’ risky thoughts and feelings. Adopt a

resentment & defiance o :
reform and/or pro-social identity.
L Close association with criminals L. o
Antisocial .. ) Reduce association w/ criminals,
] & relative isolation from pro- e .
associates enhance association w/ pro-social people

social people

Adopted from Andrews, D.A. et al, (2006). The Recent Past and Near Future of Risk and/or

Need Assessment. Crime and Delinquency, 52 (1).
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Next Four Biggest Factors

Factor

What to look for:

What strategy to use:

Family and/or
marital
problems.

Two key elements are capacity
for nurturance and caring. Poor
communication skills.

Reduce conflict, build positive
relationships, communication skills.
Anger Management.

School and/or
work
problems.

Low levels of performance &
satisfaction

Enhance performance, rewards, &
satisfaction

Leisure and/or

Low levels of involvement&
satisfaction in pro- social leisure

Enhance involvement& satisfaction in

recreation activities pro-social leisure activities
Too much free time
Reduce SA, reduce the personal &
Substance Abuse or dependence of ) P :
interpersonal supports for SA behavior,
Abuse alcohol and drugs

enhance alternatives to SA

Adopted from Andrews, D.A. et al, (2006). The Recent Past and Near Future of Risk and/or
Need Assessment. Crime and Delinquency, 52 (1).




Prison Intake

* Risk Assessment provides:

e Case managers with valuable information to help
prioritize prison treatment programs based on the
risk for re-offending.

* Administrators with insight that may assist in the
classification and supervision of inmates.




Most Predictive Factors of New Arrests
at the Prison Intake (Ohio Risk System)

Criminal History 30% 47% 57%
r=.22

Education & Finances 299 44% 53%
r=.19

Criminal Lifestyle 29% 416% 61%
r=.21

Substance Abuse 33% 44% 60%
r=.17

Latessa, et.al (2009)




Re-entry Phase
Administered 6-Months Pre-Release

* Risk Assessment provides:

* Decision makers with valuable information regarding
risk for recidivism upon re-entry after a prison
sentence.

e Case managers insight into the treatment and
supervision needs of the offender to decrease his/her

risk for recidivism upon re-entry.




Most Predictive Factors of New Arrests
at the Re-Entry Phase (Ohio Risk System)

Low Risk Medium High Risk
Risk

Criminal History
r=.28

Social Bonds
r=.16

Criminal Attitudes
r=.22

Latessa, et.al (2009)




Why take the time to validate and
norm a new risk assessment tool in
Texas?

19



Experts are concerned about implementation
integrity in criminal justice

* |Increasingly complex and poorly validated risk
assessment tools are being sold to criminal
justice agencies (Baird, 2009; Skeem & Eno
Louden, 2007).

* Even for well-validated tools, implementation
efforts can fall breathtakingly short.




Expert concern about the state of risk

assessment in criminal justice?

e Researchers report observations of concern in risk
assessment use in CJ agencies:

* For example, concern is expressed that some agencies allow
staff to assign scores based on incomplete data or limited
sources of information.

* In some agencies risk assessment instruments are deliberately
“tinkered with” to manipulate programming (caseloads), that
reflect individual biases.

* More troubling is expert observations that agencies pay lip
service to using risk assessment to inform programming, but
do not actually attach new or different services to the
technology.




Expert questions about the state of risk

assessment in criminal justice?

What risk assessment tools are being applied by criminal justice
agencies?

How well validated are they? What training does staff receive on
instrument? Do they generalize? Are they cross-validated?

Can the agency document that staff

a) attain and maintain inter-rater reliability with a scoring criterion (because
a tool cannot be valid if it is not consistently scored), and

b) produce scores that correlate with theoretically related measures or
predict violent or criminal behavior?




Common Problems with Offender
Assessment

Assess offenders but process ignores important factors.

Assess offenders but don’t distinguish levels (high,
moderate, low).

Assess offenders then don’t use it — everyone gets the same
treatment.

Make errors and don’t correct.

Don’t assess offenders at all.

Do not adequately train staff in use or interpretation.
Assessment instruments are not validated or normed.

Relying too heavily on professional judgment to assess

offender risk/needs.
Latessa
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Traditional Model

* Assumes professional judgment is sufficient to
determine offender risk and needs.

* Professional Judgment: Relies on non-empirical

impressions to reach a subjective conclusion

regarding risk.

e Actuarial Prediction: Relies on formal, empirically

based measures to guide decisions.




Professional versus Actuarial Prediction
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Professional Judgment

Research has shown less than 10% of variability in sentencing can be
accounted for by objectively defined facts.

M Objective Facts

B Subjective Facts
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All humans are vulnerable

to certain biases that will
interfere with their ability to
accurately evaluate and
interpret the behavior of others!

g




How do these potential biases occur?



JUGESmER

AUtematiciimougnits

4
L)

_ Assumptions __|

29



Schemas are Mental
Templates that Act as Filters

Notice

Record

1



Probation Officer Schemas

* Female Welfare Fraud
Schema

* Gang Member Schema




Bail/Fine Amounts

Attractiveness and Legal Judgment
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“Surely not guilty. Next case.”’

© 1988, The New Yorker Magazine, Inc.
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Other things being equal,
people often judge
physically appealing
defendants more leniently.
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And 3o | ask the jury ...

is that the foce of a

mass murderer?




Empirically validated risk assessment tools
provide a standardized method that can
help minimize common pitfalls that
occur when we rely on professional
judgment alone!




Update on a New Adult Assessment
for Texas
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Predicting Risk of Re-Offending

Actual Outcome

Re-Offends Doesn’t Re-Offend

True Positive False Positive

High You reduce risk with the May increase recidivism!
right strategies!

$$$$$$ Down the Drain!

Predictor
False Negative True Negative

Front Page Story!!! Self Corrector!
Low

Angry Judge!

37



Can we predict the future?

* For re-offending, maybe but....

 \WWe must have a reliable risk assessment tool.
* \WWe must have a valid risk assessment tool.

* The tool must be implemented and used correctly.

—



Can we hit the target consistently?

Risk Risk Risk
Low Reliability Reliable Reliable
Low Validity and Valid Not Valid

VALIDITY - Are we measuring what we intend to measure (risk)?

RELIABILITY - Does our measure consistently produce the same
results? How dependable is our measure?

39



What does a risk score tell you?

* To understand the risk score you must understand the
base-rate of re-offending in your offender population.

* Arisk score tells you an offender’s level of risk in comparison to
the population of offenders in a particular setting (community
supervision).

* Itisimportant to recognize that you are not comparing an
offender’s risk to the general population (yourself).




What is a risk score?

b \
N :
+ — Risk Score
\ )

True risk score Random and
Systematic Error
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Random Error

= Can increase or decrease the score.
" You can’t control random error.

e Offender provides misinformation.

* Disruption during the interview.




. \
N :
+ o Risk Score
\ /

Systematic Error

score = Can make the measure
seem more reliable than it is.

" You can control systematic error.
= CJ professional manipulates score.

= CJ professional consistently scores item incorrectly.

= CJover-rides score due to misconceptions




Establishing Reliability and Validity

* Critical

* Time Consuming

* Establishes Credibility
* Promotes Confidence

* Allows for Ongoing/Outside Support

—



You must establish external validity!

* How well the risk assessment tool generalizes to
the population.

 If an assessment instrument is validated on female
pre-trial offenders will it generalize to females on
parole?

* If an assessment instrument is validate on parolees in
Canada, can you generalize it to probation offenders
in Texas?




Generalizing Ohio Sample to Texas

Texas Statewide CSCD Ohio Community Supervision

Population Sample (678)

Gender Gender
Male Male

Female Female

Ethnicity Ethnicity
Caucasian Caucasian

African American African
American

Hispanic Other
Other




Validation Study Phases

o s  ectablicha il

Phase Il: Representative sampling (external
validity)/ Data Collection (E.T.A. 12/2012)

Phase lll: Data analysis and cross validation test
(ET.A.1/2014).

Phase IV: Training and Implementation
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Establishing Inter-Rater Reliability

e Established standard data collection process.

* Established Expert Team -Subject Matter
Experts (SMEs)

* Used Expert Team members to establish
inter-rater reliability with all officers who will
administer the instrument.

48



Statewide Validation
Representative Sampling
External Validity

Random Sampling.
Small, medium, and large counties.

Each jurisdiction must ensure no offender
types are excluded (e.g. sex offenders).

Must mirror Statewide CSCD Population
(demographics and risk levels).

Pre and Post Plea.

49



TRAS Validation Sites

[ |...l| AN
m \rf
lllli )

50



Data Collection and Analyses

Standard Process

Client tracked for at least one year or more
(re-arrests, probation violations).

Establish norms or cut scores on one-half of
the study sample (likely separate norms for
men and women).

Must test or cross-validate scores on a
separate study sample (the second half).

Establish concurrent & predictive validity.

51



Validation & Norming

* WHAT KIND OF RESULTS CAN WE EXPECT TO SEE FROM THE
TEXAS VALIDATION?

* How well total scores predict recidivism

* Distribution of clients across supervision levels

* Proportion of clients recidivating within each
supervision level
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Similar Results to the LSI-R
Validation & Norming

* Predicting Recidivism (AUC)

.50

WISCONSIN

OVERALL

MEN

WOMEN

LSI-R




Validation & Norming

RESULTS VS. WISCONSIN (men only)

DISTRIBUTION
LOW MED HIGH
WISC 11% 37%
LSIR 30% 50%

RECIDIVISM

9% 16%

12% 22%




Validation & Norming

RESULTS VS. WISCONSIN (women only)
DISTRIBUTION
LOW MED HIGH
WISC 18% 40%
LSIR 43% 41%

RECIDIVISM

9% 12%
11% 19%




Strongest Predictors of Recidivism

EN

WOMEN

(Static Factors)

Criminal History

Criminal History

Criminogenic Needs (Dynamic Risk Factors

Education/Employment

Education/Employment

Companions

Alcohol/Drugs

Attitudes/Orientation

Emotional/Personal

Financial

Family/Marital

Family/Marital

Companions




Overall Risk Score = 37
Risk Level = High 32% of High Risk Offenders Recidivate

Criminal History

Finance

Alcohol/Drug

Emotional/Personal

Family/Marital

Criminal Associates

Accommodation

Pro-Criminal Attitude

Education/Employment

Leisure/Recreation




Implementation Integrity and Training

Relationship between LSI-R Scores and outcome (re-arrest)
Group N Lower 95 Upper 95
All . 2,030 14 22
Trained : 1,635 .16 .26
Untrained . 395 -.02 18
<3 Years . 921 .08 20
>3 Years . 1,109 .19 .30




What will change?

One Score drives supervision level

The New Instrument will replace the
Wisconsin and the SCS

Supervision plans will target criminogenic risk
factors identified in the risk profile

There will be fewer cases over-classified as
high risk, particularly for women




Training and Implementation
State Level

How to phase in

Data System for the new
Training in New the New Instrument and
Design a New Instrument and Instrument Phase out the
Case Case Plan and Wisconsin and
Plan/Update Supervision. SCS.

CJIAD Standards ypdate
& Grant Certification
conditions

-



What do you need to think about now as
the CSCD level?

e Are you going to have a Trainer (TOT certified
officer)?

* Who is going to administer the instrument?
* How many people will need to be trained?

 How are you going to shift your cases (new,
existing) to the new instrument?

 How will this impact your caseload distribution
and supervision?

* Does your judiciary or other system partners
need to know about the change?



CSCD Name

ANGELINA CSCD
BEXAR CSCD

BOWIE CSCD
BRAZORIA CSCD
BRAZOS CSCD
CALDWELL, COMAL AND HAYS CSCD
CAMERON CSCD
CHILDRESS CSCD
COLLIN CSCD

DALLAS CSCD

DEAF SMITH COUNTY
HARRIS CSCD
HIDALGO CSCD
JEFFERSON CSCD
LUBBOCK COUNTY
MCLENNAN CSCD

INOLAN CSCD

NUECES CSCD
PARKER CSCD
POTTER CSCD

SAN PATRICIO COUNTY
TARRANT CSCD
TAYLOR CSCD

TOM GREEN COUNTY
VICTORIA COUNTY
WEBB COUNTY
WICHITA CSCD
WILLIAMSON

WISE County

Sample Total

Total Combined Sample
Total Combined Received as of 7/20/12

Felony Sample

Felony Sample
Collected

Misdemeanor
Sample

Misdemeanor Sample
Collected




