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Evaluation of Correctional Reintegration Programs

This evaluation addressed the correctional programs delivered by the Correctional Service of
Canada (CSC). Specifically, the evaluation focused on the Integrated Correctional Program

Model (ICPM) and the Women Offender Correctional Programs (WOCP).
Program Description

In 2010, CSC began transitioningfrom deliveringa traditional multi-program correctional
program model to using an integrated multi-target or holistic program model for both men and
women. In contrast to the traditional model, where individual programs focused on specific
offence histories (e.g., substance abuse programs, violence prevention programs), the
integrated model was designed to target multiple program need areas withinthe same
program. This program also incorporates a harm reduction model to address substance use
needs, whereby offenders are encouraged to select their substance use goals, focus on
enhanced awareness through goal setting, and incorporate other supportive servicesand
strategies. The main correctional program streams for meninclude mainstream programming
without culture or sex offender-specificcomponents, a stream that offers culture-specific
programming designed for Indigenous offenders, amainstream sex offender (SO) stream, and a
SO stream that offers culturally-specific programmingfor Indigenous offenders. The main
correctional program streams for women include a mainstream program, a culturally-specific

program for Indigenous offenders, and a SO stream.
Evaluation Scope

The evaluation covered the period from 2013-14 to October 2018, with variations across
evaluation questions and data sources. The scope of the evaluationincluded: 1) the continued
relevancy and needfor correctional programs; 2) the effectiveness of correctional programs
(i.e., program access and delivery as well as the extentto which programs are achievingtheir

expected results); and 3) the efficiency of correctional programs.
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Data were collected through literature review, extraction and analysis of administrative data,
interviews with offenders, and surveys with staff. The key findings from each sectionare

highlighted below.
Relevance

There isa continued need for CSC to provide correctional programs to federal offenders. CSC’s
correctional programs are aligned with priorities, roles, and responsibilities of CSC and the

federal government.
Correctional Program Access and Delivery

Timely Access. CSC does not have a definitive and standardized definition of timely
access. Offendersare generally enrolled ina main correctional program before theirfull parole
eligibility date (FPED) and about half are enrolled before theirday parole eligibility date (DPED).
Women had more timely access to correctional programs than men. Overall, there were no
significant differencesin enrollmentand time to start correctional programs between

Indigenous and non-Indigenous offenders.

Time to Complete Programs. Over half of offenders completed amain program by
FPED, whereas a quarter completed a main program before DPED. Women completed their
correctional programs more quickly than men did. There was no difference inthe time to

program completion for Indigenous and non-Indigenous offenders.

Engagement and Satisfaction. Many offenders described the main program as engaging.
Most offenders were satisfied with the information provided inthe programs, however, staff
were less satisfied with the program content. Many offenders and half of the staff were

satisfied with how the information was communicated.

Most participants of an Indigenous correctional program described the information providedin

the program and the way it was communicated as culturally relevantand appropriate; in
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contrast, about a third of staff who delivered these correctional programs? agreed that the
information and its communication were culturally relevantand appropriate. Staff suggested

adapting the content to increaseits relevance.

Program Completion. Most offenders had completed a primeror engagement program
and a main program, with few non-completions. Accordingto the data extracted from the
Offender Management System (OMS), non-completions were primarily due to reasons
unrelated to correctional program participation (includingif an offenderis deceased, if they

cannot participate due to responsivity needs orfor outside court or hospital).

Program Alignment with Risk Need Profiles of Offender Population. Men offenders’
risk and need profiles are being correctly identified, and they are general ly beingassigned to
the proper correctional program intensity and stream.3 When an override is granted, it is most
commonly to override an offenderto a higher intensity program. Offenders and staff generally

agreed that the program addresses offenders’ risk factors.

Offender and Staff-Identified Barriers to Timely Program Completion. According to
staff, some barriers to program access include a lack of resources, particularly human
resources. In addition, staff and offendersreported that a lack of program availability, delayed
program starts, and operational and population management constraints interfered with timely

completions.
Program Outcomes

Institutional Outcomes. The program completers had similarresults with respect to
non-random urinalysis tests before and after program participation, and there was no clear
pattern for random urinalysistestresults. Overall, program completersformed the highest
percentage of offenders who had no violent, drug, and othercharges eitherbefore or after

theirprogram, in comparison with non-completersand eligible non-participants. Fewer

2 Staff were not asked to provide information aroundtheir ethnicity, therefore, itis unknown ifthose delivering
Indigenous correctional programs were Indigenous themselves.

3 Sincethe INCP was notimplemented for women until 2018, program need data for women offenders was not
included in the evaluation.

vii



Evaluation of Correctional Reintegration Programs

completershad an increase or decrease in charges post programming, although completers

generally had fewer charges both prior to and post program completion.

Discretionary Release. Compared to eligible non-participants, men offenders who
completeda correctional program were granted discretionary release more often, even when
accounting for risk relevant differences between the groups. The increased rates of
discretionary release were observed for both Indigenous and non-Indigenous men. Forwomen,
whenrisk relevant differences were considered, program completers were granted a
discretionary release more often than eligible non-participants, however, this result was not
statistically significant. Although not statistically significant, results indicated that Indigenous

women tended to receive discretionary release less often than non-Indigenous women.

Community Outcomes for Men. Community outcomes during the first release were
examined as an index of program effectiveness. Regression analyses were conducted to
account for the presence of riskrelevant differences between program completers and eligible
non-participants. Figure E.1 below summarizes the results for men for each program stream
examined across the various community outcomes.? Findings generally indicated that program
completers had lowerrates of any revocation than eligible non-participants. Lower rates of any
revocation were observed for both Indigenous and non-Indigenous men program completers.
Giventhat any revocation represents the most common reason for discretionary release to be
terminated, these findings are promising. For the remaining community outcomes, program
effectiveness was mixed. Although not statistically significant, the results generally supported
program effectivenessforrevocation with offence and revocation with a violent offence. In
contrast, results suggested that eligible non-participants had lowerrates of the substance use
outcome (i.e., eithera positive urinalysis ora suspension due to a breach of a substance use
related supervision condition) than program completers, although this finding was not

statistically significant.

4Itis important to note that some Indigenous men offenders participated in the ICPM model (as opposed to the
AICPM model) and areincluded in theresults forthe outcome data.
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Figure E.1. Summary of Effectiveness of Correctional Programs on Community Outcomes for

Men
Community Outcomes for Correctional Programs
All Programs ICPM-MT-Moderate ICPM-MT-High AICPM-Moderate ICPM-S0-Moderate
Less Likelv ~ More Likelv  Less Likelv ~ More Likelv  Less Likely ~ More Likelv  Less Likelv ~ More Likelv  Less Likelv ~ More Likely
Any Revocation -36%** |: -A4%** -11%" [ -55%* -13%" |:
Revocation with ,
-31% 32% 8%™ a 8%

Offence
Revocation with so Q0% a a a
Violent Offence R

Substance Use :’ ]
9% 7% [70%** 70%" 51%
Outcome

Note: ns = non-significant. Percentages reflect the differencein the likelihood to experience outcome for program completers
relative to eligible non-participants.
2 Models did not produce estimate of effect due to low occurrence of the outcome.
**p <.001 *p<.01

Community Outcomes for Women. Regression analyses were also conducted to
account for the risk-relevant differences between the study groups for women. Figure E.2
summarizesthe resultsfor women for both streams examined across the various community
outcomes.> Although not statistically significant, results suggested that program completers
tendedto be revokedfor any reason more often than eligible non-participants. However, when
examiningrevocations with an offence, results suggested that, when the program streams were
examined separately, program completers were revoked with an offence less often than eligible
non-participants. That beingsaid, these results should be interpreted with caution due to the
low occurrence of revocations with an offence. Lastly, results suggested that program
completerstendedto have a substance use outcome more oftenthan eligible non-participants.
Overall, the results highlight that programming does not appear to be achievingthe desired
outcome in the community. This may be due to the fact that most womenin the evaluation
sample received programming, which created challenges with establishing a comparison group.

Additionally, the current evaluation did not examine otherservices and interventions that the

> |tis importantto notethatsome Indigenous women offenders participated in the WOMIP model (as opposed to
the AWOMIP model) and areincluded in the results for the outcome data.
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women may have received (e.g., employability programs, mental health programs, counselling,
and social programs), which also contribute to successful reintegration in the community.
Further, more than half of women who completed programming did not initially meet program
referral criteria, and were overriddeninto the program. Recommendationsincluded further
study of program referral practices and community outcomes to identify potential areas to

increase the overall program effectiveness.

Figure E.2. Summary of Effectiveness of Correctional Programming on Community Outcomes
for Women

Community Outcomes for Correctional Programs
All Programs WOMIP AWOMIP
Less Likely More Likely Less Likely More Likely Less Likely More Likely

Any Revocation 88%" 58%" 51%"
Revocation with Offence14% |: -53%" -22%" |:
Substance Use Outcome 1§23 %ns 117%" 48%"

Note: ns = non-significant. Percentagesreflect the differencein the likelihood to experience outcome for program completers
relative to eligible non-participants.

Addressing Specific Offending Behaviours and Substance Use. The outcomes of
offenders with a specificprogram need (family violence, general violence, sexual offending, and
substance abuse) were examined. Treatment completers flagged as havinga particular need
area were consistently revoked forany reason less often than eligible non-participants. For
men, program completers experienced asubstance use outcome more oftenthan eligible non-
participants, although this findingis not statistically significant. While substance use outcomes
are one way to examine problematicbehaviours around substance use, it is important to keep
in mind that CSC utilizes a harm reduction approach where abstinence from substance use is

not the only goal (e.g., also encourages less harmful use). As such, additional substance use
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outcomes should be examinedinthe future —including the severity of substance use over time

and whethersubstance use was related to the current criminal behaviour or return to custody.

Separate modelsfor Indigenous menindicated that program completers with a substance use
need were twice as likely to have a substance use outcome compared to eligible non-
participants. It isimportant to note that the limited differences that were observed between
program completersand eligible non-participants may be due to insufficient follow-uptimein
the community. The conclusions for women were limited by the small sample size for the
comparison groups, although results did suggest that program completers had a revocation for
any reason more oftenthan eligible non-participants. Conversely, result suggested thatwomen
program completers with a substance use need had similarrates of a substance use outcome as

eligible non-participants.

Responsivenessto Special Needs. Although offenders with readingand writing barriers
often had theirneeds addressed, fewer than half of offenders with mental health, an
intellectual orlearningdisability, anxiety/hesitance (formenonly), or a brain injury agreed that
they received accommodations, tools, or support to help them participate despite these needs.

Staff alsoreported having limited access to tools to address offenders’ special needs.

Perceptions of Correctional Programming and Various Outcomes. Most staff reported
that participationin correctional programming related to decreasedincidentsinthe institution,
and about half of offenders thoughtthat it had a positive impact on institutional security. Most
offenders agreed that they had applied the skillslearnedin programs within the institution.
Generally, staff and offenders perceived that participationin correctional programs had a
positive impact on the ability of offendersto obtain discretionary release. While most offenders
indicated that they learned important skills necessary for reintegration, approximately half
indicated that they anticipated challenges when applyingthese skills, with the most common
concern referringto applyingthe skillsina differentenvironmentthan whichthey learned (e.g.,
from the institution to the community). Two-thirds to three-quarters of staff agreed that
general crime, general violence, and sexual reoffending are sufficiently addressed, although

feweragreed that substance abuse and family violence are sufficiently addressed.
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Efficiency of Correctional Programs

The expendituresrequired todeliver correctional programming, as well as staffingand training

resources, were examined to assess the efficiency of correctional programs.

Correctional Programing Expenditures. Table E.1 presentsthe direct costs of program
delivery per participant and completerfor ICPM (whichincludes AICPM) and WOCP (which
includes AWOCP). The cost per participant for ICPM programs was approximately 14% higher
than the cost per participant for WOCP. Additionally, WOCP had a higher rate of completion
than ICPM, which led to a greater discrepancyin the costs per completer($7,331 per ICPM

completervs. $5,576 per WOCP completer).

Table E.1. Cost of Correctional Programming for Men and Women - FY 2017/2018

Cost? N participants N completers Cost per Cost per
participant completer
ICPM $41,090,998 7,501 5,605 $5,478 $7,331
WOCP $3,512,906 750 630 $4,684 $5,576

Note: Unique offenders who participated or completed in any component of institutional correctional programs (e.g.,
readiness, main, maintenance) are reflected in the respective counts. Cost per participant/completer was derived by dividing
total cost by the number of participants/completers.

aTotal costincludes costs associated with operating, salaries,and the employee benefit plan acrossall institutions and nati onal
headquarters, but excludes retroactive payments (pertaining to previousyears) of salaries for newly signed collective
agreements as wellasany coststied to community settings.

The lack of availability of precise financial data limited the cost-effectiveness analysisto the
overall programming level (i.e., collapsed across all programming streams). Further, a no-cost
comparison group of eligible non-participants was required forthe cost-effectiveness analysis,
which prevented analysesforwomen since all women are referred to engagement (readiness)
sessions, and therefore have associated programming costs. Overall, ICPM was found to be
cost-effective accordingto an examination of the direct costs associated with program delivery
and first-release outcomes for program participants and eligible non-participants. Forevery
offenderwho received programming, there was an approximate savings of $5,675 in avoided

readmission costs, compared to eligible non-participants. The conclusion for the cost-
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effectiveness of correctional programming, however, was based on data obtained during the

evaluation and may not generalize to all correctional program streams and intensity levels.

Staffing and Training Resources. A combination of quantitative and qualitative (i.e.,
interviews with staff) data generally indicated that there is a sufficient number of traine d staff
to delivercorrectional programming. However, there is potentially an opportunity to increase
the number of Aboriginal Correctional Program Officers (ACPOs), as evidenced by staff
interviews and a highervacancy rate among ACPO positions. Reliable quantitative datawas not
available for Elderinvolvementin the delivery of correctional programming, underscoring the
needto enhance information gatheringon thisissue. Nearly all Correctional Program Officers
(CPOs) and ACPOs were considered to have met theirtraining requirements, and required
training appearedto be offeredina timely manner. However, interviews with staff suggested
that the content of the training could be enhanced to betterequip CPOs/ACPOs with the

knowledge required to deliver programs.
Recommendations

Based on these findings, recommendations and managementaction plans (MAPs) were put
forward to address the keyissuesidentified, such as adoptinga standardized definition of
timely access to programs, increasing the relevance of the program content and delivery forthe
Indigenous streams for menand women, conducting additional research to understand the
effect of correctional programs on community outcomes, reviewing the impact of the newly
implemented program referral criteria on the number of overrides forwomen, improvingthe
availability of data related to correctional program expenditures, and reviewingthe training

protocol for CPOs.

xiii



Evaluation of Correctional Reintegration Programs

FINDING 1: NEED FOR CORRECTIONAL PROGRAMS
There isa continued need for CSC to provide correctional programs to federal offenders.

FINDING 2: ALIGNMENT WITH PRIORITIES AND FEDERAL ROLES AND
RESPONSIBILITIES

CSC'’s correctional programs align with CSC’s and the federal government’s priorities, roles,
and responsibilities. The delivery of effective correctional programs contributes to the overall
priority of a just, peaceful, and safe society.

FINDING 3: DEFINITION OF TIMELY ACCESS

CSC does not have a definitive and standardized definition of timely access. Staff provided
varied definitions that defined timely accessin relation to parole eligibility dates, in
consideration of an offender’s level of need and sentence length, or access to programs as
early as possible inan offender’s sentence.

FINDING 4: TIMELY ACCESS TO PROGRAMS

Based on the indicators used in this evaluation, most offenders enrolled inamain program
before theirfull parole eligibility date (FPED) and about half are enrolled before theirday
parole eligibility date (DPED). Women offenders had more timely access to programs than
men offenders asthey were enrolledin and began their programs more quickly. The hybrid
programs were associated with quickeraccess. Overall, there were no significant differences
in enrollmentand time to start programs between Indigenous and non-Indigenous offenders.

FINDING 5: IDENTIFIED BARRIERS TO TIMELY ACCESS

According to staff, some barriers to program access included a lack of resources, particularly
human resources, and insufficient program availability. Many of the 20 Indigenous offenders
who were interviewed and had wanted to participate in an Indigenous program reported that
they had not taken an AICPM or AWOCP as the programs were unavailable ornot offeredin a
timely manner.

FINDING 6: TIME TO COMPLETE PROGRAMS

Over half of offenders completed a main program by FPED, whereas a quarter completeda
main program before DPED. Women completed their programs more quickly than men, and
hybrid programs were completed more rapidly than other men’s moderate programs. There
was no difference in the time to program completion for Indigenous and non-Indigenous
offenders formen and women offenders combined.

FINDING 7: OFFENDER AND STAFF-IDENTIFIED BARRIERS TO TIMELY
PROGRAM COMPLETION

Staff and offenders reported that a lack of program availability and delayed program starts
interfered with timely completions of programs, as did operational and population
management constraints. Staff also described offender-related factors and lack of resources
as barriers to timely program completion.
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FINDING 8: PERCEPTIONS OF ENGAGEMENT AND SATISFACTION

Many offenders described the main program as engaging. Most offenders were satisfied with
the information providedin the programs, however, staff were less satisfied with the
program content. Many offenders and half of the staff were satisfied with how the
information was communicated. Suggested improvements included changesto the content,
such as a) increasingits relevance to offenders, and b) reducing repetition, simplifying the
material, and reviewingitfor errors.

FINDING 9: SATISFACTION WITH INDIGENOUS PROGRAMS

Most AICPM and AWOCP participants described the information providedin the program and
the way it was communicated as culturally relevantand appropriate. A third of staff who
delivered these programs agreed that the information and its communication were culturally
relevantand appropriate to a large/very large extentand around 40% agreed to a moderate
extent. Staff suggested adapting the content to increase its relevance to the cultural
background of the participants.

FINDING 10: PROGRAM COMPLETIONS AND NON-COMPLETIONS

Most offenders had completed a primer or engagement program and a main program, with
few non-completions. According to the data extracted from OMS, non-completions were
primarily due to reasons unrelated to program participation (such as the offenderis
deceased, cannot participate due to responsivity needs, for outside court or hospital).

FINDING 11: IDENTIFICATION OF RISK NEED PROFILES AND ASSIGNMENT
TO PROGRAMS

Men offenders’ riskand need profiles are being correctly identified, and they are generally
beingassignedto the proper program intensity and stream. When an override is granted, it is
most commonly to override an offenderto a higherintensity program. The concordance
between program need and program assignment could not be assessed for women
offenders, due to the recentimplementation of the INCP screen.

FINDING 12: PERCEPTIONS OF WHETHER PROGRAMS ADDRESS OFFENDERS’
RISK FACTORS

Offenders and staff generally agreed that the program addresses offenders’ risk factors. In
order to better address offenders’ risk factors, the most common suggestion was to adapt
the program content. Overall, the frequency and length of the program were deemed
appropriate by offenders, giventheirassessed level of risk.

FINDING 13: INSTITUTIONAL OUTCOMES - URINALYSIS TEST RESULTS

The non-random urinalysis test results for the main program completers were generally
similarin the 6 months prior to a main program and the 6 months followinga main program.
There was no clear pattern with the random urinalysis test results.
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FINDING 14: INSTITUTIONAL OUTCOMES - CHARGES

Most program completers did not have violent, drug, or other charges both before and after
a main program. In comparison to the non-completersand the eligible non-participants,
program completersdid not increase or decrease inviolent, drug, or other charges afterthe
main program. Women program completersand women eligible non-participants had similar
patterns of changes in violentand other charges, although a higher percentage of women in
the eligible non-participant group had no drug charges.

FINDING 15: PERCEIVED IMPACT ON INSTITUTIONAL BEHAVIOUR

Most of the staff reported that participation in correctional programming was related to
decreasedincidentsinthe institution, while about half of offendersthoughtthat it had a
positive impact on institutional security. Most offenders agreed that they had applie d the
skillslearnedin programs withinthe institution. Further, qualitative findingsindicated that
according to staff and offenders, additional skills could be taught to offendersto improve
institutional security.

FINDING 16: DISCRETIONARY RELEASE

Across all program streams, men program completers were granted discretionary release
more oftenthan men eligible non-participants. Although not statistically significant, the
results suggested that women program completers were granted discretionary rele ase more
oftenthan women eligible non-participants.

FINDING 17: PERCEPTIONS OF IMPACT ON DISCRETIONARY RELEASE

Generally, staff and offenders perceived that participationin correctional programs had a
positive impact on the ability of offenders to obtain discretionary release.

FINDING 18: LIKELIHOOD OF A REVOCATION AND SUBSTANCE USE
OUTCOMES FOR MEN

Overall, mencompleters, in particular those who participated in the multi-target moderate
programs, were revoked for any reason less oftenthan eligible men non-participants. The
lowerlikelihood of any revocation was observed for both Indigenous and non-Indigenous
men program completers. Although not statistically significant, results indicated that
program completers overall tended to have a revocation with an offence less oftenthan
eligible non-participants. In contrast, program completers were revoked more oftenthan
men offenders with no-intent-to-treat (regardless of the type of revocation).

The findings related to the effect of program completion on substance use outcome were
mixed. Results suggested that program completers more often had a substance use outcome,
in comparison to eligible non-participants, although these findings were not statistically
significant. Notably, menin the ICPM-MT high intensity program were significantly more
likely to have a substance use outcome.
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FINDING 19: LIKELIHOOD OF A REVOCATION AND SUBSTANCE USE
OUTCOMES FOR WOMEN

Although not statistically significant, results indicated that women completers of WOMIP and
AWOMIP were revoked for any reason more oftenthan eligible non-participants.

Separate models could not be conducted for Indigenous and non-Indigenous women due to
sample size. However, the overall models that accounted for Indigenous ancestry indicated
that Indigenous womentended to be revoked for any reason more oftenthan non-
Indigenouswomen, although this was not statistically significant.

While the findings suggest that program completers had a substance use outcome more
oftenthan eligible non-participants, the results were also not statistically significant.

More than half of the women who completed programming were overriddeninto the
program as they did not initially meet program referral criteria. Override completers had
lowerrates of any revocation compared to women who initially met program referral criteria,
but when risk relevant differences were controlled for, both groups experienceda
comparable rate of revocationsfor any reason.

FINDING 20: PERCEPTIONS OF PROGRAM’S ABILITY TO PREPARE
OFFENDERS FOR REINTEGRATION

Offenders and staff generally perceived that correctional programs provided and effectively
taught the correct tools and skills needed forreintegration. While most offendersindicated
that theylearnedimportant skills necessary for reintegration, approximately half indicated
that they anticipated challenges when applying these skills, with the most common concern
referringto applyingthe skillsin a differentenvironment than which they learned (e.g., from
the institution tothe community). Nonetheless, most offenders and many staff agreed that
programs will have a positive impact on an offenders’ reintegration.
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FINDING 21: SPECIFIC OFFENDING BEHAVIOURS AND SUBSTANCE USE FOR
MEN

Overall, for menwho were identified as having a program need for general violence, program
completers were revoked for any reason less oftenthan eligible non-participants.

A similarfinding was obtained for men offenders with a program need for substance use,
whereby program completers were revoked for any reason less often than eligible non-
participants. Conversely, eligible non-participants had a substance use outcome whileinthe
community less oftenthan program completers, although this finding was not statistically
significant. This suggests that, among men with a program need for substance use,
correctional programming appears to be effective atreducing revocations, but does not
impact the likelihood of a substance use outcome inthe same way.

Although not statistically significant, program completers witha program needrelatedto
family violence and program completers with a program needin sexual offendinghad a
revocation for any reason less often than eligible non-participants with a program need
related to family violence or sexual offending.

FINDING 22: COMMUNITY OUTCOMES FOR WOMEN WITH A SUBSTANCE
ABUSE NEED

Overall, for womenidentified as havinga program need for substance abuse, program
completers and eligible non-participants had comparable rates of any revocationand a
substance use outcome. The pattern of results remained consistent when comparing
Indigenous women with non-Indigenous women.

FINDING 23: PERCEPTIONS OF WHETHER CORRECTIONAL PROGRAMS
TARGET SPECIFIC OFFENDING BEHAVIOURS

Staff most commonly agreed that correctional programs sufficiently addressed specific
offending behaviours related to general crime, general violence, and sexual offending.
However, fewerthan 60% agreed that substance use was sufficiently addressed and lessthan
half reported the same regarding family violence.

FINDING 24: ADDRESSING SPECIAL NEEDS OF OFFENDERS

Several offendersreported a responsivity need that interfered with their ability to participate
in a correctional program. Although those with readingand writingbarriers often had their
needsaddressed, fewerthan half of offenders with mental health, intellectual orlearning
disability, anxiety/hesitance (formenonly), or a brain injury agreed that they received
accommodations, tools, or support to help them participate despite these needs. Staff al so
reported having access to limited tools to address offenders’ needs. Offenders and staff
provided suggestions regarding possible accommodations.
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FINDING 25: COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF CORRECTIONAL PROGRAMS

Correctional programming for men (overall, across ICPM/AICPM) was found to be cost-
effective accordingto an examination of the direct costs associated with program delivery
and first-release outcomes for program participants and eligible non-participants. Forevery
offenderwhoreceived programming, there was an approximate savings of $5,675 in avoided
readmission costs, compared to eligible non-participants.

Cost-effectiveness could not be examined forwomen’s correctional programming since all
women are referred to the engagement program and the current evaluationrequireda
comparison group with no exposure to correctional programming (i.e., a no cost comparison
group). However, it was found that the cost per participant for women’s correctional
programming was lower than the cost per participant for men’s correctional programming.

FINDING 26: NUMBER OF CORRECTIONAL PROGRAM STAFF

While many staff who were interviewed indicated that there was a sufficient number of
trained CPOs given the number of offenders requiring programs, only about a third of staff
agreed that the number of ACPOs was sufficient. Acomparison of the number of funded
positionsto active employeesidentified avacancy rate for ACPO positions of 11%, suggesting
there may be an opportunity to increase the workforce.

FINDING 27: ELDER INVOLVEMENT AND AVAILABILITY

Reliable quantitative datawas not available for Elder involvementinthe delivery of
correctional programming, underscoring the need to enhance information gathering on this
issue.

Staff and offenderstended to agree that the number of program sessions that require an
Elder was appropriate. However, staff did highlight challenges with Elder availability,
resulting from a shortage of Elders or Elders having limited time fora given program, due to
competingrequests for involvement.

FINDING 28: PERCEIVED TIMELINESS AND EFFECTIVENESS OF TRAINING
PROTOCOL

Many staff who received correctional program facilitatortrainingagreed that it was provided
in a timely manner. However, only about half of program managers and program facilitators
strongly agreed or agreed that the content of the ICPM/WOCP training provided CPOs and
ACPOs with the knowledge required to deliver programs.

Further, only a quarter of staff who had receivedtrainingand delivered a program, or worked
as a program manager, described the quality review process as effective/very effective in
ensuringthat programs are delivered appropriately.
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RECOMMENDATION 1: IDENTIFICATION OF NEEDS FOR CORRECTIONAL
PROGRAMS (INCP) DATA ENTRY PRACTICES

Itis recommended that efforts continue to be supported to enhance the INCP screen and
amend policy to make the completion of the INCP screen mandatory.

RECOMMENDATION 2: DEFINITION OF TIMELY ACCESS
Itis recommendedthat clearly articulated guidelines fordefining timely access to

correctional programs with respect to program enrollmentand completion dates be
established and added to the Commissioner’s Directives on correctional programs.

RECOMMENDATION 3: TIMELY COMPLETION OF PROGRAMS

Itis recommendedthat RPD:
o |dentifiesthe best practices that allow for timely enrollmentand completion of
programs delivered by CSC and those offeredin otherjurisdictions, and
e Considers how these can be appliedto the men’s programs with lengthier waittimes
and completiontimes.

RECOMMENDATION 4: PROGRAM CONTENT

Itis recommendedthat ICPM and WOCP content be reviewed, and if required, its content
should be simplified and streamlined.

RECOMMENDATION 5: RELEVANCE OF INDIGENOUS STREAM CONTENT AND
DELIVERY

Itis recommendedthat CSC increases the relevance of the Indigenous correctional
programming streams (AWOCP/AICPM) to Indigenous offenders through consultation with

Indigenous Initiatives Directorate, as well as consideration of feedback from staff and
offenders outlinedin this evaluation.

RECOMMENDATION 6: TIMELY ACCESS AND POST-RELEASE OUTCOMES

Itis recommendedthat CSC conducts research on the relationship between timely access to
programs and post-release outcomes for both men and women to determine the optimal
timing of program delivery throughoutan offender’s sentence.
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RECOMMENDATION 7: FURTHER RESEARCH ON OFFENDING OUTCOMES AND
SUBSTANCE USE

Itis recommended that research be conducted in the followingareas:

e Conduct a study examiningviolentand sexual reoffending for men offenders wherein
the sample size of offenders who have completed programs is increased and the
follow-up periodis extended. This study should occur in 5 years to ensure adequate
follow-up.

e Intheinterim,if feasible, examine changesovertimeinpre and post-program
measures related to violent and sexual offendingfor men offenders to determine if
program participationis relatedto reductions in the likelihood of violentand sexual
offending.

e Conduct a replication study of substance use outcomes separately for men and
women offendersidentified as having a substance use need. Consideration should be
givento expandingthe substance use outcome to account for changes in the severity
of substance use over time, and whetherreturns to custody or new offences are
directly related to substance use.

RECOMMENDATION 8: PROGRAM OVERRIDES AND COMMUNITY OUTCOMES

Itis recommended that CSC examinesthe volume of overrides used to referwomen
offenders to correctional programs (both AWOCP and WOCP) and the justifications forthe
overrides. Further, CSC should examine the community outcomes for women offenders who
received an override relative towomen who initially met program referral criteria, and
determine whether modifications to the program referral criteriaare warranted.

RECOMMENDATION 9: CONSIDER RESPONSIVITY NEEDS OF OFFENDERS IN
PROGRAMMING

Itis recommendedthat CSC identifies how correctional program officers address the various
responsivity needs of men and women offenders that may interfere with theirability to
participate in programs.

RECOMMENDATION 10: FINANCIAL DATA FOR CORRECTIONAL PROGRAMS

Itis recommendedthat RPD reviewsthe regional recording practices of financial resources
associated with delivering correctional programs. The results of the review shouldinform
new strategies, if required, to ensure accurate and consistentrecording of resource
allocations.
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RECOMMENDATION 11: REVIEW OF TRAINING PROTOCOL

Itis recommendedthat RPD examinesthe content and format of the training protocol to
identify whetherthere are opportunitiestoenhance:
¢ The knowledge and skills of CPOs/ACPOs to assistin effectively delivering correctional
programming, possibly through providing additional facilitation and practical training.
e The usefulness of the quality review process, possibly by increasing the timeliness of
the review or adapting the method of assessment.
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The Evaluation Division has undertaken an evaluation of Correctional Service of Canada’s (CSC)
correctional programs.® CSC definesa correctional program as “a structured intervention that
targets empirically-validated factors directly linked to offenders’ criminal behaviour, inorder to
reduce reoffending” (CSC, 2018a). Effective correctional programming is an essential
component in CSC’s ability to fulfill its mission of contributing to public safety by assisting

offendersin becominglaw-abidingcitizens.

The primary objectives of this evaluation are to review the relevancy and need for correctional
programs, assess the effectiveness of correctional programs (with a focus on program delivery

and program outcomes), and examine overall program efficiencies.

1.1 OVERVIEW OF CORRECTIONAL PROGRAMS

1.1.1 CORRECTIONAL PROGRAM MODEL

In 2010, CSC began transitioningfrom deliveringa traditional multi-program correctional
program model to using an integrated multi-target or holisticprogram model for both men and
women.’ This transition began with the implementation of Women Offender Correctional
Programs (WOCP) and Aboriginal® Women Offender Correctional Programs (AWOCP) from 2010
to 2012, as well as the Integrated Correctional Program Model (ICPM) for men offenders from
2010 to 2017. In contrast to the traditional model, where individual programs focused on
specificoffence histories(e.g., substance abuse programs, violence prevention programs), the
integrated model was designedto target multiple program need areas withinthe same
program. To address substance use, ICPM integrates a harm reduction model whereby

offenders are encouragedto selecttheirsubstance use goals, focus on enhanced awareness

6 The term correctional reintegration programs was used in the Program Alignment Architecture. The term
correctional programs is currently used inthe Program Inventoryandwill be used inthis report.

7 Although men and women offender programs are both holisticandtarget multiple criminogenic needs, given the
differencesinprogramcontentand the factthat programs were devel oped at different times, the term multi-
targetis only used with men offender programs.

8 Although CSC has transitioned to using the term Indigenous, the term Aboriginal is still used as part of the
correctional program titles. For this reason, Aboriginalwill be used throughout the document when referring to
the titles of specific correctional programs.
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through goal setting, and incorporate other supportive services and strategies (e.g., Opioid
Agonist Treatment, needle exchange program). Through various harm reduction principles, the
objective of the modelis not necessarily to abstain from substance use, but to reduce the
harmful use of substances. Individuals are asked to clearly explore the impact of any use upon
theirgoals during the program sessions, the developmentand review of the crime process, and
while identifying risk factors related to their crime and corresponding personal targets. This

integrated model is illustratedin Figure 1 for the men’s programming.

Figure 1. Shifting from a Multi-Program Model to an Integrated Model (CSC, Reintegration
Programs Division [RPD], 2016)

Family
Violence

— 9 Integrated

General
Crime

Model

Programs

Offender

The goal of this integrated approach is to maintain the positive outcomes observed from the
traditional program model, increase efficiencies toimprove access to programs and ensure
timely completion priorto parole eligibility, and to better meet the needs of offenders with

multiple risk factors. The correctional programs for federally sentenced offendersinclude

program streams for men and women.

The ICPM for men includesfourdifferent main program streams:
e Integrated Correctional Program Model Multi-Target (ICPM-MT);
e Aboriginal Integrated Correctional Program Model (AICPM);
e Integrated Correctional Program Model Sex Offender (ICPM-SO); and

e Aboriginal Integrated Correctional Program Model Sex Offender (AICPM-SO).

The ICPM-MT stream provides mainstream programming that does not include culture- or sex

offender-specificcomponents. The AICPM stream offers culture-specific programming that



Evaluation of Correctional Reintegration Programs

addresses both the Indigenous offender’s criminogenicfactors and issuesrelated to Aboriginal
social history and includes the assistance of Elders in a minimum of 50% of the sessions. The
ICPM-SO stream addresses all componentsin the multi-target (MT) stream and risk factors
associated with sexual offending. The AICPM-SO stream addresses the same components as
the ICPM-SO stream, but it does so by offering culture-specificprogrammingthat addresses the
Indigenous offender’s criminogenicfactors and issues related to Aboriginal social history. There
are also adapted programs, which are designed for offenders with significantlearningand
functioningchallenges, such as offenders with intellectual disability, learning disabilities, Fetal
Alcohol Spectrum Disorder, Acquired Brain Injuries, or other mental health disorders. The
adapted programs are based on the ICPM-MT and ICPM-SO moderate streams; however, the
content and delivery are modified (e.g., complex components broken down, exercises and
handouts adapted) and delivered ata slower pace with more repetition and oppo rtunities to

practice skills.

In September2017, CSC implementedthe InuitIntegrated Correctional Program (IICP) formen,

which iscomposed of MT and SO components.®

The WOCP model for womenincludesthree main program streams:
e WOCP;
e AWOCP; and
e Women'’s Sex Offender Program (WSOP).

WOCP was designedtoincrease efficiency and respondto a wide range of complex needs (e.g.,
substance abuse, violence, relationships, and trauma). This holistic, women-centred model of
programming was created as a continuum, providinga series of program components from
admission through incarceration to community release. Women who meet criteriafor a high
intensity program first complete the moderate intensity program, and then complete the high
intensity program. Indigenous-specific programs for women are offered through the AWOCP,

which was designed to be culturally appropriate and to strike a balance between a healingand

9 11CP was notincludedin the current evaluationdue to the recentimplementation and small sample size.
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a skills-based approach. All of its program components are Elder-assisted with Elders attending
a minimum of 80% of sessions. The AWOCP model has a greater number of sessions compared

to WOCP and longersession lengths to allow for culturally-relevant teachings and ceremonies.

The WSOP was implemented to meet the needs of women SOs. When the WSOP is taken inthe
absence of another main program, it is considered a moderate intensity program. When WSOP

is delivered before orafteranother moderate intensity program, it addressesthe needs of

women SOs who require high intensity treatment.10

Althoughthere are different program modelsfor men, women, and Indigenous offenders, they
all follow a similar program pathway, which is termed the program continuum. The stages of
the continuum use consistent concepts and skill-building objectives to link the programs from
admission, through incarceration, to community release. Programs are delivered throughout

the continuum according to the followingthree groupings (CSC, 2016):

e Readiness Programs:the readiness grouping includes correctional programs that
prepare and motivate offenders to address risk factors related to offending, and
includes primer programs for men and engagement programs for women that are

completed by offenders priorto beginninga main program;

e Main Programs:the main grouping includes correctional programs to specifically
address risk factors related to offending at intensity levels that are consistent with

offenders’ risks and needs;

e Maintenance Programs:the maintenance grouping includes correctional programs
designedto support offenders to continue to make changes and maintain skills learned
through their participationin correctional programming. These include maintenance
programs for men and self-management programs for women. These programs are

deliveredto offendersintheinstitution and in the community.

10 WSOP was notincluded in the current evaluationdue to small samplessize.
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Additionally, hybrid versions of the men’s moderate intensity programs are offered. The hybrid
programs combine the primerand main programs so that thereis no break betweenthe two

program components.

The ICPM Community Program is offered to offenders who did not complete an institutional
correctional program despite havinga program need. This 17-session program combines
components of primer and main programs, with an additional 4 sessions for sexual offending,
whenrelevant. The length of the programs vary and the number of sessions foreach main

program is provided belowinTable 1.

Motivational modules are offered to moderate to high-risk men offenders whorefuse to
participate, who drop out, or who need extra support to succeed in programming. There are
three types of motivational modules: a refuserversion, a dropout version, and a support
version. The refuserand dropout versions consist of a structured one-on-one intervention
lasting up to four hours. The support motivational moduleis provided in a maximum of four
sessions and provides additional time and help to offenders who have certain issues such as
literacy or cognitive functioning. Offenders may be re-referred to the motivational modules,

based on continued need.
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Table 1. Number of Sessions for Main Programs

Main ProgramTitle Number of Number of Numberof TotalNumber
Group Individual Ceremonial of Sessions

Sessions Sessions Sessions

ICPM-MT moderate intensity 46 5 0 51

ICPM-MT high intensity 87 5 0 92

ICPM-SO moderate intensity 57 5 0 62

ICPM-SO high intensity 100 8 0 108

AICPM-MT moderate intensity 47 5 10 62

AICPM-MT high intensity 90 5 16 111

AICPM-SO moderate intensity 54 5 11 70

AICPM-SO high intensity 95 5 17 117

ICPM-MT moderate intensity 62 5 0 67

adapted

ICPM-SO moderate intensity 72 5 0 77

adapted

[ICP moderate intensity 58 4 0 62

[ICP high intensity 42 4 0 46

[ICP-SO moderate intensity 18 1 0 192

[1CP-SO high intensity 13 1 0 14b

Women Offender — Moderate 40 5 0 45

Intensity Program (WOMIP)

Aboriginal Women Offender - 44 4 0¢ 48

Moderate Intensity Program

(AWOMIP)

Women Offender - High Intensity 52 5 0 57

Program (WOHIP)

Aboriginal Women Offender - High 58 4 od 62

Intensity Program (AWOHIP)

WSOP 59 7 0 66

3These IICP-SO moderate intensity sessionsare in addition to the IICP moderate intensity program.
bThese IICP-SO high intensity sessionsare in addition to the ICPM high intensity program.
¢Ceremonies are built directly into the program. Of the 44 sessions, 4 are ceremonial.
dCeremonies are built directly into the program. Of the 58 sessions, 5 are ceremonial.
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1.1.2 PROGRAM REFERRAL

According to the National Correctional Program Referral Guidelines (CSC, 2018b), correctional
program effectiveness requires matchingthe stream and intensity of the program to an
offender’slevel of risk. During the offenderintake assessment process, an offender’slevel of
risk and need areas are determined through a combination of actuarial risk assessments,
supplementary assessments as necessary (e.g., a sex offender-specificassessment), and a
review of their criminal history. The 2015 version of the guidelines (CSC, 2015a) specified that
program intensity was generally based on level of risk, as identified by the Revised Statistical
Information on Recidivism Scale!!(SIR-R1) for non-Indigenous men and the Custody Rating
Scale!2 (CRS) for women and Indigenous men, the Dynamic Factor Identification and Analysis,
Revised (DFIA-R)13forwomen, plus the Static-99R!4 for SOs. The Stable-2007%> was added as
another measure of risk for SOs in 2017 (CSC, 2017). Since January 2018, program intensity has
generallybeen decided based on the results of the Criminal Risk Index 6 (CRI) for all offenders,
in addition to the Static-99R and the Stable-2007 for male SOs (see Appendix A for additional
information regarding the assessmenttools and procedures for the program referral process).
Based on the results of the actuarial risk assessmenttools, moderate risk offenders are referred
to moderate intensity programming, and high risk offenders are referred to high intensity
programming. Low risk offenders who meet the established override criteria may also be
consideredfor participationin moderate intensity programming. Through participationin

programs of appropriate intensity, offenders can address criminogenicneeds, prepare for

1 The SIR-R1isanactuarial tool used to predict recidivism for non-Indigenous men. Itincludes items on
demographiccharacteristics and criminal history (CSC, 2018c).

2 The CRSis an actuarial tool used to identify the appropriate security level for anoffender’s penitentiary
placement (CSC, 2018c).

13 The DFIA-Ris aninstrument used to identify criminogenic needs within 7 dynamic riskareas (CSC, 2018c).

14 The Static-99R is an actuarial tool used to predict sexual recidivism for sexual offenders (CSC, 2018b).

15 The Stable-2007 an actuarial tool used to i dentify stable dynamicrisk factors related to sexual offending that can
respond to intervention (CSC, 2018b).

6 The CRI is a measure of staticrisk and helps determine the level of offenderintervention (CSC, 2018c). Itis based
on the Criminal History Record in the SFA. The CRI was not used for program referral criteria during the majority of
the evaluationperiod. Itisincluded throughout for descriptive purposes (see methodology for further
information).
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successful reintegration, and ultimately reduce theirrisk of reoffending (Andrews & Bonta,

2010a; CSC, 2009; Landenberger & Lipsey, 2005; Usher & Stewart, 2014).
1.1.3 PROGRAM LOGIC MODEL

A logic model for correctional programs is presentedin Figure 2. The logicmodelis a visual
representation of the inputs, key activities, outputs, as well as the immediate, intermediate,

long-term, and ultimate outcomes related to the delivery of correctional programs.

The components of a logic model can be defined as follows (Treasury Board of Canada, 2016):

e Inputs: the resources (legislation, financial, human, policies, and protocols) used ina
program that ensure the delivery of the intended results of a program;

e Keyactivities: actions associated with achieving program objectives (e.g., delivering
awareness and motivation sessions, introducing concepts of crime process/offence path
and risk factors/personal targets, introducing self-managementtools and skills);

e  Outputs: immediate results of implemented program activities (short-term achievements
of the program, deliverables) (e.g., sessions are completed by offenders; detailed crime
process is established and personal targets identified [men]; preliminary development of
self-management/healing plan [women]);

e  Outcome: achievements of program objectives/impact of a program’s outputs (e.g.,
increased knowledge and skillsto manage risk factors inthe community and for successful
reintegrationintothe community; decrease in institutional security incidents and charges;
increase in conditional releases);

e Impact (ultimate outcome):long-term achievements of program objectives (e.g., reduced

reoffending and safe and timely reintegration of offendersinto the community). It should
be noted that impacts at a population-level can seldom be attributed to a single program,
however, a specificprogram may, togetherwith another program, contribute to impacts on

a population.
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Figure 2. Correctional Programs Logic Model
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1.2 SCOPE OF THE EVALUATION

The scope of the evaluation was determined through consultation with key stakeholders. The
stakeholders who were approached for consultation included the Correctional Operationsand
Program Sector, Women Offender Sector, Policy Sector, the Senior Deputy Commissioner’s
Office, and the Performance Measurement and Evaluation Committee (PMEC). It was
determinedthat the evaluation would focus on 1) the continued relevancy and need for
correctional programs, such as alignment with government priorities and consistency with
federal roles and responsibilities; 2) the effectiveness of correctional programs (i.e., the extent
to which programs are achievingtheirexpected results); and 3) the efficiency !’ of correctional
programs, includingthe ICPM for men offenders and the WOCP model for women. The
evaluation focused on the delivery of correctional programs within institutional settings. The
IICP was considered out of scope for the evaluation. However, IICP streams were includedin
some analysesinwhich they were aggregated with other programs. The WSOP was out of
scope and not includedin the evaluation, with the exceptionthat five staff questionnaire

respondents had delivered the WSOP.

1.3 EVALUATION QUESTIONS

The following questions are addressed in this evaluation:
Relevance (Findings in Focus for Evaluation [FIFE] 1)

e Do correctional programs continue to addressa demonstrable need withinfederal
corrections?

e How do correctional program objectives align with departmental priorities and federal
governmentpriorities?

e Does the delivery of correctional programs align with the roles and responsibilities of CSC

and the federal government?

7 Efficiencyrefers to the extent to which resources are usedsuchthata greater level of output/outcomeis
produced with thesamelevel of input, or a lower level of inputis used to produce the samelevel

of output/outcome. The level of input and output/outcome could be increases or decreases i n quantity, quality, or
both.

10
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Effectiveness — program access and delivery (FIFE 2)

Are offenders being granted timely access to programs (includingIndigenous offenders
beinggranted timely access to culturally-specificprograms and programs overall)?
Are correctional programs engaging and retaining offenders?

Do programs offered align with the risk and need profiles of CSC’s offender population?

Effectiveness — program outcomes (FIFE 3)

Does participation and/or completion of correctional programs impact institutional
behaviour(e.g., institutional incidents)?

Does participation and/or completion of correctional programs increase the likelihood of
obtainingdiscretionaryrelease?

Does participation and/or completion of correctional programs impact the likelihood of
returningto custody and the likelihood of reoffending?

Does the integrated model address substance abuse and specificoffending behaviours
(e.g., familyviolence)?

Are programs responsive to the special needs of offenders (e.g., those with mental health

care needs, learningdisabilities)?

Efficiency (FIFE 4)

Are CSC’s correctional programs deliveredin a cost-effective manner (i.e., cost per

offender, cost-benefitanalysis)?

Giventhe number of offenders, are there sufficient staff trained to delivercorrectional

programming?

11
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2.1 DATA SOURCES

2.1.1 LITERATURE AND DOCUMENT REVIEW

An examination of the peer-reviewed literature and internal documents on correctional
programming was conducted (e.g., CSC policies, legislation, evaluation reports, research
reports, and other operational documents). These documents were consulted in order to assess
current literature on timely access to correctional programs; engagementand retentionin
programs; alignment of programs with risks and needs of offenders; whetherthe integrated
model addresses specificoffending behaviours; meeting the responsivity needs of offenders;
and the impact of correctional programs on institutional behaviour, discretionary release, and

revocation of release.
2.1.2 DATA COLLECTION FORFIFES 2, 3, AND4

Interviews with Offenders. Data from interviews with offenderswereincludedto
answer questions regarding program access and delivery (FIFE 2), program outcomes (FIFE 3),
and efficiency (FIFE4). Semi-structuredinterviews captured the perspectives of offenders
regarding the delivery of correctional programs and the perceivedimpact of program
participation. The questionnaire, developed by the evaluationteam in collaboration with the
Consultative Working Group, addressed evaluation questions andindicators identifiedinthe
Terms of Reference for the evaluation. The interview guide included both open and close -
ended questions (e.g., 5-point Likert-type scales, categorical multiple choice questions). In
accordance with the principles of Gender-Based Analysis Plus,'®the guides were adapted to
include questions that were specificand relevantto gender considerations and Indigenous
offenders. Offenderswere eligible to be interviewed if they had participated inany component

of an ICPM or WOCP program.

18 Gender-Based Analysis Plus is anapproach used by the Government of Canada to consider the impact of
programs, policies, and legislationon diverse groups of women and men.

12
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In each region, interviews were conducted in one minimum, medium, and maximum men’s
institution and the regional women’sinstitution, with the exception of Pacificregion, where the
visitto a men’s maximum institution was not possible due to a lockdown.1? Offenders at one
men’s healinglodge were interviewed. Within eachinstitution, data extracted from the
Offender Management System (OMS) was used to randomly selecta list of offenders who had
beenenrolledina correctional program, stratified by Indigenous ancestry. In order to maximize
participationin the interview process, offenders were informed of the evaluationin advance by
institutional staff and staff were provided posters to share with the inmate committee and to
display within the institutions. While in the institutions, evaluation staff coordinated with
institutional staffidentified by the wardens and offenders were approached for interviewsin
the order theirnames appeared in the list. Additionally, offenders who were not on the list, but
who expressedinterestin participating, were interviewed. Interviews occurredin November
and December 2017 and were conducted in French and English in Québec and Atlantic regions

and in Englishin Ontario, Prairie, and Pacificregions.

A total of 209 offenders across all regions were interviewed in Novemberand December 2017.
Twenty-nine of the interviews (14%) were conducted in French and occurred inthe Québec and
Atlanticregions. Table 2 presentsthe characteristics of the interviewed offendersin
comparison with those of offenders serving sentences of two years or more in custody across
all CSC institutions during the 2017-2018 fiscal year (FY), the periodin which data were
collectedfor this evaluation.2°The proportion of women and Indigenous offenders who were
interviewed appeared greaterthan the proportion of these subpopulationsin custody in 2017-
18 as they were oversampledintentionally to ensure that there was sufficient representation of
women and Indigenous participants. The proportion of offendersinthe 31-40 age range was
higherin the group of interviewed offenders. The regional representation of interviewed
offendersalso differed fromthe 2017-2018 in custody population as the interviews were

dividedrelatively evenly across the five regions to ensure adequate response rates from each

% Instead, an additional day of interviews was conducted at a medium security institution.
20 Source: Corporate Reporting System —Modernized. Report Date: 2018-06-2108:26:57. Extraction Date: 2018-
06-17 00:00:00. Period: 2017-2018 (2018-04-08).
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region. The representation across security level was also intentionally more evenly distributed

among interviewed offenders.

All exceptthree of the offenders (99%, n = 206 of 209) reported having participatedin a
primer/engagement program during their current sentence. Of those who started a
primer/engagement program, all exceptone had completedit (99.5%, n = 204 of 206) and
another offenderwas unsure. Almost all offenders (97%, n =202 of 209) had begun
participatingin their main program during their current sentence. Most of the offenders had

completed all of the modules of theirmain program (82%, n = 164 of 199).21

21 |tis importantto note thatthroughout the evaluation, the term mostis used to refer to 75% or more of the
sample (for additional information on qualifiers used throughout the current evaluation, see section 2.2 Data
Analysis on page 39).
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Table 2. Characteristics of Interviewed Offenders and Offenders in Custody in FY2017-2018

Characteristics Offenders in Custody? FY 2017-2018 Interviewed Offenders
N = 14,092 N =209
n % n %
Gender
Women 676 5 51 24
Men 13,416 95 156 75
Transgender b - 2 1
Age
18-30 3,923 28 51 24
31-40 4,075 29 79 38
41-50 2,813 20 39 19
51-60 2,120 15 30 14
61-70 879 6 9 4
71-80 253 2 1 1
81-90 29 <1 0 0
Ethnic background®
Caucasian 7,284 52 94 45
Indigenous 3,917 28 864 41
Other 718 5 2 1
Visible minority 2,173 15 25¢ 12
Missing data - - 2 1
Regions
Atlantic 1,312 9 38 18
Québec 3,055 22 44 21
Ontario 3,586 25 39 19
Prairie 3,977 28 42 20
Pacific 2,162 15 46 22
Security level
Minimum 3,070 22 79 38
Medium 7,770 55 90 43
Maximum 1,870 13 39 19
Missing data 1,382 10 1 <1

aSource: Corporate Reporting System —Modernized (CRS-M). Report Date: 2018-06-21 08:26:57. Extraction Date: 2018-06-17
00:00:00. Period: 2017-2018 (2018-04-08).

bCategory not reported in CRS-M.

¢Ethnic background data for interviewed offenders was extracted from OMS. It is self-reported by offenders.

dNorth American Indian (29%, n =59), Métis (11%, n = 23), and Inuit (2%, n = 4). With respect to gender, 44% ofinterviewed
men offenders and 35% of women were Indigenous. The percentage of transgender offenders who are Indigenousis not
reported due to the small size. However, 43% of offenders (n =90) self-identified as Indigenous during the interview.

eBlack (8%, n=16), Arab/West Asian (2%, n = 4), Arab (<1%, n= 1), Caribbean (<1%, n=1), Filipino (<1%, n = 1), Latin American
(<1%, n = 1), and Multiracial/Ethnic (<1%, n =1).
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The ICPM program into which offenders were commonly placed was ICPM-MT-Moderate (28%,
n =58 of 209), followed by ICPM-MT-High (16%, n = 33), AICPM-Moderate (14%, n = 29),
AICPM-High (8%, n = 17), ICPM-SO-Moderate (7%, n = 15), ICPM-SO-High (1%, n = 2). The WOCP
programs into which offenders had been placed were WOMIP (14%, n = 29 of 209), AWOMIP
(10%, n = 21), WOHIP (3%, n = 7), and AWOHIP (3%, n = 6). Note that offenderscould report
participationin multiple programs. Two participants reported ‘other’ programs, includingone
women who completeda Women’s Engagement Program, but was not referred to a main

program.

Questionnaires Completed by Staff. Data from staff questionnaires were included to
answer questionsregarding program access and delivery (FIFE 2), program outcomes (FIFE 3),
and efficiency (FIFE4). An electronicquestionnaire was designed to collectthe perspectives of
institutional and regional staff who were familiar with correctional programs. The questions
focused on the delivery of programs, training, and perceived program impacts. It was designed
by the Evaluationteam in collaboration with the Consultative Working Group. The
questionnaire was developed using Snap Survey software and included open and close -ended
guestions. Respondents were routed to specificquestions depending on their position and
experience with delivering correctional programs since July 1st, 2017 (a date selected to ensure

experience with delivering the current model of programs).

Data extracted from the Human Resources Management System (HRMS) were used to identify
staff members with the followingjob positions working within an institutional se tting: Parole
Officers, CPOs, ACPOs, CPO Assessors, Program Managers, Assistant Wardens of Intervention,
Elders, and Wardens. Additionally, Regional Program Managers, Regional Administrators of
Assessmentand Interventions, and Regional Administrators of Aboriginal Initiatives were
identified. Aninvitation to complete the questionnaire was distributed by email on February
23rd, 2018 to potential staff participants in English and French. The questionnaire was available

online until March 12th, 2018.
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Invitations were originally sentto 1,392 employees,?2although the email invitationsto nine

people could not be delivered and alternate contact information could not be located. A total of
1,388 staff, including Elders, were sent the invitation by email, and paper copies of the surveys
were sent to four Elders who did not use email. The number of surveys sentto staffin each

regionand type of positionare reported inTable 3.

A total of 341 individuals completed the staff questionnaire (of the 1,383 who are assumedto
have receivedthe survey), thus 25% of those who were sentinformation about the evaluation
completedthe survey. Data from 20 respondents were excluded as the re spondents were not
currently working within an institution or regional headquarters, therefore the responses for

321 participants were analyzed. Most staff completed the survey in English (82%, n = 264).

Of staff respondentswho reported theirgender, three-quarters were women (73%, n = 228), a
quarter were men (26%, n = 81), and two (1%) endorsed the ‘Other’ category (e.g., transgender,
agender, two-spirit). Of the staff who reported theirage, the greatest proportion were 36 to 45
(39%, n=120) or 46 to 55 years old (33%, n =101). Others reported that they were 26 to 35
(17%, n = 51), 56 to 65 (11%, n = 34), and 66 years and older (1%, n = 3).

Many staff respondents were workingin a men’s institution (75%, n = 242). Staff also workedin
a men’sregional reception centre or intake unit (10%, n = 32), women’sinstitution (9%, n = 28),
regional treatment centre (5%, n = 17), regional headquarters (4%, n = 12), men’s healinglodge
(2%, n = 8), and women’s healing lodge (1%, n = 2). Respondents worked primarily at medium
security (39%, n = 126) or multi-level (38%, n = 123) institutions, followed by minimum (17%, n
= 54) and maximum (12%, n = 40) security institutions (categories were not mutually exclusive).
A breakdown of staff respondents by region and positionis presentedin Table 3. The regional
distribution of the survey recipientsand survey respondents was similar. However, it appeared
that a greater proportion of CPOs and ACPOs completed the survey compared withthe
proportion that were sent the survey. In contrast, it appeared that a smaller proportion of

Parole Officers and Aboriginal Liaison Officers completed the survey compared withthe

22 Arequestwas madeto obtainthe contactinformationfor allactive CSC employees who occupied (substantively
or acting)a positionlisted in Table 3 below in either theinstitution, NHQ, or RHQ.
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proportion that were sent the survey. The high levels of participation by CPOs and ACPOs and
the lowerlevels of participation by Parole Officers and Aboriginal Liaison Officers might reflect

the extentto which staff in these positions perceive correctional programs as relevant to their

role.

Table 3. Regions and Positions of Staff who were Sent Survey and Those who Participated

Characteristics Survey Sent Participated
N=1,392 N=321
n % n %
Regions
Atlantic 131 9 32 10
Quebec 274 20 57 18
Ontario 346 25 87 27
Prairie 413 30 97 30
Pacific 228 16 48 15
Positions
Institutional
CPO 354 25 120 37
ACPO 72 5 36 11
CPO Assessor? - - 4 1
Parole Officer 652 47 99 31
Aboriginal Liaison Officer 81 6 0 0
Program Manager 56 4 29 9
Assistant Warden of Intervention 46 3 11 3
Warden 41 3 7 2
Elder 60 4 4 1
Regional
Regional Program Manager 21 2 8 3
Regional Administrator, Assessmentand 4 0.3 3 1
Interventions
Regional Administrator, Aboriginal 5 0.4 0 0
Initiatives

a CPO Assessor was not a category included in the data extracted from HRMS that was used to identify survey recipients.

Half of staff respondents had delivered an ICPM program or WOCP since July 1st, 2017 (51%, n =
164). July 1st, 2017 was selected as the cut-off date to identify staff with recent experience with
ICPM/WOCP programs and, as the programs were implemented nationally by that date, to
ensure that theirexposure to correctional programs included the ICPM and WOCP versions.

These staff members had a range of experience in delivering ICPM/WOCP programs, as some
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reported five or more years of experience (35%, n = 55 of 157), and others indicated that they
had beeninvolvedfor6 months to 2 years (30%, n = 47), 2 to 5 years (24%, n = 38), and less
than 6 months (11%, n = 17).

Of those who indicated which streams they had delivered, the most common were ICPM-MT-
Moderate (30%, n = 48 of 161) and ICPM-MT-High (25%, n = 40). Other men’s program streams
that were delivered by staffincluded AICPM-Moderate (14%, n = 22); ICPM-SO-Moderate (12%,
n =19); AICPM-High (8%, n = 13); AICPM-SO-Moderate (5%, n = 8); ICPM-SO-High (4%, n =7);
and AICPM-SO-High (3%, n =4). The women’s program streams that had beendelivered by
respondentssince July 1st, 2017 included WOMIP (10%, n = 16), WSOP (3%, n = 5), AWOMIP
(3%, n=5), WOHIP (2%, n = 3), and AWOHIP (1%, n = 2). Six (4%) staff respondents had taught
the Adapted Program since July 1st, 2017. Of the staff who reported which component they
had deliveredsince July 1st, 2017 (n =157), the most common were main (82%, n = 129) and
primer or engagement programs (69%, n = 109). Staff had also taught maintenance or self-

management (40%, n = 62) and hybrid programs (9%, n = 14).

2.1.3 DATA COLLECTION FORFIFE 2

Creation of Admission Cohort. Information on men and women offendersusedin the
FIFE 2 analyses of timeliness of program participation, engagement, and retention (e.g.,
sentencesand programs) was obtained from the OMS Data Warehouse, whichis an electronic

system containing offenderfile information. Data were extracted on August 17th, 2018.

In order to analyze the timeliness of participationin correctional programs, as well as the
engagementand retention of offendersin programs, two admissions cohorts of federal men
and women offendersadmitted to CSC custody on a Warrant of Committal (i.e., firstterm of
theirsentence) were created. Two separate admissions cohorts were used as ICPM was rolled
out at differenttimes across regions.2 The two admission cohorts were created based on the

following parameters:

2 Although WOCP/AWOCP was fullyimplemented priorto ICPM, and thus did not require a staggered cohort, it
was beneficial to maintaina consistent time period for both men and women to facilitate comparisons.
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1) The first cohort consisted of menand women offenders admitted to institutionsin
the Atlantic, Québec, Ontario, and Pacific regions between April 15t, 2016 and March 31st, 2018
(i.e.,FY 2016-17 - 2017-18). If they were transferred to the Prairie region before ICPM

implementation (i.e., July 15t, 2017), they were excluded fromthe analysis.

2) The second cohort consisted of men and women offenders admitted to institutions

in the Prairie region between July 15t, 2017 and March 31st, 2018.

The cohorts were merged. Offenders were excluded if their FPED fell after the data extraction
date (August 17th, 2018) to ensure that every offenderinthe admissions cohort had sufficient
time to enrollinand complete their respective programs. Moreover, offenders whowere
released from CSC custody before their FPED for reasons outside of CSC’s control (e.g., court
order, bail, death) were excluded fromthe analysis. The IICP was considered out of scope for
the evaluation. However, the lICP streams were includedin some analysesin which they were
aggregated with the other programs. Due to the low number of program participants, the

WSOP was not includedin the analyses.

Program assignment data were extracted from OMS for every offenderin the cohort, where the
program assignmentdate or program start date fell within an offender’sincarceration period
(i.e., betweentheiradmission date and first release date). If they had not beenreleased by the
time of data extraction, all of their program assignmentsand/or enrollments until the end of
the study period (i.e., August 17th, 2018) were captured. Only assignments and enrollmentsto
institutional programs were included in the analysis. Correctional program assignment data for
each unique offenderinthe cohort were summarized and manipulated to respond to the

above-noted performance indicators.
Data Extracted from OMS Data Warehouse for Admission Cohort.

Data Definitions. The definitions of the terms related to program assignmentand the

data extracted from the OMS Data Warehouse are provided below.
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Assessed Program Need: An offender’s assessed program need is based strictly on actuarial risk
assessments conducted at intake (e.g., previously the SIR-R1, CRS, and the dynamic need level,

and the CRI since January 2018).

Actual Program Need: An offender’s actual program needis based on actuarial risk
assessments, but incorporates professional judgement. If a Parole Officer does not agree with
an offender’s assessed program need, they can request a program stream and/or intensity
override. All assessed needs and overrides are reviewed by the Correctional Intervention Board,

at which point an offender’sactual program need isidentified and recorded in OMS.

Override: An override occurs when a staff memberdid not agree with the assessed needs, and
an override was approved to another stream and/or lower or higher intensity level to better

meetthe offender’s needs.

Target Program: The target program is selected in OMS based on the offender’s actual program

need.

Program Need: An offenderis consideredto have a program need if they have a target program
other than No Program (e.g., MT Moderate Intensity) identified under program intensity target
inthe INCP screen in OMS, or if they were assignedto a program (had an accepted referral).
This means the Correctional Intervention Board approved an actual program need, at which
point a target program was identified. See Figure 3 below for visual depiction of the Program

Need Assessment Process.

Program Assignment: An offenderis considered to be assignedto a program if they have a valid
program start date or an assignment status date with a status of waitlisted or temporarily

reassigned.

Program Enrollment: An offenderis consideredto be enrolledifthey had a valid program start

date.
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Program Completion: A correctional program is considered to be complete whenthe program
assignment has a valid start and end date and an assignment status of successful, or attended

all sessions.

Program Non-Completion: A correctional program is consideredto be incomplete if an offender

has an assignment status of:

1. OffenderSuspended:indicatesthe offenderwas assignedto a program and will not be
reassigned withouta new placement decision by the Correctional Intervention Board.
This status is normally used to identify disciplinary concerns that have arisen during the
program assignmentor when the offender's quality of participation does not meet
participation, behavioural, or other related program expectations, including poor
attendance. The status Suspendedisalso used when an offenderwithdraws from an

assignmentspecifiedinthe correctional plan.

2. OffenderTransferred: indicatesthe offenderwastransferred outside the current facility
but was assigned to, and participatedin, a program immediately priorto transfer from

the facility.

3. Program Cancelled: indicates an offenderwas participating inthe program (assigned or
temporarily reassigned status) and the program was cancelled while the offenderwas
participatingin it. The cancellation of the program was due to circumstances beyondthe

control of the offender.

4. OffenderReleased: indicates an offenderwas assignedto and participatedin a program
up to and immediately priorto the time of a scheduledrelease fromincarceration on

day parole, full parole, or statutory release.

5. Program Assignment Transferred: the offenderisassigned or temporarily reassigned to
a program and permanently leaves the program to participate in a differentassignment
at the same site, or to participate inthe same program at a differentsecurity level unit

as a resultof a movementwithin a clusteredsite.
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6. ProgramIncomplete: the offenderwas participatingin a program but did not complete
the assignmentand/or was removed from the program for reasons unrelated to
program participation. This status is typically used when an offenderis deceased, is
unable to meaningfully participate in the program due to responsivity needs, foroutside
court, or outside hospital. It is also used when an offenderrefusesto attend all sessions

of the refuser/dropout stream of the motivational module.

Program Need Assessment Process. The process to identify an offender’s correctional

program needis illustratedin Figure 3 and describedin the followingtext.

Figure 3. Program Need Assessment Process

A B
Assessed Target Program
Need Program Assignment

Program
Need

Process of Identifying Correctional Program Need:

A. Upon intake, an offenderwill undergo several actuarial risk assessments (e.g., CRS, SIR-
R1, CRI?4), supplementary assessments (e.g., Static-99R, Stable-2007) and/or a review of
theircriminal history to identify correctional program need. This process will resultinan

assessed need (e.g., MT, SO, Indigenous).

B. If the offender’s Parole Officer does not agree with the assessed need, they can submita
requestfor a program stream and/or intensity override. The Correctional Intervention

Board reviews all offenders’ assessed needs and, if applicable, requestsforan override.

24 Note thatthe CRI was not used in this process until January 2018.
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Followingthe review of the Regional Program Manager and the Correctional

Intervention Board, the offenderwill have an actual need (e.g., MT, SO, and Indigenous).

C. Once an offender’sactual need has beenidentified, a target program is identified based
on their actual need. As a result, the target program should match the offender’s actual
needs. Any discrepancy betweenthese two variablesis considered to be a data entry

error.

D. Once an offenderhas a target program, theyare consideredto have an identified
program need. Information on program needsis captured in the Identification of Needs
for Correctional Programs (INCP) screenin OMS. However, the INCP screen for women
was not implemented until 2018. As a result, it is possible that an offendercould have a
program needthat is not identifiedinthe OMS INCP screen; thus, if an offenderhasa
target program or has beenassigned to a program (had an accepted referral), theyare
consideredto have a program needin the section of the evaluationthat examines

program assignments.

Characteristics of the Admission Cohort. In total, 4,233 offenderswere identified to be
includedinthe admission cohort. Of these offenders, 92% (n = 3,874) were identified as male
and 8% (n = 359) as female,and 18% (n = 727) were reported to be Indigenous, including 23%
of women (n =79) and 18% of men (n = 648). Offenders were admitted to institutionsinall five
regions, including: Ontario (35%, n = 1,467), Québec (32%, n = 1,375), Atlantic(14%, n = 590),
Pacific(10%, n = 432), and Prairie (9%, n = 369).2°

Most offendersinthe admission cohort were serving sentences of 4 years or less (88%, n =
3,740), while the remainingoffenders were servingindeterminate sentences orsentences of

more than 4 years (12%, n = 493).26

%5 The Prairiecohortis noticeablysmallerthanthe others asthe admissioncohort fromthe Prairieregionis limited
to those admitted after ICPM implementationintheregion (i.e., July 1%t,2017).

%6 The cohortincludeda limited number of offenders with longer sentences due to the factthat every offender in
the cohortwas required to have a FPED within the study period (i.e., priorto August 17th, 2018). Thus, the analysis
is biased towards those with shorter sentences and earlier FPEDs.
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2.1.4 DATA COLLECTION FORFIFE 3

In addition to the offenderinterviews and staff questionnaires, quantitative datafrom OMS
were used to examine institutional and post-release outcomesin FIFE 3. The creation of the

cohorts usedfor these analyses are described below.

Creation of Cohort for Institutional Outcomes. The data used to analyze institutional
outcomes (e.g., minorand serious drug, violentand other charges, and urinal ysis outcomes)

were extracted from the OMS Warehouse on February 1st, 2019.

The dataset included first-term offenders who started an ICPM/WOCP main correctional

program during the following study periods:

1) between April 1st, 2015 - December 31st, 2017 in the Atlantic, Québec, and Pacific
regions;

2) between April 15t, 2016 - December 31st, 2017 in the Ontario region; and,

3) betweenlJuly1st, 2017 and December31st, 2017 inthe Prairie region.

These dates were selected based on ICPM implementation dates, and were all prior to the

introduction of a new program need assessmenttool, the CRI, in January 2018.

The cohort included three groups: 1) program completers, 2) non-completerswhoenrolledina
program, but did not complete it for administrative/population managementoroffender-
related reasons, and 3) offenders who were neverassigned to an ICPM/WQOCP main program,
but met criteria for program participation (eligible non-participants). As much as feasible, the
program referral criteria from the May 11, 2015 (CSC, 2015a) and January 23, 2017 (CSC,
2017a) versions of the National Program Referral Guidelines (Guidelines 726-2) were used to
identify the eligible non-participant groups. The Program Identification Tool is used by staff to
determine the most appropriate program stream and intensity level foreach offender. Itisan
automated report that compares the offender's results on actuarial toolsand number of violent
offences withthe program selection criteriain order to determine the most appropriate

program intensity and stream for the offenderas per the information Table 4 below.
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Table 4. Determination of Program Intensity

High Intensity

Moderate Intensity

No Program

Men e SIR-R1 score of -30to-5 e SIR-R1 score of -4to 5 e SIR-R1 score of 6 to 27
for non-Indigenous for non-Indigenous for non-Indigenous
offenders offenders offenders

e CRS rating of maximum CRS rating of medium e CRS rating of minimum
for Indigenous for Indigenous for Indigenous
offenders offenders offenders

e Static-99R score of 7 or Static-99R score of 2to e Static-99R score of -3 to
higherfor SOs 6 for SOs 1 for SOs

e Stable-2007%7 score of Stable-2007 score of 4 e Stable-2007 score of 0
12 or higherfor SOs to 11 for SOs to 3 for SOs

High Intensity Moderate Intensity Engagement Program
Only
Women e CRS rating of maximum CRS rating of medium, e CRS rating of minimum

and Dynamic Factors
Identificationand
Analysis (DFIA) rating of
high for non-Indigenous
and Indigenous
offenders

or

CRS rating of maximum
and DFIA of low or
moderate for non-
Indigenousand
Indigenous offenders

for non-Indigenous and
Indigenous offenders

Program timelines had to be estimated foreligible non-participantsto ensure that rates of

institutional outcomes were compared during similar periodsin the offender’'ssentence. An

estimated program start date was calculated for each eligible non-participantin the following

manner:

e The estimated program start date for offenders with an indeterminate sentence

was calculated by: 1) determining the average pointina sentence in which program

completerswith an indeterminate sentence started a main program: (days from

admission to program start date)/(days from admissionto FPED); 2) using the

average pointin a sentence to begin programs, an estimated program start date was

calculated for eligible non-participants.

27 Note thatthe Stable-2007 criteria were notincluded inthe May 11t%, 2015 Guidelines but were added to the
January 23, 2017 Guidelines.
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e The estimated program start date for offenders with a determinate sentence was
calculated by: 1) determiningthe average pointin a sentence in which program
completers started a main program: (days from admission to program start
date)/(days from admission to warrant expiry date [WED]); 2) usingthe average
pointina sentence to begin programs, an estimated program start date was

calculated for eligible non-participants.

The average pointin a sentence to begin programs was calculated separately for men and
women. The average length of program (in days) was calculated separately for menand women
and was addedto the estimated start date to determine the estimated program end date for
eligible non-participants. The program start date for non-completers was based on the date
that they actually started their program. The estimated program end date for non-completers
was calculated by adding the average length of program to the program start date. Eligible non-
participants were included inthe sampleif theirestimated start date occurred withinthe study

period.

Only those offenders who were incarcerated during the 6 months before and 6 months after
their program participation (program completers), actual start date and estimated completion
date (non-completers), orestimated program dates (eligible non-participants) were includedin
the analyses of institutional outcomes. Program participants who completed two main
programs withinthe study period were excluded. Offenders were excluded if they had

participatedin an ICPM program during the ICPM pilot.

Characteristics of the Institutional Outcomes Cohort. In total, 2,859 program
completers, 441 non-completers, and 464 eligible non-participants were includedin the
analysis. Most of the offendersinthe three groups were male. A third of the non-completers
were Indigenous, in contrast with 3% of the eligible non-participants. Completers were most
commonly from Ontario, and non-completersand non-participants from Québec. Participants

were, on average, intheir mid to late thirties (see Table 5).
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Table 5. Characteristics of Institutional Outcomes Cohort

Characteristics Completers Non-Completers Eligible Non-
N = 2,859 N=441 Participants
N =464
n % n % n %

Sex

Male 2,708 95 428 97 426 92

Female 151 5 13 3 38 8
Indigenous 660 23 143 32 15 3
Region

Atlantic 347 12 44 10 45 10

Québec 804 28 167 38 258 56

Ontario 893 31 95 22 90 19

Prairie 205 7 34 8 37 8

Pacific 610 21 101 23 34 7
Age M (SD) 38 12 36 12 38 12
CRl level at intake

Low 444 16 38 9 27 6

Moderate 1,315 46 156 35 195 42

High 1,016 36 239 54 231 50

Missing 84 3 8 2 11 2

Creation of Release Cohort for Post-Release Outcomes. The data usedto analyze
discretionary release, revocations, and the impact of correctional programs on specific
offending behaviours, were extracted from the OMS Data Warehouse. The data were extracted
on November26th, 2018, and the maximum follow-up date for outcomes was October 14th,
2018. Since the implementation of WOCP occurred before ICPM, the timelinesforinclusionin

the dataset differed for male and female offenders.

The release cohort for men offenders consisted of those who had a firstterm release between
April 1st, 2015 and December 315t, 2017 in Atlantic, Québec, and Pacificregions; April 1st, 2016
to December 315t, 2017 in Ontario; and June 1st, 2017 to December31st, 2017 inthe Prairie
region. The timelinesforinclusion differed across regions according to the dates of ICPM

implementation.
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Men program participants included the offenders who were assigned, enrolled, and completed
theirassigned ICPM main program. Offenders were identified as program participants if their

ICPM main program completion and subsequentrelease occurred:

1) betweenApril 1st, 2015 and December 315t, 2017 in the Atlantic, Québec, or Pacific
region;
2) between April 15t, 2016 and December 31st, 2017 in the Ontario region;and

3) betweenlJune 15t, 2017 and December 31st, 2017 inthe Prairie region.

Data for the offenders who completed the ICPM-MT-Moderate, ICPM-MT-High, ICPM-SO-
Moderate, and AICPM-Moderate were included in the analyses. The outcomes of ICPM-SO-
High, AICPM-SO-Moderate, AICPM-SO-High, AICPM-High, and IICP participants were excluded

due to small sample sizes.

The release cohort for women offenders consisted of those who had a first term release
between May 15t, 2013 and December31st, 2017 across all regions. Women program
participants included the offenders who were assigned, enrolled, and completed theirassigned
WOCP main during the study timeframe. Data for the offenders who completed WOMIP and
AWOMIP were includedinthe analyses. The outcomes of WOHIP and AWOHIP, as well as

WSOP participants were excluded due to small sample sizes.

Program participants were flagged as completers or non-completers. Analysesindicated that
the non-completergroups (which included non-completions due to offender-related and
administrative reasons) yielded insufficient sample sizes to be included in the analysis as
comparison groups. For men and women, there were two comparison groups of offenders who
did not participate in an ICPM/WOCP main program. One group of non-participants consists of
those who met the program referral criteria but did not enroll in the main program (eligible
non-participants) and the other included non-participants who did not meetthe program
referral criteria (no-intent-to-treat).22 Similarto the institutional outcomes cohort, the program

referral criteria from the May 11th, 2015 (CSC, 2015a) and January 23, 2017 (CSC, 2017a)

28 Non-participants could have completed a primer/engagement program or the community program.
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versions of the National Program Referral Guidelines (Guidelines 726-2) were used to identify

the eligible non-participant and no-intent-to-treat groups.

Offenders were excludedif they had: completed a correctional program under the old model or
participatedin the ICPM pilot; were admitted prior to June 30th, 2009; were released prior to
implementation of ICPM/WOCP withintheirregion; or were released on a long-term

supervision order.

Characteristics of Men in the Post-Release Outcomes Cohort. In total, 1,705 program
completers, 800 eligible non-participants, and 2,393 no-intent-to-treat non-participants were
includedinthe analysis. The characteristics of the offenders are presented separatelyin Table 6
for those who had a completed CRI and those who did not, as some analyses excluded
offenders withouta CRI.22:30.31 Almost one fifth of the eligible non-participants were Indigenous,
in contrast with 13% (n = 218) of the program completersand 8% (n = 189) of the no-intent-to-
treat non-participants. Completers were most commonly from the Ontario region, whereas the
eligible and no-intent-to treat non-participants were most commonly from the Québecregion.
The offendersinthe three groups were, on average, in theirlate thirtiesto early forties. The
length of time from admission to release, on average, was 560 days for program completers,
671 days for the eligible non-participants, and 531 days for the no-intent-to-treat non-
participants. Almost 60% of program completers were rated as havinga moderate level onthe
CRI at intake and a quarter had a high level, whereas about half of the eligible non-participants
had a moderate level on the CRI and half had a high level, and almost two-thirds of the no-

intent-to treat non-participants had a low level on the CRI.

2 |tis important to note that the characteristics of the groups will have been impacted by the compositionof the
total cohortinrelation to regional differences in implementation dates.

30 The CRI was used inthe analyses of community outcomes to account for the differing levels of risk of the groups.
31 Offenders complete a Compressed Offender Intake Assessment (COIA) if they areserving a sentence of 4 years
of less for a non-violent offence; have 5 or less convictions, including as a young offender, and no criminal history;
donotrequirea psychological riskassessment; are not likely to be referred for detention; and do nothavea long-
term supervision order. Duringthe study period, the information needed to score the CRI was not completed
duringintake for offenders who underwent the COIA (CSC, 2015b; CSC, 2017b).
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Approximately two-thirds of eligible and no-intent-to-treat non-participants, and three-
quarters of program completers, were rated as having medium motivation32at intake.
Approximately two-thirds of program completers participatedin an institutional orcommunity-
based maintenance program, in contrast with the eligible and no-intent-to-treat non-
participants where few participatedin a maintenance program. None of the program
completers and few of the no-intent-to-treat non-participants completed an ICPM community
program, in contrast with one-third of the eligible non-participants. Offenders who did not
participate in ICPM programs inthe institution, but who met the criteria for a program, are
presentedthe opportunity to participate in the community program, which explains this latter
result. Furthermore, the non-participation of program completersin a community program is to
be expected as they completed a main program in the institution. Low participationamong the
offendersinthe no-intent-to-treat groupis not surprising either, as they would not meet
referral criteria and are low risk. In addition, the result regarding maintenance program
participants is not surprising given that only those who completed an ICPM main or community

program are eligible to participate in maintenance programs.

With respect to differences between offenders who had a CRI and those who did not, a higher
percent of Indigenous offenders had a completed CRI. Across the three groups, a higher
percentage of offendersinthe Pacificregion had a completed CRI. The number of days from
admission to release was higherfor those with a CRI compared with offenders withouta CRI.
Additionally, more offenders without a CRI were rated as having high levels of motivation at

intake compared with those with a CRI.

32 Motivation is assessed atintake andreassessed as appropriate throughout anoffender’s sentence. Motivation
is definedasthedesire or willingness to change. The following criteria are used to assess aninmate's progressin
relation to motivation: recognition thata problem exists with lifestyle, behaviour and resulting consequences; level
of comfort with problemanditsimpact on theinmate's life; | evel of feeling of personal responsibility for the
problem(s); willingness to change, i.e., expression of wishto change, or intention to fully participatein Correctional
Plan; possession of skills, knowledge required to effect changein behaviour. The guidelines for establishing the
overall motivation rating are: HIGH (The offenderis self-motivated andis actively addressing problem areas);
MEDIUM (The offender may not fully accept overall assessment, but will participatein recommended programs or
other interventions); LOW (The offender stronglyrejects the need for change) (see CD 710-1for more information;
CSC,2018d).
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Table 6. Characteristics of Men in the Post-Release Outcomes Cohort

Characteristics Completers Eligible Non-Participants Non-Participants
All No CRI CRI All No CRI CRI All No CRI CRI
N=1,705 N=97 N=1,608 N =800 N=16 N=784 N=2,393 N=776 N=1,617
n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Indigenous 218 13 10 10 208 13 149 19 3 19 146 19 189 8 35 5 154 10
Region
Atlantic 352 21 23 24 329 21 56 7 1 6 55 7 328 14 142 18 186 12
Québec 566 33 35 36 531 33 502 63 10 63 492 63 1,070 45 347 45 723 45
Ontario 629 37 31 32 598 37 141 18 4 25 137 17 621 26 179 23 442 27
Prairie 26 2 4 4 22 1 58 7 1 6 57 7 139 6 43 6 96 6
Pacific 132 8 4 4 128 8 43 5 0 0 43 5 235 10 65 8 170 11
Age, M (SD) 38 33 38 38 39 38 43 40 44
(12) (9) (12) (12) (13) (12) (14) (13) (15)
Days between 560 408 570 671 438 676 531 330 628
admissionand (270)/ (179)/ (272)/ (398)/ (219)/ (400)/ (453)/ (191)/ (508)/
release, M 497 346 506 577 431 584 394 253 486
(SD)/Median
CRI level
Low 226 14 - - 226 14 63 8 - - 63 8 1,043 64 - - 1,043 65
Moderate 955 59 - - 955 59 345 44 - - 345 44 547 34 - - 547 34
High 427 27 - - 427 27 376 48 - - 376 48 27 2 - - 27 2
Motivation
Low 117 7 2 2 115 7 220 28 2 13 218 28 158 7 21 3 137 8
Medium 1,321 77 70 72 1,251 78 545 68 12 75 533 68 1,480 62 406 52 1,074 66
High 267 16 25 26 242 15 35 4 2 13 33 4 755 32 349 45 406 25
Completed 1,060 62 65 67 995 62 103 13 5 31 98 13 27 1 2 <1 25 2
maintenance
program
Completed 0 0 0 0 0 0 273 34 7 44 266 34 51 2 2 <1 49 3
community
program

Note. Age at release was reported. Motivation and CRl were assessed at intake.
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Characteristics of Women in the Post-Release Outcomes Cohort. In total, 723 program
completers, 71 eligible non-participants, and 264 no-intent-to-treat non-participants whowere
women comprised the cohort available for analysis (N = 1,058). Table 7 presentsthe
characteristics of the women. Approximately one-third (34%; n = 246) of program completers
were Indigenous, in contrast with only 9% (n = 6) of the eligible non-participantsand 18% (n =
47) of the no-intent-to-treat non-participants. Women serving theirsentence inthe Prairie
region made up the largest portion of the sample (36%; n = 380 of 1,058), particularly for
program completers (35%) and no-intent-to-treat non-participants (45%). Eligible non-
participants were most commonly from the Ontario region. Age at release, on average for each
group, ranged from early thirties (eligible non-participants M = 33) to mid-forties (no-intent-to-
treat M =45). Length of time from admission to release, on average, was 431 days for program
completers, 668 days for the eligible non-participants, and 361 for the no-intent-to-treatnon-
participants. Notably, a large percentage of women did not have a CRI score, ranging from 33%
of the program completersto 60% of the womenin the no-intent-to-treat group.33
Approximately one-third (35%) of the completers had a moderate level of risk at intake as
identified by the CRI. Women inthe eligible non-participant and no-intent-to-treat groups most
commonly had a low level of risk on the CRI at intake. Program completers were split between
medium (49%) and high (50%) motivation at intake, while many of the eligible non-participants

(59%) and the no-intent-to-treat groups (62%) were rated as having high motivation at intake.

Nearly two-thirds of the no-intent-to-treat group (62%; n = 164) and 68% (n =491) of program
completers completed a self-management program, in contrast with 37% (n = 26) of the eligible
non-participants. Although the self-management programis offered to womenin the

community, there is no program available thatis equivalenttothe men’s community program.

33 60% of the no-intent-to-treat group underwentthe COIA, compared to 32% of program completers and 27% of
eligible non-participants. During the study period, theinformation needed to score the CRI was not completed
duringintake for offenders who underwent the COIA (CSC, 2015b; CSC,2017b)
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Table 7. Characteristics of Women in the Post-release Outcomes Cohort — Updated Study
Period

Characteristics Completers? Eligible Non- No-Intent-to-Treat
Participants
N=723 N=71 N =264
n % n % n %
Indigenous 246 34 6 9 47 18
Region
Atlantic 121 17 5 7 14 5
Québec 95 13 19 27 56 21
Ontario 210 29 34 48 52 20
Prairie 254 35 8 11 118 45
Pacific 43 6 5 7 24 9
Age, M (SD) 36 (11) 33 (10) 45 (12)
Days between 431 (227)/ 668 (622)/ 361 (266)/
admissionand 379 485 254
release, M
(SD)/Median
CRl level
Low 160 22 26 37 62 24
Moderate 250 35 14 20 36 14
High 75 10 7 10 7 3
No CRI 238 33 24 34 159 60
Motivation
Low 9 1 5 7 9 3
Medium 351 49 24 34 92 35
High 363 50 42 59 163 62
Completed self- 491 68 26 37 164 62
management
program

Note. Age at release was reported. Motivation and CRI were measured at intake. 2Comprised of women who completed the
Indigenous or non-Indigenous correctional programming streams.

2.1.5 DATA COLLECTION FORFIFE 4

In additionto the offenderinterviews and staff questionnaires, quantitative datafrom OMS and
Financial Systems were used to examine the cost-effectiveness of correctional programs. Data
from HRMS were usedto examine the number of CPOs/ACPOs, as well asinformation on the

number of CPOs/ACPOs who received trainingfor the various correctional program streams.
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Release Cohort for Post-Release Outcomes. The release cohort that was established for
FIFE 3 served as the foundation for the cohort to be used to derive an estimate of the
effectiveness of programming, which is needed in the overall cost-effectiveness calculation.
Men participants (completersand non-completers) across all streams were consideredin this
cohort, as financial data (see below) did not allow the costs associated with each program
stream to be separated. Thisresultedin the inclusion of ICPM-SO-High and AICPM-MT-High
program participants to the original FIFE 3 cohort.34 There were no AICPM-SO-Moderate,

AICPM-SO-High, or IICP-Moderate participants eligible forinclusionin this cohort.

For the purposes of the cost analysis, it was primarily of interestto compare the outcomes of
treatment participantsto eligible non-participants. The composition of the eligible non-
participant group differed fromthe sample used in FIFE 3, as it was desirable to establisha
group of offenders where it was reasonable to assume zero costs associated with programming
while in custody. As a result, only those eligible non-participants from FIFE 3 that had no
exposure to the institutional primer program were included in the study group. Lastly, a fixed
follow-up of 12 months was required to standardize the estimate of the effectiveness of

programming between the two groups.

Financial Data. The financial expenditures directly related toinstitutional correctional
program deliveryin 2017-2018 were examined separately formenand women programs.
Correctional program management related costs (e.g., salaries of regional administrators and
program managers) were excluded from the cost of program delivery, asit is not possible to
separate the costs allocated to men and women programs, and it is consistent with how the

financial reports are populatedin the Integrated Corporate Reporting Tool (ICRT).

The cost of maintainingan offender (COMO) was used to estimate the cost associated witha
readmission for men only. Cost-effectiveness could not be examined for women’s correctional
programming since all women are referred to the engagement program and the current

evaluation required a comparison group with no exposure to correctional programming (i.e., a

34 The FIFE 3 cohortincluded program participants from ICPM-MT-Moderate, ICPM-MT-High, |CPM-SO-Moderate,
and AICPM-Moderate.
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no cost comparison group). The average institutional COMO was calculated by considering the
costs associated with minimum, medium, and maximum security institutions formen during FY

2016-2017.%

Length of Readmission. Given that revocation for any reason on first release was
examined as the index of program effectiveness, determining the average amount of time
incarcerated followingarevocation of a first release was necessary. The average length of
readmission for all offenders who were initially released, were then readmitted, and then

released on a 2" term during 2016-2017 and 2017-2018 was obtained from OMS.

Number of Program Participants. Data from CSC’s ICRT were examined to determine
the numberof unique offenderswho had either participated (i.e., enrolled but did not
necessarily complete) orcompleted an ICPM readiness program, a main program, or an
institutional maintenance program during FY 2017-2018. Global counts of enrolmentacross
ICPM components were derived to remain consistent with the financial data available forthe
cost analysis. Offenders who participated in programs that were delivered in the community did

not contribute to this overall count.

Human Resource Data. The number of CPOs and ACPOs at the end of FY 2017-2018 and
FY 2018-2019 working withinthe institution or the community was extracted through CSC’s
HRMS. Information was available onthe number of funded CPO and ACPO positions, the
number of active substantive employees3®and the number of employeesactingin the
CPO/ACPO positionin each of the regions. Institutional level dataand the numberand type of

program streams delivered by each CPO/ACPO was not available for analysis.

The number of CPOs and ACPOs who completed ICPM/WOCP initial trainingin FY 2017-2018
and FY 2018-2019 was also availablein HRMS. It should be noted that the HR data does not

35A total institutional averageis calculated in the annual analysis on the average cost of maintaining a federal
offender. This total institutional average includes costs associated withall men andwomen facilities, as well as
Exchange of Service Agreements. For the purposes of this evaluation, it was necessaryto isolate the institutional
averagefor men.

36 Employees who substantively held a CPO/ACPO positionwho were acting elsewhere were not reflected inthis
count.
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include the specific program(s) that a given CPO/ACPO administers throughout the year. The
number of training sessions entered into HRMS and delivered to CPOs and ACPOs from 2015-

2016 to 2017-2018 was examinedto assessthe frequency and availability of training.3”

Characteristics of Post-Release Outcomes Sample for Cost-Analysis. In total, 1,118
offenders participatedinany ICPM program stream (n = 1,046 completers) and were eligible to
be includedinthe 12-month follow-up analysis. There were 212 eligible non-participants who
did not have exposure to the readiness program and who had a possible follow-up of at least 12
months. The characteristics of these subsamples are presentedinTable 8. Giventhe minimal
difference in sample size between the program participants (which included program
completersand program non-completers) and solely program completers, the characteristics of
program participants are reported here. A greater proportion of program participants were
scored as having high motivation at intake (17%; n = 196) compared to eligible non-participants
(4%; n = 9). Approximately 55% (n = 612) of program participants were rated moderate on the
CRl and nearly a quarter (24%; n = 268) were rated high, whereas about half (49%; n = 103) of
the eligible non-participants were rated as moderate and 37% (n =78) were rated as high.
Eligible non-participants were slightly more than a year older, on average, than program
participants (39 vs. 38) and tended to be heldin custody nearly 300 days longer, on average
(863 days vs. 580 days).

37Trainings sessions are coordinated and delivered when thereis a demonstrable need for the specifictraining. The
need for training was unable to be assessed through the HRMS, butitshouldbe noted that regional variation is
expected dueto the rolling implementation of ICPM throughout the evaluation period.

37



Evaluation of Correctional Reintegration Programs

Table 8. Characteristics of Post-Release Outcomes Sample for Cost-Analysis

Program participants

Eligible non-participants

(N=1,118) (N=212)
n % n %
Indigenous 134 12 31 15
Region
Atlantic 260 23 18 8
Quebec 406 36 140 66
Ontario 352 31 25 12
Prairie 9 1 16 8
Pacific 91 8 13 6
Age, M (SD) 38 (12) 39 (13)
Days between 580 (317) 863 (411)
admission and release,
M (SD)
CRl level
No CRI 73 7 6 3
Low 165 15 25 12
Moderate 612 55 103 49
High 268 24 78 37
Motivation level
Low 71 6 68 32
Moderate 851 76 135 64
High 196 18 9 4

Note. Age atrelease was reported. Motivation and CRI were assessed at intake.
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2.2 DATA ANALYSIS

2.2.1 DATA ANALYSIS OF INTERVIEW AND SURVEY DATA (FIFES 2, 3, AND 4)

The offenderinterview datawere enteredinto Snap Survey software and exportedinto SPSS
and Microsoft Excel. The Evaluation team analyzed the responsesto the open-ended questions
using an iterative and inductive process to identify relevantthemes. Responsesto the close -
ended questions were analyzed using descriptive analysis techniques. Data from staff

guestionnaires were analyzed using the same process as used for the offenderinterview data.

Data extraction from the OMS Data Warehouse occurred through use of SAS. SAS was then
utilized to manipulate and modify data as needed to answer the evaluation questions. OMS
data were analyzed using SAS software or SPSS version 25. To analyze qualitative and
guantitative data, the following qualifiers were used to indicate the weight of emergingthemes
and to meaningfully interpret evaluation results: a few/small number of refers to less than 25%
of the sample, some refersto 25% to 45% of the sample, about half refersto 46% to 55% of the
sample, many refers to 56% to 75% of the sample, most refersto over 75% of the sample, and

almost all refersto 95% or more of the sample.
2.2.2 DATA ANALYSIS OF ADMISSION COHORT (FIFE 2)

The admission cohort was primarily analyzed descriptively using frequencies, cross tabulations,
percentages, medians, and means. Where appropriate, chi-square analyses were used to
statistically compare frequency counts and percentages across groups and t-tests were usedto

compare means.

2.2.3 DATA ANALYSIS OF INSTITUTIONAL OUTCOMES (FIFE 3)

Institutional outcomes were explored by comparing outcomes on institutional indicatorsinthe
6 months before and after main program participation (or before and after estimated program
dates) of three groups: 1) main program completers, 2) program non-completers for
administrative/population management and offender-related reasons, and 3) eligible non-

participants.
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Descriptive data (percentages and frequencies) were reported for refused or positive non-
random urinalysis tests, as well as for refused or positive random urinalysis tests. Due to the

distribution of the data, it was not possible to conduct statistical analyses.
Six-month pre and post-program participation outcomes were explored for:

- Number of minor and serious38violent charges for which the offenderwas found guilty;
- Number of minor and serious drug charges for which the offenderwas found guilty; and

- Number of minor and serious other charges for which the offenderwas found guilty.
The outcomes were examined to determine if the offenders had:

1) no change in charges from the 6 months before a main program to the 6 months
followingamain program (did not receive any charges before and after);

2) nochange in charges from the 6 months before a main program to the 6 months
followingamain program (received one or more charges both before and after);

3) anincrease incharges (no charges before a main and a minimum of one charge after the
program); or

4) a decreasein charges (received one or more charges inthe 6 months before a program

and no charges after the program).

Outcomes of the participants of the following programs were analyzed using chi-square
analysesin comparison with the non-completers and non-participants: ICPM-MT-Moderate,
ICPM-MT-High, moderate SO programs (ICPM-SO-Moderate and AICPM-SO-Moderate), hybrid
programs (hybrid ICPM-MT and hybrid AICPM), adapted programs (ICPM-MT-Moderate
adapted and ICPM-SO-Moderate adapted), ICPM-SO-High, AICPM-MT-Moderate, AICPM-MT-
High, WOMIP and AWOMIP. However, the violentand drug charge outcomes of WOMIP and

AWOMIP, and the drug charges for the adapted programs, could not be examined using chi -

38 The determination of whether aninstitutional chargeis serious or minorandclassified as drug, violent, or other
is made by theinstitutional managementteamand entered directly into the OMS. CD 580 defines a serious
offence (institutional charge) as “commits, attempts, or incites acts thatare serious breaches of security, violent,
harmful to others, or repetitive violations of rules”.
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square analysessince they did not meetthe required statistical assumptions. In those cases,

descriptive information was presented without statistical results.

2.2.4 DATA ANALYSIS OF POST-RELEASE OUTCOMES (FIFE 3)

The outcomes of three groups of offenders were compared: 1) program completers, 2) eligible
non-participants, and 3) non-participants with no-intent-to-treat.3?In an effort to isolate the
relationship between program participation and post-release outcomes, analysesforboth men
and women controlled for the effects of the following covariates: CRI level atintake, age at
release, numberof days from admission to release, motivation level atintake, a flag for
participationin a maintenance programs (heldin the institution or in the community) and a flag
for participationin the ICPM community program (men only). This enhanced the confidence
that any observed relationship betweenthe study group and outcome was truly due to the
program, rather than the result of pre-existing differences onthe covariates. In addition, in
certain analyses, Indigenous ancestry was included as a covariate. For discretionaryrelease
outcomes, participationinthe ICPM community program and participationin a maintenance
program were not used as covariates, giventhat they would have occurred after the release

decision.
The outcomes were explored forthe following programs:

- ICPM-MT-Moderate (included hybrid ICPM-MT-Moderate);

- ICPM-MT-High;

- ICPM-SO-Moderate (AICPM-SO-Moderate and high intensity programs were excluded
due to low number of participants);

- AICPM-Moderate (included hybrid AICPM-MT Moderate; high intensity excluded due to

low number of participants);

3 |tis important to note that, although offenders comprising the no-intent-to-treat group are expected to have
better outcomes inthe community compared to those who do require correctional programming, the inclusion of
this comparison group provided anopportunity to determine whether the program referral criteria were
appropriately identifying offenders whodid not require correctional programming. Further the inclusion of the no -
intent-to-treat group allowed fora comprehensive examination of community outcomes for nearly all offenders
releasedfrom CSC custody, andtheincreased sample size allowed for more rigorous statistical analyses that
controlled for pre-existingrisk differences between the 3 groups.
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- WOMIP (highintensity excluded due to low number of participants); and

- AWOMIP (highintensity excluded due tolow number of participants).

In order to answer the question “Does participation and/or completion of correctional
reintegration programs increase the likelihood of obtaining a discretionary release?”, logistic
regressions were conducted to determine the relationship between program participation and
receivingdiscretionary (day parole or full parole) or statutory release. Logisticregressionis the
appropriate regression analysis to conduct whenthe dependentvariable is dichotomous (e.g.,
yes or no). Logisticregressionis used to explainthe relationship between one dependent
dichotomousvariable and one or more independentvariables. The key measure interpreted
from a logisticregressionisthe odds ratio (OR). An OR measures the effectthat independent
variables have on an outcome in relative terms, which allows the comparison of the
intervention group of a study relative to the comparison group. If the odds of the outcome is
the same inboth groups, the ratio will be 1, which impliesthere is no difference betweenthem.
However, if the OR isgreater than 1, thenthe control group(s) (i.e.those who do not receive
the intervention) have increased odds of the outcome relative to those with the intervention. If
the ORis lessthan 1, then those with the intervention have increased odds of the outcome
relative to the control group(s). In order to examine the impact of program completionrelative
to the two comparison groups, the program completer group was used as the reference group
to which both comparison groups would be compared. For ease of interpretation, the inverse of
the odds ratio (1/OR) was calculated, which reverses the direction of the effect, makingit the

effect of completinga program on the odds of obtaininga discretionary release relative to

beingin eithercomparison group.

In order to answer the question “Does participation and/or completion of correctional
reintegration programs impact the likelihood of a revocation for any reason and/or revocation
with an offence”, Cox regression survival analysis predicting time from firstrelease to offenders’
first outcomes followingthat release were conducted to identify the relationship between

program participation and the following outcomes:

- Revocationfor any reason (with or without offence);
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- Revocation with offence;

- Revocationwith a violent offence;

- Substance use related post-release outcome (includes suspensions due toa breach of a
substance use related condition and/or positive urinalysis resultsin the community);
and

- Revocationwith a sexual offence (only examined for sexual offender program analysis).

Cox regression (or proportional hazards regression) isa method for investigating the effect of
several independentvariables (i.e., covariates) on the time to a specified event. The method
assumes that the effects of the predictor variables upon survival are constant over time. The
key statisticinterpretedinthe resultsis the hazard ratio (HR), which isa comparison of the
probability of eventsin an intervention group to the probability of eventsin a comparison
group. Similarto logisticregression, outcome variables must be dichotomous. This analysisis
usedto seeifindividuals receivingamain program experience acommunity outcome (e.g., any
revocation) faster or slowerthan those not receivinga main program. In order to examine the
impact of program completion, in comparison to the two comparison groups, the program
completer group was used as the reference group, howeverfor ease of interpretation, the
inverse of the hazard ratio (IHR; 1/HR) was calculated. In addition to interpreting statistically
significant effects, the direction of the effect (e.g., supporting treatment) for non-significant
findings was reported when it appeared that the two groups meaningfully differedinthe
likelihood to experience the outcome. This threshold was set at an HR or IHR equal or lessthan
0.80, whichrepresentsa differenceinthelikelihood between treatmentand comparison
groups of at least 20%. If the estimated effect did not surpass this threshold, the two groups

were considered to have a comparable likelihood of experiencingthe outcome.

Outcomes were examined following firstrelease only. Outcomes occurring followinga
subsequentrelease (ondiscretionary or statutory release or following the WED) were not

examined due to the low occurrence of these events.

Due to small sample sizes (n=19), the outcomes for those who completed the ICPM-Adapted

program were unable to be analyzed separately.
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With respect to the question “Does the integrated model address substance use and specific
offending behaviours (e.g., family violence)?”, Cox regression analyses were conducted for sub-
groups of offenders who were identified as requiring programming to address the need areas

listedinTable 9.

Table 9. Program Need Area Criteria

Program Need Men Women

Area

Substance abuse Moderate or High Need on Substance Moderate or High Intensity on
Abuse Domain rating from the initial the women’s version of the
Dynamic Factors Assessment and/or CASA.

Moderate or High rating on the
Computerized Assessment of Substance
Abuse (CASA).

Family violence Greater thanzeronumber of incidents of N/A
violence against an intimate partner, based
on the information enteredin the Family
Violence Risk Assessment and a
MODERATE or HIGH rating of imminent risk
of violence toward anintimate partner
based on the results of the Spousal Assault
Risk Assessment (SARA).

Generalviolence GreaterthanzeroSchedule I, murder and N/A
homicide related offences.

Sexual offending One or more indicators in the Sex Offender N/A
History checklist indicated as YES, Static-
99R flag of Moderate or High, or most
serious offence was sexual offence.

Note. Substance abusewasthe only program need area examined for women.

In addition, a separate set of analyses were conducted on offenders who were overridden.
Offenders were identified as havingreceived an override if they did not meetthe initial
program referral criteria, but had completed a moderate or high intensity correctional program.
This method of identifyingan override differs from that used for the admissions cohort
analyses. Offenders who were overridden and completed a program were compared to
offenders who completed a program but were not overridden (i.e., they metthe program
referral criteria). Note that those who participatedin a program followingan override were

included inthe main program completers group used inthe analyses mentioned above. Due to

44



Evaluation of Correctional Reintegration Programs

small sample size, a descriptive analysis of outcomes was performed for men who receivedan
override versus men who initially met program referral criteria. For women, there was an even
distribution of program completers who were overridden versus those who initially met
program referral criteria, which allowed for the use of survival analysis, controlling for relevant

covariates, to complement the descriptive analysis.
2.2.5 DATA ANALYSIS FOR COST-EFFECTIVENESS (FIFE 4)

The approach to assessing cost-effectiveness outlined below is based on that used for the CSC
evaluation of education programs (Richer, McLean-McKay, Bradley, & Horne, 2013), which was
originally developed by the RAND Corporation (Davis, Bozick, Steele, Saunders, & Miles, 2013).
The analysis focuseson the direct costs of correctional programs and incarceration. The
following elements were included in the calculation: index of program effectiveness, cost of

readmission, and cost of programming per participant.

Under this model, programs are considered cost-effective when the combined cost of delivering
programs and readmission for program participantsis less than the cost of readmission fornon-
program participants. To demonstrate the potential cost savings associated with delivering
programming to offenders, the costs associated with readmissionfor 100 eligible non-
participants was compared to the costs associated with programming and readmission costs for

100 program participants,?? after consideringthe rate of any revocation for each group.

Program effectiveness was assessed by comparing the likelihood of a revocation for any reason
within 12 months of release for program participants (i.e., regardless of completion status) and
eligible non-participants who did not have exposure to the institutional readiness program.
Separate analyses were also performed restrictingthe programming group to onlythose who
completed the main program that theyenrolledin. Logistic regression was used to estimate the
relationship between the study group (i.e., program participant vs. eligible non-participant) and

the likelihood of arevocation for any reason, while accounting for the followingrisk-relevant

40 Separate cost-effectiveness modelswere conducted comparing program completers or program participants to
eligible non-participants.
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covariates: CRI level at intake, Indigenous ancestry, motivation level at intake, age, and days
betweenadmissionandrelease. Prior analyses presentedinthe previous chapter also
controlled for the effects of participating ina maintenance program, but due to the reduced
sample size among the eligible non-participants, and the limited opportunity to complete the
program, examination of this covariate was not feasible. The likelihood of a revocation for any
reason for each study group, while accounting for the differences onthese covariates, was used
as the metric of program effectiveness. Descriptive rates of any revocation for program
participants or completersversus eligible non-participants were also examined, but more
weight was given to the findings from the logisticregression due to the observedrisk relevant

differences betweenthe groups.

2.3 LIMITATIONS

In order to fulfill the broad scope of the evaluation, there were several methodological
challenges and decisions that needed to be considered. The methodology allowed fora
rigorous analysis of the evaluation questions that sought to reduce or mitigate as many
limitations as possible. The following core limitations that relate to data collection for each of

the chapters should be considered alongside the conclusions drawn from the evaluation.

FIFE 2. The utilization of quantitative and qualitative data provided a comprehensive
assessment of the evaluation questions. However, the qualitative interview data with offenders
was limited due to the selection process and oversampling. The offenders who agreed to
participate after beingrandomly selected, or those who approached interviewers to
participate, could have differed from other offenders who did not agree to participate. Women
and Indigenous offenders were oversampledinan attempt to ensure that the re was a sufficient
number of respondentsto analyze the questions separately. Further, survey respondents were
evenly distributed acrossthe regions and security levels. This meant that the study sample was
not representative of the in-custody population, potentially limiting the generalizability of the

findings.

Lastly, although qualitative data provided access to rich information, and was often used to

supplement quantitative analyses, some findings were based solely on qualitative data derived
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from small samples (e.g., identified barrierstotimely access, barriers to timely program
completion). Analysis of further data on these questions was outside the scope of the

evaluation, but such analysis could help to further inform these areas.

FIFE 3. The examination of the relationship between study group and institutional outcomes
was limited by the requirement to have 6 months pre and post program participation (or similar
timeframes for non program participants). This biased the sample to those with longer
sentences, who began programming later in theirsentence, and remainedin custody after the
completion of their programming. Although it was important to establish a consistent window
of examinationforall study groups, the results pertainingto the relationship between study

group and institutional outcomes may not generalize to all program participants.

Due to sample sizes, the analysis of community outcomes could not include a matched sample
of offenders whorequiredthe specificprogram stream. Althoughrisk relevant differences
betweenthe groups were controlled for in the analysis, the ability to testthe direct effect of
each program stream was somewhat limited, and in some cases, not possible due to small
sample sizes. Examinations of program effectiveness by Indigenous ancestry tended to be
limited by small sample sizes, which affected the stability of the estimate of the relationship

between study group and outcomes.

The recent rollingimplementation of ICPM created challenges with maintaining regional
representativeness amongthe data that contributed to the analyses. There was only 6 months
of data available fromthe Prairie region, which resultedinan under-representation of
Indigenous offendersin the evaluation sample. The recent implementationalso limited the
ability to examine longer-term community outcomes. This resulted in some community
outcomes (e.g., revocation with violent offence) occurringinfrequently, which limits the
examination of program effectiveness. To provide a preview of the potential long-term effects
of program participation, a case study of an earlierrelease cohort from the Pacificregion,
where ICPM was first implemented, was conducted to examine community outcomes beyond

the firstrelease.
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Additionally, although the substance use outcome provided a useful analysis of substance use
behaviourfollowingrelease, the variable was limited ina number of aspects. First, the sample
that was used for analysesinvolving the substance use outcome was not preselected based on
whetherthey were required to submit urinalysis orwhether they had a substance use related
condition. That beingsaid, analyses were conducted for the overall sample, and for a sample
who were identified as havinga treatment need for substance use, so itislikelythat the
offendersinthese groups had relevant conditions to follow. Second, positive urinalysis results
that contributed to the substance use outcome did not specify the type of substance use.
Although this isa limitation, as use of some substances is notillegal, itisimportant to highlight
that many substance use outcomes (approximately 70%) were comprised of suspensionsdue to
a breach of a substance use related condition. It is alsoimportant to considerthat ICPM
integrates a harm reduction model that promotes a collaborative and goal-oriented approach
to substance use. Harm reduction principles are used to address a number of substance use
concerns, ranging from promoting abstinence to less harmful use. Given that information
pertainingto substance use frequency and severity was unknown, one indicator of problematic
behaviourthat was used was a suspension due to a breach of a substance use related
condition. While examining this outcome is warranted (recognizing that the results should be
interpreted with caution), future research and evaluations should consideradditional substance
use outcomes that may more adequately reflect the harm reduction model supported by CSC.
These outcomes could include assessing the severity of substance use over time and whether

substance use was related to the current criminal behaviour or return to custody.

Lastly, another limitation corresponds to the fact that additional services (i.e., interventions
other than correctional programming) were not examined inthe current evaluation. Although
research has demonstrated that effective correctional programming playsan integral role in
offenderrehabilitation (Landenberger & Lipsey, 2005; Lipsey, Chapman, & Landenberger, 2001;
Usher & Stewart, 2014), there are a number of other servicesand interventions that are
providedto federally sentenced menand women, both within the institutionsand in the
community, that aid inthe preparation for successful release. Some of these additional services

include employment and employability programs, educational programs, chaplaincy, family
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visits, mental health programs, counselling, and social programs. Notably, research has found
that additional correctional services are associated with reduced revocations even after
controlling for factors related to offending and participation in correctional programs for both
men and women (Wilton, Nolan, Stewart, & Thompson, 2015; Wilton & Stewart, 2015). As such,
future research and evaluations should considerthe effects of additional services and supports
that offendersreceive and how these supports may further add to correctional programs in

terms of successful outcomes inthe community.

FIFE 4. The examination of cost-effectiveness fordelivering correctional programming was
limited primarily by the available data. The coding of the financial data did not permit
examination of each individual program stream. As a result, cost-effectiveness formen was
estimated at the overall level, collapsing across program stream and intensity. Further, given
that the evaluation methodology required a comparison group that incurred no costs related to
correctional programming, an examination of cost-effectiveness could not be completed for
women’s correctional programming (i.e., all women are referred to the engagement program).
The requirementfora zero cost comparison group also limited the representativeness of the
sample for men offendersincludedin the cost analysis. Since most eligible non-participants
participatedin a primer program, itisapparent that the comparison group used inthe cost
analysis does not necessarily reflecta group of offenders with no exposure to correctional
programming. Additionally, the model used to evaluate cost-effectiveness required estimates of
several inputs (e.g., program effectiveness, cost of programming, cost of a revocation), each of
which could be definedin numerous ways. In an attempt to ensure that the findings pertaining
to cost-effectiveness were valid, several iterations of the cost-effectiveness model were
performed. That beingsaid, the conclusions for the cost-effectiveness of correctional
programming are based on the data obtained during the evaluationand may not generalize to
all correctional program streams and intensity levels. Itis anticipated that when the coding of
financial data associated with correctional programs improves, more precise estimates of cost -

effectiveness will be achievable.
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Anothercomponent of program efficiency is staff resourcing. Notably, the evaluation was
limitedinthe ability toassess whetherthere was a sufficient number of staff available to
deliver correctional programming. A count of active institutional CPOs/ACPOs was examinedin
relation to the total number of offendersin custody to approximate the ratio of correctional
program staff to offenders. However, it was not possible to reliably examine the number of
CPOs/ACPOs available to deliveraspecificstream of correctional programmingin a given
institution due to the availability of recorded staffinginformation. Given the operational
challenges associated with delivering correctional programs (i.e., changing demand for specific
streams due to current offender population), the evaluation was unable to definitively
determine whetherthere were an adequate number of CPOs/ACPOs for the number of

offendersrequiring correctional programming.
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The key findings of the Evaluation of Correctional Reintegration Programs are presented under

the following four FIFEs:

e FIFE #1: Relevance of Correctional Programs
e FIFE #2: Effectiveness of Correctional Programs—Program Access and Delivery
e FIFE #3: Effectiveness of Correctional Programs —Program Outcomes

e FIFE #4: Efficiency of Correctional Programs
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The first component of the evaluation focuses on the continued relevance of providing

correctional programs to federal offenders.

The evaluation questionsrelated to relevance included:

e Do correctional programs continue to addressa demonstrable need within federal
corrections?

e How do correctional program objectives align with departmental priorities and federal
government priorities?

e Does the delivery of correctional programs align with the rolesand responsibilities of CSC

and the federal government?

This sectionincludes an examination of the identified programming needs of federally
sentenced offendersand reviewingthe alignment of correctional programs with departmental
and government-wide priorities, roles, and responsibilities. Analysis of the delivery and
outcomes of correctional programs will be conducted in subsequent phases of the evaluation.
The general findings, supporting evidence, and implications forthe relevance of correctional

programs are presented below, along with next steps.

FINDING 1: NEED FOR CORRECTIONAL PROGRAMS

There isa continued need for CSC to provide correctional programs to federal offenders.

There isa demonstrable need for providing correctional programs to the federal offender
population. Thereis a large body of evidence indicating that the provision of effective
correctional programs facilitates offenderreintegration and reducesthe likelihood of
reoffending upon release (Landenberger & Lipsey, 2005; Lipsey etal., 2001; Usher & Stewart,
2014). Given that there was an average of 7,221 offendersreleasedintothe community
annually from FY 2013-2014 to FY 2017-2018 (CSC, Performance Measurementand

Management Reporting [PMMR], 2018, July 17), itis essential that CSC continuesto deliver
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correctional programs to address offenders’ risk factors and needs, while providingthem with

the skills necessary to safely transition to the community.

The followingsection presents an overview of evidence supporting the need for ongoing

delivery of correctional programs.

Evidence:

Offender Population
CSC'’s offender population profile is becoming more diverse.

e The offender population has been changing over the past 5 years.

e The number of women offenders has increased from 1,124 in FY2013-2014 to 1,397 in
FY2017-2018, representinga 24% increase (CSC, PMMR, 2018, May 17).

e The Indigenous offenderpopulation hasalso increased from 4,847 in FY2013-2014 to 5,572
in FY2017-2018, representinga 15% increase (CSC, PMMR, 2018, May 17).

e The proportion of offenders under community supervision has alsoincreased from 34% in

2013-2014 to 39% in FY2017-2018 (CSC, 2018, May 13).
Programming Need
Within the offender population, many have an identified programming need.

e Offenderprogram needis identified duringthe intake assessment process based on an
offender’srisk assessmentresults, including supplementary assessments and their criminal
history.

e Approximately 72% (n = 16,834) of federal offendersin custody and in the community were
identified as havinga metor unmet need for a main correctional program (CSC, PMMR,

2018, May 17; CSC, PMMR, 2018, May 22).4

41 Program need is based on the offender assessment data pulled from the current Nationally Recognized
Correctional Programs (NRCP) need report of the ICRT, whichis calculated using data from both the INCP screen in
the Offender Management System (OMS) for male offenders and the OMS program referralsscreen for women.
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e Table 10 providesan additional breakdown of offenders with an identified need for

programming by sex and Indigenous identification.

Table 10. Number of Offenders with an Identified Need for Programming (Met or Unmet)42

Institution Community Total

n % n % N %

All Offenders 10,999 78 5,835 64 16,834 72
Men 10,505 78 5,390 64 15,895 73
Indigenous 3,219 88 1,288 88 4,507 88
Non-Indigenous 7,286 75 4,102 59 11,388 68
Women 494 73 445 62 939 67
Indigenous 232 86 148 77 380 82
Non-Indigenous 262 65 297 56 559 60

Note. The non-Indigenous category includesthose offenders withoutethnicbackground information. Sources: (1) CSC, PMMR
(2018, May 22) (2) CSC, PMMR (2018, May 17).

e Followinga Warrant of Committal admission, it is the Parole Officer’s responsibility to
collectinformation on an offender’s criminal history and conduct the required risk
assessments (e.g., CRI, Static-99R, Stable-2007). Some of these risk assessments are
enteredinto OMS,*3 and the scores are automatically populatedintothe INCP screen. The
INCP screen generatesa program recommendation (e.g., ICPM-MT moderate intensity) and
a list of offender program need areas that should be addressed through correctional
programming. Followingthis automated process, Parole Officers are required to review the
assessed program need areas to determine if the recommended assessed program is
appropriate, while taking into consideration an offender’s preference forIndigenous-

specificcorrectional programming.

42 The percentage of offenders with an identified need was calculated by dividing the current number of offenders
with a NRCP need (as of April 8t",2018) (CSC, PMMR, 2018, May 22), by the total number of offenders attheend
of FY 2017-2018 (CSC, PMMR, 2018, May17). Percentages for sub-categories (i.e., Indigenous vs. non-Indigenous)
arebased on of thetotal number of offenders withineach group (e.g., 88% of the incarcerated Indigenous men
offenders had anidentified need). See AppendixB for the population breakdown that was used to calculate this
information.

43 The Criminal Risk Index (CRI) is entered directly into OMS, while the Static-99R and Stable-2007 are entered into
the Offender Management System - Revised (OMS-R). Althoughthereisa flagin OMS to identifyan offender’s
nominal risk category (i.e., low, medium, high) based on theresults of the Static-99R, thereis no flag forthe
Stable-2007, and these assessments cannot be accessed in OMS.
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e Offenderswho meetthe selectioncriteriafor a correctional program duringthe offender
intake assessment process are designated as having an identified program need and are
referred to the appropriate correctional program (i.e., ICPM/WOCP stream).

e InFY2016-2017, 2,972 men were admitted to CSC custody on a Warrant of Committal in
regions where ICPM was fullyimplemented*4(CSC, PMMR, 2018, July4a), 58% (n = 1,733)
of whom were identified for ICPM participation to address 3,859 program need areas (CSC,
PMMR, 2018, July 4b). In FY2017-2018, 2,903 men were admitted to CSC custody on a
Warrant of Committal in regions where ICPM was fullyimplemented4> (CSC, PMMR, 2018,
July 4a), 45% (n = 1,298) of whom were identified for ICPM participation to address 2,905
program need areas (CSC, PMMR, 2018, July 4b).

e AsoutlinedinFigure 4 below, the most common program target areas over 2 years were
related to substance abuse, general crime, and general violence (see Appendix Cformore

detailedinformation).

4 |CPM was fully implemented inevery region except the Prairies.
4 |CPM was fully implemented inevery region except the Prairies.
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Figure 4. The Number of Programming Needs at Admission for Men Offenders by Need Area?¢

1200

1000

800

600

Number of Needs

400 -

200 ~

0 .
FY16-17
Fiscal Year

FY17-18

B Family Violence

B General Crime

B General Violence

H Meets ICPM Criteria Only
m Sex Offender

m Substance Abuse

Note. Meets ICPM Criteria Only refers to men offenders who meet the program referral criteria but whose criminal history and

supplementary assessmentresults do not meet the requirements for the identification of needs in any of the other five need

areas. Source: CSC, PMMR (2018, July 4b).

e Anoffendercould have multiple correctional program need areas; however, a given

offenderwill only have one target program identified to address all of their program need

areas. Figure 5 below indicates that a total of 1,996 men were identified atadmission
during FY2016-2017 as having a need for participationin ICPM, while 1,926 men were
identified atadmission during FY2017-2018 (CSC, PMMR, 2018, July 4b). As outlinedin

Figure 5, the streams that were most commonlyidentified forreferralin FY2016-2017 and

2017-2018 were ICPM MT, AICPM, and ICPM SO streams (See Appendix C for more detailed

numbers).

4 The unitof measureisthe numberof program needs. The categories are not mutually exclusive, meaning one

offender could have multiple program needs.
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Figure 5. Number of Men Offenders Identified for ICPM Participation at Admission by ICPM
Stream?#’
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e Giventhe overall findings regardingthe number of offendersidentified as having a needfor
correctional programming due to theirassessed risk to reoffend using assessmenttools,
and the diverse numberand type of program need areas identified for men at admission,
thereis clear evidence to support the ongoing delivery of effective correctional programs
for federal offenders. However, the quality of data used to assess program need could be
improved.

e The specificprogram needareas that offenders will address through program participation
have not beenidentifiedin OMS for women until recently. CSC’s RPD implemented the
INCP screeninto OMS for women offendersin March 2018. As a result, correctional
program need data for women offenders are not included inthis report.

e Data on correctional programming need for men are also not fully representative due to
missing data. A number of federally sentenced men offenders do not have INCP

informationin OMS (CSC, PMMR, 2018) as, prior to February 2018, CSC policy did not

47 The unitof measurementis the number of offenders with a target programidentified. Unlike the program need
areas, these categories should be mutually exclusive as an offender should only be identified as requiring one
target programto address his program need areas.

57



Evaluation of Correctional Reintegration Programs

require staff to enterinformation related to the most appropriate correctional program
stream and intensity level foreach offender. Therefore, the following data, which were

obtained from the INCP screen of OMS, should be interpreted with caution. 48

Skills Provided by Correctional Programs

Correctional programs provide offenders with the skills necessary to successfully transition to

the community.

A substantial amount of research and evidence has confirmed that effective correctional
programs that target specificriskand need factors significantly reduced offender recidivism
(Andrews & Bonta, 2010a).

Specifically, correctional programmingthat incorporated Cognitive Behavioural Therapy
(CBT), matched offenderrisk levels, targeted offender needs related to criminal behaviour,
and matched an offender’s abilities, learning style, and mental health capacity (i.e., Risk-
Need-Responsivity [RNR] principles) significantly reduced the likelihood of readmission to
custody (Andrews & Dowden, 2006; Hanson, Bourgon, Helmus, & Hodgson, 2009;
Landenberger & Lipsey, 2005; Usher & Stewart, 2014).

A meta-analysis conducted by Landenberger and Lipsey (2005) examined 58 experimental
and quasi-experimental studies on the effectiveness of CBT correctional programming with
offendersamples. Resultsindicated that within 12 months of post-treatment, a 25%-50%
decrease was observedin the likelihood of recidivism for CBT participants in comparison to
control group participants. The odds of successful reintegration were 1.53 times higherfor
CBT participants incomparison to individualsinthe control groups. The only participant
characteristic that affected the size of the treatment effect was the recidivismrisk ratings
of the offenders, and not the gender composition of the sample, nor whetherit was

comprised of juvenilesoradults.

48 Based on the ICRT data quality report, as of April 8,2018, approximately27% (n =868) of federally sentenced
men offenders who were admitted to CSC custody on a Warrant of Committal inFY2017-2018 and remained
incarcerated were missing INCPinformation (CSC, 2018a).
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e A 2009 CSCevaluation of the traditional multi-program model, which was based on CBT
and RNR principles, demonstrated that, overall, program participation was associated with
reductionsin readmissions for both technical revocations and reoffending. Success rates
were significantly greater when the program intensity level matched the offender’slevel of
risk and when offenders successfully completed the program (CSC, 2009).

e Recentresearch at CSC examined the ICPM model of correctional programs. Findings
demonstrated stronger reductions inrecidivismrates among federal men offendersina
region where ICPM was being delivered comparedto a region where ICPM had not yet

beenimplemented (CSC, 2016b).4°

Specific Needs of Women and Indigenous Offenders

There isa need for correctional programs that address the specificneeds of women and

Indigenous offenders.

e Although correctional programs that incorporated CBT and RNR principlesreduced the
likelihood of recidivism, regardless of an offender’s genderor ethnic background (Usher &
Stewart, 2014), research has indicated that correctional interventions should be provided
in a manner that takes into consideration the characteristics of the offender, such as
learning style and ability, motivation, gender, ethnicity, and age (Andrews & Bonta, 2010b).

e Research on the effects of gender and culturally-informed correctional programs on
correctional outcomes is limited; however, there is evidence to suggest that these
programs had a positive impacton their participants.

e Gender-responsive approachesare relationally-grounded, trauma-informed, and take a
holisticand culturally appropriate approach. Research has demonstrated the merit of
gender-responsive or gender-informed correctional programming for women offenders,
particularly when these programs adhere to the RNR model (Blanchette & Brown, 2006;
Bloom, Owen, & Covington, 2006).

4 1tis unclear whether other factors (such as offender risklevels) that could have changed over time were
accounted for inthe analysis. Thus, factors other than program participation might have contributed to reductions
inrecidivism overtime.
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Findings have demonstrated that WOCP and AWOCP did contribute to meetingimmediate
treatment objectives (e.g., improvementin offenderskills, pro-social attitudes, motivation)
and intermediate objectives (e.g., increased likelihood of discretionary release for those
who completed correctional programs vs. those who did not) (Derkzen, Harris, & Wardrop,
2017; Harris, Thompson, & Derkzen, 2015). Additionally, women offenders had a decrease
in the majority of the criminogenicneeds that were examined following participationinthe
WOCP model programs (Wardrop & Pardoel, 2018).

Two meta-analyticreviews examininginterventions forwomen offenders found overall
positive results forwomen participatingin correctional programs (whether gender-neutral
or gender-informed), with substance abuse programs showingthe strongestresults
(Gobeil, Blanchette, & Stewart, 2016; Tripodi, Bledsoe, Kim, & Bender, 2011). However,
when analyses were limited to higher quality empirical studies, gender-informed programs
yielded superior outcomesto gender-neutral programs (Gobeil etal., 2016).

There isan increasingly disproportionate representation of Indigenous peoplesin the
federal offenderpopulation (CSC, 2013). Accordingly, CSC’s evaluationreport on the
Strategic Plan for Aboriginal Correctionsidentified the ongoing need forculturally
appropriate interventions thataddress the criminogenicneeds of Indigenous offenders
(CSC, 2013).

A 2009 study examinedthe effectiveness of Tupiq, a CSC culturally specific program for
Inuit SOs that adheresto effective correctional principles and incorporates teachings based
on traditional Inuit culture. In comparison to Inuit SOs who participated in non-culturally
responsive programming, the Tupiq participants had a higher program completionrate,
and significantly lowerrates of general and violentrecidivism. Additionally, the Tupiq
participants had a lower rate of sexual recidivism, although it was not statistically
significant different from that of the comparison group (Stewart, Hamilton, Wilton,
Cousineau, & Varrette, 2009).

International research from Australiaand New Zealand, where there isa similar
overrepresentation of Indigenous populationsinthe correctional system, has also shown

promising results for culturally-specific programming. Although statistically significant
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resultsare limited, there have been findings that demonstrated positive outcomes (e.g.,
increased knowledge, pro-social attitudes) and reductionsin recidivism for culturally-
specificprogramming (Nathan, Wilson, & Hillman, 2009; New Zealand Department of

Corrections, 2009).

FINDING 2: ALIGNMENT WITH PRIORITIES AND FEDERAL ROLES AND
RESPONSIBILITIES

CSC’s correctional programs align with CSC’s and the federal government’s priorities, roles, and
responsibilities. The delivery of effective correctional programs contributes to the overall
priority of a just, peaceful, and safe society.

The Government of Canada is responsible forthe safety of its citizens. CSC contributes to public
safety by actively encouraging and assisting offenders to become law-abidingcitizens, while
exercisingreasonable, safe, secure, and humane control (Corrections and Conditional Release
Act [CCRA], 1992). The followingsection provides an overview of how correctional programs

align with CSC’s and the federal government’s priorities, roles and responsibilities.
Evidence:

CSC’s correctional programs are aligned with CSC’s corporate priorities, roles, and

responsibilities.

e The purpose of the Canadian federal correctional systemis to contribute to the
maintenance of a just, peaceful, and safe society (CCRA, 1992). Accordingly, itis CSC’s role
and responsibility to assist with the rehabilitation and safe integration of offendersintothe
community as law-abiding citizens through the provision of programs offeredin custody
and in the community (CCRA, 1992).

e The ultimate goal of correctional programs is to assist offendersin becoming law-abiding
citizens (CSC, 2018e). This goal is directly linked to four of CSC'’s six corporate priorities, as

outlined below.
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1. Correctional programs contribute to the priority of “safe management of eligible
offenders during theirtransition from the institution tothe community and while on
supervision” (CSC, 2018e, p. 3). Offenders are provided evidence-based correctional
programs designedtoaddress their criminogenicneeds (inand out of the
institution), which, inturn, will assist with their successful reintegrationinto the
community.

2. Correctional programs support the priority of “safety and security of the public,
victims, staff and offendersininstitutionsandin the community” (CSC, 2018e, p. 3)
by contributingto reductionsin institutional misconduct and targeting factors to
reduce the likelihood of reoffending upon release (CSC, 2016b).

3. Correctional programs contribute to the corporate priority of providing “effective,
culturally appropriate interventions and reintegration support for First Nations,
Métis and Inuit offenders” (CSC, 2018e, p. 3). Culturally-specificcorrectional
programs are delivered and contribute to the reintegration of Indigenous offenders
(Stewart & Wilton, 2014). Examplesinclude the implementation and delivery of the
AICPM, which includes MT and SO components for men and the AWOCP stream for
women. CSC began implementation of the IICPs in September2017. These programs
replaced the Inuit Offender Substance Abuse Program and Tupig SO program to
provide an integrated model that addresses the unique needs of the Inuit offender
population.

4. Correctional programs contribute to the corporate priority of providing “effective
and timelyinterventionsin addressing mental health needs of offenders,” (CSC,
2018e, p. 3) alongwith a number of additional responsivity factors. For example,
adapted correctional programs provide accommodations for offenders with mental

disordersand other significantlearningand functional challenges.

e To support these prioritiesin practice, CSC also has policiesand guidelinesin place, such as
the Commissioner’s Directive (CD) 726 on Correctional Programs and corresponding Guidelines

726-1, 726-2 and 726-3, to ensure that correctional programs respectgender, ethnic, cultural,

62



Evaluation of Correctional Reintegration Programs

and linguisticdifferences, and are responsive to the special needs of women, Indigenous

offenders, offenders requiring mental health care, and other groups.

e AsoutlinedinCSC’'s Departmental Plan (2018-2019), one of the main themesfor FY2018-2019

is offenderreintegration. Itis noted in the Plan that thisfocus on offenderreintegration

includesthe ongoing delivery of correctional programs that target criminal behaviours

efficiently and effectively, and culturally and gender-appropriate programs for both

Indigenous and women offenders (CSC, 2018e).

CSC’s correctional programs are aligned withfederal legislation, priorities, roles, and

responsibilities.

CSC’s correctional programs contribute to the federal government’s responsibility and
priority to keep Canadians safe by assistingin the rehabilitation and safe reintegration of
offendersintothe community as law-abidingcitizens (CCRA, 1992).

CSCis mandated by the CCRA (1992) for the “provision of programs that contribute to the
rehabilitation of offendersand to theirsuccessful reintegrationintothe community”
(Section 5b). Sections 3, 4g, and 76-80 describe the purposes, principles, and the legislative
framework guidingthe development, implementation, and maintenance of CSC’s
reintegration programs.

As outlinedin Section 76, the CCRA (1992) mandates CSC to “provide a range of programs
designedto address the needs of offendersand contribute to their successful reintegration
into the community.” The CCRA also states that CSC “shall provide programs designed
particularly to address the needs of female offenders” (Section 77) and Indigenous
offenders (Section 80).

More recently, as outlined in the Prime Minister’s Mandate letterto the Minister of Public
Safety and Emergency Preparedness (2015), the Government of Canada isfocused on
addressing gaps inservicesto Indigenous Peoples and those with mental illness throughout
the criminal justice system.

Accordingly, the delivery of effective correctional programs that are culturally and gender-

responsive, as well as responsive to offenders requiring mental health care, supports an
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identified needinthe current offender population, contributes to CSC priorities, roles, and

responsibilities, and contributes to the governmental priority of keeping Canadians safe.

Next Steps for CSC:

CSC should strengthen the quality of the data on identified need for correctional programs in

the OMS.

e Currently, offenderprogram needis recorded in the INCP screen in OMS. The data that are
captured include information on program need areas (e.g., family violence, substance
abuse, SO) and the program streams (e.g., Aboriginal, MT) that will address these needs.
These data are currently reportedin CSC’s ICRT.

e Data qualityissues have beenflagged. In particular, a significant number of federally
sentenced men offenders do not have INCP informationin OMS, creating a gap inthe data.
According to a data quality report, approximately 27% (n = 868) of federally sentenced men
offenders who were admitted to CSC custody on a Warrant of Committal in FY2017-2018
and remain incarcerated were missing INCP information as of April 8th, 2018 (CSC, PMMR,
2018).59 The proportion of missing data varies across the regions, indicatinginconsistent
data entry practices (CSC, PMMR, 2018). Additionally, policy firstrequired that INCP
information for women offenders be entered into OMS beginningin March 2018. As a
result, this report was only able to provide an estimate of the number of programming
needs for men offenders at admission.

e Giventhat the ICRT was developed asa primary source for managing offender programs
and to provide access to pertinent program information, itis important to ensure that all
data entry practices are standardized, mandatory, clearly outlinedin policy, and
consistently applied across the regions. The use of consistentdata entry procedures will
ultimately strengthen the data quality and reporting of offenders’ programming needs.

e Moreover, it isimportant for program staff to be able to review the results of all risk

assessments used to identify program need. Although responses to the CRI are entered

0 The data quality reportincluded only those offenders with a locked correctional plan.
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into OMS, the Static-99R and Stable-2007 are only recorded in OMS-R, making it difficult

for staff to verify the assessmentresults and the appropriateness of the recommended

program.

3.1.1 RECOMMENDATIONS -RELEVANCY

RECOMMENDATION 1: IDENTIFICATION OF NEEDS FOR CORRECTIONAL PROGRAMS (INCP)
DATA ENTRY PRACTICES

Data qualityissuesregarding the INCP data in OMS were identified. The RPD has been
monitoringthe scope of incomplete assessments through a report that was builtin partnership
withthe PMMR. The RPD has beenworking with the Information Management Services (IMS)
to request enhancementsto the INCP screen that will be implementedin 2020. The proposed
changes to the screen include the ability for the INCP screen to pull static assessmentresults
that are critical for correctional program referral purposes, prior to the Static Factors
Assessment (SFA) screen beinglocked. This will enable the INCP screen to be completed earlier
during the intake process. Further, the RPD will revise CD 726 and the corresponding Guidelines
to align withthese requested changes, makingthe INCP screen mandatory, and will be

promulgated at the same time as the OMS release.

Therefore, it is recommended that efforts continue to be supported to enhance the INCP

screen and amend policy to make the completion of the INCP screen mandatory.
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The second component of the correctional programs evaluation focuses on access to and

delivery of correctional programs. Specifically, the evaluation questions are:

e Are offendersbeinggranted timely access to programs (including Indigenous offenders
beinggranted timely access to culturally-specificprograms and programs overall)?
e Are correctional programs engaging and retaining offenders?

e Do the programs offeredalign with the risk and need profiles of CSC’s offender population?

Literature that pertains to timely access to correctional programs, engagement and retentionin
the programs, and alignment of programs with risks and needs of offendersis presented below.

Itis then followed by the evaluation findings, supporting evidence, and recommendations.

3.2.1 LITERATURE REVIEW

Are Offenders Being Granted Timely Access to Programs?

The Office of the Auditor General of Canada (OAG) presented a series of three auditreports on
preparing men (OAG, 2015), Indigenous (OAG, 2016), and women (OAG, 2017) federal
offendersforrelease, includinga focus on theiraccess to correctional programs. These audits
identified concerns with timely access to correctional programs for offenders servingfederal
sentences, which affected the timely completion of these programs. Many offenders had not
completed programs prior to theirfirst parole eligibility date for release, including about 65% of
non-Indigenous men>linthe 2013-2014 FY (OAG, 2015) and half of women offenders (OAG,
2017). Notably, up to 75% of Indigenous women taking culturally-specificcorrectional
programming did not complete programs prior to their first parole eligibility date forrelease
(OAG, 2017). Few (20%) of the 843 Indigenous offenders servingasentence of 4 years or less

and who were releasedin 2015-2016 had completed theircorrectional programs by theirfirst

51 The auditon programs for male offenders |looked at data from fiscal year 2013-2014. Of the men enrolledin a
correctional program, 47% were enrolled inan ICPMprogramand 53%in a program fromthe old cadre.
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parole eligibility dates (OAG, 2016).52 It was concluded that the lack of timeliness of program
completion had implications for offenders. The OAG reported that 83% of the 1,066 Indigenous
offendersreleasedin 2015-16 had waived or postponed parole hearings (OAG, 2016), which
was attributed partly to non-completion of programs (OAG, 2016, 2017).

For Indigenous offenders, itis unclear whetherthe time to complete programs differs between
general and culturally-specificprograms. The report on preparing Indigenous offenders for
release found that the time to complete programs was the same for mainstream and culturally-
specificprograms (OAG, 2016). However, the report addressingthe release of women offenders
reportedthat twice as many Indigenous women who participatedin the mainstream programs
completed by theirfirst parole eligibility date, compared with Indigenous women who
participatedin the culturally-specificprograms. It was not specified whetherthis was due to the
time to begina program or the time to complete a program for women. However, the

culturally-specific programs have more group sessionsthan the mainstream programs.

Research from CSC has alsoidentified program non-completion as a reason for the waiver,
postponement, and withdrawal of scheduled parole reviews (Farrell MacDonald, 2017; Keown,
Farrell MacDonald, & Gobeil, 2015). Of the day and full parole reviews scheduled in 2013-2014,
OMS data indicated that program non-completion was cited as the reason for 27% of waivers,
1% of postponements, and 15% of withdrawals, with program non-completion noted as the
reason for 11% of waivers, 1% of postponements, and 9% of withdrawalsamong low -risk
offendersreferredto programs (Keown et al., 2015). However, justover a third of the low -risk
offenderswere stillina program or had completed their program within 30 days before the
review. Abouta third had not beenassignedto core programs (34%) or had completed their
programs (27%), although this analysis just examined programs in which they were enrolled
and not additional programs that might be required. A more recentreview of OMS data
pertainingto parole reviews scheduled formenin 2014-2015 and women in 2014-2015 and

2015-2016 foundthat 13% of waivers, 5% of postponements, and 7% of withdrawals for low -

2 |tis unclear what percentage of these Indigenous offenders had participated in ICPMversus theoldcadre of
programs.
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risk offenders were attributed to program non-completion, and Indigenous men were most
likely to have had program non-completion asthe reason for waiver or withdrawal of the parole
review (Farrell MacDonald, 2017). Two-thirds of offenders (64%) citing program non-
completion had been assigned to a correctional program. However, ICPM was not implemented

in all regions at the time of the studies.

The development of the ICPM programs appeared to improve access to programs compared
with the previous suite of programs, according to some reports, although contrasting findings
were described in the Departmental Results Report. In 2013-2014, the regionsdeliveringthe
ICPM programs had 23% more men offenders who completed programs by their FPED than the
regions with the old programs, although the offenders were released atapproximately the
same pointin their sentence (OAG, 2015). Note that regional differencesrelated tothe
offender profile could potentially have also contributed to differencesinthe completionrates.
Additionally, more offenders serving sentences of fouryears or less completed their programs
by FPED in FY 2013-2014 compared with 2009-2010, when programs were first being
implemented across the regions. Derkzen et al. (2017) found that in a sample of 549 federally
sentenced women who were enrolledinone or more of the AWOCP components between
2010 and 2015, time to start the Aboriginal Women’s Engagement Program had decreased
since the program’s initial implementation, as had the time to program completion for
AWOMIP. In contrast, findingsinrecent Departmental Results Reports described a decreasein
the percentage of offenders who completed a correctional program prior to their FPED, from
65% in 2014 -2015 to 54% by 2017-2018 (CSC, 2017c; CSC, 2018f). The percentage who

completed prior to their WED also decreased, although it remained above 80%.

Are Correctional Programs Engaging and Retaining Offenders?

A range of factors, both internal (e.g., cognitive, behavioural) and external (e.g., feeling safe,
support from staff), have beenidentified as affectingthe engagement of offendersin
correctional programs (Holdsworth, Bowen, Brown, & Howat, 2014; Sturgess, Woodhams, &
Tonkin, 2016). Consideringoffenders’ level of engagementand the factors that contribute to it

is relevantgiventhe relationship between engagement, treatment outcomes (e.g., reductionin
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risk), and premature termination (Drieschner & Verschuur, 2010); and the relationship between
motivation and program completion (Nunes & Cortoni, 2006; Wormith & Olver, 2002). In
addition, retentionin programs is important as non-completionis associated with higherrates
of recidivism, whether compared to offenders who completedtheir program (Wormith & Olver,
2002) or to those who are untreated and were not considered to be of lowerrisk than the

treatment group (McMurran & Theodosi, 2007).

Do Programs Offered Align with the Risk/Need Profiles of CSC’s Offender Population?

Alignmentbetween an offender’slevel of riskand program intensityis crucial. The risk principle
of the RNR model highlights the importance of targeting higherrisk offenders with more
intensive services, as well as offeringfewerservicestolowerrisk offenders (Andrews & Bonta,
2010a). In addition, the need principle of the RNR model indicates which criminogenicneeds
should be the focus for treatment (Andrews & Bonta, 2010a). Correctional programs that target
offenders at greater risk of recidivism have a greater impact on reducingrecidivism (Andrews &
Bonta, 2010a; Andrews & Dowden, 2006; Lipsey, Landenberger, & Wilson, 2007). The intensity
of service also matters; programs that offered a greater number of services or longer duration
of servicesfor offenders at higher-risk of recidivism, compared with lowerrisk offenders, had
better outcomes (Lowencamp, Latessa, & Holsinger, 2006; Makarios, Sperber, & Latessa, 2013).
This finding appliestothe CSC context. Specifically, congruency between offenders’ level of risk
and program intensity was associated with better correctional outcomes ina previous

evaluation of CSC’s correctional programs (Nafekh etal., 2009).

A study that examined whether CSC’'s WOCP model addresses the criminogenicneeds of
women offenders found improvements for women from before to after program completion
(Wardrop & Pardoel, 2018). Women who completed a moderate intensity main program were
rated as havingimprovements with respect to the following dynamicneeds according to their
rating on the DFIA-R (a measure of dynamic need): marital/family, substance abuse, associates,
community functioning, and attitudes. The personal/emotional domain was the only one on
which women did not have a decrease in need. When assessed by reviews of program

performance reports, women in the moderate intensity main programs had treatment gains
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across all 6 areas. Women in high intensity main programs experienced treatmentgainsinall

areas, with the exception of community functioning.

3.2.2 TIMELY ACCESS

FINDING 3: DEFINITION OF TIMELY ACCESS

CSC does not have a definitive and standardized definition of timely access. Staff provided
varied definitions that defined timely access in relation to parole eligibility dates, in
consideration of an offender’slevel of need and sentence length, or access to programs as early

as possibleinan offender’s sentence.

Evidence:

Definition of Timely Access

The concept of timely access to correctional programs has not been definedin CSC policy,>3
thus, thereis no clear specification detailing by which point in an offender’s sentence the

offendershould begin a correctional program.

Staff were asked to define timely access to programs. The definitions thatthey provided were
varied. Approximately half (55%, n = 161 of 292) reported that timely access to correctional
programs entailed either participationin, or completion of, programs prior to an offender’s
parole eligibility date, such as day parole (20%, n = 59), full parole (8%, n = 24), or an
unspecified parole or conditional release date (17%, n = 50). Additionally, athird (36%, n = 106)
defined timely access to correctional programs in relation to an offender’slevel of needand
sentence length, and a few (23%, n = 67) described timely access as deliveringthe program at

the earliest possible pointinan offender’s sentence.

53 GL 726-3 states that offenders are to be prioritized for program assignment and thatitis possible for Program
Managers to assignindeterminate and long-term offenders to programmingin order to avoid themfacing
unreasonable delaysin accessing correctional programs. The definition of “unreasonable” is not, however,
expanded upon.

70



Evaluation of Correctional Reintegration Programs

FINDING 4: TIMELY ACCESS TO PROGRAMS

Based on the indicators used in this evaluation, most offenders enrolled inamain program
before their FPED and about half enrolled before their DPED. Women offenders had more
timely access to programs than men offenders as they were enrolledinand began their
programs more quickly. The hybrid programs were associated with quicker access. Overall,
there were no significantdifferencesin enrollment and time to start programs between
Indigenous and non-Indigenous offenders.

For the purposes of this evaluation, timely accessis considered in terms of enrollinginand

completinga main program by DPED and FPED.
Evidence:
Enroliment in Programs

Data extracted from OMS indicated that, between April 1, 2016 and March 31, 2018, 58%>* of
offendersinthe admissions cohort>> who had enrolledina main program had done so before
their DPED. This was the case for a higher proportion of women than men. Also, a greater
proportion of offenders with longer-term sentences (i.e., more than four years; 68%, n = 163)
enrolledina main program prior to DPED compared with offenders with shorter-term
sentences (i.e., fouryears or less; 56%, n = 943). No difference was foundin the proportion of
Indigenous and non-Indigenous offenders who enrolled ina main program before DPED (56%, n
=208, vs. 58%, n = 848, respectively). Figure 6 presents the percent of offenders who enrolled
in a program prior to DPED, separated by gender, Indigenousidentification, and sentence

length.

> These numbers reflect those reachingtheir DPED within the timeframe of data collection.

5 Includes offenders admitted to federal custodyon a federal term of imprisonment in Atlantic, Québec, Ontario,
and Pacific regions from April 15t, 2016 and March 315, 2018, and those admitted in the Prairie region between July
1%t,2017 andMarch31%t,2018. As the Prairie region has the greatest proportion of Indigenous offenders, and the
latest ICPM implementation date, this admissions cohort may underrepresent Indigenous offenders.

71



Evaluation of Correctional Reintegration Programs

Figure 6. Percentage of Offenders Enrolled in a Main Program Prior to DPED
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Note. The categories are not mutually exclusive. Significantdifference between women and men: x2 (1, N=1,916)=139.37, p<
.001. No significant difference between Indigenous and non-Indigenous offenders: x2 (1, N =1,824) = 0.64, p = .42. Significant
difference between offenders with shorter-term and longer-term sentences: x2 (1, N=1,916)=11.10, p <.001.

Table 11 reports the percentage and number of offenders who enrolled prior to DPED, of those
who were enrolledina main program, separated by program type and offender characteristics.
The specificprograms included in each program type are outlined in Appendix D. More of the
moderate intensity program participants enrolledintheir first main program prior to their
DPED compared with those enrolledinthe highintensity program (67%, n = 859 vs. 39%, n =
248, respectively). Inaddition, more non-Indigenous thanIndigenous menenrolledin a hybrid
program prior to DPED (96%, n = 272 vs. 76%, n = 65, respectively), although the hybrid
program was associated with higherrates of enrollmentby DPED (92%, n = 373). Fewermen
were enrolledinthe SO program by DPED (40%, n = 148) compared with any main program
(53%, n = 891). It should be noted that the differences between shorter-termand longer-term

sentenceswere not observed for the women offender main program.
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Table 11. Percentage of Offenders Who Enrolled in their Main Program Prior to DPED, by Main Program Type
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Program Number of Offenders whoEnrolled in Main Program Priorto DPED
Men Women Indigenous Sentence Length
‘?" All Indigenous Non- Unknown All Indigenous Non- Unknown Yes No Shorter Longer-
% % % Indigenous % % % Indigenous % % % -term term
(n/ | (n/ (n/ % (n/ (n/ (n/ % (n/ (n/  (n/ % %
N) N) N) (n/ N) N) N) (n/ N) Ny N (n (n
N) N) N) N)
Any Main 58% 53% 50% 54% 52% 94% 91% 95% - 56% 58% 56% 68%
Program | (1,106/ | (891/ (159/ (687/ (45/ 215/ (49/ (161/ (208/ (848/ | (943/  (163/
1,916) | 1,687) 317) 1,283) 87) 229 54) 170) 371) 1,453) | 1,675) 241)
Moderate | 67% 61% 55% 63% 62% 94% 92% 95% - 61% 69% 66% 72%
Intensity | (858/ | (644/ (132/ 478/ (34/ (214/ (48/ (161/ 180/ (639/ | (737/ (121/
1,284) | 1,057) 240) 762) 55) 227) 52) 170) 292) 932) | 1,115)  169)
High [ 39% 39% 35% 40% 34% - - - - 35% 40% 36% 58%
Intensity | (248/ | (247/ (27/ (209/ (11/ (28/  (209/ | (206/  (42/
637) 635) 77) 526) 32) 79) 526) 565) 72)
Hybrid 92% 92% 76% 96% 97% N/A N/A N/A N/A 76% 96% 92% 100%
Program (373/ | (373/ (65/ (272/ (36/ (65/ (272/ | 360/  (13/
404) 404) 85) 282) 37) 85) 282) 391) 13)
ICPM 97% 97% 93% 97% 97% N/A N/A N/A N/A 93% 97% 97% 100%
Hybrid | (320/ | (320/ (13/ (271/ (36/ (13/  (271/ | 307/  (13/
331) 331) 14) 280) 37) 14) 280) 318) 13)
AICPM 73% 73% 73% - - N/A N/A N/A N/A 73% - 73% -
Hybrid | (53/ (53/ (52/ (52/ (53/
73) 73) 71) 71) 73)
Indigenous | 58% 51% 52% 25% - 89% 86% 100% - 57% 67% 56% 71%
Main (150/ | (110/ (108/ 2/ (40/ (30/ (10/ (138/  (12/ (130/  (20/
Program 260) 215) 206) 8) 45) 35) 10) 241) 18) 232) 28)
Moderate 63% 56% 57% 33% - 89% 86% 100% - 62% 75% 61% 80%
Intensity | (130/ | (91/ (89/ (2/ (39/ (29/ (10/ (118/  (12/ (114/  (16/
205) 162) 155) 6) 43) 33) 10) 188) 16) 185) 20)
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High | 36% 36% 37% - - - - 38% - 34% 50%
Intensity | (20/ (19/ (19/ (20/ (16/ 4/
55) 53) 51) 53) 47) 8)
Sex 40% 40% 29% 41% 68% - - 29% 41% 36% 61%
Offender (148/ (148/ (21/ (122/ (15/ (21/ (112/ (114/ (34/
Program 369) | 369) 73) 274) 22) 73)  274) | 313) 56)
Moderate 44% 44% 33% 45% 68% - - 33% 45% 42% 62%
Intensity | (130/ | (130/ (19/ (98/ (13/ (19/ 98/ | (106/  (24/
294) 294) 57) 218) 19) 57) 218) 255) 39)
High 24% 24% 13% 25% - - - 13% 25% 14% 59%
Intensity | (18/ (18/ (2/ (14/ (2/ (14/ (8/ (10/
76) 76) 16) 57) 16) 57) 59) 17)

Note. One offender can be counted under multiple categories. The women enrolled in a high intensity program were only counted under the high intensity category and notin

the moderate intensity program category. Valuesin parentheses represent the following: numerator (n) =number of offenders who enrolled in the program prior to DPED;

denominator (N) = number of offenders who enrolled in the program. N/A = offenders are not eligible for this program. Ifthe denominatorisequalto, or lessthan, 5, then the
percent was not reported.
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Timeliness of access to programs was also examinedinterms of the percentage of offenders
enrollingina main program prior to their FPED. Most of the offenders>(85%, n = 1,621) in the
admission cohort who had enrolledina main program had done so prior to FPED, although this
was the case for a higher proportion of women (97%, n = 223) than men (83%, n = 1,398; see
Figure 7 and Table 12). Similar proportions of Indigenous and non-Indigenous offenders (82%, n
=305, vs. 86%, n = 1,244) were enrolledina main program before FPED and there were no

significant differencesin enrollmentbased onsentence length (84%, n = 1,411, for shorter-term

sentencevs. 87%, n = 210, for longer-term sentence).

Figure 7. Percentage of Offenders Enrolled Prior to FPED
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Note. The categories are not mutually exclusive.Significantdifference between men andwomen: x2(1, N=1,916)=32.59, p<
.001. No significant difference between Indigenous and non-Indigenous offenders: x2(1, N=1,824)=2.68, p =.10, or between
offenders with shorter-term and longer-term sentences: x2 (1, N=1,916)=1.36, p = .24.

As reportedin Table 12, almost all of the hybrid program participants (97%, n = 393) were
enrolled before their FPED, particularly offendersinthe ICPM hybrid (99%, n = 328). Similar

results were obtained for the woman offendermain program (97%, n = 223). In general, as the

intensity level of the program increased, there was a decrease in the number of offenders

enrolled priorto FPED.

%6 Only included offenders who reached FPED within the timeframe examined.
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Table 12. Offenders Who Enrolled in Main Program, the Percentage Prior to FPED, by Main Program Type

Program Number of Offenders that Enrolled in Main Program Prior to FPED
Men Women Indigenous Sentence Length
'?" All Indigenous Non- Unknown All Indigenous Non- Unknown Yes No Shorter Longer-
% % % Indigenous % % % Indigenous % % % -term term
(n/ | (n/ (n/ % (n/ (n/ (n/ % (n/ (n/  (n/ % %
N) N) N) (n/ N) N) N) (n/ N) Ny N (n (n
N) N) N) N)
Any Main 85% 83% 80% 84% 77% 97% 96% 98% - 82% 86% 84% 87%
Program 1,621/ (1,398/  (253/ (1,078/ 67/ (223/ (52/ (166/ (305/ (1,244/| (1,411/ (210/
1,916) | 1,687) 317) 1,283) 87) 229) 54) 170) 371) 1,453) | 1,675) 241)
Moderate | 87% 85% 82% 87% 82% 98% 98% 98% - 84% 89% 87% 90%
Intensity | (1,123/| (901/ (196/ (660/ (45/ (222/ (51/ (166/ (247/ (826/ | (971/  (152/
1,284 | 1,057) 240) 762) 55) 227) 52) 170) 292) 932) | 1,115)  169)
High [ 79% 79% 74% 80% 69% - - - - 73% 80% 78% 81%
Intensity | (501/ | (500/ (57/ (421/ (22/ (58/  (421/ | (443/  (58/
637) 635) 77) 526) 32) 79) 526) 565) 72)
Hybrid 97% 97% 89% 99% 100% N/A N/A N/A N/A 89% 99% 97% 100%
Program (393/ | (393/ (76/ (280/ (37/ (76/ (280/ | (380/  (13/
404) 404) 85) 282) 37) 85) 282) 391) 13)
ICPM Hybrid 99% 99% 93% 99% 100% N/A N/A N/A N/A 93% 99% 99% 100%
(328/ (328/ (13/ (278/ (37/ (13/  (278/ (315/ (13/
331) 331) 14) 280) 37) 14) 280) 318) 13)
AICPM | 89% 89% 89% - - N/A N/A N/A N/A 89% - 89% -
Hybrid [ (65/ (65/ (63/ (63/ (65/
73) 73) 71) 71) 73)
Indigenous 81% 78% 79% 63% - 96% 94% 100% - 81% 83% 80% 86%
Main (210/ | (167/ (162/ (5/ 43/ (33/ (10/ (195/ (15/ | (186/  (24/
Program 260) 215) 206) 8) 45) 35) 10) 241) 18) 232) 28)
Moderate 83% 80% 81% 67% - 98% 94% 100% - 83% 88% 82% 90%
Intensity | (172/ | (129/ (125/ (4/ 42/ (32/ (10/ (157/ 14/ | (153/  (18/
205) 162) 155) 6) 43) 33) 10) 188) 16) 188) 20)
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High 69% 72% 73% - - - - 72% - 70% 75%
Intensity | (39/ (38/ (37/ (38/ (33/ (6/
55) 53) 51) 53) 47) 8)
Sex 77% 77% 74% 77% 86% - - 74% 77% 74% 91%
Offender (283/ (283/ (54/ (210/ (19/ (54/ (210/ (232/ (51/
Program 369) 369) 73) 274) 22) 73)  274) 313) 56)
Moderate 79% 79% 79% 78% 89% - - 79% 78% 77% 90%
Intensity | (231/ | (231/ (45/ (169/ (17/ 45/ (169/ | (196/  (35/
294) | 294) 57) 218) 19) 57) 218) | 255) 39)
High 70% 70% 56% 74% - - - 56% 74% 63% 94%
Intensity | (53/ (53/ 9/ 42/ 9/ (42/ (37/ (16/
76) 76) 16) 57) 16) 57) 59) 17)

Note. One offender can be counted under multiple categories. Women in high intensity programs were counted only under the high inte nsity program and not the moderate

program category. Values in parenthesesrepresentthe following: numerator (n) =number of offenders who enrolled in the program prior to FPED; denominator (N) =number

of offenders who enrolled in the program. N/A = offenders were not eligible for this program. Ifthe d enominatoris lessthan 5, thenthe percent was not reported.
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Time to Begin Programs

The mean number of days to begina main program were compared by gender, Indigenous
identification, and sentence length (see Figure 8). Results indicated that women offenders
began their main program significantly earlierin theirsentence than men (82 days for women
vs. 214 days for men).5” Not surprisingly, offenders with a longer-term sentence also had more
days between theiradmission and first main program than offenders with a shorter-term
sentence (282 days vs. 186 days). There was no significant difference between the number of
days from admission to main program for Indigenous (200 days) and non-Indigenous offenders
(197 days). The mean numbers of days to begina main program appeared lowerthan the
median numbers of days to begina main program for men, women, Indigenous and non-
Indigenous offenders, and shorter and longer-term offenders, suggesting that extreme scores

affected the means.

57 Women can beenrolled in anengagement program upon admission to federal custody priorto the completion
of their intake assessments. Once the intake assessments are completed, women can begin their main program, if
required. Men who require a correctional program canonly begin a primer once theirintake assessments are
completed.

78



Evaluation of Correctional Reintegration Programs

Figure 8. Mean Number of Days to Main Program Start Date
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Note. Categories are not mutually exclusive. Significant difference between men and women: t(591.85)=-28.68, p <.001. No
significant difference between Indigenous and non-Indigenous offenders: t(1,822) =0.42, p =.67. Significant difference
between offenders with shorter-term andlonger-term sentences: t(275.39) =-9.25, p < .001.

In addition to examiningthe mean number of days to begina main program, thissectionalso
exploredthe time to begina primer or engagement program in order to identify where delays
might existalongthe program continuum. Offendersinthe admission cohort began a program
a median of 54 days post-admission to custody (see Table 13). Time to begina
primer/engagement program varied, with the Indigenous primer/engagement programs taking
longerto begin compared with any primer/engagement program (86 vs. 51 days). Time to begin
an Indigenous main program (160 days) was similarto the duration to begin any main program
(173 days). Women appeared to begintheir programs more quickly, whetheran engagement
program (25 days vs. 57 days for primerfor men) or main program (70 days vs. 186 days for
men). The lengthtime to begina hybrid appeared similarto the time to start a

primer/engagement program (62 vs. 51 days).
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Table 13. Median Number of Days from Admission to Custody to Program Start Date by Program Type
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Program Median Number of Days to Program Start Date
Men Women Indigenous Sentence Length
Al All  Indigenous Non- Unknown All Indigenous Non- Unknown Yes No | Shorter Longer-
Indigenous Indigenous -term term
AnyProgram 54 58 82 55 81 25 29 24 14 69 49 52 68
n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n=
2,861 | 2,516 487 1,888 141 345 76 258 11 563 2,146 | 2,549 312
Indigenous | 109 130 125 264 - 49 66 a4 - 112 59 106 162
Program [ p= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n=
436 347 333 13 89 52 36 385 49 398 38
AnyPrimer/ 51 57 79 54 98 25 29 24 14 61 48 49 66
Engagement n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n=
Program 2,323 | 1,978 372 1,506 100 345 76 258 11 448 1,764 | 2,035 288
Indigenous 86 132 131 - 31 34 22 - 106 28 83 101
Primer/ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Engagement | 547 | 186 183 55 31 23 214 26 213 28
Any Main 173 186 188 186 193 70 82 68 - 169 172 160 251
Program n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n=
1,916 | 1,687 317 1,283 87 229 54 170 371 1,453 | 1,675 241
Indigenous | 160 183 177 291 - 85 87 75 - 162 96 153 202
Main [ = n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n=
260 215 206 8 45 35 10 241 18 232 28
Hybrid 62 62 92 57 66 N/A N/A N/A N/A 92 57 62 69
Program n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n=
404 404 85 282 37 85 282 391 13
Sex Offender 235 235 230 241 193 - - - - 230 241 222 352
Program n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n=
369 369 73 274 22 73 274 313 56

Note. One offender can be counted under multiple categories. N/A=offenders are not eligible for this program. If the number of participants who participated in the program is
equal toorless than 5, then the numberofdays was not reported. One offender in the non-Indigenous men category was admitted to a women offender engagementprogram.
Itis unclear whether thisis a data entry error. Hybrid programs were only counted in the hybrid category and not counted in the primer/engagement or main categories. The

hybrid start date was identified using the actual start date, whichincludes the primer portionofthe program
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FINDING 5: IDENTIFIED BARRIERS TO TIMELY ACCESS

According to staff, some barriers to program access included a lack of resources, particularly
human resources, and insufficient program availability. Many of the 20 Indigenous offenders
who were interviewed and had wanted to participate in an Indigenous program reported that
they had not taken an AICPM or AWOCP as the programs were unavailable or not offeredin a
timely manner.

Evidence
Barriers to Accessing Programs

Staff described the reasons for which specificprogram streams were not accessible to
Indigenous and non-Indigenous offenders (see Table 14). Notably, a lack of resources,
particularly human resources, were reported to impede access to Indigenous programs for
Indigenous offenders. Insufficient program availability (i.e., that a program was not offered
frequently or at all) was commonly identified as a factor affecting access to programs for non-

Indigenous offenders.
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Table 14. Staff Perceptions of Reasons for Which Program Streams Are Inaccessible to
Indigenous and Non-Indigenous Offenders

Indigenous Stream Mainstream Stream Stream Not Specified
Reason Program Non- Indigenous Non- Indigenous Non- Indigenous
Streamwas Indigenous Offenders Indigenous Offenders Indigenous Offenders
Inaccessible Offenders (n =120) Offenders (n=18) Offenders (n=47)
(n =47) (n=23) (n =78)
n % n % n % n % n % n %
Lack of resources? 14 30 71 59 9 39 9 50 28 36 18 38
Lack of human 11 23 63 53 7 30 8 44 24 31 14 30

resources

Insufficient program 29 62 48 40 14 61 6 33 44 56 16 34
availability®

Operational and 3 6 17 14 4 17 4 22 13 17 11 23
population
management®¢

Too few participants 3 6 34 28 5 22 0 0 11 14 12 26
to launch a program

Indigenous offenders 15 32 - - - - - - - - - -
prioritized for
Indigenous stream

aExamples of resourcesinclude physical, financialand human resources.

bExamples of insufficient program availability include that the program was not offered, thatit was offered infrequently, and
thatit was notin alanguage spoken by the offender.

¢ Operational and population management reasons include managing incompatible populations.

In order to better understand the reasons for which Indigenous offenders do not participate in
an Indigenous program, 27 Indigenous offenders who had not participated inan Indigenous-
specificprogram, but who had participatedin a mainstream program, were asked about their
interestin the Indigenous program. Three-quarters of those offenders (74%, n = 20) reported
that they were interestedinan Indigenous program. Many offenderswho were interestedinan
Indigenous program (60%, n = 12 of 20) stated that they had not taken AICPM or AWOCP
because the programs were unavailable, or not offeredina timely manner.38 Consequently,

some offenders (30%, n = 6) participatedin mainstream programming as it began sooner than

8 Program availability was reported as a reasonfor non-participation in Indigenous programs in all regions, most
commonly in Pacificregion (n =4), followed by Québec (n =3), Atlantic(n =2), Prairie(n =2),and Ontario(n=1).
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the Indigenous programming. Some offenders (30%, n = 6) mentioned a lack of information

regarding Indigenous programs in theirinstitutions as theirreason for not participating.

Many staff (73%, n = 162 of 221) indicated that Indigenous offenders often oralways chose
culturally-specific programming over mainstream programming. The remaining staff indicated
that Indigenous offenders sometimes (19%, n = 41), rarely (8%, n = 17), or never(<1%, n=1)
chose culturally-specific programming.>? Staff outlined reasons for which an Indigenous
offenderwould not participate in AICPM or AWOCP. The most commonly mentioned reason
was that the offenderdid not identify with Indigenous culture (78%, n = 157 of 201). Additional
reasons endorsed by staff were that the program was not offered frequently enough (65%, n =
130); the program was unavailable (39%, n = 78); the longer duration of AICPM and AWOCP
(23%, n = 47); the offenderwas not informed of culturally-specificstreams (8%, n = 17); as well

as ‘other’ reasons (7%, n = 15), such as timelieraccess to mainstream programs (2%, n = 5).

3.2.3 TIMELY COMPLETION OF PROGRAMS

FINDING 6: TIME TO COMPLETE PROGRAMS

Over half of offenders completed a main program by FPED, whereas a quarter completed a
main program before DPED. Women completed their programs more quickly than men, and
hybrid programs were completed more rapidly than other men’s moderate programs. There
was no difference in the time to program completion for Indigenous and non-Indigenous
offenders formen and women offenders combined.

> The INCP screen inOMS captures informationabout whether anIndigenous offender prefers to participatein
Indigenous-specific programming. If the offender does not want to participate in Indigenous-specific programming,
the reasoniscollected. These data were notincluded in this report as this fieldwas added to the INCP screen in
November 2017, the INCP screen for women was notimplemented until March 2018, and the cohort of offenders
whosedata are presented in this section of the reportincluded only those admitted to custody by March31%,
2018.
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Evidence:

Completion of Main Programs before Parole Eligibility Dates

When the mean number of days to the first main program end date were compared between
groups, women were found to complete their first main program in fewer days post-admission
to custody, compared with men (165 vs. 333 days) (see Figure 9). Offenders with shorter-term
sentencesalso completed their first main program in fewer days afteradmission to custody
than offenders with longer-term sentences (296 vs. 406 days). There were no differences

between Indigenous (310 days) and non-Indigenous offenders (311 days).

Figure 9. Mean Days from Admission to Main Program End Date
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Note. Categories are not mutually exclusive. Significant difference between men and women: t(770.54)=-33.62, p <.001. No
significant difference between Indigenous and non-Indigenous offenders: t(1,574) =-0.18, p = .85. Significant difference
between offenders with shorter-term andlonger-term sentences: t(262.48)=-9.53, p < .001.

Offendersinthe admission cohort completed theirmain program a median of 292 days after

admissioninto custody (see Table 15). The programs with more sessionstook longerto

complete. The high intensity main programs took the longestto complete followingadmission
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to custody (377 days), particularly the Indigenous highintensity streams (415 days).®°The
hybrid program, which combines the readiness and main programs with no breaks between
components, was completed more quickly after admission to custody than any main program
(189 vs. 292 days), although the AICPM hybrid was completed aftera greater number of days
after admission than the ICPM hybrid (235 vs. 185 days). %!

0 The ICPM highintensity programs have approximately twice as many sessions as the moderate i ntensity
programs. Including group, individual, and, for the Indigenous programs, ceremonial sessions, the ICPM-MT-
Moderate programis 51sessionsinlengthversus the 92 sessions of the ICPM-MT-High, andthe AICPM-MT-
Moderate contains 62 sessions, incontrast withthe 111 sessions of the AICPM-MT-High. For women, the WOMIP
has 45 sessions, whilethe WOHIPhad 57 sessions, and the AWOMIP had 48 sessions andthe AWOHIP has 62
sessions. Additionally, women who require the highintensity program first complete the moderateintensity
program priorto the high intensity program.

61 The AICPM hybridincludes the AICPM-MT-Moderate, which is 62 sessions in length, while the ICPM hybrid
includes the ICPM-MT-Moderate, which is 51 sessions.
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Table 15. Median Number of Days from Admission to Custody to First Main Program End Date by Program Type
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Program Median Number of Days to First Main Program End Date
Men Women Indigenous | Sentence Length
All All Indigenous Non- Unknown | All Indigenous Non- Unknown | Yes No | Shorter- Longer-
Indigenous Indigenous term term
Any Main 292 314 308 315 323 155 169 153 - 280 293 280 385
Program n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n=
1,648 1,431 267 1,097 67 217 49 163 316 1,260 | 1,428 220
Moderate 241 272 280 267 289 155 169 153 - 258 237 230 352
Intensity n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n=
1,186 969 215 705 49 217 49 163 264 868 1,025 161
High 377 377 426 371 428 - - - - 426 371 370 487
Intensity = = = = = = = = =
462 462 52 392 18 52 392 403 59
Hybrid 189 189 233 182 196 N/A N/A N/A N/A 233 182 189 197
Program n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n=
323 323 52 236 35 52 236 313 10
ICPM 185 185 204 182 196 N/A N/A N/A N/A 204 182 184 197
Hybrid n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n=
280 280 10 235 35 10 235 270 10
AICPM 235 235 241 - - N/A N/A N/A N/A 241 - 235 -
Hybrid n= n= n= n= n=
43 43 42 42 43
Indigenous 278 313 308 437 - 174 182 159 - 279 187 270 382
Main n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n=
Program 220 180 172 7 40 31 9 203 16 196 24
Moderate 256 287 279 - - 174 182 159 - 258 180 251 319
Intensity n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n=
187 147 141 40 31 9 172 14 169 18
High 415 415 405 - - - - - - 405 - 415 536
Intensity n= n= n= n= - n= n=
33 33 31 31 27 6
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Median Number of Days to First Main Program End Date

Program
Men Women Indigenous | Sentence Length
All All Indigenous Non- Unknown | All Indigenous Non- Unknown | Yes No | Shorter- Longer-
Indigenous Indigenous term term
Sex 370 370 353 371 323 - - - - 353 371 346 512
Offender n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n=
Program 321 321 63 238 20 63 238 267 54
Moderate 336 336 338 342 316 - - - - 338 342 325 499
Intensity n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n=
267 267 51 198 18 51 198 228 39
High 473 473 483 468 - - - - - 483 468 463 548
Intensity n= n= n= n= n= n= n= n=
54 54 12 40 12 40 39 15

Note. One offender can be counted under multiple categories. N/A=offenders are not eligible for this program. Ifthe number of participantswho participated in the programis

equal toorless than5, then the numberofdays was not reported.
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Comparisons between subgroups were also made regardingthe percentage of offenders who
completed theirfirst main program prior to DPED. As shown in Figure 10, a higherproportion
of women®2(72%, n = 157) than men (16%, n = 231) completed a main program prior to DPED.
There was also a difference observed with respect to sentence length as a greater proportion of
offenderswith a longer-term sentence completed their main program before DPED compared
withthose who had a shorter-termsentence (44%, n =96 vs. 20%, n = 292). Similar proportions
of Indigenous and non-Indigenous offenders completed a main program before DPED (22%, n =

70, vs. 24%, n = 302).

Figure 10. Percent of Offenders who Completed Main Program Before DPED
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Note. Categories are not mutually exclusive. Significant difference between men and women: x2(1, N=1,648)=330.71, p<
.001. No significant difference between Indigenous and non-Indigenous offenders: x2 (1, N=1,576) = 0.46, p = .50. Significant
difference between offenders with shorter-term and longerterm sentence: x2 (1, N=1,648)=56.94, p < .001.

Overall, a quarter (24%, n = 388) of offenders® completed amain program prior to DPED (see
Table 16). However, very few high intensity program participants (5%, n = 21) completed their

first main program prior to DPED compared with those who participated in a moderate

62 \WWomen assigned to a highintensity mainprogram were considered to have completed their main when they
completed a main program of thatintensity level.
8 Onlyincluded offenders who reached DPED within the studytimeframe.
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intensity program (31%, n = 367).%* The same pattern was observed with the Indigenous
programs (3%, n = 1, for highintensity, vs. 22%, n = 41, for moderate intensity). Yet, 72% (n=
157) of women were able to complete a main program before DPED, %> although fewer
Indigenouswomen (51%, n =25) completed theirmain program compared to non-Indigenous
women (79%, n = 128). Thirty-nine percent of the offenders (n=125) ina hybrid program

completed a main program before DPED.

% The ICPM highintensity programs have approximately twice as many sessions as the moderate i ntensity
programs. Including group, individual, and, for the Indigenous programs, ceremonial sessions, the ICPM-MT-
Moderate programis 51sessionsinlengthversus the 92 sessions of the ICPM-MT-High, andthe AICPM-MT-
Moderate contains 62 sessions, incontrast withthe 111 sessions of the AICPM-MT-High. For women, the WOMIP
has 45 sessions, whilethe WOHIP has 57 sessions, and the AWOMIP has 48 sessions and the AWOHIP has 62
sessions. Additionally, women who require the highintensity program first complete the moderate intensity
program prior to the high intensity program.

6 Most women completed a moderateintensity program and those programs contain fewer sessions thanthe
moderateintensity men’s programs.
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Table 16. Of Offenders Who Completed a Main Program, the Percent Who Completed Prior to DPED by Program Type

Program Number of Offenders that Completed Main Program Priorto DPED
Men Women Indigenous Sentence Length
‘?" All Indigenous Non- Unknown | All  Indigenous Non- Unknown | Yes No Shorter- Longer-
% % % Indigenous % % % Indigenous % % % term term
(n/ | (n/ (n/ % (n/ | (n/ (n/ % (n/ |/ % %
N) N) N) (n/ N) N) N) (n/ N) N N | n (n
N) N) N) N)
Any Main 24% 16% 17% 16% 18% 72% 51% 79% - 22% 24% 20% 44%
Program (388/ | (231/ (45/ (174/ (12/ (157/ (25/ (128/ (70/ 302/ | (292/ (96/
1,648) | 1,431) 267) 1,097) 67) 217) 49) 163) 316) 1,1260| 1,428)  220)
Moderate | 31% 22% 20% 22% 22% 72% 51% 79% - 26% 33% 28% 50%
Intensity | (367/ | (210/ (43/ (156/ (11/ (157/ (25/ (128/ 68/ (284/ | (286/ (81/
1,186) | 969) 215) 705) 49) 217) 49) 163) 264) 868) | 1,025)  161)
High 5% 5% 4% 5% 6% - - - - 4% 5% 1% 25%
Intensity | (21/ | (21/ (2/ (18/ (1/ 2/ (18/ | (8/ (15/
462) 462) 52) 392) 18) 52)  392) 403) 59)
Hybrid 39% 39% 13% 45% 31% N/A N/A N/A N/A 13% 45% 37% 100%
Program (125/ | (125/ (7/ (107/ (11/ (7z/  (107/ | (115/ (10/
323) 323) 52) 236) 35) 52)  236) 313) 10)
ICPM 44% 44% 40% 46% 31% N/A N/A N/A N/A 40% 46% 41% 100%
Hybrid [ (122/ | (122/ 4/ (107/ (11/ (4/ 107/ | (112/ (10/
280) 280) 10) 235) 35) 10) 235) 270) 10)
AICPM | 7% 7% 7% - - N/A N/A N/A N/A 7% - 7% -
Hybrid | (3/ (3/ (3/ (3/ (3/
43) 43) 42) 42) 43)
Indigenous | 19% 13% 14% 0% - 45% 32% 89% - 17% 50% 16% 42%
Main 42/ (24/ (24/ (o/ (18/ (10/ (8/ (34/ (8/16)| (32/ (10/
Program 220) 180) 172) 7) 40) 31) 9) 203) 196) 24)
Moderate 22% 16% 16% - - 45% 32% 89% - 19% 57% 19% 50%
Intensity | (41/ (23/ (23/ (18/ (10/ (8/ (33/ (8/14)| (32/ (9/
187) 147) 141) 40) 31) 9) 172) 169) 18)
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High 3% 3% 3% - - - - 3% - 0% 17%
Intensity | (1/ (1/ (1/ (1/ (o/ (1/
33) 33) 31) 31) 27) 6)
Sex 13% 13% 19% 11% 15% - - 19% 11% 9% 31%
Offender (41/ (41/ (212/ (26/ (3/ (12/ (26/ (24/ 27/
Program 321) 321) 63) 238) 20) 63) 238) 267) 54)
Moderate 15% 15% 22% 13% 17% - - 22% 13% 11% 38%
Intensity | (39/ (39/ (11/ (25/ (3/ (11/  (25/ (24/ (15/
267) | 267) 51) 198) 18) 51) 198) | 228) 39)
High 4% 4% 8% 3% - - - 8% 3% 0% 13%
Intensity 2/ (2/ (1/ (1/ (1/ (1/ (o/ (2/
54) 54) 12) 40) 12) 40) 39) 15)

Note. One offender can be counted under multiple categories. Valuesin parenthesesrepresent the following: numerator (n) =number of offenders who completed the program
prior to DPED; denominator (N) = number of offenders who completed a main program. N/A=offenders were not eligible for this program. Ifthe denominator is equal to or less

than 5, then the percent not reported. Women who required the high intensity program were considered to have completed a program ifthey had completed a high intensity

main program.
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Figure 11 presentsthe percentage of offenders who completed a main program prior to FPED,
of those who completed a program. A higher proportion of women®6 than men completeda
main program before FPED (94%, n = 204, vs. 52%, n = 741), and a higher proportion of
offenders with a longer-term sentence completed a main program prior to FPED than offenders
with a shorter-term sentence (75%, n = 164, vs.55%, n =781). Similar proportions of Indigenous

(57%, n = 180) and non-Indigenous offenders (57%, n = 724) completed a main program prior to

FPED.

Figure 11. Percent of Offenders who Completed a Main Program Prior to FPED
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Note. Categories are not mutually exclusive. Significant difference between men and women: x2(1, N=1,648)=137.36,p <
.001. No significant difference for Indigenous and non-Indigenous offenders: x2(1, N=1,576)=0.03, p = .87. Significant
difference between offenders with shorter-term and longerterm sentences: x2 (1, N=1,648)=30.72, p <.001.

Fifty-seven percent (n=945) of offendersinthe admissions cohort completed a main program
prior to FPED (see Table 17). A greater percentage of offendersina moderate intensity program

completed theirmain program prior to FPED than high intensity program participants (69%, n =

816, vs. 28%, n = 129). The same pattern was observed with the Indigenous main programs

6 Women assigned to a highintensity mainprogram were consideredto have completed their main when they
completed a main program of thatintensity level.
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(moderate intensity: 58%, n = 109; highintensity: 24%, n = 8) and SO program (moderate
intensity: 48%, n = 128; high intensity: 20%, n = 11).87 Most of the women offender main
program participants (93%, n = 204) completed the program before FPED. In addition, most of
the hybrid program participants completed a main program before FPED (91%, n = 294),
although fewer AICPM hybrid participants completed a main prior to FPED compared with the
ICPM hybrid (67%, n = 29, vs. 95%, n = 265).68

67 The ICPM highintensity programs have approximately twice as many sessions as the moderateintensity
programs. Including group, individual, and, for the Indigenous programs, ceremonial sessions, the ICPM-MT-
Moderate programis 51sessionsinlengthversusthe 92 sessions of the ICPM-MT-High; the AICPM-MT-Moderate
contains 62 sessions, incontrast with the 111 sessions of the AICPM-MT-High; the ICPM-SO-Moderate has 62
sessions while the high intensity program has 108 sessions; and the AICPM-SO-Moderate has 70sessions and the
AICPM-SO-High has 117 sessions. For women, the WOMIP has 45 sessions, whilethe WOHIPhad 57 sessions, and
the AWOMIP had 48 sessions and the AWOHIP has 62 sessions. Additionally, women who require the high
intensity program first complete the moderate intensity program priorto the high i ntensity program.

68 The AICPM hybridincludes the AICPM-MT-Moderate, which is 62 sessions, while the ICPM hybridincludes the
ICPM-MT-Moderate, whichis 51sessionslong.
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Table 17. Of Offenders Who Completed a Main Program, the Percent that Completed Prior to FPED by Program Type

Program Number of Offenders that Completed a Main Program Priorto FPED
Men Women Indigenous Sentence Length
'?" All Indigenous Non- Unknown All Indigenous Non- Unknown Yes No Shorter Longer-
% % % Indigenous % % % Indigenous % % % -term term
(n/ | (n/ (n/ % (n/ (n/ (n/ % (n/ (n/  (n/ % %
N) N) N) (n/ N) N) N) (n/ N) Ny N (n (n
N) N) N) N)
Any Main 57% 52% 51% 52% 54% 94% 92% 94% - 57% 57% 55% 75%
Program (945/ | (741/ (135/ (570/ (36/ (204/ (45/ (154/ (180/ (724/ | (781/  (164/
1,648) | 1,431) 267) 1,097) 67) 217) 49) 163) 316) 1,260) | 1,428)  220)
Moderate | 69% 63% 57% 65% 63% 94% 92% 94% - 63% 71% 67% 80%
Intensity | (316/ | (612/ (122/ (459/ (31/ (204/ (45/ (154/ (167/ (613/ | (688/  (128/
1,186) | 969) 215) 705) 49) 217) 49) 163) 264) 868) | 1,025)  161)
High [ 28% 28% 25% 28% 28% - - - - 25% 28% 23% 61%
Intensity | (129/ | (129/ (13/ (111/ (5/ (13/  (111/ | (93/ (36/
462) | 462) 52) 392) 18) 52) 392) 403) 59)
Hybrid 91% 91% 71% 95% 94% N/A N/A N/A N/A 71% 95% 91% 100%
Program (294/ | (294/ (37/ (224/ (33/ (37/  (224/ | (284/  (10/
323) 323) 52) 236) 35) 52) 236) 313) 10)
ICPM 95% 95% 90% 95% 94% N/A N/A N/A N/A 90% 95% 94% 100%
Hybrid | (265/ | (265/ 9/ (223/ (33/ 9/ (223/ | (255/ (10/
280) 280) 10) 235) 35) 10)  235) 270) 10)
AICPM | 67% 67% 67% - - N/A N/A N/A N/A 67% - 67% -
Hybrid [ (29/ (29/ (28/ (28/ (29/
43) 43) 42) 42) 43)
Indigenous 53% 45% 47% 14% - 86% 87% 100% - 52% 63% 52% 67%
Main (117/ | (81/ (80/ (1/ (36/ (27/ (9/ (107/  (10/ (101/  (16/
Program 220) 180) 172) 7) 40) 31) 9) 203) 16) 169) 24)
Moderate 58% 50% 51% - - 90% 87% 100% - 58% 71% 56% 78%
Intensity | (109/ | (73/ (72/ (36/ (27/ (9/ (99/  (10/ (95/ (14/
187) 147) 141) 40) 31) 9) 172) 14) 169) 18)
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High [ 24% 24% 26% - - - - 26% - 22% 33%
Intensity | (8/ (8/ (8/ (8/ (6/ (2/
33) 33) 31) 31) 27) 6)
Sex 43% 43% 41% 42% 60% - - 41% 42% 39% 67%
Offender (139/ | (139/ (26/ (101/ (12/ (26/ (101/ | (103/  (36/
Program 321) 321) 63) 238) 20) 63) 238) 267) 54)
Moderate 48% 48% 47% 47% 61% - - 47% 47% 44% 69%
Intensity | (128/ | 128/ (24/ (93/ (11/ 24/  (93/ | (o1,  (27/
267) 267) 51) 198) 18) 51) 198) 228) 39
High [ 20% 20% 17% 20% - - - 17% 20% 5% 60%
Intensity | (11/ (11/ (2/ (8/ (2/ (8/ (2/ 9/
54) 54) 12) 40) 12) 40) 39) 15)

Note. One offender can be counted under multiple categories. Valuesin parentheses represent the following: numerator (n) =number of offenders who completed the program
prior to FPED; denominator (N) = number of offenders who completed a main program. N/A =offenders were not eligible for this program. Ifthe denominator is equal to or less
than 5, then the percent was not reported. Women who required the high intensity program were considered to have completed a program ifthey had completed a high

intensity main program
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FINDING 7: OFFENDER AND STAFF-IDENTIFIED BARRIERS TO TIMELY
PROGRAM COMPLETION

Staff and offenders reported that a lack of program availability and delayed program starts
interfered with timely completions of programs, as did operational and population
management constraints. Staff also described offender-related factors and lack of resources

as barriers to timely program completion.

Evidence:

Offenders were asked to indicate whetherthey had sufficienttime to complete theirmain
program before theirearliest parole eligibility date. Many offenders (men: 60%, n = 89 of 149;
women:77%, n =39 of 51) reported that they had sufficienttime todo so. Staff, along with
many of the offenders who did not have sufficienttime (55 men; 12 women), described the
reasons for which offenders do not have enough time to complete correctional programs

before theirearliest parole eligibility date:

e Half of the staff (51%, n = 92 of 182) stated that offender-related factors (e.g., short

sentences, illness, responsivity needs, and behaviour) interfered with the offenders’

completion of theirmain program prior to their parole eligibility date. Ashort sentence was
an offender-related factor that was mentioned frequently by staff (35%, n = 64). In contrast,
only a few offenders described offender-related factors (men: 7%, n = 4 of 55; women: 8%,
n =1 of 12; e.g., short sentence, court dates).

Offenders perceived a lack of program availability (men:42%, n = 23; women:58%, n =7),
including delaysin beginningthe program (men: 35%, n = 19; women: 42%, n = 5), as
problematic. Some staff (41%, n = 75) also described program unavailability (e.g., program
started too late, long waitlists) as a challenge.

Lack of resources (26%, n = 48), particularly human resources (22%, n = 40), along with
operational and population management constraints (26%, n = 47; e.g., lockdowns,
placementin segregation, managing incompatible populations) were also reported by staff

as impediments to completion of correctional programs by the DPED. A few offenders (men:

96



Evaluation of Correctional Reintegration Programs

9%, n =5; women: 17%, n = 2) also identified operational constraints (e.g., segregationand

institutional transfers).

3.2.4 ENGAGEMENT AND RETENTION

FINDING 8: PERCEPTIONS OF ENGAGEMENT AND SATISFACTION

Many offenders described the main program as engaging. Most offenders were satisfied
with the information providedin the programs, however, staff were less satisfied with the
program content. Many offenders and half of the staff were satisfied with how the
information was communicated. Suggested improvementsincluded changesto the content,
such as a) increasingits relevance to offenders, and b) reducing repetition, simplifying the
material, and reviewingitfor errors.

Program engagementwas examined with respectto the perceptions of offenders and staff
regarding the offenders’ level of engagementinthe program, as well as factors that could
contribute to engagementsuch as satisfaction with the program content and format. Program
retention was assessed by the number of program completionsand non-completions, aswell as

the reasons for program non-completion.

Evidence:

Perceptions of Program Engagement

Offenders described their perceived level of engagementin the programs. Two-thirds
considered the main program as engaging/very engaging (ICPM: 65%, n = 100 of 153; WOCP:
71%, 35 of 49). Around half of offendersreported that the men’s primer (55%, n = 82 of 150),
women’s engagement (59%, n =30 of 51), and men’s maintenance programs (47%, n = 29 of
57) were engaging/very engaging, whereas 70% of participants in the women’s self-
management programs (70%, n = 16 of 23) reported the same. Figure 12 presentsthe

offenders’ levels of engagement.
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Figure 12. Offenders’ Self-Reported Levels of Engagement

von-wocr

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%  50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

M Very engaging M Engaging ™ Somewhat engaging Minimally engaging M Not at all engaging

Note. ‘ICPM’ and ‘WOCP” are used to identify all programs within the respective models, including mainstream and Indigenous
programs.

Staff reported their perceptions of offenders’ levels of engagementin the programs (see Figure
13).89 Over sixty percent (63%, n = 97 of 153) of staff reported that offenders were
engaged/very engagedin the main program, but lessthan forty percent of staffindicated that
offenders were engaged/very engagedinthe primer/engagement(39%; n = 58 of 150) and
maintenance/self-management programs (37%; n = 45 of 122). Therefore, overall, results from
both offenders and staff suggest that the main program had the highestlevel of engagement

among the three general program types examined.

6 Staff data are not disaggregated by ICPM and WOCP as it was not possible to identify to which programs the
staff responses pertained.
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Figure 13. Staff Perceptions of Offender Engagement
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Note. Staff who had delivered a program since July 15t, 2017 were asked about their perceptions of offender engagement.

Offenders and staff were asked to describe which aspects of the program were engaging for
offenders.”For offendersin ICPM, the group component, which included discussions, activities,
and the opportunity to learn from others, was commonly mentioned as an engaging aspect of
correctional programs (37%, n = 52 of 139), followed by the increased self-awareness, the
possibility of self-improvement, and taking steps to change (32%, n = 44). While the interactions
and relationships with staff, as well asthe personal characteristics of the staff, were the third
most common theme for ICPM participants (25%, n = 35), these interpersonal components
were more commonly mentioned for WOCP participants (50%, n = 24 of 48). The content, such
as the skills that were taught and the cultural components of the Indigenous-specificprograms,
were mentioned by about half of WOCP participants (46%, n = 22) and some described the
group aspect as engaging(33%, n = 16 of 48). In contrast, staff (43%, n = 56 of 129) commonly

reportedthat the program’s most engaging aspects were the content of the modulesand the

70 Offenders were asked, “Overall, on a scale from Not At All Engaging to Very Engaging, how engaging are the
programsyouhave participated in?” Staff were asked “From your perspective, how engaged are offenders in their
CRPs [Correctional Reintegration Programs]?” The options for staff ranged from Not At All Engaged to Very
Engaged.
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skillsthat were taught, including cognitive (19%, n = 24) and emotional skills (16%, n = 20).
According to staff, material was engaging when it was relevant to offendersand when they had
ownership of it(30%, n = 39), such as settinggoals and identifyingtheirrisk factors. A few staff
identified program activities (23%, n = 30), specifically group activities (16%, n = 20; e.g., role

plays and discussions), and Indigenous cultural elements (20%, n = 26) as engaging.

Offendersalsodescribed the less engaging aspects of the program. Many offenders (ICPM:
64%, n = 74 of 115; WOCP: 54%, n = 19 of 35) mentionedissueswith the content, includingits
perceived limited relevance (ICPM: 23%, n = 26; WOCP: 23%, n = 8) and repetitiveness (ICPM:
15%, n = 17; WOCP: 17%, n = 6). Other aspects of the content also commonly mentioned by
ICPM participants were discomfort and disinterestin sharing personal or offence -related details
(17%, n = 19), and WOCP participants described concerns about specificcontent (17%, n = 6).
Additionally, afew offenders from ICPM (24%, n = 28) and some offenders from WOCP (34%, n
= 12) indicated that the program structure, such as its length or pacing, or the composition of
the group, was not engaging. Finally, a few offendersin ICPM (20%, n = 23) reported that staff-
related factors affected engagement (e.g., notenough Elder presence or dissatisfaction with
facilitator), and WOCP participants described issues about the modes of delivery of the content

(14%, n = 5).

Offenders and staff provided suggestions for changes in order to improve these aspects of the

programs:

e Offenders (ICPM: 36%, n = 30 of 84; WOCP: 50%, n = 10 of 20) frequently suggested changes
to the content, in particular, making it more relevantand tailored to the individual (ICPM:
18%, n = 15; WOCP: 15%, n = 3) and adapting the amount of content on specifictopics (e.g.,
substance use, fraud) (ICPM: 11%, n = 9; WOCP: 20%, n = 4). Staff also suggested (54%, n =
64 of 119) changing the program content, for example, makingitless repetitive (20%, n =
24) and more comprehensible (14%, n = 17).

e Some offenders (ICPM:32%, n = 27; WOCP: 35%, n = 7) mentioned improvementstothe
program structure. Examplesincluded changes to group formation (ICPM: 15%, n = 13;

WOCP: 15%, n =3) such as smallergroups, placing offenders with similar offence types
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together, and ensuring offenders are ready for programs. They also suggested modifying
the length or pace of programs (ICPM: 14%, n = 12; WOCP: 15%, n = 3).

e Finally, some offendersinICPM (33%, n = 28) and a small number of offendersin WOCP
(25%, n = 5) discussed changes to program delivery, such as more of certain activities (e.g.,
videos, speaking with former offenders with a successful story), or less of others (e.g., role-
playingand homework). About half of the staff (46%, n = 55) indicated a need to adapt the
delivery, forexample, by modifying the medium of delivery (26%, n = 31; e.g., more
technology and visual aids, additional group activities, and fewerhandouts).

e A small number of staff (22%, n = 26) suggested that offenders should not begin programs
until they are ready and appropriate support is available, and they should receive additional

rewards for participating.
Satisfaction with Program Content and Format

Program Content. Figure 14 presentsthe level of satisfaction of offenders and staff with
the information provided inthe programs. Approximately three-quarters of offenders and
approximately 60% of staff were satisfied/very satisfied with the information providedinthe
primer/engagement (offendersin ICPM: 78%, n = 119 of 153; offendersin WOCP: 73%, n = 38 of
52; staff:61%; n = 97 of 160) and main programs (offendersin ICPM: 81%, n = 124 of 154;
offendersin WOCP: 72%, n =36 of 50; staff: 59%, n = 94 of 158). Many offenders (ICPM: 68%, n
= 41 of 60; WOCP: 74%, n =17 of 23) and about half of staff (47%, n = 57 of 121) were

satisfied/very satisfied with the information in the maintenance/self-management program.
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Figure 14. Offenderand Staff Level of Satisfaction with Information in Programs
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Note. ‘ICPM’ and ‘WOCP’ are used to identify all programs within the respective models, including mainstream and Indigenous
programs.

The aspects of the information providedinthe programs that offenders and staff reported
liking differed between the groups. Most offenders (ICPM: 78%, n = 99 of 127; WOCP: 76%, n =
35 of 46) described specificcomponentsthat they liked, such as cognitive and emotion
managementtools and skills (ICPM: 40%, n = 51, WOCP: 48%, n = 22; e.g., Consequences,
Personal standards, and Reality (CPR) check tool to challenge thoughts, Red/Yellow/Green,
problemsolving), the opportunity for self-awareness and reflecting on goals (ICPM: 27%, n = 34,
WOCP: 28%, n =13), and information on crime and risk factors (ICPM: 20%, n = 26; WOCP: 15%,
n=7; e.g., crime process, identifyingtriggers, substance use, violence). Many offenders (ICPM:
57%, n = 72; WOCP: 65%, n = 30) provided general observations about the information, such as
its quality (ICPM: 13%, n = 17; WOCP: 33%, n = 15; i.e., itis applicable, interesting, practical, and
in-depth), and noted that they had learned new perspectives or behaviour (ICPM: 12%, n =15;
WOCP: 17%, n =8). Others (ICPM: 12%, n = 15; WOCP: 13%, n = 6) reported having used the

information and skills, which they found to be helpful.
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When asked what they liked about the information providedin the correctional programs,
some of the staff (42%, n =31 of 73) mentioned the manner in which the information was
presented, in particular the ease of understandingthe materials (25%, n = 18). Some staff liked
the relevance of the skills and information (33%, n = 24), the specificcognitive and emotional
skillsand tools (33%, n = 24), and others commented generally on the usefulness of the

information and skills (33%, n = 24).

Offenders and staff offered the following suggestions toimprove the information providedin the

program:

e Many offendersinICPM (54%, n = 37 of 68), and most offendersin WOCP (85%, n = 17 of
20) suggested modifying specificaspects, such as changing the content (ICPM: 28%, n = 19;
e.g., more discussion of mental health and substance use; WOCP: 60%, n = 12; e.g.,
substance use and relationships), focusing on offenderneeds (ICPM: 24%, n = 16; WOCP:
25%, n =5), and introducing topics that are practical and useful for real life (ICPM: 13%, n =
9; WOCP: 30%, n =6; e.g., life skills, employability, life outside orinside the institution) .71

e Many staff (61%, n = 75 of 123) also reported that the content should be modified, including
increasingits relevance to offenders (24%, n = 29), and half of the staff (50%, n = 61)
suggested simplifying the content.

e About half of offenders from ICPM (54%, n = 37) and some from WOCP (25%, n = 5)
suggested general changes to the information, such as makingit less repetitive and more
streamlined (ICPM: 29%, n = 20; WOCP: 10%, n = 2), making it more understandable by
simplifyingthe contentand fixing grammatical errors (ICPM: 13%, n =9; WOCP: 5%, n=1),
and providing more realisticand practical examples (ICPM: 9%, n=6; WOCP: 10%, n = 2).

e Finally, some staff (41%, n = 51) indicated that the program materials, includingthose
shared with offenders (29%, n = 36, e.g., handouts, flip charts) and the manuals (12%, n =

15), should be revised. For example, suggestionsincluded improving the formatting,

71 Although CSC’s social programs, employment programs, and educational programs aim to address these skills,
the results were presented to highlight that some offenders felt that theirreintegration would benefit from a focus
ontheseskillsincorrectional programming. Des pite thes e skills not necessarilyaligning with the objectives of
correctional programming, they nonetheless serve as potential areas for improvement to assist offenders with
reintegration.
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simplifying the materials, and eliminating errors, such as spellingerrors and inaccurate

translationinto French.

Program Format. Overall, more offenders reported higherlevels of satisfaction than
staff for all types of programs with respectto how information was communicated. Three -
quarters of the offendersand about half of the staff were satisfied/very satisfied with how
information is communicatedin the primer/engagement (offendersin ICPM: 74%, n =112 of
152; offendersin WOCP: 79%, n = 41 of 52; staff:55%; n = 87 of 159) and main programs
(offendersin ICPM: 79%, n = 121 of 153; offendersin WOCP: 73%, n = 36 of 49; staff: 48%; n =
76 of 158). Figure 15 presentsthe level of satisfaction of offenders and staff. Two-thirds of
offenders and less than half of staff were satisfied/very satisfied with this aspect of the
maintenance/self-management (offendersin ICPM: 62%, n = 36 of 58; offendersin WOCP: 71%,
n =17 of 24; staff: 45%; n = 55 of 122).

Figure 15. Offenderand Staff Satisfaction with how Information is Communicated

Primer/Engagement - Staff

Primer - ICPM

Engagement - WOCP

Main - Staff

Main - ICPM

Main - WOCP

Maintenance/Self-management - Staff

Maintenance - ICPM

Self-management - WOCP |
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

M Very satisfied ™ Satisfied Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied Dissatisfied ™ Very dissatisfied

Note. ‘ICPM’ and ‘WOCP’ are used to identify all programs within the respective models, including mainstream and Indigenous
programs.

Offenders described what they liked about the delivery of information. Many ICPM participants
frequently reported a positive view of the facilitator (ICPM: 50%, n = 65 of 129; WOCP: 61%, n =
30 of 49), includingtheirteaching style (35%, n = 45; WOCP: 29%, n = 14; e.g., engaging, held

offenderaccountable, respectful). Many WOCP participants (67%, n = 33) and some ICPM
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participants (ICPM: 41%, n =53) liked the presentation methods such as the visual approaches
(WOCP: 20%, n = 10; ICPM: 15%, n =19) and use of examples (WOCP: 20%, n = 10; ICPM: 15%, n
= 19). About half of offenders (ICPM:46%, n =59; WOCP: 47%, n = 23) appreciated the group
aspect (e.g., group discussions and exercises, hearing other perspectives), anda numbermade

specificmention of role-playing (ICPM: 22%, n = 29; WOCP: 12%, n = 6).

According to some staff (43%, n = 20 of 47), the exercises, such as mock Parole Board interviews
and group work, were positive aspects of how the information was communicated. Some staff
(40%, n = 19) liked the program’s structure and flow, that is, the layout of the lesson plansand
the way in which the modules build on each other. Some of the staff (34%, n = 16) reported
likingthe approach used to teach the material, includingthe interactivity and the variety of
activities and communication methods, and some (26%, n = 12) liked the audio-visual materials

and handouts.
Offenders and staff suggested improvementsto the communication of information as follows:

e Some offenders (ICPM: 47%, n = 34 of 73; WOCP: 42%, n = 10 of 24) discussed the activities
and exercises, such as increasingthe level of engagement and relevance of the content
(e.g., guestspeakers, increased group discussion, more interactive; ICPM: 16%, n = 12;
WOCP: 13%, n =3) and greater use of technology (ICPM: 11%, n = 8, WOCP: 13%, n = 3).

e Staff alsodiscussed the mode of program delivery, with many (64%, n = 70 of 109)
recommendingadaptations such as increased use of multimediaand modern technology
(45%, n = 49), more interactivity (19%, n =21), and lessreading (9%, n = 10).

e Additionally, some offenders (ICPM:30%, n = 22; WOCP: 38%, n =9) proposed restructuring
the program to meet participants’ needs (e.g., address language barriers, group offenders
by offence type and level of functioning, offer flexibility to the facilitator, additional ongoing
emotional support [for WOCP participants]).

e Some offenders (ICPM: 26%, n = 19; WOCP: 38%, n = 9) suggested changes at the staff level,
includingimprovements to the facilitators’ teaching (e.g., more engaging, offer more

training to facilitators).
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e Half of the staff (49%, n = 53) suggested a change inthe format or structure of modules or

programs, including adjustingthe pace of delivery or the amount of content (16%, n = 17).

Self-Management Plans. Most offenders (ICPM: 85%, n = 117 of 137, WOCP: 94%, n =
46 of 49) and many staff (64%, n = 178 of 277) agreed/strongly agreed that the program
components adequately helped offenders to design a self-management orhealing plan. Most
offendersinICPM (83%, n = 114 of 137), many offendersin WOCP (71%, n = 35 of 49) and many
staff (60%, n = 165 of 275) also agreed/strongly agreed that offenders were provided with the

skillsand strategiesrequired to apply the self-managementorhealingplan.

Many offenders from WOCP (63%, n =20 of 32) and most offenders from ICPM (76%, n = 58 of
76) provided positive feedback regarding the skills and strategies that they were providedin
order to apply theirself-management or healing plans. These skills were related to self-
awareness, goal setting, and future planning (ICPM: 18%, n = 14; WOCP: 22%, n = 7), as well as
understanding and changing behaviour (ICPM: 16%, n = 12; WOCP: 13%, n = 4). However, a few
offendersinICPM (24%, n = 18) and a few offendersin WOCP (34%, n = 11) reported areas of
disagreement, noting that the skills and strategies were difficulttoapply, were irrelevant, and
would not apply outside the institution (ICPM: 7%, n = 5; WOCP: 16%, n = 5). A few offenders
mentioned that they lacked interestin using the program, plan, or skills (ICPM: 9%, n = 7,

WOCP: 9%, n = 3).

To bettersupport offendersindevelopingand applyingtheirself-managementand healing
plans, about half of the staff (46%, n = 76 of 165) suggested adapting the teaching of the plans,
for example, offering continued supportand follow-up after program completion (19%, n = 32)
and providing additional time to develop the plansand more one-on-one support (7%, n =12).
Some staff (27%, n = 45) suggested modifyingthe correctional programs and plans to increase
theirrelevance to offenders, forexample, focusing on practical life skills and creating more
realistic plans. Others (25%, n = 42) indicated that the worksheetusedto develop the plans
should be modified, with more space to write, the content simplified and reworded, and,

conversely, more detail added. Anothersuggestion was increased collaboration with other
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staff, such as the case management team, and teaching other staff about the programs (13%, n

= 22).

Gender. Staff were asked to rate the extentto which the content and format of
correctional programs were gender-informed (i.e., relevant or sensitive to the gender of
program participants). About half of the staff believed thatthe content and format of
correctional programs were gender-informed to a large/very large extent (content:47%, n = 66
of 140; format: 47%, n =63 of 133), a third endorsed a moderate extent (content:33%, n = 46;
format: 30%, n = 40), and othersindicated that they were gender-informed to a small extent

(content: 15%; n = 21; format: 17%, n = 22) or not at all (content: 5%, n = 7; format: 6%, n = 8).

To make correctional programs more gender-informed, some staff (44%, n = 15 of 34)
suggested modifyingthe language, including how offenders are addressed by program
facilitators and the use of gender-neutral language in program materials. Some staff (32%, n =
11) advocated for making the materials more inclusive of diversity in genderexpressionand

sexual orientation. Afew (18%, n = 6) suggested adding content related to gender.

FINDING 9: SATISFACTION WITH INDIGENOUS PROGRAMS

Most AICPM and AWOCP participants described the information providedin the program
and the way it was communicated as culturally relevantand appropriate. A third of staff
who delivered these programs agreed that the information and its communication were
culturally relevantand appropriate to a large/very large extentand around 40% agreed to a
moderate extent. Staff suggested adapting the content to increase its relevance to the
cultural background of the participants.

Evidence:

Indigenous Programs

Most of the AICPM and AWOCP participants, 89% of whom were Indigenous, agreed/strongly
agreed that the information providedinthe Indigenous programs (AICPM: 82%, n = 37 of 45;
AWOCP: 86%, n =19 of 22) and the way in which it was communicated (AICPM: 71%, n = 32 of
45; AWOCP: 68%, n = 15 of 22) were culturally relevantand appropriate. Many of the same
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Indigenous program participants (AICPM: 70%, n = 21 of 30; AWOCP: 81%, n = 13 of 16)
identified the teaching of Indigenous beliefs and ceremonies (AICPM: 33%, n = 10; AWOCP:
56%, n =9; e.g., sweats, smudging, and sacred circles), as well as discussion of Aboriginal social
history and its impact (AICPM: 37%, n = 11; AWOCP: 19%, n = 3), as culturally relevantand
appropriate aspects of the information and itsdelivery. Some (AICPM: 37%, n = 11; AWOCP:
31%, n = 5) mentioned the presence of, and opportunity to work with, an Elder.72A small
number of offenders (AICPM: 17%, n = 5; AWOCP: 25%, n = 4) observed that the format was
culturally appropriate (i.e., passing feather). However, some (AICPM: 30%, n =9; AWOCP: 25%,
n = 4) believed thatthe information, or the way it was communicated, was not culturally
relevantor appropriate, and that ceremonies were not done properly. While these results are
important to mention, they do only representa very small numberof offenders. As such,

caution is warranted wheninterpreting these findings.

Indigenous program participants described what they liked about the presence of an Elder.
Most offenders (AICPM: 79%, n = 31 of 39; AWOCP: 80%, n =16 of 20) appreciated the Elders’
knowledge and teachings (e.g., theirstories, input, life perspective). In particular, offenders
valued the Elders’ knowledge of theirculture and experience (AICPM: 21%, n = 8; AWOCP: 20%,
n = 4), the relevantinformation that they provided (AICPM: 18%, n = 7, AWOCP: 20%, n = 4),
and the spiritual and ceremonial aspects of the programs (AICPM: 5%, n = 2; AWOCP: 25%, n =
5). Finally, some offenders from AICPM (36%, n = 14) and about half from AWOCP (50%, n = 10)
described the Elders’ personal characteristics (e.g., caring, non-judgmental, genuine) that

helpedto create an emotional connection and a positive group atmosphere.

Of staff who had delivered anIndigenous program since July 2017,73.74 overa third described
the information and the way it was provided within the programs as culturally relevantand

appropriate to a large/very large extent (contentand format: 36%, n = 15 of 42). Forty percent

72 An Elder is to attend 50% of the AICPM sessions and 80% of the AWOCP sessions.

73 July 1%, 2017 was selected as the cut-off date to ensure that staff had recent experience with |CPM/WOCP
programsand, as the programs wereimplemented nationally by that date, that their exposure to correctional
programsincluded the ICPM and WOCP versions.

74 Staff were not asked to provide information aroundtheir ethnicity, therefore, itis unknown ifthose delivering
Indigenous correctional programs were Indigenous themselves.
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described the content and format as culturally relevantand appropriate to a moderate extent
(content:43%, n = 18; format: 41%, n =17), whereas othersindicated a small extent (content:

21%, n = 9; format: 19%, n = 8) or not at all (format: 5%, n = 2).

Twenty-three staff who had delivered Indigenous correctional programs provided suggestions
to increase the cultural relevance and appropriateness of these programs. Many (65%, n = 15)
proposed adapting the content. More specifically, the teachings should b e adapted to local

Indigenous groups (22%, n = 5) and applicable to differentIndigenous peoples (22%, n = 5).

They also mentioned that there should be more cultural sensitivity and respect withinthe
program (35%, n =8) and that Elder involvementshould be increased (17%, n = 4) and the

teachings made more applicable as well as linked to the offenders’ circumstances (17%, n = 4).

FINDING 10: PROGRAM COMPLETIONS AND NON-COMPLETIONS

Most offenders had completed a primer or engagement program and a main program, with
few non-completions. According to the data extracted from OMS, non-completions were
primarily due to reasons unrelated to program participation (such as the offenderis
deceased, cannot participate due to responsivity needs, orabsent for outside court or

hospital).

Evidence:
Program Assignment and Completion

Of the offendersinthe admissions cohort witha program need (n=3,013), 97% (n = 2,927) had
been assigned’>to a correctional program at the time of data extraction (December 7th, 2018),
by which time all offenders had, at a minimum, reached their FPED. Assignments were to a
primer/engagement, main, maintenance/self-management, hybrid program, or motivation

module. Of those who received a correctional program assignment:7®

e 85% (n=2,486) were assignedto a primer or engagement program;

7> An offender is considered to be assigned to a programif they have a valid program start date or an assignment
status date with a status of waitlisted or temporarily reassigned.
76 Note: these categories are not mutually exclusive, as one offender could have multiple program assignments.
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e 78% (n=2,288) were assignedto a main program;
o 43% (n=1,261) were assigned to a motivation module;
e 15% (n =451) were assigned to a maintenance or self-management program; and,

e 14% (n = 414) were assignedto a hybrid program.

The numbers of completions and non-completions’? of primer/engagement, main, institutional
maintenance, motivation modules, and hybrid programs were examined. Of the 2,374 program
outcomes of a primer or engagement program by the time of data extraction, 94% (n = 2,223)
were a program completion (see Table 18). Overall, women offender programs had the highest
proportion of completions, as 95% of the WOCP engagement program outcomes and 93% of

AWOCP engagement program outcomes were completions.

Table 18. Status of Primer and Engagement Program Assignments

Program Assignment Program Program Not Total
Completed Completed

N % N % N %
ICPM-MT Primer 1,373 94 94 6 1,467 62
ICPM-SO Primer 360 95 19 5 379 16
AICPM-MT Primer 130 87 19 13 149 6
AICPM-SO Primer 21 95 1 5 22 1
WOCP Engagement 288 95 14 5 302 13
AWOCP Engagement 51 93 4 7 55 2
Total 2,223 94 151 6 2,374 100

Note. Nrepresents a count of program assignments, excluding those thatwere waitlisted or temporarily reassigned.

Of the 1,976 main program outcomes observed, 83% resultedina program completion by the

time of data extraction, while 17% ended ina non-completion (see Table 19). Notably, most of

77 Non-completions are due to offender and administrative reasons such as offender suspended, offender
transferred, program cancelled, offender released, program assignment transferred, and program incomplete.
Thesereasons for non-completion are presented for each programtypein Table 23.
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the assignmentsto a women’s program were completed (WOCP = 91%, AWOCP = 89%), as

were the SO programs (ICPM-SO: 89%, AICPM-SO: 92%, and ICPM-SO Adapted: 91%).

Table 19. Status of Main Program Assignments

Program Program Not Total

Program Assignment Completed Completed

N % N % N %
ICPM-MT 919 81 222 19 1,141 58
ICPM-SO 297 89 38 11 335 17
AICPM-MT 162 81 39 19 201 10
AICPM-SO 12 92 1 8 13 <1
ICPM-MT Adapted 25 74 9 26 34 2
ICPM-SO Adapted 10 91 1 9 11 <1
WOCP 177 91 17 9 194 10
AWOCP 42 89 5 11 47 2
Total 1,644 83 332 17 1,976 100

Note. Nrepresents a count of program assignments, excluding those thatwere waitlisted or temporarily reassigned. Due to

rounding, the percentages might sum to over 100%.

The program outcomes of the mainstream maintenance programs show a high rate of

completion (see Table 20; ICPM-SO: 100%, ICPM-MT: 85%, WOCP: 85%). Fewer outcomes were

available for the Indigenous maintenance programs. Of the few outcomes that were reported

for Indigenous maintenance programs, there were fewercompletions compared with the

mainstream maintenance and self-management programs.
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Program Program Not Total

Program Assignment Completed Completed

N % N % N %
ICPM-MT 142 85 26 15 168 51
ICPM-SO 29 100 29 9
AICPM-MT 12 71 5 31 17 5
AICPM-SO
WOCP 83 85 15 15 98 30
AWOCP 11 58 8 42 19 6
Total 277 84 54 16 331 100

Note. Nrepresents a count of program assignments, excluding those thatwere waitlisted or temporarily reassigned.

The program outcomes for the support motivation module were almost all completions (95%)

(see Table 21). Many (71%) of the assignmentsto the drop-out stream resulted in completion,

and 60% of refuserstream outcomes were program completions.

Table 21. Status of Motivation Module Assignments

Study Group
Module Module Not Total
Module Assignment Completed Completed
N % N % N %

Support 657 95 31 5 688 55
Drop-Out 113 71 47 29 160 13
Refuser 236 60 156 40 392 32
Total 1,006 81 234 19 1,240 100

Note. Nrepresents a count of program assignments, excluding those thatwere waitlisted or temporarily reassigned.

Motivation modules are components of the ICPM model and not available in the WOCP model.
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The ICPM hybrid model appeared successful in supporting offenders to complete their
program, as 83% of offendersinthat program had completedit (see Table 22). However, 39%

of the program outcomes for the AICPM hybrid were non-completions.

Table 22. Hybrid Program Assignments

Program Program Not Total
Program Assignment Completed Completed
N % N % N %
ICPM Hybrid Moderate 280 83 58 17 338 83
AICPM Hybrid Moderate 43 61 27 39 70 17
Total 323 79 85 21 408 100

Note. Nrepresents a count of program assignments, excluding those thatwere waitlisted or temporarily reassigned.
Reasons for Non-Completions
Reasons for non-completions of the program include:

e offendersuspended (offenderassignedtoa program, and will notbe reassigned withouta
new placement decision by the Correctional Intervention Board. Often used when there
are disciplinary concerns, when the quality of participation does not meetexpectations, or
when an offenderwithdraws from an assignment specifiedin the correctional plan);

o offendertransferred (transferred outside the current facility, but was assignedto or
participatedin a program immediately priorto transfer);

e program cancelled (program cancelled while the offenderwas participatingin it for reasons
outside the control of the offender);

o offenderreleased (offenderassignedtoand participated in program up to and immediately
prior to release from incarceration);

e program assignmenttransferred (offenderleftthe program to participate ina different

assignmentat the same site, or the same program at a differentsecurity level unit); and
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e program incomplete (offender did not complete the assignment and/or was removed from
program for reasons unrelated to program participation. Often used when offenderis
deceased, cannot participate due to responsivity needs, attending outside court or
hospital. Also used when offenderrefused to attend all sessions of the refuser/dropout

stream of motivational module).

Table 23 presentsthe reasons for program non-completion. Within the admission cohort, a
common reason for program non-completion was that the offenderdid not complete the
program or was removed for reasons unrelated to program participation (55%). This response
was followed by offendersuspension (33%). Offender suspension wasa common reason for
non-completion of primer/engagement and main programs. Offendertransfer, program
cancellation, and transfer of program assignmentwere infrequent, as was offenderreleased,

with the exception of non-completion of the maintenance/self-management program (26%).

Table 23. Reasons for Program Non-Completion

Program Non-Completion Reasons

Offender Offender Program Offender Program Program Total

Program Type Suspended Transfer Cancelled Released Assignment Incomplete
Transferred

N % N % N % N % N % N % N

%

Primer/ 85 54 2 1 . . . . 1 1 70 44 158 18
engagement

Motivation 1 <1 4 2 . . 11 5 4 2 206 91 226 28
modules

Main 153 45 15 4 1 <1 33 10 6 2 129 38 337 39
Hybrid 31 37 4 5 . . 2 2 5 6 43 51 8 10
Maintenance 15 28 1 2 . . 14 26 1 2 23 43 54 6
/ Self-

management

Total 285 33 26 3 1 <1 62 7 17 2 477 55 868 100

Note. The motivation modules and hybrid programs are available only in the ICPM model.
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Data previously reported have been supplemented by results from offenderinterviews and
staff questionnaires. Offenders who started a program that they did not complete (ICPM: n =
23; WOCP: n = 11) identified the reasons for the non-completion, which are describedin Figure
16, along with reasonsfor non-completion reported by staff (n = 265). The staff and offenders
in WOCP both reported involuntary withdrawal (could be due to missingsessions, ordisruptive
behaviour) as the most common reason (staff: 34%, offendersin WOCP: 46%, offendersin
ICPM: 30%), followed by voluntary withdrawal (could be due to lack of interest) (staff: 24%,
offendersin WOCP: 36%, offendersin ICPM: 26%). ICPM participants identified institutional
transfers as a reason for non-completion (39%), and few staff and WOCP participants also did
(staff: 11%, WOCP: 9%). Ten percent of staff also classified release as a reason for program non-

completion.

Figure 16. Staff and Offender-Reported Reasons for Program Non-Completion
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Note. Offenders were allowed to provide more than one reason for non-completion.

Offenders whoreported voluntary withdrawal, involuntary withdrawal, or ‘other’ as the reason
for non-completion (ICPM: n = 16; WOCP: n = 8) and staff who had selected voluntary
withdrawal, involuntary withdrawal, or ‘other’ as the most common reason for program non-
completion (n=128) were asked to provide further details regardingthe reason (see Table 24).

Offenders (ICPM: 50%, WOCP: 63%) and staff (93%) most commonly endorsed offender-level
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factors. The offender-level factor frequently reported by staff was a lack of readiness or interest

on the part of the offender(54%), in contrast with offenderswho reported that it was their

behaviourthat ledto the program non-completion (ICPM: 25%, WOCP: 25%). Offenders (ICPM:

38%, WOCP: 25%) and staff (21%) both mentioned institutional or operational reasons for

p

rogram non-completion.

Table 24. Reasons for Program Non-Completion Reported by Offenders and Staff who
Selected Voluntary or Involuntary Withdrawal, or 'Other' Reasons for Non-Completion

Reason for Non- Offenders in ICPM  Offenders in WOCP Staff
Completion (n=16) (n=28) (n=128)
n % % n %

Institutional factors

(operational, transfer, 6 38 25 27 21

population management)

Offender-level factors 8 50 63 119 93
Offender’s behaviour 4 25 25 69 54
Lack of readiness or
interest, offender 1 6 25 78 61
discomfort with sharing
Offender’s health 0 0 13 22 17

Program design 0 0 0 8 6

Dissatisfied with program 2 13 13 0 0

Other 1 6 0 4 3

Staff offered suggestionsto support offendersin completingtheircorrectional programs.

About half of staff suggested changing the program delivery (47%; n = 87 of 184), such as

additional support and adapting the program for offenders with higherneeds (15%, n = 28),

offering the program in smallergroups or one-on-one (14%, n = 25), as well as allowing

more flexibilityinthe delivery (10%, n = 19).

Some respondents proposed changes to staffing (31%, n = 57; e.g., increasingthe number of

staff, 15%, n = 27; and increased staff collaboration, 15%, n = 27).
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e Finally, some staff (30%, n = 56) reported that increased offender engagement could assist
them infinishingtheir correctional program. Further, a few staff suggested that including
consequences for non-completion or benefits for program completion (20%, n = 37) could

be a solution.

3.2.5 PROGRAM ALIGNMENT WITH RISK NEED PROFILES OF OFFENDER
POPULATION

FINDING 11: IDENTIFICATION OF RISKNEED PROFILES AND
ASSIGNMENT TO PROGRAMS

Men offenders’ riskand need profiles are being correctly identified, and they are generally
beingassignedto the proper program intensity and stream. When an override is granted, it is
most commonly to override an offenderto a higherintensity program. The concordance
between program need and program assignmentcould not be assessed for women offenders
due to the recentimplementation of the INCP screen.

Evidence:

Were Offenders’ Risk and Need Profiles Accurately Identified?

Figure 17 providesan overview of the program need assessment process. At intake, the
offenderundergoes actuarial risk assessmentsand a review of their criminal history to identify
the assessed needfor a program. A Parole Officer can submit an override for review by the
Regional Program Manager if they disagree with the assessed need.’® Followingareview by the
Correctional Intervention Board, the offender’s actual needis identified. Atarget program is
then identified based onthe actual need. Once an offenderhas a target program, they are
consideredto have an identified program need. However, as noted in FIFE 1, there are data
qualityissues based on inconsistent data entry practices for the INCP screen data. The INCP
screen for women was not implemented until March 2018. As a result, it is possible that an

offendercould have a program needthat is not identifiedinthe OMS INCP screen; thus, if an

78 An override can beidentified if the assessed need based on the actuarial assessments do not matchthestream
or intensity of the program to which the offender was assigned.
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offenderhas a target program or a program assignment, they are considered to have a program

need.

Figure 17. Program Need Assessment Process

Override

Assessed Target Program
Need Program Assignment
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Seventy-one percent of the offendersin the admission cohort (n = 3,013) had an identified

program need (i.e., had a target program or program assignment). More specifically:

e 96% (n =345) of women offenders’?and 69% (n= 2,668) of men offenders had an identified
program need;

e 84% (n=612) of Indigenous offendersand 70% (n = 2,242) of non-Indigenous offenders had
an identified program need; and,

o 72% (n=2,682) of shorter-termoffendersand 67% (n = 331) of longer-term offenders had

an identified program need.

Men Offender Need for Target Program. The followingfindings are based on the INCP
screen and, therefore, are only presented for men offenders. Eighty-six percent (n= 2,307) of
men offenders with an identified program need (n= 2,669) had a target program and 14% had a
program assignment but no target program. Among those with a target program, 97% (n =

2,233) were considered by the Correctional Intervention Board to have an actual need for their

7® Program need for women offenders is based solely on program assignments, as the Identified Need for
Correctional Program (INCP) screen was not available for women offenders in OMS until March 2018. As a result, it
is not possible to determineifwomen offenders were assessed correctly based on theirassessedvs. actual needs
and overrides.
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target program. Of those whose target program was discrepant with their actual need (n = 74),

the two most common inconsistencies were that offenders:

e had an actual needfor the AICPM-SO stream, but the target program identified to meet
theirneeds was the ICPM-SO stream (34%, n = 25); or,

e had an actual needfor the AICPM-MT stream, but the target program identified to meet
theirneeds was the ICPM-MT program (16%, n = 12).

In summary, the data extracted from OMS indicatesthat the risk assessment process is
accurately identifying the correct stream and intensity level for most men offenders. The staff
survey data was consistent with these findings as most staff agreed/strongly agreed that
offenders are placedin the appropriate program stream (89%, n = 265 of 299) and intensity
level (82%, n = 233 of 284). The remainingstaff indicated that they neitheragreed nor
disagreed (program stream: 5%, n = 15; intensity: 8%, n = 24), disagreed (stream: 6%, n = 18;
intensity: 8%, n = 24), or strongly disagreed (stream:<1%, n = 1; intensity: 1%, n = 3). According
to staff questionnaire results, when staff disagreed with the program recommendations based
on the actuarial risk assessment process (e.g., SIR, CRS, Static-99R, and, as of January 2018,
CRI), onereason for disagreement was that no programming was recommended, despite the
perceptionthat the offendercould potentially benefit (61%, n = 133 of 219). Other staff
indicated that the recommended programming was not sufficientlyintense (18%, n = 39), was
too intense (10%, n = 21), or indicated an ‘other’ reason (12%, n = 26), such as offenders placed

in a SO program when the staff perceived that a MT program would be more appropriate.

Accuracy of Program Assignments. In terms of the accuracy of program assignments,
78% (n = 1,803) of the 2,307 men offenders with a target program received the correct main
program assignment, meaningthat they were assigned to theirtarget program. Of these men

correctly assigned to theirtarget program:&0

e 78% (n=1,406) had already completedit;
e 10% (n = 186) were assignedto it (i.e., waitlisted);

e 2% (n=39) were enrolledinit;and,

80 The data were extracted November 29, 2018, by which time all offendersinthe cohort hadreached their FPED.
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e 10% (n=172) did not completeit.

Five hundred and four offenders (22%) had not been assigned to their target program, but had

beenassignedto, enrolledin, or completed:

e a primerand/or maintenance program (47%, n = 235);
e another main program (25%, n = 126);
e another program (e.g., hybrid of a different stream, 3 motivation module32) (11%, n =56); or

e had no correctional program assignments (17%, n = 86).

Program Overrides. If a Parole Officer does not agree with an offender’s assessed
program need, the Parole Officer can requestan override. Most men offenders who completed
an actuarial risk assessment(s) to determine theirneed for correctional programming had
assessments that matched with the stream and intensity level provided, with only 8% (n = 295)
of men receivinga program override to a differentstream or intensity level. Of the menwho
received a program override, 99% (n = 291) were identified as havingan actual program need.

Overrides appear to be more common amongst:

e Indigenousoffenders(15%, n = 97) compared to non-Indigenous offenders (6%, n = 186);

e Longer-term offenders (14%, n = 63) compared to shorter-term offenders (7%, n = 232);

e Those admittedin the Pacificregion (14%, n = 56 of 401) and Québec (9%, n = 120 of 1,303)
compared to Ontario (6%, n = 85 of 1,331), Prairie (5%, n = 15 of 316), and the Atlantic
region (4%, n = 19 of 523).

81 When the stream of the hybrid program that was assigned/enrolled/completed matched the target main
programstream (e.g., ICPM-MT-Moderate), it was considered to be a correct main program assignment.

82 Although motivation modules wereincluded inthe ‘another program’ category, they areinterventions rather
than correctional programs.
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Many offenderswhoreceived an override were overridden to a higherintensity (60%; n = 176),
while 5% (n = 14)8 were overriddento a lower intensity program. More specifically, of those

who received an override due to intensity:

e 66% (n=126) were overriddenfromno program to moderate intensity;
e 15% (n = 28) were overridden from no program to high intensity;

e 8% (n=16) were overridden from moderate intensity to high intensity;
e 5% (n=9) wereoverridden from highintensity to moderate intensity

e 1% (n=2) wereoverriddenfrom highintensity to no program; or,

e 1% (n=1) were overridden from moderate intensity to no program.

Forty-two percent (n = 124) of offenders whoreceived an override were overriddeninto

another stream. The most common overrides were from:

e the ICPM-SO stream to the ICPM-MT stream (31%, n = 38);
e the AICPM-SO stream to the ICPM-SO stream (22%, n = 27); or,
e the AICPM-MT stream to the ICPM-MT stream (15%, n = 19).

The typesof overridesidentified through data extracted from the OMS are consistent with the
reasons for overrides reported by staff who completed the survey. The reason identified by half
of responding staff for the use of overrides was that the offenderdid not meetthe program
criteria despite the perception that the offenderwould benefit (50%, n =62 of 123), followed
by the reason that the recommended program was not intense enough to address the
offender’s actual level of risk or need (27%, n = 33). Other reasons included that the
recommended program stream was not appropriate (11%, n = 13), ‘other’ reasons (11%, n = 13;
e.g.,override from an Indigenous program to a mainstream program, an override into an
Adapted program), and the recommended program was too intense for the offender’s actual

level of risk or need (2%, n = 2).

83 Data for eight of the overrides from a higher to lower intensity reflected potential data quality issues. Eight of
the offenders had the same assessed and actual needs, suggesting that the program need did not change after the
overridewas granted.
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FINDING 12: PERCEPTIONS OF WHETHER PROGRAMS ADDRESS
OFFENDERS’ RISKFACTORS

Offenders and staff generally agreed that the program addresses offenders’ risk factors. In
order to better address offenders’ risk factors, the most common suggestion was to adapt

the program content. Overall, the frequency and length of the program were deemed

appropriate by offenders, given theirassessed level of risk.

This section described the perceptions of offenders and staff regarding whether or not the
programs address offenders’ risk factors. Previous research conducted by CSC has found
improvement in these areas (marital/family, substance abuse, associates, community
functioning, attitudes) for women who participated in moderate intensity programs, according
to DFIA-R ratings completed before and after program participation, with the exception of the
personal/emotional domain (Wardrop & Pardoel, 2018). Additionally, final reports described
treatment gains for women in moderate intensity main programs across all domains, as well for
women in high intensity programs, except for the area of community functioning (Wardrop &

Pardoel, 2018).

Evidence:

Most of the offenders (ICPM: 80%, n = 123 of 153; WOCP: 76%, n = 39 of 51) agreed/strongly
agreed that correctional programs were able to address their risk factors. They described how
the program addressed theirrisk factors, with about half of the ICPM participants (52%, n = 75
of 144) and some of the WOCP participants (43%, n = 20 of 46) statingthat the program
increased their awareness of theirrisk factors. The program helpedthem understand their
crime cycles, identify warningsigns and triggers related to offendingandrisk factors, and
become aware of their emotions (ICPM: 10%, n = 14; WOCP: 17%, n = 8). Some offenders
(ICPM: 30%, n = 43; WOCP: 39%, n = 18) reported that they gained the awareness, tools, and
skillsto manage risk factors. Some offenders (ICPM: 25%, n = 36; WOCP: 35%, n = 16) provided

general comments indicating that the program offered information on theirrisk factors.
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Staff rated the extentto which they agreed or disagreed that correctional programs addressed
specificdynamicrisk factors (see Figure 18). Personal/emotional (72%, n = 194 of 268) and
associates (72%, n = 191 of 266) were the dynamic risk factors that many commonly agreed as
beingaddressed, whereas community functioning (51%, n = 134 of 264) and

employment/education® (50%, n = 132 of 262), were the least agreed upon.

Figure 18. Staff Perceptions that Correctional Programs Address Specific Dynamic Risk Factors

Personal /emotional I |
Associates I
Atitude EEEEEEmmm e
Substance abuse I
Family/marital I I
Employment/education I |
Community functioning I |
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%
W Stronglyagree M Agree ™ Neither agree nor disagree Disagree M Strongly disagree

Offenders provided suggestions to better address offenders’ risk factors. Many offenders from
WOCP (64%, n = 18 of 28) and about half of offendersfrom ICPM (49%, n = 39 of 79) suggested
a change in content, such as additional information on specifictopics (e.g., relationships and
using the new skillsinthe community; ICPM: 14%, n = 11; WOCP: 50%, n = 14), individualized or
more relevant content (ICPM: 23%, n = 18; WOCP: 14%, n = 4), and more discussion of
substance use (ICPM: 10%, n = 8, WOCP: 11%, n = 3). Some offenders (ICPM: 42%, n = 33;
WOCP: 39%, n =11) proposed changes to the program’s structure and delivery. These
suggestionsincluded a one-on-one formator smallergroup setting, potentially organized by

risk factor (ICPM: 16%, n = 13; WOCP: 7%, n = 2); more focus on each risk factor or one program

84 Correctional programs are not designed to address employment and education. Other types of CSC
programming address these areas.
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per risk factor (ICPM: 11%, n = 9; WOCP: 11%, n = 3); makingthe activities and skill practice
more interactive and including discussions with former inmates who have successfully
reintegrated (ICPM: 10%, n = 8, WOCP: 14%, n = 4); as well asincreasing facilitators’ knowledge
of offenders’ backgrounds and experiences (ICPM:9%, n = 7, WOCP: 11%, n = 3). A small
number of staff also (14%, n = 15) suggested that additional trainingand support for facilitators

would be useful.

Staff also provided suggestions regarding how to better address offenders’ risk factors. Many
staff (61%, n = 62 of 102) stated that content should be added or modified, particularly on
substance use (21%, n = 21) and family violence (15%, n = 15). Moreover, some respondents
(35%, n = 36) mentioned that the correctional programs should provide content and skill s that
are practical and that prepare offenders for release, such as education and employment (19%, n
=19). A small number (20%, n = 20) suggested individualizingthe programs by targetingan

offender’s specificrisk factors or offeringrisk factor-specificprogramming.

Three-quarters of offendersindicated that, given their assessed level of risk, the sessions within
theirmain program were offered at the appropriate frequency (ICPM: 71%, n = 108 of 152;
WOCP: 78%, n =40 of 51). Other offendersreported that the sessions were too often (ICPM:
15%, n = 23; WOCP: 14%, n = 7), or not often enough (ICPM: 14%, n = 21; WOCP: 8%, n = 4).
With respect to the length of the program, giventheir assessed level of risk, half of the
offendersInICPM (50%, n = 76 of 152) and many offendersin WOCP (66%, n = 33 of 50) stated
that the length was justright. Others reported that it was too long (ICPM: 38%, n = 58, WOCP:
24%, n = 12), whereasa fewindicatedit to be too short (ICPM: 12%, n = 18; WOCP: 10%, n = 5).

3.2.6 RECOMMENDATIONS - ACCESS AND DELIVERY

RECOMMENDATION 2: DEFINITION OF TIMELY ACCESS
CSC does not have a definitive and standardized definition of timely access.

It is recommended that clearly articulated guidelines for defining timely access to correctional
programs with respect to program enrollment and completion dates be established and

added to the Commissioner’s Directives on correctional programs.
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Communication of clear guidance on the definition of timely access will alleviate some of the
confusion of staff regarding what constitutestimelyaccess, as well as facilitate a transition

towards reliable measurement of timely access outcomes.
RECOMMENDATION 3: TIMELY COMPLETION OF PROGRAMS

Differences were observed between different program streams, as well as between menand

women offenders, interms of program enrollmentand completion by parole eligibility dates.

It is recommended that RPD: a) identifies the best practices that allow for timely enroliment
and completion of programs delivered by CSC and those offered in other jurisdictions, and b)
considers how these can be applied to the men’s programs with lengthier wait times and

completion times.

By applyingthe best practices learned from the programs deliveredina timely manner, the

timeliness of men’s programs can be improved.

RECOMMENDATION 4: PROGRAM CONTENT

Staff and offenders reported that the program content would benefitfromreview, particularly
concerning its relevance to offenders, simplifying the language, reducing excessive repetition,

and removingerrors from the written materials.

It is recommended that ICPM and WOCP content be reviewed, and if required, its content

should be simplified and streamlined.

RECOMMENDATION 5: RELEVANCE OF INDIGENOUS STREAM CONTENT AND DELIVERY

In regards to the Indigenous program streams, a third of staff agreed that the content and
delivery were culturally relevant and appropriate to a large or very large extent. However, some

staff indicated that there was a disconnect between the program content and delivery and the
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cultural background of some participants (i.e., teachings notapplicable or relevantto members

of certain Indigenous groups).

It is recommended that CSC increases the relevance of the Indigenous streams (AICPM and
AWOCP) to Indigenous offenders through consultation with Indigenous Initiatives
Directorate, as well as consideration of feedback from staff and offenders outlined in this

evaluation.

For example, the following strategies, based on staff and offenderfeedback, could be

considered:

® Re-examiningthe placementof Elders from Indigenous backgrounds similarto offenders;
® Reviewingcontent of manualsfor the Indigenous streams given to participants; and

® Reviewingthe cultural-specificactivities outlinedinthe curriculum.

85 During training for Indigenous programs, CPOs and ACPOs areinstructed to adaptthe contentand ceremonies to
the Elder and thelocal community, recognizing and respectingthe diversity of Indigenous peoples.
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The third component of this evaluation focuses on the effectiveness of correctional programs,
specifically the outcomes associated with participationin and completion of these programs.

This section outlines the findings and recommendations related to program outcomes.
The evaluation questionsrelated to program outcomesincluded:

e Does participation and/or completion of correctional programs impact institutional
behaviour(e.g., institutional incidents)?

e Does participationand/or completion of correctional programs increase the likelihood of
obtaininga discretionaryrelease?

e Does participation and/or completion of correctional programs reduce the likelihood of a
revocation for any reason and/or a revocation with offence?

e Doesthe integrated model address substance abuse and specificoffending behaviours
(e.g., familyviolence)?

e Are programs responsive to the special needs of offenders (e.g., those with mental health

care needs, learning disabilities)?

Literature on how the integrated model addresses substance abuse and specificoffending
behaviours; respondingto the needs of offenders; and the impact of correctional programs on
institutional behaviour, discretionary release, and revocations to custody (with or withoutan
offence) is presented below. Itis followed by the evaluation findings, supporting evidence, and

recommendations.

3.3.1 LITERATURE REVIEW

Does Participation and/or Completion of Correctional Programs Impact Institutional

Behaviour?

Some research has supported a relationship between participationinand/or completion of
correctional programs and institutional behaviour. The findings of a meta-analysis of

correctional programming indicated that behavioural treatment programs were associated with
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reductionsin institutional misconduct (French & Gendreau, 2006). In addition, participationin
previous CSC programs was related to fewer major incidents (such as fighting, making threats,
or dealing contraband) for gang members; however, there was no significanttreatment
difference onthe rate of minorinstitutional incidents (such as disobeying rules/orders or
possessingan unauthorized object) for these individuals (Di Placido, Simon, Witte, Gu, & Wong,
2006). One study has explored the institutional behaviour of CSC ICPM participants (Stewart &
Wilton, 2014). It found that participantsin the current AICPM program and those who took the
Indigenous-specific programs from the traditional cadre of correctional programs had similar

rates of institutional charges.

Does Participation and/or Completion of Correctional Programs Increase the Likelihood of

Obtaining a Discretionary Release?

The findings of previousinvestigations of the impact of correctional programs on obtaining
discretionary release have beeninconsistent. Research conducted by West-Smith, Pogrebin,
and Poole (2000) suggests links between factors such as program (treatment) completion, good
behaviour, time served, and the likelihood of obtaining discretionary release. Program
completion was shownto increase offenders’ likelihood of obtainingany form of release by
four-and-a-halftimes (Vilcica, 2018). It also found that offenders who had completed programs
or were enrolledin programs were far less likely to experience delaysin obtaininga hearing
with the Parole Board of Canada or have their hearing cancelled (Cabana, Wilton & Stewart,

2011).

Four reports have explored the relationship between ICPMand WOCP program completionand
discretionaryrelease. Inthe report Preparing Male Offenders for Release, the OAG (2015) noted
that upon comparing participants of ICPM to participants from the traditional cadre of
correctional programs, it was found that both groups were released at comparable time points
during theirsentence (i.e., nodifference in the time by which the offenders were released
during theirsentences). However, another study found that offenders who completed AICPM
were more likely to receive day or full parole than Indigenous offenders who participatedin the

traditional cadre of Aboriginal-specificcorrectional programs (Stewart & Wilton, 2014). Also,
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women who completed all of the WOCP or AWOCP program components were more likely to
have a discretionary release, whereasthose who did not complete a WOCP or AWOCP were

more likely toreceive a statutory release (Derkzenetal., 2017; Harris et al., 2015).

Does Participation and/or Completion of Correctional Programs Impact the Likelihood of a

Revocation for Any Reason and/or a Revocation with an Offence?

Participationin correctional programming, including CBT, substance abuse, and SO programs, is
associated with reductionsin recidivism (Duwe, 2017; Lipsey et al., 2007). The previous
evaluation of correctional programs found that the majority of programs we re associated with
reductionsin recidivism (Nafekh et al., 2009). Initial research on ICPM also suggested positive
effectson recidivism. A study of AICPM found that, when covariates and time at risk were
controlled, AICPM participants were less likely to have any revocation and a revocation with an
offence than participants of Indigenous-specificprograms from the multi-program model.
However, controlling for risk factors and region, there were no differences on revocations for
any reason and revocation with an offence for these groups (Stewart & Wilton, 2014). A recent
examination of ICPM effectiveness noted that a region offeringICPM demonstrated increased
rates of offenders who completed theirsentence without readmission from 2012-13 to 2014-
15, from 51.5% to 56.4%, in contrast with readmission rates that remained stable in the region
where ICPM had not been implemented (44.5% in 2012-13 to 44.6% in 2014-15) (Motiuk &
Vuong, 2016). Althoughthese findings suggest positive impacts of ICPM on revocation rates,

these findings are preliminary as ICPM was not implementedinall regions until 2017.
Does the Integrated Model Address Substance Abuse and Specific Offending Behaviours?

The ICPM was introduced to address multiple criminogenicneedsinthe context of one
comprehensive program, whereas the previous multi-program model in which individual
programs focused on specificoffendingbehaviours orneed areas. It was therefore not explicitly
tailored to address specificoffending behaviours (e.g., violence against intimate partners,
general violence) orneed areas (e.g., substance abuse). Limited research has explored whether
this new approach is effective inaddressing specificneed areas for offenders. One study

exploredthe adequacy of ICPM inaddressing domestic violence relative to Family Violence
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Prevention Program (FVPP) and other programs from the old model (Motiuk & Vuong, 2016).
The findings revealed, amongoffenders who perpetrated domesticassault, those who
completed ICPM had a 37.8% readmission rate compared with 40.5% for those who completed

the FVPP and 45.3% for those inthe traditional cadre of correctional programs.
Are Correctional Programs Responsive to the Special Needs of Offenders?

The responsivity principle of the RNR model includesthe concept of specificresponsivity,
namely that treatmentshould be adapted to the characteristics of the offender, such as their
strengths, ability, motivation, and demographiccharacteristics, addressing barriers that could
negatively impact participationin the program (Andrews & Bonta, 2010a). In the case of
Indigenous women, research has shown that tailoring the programs and its content inthe form
of the AWOCP has lead to improvements in offenders’ skills and attitudes (Derkzenetal., 2017).
The same positive trends have also been observed generally when correctional programs are
responsive tothe needs of women (Harris et al., 2015). CSC has also adopted a correctional
programming approach that is culturally responsive to the Indige nous population. Research by
Kunic and Varis (2009) has shown that participants recognize the importance of traditional
healingand the importance of Elder support, and that by completingthe Indigenous-specific
correctional programs, the offenders gain cultural knowledge and experience with the

teachings and ceremonies.

3.3.2 CORRECTIONAL PROGRAMS AND INSTITUTIONAL BEHAVIOUR

Pre-Post Comparison of Institutional Indicators of Behaviour

Institutional outcomes were examined with respect to non-random and random urinalysis
refusals and positive screeningresults, minorand seriousviolent charges, minor and serious
drug charges, and minor and serious other charges. These outcomes were compared between
those who completed the specified main programs (completers), those who began, but did not
complete a main program (non-completers), and offenders who did not participate in a main
program during the study period but who metthe program referral criteria (eligible non-

participants). Only descriptive results are presented forurinalysis outcomes and institutional
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charge outcomes for certain groups, as the data did not meetthe assumptionsrequiredto

conduct statistical analyses.

FINDING 13: INSTITUTIONALOUTCOMES - URINALYSIS TEST RESULTS
The non-random urinalysis test results for the main program completers were generally
similarin the 6 months prior to a main program and the 6 months following a main program.
There was no clear pattern with the random urinalysis test results.

Evidence:

Urinalysis Results

Table 25 presents the percentage and number of refused or positive non-random urinalyses.
Few offenders refused or had a positive non-random urinalysis result. The percentage of
refused or positive non-random urinalysis results ranged from 0% to 3% inthe 6 months prior
to the beginning of programs and from 0% to 5% in the 6 months following completion ofa
main program. The pattern of refusalsand positive non-random urinalysis results was generally
stable over time for completersand eligible non-participants, whereasthe rates for non-
completersvariedslightly. Though the overall completers group showed an increased rate (1%
to 2%) of refusals or positive urinalysis results from 6 months prior to main program to 6
months following main program, there was evidence of a larger increase for men non-

completers (1% to 5%), whereas the rate of the eligible non-participants remained the same.

131



Evaluation of Correctional Reintegration Programs

Table 25. Refused or Positive Non-Random Urinalysis Outcomes 6 Months Prior To and
Following Main Program?

Group 6 Months Prior to Main 6 Months Following Main
Programb Program
n N % n N %
Completers
All completers 36 2,859 1 62 2,859 2
AICPM-MT-High 2 102 2 1 102 1
AICPM-MT-Moderate 3 180 2 180 3
SO moderate 0 394 0 394 1
Hybrid 2 199 1 6 199 3
ICPM-MT-High 7 505 1 17 505 3
ICPM-MT-Moderate 17 1,064 2 20 1,064 2
Adapted 0 63 0 1 63 2
ICPM-SO-High 0 201 0 201 0
WOMIP and AWOMIP 5 151 3 8 151 5
Non-completers
All non-completers 4 441 1 23 441
Men 4 428 1 23 428 5
Women 0 13 0 0 13 0
Eligible non-participants
All eligible non-participants 8 464 2 11 464 2
Men 7 426 2 10 426 2
Women 1 38 3 1 38 3

Note. Hybrid includes the hybrid ICPM-MT-Moderate and the hybrid AICPM-MT-Moderate. The SO moderate programs include
the ICPM-SO-Moderate and AICPM-SO-Moderate. The adapted programs include the ICPM-MT-Moderate adapted and the
ICPM-SO-Moderate adapted. Offenders were not designated to complete a non-random urinalysis during these timeswere
considered as not have arefusalor positive test result.

3The main program start and end dates were estimated for the non-participants and the end date was estimated for non-
completers.

bRecall that the average timeto program enrollment from FIFE 2 was 214 days for men and 82 days for women. As a result, the
6 month requirement prior to main program enrollment would have resulted in fewer men being excluded from t he analysis
relative to women.

Table 26 presentsthe percentage and number of offenders who refused or had a positive
random urinalysisresult during the 6 months before or after a main program. For program
completers, the percentage of refusals or positive random urinalysis results ranged from 2% to
17% in the 6 months prior to the main program and from 1% to 20% followingthe main
program. Generally, there was no clear pattern of increased or decreased refusals or positive

urinalysisresults betweenthe two time periods. For men non-completers, the percentage of
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refusals and positive urinalyses decreased overtime, whereasthe eligible non-participant group

had an increase.

Table 26. Refused or Positive Random Urinalysis Outcomes 6 Months Prior to and Following
Main Program?

Group 6 Months Prior to Main 6 Months Following Main
Program® Program
n N % n N %
Completers
All completers 59 514 11 64 514 12
AICPM-MT-High 1 12 8 2 12 17
AICPM-MT-Moderate 5 29 17 3 29 10
SO moderate 4 70 6 1 70 1
Hybrid 1 21 5 2 21 10
ICPM-MT-High 16 103 16 21 103 20
ICPM-MT-Moderate 29 187 16 33 187 18
Adapted 1 13 8 1 13
ICPM-SO-High 1 50 2 1 50 2
WOMIP and AWOMIP 1 29 3 0 29 0
Non-completers
All non-completers 19 55 35 14 55 25
Men 19 54 35 14 54 26
Women ¢ c ¢ c c c
Eligible non-participants
All eligible non-participants 16 85 19 20 85 24
Men 15 81 19 20 81 25
Women c c ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢

Note. Hybrid includes the hybrid ICPM-MT-Moderate and the hybrid AICPM-MT-Moderate. The SO moderate programs include
the ICPM-SO-Moderate and AICPM-SO-Moderate. The adapted programs include the ICPM-MT-Moderate adapted and the
ICPM-SO-Moderate adapted. The results were only provided for offenders who had a refusal or positive urinalysis both before
and after the main program or the estimated program startand end dates.

aThe main program start and end dates were estimated for the non-participants and the end date was estimated for non-
completers.

brecall that the averagetime to program enrollmentfrom FIFE 2 was 214 days for men and 82 days for women. As a result, the
6 month requirement prior to main program enrollment would have resulted in fewer men being excluded from the analysis
relative to women.

¢ Numbers have been suppressed due to a sample size equalto or less than 5.
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FINDING 14: INSTITUTIONALOUTCOMES - CHARGES

Most program completers did not have violent, drug, or other charges both before and after a
main program. In comparison to the non-completers and the eligible non-participants, program
completers did not increase or decrease in violent, drug, or other charges after the main
program. Women program completers and women eligible non-participants had similar
patterns of change in violent and other charges, although a higherpercentage of women in the
eligible non-participant group had no drug charges.

Institutional Charges

Institutional violent, drug, and other minor and serious charges were examined inthe 6 months
prior to and after a main program for three groups of offenders: main program completers,
non-completers, and eligible non-participants. The groups were compared on the frequencies
of offenderswith 1) no change inreceivinga charge in the 6 months before and aftera main
program (no charges before and after), 2) no change in receivinga charge inthe 6 months
before and after a main program (received charges before and after), 3) an increasein charges
(no charges before a main and one or more charges after the program), or 4) a decreasein
charges (received a charge inthe 6 months before a program and no charges after the

program).

Violent Charges. The proportion of offenders with violent charge outcomes differed
betweenthe program completers, non-completers, and eligible non-participants forall of the
programs that were examined (see Table 27). Most offenders had no charges either before or
after the main program. Overall, proportionally fewer program completers had an increasein
violent charges over time than non-completersand eligible non-participants; however, this was
also true for decreasesin charges. This is due to the large percentage of program completers
who had no change overtime. These findings are encouraging given that a greater proportion
of program completers were Indigenous, relative tonon-completersand eligible non-

participants, and Indigenous offenders tend to experience higherrates of institutional charges.

Of the three groups, program completers had the highest percentage of offenders withno
change in charges (from 0 charges to 0 charges) before and after the main program (91%, n =

2,592), compared to non-completers (79%, n = 348) and eligible non-participants (73%, n =
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341). Overall, program completers (5%, n = 129) had the lowest percentage of offenderswho
had an increase in violent charges compared with 10% (n = 42) of all non-completersand 9% (n
= 40) of all eligible non-participants. Program completers also had the lowest percentage of
offenderswho had a decrease in violent charges at 4% (n = 112), in contrast with 8% (n =36) of
the non-completersand 12% (n = 56) of the eligible non-participants. The completersalso had
the lowest percentage with charges both before and after (1%, n = 26), compared with non-
completers (3%, n = 15) and eligible non-participants (6%, n = 27). Particularly favourable
results with respectto lower percentages of increase in charges before and after main program
appeared to occur for offenders who had completed the AICPM-MT-Moderate, SO moderate
programs, and ICPM-SO-High (2%, n = 4; 2%, n = 7; and 2%, n =4; respectively) comparedto
men non-completers (9%, n = 38) and men eligible non-participants (9%, n = 38), though
program-specificresults are based upon lowersample sizes and should be interpreted with

caution.

No statistical comparison was conducted for WOMIP and AWOMIP. The WOMIP and AWOMIP
completers had a similar pattern of resultsas the women eligible non-participants, except that
women completers had a higher percentage with an increase (11%, n = 17) and a lower
percentage with charges both before and after (2%, n = 3) than women eligible non-participants

(5%, n=2; 11%, n = 4).
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Table 27. Violent Charge Outcomes 6 Months Prior to and Following Main Program?

Group No Change — Increase  Decreasein  No Change - N X2 p- Cramer’s
No Charges in Charges Charges Charges value Vv
Before and Before and
After After
n % n % n % n %
Completers
All completers 2,592 91 129 5 112 4 26 1 2,859 159.29 <.001 .15
AICPM-MT-High 86 84 9 9 7 7 0 0 102 15.05 .02 .09
AICPM-MT-Moderate 169 94 4 2 5 3 2 1 180 37.43  <.001 14
SO moderate 377 9% 7 2 7 2 3 1 394 80.87 <.001 .18
Hybrid 188 94 9 5 2 1 0 0 199 45.63  <.001 .15
ICPM-MT-High 443 88 26 5 27 5 9 2 505 36.97 .001 12
ICPM-MT-Moderate 952 89 51 5 53 5 8 1 1,064 79.27  <.001 14
Adapted 57 90 2 3 3 5 1 2 63 15.28 .02 .09
ICPM-SO-High 193 96 4 2 4 2 0 0 201 49.81 <.001 .15
WOMIP and AWOMIP 127 84 17 11 4 3 3 2 151 - - -
Non-completers
All non-completers 348 79 42 10 36 8 15 3 441 - - -
Men 341 80 38 9 36 8 13 3 428 - - -
Women - - - - - - - - - - - -
Eligible non-participants
All eligible non-participants 341 73 40 9 56 12 27 6 464 - - -
Men 310 73 38 9 55 13 23 5 426 - - -
Women 31 82 2 5 1 3 4 11 38 - - -

Note. Hybrid includes the hybrid ICPM-MT-Moderate and the hybrid AICPM-MT-Moderate. The SO moderate programs include the ICPM-SO-Moderate and AICPM-SO-
Moderate. The adapted programs include the ICPM-MT-Moderate adapted and the ICPM-SO-Moderate adapted. No change meansthat the offender had no chargesinthe 6

months prior to or following the program, or had charges in the 6 months both prior to and following the program. Charges included minor and serious charges. Chi square
analyses were not conducted for WOMIP and AWOMIP as this group did not meet the statistical assumptions required to conductt he statistical test.
aThe main program start and end dates were estimated for the non-participants and the end date was estimated for non-completers.
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Drug Charges. There were slight differencesinthe proportion of completers, non-
completers, and eligible non-participants who had institutional charges that were drug related
(see Table 28). Most offenders had no drug charges in the 6 months before and after a main
program. It is important to note that the proportion of no drug charges before and after
programming was highestfor all program completers, compared to non-completers and eligible
non-participants. These findings are encouraging given that a greater proportion of program
completers were Indigenous, relative to non-completers and eligible non-participants, and
Indigenous offenders tend to experience higherrates of institutional charges and are more
likely to have a need domain for substance use (Stewart, Wardrop, Wilton, Thompson, Derkzen,
& Motiuk, 2017). Almostall of the completers of the SO programs (SO moderate programs:
98%, n = 387; ICPM-SO-High: 99.5%, n = 200) had no charges prior to or followingamain
program, while 85% (n = 374) of men non-completers had the same. With respect to increases
in drug charges, the SO programs (SO moderate:<1%, n = 1; ICPM-SO-High 1%, n = 1) had the
lowest percentage of offenders with an increase, while the men non-completers (7%, n = 30),
along withthe completers of the hybrid programs (7%, n = 13) and ICPM-MT-High (7%, n = 37),
had the highest percentages of offenders with an increase incharges. The ICPM-SO-High had
the lowest percentage of men offenders with a decrease in drug charges overtime (0%, n = 0),
along with the hybrid (1%, n = 2) and SO moderate programs (2%, n = 6), while the AICPM-MT-
High (8%, n = 8) and men non-completers (7%, n = 30) had the highest percentages of offenders
with a decrease in charges, and the men eligible non-participants were in the middle (5%, n =

25).

No statistical analyses were conducted for adapted programs, WOMIP, and AWOMIP. The
adapted program appearedto have a greater percentage of offenders with no charges before
and after (90%, n = 57) compared with the men non-completers (85%, n = 362). All of the
eligible non-participants had no charges eitherbefore or after. Although most women who
completed WOMIP and AWOMIP did not have any changes before or after (93%, n = 141), a few

had an increase (3%, n = 5), decrease (1%, n = 2), or charges both before and after (2%, n = 3).
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Table 28. Drug Charge Outcomes 6 Months Prior to and Following Main Program?

Group No Change — Increase Decrease No Change — N X2 p- Cramer’s
No Charges inCharges inCharges Charges value Vv
Before and Before and
After After
n % n % n % n %
Completers
All completers 2,590 91 142 5 104 4 23 1 2,859 2311 .001 .06
AICPM-MT-High 88 86 6 6 8 8 0 0 102 4.09 .66 .05
AICPM-MT-Moderate 161 89 10 6 8 4 1 1 180 4.91 .56 .05
SO moderate 387 98 1 <1 6 2 0 0 394 50.08 <.001 14
Hybrid 184 92 13 7 2 1 0 0 199 15.65 .02 .09
ICPM-MT-High 432 86 37 7 31 6 5 1 505 4.56 .60 .04
ICPM-MT-Moderate 940 88 65 6 46 4 13 1 1,064 8.23 22 .05
Adapted 57 90 4 6 1 2 1 2 63 - - -
ICPM-SO-High 200 99.5 1 <1 0 0 0 0 201 32.79  <.001 13
WOMIP and AWOMIP 141 93 5 3 2 1 3 2 151 - - -
Non-completers
All non-completers 374 85 30 7 30 7 7 2 441 - - -
Men 362 85 29 7 30 7 7 2 428 - - -
Women - - - - - - - - - - - -
Eligible non-participants
All eligible non-participants 406 88 23 5 25 5 10 2 464 - - -
Men 368 86 23 5 25 6 10 2 426 - - -
Women 38 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 38 - - -

Note. Hybrid includes the hybrid ICPM-MT-Moderate and the hybrid AICPM-MT-Moderate. The SO moderate programs includethe ICPM-SO-Moderate and AICPM-SO-
Moderate. The adapted programs include the ICPM-MT-Moderate adapted and the ICPM-SO-Moderate adapted. No change meansthat the offender had no charges in the 6
months prior to or following the program, or had charges in the 6 months both prior to and following the program. Char ges included minor and serious charges. Chi square
analyses werenot conducted for the Adapted programs and for WOMIP and AWOMIP as these groups did not meet the statistical assumptions required to conduct the

statisticaltest.

aThe main program start and end dates were estimated for the non-participants and the end date was estimated for non-completers.
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Other Charges. The proportion of offenders with the othercharge outcomes differed
betweenthe program completers, non-completers, and eligible non-participantsforall of the
men’s programs that were examined, except for AICPM-MT-High and the adapted programs
(see Table 29). The women in programs (WOMIP and AWOMIP) and the women eligible non-

participants had similar patterns of change.

Of the overall groups, the completers (68%, n = 1,933) had the highest percentage of offenders
with no charges before and after, while half of non-completers (49%, n =216) and eligible non-
participants (52%, n = 240) had no charges before and after. These findings are encouraging
giventhat a greater proportion of program completers were Indigenous, relative tonon-
completersand eligible non-participants, and Indigenous offenders tend to experience higher
rates of institutional charges. Of the specificprograms, the SO programs had the highest
percentage with no charges prior to and following programs (SO moderate: 84%, n = 331; ICPM-
SO-High: 84%, n = 169). With respect to an increase in charges, SO programs (SO moderate: 5%,
n = 20; ICPM-SO-High: 6%, n =12) had the lowest percentage of offenderswith an increasein
charges, while similar percentages of all program completers (14%, n = 400), all non-completers
(15%, n =66), and all eligible non-participants (14%, n = 66) had an increase. The group with the
highest percentage of offenders with a decrease in charges was the non-completergroup, with
19% having this outcome (n = 87), while 11% (n = 312) of the all program completergroup and
15% (n = 68) of eligible non-participants had a decrease in charges. Giventhat 36% (n = 159) of
offendersinthe non-completergroup had a charge in the 6 months prior to a main program, in
contrast with 18% (n=526) of completersand 34% (n = 158) of eligible non-participants,8¢the
non-completer group had the highest percentage of offenders who had the possibility of having

a decreasein charges.

86 These percentages were based on the number of offenders who hada decreaseincharges andthe number with
charges beforeand after, as they hadchargesin the 6 months prior to a main program.
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Table 29. Other Charge Outcomes 6 Months Prior to and Following Main Program?

Program No Change — Increase Decrease  No Change — N X2 p- Cramer’s
No Charges inCharges inCharges Charges value Vv
Before and Before and
After After
n % n % n % n %
Completers
All completers 1,933 68 400 14 312 11 214 7 2,859 13553 <.001 A3
AICPM-MT-High 55 54 19 19 15 15 13 13 102 7.53 .28 .06
AICPM-MT-Moderate 117 65 31 17 26 14 6 3 180 32.83  <.001 13
SO moderate 331 84 20 5 28 7 15 4 394 136.41 <.001 .23
Hybrid 138 69 45 23 12 6 4 2 199 64.11  <.001 17
ICPM-MT-High 309 61 83 16 64 13 49 10 505 31.85  <.001 A1
ICPM-MT-Moderate 692 65 153 14 124 12 95 9 1,064 64.02 <.001 13
Adapted 36 57 11 17 8 13 8 13 63 6.97 .32 .06
ICPM-SO-High 169 84 12 6 15 7 5 2 201 83.02 <.001 .20
WOMIP and AWOMIP 86 57 26 17 20 13 19 13 151 4.00 .26 .15
Non-completers
All non-completers 216 49 66 15 85 19 74 17 441 - - -
Men 211 49 65 15 8 20 68 16 428 - - -
Women - - - - - - - - - - - -
Eligible non-participants
All eligible non-participants 240 52 66 14 68 15 90 19 464 - - -
Men 218 51 57 13 67 16 &4 20 426 - - -
Women 22 58 9 24 1 3 6 16 38 - - -

Note. Hybrid includes the hybrid ICPM-MT-Moderate and the hybrid AICPM-MT-Moderate. The SO moderate programs includethe ICPM-SO-Moderate and AICPM-SO-
Moderate. The adapted programs include the ICPM-MT-Moderate adapted and the ICPM-SO-Moderate adapted. No change meansthat the offender had no chargesinthe 6
months prior to or following the program, or had charges in the 6 months both prior to and following the program. Charges included minor and serious charges.

aThe main program start and end dates were estimated for the non-participants and the end date was estimated for non-completers.
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FINDING 15: PERCEIVED IMPACT ON INSTITUTIONAL BEHAVIOUR
Most of the staff reported that participation in correctional programming was related to
decreasedincidentsinthe institution, while about half of offenders thoughtthat it had a
positive impact on institutional security. Most offenders agreed that they had applied the
skillslearnedin programs withinthe institution. Further, qualitative findings indicated that
according to staff and offenders, additional skills could be taught to offenders to improve
institutional security.

Evidence:
Perceptions of the Impact of Programs on Institutional Behaviour

In addition to the data extracted from the OMS, staff and offenders were asked for their
perspectives regarding the impact of correctional programs on offenders’ institutional
behaviour. Among staff, around a third (38%, n = 108 of 285) reported that they had
frequently/very frequently seen offenders applying the skills taughtin the correctional

programs withinthe institution. Around half of staff indicated that they had sometimes
observed offenders applying the skills around the institution (52%, n = 148), whereas other staff
had infrequently (7%, n = 19) or very infrequently (4%, n = 10) seen offenders usingthe skillsin

the institution.

Most staff (81%, n = 136 of 168) reported that correctional programs were associated with
decreases/large decreases inthe number of institutional incidents. Around half of offenders
(ICPM: 52%, n = 81 of 156; WOCP: 49%, n =26 of 53) indicated that correctional programs had
eithera positive or very positive impact on safety and security inthe institution, 41% (n = 64) of
ICPM participants and 49% (n = 26) of WOCP participants thought that there was no impact,
and few (ICPM: 6%, n = 10; WOCP: 11% (n = 6) reported a negative or very negative impact.

Note that some offenders provided more than one response.

Offenders provided examples of how other offenders have used the strategies and skills
learnedin correctional programs in a way that has had positive impacts on the safetyand

security of the institution.

141



Evaluation of Correctional Reintegration Programs

e About half of the offenders (ICPM: 46%, n =59 of 127; WOCP: 51%, n = 23 of 45) had
noticed changes in another offender. In particular, they (ICPM: 22%, n = 28; WOCP: 29%, n
= 13) had observed that other participants applied the skills, including strategies to manage
emotions and thoughts. A few offenders (ICPM:11%, n = 14; WOCP: 13%, n = 6) identified
increased self-awareness and changed attitude in other participants, while a small number
(ICPM: 6%, n = 8) observed changes in behaviour. Some offenders (ICPM: 32%, n = 41;
WOCP: 40%, n = 18) mentioned the program’s positive impact on interpersonal
relationships, such as avoidingand managing conflict (ICPM: 22%, n = 28; WOCP: 24%, n =
11), and encouraging supportive and respectful relationships (ICPM: 8%, n = 10; WOCP: 7%,
n=3).

e However, some offenders (ICPM:31%, n = 40; WOCP: 33%, n = 15) stated that the program

had no impact on the behaviour of other participants.

A small number of offenders (ICPM: 8%, n = 10; WOCP: 20%, n = 9) reported that the impact of
the program dependedonan individual’s willingness to change and apply the skills. Afew
(ICPM: 9%, n =11, WOCP: 11%, n = 5) observed that the program had negative impactson the
safety and security of the institution. Forexample, a few offenders (ICPM: 6%, n = 8, WOCP: 2%,
n =1) mentioned that conflict was triggered when confidential information was shared (e.g.,

participants inthe SO program were identified).
Program Content and Institutional Behaviour

Most offenders reported that they had been taught the skillsintended to be covered by the
program and had applied them within the institutional setting. Note that not all offenders had
completedthe programs. Most offenders agreed that they were taught emotion management
(ICPM: 98%, n =149 of 152; WOCP: 100%, n = 53 of 53), problem solving (ICPM: 97%, n = 148;
WOCP: 96%, n =51), goal setting (ICPM: 95%, n = 145; WOCP: 100%, n = 53), self-monitoring
(ICPM: 97%, n = 148, WOCP: 94%, n = 50), managing thinking (ICPM: 95%, n = 144; 98%, n = 52),
and social skills (ICPM:91%, n = 139; WOCP: 87%, n = 46). Of the offenders who indicated that
they were taught these skills, most agreed that they had applied them within the institution:
emotion management (ICPM: 86%, n = 128 of 148; WOCP: 87%, n = 45 of 52), problem solving
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(ICPM: 82%, n = 120 of 147, WOCP: 80%, n = 41 of 51), goal setting (ICPM: 83%, n = 120 of 144;
WOCP: 75%, n =40 of 53), self-monitoring (ICPM: 83%, n = 122 of 147, WOCP: 76%, n = 38 of
50), managing thinking (ICPM: 80%, n = 114 of 143; WOCP: 85%, n = 44 of 52), and social skills
(ICPM: 82%, n = 112 of 137, WOCP: 78%, n = 36 of 46).

Offenders (ICPM: n = 65; WOCP: n = 21) and staff (n= 121) identified additional skills that would

be useful for managing their institutional behaviour.

e Offenders(ICPM: 22%, n = 14; WOCP: 19%, n = 4) and staff (26%, n = 32) reported that
the programs should focus on, or teach, additional emotion and cognitive skills (e.g.,
mindfulness, relaxation techniques, anger management, problematicthinking).

e Afewoffendersfrom ICPM (20%, n = 13), some offenders from WOCP (29%, n = 6), and
a few staff (12%, n = 15) suggested there should be more focus on life skills (e.g.,
employment, money management, parenting, leisure?®7).

e Otheroffendersstated that additional skillsand information to understand and manage
behaviour (ICPM: 14%, n =9; WOCP: 19%, n = 4) and social and communication skills
(ICPM: 14%, n = 9; WOCP: 14%, n = 3) could be useful. Some staff (32%, n = 39) also
proposed an additional focus on teachingsocial skills (e.g., conflict resolution, tolerance
of others).

e A few staff suggested additional focus on institutional behaviour(10%, n = 12), and
more discussion around problematicbehaviour(e.g., family violence; 9%, n = 11).

e Afewoffenders(ICPM: 17%, n = 11; WOCP: 19%, n = 4) indicated that the program
already adequately addresses the relevant skills.

e A small number of staff (23%, n = 28) suggested that the staff should support the use
and the maintenance of the skills; forexample, non-program staff should be trained to

understand and reinforce the lessons and skills taughtto offenders (11%, n = 13).

8|tis importantto note thatthese skills are emphasized in CSC’s social and employment programs.
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3.3.3 CORRECTIONAL PROGRAM COMPLETION AND DISCRETIONARY
RELEASE

FINDING 16: DISCRETIONARY RELEASE

Across all program streams, men program completers were granted discretionary release
more oftenthan men eligible non-participants. Although not statistically significant, the
results suggested that women program completers were granted discretionary rele ase more
oftenthan women eligible non-participants.

Evidence:
Discretionary Release Outcomes

The odds of discretionary release (release on day parole or full parole) were compared between
those who completed programs, eligible non-participants, and non-participants with no-intent-

to-treat.

Outcomes for Men. Asa means of assessingwhethercompletingan ICPM program led
to increased odds of discretionary release, logisticregressions were conducted comparing all
identified program completers with men non-participants who met program criteria (referred
to as eligible non-participantsin the textand tables) and with non-participants with no-intent-
to-treat (referred to as no-intent-to-treatin the textand tables).88 CRIl level atintake,
Indigenous ancestry, age of offender at release, number of days from admissionto release, and
motivation level at intake were also added to the model as covariates in order to control for
any impact that they may have had as explanatory variablesin the likelihood of discretionary

release (i.e., day parole/ full parole vs. statutory release).

Overall, where significant differences were observed, the odds of discretionary release among
program completersin particular streams were significantly higherwhen compared to the

eligible non-participants, and significantly lower when compared to the no-intent-to-treat

group.

88 Offenders on along-term supervision order were excluded from the analysis of discretionary release.
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Table 30 presents the relationship between study group and discretionary release for men for
all the programs combined and in each of the streams examined. More detailed statistics are
presentedin Appendix E. When examiningthe relationship between study group and
discretionaryrelease, the resultsindicated that, when the effects of the covariates were held
constant, the overall program completergroup differed from the eligible non-participants; this
finding held when examining the program completersin each program stream compared to
eligible non-participants. Specifically, the odds of obtaining discretionary release for all program
completers combined were approximately 4 times higherwhen compared to the eligibl e non-
participants (Inverse Odds Ratio [IOR] = 4.07).8 Examiningthe specificstreams, the program
completergroup had between 2to 6.5 times greater odds of obtaining discretionary release

compared to the eligible non-participant group (IOR = 1.93-6.49).

In comparing the odds of discretionary release for all program completersto the
no-intent-to-treat group, results suggested that odds were roughly halved for the all program
completers group relative to the no-intent-to-treat group (IOR = 0.54). The pattern of findings
remained consistentacross all program streams that were examined, with the exception of the
ICPM-MT-Moderate and AICPM-MT-Moderate streams, where the differences were not
statistically significant (see Table 30). The findings for ICPM-MT-Moderate suggested that
program completers were granted discretionary release less often than the no-intent-to-treat
group, although this was not statistically significant, whereas the rate of discretionary release
was comparable between AICPM-MT-Moderate completers and the no-intent-to-treat group.
Notably, the likelihood of discretionary release for ICPM-MT-High and ICPM-SO-Moderate
program completers was approximately one-third the likelihood relative to the no-intent-to-

treat group (IOR=0.29 and IOR = 0.32, respectively).

89 The direction of the effect can bereversed by taking the inverse of the hazard ratio (1/OR). This allows for the
interpretation to identify the effect of program completionrelative to the comparison groups, rather than the
effect of comparisongroups relative to the program completer group.
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Table 30. Relationship between Study Group and Discretionary Release for Men

Group Eligible Non-Participants No-Intent-to-Treat (n = 1,617)
(n = 784) vs. Completers vs. Completers
B OR  IOR (1/OR)® B OR  IOR (1/OR)®
All programsa (n = 1,608) -1.40  0.25** 4.07 0.62 1.86** 0.54
ICPM-MT-Moderate (n = 967) -1.73 0.18** 5.65 0.27 1.30 0.77
ICPM-MT-High (n=299) -0.71 0.49** 2.04 1.22 3.39%* 0.29
AICPM-Moderate (n = 94) -1.87  0.15** 6.49 -0.02 0.98 1.02
ICPM-SO-Moderate (n = 248) -0.66  0.52** 1.93 1.13 3.10** 0.32

Note. The sample sizes following each program stream indicate the number of completers. The sample size for the comparison
groups remained consistentacross the models examining the different program streams. Non -significant findings are
interpreted when the IHR or HR < 0.80.

aThe ‘all programs’ category includes those who completed any program stream listed in the table.

bIOR = inverse of the odds ratio, which reverses the direction of the effect, makingit the effect of program completion relat ive
to beingin the comparison groups.

*p<.01,** p<.001.

In addition to assessingwhetherthe completion of the identified ICPM main programs led to an
increased likelihood of obtaining discretionary release, logisticregressions were conducted to
assess whetherthe relationship between program completion and discretionary release

remainedfor Indigenous men and for non-Indigenous men, separately.

Table 31 presentsthe relationship between study group and discretionary release for
Indigenous and non-Indigenous men combined across all programs. The results revealed that
the likelihood of discretionary release among non-Indigenous program completers paralleled
those for all program completers. Specifically, the likelihood of obtaining discretionary release
for program completers was significantly higherwhen compared to the eligible non-participants
(IOR =3.76), and significantly lowerthan the no-intent-to-treat group (IOR = 0.52). Indigenous
men who completed programming across all streams also demonstrated a significantly higher
(nearly 7 times; IOR = 6.94) likelihood of obtaining discretionary release compared to
Indigenous men eligible non-participants. However, the difference inthe likelihood of
discretionary release was not significantamong program completers and the no-intent-to-treat
group for Indigenous men. This finding may not be due to there truly being no differenceinthe
likelihoodtoreceive discretionary release between program completersand the no-intent-to-

treat group for Indigenous men. Rather, a substantially smallersample size for Indigenous men
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(n =508) when compared to non-Indigenous men (n=3,501) may have limited the ability of the
model to detect any significant relationships. Itis also noteworthy that the finding for program
completionon discretionary release, compared to the no-intent-to-treat group, is consistent

with the effect obtained for non-Indigenous men.

Table 31. Relationship between Study Group and Discretionary Release for non-Indigenous
and Indigenous Men

Group Eligible Non-Participants? vs. No-Intent-to-Treat® vs.
Completers Completers
B OR IOR B OR IOR
(1/OR)¢ (1/OR)c
Non-Indigenousmen (n= -1.33 0.27** 3.76 0.65 1.91** 0.52
1,400)
Indigenous men (n = 208) -1.94 0.14** 6.94 0.49 1.63 0.61

Note. The programs included in the analyses were ICPM-MT-Moderate, ICPM-MT-High, AICPM-Moderate, and ICPM-SO-
Moderate. Non-significant findings areinterpreted when the IHR or HR <0.80.

aSample size for non-Indigenous men: eligible non-participants =638, no-intent-to-treat =1,463.

bSample size for Indigenous men: eligible non-participants =146, no-intent-to-treat =154,

¢IOR =inverse of the odds ratio, which reverses the direction of the effect, making it the effect of program completion relat ive
to beingin the comparison groups.

*p< .01, ** p<.001.

Outcomes for Women. The approach used for the analysis of men was also utilized for
women, meaningthat the effect of study group on the likelihood of discretionary release was
examined, while holding the effects of relevant covariates constant. Women who completed
WOMIP and AWOMIP were examinedindividually, and as a combined group, and compared to
women who were considered eligible non-participants, as well asthose who had no-intent-to-

treat. Resultsare presentedin Table 32, with more detailed statistics presentedin AppendixE.

Overall, the results indicated that, when controlling for risk relevant covariates, women who
completed either WOMIP or AWOMIP were granted discretionary release at similarrates as
eligible non-participantsand womenin the no-intent-to-treat group. When looking at WOMIP
or AWOMIP separately, findings indicated that program completerstendedto receive
discretionary release more often than eligible non-participants (IOR=1.25 and 1.69,
respectively), although this was not statistically significant. Interestingly, comparisons between

program completersand the no-intent-to-treat women suggested that the two groups
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experienced similar rates of discretionary release, both overall (IOR=0.88) and withinthe

WOMIP and AWOMIP streams (IOR =0.93 and 0.86).

Table 32. Relationship between Study Group and Discretionary Release for Women

Group Eligible Non-Participants No-Intent-to-Treat (n = 264)
(n=71) vs. Completers vs. Completers
B OR IOR(1/OR)® B OR  IOR (1/OR)b
All moderate programs? (n = 723) -0.20 0.82 1.22 0.13 1.14 0.88
WOMIP (n = 505) -0.23 0.80 1.25 0.08 1.08 0.93
AWOMIP (n=221) -0.53 0.59 1.69 0.15 1.16 0.86

Note. The sample sizes following each program stream indicates the numberof completers. The samplesizesofthe individual
streams do not sum to the total because 3 women completed both a WOMIP and AWOMIP so are reflected in each stream but
onlyonce in the overall category. The sample size for the comparison groups remained consistent across the models examining
the different program streams. Non-significantfindings areinterpretedwhen the IHR or HR < 0.80.

3 Includes WOMIP and AWOMIP completers.

b|OR = inverse of the odds ratio, which reverses the direction of the effect, making it the effect of program completion relative
to beingin the comparison groups.

*p<.01,** p<.001.

This evaluation was unable to examine separate modelstestingwhetherthe relationship
between study group and discretionary release were different forIndigenousand non-
Indigenouswomen. The sample size of Indigenous womeninthe eligible non-participantgroup
was too small (n=6) to make meaningful comparisons. That beingsaid, Indigenous ancestry
was included as a covariate inthe models discussed above. It is noteworthy that in the analysis
of study group overall and withinthe WOMIP and AWOMIP streams, results suggested that
non-Indigenous women were granted discretionary release more oftenthan Indigenous
women, while accounting for the effects of study group, CRI, motivation at intake, age at
release, and days between admissionand release (see Appendix E), although this was not

statistically significant.

FINDING 17: PERCEPTIONS OF IMPACT ON DISCRETIONARY RELEASE

Generally, staff and offenders perceived that participationin correctional programs had a
positive impact on the ability of offenders to obtain discretionary release.
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Evidence:
Perceived Impact on Discretionary Release

To supplementthe information drawn from data extracted from the OMS, staff and offender
perspectivesonthe impact of correctional programs on discretionary release were obtained.
Figure 19 presents staff perceptions of the impact of correctional programs on discretionary
release. Most staff agreed/strongly agreed that the correctional programs had a positive impact
on the likelihood of offenders being granted day parole (85%, n = 246 of 291). Over 70% of staff
agreed that correctional programs had a positive impact on the likelihood of offenders
obtaining escorted temporary absences (72%, n = 190 of 265), unescorted temporary absences
(72%, n = 185 of 257), and full parole (76%, n = 215 of 283). Many offenders from ICPM (70%,
n =101 of 145) and most offenders from WOCP (86%, n = 44 of 51) also agreed/strongly agreed
that correctional programs would have a positive impact on their likelihood of receiving

escorted temporary absences, unescorted temporary absences, day parole, or full parole.

Figure 19. Staff Perceptions of Impact of Correctional Programs on Offenders Obtaining
Discretionary Release
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Staff who did not agree?®° that correctional programs have a positive impact on discretionary
release were asked to explain why they perceived that the programs did not have a positive

effecton that outcome.

e Most of the staff (77%, n = 49 of 64) indicated that correctional programs may not have a
positive impact because other factors are considered more relevant. Staff perceived that
more relevantfactors for discretionary release decisionsinclude the offender’s behaviour
and willingness to demonstrate change (28%, n = 18), or that the security level of the
institution dictates which types of release are possible (25%, n = 16).

e Moreover, a small number of staff (19%, n = 12) indicated that the program may not have a
positive impact on discretionary release due to program-related factors, for example, the
program did not addressthe cause of criminal behaviouror risk (9%, n = 6) and/or it was
not offeredina timely manner (6%, n = 4).

e Finally,afew (14%, n = 9) attributed the program’s lack of impact on discretionary release
to the decision making of the members of the Parole Board of Canada and theirlimited

knowledge and consideration of programs.

Offenders described the impact of correctional programs on theirlikelihood of obtaining
discretionaryrelease, such as escorted temporary absences, unescorted temporary absences,

day parole, or full parole.

e Many offendersfromICPM (71%, n = 87 of 123) and most offenders from WOCP (82%, n =
32 of 39) agreed that correctional programs have an impact on obtainingdiscretionary
release. Specifically, participatingin correctional programs resulted in positive changes for
the offenders, suchas improvingtheirperspective and behaviour (ICPM: 28%, n = 34;
WOCP: 33%, n =13), improving how they are perceived by the Parole Board (ICPM: 22%, n
= 27; WOCP: 31%, n = 12), and impacting how they were perceived by institutional staff,
including theirfacilitator and parole officer (ICPM: 10%, n =12; WOCP: 8%, n = 3). A few

%0 Staff who selected one of the following responses: ‘Neither agree nor disagree’, ‘Disagree’, or ‘Strongly
disagree’.
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offenders alsoreported that program completionisrequiredto obtain discretionary
release (ICPM: 11%, n = 13; WOCP: 13%, n=5).

e Some offendersfromICPM (32%, n = 39) and a few offenders from WOCP (15%, n = 6) did
not believe that correctional programs had an impact on obtaining discretionary release. In
particular, these offenders (ICPM: 13%, n = 16; WOCP: 3%, n = 1) considered otherfactors,
such as institutional behaviouras more important, and others (ICPM: 7%, n = 9; WOCP: 5%,
n = 2) reported they had finished their program but did not receive discretionary release or

missed theirparole date.

3.3.4 IMPACT OF PROGRAMS ON THE LIKELIHOOD OF A REVOCATION

FINDING 18: LIKELIHOOD OF A REVOCATION AND SUBSTANCE USE
OUTCOMES FOR MEN

Overall, men completers, in particular those who participated in the multi-target moderate
programs, were revoked for any reason less often than eligible men non-participants. The lower
likelihood of any revocation was observed for both Indigenous and non-Indigenous men program
completers. Although not statistically significant, results indicated that program completers
overall tended to have a revocation with an offence less oftenthan eligible non-participants. In
contrast, program completers were revoked more oftenthan men offenders with no-intent-to-
treat (regardless of the type of revocation).

The findings related to the effect of program completion on substance use outcome were mixed.
Results suggested that program completers more often had a substance use outcome, in
comparison to eligible non-participants, although these findings were not statistically significant.
Notably, men inthe ICPM-MT highintensity program were significantly more likely to have a
substance use outcome.

Evidence:

Post-Release Outcomes

The relationships between study group and several indicators of post-release outcomeswere
examined to determine the effectiveness of program completion for men. These indicators

included any revocation (i.e., due to the breach of a condition of release or due to a new
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offence), revocation for any new offence, revocation for a new violent offence, substance use
outcomes, and revocation with a new sexual offence. Table 33 presents the unadjusted base
rates of the post-release outcomes forthe entire follow-up across the study groups. It is
important to note that these rates do not account for risk relevant differences between the
groups, so it would be inappropriate to conclude that treatment exposure explains any

observed differences.
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Table 33. Occurrence of Community Outcomes among Men Eligible for Inclusion in Survival Analysis

Treatment Group (n)

Eligible non-

Treatment Completers? . No-intent-to-treat Total
participants
N % N N % N N % N N % N

total outcome total outcome total outcome total outcome
Any Revocation® 1,608 23 371 784 41 318 1,615 9 144 4007 21 833
Revocation with offence 1,608 3 54 783 6 50 1,615 1 17 4,006 3 121
Revocation with violent 1,607 1 11 780 2 19 1,613 O 2 4000 1 32
offence
Revocation with sexual 246 0 1 700 0 2 1,595 0 0 2,541 O 3
offence¢
Substance use outcomed 1,608 27 439 784 27 208 1,617 11 169 4,009 20 816

3 Programs include: ICPM-MT-Moderate, ICPM-MT-High, AICPM-Moderate, and ICPM-SO-Moderate
bRevocation with or without offence

¢Only those men who completed ICPM-SO-Moderate were included in the treatment completers sample for this outcome.
dSuspension due to breach of substance use related condition and/or positive urinalysis results while under supervision in the community

153



Evaluation of Correctional Reintegration Programs

Outcomes for Men. Hazard functionsrepresenttherisk or the ‘hazard’ of experiencing
an event.To determine the likelihood of being revoked for various reasons (e.g., technical
violation of conditions of release, or commission of a new offence), given the length of time for
which an offenderremainsin the community, Cox regression survival analyses were conducted
to compare allidentified program completers with eligible non-participants and with non-
participants with no-intent-to-treat.?1 CRl at intake, Indigenous ancestry, age of offenderat
release, numberof days from admission to release, motivation level atintake, a flagfor any
maintenance program completion, and a flag for any community program completion were also
added to the model as covariates in order to control for any impact that they had as
explanatory variables. Cox regression models were conducted for each outcome of interest,
namely any revocation, revocation with a new offence, revocation with a violent offence, and
any substance use related post-release outcome (includes suspensions due to a breach of a
substance use related condition and/or a positive urinalysis resultsinthe community).
Revocations with any sexual offence were not examined using Cox regression due to the low

occurrence of this event.

Any Revocation. Table 34 presentsthe relationship between study group and any
revocation (with or withouta new offence) for men collapsed across all programs and in each of
the streams examined. More detailed statistics are presentedin Appendix F. Out of 4,007 men
offendersincludedinthe analyses, 833 experienced arevocation. When examiningthe
relationship between study group and any revocation with or without an offence for all
program completers (while holding the effect of the covariates constant), the resultsindicated
that the program completergroup experienced a36% lower likelihood of a revocation for any
reason compared with the eligible non-participants (IHR = 0.64). The significant effect was
observed for offenders who completed an ICPM-MT-Moderate (IHR =0.56) or AICPM-Moderate

streams (IHR = 0.45), but was not evident forthose who completed the ICPM-MT-High or the

1 Note thattheeligible non-participants andthe no-intent-to-treat non-participants had not participated ina main
program. However, they could have participatedin other programs. For example, 13% of eligible men non-
participants and 1% of no-intent-to-treat men non-participants had completed a maintenance program, and 34%
of eligible men non-participants and 2% of no-intent-to-treat men non-participants had completed the community
program.
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ICPM-SO-Moderate. Amongthese two program streams, the likelihood of any revocation was

comparable.

Compared to the no-intent-to-treat group, the program completers were almost 4 times (IHR =
3.89) more likelyto have a revocation for any reason. The pattern of findings remained
consistentacross all program streams that were examined. Specifically, those who completed
programs consistently demonstrated higherlikelihoods of a revocation relative to the no-
intent-to-treat group (ranging from approximately 2.6 timesto 5.4 times more likely, based

upon the IHR).

Table 34. Relationship between Study Group and Any Revocation

Eligible Non-Participants (n= No-Intent-to-Treat (n = 1,615)

Group 784) vs. Completers vs. Completers
B HR  IHR(1/HR)® B HR  IHR (1/HR)®
All programsa (n = 1,608) 0.45  1.57** 0.64 -1.36  0.26** 3.89
ICPM-MT-Moderate (n =967) 0.58  1.78** 0.56 -1.23 0.29** 3.41
ICPM-MT-High (n=299) 0.11 1.12 0.89 -1.68  0.19** 5.38
AICPM-Moderate (n = 94) 0.80 2.23* 0.45 -0.97 0.38* 2.62
ICPM-SO-Moderate (n=248) 0.14 1.15 0.87 -1.57 0.21%* 4.78

Note. The sample size following each program stream indicatesthe number of completers. The sample size for the comparison
groups remained consistentacross the models examining the different program streams. Non -significant findings are
interpreted when the IHR or HR < 0.80.

aThe ‘all programs’ category includes those who completed any program stream listed in the table.

bIHR = inverse of the hazard ratio, which reverses the direction of the effect, makingit the effect of program completion
relative to beingin the comparison groups.

*p<.01,** p<.001.

The relationship between study group and revocation for any reason, combined across all
program streams, was also examined separately by Indigenous ancestry?2(i.e., Indigenous or
non-Indigenous). The resultsare reportedin Table 35. The detailed statistics related to these
analysescan be foundin Appendix F. Overall, of the 508 Indigenous men offenders and 3,499
non-Indigenous menincludedinthe analyses, 141 Indigenous menand 692 non-Indigenous

men had a revocation for any reason. When separated by Indigenous ancestry, program

completers were still significantly less likely to be revoked for any reason compared to the

92 Note thatin these analyses, Indigenous ancestry was removed as a covariate.
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eligible non-participants. Specifically, non-Indigenous men who completed programming had
approximately 35% lower likelihood (IHR = 0.65) than the eligible non-participantsto be
revoked for any reason. Indigenous men program completers were approximately half as likely

to be revokedfor any reason (IHR = 0.55), relative tothe eligible non-participants.

Relative to the no-intent-to-treat group, non-Indigenous men were 4.5 times more likely to be
revoked for any reason (IHR = 4.50). Although not statistically significant, the results suggested
that, among Indigenous men, program completers were revoked for any reason more often
than the no-intent-to-treat group. However, it is possible that a significant effect did not

emerge as a result of the reduced sample size for the model including Indigenous men.

Table 35. Relationship between Study Group and Any Revocation for Indigenous and non-
Indigenous Men

Group Eligible Non-Participants? No-Intent-to-Treat® vs.
vs. Completers Completers
B HR IHR B HR IHR
(1/HR)c (1/HR)c
Non-Indigenous men (n = 1,400) 0.44 1.55%* 0.65 -1.51 0.22** 4.50
Indigenous men (n = 208) 0.61 1.83* 0.55 -0.50 0.61 1.65

Note. The programs included in the analyses were ICPM-MT-Moderate, ICPM-MT-High, AICPM-Moderate, and ICPM-SO-
Moderate. Non-significant findings areinterpreted when the IHR or HR <0.80.

aSample size for non-Indigenous men: eligible non-participants =638, no-intent-to-treat =1,461.

bSample size for Indigenous men: eligible non-participants =146, no-intent-to-treat =154.

¢IHR = inverse of the hazard ratio, which reverses the direction of the effect, makingit the effect of program completion
relative to beinginthe comparison groups

*p<.01,** p<.001.

Revocation with New Offence. Table 36 presentsthe relationship between study group
and revocation for a new offence, while accounting for the effects of the covariates, for men
participatingin any program and in each of the streams examined. More detailed statistics,
includingthe relationships between the covariates and outcome, are presentedin AppendixF.
Of the 4,006 men offendersincludedinthe analyses, 121 had a revocation for a new offence.
When consideringall programs overall (IHR = 0.69) and ICPM-MT-Moderate (IHR = 0.68), results
suggestedthat program completers had a revocation with a new offence less often than eligible
non-participants, although these findings were not significant. This result was not apparent

with those who completed ICPM-MT-High, where program completersand eligible non-
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participants had a revocation with an offence at a comparable rate. Lastly, although not
statistically significant, results suggested that ICPM-SO-Moderate program completers were
revoked with an offence more often than eligible non-participants. Itisimportant to note that
the low occurrence of the event can impact the ability of the model to provide stable results,
and therefore these results should be monitored and updated once more data are available

(i.e.,longerfollow-up period).

When combiningacross all program streams, results demonstrated that the program
completers exhibited alikelihood of revocation due to a new offence that was over3.5 times
higherthan the no-intent-to-treat group (IHR = 3.57). This pattern of findings re mained
consistent within each individual program stream (IHRs ranging from 3.50 to 6.10). The
relationship between completion of the AICPM-Moderate program and the likelihood to be

revoked due to a new offence was unable to be assessed due to insufficient sample size.

Table 36. Relationship between Study Group and Revocation with Offence

Group Eligible Non-Participants No-Intent-to-Treat
(n=783) vs. Completers (n=1,615) vs. Completers
B HR IHR B HR IHR
(1/HR)® (1/HR)®
All programs? (n = 1,608) 0.37 144 0.69 -1.27  0.28** 3.57
ICPM-MT-Moderate (n = 967) 038 1.46 0.68 -1.25  0.29** 3.50
ICPM-MT-High (n=299) -0.08 0.93 1.08 -1.75  0.17** 5.75
AICPM-Moderate (n = 94) - - - - - -
ICPM-SO-Moderate (n = 248) -0.25 0.78 1.28 -1.81 0.16* 6.10

Note. The sample size following each program stream indicates the number of completers. The sample size for the comparison
groups remained consistentacross the models examining the different program streams. Non -significant findings are
interpreted when the IHR or HR < 0.80.

aThe ‘all programs’ category includes those who completed any program stream listed in the table.

bIHR = inverse of the hazard ratio, which reverses the direction of the effect, makingit the effect of program completion
relative to beingin the comparison groups.

*p<.01,** p<.001

The relationship between study group and revocation for a new offence, combined across all

program streams, was also examined separately by Indigenous ancestry.?3 The results are

%3 Note thatin theseanalyses, Indigenous ancestry was removed as a covariate.
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reportedin Table 37, and more detailed statistics can be foundin Appendix F. Overall, of the
491 Indigenous men offendersand 3,498 non-Indigenous menincludedinthe analyses,?28
Indigenous men and 93 non-Indigenous men had a revocation with a new offence. The findings
for non-Indigenous and Indigenous men mirrored the results of the overall model. Although not
statistically significant, results suggested that both non-Indigenous and Indigenous program
completers had a revocation with an offence less often than eligible non-participants. However,
non-Indigenous program completers were over 4.5 times more likely (IHR = 4.67) to be revoked
due to a new offence, relative to non-Indigenous menin the no-intent-to-treat group. Although
not statistically significant, results also suggested that Indigenous program completershad a
revocation with an offence more oftenthan Indigenous menin the no-intent-to-treat group.
These findings should be interpreted with caution given the low event occurrence, along with

the small sample size for the model involving Indigenous men (n = 491).

Table 37. Relationship between Study Group and Revocation with Offence for Indigenous and
non-Indigenous Men

Group Eligible Non-Participants? No-Intent-to-Treatb vs.
vs. Completers Completers
B HR IHR B HR IHR
(1/HR)c (1/HR)c
Non-Indigenous men (n = 1,400) 0.27 1.32 0.76 -1.54 0.21** 4.67
Indigenous men (n = 204) 0.73 2.08 0.48 -0.44 0.64 1.56

Note. The programs included in the analyses were ICPM-MT-Moderate, ICPM-MT-High, AICPM-Moderate, and ICPM-SO-
Moderate. Non-significant findings areinterpreted when the IHR or HR <0.80.

aSample size for non-Indigenous men: eligible non-participants =637, no-intent-to-treat =1,461.

bSample size for Indigenous men: eligible non-participants =135, no-intent-to-treat =152.

¢IHR = inverse of the hazard ratio, which reverses the direction of the effect, makingit the effect of program completion
relative to beingin the comparison groups.

*p<.01,** p<.001.

Revocation with Violent Offence. Table 38 presentsthe relationship between study
group and revocationfor a violent offence, while accounting for the effects of the covariates,

both overall (i.e., all programs) and within each of the program streams individually. More

%4 Atotal of 3,989 Indigenous and non-Indigenous men wereincluded in this analysis, incontrast withthe 4,006
men included intheanalyses presented in Table 37. This discrepancywas dueto 17 Indigenous men who didnot
meet the minimum threshold regarding the number of days to the eventin the analysis s pecific to Indigenous men.
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detailed statistics, including the relationships between the covariates and outcome, are
presentedin Appendix F. Of the 4,000 men offendersincludedinthe analyses, 32 had a
revocation for a violent offence. Itis important to note that the infrequent occurrence of this
eventcan leadto imprecise estimates of the effect of program completion on outcome, as a
resultthe findings should be interpreted with caution. Results were generally consistent with
the findings pertainingto the relationship between program completion and revocation due to
a new offence. Although not statistically significant, results suggested that, for all programs
overall (IHR = 0.51) and ICPM-MT-Moderate (IHR = 0.20), program completers had a revocation
with a violent offence less often than eligible non-participants. However, program completers
across all programs were approximately 9.5 times more likely to be revoked witha new violent
offence compared to offendersinthe no-intent-to-treat group (IHR = 9.43). Although not
statistically significant, results suggested that completers of ICPM-MT-Moderate were revoked

with a violent offence more often than the no-intent-to-treat group.

Estimates of the relationship between study group and the likelihood of arevocation with a
new violent offence could not be calculated for the ICPM-MT-High, AICPM-Moderate, and
ICPM-SO-Moderate programs. The infrequent occurrence of revocations with a new violent
offence resulted inan unstable estimate of the relationship, ultimately preventing the models
from providing meaningful information. As mentioned, thisissue also affected the modelsfor
all men completersand ICPM-MT-Moderate, those findings should therefore be interpreted

with caution as well.
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Table 38. Relationship between Study Group and Revocation with Violent Offence

Eligible Non-Participants (n  No-Intent-to-Treat (n = 1,613)

Group = 780) vs. Completers vs. Completers
B HR IHR(1/HR)> B HR  IHR (1/HR)®
All programs@ (n = 1,607) 0.68 1.97 0.51 -2.24  0.11%* 9.43
ICPM-MT-Moderate (n = 967) 1.62 5.03 0.20 -1.24 0.29 3.44

ICPM-MT-High (n = 298) - - - - ] ]
AICPM-Moderate (n = 94) - - - - - -
ICPM-SO-Moderate (n = 248) - - - - - -

Note. The sample sizes following each program stream indicate the number of completers. The sample size for the comparison
groups remained consistentacross the models examining the different program streams. Empty cells indicate that the analysis
could not be completed due to low occurrence of the outcome. Non-significantfindings are interpreted when the IHR or HR <
0.80.

aThe ‘all programs’ category includes those who completed any program stream listed in the table.

bIHR = inverse of the hazard ratio, which reverses the direction of the effect, makingit the effect of program completion
relative to beingin the comparison groups.

*p<.01,** p<.001.

Analysesfor all program completers were also conducted separately for Indigenous and non-
Indigenous men to examine whetherthe relationship between study group and revocation with
a new violent offence was differentforeither of the two groups. Both groups had an extremely
low revocation rate due a new violent offence (i.e., 0.7% for non-Indigenous model; 1.6% for
Indigenous model), which prevented any meaningful conclusions from being drawn from these

analyses. As a result, the findings are not presented here, but are includedin AppendixF.

Substance Use Post-Release. Table 39 presents the relationship between study group
and a substance use outcome (i.e., suspension due to breach of a substance use related
conditionand/or a positive urinalysis resultin the community), while accounting for the effects
of the covariates, for men participatingin any program and in each of the streams examined.
More detailed statistics are presented in Appendix F. Of the 4,009 men offendersincludedin
the analysis collapsing across programming streams, 816 had a substance use outcome.
Although not statistically significant, resultsforall programs combined and AICPM-Moderate
suggested that program completers had a substance use outcome more oftenthan eligible non-
participants. A significant effectemerged forthe ICPM-MT-High program, indicatingthat

program completers had a likelihood of asubstance use outcome that was more than 1.5 times
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(IHR = 1.70) higherthan eligible non-participants.®> Conversely, although not statistically
significant, results suggested that ICPM-SO-Moderate completers had a substance use outcome

less oftenthan eligible non-participants (IHR = 0.49).

Within each individual program stream, the results consistently indicated that relative to the
no-intent-to-treat group, program completers experienced a greater likelihood of a substance
use outcome (ranging from approximately 2 timesto 3.7 times more likely), with the exception
of the ICPM-SO-Moderate program completers who had a comparable likelihood of havinga

substance use outcome as the no-intent-to-treat group.

Table 39. Relationship between Study Group and Substance Use Outcome

Group Eligible Non-Participants (n No-Intent-to-Treat (n =
= 784) vs. Completers 1,617) vs. Completers

B HR IHR B HR IHR

(1/HR)® (1/HR)®

All programs@ (n = 1,608) -0.25 0.78 1.29 -0.94 0.39** 2.56

ICPM-MT-Moderate (n = 967) -0.07 0.93 1.07 -0.86 0.42** 2.36

ICPM-MT-High (n=299) -0.53 0.59** 1.70 -1.31 0.27** 3.70

AICPM-Moderate (n = 94) -0.53 0.59 1.70 -1.22 0.30** 3.38

ICPM-SO-Moderate (n = 248) 0.72 2.05 0.49 0.09 1.09 0.92

Note. The sample sizes following each program stream indicate the number of completers. The sample size for the comparison
groups remained consistentacross the models examining the different program streams. Non -significant findings are
interpreted when the IHR or HR < 0.80.

aThe ‘all programs’ category includes those who completed any program stream listed in the table.

bIHR = inverse of the hazard ratio, which reverses the direction of the effect making it the effect of program completion rela tive
to beinginthe comparison groups.

*p< .01, ** p<.001

Separate analyses examiningthe relationship between study group and substance use
outcomes were conducted for non-Indigenous and Indigenous subgroups (see Table 40 and
Appendix F). Overall, of the 508 Indigenous men offendersand 3,501 non-Indigenous men

includedinthe analyses, 144 Indigenous menand 672 non-Indigenous men had a substance

%> Within the group of ICPM-MT-High program completers, 59% (n =177) of offenders were withinthe high level
onthe CRI, whiletheremaining 41% (n=122) were withina moderate level. Incomparison, 48% (n =376) of
offenders intheeligible non-participant group were withinthe high level on the CRI, 44% (n =345) were withinthe
moderateand 8% (n =63) were within thelow |evel. However, giventhat CRI level was controlled forin the model,
these differences were taken into account.
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use outcome. Resultsindicated that for non-Indigenous men, there was no significant
differenceinthe likelihood of experiencing a substance use outcome for the program
completers compared to the eligible non-participants. HoweveramongIndigenous men,
program completers demonstrated a significantly higherlikelihood (more than 2 times) of a
substance use outcome than eligible non-participants (IHR = 2.29). Given that the sample size
for the Indigenous men subsample was considerably smaller, caution should be exercised when
interpreting this effect. The resultsindicated that, for both Indigenous men and non-Indigenous
men, program completers had a more than a 2 timesincrease inthe likelihood of a substance
use outcome relative tothe no-intent-to-treat group (Indigenous IHR = 2.19; non-Indigenous

IHR = 2.78).

Table 40. Relationship between Study Group and Substance Use Outcomes for Indigenous
and non-Indigenous Men

Group Eligible Non-Participants? vs. No-Intent-to-Treat® vs.
Completers Completers
B HR IHR B HR IHR
(1/HR)c (1/HR)c
Non-Indigenous men (n=1,400) -0.07 0.93 1.07 -1.02 0.36** 2.78
Indigenous men (n = 208) -0.83 0.44* 2.29 -0.78 0.46* 2.19

Note. The programs included in the analyses were ICPM-MT-Moderate, ICPM-MT-High, AICPM-Moderate, and ICPM-SO-
Moderate. Non-significant findings areinterpreted when the IHR or HR <0.80.
aSample size for non-Indigenous men: eligible non-participants =638, no-intent-to-treat =1,463.
bSample size for Indigenous men: eligible non-participants =146, no-intent-to-treat =154.
¢IHR = inverse of the hazard ratio, which reverses the direction of the effect makingit the effect of program completion relative
to beingin the comparison groups.
*p<.01,** p<.001

Revocation with Sexual Offence. The relationship between study group and revocation
with a new sexual offence was unable to be examined due to the low occurrence of the event.
Out of the 2,541 individuals whowere eligible tobe includedin the analysis, including 246
individuals who completed the ICPM-SO-Moderate, there were 3 instances of a revocation due
to a new sexual offence. Such a low occurrence prevented drawing any meaningful conclusions

regarding the relationship between study group and this outcome.

Program Overrides. The rates of revocation for any reason were examined for men

offenders who participated ina program but who did not meetthe program referral criteria
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and therefore participatedin a program afterthey received an override.% A small portion of
men offenders (n=117, 12% of program completers) who had completed a program had
received an override. As a result, the rates of revocation presented for this group may not in
fact generalize tothe overall population of men offenders who receive an override to
participate in programming. This means that comparisons of rates between this group and men
offenders who met program criteria and subsequently completed programming should be

made with caution.

As presentedin Figure 20, the overall rate of revocation for any reason was considerably lower
for override completers (8%, n = 9) compared to men offenders who met program referral
criteria (19%, n = 174). The findings across CRI categories are consistent with expectations,
giventhat those who are overriddenintoa program are likely to be lowerrisk, as they did not
initially meetthe criteriato be referredto a correctional program. However, caution is
warranted due to the small sample size across the CRI categories. The rates of revocation are
not presented (i.e., suppressed) for those in the override sample that were classified as High
CRI, and for those who did not have a CRI score, since the sample sizes were less than 5.
Detailed tablesthat include data pertainingto these comparisons can be found in AppendixF.
The rates of revocation due to a new offence are not presented because no program completer

who received an override (n= 117) was revoked due to a new offence.

% Offenders were identified as having received anoverrideifthey did not meet theinitial program referral criteria,
buthad completed a correctional program.
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Figure 20. Rate of Any Revocation within 1 Year of Release by Override Status and CRI Level
for Men
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Note. ‘Program completers’refers to any offender that initially met the criteria for programming (i.e., without requiringan
S\I;Z;Zjigve been suppressed due to a sample size equal to or lessthan 5.

Summary of Results and Comparison to Case Study of Long-Term Outcomes. Several
community outcomes during the firstrelease were examined as a measure of program
effectiveness. Resultsindicated that program completers were significantly less likely to have a
revocation for any reason compared to eligible non-participants. Although not statistically
significant, results suggested that program completers had a revocation with an offence and a
violent offence less often than eligible non-participants. These findings are encouraging as they
suggest that the completion of programming is associated with improved outcomes
immediately followingfirst-release. Further, itis possible that an examination of community
outcomes beyond first release will provide additional evidence that completing programming is
associated with reductionsin reoffending. Due to the recentimplementation of ICPM across
the regions, it was not possible to examine longerterm outcomes for the existing cohort.
However, since ICPM implementation beganinthe Pacificregion in 2010, there was an
opportunity to conduct a case study that examined longterm outcomes for offenders who had
exposure to ICPM as it was beingrolled out in this particular region (see Case Study 3.1). This

facilitated a comparison between the first release community outcome findings obtained from
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the primary release cohort and the findings based on the Pacific region cohort with an

extended follow-up period, including post-WED offending.

The pattern of results was generally consistentacross the two cohorts. To directly compare the
results betweenthe two cohorts, any revocation on firstrelease and the substance use
outcome on first release were examined. Interestingly, the finding that program completers
experienced asignificantly lowerlikelihood of any revocation duringthe first release was not
maintained among the Pacificregion cohort. Instead, the resultsindicated that program
completersand eligible non-participants had a comparable likelihood of any revocation during
the firstrelease. Findings related to the substance use outcome were more consistentamong
the case study sample, with program completers and eligible non-participants experiencinga
comparable likelihood. This differed from the full study sample, where results suggested that all
program completers combinedtended to have a substance use outcome more oftenthan

eligible non-participants, although this was not statistically significant.

When reoffendingin the Pacific region cohort was examined overa greater period of time,
including post-WED offending, results suggested that program completersreoffendedless
oftenthan eligible non-participants, although this was not statistically significant. Thisfinding
was consistent with the overall programming effect(i.e., collapsed across programming
streams) from the full study sample. When consideringall program streams together, the case
study sample demonstrated a comparable likelihood of violent reoffending between program
completersand eligible non-participants. This differed from the full sample, which found that,
although not statistically significant, program completers were revoked on the first release with
a violent offence less often than eligible non-participants. However, given the infrequent
occurrence of this outcome, the difference inthe findings between the two cohorts may be a

result of the instabilityin the estimate of the relationship between study group and outcome.

When information on longer-term outcomes was alsoincluded, the overall conclusions drawn
about the effectiveness of programming did not change. As mentioned, the case study sample
consisted of offenders who had early exposure to ICPM as it was first beingimplementedinthe

Pacificregion. Although estimates of program effectiveness duringthis period of time may
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differonce the program is fullyimplemented, it provided an opportunity to examine the
relationship between program completion and community outcomes that included post-WED

offending.

Pacific Region Case Study FIFE 3.1

Purpose

Giventhe limited opportunity to examine longer-term community outcomes (including post-WED
offending) forthe full study sampleincludedin FIFE 3, it was of interestto conduct a case study
of an earlierrelease cohort who had exposure to ICPM as it was beingimplemented inthe Pacific
region. ICPM programs began the pilot phase in 2010 withinthe Pacific region, makingit possible
to establish a release cohort who had ICPM exposure and could be followed foran extended
period of time. This provided an opportunity to examine whetherthe patterns of results obtained
from the full study sample were consistent when a more comprehensive assessment of
community outcomes was available.

Methodology

Sample. Offenders were considered for inclusionin the first-release cohortif they were
admitted and released from the Pacificregion any time between January 15t, 2010 and March
31st, 2015. The case study was restricted to a sample of men offenders. Since the overall analysis
of program outcomes for womenincluded a release cohort as early as May 15t of 2013, the
number of women who completed programming in the Pacific region during the timeframe for
the case study was too small to warrant furtheranalysis. As with the full study sample, program
completers were defined as those who completed an ICPM main program during the study
timeframe (n= 677). The overall program completer group was made up of completers of ICPM-
MT-Moderate, ICPM-MT-High, AICPM-MT-Moderate, and ICPM-SO-Moderate. The number of
offenders who completed ICPM-SO-High (n = 26), AICPM-SO-Moderate (n = 0), AICPM-MT-High (n
= 35), and ICPM-Adapted-Moderate (n = 15), was too small to be includedinthe analysis.
Offenders who met program referral criteria for ICPM programs but did not participate during
the study timeframe were considered eligible non-participants (n = 207). Offenders who did not
meetthe program referral criteria were includedin the analyses as a no-intent-to-treat group (n
= 447). Any offenderwho participated in the traditional cadre of programs was excluded fromthe
cohort (n=715).

Characteristics of Sample. Most (89%; n = 1185 of 1,331) of the offenders classified into
the study groups had complete information on the risk relevant covariates, and could therefore
be includedinthe analysis. The characteristics of those eligible tobe includedin the analysesare
presentedinTable 3.1.1 below. Itis important to highlight that there was a similar proportion of
Indigenous offenders within the program completers (26%, n = 137) and eligible non-participant
groups (31%, n = 64), whereas Indigenous offenders made up a smaller portion of the no-intent-
to-treat group (20%, n = 61). Program completers were most commonly rated as moderate on
the CRI (48%, n = 319), while eligible non-participants were most commonly rated as high (56%, n
= 115). About a third of eligible non-participants scored as low motivation at intake, compared to
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Pacific Region Case Study FIFE 3.1

only 9% of both program completers (n =63) and the no-intent-to-treatgroup (n=29). Taken
together, the characteristics of the study groups highlight that the eligible non-participants tend
to be higherrisk compared to program completers. As a result, these risk-relevant differences will
be accounted for in the analysesto estimate the relationship between program completionand
community outcomes.

Outcomes. Community outcomes were examined starting at the date of first release until
October 14th, 2018. Anyrevocation and any substance use outcome during the first release were
examined to allow for comparisons to the overall results obtainedin FIFE 3. The average time
from the firstrelease to the end of the first release or to the study end date or WED was 17
months (SD = 14 months). In addition to examiningthe first revocation while supervisedinthe
community, a measure of any reoffending was analyzed, which included a revocation on the first
release with an offence or any readmission to CSC custody following WED — whichevercame first.
Violentreoffending was examined based on whetherthe offence identified forany reoffending
was violent. There were too few instances of sexual offending (n=7) to analyze it separately,
therefore, those with a sexual reoffence were consideredinthe any reoffending outcome. On
average, the study sample was followed formore than 5 years (61 months, SD = 23 months)
betweenfirstrelease and eitherany offending, orthe end of the study period. To estimate the
actual time at risk of a reoffence, if an offenderhad a revocation during their firstrelease, the
time from the end of the first release to WED was subtracted from the overall follow-up time, or
from first release to eithera new admission to CSC custody post-WED or end of the study period.

Data Analysis. The relationship between study group and the various community
outcomes was examined while accounting for the effects of the CRI score, Motivation level at
intake, age at release, numberthe days betweenadmissionand release, Indigenous ancestry, the
completion of a maintenance program, and the completion of the community program. Separate
analyseswere not performed for Indigenous and non-Indigenous offenders due to the reductions
in sample size. However, Indigenous ancestry was included as a covariate in the overall models,
meaningthat the estimate of the relationship between study group and community outcomes
accounts for Indigenous ancestry (see Appendix H). It isalso important to note that across the
models, Indigenous ancestry did not emerge as a significant predictor, indicating that Indigenous
and non-Indigenous offenders experienced comparable likelihoods of the community outcomes,
while controlling forall other covariates and study group.
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Pacific Region Case Study FIFE 3.1

Table 3.1.1. Characteristics of Men in the Pacific Region Case Study

Characteristics Completers Eligible Non- No-Intent-To-
Participants Treat
N = 669 N = 205 N=311
n % n % n %
Indigenous 173 26 64 31 61 20
Age, M (SD) 37 (11) 35 (10) 41 (13)
Days between admissionand
release, M (SD) 686 (358) 640 (378) 701 (522)
CRI Level
Low 117 17 15 7 213 68
Moderate 319 48 75 37 77 25
High 233 35 115 56 21 7
Motivation Level
Low 63 9 70 34 29 9
Medium 511 76 107 52 171 55
High 95 14 28 14 111 36
Completed maintenance program 490 73 35 17 11 4
Completed community program 0 0 57 28 15 5

Note. Age atrelease was reported. Motivation and CRl were assessed at intake.

Results

Any Revocation During the First Release. Table 3.1.2 presents the relationship between
study group and any revocation on the first release for men collapsed across all programs and in
each of the streams examined. Outof 1,184 men offendersincludedinthe analysis, 394 (33%)
experienced arevocation of a first term release forany reason. Resultsindicated that when risk
relevantdifferences were held constant between the groups, program completersand eligible
non-participants had a comparable rate of revocations for any reason (IHR = 0.85). This finding
was obtained for each individual program stream, exceptfor the ICPM-SO moderate stream,
where results suggested that program completers had a revocation for any reason less often than
eligible non-participants, although this finding was not statistically significant. Compared to
offendersinthe no-intent-to-treat group, program completers experienced asignificantly higher
likelihood of arevocation for any reason (ranging from 2.7 times to nearly 3.5 times). Although
not statistically significant, results suggested that ICPM-SO-Moderate completers had a
revocation for any reason more oftenthan the no-intent-to-treatgroup.
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Pacific Region Case Study FIFE 3.1

Table 3.1.2. Relationship between Study Group and Any Revocation on First Release.
Eligible Non-Participants (n  No-Intent-to-Treat (n = 311)

Group

= 205) vs. Completers vs. Completers
B MR un. B WR
All programs? (n = 668) 0.16 1.17 0.85 -1.24  0.29** 3.44
ICPM-MT-Moderate (n = 298) 0.09 1.10 0.91 -1.19 0.31** 3.29
ICPM-MT-High (n=184) 0.19 1.21 0.82 -1.00 0.37** 2.71
AICPM-MT-Moderate (n=91) 0.05 1.05 0.95 -1.14  0.32** 3.12
ICPM-SO-Moderate (n=95) 0.43 1.54 0.65 -0.82 0.44 2.27

Note. The sample size following each program stream indicates the number of completers. The sample size for the comparison
groups remained consistentacross the models examining the different program streams. Non -significant findings areinterpreted
when the IHR or HR < 0.80.

aThe ‘all programs’ category includes those who completed any program stream listed in the table.

bIHR = inverse of the hazard ratio, which reverses the direction of the effect, making it the effect of program completion rel ative
to beinginthe comparison groups.

*p<.01,** p<.001.

First Release Substance Use Outcome. Table 3.1.3 presentsthe results examiningthe
relationship between study group and the likelihood of a substance use outcome during the first
release. Of the 1,185 offendersincludedinthe analysis, 349 (29%) had a substance use outcome.
Resultsindicated that program completers and eligible non-participants had similarrates of a
substance use outcomes. This finding was apparent when examining program completion overall,
and within each program stream separately, except ICPM-SO-Moderate. Although not statistically
significant, results suggested that ICPM-SO-Moderate completers had a substance use outcome
less oftenthan eligible non-participants.
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Pacific Region Case Study FIFE 3.1

Table 3.1.3. Relationship between Study Group and Substance Use Outcome on First Release

Eligible Non-Participants (n  No-Intent-to-Treat (n = 311)
Group

= 205) vs. Completers vs. Completers
B HR IHR(1/HR)> B HR  IHR (1/HR)b
All programsa (n = 669) 0.14 1.16 0.87 -0.57 0.57* 1.76
ICPM-MT-Moderate (n = 299) 0.19 1.21 0.83 -0.58  0.56 1.78
ICPM-MT-High (n=184) -0.10 0.91 1.10 -0.80 0.45* 2.24
AICPM-MT-Moderate (n=91) 0.17 1.19 0.84 -0.53 0.59 1.69
ICPM-SO-Moderate (n = 95) 0.70 2.02 0.50 0.09 1.09 0.92

Note. The sample size following each program stream indicate s the number of completers. The sample size for the comparison
groups remained consistentacross the models examining the different program streams. Non-significant findings areinterpreted
when the IHR or HR < 0.80.

3The ‘all programs’ category includes those who completed any program stream listed in the table.

bIHR = inverse of the hazard ratio, which reverses the direction of the effect, making it the effect of program completion rel ative
to beingin the comparison groups.

*p<.01,* p<.001.

Any New Offending. Table 3.1.4 presentsthe relationship between study group and any
new offending(i.e., revocation with an offence on first release orfirst readmission following
WED). Of the 1,185 offendersincluded inthe analysis, 155 (13%) had committed a new offence
during the follow-up. Resultsindicated that, while holding the effects of relevant covariates
constant, program completers, overall (IHR = 0.72) and within ICPM-MT-Moderate and ICPM-SO-
Moderate, tended to have lowerrates of reoffending compared to eligible non-participants,
although this was not statistically significant. Results suggested that there was no discernable
differenceinthe likelihood of any reoffending between ICPM-MT-High or AICPM-MT-Moderate
completersand eligible non-participants. Similarto previous results, program completers
consistently demonstrated a significantly higherlikelihood of any new offending than those
classified as no-intent-to-treat (ranging from 2 times more likely to approximately 5 times more
likely). The only exception was the effectfor ICPM-SO-Moderate program completers, which was
non-significant, but suggested that program completers had higher rates of any reoffending than
the no-intent-to-treat group.
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Pacific Region Case Study FIFE 3.1

Table 3.1.4. Relationship between Study Group and Any New Offending (Pre and Post-WED)

Eligible Non-Participants (n  No-Intent-to-Treat (n = 311)
Group

= 205) vs. Completers vs. Completers
B HR IHR(1/HR)> B HR  IHR (1/HR)®
All programsa (n = 669) 0.33 1.40 0.72 -1.28 0.28* 3.58
ICPM-MT-Moderate (n = 299) 0.47 l1.61 0.62 -1.19 0.30 3.30
ICPM-MT-High (n=184) 0.11 1.12 0.90 -1.46  0.23* 4.29
AICPM-MT-Moderate (n=91) -0.12 0.88 1.13 -1.63  0.20* 5.10
ICPM-SO-Moderate (n=95) 0.95 2.59 0.39 -0.70  0.50 2.02

Note. The sample size following each program stream indicates the number of completers. The sample size for the comparison
groups remained consistentacross the models examining the different program streams. Non-significant findings areinterpreted
when the IHR or HR < 0.80.

3The ‘all programs’ category includes those who completed any program stream listed in the table.

bIHR = inverse of the hazard ratio, which reverses the direction of the effect, making it the effect of program completion rel ative
to beinginthe comparison groups.

*p<.01,** p<.001.

Violent Offending. Table 3.1.5 presents the relationship between study group and any
new violent offending duringthe follow-up period (i.e., first release and post-WED). Of the 1,185
offendersincludedinthe analysis, 72 (6%) committed a new violent offence. When considering
all programs overall, results suggested that program completersand eligible non-participants
have comparable rates of violent offending (IHR=0.82). Models were unable to produce
estimates of the relationship between study group and violent reoffending for those who
completed the ICPM-MT-High or the AICPM-MT-Moderate streams. Although not statistically
significant, program completers of ICPM-MT-Moderate and ICPM-SO-Moderate streams had a
violent offence less often than eligible non-participants (IHR= 0.56 and 0.67, respectively).
Relative to those in the no-intent-to-treat group, program completers were considerably more
likely to have a violentreoffence (nearly 16 times; IHR = 15.9), although caution is warranted in
interpreting this effect, given the imprecisionin the estimated effect caused by the low
occurrence of the event.

171




Evaluation of Correctional Reintegration Programs

Pacific Region Case Study FIFE 3.1

Table 3.1.5. Relationship between Study Group and Violent Offending (Pre and Post-WED)

Eligible Non-Participants (n= No-Intent-to-Treat (n = 311)

Group 205¢) vs. Completers vs. Completers
B HR IHR (1/HR)® B HR IHR (1/HR)®
All programsa (n = 669) 0.19 1.21 0.82 -2.76  0.06* 15.87
ICPM-MT-Moderate (n = 0.58 1.79 0.56 -2.28 0.10 9.80
299)
ICPM-MT-High (n = 184) - - - - - -
AICPM-MT-Moderate (n= - - - - - -
91)
ICPM-SO-Moderate (n = 95) 0.40 1.50 0.67 -2.65 0.07 14.08

Note. The sample size following each program stream indicate s the number of completers. The sample size for the comparison
groups remained consistentacross the models examining the different program streams. Non -significant findings areinterpreted
when the IHR or HR < 0.80.

aThe ‘all programs’ category includes those who completed any program stream listed in the table.

bIHR = inverse of the hazard ratio, which reverses the direction of the effect, making it the effect of program completion rel ative
to beingin the comparison groups.

¢Sample size was reduced to 204 for ICPM-MT-Moderate, AICPM-MT-Moderate, and ICPM-SO-Moderate due to minimum follow-
up not being met.

*p< .01, ** p<.001.

Summary

Overall, resultsindicated that program completersand eligible non-participantshad a
comparable likelihood of all post-release outcomeswhenrisk relevant differences were
accounted for. When considering program completers across all streams, the examination of any
reoffending was the only outcome where program completers appeared to experience the
outcome less often than the comparison groups. Within the specificprogram streams,
completers of ICPM-MT-Moderate experienced any reoffendingandviolentreoffendingless
oftenthan eligible non-participants, although this was not statistically significant. Resultsfor
ICPM-SO-Moderate suggested program completers experienced all community outcomes less
oftenthan eligible non-participants. However, given the occurrence of violent offending, the
results for this outcome should be interpreted with caution.
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FINDING 19: LIKELIHOOD OF A REVOCATION AND SUBSTANCE USE
OUTCOMES FOR WOMEN

Although not statistically significant, results indicated that women completers of WOMIP and
AWOMIP were revoked for any reason more oftenthan eligible non-participants.

Separate models could not be conducted for Indigenous and non-Indigenous women due to
sample size. However, the overall models that accounted for Indigenous ancestry indicated that
Indigenouswomen tendedto be revoked for any reason more often than non-Indigenous
women, although this was not statistically significant.

While the findings suggest that program completers had a substance use outcome more often
than eligible non-participants, the results were also not statistically significant.

More than half of the women who completed programming were overriddeninto the program
as they did not initially meet program referral criteria. Override completers had lower rates of
any revocation compared to women who initially met program referral criteria, but when risk
relevant differences were controlled for, both groups experienced acomparable rate of
revocations for any reason.

Evidence:
Post-Release Outcomes

The relationships between study group and several indicators of post-release outcomeswere
examined to determine the effectiveness of program completion for women. Due to the low
occurrence of revocations witha new violent offence, Cox regression models were only
conducted for any revocation, revocation with a new offence, and for the substance use
outcome. Table 41 presentsthe unadjusted base rates of the post-release outcomes for the
entire follow-up across the study groups. It is important to note that these rates do not account
forrisk relevantdifferences between the groups, so it would be inappropriate to conclude that

treatment exposure explains any observed differences.
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Table 41. Occurrence of Community Outcomes among Women Eligible for Inclusion in Survival Analysis

Study Group
Treatment Completers2 Eligible non-participants No-intent-to-treat Total
N % N N % N N % N N % N
total outcome  total outcome  total outcome  total outcome
Any Revocation® 723 31 226 70 21 15 264 9 25 1,057 25 266
Revocation with offence 716 5 38 69 6 4 261 1 3 1,046 4 45
Substance use outcomec¢ 723 30 214 71 13 9 264 13 33 1,058 24 256

Note: Women were included in the analysis ifthey did not have missinginformation across all covariatesand had a follow -up time that was greater than the time ofthe first
event. Ntotal reflects the number of offenders eligible for inclusion in each analysis, N outcome reflects the number of women who experiencedthe outcome ofinterest.
aPrograms include: WOMIP and AWOMIP.

bRevocation with or without offence.

CSuspension due to breach of substance use related condition and/or positive urinalysis results while under supervision in the community.
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Outcomes for Women. The relationship between study group and post-release
outcomes was examined using Cox regression survival analysis to control for group differences
on risk relevant covariates. Similarto the analysis for men, these analysesincluded CRI at
intake, Indigenous ancestry, age of offenderat release, the number of days from admission to
release, motivationlevel atintake, and a flag for completion of a self-management program.
Notably, other servicesand interventions that women may have received (e.g., employability
programs, mental health programs, trauma and abuse counselling, etc.) were not examined. As
such, the extentto which the different study groups have engagedin these additional services
are unknown. Since the evaluation focussed exclusively on correctional programming, overall
conclusionsregarding the effectiveness of reintegration efforts should also considerthat
research has demonstrated the importance of these additional servicesin promoting successful

community release forwomen.

Any Revocation. Table 42 presents the relationship between study group and any
revocation for women overall, and within the WOMIP and AWOMIP streams. More detailed
statistics are presentedin Appendix F. Out of the 1,057 women included inthe analysis, 266
(25%) had a revocation for any reason. Although not statistically significant, results suggested
that women program completers were revoked for any reason more oftenthan eligible non-
participants. For example, completion of either WOMIP or AWOMIP was associated with a
nearly 2 times higherlikelihood of arevocation for any reason (IHR = 1.88). This finding

remained consistent when examining WOMIP and AWOMIP completersseparately.

Compared to no-intent-to-treat women, women who completed either WOMIP or AWOMIP
were significantly more likely to have a revocation for any reason (IHR = 2.27). The significant
effectheld for WOMIP completers, but was not maintained among AWOMIP completers.
Despite not beingsignificant, the results suggested that AWOMIP completers had a revocation

for any reason more often than womenin the no-intent-to-treat group.

The results were unable to be separated by Indigenous ancestry since there were few
Indigenouswomenincludedinthe eligible non-participant group. However, Indigenous

ancestry was included as a covariate in the overall models, meaning that the estimate of the
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relationship between study group and any revocation accounts for Indigenous ancestry. It is
also important to note that across the models, Indigenous ancestry did not emerge as a
significant predictor of any revocation, although results suggested that non-Indigenous women
had a revocation for any reason less often than Indigenous women, across all study groups (see

Appendix F).

Notably, the findingthat women program completers were more likely toreceive a revocation
for any reason (in comparison to both the eligible non-participants and the no-intent-to-treat
group) remain unclear as the reasons behind why women were beingrevoked was not
examined. Future research should further examine the types of revocations that women are
receiving (includingthe reasons why they received a revocation, the severity of the offence or
breach of condition, etc.). Further understanding around the context of the revocationswomen
receive isuseful forinforming programming and intervention targets that may further enhance

the effectiveness of reintegration efforts.

Table 42. Relationship between Study Group and Any Revocation - Women

Eligible Non-Participants No-Intent-to-Treat (n = 264)
Group (n = 70) vs. Completers vs. Completers
B HR  IHR(1/HR) B HR  IHR (1/HR)®
All programsa (n = 723) -0.63 0.53 1.88 -0.82  0.44** 2.27
WOMIP (n = 505) -0.46 0.63 1.58 -0.69 0.50* 1.98
AWOMIP (n=221) -0.41 0.66 1.51 -0.63 0.53 1.87

Note. The sample size following each program stream indicates the number of completers. The sample sizes of the individual
program streams do not sum to the total because 3 women completed both a WOMIP and AWOMIP and are reflected in each
stream but only once in the overall category. The sample size for the comparison groups remained consistent across the models
examining the different program streams. Non-significant findings areinterpreted when the IHR or HR <0.80.

aThe ‘all programs’ category includes completers of WOMIP and AWOMIP.

bIHR = inverse of the hazard ratio, which reverses the direction of the effect, makingit the effect of program completion
relative to beingin the comparison groups.

*p<.01,** p<.001.

Revocation with New Offence. Table 43 presentsthe relationship between study group
and revocation for a new offence, while accounting for the effects of the covariates, for women
participatingin any program, and for WOMIP and AWOMIP separately. More detailed statistics,
including the relationship between each of the covariates and outcome, are presentedin
Appendix F. Of the 1,046 women included inthe analysis, 45 (4%) experienced arevocation due
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to a new offence. Given this low occurrence, caution iswarranted when interpreting the
followingfindings. The resultsindicated that, compared to eligible non-participants, women
completers experienced similarrates of a revocation witha new offence (IHR = 0.86). Although
not statistically significant, results suggested that when examining each stream separately,
program completers had a revocation with a new offence less oftenthan eligible non-

participants.

Program completersoverall,and for AWOMIP, tended to have a revocation with a new offence
more oftenthan womenin the no-intent-to-treat group, although these findings were not
significant. It isinterestingto note that WOMIP completers had a comparable rate of
revocations with a new offence than those in the no-intent-to-treat group. Again, giventhe low
rates of women who experienced a revocation due to a new offence, results should be

interpreted with caution.

Althoughit was not possible to examine separate models for Indigenous women and non -
Indigenous women, the relationship between Indigenous ancestry and the likelihood to have a
revocation with a new offence was examined from the overall model, where it was entered as a
covariate. While holding the effects of all other covariates constant, including study group, non-
Indigenous women were less likely than Indigenous women to have a revocation with a new
offence. The effect was noted in the analysis of programs overall and withinthe AWOMIP

program, but there were no differences amongthe WOMIP completers (see Appendix F).
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Table 43. Relationship between Study Group and Revocation with a New Offence - Women

Eligible Non-Participants? No-Intent-to-Treatb vs.
Group vs. Completers Completers
B HR  IHR(1/HR)c B HR  IHR (1/HR)®
All programsd (n = 716) 0.15 1.16 0.86 -0.46 0.63 1.58
WOMIP (n = 493) 0.76 2.13 0.47 0.00 1.00 1.00
AWOMIP (n=219) 0.24 1.28 0.78 -0.67 0.51 1.96

Note. The sample size following each program stream indicatesthe number of completers. The sample sizes of the individual
streams do not sum to the total because 3 women completed both a WOMIP and AWOMIP and are reflected in each stream
but only once in the overall category. Samplesizes fluctuated slightly among comparison groups due to minimum time to event
for survival analyses. Non-significant findings are interpreted when the IHR or HR < 0.80.

aSample size for eligible non-participants: all programs =69, WOMIP = 66, AWOMIP = 69.

bSample size for no-intent-to-treat: allprograms =261, WOMIP = 260, AWOMIP =261.

¢IHR = inverse of the hazard ratio, which reverses the direction of the effect, makingit the effect of program completion
relative to beingin the comparison groups.

dThe ‘all programs’ category includes completers of WOMIP and AWOMIP.

*p<.01,** p<.001.

Substance Use Post Release. Table 44 presentsthe relationship between study group
and a substance use outcome, while accounting for the effects of the covariates, for women
participatingin any program, and for WOMIP and AWOMIP separately. More detailed statistics
are providedin Appendix F. Of the 1,058 womenincludedin the analysis, 256 (24%) had a
substance use outcome while inthe community. The resultsindicated that, although not
statistically significant, program completers tended to have a substance use outcome more
oftenthan eligible non-participants. Across both programs combined and within the WOMIP,
program completers were more than twice as likely as eligible non-participantsto have a
substance use outcome (IHR = 2.23 and 2.17). This was also observed for AWOMIP, but the size
of the relationship diminished, suggesting program completers were 1.5 more likely to have a

substance use outcome (IHR = 1.48).

Similarly, program completers were found to be significantly more likely than the no-intent-to-
treat group to have a substance use outcome. Specifically, program completers collapsed across
program stream were twice as likely as women in the no-intent-to-treat group to have a
substance use outcome (IHR = 2.00). Similar effects were maintained when examiningeach

program stream individually, although the effect for AWOMIP did not remain significant,
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despite resultsindicating that program completers had a substance use outcome more often

than women inthe no-intent-to-treat group.

Table 44. Relationship between Study Group and Substance Use Outcome - Women

Eligible Non-Participants No-Intent-to-Treat (n = 264)
Group (n = 71) vs. Completers vs. Completers
B HR IHR (1/HR)® B HR IHR (1/HR)P
All programsa (n = 723) -0.80 0.45 2.23 -0.70  0.50* 2.00
WOMIP (n = 505) -0.78 0.46 2.17 -0.63 0.54* 1.87
AWOMIP (n=221) -0.39 0.68 1.48 -0.50 0.61 1.65

Note. The sample size following each program stream indicates the number of completers. The sample sizes of the individual
streams do not sum to the total because 3 women completed both a WOMIP and AWOMIP and are reflected in each stream
but only once in the overall category. The sample size for the comparisongroups remained consistentacross the models
examining the different program streams. Non-significant findings areinterpreted when the IHR or HR <0.80.

aThe ‘all programs’ category includes completers of WOMIP and AWOMIP.

bIHR = inverse of the hazard ratio, which reversesthe direction of the effect, making it the effect of program completion
relative to beingin the comparison groups.

*p<.01,** p<.001.

Similarto examinations of previous outcomes, it was not possible to conduct separate models
for Indigenous and non-Indigenous women. The relationship between Indigenous ancestry and
the likelihood of a substance use outcome, adjusted for otherrisk relevant covariates, was
examined based on the overall models presented above. The findingsindicated that non-
Indigenous women had a substance use outcome less oftenthan Indigenous women, but the
effect was only significantfor the examination of program completers of AWOMIP (see

Appendix F).

Program Overrides. The rates of a revocations for any reason were examined for
women offenders who completed either WOMIP or AWOMIP but who did not initially meetthe
program referral criteria. Of the 723 women program completers, 373 (52%) were considered
to be an override. First, a descriptive analysis comparing the rates of revocationsfor any reason
within 12 months of release across override status was conducted (see Figure 21 below). The
sample size was reduced for program completers (n =251) and override completers (n= 277)

due to the requirement of 12 months of follow-up. Relative to program completers who initially
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met program referral criteria, override completerstendedto have lowerrates of any revocation

across all levels of the CRI and overall (31% vs. 14%).

Group differencesonriskrelevant covariates were examined to determine whetherthe
observed differences across override status could be partially explained by existing differences.
A smallerportion of override completers were Indigenous compared to program completers
who met referral criteria (26% vs. 36%), and a greater portion were considered to have high
motivation at intake (71%) compared to program completers who metreferral criteria (51%). It
appeared that both groups were equally as likely to complete a self-management program.
Override completers were also substantially older, on average (M = 41 vs. M = 30), and had
spent nearly 100 fewerdays in custody, relative to program completers who met referral
criteria (M =351 days betweenadmissionandrelease vs. 453 days). Given that the two groups
differed ontheserisk relevant covariates, it was necessary to control for the effects of these
variables to more accurately assess the relationship between receivingan override and the
likelihood of having a revocation for any reason. A survival analysis was conducted for all
women who completed a program, regardless of their override status (i.e., metcriteriaor were
overridden). The model examined the relationship between havingan override and the
likelihood of arevocation for any reason, while controlling forthe effects of CRl level,
motivation at intake, Indigenous ancestry, completion of a self-management program, age at
release, and numberof days betweenadmission and release. Thisanalysis allowed for the
entire sample of completersto be includedinthe model, increasingthe group size for both
those who met referral criteriaand completed the program (n = 350) and override completers
(n =373). Resultsindicated that there was no relationship between override status and the
likelihood of any revocation, while controlling for the effects of the covariates (HR = 1.21; see
Appendix F for detailed statistics). In other words, when the differences between the groups
were considered, it appeared that override completers had comparable rates of any revocation

compared to those who initially met program referral criteria.
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Figure 21. Rate of Any Revocation within 1 Year of Release by Override Status and CRI Level
for Women
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Note. ‘Program completers’refers to any women offender that initially met the criteria for programming (i.e., without requiring
anoverride).

FINDING 20: PERCEPTIONS OF PROGRAM'S ABILITY TO PREPARE
OFFENDERS FOR REINTEGRATION

Offenders and staff generally perceived that correctional programs provided and effectively
taught the correct tools and skills needed for reintegration. While most offenders indicated that
they learned important skills necessary for reintegration, approximately half indicated that they
anticipated challenges when applying these skills, with the most common concern referringto
applyingthe skillsin a differentenvironmentthan which theylearned (e.g., from the institution
to the community). Nonetheless, most offenders and many staff agreed that programs will have

a positive impact on an offenders’ reintegration.

Evidence:

Perceptions of Whether Programs Provide Correct Tools and Skills

Staff and offender perceptions were obtained regarding whether or not correctional programs
provide offenders with the right tools and skills to assist in community reintegration. Most

offenders (ICPM: 89%, n = 133 of 150; WOCP: 79%, n = 41 of 52) and staff (80%, n =229 of 286)
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agreed or strongly agreed that the skillsand strategies provided in corre ctional programs are

those that offenders will need during their community reintegration.

Offenders described how the skills and strategies provided in correctional programs were those

that they will need during their community reintegration:

e Most offenders (ICPM: 83%, n = 86 of 104; WOCP: 78%, n = 29 of 37) agreed that they were
indeed taught the required skills and strategies. In particular, they reported that they were
taught basic life, social, behavioural, cognitive, and emotional skills (e.g., skill s for managing
emotions and thoughts, interacting with others, and increased self-awareness; ICPM: 36%,
n =37; WOCP: 46%, n = 17).

o Afewoffendersdescribedthatit alsotargeted their risk factors, triggers, and crime process
(ICPM: 20%, n = 21; WOCP: 8%, n = 3).

o Afewoffenders(ICPM: 14%, n = 15; WOCP: 24%, n = 9) indicated that these were not the
correct skillsand strategies, as they were missingtopics that they believed should be
addressed (ICPM: 7%, n = 7, WOCP: 8%, n = 3), such as employment, or were perceived as

not applicable to a real life situation (ICPM: 2%, n =2; WOCP: 5%, n = 2).

Offendersidentified additional skills and strategies that they believed would be helpful to their
reintegration that were not provided by correctional programs. About half of ICPM offenders
(46%, n = 41 of 90) and some of WOCP offenders (44%, n = 16 of 36) suggested life skillsand
preparation for reintegration such as employment, educational, and computer skills (ICPM:
30%, n = 27; WOCP: 22%, n = 8); skillsfocused onrelationships, creatinga social network, and
connecting to resources (ICPM: 10%, n = 9; WOCP: 17%, n =6); financial management (ICPM:
6%, n =5; WOCP: 14%, n = 5); and finding housingand maintaininga household ICPM: (2%, n =
2; WOCP: 8%, n = 3).°” Some offenders (ICPM: 34%, n =31; WOCP: 19%, n =7) did not think that

additional skills were required or did not provide a suggestion. A few (ICPM: 9%, n = 8, WOCP:

%’Although CSC’s social programs, employment programs, and educational programs aim to address these skills,
the results were presented to highlight that some offenders felt that their reintegration would benefit from a focus
ontheseskillsincorrectional programming. Des pite these skills not necessarilyaligning with the objectives of
correctional programming, they nonetheless serve as potential areas for improvement to assist offenders with
reintegration.
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17%, n = 6) suggested additional focus on risk factors and reoffending, such as skills related to

coping with substance abuse (ICPM: 4%, n = 4; WOCP: 11%, n = 4).

Perceptions of Whether Programs Effectively Teach How to Use Tools and Skills

Most offenders (ICPM: 78%, n = 115 of 147, WOCP: 76%, n = 37 of 49) agreed or strongly

agreed that they were taught how to apply skills and strategies effectively during their

reintegration. Approximately two-thirds of staff (65%, n = 183 of 280) also agreed or strongly

agreed that correctional programs effectively teach offenders how to apply the skillsand

strategies needed for community reintegration.

Offenders furtherexplained their perceptions of whetherthey were taught how to effectively

apply skillsand strategieslearnedin their program during their community reintegration.

Many offenders who elaborated on their initial response (ICPM: 67%, n =66 of 99; WOCP:
64%, n = 21 of 33) agreed that they were taught to effectively apply the skillsand
strategies. In particular, practicing the skills (ICPM: 18%, n = 18; WOCP: 18%, n =6),
learningsocial and life skills (ICPM: 13%, n = 13; WOCP: 24%, n = 8; e.g., thinking of
consequences of your action), group discussion and the use of examples (ICPM:12%, n =
12; WOCP: 9%, n =3), and good delivery from facilitator (ICPM: 13%, n = 13; WOCP: 3%, n =
1) were helpful,and a few reported that they had already applied the skills and strategies
(ICPM: 10%, n = 10; WOCP: 3%, n = 1).

A small number (ICPM: 15%, n = 15; WOCP: 15%, n =5) reported that the teachingwas not
effective, forexample, it wastoo theoretical and offenders needed additional
demonstration of how to apply the skills orneeded more practice (ICPM: 7%, n =7; WOCP:
6%, n =2).

A few offenders (ICPM: 11%, n = 11, WOCP: 18%, n = 6) reported that the skillsand

strategies are not applicable in real life situation or skills were not useful.

Although offenders were in agreement that they were taught how to effectively apply skillsand

strategies, approximately half (ICPM: 49%, n = 71 of 145; WOCP: 59%, n = 30 of 51) foresaw

challengesinactually applying the skills and strategieslearnedin correctional programs when
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reintegratingintothe community. Offenders who foresaw challengesin applyingthe skillsand
strategies from their correctional program during community reintegration elaborated on these
challenges. Most (ICPM: 81%, n = 58 of 72; WOCP: 86%, n = 24 of 28) described the anticipated
challenges, such as theirconcerns about whetherthe skills from the program will applyin the
community as the community is a differentenvironment (ICPM: 19%, n = 14; WOCP: 43%, n =
12), the potential pressures that they will face, such as pressure from friends and family and
temptations (ICPM: 22%, n = 16; WOCP: 25%, n =7), the possibility that situations will override
what they have learned and it will be difficult to remember the skills (ICPM: 17%, n = 12; WOCP:
29%, n = 8), and it may be difficult to change old patterns (ICPM: 11%, n = 8; WOCP: 11%, n =3).
A small number (ICPM: 21%, n = 15; WOCP: 18%, n =5) reported that the skills will make their

life easierifthey apply them or they were confident that they can apply the skills.
Perceptions Regarding the Impact of Programs on Reintegration

Most of the offenders (ICPM: 87%, n = 130 of 149; WOCP: 88%, n = 45 of 51) and many of the
staff (69%, n = 197 of 285) agreed or strongly agreed that participatingin correctional programs

will have a positive impact on offenders’ reintegrationinto the community.

Offenders described how they expect that participating in correctional programs will impact

theirreintegrationinto the community.

e Many spoke of how the programs are, or would be helpful duringtheirreintegration (ICPM:
81%, n = 81 of 100; WOCP: 72%, n = 26 of 36). In particular, these offenders mentioned that
correctional programs equip them with toolsand skills to face future challenges (ICPM:
32%, n = 32; WOCP: 31%, n = 11), increased their self-awareness (e.g., knowledge of risk
factors and problematicbehaviour [ICPM: 20%, n =20, WOCP: 19%, n = 7]), helpedto
address emotions and thoughts (ICPM: 11%, n = 11; WOCP: 17%, n = 6), supported
improvementsininterpersonal relationships and support reintegration (ICPM: 12%, n = 12;
WOCP: 3%, n = 1), and offendersreported that they were motivated and confidentin
applyingwhat they have learned (ICPM: 5%, n = 5; WOCP: 14%, n = 5).
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e Asmallnumber (ICPM: 14%, n = 14; WOCP: 19%, n =7) did not believe that the programs
will help with reintegration. Specifically, afew offenders mentioned that the programs did
not teach the required skills or theirissues had not been addressed (ICPM: 3%, n = 3;
WOCP: 6%, n = 2). A few also stated that the impact of programs on reintegration depends

on an individual’s willingnessto change (ICPM: 11%, n = 11; WOCP: 8%, n = 3).

Staff were asked to provide suggestions regarding changes to the correctional program content

to improve the ability of offendersto successfully reintegrate into the community.

e Half of the staff (50%, n = 53 of 106) proposed changing the content, such as including
content on the specificneeds of the offenders (14%, n = 15); adding resources and
information on the integration process (12%, n = 13); and providing more specificand
practical skillsand tools (9%, n = 10).

e About half of staff (48%, n = 51) recommended changes to the delivery of the correctional
program, forinstance, changing the role-plays and adding discussions and skills practice
(12%, n = 13), adapting the material (e.g., the manual, handouts, or visual materials; 9%, n
=10), and having longer programs or more access to maintenance programming (8%, n =
9).

o Afewstaff suggested changing the integration process and offering more support for the
integration process in the community (20%, n = 21).

e Staff alsorecommendedimproving access to other resources, both internal and external to
CSC (e.g., counselling), and enhancing collaboration between service providers (13%, n =

14).
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3.3.5 INTEGRATED MODEL AND SPECIFIC OFFENDING BEHAVIOURS
AND SUBSTANCE USE

FINDING 21: SPECIFIC OFFENDING BEHAVIOURS AND SUBSTANCE USE
FOR MEN

Overall, for men who were identified as having a program need for general violence, program
completers were revoked for any reason less often than eligible non-participants.

A similarfinding was obtained for men offenders with a program need for substance use,
whereby program completers were revoked for any reason less often than eligible non -
participants. Conversely, eligible non-participants had a substance use outcome whileinthe
community less often than program completers, although this finding was not statistically
significant. This suggests that, among men with a program need for substance use,
correctional programming appears to be effective atreducing revocations, but does not
impact the likelihood of asubstance use outcome inthe same way.

Although not statistically significant, program completers witha program need related to
family violence and program completers with a program needin sexual offending had a
revocation for any reason less often than eligible non-participants with a program need

related to family violence or sexual offending.

Evidence:
Specific Offending Behaviours and Substance Use

As described inthe Methodology section, program need areas can be identified inthe areas of
family violence, general violence, sexual offending, and substance abuse.?8 Post-release

outcomes of subgroups of offendersidentified as having needsinthese areas are presented.

Outcomes for Men. The relationships between study group and each of the outcomes in
the community post-release were examined for men offenders who were identified as having a

specificprogram need area. The analyses controlled for the effects of CRI level, Indigenous

% Offenders whohavea program need withina specific area (e.g., substance use) may notbeeligible for referral
to a correctional program as they do not meet the referral criteria, which are based on risk level. However, other
informationmay have been taken into account for program completers who did not meet the program referral
criteriabutwere overridden.
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ancestry, offender’s age at release, number of days from admission to release, motivation level
at intake, maintenance program completion, and community program completion. The results
are presented below and are separated by program need area. More detailed statistics from

each analysisare presentedin Appendix G.

Family Violence. Men offenderswho had at least one incident of violence againstan
intimate partner and who were rated as moderate or high forimminentrisk of violence toward
an intimate partner were identified as having a family violence program need (n = 600). Of the
600 men with a family violence program need, 188 had a revocation for any reason. Twenty-six
(of 599) men had a revocation with an offence, and 7 (of 588) had a revocation due to a violent
offence. Although not statistically significant, results suggested thatamong those with a family
violent program need, program completers had a revocation for any reason less oftenthan
eligible non-participants (see Table 45). This finding was also observed for the Indigenous men
subgroup, whereasamong non-Indigenous men, program completers and eligible non-
participants had a similarrate of revocation for any reason. As a result of the reduced sample
size of individualsincludedin thisanalysis, the results should be interpreted with caution. The
smallersample size, coupled with the low occurrence of revocations due to new offences
(3.8%) and new violent offences (1.0%), prevented a reliable examination of the effect of

program completion relative to the comparison groups for these outcomes.
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Table 45. Relationship between Treatment Group and Community Outcomes for Men with a

Family Violence Program Need

Group Eligible Non-Participants? No-Intent-to-Treat® vs.
vs. Completers Completers
B HR IHR B HR IHR
(1/HR)c (1/HR)c
Any revocation
Overall (n = 345) 0.26 1.30 0.77 -0.79 0.46 2.20
Non-Indigenous men (n=264) 0.22 1.24 0.81 -0.81 0.45 2.24
Indigenous men (n=81) 0.40 1.49 0.67 -0.33 0.72 1.39

Revocation with offence

Overall (n = 345) - - - - - -
Non-Indigenous men (n =264) - - - - - -
Indigenous men (n=73) - - - - - -

Revocation with violent offence

Overall (n =341) - - - - - -
Non-Indigenous men (n=262)

Indigenousmen (n=77) - - - - - -

Note. Empty cells indicatethat the analysis couldnot be completed due to low occurrence of the outcome. Non-significant
findings are interpreted when the IHR or HR < 0.80.Sample sizes fluctuated slightly among comparison groups and subsamples
due to minimum time to event for survival analyses.

aEligible non-participant sample size: any revocation: overall =187, non-Indigenous =135, Indigenous =52; revocation for new
offence: overall =186, non-Indigenous =134, Indigenous =36; revocation for new violent offence: overall =180, non -
Indigenous =130, Indigenous =43.

bNo-intent-to-treat samplesize: any revocation: overall =68, non-Indigenous =46, Indigenous =22; revocation for new
offence: overall =68, non-Indigenous =46, Indigenous =20; revocation for new violent offence: overall=67, non-Indigenous =
46, Indigenous =21.

¢IHR = inverse of the hazard ratio, which reverses the direction of the effect makingit the effect of program completion relative
to the comparison groups on the likelihood of the outcome.

*p<.01,** p<.001.

General Violence. Men offenders with a history of any violent offence were identified as
having a general violence program need (n = 2,118). Of 2,118 men with a general violence
program need, 462 had a revocation, 64 (of 2,092 men) were revoked with a new offence, and
30 (of 2,117) had a revocation due to a violent offence. Resultsindicated that,among those
with a general violence program need, program completers demonstrated a 34% lower
likelihood of any revocation relative tothe eligible non-participants (IHR = 0.66; see Table 46).
However, program completers were nearly 4 times (IHR = 3.95) more likely than those in the

no-intent-to-treat group to have any revocation. When subsamples separated by Indigenous
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ancestry were examined, the resultsindicated that non-Indigenous men who completed
programs experienced a32% reductionin the likelihood of revocation for any reason compared
to non-Indigenous menwho were eligible non-participants. Although not statistically significant
for Indigenous men, resultsindicated that program completers were revoked for any reason
less oftenthan eligible non-participants. The absence of a significant effect for Indigenous men

should be interpreted with caution, given the substantially smallersample size.

Although not statistically significant, the results for the relationships between study group and
revocation due to a new offence or a new violent offence generally suggested that program
completerswere less likely than the eligible non-participants, and more likely than the no-
intent-to-treat group, to have a revocation due to a new offence or a new violent offence.
However, comparable likelihoods of arevocation with a new offence were observed between
Indigenous men completers and the no-intent-to-treat group, and between non-Indigenous
men completers and eligible non-participants. The relationship between study group and
revocation due to a violent offence could not be examined forIndigenous men due to the
combination of a small sample size and low eventoccurrence. It isimportant to highlight that
revocations due to a new offence or a new violent offence occurred infrequently (3.1% and

1.4%, respectively), socautionis warranted wheninterpreting the findings presented.
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Table 46. Relationship between Study Group and Community Outcomes for Men with a
General Violence Program Need

Group Eligible Non-Participants? No-Intent-to-Treat® vs.
vs. Completers Completers
B HR IHR B HR IHR
(1/HR)c (1/HR)c

Any revocation

Overall (n = 870) 0.42 1.52* 0.66 -1.38  0.25** 3.95
Non-Indigenous men (n=742) 0.39 1.47* 0.68 -1.51  0.22** 4.52
Indigenous men (n=128) 0.65 1.92 0.52 -0.79 0.45 2.21

Revocation with offence

Overall (n = 866) 0.51 1.66 0.60 -1.03 0.36 2.79
Non-Indigenous men (n =740) 0.17 1.19 0.84 -1.48 0.23 4.37
Indigenous men (n=124) 1.83 6.25 0.16 0.03 1.03 0.98

Revocation with violent offence

Overall (n =870) 0.71 2.03 0.49 -1.85 0.16 6.37
Non-Indigenous men (n=742) 0.51 1.67 0.60 -1.28 0.28 3.61

Indigenous men (n = 124) - - - - - -

Note. Empty cells indicate that the analysis couldnot be completed due to low occurrence of the outcome. Non-significant
findings are interpreted when the IHR or HR < 0.80. Sample sizes fluctuated slightly among comparison groups and subsamples
due to minimum time to event for survival analyses.

a Eligible non-participant sample size: any revocation: overall =439, non-Indigenous =336, Indigenous =102; revocation for new
offence: overall =419, non-Indigenous =324, Indigenous =94; revocation for new violent offence: overall =43 8, non-
Indigenous =337, Indigenous =94.

b No-intent-to-treat samplesize: any revocation: overall =809, non-Indigenous =746, Indigenous =63; revocation for new
offence: overall =807, non-Indigenous =745, Indigenous =61; revocation for new violent offence: overall =809, non-
Indigenous =746, Indigenous =61.

¢IHR = inverse of the hazard ratio, which reverses the direction of the effect makingit the effect of program completion rela tive
to the comparison groups on the likelihood of the outcome.

*p<.01,** p<.001.

Sexual Offending. Men offenders with a history of sexual offending, orwho scored on
one or more indicators on the Sex Offender History Checklist section of the SFA, were identified
as having a sexual offending program need (n = 848). Of the 848 men with a sexual offending
program need, 137 had a revocation. Twenty (of 847) men had a revocation with a new offence
and three (of 829) had a revocation with a sexual offence. Although not statistically significant,
results suggested that, among those with a sexual offending program need, program
completers had a revocation for any reason less often than eligibl e non-participants (see Table

47). This was also the case when examiningthe relationship fornon-Indigenous men, but the

190



Evaluation of Correctional Reintegration Programs

rates appeared similarbetween program completers and eligible non-participants for
Indigenous men. When program completers were compared to those in the no-intent-to-treat
group, the program completers experienced alikelihood of revocation for any reasonthat was
6 times higher (IHR = 6.02). This finding was also observed with both subsamples of non-
Indigenous men and Indigenous men. Due to the reduced sample size used in thisanalysis, the
resultsshould be interpreted with caution. Giventhe smallernumber of menidentified as
having a sexual offending program need, along with the low event occurrence, models
examiningthe relationship between study group and outcome did not produce reliable

estimatesfor revocations due to new offences or new sexual offences.
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Table 47. Relationship between Treatment Group and Community Outcomes for Men with a
Sexual Offending Program Need

Group Eligible Non-Participants? No-Intent-to-Treat® vs.
vs. Completers Completers
B HR IHR(1/HR)¢ B HR IHR (1/HR)¢
Any revocation
Overall (n =326) 0.41 1.50 0.66 -1.80 0.17** 6.02
Non-Indigenous men (n=274) 064 190 0.53 -1.62  0.20** 5.05
Indigenous men (n = 52) -0.01  0.99 1.01 -2.41  0.09* 11.11

Revocation with offence

Overall (n = 326) - - - - - -
Non-Indigenous men (n =274) - - . - - -
Indigenous men (n = 44) - - - - - -

Revocation with sexual offence

Overall (n =323) - - - - - }
Non-Indigenous men (n=272) - - - - - -
Indigenous men (n = 46) - - - - - -

Note. Empty cells indicatethat the analysis couldnot be completed due to low occurrence of the outcome. Non-significant
findings are interpreted when the IHR or HR < 0.80. Sample sizes fluctuated slightly among comparison groups and subsamples
due to minimum time to event for survival analyses.

a Eligible non-participants samplesize: any revocation: overall =164, non-Indigenous =109, Indigenous =55; revocation for new
offence: overall =163, non-Indigenous =108, Indigenous =41; revocation for new sexual offence: overall =148, non-Indigenous
=97, Indigenous =43.

b No-intent-to-treat samplesize: any revocation: overall =358, non-Indigenous =319, Indigenous =39; revocation for new
offence: overall =358, non-Indigenous =319, Indigenous =39; revocation for new s exual offence: overall =358, non-Indigenous
=319, Indigenous =39.

¢IHR = inverse of the hazard ratio, which reverses the direction of the effect makingit the effect of program completion rela tive
to the comparison groups on the likelihood of the outcome.

*p<.01,** p<.001.

Substance Abuse. Individuals who were assessed as either moderate or high need using
the initial DynamicFactors Identification and Analysis (DFIA or DFIA-R) and/or the CASA were
identified as havinga program need for substance abuse (n = 2,181). Of the 2,181 menwith a
substance abuse program need, 660 experienced arevocation for any reason and 691 had a
substance use outcome. In addition, 96 men (of 2,180) had a revocation due to an offence.
Resultsindicated that, among those who had a program need related to substance abuse,
program completers were significantly less likely than eligible non-participants to be revoked
for any reason (IHR = 0.62; see Table 48). This finding was also observed when the sample was

separated by Indigenous ancestry, with results indicating that program completers were less
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likely thaneligible non-participants to have a revocation for any reason for both Indigenous and
non-Indigenous men. For example, Indigenous men program completers had a likelihood of a
revocation for any reason that was 57% lower (IHR = 0.43) than Indigenous men eligible non-
participants. When comparing the program completers with those in the no-intent-to-treat
group, the program completers had a likelihood of any revocation that was approximately 3
times higher. This effect was seen with non-Indigenous men, but did not remainsignificant with
the Indigenous men. Although not statistically significant, the results did suggest that
Indigenous men program completers had a revocation for any reason less oftenthan
Indigenous eligible non-participants. Given that the number of Indigenous men was

considerably smaller, the absence of a significant effect could be attributed to the sample size.

The relationship between study group and the likelihood of a revocation with a new offence
was assessed. Although not statistically significant, results suggested that program completers,
regardless of Indigenous ancestry, had a revocation with a new offence less oftenthan eligible
non-participants. Program completers were nearly 3 times more likely than the no-intent-to-
treat group to be revoked for a new offence (HR = 2.84). Results did not remain significant
when separate models by Indigenous ancestry were examined, but the results continuedto
suggest that program completers had a revocation with an offence more oftenthan menin the

no-intent-to-treat group.

The relationship between study group and the likelihood of having a substance use outcome
(i.e., suspensiondue toa breach of a substance use related condition and/or a positive
urinalysisresultinthe community) was also assessed. Although not statistically significant,
results suggested that program completers had a substance use outcome more often than
eligible non-participants (see Table 48). When separate models were examined for Indigenous
and non-Indigenous men, results indicated that Indigenous men program completers were
significantly more likely to have a substance use outcome relative to eligible non-participants
(IHR = 2.03). Findings for non-Indigenous men suggested that the likelihood of experiencinga
substance use outcome was comparable betweenthe two groups. Relative to those inthe no-

intent-to-treatgroup, program completers demonstrated a likelihood of havinga substance use
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outcome that was 2 times higher (IHR = 2.01). This finding was also observed among non-
Indigenous men. Although not statistically significant, Indigenous men program completers had

a substance use outcome more oftenthan Indigenous men in the no-intent-to-treat group.

Table 48. Relationship between Treatment Group and Community Outcomes for Men with a
Substance Abuse Program Need

Group Eligible Non-Participants? No-Intent-to-Treat® vs.
vs. Completers Completers
B HR IHR B HR IHR
(1/HR)c (1/HR)e

Any revocation

Overall (n =1,050) 0.48 1.62** 0.62 -1.15 0.32** 3.15
Non-Indigenous men (n = 882) 0.44 1.56** 0.64 -1.32 0.27** 3.76
Indigenous men (n= 168) 0.85 2.33** 0.43 -0.41 0.66 1.51

Revocation with offence

Overall (n =1,050) 0.37 1.45 0.69 -1.04 0.35* 2.84
Non-Indigenous men (n = 882) 0.31 1.36 0.73 -1.15 0.32 3.14
Indigenous men (n= 164) 0.95 2.59 0.39 -0.79 0.45 2.21

Substance use outcome

Overall (n =1,050) -0.30 0.74 1.34 -0.70 0.50** 2.01
Non-Indigenous men (n=882) -0.17 0.84 1.19 -0.77 0.46** 2.16
Indigenous men (n = 168) -0.71 0.49* 2.03 -0.73 0.48 2.07

Note. Non-significant findings are interpreted when the IHR or HR <0.80. Sample sizes fluctuated slightly among comparison
groups and subsamples due to minimum timeto event for survivalanalyses.

3 Eligible non-participant sample size: any revocation: overall =582, non-Indigenous =462, Indigenous =120; revocation for new
offence: overall =581, non-Indigenous =461, Indigenous = 109; substance use outcome: overall =582, non-Indigenous =462,
Indigenous =120.

b No-intent-to-treat samplesize: any revocation: overall =549, non-Indigenous =447, Indigenous =102; revocation for new
offence: overall =549, non-Indigenous =447, Indigenous =100; substance use outcome: overall=549, non-Indigenous =447,
Indigenous =102.

¢IHR = inverse of the hazard ratio, which reverses the direction of the effect makingit the effect of program completion rela tive
to the comparison groups on the likelihood of the outcome.

*p< .01, ** p<.001.
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FINDING 22: COMMUNITY OUTCOMES FORWOMEN WITH A SUBSTANCE
ABUSE NEED

Overall, for womenidentified as havinga program need for substance abuse, program
completers and eligible non-participants had comparable rates of any revocationand a
substance use outcome. The pattern of results remained consistent when comparing
Indigenous women with non-Indigenous women.

Evidence:

Program need for Substance Abuse

As described inthe Methodology section, a program need for substance abuse was able to be
identified forwomen. Post-release outcomes forwomen with substance abuse needs are

presented.

Outcomes for Women. The relationship between study group and community
outcomes were examined forwomen offenders who were identified as havinga need area for
substance abuse. The analyses controlled for the effects of CRI level, Indigenous ancestry,
offender’s age at release, number of days from admission to release, motivation level atintake,
maintenance program completion, and community program completion. The resultsare

presented below. More detailed statistics from each analysis are presentedin Appendix G.

Substance Abuse. Women who scored moderate or high intensity onthe women’s
version of the CASA (i.e., W-CASA) were considered to have a program need for substance
abuse (n=686). Of the 686 women with a substance abuse program need, 238 (35%) had a
revocation for any reason and 238 (35%) had a substance use outcome. It is important to note
that most womenincludedinthis analysis were classified as program completers (82%; n =
561). Giventhe unevendistribution between the study groups, the followingresults should be
interpreted with caution. Resultsindicated that, among those with a program need for
substance abuse, program completers and eligible non-participants had a comparable rate of
any revocation (IHR = 0.88; see Appendix G for more detailed statistics). Although not

statistically significant, results suggested that program completers with a program need for
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substance use were revoked for any reason more oftenthan women in the no-intent-to-treat

group (IHR = 1.47).

Similarly, no significant findings emerged when examiningthe relationship between study
group and the likelihood of a substance use outcome, among those with a program need for
substance abuse. Program completers had a comparable likelihood of asubstance use outcome
relative to eligible non-participants (IHR= 0.99). Although not statistically significant, results
suggestedthat program completers had a substance use outcome more oftenthan womenin
the no-intent-to-treat group (IHR = 1.25). Similarto previous findings presented, analyses were
unable to be performed by Indigenous ancestry. It is importantto note that, among women
with a program need for substance abuse, Indigenous women and non-Indigenous women

demonstrated similarrates of eithera revocation for any reason or a substance use outcome.

FINDING 23: PERCEPTIONS OF WHETHER CORRECTIONAL PROGRAMS
TARGET SPECIFIC OFFENDING BEHAVIOURS

Staff most commonly agreed that correctional programs sufficiently addressed specific
offending behaviours related to general crime, general violence, and sexual offending.
However, fewerthan 60% agreed that substance use was sufficiently addressed and less than
half reported the same regarding family violence.

Evidence:
Staff Perceptions of Whether the Integrated Model Targets Specific Offending Behaviours

Staff were asked to what extent correctional programs sufficiently address specificoffending
behaviours/needs. The results are presentedin Figure 22. The offendingbehaviours that staff
frequently agreed/strongly agreed were sufficiently addressed included general crime (72%, n =
189 of 264), general violence (68%, n =179 of 265) and sexual offending (66%, n = 122 of 184).
Fewerthan 60% of staff agreed/strongly agreed that substance abuse (59%, n = 158 of 268) was
sufficiently addressed and less than half reported the same regarding family violence (40%, n =

103 of 258).
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Figure 22. Staff Perceptions of Extent to Which Correctional Programs Address Offending
Behaviours/Needs

Offending behaviours

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Strongly Agree M Agree M Neither Agree nor Disagree M Disagree M Strongly Disagree

The staff who did not agree that correctional programs sufficiently address the offending
behaviourselaborated on their responseina follow-up question. Many of those staff (70%, n =
99 of 141) described the program as having an inadequate focus on certain offending
behaviours and that the contentis too general. Specifically, some wanted additional contenton
family violence (32%, n =45), substance abuse (20%, n = 28), and sexual offending (5%, n = 7).
Moreover, around half of the staff (51%, n = 72) indicated that the delivery of the program
should be altered to address the offending behaviours (including adapting the manual, the
format of the group, and the activities). Afew specified (23%, n =32) that it is difficulttohave a
group discussion regarding certain behaviours, particularly family violence, and a few (18%, n =
25) proposed offering a separate program for some offending behaviours/needs (e.g., family

violence, substance abuse) or tailoring the content to the offenders.
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3.3.6 RESPONSIVENESS TO THE SPECIAL NEEDS OF OFFENDING

FINDING 24: ADDRESSING SPECIAL NEEDS OF OFFENDERS

Several offenders reported a responsivity need that interfered with theirability to participate in
a correctional program. Although those with reading and writing barriers often had theirneeds
addressed, fewerthan half of offenders with mental health, intellectual orlearning disability,
anxiety/hesitance (formenonly), or a brain injury agreed that they received accommodations,
tools, or support to help them participate despite these needs. Staff also reported having access
to limited toolsto address offenders’ needs. Offenders and staff provided sugge stions regarding
possible accommodations.

Evidence:
Perceptions Regarding the Ability of Correctional Programs to Meet Offender Needs

Offenders were asked to identify whetherthey had responsivity factors that interfered with
learning or participatingin programs (see Figure 23). Offendersidentified the presence of,ora
diagnosisrelatedto, anxiety/hesitance (men:42%, n =65 of 155; women:49%, n =26 of 53),
mental health (men:28%, n = 44 of 156; women:38%, n = 20 of 53), or an intellectual or
learningdisability (men:26%, n = 40 of 156; women:23%, n = 12 of 53). Offendersalso
reported the presence of, or a diagnosis related to, physical health (men:15%, n = 24 of 156;
women: 15%, n =8 of 53), acquired brain injury (men:10%, n =16 of 156; women:11%, n =6 of
53), reading or writingbarriers (men: 12%, n = 18 of 156; women: 8%, n = 4 of 53), language
barriers (men: 6%, n = 10 of 155; women: 8%, n = 4 of 53), other factors (men: 6%, n = 10 of
156; women: 6%, n = 3 of 53), and fetal alcohol spectrum disorder (men:4%, n = 7 of 156;

women:4%, n = 2 of 53).
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Figure 23. Offenders' Self-Reported Responsivity Factors that Interfere with Program
Participation and Learning
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Offenders with a responsivity need were asked whetherthey received support, tools, or
accommodations for those needsto help them participate in correctional programs despite
these needs (see Figure 24). Many offenders with readingor writing barriers (men:72%, n =13
of 18; women: 67%, n = 2 of 3) indicated that correctional programming provided them with
support, tools, or accommodations. Accommodations were alsoreported by at least half of
offenders with physical health needs (men:64%, n = 14 of 22; women:63%, n =5 of 8), other
needs (men:50%, n =5 of 10; women:67%, n = 2 of 3), or language barriers (men: 50%, n = 5 of
10; women:50%, n = 2 of 4). Women offenders with mental health needs (men:36%, n = 16 of
45; women:80%, n = 16 of 20), intellectual orlearning disabilities (men:34%, n = 13 of 38;
women:58%, n =7 of 12), and/or anxiety/hesitance (men:30%, n = 19 of 63; women:63%, n =
15 of 24) reported having received accommodations, tools, or support for these needs more
oftenthan men offenders. Although over half of offenders with fetal alcohol spectrum disorder
(57%, n =4 of 7) in ICPM had received accommodations, tools, or support, none of the WOCP

participants reported the same (0%, n = 0 of 2). Fewerthan half of the offenders with or
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acquired brain injury (men:33%, n =5 of 15; women:33%, n = 2 of 6) indicated that they

received accommodations, tools, or support.

Figure 24. Percentage of Offenders Who Perceive that Accommodations Are Provided for
Their Responsivity Needs
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Offenders described the accommodations that they received for theirresponsivity needs:

Of the offenders who reported that theirresponsivity factors had been accommodated
(men:n =57; women:n = 26), about half (men:46%, n = 26; women:58%, n = 15) indicated
that one accommodation entailed support from others to understand the material, to

catch up, or to write. A few offenders (men: 18%, n = 10; women: 15%, n = 4) reported they
received additional help from CSC staff (CPO, behavioural technologist, or Elder) and a few
described emotional support from facilitators or Elders, who demonstrated awareness,
understanding, and respect (men:14%, n = 8, women:23%, n =6).

About half of the offenders (men:42%, n = 24; women:54%, n = 14) also mentioned
accommodations in the classroom, such as being permitted to fidget, to use relaxation

techniques, to move during class, and to follow at their own pace.
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e Afewmen offenders(19%, n = 11) and some women offenders (27%, n = 7) mentioned the
facilitatoradapted how they communicated the material to betterfit the learning style of
the offender, forexample, the facilitator used visual materials, repeated the content, or

delivered material inanotherlanguage.

Staff were also asked to rate the extentto which they had the tools to accommodate offenders’
needs. The results are presentedin Figure 25. Some staff reported that CPOs/ACPOs have the
tools to accommodate cultural or spiritual considerations (32%, n = 85 of 262) and mental
health (25%, n = 50 of 267) from a large to a very large extent. However, few staff reported that
they had the toolsto accommodate the following needstoa large to verylarge extent: gender
considerations (24%, n = 56 of 238), anxiety/hesitance (23%, n = 61 of 266), readingor writing
barriers (21%, n =55 of 268), intellectual orlearningdisability (18%, n = 47 of 268), fetal alcohol
spectrum disorder(18%, n = 46 of 262), language barriers (16%, n = 42 of 265), physical health
(16%, n = 42 of 265), and acquired brain injury (15%, n =38 of 258).

Figure 25. Staff Perceptions of CPOs/ACPOs Having Tools to Accommodate OffenderNeeds
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To be more responsive to the unique needs of offenders that may interfere with learning and
participationin programs, staff and offenders with responsivity needs provided the following

suggestions:

e About half of the staff (46%, n = 91 of 199) proposed changing the delivery of correctional
programs (e.g., adapt the class, more discussion, adapt to differentlearningstyles).
Specifically, afew (19%, n = 38) proposed having smallergroups and one-on-one sessions.
Offenders (ICPM: 29%, n = 8 of 28; WOCP: 46%, n = 6 of 13) also proposed changing the
delivery of the program to be more responsive to theirneeds(e.g., address language
barriers, smallergroup, access to spiritual ceremonies).

e Some of the staff (39%, n =77) alsoreported that correctional programs should have
access to additional resources, such as additional staff and support within the program
(e.g., tutors, peers; 18%, n = 35), access to services outside of the program (e.g.,
counselling, mental health services; 10%, n = 19), and collaboration with other staff or
services (9%, n = 17). Some offenders with responsivity needs from ICPM (39%, n =11) and
a few from WOCP (8%, n = 1) also stated that they require additional health services,
particularly for mental health.

e Some staff (29%, n = 58) said there is a need for additional training, information, and
support for CPOS and ACPOs, with a few noting the need for trainingand information
about mental health (6%, n = 12).

e Afewstaff indicated a need for more access to the adapted program (18%, n = 36), as well
as additional screening, diagnosis, checking participants’ readiness for programs (e.g.,
literacy and mental health), and ongoing monitoring (18%, n = 36).

e Other offenderswith responsivity needs (ICPM: 18%, n = 5; WOCP: 46%, n = 6) wanted the

content of the program to be more relevantand to better meet theirneeds.

Staff were asked the extentto which the adapted program is able to accommodate offenders

with cognitive impairments (e.g., significantlearning disability, intellectual disability, and/or
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other mental health needs). Around half of the staff% (48%, n = 11 of 23) indicated that the
adapted program isable to do so to a large/verylarge extent. The remaining staff agreed that
the adapted program accommodated these needsto a moderate extent(13%, n = 3), small

extent(30%, n=7), ornotat all (9%, n =2).

Cultural, Spiritual, and Gender-Related Needs. Few participants reported
cultural/spiritual (ICPM: 8%, n = 12 of 154; WOCP: 4%, n = 2 of 53) or gender-related (ICPM: 1%,
n =1 of 152; WOCP: 8%, n = 4 of 53) factors as impedingtheirlearningor participation in their
program. Of the offenders whoindicated that cultural/spiritual orgender-related factors
interfered with programs, 36% of those who had described cultural/spiritual factorsand 25% of
those with gender-related factors reported that they received the support, tools, or

accommodations to help them participate.

The offenderswho reported that cultural, spiritual, or gender-related factors made it difficultto
learn or participate ina program were asked to describe how the factors were accommodated.
Giventhe small number of offenders who provided qualitative responses, this data will not be
separated by ICPM and WOCP participants. Of the seven offenders that described related
accommodations, many mentioned that the Elder or facilitator understood or made an effort to
understand the backgrounds and perspectives of offenders (57%, n = 4). Additionally, some
inmates (29%, n = 2) reported that they had access to a program (e.g., AICPM) or to ceremonies

that accommodated cultural factors.

Of the offenders whoindicated that cultural, spiritual, or genderfactors were not
accommodated (n = 9), many (56%, n = 5) reported that they wanted more specificcontent
related to culture or spirituality (33%, n = 3) or gender or sexual orientation (22%, n = 2). Four

offenders (44%) provided varied responses.

% |Included staff who worked in a Regional Treatment Centre, taught the adapted programsince July 1%,2017, or
worked as Regional Program Manager or Regional Administrator, Assessment andInterventions.

203



Evaluation of Correctional Reintegration Programs

3.3.7 SUMMARY

This FIFE examined the impact of correctional programs on institutional, discretionary release,

and community outcomes for men and women.
Institutional Outcomes

With respect to institutional outcomes, the program completers had similarresults withrespect
to non-random urinalysis tests before and after program participation, and there was no clear
pattern for random urinalysistestresults. Overall, in comparison to the percentages of non-
completerand eligible non-participant groups, the program completergroup had the highest
percentage of offenders who had no violent, drug, and othercharges both before and after
theirprogram. Fewercompletershad an increase or decrease in charges, or had charges both
before and after. In comparison, the evaluation of the previous suite of correctional programs
reportedthat participationin a correctional program was generally not related to a decrease in

major institutional incidents (Nafekh et al., 2009).
Discretionary Release

Compared to eligible non-participants, men offenders who completed a program were more
likely to obtain discretionary release. Although not statistically significant, women program
completers were also granted discretionary release more often than eligible non-participants.
This relationship between discretionary release and program participationis similarto that
reportedin the previous evaluation of CSC’s correctional programs, which found that offenders
who participatedin a correctional program were more likely to obtain discretionary rel ease

than offenders who were assignedto a program in which they did not participate (Nafekhetal.,

2009).
Community Outcomes

With respect to community outcomes, men offenders who completed a program, includingthe
ICPM-MT-Moderate and AICPM-Moderate, were less likely to be revoked for any reason

compared with eligible non-participants. The low occurrence of revocations due to a new
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offence limited the ability to determine the outcomes of the program. Generally, although
there were no statistically significant findings, the results suggested that program completers
had a revocation with a new offence or a new violent offence less often than eligible non-
participants. It was not possible to determine if there were differences between the groupson

revocations with sexual reoffences due to infrequent occurrences.

Although not statistically significant, results suggested that women program completerstended
to have a revocation for any reason more often than eligible non-participants. Conversely,
results suggested that women program completers had a revocation with an offence less often

than eligible non-participants, but this finding was not statistically significant.

The previous evaluation of correctional programs reported that generally, with some
differences between programs, offenders who participatedin programs had fewer
readmissions, including fornon-violent, violent, and sexual offences (Nafekh et al., 2009).The
short follow-up time in the community for the current evaluation might have limited the

detection of significant group differences forrevocations with a reoffence.

Findingsinvolvingthe relationship betweenthe treatmentgroup and the likelihood of a
substance use outcome were mixed. Although not statistically significant, results suggeste d that
men program completers that collapsed across all streams had a substance use outcome more
oftenthan eligible non-participants. Those who completed ICPM-MT-High were significantly
more likely to have a substance use outcome compared to eligible non-participants. For
women, findings suggested that program completers had a substance use outcome more often

than eligible non-participants, although this was not statistically significant.
Addressing Specific Offending Behaviours and Substance Use

The outcomes of offenders who had a specificprogram need (family violence, general violence,
sexual offending, and substance abuse) were examined. Results for men offenders with a family
violence need or a sexual offending need suggested that program completers experienced the
community outcomes less often than eligible non-participants, although this was not

statistically significant. However, it was not possible to determine the effect of programs on
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violentreoffending forthose with a family violence need orfor sexual reoffending for those
with a sexual offending program need. Thus, the effect of programming on offencesrelatedto
these program needs was unclear. In terms of general violence need, program completers were
less likely to have a revocation for any reason than eligible non-participants. Although not
statistically significant, results suggested that program completers with a general violence need
had a revocation with a violent offence less oftenthan eligible non-participants. However, it is
important to note that revocations due to a new violent offence were infrequentand caution is
warranted in interpreting thisresult. For substance abuse program need, men program
completerswere less likely to have a revocation than eligible non-participants. However, results
suggestedthat program completers had a substance use outcome more oftenthan eligible non-
participants, although these findings were not statistically significant. Forwomen offenders
with a substance abuse need, program completersand eligible non-participants tended to have
similarrates of a revocation for any reason and a substance use outcome. The findingsfor men
and women suggest that programs may not be sufficiently targeting specificoffending
behaviours and substance use, but the limited differences between program completers and

eligible non-participants may be due to insufficient follow-up time inthe community.

The previous evaluation of correctional programs also found mixed results regarding the ability
of programs to address specificoffending behaviours (Nafekh etal., 2009). For violence
prevention programs, there was no statistically significantreductionin readmissions witha new
violent offence for Indigenous participantsin the programs examined; however, there was a
significant reduction for non-Indigenous offenders. In addition, nosignificant reductionin
readmission witha new violent offence was seen for Indigenous offendersin highand
moderate intensity FVPPs. While non-Indigenous participants of the moderate intensity FVPP
were less likely to be readmitted with a new violent offence, thisimprovement was not se enfor
the highintensity FVPP. With respectto SO programs, while these programs were associated
with reductions inreadmissions with a new sexual offence for Indigenous and non-Indigenous
offenders, these reductions were only statistically significant forone program and only for
Indigenous offenders. Post-release substance use outcomes were not examinedinthe previous

evaluation of correctional programs, though a reduction inthe yearly rate of substance-related
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institutional incidents were found underone circumstance (i.e., fornon-Indigenous men

offenders participatinginthe moderate intensity national substance abuse program).

Two-thirdsto three-quarters of staff agreed that general crime, general violence, and sexual
reoffending are sufficiently addressed, fewer agreed that substance abuse and family violence

are sufficiently addressed.
Responsivenessto Special Needs

Although offenders withreadingand writing barriers often had their needsaddressed, fewer
than half of offenders with mental health, fetal alcohol spectrum disorder, an intellectual or
learning disability, anxiety/hesitance, ora brain injury agreed that they received
accommodations, tools, or support to help them participate despite these needs. Staff also

reported having limited access to tools to address offenders’ needs.

3.3.8 RECOMMENDATIONS: PROGRAM OUTCOMES
RECOMMENDATION 6: TIMELY ACCESS AND POST-RELEASE OUTCOMES
Program completers were significantly more likely to get discretionary release than eligible

non-participants. However, there is lack of clear findings regarding the relationship between

timely program participation and post-release outcomes.

It is recommended that CSC conducts research on the relationship between timely access to
programs and post-release outcomes for both men and women to determine the optimal

timing of program delivery throughout an offender’s sentence.

Identifying the optimal timing of program delivery will contribute to ensuring that offenders are

best positioned forearly release and successful reintegration.
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RECOMMENDATION 7: FURTHER RESEARCH ON OFFENDING OUTCOMES AND SUBSTANCE
USE

Due to the limited ability to examine sexual offence and violent offence outcomes for men, as
well as the preliminary nature of the findings related to substance use for men and women, it is

recommended that research be conducted in the followingareas:

e Conduct a study examining violent and sexual reoffending for men offenders wherein
the sample size of offenders who have completed programs is increased and the
follow-up period is extended. This study should occur in 5 years to ensure adequate
follow-up.

e Inthe interim, iffeasible, examine changes over time in pre and post-program
measures related to violent and sexual offending for men offendersto determine if
program participation is related to reductions in the likelihood of violent and sexual
offending.

e Conduct a replication study of substance use outcomes separately for men and
women identified as having a substance use need. Consideration should be given to
expanding the substance use outcome to account for changes in the severity of
substance use over time, and whether returns to custody or new offences are directly

related to substance use.

Further exploration of the impact of programs on violentreoffending, sexual reoffending, and
substance use would assistin providing more substantive evidence regardingthe relationship
betweenthe current program model and outcomes, which will continue to support informed

decision-making.
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RECOMMENDATION 8: PROGRAM OVERRIDES AND COMMUNITY OUTCOMES

A large proportion of women offenders who completed a correctional program received an
override inorder to enrollina main program, as they did not meet the program referral
criteria. However, as of January 2018, the referral criteriafor women have changed and are

now based upon scores on the CRI.

It is recommended that CSC examines the volume of overrides used to refer women offenders
to correctional programs (both AWOCP and WOCP) and the justifications for the overrides.
Further, CSC should examine the community outcomes for women offenders who received an
override relative to women who initially met program referral criteria, and determine

whether modifications to the program referral criteria are warranted.

Further understanding of the number of overrides and the relationship between overrides and
outcomes can guide decisions regarding the appropriateness of the program criteria and the

use of overrides.
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RECOMMENDATION 9: CONSIDERING RESPONSIVITY NEEDS OF OFFENDERS IN
PROGRAMMING

The evaluation highlighted thatthereis a need to provide accommodations, tools, and support
to help offenders with self-identified needs (e.g., mental health, fetal alcohol spectrum
disorder, an intellectual orlearning disability, anxiety/hesitance, oran acquired brain injury)
participate in correctional programs. There is also a need to provide staff with access to toolsto
accommodate the responsivity needs of offenders. Although CSC’s adapted moderate intensity
program is designed for men offenders who may require additional support with engagingin
correctional programming due to cognitive impairments, mental health problems, and/or
learning disabilities, accessto the adapted programs islimited and may not be appropriate for
all offenders with responsivity needs. Inan effort to increase the strategies available to respond

to the responsivity needs of offenders, itisrecommended that CSC:

Identifies how correctional program officers address the various responsivity needs of men

and women offenders that may interfere with their ability to participate in programs.

By offering additional tools to staff that can be used with offenders with responsivity needs, the

barriers presented by these needs may be reduced.
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The fourth component of this evaluation focuses on the efficiency of correctional programs. It

outlinesthe findings and recommendations pertaining to the expendituresrequired to deliver

correctional programming, as well as staffingand training resources.

The evaluation questions related to efficiencyincluded:
e Are CSC’s correctional programs deliveredina cost-effective manner (i.e., cost per
offender, cost-benefitanalysis)?
e Giventhe number of offenders, is there sufficient staff1% trained to deliver correctional
programming?

e |Istheresufficient, efficientand appropriate training for CPOs/ACPOs?

Literature on cost-effectiveness of correctional programming is presented below. The literature
review is followed by a presentation of the findings, supportingevidence, and related

recommendations.

3.4.1 LITERATURE REVIEW

Are CSC’s correctional reintegration programs deliveredin a cost-effective manner (i.e., cost

per offender, cost-benefit analysis)?

Various methods have been used to assess whetherthe benefits associated with a given
program outweighthe costs (i.e., cost-benefit analysis). Given the strong body of evidence
supportingthe effectiveness of correctional programming, it is not surprising that findings tend
to indicate that programs are effective when considering both benefits and costs. However,
there is substantial variation in the approaches used to perform a cost-benefit analysis.
Acknowledgingthese methodological differencesisimportant when making comparisons across
different programs, as the estimates of the cost-benefitratio can vary substantially. One of the
core methodological decisionsinvolves how to define the monetary benefits associated with a

program. For example, avoiding direct costs associated with readmission to correctional

100 Includes CPOs, ACPOs, and Elders.
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facilitiesrepresents anarrow definition of the potential benefits associated with a program. A
broad approach allowsfor the consideration of avoided costs associated with victims of crime,
criminal justice expenditures, increased use of social services (e.g., healthcare, employment),
and intangible costs, such as pain and suffering of crime victims. A brief summary of the

literature on cost-benefitanalysesforcorrectional program follows.

This body of literature has found that correctional programs are generally cost-effective relative
to no treatment (Aos, Phipps, Barnoski, & Lieb, 1999; 2001). A recent review of cost-benefit
analyseson correctional programs indicated that CBT programs were identified as providing
some of the highestreturn on investment (Duwe, 2017). According to Aos and Drake’s (2013)
summary of correctional interventionsin Washington State, that considered avoided costs for
program participants, taxpayers, and crime victims, it was found that CBT treatmentfor
moderate and high risk offenders had a cost-benefitratio of $1 to approximately $25. These
findings reinforced Welsh’s (2004) earlierreview of 14 studies that evaluated the impact of
correctional treatment on reoffendinginthe community and subsequently performed a cost -
benefitanalysis. All of the studies with the exception of one yielded a favourable cost-benefit
ratio, with ratios ranging from as low as nearly 1:1 to as highas 1:270. It isimportant to note
that the studies with the highest cost-benefit ratio utilized a comprehensive measurement of
crime-related benefits, including both criminal justice related expenses as well as crime victim

expenses.

The previous evaluation of CSC’s correctional programs (Nafekh etal., 2009) utilized a narrow
definition of the monetary benefits associated with effective programming. Cost-effectiveness
was assessed by consideringinstitutional cost savings resulting from earlier discretionary
release, as well as community cost savings resulting from reduced readmission rates. Overall,
resultsindicated that the various correctional programs were cost-effective, meaningthatthe
avoided incarceration costs (i.e., the benefits of programming) were greater than the cost of
delivering programming. Specifically, each dollar spent on correctional programming resultedin

cost savings of between 1to 8 dollars, dependingonthe program (Nafekh etal., 2009).
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The current evaluation also utilized anarrow definition of the monetary benefits associated
with correctional programming, which involved examining the avoided costs of a revocation
during the firstrelease. Thisapproach aligned with the RAND model of cost-benefitanalysis
(Davisetal., 2013) and the recent evaluation of CSC’s education programs (Richeret al., 2015),
while still allowing general comparisons to be made to the previous evaluation of correctional
programs. Giventhat other potential cost savings associated with effective programming (e.g.,
reduced days incarcerated as the result of earlierdiscretionary release) are not captured in this
model, the results can be considered a conservative estimate of the cost-effectiveness of

delivering correctional programming.

3.4.2 ARE CSC’S CORRECTIONAL REINTEGRATION PROGRAMS
DELIVERED IN COST-EFFECTIVE MANNER?

FINDING 25: COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF CORRECTIONALPROGRAMS
Correctional programming for men (overall, across ICPM/AICPM) was found to be cost-effective
according to an examination of the direct costs associated with program delivery and first-
release outcomes for program participants and eligible non-participants. Forevery offender
who received programming, there was an approximate savings of $5,675 in avoided
readmission costs, after consideringthe cost of programming, compared to eligible non-
participants.

Cost-effectiveness could notbe examined forwomen’s correctional programming since all
women are referred to the engagement program and the current evaluationrequired a
comparison group with no exposure to correctional programming (i.e., a no cost comparison
group). However, it was found that the cost per participant for women’s correctional
programming was lower than the cost per participant for men’s correctional programming.

Evidence:
Inputs for Cost-Benefit Analysis

The inputs for the calculation of whether CSC’s programs are cost effective are detailed below.
As detailedinthe limitations section, eachinputto the modelis estimated using information

derived for this evaluation. As a result, the findings obtained speak to the cost-effectiveness of
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correctional programs based on how the inputsin the model were defined, as discussed below.
Giventhat the cost-effectiveness of correctional programming was assessed overall, the

findings may not generalize toall correctional program streams and intensity levels.

Number of Program Participants/Completers. Data from CSC’s ICRT were examined to
determine the number of unique offenders who had either participated (i.e., enrolled but did
not necessarily complete) or completed an ICPM/AICPM readiness program, a main program, or
an institutional maintenance program during FY 2017-2018. Global counts across ICPM/AICPM
components were derived to remain consistent with the financial data available forthe cost-
benefitanalysis. Offenders who participatedin correctional programs that were deliveredin
the community were not reflected in the count. The ICRT indicated that a total of 7,501 men
offenders participatedin at leastone component of ICPM/AICPM (i.e., readiness, main,
institutional maintenance), while 5,605 (75%) of these had completed at least one component
of ICPM/AICPM. Similarly, a count of unique women offenders who participated in any
WOCP/AWOCP component was performed. A total of 750 women participatedin at leastone
WOCP/AWOCP component while incarcerated, while 630 (85%) of these had completed at least
one component of WOCP/AWOCP.

Cost Per Participant. Financial data indicated that the total costs directly related to the
delivery of ICPM/AICPM were $41,090,998 in FY 2017-2018.101 The costs directly related to the
delivery of WOCP/AWOCP duringthe same period were $3,512,906. It was not possible to
separate the financial data according to the costs associated with main programs compared to
the other components of both the men’sand women’s correctional programming models (e.g.,
primer/engagement programs or maintenance/self-management). The number of unique
offenders who completed at least one correctional programming componentin FY 2017-2018
was considered for the overall number of completers. Similarly, each unique offenderwho had

enrolledinany program elementduring FY 2017-2018 contributed to the count of the number

101Total costincludes costs associated with operating, salaries, and employee benefit plans across all institutions
and national headquarters, but excludes program management costs and retroactive payments (pertaining to
previous years)of salaries for newlysigned collective agreements as well as any costs tied to community settings.
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of participants.102Table 49 presentsthe cost per participant and completerfor ICPM/AICPM
and WOCP/AWOCP. The cost per participant for men’s correctional programs was
approximately 14% higherthan the cost per participant for women’s correctional programs.
Additionally, women’s correctional programs had a higherrate of completionthan men’s
correctional programs, which led to a greater discrepancy in the costs per completer (57,331

per ICPM/AICPM completervs. $5,576 per WOCP/AWOCP completer).

Table 49. Cost of Correctional Programming for Men and Women - FY 2017/2018

Cost? N participants N completers Cost per Cost per
participant completer
ICPM/AICPM $41,090,998 7,501 5,605 $5,478 $7,331
WOCP/AWOCP $3,512,906 750 630 $4,684 $5,576

Note: Unique offenders who participated or completed in any component of institutional correctional programs (e.g.,
readiness, main, maintenance) are reflected in the respective counts. Cost per participant/completer was derived by dividing
total cost by the number of participants/completers.

aTotal costincludes costs associated with operating, salaries,and the employee benefit plan acrossall institutions and nati onal
headquarters, but excludes program management costs and retroactive payments (pertaining to previousyears) of salaries for
newly signed collective agreements as well asany costs tied to community settings.

Cost of Re-incarceration. All re-admissions during a first term release from 2016-2017
and 2017-2018 were examined to determine the average duration of time incarcerated prior to
release back into the community (i.e., on a 2" term release or WED). A total of 3,496 offenders
were readmitted to custody and subsequently released to the community after an average of
279 days. The COMO was used to estimate the cost associated with a readmission. The average
COMO was calculated by consideringthe costs associated with minimum, medium, and
maximum security institutions formen during FY 2016-2017.103 A total of 13,570 individuals

were represented across the three security levels, resultingina total annual cost of

102 |f an offender had completed multiple components of programming (e.g., a primer, a main program, and a
maintenance program), they would onlycontribute onceto the overall count. As a result, the cost per participant
is likely anunderestimate of the actual cost of programmingfor someone who engagesin all programming
elements.

103A total institutional averageis calculated in the annual analysis on the average cost of maintaining a federal
offender. This total institutional average includes costs associated withall men and women facilities, as well as
Exchange of Service Agreements. For the purposes of this evaluation, it was necessaryto isolate the institutional
averagefor men. Theaverageinstitutional cost per men offender was calculated by summing costs associated with
Maximum, Medium, and Minimum facilities and dividing by the average populationduring 2016-17 ((453,627,409
+875,030,265+199,863,575) / (2,869+8,306+2,395)=1,528,521,249/13,570=$112,640).
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incarceration equalling $1,528,521,249. As a result, the average annual COMO per offenderwas
calculated to be $112,640. Giventhat the average length of readmission was 279 days, the
annual COMO was adjusted to reflectthe estimated average cost associated with a readmission
followingafirst release revocation, which was calculated to be $85,792 (($112,640 * (279 days
incarcerated/365)) = $85,792).104 This meansthat for everyfirst-termrelease that endswith a

revocation, there isan average of $85,792 spent on maintainingthe offenderin custody.

Rates of Readmission. A logisticregression was conducted to calculate the odds of a
revocation within 12 months of release formen program participants (n = 1,045) and eligible
non-participants (n = 206). Resultsindicated that study group was significantly related tothe
odds of a revocation for any reason, while controlling for the effects of CRI level, Motivation at
intake, Indigenous ancestry, age at release, and number of days from admissionto release.
Participatingin a correctional program was relatedto a 50% reductionin the odds of
experiencingarevocation, relative to eligible non-participants (OR=0.49, p <.001). The
expected probability of a revocation was calculated for program participants versus eligible
non-participants, while accounting for the variablesin the model (see Appendix I). The typical
program participant%® had a predicted probability of 20% for a revocation, compared to an
eligible non-participant with the same characteristics, who had a 33% predicted probability of a
revocation. These rates of revocation that are adjusted for risk relevant variables generally align
with the descriptive rates not accounting for group differences, whichindicated that20% (n =
224) of all program participants had a revocation within 12 months of release, compared to

37% (n = 78) of eligible non-participants.106

1041t was explored whetherthe cost of a readmission differed ifthe security level of institutions that offenders
returned to was considered in the calculation of COMO. There was an approximate difference inthe esti mate of
the cost of readmission amounting to $2,000 per offender. However, the security level of the admitting institution
was not known for all offenders with a returnto custody, so it was decided to utilize the average COMO, which
does notconsider the proportion of offenders returning to each security level.

105 Defined as the average score for continuous variables and the most common category for categorical variables.
The typical men offender was non-Indigenous, moderate riskon the CRI, scored as moderate motivationatintake,
was 38 years old,andspent 625 days incarcerated between admission and release.

106 Models examining program completers versus program participants produced a similar index of program
effectiveness (15% absolute reduction in revocationrate versus 13%, respectively), whichresulted inconsistent
results across models. See Appendix | for alternative models based on program completers.
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Cost-Effectiveness. The inputs for the cost-effectiveness calculation discussed above
were compiled to determine the average cost savings associated with delivering corre ctional
programming (see Table 50). A scenario of providing correctional programming to 100
offenders (i.e., program participants) compared to 100 eligible non-participantsis outlinedin
Table 50 to enhance the interpretation of the cost-effectiveness. The resultsindicated that for
every 100 offenders who receive correctional programming, total savings due to reductions in
readmission rates amount to more than $1.1 million. Correctional programs are considered cost
effective, as after accounting for the cost of correctional programming, the netsavings equals
approximately $567,496 per 100 offenders, or $5,675 per offender. Note that variationson the
inputsto the cost-effectiveness calculation were explored (e.g., cost per completer, descriptive
versus adjusted readmissionrates). The findings from these additional models supp orted the
overall conclusion that ICPM programs are cost-effective (see Appendix |), with minorvariations

in the magnitude of savings (i.e., benefits) relative to costs.

Although at the individual level, the direct cost of delivering correctional programmingis only
slightly less than the anticipated directsavings (i.e., every S1 spenton correctional
programming yields $1.04 in savings), itis important to acknowledge that this cost analysis does
not account for other tangible costs of crime, such as police and court costs, and healthcare
costs for victims. Previous studies have indicated that the tangible costs of crime are
substantial. For example, in 2008, the Department of Justice Canada conducted a study that
estimated that the tangible costs of crime in 2008 amounted to approximately $31 billion
(Zhang, 2008). When the annual cost of federal correctionsis accounted for, each incident costs
approximately $11,805 on average.107 Although the RAND model utilized in the current
evaluation does not account for these additional costs, doing so would provide further support
that CSC’s correctional programs are cost-effective. Applying the same estimation procedure as
the evaluation of CSC’s education programs (Richer et al., 2015), correctional programs may

play a role inreducing the tangible costs of crime by an additional $153,4651%8 for every 100

107($31.4 billionin total tangible costs - $2.06 billion infederal correctional costs)/ 2,485,043 incidents in 2008 =
$11,805 per incident.

108(100 eligible non-participants * 33% revocationrate * $11,805) — (100 program participants * 20% revocation
rate* 11,805)=5153,465.

217



Evaluation of Correctional Reintegration Programs

participants. Additionally, program effectiveness was assessed in the current evaluation by
examiningrates of revocation during the first release. Thisdoes not consider that the benefits
of correctional programming could continue to persistas time goes on, further wideningthe
gap inbenefits between program participants compared to non-participants. Taken together,
the results of the cost analysis, coupled with the estimates of additional averted tangible cost of

crime, suggestthat delivering correctional programs is cost-effective.

Table 50. Inputs for the Cost Analysis of Men’s Correctional Programming

Inputs for Cost-Analysis

Study Group Revocation (%)?2 Cost of Readmission Cost of Programming
Participants 20 $85,792 S5,478
Eligible non- 33 485,792 %0

participants
Cost-Analysis for 100 program participants and 100 eligible non-participants

Cost of Cost of
Study Group Revocation (%) Readmission Programming Total Cost
Participants 20 $1,715,840 $547,800 $2,263,640
Eligible non- 33 $2,831,136 - $2,831,136

participants

Return on Investment
Total savings per 100 offenders = $567,496

Every $1 spenton programming yields $1.04 in savingsP
aRate of revocation is derived from the logistic regression model presented in Tablel.2 and calculated with formula 1
presented in Appendix I. The rate of revocation represents the expected probability of a return for an offender with average
values on the covariates. Programmingrefersto correctional programming.
bDifference in total cost between program participants and eligible non-participants divided by cost of programming.

3.4.3 GIVEN THE NUMBER OF OFFENDERS, ARE THERE SUFFICIENT
STAFF TRAINED TO DELIVER CORRECTIONAL PROGRAMMING?

FINDING 26: NUMBER OF CORRECTIONAL PROGRAM STAFF

While many staff who were interviewed indicated that there was a sufficientnumber of trained
CPOs given the number of offenders requiring programs, only about a third of staff agreed that
the number of ACPOs was sufficient. A comparison of the number of funded positionsto active
employeesidentified avacancy rate for ACPO positions of 11%, suggestingthere may be an
opportunity to increase the workforce.
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Evidence:
Number of CPOs/ACPOs

The number of funded CPO/ACPO positions was extracted from the HRMS Data Warehouse to
provide an index of the vacancy rate (i.e., number of active10° CPOs/ACPOs divided by number
of funded positions). Asshownin Table 51, there was little variation from one year to the next
in the number of funded CPO/ACPO positions across the regions. The distribution of positions
across regions also closely aligned with the distribution of the offender population. For
example, the number of funded positionsis highestinthe Prairie region, where the largest

portion of the custodial populationislocated (28%, CRS-M, FY 2018/2019).

Table 51. Count of Funded CPOs and ACPOs Positions by Region

FY 2017/2018 FY 2018/2019

CPO ACPO Total CPO ACPO Total
Atlantic 80 1 81 79 5 84
Quebec 126 9 135 126 8 134
Ontario 137 16 153 137 17 154
Prairie 165 48 213 162 53 215
Pacific 110 17 127 104 18 122
Total 618 91 709 608 101 709

Note: funded positions include positionsin either the institution or the community.

Table 52 presents a snapshot of the number of active CPOs and ACPOs workingin the
community and the institution at the end of FY 2017-2018 and 2018-2019. Employees working
in eitherthe community or the institution who are substantivelya CPO or ACPO or who are
actingina CPO or ACPO position are reflectedinthe active count. It isimportant to note that
96% (n = 591) of active CPOs/ACPOs were considered trained0 at the end of FY 2017-2018.
This increasedto 97% (n = 588) of active CPOs/ACPOs at the end of FY 2018-2019.

There was a slight decrease in the total number of CPOs from the end of FY 2017/2018 to the

end of FY 2018/2019, while the number of ACPOsincreased slightly. Given that the proportion

109 Active employees were defined as those who are currently a substantive CPO/ACPO working in their
substantive position as well as those actingin a CPO/ACPO position.

110 The data indicatethatan employeeis trained when they have completed the training that wasidentified as a
requirement for them.
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of Indigenous offendersin custody increased slightly from FY 2017/2018 to FY 2018/2019, the
increase in ACPOs is encouraging. However, in comparing the total number of active
CPO/ACPOsto the number of funded positions, it appears that fully staffing the positions may
be challenging. Forexample, according to the HRMS data, a total of 709 CPO/ACPO positions
were fundedin FY 2018/2019, although there were only 606 active employees. Thisamountsto
a vacancy rate of 15%. When combined across CPO and ACPO positions, the Atlantic Region
and Prairie Region had the highestvacancy rates at Fiscal Year End (FYE) in 2018/2019 (26% and
24%, respectively). The vacancy rate in the Prairie Regionis particularly concerning give nthat
the largest proportion of the custodial populationis supervised there, and this is the region
with the highest proportion of Indigenous offenders (53% of the custodial populationin Prairie

Regionin FY 2018/2019).

Table 52. Count of Active Institutional and Community CPOs and ACPOs by Region

FYE 2017/2018 FYE 2018/2019
Institution Community Institution Community
CPO ACPO CPO ACPO Total CPO ACPO CPO ACPO Total
Atlantic 53 1 15 0 69 43 3 15 1 62
Quebec 91 8 31 0 130 89 9 29 0 127
Ontario 90 17 24 2 133 102 16 26 3 147
Prairie 103 41 35 0 179 90 41 33 0 164
Pacific 64 16 24 0 104 65 17 24 0 106
Total 401 83 129 2 615 389 86 127 4 606
Note: Active employees were definedas those who are currently a substantive CPO/ACPO workingin their substantive position
as well as those actingin a CPO/ACPO position.
Table 53. Count of Active Institutional CPOs and ACPOs by Region
FYE 2017/2018 FYE 2018/2019
Staff to Staff to
CPO ACPO Total _Onender  onder CPO ACPO Total Corendel  ocnder
Population . Population .
Ratio Ratio
Atlantic 53 1 54 1,312 1:24 43 3 46 1,306 1:28
Quebec 91 8 29 3,055 1:31 89 9 98 2,914 1:30
Ontario 90 17 107 3,586 1:34 102 16 118 3,780 1:32
Prairie 103 41 144 3,977 1:28 90 41 131 4,010 1:31
Pacific 64 16 80 2,162 1:27 65 17 82 2,139 1:26
Total 401 83 484 14,092 1:29 389 86 475 14,149 1:30
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Note: The number of offenders was extracted from CRS-M. For FY 2017/2018, the date of the snapshot was April 8,2018, and
April 7,2019 for FY 2018/2019. Active employeeswere defined as those who are currently a substantive CPO/ACPO workingin
their substantive position aswellas those actingin a CPO/ACPO position.

A ratio of the number of offenders per institutional CPO/ACPO was calculated by considering
the custodial populationin each of the regions and overall during the same timeframe (see
Table 53). Since this includes all offendersin custody, it represents an overestimate of the ratio
of offendersto each institutional CPO/ACPO, as not all offenders will require correctional
programming, and hence the resources from institutional CPO/ACPOs. Although thisservesas a
limitation, it provides an opportunity to establish a baseline of staff resources that can be
refined as specificdata become available (e.g., ACPO/CPO allocationto men’s and women’s

programming).

Overall, for every institutional CPO/ACPO there are approximately 29 offenders. Thisratio
slightlyincreased from FYE 2017/2018 to FYE 2018/2019, where there were approximately 30
offendersforeveryinstitutional CCO/ACPO. The Pacific region had the fewest offenders
associated with each institutional CPO/ACPO, while the Ontario region consistently had the
highestratio. Interestingly, the Ontarioregion had the lowest discrepancy between the number
of funded and actual positions, indicatingthat the higher ratio of CPO/ACPO to offendersis
likely due to having fewer positions available than what the size of the offenderpopulation

dictates.

Perceptions Regarding the Number of Trained CPOs and ACPOs Relative to the Number of
Offenders

While 70% of staff (n= 133 of 191) indicated that there was a sufficient number of trained CPOs
giventhe number of offenders requiring programs, about a third of staff (30%, n = 55 of 183)

agreed that the number of ACPOs was sufficient.
Perceptions Regarding CPO/ACPO Turnover

Offenders were asked whetherthey had experienced turnover of the CPOs or ACPOs within any
of the programs in which they participated. Eighteen percent of men offenders (n=28 of 154)

and 34% of women offenders (n = 18 of 53) indicated that they had experienced staff
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turnover.1 Many offenders who experienced CPO or ACPO turnover reported that turnover
occurred once (men:56%, n =15 of 27, women:67%, n =12 of 18). A few offenders who
experienced CPO or ACPO turnover reported that turnoveroccurred five or more times (men:
22%, n = 6; women: 11%, n =2), twice (men:11%, n =3; women: 11%, n = 2), three times (men:
11%, n = 3; women: 6%, n = 1), or four times (women: 6%, n = 1). Many of these offenders rated
the staff turnover as having had a negative impact on their experience with programs (men:
61%, n = 17 of 28; women:61%, n = 11 of 18). Others stated that it had no impact (men:25%, n

=7; women:22%, n = 4), or a positive impact(men:14%, n =4; women: 22%, n = 4).

Many of the offenders who experienced CPO or ACPO turnover(men: 75%, n = 21 of 28;
women:71%, n =12 of 17) qualitatively described anegative impact. These effectsincluded
difficulty building trustand a relationship with the new facilitator (men: 39%, n = 11; women:
41%, n = 7) and that it was challenging to adapt to the new teaching style and to maintainthe
consistency between facilitators (men:32%, n = 9; women: 24%, n = 4). A small number of
inmates (men: 21%, n = 6; women: 18%, n = 3) indicated that the staff turnovers had no impact,
whereasa few (men:11%, n = 3; women: 18%, n = 3) described a positive impact because they

preferredthe new facilitator.

About a third of staff (34%, n = 86 of 257) reported that CPO and ACPO staff turnover led to
challengesinthe delivery of correctional programs from a large to very large extent. Other staff
reportedthat CPO and ACPO turnover led to challenges with program delivery toa moderate
extent(35%, n = 90), a small extent (21%, n =53), or not at all (11%, n = 28). Staff were asked to
indicate whetherthey experienced the specific challenges described in Figure 26 due to CPO
and ACPO turnover. While offenders focused on the impact on the relationship and teaching
style when describing the impact of CPO and ACPO turnover, many staff noted the effecton the
timing of program delivery. The challengesrelated to CPO and ACPO turnoverreported by staff
included delayed start of the program (77%, n = 135 of 176), program interruption (69%, n =

122), inability to offercertain programs (68%, n = 120), and extendingthe overall length of the

11 A definition of “staff turnover” was not provided to the respondents. As such, respondents answered this
questionusing their own definition/opinion of what staff turnover reflects.
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program (67%, n = 118). Staff also agreed that they had observed the delay of an offender’s
preparation for release (63%, n = 110), increased workload for remaining CPOs/ACPOs (59%, n =
103), a lack of continuityin facilitatorstyle (50%, n = 88), and negative reactions from offenders

(47%, n = 82) because of CPO or ACPO turnover.

Figure 26. Staff Perceptions of Challenges Related to CPO and ACPO Turnover
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Twenty-one staffidentified ‘other’ challenges stemming from facilitator turnover. Some staff
(43%, n =9 of 21) reported that the staffingfor the delivery of correctional programs was a
challenge ingeneral (e.g., hard to recruit facilitators, particularly ACPOs). Some staff (33%, n =
7) described the negative impact of turnover on other staff members, such as increased
workload and stress. Other effectsincluded delays and disruptionsin program delivery (24%, n

= 5) and negative impacts on participants (19%, n = 4).
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FINDING 27: ELDER INVOLVEMENT AND AVAILABILITY
Reliable quantitative data was not available for Elder involvementin the delivery of correctional
programming, underscoringthe need to enhance information gathering on thisissue.

Staff and offenderstended to agree that the number of program sessions that require an Elder
was appropriate. However, staff did highlight challenges with Elderavailability, resulting from a
shortage of Elders or Elders having limited time for a given program, due to competingrequests
forinvolvement.

Evidence:

Perceptions Regarding Challenges of Elder Availability for Elder Assisted Sessions

Number of Sessions Requiring Elder Presence. Staff and offenders were asked to
identify whetherthe numberof sessionsrequiring Elder presence was appropriate. About half
of the staff who had taught an Aboriginal correctional program or were involvedinthe
management of these programs12 reported that the number of sessionsin AICPM and AWOCP
requiring Elder presence were appropriate (AICPM: 46%, n = 29 of 63; AWOCP: 52%, n = 12 of
23). Approximately two-thirds of offenders who participatedin an Aboriginal correctional
program (AICPM: 64%, n = 27 of 42; AWOCP: 67%, n = 14 of 21) agreed. About a third of staff
(AICPM: 35%, n =22; AWOCP: 30%, n =7) and one AWOCP offenderindicated that there were
too many sessionsrequiringan Elder. While approximately a third of offendersindicated that
the number of sessions with Elder presence was insufficient (AICPM: 36%, n =15; AWOCP: 29%,
n = 6), about one-fifth of staff agreed (AICPM: 19%, n =12; AWOCP: 17%, n = 4).

Many of the AICPM participants (67%, n =10 of 15) who indicated that Elder presence was
insufficientdescribed thatthey wanted the Elder to attend more sessionsand be more
involved, and some AWOCP participants provided similarfeedback (33%, n =2 of 6). A few
participants from AICPM (20%, n = 3) and some participants from AWOCP (33%, n = 2)

described the negative impacts of the Elder’s absence (e.g., classes cancelled, fewer

12 Thoseinvolved inmanagement of Aboriginal programs included Program Manager; Assistant Warden of
Interventions; Regional Administrator, Assessmentand Interventions; and Regional Administrator, Aboriginal
Initiatives.
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ceremonies, missingthe Elder’sinput). One AWOCP offender reported that the Elder was

disrespectful, and as a result, indicated that the Elder was presenttoo frequently.

Elder Availability. Most of the staff (86%, n = 68 of 79) who had taught an Aboriginal
correctional program or were involved inthe management of these programs had observed
challenges with Elder availability for Elder-assisted sessions. Staff (n = 65) described the factors
that led to challenges with Elder availability for Elder-assisted sessions. Many reported that
there are difficulties with the recruitment of Elders and there is a shortage of themto meetthe
programming needs (69%, n = 45). Other demands, whetherin the institutionorin the
community, are placed on Elders and they participate in many programs; consequently, they
have limited time fora given program (45%, n = 29). Additionally, the amount of time that
Elders are required to participate in AICPM and AWOCP was described by a few staff (17%, n =
11) as high. Staff (25%, n = 16) reported that personal factors, such as burnout, healthissues,

and absences, affect the availability of Elders.

About half of offenders who attended an Aboriginal correctional program (AICPM: 38%, n = 15
of 39; AWOCP: 65%, n = 13 of 20) reported that an Elder had missed a session of the program
that they were scheduled to attend. Over half of offenders who had an Elder missa session
(AICPM: 53%, n = 8 of 15; AWOCP: 62%, n = 8 of 13) reported that itimpacted their experience
of the program. The offenders who agreed that an Elder missinga session had had an impact on

theirexperience of the program were asked to describe thisimpact:

e Most of these offenders (AICPM: 75%, n = 6 of 8 AWOCP: 75%, n = 6 of 8) reportedthat
the absence of the Elder had a negative impact on the delivery of the program (AICPM:
38%, n = 3; AWOCP: 38%, n = 3), as the session was cancelled, the classroom
environmentfeltless comfortable, or the session was not done properly.

e The Elder'sabsence also negatively affected the offenders’ understanding of the
material (AICPM: 50%, n = 4; AWOCP: 13%, n =1).

e However, some participants said the absence of the Elder did not have a significant
impact or the offenders were understanding of the reason for theirabsence (AICPM:

25%, n =2; AWOCP: 25%, n = 2).
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Only 15% (AICPM: n = 3 of 41; AWOCP: 29%, n = 6 of 21) of offendersinan Aboriginal
correctional program had experienced turnoverinthe Elders withinthe AICPM or AWOCP
programs that they had attended. Of the offenders who experienced turnoverinthe Elder
delivering the program, 2 of 3 AICPM participants experienced Elderturnovertwice, with the
other participant having Elder turnover 4 times. Two-thirds (67%, n = 4 of 6) of AWOCP
participants had an instance of Elder turnover, and the remaining 2 participants (33%) had Elder
turnover 3 times. Many of AWOCP participants (67%, n = 4 of 6) and some AICPM participants
(33%, n =1) noted no impact of the Elderturnovers on their experience with the program, a
third (AICPM: 33%, n = 1; AWOCP: 33%, n = 2) observed a negative impact, and one (11%)

AICPM participant reported the impact to be positive.

3.4.4 1S THERE SUFFICIENT, EFFICIENT AND APPROPRIATE TRAINING
FOR CPOs/ACPOs?

FINDING 28: PERCEIVED TIMELINESS AND EFFECTIVENESS OF TRAINING
PROTOCOL

Many staff who received correctional program facilitatortrainingagreed that it was providedin
a timely manner. However, only about half of program managers and program facilitators
strongly agreed or agreed that the content of the ICPM/WOCP training provided CPOs and
ACPOs withthe knowledge required to deliver programs.

Further, only a quarter of staff who had received trainingand delivered a program, or worked
as a program manager, described the quality review process as effective/very effective in
ensuring that programs are delivered appropriately.

Evidence:
The CD 726-1 outlinesthe responsibilities and procedures for the training of CPOs and ACPOs.

Initial Training. CPOs and ACPOs complete an initial 10-day trainingin the ICPM stream
that they will deliver. It prepares them to deliverall intensity levels within that correctional
program stream. Additional training days may be added for specificcorrectional programs, such

as those for Aboriginal offenders, SOs, and the adapted programs (CSC, 2018b). For women’s
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correctional programming, CPOs and ACPOs complete a 10-day training for either WOCP or
AWOCP. CPOs and ACPOs receive additional training for the Women’s Modular Intervention
and the WSOP. Followingtraining, the National Correctional Program Trainer or the Regional

Program Manager who delivered the training evaluates each CPO and ACPO.

Quality Review. Afterthe initial training, the National Correctional Program Trainer or
Regional Program Manager conducts a quality review of the first correctional program
delivered by the CPO or ACPO, with the exception of a primer/engagement program. The
process includesa review of at least4 sessionsand a sample of final correctional program
reports. The quality review occurs through direct observation and/or video recordings (CSC,
2018b). The result of the quality review can include certification with no conditions,
certification with conditions, or the employee is not recommended for certification. If the CPO
or ACPOis not recommended for certification, areas forimprovementare identified and an
additional quality review occurs. If the CPO or ACPO is considered unsuitable to delivera
particular stream, the individual will not be permitted to deliverthat stream (CSC, 2018b).
Follow-up quality reviews occur 3 and 6 years after the initial certificationin that program

stream. If required, additional quality reviews may be conducted (CSC, 2018b).

Refresher Training. A refreshertrainingis providedif the quality review identifiesa
need, the CPO or ACPO has not delivered a program in the correctional program stream
within 6 months of training, the employee hasbeeninactivein deliveryinthe correctional
program stream for more than 24 months, or significant changes were made to the
correctional program stream. Refresher training normally occurs across three working days,
and focuses on the areas needed or on elements of the correctional program that have

changed since the initial training (CSC, 2018b).

Frequency and Availability of CPO/ACPO Training Programs

Training sessions for men’s correctional programs (ICPM/AICPM) are scheduled and organized

at the regional level, whereas the women’s correctional programs (WOCP/AWOCP) and IICP
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training sessions are scheduled and organized by staff from National Headquarters. Training is

deliveredwhenthereisa needidentified ata regional level.

Table 54 presents the number of initial ICPM/AICPM and WOCP/AWOCP training sessions that
were offered to CPOs and ACPOs from 2015-2016 to 2017-2018. A variety of programs were
delivered, with 34 sessions completed by 332 employeesin 2015-2016, 37 sessionscompleted
by 362 employeesin 2016-2017, and 47 sessions offeredto439 employeesin 2017-2018. The
trainings that are offered each year vary dependingon the demand for training in the particul ar
program. Overall, the initial training for the ICPM-MT was offered most frequently and to the
highest number of employees. Thisisanticipated, as this trainingis required for all CPOs and
ACPOs who deliverICPMand AICPM. The ICPM SO initial training was the second most
frequently offered, followed by AICPM. The IICP training was first offeredin 2017-2018, the FY

in which this stream was initially delivered.

With respect to training for the women’s correctional program model,an AWOCP initial training
has been delivered annually forthe past three years, along with a WOCP initial trainingin the
past two years. Initial training for the WSOP and the Women’s Modular Intervention were last

offeredin 2015-2016.113

113 Notably, training could have been offered since 2015-2016, but was not captured during the evaluation period.
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Table 54. ICPM/AICPM and WOCP/AWOCP Training Programs Delivered to CPOs and ACPOs

2015-2016 2016-2017 2017-2018
Initial Training Numberof Numberof Numberof Numberof Numberof Numberof
Course Trainings  Attendees Trainings  Attendees Trainings  Attendees
Offered who Offered who Offered who
Completed Completed Completed
ICPM
MT 17 166 18 (+1 189 20 (+1 187
cancelled) cancelled)
AICPM 5(+2 55 7(+1 69 10 89
cancelled) cancelled)
SO 6(+1 63 10 89 12 110
cancelled)
Adapted 2 22 0(+1 - 1(+1 9
cancelled) cancelled)
[ICP - - - - 1 14
[ICP-SO - - - - 1 13
WOCP
WOCP - - 1 12 1 4
AWOCP 1 6 1 3 1 13
WSOP 1 13 - - - -
Women’s 2 7 - - - -
Modular
Intervention
Total 34 (+3 332 37 (+3 362 47 (+2 439
cancelled) cancelled) cancelled)

Note. The count of attendees who completed training may not reflect uniqueindividuals asan employee may complete

multiple trainings within ayear. Elders may have attended certain training sessions, but are not reflected in thetableabove as
they are not captured in HRMS.

Table 55 presents a regional breakdown of the ICPM and WOCP training programs deliveredin

2017-2018. In 2017-2018, Prairie region offered the highest number of trainingsessions. The

high number of training sessionsin the Prairie region was consistent with the fact that the

Prairie region fullyimplemented ICPMin June 2017, so the trainingsessions were offeredin

preparation. Ontario and Quebecoffered the second highest number of training sessions,

followed by Pacificand Atlanticregions.

229



Evaluation of Correctional Reintegration Programs

Table 55. Initial ICPM/AICPM and WOCP/AWOCP Training Programs Delivered to CPOs and
ACPOs in 2017-2018 by Region

Initial Training Course NHQ Atlantic Quebec Ontario Prairie Pacific
ICPM
MT - 2 3(+1 4 9 2
cancelled)
AICPM - 1 1 2 5 1
SO - 1 3 2 3 3
Adapted - - (1 - 1 -
cancelled)
[ICP 1 - - - - -
[ICP-SO 1 - - - - -
WOCP
WOCP - - 1 - - -
AWOCP - - - - 1 -
WSOP - - - - - -

Women’s Modular - - - - - -
Intervention

Total 2 4 8 (+2 8 19 6
cancelled)

Staff Perceptions Regarding Effectiveness and Efficiency of CPO/ACPO Training

Frequency and Length of Training. Staff who had, or who intended to, participatein
ICPM/AICPM or WOCP/AWOCP training most commonly received this training withina month
of waiting (39%, n = 74 of 189), followed by 1to 3 months (22%, n = 42), 6 months or more
(19%, n = 35), and 3 to 6 months (14%, n = 26). Six percent (n = 12) had not yetreceived
training. Most of the staff who had received correctional program facilitatortraining agreed
that it was receivedina timely manner (90%, n = 137 of 152). However, many of the staff
members (65%, n = 209 of 321) indicated that they did not know whetherthe initial
correctional program training was offered frequently enough. Of those who provided a
response, 61% (66 of 108) reported that the training was offered sufficiently frequently. When
asked how frequently the correctional program trainingshould be offered, a third of staff (34%,
n =100 of 294) endorsed 3 timesa year, another third (31%, n = 92) selected twice a year, and a

few (15%, n = 45) thought once a year. Nineteen percentendorsed an ‘other’ response.
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About half of regional program managers and staff who had received ICPM/AICPM or
WOCP/AWOCP correctional program training (54%, n = 86 of 160) reported that the length of
the training was just right. Anotherforty percent indicated that training was too short (40%, n =

64) and a few believed thatit was too long (6%, n = 10).

Content of Training. About half of Regional Program Managers and staff who had
receivedtrainingand delivered a program (46%, n = 66 of 142) agreed or strongly agreed that
the content of the men’s and women’s correctional program model training provided CPOs and
ACPOs withthe knowledge required to deliver correctional programs. A quarter (25%, n = 35)
neitheragreed nor disagreed, or disagreed (23%, n =32), and a few strongly disagreed (6%, n =
9). In contrast, a third of these staff (37%, n = 53 of 142) agreed/strongly agreed that the
training taught CPOs/ACPOs the skillsrequired to deliverthe programs, whereas close to 30%
neitheragreed nor disagreed (28%, n = 40), or disagreed (30%, n = 42). A few strongly disagreed
(5%, n=7).

Of the staff (n = 123) who provided a suggestion regarding the training:

e Many (67%, n = 83) recommended changes to the training content, such as additional
facilitation and practical training (33%, n = 14) and more information on report writing
(20%, n = 25). Others observed that there was too much information given the length of
the training (10%, n = 12).

e Some (37%, n = 46) were interested in post-training support or additional training,
which could take the form of refreshertraining or professional development days (22%,
n = 27), or support from other CPOs (13%, n = 16; e.g., mentorship, a buddy system, co-
facilitation with experienced facilitators, discussions).

o Afew(24%, n = 30) suggested changes to the length of training, with 26 of those staff

(21%) indicating that additional training was required.

Quality Review Process. A quarter of staff who had received trainingand delivereda
program, or worked as a Program Manager or Regional Program Manager (24%, n = 35 of 147),

described the quality review process as effective/very effective in ensuring that programs are
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delivered appropriately. A quarter endorsed the quality review as somewhat effective (26%, n =

38), a quarter as minimally effective (25%, n = 37), and another quarter as not at all effective

(25%, n = 37).

Staff suggested improvementsto the quality review process:

About half of staff (55%, n = 67 of 121) recommended increasingthe timeliness of the
review process and wanted to receive feedback onthe videotaped sessionsfrom
Regional Program Managers more quickly. In order to improve the timeliness, afew
staff (10%, n = 12) suggested hiring more Regional Program Managers or others who
could complete the assessment.

About half of staff (51%, n = 62) suggested adapting the method or process of
assessment, for example, by evaluating program delivery during classroom visits, rather
than videotaping (30%, n = 36). Others wanted to eliminate the quality review process
and certification (12%, n = 15), have less frequent or no videotape assessments (7%, n =
9), or mentioned offender and staff discomfort with videotaping (7%, n = 9).

A few staff (22%, n = 27) suggested implementing additional measures (e.g., mentoring).
These could include acting on the results of the review and providing resources such as
support or training plans for those whose assessmentsidentify concerns, or making
personnel changes (7%, n = 8).

A few staff (19%, n = 23) wanted reductionsin the inconsistenciesinthe review process
(e.g., across assessors), and a small number(10%, n = 12) commented that the

videotaped sessions may not reflect how the program is typically delivered.
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3.4.5 RECOMMENDATIONS: PROGRAM EFFICIENCY

RECOMMENDATION 10: FINANCIAL DATA FOR CORRECTIONAL PROGRAMS

Although men’s correctional programming was considered to be cost-effective, the cost-
analysislacked precision due to the unavailability of financial data associated with each
program stream, which depends on user inputs at the regional level. Cost-effectiveness could
not be examined forwomen’s correctional programming since all women are referred to the
engagement program and the current evaluationrequired a comparison group with no
exposure to correctional programming (i.e., a no cost comparison group). Lastly, the cost center
reserved for Elder services appeared to be inconsistently used, underscoringissues with

recording practices for expenditures related to Elder involvementin correctional programs.

It is recommended that RPD reviews the regional recording practices of financial resources
associated with delivering correctional programs. The results of the review should inform
new strategies, if required, to ensure accurate and consistent recording of resource

allocations.

Enhancing the precision of the financial data will allow for a more rigorous examination of the

costs associated with delivering each stream and module correspondingto ICPM and WOCP.
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RECOMMENDATION 11: REVIEW OF TRAINING PROTOCOL

Findings suggested that staff agreed that correctional program facilitatortraining was provided
in a timely manner. This finding was reinforced by the number of training sessions offered for
each stream across the region, which appeared to sufficiently address the need fortraining in
each of the program streams. However, approximately athird of staff who receivedtraining,
and were interviewed forthe current evaluation, did not believe thatthe content of the
training provided them with the knowledge and skillsrequired to deliver programs.

Additionally, concerns were raised with the overall usefulness of the quality review process.

It is recommended that RPD examines the content and format of the training protocol to

identify whether there are opportunities to enhance:

1) The knowledge and skills of CPOs/ACPOs to assist in effectively delivering correctional
programming, possibly through providing additional facilitation and practical training.
2) The usefulness of the quality review process, possibly by increasing the timeliness of

the review or adapting the method of assessment.

Ensuring that the training protocol provides CPOs/ACPOs with the knowledge and skills
required to effectively deliver correctional programs will contribute to maintaining program

fidelity, whichis critical for continuingto obtain positive program outcomes.
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The evaluationfoundthat correctional reintegration programs at CSC are relevantand respond
to the needs of federal offenders. Positive impacts associated with completion of correctional
programs were noted in a variety of areas. Findings suggested that program intensity and
streams appropriately matched an offender’s program need and that programming tended to
be offeredina timely manner. For men offenders, completion of programs was associated with
increased rates of discretionary release and decreased rates of any revocation. Findings tended
to suggest that women program completers were granted discretionary release more often, but
did not have lower rates of revocation, relative to eligible non-participants. Lastly, correctional
programs were deliveredin a cost-effective mannerformen. The cost-effectiveness of
women’s programs was unable to be assessed. Several key areas were identified toimprove the

delivery and effectiveness of correctional programs, such as:

e Adoptinga standardized definition of timely access to programs;

e Increasing the relevance of the contentand delivery of the Indigenous programming
streams;

e Conducting additional researchto understand the effect of correctional programs on
community outcomes;

e Reviewingthe impact of the newlyimplemented programreferral criteriaon the
number of overrides, particularly for women;

e Improvingthe availability and quality of data related to correctional programs, such as
program expenditures;and,

e Reviewingthe training protocol for CPOs.

This evaluation will assist CSC in enhancingthe delivery and effectiveness of correctional
programs to all offenders with a programming need. Moreover, the findingsserveas a
foundation for the evidence supporting the ICPM/WOCP models of programming, which will

assist with continuingto monitorthe results moving forward.
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GL726-2 National Correctional Program Referral Guidelines (2018)

The followinginformationis pulled directly from GL 726-2 and outlines the principles of the
correctional program referral process.

Principles

1. Correctional program effectiveness requires matchingthe intensity of the correctional
program(s) to an offender’s level of risk.

2. Program intensity is generally determined by the results of the CRI.114 For men’s SO
programs, the Static-99R and the Stable-2007, in combination with the CRI, generally serve as
the determinants of program intensity for male SOs.

3. In the case of male offenders who meet the sexual offence criteria pursuant to CD 705-5 —
Supplementary Assessments, a SO assessment will be conducted prior to an offenderstarting a
main correctional program. This assessment will be conducted by the Correctional Program
Officer/Assessorand will consist of administering the Static-99R and Stable-2007 pursuant to GL
726-3 - National Correctional Program Management Guidelines. Inthe case of women
offenders who meetthe sexual offence definition pursuantto CD 705-5 - Supplementary
Assessments, a psychological risk assessment with the focus on sexual offending mustbe made
available priorto the woman’s SO program start date.

4. When determiningan Aboriginal offender’s correctional program needs, the offender’s
Aboriginal social history must be considered and documentedin the decision-making process.
For offenders who have expressed an interestinfollowinga healing path, an Elder Review will
be completed pursuant to CD 705-5 — Supplementary Assessments.

5. When determiningappropriate referrals for Aboriginal offenders who wish to participate in
Aboriginal correctional programming, referrals to national Aboriginal correctional programs
should take precedence over referrals to the non-Aboriginal correctional program equivalent.

6. Referralsto national correctional programs should be the preferredintervention where
appropriate and available. Referrals to non-standardized local or regional programs should only
be used as a substitute for a national correctional program where no reasonable alternative
exists. Offenders may only be assigned to one correctional program, including
maintenance/self-management programs, at any given time.

7. Correctional planningrequires that referrals to correctional programs:

14 1n the previous version of GL726-2, program intensity was determined based on the results of the SIR for non-
Indigenous men, and the CRS for women and Indigenous men.
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a. Prepare offendersfortimely and safe reintegration;

b. Ensure that the intensity and type of correctional program(s) selectedisbased on risk and
needs;

c. Give priority to offenders serving sentences of four years or less for correctional programs
during intake;

d. Include appropriate culturally-based correctional programs for Aboriginal offenders who wish
to participate in Aboriginal correctional programs;

e. Include gender-informed correctional programs designed forwomen offenders;

f. Be achievable and available within the length of the sentence, and take parole eligibility dates
into consideration;

g. Provide a justifiable rationale forany override to a correctional program, and document this
rationale in the OMS;

h. Considerthe offender’s specificmental health care needs and/or physical disabilities.
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CSC Offender Population (2017-2018 FYE Snapshot)

Table B.1. Number of Offenders Under CSC Supervision (2017-2018 FYE Snapshot)

Offender Group InCustody Community Total
n n N
Men 13,416 8,410 21,826
Indigenous 3,647 1,464 5,111
Non-Indigenous 9,769 6,946 16,715
Women 676 721 1,397
Indigenous 270 191 461
Non-Indigenous 406 530 936
Total 14,092 9,131 23,223

Note. Source: CSC, PMMR (2018, May 17).
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Programming Needs and Identification for ICPM Participation at Admission for Men

Table C.1. Number of Men Admittedto CSC Custody on a Warrant of Committal
FY2016-2017 FY2017-2018
n n
2,972 2,903

Note. The data excludes admissions in the Prairie region, where ICPM had not been fullyimplemented.Source: CSC, PMMR
(2018, July 4a).

Table C.2. Number of Programming Needs at Admission for Men Offenders by Need Area'*

Programming Needs FY2016-2017 FY2017-2018
n n

Family violence 482 367
Generalcrime 1,023 770
Generalviolence 924 693
Meets ICPM criteria only 97 81

Sex offender 390 256
Substance abuse 943 738
Total 3,859 2,905

Note. Data from the Prairie region are excluded, asICPM had not been fullyimplemented. Source: CSC, PMMR (2018, July 4b).

Table C.3. Number of Men Offenders Identified for ICPM Participation at Admission by Stream?:¢

Program Streams FY2016-2017 FY2017-2018
n n
AICPM 348 419
AICPM-SO 115 130
ICPM-MT 1,187 1,089
ICPM-SO 346 288
Total 1,996 1,926

Note. Data from the Prairie region are excluded, as ICPM had not been fully implemented. Source: CSC, PMMR (2018, July 4b).

115 The unit of measurement isthe number of program needs. The categories are not mutually exclusive, meaning one offender
could have multiple program needs.

116 The unit of measure is the number of offenders with a target program identified. Unlike the program need data, these
categories should be mutually exclusive as an offender should only be identified as requiring one target program to address
their program need(s).
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Table D.1. ICPM and WOCP Program Categories

Program Primer/ Motivation Hybrid Main Main- Main- Adapted Maintenance Sex Indigenous Women
Engagement Moderate High Offender

Primer Multi Target 4

Primer Sex Offender v v

Primer Aboriginal v v

Primer Aboriginal Sex v v v

Offender

InuitIntegrated Primer v v

Program

Women’s Engagement v v

Program

Aboriginal Women’s v v v

Engagement Program

Non Intake Primer v

Multi Target

Non Intake Primer Sex v v

Offender

Non I'n'Fa ke Primer v v

Aboriginal

Extended Primer Multi v

Multi-Target Moderate v v

Intensity Program
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Program Primer/ Motivation Hybrid Main Main- Main- Adapted Maintenance Sex Indigenous Women

Engagement Moderate High Offender
Multi-Target High v v
Intensity Program
Sex Offender
Moderate Intensity v v v
Program
Sex Offender High v v %
Intensity Program
Aboriginal Multi-Target
Moderate Intensity v v v
Program
Aboriginal Multi-Target v v v

High Intensity Program

Aboriginal Sex
Offender Moderate v v v v
Intensity Program

Aboriginal Sex
Offender High Intensity v v v v
Program

InuitIntegrated
Moderate Intensity v v v
Program

InuitIntegrated High
Intensity Program
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Program Primer/ Motivation Hybrid Main Main- Main- Adapted Maintenance Sex Indigenous Women
Engagement Moderate High Offender

InuitIntegrated
Moderate Intensity Sex v v v v
Offender Program

InuitIntegrated High
Intensity Sex Offender v v v v
Program

Women Offender -

Moderate Intensity v v v
Program

Women Offgnder - v v v
High Intensity Program

Women Sex Offender v v %
Program

Aboriginal Women
Offender - Moderate v v v v
Intensity

Aboriginal Women
Offender - High v v v v
Intensity Program

ICPM Ada pted Multi- v v v

Target Moderate

ICPM Sex Offender

Adapted Program v v v v

Moderate Intensity
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Program

Primer/
Engagement

Motivation

Hybrid Main

Main-
Moderate

Main-
High

Adapted Maintenance

Sex
Offender

Indigenous

Women

Institutional
Maintenance Program
- Multi Target

Institutional
Maintenance Program
- Sex Offender

Institutional
Maintenance Program
- Aboriginal

Institutional
Maintenance Program
- AboriginalSex
Offender

Women Offender - Self
Management Program
(Institution)

Aboriginal Women
Offender - Self
Management Program
(Institution)

Hybrid MT Primer/
Moderate Intensity
Program

ICPM Hybrid Aboriginal
MT Primer/ Moderate
Intensity Program
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Program Primer/ Motivation Hybrid Main Main- Main- Adapted Maintenance Sex Indigenous Women
Engagement Moderate High Offender

Motivational Module — v

Support

Motivational Module - v

Dropout

Motivational Module - v

Refuser
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Table E.1. Relationship between Treatment Status and Discretionary Release — All Men Programs
95% Cl OR
Lower Upper

Variable B OR

Group (vs. all program completers? [n = 1,608])

Eligible non-participants (n = 784) -1.40 0.25** 0.20 0.31
No-intent-to-treat (n=1,617) 0.62 1.86** 1.52 2.28
CRl level atintake (vs. CRI low level)

Moderate -0.44 0.64** 0.52 0.79
High -1.25 0.29** 0.22 0.37
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)

Moderate -1.55 0.21%** 0.16 0.29
Low -2.95 0.05** 0.04 0.08
Age at release 0.002 1.00 1.00 1.01
Days between admission to release -0.002 1.00%* 1.00 1.00
Non-Indigenous 0.34 1.40* 1.11 1.76

Note. Cl = confidence interval, OR =odds ratio.
3 Programs include: ICPM-MT-Moderate, ICPM-MT-High, AICPM-Moderate, ICPM-SO-Moderate and AICPM-SO-Moderate
*p <.01; **p < .001

Table E.2. Relationship between Treatment Statusand Discretionary Release — ICPM-MT-Moderate
95% Cl OR
Lower Upper

Variable B OR

Group (vs. ICPM-MT-Moderate program completers [n = 967])

Eligible non-participants (n = 784) -1.73 0.18** 0.14 0.23
No-intent-to-treat (n=1,617) 0.27 1.30 1.02 1.67
CRI level atintake (vs. CRI low level)

Moderate -0.42 0.66** 0.52 0.83
High -1.28 0.28** 0.20 0.39
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)

Moderate -1.79 0.17** 0.12 0.24
Low -3.21 0.04** 0.03 0.06
Age at release 0.01 1.01 1.00 1.01
Days between admission to release -0.002 1.00** 1.00 1.00
Non-Indigenous 0.41 1.51%* 1.14 2.01

Note. Cl = confidence interval, OR =odds ratio.
*p <.01; ¥*p < .001
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Table E.3. Relationship between Treatment Status and Discretionary Release — ICPM-MT-High

Variable B OR 95% CI OR
Lower Upper
Group (vs. ICPM-MT-High program completers [n = 299])
Eligible non-participants (n = 784) -0.71 0.49** 0.35 0.68
No-intent-to-treat (n=1,617) 1.22 3.39** 2.37 4.84
CRl level atintake (vs. CRI low level)
Moderate -0.48 0.62** 0.48 0.79
High -1.37 0.25** 0.18 0.37
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate -1.77 0.17** 0.11 0.26
Low -3.29 0.04** 0.02 0.06
Age at release 0.004 1.00 1.00 1.01
Days between admission to release -0.001 1.00%* 1.00 1.00
Non-Indigenous 0.40 1.49 1.08 2.05

Note. Cl = confidence interval, OR =odds ratio.
*p <.01; **p < .001

Table E.4. Relationship between Treatment Status and Discretionary Release — AICPM-Moderate

Variable B OR 95% CI OR
Lower Upper
Group (vs. AICPM-Moderate program completers [n = 94])
Eligible non-participants (n = 784) -1.87 0.15** 0.09 0.27
No-intent-to-treat (n=1,617) -0.02 0.98 0.55 1.75
CRI level atintake (vs. CRI low level)
Moderate -0.46 0.63** 0.49 0.81
High -1.69 0.19** 0.12 0.28
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate -1.94 0.14** 0.09 0.23
Low -3.53 0.03** 0.02 0.05
Age at release 0.003 1.00 1.00 1.01
Days between admission to release -0.001 1.00%* 1.00 1.00
Non-Indigenous 0.36 1.44 1.04 1.99

Note. Cl = confidence interval, OR =odds ratio.
*p <.01; **p < .001

246



Table E.5. Relationship between Treatment Status and Discretionary Release — AICPM-SO-Moderate or
ICPM-SO-Moderate

95% Cl OR
Lower Upper

Variable B OR

Group (vs. AICPM-SO or ICPM-SO program completers [n = 248])

Eligible non-participants (n = 784) -0.66 0.52** 0.36 0.75
No-intent-to-treat (n=1,617) 1.13 3.10%* 2.27 4.22
CRl level atintake (vs. CRI low level)

Moderate -0.52 0.59** 0.47 0.75
High -1.85 0.16** 0.10 0.24
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)

Moderate -1.71 0.18** 0.12 0.27
Low -3.23 0.04** 0.02 0.06
Age at release 0.004 1.00 1.00 1.01
Days between admission to release -0.001 1.00** 1.00 1.00
Non-Indigenous 0.35 1.42 1.05 1.93

Note. Cl = confidence interval, OR =odds ratio.
*p <.01; **p < .001

Table E.6. Relationship between Treatment Status and Discretionary Release — All non-Indigenous Men

95% Cl OR
Lower Upper

Variable B OR

Group (vs. Non-Indigenous program completers? [n =1,400])

Eligible non-participants (n = 638) -1.33  0.27**  0.21 0.34
No-intent-to-treat (n = 1,463) 0.65 1.91** 1,53 2.38
CRl level atintake (vs. CRI low level)

Moderate -0.37  0.69* 0.55 0.86
High -1.21  0.30** 0.22 0.40
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)

Moderate -1.47  0.23**  0.17 0.32
Low -2.80 0.06** 0.04 0.09
Age at release 0.00 1.00 0.99 1.01
Days between admission to release -0.002 1.00**  1.00 1.00

Note. Cl = confidence interval, OR =odds ratio.

aPrograms include: ICPM-MT-Moderate, ICPM-MT-High, AICPM-Moderate, ICPM-SO-Moderate and AICPM-SO-Moderate
*p <.01; **p < .001
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Table E.7. Relationship between Treatment Status and Discretionary Release — All Indigenous Men

Variable B OR 95% CI OR
Lower Upper

Group (vs. Indigenous program completers? [n = 208])

Eligible non-participants (n = 146) -1.94 0.14** 0.08 0.27

No-intent-to-treat (n = 154) 0.49 1.63 0.91 2.95

CRl level atintake (vs. CRI low level)

Moderate -1.27 0.28** 0.14 0.57

High -1.92 0.15** 0.07 0.32

Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)

Moderate -2.37 0.09** 0.03 0.27

Low -4.47 0.01** 0.00 0.05

Age at release 0.02 1.02 1.00 1.05

Days between admission to release -0.002 1.00%* 1.00 1.00

Note. Cl = confidence interval, OR =odds ratio.

aPrograms include: ICPM-MT-Moderate, ICPM-MT-High, AICPM-Moderate, ICPM-SO-Moderate and AICPM-SO-Moderate

*p <.01; **p < .001

Table E.8. Relationship between Treatment Statusand Discretionary Release — All Programs - Women

Variable B OR 95% C1 OR
Lower Upper
Group (vs. all program completers? [n = 723])
Eligible non-participants (n = 71) -0.20 0.82 0.41 1.63
No-intent-to-treat (n = 264) 0.13 1.14 0.68 1.91
CRl level atintake (vs. No CRI score)
Low 0.64 1.90 1.08 3.32
Moderate -0.84 0.43** 0.28 0.67
High -1.25 0.29** 0.16 0.51
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate -0.83 0.44%** 0.31 0.62
Low -1.82 0.16* 0.06 0.46
Age at release 0.04 1.04%* 1.02 1.06
Days between admission to release -0.004 1.00** 1.00 1.00
Non-Indigenous 0.27 1.31 0.91 1.90

Note. Cl = confidence interval, OR =odds ratio.
3 Programs include: WOMIP and AWOMIP
*p <.01; **p < .001
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Table E.9. Relationship between Treatment Status and Discretionary Release — WOMIP

Variable B OR 95% Cl OR
Lower Upper
Group (vs. WOCP Moderate completers[n = 505])
Eligible non-participants (n = 71) -0.23 0.80 0.40 1.59
No-intent-to-treat (n = 264) 0.08 1.08 0.63 1.84
CRl level atintake (vs. No CRI score)
Low 0.39 1.47 0.79 2.77
Moderate -1.04 0.36** 0.21 0.59
High -1.68 0.19** 0.09 0.39
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate -1.01 0.37** 0.24 0.56
Low -1.77 0.17* 0.06 0.50
Age at release 0.04 1.04%* 1.02 1.07
Days between admission to release -0.003 1.00** 1.00 1.00
Non-Indigenous 0.14 1.15 0.67 1.95

Note. Cl = confidence interval, OR =odds ratio.
*p <.01; **p < .001

Table E.10. Relationship between Treatment Status and Discretionary Release — AWOMIP

Variable B OR 95% C1 OR
Lower Upper
Group (vs. WOCP Moderate completers[n = 221])
Eligible non-participants (n = 71) -0.53 0.59 0.25 1.38
No-intent-to-treat (n = 264) 0.15 1.16 0.57 2.36
CRl level atintake (vs. No CRI score)
Low 0.31 1.36 0.64 2.86
Moderate -1.08 0.34* 0.18 0.64
High -1.40 0.25** 0.11 0.53
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate -1.17 0.31** 0.19 0.52
Low -2.21 0.11%* 0.03 0.41
Age at release 0.02 1.02 1.00 1.05
Days between admission to release -0.002 1.00%* 1.00 1.00
Non-Indigenous 0.39 1.48 0.80 2.74

Note. Cl = confidence interval, OR =odds ratio.
*p <.01; **p < .001
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Table F.1. Community Outcomes of All Men’s Programs?

Any Revocation® Revocation with Offence Revocation with Violent Substance Use¢

Variable Offence

B  Exp(B) 95%Cl B Exp(B) 95%Cl B  Exp(B) 95%Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl
Group (vs. program completer)
Eligible non- 0.45 1.57** 1.31,1.87 0.37 1.44 0.91,2.28 0.68 1.97 0.83,4.68 -0.25 0.78 0.63,0.96
participant
No-intent-to- -1.36 0.26** 0.20,0.33 -1.27 0.28** 0.15,0.53 -2.24 0.11* 0.02,0.57 -0.94 0.39** 0.31,0.49
treat
CRIl level atintake (vs. CRI low level)
Moderate 0.82 2.26** 1.77,2.89 1.42 4.15** 1.86,9.25 0.19 1.21 0.36,4.08 0.74 2.09** 1.66, 2.62
High 1.30 3.69** 282,481 219 8.90** 3.83,20.70 0.62 1.87 0.54,6.48 1.19 3.30** 2.56,4.25
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate 0.15 1.17 0.92,1.47 0.43 1.54 0.76,3.12 1.14 3.12 0.40,24.02 0.26 1.30 1.05,1.62
Low 0.42 1.52* 1.14, 2.04 0.92 2.52 1.10,5.80 1.78 5.91 0.68,51.64 0.26 1.30 0.95,1.77
Age at release -0.02 0.98** 0.97,0.98 -0.05 0.96** 0.94,0.97 -0.08 0.92** 0.88,0.96 -0.03 0.97** 0.97,0.98
Days between 0.00 1.00* 1.00,1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 0.00 1.00* 1.00,1.00
admission to
release
Non-Indigenous  -0.09 0.91 0.76,1.10 -0.49 0.61 0.40,0.94 -0.47 0.63 0.28,1.43 -0.30 0.75* 0.62,0.89
No maintenance 1.68 5.36** 4.30,6.68 1.80 6.04** 3.35,10.89 2.31 10.08* 2.23,45.61 0.68 1.97** 1.65,2.36
program
completed
No community 1.50 4.49** 3.21,6.28 1.01 2.75% 1.33,5.68 0.65 1.92 0.63,5.88 0.10 1.11 0.83,1.47
program
completed

Note. Cl = confidence interval.

aPrograms include: ICPM-MT-Moderate, ICPM-MT-High, AICPM-Moderate, ICPM-SO-Moderate and AICPM-SO-Moderate.

bRevocation with or without offence.

cSuspension due to breach of substance use related condition and/or positive urinalysis results while under supervision in the community.

*p <.01; ¥*p < .001
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Table F.2. Community Outcomes of ICPM-MT-Moderate Program

Any Revocation? Revocation with Offence Revocation with Violent Substance Use"

Variable Offence

B Exp(B) 95%Cl B Exp(B) 95%Cl B Exp(B) 95%Cl B Exp(B) 95%Cl
Group (vs. program completer)
Eligible non- 0.58 1.78** 1.43,2.21 0.38 1.46 0.84, 2.55 1.62 5.03 1.22,20.82 - 0.93 0.72,1.20
participant 0.07
No-intent-to- -1.23 0.29** 0.23,0.38 -1.25 0.29** 0.14,0.57 -1.24 0.29 0.04,2.15 - 0.42* 0.33,0.55
treat 0.86 *
CRI level atintake (vs. CRI low level)
Moderate 0.82 2.28** 1.75,2.97 1.47 4.33* 1.84,10.22 0.52 1.68 0.41,6.95 0.60 1.82** 1.42,2.33
High 1.28 3.59** 2.67,4.82 2.17 8.79*%* 3.53,21.90 0.81 2.25 0.52,9.82 0.99 2.68** 2.01,3.58
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate 0.09 1.09 0.85,1.41 0.42 1.52 0.71,3.25 0.68 1.97 0.24,16.17 0.24 1.27 1.00,1.61
Low 0.45 1.56* 1.14,2.15 0.98 2.67 1.08,6.57 1.34 3.83 0.40,36.39 0.32 1.38 0.98,1.93

Age at release -0.03 0.97** 0.97,0.98 -0.05 0.95** 0.93,0.97 -0.10 0.91** 0.86,0.96 -0.03 0.97** 0.97,0.98
Days between 0.00 1.00%* 1.00,1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 0.00 1.00%* 1.00, 1.00
admission to

release

Non-Indigenous -0.18 0.84 0.68,1.04 -0.85 0.43** 0.27,0.69 -0.70 0.50 0.20,1.25 -0.24 0.79 0.62,0.99
No maintenance 1.67 5.30** 4.01,7.01 192 6.79*%* 3.21,14.35 198 7.21 0.83,62.74 0.54 1.71** 1.37,2.14
program

completed

No community 1.49 4.42** 3,16,6.20 0.98 2.65* 1.28,5.50 0.67 1.95 0.63,6.04 0.15 1.16 0.87,1.55
program

completed

Note. Cl = confidence interval.

a Revocation with or without offence.

bSuspension due to breach of substance userelated condition and/or positive urinalysis results while under supervision in the community.
*p <.01; **p < .001
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Table F.3. Community Outcomes of ICPM-MT-High Program

Any Revocation? Revocation with Offence Revocation with Violent Substance Use®

Variable Offence

B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp(B) 95%Cl B Exp (B) 95% CI
Group (vs. program completer)
Eligible non- 0.11 1.12 0.87,1.44 -0.08 0.93 0.50,1.72 - - - -0.53 0.59**  0.44,0.79
participant
No-intent-to- -1.68 0.19** 0.13,0.26 -1.75 0.17** 0.07,0.41 - - - -1.31  0.27**  0.19,0.38
treat
CRI level atintake (vs. CRI low level)
Moderate 0.87 2.37** 1.79,3.16 1.34  3.81* 1.56,9.29 - - - 0.58 1.79** 1.36,2.35
High 1.39 4.01** 291,555 2.36 10.61** 4.06,27.77 - - - 1.07 2.91**  2.09,4.04
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate 0.17 1.19 0.86,1.63 0.69 1.99 0.69,5.74 - - - 0.18 1.19 0.89, 1.60
Low 0.34 1.41 0.97,2.05 0.78 2.19 0.68,7.07 - - - 0.08 1.08 0.74,1.59
Age at release -0.03 0.98** 0.97,0.98 -0.05 0.95** 0.93,0.97 - - - -0.03 0.97**  0.97,0.98
Days between 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 - - - 0.00 1.00* 1.00,1.00
admission to
release
Non-Indigenous  -0.18 0.84 0.67,1.05 -0.57 0.57 0.34,0.96 - - - -0.21 0.81 0.62,1.05
No maintenance 1.72 5.57** 3.71,837 1.63 5.12** 2.04,12.83 - - - 0.61  1.84** 1.36,2.48
program
completed
No community 1.49 4.43** 3.15,6.21 1.01 2.75% 1.32,5.73 - - - 0.13 1.14 0.85,1.52
program
completed

Note. Cl = confidence interval. Empty cellsindicate thatthe analysis could not be completed due to low occurrence of the outcome.

aRevocation with or without offence.

bSuspension due to breach of substance userelated condition and/or positive urinalysis results while under supervision in the community.

*p <.01; **p < .001
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Table F.4. Community Outcomes of AICPM-Moderate Program

Any Revocation? Revocation with Offence Revocation with Violent Substance Use"

Variable Offence

B Exp (B) 95% CI B Exp (B) 95% Cl B  Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl
Group (vs. program completer)
Eligible non- 0.80  2.23% 1.35,3.66 - - - - - - -0.53 0.59 0.39,0.90
participant
No-intent-to-treat -0.97  0.38* 0.22,0.66 - - - - - - -1.22 0.30** 0.19,0.47
CRl level atintake (vs. CRI low level)
Moderate 0.85 2.33** 1.75,3.10 - - - - - - 0.57 1.77** 1.35,2.33
High 1.40 4.04** 2.91,5.62 - - - - - - 1.19 3.30** 2.37,4.60
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate -0.02 0.98 0.71,1.37 - - - - - - 0.12 1.12 0.82,1.53
Low 0.28 1.33 0.91,1.95 - - - - - - 0.09 1.10 0.73,1.64
Age at release -0.03 0.98** 0.97,0.98 - - - - - - -0.03 0.97** 0.96,0.98
Days between 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 - - - - - - 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00
admission to
release
Non-Indigenous -0.18 0.84 0.67,1.06 - - - - - - -0.18 0.84 0.64,1.09
No maintenance 1.47 4.33** 2.39,7.85 - - - - - - 0.29 1.34 0.94,1.92
program
completed
No community 1.49 4.42** 3.14,6.24 - - - - - - 0.19 1.20 0.89,1.63
program
completed

Note. Cl = confidence interval. Empty cellsindicate thatthe analysis could not be completed due to low occurrence of the outcome.
a Revocation with or without offence.

bSuspension due to breach of substance userelated condition and/or positive urinalysis results while under supervision in the community.
*p <.01; **p < .001
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Table F.5. Community outcomes (Any Revocation, Revocation with Offence, Revocation with Violent Offence) of ICPM-SO-Moderate and AICPM-
SO-Moderate

Any Revocation? Revocation with Offence Revocation with Violent Offence

Variable

B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl
Group (vs. program completer)
Eligible non-participant 0.14 1.15 0.75,1.76 -0.25 0.78 0.25,2.49 - - -
No-intent-to-treat -1.57 0.21** 0.14,0.32 -1.81 0.16* 0.05, 0.55 - - -
CRl level atintake (vs. CRI low level)
Moderate 0.92 2.50** 1.91,3.27 1.27 3.57* 1.53,8.34 - - -
High 1.46 4.31%* 3.12,5.94 2.45 11.61** 4.54,29.69 - - -
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate 0.11 1.11 0.80, 1.55 0.83 2.29 0.68,7.74 - - -
Low 0.40 1.49 1.02,2.19 1.18 3.24 0.86,12.16 - - -
Age at Release -0.03 0.97** 0.97,0.98 -0.06 0.94%** 0.92,0.96 - - -
Days between admission to 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00 - - -
release
Non-Indigenous -0.22 0.80 0.64,1.00 -0.59 0.56 0.32,0.96 - - -
No maintenance program 1.57 4.80** 2.87,8.01 2.12 8.31%* 1.78, 38.83 - - -
completed
No community program 1.47 4.36** 3.10,6.13 0.95 2.59 1.24,5.41 - - -
completed

Note. Cl = confidence interval. Empty cellsindicate thatthe analysis could not be completed due to low occurrence of the outcome.

aRevocation with or without offence.
*p <.01; ¥*p < .001
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Table F.6. Community Outcomes (Substance Use and Revocation with Sexual Offence) of ICPM-SO-Moderate and AICPM-SO-Moderate

iabl Substance Use? Revocation with Sexual Offence®
Variable B Exp (B) 95% Ci B Exp (B) 95% CI
Group (vs. program completer)
Eligible non-participant 0.72 2.05 1.14,3.67 - - -
No-intent-to-treat 0.09 1.09 0.62,1.92 - - -
CRI level atintake (vs. CRI low level)
Moderate 0.66 1.93** 1.47,2.53 - - -
High 1.29 3.62%* 2.56,5.12 - - -
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate 0.15 1.16 0.84,1.60 - - -
Low 0.14 1.15 0.76,1.73 - - -
Age at Release -0.03 0.97** 0.96,0.98 - - -
Days between admission to 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 - - -
release
Non-Indigenous -0.18 0.84 0.64,1.09 - - -
No maintenance program 0.31 1.36 0.90, 2.07 - - -
completed
No community program 0.18 1.19 0.88,1.62 - - -
completed

Note. Cl = confidence interval. Empty cellsindicate thatthe analysis could not be completed due to low occurrence of the outcome.

aSuspension due to breach of substance use related condition and/or positive urinalysis results while under supervision in the community.

*p <.01; ¥*p < .001
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Table F.7. Community Outcomes (Any Revocation or Revocation with Offence) of All Men’s Programs for Indigenous and Non-Indigenous

Offenders?
Any Revocation® Revocation with Offence
Variable Non-Indigenous Men Indigenous Men Non-Indigenous Men Indigenous Men
B Exp(B) 95%Cl B Exp(B) 95%Cl B Exp(B) 95%Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl

Group (vs. program completer)
Eligible non- 0.44 1.55%** 1.27,1.89 0.61 1.83%* 1.18,2.84 0.27 1.32 0.77,2.25 0.73 2.08 0.80,5.45
participant
No-intent-to- -1.51 0.22** 0.17,0.29 -0.50 0.61 0.34,1.09 -1.54 0.21** 0.10,0.46 -0.44 0.64 0.17,2.42
treat
CRl level atintake (vs. CRI low level)
Moderate 0.78 2.18** 1.66,2.84 0.66 1.94 1.04,3.62 1.31 3.69* 1.53,8.88 1.62 5.03 0.58,43.45
High 1.26 3.51** 2.62,4.71 1.26 3.53** 1.85,6.72 1.89 6.61** 2.59,16.87 3.09 21.98* 2.52,191.98
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate 0.20 1.22 0.94,1.57 -0.10 0.91 0.52,1.59 0.84 2.33 0.92,5.89 -0.80 0.45 0.14,1.50
Low 0.41 1.50 1.08, 2.08 0.44 1.55 0.78, 3.06 1.28 3.61 1.25,10.46 0.04 1.04 0.25,4.41
Ageatrelease -0.02 0.98** 0.97,0.98 -0.03 0.97** 0.95,0.99 -0.04 0.96** 0.94,0.98 -0.06 0.94* 0.90,0.98
Days between 0.00 1.00* 1.00,1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00
admission to
release
No 1.73 5.66** 4.46,7.17 1.29 3.64** 1.99,6.64 1.78 5.92** 3.13,11.18 1.86 6.43 1.34,30.83
maintenance
program
completed
No community 1.56 4.75**  3.29,6.85 1.22 3.38* 1.45,7.88 0.90 2.46 1.12,5.42 1.48 4.40 0.56,34.27
program
completed

Note. Cl = confidence interval. Empty cellsindicate thatthe analysis could not be completed due to low occurrence of the outcome.
aPrograms include: ICPM-MT-Moderate, ICPM-MT-High, AICPM-Moderate, ICPM-SO-Moderate, AICPM-SO-Moderate.

bRevocation with or without offence.
*p <.01; **p < .001
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Table F.8. Community Outcomes (Revocation with Violent Offence, Substance Use) of All Men’s Programs for Indigenous and Non-Indigenous
Offenders?

Revocation with Violent Offence Substance Use®

Outcome Non-Indigenous Men Indigenous Men Non-Indigenous Men Indigenous Men

B Exp (B) 95% Cl B  Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl
Group (vs. program completer)
Eligible non- 0.47 1.60 0.58,4.41 - - - -0.07 0.93 0.74,1.19 -0.83 0.44* 0.27,0.72
participant
No-intent-to-  -1.79  0.17 0.03,0.98 - - - -1.02 0.36** 0.28,0.47 -0.78 0.46* 0.27,0.78
treat
CRl level atintake (vs. CRI low level)
Moderate 0.84 2.31 0.43,12.52 - - - 0.65 1.92** 1.50,2.46 0.83 2.29* 1.23,4.25
High 1.49 4.42 0.76,25.55 - - - 1.17 3.21**  2.43,4.26 1.02 2.77% 1.43,5.37
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate 0.86 2.36 0.30,18.59 - - - 0.23 1.26 0.99,1.60 0.45 1.57 0.90,2.74
Low 1.34 3.81 0.40,36.51 - - - 0.08 1.09 0.77,1.53 0.93 2.53 1.23,5.22
Ageatrelease -0.07 0.93* 0.89,0.98 - - - -0.03 0.97** 0.97,0.98 -0.03 0.97* 0.95,0.99
Days between 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 - - - 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 -0.001 1.00 1.00, 1.00
admission to
release
No 2.16 8.68* 1.89,39.93 - - - 0.69 1.99** 1.64,2.42 0.65 1.91* 1.22,2.99
maintenance
program
completed
No community 0.60  1.83 0.49, 6.82 - - - 0.27 1.30 0.96,1.78 -0.46 0.63 0.31,1.28
program
completed

Note. Cl = confidence interval. Empty cellsindicate thatthe analysis could not be completed due to low occurrence of the outcome.
aPrograms include: ICPM-MT-Moderate, ICPM-MT-High, AICPM-Moderate, ICPM-SO-Moderate, AICPM-SO-Moderate.

bSuspension due to breach of substance use related condition and/or positive urinalysis results while under supervision in the community.
*p <.01; **p < .001
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Table F.9. Any Revocation and Revocation with Offence Outcomes for Men within 1 Year of Release

Any Revocation?

Revocation with Offence

Group NTotal n Unadjusted % n Unadjusted %
Program completers® 1,016 183 18 31 3
No CRI 69 7 10 0 0
Low Risk 153 11 7 0 0
Moderate Risk 573 107 19 20 3
High Risk 221 58 26 11 5
Eligible non-participant 381 133 35 31 8
No CRI 10 2 20 1 10
Low Risk 42 7 17 1 2
Moderate Risk 174 50 29 8 5
High Risk 155 74 48 21 14
No-intent-to-treat 1,896 109 6 16 1
No CRI 626 33 5 8 1
Low Risk 835 35 4 2 <1
Moderate Risk 418 38 9 5 1
High Risk 17 3 18 1 6

aRevocation with or without offence.

bPrograms include: ICPM-MT-Moderate, ICPM-MT-High, AICPM-Moderate, ICPM-SO-Moderate,

AICPM-SO-Moderate.
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Table F.10. Any Revocation and Revocation with Offence Outcomes for Men within 1 Year of Release by Referral Status

Any Revocation?

Revocation with Offence

Group NTotal Unadjusted % n Unadjusted %
Completers® who Met Program Criteria 899 174 19 31 3
No CRI 66 6 9 0 0
Low CRI 80 10 13 0 0
Moderate CRI 536 100 19 20 4
High CRI 217 58 27 11 5
Completers® who Received an Override 117 9 8 0 0
No CRI 3 1 33 0 0
Low CRI 73 1 1 0 0
Moderate CRI 37 7 19 0 0
High CRI 4 0 0 0 0

a Revocation with or without offence.

bPrograms include: ICPM-MT-Moderate, ICPM-MT-High, AICPM-Moderate, ICPM-SO-Moderate, AICPM-SO-Moderate.
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Table F.11. Community Outcomes for Moderate Intensity Women’s Programs?

Any Revocation® Revocation with Offence Substance Use¢

Variable

B Exp (B) 95% CI B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl
Group (vs. program completer)
Eligible non- -0.63 0.53 0.30,0.93 0.15 1.16 0.36,3.75 -0.80 0.45 0.22,0.90
participant
No-intent-to- -0.82 0.44%** 0.28,0.69 -0.46 0.63 0.18,2.23 -0.70 0.50* 0.34,0.74
treat
CRI level atintake (vs. No CRI score)
Low -0.26 0.77 0.51,1.12 -1.55 0.21 0.06,0.81 0.24 1.02 0.70,1.50
Moderate 0.70 2.01%* 1.45,2.78 0.43 1.54 0.68, 3.51 0.60 1.83** 1.32,2.54
High 1.11 3.03** 2.02,4.53 1.33 3.78* 1.59, 8.99 1.15 3.16** 2.08,4.81
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate 0.23 1.26 0.97,1.63 0.28 1.32 0.68, 2.55 0.08 1.08 0.83,1.40
Low 0.21 1.24 0.53,2.90 -0.06 0.94 0.12,7.56 0.22 1.25 0.54,2.93
Age at release -0.04 0.96** 0.95,0.97 -0.11 0.90** 0.86,0.94 -0.02 0.98** 0.97,0.99
Days between 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00 0.001 1.00 1.00, 1.00 -0.001 1.00 1.00, 1.00
admission to
release
Non-Indigenous -0.29 0.75 0.58,0.97 -0.88 0.42* 0.22,0.79 -0.32 0.73 0.57,0.95
Completed self- -1.10 0.33** 0.26,0.43 -0.94 0.39* 0.21,0.73 -0.35 0.71%* 0.55,0.92
management
program

Note. Cl = confidence interval.
aPrograms include: WOMIP and AWOMIP.
bRevocation with or without offence.

¢Suspension due to breach of substance use related condition and/or positive urinalysis results while under supervision in the community.

*p <.01; **p < .001

260



Table F.12. Community Outcomes for WOMIP

Any Revocation® Revocation with Offence Substance Use¢

Variable

B Exp (B) 95% CI B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl
Group (vs. program completer)
Eligible non- -0.46 0.63 0.36,1.12 0.76 2.13 0.63,7.18 -0.78 0.46 0.23,0.93
participant
No-intent-to- -0.69 0.50* 0.32,0.80 0.00 1.00 0.26,3.90 -0.63 0.54* 0.36,0.81
treat
CRI level atintake (vs. No CRI score)
Low -0.07 0.93 0.57,1.52  -0.58 0.56 0.10,3.12 -0.04 0.96 0.61,1.49
Moderate 0.97 2.64%* 1.79, 3.89 1.30 3.68 1.09, 12.47 0.71 2.04%* 1.40,2.97
High 1.46 4.31%* 2.55,7.26 2.46 11.74**  3.27,42.06 1.19 3.28%** 1.92,5.60
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate 0.27 1.31 0.96,1.79 0.28 1.33 0.54,3.27 0.15 1.16 0.85, 1.58
Low 0.15 1.16 0.45,2.96 0.13 1.13 0.13,9.94 0.14 1.15 0.45,2.92
Age at release -0.04 0.96** 0.95, 0.98 -0.08 0.93* 0.87,0.98 -0.03 0.97** 0.96,0.99
Days between 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00 -0.001 1.00 1.00, 1.00
admission to
release
Non-Indigenous -0.05 0.95 0.65,1.41 -0.22 0.81 0.28,2.31 -0.38 0.68 0.48,0.98
Completed self- -1.03 0.36** 0.26,0.49 -0.43 0.65 0.27,1.58 -0.34 0.71 0.52,0.97
management
program

Note. Cl = confidence interval.
bRevocation with or without offence.

cSuspension due to breach of substance use related condition and/or positive urinalysis results while under supervision in the community.

*p <.01; **p < .001
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Table F.13. Community Outcomes for AWOMIP

Any Revocation® Revocation with Offence Substance Use¢

Variable

B Exp (B) 95% CI B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl
Group (vs. program completer)
Eligible non- -0.41 0.66 0.32,1.37 0.24 1.28 0.24,6.68 -0.39 0.68 0.30,1.54
participant
No-intent-to- -0.63 0.53 0.29,0.98 -0.67 0.51 0.12,2.25 -0.50 0.61 0.34,1.08
treat
CRI level atintake (vs. No CRI score)
Low -0.26 0.77 0.43,1.39 -2.49 0.08 0.01,0.72 0.16 1.17 0.67, 2.06
Moderate 0.60 1.82 1.09, 3.02 0.01 1.01 0.37,2.78 0.54 1.72 1.01, 2.96
High 1.09 2.98** 1.69,5.23 0.80 2.23 0.79,6.31 1.33 3.79** 2.07,6.96
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate 0.45 1.57 1.05,2.34 0.76 2.14 0.83,5.47 0.26 1.30 0.87,1.95
Low -0.30 0.74 0.17,3.22 -11.25 0.00 0.00, - 0.26 1.29 0.38,4.42
Age at release -0.04 0.96** 0.94,0.98 -0.09 0.91* 0.86,0.96 -0.02 0.99 0.97,1.01
Days between 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00 0.001 1.00 1.00, 1.00 -0.001 1.00 1.00, 1.00
admission to
release
Non-Indigenous -0.63 0.53 0.32,0.88 -1.38 0.25 0.07,0.95 -0.71 0.49* 0.30,0.80
Completed self- -1.11 0.33** 0.23,0.48 -1.13 0.33* 0.15,0.72 -0.26 0.77 0.52,1.14
management
program

Note. Cl = confidence interval.
bRevocation with or without offence.

cSuspension due to breach of substance use related condition and/or positive urinalysis results while under supervision in the community.

*p <.01; **p < .001
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Table F.14. Rates of Any Revocation within 1 Year of Release for Women by Program Override Status and

CRI Level
Group Any Revocation?
n Revoked N Unadjusted %

Received override 38 277 14
No CRI 11 127 9
Low CRI 6 63 10
Moderate CRI 19 77 25
High CRI 2 10 20
Met criteria® 79 172 31
No CRI 16 67 24
Low CRI 13 68 19
Moderate CRI 35 84 42
High CRI 17 42 40

a Revocation with or without offence

bIncludes WOMIP and AWOMIP completers and excludes any override program completers who completed these programs.

Table F.15. Relationship between Override Status and Any Revocations for all Women Completers

Variable B Exp(B) 95% Cl
Met criteria vs. Override completer 0.19 1.21 0.87,1.68
CRI level atintake (vs. No CRI score)

Low -0.39 0.68 0.43,1.06
Moderate 0.52 1.69 1.20,2.38
High 0.82 2.27 1.46,3.55
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)

Moderate 0.07 1.07 0.81,1.42
Low 0.69 1.99 0.79,5.03
Age at release -0.04 0.97 0.95, 0.98
Days between admission to release 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00
Non-Indigenous -0.25 0.78 0.59,1.03
Completed self-management program -1.16 0.32 0.24,0.41

Note. Cl = confidence interval.
*p <.01; **p < .001
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Table G.1. Community Outcomes for Men with a Family Violence Program Need

Any Revocation? Revocation with Offence Revocation with Violent

Variable Offence

B Exp (B) 95% CI B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl
Group (vs. program completer) - - - - - -
Eligible non-participant 0.26 1.30 0.91,1.86 - - - - - -
No-intent-to-treat -0.79 0.46 0.24,0.87 - - - - - -
CRl level atintake (vs. CRI low level)
Moderate 0.91 2.49 1.16,5.36 - - - - - -
High 1.25 3.48* 1.58,7.66 - - - - - -
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate 0.25 1.28 0.59,2.79 - - - - - -
Low 0.32 1.38 0.58,3.29 - - - - - -
Age at release -0.01 0.99 0.97,1.00 - - - - - -
Days betweenadmission to release 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00 - - - - - -
Non-Indigenous 0.13 1.13 0.81,1.59 - - - - - -
No maintenance program completed 1.57 4.80** 3.08,7.46 - - - - - -
No community program completed 1.70 5.46** 2.61,11.44 - - - - - -

Note. Cl = confidence interval. Empty cellsindicate thatthe analysis could not be completed due to low occurrence of the outcome.

aRevocation with or without offence.
*p <.01; **p < .001
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Table G.2. Community Outcomes (Revocationand Reoffence) of Non-Indigenous and Indigenous Men with a Family Violence Program Need

Any Revocation?

Revocation with Offence

Variable Non-Indigenous Men Indigenous Men Non-Indigenous Men Indigenous Men
B  Exp(B) 95%Cl B  Exp(B) 95%Cl 95% Cl B Exp(B) 95%Cl

Group (vs. program completer)

Eligible non- 0.22 1.24 0.81,1.90 0.40 1.49 0.76,2.90 - - - -

participant

No-intent-to- -0.81 0.45 0.19,1.03 -0.33 0.72 0.22,2.40 - - - -

treat

CRl level atintake (vs. CRI low level)

Moderate 1.07 2.91 1.17,7.26 0.48 1.62 0.36,7.21 - - - -

High 1.42 4.14* 1.61,10.65 0.80 2.23  0.49,10.01 - - - -

Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)

Moderate 0.33 1.39 0.55,3.49  -0.06 0.94 0.21,4.35 - - - -

Low 0.31 1.37 0.49,3.79 0.34 1.40 0.25,7.90 - - - -

Ageat -0.01 0.99 0.98,1.01 -0.04 0.96 0.93,1.00 - - - -

release

Days 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 - - - -

between

admission to

release

No 1.63 5.11** 3.09,8.44 1.34 3.83* 1.49,9.86 - - - -

maintenance

program

completed

No 1.67 5.30*%* 2.39,11.78 1.87 6.48 0.84,50.08 - - - -

community

program

completed

Note. Cl = confidence interval. Empty cellsindicate thatthe analysis could not be completed due to low occurrence of the outcome.

a Revocation with or without offence.
*p <.01; **p < .001
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Table G.3. Community Outcomes (Revocation with Violent Offence) of Non-Indigenous and Indigenous Men with a Family Violence Program
Need

Revocation with Violent Offence

Variable
I Non-Indigenous Men Indigenous Men

o]

Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl

Group (vs. program completer)

Eligible non-participant - - - - - -
No-intent-to-treat - - - - - -
CRl level atintake (vs. CRI low level)

Moderate - - - - - -
High - - - - - -
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)

Moderate - - - - - -
Low - - - - - -
Age at release - - - - - -
Days between admission to release - - - - - -
No maintenance program - - - - - -
completed

No community program completed - - - - - -

Note. Cl = confidence interval. Empty cellsindicate thatthe analysis could not be completed due to low occurrence of the outcome.
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Table G.4. Community Outcomes for Men with a General Violence Program Need

Any Revocation?

Revocation with Offence

Revocation with Violent Offence

Variable

B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl
Group (vs. program completer)
Eligible non-participant 0.42 1.52% 1.20,1.93 0.51 1.66 0.87,3.17 0.71 2.03 0.80,5.11
No-intent-to-treat -1.38 0.25**  0.18,0.36 -1.03 0.36 0.13,0.96 -1.85 0.16 0.03,0.89
CRllevel atintake (vs. CRI low level)
Moderate 0.79  2.21%** 1.63,3.01 1.29 3.62 1.30,10.08 0.46 1.58 0.45,5.59
High 1.21  3.36** 2.40,4.70 2.25 9.48** 3.23,27.86 0.89 2.43 0.66, 8.88
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate 0.21 1.23 0.89,1.72 0.72 2.04 0.61,6.82 0.88 2.41 0.31,19.01
Low 0.43 1.53 1.02,2.29 0.93 2.53 0.67,9.64 1.38 3.99 0.45,35.77
Age at release -0.03 0.97** 0.96,0.98 -0.05 0.95** 0.92,0.97 -0.07 0.93* 0.89,0.97
Days betweenadmission to release 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00
Non-Indigenous -0.16 0.85 0.67,1.07 -0.48 0.62 0.34,1.12 -0.33 0.72 0.31,1.67
No maintenance program completed 1.84  6.30** 4.62, 8.60 1.99 7.28** 2.92,18.16 2.87 17.62*  2.24,138.44
No community program completed 1.53  4.62** 2.99,7.16  1.18 3.25 1.24,8.48 0.69 1.99 0.65, 6.08

Note. Cl = confidence interval.
aRevocation with or without offence
*p <.01; **p < .001
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Table G.5. Community Outcomes (Revocation and Reoffence) of Non-Indigenous and Indigenous Men with a General Violence Program Need

Any Revocation?

Revocation with Offence

Variable Non-Indigenous Men Indigenous Men Non-Indigenous Men Indigenous Men

B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% CI
Group (vs. program completer)
Eligible non-  0.39 1.47* 1.12,1.93 0.65 1.92 1.12,3.31 0.17 1.19 0.56,2.54 1.83 6.25 1.01, 38.54
participant
No-intent- -1.51 0.22** 0.15,0.32 -0.79 0.45 0.19,1.08 -1.48 0.23 0.07,0.70 0.03 1.03 0.08,12.95
to-treat
CRl level atintake (vs. CRI low level)
Moderate 0.75 2.12** 151,298 0.74 2.10 0.98,4.48 1.28 3.59 1.16,11.09 0.46 1.59 0.10, 24.69
High 1.18 3.26** 2.24,475 1.14 3.13* 1.45,6.74 193 6.91* 2.04,23.40 2.75 15.60 1.31,186.07
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate 0.21 1.23 0.86,1.76  0.23 1.26 0.50,3.14 096 2.62 0.61,11.26 0.03 1.03 0.08,14.11
Low 0.36 1.43 0.91,2.23 0.74 2.09 0.75,5.81 1.19 3.28 0.65,16.56 0.61 1.84 0.12,28.89
Ageat -0.03 0.97** 0.96,0.98 -0.02 0.98 0.96,1.00 -0.06 0.95* 0.92,0.98 -0.03 0.97 0.91,1.03
Release
Days 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00
between
admission to
release
No 1.87 6.45** 4.60,9.06 1.72 5.57** 250,12.44 2.10 8.13** 3.03,21.86 1.76 5.82 0.47,72.72
maintenance
program
completed
No 1.57 4.82** 294,791 142 4.12* 1.60,10.60 1.00 2.72 0.91,8.15 1.38 3.97 0.46, 34.30
community
program
completed

Note. Cl = confidence interval.
aRevocation with or without offence.
*p <.01; ¥*p < .001
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Table G.6. Community Outcomes (Revocation with Violent Offence) of Non-Indigenous and Indigenous Men - General Violence Program Need

Revocation with Violent Offence

Variable Non-Indigenous Men Indigenous Men

B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl
Group (vs. program completer)
Eligible non-participant 0.51 1.67 0.57,4.90
No-intent-to-treat -1.28 0.28 0.04,1.78
CRl level atintake (vs. CRI low level)
Moderate 1.21 3.36 0.57,19.81 - - -
High 1.90 6.67 1.03,43.30 - - -
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level
Moderate 0.69 1.99 0.25,16.17 - - -
Low 0.99 2.70 0.27,26.69 - - -
Age at Release -0.07 0.94* 0.89,0.98 - - -
Days between admission to release 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00 - - -
No maintenance program 2.68 14.64 1.84,116.53 - - -
completed
No community program completed 0.59 1.80 0.49,6.71 - - -

Note. Cl = confidence interval. Empty cellsindicate thatthe analysis could not be completed due to low occurrence of the outcome.
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Table G.7. Community Outcomes for Men with a Sexual Offending Program Need

Revocation with Sexual

Variable Any Revocation? Revocation with Offence Offence

B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl
Group (vs. program completer)
Eligible non-participant 0.41 1.50 0.98,2.31 - - - - - -
No-intent-to-treat -1.80 0.17** 0.09,0.32 - - - - - -
CRl level atintake (vs. CRI low level)
Moderate 1.19  3.29** 1.97,5.50 - - - - - -
High 1.36 3.89**  2.18,6.96 - - - - - -
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate 0.19 1.21 0.60, 2.46 - - - - - -
Low 0.73 2.07 0.94, 4.56 - - - - - -
Age at release -0.02  0.98* 0.97,0.99 - - - - - -
Days between admission to release 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00 - - - - - -
Non-Indigenous -0.13 0.88 0.60,1.31 - - - - - -
No maintenance program completed 1.52  4.57** 2.71,7.72 - - - - - -
No community program completed 1.77 5.84** 2.62,13.02 - - - - - -

Note. Cl = confidence interval. Empty cellsindicate thatthe analysis could not be completed due to low occurrence of the outcome.

a Revocation with or without offence
*p <.01; **p < .001
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Table G.8. Community Outcomes (Any Revocation and Revocation with Offence) for Non-Indigenous and Indigenous Men with a Sexual Offending

Program Need

Any Revocation?

Revocation with Offence

Variable
Non-Indigenous Men

Indigenous Men

Non-Indigenous Men

Indigenous Men

B Exp(B) 95% Cl B

Exp (B) 95% CI

B

Exp (B) 95% CI

Exp (B) 95% Cl

Group (vs. program completer)

Eligible non- 0.64 1.90 1.12,3.21 -0.01

participant

No-intent-to- -1.62  0.20** 0.10,0.41 -2.41
treat

CRl level atintake (vs. CRI low level)

Moderate 1.17  3.21** 1.84,5.62 1.25
High 1.35 3.85%* 1.99,7.47 1.27
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate 0.13 1.13 0.53,2.42 0.60
Low 0.55 1.74 0.73,4.14 1.33

0.96,1.00 -0.02
1.00,1.00 0.00

Age at Release -0.02 0.98
Days between  0.00 1.00
admission to

release

No 1.40
maintenance
program

completed

No community 1.82
program

completed

4.05** 2.23,7.36 1.84

6.16**  2.37,16.00 1.99

0.99 0.47,2.09

0.09*  0.02,0.47

3.48 0.79,15.47
3.58 0.76,16.88

1.82 0.23,14.53
3.77 0.43,33.01
0.98 0.95,1.02
1.00 1.00, 1.00

6.32* 1.94,20.54

7.30 1.48,36.11

Note. Cl = confidence interval. Empty cellsindicate thatthe analysis could not be completed due to low occurrence of the outcome.

a Revocation with or without offence.
*p <.01; ¥*p < .001
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Table G.9. Community Outcomes (Revocation with Sexual Offence) of Non-Indigenous and Indigenous Men — Sexual Offending Program Need

Revocation with Sexual Offence

Variable Non-Indigenous Men Indigenous Men

®

Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl

Group (vs. program completer)

Eligible non-participant - - - - - -
No-intent-to-treat - - - - - -
CRl level atintake (vs. CRI low level)

Moderate - - - - - -
High - - - - - -
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)

Moderate - - - - - -
Low - - - - - -
Age at Release - - - - - -
Days between admission to

release

No maintenance program

completed

No community program

completed
Note. Cl = confidence interval. Empty cellsindicate thatthe analysis could not be completed due to low occurrence of the outcome.
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Table G.10. Community Outcomes for Men with a Substance Abuse Program Need

Any Revocation?

Revocation with Offence

Substance Use®

Variable B Exp(B)  95%Cl B Exp(B)  95%Cl B Exp(B)  95%Cl
Group (vs. program completer)

Eligible non-participant 0.48 1.62%* 1.33,1.97 0.37 1.45 0.88,2.39 -0.30 0.74 0.59,0.94
No-intent-to-treat -1.15  0.32**  0.24,0.42 -1.04 0.35* 0.17,0.74 -0.70  0.50** 0.39,0.64
CRl level atintake (vs. CRI low level)

Moderate 0.49 1.62* 1.20,2.19 1.43 4.19 1.42,12.41 0.39 1.47* 1.14,1.91
High 0.84  2.31** 1.68,3.17 2.02 7.54**  2.46,23.13 0.70 2.02** 1.52,2.69
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)

Moderate 0.03 1.03 0.79,1.35 0.32 1.38 0.62,3.09 0.09 1.10 0.87,1.39
Low 0.15 1.16 0.82,1.63 0.51 1.66 0.63,4.37 0.03 1.04 0.74,1.45
Age at Release -0.02 0.98**  0.97,0.99 -0.05 0.95**  0.93,0.98 -0.02 0.98** 0.97,0.99
Days between admission to release 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00
Non-Indigenous -0.02 0.98 0.81,1.19 -0.28 0.75 0.47,1.21 -0.13 0.88 0.72,1.06
No maintenance program completed 1.64 5.14**  4.03,6.56 2.02 7.54** 3,72,15.27 0.69 2.00** 1.65,2.43
No community program completed 1.66 5.26** 3.53,7.84 1.38 3.96* 1.55,10.13 0.12 1.13 0.83,1.53

Note. Cl = confidence interval.
a Revocation with or without offence.

bSuspension due to breach of substance userelated condition and/or positive urinalysis results while under supervision in the community.

*p <.01; ¥*p < .001
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Table G.11. Community Outcomes (Any Revocation and Revocation with Offence) of Non-Indigenous and Indigenous Men with a Substance

Abuse Program Need

Any Revocation?

Revocation with Offence

Variable Non-Indigenous Men Indigenous Men Non-Indigenous Men Indigenous Men

B Exp (B) 95% CI B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% CI B Exp (B) 95% CI
Group (vs. program completer)
Eligible non- 0.44 1.56** 1.25,1.95 0.85 2.33** 1.45,3.73 0.31 1.36 0.75, 2.47 0.95 2.59 0.90,7.41
participant
No-intent- -1.32  0.27** 0.19,0.37 -041 0.66 0.36,1.24 -1.15 0.32 0.13,0.77 -0.79 0.45 0.11,1.96
to-treat
CRl level atintake (vs. CRI low level)
Moderate 0.46  1.59* 1.14,2.23 0.23 1.26 0.63,2.51 1.57 4.79 1.36,16.93 0.51 1.67 0.20,14.17
High 0.77 2.17** 1.51,3.11 0.78 2.18 1.08, 4.40 1.94 6.97* 1.87,26.04 1.87 6.52 0.77,54.85
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate 0.13 1.14 0.85,1.54 -0.45 0.64 0.35,1.17 0.74 2.10 0.74,5.94 -0.94 0.39 0.10,1.52
Low 0.14 1.15 0.78,1.69 0.17 1.19 0.57,2.50 0.74 2.09 0.61,7.13 0.03 1.03 0.20,5.34
Ageat -0.02 0.98** 0.97,0.99 -0.02 0.98 0.96,1.00 -0.05 0.96** 0.93,0.98 -0.06 0.95 0.90, 0.99
release
Days 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 .00 1.00 1.00,1.00
between
admission to
release
No 1.71 5.52** 4.23,7.19 1.23 3.41** 1.83,6.37 1.92 6.80**  3.20,14.46 2.61 13.56 1.66,110.83
maintenance
program
completed
No 1.70 5.50** 3.53,8.56 1.50 4.49* 1.76,11.45 1.32 3.74 1.30,10.78 1.53 4.60 0.56, 38.01
community
program
completed

Note. Cl = confidence interval.
a Revocation with or without offence.
*p <.10 **p <.001
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Table G.12. Community Outcomes (Substance Use) of Non-Indigenous and Indigenous Men - Substance Abuse Program Need

Substance Use?

Variable Non-Indigenous Men Indigenous Men

B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% CI
Group (vs. program completer)
Eligible non-participant -0.17 0.84 0.65,1.09 -0.71 0.49* 0.29,0.83
No-intent-to-treat -0.77 0.46** 0.35,0.62 -0.73 0.48 0.28,0.84
CRl level atintake (vs. CRI low level)
Moderate 0.34 1.41 1.06,1.89 0.31 1.36 0.69, 2.65
High 0.68 1.97** 1.43,2.72 0.48 1.62 0.79,3.31
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate 0.09 1.09 0.84,1.42 0.13 1.14 0.65,1.99
Low -0.13 0.88 0.60,1.29 0.52 1.68 0.80,3.54
Age at release -0.02 0.98** 0.97,0.99 -0.02 0.98 0.97,1.00
Days between admission to release 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00 -0.001 1.00 1.00, 1.00
No maintenance program completed 0.73 2.08** 1.68,2.57 0.60 1.81 1.14,2.88
No community program completed 0.24 1.27 0.91,1.78 -0.37 0.69 0.33,1.46

Note. Cl = confidence interval.
aSuspension due to breach of substance use related condition and/or positive urinalysis results while under supervision in the community.
*p <.01; **p < .001
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Table G.13. Community Outcomes for Women with a Substance Abuse Program Need

] Any Revocation? Substance Use Outcome

Variable
B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl

Group (vs. program completer)
Eligible non-participant 0.13 1.13 0.62,2.09 0.01 1.01 0.49, 2.05
No-intent-to-treat -0.39 0.68 0.42,1.10 -0.23 0.80 0.53,1.19
CRI level atintake (vs. No CRI score)
Low -0.42 0.66 0.42,1.03 -0.16 0.85 0.57,1.27
Moderate 0.34 1.41 1.00,1.99 0.09 1.10 0.79,1.54
High 0.78 2.18** 1.45,3.28 0.73 2.08* 1.37,3.14
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate 0.08 1.09 0.82,1.43 -0.01 0.99 0.75,1.29
Low -0.28 0.76 0.29,1.98 0.04 1.04 0.43,2.47
Age at release -0.03 0.97**  0.95,0.98 -0.01 0.99 0.98,1.01
Days between admission to release 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 -0.001 1.00 1.00, 1.00
Non-Indigenous -0.21 0.81 0.62,1.06 -0.15 0.86 0.66,1.13
Completed self-management program -1.15  0.32** 0.24,0.41 -0.43  0.65* 0.50, 0.85

Note. Cl = confidence interval.
aRevocation with or without offence.
*p <.01; ¥*p < .001
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Table H.1. Community Outcomes of All Men’s Programs — Case Study

Variable Any Revocation? Any New Offence® New Violent Offence® Substance Use¢

B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95%Cl
Group (vs. program completer)
Eligible non- 0.16 1.17 0.87,1.58 0.33 1.40 0.90, 2.18 0.19 1.21 0.64,2.29 0.14 1.16 0.80, 1.66
participant
No-intent-to-treat  -1.24  0.29** 0.20,0.43 -1.28 0.28* 0.13,0.62 -2.76  0.06* 0.01,0.50 -0.57 0.57* 0.37,0.86
CRl level atintake (vs. CRI low level)
Moderate 1.29 3.64%* 2.47,5.37 1.69 5.42** 2.25,13.03 0.91 2.48 0.83,7.44 1.11 3.05** 2.02,4.59
High 1.96 7.13** 4.80,10.58 2.13 8.38** 3.48,20.21 1.61 5.00* 1.71,14.63 1.81 6.10** 4.02,9.25
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate 0.18 1.19 0.89,1.60 -0.07 0.94 0.59,1.49 0.20 1.22 0.54,2.72 0.07 1.07 0.80,1.44
Low 0.30 1.35 0.92,1.99 -0.11 0.89 0.48,1.66 0.37 1.45 0.56,3.80 -0.05 0.95 0.62,1.45
Age at release -0.03  0.97** 0.96,0.98 -0.02 0.98 0.96,1.00 -0.02 0.98 0.95,1.00 -0.02 0.98* 0.97,0.99
Days between 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 -0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00
admission to
release
Non-Indigenous -0.08 0.92 0.74,1.15 0.17 1.19 0.84,1.69 0.07 1.07 0.64,1.79 -0.12 0.89 0.70,1.13
No maintenance 1.15  3.16** 2.44,4.08 0.44 1.55 1.04,2.30 0.60 1.81 1.02,3.23 0.16 1.17 0.89,1.55
program
completed
No community 1.70 5.50**  2.76,10.95 1.48 4.39* 1.55,12.42 1.25 3.48 0.80,15.04 0.29 1.34 0.82,2.21
program
completed

Note. Cl = confidence interval. Empty cellsindicate thatthe analysis could not be completed due to low occurrence of the outcome.

a Revocation with or without offence duringfirst release.
bFollow-up includes first release and post-WED.

¢ Suspension due to breach of substance use related condition and/or positive urinalysis results while under supervision in the community on first release.

*p <.01; **p < .001
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Table H.2. Community Outcomes of ICPM-MT-Moderate — Case Study

Any Revocation?

Any New Offence®

New Violent Offence®

Substance Use¢

Variable

B Exp (B) 95% CI B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl
Group (vs. program completer)
Eligible non- 0.09 1.10 0.74,1.64 0.47 1.61 0.85,3.02 0.58 1.79 0.66,4.91 0.19 1.21 0.75,1.94
participant
No-intent-to-treat -1.19 0.31** 0.19,0.48 -1.19 0.30 0.12,0.76 -2.28 0.10 0.01,0.93 -0.58 0.56 0.34,0.94
CRl level atintake (vs. CRI low level)
Moderate 1.42 4.14** 2.62,6.54 1.88 6.52* 2.21,19.23 1.27 3.57 0.76,16.80 1.09 2.98** 1.86,4.78
High 2.09 8.09** 4.99,13.13 2.03 7.63** 249,23.35 169 542 1.11,26.40 1.76 5.83** 3.50,9.70
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate 0.13 1.14 0.80,1.61 -0.11 0.89 0.49,1.65 -0.00 1.00 0.33,3.01 -0.01 1.00 0.69,1.43
Low 0.24 1.27 0.81,2.00 0.15 1.16 0.54,2.48 059 1.81 0.53,6.23 -0.10 0.91 0.55,1.49
Age at release -0.02 0.98* 0.96,0.99 -0.02 0.98 0.96,1.00 -0.03 0.97 0.94,1.01 -0.01 0.99 0.97,1.00
Days between 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00 -0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00
admission to
release
Non-Indigenous -0.19 0.83 0.62,1.12 0.13 1.14 0.70,1.86 0.16 1.17 0.56,2.44 -0.20 0.82 0.60,1.13
No maintenance 1.17 3.22%* 2.20,4.70 0.54 1.72 0.92,3.22 035 1.42 0.53,3.82 0.19 1.21 0.81,1.82
program
completed
No community 1.67 5.30** 2.65,10.61 1.50 4.47* 1.55,12.90 1.40 4.06 0.89,18.53 0.28 1.32 0.78,2.21
program
completed

Note. Cl = confidence interval. Empty cellsindicate thatthe analysis could not be completed due to low occurrence of the outcome.

a Revocation with or without offence during first release.
bFollow-up includes first release and post-WED.

¢ Suspension due to breach of substance use related condition and/or positive urinalysis results while under supervision in the community on first release.

*p <.01; **p < .001
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Table H.3. Community Outcomes of ICPM-MT-High — Case Study

Variable Any Revocation? Any New Offence® New Violent Offence® Substance Use¢

B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl B  Exp(B) 95%Cl B  Exp(B) 95%Cl
Group (vs. program completer)
Eligible non- 0.19 1.21 0.80,1.84 0.11 1.12 0.63,1.97 - - - -0.10 0.91 0.57,1.45
participant
No-intent-to- -1.00  0.37** 0.22,0.63 -1.46 0.23* 0.09,0.58 - - - -0.80 0.45*% 0.25,0.79
treat
CRI level atintake (vs. CRI low level)
Moderate 2.05 7.74%* 4.21,14.22 3.07 21.59* 2.77,168.52 - - - 1.16  3.20** 1.79,5.73
High 2.60 13.41** 7.06,25.47 3.27 26.37* 3.32,209.32 - - - 1.64 5.16** 2.79,9.57
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate 0.19 1.21 0.82,1.78 -0.38 0.69 0.34,1.35 - - - 0.09 1.09 0.75,1.59
Low 0.20 1.22 0.76,1.96 -0.39 0.68 0.34,1.35 - - - 0.04 1.04 0.64,1.71
Age at release -0.03 0.97* 0.96,0.99 -0.02 0.98 0.96,1.00 - - - -0.02 0.98* 0.97,1.00
Days between 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 -0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00 - - - 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00
admission to
release
Non-Indigenous 0.04 1.05 0.74,1.48 0.17 1.18 0.71,1.97 - - - -0.31 0.73 0.51,1.05
No maintenance 1.06 2.87** 1.89,4.36 0.33 1.38 0.80,2.41 - - - 0.00 1.00 0.67,1.50
program
completed
No community 1.78 5.93** 2.95,11.90 1.66 5.24%* 1.80,15.21 - - - 0.35 1.41 0.84,2.39
program
completed

Note. Cl = confidence interval. Empty cellsindicate thatthe analysis could not be completed due to low occurrence of the outcome.

a Revocation with or without offence duringfirst release.

b Follow-up includes first release and post-WED.

¢ Suspension due to breach of substance use related condition and/or positive urinalysis results while under supervision in the community on first release.
*p <.01; ¥*p < .001
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Table H.4. Community Outcomes of AICPM-MT-Moderate — Case Study

Variable Any Revocation? Any New Offence® New Violent Offence® Substance Use¢

B Exp (B) 95% CI B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95%Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl
Group (vs. program completer)
Eligible non- 0.05 1.05 0.63,1.76 -0.12 0.88 0.41,1.91 - - - 0.17 1.19 0.67,2.13
participant
No-intent-to-treat  -1.14 0.32** 0.18,0.57 -1.63 0.20%* 0.07,0.54 - - - -0.53 0.59 0.32,1.11
CRl level atintake (vs. CRI low level)
Moderate 1.92 6.85** 3.74,12.52 2.38 10.77* 2.35,49.33 - - - 1.17  3.22%* 1.80,5.77
High 2.56 12.92** 6.80,24.56 2.53  12.55* 2.65,59.45 - - - 1.69 5.40** 2.89,610.07
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate 0.34 1.40 0.91,2.16 -0.08 0.93 0.44,1.96 - - - -0.00 1.00 0.65, 1.53
Low 0.30 1.35 0.79,2.30 0.20 1.23 0.51,2.92 - - - -0.05 0.96 0.55,1.66
Age at release -0.02 0.98 0.96, 1.00 -0.02 0.98 0.95, 1.00 - - - -0.02 0.98 0.97,1.00
Days between 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00 -0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00 - - - 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00
admission to
release
Non-Indigenous 0.11 1.11 0.77,1.62 0.37 1.45 0.82,2.57 - - - -0.22 0.80 0.54,1.20
No maintenance 1.45 4.26** 2.43,7.49 1.13 3.10 1.27,7.55 - - - 0.19 1.22 0.74,1.99
program
completed
No community 1.67 5.30** 2.64,10.63 1.33 3.77 1.31,10.89 - - - 0.25 1.28 0.76,2.18
program
completed

Note. Cl = confidence interval. Empty cellsindicate thatthe analysis could not be completed due to low occurrence of the outcome.

a Revocation with or without offence during first release.

bFollow-up includes first release and post-WED.

¢ Suspension due to breach of substance use related condition and/or positive urinalysis results while under supervision in the community on first release.
*p <.01; **p < .001
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Table H.5. Community Outcomes of ICPM-SO-Moderate — Case Study

Variable Any Revocation? Any New Offence® New Violent Offence® Substance Use¢

B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl B Exp (B) 95% Cl
Group (vs. program completer)
Eligible non- 0.43 1.54 0.78,3.06 0.95 259 0.52,12.87 0.40 1.50 0.27,8.17 0.70 2.02 0.84,4.85
participant
No-intent-to-treat -0.82 0.44 0.21,0.90 -0.70 0.50 0.09,2.73 -2.65 0.07 0.01,0.93 0.09 1.09 0.45,2.62
CRl level atintake (vs. CRI low level)
Moderate 1.60 4.97** 2.88,8.57 2.45 11.54* 2,51,53.10 0.90 2.46 0.45,13.49 1.15 3.15** 1.77,5.60
High 2.18 8.82** 4.87,15.99 2.63 13.91* 2.86,67.62 1.26 3.54 0.60,20.78 1.73 5.62** 2.95,10.72
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)
Moderate 0.22 1.24 0.79,1.95 -0.62 0.54 0.25,1.17 -0.06 0.94 0.20,4.56 0.01 1.01 0.63,1.62
Low 0.25 1.28 0.75,2.18 -0.34 0.72 0.30,1.69 0.60 1.82 0.36,9.10 0.01 1.01 0.57,1.79
Age at release -0.02 0.98 0.97,1.00 -0.02 0.98 0.95,1.01 -0.03 0.97 0.93,1.01 -0.02 0.98* 0.96,0.99
Days between 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00 -0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00,1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00, 1.00
admission to
release
Non-Indigenous 0.06 1.06 0.74,1.51 0.37 145 0.82,2.55 0.36 1.44 0.63,3.28 -0.20 0.82 0.56,1.21
No maintenance 1.06 2.88* 1.45,5.73 1.67 532 1.07,26.33 0.84 2.32 0.45,11.93 0.38 1.46 0.76,2.83
program
completed
No community 1.74 5.71** 280,11.64 1.30 3.65 1.23,10.82 1.25 3.49 0.74,16.53 0.16 1.17 0.67,2.03
program
completed

Note. Cl = confidence interval. Empty cellsindicate thatthe analysis could not be completed due to low occurrence of the outcome.

a Revocation with or without offence during first release.
bFollow-up includes first release and post-WED.

¢ Suspension due to breach of substance use related condition and/or positive urinalysis results while under supervision in the community on first release.

*p <.01; **p < .001
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Table I.1. Descriptive Rates of Revocation for Men within 12 Months of Release for Cost-Analysis
Samples

Study group n %
Program Participants® (N =1,118) 224 20
Program Completers (N = 1,046) 195 19
Eligible non-Participants? (N = 212) 78 37

aProgram participantsincludes thosewho dropped out for offender reasons or administrative reasons. Participation in the

following programs was considered: ICPM-MT-Moderate (including Adapted program), ICPM-MT-High, AICPM-Moderate,
ICPM-SO-Moderate, ICPM-SO-High, and AICPM-MT-High.
b Eligible non-participants were only included in theanalysis if they did not participatein an institutional primer program.

Table 1.2. Relationship between Study Group and Any Revocation—All Men Program Participants

95% CI OR
Lower Upper

Variable B OR

Group (vs. all program participants?[n = 1,045])

Eligible non-participants® (n = 206) -0.71 0.49** 0.34 0.71
CRI level atintake (vs. CRI low level)

Moderate 0.95 2.58%* 1.54 4.32

High 1.42 4.14** 2.42 7.07
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)

Moderate 0.15 1.16 0.75 1.79

Low 0.23 1.25 0.69 2.29
Age at release -0.03 0.97** 0.96 0.98
Days between admission to release 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Indigenous 0.23 1.26 0.85 1.85
Constant -0.88 0.41 - -

Note. Cl = confidence interval, OR =odds ratio.

a Program participantsincludes those who dropped out for offender reasons or administrative reasons. Participation in the
following programs was considered: ICPM-MT-Moderate (including Adapted program), ICPM-MT-High, AICPM-Moderate,
ICPM-SO-Moderate, ICPM-SO-High, and AICPM-MT-High.

bEligible non-participants were onlyincluded in theanalysis if they did not participatein an institutional primer program.
*p <.01; **p < .001
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Table 1.3 Relationship between Study Group and Any Revocation — All Men Program Completers

Variable B OR 95% C1 OR
Lower Upper

Group (vs. all program completers? [n = 977])

Eligible non-participants® (n = 206) -0.80 0.45** 0.31 0.65
CRI level atintake (vs. CRIlow level)

Moderate 0.96 2.61* 1.51 4.50

High 1.45 4.24%* 2.41 7.47
Motivation level at intake (vs. high motivation level)

Moderate 0.09 1.09 0.70 1.70

Low 0.17 1.19 0.63 2.22
Age at release -0.03 0.97** 0.96 0.98
Days between admission to release 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Indigenous 0.14 1.15 0.76 1.74
Constant -0.75 0.47 - -

Note. Cl = confidence interval, OR =odds ratio.

a Completion of the following correctional programs was considered: ICPM-MT-Moderate (including Adapted program), ICPM-

MT-High, AICPM-Moderate, ICPM-SO-Moderate, ICPM-SO-High, and AICPM-MT-High.

b Eligible non-participants were only included in theanalysis if they did not participatein an institutional primer program.

*p <.01; **p < .001
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Formulal.1 Predicted Probability of Outcome Derived from Logistic Model

The following formula was used to calculate the predicted probability of a revocation within 1 year of release. Results from the logistic
regression examining the relationship between each covariate and the outcome were used to populate the equation (see Tables 1.2 and I.3).

1

+ e—(botb1x1+baXz+ b3xz+ - +bpXn)

predicted probability = 1

x, = Program status,x, = CRI moderate,x; = CRI high,x, = motivation level (moderate),xs = motivation level (low),
x¢ = Indigenous ancestry,x, = Age,xg = Days between admission and release

Predicted probability of any revocation for program participants, moderate CRI, moderate motivation at intake, non-Indigenous, average age,
and average days incarcerated.

1

14+ e—(-088+ —0.71(1)+0.95(1) +1.42(0)+0.15 (1)+0.23 (0)+0.23(0) + —0.03 (38) + 0.00 (625)

predicted probability =

predicted probability = .19557 or approximately 20%

Predicted probability of any revocation for eligible non-participants, moderate CRI, moderate motivation at intake, non-Indigenous, average
age, and average days incarcerated.

1

14+ e—(-088+ —0.71(0)+0.95(1) +1.42(0)+0.15 (1) +0.23 (0)+0.23(0)+ —0.03 (38) + 0.00 (625)

predicted probability =

predicted probability = .33052 or approximately 33%
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Table I.4. Inputsand Cost Analysis using Effectiveness of Correctional Programming for Men Offenders
with High CRI

Inputs for Cost-Analysis

Study Group Revocation (%)? Cost of Readmission Cost of Programming
Participants 28 $85,792 $5,478
Eligible non- a4 $85,792 40

participants

Cost-Analysis for 100 program participantsand 100 eligible non-participants

Cost of Cost of
Study Group Revocation (%) Readmission Programming Total Cost
Participants 28 $2,402,176 $547,800 $2,949,976
Eligibl -
'IbIe non 44 $3,774,848 $0 $3,774,848

participants

Return on Investment
Total savings per 100 offenders = $824,872
Every $1 spent on programming yields $1.51 in savingsP

a Rate ofrevocation is derived from the logistic regression model presented in Table 1.2 and calculated with formula 1
presented in this appendix.

bdifference in total cost between program participants and eligible non-participants divided by costof programming.

Table I.5. Inputsand Cost Analysis using Descriptive Rates for Effectiveness of Correctional Programming
for Men Participants

Inputs for Cost-Analysis

Study Group Revocation (%)? Cost of Readmission Cost of Programming
Participants 20 $85,792 $5,478
Eligible non- 37 $85,792 50

participants

Cost-Analysis for 100 program participantsand 100 eligible non-participants

Cost of Cost of
Study Group Revocation (%) Readmission Programming Total Cost
Participants 20 $1,715,840 $547,800 $2,263,640
Eligibl -
'IbTe non 37 $3,174,304 $0 $3,174,304

participants

Return on Investment
Total savings per 100 offenders = $910,664
Every S1 spent on programming yields $1.66in savingsP
adescriptive rates were obtained from Table I.1.
bdifference in total cost between program participants and eligible non-participants divided by cost of programming.
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Table I.5. Inputsand Cost Analysis using Effectiveness of Correctional Programming for Men Offenders
who Completed Programming

Inputs for Cost-Analysis

Study Group Revocation (%)? Cost of Readmission Cost of Programming
Completers 18 $85,792 $7,331
Eligible non- 33 $85,792 40

participants

Cost-Analysis for 100 program completers and 100 eligible non-participants

Cost of Cost of
Study Group Revocation (%) Readmission Programming Total Cost
Completers 18 $1,544,256 $733,100 $2,277,356
Eligibl -
'Ible non 33 $2,831,136 $0 $2,831,136

participants

Return on Investment
Total savings per 100 offenders = $553,780

Every $1 spent on programming yields $0.76 in savingsP

a Rate ofrevocationis derived from the logistic regression model presented in Table 1.3 and calculated with formula 1
presented in this appendix.
bdifference in total cost between program completers and eligible non-participants divided by cost of programming.

Table I.6. Inputsand Cost Analysis using Descriptive Rates for Effectiveness of Correctional Programming
for Men Completers

Inputs for Cost-Analysis

Study Group Revocation (%)? Cost of Readmission Cost of Programming
Completers 19 $85,792 $7,331
Eligible non- 37 $85,792 50

participants

Cost-Analysis for 100 program participants and 100 eligible non-participants

Cost of Cost of
Study Group Revocation (%) Readmission Programming Total Cost
Completers 19 $1,630,048 $733,100 $2,363,148
Eligibl -
'IbTe non 37 $3,174,304 $0 $3,174,304

participants

Return on Investment
Total savings per 100 offenders = $811,156
Every S1 spent on programming yields $1.11 in savingsP
adescriptive rates were obtained from Table I.1.
bdifference in total cost between program completers andeligible non-participants divided by cost of programming.
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