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L1ST OF COMMONLY USED ABBREVIATIONS

ABE Adult Basic Education
ARCAID  Automated Rehabilitation Catalog and Information Discovery
ARMS Automated Reentry Management System
BASS Benefit Application Support System
CAADE  California Association for Alcohol/Drug Educators
CAL-ID California Identification Card Program
CASAS Comprehensive Adult Student Assessment System
CBT Cognitive Behavioral Treatment
CCCCO California Community College Chancellor’s Office
CCCMS  Correctional Clinical Case Management System
CLA California Library Association
COMPAS  Correctional Offender Management Profiling for Alternative Sanctions
CPC Correctional Program Checklist

CRM Community Resource Manager
CSRA California Static Risk Assessment
CTE Career Technical Education

DAPO Division of Adult Parole Operations
DHCS Department of Health Care Services
DRP CDCR Division of Rehabilitative Programs
EOP Enhanced Outpatient Program
EPF Enhanced Programming Facilities
FOTEP Female Offender Treatment and Employment Program
HSE High School Equivalency

IEP Industry Employment Program
ILTAG Inmate Leisure Time Activity Group
iPTVI Internet Protocol Television Integration

LTOP Long-Term Offender Program (Pilot)
NCCER National Center for Construction Education and Research
OCE Office of Correctional Education
PRCS Parole or Post Release Community Supervision
SDP Step-Down Program
SHU Security Housing Unit
SOMS Strategic Offender Management System
SSA/SSI  Social Security Administration/ Supplemental Security Income
STOP Specialized Treatment for Optimized Programming
SUD Substance Use Disorder
TABE Test of Adult Basic Education
TCMP Transitional Case Management Program
VEP Voluntary Education Program
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FOREWORD

Rehabilitation continues to be of paramount importance for the long-term success of California’s
criminal justice system. The California Rehabilitation Oversight Board (C-ROB or the Board)
was created to provide guidance and recommendations to the California Department of
Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR or the department) in this critical area. The Inspector
General sits as chairperson to the Board and provides the staff to conduct reviews of all 35
CDCR adult institutions.

Subsequent to the creation of the Board, the department published The Future of California
Corrections: A Blueprint to Save Billions of Dollars, End Federal Court Oversight, and Improve
the Prison System (the Blueprint), with goals enumerated in five distinct areas. One of those
areas was the improvement of rehabilitative services. The Office of the Inspector General (OIG),
as part of its regular monitoring functions, was tasked with assessing and reporting on the
department’s ability to adhere to its Blueprint goals. This resulted in some overlap in the review
of rehabilitative programs work of C-ROB.

This C-ROB report includes the ongoing fieldwork performed by the OIG in assessing
rehabilitative efforts in the Blueprint with the similar task performed by OIG staff during annual
site visits to the institutions for the purposes of C-ROB reviews. It is hoped that by combining
the two efforts, even more information can be provided on the progress being achieved in
rehabilitation, and more informed guidance can be given to the department.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This is the California Rehabilitation Oversight Board’s (C-ROB) seventeenth report examining
progress the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR or the department)
made in providing and implementing rehabilitative programming from July 1, 2015 to June 30,
2016.

In December 2015 and January 2016, then again in May and June 2016, C-ROB staff, in
collaboration with the Office of Inspector General’s (OIG’s) Blueprint monitoring team, visited
all 35 adult institutions. This report examines data obtained during the site visits as well as
information provided by the department.

During this cycle of Blueprint and C-ROB site visits, the OIG interviewed several levels of
CDCR staff at the 35 adult institutions and found many successes and remaining challenges.
While the culture between custody staff and rehabilitative programming has improved
significantly, there is continued room for improvement, and that effort is perhaps best led by the
executive management at each of the institutions. As rehabilitation programming continues to
grow, additional resources including space, third watch® custody coverage, and enhanced
communication between institution staff and management (including headquarters) will be
necessary to promote effective and efficient programming opportunities. The Board commends
the department for its responsiveness to requests from rehabilitative staff for additional clerical
support, and is pleased to report that each of the Community Resources Managers (CRMs) have
received, or will soon receive, a designated office technician; in addition, however, staff across
education, vocation, and rehabilitative programming continue to express the need for additional
analytical staff, and many of the CRMs commented on the need for additional self-help sponsors.
Interviewees also stated that increased access to computers and upgraded technology,
streamlined purchasing, procurement, and certification processes, and continued improvements
to the Strategic Offender Management System (SOMS) will help improve access and quality of
education and vocation classes. In addition, inmate classification, removal of disruptive inmates,
and close custody designation continue to be barriers to effective rehabilitation. The librarians
across the institutions, however, continue to offer innovative ideas to improve utilization of
library resources, and while the effectiveness of the Enhanced Programming Facilities? (EPFs)
remains uncertain, implementing improved procedures may better enhance the incentives needed
to make EPFs successful.

The Board found that the department continues to ensure offenders and parolees receive risk and
needs assessments, with 96 percent of the offender population and 97 percent of the parole
population receiving a California Static Risk Assessment (CSRA). Additionally, the department

! A period of the day between 2 p.m. and 10 p.m.
2 Appendix K contains the list of 13 institutions with Enhanced Programming Yards
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is making progress administering the Correctional Offender Management Profiling for
Alternative Sanctions (COMPAS) assessment to determine offender and parolee needs, with the
majority of the offender and parole populations receiving COMPAS assessments.

Notably there has been a significant increase in the number of rehabilitative programs at the
institutions, which is a positive step toward the department’s mission to provide effective
rehabilitation and treatment. Site visits highlighted positive strides in providing rehabilitative
programming, including additional support staff added to assist the community resource
managers with the rehabilitative programs at each institution, updated software to improve
inmate typing skills and High School Equivalent (HSE) preparation, improved culture for
rehabilitative programming at many institutions, the creation of professional learning
communities for academic and CTE instructors to share best practices and challenges, expansion
of the internet protocol inmate television project, and improvements in the department’s SOMS
database. A notable success is the significant reduction in pending health benefit applications and
corresponding increase in approvals, greatly improving the pre-release health benefit program
which is a pivotal need for successful reentry.

One of the major challenges associated with the EPFs is the inability to transfer disruptive
inmates off the yards. In many cases, there are inmates on the EPFs who do not qualify to be
housed there, but due largely to logistic and infrastructure constraints, the inmates have not been
transferred to other yards. This same concern regarding difficulty transferring disruptive inmates
was voiced from a significant number of academic and CTE instructors. Inability to
expeditiously transfer problematic inmates creates behavior challenges that impact the rest of the
class. Some of these problematic inmates are not interested in being in a lower academic class
than their ability, yet may have purposely TABE tested low initially to maximize the milestones
available for incremental progress at retest. For the CTE inmates, they are assigned to all CTE
programs and placed in the first available program, not necessarily the CTE requested. This can
cause frustration because generally inmates are only reassigned out of a CTE program when the
key components are finished, requiring inmates to test out of the program they are not interested
in pursuing.

Finally, the Board commends the department for working to implement all four of the
recommendations provided in the September 15, 2015, C-ROB Report:

e The Board recommends the department address the challenges surrounding reassigning or
removing offenders from academic and career technical education classes to enhance
learning and improve classroom participation and management.

e The Board recommends the department address the challenges surrounding obtaining
career technical education certificates from the NCCER to ensure offenders have copies
of their certificates prior to release.
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e The Board recommends the department work to increase access to computers and typing
programs for offenders preparing to take the electronic GED.

e The Board recommends the department improve its benefit application outcomes for
offenders prior to release to ensure that eligible offenders have their benefits established
prior to release. The Board would like more information to explain why there is such a
high number of pending benefit applications, including when benefit applications are
being submitted.

Current Recommendations

The following outlines the Board’s five current recommendations:

e The Board recommends that the department consider strategies to expedite transfer of
non-qualifying and disruptive inmates off of the EPFs.

e The Board also recommends that the department consider creating a tracking system to
better determine whether there has been an increase in programming on the EPFs, and
whether there has been a decrease in rules violation reports, use of force, and other
measures of inmate behavior.

e The Board recommends the department consider strategies to increase the number of
program sponsors and the feasibility of contracting with non-department individuals to
maximize the rehabilitative programming access and maximize budget allotments.

e The Board recommends the department review the milestone criteria for both TABE
testing and CASAS testing to remove the negative incentive for inmates to test low and
receive placement in classes inconsistent with their actual academic need.

e The Board recommends the department reconsider its current close custody policies
limiting access to rehabilitative programming.
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BACKGROUND

The California Rehabilitation Oversight Board (C-ROB or the Board) was established by
Assembly Bill 900, the Public Safety and Offender Rehabilitation Services Act of 2007 (the Act)
and held its first meeting on June 19, 2007.% The Act was intended to address the serious
problem of overcrowding in California’s prisons and to improve rehabilitative outcomes among
California’s offenders and parolees.

C-ROB is a multidisciplinary public board with members from various State and local entities.
Pursuant to Penal Code, Section 6141, C-ROB is mandated to examine and report on
rehabilitative programming provided to offenders and parolees by the California Department of
Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR or the department) and the implementation of an effective
treatment model throughout the department, including rehabilitation programming associated
with the construction of new inmate beds. According to statute, C-ROB must submit an annual
report on September 15 to the Governor and the Legislature. This report must minimally include
findings on the following:

e Effectiveness of treatment efforts

e Rehabilitation needs of offenders

e Gaps in rehabilitation services

e Levels of offender participation and success
The Board is also required to make recommendations to the Governor and Legislature with
respect to modifications, additions, and eliminations of rehabilitation and treatment programs by

the department and, in doing its work, use the findings and recommendations published by the
Expert Panel on Adult Offender and Recidivism Reduction Programs.

The Expert Panel identified eight evidence-based principles and practices, collectively called the
California Logic Model. This model shows what effective rehabilitation programming would
look like if California implemented the Expert Panel’s recommendations.

The eight basic components of the California Logic Model are:

e Assess high risk. Target offenders who pose the highest risk to reoffend;
e Assess needs. Identify offenders’ criminogenic needs and dynamic risk factors;

e Develop behavior management plans. Utilize assessment results to develop an
individualized case plan;

® Assembly Bill 900 (Solorio), Chapter 7, Statutes 2007.
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e Deliver programs. Deliver cognitive behavioral programs offering varying levels of
duration and intensity;

e Measure progress. Periodically evaluate progress, update treatment plans, measure
treatment gains, and determine appropriateness for program completion;

e Prepare for reentry. Develop a formal reentry plan prior to program completion to
ensure a continuum of care;

e Reintegrate. Provide aftercare through collaboration with community providers; and

e Follow up. Track offenders and collect outcome data.

National research has produced evidence that every $1 invested in rehabilitative programming
for offenders reduces incarceration costs by $4 to $5 during the first three years post-release. The
Expert Panel produced the evidence that supported the cost-effectiveness of rehabilitative
programming, and the C-ROB report details the framework and implementation status of the
California Logic Model.

The two overarching recommendations of the Expert Panel Report are to reduce overcrowding in
CDCR’s institutions and parole offices, and to expand CDCR’s system of positive
reinforcements for offenders who successfully complete their rehabilitation program
requirements, comply with institutional rules in prison, and fulfill their parole obligations in the
community.

The Future of California Corrections: A Blueprint

In July 2012, the oversight role of the OIG was expanded when the Legislature tasked the OIG
with monitoring the CDCR’s adherence to The Future of California Corrections: A Blueprint to
Save Billions of Dollars, End Federal Court Oversight, and Improve the Prison System (the
Blueprint).

To monitor implementation of the Blueprint, the Legislature passed and the Governor signed
legislation adding language to Penal Code, Section 6126, mandating that the OIG periodically
review delivery of the reforms identified in the Blueprint, including, but not limited to, the
following specific goals and reforms described in the Blueprint:

e Whether the department has increased the percentage of offenders served in rehabilitative
programs to 70 percent of the department’s target population prior to the offenders’
release;

e The establishment of and adherence to the standardized staffing model at each institution;

e The establishment of and adherence to the new inmate classification score system;
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e The establishment of and adherence to the new prison gang management system,
including changes to the department’s current policies for identifying prison-based gang
members and associates and the use and conditions associated with the department’s
security housing units; and

e The implementation of and adherence to the comprehensive housing plan described in the
Blueprint.

One of the major goals of the Blueprint was in the area of rehabilitation. The OIG and the
stakeholders realized there was a duplication of efforts and resources in monitoring this goal.
Therefore, to more efficiently use the resources of both the OIG and CDCR, the C-ROB
requirement for assessment and reporting was decreased from two biannual reports to one report
annually. The C-ROB’s September 15, annual report is supplemented with the OIG’s Blueprint
monitoring fieldwork and assessments, and the OIG’s Blueprint report fulfills the rehabilitation-
monitoring role each spring.

The department was tasked to provide an updated comprehensive plan for the state prison system
since the Blueprint, thus the department released a new report as part of the 2016-17 Governor’s
Budget. In January 2016, the department issued An Update to the Future of California
Corrections. The department’s updated report includes a summary of goals identified and
progress made from the initial report, along with its future vision in rehabilitative programming
and safety and security.

Preparing This Report and Disclaimer

The scope of this report is based on information received at the C-ROB meetings in March and
June 2016 and subsequent information received by the report-writing subcommittee from the
department. The department’s data reflects information captured on offenders from July 2015
through June 2016.

These data have not been audited by the Board. The Board does not make any representation to
the accuracy and materiality of the data received from the department. This report is not an audit,
and there is no representation that it was subject to government auditing standards. The OIG
contributed data from site visits in December 2015 through January 2015 and May 2016 through
June 2016.
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2015-2016 SITE VISITS

In December 2015 and January 2016, and again in May 2016 and June 2016, C-ROB staff in
collaboration with the Office of Inspector General’s (OIG) Blueprint monitoring team conducted
site visits at all California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation’s adult institutions.

Institution site visits consisted of the C-ROB and Blueprint monitoring team meeting with
executive staff, academic and vocational instructors, librarians, community resource managers,
correctional counselors, and inmates. The team also observed educational and vocational
programming. During the visits, the team employed an assessment questionnaire with
approximately 70 items addressing custody, education and classification meetings, caseload,
curriculum, procurement, data solutions, IT support, space utilization, and any identified issues
or barriers to rehabilitative programming or treatment efforts.

Culture for Rehabilitative Programming

In this Blueprint cycle, interview questions were added to focus on not only the rehabilitative
programming within the education and vocation classrooms, but also volunteer or inmate-led
rehabilitation programs. During the interviews, executive staff provided feedback on the culture,
success, and challenges surrounding volunteer and inmate-led programming, as well as general
barriers to effective rehabilitation. The wardens at all of the institutions stated there is a positive
culture between custody, education, and rehabilitative programming groups. Most of the wardens
stated the culture is not perfect and there is still room for improvement. Many of the wardens
noted there are still select custody staff who are not supportive of programming and believe
inmates are receiving more support from CDCR than they deserve. Most of the wardens stated
that custody staff has become more supportive, however, and see the benefits of rehabilitative
programming. Some of the academic, vocation, and rehabilitative staff noted the culture between
custody and rehabilitative programming is not the best, but explained that it has improved
significantly over time and continues to get better.

A few of the wardens noted the importance of executive staff setting a clear standard on the
importance of rehabilitative programming and serving as examples to their staff on how to
promote a positive culture. Some wardens commented immediate action has been taken when
select custody staff are not as supportive as expected. One remaining issue mentioned among
education, vocation, and rehabilitation staff is the delay moving inmates to programs. There
needs to be more accountability and a more efficient process by which inmates are released to
attend rehabilitation programs. In some cases, inmates were up to an hour late for some
programs, which is especially challenging for programs that have two hour time slots.

One of the reasons that custody may not appear as supportive of the increased focus on
rehabilitative programming is the security concern, especially with outside volunteers. With an
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increase in the number of volunteers entering the prisons, many of whom do not require an escort
in certain areas of the prison, there is a heightened security concern and potential increase in
workload for custody staff. This is especially true for third watch, which has less custody
coverage, but higher numbers of rehabilitative programs. Limitation in third watch coverage was
mentioned several times during the interviews as a significant barrier to effective rehabilitation.

Administrative Support for Educational and Rehabilitative Programming

Over the last several cycles of Blueprint and C-ROB interviews, rehabilitation staff have
mentioned the need for additional administrative support, and this cycle of interviews revealed
the issue still exists. However, the Blueprint Cycle 8 and C-ROB interviews were primarily
conducted over the first few weeks of June, prior to the official announcement that all
Community Resources Managers (CRMs) would be receiving an office technician (OT). During
the interviews, the large majority of CRMs stated that they needed a dedicated OT to help with
paperwork or other office duties. On June 24, 2016, the CRMs were notified via a memorandum
from the department headquarters that effective July 1, 2016, CRMs at all institutions would be
allotted one OT. The Board commends the department for providing OTs in response to the
needs of the CRMs.

In addition to clerical support, however, the majority of CRMs expressed a need for staffing in
the analytical classifications (i.e. Staff Services Analyst or Associate Governmental Program
Analyst). The vast majority of principals interviewed also expressed the need for analytical staff,
and several also mentioned the need for an additional vice principal position. During the
interviews with the voluntary education program (VEP) instructors, however, the majority of the
instructors stated that they receive enough support to effectively assist inmates in VEP courses.

Another significant staffing barrier to effective rehabilitative programming is that many of the
institutions do not have enough staff sponsors (explained further below) to accommodate the
demand for programming. Some CRMs suggested expanding the sponsor job opportunities to
individuals who are not currently employees of the department, such as the volunteers who have
facilitated rehabilitative programming in the institutions. Offering the sponsor job to outside
contractors would likely reduce the cost associated with programming as well as expand the
available times for inmate-led programs to occur (currently, sponsors are not authorized to hold
inmate leisure time activity group (ILTAG) meetings during regular working hours), but
contracting with non-department employees may prove logistically challenging.

New Rehabilitative Programs and Limitations

Over the last several years, there has been a significant increase in the number of rehabilitative
programs at the institutions, which is a positive step toward the department’s mission to provide
effective rehabilitation and treatment. During this cycle of Blueprint interviews, the OIG found
that the number of rehabilitative programs that have requested to program in the last year varies
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widely depending on the institution, averaging about seven volunteer rehabilitation program
requests per year. The majority of CRMs stated they have had to deny requests for new volunteer
rehabilitative groups based on space or sponsor constraints, and those who have not turned
groups away were often those who have not received requests or are at lower programming
institutions.

Physical Building and Infrastructure Improvements

According to staff from education, vocation, and rehabilitation programming, one of the biggest
challenges to successful rehabilitation is the lack of space available for programs; this finding is
consistent with previous Blueprint and C-ROB reports. The specific issues with space vary
depending on the institution, but more generally there is not enough space, the space that is
available is unusable during extreme weather events, or the shortage in third watch custody
during peak volunteer programming hours prevents programming due to security concerns. In
addition, many of the rehabilitative programs often must compete for the same space, such as the
chapels, which limits the number of rehabilitative programs and may create hostility between
department staff and volunteers. One common concern among instructors is that some
institutions are not equipped with heating or cooling systems, making it difficult or impossible to
run programs in extreme temperatures. Though large fans operate in some facilities to address
the heat, these devices are often insufficient and can impair inmates’ ability to hear the
instructor. The department is aware of these challenges and is considering strategies to address
these issues.

Many institutions try to think outside the box when it comes to finding solutions to increase
programming space. Some notable suggestions include sharing the classroom space with
volunteer rehabilitative groups when the classrooms are not being utilized by education,
increasing third watch custody coverage, enhancing outdoor lighting to allow programs to run
later in the day, and utilizing temporary or mobile structures, such as tents or awnings, to expand
existing programming space.

Close Custody Designation

Classification and duration of time in a Close A Custody designation largely depends on an
inmate’s offense type and length of sentence, as well as any disciplinary actions while in
custody. Inmates with the most serious offenses, such as those resulting in life without the
possibility of parole and with higher risk to pose security concerns, typically spend the most time
under the Close A Custody designation. Among other restrictions, inmates with a close custody
designation are only permitted to attend education and other programming during daytime hours,
and only within designated areas of each prison. During the interviews, some staff in academic,
vocation, and counseling noted close custody as a significant barrier to effective programming.
In some cases inmates may not be permitted to attend Alcoholics Anonymous / Narcotics
Anonymous (AA/NA) because at some institutions these programs only run in the evenings on
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weekdays. The department has acknowledged a need to reconsider the current close custody
practices, and recognizes that the current practice has put limitations on access to rehabilitative
programming and some of the initial security concerns that justified the status may no longer
exist.

Inmate Classification and Reassignment

As discussed in the September 15, 2015, C-ROB report, many academic staff expressed concerns
about proper assignment of offenders to education and other programs, including the fact that
many inmates were being assigned to academic levels that were too low or too high compared to
their ability. This issue could be related to a concern with the TABE (Test of Adult Basic
Education), in that inmates may purposely choose to test lower on the TABE to qualify for lower
level academic classes in order to leave room for improvement in their scores when they retest.
Inmates who show progress and move up through consecutively higher level academic classes
qualify to earn milestone credits. Therefore, there is little incentive for inmates to put significant
effort into the initial TABE; in other words, the higher the inmate scores, the less opportunity
there is for inmates to earn milestone credits. Additionally, the milestone credit earning process
with the TABE is duplicative with the milestones earned from the Comprehensive Adult Student
Assessment System (CASAS) testing. According to the department, many inmates are essentially
receiving twice the number of milestone credits for completing the same assessment.

In the past several C-ROB reports, the Board found that many academic and vocational
instructors have difficulty removing disruptive inmates from programs. During this year’s
interviews, the Board found that this issue still persists. Many inmates choose to be disruptive in
education classes and other programs as a result of lacking incentives or general disinterest.

In addition to the issue with TABE scoring and resulting milestone credit eligibility, some of the
interviewees mentioned that older inmates past retirement age have little incentive other than
personal growth to pursue obtaining an HSE. In response to many of the issues described above,
some of the interviewees suggested that all education should be voluntary. The milestone credit
eligibility process was originally established to incentivize inmates to obtain educational and
vocational experience, ultimately promote successful reintegration into communities upon
release. The department should consider the original intent of offering milestone credits as true
incentives and develop strategies to improve the TABE scoring process, including expanding
milestone credit eligibility for all education levels. One strategy could be to have a set maximum
number of credits that can be obtained, and inmates can obtain that maximum by either testing
high enough on the TABE to receive the credits from their initial testing, or by testing low on the
TABE and receiving the credits incrementally through completing education classes and
retesting. This approach may provide a disincentive for inmates to purposely test low on the
initial TABE. Additionally, the department should consider revising the milestone credit earning
process, to avoid duplicative awarding of milestones for the same assessments.

California Rehabilitation Oversight Board September 15, 2016 Page 11
Office of the Inspector General State of California




Purchasing and Procurement

Administrators and vocational instructors were split on the effectiveness of procurement’s
“canteen list” system for ordering supplies. The system has remained slow and burdensome for
many, as half of the vocational instructors interviewed in June 2016 indicated that the process
has not been working efficiently or effectively. Many administrators and vocational instructors
reported outstanding issues with not having received ordered supplies and materials. Some
instructors stated the inability to get the specific materials needed created feelings of hostility
with the inmates. Some of the instructors commented on the constraints with the three-bid
process, and while addressing the three-bid process would likely require a legislative remedy,
many others believed the process could improve with the designation of one individual or analyst
to handle all of the ordering and tracking of supplies. Others felt that headquarters involvement
in the process unnecessarily stymied timeliness of the process and stated that a lack of
communication and training with regards to the purchasing and procurement process exasperated
delays. Many of the instructors suggested that there should be more control at the local,
institution level and stated that instructors should be given more autonomy over budgetary
decisions related to procurement for their specific vocational programs.

Upgrading Technology and Classroom Materials

Access to technology and materials has been a growing concern for instructors. There is often a
significant lack of computer access, largely because the number of available computers is vastly
disproportionate to the number of students who need to use them. In addition, while many
institutions have computer labs, inmates are typically only given a couple hours to practice on
those computers each week. The majority of instructors feel that increased access to computers
for the inmates would benefit their learning experience. In some cases, technology is available,
but nonoperational, either due to functional issues or the absence of critical software and relevant
programs. This is the case with many of the SMART Boards, eReaders, and some computers.

Several instructors commented that limited online access to specific education and resource sites
is essential for research in college courses. One instructor also suggested that access to non-
internet-based reference databases, like encyclopedias, would be valuable. In addition to the
technology needs, many instructors also commented that there is a need for other updated
materials in the classroom, including newer books and supplemental materials that cater to
inmates who speak different languages. Many instructors commented positively about the
increase in technological devices and materials now available to them, most notably the
dissemination of eReaders, which are also now available to some non-VEP inmates; however,
some devices are still not functional, and the demand for accessibility continues to increase. The
need for current technology and up-to-date materials will continue to be an important issue,
especially with the expansion of college courses. The Board recommends that the department
consider increasing the number of computers; as well the available times for students to practice
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typing or other computer skills in the classrooms. The Board is encouraged by the significant
expansion of eReaders and face-to-face college programs the department has accomplished.

Computer-Based HSE and Curriculum

The Cycle 8 Blueprint and C-ROB site visits revealed that academic instructors remain
concerned that many of their students are unprepared for the computer-based High School
Equivalent (HSE) because they do not have sufficient access to computers, and the computers
that are available are not equipped with software for teaching computer and typing skills needed
to pass the exam. While some instructors reported that their students had little to no computer
access at all, others reported fewer than two computers available for classroom use, including
limited shared access of computer labs. Although most of the students interviewed reported they
had not yet taken any of the HSE exams, many indicated a desire to do so and some mentioned
feeling unprepared due to concerns with limited practice on the computers.

Many instructors reported additional challenges associated with the new HSE format, including
increased difficulty with the exam’s Common Core State Standards related to enhanced critical
thinking and math skills. Overall, most academic instructors indicated that the curriculum was
meeting the needs of students. This was especially true for those who reported using various
supplemental materials designed to accommodate varying student academic abilities.

The Board commends the department for offering curricula that seem to be meeting the needs of
most of the academic instructors and their students, especially those who supplement with other
resources. However, there is a remaining concern with computer literacy and an overall lack of
student access to computers. This issue is expected to be a continuing major concern as more
students move toward attempting the computer-based HSE. In its 2015 C-ROB report, the Board
recommended the department consider strategies to increase the number of computers, as well as
the available times for students to practice typing or other computer skills in the classrooms.
Department responses are listed in the conclusion of this report.

Strategic Offender Management System

The rollout of the Strategic Offender Management System (SOMS) to replace the Education
Classroom Attendance Tracking System (EACATS) has been well received by at least half of the
users interviewed during the second round, with many staff stating that they saw the new
system’s potential. During the third round of visits, a large majority of staff found SOMS
efficient, but most staff recognized the need for additional improvements. Data entry into SOMS
was cumbersome and time consuming. Also, the curriculum listed in SOMS did not match the
curriculum taught in the classrooms. For example, the curriculum in SOMS for a Career
Technical Education (CTE) course listed 57 chapters, but the CTE course had only 12 chapters
taught in the classroom. SOMS curriculum was also inflexible. For example, if an offender was
performing at a lower level in one subject area but doing well in another, instructors had no way

California Rehabilitation Oversight Board September 15, 2016 Page 13
Office of the Inspector General State of California




of indicating this in SOMS. Additionally, the education department discovered that SOMS did
not keep historical data. One institution had more success with the system when it began holding
biweekly meetings to discuss SOMS issues with staff. Staff also stated a SOMS user handbook
would be a beneficial resource.

CTE Testing and Certification

Consistent with interviews from past Blueprint and C-ROB reports, vocational instructors
mentioned several challenges with the testing and resulting certification process associated with
different career technical education (CTE or vocation) classes. The testing process seems to work
effectively when the instructors proctor their own tests, but many instructors cannot proctor their
own tests largely due to constraints with the limited number of computers. In addition, when a
testing coordinator is required to proctor the exams, which is required in courses for the National
Center for Construction Education and Research (NCCER), the testing schedules are often
irregular and inconsistent, which prevents timely testing of the students, and ultimately delays
awarding of the course certificates. Furthermore, the Microsoft Certiport Certification process
has not worked inside CDCR institutions for the last year. As a result, inmates currently
completing Microsoft training programs are unable to receive their certificates. According to
some interviewees, the process of issuing CTE certificates is also duplicative and lengthy. Once
an inmate successfully completes a certification level, the request for the CTE certificate is sent
from the institution to CDCR headquarters, then from headquarters to the NCCER national office
in Florida. The certificate is validated, printed, and then mailed back to CDCR headquarters to
mail to the requesting institution. Some offenders have transferred or paroled without receiving
their certificates, which can affect their employability once out of prison.

Inmate Perspectives on Education, VVocation, and Rehabilitation Programs

During the site visits, some inmates are interviewed regarding their perspectives on the successes
and challenges associated with education, vocation, and rehabilitation programming. Overall, the
inmates stated that they are grateful for the educational opportunities provided in the institutions.
Some inmates dropped out of high school, did not complete the necessary credits to graduate, or
did not have time to attend high school, and therefore view the education courses as an
opportunity to finally obtain an HSE. Because the inmates have different learning abilities and
educational backgrounds, they appreciate the flexibility in course levels offered and instructors
who support and encourage them to do well. Several inmates complimented the teachers’
willingness to help the inmates by answering their questions and providing one-on-one
assistance. Earning milestone credits is also a benefit that incentivizes participation in education
programs.

Vocational programs are highly sought after by the inmates. Many stated that the hands-on work
is more conducive to their learning abilities than typical bookwork. The inmates enjoy learning
new skills and applying them to projects with tangible finished products. It was widely
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recognized that the skills they learn in vocational programs are viable outside of the institution,
and many hope to use these skills to obtain employment upon release. However, some inmates
expressed concerns about the lack of necessary supplies in the classroom, and commented that
not having appropriate materials hinders progress.

Overall, the inmates felt that the education and skills they obtain in these rehabilitative programs
have helped them change their way of thinking. Many inmates observed they are more goal-
oriented and have more positive attitudes and outlooks on their futures. The learning
environment is healthy and encouraging, motivating the inmates to succeed, and providing them
an opportunity to use their time constructively. The benefit of the social interaction, racial
integration, and self-esteem boost that these programs provide is seen as invaluable by the
inmates, both for their lives inside the institution and once they are reintegrated into society.
Some inmates indicated there are disruptive students in the programs who do not want to be
there, and therefore take spots away from others who do. They suggest having more input during
counseling sessions to request desired vocational program placement would be an improvement,
and commented that instructors should be able to remove disruptive inmates.

Libraries

During the interviews with librarians, many suggested that the library space could be utilized
more effectively, and offered several creative ideas such as incorporating reentry workshops,
creating education programs, hosting guest speakers, and offering computer classes. During the
interviews, the OIG found that most of the libraries are providing reentry resource centers, which
provide county-specific information on employment, health, housing, and other reentry services.
Many of the librarians also suggested that they would like to see more collaboration between
librarians, instructors, the substance use disorder programs, and correctional counselors. For
example, a VEP instructor and librarian could create a research assignment together based on
materials already available in the library. Some librarians also suggested there should be more
collaboration between departments for reading materials to increase accessibility to students. In
addition, many of the librarians mentioned other notable challenges such as lack of space for the
amount of resources, inconsistent distribution of books and other materials from headquarters,
and low salaries for library staff. Furthermore, some librarians suggested that senior librarians
should be given more discretion over library budgeting to ensure correct purchases are made.

Enhanced Programming Facilities

In December 2013, the department implemented Enhanced Programming Facilities (EPFs),
ranging in security levels from level Il general to secure level 1V facilities, and now total 13
institutions. The department stated it intended to cluster inmates who want to focus on
rehabilitation and positive in-prison behavior by increasing programming opportunities and
allowable inmate property. The department intends to evaluate its ability to sustain the enhanced
program on its level 1V facilities, which have been the most challenging to implement.
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Blueprint and C-ROB site visits revealed that the wardens at the thirteen institutions with
enhanced programming facilities have noticed varying degrees of change among the inmate
population, with some wardens reporting little to no change in behavior, and other wardens
noticing somewhat positive change at other institutions. Four of the thirteen wardens stated there
had been little to no change and in some cases violence was still up. At these institutions,
primarily at level 1V facilities, gang activity was still rampant on the yards. Five of the thirteen
wardens conversely cited positive changes, such as decreased incidents of violence, fewer inmate
rules violation reports, better communication between inmates and staff, and generally a more
positive environment. One of the major challenges associated with the EPFs is the inability to
transfer disruptive inmates off the yards; in many cases, there are inmates on the EPFs who do
not qualify to be housed there, but due largely to logistical and infrastructure constraints, the
inmates have not been transferred to other yards.

Communication with Management and Headquarters Staff

Many academic staff and management mentioned a desire for more autonomy in decision-
making and this request is largely related to the stated disconnect between academic and upper
management at the institutions. However, this noted disconnect was not specific to academic
staff; several of the CRMs also mentioned a disconnect with upper management, including staff
at headquarters. CRMs have a dual reporting structure whereby they report to the warden or
associate warden at the institution, but also must be responsive to staff in the Office of Policy
Standardization (OPS). As a result, many CRMs stated that they receive conflicting work
assignments. Some interviewees also mentioned there is a lack of communication with upper
management in OPS, and direction often comes from lower-level management than the CRMs.
In the past year, some of the CRMs have found new employment or mentioned a desire to do so
in the immediate future. One CRM commented specifically on the low morale among staff due to
the unmanageable workload and ineffective communication with management. Many of the
CRMs noted they are lacking support from management, and as discussed further in the
Administrative Support section of this report, they do not feel that they have the resources to
provide effective rehabilitative programming.

In addition, some of the CRMs, similar to the academic staff, expressed an interest in having a
larger role in decision-making. Since CRMs are likely the most knowledgeable about the
volunteer-run rehabilitative programs at their specific institution, some of the CRMs believe they
should have input on the programs that are approved at their institutions.
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CALIFORNIA LOGIC MODEL IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS

This section describes the progress the department made implementing the eight components of
the California Logic Model this reporting period.

Assess High Risk

The department uses the results of the California Static Risk Assessment (CSRA) tool to assess
an inmate’s risk to reoffend. The CSRA uses an offender’s past criminal history and
characteristics to predict the risk to reoffend.

Data summarized in the following tables indicate that as of June 30, 2016, 99 percent of the
inmate population has received a risk assessment, and of these, 51 percent have a moderate to
high risk of reoffending. As of June 30, 2016, 97 percent of the parole population has received a
risk assessment, and of these, 61 percent have a moderate to high risk to reoffend.’

Table 1: Offender Risk Assessments

Offender Population 124,081
Number of Assessments Completed 122,308
Offenders with a Moderate/High CSRA Score 63,060

Table 2: Parolee Risk Assessments

Parole Population 40,700
Number of Assessments Completed 39,658
Parolees with a Moderate/High CSRA Score 24,630

Assess Needs

The department uses the Correctional Offender Management Profiling for Alternative Sanctions
(COMPAS) as the needs assessment tool to determine offender rehabilitation programming
needs. CDCR has determined that the Test of Adult Basic Education (TABE) assessment
provides the best indicator of an offender’s need for academic programming, with a TABE
Reading score below 9.0 indicating a criminogenic need.”

Using June 30, 2016 statistical data from CDCR, COMPAS and TABE assessments across all
institutions, including the out-of-state facilities, reflects the following for offenders who have a

* The parole population was derived from SOMS, which reflects data as of June 30, 2016.

® The criminogenic need categories can include any of the following: substance use disorder, anger, employment
problems (incorporated academic and career technical needs), criminal personality (formerly “criminal thinking”),
and support from family of origin (formerly “family criminality”).
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moderate to high risk to reoffend: 66.3 percent of offenders with a completed Core COMPAS
assessment have a moderate-to-high need in the substance abuse domain (compared to 66.1
percent in December 2015, and 67.5 percent in June 2014) 45.6 percent of offenders have an
identified need in the academic domain.

Some offenders are excluded from receiving a COMPAS assessment, such as those designated
enhanced outpatient program (EOP) level of care or higher®, life without parole, and condemned.
As of June 30, 2016, the total number of Core COMPAS assessments completed for general
population offenders is 78,313. The department is averaging over 1,291 assessments per month.
Of the total offender population, only 110,115 are eligible to receive a COMPAS assessment. Of
the eligible offenders, 97,442 offenders have received a COMPAS assessment, which is 88.5
percent of the total eligible population. This represents a 7 percent increase in completed core
COMPAS assessments since the last reporting period.

Table 3: Offender Core COMPAS Assessments
Jan-June 2015 July 2015-June 2016

Core COMPAS

59,190 78,313
Assessments Completed

Once an offender reaches 210 days to parole, the offender is given a Reentry COMPAS
assessment. The resulting scores from this assessment are used to guide programming decisions
upon parole. For the period of July 1, 2015 through June 30, 2016, 14,288 parolees were
released from custody and 13,684 (96 percent) received a COMPAS Reentry Assessment.

Table 4: Parolee Reentry COMPAS Assessments
July 2015-June 2016 FY 15/16 Paroling Population

Reentry COMPAS

13,684 14,2
Assessments Completed 3,68 . 288

® Offenders designated EOP level of care or higher may receive a COMPAS assessment administered by mental
health staff.
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Needs Identified

Statistical data as of June 30, 2016, from CDCR, COMPAS and TABE assessments across all
institutions, including the out-of-state facilities, reflects the following for offenders who have a
moderate to high risk to reoffend: 66.3 percent of offenders with a completed Core COMPAS
assessment have a moderate-to-high need in the substance abuse domain (compared to 66.1
percent in December 2015, and 67.5 percent in June 2014), and 45.6 percent of offenders have an
identified need in the academic domain.

Table 5: Rehabilitative Needs of Offenders with a Completed
Core COMPAS Assessment—Institution Population

0,
Substance Use Disorder Low _ 33.70%
Mod/High 66.30%
Criminal Personality Low _ 58.70%
Mod/High 41.30%
Anger Low _ 49.50%
Mod/High 50.50%
Employment Problems Low _ 61.50%
Mod/High 38.50%
Support from Family of Origin Low _ 77.90%
Mod/High 22.10%

Table 6: Rehabilitative Needs of Offenders with a Completed
Reentry COMPAS Assessment—Parole Population

. Low 56.00%
Reentry Substance Use Disorder Mod/High 44.00%
- o . Low 82.80%
Criminal Thinking Observation Mod/High 17.20%
_ ] . Low 79.60%
Negative Social Cognitions Mod/High 20.40%
Reentry Financial Lo e
Yy Mod/High 53.10%

. Low 46.00%

Reentry Employment Expectations Mod/High 54.00%
- . Low 63.90%

Reentry Residential Instability Mod/High 36.10%

Once rehabilitative programming functions at full operational capacity and reaches a
maintenance phase with stable service delivery, over a two- to three-year period, the Board
expects to see reductions in the percentage of offenders with moderate to high needs when they
are reassessed before parole.
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The department previously reported that it does not have sufficient resources to provide reentry
COMPAS assessments to all offenders prior to release. However, the Board would like to see
progress in this area as it provides valuable information regarding the effectiveness of
rehabilitative programming and helps identify programming needs upon an offender’s release.

In-Prison Target Population

Reentry services are currently provided to inmates based on an assessed need for services and
their earliest possible release date. The CSRA score coupled with an assessment of the inmate’s
criminogenic needs (COMPAS assessment) established the priority placement in services, and
type of program intensity. If the CSRA results show a high or moderate risk to reoffend, and the
results of the COMPAS identify a high or medium criminogenic need in substance abuse,
academic, or employment domains, the inmate becomes part of CDCR’s target population for
rehabilitation.’

Table 7: Risk and Needs Assessment by Target Population®

Total inmate population = 124,081 Data as of 6/30/16

Inmates with completed CSRA 122,308 | 99% | Percent in relation to inmate population
Inmates with high/moderate CSRA score 63,060 | 51% | Percent in relation to inmates with CSRA
Inmates with core COMPAS assessment 101,207 | 82% | Percent in relation to inmate population
Target population (at least one need) 53,740 | 43% | Percent in relation to inmate population
% of inmates who receive core COMPAS assessment who 5306 Target population divided by COMPAS
become target count

The 2010-2015 Strategic Plan had a goal that by June 30, 2015, at least 70 percent of offenders
identified with moderate to high risk and needs would receive, prior to release, evidence-based
rehabilitative programming in substance abuse, academic, and/or vocational education consistent
with their criminogenic needs. Although the Strategic Plan has expired, CDCR continues to
measure this benchmark pending new counting rules.

" Being included in the target population does not necessarily trigger the placement of an inmate into specific
programs. The results of COMPAS assessments are used for placement into cognitive behavioral treatment and
employment programs, but CDCR uses individual case factors for placement into other programs, such as TABE
results for placement into academic programs.

& Source: CDCR Division of Rehabilitative Programs (DRP)
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Table 8: In-Prison Target Population vs. Needs Addressed

100.0%
90.0%
80.0%
70.0% —
60.0%
50.0% —= L— — N
40.0% —/
30.0% N
20.0% — — — e
10.0% S———
0.0%
S &8 & & 3 &8 & & 3 &8 & & 5 & & &
o o o (90} < < < < N n n [Tp] (Vo) (o] (o) (Vo)
i i i i i i i i i i i Ll i i i i
S~ S~ S~ S~ S~ S~ S~ S~ S~ S~ S~ S~ S~ S~ S~ S~
(g\] (o] (gV] o m o™ m o™ < < < < wn N wn n
— — — — — i — — — — — — i — — —
> > > > > > > > > > > > > > > >
[N L [N L [N L L [N L [N L L L L [N L
= At Least One Need Addressed = A|| Needs Addressed
Attended A Rehabilitative Program

Note: The chart above depicts the percentage of the target population that was involved in rehabilitative
programming from the implementation of the Blueprint to June 2016.

Develop Case Management Plan

A case management plan (or behavior management plan) is an integral part of effective
rehabilitation programming. Case management plans ensure that offenders are assigned to the
appropriate programs based on the relative strengths identified on their criminogenic needs
assessments. Case management plans help staff determine the type, frequency, and timing of
programming an inmate should receive to most effectively reduce the likelihood of reoffending.
This case plan should also transfer with the inmate upon release to parole or to county
supervision to assist with identifying the most effective follow-up programming based on
programming received at the institution, individual goals met, symptoms of behavior conditions,
and other vital information collected during the course of incarceration.

Under current practice, when inmates are released from the adult institutions, the alternative
custody program staff, parole or probation agents, or other reentry staff does not receive
information regarding inmates’ risk to reoffend, assessed needs, or course completions from the
department. Through the completion of the department’s Strategic Offender Management
System (SOMS) case plan module, an individual customized service plan for each offender will
be available for applicable CDCR staff to access and follow. The department has also developed
an option that makes the case plan available in a hardcopy printout to Male Community Reentry
Programs® (MCRPs) and the counties for inmates released to county probation. The SOMS Case

® The Male Community Reentry Program (MCRP) is a voluntary program for male inmates who have
approximately 120 days left to serve. The MCRP allow eligible inmates committed to state prison to serve the
end of their sentences in the community in lieu of confinement in state prison.
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Plan functionality of Recommended and Current/Completed Rehabilitative Programs Timelines
is on schedule to deploy in September 2016. The goal is to provide a printed case plan that
would reflect what the inmate has accomplished, including any certificates received from
vocational courses, as well as assessed risk and criminogenic needs.

Deliver Programs

The department is working to increase the percentage of offenders served in rehabilitative
programs to 70 percent of the department’s target population prior to their release. The
department implemented the Blueprint priority placement criteria that selects program placement
based on an offender’s risk status. Offenders who do not meet the target criteria are lowest on the
priority lists and, depending on enrollment, may be assigned to programming. Priority placement
criteria are not exclusionary and allow lifers to be prioritized and participate in programming if
they meet the criteria. As illustrated in the chart below, 62 percent of the department’s target
population is within 48 months of release.

Table 9: Target Population by Projected Release Date

Projected Release Timeframe Inmates Percent
0-6 Months 9,450 16.3%
7-12 Months 7,102 12.3%
13-24 Months 9,515 16.4%
25-36 Months 5,692 9.8%
37-48 Months 3,900 6.7%
49-60 Months 2,860 4.9%
61-120 Months 8,105 14.0%
Over 120 Months 11,051 19.1%
Unusable Data Regarding Release Date 239 0.4%
Total Target Population 57,914 100%*

* Total target population percentage may not total 100 due to rounding

Capacity for Rehabilitative Programming

The Blueprint calls for an increase in academic and career technical education (CTE) instructors
over a two-year period to increase its program capacity. Capacity'® is the maximum number of
offenders who can be served in each program area in a year. While academic education and CTE
programs are available at adult institutions statewide, the other programs were primarily
available at only the 13 institutions designated as reentry hubs, which were only geared toward
medium and high risk offenders. In the next year, the department plans to expand reentry hub
services to all 35 adult institutions, as discussed later in this report. In July 2016, the institutions

19 Appendix B lists the statewide programming summary totals for rehabilitation programs.
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also began to move transition services to the education departments, as opposed to renewing
their contracts with outside counselors.

Table 10: Adult Rehabilitative Program Capacity

Rehabilitative Program ;g;j ‘;g;‘g ;32;
Academic Education 41,304 41,982 41,784
Career Technical Education 7,762 8,478 8,694
In-Prison Substance Use Disorder™ 3,636 6,072 7,747
Post-Release Substance Use Disorder*? 4,236 5,020 4,020
In-Prison Employment Programs 2,430 6,885 7,380
In-Prison Cognitive Behavioral Treatment:
Criminal Thinking 2,832 3,840 4,128
Anger Management 2,832 3,840 4,176
Family Relationships 1,248 1,684 2,272
Victim Impact 720 576 336
Post-Release Employment 6,620 5,801 6,050
Post-Release Education 7,500 6,414 7,134
Total Capacity for All Programs | 81,120 90,592 93,721

In Prison Programs—Miiscellaneous Benchmarks

The Blueprint identified miscellaneous benchmarks in its narrative and Appendix B (through
fiscal year 2013-14). Thus, the OIG obtained rehabilitative programming figures for fiscal year
2015-16 from the DRP and Office of Correctional Education (OCE) to continue monitoring its
benchmarks of measurable figures.

The OIG performed fieldwork to determine the operational status of the various in-prison
programs™ at each institution. In order to determine the operational status, the OIG acquired the
final rehabilitation authorized position counts and the detail of the authorized positions per
institution from CDCR. The OIG then reviewed payroll reports of rehabilitation employees,
reconciled the budgeted positions, discussed any discrepancies with the education managers at

' This figure does not include 88 slots for EOP inmates.

12 becrease in Specialized Treatment for Optimized Programming (previously SASCA) capacity due to a continuing
decline in the number of Board of Parole Hearings referrals to the community portion of the in-custody drug
treatment program post-realignment.

3 Appendix C and D list the in-prison program matrix and current and proposed programming matrix, as of June 30,
2016.
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the institutions, reviewed monthly attendance reports, and conducted random spot checks of
classrooms. In order to be deemed fully operational, a course needed to have a corresponding
instructor, an assigned classroom, and data showing monthly inmate attendance.

The OIG’s fieldwork at all prisons found that 91 percent of the academic education programs
were operational, 79 percent of the CTE programs were operational, and 80 percent of the
substance use disorder treatment slots were filled. From the last OIG report issued in March
2016, this represents a 3 percent increase in academic education programs, a 4 percent decrease
in CTE programs, and a 19 percent decrease in substance use disorder treatment participation.
Although education figures only had a slight increase and a small decrease occurred in CTE
participation, overall, since the Blueprint began, the number of program opportunities and
participation continues to rise.

Staffing

As of June 30, 2016, the department reported 522 academic teacher positions (general
population, alternative programming, and voluntary education program) and 289 CTE teacher
positions. The OIG found that there were 47 academic teacher classes and 62 CTE teacher
courses that were not fully operational. OIG determined that a course needed to have a
corresponding instructor, an assigned classroom, and data showing monthly inmate attendance.
The most common reason academic and CTE courses were not operational were due to teacher
vacancies (retirement, recruitment, long-term sick, long-term disability, etc.).

Training Opportunities

During past site visits, instructors have expressed a desire for additional training opportunities
and an enhanced network between the institutions for information sharing on best practices. The
Office of Correctional Education (OCE) is developing T4T (Training for Trainers) to increase
learning opportunities for instructors, as well as Professional Learning Communities that will
empower staff to become instructional leaders and increase information sharing within and
between the 35 adult institutions. Increasing training opportunities is expected to enhance the
quality of education and information sharing will allow for more standardized best practices
across all adult institutions. The Board commends the department for its efforts to increase
training opportunities and networking opportunities for the academic staff at the institutions.

Academic Education Programs

Academic education programs are offered throughout an inmate’s incarceration and focus on
increasing an offender’s reading ability to at least a 9th-grade level. For offenders reading at
9th-grade level or higher, the focus is to help them earn a general education development (GED)
certificate or High School Equivalency (HSE). Support for college programs is offered through
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the voluntary education program (VEP). While education is available for all eligible offenders,
priority is given to offenders with a reading level below 9th grade.

The department utilizes three academic structures: 1) general population, consisting of
27-student morning and afternoon classes, with a ratio of 54 offenders per teacher; 2) alternative
programming, occurring outside the traditional morning and afternoon schedule, also with a ratio
of 54 offenders per teacher; and 3) voluntary education program with a ratio of 120 offenders per
teacher. The department identified a total of 522 academic positions (general population,
alternative programming, and VEP) to become operational during fiscal year 2015-16.

From May 2016 through June 2016, OIG staff reviewed the institutions” documents and
performed 35 site visits to determine whether 522 academic positions, as provided by DRP, were
fully operational, as shown in Appendix B. At the conclusion of the fieldwork, the OIG found
475 of the 522 positions were fully operational, which represents a 91 percent rate of
compliance. This represents a 3 percent increase from what was documented in the OIG’s March
2016 Blueprint Monitoring Report.

Academic Education Program Capacity, Enrollment, and Utilization

As of June 30, 2016, the academic education capacity is 41,784. The following graphs illustrate
the academic education enrollment percent of capacity by month and utilization rates for the
same period.™* Utilization is the percentage of available program hours an inmate actually spends
in programming.

The department’s capacity has increased since July 2015, but enrollment has fluctuated due to
program and departmental changes. In July 2015, the enrollment rate was 79 percent, which
dropped to 78.4 percent in December 2015, and began recovering through June 2016 to 82.2
percent. Utilization rates are fairly consistent around 72 percent to 77 percent this reporting
period, with the exception of slight declines in April and May 2016, which the department
attributes to changes in available programs.

1 Please refer to Appendix E for a complete breakdown of academic capacity, enrollment, and utilization rates.
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Table 11: Academic Education Program Capacity and Enrollment
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Academic Achievements and Program Completions

The department has continued to increase college course completions and the number of
Associate of Arts (AA) and Bachelor of Arts (BA) degrees earned. The department reports that
participation in college courses has increased because of the additional VEP teachers and
increased college course availability. The department expects the number of college course
completions to continue to increase because of the partnership with the California Community
College Chancellor’s Office (CCCCO) to expand and increase inmate access to community
college courses. This expansion will lead to degrees, certificates, and transfers to four-year
universities. The contract was made possible by Senate Bill 1391, which provided CCCCO up to
$2 million to create and support at least four pilot sites to allow inmate students to earn college
credits and access to counseling, placement, and disability support services. According to the
department, there are currently 17 colleges (16 community colleges and one California State
University) offering face-to-face instruction inside 27 prisons. The Board commends the
department for its collaborations with community colleges in its efforts to expand access to both
correspondence courses and face-to-face instruction at all of the institutions.

Table 13: Achievements and Completions

Academic Achievements Jan-June July-Dec  Jan-June  July-Dec  Jan-June
and Program Completions 2014 2014 2015 2015 2016
CASAS Benchmarks 14,153 13,216 13,810 16,568 21,336
TABE Achievements 5,325 1,537 1,610 4,607 3,190
GED/HSE Sub-Tests 332 5174
Passed 10,433 12,631 1,552 ’ ’
GED/HSE Completions 1,908 2,758 237 601 1,311
High School Diplomas 54 60 67 74 126
College Course Completions 4,033 6,747 6,554 7,718 9,113
AA Degrees Earned 150 61 143 116 225
BA Degrees Earned 2 4 5 6 12
MA Degrees Earned 2 2 1 0 1

In addition, the department has begun looking into a process to better link inmates in the
institutions to colleges in the community such that inmates have an opportunity to enroll in
college prior to leaving the institution. This process will reduce the amount of time between
inmates releasing and beginning college courses in the community. The Board commends the
department for its forward-thinking plans for the next calendar year and will report on any
updates in a future report.
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Computer-Based GED and High School Equivalency Exams

The department reports that it completed implementation of the computer-based HSE for most of
the prison population in early 2015. Furthermore, the department began offering the High School
Equivalency Test (HIiSET) as an alternative to the GED to provide a paper version of the High
School Equivalency (HSE) exam to meet the needs of offenders within secure housing units. The
department will also offer the HISET as an alternative in the fire camps.

Rehabilitative Advancement Project—eReaders

The department is working to maximize opportunities for eligible offenders to obtain milestone
completion credits and is implementing information technology programs at institutions. The
department purchased and deployed 7,500 eReaders across the state for offenders participating in
college correspondence programs. A pilot program was conducted during the summer semester
at seven institutions. The goal is to provide eReaders with a student’s semester textbook
curricula, reducing textbook costs and enhancing access to technology. eReaders will also be
made available to inmates for purchase and are now available to some non-VEP inmates.
However, some devices are still not functional, and the demand for accessibility continues to
increase. The need for current technology and up-to-date materials will continue to be an
important issue, especially with the expansion of college courses. Since the inception of the
eReader project (three semesters), CDCR has provided 33,721 pieces of educational content via
eReaders. This includes CDCR purchased electronic books, booklets, and free open source
materials. Use of free open source texts has reached 47 percent of total usage. The department
currently has 10,419 students who are active in the eReader system. To date, 5,330 of the 7,500
(71 percent) of eReaders have been checked out. Additionally the Legislature provided the
California Community College Chancellor’s Office $3 million in Proposition 98 General
Funding to provide inmates enrolled in community colleges with access to e-textbook content.

Automated Rehabilitation Catalog and Information Discovery (ARCAID) Machine

ARCAID machines make comprehensive program and resource information easily accessible to
inmates and parolees to help them successfully reintegrate into their communities. Each machine
is a robust, durable kiosk featuring a user-friendly touch-screen interface, a dedicated printer, and
access to a database of more than 800 community resources. Inmates at reentry hubs and
parolees at select parole offices can select a nearby resource from the category of their choice,
view maps and contact information for their selections, and print directions to help them on their
way. The self-guided interface makes it easy for inmates and parolees to find resources without
the need for assistance. CDCR anticipates the ARCAID machines will increase utilization of
rehabilitative programs while reducing inmates’ and parolees’ dependence on staff for research
and referrals.
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ARCAID machines are optimized to search for the resources that are critical to an offender’s
successful reintegration into society, such as:

e Service Providers e Social Security Offices
e Substance Use Disorder Treatment e Employment Opportunities
e Education Opportunities e Housing

Life Skills Training

Medical Services

Birth Certificates

Driver License/DMV Locations
Tax/Legal Assistance

Sober Living Support
Child Services

Veteran’s Affairs Offices
Public Libraries

As discussed later in this report, reentry hub services are in the process of being expanded to all
adult institutions, and with that expansion ARCAID services will also be expanded.

Career Technical Education Programs

The goal of career technical education (CTE), or vocational programs, is to ensure that offenders
leave prison with a marketable trade. These programs target offenders with a criminogenic need
for employment services who are closer to release. The department’s CTE programs are industry
certified and market driven, and can be completed at the institution. “Market driven” is defined
as generating over 2,000 entry-level jobs annually and providing a livable wage (currently about
$13.50 per hour).

The department identified a total of 289 CTE positions, including 19 fire camp positions that
were to become operational during fiscal year 2015-16. From May 2016 through June 2016,
OIG staff reviewed the institutions’ documents and performed site visits to determine whether
289 CTE positions were fully operational. At the conclusion of the fieldwork, the OIG found 227
of the 289 were fully operational, which represents a 79 percent rate of compliance as shown in
Appendix B. This represents a 4 percent decrease from what was documented in the OIG’s
March 2016 Blueprint Monitoring Report. As has been reported in the past, the most common
reason CTE courses have not been operational is instructor vacancies.

Career Technical Education Program Capacity, Enrollment, and Utilization

As of June 30, 2016, there were 8,694 available CTE slots, and of those, approximately 74
percent were operational.™ The capacity of 8,694 slots for CTE programs represents an increase
of 162, as reported in the September 15, 2015, C-ROB Report. The following graphs illustrate
the CTE enrollment percent of capacity by month and utilization rates for the same period. The
department’s CTE capacity and enrollment have remained relatively level, however; basic
increases and decreases in utilization rates are often due to changes in available programs.

1> Appendix F details the CTE program capacity, enrollment, and utilization.
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Table 14: CTE Program Capacity and Enrollment
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Table 15: CTE Program Utilization Rates
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Career Technical Education Achievements and Program Completions

The following table displays the CTE component and program completions, and industry
certifications. The department continues to increase CTE component completions, program
completions, and industry certifications from prior fiscal years.
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Table 16: CTE Achievements and Program Completions

FY 2014-15 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2015-16

Jan-June 2014 July-Dec  Jan-June | o4 change | July-Dec Jan-June | o4 change
2014 2015 2015 2016

CTE Component ¢ g3y | 10827 9184 | -152% 3364 5665 | +68.4%

Completions

SUSIHEE 1736 | 1929 1554 | -19.4% 1,045 1854 | +71.4%

Completions

CTE Industry

Certifications (without 3,046 2,583 2,853 +10.4% 4532 3817 -15.8%

component or program ' '

completion)

Data compiled by OCE due to SOMS data entry errors.

In an effort to expand vocational opportunities, the department has added, or intends to add in the
near future, several pilot programs including coding at San Quentin, Folsom Women’s Facility,
and potentially California Institution for Women; sustainable ecological environmental design
(SEED) at Folsom State Prison; and computer numeric control (CNC machining) at San
Quentin. These new programs will provide additional opportunities to gain practical work
experience which will better prepare these inmates for reentry upon release. In addition, the
Office of Correctional Education (OCE) recently received funds to distribute two to three
computers at each of the adult institutions specifically for online career technical education
(CTE) testing stations. This change will allow inmates to complete certification tests in the
classroom following completion of the vocational courses, without the often extensive delay that
currently occurs.

Cognitive Behavioral Treatment Programs

Cognitive behavioral treatment (CBT) takes a hands-on, practical approach to problem-solving
by working to change patterns of thinking or behaviors. Offenders have access to CBT programs
that include substance use disorder treatment, criminal thinking, anger management, and family
relations modality components. CBT programs will soon be available as part of DRP’s new
reentry services model at all 35 institutions.

From May 2016 through June 2016, OIG staff reviewed the institutions’ documents and
performed site visits to determine whether CBT programs were implemented. The OIG found
that 2,153 of the planned 2,352 slots were fully operational, which represents a 92 percent rate of
compliance, as shown in Appendix B. This is a decrease of 3 percent from the last report.
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Substance Use Disorder Treatment Programs

The department offers evidence-based substance use disorder treatment programs that prepare
offenders for release by developing the knowledge and skills necessary to avoid substance use
relapse and successfully integrate back into the community. The department has updated the
terminology for these substance use disorder treatment programs, which are now referred to as
substance use disorder (SUD) treatment.

The Blueprint stated that the SUD treatment programs would be located at 13 reentry hubs;
however, the department is working to complete contracts to expand SUD treatment to the
remaining adult institutions that did not have programs before, as well as expanding CBTs, and
Transitions programming for reentry. All will have similar programming as reentry hubs toward
the end of the year. The remaining institutions with SUD contracts in process are:

e Duel Vocational Institution e Pelican Bay State Prison

e California Health Care Facility e North Kern State Prison

e Kern Valley State Prison e Folsom State Prison

e Mule Creek State Prison e San Quentin State Prison

e Salinas Valley State Prison e California Medical Facility
e California State Prison, Sacramento e Solano State Prison

The fiscal year 201617 State Budget provides on-going funding to expand Cognitive Behavioral
Treatment programming (i.e. Criminal Thinking, Anger Management, and Family Relationships)
to all institutions. Upon activation, all non-reentry hub institutions will offer the same
programming opportunities as the previous reentry hub institutions. Additionally, the 11
institutions that currently do not have programming are scheduled to start programming in late
2016. AIll institutions will offer SUD treatment in addition to Criminal Thinking, Anger
Management, and Family Relationships.

Single or multi-level modalities, i.e. outpatient, intensive outpatient, or modified therapeutic
community treatment are available. The reentry hub and single-level SUD programs are five
months in length, while the multi-level SUD programs vary in length from three to six months.
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Substance Use Disorder Treatment Program Capacity, Enroliment, and Utilization

As of June 30, 2016, the capacity for SUD programming is 3,140, not including 88 enhanced
outpatient program slots.'® This is an increase of 356 from June 30, 2015, when the SUD
capacity was 2,784."

From May 2016 through June 2016, OIG staff reviewed SUD programs at reentry hub
institutions, Long Term Offender Pilot Program (LTOPP), and non-reentry hub institutions, to
determine if its treatment slots were fully operational. In total, the OIG found that 1,883
offenders occupied the 3,140 operational slots. At its 13 reentry hubs for fiscal year 2015-16,
1,288 offenders occupied the 1,608 operational slots, which represent an 80 percent rate of
compliance. This is a decrease of 19 percent from the last report. The additional SUD programs
located at LTOPP institutions were serving 213 of the 288 offenders planned, which represents a
74 percent rate of compliance. At the 12 non-reentry hubs (stand-alone), the OIG found 382 out
of 1,140 offenders planned were participating, which represents a 34 percent compliance rate.

The OIG found that SUD enrollment was below its target at non-reentry hub institutions due to
multiple case factors. The primary contributing factor was a ramp-down process that began in
March 2016, due to a transition in contract providers. Although new treatment providers were
awarded contracts, the new contracts to provide SUD did not become effective until July 1, 2016
(fiscal year 2016-17). Thus, new inmates were not assigned to SUD until the contracts were in
place, causing inmate attrition during the last few months of fiscal year 2015-16. Also, at some
institutions, other factors included inmates who were on a waiting list already assigned to other
rehabilitative programs or a limited number of SUD eligible inmates were available on facilities
designated as a Sensitive Needs Yard.

18 This data includes SUD for non-reentry hubs, reentry hubs, and LTOPP programs.
1" Appendix G details SUD programs’ post-realignment capacity, enrollment, and utilization rates.
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The following graphs illustrate the SUD program enrollment percent of capacity by month and
utilization rates for the same period.

Table 17: SUD Program Capacity and Enrollment
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Substance Use Disorder Treatment Achievements and Program Completion

The following tables display the SUD completions and exit rates for March 2014 and June 2014,
March 2015 and June 2015, and March 2016 and June 2016 for both in-prison and community
aftercare programs. A non-completion exit from SUD means the inmate or parolee attended but
did not complete the program. These exits occur due to transfers, refusal to attend the program
once assigned, behavioral issues necessitating removal from treatment, or other issues preventing
an inmate from attending and completing the treatment program. The department reports that the
increase in in-prison non-completion exits for this reporting period is largely attributed to the
resentencing and release of inmates under Proposition 47.

Table 19: In-Prison SUD Completions and Exit Rates

March June March June March June
2014 2014 2015 2015 2016 2016

Total SUD Exits 124 18 517 695 613 621
Total Completions 83 12 261 308 361 423
Non-Completion Exits 41 6 256 387 252 198
Completion Rate 67% 83% 66% 44% 58.9% 68.1%

Table 20: Community Aftercare SUD Completions and EXxit Rates

March June March June March June
2014 2014 2015 2015 2016 2016

Total SUD Exits 409 665 3,065 1,902 832 695
Total Completions 125 221 979 680 309 308
Non-Completion Exits 284 444 2,086 1,222 523 387
Completion Rate 31% 33% 32% 36% 37.1% 44.3%

Offenders who receive substance use disorder treatment in prison followed by aftercare services
upon release recidivate at approximately 20.3 percent, which is markedly lower than the 65.3
percent recidivism rate for those who did not receive services.

The DRP is working toward incentivizing substance use disorder treatment completions and has
engaged an ad hoc committee as part of the Director’s Stakeholder Advisory Group (DSAG) to
make recommendations to the department. The committee’s recommendations included the need
for programs to have appropriate client-matching methods to ensure the right incentive for the
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right person or program is used and that incentives are incorporated into a program in a
structured, meaningful way. DRP has incorporated allowable incentives into the Specialized
Treatment for Optimized Programming (STOP) and Female Offender Treatment and
Employment Program (FOTEP) substance use disorder treatment network contracts, which
include the following:
e Contingency Management/Emotional Incentives: Systematic positive reinforcement
acknowledging participants’ success.
o Awards ceremonies and certificates/public acknowledgement
o Positive evaluations
o Social passes
Leadership positions
e Tangible Incentives:
o Welcome packages for joining (basic hygiene supplies, work supplies, interview
clothing, etc.)
o Merit rewards for reaching milestones (vouchers, event tickets, travel passes)
o Reduction of parole supervision (change in conditions)
e Educational Incentives:
o Registration/tuition assistance
o Books, computers

o

Pre-Employment Transition Programs

The pre-employment transitions (PET) program is designated to provide offenders employment
preparation skills to ensure successful reentry into society, primarily during the last six months
of incarceration. The PET program teaches job-readiness and job search skills, and provides
offenders with community resources that can assist in their transitions back into the community.
Through existing data resources, the department is able to identify offenders with assessed needs
for reentry-related services in each institution and yard.

The Blueprint called for the PET program to be expanded to all reentry hubs. From May 2016
through June 2016, OIG staff reviewed the institutions’ documents and performed site visits to
determine whether transitions programs were fully implemented at the reentry hubs. The OIG
found 371 of the planned 745 slots were fully operational, which represents a 50 percent rate of
compliance, as shown in Appendix B. This is a decrease of 22 percent from the last report.
Similar to the substance use disorder treatment ramp-down process, this decrease was primarily
due to a transition in contract providers in the latter part of fiscal year 2015-16.

Long Term Offender Model

The Blueprint called for the development of a long-term offender reentry model to be piloted at
three inst