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March 3, 2006

Good afternoon:

My name is Bill Carbone.  I’m the Executive Director of Court Support Services Division in the State of Connecticut Judicial Branch.  Thank you for the invitation to speak to you this afternoon. 

Since the late 1980’s, Connecticut has given high priority to the development of community-based alternatives to incarceration.  At that time, significant prison overcrowding had resulted in a major expansion of correctional facilities costing over $1 billion.  Unfortunately, as each one of these new facilities opened, they were quickly full and overcrowded.  This led to a conclusion by state officials that we must invest in community-based alternatives so that prison, the most costly punishment option, becomes the option of last resort.  

The Legislature wisely decided that the Judicial Branch should be the major implementer of this program.  They did not want offenders to have to be incarcerated first, in order to receive necessary programs and services in the community.  Instead, they wanted the screening and assignment of offenders to alternatives to be done at the earliest point possible in the justice system.  

Toward that end, they created the Office of Alternative Sanctions in the Judicial Branch to set up this alternative network.  What began as a relatively small program in the late 1980’s, is now one costing over $41 million annually and serving more than 6,000 offenders daily in a statewide continuum of treatment, services and community-based monitoring for both pre-trial and sentenced offenders placed on probation.

Every day, in each Connecticut court location, employees such as Bail Commissioners and Probation Officers, screen and assess to determine offenders appropriate for alternative programming.  They work in tandem with a network of private agencies, under contract with the State Judicial Branch, that have established ties to the community and expertise in treating the needs of offenders.  In the arraignment and sentencing courts, recommendations are then made to Judges on which offenders should be placed in alternatives, and with what conditions.  

We now have more than 15 years of experience with the alternatives program.  I am pleased to share with you a brief description of our continuum and some of the results we have found.  

First, for the description of our continuum - - we call our system a “graduated” network of programs and services because it is intended to enable courts to tailor dispositions to the different risk and need levels of offenders.  Toward that end, it includes programs for both first-time offenders, chronic offenders, and those who would otherwise be facing incarceration.

· For first-time offenders, we have established a series of pre-trial diversionary programs in the areas of alcohol and drug abuse, domestic violence, school violence, and hate crimes.  These programs stress education and accountability and are usually conducted 1 night per week for eight to 12 weeks.

· For persons with psychiatric and alcohol/drug problems, every court location has access to mental health and substance abuse evaluations and outpatient treatment through a specialized network of advanced behavioral health services.  

· For the more risky and chronic offenders, every court location is linked with a community-based Alternative Incarceration Center, the largest program model in Connecticut.  They have a daily census of more than 1,200 pre-trial and sentenced offenders who go there for group programming in the areas of drug abuse, anger management, employment, and to fulfill community service requirements. Programming is gender-specific and culturally competent.

· For second time and chronic domestic violence offenders, there are 26 and 52 week programs with broad based psycho educational curricula that provide offenders with the necessary skills to develop violence-free relationships.

· For those in need of in-patient care, there are 450 residential treatment beds, with stays ranging from 30 days to over one year, providing services ranging from substance abuse to halfway houses to youthful offender programs.  These are located statewide and serve each court.

· Our newest programming, begun in the fall of 2004, addresses Offender Re-entry and Technical Violations of Probation.  Two new programs have been established to reduce, by 20%, incarcerations that result from technical violations of probation. These are violations that do not involve new arrests, but rather a pattern of non-compliance with court conditions. Probation officers assigned to these programs carry a caseload of only 25 clients and work closely with the private community-based alternatives network   They concentrate on linking offenders, both those who are just leaving prison, and those in the community but on the verge of violation, as soon as possible with intensive supervision and services to reduce the chance of violation.     

There are more elements to our alternatives continuum, but in the interest of time, I want to tell you some of what we have learned.  Here’s what we know about program utilization and outcomes:

· First, if you create the community-based alternatives, the courts will use them.  Utilization rates for most programs are near 100% and many in fact, exceed it.  Judges will come to value effective programs and services as a way of furthering their sentencing goals.  

· Second, for the most part, offenders tend to do well in the programs.  Historically and at the present time, about two-thirds of offenders successfully complete the programs to which they are assigned.  It is important to note, that not every program works for all offenders and, that an offender’s failure in one program can lead to success in another. 

Needless to say, it is not enough to measure effectiveness only in terms of utilization and how well offenders do during their stay in programs. We must look at the longer term impacts on public safety as measured by repeat criminal activity. In Connecticut, we have been doing that and here’s what we know: 

· In the 1990’s, a University of Connecticut study compared offenders placed in alternatives with a control group that was incarcerated, but with the same profile characteristics, and followed them for 3 years after both interventions ended.   They concluded that the offenders placed in alternatives had substantially lower rearrest rates than the incarcerated control group.  The best rates involved the youngest offenders where the rate differentials were 3 to 1.  

While the UConn Study was in the 1990’s, we now have more recent information reaffirming the effectiveness of alternative programs in recidivism reduction.  

· For example, an investigation by the Connecticut General Assembly’s Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee in 2005, found that 2/3rds of the offenders in our Alternative to Incarceration network had not recidivated at a one-year follow-up point.  Of those who were rearrested, the repeat activity was largely for non-violent and misdemeanor crimes, or offenses less serious that the original.

· This same study concluded that alternative programs, targeting specialized client populations such as Women and Latinos, had the lowest recidivism rates of all groups.  This conclusion affirms our efforts to create both gender-specific and culturally competent programs targeted to the special needs of these groups.

· Another study of Connecticut alternative programs, in early 2005, conducted by J-SAT, (Justice Systems Assessment and Training), an international consulting firm from Boulder, Colorado, found that 72% of our program participants had not recidivated in a 14-month follow-up period.  In June of 2006, we will get a second report as to where these offenders are at the 24-month point. 

· Domestic Violence offenders in Connecticut have been studied extensively.  According to a 2005 National Institute of Justice funded study, three years after completing our programs for Pre-Trial and convicted DV offenders, more than 90% were not rearrested for a DV offense and more than 75% were not rearrested at all. 

· And finally, in our special probation units established in late 2004 to reduce the technical violations of probation, we now have some preliminary data from a Central Connecticut State University study, indicating a nearly 40% reduction in the technical violations of probation when compared to a matched control group.  This supports the effectiveness of combining intensive supervision with evidence-based programming to get the best public safety outcomes.

· We continue to conduct ongoing recidivism studies to follow offenders on a longitudinal basis and we are prepared to make whatever program adjustments are necessary based on what research teaches us works best for which offenders.  

Connecticut has had some other benefits from our alternative sanctions programming.  For example, we are among the few states where the prison population is decreasing.  In fact, from 2003-2004, the prison population decreased by almost 6%.  This was accomplished at a time when our state ended a contract to house offenders in the State of Virginia, bringing back over 500 offenders who had been housed out of state.  

I’d like to leave you with some recommendations based on our experiences in Connecticut. 

· First, an effective network of alternative sentencing strategies should include the use of validated assessment tools to identify offender risk and need; a probation risk reduction approach that provides for supervision classification levels that match offender risk; and a continuum of evidence based services that target offender criminogenic needs, or those needs which if left unchecked, will cause recidivism.   This kind of system ensures that we get the “best bang for the buck” by making the most appropriate levels of supervision and treatment referrals.

· Second, investment must be made in an effective infrastructure to manage the cases and network.  In Connecticut, we have invested heavily in efforts to create manageable caseloads so that officers have the time to work effectively with clients. In the last few years, we have cut average caseloads in half and are working to reduce them even further. We have also provided probation officers with skills training in evidence based practices such as Motivational Interviewing which has proven to increase positive behavior changes in offenders.  We also provide considerable support to promoting collaborative partnerships with our service network in the implementation of best practice programming and in providing extensive training for providers in delivery of evidence based services. 

· Third, an effective community service component is an important part of an alternative sanctions strategy to build support for community based sanctions.   Credible sanctions will be accepted by sentencing judges, and the public, as an appropriate response to crime.  In Connecticut, our supervised community service work crews participate in highly visible community projects whenever possible, like Special Olympics, state parks and statewide fund raising events for medical research.  This approach provides a public display of the positive activities that are part of our network of alternative sentencing strategies.

· And finally, systems must be able to demonstrate outcomes and conduct ongoing evaluation and quality assurance efforts to share with funding sources in order to ensure continued support.  

I would like to thank you for inviting me to speak before the Commission today.  I trust that I have shared some useful insights into Connecticut’s experience with alternative strategies for your consideration in developing recommendations on what should be done to reduce reliance on incarceration and reduce recidivism.   I am happy to answer any questions and provide further information.  

� EMBED Word.Picture.8  ���





                         JUDICIAL BRANCH





  OFFICE OF THE CHIEF COURT ADMINISTRATOR


             COURT SUPPORT SERVICES DIVISION			


              936 Silas Deane Highway, Wethersfield, CT 06109


           						        							


           Fax: 860-529-7937


													











Telephone: 860-721-2100    Fax: 860-258-8976   E-mail: William.Carbone@jud.ct.gov
6

_982130463.doc
[image: image1.png]






_985002932.doc
[image: image1.png]State of onnecticut







