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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Introduction 
 
Correctional Service Canada1 (CSC) delivers structured interventions that address factors 
directly linked to offenders’ criminal behaviour (Correctional Service Canada [CSC], 2003).  
The primary goal of these correctional programs is to help offenders safely and successfully 
reintegrate into the community (Corrections and Conditional Release Act [CCRA], 1992) 
thereby enhancing public safety. The programs cover diverse content areas and include violence 
prevention programs, family violence programs, substance abuse interventions, sex offender 
programs, and life skills interventions2.  Maintenance programs are also offered for several of 
these areas in order to ensure continuity of care to maximize treatment outcome.  In addition, 
programs addressing the unique and diverse needs characteristic of Aboriginal and women 
offenders have been developed and implemented, with the aim of improving outcomes for these 
groups across several program areas. 
 
The present report is an evaluation of CSC’s: (a) violent offender programs; (b) family violence 
programs; (c) substance abuse interventions; (d) sex offender programs; (e) life skills 
interventions; and (f) community maintenance programs. The report measures achievements and 
outcomes as outlined in the Terms of Reference (2007).  The report is summative in nature even 
though it incorporates aspects of both the formative and summative3 approaches towards 
evaluation.  The report includes findings and recommendations regarding the implementation of 
the target programs; however, not all aspects of this area were examined in detail as they would 
be in a purely formative evaluation.  The findings and recommendations contained in this report 
are designed to guide decisions regarding the design and delivery of the targeted correctional 
programs. 
 

                     
1 The Correctional Service of Canada (CSC) is the federal government agency responsible for administering 
sentences imposed by the courts that are two years or more. Sentence administration includes the management of 
correctional institutions of various security levels and the supervision of offenders under conditional release in the 
community.  More information regarding CSC, including policy and legislation, can be found at http://www.csc-
scc.gc.ca. 
2 Correctional programs are considered to be distinct from education/employment or social programs. As a result, 
these programs are not included in this evaluation.  
3 A formative evaluation occurs at the mid-point of implementation of a policy, program or initiative, and typically 
focuses on implementation issues.  A summative evaluation incorporates formative evaluation information close to 
the completion of implementation, and encompasses a broader range of evaluation objectives; namely success, cost-
effectiveness, unintended effects and continued relevancy. 
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Evaluation Context 
 
This evaluation of correctional programs was conducted between July 2007 and June 2008, and 
coincides with the evaluation of CSC’s employment strategy.  Both evaluations are large in 
scope and correspond to two significant departmental reviews: (a) an independent panel review4, 
a strategic review; and (b) an audit being conducted by the Office of the Auditor General (OAG) 
Canada. 
 
Results of the first review, A Roadmap to Strengthening Public Safety (CSC Review Panel, 
2007), were published in December 2007.  The report was prepared by an independent Review 
Panel established by the Minister of Public Safety, the Honourable Stockwell Day.  The review 
focussed on the operations, policies and plans of CSC in order to strengthen its contribution to 
public safety. Briefly, the report sets out a vision for transforming the federal corrections system 
based on an increased emphasis on offender responsibility and accountability; the elimination of 
drugs from prisons; the provision of more employment and employability skills for offenders, 
and the modernization of physical infrastructure. 
 
The second review, as part of the renewal of Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat’s (TBS) 
Expenditure Management System (EMS), is being led by the TBS and is a review of 
departments’ program spending over a four-year cycle.  This review will assess whether 
departments are achieving intended results, managing programs efficiently, and aligning 
programs with the government’s priorities.  The strategic review of CSC’s program spending 
began in the fall of 2007 and will examine program effectiveness and opportunities for savings 
or reallocation. 
 
Finally, in June 2007 the OAG began an audit of the efficiency and economy of CSC services.  
The audit proposed to examine the cost of various services and how they are: (a) structured 
(national, regional, institutional, community); (b) developed; (c) delivered; (d) evaluated; and (e) 
paid (FTEs, contract, contribution, etc.). Differences will be disaggregated in the audit across 
regions and federal institutions, as well as offender groups.  The services which are expected to 
be a focus of the audit are: (a) health services (meeting offenders physical and mental health 
needs); (b) institutional services (meals, clean working and living environments, necessary 
supplies and clothing, options to purchase personal items); (c) accommodation services (suitable 
accommodation and living conditions); (d) security of offenders (security needs of offenders are 
identified, addressed within human rights context); (e) program development and delivery; (f) 
case management; and (g) CORCAN, as well as other relevant services. 

                     
4 Correctional Service Canada Review Panel (2007). A Roadmap to Strengthening Public Safety. 
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Evaluation Strategy 
 
The evaluation was conducted by the Evaluation Branch, CSC, and various components were 
reviewed by CSC’s Reintegration Programs and Research Branches.  CSC’s Research Branch 
also contributed significantly towards the methodology used in the effectiveness analyses 
utilized in this report, as well as the literature review and components of the relevancy sections. 
This targeted evaluation was completed to inform decision-making on the future disposition of 
the programs and focused on success, cost-effectiveness, and continued relevancy. 
 
The evaluation used both qualitative and quantitative methodologies.  Information used to 
facilitate these analyses was collected through: 
 

• Interviews with key sources5; 
• Data derived from CSC’s automated data base - the Offender Management System 

(OMS), and the Canadian Police Information Centre (CPIC) data;  
• A review of relevant documentation (CSC National Program Guidelines, Standard 

Operating Practices relevant to correctional programming, Commissioner’s Directives 
(CDs) relevant to correctional programming, Corrections and Conditional Release Act 
(CCRA), detailed program descriptions provided by Reintegration Programs, information 
provided by CSC staff members to the evaluation team, and documents provided by 
offenders to the evaluation team6); and 

• A review of the relevant literature regarding the relevancy, success, and cost-
effectiveness of correctional programs. 

 
Interviews were conducted by the evaluation team and members of CSC’s Research Branch, in 
person and by telephone during the months of April and May, 2008.  
 
CSC’s OMS data were used to identify offenders’ program assignment status for a sample of 
first-term federal admissions between the years 1997 and 2007 (N = 48,601).  Subsequently, two 
groups were created, an Intent-to-Treat (ITT) group of offenders who were exposed to the 
targeted correctional program through varying degrees of program participation, and a 
comparison group of offenders who were assigned to a program in which they did not 
participate. A multivariable approach to modeling was chosen to statistically control for any 
underlying differences that may be contributed to program effect other then program 
participation, such as offenders’ age, risk, motivation level, etc.7

                     
5 Sources included but were not limited to: Parole Officers, Program Facilitators, Program Managers, Regional 
Program Managers, Assistant Wardens Intervention, Managers Assessment and Intervention, 
Psychologists/Psychotherapists, Parole Officer Supervisors, Elders/Spiritual Advisors, Aboriginal Liaison Officers, 
Behavioural Counsellors, Program Coordinators, Regional Administrators Correctional Programs, Assistant Deputy 
Commissioners, Case Management Officers, Clinical Directors/Clinical Team Leaders, Inmate Pay/Employment 
Officers, Case Management Supervisors, Correctional Manager Psychiatric Hospitals, Personal Development 
Clerks, Intensive Intervention Strategy Managers, Program Plan Assistants, Guidance Counsellors, and Executive 
Directors. 
6 The evaluation team accepted the written comments of some staff and inmates who did not want to be interviewed 
but still wanted to provide their opinion, and incorporated these comments by identifying themes commensurate 
with the qualitative data solicited through the interview keys. 
7 A multivariable approach was chosen over a priori subject matching (e.g., propensity score matching, exact 
matching) as a method for controlling confounding variables and reducing bias, because the former produces similar 
results and also allows for the examination of the effects of other covariates on the outcome.  Also, study 
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Effectiveness outcomes were defined along the continuum of an offender’s sentence, beginning 
with treatment changes associated with target program participation, institutional behaviour, and 
continuing with early release and community outcomes (technical revocations and re-offending) 
which extended past the end of an offender’s federal sentence. 
 
Limitations 
 
Given the broad scope of the evaluation, data analysis was limited primarily to databases housed 
within OMS that could easily be queried.  Correctional plans, psychological reports and 
casework records were not examined but may have provided additional information. 
 
Although the evaluation is comprehensive and was able to answer many meaningful questions, 
time constraints limited the scope of several aspects of the evaluation. For example, the gap 
between program referrals and actual enrolment could be investigated through qualitative 
interviews with staff members across the regions, and did not include input of offenders.   
 
Many offenders have been identified as having multiple treatment needs and have participated in 
multiple programs.  However, the inclusion of multiple dependent variables designating pre- 
post-participation in other correctional programs detracted from the true effect of the program 
being considered. A series of post-hoc analyses of multiple program participation was performed 
only for those programs which overlapped with the highest number of other programs; namely 
Living Skills and Substance Abuse programs. These analyses were not performed for other 
correctional programs. When a program was analysed for effectiveness against a comparison 
group, all results were attributed to participation in that program, regardless of other programs in 
which the group may have participated. 
 
Program outcomes for women offenders may be limited for a variety of reasons. The Women 
Offenders Sex Offenders Programs are delivered on a one-on-one basis. The number of 
participants was therefore restricted, making it difficult to generate a large enough sample and 
comparison group for analyses. Similarly, the program structure for the Women Offenders 
Substance Abuse Programs did not facilitate analyses as offenders within the comparison group 
could have been exposed to components of other substance abuse programs. Finally, although 
the current report examined violence, it was limited to the Spirit of A Warrior Program. The 
Violence Prevention Program for Women Offenders is relatively new. Analyses were not 
conducted due to the insufficient number of participants having enrolled to date. It is anticipated 
that such analyses will be conducted once an adequate number of women offenders have taken 
part in the program. 
 
It was assumed that all retrospective data were available to CSC at the time of program referral. 
Delays in receiving this information could have had an impact on the decision making process 
for program referrals.  For example, new pending criminal charges at the time of the correctional 
plan development may not have been incorporated. 
 
                                                                  
participants are less likely to be lost due to an inability to find controls who have the same distribution of matching 
factors as the study participants (Cepeda, Boston & Strom, 2003; Dohoo, Martin, & Stryhn, 2003; Shah, Laupacis, 
Hux, & Austin, 2005). 
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Correctional programs offered in the community and in institutions often engage community 
partners. Due to time constraints, the evaluation did not consult with volunteers of community 
groups on the functioning of correctional programs. As a mitigating strategy, these community 
partners will be engaged in a subsequent, more targeted evaluation on community reintegration 
initiatives.  
 
Next, the continued relevancy section of the report demonstrates that positive correctional 
outcomes are reduced for particular demographics of the federal offender population. However, 
no baseline comparison was established to ascertain whether these outcomes are indeed above or 
below the expected level of outcomes within these particular groups. 
 
Lastly, there may be a lack of precision in financial reporting for Aboriginal offender 
correctional programs potentially resulting from an overlap of activities and transfer of funding 
arrangements. This would explain, for instance, the relatively low expenditures on the In Search 
of Your Warrior Program. 
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Financial Expenditures 
Total Expenditures of Correctional Programs. 

 
Fiscal Year 
2005/2006 

Fiscal Year 
2006/2007 

 Expenditure Expenditure 
 All Programs8 $53,232,479 $52,309,418 
     
Correctional Programs9 $26,345,107 $25,947,480 
     
Sex Offender Programs10  $4,746,022 $4,391,955 
National Moderate Intensity Sex Offender  $922,580 $618,471 
National High Intensity  - - 
National Low Intensity Sex Offender  $170,852 $72,485 
Maintenance Sex Offender $307,870 $471,061 
Family Violence $2,330,671 $2,420,430 
High Intensity Family Violence  $553,869 $575,032 
Maintenance  $50,676 $1,816 
Moderate Intensity Family Violence  $506,926 $549,783 
Aboriginal High Intensity Family Violence $0 $0 
Living Skills Programs $4,489,750 $4,483,922 
Reasoning and Rehabilitation (discontinued this year)  $2,494,164 $2,182,093 
Cognitive Maintenance  $268,890 $192,700 
Anger and Emotions Management  $1,226,090 $1,403,973 
Anger and Emotions Management Maintenance  $30,639 $20,106 
Circles of Change  $54 $36,537 
Aboriginal Basic Healing Program  $189,784 $358,337 
Community Correctional Programs  $1,359,201 $1,248,248 
Counter Point  $1,184,936 $925,865 
Community Maintenance  $174,265 $322,383 
Violent Offender Programs  $3,866,253 $3,300,786 
Violence Prevention Program  $1,546,764 $1,311,349 
In Search of Your Warrior - High Intensity $42,834 $116,751 
Spirit of A Warrior $523,604 $505,848 
Substance Abuse Programs  $6,991,937 $7,499,484 
National Substance Abuse Program - High  $1,717,724 $2,003,417 
National Substance Abuse Program - Moderate  $2,349,381 $2,777,941 
National Substance Abuse Program - Low  $821,997 $591,348 
National Substance Abuse Maintenance  $773,657 $793,306 
Women Offender Substance Abuse  $784,690 $642,698 
Aboriginal Offender Substance Abuse Program  $75,911 $95,270 
Women Offender Programs  $622,771 $546,149 
Women Offender Relapse Prevention $160,790 $109,757 

 

                     
8 All Programs includes all items under correctional programs as well as education and personal development 
programming  
9 Correctional programs include all programs addressing criminogenic needs such as community correctional 
programs, ethno-cultural programs, substance abuse, sex offender programming, living skills, violent offender 
programs, women’s programs, and Aboriginal specified programs.  
10 These line items reflects all programs categorized within the group, and only those programs chosen for the 
evaluation are included in the subsequent break outs, thus, these figures exceed the sum of the selected sub-items 
below. 
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Summary Findings 

SUMMARY FINDING 1: There exists a large body of evidence, both national and 
international, which confirms that targeting specific criminogenic needs is a relevant 
and effective means of enhancing public safety and reducing re-offending. As such, 
CSC’s correctional programs are consistent with departmental and government-wide 
priorities............................................................................................................................... 39 

SUMMARY FINDING 2: The criteria used to refer offenders to specific correctional 
programs are appropriate, although supplementary assessment tools that are actuarial 
in nature and that incorporate static risk were shown to discriminate intensity level 
requirements more accurately. .......................................................................................... 48 

SUMMARY FINDING 3: For all programs with the exception of sex offender programs, 
there was a high proportion of offenders who met the referral criteria for a program 
who were not referred, and a proportion of offenders referred to a program who did 
not participate. There was also a proportion of offenders enrolled in programs for 
which they had not met the referral criteria. The large pool of candidates who met the 
referral criteria for a violence prevention program or high intensity substance abuse 
program was more likely to be serving shorter sentences in a maximum security 
institution. This group was also typically referred to the moderate intensity substance 
abuse programs. .................................................................................................................. 64 

SUMMARY FINDING 4: Federal offenders who participated in CSC correctional 
programs that targeted an identified treatment need exhibited treatment-related 
change, and were more likely to be granted a discretionary release. In general, 
correctional program participation was not, however, associated with reductions in 
major institutional incidents. For community outcomes, program participation was 
associated with reductions in readmissions, including technical revocations and re-
offending (with a non-violent, a violent and/or a sex offence in either federal or 
provincial jurisdictions). However these findings vary by program, intensity level, and 
demographic of the federal offender population. Community correctional outcomes 
were found to be more positive when there was a match between assessed program 
referral criteria and program intensity level. Conversely, positive effects were 
diminished when offenders participated in programs that did not correspond to their 
assessed need. Lastly, positive correctional outcomes were generally more pronounced 
for offenders who remained enrolled until the end of the program............................... 96 

SUMMARY FINDING 5. Correctional programs are delivered in federal institutions cost-
efficiently, as between 70 to 90 cents of every dollar spent on programs is allocated 
towards successful completions. The community maintenance programs examined 
were less cost-efficient, as only 30 to 60 cents per dollar were spent on successful 
completions. ....................................................................................................................... 140 

SUMMARY FINDING 6: The vast majority of correctional programs evaluated were cost-
effective as, on average, every dollar spent on programming resulted in a return 
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ranging from 1 to 8 dollars. Returns represent cost savings of fewer days of 
incarceration. This reduction in incarceration costs was, in turn, attributed to earlier 
releases and extended stays in the community. .............................................................. 148 

SUMMARY FINDING 7: Correctional programs continue to address the risk levels and 
specific criminogenic needs of the current offender population, and thus continue to be 
a relevant, effective means of enhancing public safety and reducing re-offending. 
Nonetheless, CSC is facing challenges regarding the effective and efficient delivery of 
correctional programs which will address the increased proportion of offenders with 
education and learning deficits, mental disorders, shorter sentences, and higher 
security level ratings. ........................................................................................................ 156 
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Recommendations 

RECOMMENDATION 1: Correctional Service Canada should further support the 
implementation of correctional programs by ensuring that: (a) information required 
for the program referral process is obtained from police and courts at an offender’s 
admission, and entered into the Offender Management System in a timely and efficient 
manner; (b) the intake assessment process is supported by dedicated staff members; 
(c) offender program assignments are based on sound referral criteria; (d) referrals 
are prioritized to target multiple risk factors; (e) programs are effectively offered 
within a time period limited by sentence length and in a restricted maximum security 
institutional setting; and (f) offenders are encouraged and motivated to engage in their 
correctional plans................................................................................................................ 95 

RECOMMENDATION 2: To maximize outcomes attributed to correctional programming, 
CSC should prioritize programs based on level of risk, offer programs to offenders at 
intensity levels that are commensurate to sound referral criteria ratings, and develop a 
strategy to address the violence prevention programming needs of those offenders who 
also have substance abuse needs...................................................................................... 139 

RECOMMENDATION 3: Given the positive results of CSC programs in terms of 
effectiveness, cost-efficiency, and cost-effectiveness, CSC should maximize its return 
on program expenditures by allocating resources to facilitate the early identification of 
programming needs, refer more offenders to programs commensurate with their 
prioritized programming needs, and increase participation rates of offenders who are 
referred to a program yet do not enroll. Considering the positive outcomes for all 
offenders participating in community maintenance programs, CSC should also 
consider strengthening this strategy such that there are more successful completions.
............................................................................................................................................ 155 

RECOMMENDATION 4: CSC should develop a strategy that addresses the programming 
needs of the increased proportion of offenders with education and learning deficits, 
mental disorders, shorter sentences, and higher security level ratings. ...................... 168 
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Statistical Overview: Highlights of Selected Findings 
 
The following statistical overview is presented to highlight the many findings contained in this 
evaluation report. It is important to note that the statistics presented do not represent the sum of 
all findings contained in the report. All statistics may be found in Appendix J of this report. 
 
The evaluation report examined violent offender programs, family violence programs, substance 
abuse programs, sex offender programs, living skills programs and community maintenance 
programs. Analyses focused on specific evaluation objectives: implementation, effectiveness, 
cost-efficiency, cost effectiveness, and continued relevancy of correctional programs. Below is 
an overview of results under each of these evaluation objectives; where feasible, results are 
disaggregated for non-Aboriginal male offenders, Aboriginal male offenders and women 
offenders. 
 
Implementation 
 
The proportion of offenders who were referred to a program and did not participate varied across 
program, and by demographic of the federal offender population. Most offenders who were 
referred to a program and did not participate had short sentences and were serving their sentence 
in a maximum security institution. Staff members attributed non-enrolments to offenders 
refusing to participate, a lack of time to complete programs, and a lack of program availability 
among other reasons. 
 

Staff Members’ Responses: Reasons why an offender might not participate in a 
correctional program that is included in his or her correctional plan 
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Violent Offender Program Referrals 

Non-Aboriginal Men

Did not 
enrol
63%

Enrolled
37%

 

Aboriginal Men

Enrolled
52%

Did not 
enrol
48%

Women

Did not 
enrol
33%

Enrolled
67%

 
Family Violence Prevention Program (High Intensity) Referrals 

Non-Aboriginal Men

Did not 
enrol
61%

Enrolled
39%

 

Aboriginal Men

Enrolled
50%

Did not 
enrol
50%
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Substance Abuse Program (High Intensity) Referrals 

Non-Aboriginal Men

Enrolled
36%

Did not 
enrol
64%

Aboriginal Men

Did not 
enrol
62%

Enrolled
38%

Women

Enrolled
90%

Did not 
enrol
10%

 
Sex Offender Program Referrals 

Non-Aboriginal Men

Did not 
enrol
30%

Enrolled
70%

Aboriginal Men

Enrolled
69%

Did not 
enrol
31%
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Effectiveness, Efficiency and Cost Effectiveness 
 
Positive institutional and community correctional outcomes were revealed for many of CSC’s 
correctional programs. Program participants were compared to their respective comparison 
groups11 while controlling for time, risk, and opportunity, across a series of institutional and 
community outcomes.  A ‘positive’ correctional outcome was observed when correctional 
program participants were found to be i) more likely than their comparison group to receive a 
discretionary release, and ii) less likely to return to provincial or federal custody, either with or 
without (technical revocation) a new offence. This comparison is illustrated in the first of the 
three columns in the series of charts below. 
 
Correctional programs were delivered cost-efficiently. The majority of each dollar spent on 
correctional programs was spent on program completions, as shown in the second column for 
each series below. Finally, many correctional programs were assessed as being cost-effective, as 
positive correctional outcomes resulted in cost savings in terms of avoided incarceration costs. 
 
Male Offenders:  
 
Violence Prevention Program (VPP) 

Discretionary 
Release

New Violent 
Offence

Effectiveness Outcomes Cost Efficiency: Distribution of 
Expenditures

Less Likely More Likely Less Likely More Likely

Non-Aboriginal Males

Any Return

New Offence

Aboriginal Males

Cost Effectiveness: 
Return on Expenditures

$1.00 investment = $1.62 
return

Successful
77%

Drop-Outs
22%

Administrative
1%

-52%***

-41%***

-29%***

205%*** 458%***

-18%ns

-30%ns

-63%*

 
Note: ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                     
11 Non-Aboriginal male offender participants were compared with non-Aboriginal male non-participants, Aboriginal 
male offender participants with Aboriginal male offender non-participants, and women offender participants with 
women offender non-participants 
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In Search Of Your Warrior (ISOYW) 

Any Return

New Offence

New Violent 
Offence

$1.00 investment = $3.48 return

Discretionary 
Release

Less Likely More Likely

Effectiveness Outcomes Cost Efficiency: Distribution of Expenditures Cost Effectiveness: Return on 
Expenditures

-21%ns

-11%ns

-19%*

137%***

Successful
77%

Administrative
3%

Drop-Outs
20%

 
Note: ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
 
 
High-Intensity Family Violence Prevention Program (HI-FVPP) 

New Offence

New Violent 
Offence

Effectiveness Outcomes

Non-Aboriginal Males Aboriginal Males
More Likely Less Likely More Likely

Cost Effectiveness: 
Return on Expenditures

Discretionary 
Release

Any Return

$1.00 investment = $2.42 
return

Cost Efficiency: Distribution of 
Expenditures

Less Likely

Successful
85%

Administrative
1%

Drop-Outs
14%

67%ns

-21%ns

-27%**

231%*** 19%ns

-19%ns

-2%ns

-26%ns

 
Note: ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
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Moderate-Intensity Family Violence Prevention Program (MI-FVPP) 

Non-Aboriginal Males Aboriginal Males
Less Likely More Likely

Effectiveness Outcomes Cost Efficiency: Distribution of 
Expenditures

Cost Effectiveness: 
Return on Expenditures

Less Likely More Likely

Discretionary 
Release

$1.00 investment = $2.31 
return

Any Return

New Offence

New Violent 
Offence

Successful
77%

Administrative
3%

Drop-Outs
20%

-57%**

-36%***

-26%***

70%***

15%ns

-4%ns

-13%ns

1%ns

 
Note: ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
 
 
High-Intensity Substance Abuse Program (NSAP-High) 

$1.00 investment = $2.03 
return

Discretionary 
Release

Any Return

New Offence

New Violent 
Offence

Non-Aboriginal Males Aboriginal Males
Less Likely More Likely Less Likely More Likely

Cost Effectiveness: 
Return on Expenditures

Cost Efficiency: Distribution of 
ExpendituresEffectiveness Outcomes

Successful
74%

Administrative
3%

Drop-Outs
23%

-63%***

-45%***

-15%ns

351%*** 615%**

-37%*

-39%ns

-82%ns

 
Note: ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 xix 



S T A T I S T I C A L  O V E R V I E W  

Moderate-Intensity Substance Abuse Program (NSAP-Moderate) 

Discretionary 
Release

$1.00 investment = $2.25 
return

Any Return

New Offence

New Violent 
Offence

Cost Effectiveness: 
Return on ExpendituresEffectiveness Outcomes Cost Efficiency: Distribution of 

Expenditures

Non-Aboriginal Males Aboriginal Males
Less Likely More Likely Less Likely More Likely

Successful
85%

Administrative
2%

Drop-Outs
13%

-46%**

-27%***

-18%***

43%***

-41%ns

-31%*

-15%ns

37%ns

 
Note: ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
 
 
Aboriginal Offender Substance Abuse Program (AOSAP) 

$1.00 investment = $3.60 return

Any Return

New Offence

New Violent 
Offence

Discretionary 
Release

Less Likely More Likely

Effectiveness Outcomes Cost Efficiency: Distribution of Expenditures Cost Effectiveness: Return on 
Expenditures

121%ns

-49%**

-51%ns

-62%ns

Successful
85%

Administrative
2%

Drop-Outs
13%

 
Note: ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
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High-Intensity Sex Offender Program (HI-SOP) – Non-Child, All Regions 

Less Likely More Likely Less Likely More Likely

Cost Effectiveness: 
Return on Expenditures

Non-Aboriginal Males Aboriginal Males

Effectiveness Outcomes Cost Efficiency: Distribution of 
Expenditures

Discretionary 
Release

$1.00 investment = $6.59 
return¹Any Return

New Offence

New Violent 
Offence

New Sexual 
Offence

Successful
89%

Administrative
8%

Drop-Outs
3%

-71%ns

-41%ns

-7%ns

-25%ns

266%ns

-93%**

-79%**

-79%***

118%ns

 
Note: ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
¹The return on expenditures reflects overall return on expenditures for all sex offender programs 
 
 
Moderate-Intensity Sex Offender Program (MI-SOP) – Non-child, All regions 

$1.00 investment = $3.41 
return

Discretionary 
Release

Any Return

New Offence

New Violent 
Offence

Non-Aboriginal Males Aboriginal Males
Less Likely More Likely Less Likely More Likely

Effectiveness Outcomes Cost Efficiency: Distribution of 
Expenditures

Cost Effectiveness: 
Return on Expenditures

New Sexual 
Offence

Successful
89%

Administrative
8%

Drop-Outs
3%

-70%ns

-54%ns

-44%ns

-28%*

476%***

-10%ns

150%ns

-33%ns

-21%ns

86%ns

 
Note: ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
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Continued Relevancy 
 
CSC will be facing challenges regarding the effective and efficient delivery of correctional 
programs which will address the increasing proportion of offenders with education and learning 
deficits, mental disorders, shorter sentences and higher security level ratings. The impacts of 
correctional programs on these demographics of the overall male offender population are 
illustrated below. 
 
Male Offenders: 
 
Violent Offender Programs 

Community Outcomes for Correctional Programs
Less than Grade 8

More Likely
Mental HealthAll Offenders Learning Disabled

Less Likely

New 
Offence

New 
Violent 
Offence

Less Likely More Likely Less LikelyLess Likely More LikelyMore Likely

Any 
Return

-48%***

-30%***

-24%***

-38%ns

-27%ns

-15%ns

-59%*

-27%ns

3%ns

-64%***

-49%***

-34%***

 
Note: ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
 
 
Family Violence Prevention Programs 

Any 
Return

Learning Disabled Mental Health
Less Likely More Likely Less Likely More Likely

Less than Grade 8
More Likely Less LikelyLess Likely More Likely

All Offenders
Community Outcomes for Correctional Programs

New 
Violent 
Offence

New 
Offence

-28%ns

-24%***

-24%***

37%ns

-19%ns

-15%ns

-45%ns

-36%*

-32%***

-14%ns

-9%ns

-19%ns

 
Note: ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
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National Substance Abuse Programs 

New 
Violent 

Less than Grade 8
Less Likely More Likely

Community Outcomes for Correctional Programs
All Offenders Learning Disabled Mental Health

Less Likely More Likely Less Likely More LikelyLess Likely More Likely

Any 
Return

New 
Offence

Offence

-55%***

-32%***

-20%***

-16%ns

-24%ns

-10%ns

-56%**

-17%ns

-14%ns

-29%ns

-36%*

-5%ns

 
te: ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 No

 
 
Sex Offender Programs 
Offenders with non-child victims 

New 
Offence

New 
Violent 
Offence

Any 
Return

Less Likely More Likely Less Likely More LikelyLess Likely More Likely Less Likely More Likely

Community Outcomes for Correctional Programs
All Offenders Learning Disabled Mental HealthLess than Grade 8

New 
Sexual 
Offence

-41%ns

-41%*

-45%***

-36%***

-54%ns

-48%ns

-52%*

-11%ns

165%ns

-14%ns

-46%ns

-20%ns

158%ns

18%ns

-57%ns

-44%*

 
ote: ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 N
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Sex Offender Programs 
Offenders with child victims 

New 
Offence

New 
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Offence

Any 
Return
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More Likely More LikelyLess Likely More Likely Less LikelyLess Likely More Likely Less Likely
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-2%ns

-22%ns

-26%ns

-40%*** -26%ns
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-74%**

-66%*

-63%***

-89%ns

-85%*

-63%ns

-50%**

 
ote: ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 N

 
 
Living Skills Programs 

Community Outcomes for Correctional Programs
Less than Grade 8

More Likely

Any 
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Mental Health
Less Likely

New 
Offence

New 
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All Offenders Learning Disabled
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-32%***
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-25%***
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te: ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
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Staff members largely perceive existing correctional programs as being responsive to the current 
offender profile, with the exception of offenders with mental health diagnoses and special needs 
such as cognitive impairments and low educational attainment.   
 
Staff members’ responses: Agreement as to whether existing correctional programs are 
responsive to various offender subpopulations 

60%

42%

4%

19%

8%

19%

14%

45%

16%

19%

9%

22%

12%

21%

17%

20%

11%

21%
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30%
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45%

17%
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Disagree

Somewhat Disagree
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Agree / Strongly
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Almost all staff felt that more could be incorporated into Correctional Programming that would 
address the needs of offenders with mental health needs and special needs.  Recommendations 
for improving correctional program outcomes for Aboriginal and Women offenders were also 
offered by many staff members. 
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Staff members’ responses:  Summary of recommendations for improving correctional program 
outcomes for offenders with mental health needs 

38.2%

16.1%

12.4%

11.8%

11.8%

8.6%

8.6%

7.0%

5.9%

5.4%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

Create new programs for those with mental health
needs

More 1-on-1 interventions / psychological services

More training / skills for staff

Adjust current programs to accommodate needs

More resources (funding, psychologists)

More identifying assessments

More community support / follow-up

More team-oriented approach

More communication regarding offender mental health

More flexible program delivery schedule

% Respondents

 
Note: The recommendations listed make up 83.9% of those mentioned by staff members. 
 

Staff members’ responses:  Summary of recommendations for improving correctional program 
outcomes for offenders with special needs (e.g., low literacy, learning disabilities) 

29.4%

25.3%

20.6%

10.8%

10.8%

10.3%

9.8%

9.8%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Implement new programs specific to group / needs

Adapt current programs to meet needs

More staff training

More 1-on-1 programming

More tutors / teacher assistants / specialists

More flexible program schedules

More identifying / assessment tools

More resources

% Respondents

 
Note: The recommendations listed make up 82.3% of those mentioned by staff members. 
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Staff members’ responses:  Summary of recommendations for improving correctional program 
outcomes for Aboriginal offenders 

37.5%

16.9%

14.4%

11.9%

11.3%

9.4%

9.4%

8.1%

5.0%

5.0%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

More / greater range of Aboriginal-specific
programming

More Aboriginal content in existing programming

More resources (Elders / ALOs / therapists)

More staff training on Aboriginal culture

More Aboriginal staff (CPOs / POs)

More contact with facilitators / Elders

More community liaising / connections

Greater use of healing plans / Elder assessments
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More Elder training on correctional approach / reports

% Respondents

 
Note: The recommendations listed make up 78.6% of those mentioned by staff members. 

 
Staff members’ responses:  Summary of recommendations for improving correctional program 
outcomes for Women offenders 
 

46.7%

10.0%

10.0%

10.0%

6.7%

6.7%

5.0%

5.0%
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More / greater variety of women-specific programming

More community contact / ETAs

More community programs

More consideration of motherhood in programs

Treat them the same as male offenders

Improve women's risk assessments

More staff / resources

More vocational programs / training

% Respondents

 
Note: The recommendations listed make up 76.9% of those mentioned by staff members. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
1.0 PROGRAM PROFILE 
 
1.1 Background 

Correctional Service Canada12 (CSC) delivers structured interventions that address fact

directly linked to offenders’ criminal behaviour (Correctional Service Canada [CSC], 2003). Th

primary goal of these correctional programs is to help offenders safely and successfully 

reintegrate into the community (Corrections and Conditional Release Act [CCRA], 1992) 

thereby enhancing public safety. The programs cover diverse content areas and include viole

offender programs, family violence programs, substance abuse programs, sex offender progra

and life skills interventions

ors 

e 

nt 

ms, 

e 

een developed and implemented, with the aim of improving outcomes for these groups across 

ams (CCRA, 1992, s. 5(b)). The CCRA 

992), section 3, paragraph 5(b) and sections 76, 77, 79 and 80 provide the legislative 

fe society by . . . (b) assisting the rehabilitation of offenders 
munity as law-abiding citizens through the 

provision of programs in penitentiaries and in the community. 

13. Maintenance programs are also offered for several of these areas in 

order to ensure continuity of care to maximize treatment outcome. In addition, programs 

addressing the unique and diverse needs characteristic of Aboriginal and women offenders hav

b

several program areas. 

 

1.2 Policy and Legislation 

CSC is mandated by law to provide these types of progr

(1

framework guiding the development, implementation, and maintenance of reintegration 

programming for the Correctional Service of Canada:   

3.  The purpose of the federal correctional system is to contribute to the maintenance of 
a just, peaceful and sa
and their reintegration into the com

In addition to the CCRA, Commissioner’s Directive [CD] 726: Correctional Programs (CSC, 

2003) provides a policy framework from which CSC can implement reintegration programming. 

The policy’s objective is two-fold – first, to ensure that correctional programs meet the identified 

                     
12 CSC is the federal government agency responsible for administering sentences imposed by the courts that are two 
years or more. Sentence administration includes the management of correctional in
levels and the supervision of offenders under conditional release in the community

stitutions of various security 
.  More information regarding 

CSC, including policy and legislation, can be found at http://www.csc-scc.gc.ca.  

d in this evaluation.  
13 Correctional programs are considered to be distinct from education/employment or social programs. As a result, 
these programs are not include
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needs of offenders and promote successful reintegration, and second, to ensure the integrity and 

d to offenders.  Specifically, it is stated that 

 

d 

of 

ry, 

 e 
inmate for reintegration into the community, on release, as a law-abiding citizen. 

c l programs is guided by CD 726, paragraph 13 (CSC, 

d; 

 

re between institutions and the community (continuity of 

are); (g) include a detailed program description; (h) include a plan for monitoring and 

t sing proven treatment methods, in the least restrictive 

oved 

rs.  Similarly, section 80 of the 

effectiveness of the correctional programs offere

offenders are to be assigned to a correctional program based on their correctional plan and on

established correctional program selection criteria (CSC, 2003, para. 11).  It is also stipulate

that offender participation in correctional programs must be voluntary and based on informed 

consent (CSC, 2003, para. 12). 

The development and implementation of a correctional plan is also mandated by section 102 

the CCRA: 

102.   The institutional head shall ensure that a correctional plan for an inmate is 
developed as soon as practicable after the reception of the inmate in the penitentia
and is maintained, with the inmate to ensure that the inmate receives the most 
effective programs at the appropriate time in the inmate's sentence to prepare th

The fo us and delivery of correctiona

2003). Specifically, correctional programs must: (a) be based on theory and supporting research 

(an empirically-based model of change); (b) target criminogenic factors; (c) be skills-oriente

(d) take into account the particular characteristics of offenders to help ensure that they derive 

maximum benefit from the program (responsivity); (e) address the particular risk and need 

profiles of offenders through their scope, intensity, duration and type of group setting (program

intensity); (f) ensure a continuum of ca

c

evalua ion; and (i) be delivered u

environment possible consistent with staff, offender and public safety, and according to appr

standards. 

Programs must also address the diverse needs of women, Aboriginal and other groups of 

offenders with special requirements (CSC, 2003, para. 13).  This is congruent with CCRA 

section 77 (1992), stipulating that CSC must (a) provide programs designed particularly to 

address the needs of women offenders, and (b) consult regularly about programs for women 

offenders with appropriate women’s groups, and other appropriate persons and groups with 

expertise on, and experience in working with, women offende

 2 
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CCRA (1992) states that CSC must provide programs designed particularly to address the needs 

of Aboriginal offenders. 

 

1.3 Correctional Service Canada’s Correctional Programs 

The primary goal of correctional programs is to help offenders safely and successfully 

reintegrate into the community.  These programs involve interventions that focus on the many 

factors that directly contribute to criminal behaviour, and there is an array of programs to address 

e wide variety of offender needs.  Correctional programs include clearly defined objectives, 

rocess for evaluating participant progress, and a process for 

m.  The programs must be delivered by trained and 

 

A).  

 

 

nd delivered by Aboriginal sources, including 

 

m 

                    

th

participant selection criteria, a p

evaluating the effectiveness of the progra

qualified Correctional Program Officers (CPO) or psychologists, and high intensity programs are 

typically co-facilitated by a CPO and a psychologist.  Program descriptions are presented below

in the same categories as they are described in CSC’s Program Activity Architecture (PA

 

Women offenders programs are based on research that is sensitive to the unique situation of

women offenders.  Programs for women must use an approach that responds to the multi-faceted 

needs of women offenders and address emotional regulation issues which underlie other needs

such as cognitive functioning and/or substance abuse.  

 

Aboriginal offender programs are developed a

Elders, and include cultural teachings and traditions. Aboriginal correctional programs not only

teach skills, they impart a pro-social value system to participants that stresses the importance of 

family, community and history.  

 

1.3.1 Violent Offender Programs  

The goal of violent offender programs (VOP) is to improve the skills of participants, and 

subsequently, to reduce the risk of future violence. The programs are mainly skills-based with an 

emphasis on relapse prevention.  Intervention techniques emphasise self-control, social proble

solving, education and self-management. There also exist VOPs designed specifically to address 

the static and dynamic risk factors of women and Aboriginal men14. 
 

14 See Appendix A for a description of the Violence Prevention Program, In Search of Your Warrior Program and 
Spirit of A Warrior Program. 
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1.3.2 Family Violence Prevention Programs 

CSC’s national family violence prevention programs (FVPP) are primarily focused on male 

ffenders who have been abusive in their intimate relationships with female partners or ex-

with violence and abuse in 

ach 

 

lence 

 

. 

Substance abuse programs (SAP) endeavour to alter behaviours through reinforcement, modeling 

nts learn various skills including problem 

 

abu i vels (low, moderate, and high), and for 

spe ic boriginal offenders), and also include institutional and 

ommunity maintenance programs16.  

owed 

op 

o

partners. These programs are based on the principle that responding 

intimate relationships is a learned pattern of behaviour that can be modified.  The programs te

participants to understand the dynamics of their abusive relationships and train them in

techniques that will allow them to replace their abusive behaviours with approaches that are 

conducive to forming healthy non-abusive relationships.  As such, treatment targets include 

problematic thinking, emotional control, social skills, and self-control related to spousal vio

and abuse. FVPPs exist for different intensity levels (moderate and high) and for Aboriginal

offenders (Aboriginal High Intensity Family Violence Prevention Program (AHIFVPP))15

 

1.3.3 Substance Abuse Programs  

and skills acquisition through role play.  Participa

solving, emotional control, social skills and intrapersonal skills or self-management.  Substance

se nterventions are offered at varying intensity le

cif  sub-populations (women and A

c

 

1.3.4 Sex Offender Programs 

Sex offender programs (SOP) are therapeutic cognitive-behavioural interventions based on 

criminogenic needs and known risk factors associated with individual offenders’ patterns of 

sexual offending behaviour.  The programs emphasize the need for offenders to take 

responsibility for their actions, recognize the behavioural progression that preceded and foll

sex offences, identify situations which place them at risk to re-offend, and assist them to devel

strategies to prevent recidivism.  In addition to self-management, the program components 

include cognitive distortions, deviant arousal and fantasy, social skills, anger and emotion 
                     
15 See Appendix A for a description of CSC’s High and Moderate Intensity Family Violence Prevention programs, 
and the Aboriginal High Intensity Family Violence Prevention Program. 
16 See Appendix A for a description of CSC’s High, Moderate and Low Substance Abuse Programs, as well as the 

ance Abuse Program. Aboriginal Offender Substance Abuse Program and the Women Offender Subst
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management, empathy and victim awareness.  Programs are designed for sex offenders convicted 

of a sexual crime, offenders who were convicted of a sexually motivated crime, or those who 

ave admitted being guilty of a crime of a sexual nature for which they have not been convicted. 

ered nationally: the Moderate Intensity Sex Offender Program (MI-SOP) 

P).  Regionally developed high intensity 

s

SOP for women offenders17. 

 

1.3.5 Living Skills Programs 

Reasoning and Rehabilitation Program  

The Reasoning and Rehabilitation (R & R) pro

that teaches male and female offenders skills th

criminal behaviour.  Specific target areas inclu

egocentrism/lack of social perspective, problem l 

interactions, poor critical reasoning, and rigid t

sessions each lasting 2 to 3 hours and four indi n 

the community. Following the program, male a

socio-cognitive deficits are directed to the Cog

 

Anger and Emotions Management Program  

The Anger and Emotions Management Program

program for offenders who are assessed at mod

 criminal behaviour must be associated with 

) 

at 

                   

h

Two programs are deliv

and the Low Intensity Sex Offender Program (LI-SO

, and Pacific Regions. Finally, CSC also offers a programs exist in the Quebec, Ontario, Prairie

gram is an accredited moderate intensity program 

at address the socio-cognitive deficits linked to 

de self-regulation and self-management, 

s related to assertiveness and problematic socia

hinking.  The program consists of 37 group 

vidual sessions.  It is offered in institutions and i

nd female offenders who still have significant 

nitive Skills Maintenance Program.   

 (A & EM) is an accredited moderate intensity 

erate or high risk to re-offend, or who have low to 

moderate reintegration potential.  Offenders'

inappropriate management of their emotions; offenders must also show some or considerable 

need in the personal/emotional domain, and score positively on at least one of the following 

indicators: (a) aggression; (b) assertion problem; (c) poor conflict resolution; (d) hostility 

problem; (e) poor stress management; (f) low frustration tolerance; (g) worries unreasonably; (h

problematic risk taking; and (i) thrill seeking.   It is offered to male and, by using an adapted 

version, women offenders. The program teaches offenders to change their thinking patterns th

trigger and feed emotions associated with their criminal behaviour.  The program consists of 27 

  
 See Appendix A for a detailed description of CSC’s sex offender programs. 17
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group sessions, each lasting 2 to 3 hours, and also includes two individual sessions.  It 

available in institutions and in the community. Following the program, offenders who stil

problems are directed to the Anger and Emotions Management Maintenance Program.   

 

1.3.5 Maintenance Programs 

As a response to logistic problems encountered by CSC, such as the need for group settings, 

locations of offenders in the community and access to groups, and the wide variety of 

maintenance programming needs, a generic Community Maintenance Program was developed in 

an attempt to meet the needs of all offenders.  The generic maintenance program focuses on 

common gro

is 

l have 

up themes, such as following a relapse prevention plan and avoiding high risk 

tuations. Prior to this generic model, there was an array of program-specific maintenance 

 offenders, offered in both the institution and the community. Each 

enefits 

 

he correctional intervention process is organized into three main components (see Figure 1): 

 rrectional planning 
 the offender  

s 

si

programs available to

maintenance program was designed to reduce offenders’ risk by maintaining skills and b

learned while in specific correctional programs18. 

1.4  The Correctional Intervention Process 

T

• Intake assessment and co
• Intervention with
• Decision process  

 

1.4.1  Intake Assessment and Correctional Planning 

Information gathering starts as soon as the offender has been sentenced.  The Preliminary 

Assessment is used to collect basic data on the offender, assess his or her immediate needs, and 

initiate the collection of critical documents. These critical documents (police and court records, 

psychological assessments etc.) are used to populate the supplementary intake assessment

which, in turn, yield programming needs assessments. Ultimately, the programming needs 

assessments guide offender referrals to appropriate correctional programs. The programming 

needs assessment focuses mainly on dynamic contributing factors; it identifies the various 

interventions required (programs, intensity, other intervention activities), the sequence, the 

location (institution, security level, community), and the appropriate timing as a function of 

                     
18 See Appendix A for a detailed description of CSC’s maintenance programs. 
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Sentencing 

critical dates (eligibility dates).  It also stipulates the outward indicators of change, whic

for a conclusion that change has occurred.   

 

1.4.2  Intervention 

Figure 1: The Correctional Intervention Process 
 

Reception 

Offender Intake 
Assessment 

Security Level & 
Institution 

Risk & Need 
Assessment 

Development of Correctional 
Plan 

Program Referral 

Refusal Participation 

Request for re-
referral when ready 

Correctional Plan Progress Report 
(Measuring indicators of change) 

Successful 
Completion/Attended 

all Sessions 

Maintenance in 
community  
(If needed/ 
mandated) 

Unsuccessful 
Completion/ 
Suspension 

Transferred Paroled/ 
Released 

Final Assessment 

Request for  
Re-entry upon 

Approval from Parole 
Board  

Maintenance in 
institution  

(If needed/ 
mandated)

h allows 

The Correctional Plan is the road map for 

intervention. Through this process, programming 

needs assessments facilitate program referrals 

and, subsequently, program enrolments. In 

institutions, the purpose of correctional programs 

is to mitigate those dynamic factors contributing 

to criminal behaviour, through the strict 

implementation of the Correctional Plan. This 

implies a regular review of the offender's progress 

through analysis of observations, the casework 

record, program report, specialists’ assessments 

and discipline file in case conferences.  As a 

result of this progress review, intervention 

activities can be adjusted in light of the results 

recorded (aftercare, interviews, new programs, 

etc).  The results of this review are recorded in the 

Correctional Plan Progress Report (CPPR). 

The CPPR allows for following the evolution of the offender, including re-evaluation of the level 

of intervention required, the reintegration potential, the relevance of the security classification, 

and marking the progress accomplished by the offender.  To evaluate progress, a set of indicators 

of change must be examined.  Change is the acquisition of new skills, knowledge, abilities and 

insight into behaviour.  Once offenders have gained new skills or knowledge, they must integrate 

them into their behaviour.  It is not always necessary to attain this level of change within the 

institution.  If the risk is assumable, this integration can be done in the community.  This phase is 

very important for the protection of society in the long term. 

 

 7 
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Following participation in programming, offenders should be referred to maintenance 

ce programming is based on risk, criminogenic needs

ability to manage risk to re-offend.  An offender may repeat e program a number of 

times in accordance with the recommendations of the case management tea  program 

facilitator.  

 

1.4.3  Decisions 

The CPPR is an integral part of the documentation submitted for decision

information used in developing the offender's profile, the Correctional PPR is 

placed on file.  Decisions constitute critical points in the sentence; this is the point at which the 

location of placement, transfer and all forms of release are determined.  

 

1.5  Governance Structure 

1.5.1 Stakeholders 

The Executive Committee (EXCOM onsibility is to provide 

overall governance, strategic planning, policy, y implementation and 

general processes within CSC, authorizes the development of new correctional programs based 

on the recommendation of the Assistant Commissioner, Correctional Operations and Programs 

(ACCOP; CSC, 2003, para. 6).  At National Headquarters (NHQ), the ACCOP is responsible for 

the management, coordination and m  development and 

delivery, the management of the program and site accreditation processes, and the training and 

certification of Program Trainers and CPOs (CSC, 2003, para. 7).  In addition, each Regional 

Headquarters (RHQ) must ensure that an annual program plan is developed for each operational 

unit and that the infrastructure for the administration and the delivery of correctional programs 

meets the needs of offenders.  At the institutional level, each Institutional Head/Warden and 

District Director is responsible for the implementation of the annual program plan, offender 

enrolment and program delivery, as well as for ensuring that data related to program evaluation 

programming, if required.  Any exception to this guideline should be documented in the 

Correctional Plan or the CPPR after consultation with a program specialist in the program area. 

Maintenance programs are offered in the institution and in the community. Once an offender has 

completed a program, Institutional and Community Parole Officers can make a referral to a 

maintenance program as needed in consultation with a program specialist in the program area.  

Level of participation in maintenan , and 

 a maintenanc

m and the

-making.  All 

 Plan, and the C

), whose members’ primary resp

and oversight of polic

onitoring of correctional program
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are co ected and availablell  for research and monitoring purposes.  In addition, program 

new 

 

awareness sessions are to be provided on a yearly basis and prior to the introduction of a 

program to those operational staff who interact with offenders.  Finally, all staff members who 

work directly with offenders are responsible for the ongoing sharing of information regarding the 

offender's program participation and progress against criminogenic needs (CSC, 2003, para. 10). 

For a flowchart of stakeholders in correctional programming, see Figure 2. 
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Figure 2: Stakeholders 
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1.6  Planned Results 

show 

ctional outcomes in the institution and community; and (c) programs are 

elivered in an efficient and cost-effective manner. It is important to note that although 

s not assess the design of correctional programs, nor the degree to 

 

). A 

 the 

nal Programs 

 addition, effective 

rograms change problems directly linked with offending (i.e., target criminogenic 

f delivery with demonstrated value. The following two 

typical of their participants and include provisions for follow-up care in the community. 

Based on an evaluation of the above-listed correctional programs, it is expected that: (a) 

programs address the criminogenic needs of the current offender profile; (b) offenders who are 

referred to the appropriate intensity level of programming according to their risk and needs 

increased positive corre

d

important, this evaluation doe

which they are delivered within acceptable standards. Correctional program design and delivery

is assessed through the program accreditation process (described in the proceeding section

detailed list of expected results for each evaluation objective is provided in the Scope of

Evaluation section. 

 

1.6.1 Accreditation of Correctio

It is important to know whether the programs are delivered as intended and the 

offenders are changing as intended. To ensure that its programs are designed to 

maximize effectiveness and embrace state-of-the-art treatment techniques and delivery 

standards, CSC has adopted a set of accreditation standards. Programs are presented to 

review panels of internationally-recognized experts in the field who assess the design of 

the programs, and the manner in which they are delivered, in relation to eight criteria.  

 

The first three criteria require the programs to be grounded on theory. Programs that 

provide an explicit explanation of how they should affect change and that can justify 

this explanation based on research are most likely to be effective. In

p

needs) and employ methods o

criteria assess essential elements of the programs design and content. They specify that 

the programs should involve teaching offenders skills to help offenders avoid criminal 

activities and successfully engage in legitimate pursuits and be attentive to their learning 

style and abilities. Criteria six and seven concern the offenders’ criminogenic needs and 

subsequent portions of their sentence. To be effective, programs should be of sufficient 

intensity and duration to adequately address the range and severity of the problems 

 11
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The final criterion focuses on issues related to continuous review and stipulate that the 

programs need to be continuously monitored and evaluated to ensure integrity.  

orrectional Program Participants 

formation, 

ers were male (95%; N = 46,038 compared to 5%; N = 2,563 

omen). Of the men, 82% (N = 37,570) were non-Aboriginal and 18% (N = 8,183) were 

Aboriginal. The proportion of Aboriginal women was slightly higher than that of the men, with 

26% (N = 647) of women offenders being Aboriginal and 74% (N = 1,864) being non-

Aboriginal.  The remaining profile statistics will be presented for Aboriginal males, non-

Aboriginal males and women offenders. There was some attrition due to the lack of information 

regarding ethnicity, where if this variable was missing, offenders were not include in further 

analysis that grouped Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal offenders.   

 

1.7.2 Sentence Length and Security 

Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders  

The average sentence length for non-Aboriginal male offenders, excluding those who have 

received a life sentence is 3.7 years. The highest proportion of offenders receive a medium 

security rating (62%; n = 12,031), followed by minimum security (30%; n = 5,815) and 

maximum security (8%; n = 1,567).   

 

Aboriginal Male Offenders  

The average sentence length for Aboriginal male offenders, excluding those who have received a 

life sentence was 3.56 years. The highest proportion of Aboriginal offenders receive a medium 

security rating (74%; N = 3,147), followed by minimum security (15%; N = 622) and maximum 

security (11%; N = 477). 

 

 

 

1.7 Profile of C

Program participants were profiled to gain an understanding of their demographic in

and treatment needs.  The sample represents all offenders’ warrant of committal admissions 

between 1997 and 2007 (N = 48,601).  

 

1.7.1 Gender and Ethnicity  

The vast majority of offend

w
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Women Offenders  

The average sentence length for women offenders, excluding those who have received a life 

rity 

 

1.7.3 Programming Need

The ria that CSC uses to determine progr e ated using 

offender data available from the Offender Intake Ass sm , e  Police 

Info upplementary assess nduct nder 

adm ding how these criteria were developed and applied are in Appendix C.  

 

Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders  

Mor ers met the referral criteria to participate in substance abuse 

than rea. Only 34% (N = 11,958) of th on-A male 

correctional population studied did not meet the criteria for any substance abuse program. The 

mos  the low intensit  = 9,723) followed by the 

mod ; N = 6,856), and high intensity (19%; N ).  Many non-

Abo iteria for the vio der p VOP). Close 

to one-quarter (23%) of all offenders in the sample met th for pa n in the High 

Intensity Violence Prevention Program (VPP).  For those  who riteria for 

FVPP, more offenders met the criteria for participation in  inten ams (10%; N 

= 2,0  program (6%; N = 1,274).  

 

Abor

Mor ers met the criteria for SAPs  other p

14% ( eet the criteria for a SAP. More Aboriginal offenders 

9), 

st 

90). 

 

sentence was 3.15 years. The highest proportion of women offenders receive a minimum secu

(50%; N = 697) rating followed by medium security rating (43%; N = 601), and maximum 

security (6%; N = 89). 

s 

referral crite amming needs w re approxim

es ent (OIA)  th  Canadian

rmation Centre (CPI )C  data and s ments co ed at offe

ission. Details regar

e non-Aboriginal male offend

 any other program a e entire n boriginal 

t frequently met criteria for SAPs was y (28%; N

erate intensity program (20%  = 6,546

riginal male offenders also met the cr lent offen rograms (

e criteria rticipatio

offenders meet the c

moderate sity progr

63) compared to the high intensity

iginal Male Offenders  

e Aboriginal male offend than any rogram area. Only 

N = 1,008) of the sample did not m

met the criteria for the High Intensity Substance Abuse Program (NSAP-High; 31%; N = 2,28

followed by moderate intensity (29%; N = 2,117), and low intensity (27%; N = 2,005).  Almo

half of all Aboriginal offenders also met the criteria for the high intensity VPP (44%; N = 3,5

For FVPPs, more offenders met the criteria to participate in the moderate intensity (18%; N =

 13
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802) than the high intensity (14%; N = 595). Lastly, one-quarter of Aboriginal offenders meet the 

criteria for SOPs. 

s met the referral criteria for a SAP program. 

pproximately one-third were rated as high intensity (35%; N = 762), while smaller numbers 

16%; N = 338) and low intensity (21%; N = 452). Using the 

 

Women Offenders  

A large proportion of women offender

A

also needed moderate intensity (

violent prevention program criteria currently being used for the recently implemented women’s 

VOP, 7% (N = 186) of the women offender sample also required high intensity violence 

prevention programming. 
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1.8 Financial Expenditures 

 

 

The following table illustrates the total program expenditures for fiscal years 2005/2006 and 
2006/2007. Total expenditures include salary dollars to administrator programs and Operational
and material management dollars. 

Table 1: Total Expenditures of Correctional Programs. 

 
Fiscal Year 
2005/2006 

Fiscal Year 
2006/2007 

 Expenditure Expenditure 
 All Programs19 $53,232,479 $52,309,418 
     
Correctional Programs20 $26,345,107 $25,947,480 
     
Sex Offender Programs21  $4,746,022 $4,391,955 
National Moderate Intensity Sex Offender  $922,580 $618,471 
National High Intensity  - - 
National Low Intensity Sex Offender  $170,852 $72,485 
Maintenance Sex Offender $307,870 $471,061 
Family Violence Prevention Programs $2,330,671 $2,420,430 
High Intensity Family Violence  $553,869 $575,032 
Maintenance  $50,676 $1,816 
Moderate Intensity Family Violence  $506,926 $549,783 
Aboriginal High Intensity Family Violence $0 $0 
Living Skills Programs $4,489,750 $4,483,922 
Reasoning and Rehabilitation (discontinued this year)  $2,494,164 $2,182,093 
Cognitive Maintenance  $268,890 $192,700 
Anger and Emotions Management  $1,226,090 $1,403,973 
Anger and Emotions Management Maintenance  $30,639 $20,106 
Circles of Change  $54 $36,537 
Aboriginal Basic Healing Program  $189,784 $358,337 
Community Correctional Programs  $1,359,201 $1,248,248 
Counter Point  $1,184,936 $925,865 
Community Maintenance  $174,265 $322,383 
Violent Offender Programs  $3,866,253 $3,300,786 
Violence Prevention Program  $1,546,764 $1,311,349 
In Search of Your Warrior - High Intensity $42,834 $116,751 
Spirit of A Warrior $523,604 $505,848 
Substance Abuse Programs  $6,991,937 $7,499,484 
National Substance Abuse Program – High  $1,717,724 $2,003,417 
National Substance Abuse Program – Moderate  $2,349,381 $2,777,941 
National Substance Abuse Program – Low   $821,997 $591,348 
National Substance Abuse Maintenance  $773,657 $793,306 
Women Offender Substance Abuse  $784,690 $642,698 
Aboriginal Offender Substance Abuse Program  $75,911 $95,270 
Women Offender Programs  $622,771 $546,149 
Women Offender Relapse Prevention $160,790 $109,757 

                     
19 All Programs includes all items under correctional programs as well as Education and Personal Development 
Programming  
20 Correctional programs include all programs addressing criminogenic needs such as community correctional 
programs, ethno-cultural programs, substance abuse, sex offender programming, living skills, violent offender 
programs, women’s programs, and aboriginal initiatives  
21 These line items reflects all programs categorized within the group, and only those programs chosen for the 
evaluation are included in the subsequent break outs Thus, these figures exceed the sum of the selected sub-items 
below. 
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1.9 Logic Model 

 
The logic model is a schematic representation of the essential components of that which is being 

evaluated (Posovac & Carey, 1992). It delineates the philosophy and relevant issues that underlie 

correctional programs (see Figure 3). 

 

1.9.1  Activities and Outputs 

The activities illustrated in the logic model represent activities in which the correctional program 

stakeholders engage to achieve the goals of the strategy. Four activities are identified in the logic 

model, and are essential to meeting the requirements of the program strategy. 

 

Activities involved in the Correctional Program Strategy are along two streams: offender 

activities and CPO activities.  The offender-centered activities begin with the OIA.  From the 

OIA, offenders will receive more specialized risk assessment if needed (e.g., substance abuse or 

family violence assessment).  Based on these assessments, offenders are referred to a program or 

several programs via the Correctional Intervention Board (CIB).  Program referrals also depend 

on how each site prioritizes offenders’ needs.  The resulting product of these activities is the 

number of program referrals based on offenders’ risk/needs profiles and assessed intensity levels.   

 

The CPO activities include the selection and training of CPOs, and refresher training and/or 

continued training toward certification.  The resulting output from this training is the number of 

CPOs who are trained to deliver correctional programs. 

 

1.9.2  Outcomes 

Outcomes are changes resulting from the activities carried out.  As illustrated in the logic model 

(Figure 2), outcomes are grouped into immediate, intermediate, long-term, and ultimate goals. 

 

Immediate Outcomes  

The immediate outcome of program referrals and CPO training is participation in correctional 

program

participation in program

s that are delivered by trained CPOs.  For those offenders who are not ready for 

s, participation in pre-program activities (e.g., Motivational Interviewing 

r the Basic Healing Program) aims to increase their readiness for program participation. o
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Intermediate Outcomes  

me e measured as part of the evaluation, and are based on the 

 

; this 

 

ary 

te outcome that will be 

xamined is increased safety in the institution/community for the offender population and CSC 

ong Term Outcome  

d is the consistent and generalized use of acquired skills 

and o

The

integration into the community.  This is differentiated from intermediate outcomes in that the 

dge more consistently and generally, and not only in 

spe c ed 

rein

The  and 

effe

pub s

 

Inter diate outcomes will also b

assumption that offenders complete a program, either in the institution or the community.  The

first of the intermediate outcomes is that offender’s targeted dynamic needs are addressed

includes the acquisition of cognitive and social abilities, an understanding of and the ability to 

explain the offence cycle, improved management and understanding of emotions, and the ability

to explain and use what has been learned.  In addition, more positive decisions for discretion

release due to reduced risk will be measured.  The last intermedia

e

staff, as indicated by reduced incidents. 

 

L

The long-term outcome to be evaluate

 kn wledge in interactions, and the ability to perceive and change one’s own offence cycle.  

se changes are indicated by reduced revocations/recidivism, and result in improved 

re

offender uses his or her skills and knowle

cifi  settings or situations.  This consistent use of skills contributes to an overall improv

tegration into the community. 

 

Ultimate Outcome  

 ultimate outcome of the Correctional Program Strategy is that offenders are safely

ctively accommodated and reintegrated into Canadian communities with due regard for 

lic afety. 
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Figure 3: Logic Model 
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2.0 EVALUATION METHOD 

 

ts were 

ms 

cost-effectiveness, continued relevancy, as well as unintended effects.  

urrent evaluation, the following expected results were identified under each 

ciated with better outcomes relative to 
participation in non-accredited programs. 

1. Correctional programs improve beliefs and attitudes toward treatment targets. 
ram participation leads to a reduction in offenders’ involvement in major and minor 

unity, 

6. There are sufficient numbers of CPOs and Aboriginal CPOs to deliver the required menu 
of correctional programs at each site. 

2.1 Scope of the Evaluation 

The evaluation was conducted by the Evaluation Branch, CSC, and various componen

reviewed by CSC’s Reintegration Programs Branch and Research Branch. This targeted 

evaluation was completed to inform decision-making on the future disposition of the progra

and focused on success, 

Key results, performance indicators, analyses and data sources for each of these evaluation 

objectives are listed in the Evaluation Matrix (see Appendix B). 

 

At the outset of the c

evaluation objective: 

 

Objective #1: Continued Relevancy 

1. Changes to programs have been made in accordance with the changing offender profile. 
2. Programs are positioned to address future challenges given upcoming legislation.  

 

Objective #2: Program Implementation 

1. Offenders with identified needs are being referred to the recommended programs. 
2. Offenders with identified needs are being enrolled in the recommended programs. 
3. Participation in accredited programs is asso

 

Objective #3: Success (Effectiveness & Efficiency) 

2. Prog
institutional incidents. 

3. Those who participate in programs are deemed to be more manageable in the comm
and are thus more likely to be granted a discretionary release by the National Parole 
Board (NPB). 

4. Offenders who have taken programs that address their needs are: 
a. more likely to stay in the community longer; 
b. less likely to return with a technical revocation; 
c. less likely to return with a new offence; 
d. more likely to reach the end of their sentence; and  
e. more likely to remain in the community past the end of their sentence. 
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7. Training resources are appropriately directed toward staff, so that trained staff will 
deliver programs to offenders. 

8. Training for CPOs is repetitive to the extent that generic program delivery modules are 
repeated across multiple program-specific training courses. 

9. Gains in efficiency would be made if integrated program content was delivered to 
offenders prior to participation in program-specific modules. 

 

Objective #4: Cost-effectiveness 

1. Correctional program expenditures yield positive institutional and community 
outcomes that are in turn associated with financial returns. 

 

2.2 Sample Composition 

2.2.1 Study Groups for Quantitative Analyses 

In order to analyze group differences with regard to institutional and community outcomes, 

CSC’s Offender Management System (OMS) data were used to identify offenders’ program 

assignment status for a sample of first-term federal admissions between the years 1997 and 2007 

(N = 48,601). Subsequently, two groups were created, an Intent-to-Treat (ITT) group of 

ffenders who were exposed to the targeted correctional program through varying degrees of 

 and a comparison group of offenders who were assigned to a program but 

or analytical purposes, three treatment sub-groups comprised an ITT group; program 

n-completers (due to population management issues) and those who 

o

program participation,

in which they did not participate. Descriptions of both groups are listed below:  

 

Intent-to-Treat Group 

F

completers, program no

dropped out of the program. Details regarding each ITT subgroup are as follows: 

Completed the program 

Successful. Offenders who completed the program and showed acceptable attendance and an 

indication of treatment gain, as recorded on the final program evaluation.   

Attended all sessions. Offenders who completed the program, but for whom there was no 

evidence of treatment gain.  This assignment status usually results in a negative final assessment 

of the offender’s participation in the program, or an indication that the offender failed to 

demonstrate that he/she has internalized all of the skills of the program. 

Unsuccessful. Formerly used to refer to those offenders who attended all sessions, but who did 

not show treatment gain (see above). 
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Population management 

ty.  

 assigned or temporarily reassigned to a 

rogram, and who permanently leaves the program to attend another assignment at the same site. 

D) reached. Offenders who were participating in a program when they 

 will 

eturn to the original assignment. 

 program was due to 

ircumstances beyond the control of the offender. 

 were assigned to a program, and who were released 

rop-Outs 

 for 

ve not completed their program due to suspension of their 

onditional release for reasons unrelated to their participation in the program. 

Transferred. Offenders who were transferred outside of their current facility, but who were 

assigned to and participated in a program immediately prior to their transfer from the facili

Since the program was never completed, this will indicate the status of the offender’s 

involvement.  It also applies in the community setting where an offender is transferred to a 

different supervision office or location and the current program participation ends with the 

transfer of supervision. 

Assignment transferred. Offenders who have been

p

Warrant Expiry Date (WE

reached their WED. 

Released. Offenders who were assigned to and participated in a program up to and immediately 

prior to the time of a scheduled release on day parole, full parole, or statutory release. 

Temporarily reassigned. Offenders who have left their current program assignment in order to 

participate in a different assignment for a short period of time, with the expectation that they

r

Program cancelled. Offenders who were participating in a program and the program was 

cancelled while the offender was enrolled.  The cancellation of the

c

Paroled. Formerly indicated offenders who

on day parole or full parole during their participation in that program. 

 

D

Incomplete. Offenders who were participating in a program but who did not complete the 

program or were removed from the program.  Typically this status is used when an offender is 

admitted to segregation or removed from the program for a non-program related offence, or

outside court or hospital reasons.  This status is also used for offenders who are under 

supervision in the community who ha

c
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Suspended. Offenders who were enrolled in the program and will not be readmitted without a 

new placement decision by the Program Board. normally used to identify disciplinary 

c ncerns that have arisen d e p  or e ’s f pa ation 

does not meet participation, behavioural, or other program-related standa s and exp ctations.  

This also includes offenders who quit the program. 

Suspension pending. Formerly indicated offenders whose part pation i  program s under 

review by the Program Assignment Board, following the program facilitator’s decision to 

suspend the offender from the program.  This is a t either 

ith 

is 

 “temporarily reassigned” (defined earlier) to indicate that the 

ffender started the program and is actively involved with the program, with the expectation that 

unity outcomes, while controlling for time, risk and opportunity. Comparison groups may 

ave varied depending on the target program.  

s with 

ose whose application or referral to a program was processed by the 

rogram Assignment Board (or equivalent), and were put on the wait list for that program. Prior 

a  program, a decision was made to not proceed with the offender’s 

for t The data were disaggregated by gender and, within 

the l n comparisons were 

ma fo  participants, 

com r ps, using statistical 

pro u

 This is 

o uring th rogram,  when th  offender  quality o rticip

rd e

ici n a  wa

emporary status that would result in 

suspension or temporary suspension. 

Temporary suspension. Formerly indicated offenders who were suspended from a program w

the agreement that the offender would return to the program after an agreed period of time.  Th

status has since been replaced with

o

the offender will return to the program. 

 

Comparison Groups 

A pool of offenders was identified in order to facilitate comparisons on institutional and 

comm

h

 

Assignment cancelled 

The group used as the primary pool of candidates to draw from when making comparison

the ITT group were th

P

to actu lly participating in the

assignment to the program. Statistical analyses incorporated control measures in order to control 

 sta ic and dynamic risk and opportunity. 

 ma e population, Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal offenders. As such, whe

de r the non-Aboriginal male, Aboriginal male and women offender program

pa isons were always drawn from those respective comparison sub-grou

ced res which controlled for time, opportunity and risk.  
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Ma e

On  majority 

f those referred to the program enrolled in that program. This technique was used for the 

s VOP (Spirit Of A Warrior (SOAW) and SAP (Women Offender 

hed on static and dynamic risk factors, 

 

2.3

2.3.1  

Data fr ed database OMS was extracted for warrant of committal admissions 

 January 1st, 1997 to November 15th, 2007 (N = 48,264).  The sample 

en offenders.  It should be noted that, due to the long time period 

ividuals with multiple sentences may be reflected more than once.  

 institutions across all five regions (Atlantic, Quebec, Ontario, Prairies, and 

rrent position anywhere from 1 month to 32 years, with an 

  

tch d Groups 

e-to-one matched grouping was used for samples which were small or in which the

o

analyses for the women’

Substance Abuse Program (WOSAP). Groups were matc

including overall risk, overall need in the employment/education, family-marital, associates, 

substance abuse, community functioning, personal emotional and attitude domains of the OIA22, 

as well as age at admission, and sentence length. 

 Data Sources 

Automated Data 

om CSC’s automat

to federal custody from

was composed of 37,570 (78%) non-Aboriginal male offenders, 8183 (17%) Aboriginal male 

offenders, and 2,511 (5%) wom

covered by this data, ind

 

The key data source of financial information, used for the cost-effectiveness analyses, was drawn 

from CSC’s Integrated Management Reporting System (IMRS).   

 

2.3.2 Key Sources for Qualitative Data 

Information was collected from individuals and groups considered to be primary stakeholders as 

specified in CD 726 (CSC, 2003). Overall, 242 stakeholders were interviewed.  

 

Stakeholders from

Pacific) were interviewed, in addition to staff from Community Parole Offices and RHQs.  Staff 

reported having been in their cu

average duration of 5.68 years (SD = 5.97).  Representation of interview respondents by location 

and region is presented in Table 2.   

 

                   
ee the Measures section for a description of the OIA process. 22 S
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Table 2: Number of Staff Respondents in Each Region, by Location 
 Region  
 Pacific Prairies Ontario Quebec Atlantic Total 
Location       
    Institution 34 26 30 36 41 167 

    Community 8 10 7 10 11 46 

    RHQ 4 4 3 6 6 23 

Unspecified 2  1  1 4 

Total 48 40 41 52 59 240 

Note: Two respondents (0.8%) did not identify either their location or region. 

stant 

67), 

N = 

 Psychologist (N = 1), and a Case Management 

upervisor (N = 1).  

 

Stakeholders interviewed from regional offices (9.7%, N = 23) included Regional Program 

Managers (N = 17), Regional Administrators of Correctional Programs (N = 3), and Assi

Deputy Commissioners (N = 3).    

 

A wide variety of stakeholders from correctional institutions were interviewed (70.5%, N = 1

and were primarily Parole Officers (N = 48), CPOs/Program Facilitators (N = 46), Program 

Managers (N = 13), Assistant Wardens Intervention (N = 13), Managers Assessment and 

Intervention (N = 9), Elders/Spiritual Advisors (N = 7), and Psychologists/Psychotherapists (N = 

7).  

 

Community respondents interviewed (19.0%, N = 46) included Parole Officers (N = 25), 

CPOs/Program Facilitators (N = 10), Parole Officer Supervisors (N = 7), Program Managers (

5), Case Management Officers (N = 2), a

S

 

2.3.3 Other Data Sources 

Documents reviewed for various components of the evaluation were:  

• CSC National Program Guidelines;  
• Standard Operating Practices relevant to correctional programming; 
• Commissioner’s Directives (CDs) relevant to correctional programming; 
• Corrections and Conditional Release Act (CCRA); 
• Detailed program descriptions provided by Reintegration Programs; 
• Information provided by CSC staff members to the evaluation team; 
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• Documents provided by inmates to the evaluation team23; and 
• A review of the relevant literature regarding the relevancy, success, and cost-

effectiveness of correctional programs. 
 

2.4 Measures 

ary Intake Assessment Instruments 

which correctional program, and at 

n the 

rs, 

andated by Standard Operating Procedure 700-04 (s.34), when an offender meets one or 

bility of substance abuse problems, he/she must be referred to 

assessment.  The results of these assessments 

2.4.1 Supplement

Offenders’ programming needs are assessed to determine in 

what intensity level, he or she should participate. Referrals to correctional programs occur o

basis of several assessment activities and tools, including: 

• an interview with the offender;  
• objective tools assessing static and dynamic indicators; and 
• supplementary specialized assessments conducted at intake (e.g., supplementary intake 

assessments) for programs including substance abuse, family violence, violent offende
and sex offender. 

 

The following section provides a description of the supplementary intake assessment used by 

target program. 

 

Substance Abuse 

As m

more criteria indicating the possi

complete a supplementary substance abuse intake 

are then used to guide referrals to the appropriate intensity level of substance abuse 

programming.  Within CSC, the Computerized Lifestyle Assessment Instrument (CLAI) and its 

successor, the Computerized Assessment of Substance Abuse (CASA), are used to determine 

offender referrals for substance abuse programming.   

 

Computerized Lifestyle Assessment Instrument (Robinson, Fabiano, Poporino, Millson, & 

Graves, 1993)    

The CLAI is a computer administered inventory with over 600 items assessing substance abuse 

among offenders.  The inventory examines a variety of factors associated with substance abuse, 

including physical health, mental health, nutrition, family and social functioning, 
                     
23  The evaluation team accepted the written comments of some staff and inmates who did not want to be 

interviewed but still wanted to provide their opinion, an
commensurate with the qualitative data solicited throu

d incorporated these comments by identifying themes 
gh the interview keys. 
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education/work, criminal behaviour patterns, substance abuse and its relationship to criminal 

 be 

n used 

 

ation panel of experts, the 

eintegration Programs Branch of CSC developed a new assessment system to replace the 

r d refined by the 

udio-enhanced instrument 

s 

ion on Recidivism Scale – Revised (SIR-R).  Due to the time period covered 

 the present evaluation, scores from either the CLAI or the CASA are used as a measure of 

e 

 

een 

egarding 

97).  

 

activity, past substance abuse treatment, and readiness for future treatment.  The CLAI can

administered in both French and English (Weekes, Vanderburg, & Millson, 1995), has bee

with Aboriginal offenders (Vanderburg, Weekes & Millson, 1994), and key components have

been tested on women offenders (Lightfoot & Hodgins, 1988).  Validity studies have 

demonstrated strong criterion validity for the CLAI (e.g., Robinson & Millson, 1991; Beal, 

Weekes, Millson, & Eno, 1997; Weekes, Moser & Langevin, 1997). 

 

Computerized Assessment of Substance Abuse 

After consultations with operational staff and an international accredit

R

cumbe some CLAI.  In 1999, the CASA was developed, field tested, an

Addictions Research Centre.  The CASA is a 288-item, bilingual, a

that assesses substance abuse in seven domains: (a) alcohol abuse severity, (b) drug abuse 

severity, (c) patterns of use, (d) link to criminal behaviour, (e) parental substance abuse, (f) 

previous program participation, and (g) treatment readiness.  Research suggests that the CASA 

accurately differentiates cases for referral to SAPs (Kunic & Grant, 2006).  Specifically, 

offenders with increasing substance abuse severity levels as measured by the CASA had more 

criminogenic need indicators as measured by the OIA, had more involved criminal histories a

measured by higher static factor (risk) scores and were rated more likely to re-offend by the 

Statistical Informat

in

need for substance abuse programming. 

 

Family Violence  

Spousal Assault Risk Assessment (SARA; Kropp, Hart, Webster & Eaves, 1995)   

When screening criteria on the Family Violence Risk Assessment (FVRA) are met, th

offender’s Case Management Officer will complete the SARA.  Results of this assessment will

determine whether the offender’s level of risk is low, moderate, or high.  The SARA has b

found to be useful in guiding Case Management Officers in making recommendations r

family violence programming, private family visits, and for release considerations (Gitzel, 19

According to these suggestions, offenders classified as low risk on the SARA should be referred
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to a Family Violence Awareness Program, whereas offenders assessed as moderate or high risk 

should be referred to Moderate or High Intensity Family Violence Treatment Programs, 

spectively. 

e 

r 

 

ent (SSOA)  

SOAs must be completed for: (a) offenders whose current offence is a sex offence; (b) 

 

ognitive distortions, social competence, medical history, psychopathology, previous assessment 

, other information relevant to a particular individual offender, 

 for 

s the 

re

   

Violent Offenders 

Statistical Information on Recidivism (SIR; Nufield, 1982)  

The SIR combines 15 items in an actuarial scoring system that provides a probability of re-

offending within three years of release.  Each of the 15 items is static and includes type of 

current offence, age of admission, previous incarceration and history of violence. Twelve of th

15 items relate to criminal history, and the remaining three items refer to marital status, numbe

of dependants, and employment status at arrest.  Summation of SIR items yields a total score 

ranging from -30 (poor risk) to 28 (very good risk). The items of the SIR are negatively 

weighted, with lower numbers indicating greater severity.  Prediction studies have shown the 

SIR to be predictive of general recidivism (Wormith & Goldstone, 1984; Bonta, Harman, Hann 

& Cormier, 1996; Kroner & Loza, 2001; Mills, Loza & Kroner, 2003; Mills, Kroner & Hemmati,

2004).  An offender’s SIR assessment is used to guide referral to the appropriate intensity level 

for VOPs. 

 

Sexual Offenders 

Specialized Sex Offender Assessm

S

offenders who have a history of sex offences; and (c) offenders whose current or past offences 

involved sex offences, whether or not the latter resulted in conviction.  The SSOA includes an

assessment of history and development of sexual behaviour, sexual preference(s), attitudes, 

c

results, prior treatment results

score on the Static-99 (Hanson & Thornton, 1999), a structured assessment of dynamic risk 

factors, using actuarial risk assessment instruments with established reliability and validity 

(STABLE, Hanson & Harris, 2001), additional assessment instruments that may be administered 

at the discretion of the psychologist and in conjunction with established community standards

assessment, and a clear evaluation of the need for sex offender treatment.  The SSOA form

basis of a referral to a specific intensity SOP.   
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2.4.2 Programming Needs Assessment Measure 

The above supplementary intake assessment criteria were replicated and, when necessary, 

pproximated for the purposes of this evaluation using automated data. This measure was 

the referral criteria for a given correctional 

reover, whether those offenders who met the 

re enrolled performed better on institutional and 

who did not meet the referral criteria but were 

ated sources, 

treatment rating.  The 

 in a number of programs and clinical situations that 

 

ting is 

uding 

nt 

Intrusion Detection System (PIDS) maintenance contract cost, CORCAN training cost, inmate 

a

developed to analyse whether offenders who met 

program were assigned to that program, and mo

referral criteria for the program in which they we

community outcomes, relative to those offenders 

nonetheless enrolled in the program.  Data were drawn from available autom

including CPIC data OMS.  The criteria and data sources used to determine whether offenders 

met the referral criteria for each program are detailed in Appendix C. 

 

2.4.3 Measures of Pre-/Post-Program Belief and Attitude Changes  

Generic Program Performance Measure (GPPM; Stewart, 2005)  

The GPPM is a measure of treatment gain, involving a pre- and post-

GPPM is based on a rating system used

allows the program facilitator to systematically assess the progress of a participant on the goals

of the intervention.  A version of the GPPM used by CSC has been shown to have good 

psychometric properties indicating that the tool is reliable (Hogue, 1993; 1994).  The ra

based on behavioural indicators, such as the quality of the participant’s participation in role-

plays, group exercises, quality of homework, indication of skill development, and application 

(see Appendix E). 

 

2.4.4 Cost of Maintaining an Offender (COMO) 

The calculation of the COMO is based on actual salaries and operating expenditures as reflected 

in the 2006-07 Public Accounts, including contribution to employee benefit plan but excl

the retroactive payments of salaries pertaining to previous years for newly signed collective 

agreements. It excludes capital expenses and CORCAN (a special operating agency) 

disbursements. A reallocation of costs for common services (e.g., personnel, finance, material 

management) and for other shared services (e.g., food, utilities) between certain adjace

institutions (e.g., Westmorland/Dorchester, Laval complex, Joyceville/Pittsburgh) was 

performed. In addition, a number of central charges (e.g. Employee benefit plan, Perimetric 
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clothing and officers’ uniforms and training costs of Correctional Management Learning Centre 

(CMLC) were reallocated to the various sites. 

 

2.4.5 Cost Efficiency 

The efficiency of program usage was assessed by assigning expenditures to various activity 

measures that were associated with correctional programs. Activity measures quantified the 

number and type of program entries and exits, and were used to assess a dimension of efficien

by comparing the number of program entries with the number and type of program exits. The 

total activity measured the frequencies (counts) of entries to and exits from a program within 

given time frames. A

cy 

ctivity measures also reflected the types of program exits (terminations) 

ithin the examined time frame. To summarize reporting and interpretation, the evaluation team 

e ITT group: (a) completions; (b) 

ted 

fusing to comply with a recommended program. “Population Management” includes offenders 

ere terminated through no fault of their own. Examples 

from facility. 

w r completions and successful completions on a per 

llocated to completions. 

ote that outcome measures were designed to assess program effectiveness. For the purposes of 

is evaluation, outcome measures used in the cost-effectiveness analyses were early release 

(institutional outcome) and recidivism (community outcome). The level of outcome was 

nd community maintenance costs derived from 

w

grouped terminations into the three categories that comprise th

drop outs; and (c) population management. “Completers” were those offenders who comple

the program, either successfully or unsuccessfully. “Drop Outs” include offenders who did not 

complete the program, but were terminated due to factors under their own control. For example, 

drop outs included those terminating program enrolment due to personal misconduct and those 

re

who did not complete the program, but w

of specific reasons for population management non-completion include transfer to another 

facility and release 

 

Costs ere aggregated and then calculated fo

inmate basis. Allocations of expenditures were then used to determine the percentage of total 

program expenditures a

 

2.4.6 Cost-Effectiveness 

Cost effectiveness was presented in terms of the cost savings associated with the program and 

outcome measures, and where possible in terms of dollars invested for the level of outcome. 

N

th

calculated in terms of days saved. Institutional a
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COMO were then assigned to the outcome measures. A cost savings (where established) was 
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 interviews were used to facilitate the collection of information and to provide 
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Parole Officer Supervisors, Elders/Spiritual Advisors, 

rs, Regional 

u ervisors, Correctional Manager Psychiatric Hospitals, Personal Development 

lerks, Intensive Intervention Strategy Managers, Program Plan Assistants, Guidance 

were structured such that they addressed the 

following evaluation objectives: (a) implementation; (b) continued relevancy; and (c) best 
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2.4.7 Semi-Structured Interviews 

⎜
⎛

⎟
⎞

⎜
⎛ ExtendedCommunity

Semi-structured

stakeholders the opportunity to identify issues that may not have be

evaluation.  Participation in interviews was solicited by way of a request to contribute 

information relevant to the evaluation through telephone interview or face-to-face interviews.  A 

single interview protocol was developed for all of the stakeholder groups, with various sections 

of the interview being more relevant to different groups.  CSC staff member stakeholders 

included Parole Officers, Program Facilitators, Program Managers, Regional Program Managers, 

Assistant Wardens Intervention, Managers Assessment and Intervent

Psychologists/Psychotherapists, 

Aboriginal Liaison Officers, Behavioural Counsellors, Program Coordinato

Administrators of Correctional Programs, Assistant Deputy Commissioners, Case Management 

Officers, Clinical Directors/Clinical Team Leaders, Inmate Pay/Employment Officers, Case 

Management S p

C

Counsellors, and Executive Directors.  Interviews 
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practices and lessons learned24.  Questions were designed such that responses were open-ended, 

.5 Institutional and Community Outcomes 

evaluation, effectiveness of correctional programs was measured along a 

le 

h 

st release 

 attitude and belief changes that occur as a result of participation in the correctional 

rogram.  The instruments contained in the assessment battery are matched to treatment targets 

, 

. 

                    

categorical, dichotomous, or rated along a six-point scale25. 

 

2

For the purposes of this 

continuum of outcomes. This continuum of correctional results began with outcomes observab

in the institution, with the commencement of an offender’s federal sentence, and ended wit

post-release outcomes, including provincial as well as federal re-offending. As such, po

outcomes extended past the end of an offender’s federal sentence. The series of outcomes were 

defined as follows: 

 

2.5.1 Pre-/Post-Correctional Program Treatment Change 

Most correctional programs have a pre-/post-program assessment battery to help gauge the 

anticipated

p

and provide an assessment of immediate impact of program participation.   

 

2.5.2 Violent Institutional Incidents 

Violent institutional incidents included charges for fights, assaults, threats, and disrespect to 

provoke violence. 

 

2.5.3 Non-violent Institutional Incidents  

Non-violent institutional incidents were any institutional charges, excluding charges for violent 

institutional incidents. 

 

2.5.4 Substance-related Institutional Incidents 

Substance-related institutional incidents included charges for possession of illegal substances

dealing in contraband, taking intoxicants, and failing or refusing to provide a urine sample

 

 
 

24  See Appendix B for the Evaluation Matrix. 
25  See Appendix F for key informant interview formats 
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2.5.5 Discretionary Release 

e 

e two forms of discretionary release. Day parole can be granted after an offender has 

rved six months of a sentence, or six months before full parole, whichever is later, with 

 the offender to return daily to a penitentiary or a community-based 

.5.6 Any Readmission 

 

e., 

e; 

a 

ons with a new federal or provincial violent offence included readmissions with a new 

ffence, where the new offence was violent as defined by the Schedule I offences listed in the 

CCRA (1992)26. 

Discretionary release is considered for all offenders who are being released prior to statutory 

release, or at WED. For offenders who require more structured monitoring in order to maximiz

reintegration and public safety, discretionary release allows for proper follow-up to take place. 

There ar

se

conditions that require

residential facility. Full parole can be granted after an offender has served one-third of a sentence 

or seven years, whichever is less, allowing the offender to serve the remainder of the sentence in 

the community prior to the completion of sentence. 

 

2

Any readmission included readmissions for technical revocations (violation of terms of 

conditional release without re-offence, and revocation without offence), and readmissions for 

new offences (see definitions below). 

  

2.5.7 Readmission with a New (Federal or Provincial) Offence 

Readmissions with a new offence included readmissions to either federal custody or provincial

custody.  Readmissions to federal custody included: (a) new warrant of committal offences (i.

new sentence of two years or more); (b) violation of terms of conditional release with an offenc

(c) revocation with an offence; and (d) revocation with an outstanding charge. Provincial 

readmissions included any new sentences past the expiry of the federal sentence that resulted in 

return to provincial custody (i.e., a sentence of less than two years). 

 

2.5.8 Readmission with a New (Federal or Provincial) Violent Offence 

Readmissi

o

 

 

                     
26 See Appendix L for a listing of Schedule I offences 
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2.5.9 Readmission with a New (Federal or Provincial) Sex Offence 

Readmissions with a new federal or provincial sex offence included admissions with a new 

offence, with the new offence being sexual in nature (i.e., sexual assault)27. 

 

2.6 Procedures 

Interviews were conducted by the evaluation team either in person or by telephone during the 

onth of April 2008.  The interview process included site visits to Springhill, Dorchester, 

 

d 

 

.g., 

p 

eriod beyond an offender’s federal sentence to include provincial re-offending in the definition 

ng, 

m

Westmorland, Joliette, Saint-Anne-des-Plaines, Archambault, Millhaven, Collins Bay, 

Pittsburgh, Bowden, Pê Sakastêw, Edmonton, Pacific, Fraser Valley, and Matsqui Institutions as 

well as Moncton, Ville-Marie, Ottawa, Edmonton Urban and Vancouver Parole Offices. Key

sources at RHQ were asked to participate in a telephone interview. Individuals at the sites visite

that were unavailable to participate but were interested in being interviewed, were contacted by 

telephone and subsequently interviewed.  Interviews were approximately 25 to 40 minutes in 

duration. 

 

Qualitative data generated as a result of the interview process were entered into Microsoft Word

and organized by different stakeholder groups.  Themes relevant to the evaluation objectives 

were then generated by evaluation analysts.  Similarly, quantitative data were entered into a 

Microsoft Excel spreadsheet, and then converted and analyzed electronically using a Statistical 

Analysis System (SAS). 

 

Automated data used to identify and analyse the ITT and comparison groups were drawn from 

CSC’s OMS (N = 48,601 warrant of committal admissions). Next, to establish success or failure 

on institutional outcome measures, these data were linked to other OMS data relations (e

institutional charges). For community outcome measures, the evaluation extended the follow-u

p

of recidivism. As such, offender OMS records were linked to CPIC data, resulting in over 8 

million text-based lines of information. These records were then parsed through a routine 

programmed in SAS software. The resulting electronic database contained provincial offendi

and sentencing information subsequently used in the community outcomes analyses. 

                     
27 All sex offences are included in Schedule I offences, found in Appendix L 
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Financial information regarding individual correctional programs was obtained from CSC’s 

tegrated Financial and Materials Management System (IFMMS). Data regarding the cost of 

ducted qualitative analyses for open-ended interview questions, through 

hich themes were created. Themes were generated for evaluation objectives where appropriate 

ost-effectiveness, implementation issues, and unintended effects). These 

tic and dynamic 

vels of intervention), while t-tests were used for similar comparisons on continuous variables 

een 

30: (a) 

mmunity; and (d) returns to federal custody (with and without a new offence). 

imilarly, within-group analyses comparative/outcome measures were those listed above, plus 

   

In

maintaining an offender were drawn from CSC’s COMO data in the institution and community 

tables.  

 

2.7 Analyses 

The evaluation team con

w

(relevancy, success, c

themes are presented in the Key Findings section. 

 

Quantitative methods were used to profile the samples of offenders, to identify trends, and to 

compare various characteristics with a matched cohort.  Specifically, Chi-square analyses were 

used for within- and between-group comparisons on categorical variables (sta

le

(time to discretionary release). Survival analyses28 were used to examine and compare betw

group differences where data were censored29. Cox Proportional Hazard Models were used as 

the models of choice for the Survival Analysis, where the Hazard Ratios associated with this 

model are the effect of an explanatory variable (i.e. the effect of program participation) on the 

hazard or risk of an event. Outcome measures examined for between-group analyses were

rate of institutional incidents; (b) positive decisions for discretionary release; (c) length of time 

out in the co

S

static and dynamic levels of intervention, criminal history, age at admission, and aggregate 

sentence. 

 

                  
ical technique that estimates the time taken to reach some event and the rate of 

ccurrence of that event. 
 Observations are referred to as censored when the dependent variable of interest represents the time to a terminal 

. 

28 Survival analysis is a statist
o
29

event (reconviction), and the duration of the study is limited in time. 
30 Outcome measures are dependent on resident status (inmate, discretionary release, statutory release with 
residency), thus a positive parole decision was not examined for those already on parole at the time of the analyses
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A multivariable approach to modeling was chosen to statistically control for any underlying 

differences that may be contributed to program effect other then program participation, such 

offenders’ age, risk, motivation level, etc.

as 

d using the same variables used in the 

ultivariable approach. 

e 

 

ed 

 Variance was conducted to compare the change in the yearly rate of violent 

stitutional charges before and after program involvement.  Artificial program start and end 

al 

am 

 end dates to the comparison group, any natural 

uctuation in institutional charges among the general offender population was controlled for. 

 

31  However, when the number of offenders who were 

assigned to a program but did not participate was too small to form an appropriate sized 

comparison group a one to one matched cohort was selecte

m

 

All analyses were disaggregated by non-Aboriginal male, Aboriginal male, and women 

offenders, where applicable.  Potential differences among some important variables between th

comparison group and treatment groups were controlled for in all analyses.  These variables

included age at admission, sentence length, dynamic need, and Custody Rating Scale.  In some 

cases where small sample sizes prevented the use of control variables, every effort was made to 

find the most appropriate matched comparison group.  Any analyses for which this was requir

will be noted, along with its limitations. 

 

When evaluating the effect of program participation on violent institutional charges, a repeated 

measures Analysis of

in

dates were assigned to the comparison group in order to compare the rate of violent institution

charges before and after program delivery.  Based on data from program completers, progr

start dates for the comparison group were derived by calculating the average proportion of 

incarcerated time an offender would normally wait to begin the program.  The end dates for the 

comparison group were derived by adding the number of days allotted to deliver the program to 

these start dates.  By assigning start and

fl

 

Logistic regression analysis was used to model the likelihood of receiving a discretionary release 

and the likelihood of readmission after release.  As a result of small numbers of individuals
                     
31 A multivariable approach was chosen over a priori subject matching (e.g., propensity score matching, exact 
m
re

atching) as a method for controlling confounding variables and reducing bias, because the former produces similar 
sults and also allows for the examination of the effects of other covariates on the outcome.  Also, study 

participants are less likely to be lost due to an inability to find controls who have the same distribution of matching 
factors as the study participants (Cepeda, Boston & Strom, 2003; Dohoo, Martin, & Stryhn, 2003; Shah, Laupacis, 
Hux, & Austin, 2005). 
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belonging to the Population Management and Drop-out groups, only the ITT group – and where 

data allowed, the Completers group – could be analyzed. 

 

Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) analyses were used to assess the predictive validity of 

the supplementary intake assessment tools used in the process of referring offenders to 

correctional programs. The accuracy of the supplementary tools was tested on how well they 

separated offenders into recidivists and non-recidivists. Accuracy was measured by the area 

under the ROC curve.  

 

2.8 Limitations 

There were limitations that should be noted within the current evaluation.  Although the 

evaluation is comprehensive and was able to answer many meaningful questions, time 

constraints limited the scope of several aspects of the evaluation.  For example, the gap between 

program referrals and actual enrolment could be investigated through qualitative interviews with 

staff members across the regions, and did not include the input of offenders. 

 

There was a large volume of records used in the evaluation of correctional programs (N = 

48,000) including all offenders who had a Warrant of Committal from 1997 to 2007. To be able 

to analyse this much data, reliance was made on databases that could easily be queried.  Data 

generated and stored in OMS was primarily used for this evaluation. Other sources of data that 

could have provided additional information were not considered.  It should be noted that 

Correctional Plans, casework records, and psychological reports were not analysed in the current 

evaluation. 

 

Correctional programs offered in the community and in institutions often engage community 

partners. Again due to time constraints, the evaluation did not consult with volunteers or 

community groups on the functioning of correctional programs. As a mitigation strategy, these 

community partners will be engaged in a subsequent, more targeted evaluation on community 

reintegration initiatives. 

 

Many offenders have been identified as having multiple treatment needs and participate in 

multiple programs.  When this occurs, it is often difficult to ascertain and isolate the treatment 
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effect of each program.  Some analyses were performed to examine multiple needs and multiple 

ation in 

icipated in.  Treatment effect 

ith multiple program participation has not been isolated. 

-on-one basis. The number of 

articipants was therefore restricted, making it difficult to generate a large enough sample and 

rs 

 

 

e current report examined violence, it was limited to the Spirit of A Warrior Program. The 

r Women Offenders is relatively new. Analyses were not 

 

’s 

erformed on the CPIC database created for the 

ated. It was assumed 

within the evaluation that Parole Officers making decisions about offenders’ programming needs 

would have access to this information in a tim me case  

ecord

 

The evaluation, when m d cost-effectiveness, 

relied on data maintain ere may be a lack of 

recision in financial reporting for Aboriginal offender correctional programs. This would 

explain, for instance, the relatively low expenditures on the In Search of Your Warrior Program. 

 

                    

treatment participation. However, this was not done for all programs.  When a program was 

analysed for effectiveness against a comparison group, all results are attributed to particip

that program, regardless of other programs the group may have part

w

 

Program outcomes for women offenders may be limited for a variety of reasons. The Women 

Offenders Sex Offenders Programs are delivered on a one

p

comparison group for analyses. Similarly, the program structure for the Women Offende

Substance Abuse Programs did not facilitate analyses as offenders within the comparison group

could have been exposed to components of other substance abuse programs32. Finally, although

th

Violence Prevention Program fo

conducted due to the insufficient number of participants having enrolled to date. It is anticipated

that such analyses will be conducted once an adequate number of women offenders have taken 

part in the program. 

 

CPIC data was used to proxy program criteria and outcomes past the end of an offender

sentence. Multiple data checks have been p

purpose of this evaluation and its accuracy has been assessed and valid

ely manner. However, in so s may not have

been the case if r s were delayed.  

easuring financial resources, cost-efficiency an

ed through CSC’s financial management system. Th

p

 
32 A research report examining this issue is currently being drafted. 
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.0 KEY FINDINGS 
lts are presented under their respective Evaluation Objectives, namely: 

3
The following resu

(a) Relevancy; (b) Implementation; (c) Success (effectiveness and efficiency); (d) Cost 

Efficiency and Cost Effectiveness; and (e) Unintended Findings. 

 

3.1 Objective 1: Relevancy: 

The extent to which correctional programs are consistent with departmental and government-
wide priorities, and realistically address an actual need. 
 

SUMMARY FINDING 1: There exists a large body of evidence, both national and 
international, which confirms that targeting specific criminogenic needs is a relevan
effective means of enhancing public safety and reducing re-offending. As such, CSC
correctional programs are consistent with departmental and government-wide priorities. 
 

Government Wide Priorities 

Canadian federal departments’ Strategic Outcomes and Program Activities are grouped into 13

long-term benefits to Canadians – referred to as “Government of Canada Outcomes” – in three 

broad sectors: social, economic, and international.  Through two Program Activities – Care and

Custody and Rehabilitation and Case Management – CSC contributes directly and indirectly

the social affairs sector, under the Government of Canada Outcome, “Safe and Secure 

Communities” (see Table 3; CSC, 2007). 

Table 3: CSC Contributions to Government of Canada Outcome 
Government of 

Canada Outcome CSC’s Direct Contribution CSC’s Indirec
Contribut

t and 
’s 

 

 

 to 

t 
ion 

Canada’s Social 
Affairs 

Safe and Secure 
Communities 

• Decreased levels of crime and victimization by offenders 
through the delivery of programs and services that reduce 
recidivism. 

• Enhanced community capacity to deliver programs and 

Maintain safe 
and sec
communities. 

services that meet the needs of at-risk populations, 
through partnerships and formal arrangements with the 
voluntary sector. 

ure 
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Departmental Priorities 

In 2006-2007, CSC undertook a comprehensive process to identify new priorities. Five priorit

were established in response to the changing offender profile, the para

ies 

mount importance of 

ublic safety and the Government’s emphasis on crime prevention: 

le offenders into the community;  

nuit 

 

nch & 

hts 

nce 

s are based, focusing on: (a) addressing offenders’ dynamic 

sk factors; (b) program success; and (c) cost effectiveness. 

 

d are 

 in 

can also be an 

portant vehicle for motivating offenders to change, a desire that can be lacking in this 

opulation (Kennedy, 2001; Tellier & Serin, 2001). 

p

• Safe transition of eligib
• Safety and security for staff and offenders in our institutions;  
• Enhanced capacities to provide effective interventions for First Nations, Métis and I

offenders;  
• Improved capacities to address mental health needs of offenders; and  
• Strengthened management practices (CSC, 2007).  

 

CSC’s PAA most saliently addresses the departmental priorities of safe transition of eligible 

offenders into the community, and enhanced capacities to provide effective interventions for 

First Nations, Métis, and Inuit offenders. 

 

To date, there is ample evidence suggesting that presenting offenders with the opportunity to

participate in structured interventions facilitates their safe custody and successful reintegration 

into the community (Andrews et al., 1990; Anstiss, 2003; Dowden & Andrews, 2000; Fre

Gendreau, 2006; Lipsey, Chapman, & Landenberger, 2001). The following discussion highlig

how correctional programs meet government-wide and departmental priorities, and the evide

upon which correctional intervention

ri

 

Addressing Offenders’ Dynamic Risk Factors 

Evidence supporting the relevancy of correctional programs indicates that incarceration alone

without interventions does not contribute to successful reintegration (Andrews et al., 1990; 

Cleland, Pearson, & Lipton, 2006; Lipsey & Cullen, in press).  In addition, there is a sound body 

of empirical evidence that offenders who participate in correctional programs that target their 

risk and needs have lower rates of institutional misconducts (French & Gendreau, 2006), an

less likely to re-offend following their release, relative to offenders who do not participate

programs (CSC, Offender Programs and Reintegration Branch, 2007). Programs 

im

p
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Program Success 

The definition of program success in the correctional literature varies considerably. The 

Evaluation Branch of CSC, however, examines success both in terms of program effectiveness 

the program’s ability to meet its stated objectives, and efficiency – the extent to which the 

program is producing its planned outputs in relation to the resources expended for its delivery. 

Although there is a solid body of empirical evidence attesting to the effectiveness of correctio

programs, research documenting the efficiency of such programs is lacking. 

 

One of the most salient indications of a program’s effectiveness is its ability to reduce recidiv

rates. After more than 30 years of research, there is now ample evidence suggesting that 

correctional programs are achieving this objective (Andrews et al., 1990; Anstiss, 2003; Dowden 

& Andrews, 2000; Lipsey et al., 2001). Across studies, effective correctional programs redu

crime by an average of 29% (CSC, Offender Programs and Reintegration Sector, 2007). Th

also an abundance of ev

– 

nal 

ism 

ce 

ere is 

idence suggesting that the greater the number of dynamic risk factors 

rgeted, the larger the reduction in recidivism rates (Andrews, 2001). Importantly, meta-analytic 

 that the strongest reductions in recidivism occur34 when the risk, 

are 

e 

), 

ta

research33 has demonstrated

need and responsivity principles are applied. That is when: (a) more intensive programs 

reserved for higher risk offenders (risk principle); (b) programs target offenders’ dynamic risk 

factors (need principle); and (c) interventions are attentive to individuals’ learning styles and 

personality (responsivity; Andrews & Bonta, 2003). Furthermore, the applicability of thes

principles has been established across diverse offender populations, including male offenders 

(Andrews & Bonta, 2003; Gibbons, 1999), women offenders (Dowden & Andrews, 1999

violent offenders (Dowden & Andrews, 2000), and offenders in both community and 

institutional settings (Andrews et al., 1990; Dowden, 1998; Hill, Andrews, & Hoge, 1991). 

                     
d used to summarize effect sizes across independent studies, thereby enabling an 

n, 
tic 

f 

d 
et al., 1996; Dowden & Andrews, 1999, 2000). 

33 A meta-analysis is a metho
overall conclusion to be drawn regarding what works and the factors influencing effectiveness (Lipsey & Wilso
2001). Unlike narrative reviews (i.e., summaries of outcome studies), systematic reviews employing meta-analy
techniques have specific criteria for including and excluding studies, as well as explicit statements about the 
methods used to search for studies (Farrington & Petrosino, 2001). As such, meta-analyses are considered to be o
superior methodological quality and are relied upon in this review when available. 
34 Specifically, studies have reported average reductions in recidivism of 26% to 30% (Andrews et al., 1990; Clelan
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These findings clearly suggest that correctional programs work. Success rates may vary, 

however, according to the type of program in question. Below is a review of the literature on 

correctional programs that have been found to work internationally.  

 

Violent Offender Programs    

Despite long-standing concerns surrounding the management and rehabilitation of violent 

offenders, the development and evaluation of VOPs has only recently begun to gain prominence. 

 general, a common component across these programs is a module focusing on emotions and 

ajority of interventions assume a cognitive-behavioural 

y are 

 in non-

ed 

 

 example, one recent Canadian study reporting a 67% 

ecrease in spousal violence recidivism, and a 50% reduction in general violence recidivism, for 

 to non-participating family violence offenders (British Columbia 

In

anger management, and the vast m

approach (Serin & Preston, 2001). Studies of the VOPs offered in Canada indicate that the

highly effective, revealing a 48% to 86% reduction in violent recidivism (Cortoni, Nunes, & 

Latendress, 2006; Dowden, Blanchette, & Serin, 1999; Wong, 2001), and a 69% decrease

violent recidivism (Dowden et al., 1999). Participation in a VOP is also associated with 

significantly lower rates of institutional misconducts from pre- to post-program assessment 

(Cortoni et al., 2006). Although findings from research conducted in other countries are limit

by their small sample sizes, they nevertheless provide moderate support for the ability of 

cognitive-behavioural violence prevention programs in reducing violent recidivism rates and 

improving survival time in the community before re-incarceration (Berry, 1999; Polaschek,

Wilson, Townsend, & Daly, 2005).  

 

Family Violence Programs   

Very little attention has been devoted to the effectiveness of FVPP with criminal populations. 

The few studies that have been undertaken do suggest, however, that recidivism rates can be 

reduced as a result of such programs. For

d

program participants compared

Institute Against Family Violence, 2004, as cited in Motiuk, Cousineau, & Gileno, 2005). 

Consistent with the literature highlighted previously for the general offender population, 

cognitive-behavioural approaches appear to be most effective (Saunders, 1996). 
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Substance Abuse Programs    

SAPs for Canadian federal offenders, such as CSC’s NSAP-High, and Intensive Support Unit

(ISU) for substance abusing offenders, have demonstrated successful results.  Recent outcome 

evaluations of substance abuse interventions in Canada have reported 30% to 50% reductions in 

recidivism, as well as improvements in substance consumption patterns, f

s 

or program participants 

lative to controls (Grant, Kunic, MacPerson, McKeown, & Hanson, 2003; Grant, Varis, & 

obinson, Milson, & Weekes, 2002; T3 Associates, 1999). Research 

 

s 

e., as 

s, 

 and are most 

ffective when they adhere to the principles of risk, need, and responsivity (Hanson et al., 2002). 

ce recidivism rates by as much as 40% (Hanson et al., 2002; Lösel & 

re

Lefebvre, 2004; Poporino, R

drawn from the U.S. likewise suggests that SAPs lower recidivism rates, though outcomes differ

according to the type of intervention used, duration of participation, and whether aftercare i

provided (Pearce & Holbrook, 2002). Overall, programs that focus on skill development (i.

opposed to non-directive, insight-oriented approaches), emphasize cognitive-behavioural factor

include a structured relapse prevention component, and involve a gradual transition into an 

extended maintenance program, maximize treatment outcome (Pearce & Holbrook, 2002; 

Poporino et al., 2002).  

 

Sex Offender Programs    

Programs for sex offenders appear to be moderately effective, with the most recent and 

comprehensive meta-analysis to date revealing a 37% reduction in sexual recidivism and 31% 

reduction in general recidivism, for program participants relative to comparison groups (Lösel & 

Schmucker, 2005). Furthermore, the research is clear that only those programs designed 

specifically for sex offenders have a significant treatment effect and the most effective programs 

are cognitive-behavioural (Hanson et al., 2002; Lösel & Schmucker, 2005)

e

These programs redu

Schmucker, 2005). 

 

Life Skills Programs    

Originally developed in Canada, and now offered world-wide, the R & R program has been 

subjected to considerable empirical scrutiny (Pearson, Lipton, Cleland & Yee, 2002; Ross & 

Ross, 1995). A recent meta-analytic review reveals a 14% reduction in recidivism for program 
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participants relative to controls, and provides support for the program’s effectiveness across the 

spectrum of offender risk levels, in community and institutional settings, and in Canada, the 

SC 

g 

 

ral need areas, higher 

integration potential ratings, and lower re-admission rates following program completion, 

ress). Lastly, a program targeting 

mily violence among male Aboriginal offenders (i.e., AHIFVPP) has proven valuable from 

ment to 

 

 

U.S., and the UK (Tong & Farrington, 2006). Lastly, the Counter-Point program offered by C

and designed to target criminal attitudes and self-management skills, has demonstrated promisin

results. One recent report found that released offenders who completed the program showed a 

32% reduction in suspension rates, a 46% reduction in revocation rates, and a 38% decrease in 

new offence convictions (Yessine & Kroner, 2004). 

 

Culturally Sensitive Programs    

Numerous reviews have highlighted the importance of culturally competent programs for 

offenders (Zellerer, 2003). In Canada, the advent of programs sensitive to the unique, culture-

specific needs of Aboriginal offenders has resulted in significant treatment gains for this 

population (Proulx & Perrault, 1997; Trevethan, Moore, & Allegri, 2005). VOPs designed for

male Aboriginal offenders, for instance, have reported reductions in seve

re

including re-admissions for a new violent offence (Trevethan et al., 2005). Preliminary evidence 

likewise indicates that the VOP designed for Aboriginal women offenders in Canada (SOAW) 

has fostered positive changes in emotions and anger management, and is generally viewed 

favourably by both staff and participants (Bell & Flight, in p

fa

participants’ vantage-point for helping them understand and control their violence in intimate 

relationships (Proulx & Perrault, 1997). In this study, follow-up programming in the community 

was considered to be an important contributor to men’s healing process and their commit

non-violence (Proulx & Perrault, 1997). 

 

Gender-Specific Programs    

The implementation of the Women Offender Program Strategy at CSC (Fortin, 2004) has 

provided an opportunity for women offenders to benefit from programs that were developed 

specifically to meet their unique needs and styles of learning.  Prior to this initiative, women 

offenders were offered services that were based on models derived for their male counterparts

and, accordingly, early research suggested that treatment for women was inappropriate and
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ineffective (Blanchette, 2001). Given that the emphasis on gender-informed programming is 

relatively new, few rigorous outcome evaluations of these programs have been undertak

preliminary research that has emerged suggests that gender-responsive programs show more 

promise (Blanchette, 2001; Pettway, 2006), and recent ou

en. The 

tcome data indicate that participation in 

ch programs can reduce needs in the targeted areas (Furlong & Grant, 2006; Hall, Prendergast, 

 

 to 

ted with these situations (Bakker, Ward, Cryer, & Hudson, 1997; 

aws, 1999). This cognitive-behavioural approach to self-management has been found to be 

ver, 

c 

rably (Dowden et al., 2003).  

earch 

ll 

su

Wellisch, Patten, & Cao, 2004) and recidivism rates (Hall et al., 2004).  

 

Maintenance Programs    

Maintenance programs are available to diverse offender populations and hence, target a variety

of offender needs. In essence, these programs seek to increase the probability that positive 

change will be maintained either following completion of a core treatment program in the 

institution, and/or upon offenders’ return to the community. Programs that incorporate relapse 

prevention or self-regulation components, for instance, have been used with substance-abusing 

offenders (Peters, 1993), sex offenders (Laws, 1999; Ward & Hudson, 1996), and general 

offenders (Dowden, Antonowicz, & Andrews, 2003), and focus on teaching an individual how

identify high-risk situations, circumvent habitual destructive coping styles, and enhance feelings 

of self-efficacy when confron

L

moderately successful, in that there is a 15% difference in recidivism rates between participants 

of programs that incorporate a relapse prevention component into their framework and those that 

do not (i.e., recidivism rates of 42.5% and 57.5%, respectively; Dowden et al., 2003). Moreo

as the number of relapse prevention components targeted in the program increase the therapeuti

potential of the program is enhanced conside

 

Cost-Effectiveness 

The abundance of evidence establishing the ability of correctional programs to reduce 

recidivism, technical violations, and re-admission rates, clearly attests to the economic returns 

associated with providing programs to offenders. However, from the growing body of res

examining what works and what does not work in offender rehabilitation, it is clear that not a

correctional programs are created equal. Overall, the body of literature that examines the cost-

effectiveness of correctional programs indicates positive results for programs aimed at reducing 
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re-offending. The following is a review of recent evaluations of the cost-savings associate

correctional programs.  

Several reviews provide evidence that correctional programs are cost-effective relative to no

treatment (Andrews, Dowden, & Gendreau, 2000; Aos, Phipps, Barnoski, & Lieb, 1999,

Welsh, 2004; Welsh & Farrington, 2000). The widely publicized Washington 

d with 

 

 2001; 

State Institute for 

ublic Policy study, initially undertaken in 1999, demonstrated that correctional programs can 

ls 

, 

00. 

 

duction tactics undertaken by the Institute in 2001 (Aos et al., 2001).  

lthough the overall findings for the economic efficiency of correctional programs are positive, 

 

e limited published data 

n the cost-effectiveness of targeted correctional programs. 

 

t 

., 25 for 

99), and their subsequent investigation reported that 

 even with the cost of program delivery (Aos et al., 2001). However, 

al 

ery 100 sex offenders treated (Marshall, 1992). Moreover, 

P

produce considerable cost-saving to both taxpayers (i.e., reduced costs associated with all leve

of the criminal justice system) and victims (i.e., medical and mental health expenses, and 

property damage and losses; Aos et al., 1999). This investigation demonstrated that, on average

every dollar spent on human-services saves the taxpayer approximately $5.00 and victims $7.

By comparison, other punishment-oriented interventions and intensive supervision strategies 

yield substantially lower economic returns, averaging only 50¢ to 75¢ for every dollar allocated to

the program. These findings were reinforced in the subsequent cost-benefit analysis of crime 

re

 

A

their cost-savings may vary according to the type of program delivered and the monetary returns

examined (i.e., for victims and/or taxpayers). Below is an overview of th

o

The literature on the cost-savings associated with SOP has produced conflicting results. The firs

Washington State meta-analysis revealed only small economic returns for taxpayers (i.e ¢ 

every dollar invested; Aos et al., 19

taxpayers do not even break

a substantial positive benefit emerged when the benefits to crime victims were included, 

producing an average savings of $4.13 for every dollar spent on the typical cognitive-behaviour

program (Aos et al., 2001). Independent studies have also garnered support for the savings 

associated with sex offender treatment, with Canadian research revealing savings of 4.4 million 

dollars in criminal justice costs for ev

providing treatment can potentially prevent an additional 50 future victims (Marshall, 1992). 

Research from Australia similarly suggests that a 14% reduction in sexual recidivism can 
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generate nearly 4 million dollars in economic returns for every 100 child sexual offenders treat

(Donato & Shanahan, 1999). As noted previously, several studies have reported higher 

reductions in recidivism among treated sex offenders and, consequently, greater cost-saving 

associated with the provision of SOPs may be expected. 

 

An independent evaluation of one of Canada’s core SAPs found that it generated approxim

$2,000 in annual savings per offender (T

ed 

ately 

., 

f $80 

., 2003). Other 

search has confirmed the net savings associated with providing aftercare for substance abusing 

in 

enefits per participant when savings to crime victims are added into cost calculations through 

s et al., 2001).  

c in 

at correctional programs are associated with considerable cost-savings for both 

xpayers and victims. Effective programs can reduce costs by minimizing the resources 

expended at all levels of the criminal justice system and the monetary losses associated with 

being a victim of crime. The intangible costs for victims, such as the pain, suffering, and loss of 

 being victimized, have not been quantified and clearly are immeasurable 

3 Associates, 1999), and drug treatment programs 

offered in the U.S. have generally been found to produce approximately $3.00 in benefits per 

dollar of cost for taxpayers and crime victims (Aos et al., 2001). An independent study in the 

U.S. also suggests that participating in an institutional substance abuse program can reduce the 

length of time incarcerated by 51 days compared to the average control group (McCollister et al

2003). Based on cost calculations, this means that treatment reduces recidivism at a cost o

(USD) per day of incarceration. Moreover, for participants who receive both in-prison treatment 

and aftercare services, an additional day of incarceration can be avoided at a cost of $51 per day 

compared to offenders who receive in-prison treatment only (McCollister et al

re

offenders (Aos et al., 2001). 

 

Cognitive-behavioural or life-skills treatment programs for the general offender population, such 

as R & R, are highly cost-effective. The cost of the programs per participant is low and results 

approximately $2,400 in net taxpayer-only benefits per participant and about $7,500 in net 

b

lowered recidivism rates (Ao

 

The information published for correctional programs as an aggregate are generally optimisti

the cost-savings associated with existing programs. Quantitative reviews and independent studies 

have shown th

ta

life that can result from
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in terms of their value. There are no available data on the cost-effectiveness of programs 

targeting Aboriginal, women, violent, or family violence offenders.  The present evaluation will 

examine the cost-effectiveness of Aboriginal- and women-specific programs, and will also 

isaggregate results for non-cultural/gender-specific programs by non-Aboriginal male 

Taken togethe  the above findings nal program ffender 

n, an e n r ms 

sults for Canadians, b  of ub  re osts 

est, pros  and incarceration of offenders.  Consequently, the 

heir succe ains instr l to ensuring that only those programs 

n this regard, international interest in “what 

orks” in corrections has made substantial contributions to contemporary correctional practices. 

d

offenders, Aboriginal male offenders, and women offenders, where possible. 

 

r,  suggest that correctio s contribute to o

management, rehabilitatio

produce re

d safe and tim

oth in terms

ly reintegratio

 enhancing p

.  As such, cor

lic safety and

ectional progra

ducing the c

associated with the re-arr ecution,

continual evaluation of t ss rem umenta

that receive empirical support remain in operation.  I

w

 

3.2 Objective 2: Implementation:  

 
This evaluation objective ascertains whether correctional programs are organized or delivered 
in such a way that goals and objectives can be achieved.  This involves appropriate and logical 
linkages between activities, outputs, outcomes and long-term outcomes. 
 
 

2: The criteria used to refer offenders to specific correctional 

rate static risk own to discriminate intensity level 
urately.  

.2.1 Referral Criteria 

 offenders to specific correctional programs are 
ing a high level of program need’ as per the target 

considered within the assessment. 

 
ions (i.e., to 

SUMMARY FINDING 
programs are appropriate, although supplementa
nature and that incorpo

ry assessment tools that are actuarial in 
were sh

requirements more acc
 

3

FINDING 1: The criteria used to refer
appropriate, as those identified as ‘hav
program referral criteria were more likely to re-offend after than those assessed as ‘having 
no’ or ‘low need’ for programs. The supplementary intake assessments used to assess and 
designate the required program intensity levels are most accurate when static risk is 

To assess the predictive validity of CSC’s program referral criteria, referral decis

refer or not refer based on referral criteria outcome) were examined for all offenders released 
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between 1997 and 2007 and available for a three-year follow-up period (N = 23,724). Criteria 

were deemed to be ‘accurate’ if offenders who were designated as ‘high risk’ and, thus, as 

e 

rder to avoid confounding the effects of those who participated in programs 

during incarceration (and thus had ea met), the sample was composed of 

og ei n

t would be expected em ing re ram’ 

eferral criteria and not ating in t gram w rcerated ld be less 

an th sed as not requiring the program. Likewise, those 

 as ‘requiring a higher inte ubstance e program r the refe riteria and 

ssful in the community 

rogram participation are based, to varying degrees, on the outcomes of 

various actuarial tools35. In most cases, the actuarial tool facilitates the designation of program 

sent the accuracy 

of overall refe al criteria and the a ated supplem sessment 

n-Aborigi  men and w priate. 

m 

ed largely on stat vel rating and criminal offence history. As 

referral criteria outcome (referred, not 

ferred) and the actuarial tools used to predict re-offending (SIR-R1 scale and overall static risk 

vel rating). 

having a need for the target program, were more likely to re-offend than those not meeting th

referral criteria. In o

their program need ar

those who did not participate in the target

example, i

 pr

that those de

ram during th

ed as ‘requir

r incarceratio

 a violence p

 period. For 

vention prog

as per the r particip he pro hile inca , wou

successful in the community th

deemed

ose asses

nsity s abus ’ as pe rral c

not participating in that program while incarcerated would be less succe

than those assessed as requiring a lower intensity level of the program. Overall, analyses 

revealed that non-participants who met the referral criteria were more likely to return to custody 

after being released into the community. That is, those offenders who met the referral criteria and 

did not receive the associated program were more likely to return to custody. 

 

The referral criteria for p

intensity levels (high, moderate or low intensity)36. The following analyses pre

rr ccuracy of the associ entary intake as

tool, disaggregated for no nal men, Aboriginal omen where appro

 

Violent Offender Progra

Referral to a VOP is bas ic risk le

such, the analyses of referral criteria examined both 

re

le

 

                     
35 See Appendix C for a description of referral criteria. 
36 See Appendix D for a description of each program intensity level. 
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nalyses revealed that, for both non-Aboriginal and Aboriginal male VOP non-participants, 

l criteria for a VOP program were more likely to return to custody 

original Men 

A

offenders who met the referra

with a new offence than those who did not (see Table 4). 

 

Table 4: Community Correctional Outcomes for Violent Offender Program Non-
Participants 

 Non-Aboriginal Men Ab

Community Correctional Met Referral 
Did Not Meet 

Referral Met Referral 
Did Not Meet 

Referral 
Outcome Criteria (%) Criteria (%) Criteria (%) Criteria (%) 

Return with a new offence 36.3*** 21.5*** 40.8*** 32.6*** 

Return with a new violent 
offence 6.7*** 2.9*** 7.5*** 4.1*** 

Note: ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

 

With respect to accuracy, the actuarial tools37 used to refer offenders into VOPs demonstrated 

Curve (AUC) . Re ust for  offenders, g the need 

for a risk prediction tool for this de aphic of the see Table 5)

a Un ur  S d t ll S k F vel 

 Abo en A al Me

good predictive validity for non-Aboriginal male offenders, as verified by the Areas Under the 
38 sults were not as rob  Aboriginal male  suggestin

mogr

ve for the

 population (

he Overa

. 

Table 5: Are
Rating 

der the C IR-R1 an tatic Ris actor Le

Non- riginal M borigin n 

Community C
Outcome 

orrectional 
 for the SIR-R1 

AUC for Overall Static Risk 
evel AUC Factor L

Return with a new offence 0.69*** 0.61*** 

Return with a
offence 

 new vio 0.63*** 0.57*** lent 

Note: ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

 

Family Violence Prevention Program  

Analyses revealed that, amongst non-Aboriginal male FVPP non-participants, offenders who 

the referral criteria for a FVPP program were more likely to return to custody with a new offenc

met 

e 

                     
 SIR-R1 for non-Aboriginal males, and Overall Static Risk Factor levels for Aboriginal males. 
 The AUC (between 0 and 1) measures the probability that non-recidivists would score higher on the actuarial tool 
f interest than recidivists. An AUC of 1 indicates perfect discrimination between recidivists and non-recidivists, 
hile an AUC of 0.5 or less indicates the scale has no power to discriminate. 

37

38

o
w



K E Y  F I N D I N G S :  I M P L E M E N T A T I O N  
A L L  P R O G R A M S  

 

 51

an those who did not (see Table 6). Findings were not statistically significant for Aboriginal 

e Prevention Program 
Non-Participants 

 Non-Aboriginal M Aborigin

th

men. 

Table 6: Community Correctional Outcomes for Family Violenc

en al Men 

Community C
Outcome 

orrectional l 
%) 

Did Not M
Referr

Criteria (%
eferral 

iteria (%) 

Did
R

Crite
Met Referra
Criteria (

eet 
al 

) 
Met R
Cr

 Not Meet 
eferral 

ria (%) 
Any return 44.6*** .2 39.1 n 331 s 7.0 

Return with a new off .7  n 3

 3.1 7.8 n 4

ence 29.1* 23 40.0 s 6.8 
Return with a new violent 
offence 3.2 ns s .5 

Note: ns = not

 
 significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

pp et al., 1994, 1995, 1998), used to refer 

ffenders to FVPP, did not discriminate between recidivists and non-recidivists, as demonstrated 

ble 7). In addition, when SARA scale items were recalibrated and an 

divists 

ssault Risk Assessment 
 Non-Aboriginal Men Aboriginal Men 

With respect to predictive accuracy, the SARA (Kro

o

by AUCs obtained (see Ta

actuarial score established, the resulting overall score did not discriminate between reci

and non-recidivists39. 

 

Table 7: Area Under the Curve for the Spousal A

Community Correctional 
Outcome AUC for the SARA AUC for the SARA 

Any Return 0.51* 0.50 ns 

Return with a new offence 0.51 ns 0.51 ns 

Return with a new violent 
offence 0.51 ns 0.55 * 

Note: ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

 

 

 

                     
39 Although some argue that, since SARA scores are combined according to fixed and explicit algorithms, they can 
be considered actuarial in nature (Kropp & Hart, 2000).  However, the summary ratings of risk derived from these 
item scores are not made according to fixed and explicit guidelines.  As such, the summative results of the SARA 
are based largely on what is referred to as structured professional judgment. See Appendix G for details regarding 
the SARA recalibration. 
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Substance Abuse Programs 

Referrals to SAPs are made on the e abuse nee er the 

e an lis e

abuse. As such, both re teria o and the entary

tools used to measure substance abuse need (the CASA and the Overall Dynamic 

ined.  

ore accurate in iden programm  needs ov hen 

pared to the Substance Abuse Need Level indicator. Specifically, amongst those who did not 

Non-Aboriginal
(%) 

l Men 
(%) (%) 

 basis of: (a) substanc d outcomes, as p

supplementary intake assessm

substance 

nt tool used; 

ferral cri

d (b) an estab

utcomes 

hed link betw

 supplem

en crime and 

 intake 

assessment 

Substance Abuse Need Level rating as per the OIA) were exam

 

The CASA was found to be m tifying ing erall w

com

receive a SAP while incarcerated, those identified as having a substance abuse programming 

need as per the CASA were more likely to return to custody (see Table 8). 

 

Table 8: Community Correctional Outcomes for Those Meeting Substance Abuse Program 
Referral Criteria as per the CASA: Non-Participants 

 
 Men Aborigina Women 

Community
Correctiona

 
l 

Outcome 

Met 
Referral 
Criteria 

Meet 
Referral 
Criteria 

ral 
Criteria 

 N
Meet 

Referral 
Criteria 

Met 
Ref
Criteria 

Meet 
Referral 
Criteria 

Did Not Did
Met 

Refer

ot Did Not 

erral 

Any Return 35.7*** 18.6*** ** 26.0*** 33. 13.5*** 37.9* 5*** 

Return with a 27.7*** 19.0*** 37.3*** 29.5*** 18.6*** 7.6*** 

ffence 

new offence 
Return with a 
new violent 4.1*** 3.1*** 5.5 ns 4.9 ns 1.6 ns 0.5 ns 
o
Note: ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

eeds be 

tor 

 

 

Next, the overall Substance Abuse Need Level indicator was more accurate in assessing 

appropriate program intensity levels, suggesting that substance abuse programming n

assessed based on a combination of CASA and overall Substance Abuse Need Level indica

level outcomes (see Table 9). 
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Table 9: Areas Under the Curve for Community Correctional Outcomes: CASA versus the
Overall Substance Abuse Need Level Rating: Non-Participants 

 
Non-Aboriginal Men 

(AUC) 
Aboriginal Men 

(AUC) 
Women 
(AUC) 

Community 
Correctional 

Overall 
Substance 

Abuse 
Need 

Overall 
Substance 

Abuse 
Need 

Overall 
Substance

Outcome CASA Level CASA Level CASA 

 
Abuse 
Need 
Level 

Any Return 0.59*** 0.64*** 0.56*** 0.56*** 0.68*** 0.70*** 

Return with a 
new offence 

0.53*** 0.57*** 0.50 ns 0.53*** 0.56** 0.61*** 

Return with a 
new violent 
offence 

0.56*** 0.58*** -- 0.55*** 0.64 ns 0.64* 

Note: ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

 

Sex Offender Programs 

Referral to SOPs is based on a combination of static risk level, dynamic risk level and 

specialized assessments. For the purposes of this evaluation, programming needs were 

 

Analyses revealed that, non-Aboriginal male SOP non-participants who met that program’s 

approximated referral criteria were more likely to return to custody with a new sex offence than 

those who did not (see Table 10). Results indicate a similar trend for Aboriginal male offenders, 

although results were not statistically significant. 

approximated using a priority rating based on the actuarial tools currently in use to predict re-

offending (i.e., the Static 99 and the Stable 2000). 
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x 
ipants 

Non-Aboriginal Men Aboriginal Men 

Table 10: Community Correctional Outcomes for Those Who Met the Approximated Se
Offender Program Referral Criteria: Non-Partic
 

Community Correctional 
Outcome 

Met Referral 
Criteria 

Did Not Meet 
Referral 
Criteria 

Met Referral 
Criteria 

Did Not Meet 
Referral 
Criteria 

Any Return 28.9 31.4* 31.0 33.5*** 

Return with a new offence 22.6 26.8** 29.5 40.0*** 
Return with a new violent 
offence 6.0 3.8*** 7.0 5.9 ns 

Return with a new sex offence 0.8 0.15*** 0.4 0.1 ns 

Note: ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

 

The priority rating outcomes40 used to refer offenders to SOPs demonstrated good predictive 

validity for non-Aboriginal male offenders, as indicated by the AUCs for sexual re-offending 

le 11). (see Tab

Table 11: Area Under the Curve for the Sex Offender Priority Rating 
 Non-Aboriginal Men Aboriginal Men 

Community Correctional 
Outcome AUC for the Priority Rating AUC for the Priority Rating 

Any Return 0.64*** 0.61*** 

Return with a new offence 0.62** 0.57** 

Return with a new violent 0.64 *** offence 0.54 ns 

Return with a new sex offence 0.62 ns -- 

Note: ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01, -- data were not appropriate for the model used. 

 

3.2.2 Supplementary Intake Assessment Tools 

FINDING 2: Overall, staff members reported that the supplementary intake assessment 
eful when prioritizing offenders’ correctional programming needs  

verall, staff members reported that supplementary intake assessment tools, including the 

LAI/CASA, the FVRA/SARA, and the SSOA are useful when prioritizing offenders’ 

orrectional programming needs, and are used in decision making regarding offenders’ 

tools are us
 
O

C

c

                     
40The priority rating outcome is based on approximations of the Static 99 and Stable 2000. 
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correctional plans.  Of note, staff from the Prairie and Ontario Regions rated the usefulness of

CLAI/CASA lower than staf

 the 

f elsewhere, while staff from multi-level security institutions rated 

e usefulness of this tool higher th y levels.  On average, staff rated 

their agreement as to  CL  us n-m er th that fo

RA entary intake 

a seful most commonly included problem g fro r se rt 

m , subject  a need for additional information. 

he majority of respondents stated that they find the CLAI/CASA (71.4%, N = 132), the 

t 

t 

ay 

ity 

 

 regarding the usefulness of SSOA in prioritizing 

ng needs (χ2(5) = 6.78, p = .24). 

 

6.7%, N = 34) indicated that the self-report format of the CLAI/CASA was problematic. Other 

th an staff from all other securit

whether the AI/CASA is ed in decisio aking low an r 

both the FVRA/SA  and the SSOA. Reasons cited for not finding supplem

ssessments u s resultin m offende lf-repo

ethodologies ivity, and

 

T

FVRA/SARA (83.3%, N = 130), and the SSOA (87.1%, N = 108) to be useful when prioritizing 

offenders’ programming needs.  Two-way contingency table analysis of responses indicated tha

staff from the Prairie and Ontario Regions were significantly more likely to indicate they did no

find the CLAI/CASA useful, whereas those from the Pacific and Atlantic Regions were more 

likely to state they find this assessment tool useful, (χ2(4) = 22.34, p < .0001).  In a two-w

contingency table analysis of security level and agreement, staff from multi-level security 

institutions were more likely to find the CLAI/CASA useful than staff from all other secur

levels, parole offices, or regional offices.  There were no significant differences between regions

(χ2(4) = 4.00, p = .41) or security levels (χ 2(5) = 4.77, p = .45) regarding the usefulness of the 

FVRA/SARA.  However, staff from the Prairie Region were more likely to indicate that they did 

not find the SSOA useful, whereas those from the Atlantic Region were more likely to indicate 

that they find this assessment instrument useful (χ 2(4) = 11.74, p < .05).  Staff from different 

security levels did not differ in their responses

offenders’ correctional programmi

To follow up, staff respondents were asked to provide reasons as to why they did not find the 

CLAI/CASA, FVRA/SARA, and SSOA useful in prioritizing programming needs.  Of the 51 

staff members who provided reasons regarding the CLAI/CASA, the majority of respondents 

(6

reasons included that it should be used in conjunction with additional information or assessment 

tools (23.5%, N = 12), that the CLAI/CASA were not always completed or were not completed 
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y 

en based on 

bjective judgment.  Other reasons provided for not finding this tool useful included that it 

A is not 

th 

lemented with an in-person assessment (13.3%, N = 2) or used in conjunction with 

mation or another assessment tool (13.3%, N = 2). A comprehensive list of 

 

in a timely fashion (7.8%, N = 4), and that the CLAI/CASA often under-classified high need 

offenders as moderate or low need (7.8%, N = 4).   

 

Of the 25 staff members who provided reasons for not finding the FVRA/SARA useful, man

(48.0%, N = 12) stated that it is too subjective or that the results were often overridd

su

should be used in conjunction with additional information or other assessment tools (24.0%, N = 

6), that more staff training is required for the administration and/or interpretation of the 

FVRA/SARA results (20%, N = 5), and that the information provided by the FVRA/SAR

useful (16%, N = 4).  Fewer respondents indicated that the FVRA/SARA is not culturally 

sensitive to Aboriginal offenders (8.0%, N = 2), and that the FVRA/SARA should be used wi

women offenders (8.0%, N = 2). 

 

Of the 15 respondents who provided reasons for not finding the SSOA useful, some indicated 

that the assessment was not always completed or was not completed in a timely fashion (20.0%, 

N = 3), that the self-report format of the tool is problematic (13.3%, N = 2), that the information 

provided by the SSOA is not useful (13.3%, N = 2), and that the tool should be replaced by or 

comp

additional infor

responses for each of the assessment tools is presented in Appendix H. 

 

Overall, the majority of respondents agreed that the CLAI/CASA, FVRA/SARA, and the SSOA 

are used in decision-making, such as in the development of an offender’s correctional plan or by 

the CIB.  Staff respondents were asked to indicate their agreement on a scale from 1 to 6, with 1 

being “Strongly Disagree” and 6 being “Strongly Agree”.  Distributions and average ratings are 

presented in Table 12.   
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Table 12: Ratings of Staff Agreement Regarding the Use of Supplementary Assessment
Tools in Decision-making 
 Degree of Agreement % (N)  

 

 

 Strongly 
Disagree/ 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree/ 
Strongly 

Agree 
M SD 

Assessment Tool       
CLAI/CASA 2.7 (5) 7.0 (13) 15.1 (28) 75.2 (140) 5.02 1.09 

FVRA/SARA 6.2 (12) 11.8 (23) 21.5 (42) 60.5 (118) 5.18 1.

SSOA 2.5 (3) 1.6 (2) 7.4 (9) 88.5 (108) 5.43 0.96 

01 

 
 
There were no significant regional differences in mean ratings of agreement between region

the CLAI/CASA (F(4,179) = 1.79, p = .13) or the SSOA (F(4,116) = 0.94, p = .44).  Regional 

differences for the FVRA/SARA approached significance (F(4,147) = 2.36, p = .06), but post-

hoc comparisons were non-significan

s for 

t after applying a Bonferroni correction to account for the 

umber of comparisons.  Staff from maximum security institutions rated their agreement 

, p < 

l, 

hether 

hey did the FVRA/SARA (t(114) = -2.55, p 

 .05). 

.2.3 Staff Recommendations 

INDING 3: The majority of staff who had recommendations for improving the usefulness 
nd/or efficiency of supplementary intake assessments suggested using assessments in 
onjunction with additional information, improving staff training for those administering 
nd interpreting assessments, and allowing for overrides of assessment results with clinical 
dgment. 

hen asked how the usefulness and/or efficiency of supplementary intake assessments might be 

proved, the majority of those who responded (N = 137) suggested that assessments should be 

used in conjunction with additional information (N = 40, 29.2%), and that the objectivity and/or 

n

significantly lower than those from minimum security institutions (Mean difference = 1.08

.05) and Parole Offices (Mean difference = 1.06, p < .05); F(5,176) = 2.77, p < .05).  On 

average, respondents differed in their respective ratings of agreement for each assessment too

F(2,216) = 8.2, p < .0001.  Overall, staff rated their agreement as to whether the CLAI/CASA is 

used in decision-making lower than they did for both the FVRA/SARA (t(114) = -2.06, p < .05) 

and the SSOA (t(112) = -4.07, p < .0001).  Respondents also rated their agreement as to w

the SSOA was used in decision-making higher than t

<

 

3

F
a
c
a
ju

 

W

im
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validity of assessments should be improved (N = 30, 21.9%).  Additional suggestions included 

improving staff training and/or essors uately t  = 24, 17.5%), 

allowing for overrides of assessm th en

ent tools a

stions pro ff is ab ix I

y of ewe ain t on
uently delivered the program(s) in which they were trained. This was 

ries and Atlantic Regions, and less so for 
wh ini  likely to deliver all
ere trained.  The majority of staff who had been trained in 

mily violence, violence prevention, and/or sex offender programs felt 
ent enou hin dge ey 

 deliver programs, that the training is delivered efficiently, and that the training 
overs the appropriate program content.    

ed in 

ational SAPs, followed by living skills programs such as R & R / Cognitive Skills and A & 

EM.  The proportion of respondents trained in each programs area is listed in Appendix I, Table 

 trained to deliver a program, the majority subsequently 

e (28.7%, N = 37), if not all (64.3%, N = 83) of the  which they 

o did not deliver all or any of the programs in which they were 

easons for not delivering the program(s) included gram was 

nged jobs or institutions (9.1%, N = 3 de a personal 

, N = 3), the program was assigned to another 

3), their training was used for purposes other than to prepare for program 

opportunity to 

eliver the program (9.1%, N = 3).  Additional reasons for not delivering programs are listed in 

ppendix I, Table I11. 

ensuring ass

ent results wi

nd/or expanding upon existing tools (

 are adeq

 clinical judgm

rained (N

t (N = 23, 16.8

N = 19, 13.9%).  A 

%), and 

developing new assessm

complete list of sugge
 

vided by sta  provided in T les in Append . 

FINDING 4: The majorit
area, and subseq

 staff intervi d received tr ing in at leas e program 

especially prnounced among staff from the Prai
other regions, where staff 
programs in which they w

o received tra ng were less  of the 

substance abuse, fa
that their training sp
order to

gh time teac g the knowle  and skills th require in 

c

 

The majority of staff respondents (55.3%) indicated that they had been trained to deliver at least 

one correctional program (N = 131).  Many staff members reported having been train

N

I10. 

 

Of those staff members who were

delivered at least som programs in

were trained.  For those wh

trained (7.0%, N = 9), r  that the pro

not offered (21.2%, N = 7), they cha ), they ma

decision to not deliver the program (9.1%

facilitator (9.1%, N = 

delivery (9.1%, N = 3), and that they were newly trained and had not yet had the 

d

A
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d the 

ograms in which they 

ad been trained (SR = 2.8), whereas staff from the Prairies (SR = 3.0) and Atlantic Regions (SR 

d been 

 

 

tion 

felt that their training spent enough time teaching the 

nowledge and skills they require in order to deliver programs, that the training is delivered 

 each 

 

Relative to staff from other regions, staff members from the Pacific (SR = 2.0) and Ontario 

Regions (SR = 2.1) were significantly more likely to indicate that they had not delivere

programs in which they had been trained (Χ2(8) = 32.89, p < .0001).  Staff from the Pacific 

Region were also most likely to indicate they had delivered some of the pr

h

= 2.4) were most likely to indicate they had delivered all of the programs in which they ha

trained.  Across security levels, staff from minimum security institutions were most likely to

indicate they had delivered all of the programs in which they had been trained to deliver (SR =

2.3), and regional offices were most likely to indicate they had delivered some of the programs in 

which they were trained (SR = 3.2; Χ2(10) = 25.76, p < .005).  However, results from these 

regional and security level two-way contingency table analyses must be interpreted with cau

due to the low number of respondents who reported not delivering any of the programs in which 

they had been trained (7.0%, N = 9). 

 

The majority of staff who had been trained in substance abuse, family violence, violence 

prevention, and/or sex offender programs 

k

efficiently, and that the training covers the appropriate program content.  Endorsements for

program area and indicator of training are displayed in Table 13.  Due to the low number of staff

who responded “No”, meaningful contingency analyses could not be conducted between 

program areas or across regions and security levels. 
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ing   

N = 83 N = 29 N = 28 
ffender 

N = 30 

Table 13: Staff Respondents Who Said “Yes” to Various Indicators of Programs Train

 Substance 
Abuse         

Family 
Violence       

Violent 
Offender      Sex O

Spends enough time 
teaching knowledge 
required to deliver program 

67 (80.7%) 20 (69.0%) 19 (67.9%) 17 (56.7%) 

Spends enough time 
teaching skills required to 
deliver program 

62 (75.6%) 20 (69.0%) 18 (64.3%) 14 (48.3%) 

Training is delivered in an 
efficient manner 72 (87.8%) 23 (79.3%) 20 (74.1%) 20 (66.7%) 

Training covers the 
appropriate program 
content 

68 (81.9%) 23 (79.3%) 20 (74.1%) 20 (66.7%) 

 

Few staff (7.6%, N = 17) indicated that they had delivered a program in which they had no

received the training to deliver.  When asked to indicate why they delivered a program in which

t 

 

they had not received training, respondents provided the reasons listed in Table 14. 

 

Table 14: Reasons Listed for Delivering a Program in Which Staff Members Were Not 
Trained to Deliver  

Reasons: Staff Respondents N (%) 

Operational demands 4 (25.0%) 

On-the-job training 3 (18.8%) 

Filling in for another CPO 2 (12.5%) 

Training not available 2 (12.5%) 

rained to deliver similar program 1 (6.3%) T

Asked to co-facilitate with trained CPO 1 (6.3%) 

Don't know/Not sure 1 (6.3%) 
Note: Two respondents (12.5%) provided suggestions unrelated to the question. 
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terventions, increasing waitlists for programs, delays in release dates for offenders, and 

 to 

fficient numbers of trained CPOs (SR = 2.3; Χ (5) = 10.69, p = .06).   

hen asked about the impact of not having sufficient numbers of trained CPOs, staff most 

 

ogram areas, many staff respondents 

9.3%, N = 107) felt that the efficiency of training could be improved.  Of those who provided 

ggestions (N = 113), most suggested providing an orientation or generic skills training (23.9%, 

 = 27), offering ongoing training, refresher courses, and/or mentoring (15.9%, N = 18), offering 

nger training sessions (14.2%, N = 16), offering training more frequently (9.7%, N = 11), 

roviding more training locations across the country (8.0%, N = 9), and offering more training on 

ealing with offenders in groups / responsivity issues (8.0%, N = 9).  A comprehensive list of 

ggestions to improve the efficiency of CPO training is presented in Appendix I, Table I12.  

INDING 6: The influence of pre-program assessments on subsequent program delivery is 
gram delivery personnel, with half of staff indicating that the results 

f these assessments influence program delivery, and half indicating no effect. While staff 
enerally found the pre-/post-program assessments useful when writing their final reports, 
e majority found that the assessments could be streamlined and made more efficient.   

FINDING 5: Program stakeholders indicated there are insufficient numbers of trained 
CPOs to deliver programs given the institutional or regional demand.  Possible 
implications of this insufficiency include releasing offenders without institutional 
in
an inability of institutions to address offenders’ risk for recidivism.   
 

The majority of staff respondents (79.9%, N = 175) indicated that there are not sufficient 

numbers of trained CPOs to deliver programs, given their institutional or regional demand.  

There were no regional differences in this opinion (Χ2(4) = 2.14, p = .71), although staff from 

Community Parole Offices were more likely than staff from institutions or regional offices

indicate that there are insu 2

W

frequently indicated that offenders are released without programs/interventions (26.7%, N = 24), 

there are long waitlists for programs (16.7%, N = 15), offenders’ release / parole is delayed

(16.7%, N = 15), CPOs are burned out / overworked (15.6%, N = 14), institutions cannot meet 

offenders’ needs / fulfill correctional plans (13.3%, N = 12), and the institutions cannot address 

recidivism rates or risk (13.3%, N = 12). 

 

Despite the positive ratings of CPO training across pr

(7

su

N

lo

p

d

su

 

F
inconsistent across pro
o
g
th
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uestions relating to how they use they results of the assessments, whether or not the assessments 

nd how the pre-/post-assessment process c

 the results of an offender’s pre-program asse ences the way 

ctional program.  Results were split al ly among staff 

uence over subsequen  delivery, and 

ssessment results did have an influence over 

-way contingency table analyses examining dif n pre-program 

(yes or no) between regions or security levels found no significant 

embers who provided explanations for altering their delivery approach 

m assessments (N = 40) noted that the assessments most commonly 

tment targets (40.0%, N = 16), the tion of 

 13), and their identification of risk/need levels (20.0%, N = 8). 

 (1) to six (6), with senting “not at 

sults 

ose who responded to the question (N = 

ng 

g 

d to 

ely or 

ever referred to the pre-/post-assessments when writing their final program reports (M = 3.67, 

To gauge the efficiency of the pre-post program assessments, staff were asked a number of 

q

are useful to them, a ould be streamlined.   

 

First, staff were asked if ssment influ

in which they deliver their corre most equal

who answered this question (N = 82), with 52.4% (N = 43) of staff indicating that the results of 

the pre-program assessment did not have any infl t program

47.6% (N = 39) of staff indicating that pre-program a

program delivery.  Two ferences i

assessment influence 

differences.  Those staff m

after the pre-progra

influenced their development of trea ir identifica

responsivity issues (32.5%, N =

Second, staff were asked to rate on a scale from one  one repre

all useful” and six representing “very useful”, how useful pre-/post-program assessment re

are when drafting offenders’ final program reports.  Of th

81), the greatest proportion felt that pre-/post-assessment results were useful/very useful (43.2%, 

N = 35) or at least somewhat useful (23.5%, N = 19) when drafting final program reports.  Only 

7.4% (N = 6) indicated that pre-/post assessment results were somewhat useless, and 25.9% (N = 

21) felt that pre-/post-assessment results were not at all or not useful (M = 3.86, SD = 1.68).  

ANOVAs conducted to determine if any differences existed in mean ratings of usefulness amo

regions and security levels found no significant differences.    

 

Similarly, staff were asked to rate on a scale from one (1) to five (5), with one representin

“never” and five representing “always”, how regularly they refer to an offender’s pre-/post-

program assessment results when writing their final program reports.  Of those who responde

this item (N = 79), the majority referred to the assessments either often or always (60.8%, N = 

48), 17.7% (N = 14) referred to the assessments only sometimes, and 21.5% (N = 17) rar

n
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s.   

on 

.5%, N = 3), and because the assessment results are easily skewed by the 

ffender (12.5%, N = 3). 

ore 

or a 

SD = 1.41).  Once again, ANOVAs conducted to determine if any differences existed in mean 

ratings of referral regularity among regions and security levels found no significant difference

 

To investigate why the pre-/post-program assessments were not being used when staff were 

writing their final reports, those staff who answered “rarely” or “never” to the referral questi

were asked to detail why this was the case.  The most commonly cited reason for not using the 

assessments was that the assessments are not a good or complete source of information (27.8%, 

N = 5), that they are difficult to interpret (12.5%, N = 3), that they are not interpreted by a trained 

professional (12

o

 

Finally, staff were asked whether or not they felt that the offender self-reported pre-/post-

program assessment process could be streamlined or made more efficient.  Of the 75 staff 

members who answered this question, 72.0% (N = 54) felt that the process could be made m

efficient.  Among the most common recommendations to improve efficiency was the need f

decrease in the number of assessment measures (27.3%, N = 15) and the elimination of 

repetitiveness in assessment measures (20.0%, N = 11).  A comprehensive list of all 

recommendations offered can be found in Table 15. 
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Table 15: Staff Recommendations to Improve Efficiency of Pre-/Post-Assessment Process  
 
 
Recommendations: Staff Respondents N (%) 

Fewer assessment measures 15 (27.3%) 

Eliminate repetitiveness   11 (20.0%) 

Fewer questions on assessments 7 (12.7%) 

Simplify language 7 (12.7%) 

Offenders could complete assessment measures on computers 5 (9.1%) 

Pre-post assessment batteries should be eliminated 5 (9.1%) 

Limit assessments to those relevant to program/offender 5 (9.1%) 

ewer response options 3 (5.5%) 

 1 (1.8%) 

search/validate process 1 (1.8%) 

F

Better training for staff 2 (3.6%) 

More assessment measures 1 (1.8%) 

Clarify process 1 (1.8%) 

Needs to be longer 1 (1.8%) 

Use Paulhus deception scale (BID-R) 1 (1.8%) 

Have admin input data, not CPO 1 (1.8%) 

Change when assessments are administered/delivered

Re
Note:  3.6% (N = 2) of staff answered “Don’t Know/Not Sure” for the recommendation item.  5.5% of staff 
recommendations (N = 3) did not reflect the topic area in question. 
 

SUMMARY FINDING 3: For all programs with the exception of sex offender programs, 
there was a high proportion of offenders who met the referral criteria for a program who 
were not referred, and a proportion of offenders referred to a program who did not 
participate. There was also a proportion of offenders enrolled in programs for which they 
had not met the referral criteria. The large pool of candidates who met the referral criteria 
for a violence prevention program or high intensity substance abuse program was more 
likely to be serving shorter sentences in a maximum security institution. This group was 
also typically referred to the moderate intensity substance abuse programs. 
 

The following section reports, by program area, the proportion of offenders who met the 

approximated referral criteria for a correctional program and were not referred to the target 

program, or were referred and did not enrol. Typically, these offenders were serving shorter 

sentences and were more likely to have a maximum security designation than their comparison 

group. The majority also had substance abuse needs identified as per the CLAI/CASA. 
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 asked to explain the of reasons 

r 

 

omplete 

ve impairment, low educational attainment, 

tc.; 22.2%, N = 52), the timing of program delivery at the institution (19.2%, N = 45) and long 

ed 

onal 

ed that 

as 

 

INDING 7: Overall, staff members indicated that program referrals are reserved for 
ose with greater risk and need levels, and that the intensity level of the programs 

s are 

programs are reserved for those offenders with greater risk and needs.  Of those who responded 

served for 

omewhat agreed that this was the 

erved for those offenders with greater risk/need (M = 4.15, SD = 1.45).  

Staff members provided insight regarding these findings. When

why an offender might not participate in a correctional program that is included in his or he

correctional plan, the majority of the 234 staff respondents mentioned an offender’s refusal to

participate (65.4%, N = 153), followed by a short sentence length and/or lack of time to c

a program (36.3%, N = 85), a lack of programs available at the institution (35.9%, N = 84), 

specific responsivity factors (mental illness, cogniti

e

waitlists for programs (18.4%, N = 43).  A complete list of reasons described by staff is provid

in Appendix I.  

 
When asked to indicated the reasons for which an offender might participate in a correcti

program that is not included in his or her correctional plan, staff most frequently mention

additional programming needs might be identified after intake (47.2%, N = 110), that the 

offender expressed an interest in the program (36.1%, N = 84), that the offender wanted to 

accelerate their release or transfer to lower security (18.5%, N = 43), that the offender w

motivated to change his or her behaviour (10.3%, N = 24), that a program included in the

offenders plan was not offered, and therefore a substitution is made (9.4%, N = 22), or that the 

referral criteria to a program changed subsequent to the development of the offender’s 

correctional plan (6.4%, N = 15). 

 

3.2.4 Program Referrals and Enrolments 

F
th
delivered matches the offender risk/need profiles.  However, staff noted the difficulty in 
matching intensity levels of programs with risk/need profiles when required program
not offered at offenders’ institutions. 

 
Staff were asked to rate on a scale from one (1) to six (6), with one representing “strongly 

disagree” and six representing “strongly agree”, the extent to which referrals to correctional 

to the question (N = 227), the majority agreed or strongly agreed that referrals were re

those with the greatest risk/need (50.7%, N = 115) or at least s

case (17.6%, N = 40).  Only 16.3% (N = 37) disagreed or strongly disagreed that program 

referrals are res
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ANOVAs conducted to determine if any differences existed in mean ratings of agreement among 

regions and security levels found no significant differences between groups.  

ity 

e to 

 other factors (11.3%, N = 7). 

 

Similarly, staff were asked to indicate whether or not they felt that there was a match between 

offenders’ risk/need levels and the intensity level of the program delivered.  Of those who 

responded to the question (N = 225), 81.8% indicated that they believed there was a match 

between offender risk/need level and the intensity of the program that was delivered.  Two-way 

contingency table analyses examining differences in the match between risk/need and intens

level between regions or security levels found no significant differences. 

 

When asked to expand on the reasons for which they believed there was a disparity between 

offender risk/need levels and the intensity level of the program delivered, 30.6% of staff who 

responded (N = 19) cited the lack of availability of the program at the required intensity level as 

the cause.  Other causes for disparity included sentence length/timing restrictions (16.1%, N = 

10), incongruent/inaccurate assessment results (12.9%, N = 8), and overrides of decisions du

the consideration of
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3.2.5 Violent Offender Program Referrals and Enrolments 

 

ere 
t 

mely the VPP or the 

ggressive Behaviour Control (ABC) program. The differences between regions of the 

 

 

) were referred to a 

oderate or low intensity substance abuse program and/or living skills program (61.8%, N = 

A 

were referred to a moderate or low intensity substance abuse program. The non-enrolled group 

  

FINDING 8: There was a large pool of candidates who met the referral criteria for a 
specific violent offender program who were either not referred to the program, or who
were referred and did not enrol in the program. These offenders were serving shorter 
sentences and were more likely to have a maximum security designation than their 
comparison groups. The majority also had substance abuse needs identified. Further, th
was a smaller group of male offenders enrolled in violent offender programs despite no
meeting all components of the referral criteria. 
 

Violent Offender Programs: Violence Prevention Program and In Search of Your Warrior 

Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

From a sample of 29,85641 non-Aboriginal male offender admissions, it was determined that 

23.8% (N = 7,100) met the referral criteria for a specific VOP42, na

A

proportion of non-Aboriginal male offenders that were referred to a VOP but not enrolled is seen

in Figure 4.  Of those offenders who met the referral criteria for these programs, 15.7% (N = 

1,117) were referred to the program, whereas 84.3% (N = 5,983) were not referred.  A 

comparison of referrals to non-referrals within this eligible group revealed non-referred 

offenders as more likely to have shorter sentences than those referred (M = 3.1, SD = 1.79 years,

versus M = 3.9, SD = 2.66 years, respectively; t(6,983) = -14.64; p < .001). An examination of 

eligible non-referred offenders revealed that many (67.9%, N = 4,063

m

3,697). 

 

Of those who were referred to VPP (N = 1,793), 36.8% enrolled in the program (N = 659). 

comparison of the non-enrolments to enrolments revealed that, similar to the eligible non-

referrals, this group was more likely to have shorter sentences (M = 4.2, SD = 2.99 years versus 

M = 5.0, SD = 3.23 years respectively; t(1642) = -5.84, p < .001) and many (70.1%, N = 465) 

                   

 
P or SAP. As described in the 

41 This sub-sample is composed of those in the larger sample admitted to federal custody between the 
commencement date of the first VPP session to the end of the study date. 
42 Referral criteria include scoring poor or very poor on the SIR, two or more convictions for Schedule I offences
and/or homicide, and not meeting referral criteria for a SOP or a high intensity FVP
measures section, whether an offender met the referral criteria was derived from automated data sources such as 
OMS and CPIC. 

7
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me 

for a 

30) were 

ns for 

ces, and another 4.3% had been convicted for homicide.  The 

remaining 68.6% ( eeting all of the 

criteria were scored as m

offenders, 63.8% ( ore 

than one-third (35.2%; es suggest that 

there was a group of offenders 

Intensity Fam t the referral 

criteria for a SOP. 

Figure 4: Pr

Fiscal Yea 006/2007

were more likely to have a maximum security level designation when compared to their enrolled 

counterparts (30.0% vs. 23.1% respectively; χ2(2) = 14.9, p < .01). 

Among those offenders who were referred to VPP, 37.7% (N = 676) were referred to the 

program despite not meeting the referral criteria43. The majority of this group met at least so

of the criteria (e.g., a rating of poor or very poor on the SIR, but fewer than two convictions 

Schedule I offence). Two-way contingency table analyses revealed that 34.7% (N = 2

scored as poor or very poor risk on the SIR; of these, 43.5% (N = 100) had prior convictio

two or more Schedule I offen

N = 412) of offenders who were referred to VPP despite not m

oderate, good, or very good risk on the SIR. However, of these 

N = 263) had been convicted of at least two Schedule I offences, and m

N = 145) had been convicted of homicide. Finally, analys

deemed suitable for VPP given their violent histories. 

Specifically, within this group, 140 offenders met the referral criteria for the National High 

ily Violence Prevention Program (HIFVPP), and 7 offenders me

oportion of Offenders Referred to Violent Offender Programs and Not 
Enrolled, Non-Aboriginal Male 

r 2
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43 Note that referral criteria used here were those exclusively for VPP. 
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arrior (ISOYW) program45. The 

ifferences between regions of the proportion of Aboriginal male offenders that were referred to 

 

4.03, 

ers revealed that many (79.0%, N = 1,319) were referred to a moderate or low 

tensity SAP and/or a living skills program (55.7%, N = 930). 

 

 

g of High Risk, but fewer than two convictions for a Schedule I 

ffence). Two-way contingency table analyses revealed that 63.1% (N = 280) were scored as 

igh risk to re-offend; of these, 78.1% (N = 203) had prior convictions for two or more Schedule 

offences, and another 28.5% (N = 74) had been convicted of homicide.  The remaining 36.9% 

Aboriginal Male Offenders 

From a sample of 5,73544 Aboriginal male offender admissions, it was determined that 43% (N = 

2,461) met the referral criteria for the In Search of Your W

d

a VOP but not enrolled is seen in Figure 5. Of those offenders who met the referral criteria, 

32.1% (N = 791) were referred to the program, whereas 67.9% (N = 1,670) were not referred.  A

comparison of referrals to non-referrals within this eligible group revealed non-referred 

offenders as more likely to have shorter sentences (M = 3.18, SD = 1.83 years versus M = 

SD = 2.25 years respectively; t(2,377) = -9.74, p < .001). An examination of eligible non-

referred offend

in

 

Of those who were referred to the ISOYW program (N = 1,238), 51.5% enrolled in the program 

(N = 638). A comparison of non-enrolments to enrolments revealed that, similar to eligible non-

referrals, this group was more likely to have shorter sentences (M = 3.85, SD = 2.47 years versus

M = 4.29, SD = 2.49 years, respectively; t(1,168) = -3.03, p < .001) and many (83.0%, N  = 498) 

were referred to a moderate or low intensity substance abuse program.  The non-enrolled group 

was more likely to have a maximum security level designation when compared to their enrolled 

counterparts (23.0% vs. 13.8% respectively; χ2(2) = 26.10, p < .01). 

 

Among those offenders who were referred to ISOYW, 36.1% (N = 447) were referred to the

program despite not meeting the referral criteria46. The majority of this group met at least some 

of the criteria (e.g., a ratin

o

h

I 

                     
 Because ISOYW was not implemented until 1999, this sample includes those offenders admitted from 2000 until 
e endpoint of data collection. 
 Referral criteria include scoring high risk on the overall static risk level rating, two or more convictions for 
chedule I offences and/or homicide, and not meeting referral criteria for a sex offender program or a high intensity 
mily violence or substance abuse program. As described in the measures section, whether an offender met the 

referral criteria was derived from automated data sources such as OMS and CPIC. 
46 Note that referral criteria used here were similar to those of VPP, with overall static risk ratings replacing the SIR-

44

th
45

S
fa

R1 risk rating criteria. 
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Figure 5: Pr
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(N = 164) of offenders who were referred to ISOYW despite not meeting all of the crite

oderate or low risk to re-offend; however, of these offenders, 63.0% (

o Schedule I offences, and 20.8% (N = 32) had been convicted of 

cide. Finally, analyses suggest that there was a group of offenders deem

 given their violent histories. Specifically, within this group, 134 offenders m

ria for the HIFVPP, and 19 offenders met the referral criteria for SOPs. 

oportion of Offenders Referred to Violent Offender Programs and Not 
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Violent Offender Programs: Spirit of A Warrior 

Women Offenders 

From a sample of 61847 Aboriginal women offender admissions, it was determined that 14.1% 

(N = 87) met the referral criteria for SOAW48. The differences between regions of the proportion 

of women offenders that were referred to SOAW but not enrolled is seen in Figure 6. Of these 

offenders who met the referral criteria, 43.7% (N = 38) were referred to the program, whereas 

56.3% (N = 49) were not referred.  A comparison of referrals to non-referrals within this eligible 

group revealed non-referred offenders as more likely to have shorter sentences (M = 2.61, SD = 

                     
47 Sample was drawn from women offenders in the Pacific and Prairie Regions admitted after SOYW was 
implemented in 2002. 
48 Referral criteria was based on that for the VPP-Women pilot program, and includes two separate incidents of 
violence (two Schedule I offences) resulting in moderate to high degree of harm, and moderate to high risk to re-
offend. This excludes offences against children and sex offences. As described in the measures section, whether an 
offender met the referral criteria was derived from automated data sources such as OMS and CPIC. 
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< .01). An 

red 

OAW program (N = 120), 66.7% enrolled in the program (N 

ents to enrolments revealed that, unlike the eligible non-

ce length between groups. Almost all of the non-

ontingency table analyses revealed that 35.8% 

N = 29) were scored as high risk to re-offend; of these, 58.6% (N = 17) had prior convictions for 

N 

ed suitable for SOAW given their violent histories, despite not meeting all of the 

 

0.99 years versus M = 3.75, SD = 2.40 years, respectively; t(82) = -2.95, p 

examination of eligible non-referred offenders revealed that many (77.6%, N = 38) were refer

to a moderate or low intensity substance abuse program. 

 

Of those who were referred to the S

= 80). A comparison of the non-enrolm

referrals, there were no differences in senten

enrolments (97.5%, N = 39) were referred to a moderate or low intensity substance abuse 

program.  The non-enrolled and enrolled groups did not differ in their respective security level 

designations. 

 

Among those offenders who were referred to SOAW, 15.4% (N = 82) were referred to the 

program despite not meeting the referral criteria49. The majority of this group met at least some 

of the criteria (e.g., a rating of high risk on the overall static risk level rating, but fewer than two 

convictions for a Schedule I offence). Two-way c

(

two or more Schedule I offences, and more than one-third 34.5% (N = 10) had been convicted of 

homicide.  The remaining 64.2% (N = 52) of offenders who were referred to SOAW despite not 

meeting all of the criteria were scored as moderate or low risk to re-offend; however, of these 

offenders, 41.2% (N = 21) had been convicted of at least two Schedule I offences, and 25.5% (

= 13) had been convicted of homicide. As such, analyses suggest that there was a group of 

offenders deem

specific referral criteria.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

                     
49 Note that referral criteria used here were those exclusively for VPPW. 
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Figure 6: Proportion of Offenders Referred to SOAW and Not Enrolled, Women 
Fiscal Year 2006/2007
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3.2.6 Family Violence Prevention Program Referrals and Enrolments 

FINDING 9: There was a pool of candidates who met the referral criteria for a specific 
family violence prevention program (high or moderate intensity) who were either  
not referred to the program, or who were referred and did not enrol. Analyses suggest 
short sentences and high security level designations to be common amongst the non-
nrolled groups. 

n Program (MIFVPP, N = 2,075) or the HIFVPP (N = 1,286) . The 

 non-Aboriginal male offenders that were 

N = 

tively).  

N = 1,799), just over 

ne-third enrolled in the program (38.6%, N = 256 and 47.0%, N = 533 respectively). A 

omparison of the non-enrolments to enrolments revealed that, similar to the eligible non-

ferrals, the HIFVPP group was more likely to have shorter sentences (M = 3.2, SD = 2.8 years 

e

 

Family Violence Prevention Programs 

Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

From a sample of 20,30650 non-Aboriginal male offender admissions, it was determined that 

16.6% (N = 3,361) met the referral criteria for either the National Moderate Intensity Family 

Violence Preventio 51

differences between regions of the proportion of

referred to a FVPP but not enrolled is seen in Figure 7. Of those offenders who met the referral 

criteria, 53.5% (N = 1,799) were referred to the program, whereas 46.5% (N = 1,562) were not 

referred. 18.0% (N = 231) of offenders eligible for HIFVPP were referred to MIFVPP.  

 

A comparison of referrals to non-referrals within the HIFVPP group revealed non-referred 

offenders as more likely to have shorter sentences (M = 2.83, SD = 2.49 years, versus M = 3.28, 

SD = 2.45 years, respectively, t(1,053) = -2.94; p < .01). Within the MIFVPP group, no such 

differences were found. A proportion of HIFVPP and MIFVPP non-referrals were enrolled in 

SAPs (41.4%, N = 181 and 56.8%, N = 637 respectively), living skills programs (34.3%, 

151 and 47.7%, N = 535 respectively) and SOPs (22.1%, N = 97 and 12.0%, N = 135 

respec

 

Of those offenders referred to either the HIFVPP or the MIFVPP program (

o

c

re

                     
 This sub-sample is composed of those in the larger sample admitted to federal custody between the 
mmencement date of the first family violence session to the end of the study date. 

 Referral criteria include scoring poor or very poor on the SIR, two or more convictions for Schedule I offences 
d/or homicide, and not meeting referral criteria for a SOP or a high intensity FVPP or SAP. As described in the 
easures section, whether an offender met the referral criteria was derived from automated data sources such as 

OMS and CPIC. 

50

co
51

an
m
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(27.8%, N = 70 and 15.3%, N = 

aximum 

(2) = 58.98, p < 

.001 for MIFVPP). Lastly, 

am  = 380) were referred to the 

program despite not m

Figure 7: Pr
Male 

Fiscal Year 2006/2007

versus M = 3.6, SD = 2.1 years respectively; t(711) = -1.97, p < .05) while no such difference 

was found for the MIFVPP group. Similar to those who met the referral criteria and were not 

referred, offenders who were referred to either HIFVPP or MIFVPP and not enrolled were 

Ps (49.9%, N = 217 and 65.9%, N = 492 respectively), living skills program

121 and 42.7%, N = 319 respectively) and SOPs (16.1%, N = 

114 respectively). Those who were not enrolled in a FVPP were more likely to have a m

security designation than those who enrolled (25.3% vs. 4.0% respectively, χ2

.001 for HIFVPP, and 9.9% vs. 2.1% respectively, χ2(2) = 82.21, p < 

ong those offenders who were referred to a FVPP, only 2.2% (N

eeting the referral criteria. 
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Aboriginal Male Offenders 

From a sample of 4,36352 Aboriginal male offender admissions, it was determined that 32.0% (N 

= 1,394) met the referral criteria for either the MIFVPP (N = 2,075), HIFVPP (N = 1,286), or the 

Aboriginal High Intensity Family Violence Program (AHIFVPP) 53. For the purposes of the 

following analyses, the AHIFVPP and HIFVPP have been collapsed into one HIFVPP grouping. 

                     
52 This sub-sample is composed of those in the larger sample admitted to federal custody between the 
commencement date of the first family violence session to the end of the study date. 
53 Referral criteria include scoring poor or very poor on the SIR, two or more convictions for Schedule I offences 
and/or homicide, and not meeting referral criteria for a SOP or a high intensity FVPP or SAP. As described in the 
measures section, whether an offender met the referral criteria was derived from automated data sources such as 
OMS and CPIC. 



K E Y  F I N D I N G S :  I M P L E M E N T A T I O N  
F A M I L Y  V I O L E N C E  P R E V E N T I O N  P R O G R A M S  

 

 75

l male offenders that were 

 

parison of referrals to non-referrals within the HIFVPP group revealed no significant 

s 

ed in the program (49.9%, N = 133 and 46.3%, N = 188 respectively). A comparison 

ents to enrolments revealed that, similar to the eligible non-referrals, there were no 

e who met the referral criteria and 

to either HIFVPP or MIFVPP and not enrolled 

s 

 

The differences between regions of the proportion of Aborigina

referred to a FVPP but not enrolled is seen in Figure 8. Of those offenders who met the referral

criteria, 48.5% (N = 676) were referred to a program, and the remaining 51.5% (N = 718) were 

not referred. 16.4% (N = 97) of HIFVPP eligible offenders were referred to MIFVPP.  

 

A com

differences in sentence length (3.1 versus 3.0 years for HI-VPP respectively, and 2.9 versus 3.2 

years for MIFVPP respectively). A large proportion of HIFVPP and MIFVPP non-referrals were 

enrolled in SAPs (62.8%, N = 155 and 76.2%, N = 359 respectively), living skills program

(24.3%, N = 60 and 41.8%, N = 197 respectively) and SOPs (34.0.1%, N = 84 and 20.4%, N = 

96 respectively).  

 

Of those offenders referred to either the HIFVPP or the MIFVPP program (N = 676), just under 

half enroll

of non-enrolm

significant differences in sentence length. Also similar to thos

were not referred, offenders who were referred 

were enrolled in SAPs (79.2%, N = 114 and 84.9%, N = 219 respectively), living skills program

(31.3%, N = 45 and 34.1%, N = 88 respectively) and SOPs (16.7%, N = 24 and 15.1%, N = 39 

respectively). Those who were not enrolled in a family violence prevention program were more 

likely to have a maximum security designation than those who enrolled (16.7% vs. 3.7% 

respectively, χ2(2) = 12.63, p < .01 for HIFVPP, and 9.7% vs. 2.9% respectively; χ2(2) = 9.59, p 

< .01 for MIFVPP). Lastly, among those offenders who were referred to a FVPP, only 2.3% (N 

= 82) were referred to the program despite not meeting the referral criteria. 
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Figure 8: Proportion of Offenders Referred to FVPPs and Not Enrolled, Aboriginal Male 
Fiscal Year 2006/2007
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3.2.7 Substance Abuse Program Referrals and Enrolments 

ers who met the criteria for a high intensity substance abuse, 

ers 

. 

r 

on of non-Aboriginal 

FINDING 10: Many offend
violence prevention, or sex offender program were referred to a moderate intensity 
substance abuse program. This discord is reinforced through the most recent changes to 
substance abuse program referral criteria. There was also a large proportion of offend
who were referred to a substance abuse program who did not enrol. 
 

Prior to January 2008, referrals to National Substance Abuse Programs (NSAP) were based on 

an offender’s level of need in the substance abuse domain (as demonstrated by scores on the 

CLAI/CASA), and an established link between criminal behaviour and substance abuse54

Effective January 14, 2008, static risk was incorporated into substance abuse referrals. However, 

for the current sample, implementation of substance abuse programming occurred largely prio

to the incorporation of risk as a referral criterion.  As such, analyses were conducted using the 

previous criteria of substance abuse need and an established link between substance abuse and 

crime55

56

.  

 

National Substance Abuse Program – High Intensity 

Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

From a sample of 13,606  non-Aboriginal male offender admissions, it was determined that 

27.6% (N = 3,748) met the referral criteria for the National Substance Abuse Program – High 

regions of the proportiIntensity (NSAP-High). The differences between 

male offenders that were referred to SAPs but not enrolled is seen in Figure 9. Of those offenders 

who met the referral criteria, 45.6% (N = 1,709) were referred to the program, whereas 41.5% (N 

= 1,215) were not referred.  A comparison of referrals to non-referrals within this eligible group 

revealed no differences in average sentence length between the groups; however, the non-

referred group was more likely to have either a minimum (19.2% versus 7.7%) or maximum 

(13.5% versus 7.6%) security level designation when compared to their referred counterparts 

                     
54 Due to the nature of the data, it had to be assumed that all referrals to substance abuse programs had an 
established link between crime and substance abuse.  As a result, the evaluation team could not assess the numbe
non-referrals to substance abuse programs who should have been referred based on this criterion. 

r of 

ple did 
not yield accurate program referrals; specifically, offenders who were referred to high intensity substance abuse 

idered in the 

ncement date of the first NSAP-High session to the end of the study date. 

55 Two-way contingency table analyses revealed that incorporating risk into the referral criteria for this sam

programs based on need levels were under-referred to moderate intensity programs when risk was cons
referral criteria. 
56 This sub-sample is composed of those in the larger sample admitted to federal custody between the 
comme

7
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(χ2(2) = 102.0, p < .001).  An examination of eligible non-referred offenders revealed that 

(50.6%, N = 417) were referred to an education 

half 

program, and almost one-quarter (22.8%, N = 

the m = 1,192). Almost one-

third of this group also m ly a high 

intensity VO

 

program. A com ilar to the eligible 

non-referrals, non-enrolm

an their enrolled counterparts (11.6% versus 4.4%; χ2(2) = 68.7, p < .001) .  More than two-

lled in an education program, and 

skills program.  Of note, more 

188) were referred to a living skills program. Lastly, there was a large group of offenders who 

were not referred to NSAP-High despite meeting the referral criteria, but who were referred to 

oderate intensity level of substance abuse programming (58.5%, N 

et the criteria for another high intensity program, name

P or SOP (30.0%, N = 359). 

Of those who were referred to NSAP-High (N = 1,709), 35.5% (N = 665) enrolled in the 

parison of the non-enrolments to enrolments revealed that, sim

ents were more likely to have a maximum security level designation 

th

thirds of non-enrolled offenders (67.7%, N = 616) were enro

more than one-quarter (28.5%, N = 259) were enrolled in a living 

than half (57.7%, N = 910) of offenders who were not enrolled in NSAP-High despite being 

referred were enrolled in another intensity level of substance abuse programming. 

Figure 9: Proportion of Offenders Referred to Substance Abuse Programs and Not 
Enrolled, Non-Aboriginal Male 

Fiscal Year 2006/2007
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Aboriginal Male Offenders 

From a sample of 2,89157 Aboriginal male offender admissions, it was determined that 43.1% (N

= 1,246) met the referral criteria for the NSAP-High or the Aboriginal Offender Substance 

Abuse Program (AOSAP)

 

e differences between regions of the proportion of non-

boriginal male offenders that were referred to SAPs but not enrolled is seen in Figure 10. Of 

 referral criteria, 62.0% (N = 621) were referred to the program, 

years, 

 a 

 

 

e 

 

ity 

f those who were referred to NSAP-High or AOSAP (N = 784), 37.9% enrolled in the program 

 

han 

ite 

58.  Th

A

those offenders who met the

whereas 38.0% (N = 381) were not referred.  A comparison of referrals to non-referrals within 

this eligible group revealed that on average, non-referred offenders were serving shorter 

sentences than referred offenders (M = 2.82, SD = 1.70 years versus M = 3.42, SD = 2.16 

respectively; t(562) = -4.31, p < .001), and the non-referred group was more likely to have

minimum (18.5% versus 3.7%) or maximum (18.5% versus 10.5%) security level designation

when compared to their referred counterparts (χ2(2) = 65.31, p < .001).  An examination of 

eligible non-referred offenders revealed that half (51.2%, N = 125) were referred to an education

program, and one-quarter (25.0%, N = 61) were referred to a living skills program.  Finally, ther

was a large group of offenders who were not referred to NSAP-High despite meeting the referral

criteria but who were referred to the moderate intensity level of substance abuse programming 

(60.2%, N = 376). Almost one-third of this group also met the criteria for another high intens

program, namely a high intensity VOP or SOP (58.2%, N = 219). 

 

O

(N = 297). A comparison of the non-enrolments to enrolments revealed that, similar to the 

eligible non-referrals, non-enrolled offenders were more likely to have a maximum security level

designation when compared to their enrolled counterparts (11.8% versus 6.7%, respectively; 

χ2(2) = 14.76, p < .001).  Many of the non-enrolled offenders who were referred to, but not 

enrolled in, either NSAP-High or AOSAP were enrolled in an education program (74.3%, N = 

297), a living skills program (35.0%, N = 140), or a FVPP (27.5%, N = 110).  Of note, more t

half (57.2%, N = 400) of offenders who were not enrolled in NSAP-High or AOSAP desp

being referred were enrolled in another intensity level of substance abuse programming. 
                     
57 This sub-sample is composed of those in the larger sample admitted to federal custody between the 

mmencement date of the first NSAP-High session or AOSAP session to the end of the study date. 
 Offenders are referred to AOSAP if they are assessed as having high or moderate need on the ADS, DAST, and 

PRD. 

co
58
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Figure 10: Proportion of Offenders Referred to Substance Abuse Programs and Not 
Enrolled, Aboriginal Male 

Fiscal Year 2006/2007
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National Substance Abuse Program – Moderate Intensity 
Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

From the same sample of 13,606 non-Aboriginal male offender admissions, it was determined 

at 15.7% (N = 2,133) met the referral criteria for the National Substance Abuse Program – 

 

%, N 

erred to 

N = 116) who were not 

ferred to NSAP-Moderate despite meeting the referral criteria were referred to another 

buse programming. 

he 

 

th

Moderate Intensity (NSAP-Moderate). Of those offenders who met the referral criteria, 71.4% (N

= 1,523) were referred to the program.  A comparison of referrals to non-referrals within this 

eligible group revealed no differences in average sentence length between the groups; however, 

the non-referred group were more likely to have a maximum security level designation when 

compared to their referred counterparts (11.5% versus 4.9%, respectively; χ2(2) = 27.6, p < 

.001).  An examination of eligible non-referred offenders revealed that more than half (52.9

= 267) were referred to an education program, and one-quarter (25.4%, N = 128) were ref

a living skills program.  Almost one-quarter of offenders (23.0%, 

re

intensity level of substance a

 

Of those who were referred to NSAP-Moderate (N = 2,731), 88.1% (N = 2,405) enrolled in t

program. A comparison of the non-enrolments to enrolments revealed that, similar to the eligible

non-referrals, non-enrolled offenders were more likely to have a maximum security level 

designation when compared to their enrolled counterparts (10.5% versus 3.3%, respectively; 
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χ2(2) = 110.1, p < .001).  Many of the non-enrolled offenders who were referred to, but not 

enrolled in, NSAP-Moderate were enrolled in an education program (67.1%, N = 806) or a living 

skills program (32.9%, N = 395).  Of note, one-third (33.1%, N = 1,202) of offenders who were 

not enrolled in NSAP-Moderate despite being referred were enrolled in another intensity level of

substance abuse programming. 

 

Aboriginal male offenders: 

 

rom the sample of 2,891 Aboriginal male offender admissions, it was determined that 20.0% (N 

s 

 when compared to their referred counterparts (χ2(2) = 11.61, p 

 .01).  An examination of eligible non-referred offenders revealed that more than half (57.9%, 

nd almost a third (32.3%, N = 43) were referred 

fenders (33.1%, N = 44) who were not referred to 

ly; 

 despite being referred were 

enrolled in another intensity level of substance abuse programming. 

F

= 578) met the referral criteria for the NSAP-Moderate or the AOSAP. Of those offenders who 

met the referral criteria, 65.7% (N = 380) were referred to the program. A comparison of 

referrals to non-referrals within this eligible group revealed that on average, non-referred 

offenders were serving shorter sentences than referred offenders (M = 2.70, SD = 1.75 years 

versus M = 3.08, SD = 1.57 years, respectively; t(511) = -2.28, p < .05), and the non-referred 

group were more likely to have a minimum (25.6% versus 16.1%) or maximum (14.1% versu

7.7%) security level designation

<

N = 77) were referred to an education program, a

to a living skills program.  One-third of of

NSAP-Moderate or AOSAP despite meeting the referral criteria were referred to another 

intensity level of substance abuse programming. 

 

Of those who were referred to NSAP-Moderate or AOSAP (N = 987), 38.5% (N = 380) enrolled 

in the program.  A comparison of the non-enrolments to enrolments revealed that, similar to the 

eligible non-referrals, non-enrolled offenders were more likely to have a maximum security level 

designation when compared to their enrolled counterparts (16.4% versus 7.3%, respective

χ2(2) = 20.82, p < .001).  Many of the non-enrolled offenders who were referred to, but not 

enrolled in, NSAP-Moderate or AOSAP were enrolled in an education program (66.4%, N = 

269) or a living skills program (33.6%, N = 136).  Of note, two in five (40.7%, N = 405) 

offenders who were not enrolled in NSAP-Moderate or AOSAP
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National Substance Abuse Program – Low Intensity 

ined 

 Low 

) or 

n compared to their referred 
2 ers 

revealed that ma  and one-third 

(32.7%, N

referred to NSAP-Low d to another intensity 

 

. 

A comp olled offenders did not 

differ from enrol p = .08).  

However, sim

 = 180) or a living 

ills program (29.0%, N = 79).  Of note, many offenders (62.0%, N = 272) who were not 

lled in another intensity level of 

 

within this eligible group revealed that on average, non-referred offenders were serving longer 

Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

From the same sample of 13,606 non-Aboriginal male offender admissions, it was determ

that 27.7% (N = 3,764) met the referral criteria for the National Substance Abuse Program –

Intensity (NSAP-Low). Of those offenders who met the referral criteria, 8.4% (N = 315) were 

referred to the program. A comparison of referrals to non-referrals within this eligible group 

revealed that non-referred offenders were serving longer sentences than their referred 

counterparts (M = 3.2, SD = 2.0 years versus M = 2.7, SD = 0.9 years; t(734) = 7.24, p < .001), 

and the non-referred group was more likely to have either a medium (59.8% versus 45.7%

maximum security level designation (7.9% versus 1.3%) whe

counterparts (χ (2) = 61.73, p < .001).  An examination of eligible non-referred offend

ny (63.2%, N = 1,680) were referred to an education program,

 = 869) were referred to a living skills program.  Fewer offenders who were not 

despite meeting the referral criteria were referre

level of substance abuse programming (6.4%, N = 170). 

Of those who were referred to NSAP-Low (N = 436), 36.9% (N = 161) enrolled in the program

arison of the non-enrolments to enrolments revealed that non-enr

led offenders with regard to security level designations (χ2(2) = 5.04, 

ilar to the eligible non-referrals, many offenders who were not enrolled in NSAP-

Low despite being referred were enrolled in an education program (66.2%, N

sk

enrolled in NSAP-Low despite being referred were enro

substance abuse programming.  

 

Aboriginal Male Offenders 

From the sample of 2,891 Aboriginal male offender admissions, it was determined that 25.7% (N 

= 743) met the referral criteria for the NSAP-Low. Of those offenders who met the referral 

criteria, 7.9% (N = 59) were referred to the program. A comparison of referrals to non-referrals

sentences than referred offenders (M = 3.00, SD = 1.79 years versus M = 2.64, SD = 0.94 years, 
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respectively; t(127) = 2.40, p < .05), and the non-referred group were more likely to have a 

medium (61.2% versus 55.9%) or maximum (8.3% versus 3.4%) security level designation when 

referred offenders revealed that m N = 291) were referred to an education program, 

and over a third (34.5%, N = 146) were referred to a living skills program.  A lower proportion of 

offenders (16.1%, N = 68) who were not referred to NSAP-Lo ting the referral 

criteria was referred t ubstance abuse programming. 

 

Of those who were referred to NSAP-Low (N = 71), 40.9% (N d in the program. A 

comparison of the non-enrolments to enrolments revealed that groups did not differ with regard 

to security level designations (χ (2) = 2.49, p = .29).  Many of the offenders who were referred 

to, but not enrolled in, NSA d in an education  (72.1%, N = 31) or a 

ving skills program (55.8%, N = 24).  More than half (59.7%, N = 43) of offenders who were 

ot enrolled in NSAP-Low despite being referred were enrolled in another intensity level of 

substance abuse programming. 

 

Women Offender Substance Abuse Program   
Intensive Therapeutic Treatment Module 

From a sample of 645 women offender admissions, it was determined that 67.3% (N = 434) met 

the referral criteria for the Intensive Therapeutic Treatment module of the WOSAP59. The 

differences between regions of the proportion of women offenders that were referred to a SAP 

but not enrolled is seen in Figure 11. Of those offenders who met the referral criteria, 79.7% (N = 

346) were referred to the program, whereas 21.3% (N = 88) were not referred.  A comparison of 

referrals to non-referrals within this eligible group revealed no significant differences in sentence 

length between groups (t(442) = -1.25, p = .21). An examination of eligible non-referred 

offenders revealed that many were referred to an education program (70.4%, N = 69) or a living 

skills program (21.4%, N = 21).  Some women offenders who were not referred to the Intensive 

module despite meeting the referral criteria were referred to another intensity of substance abuse 

programming (i.e., Module 1 or 3 of WOSAP; 11.2%, N = 11). 

                    

compared to their referred counterparts (χ2(2) = 13.12, p < .01).  An examination of eligible non-

any (68.8%, 

w despite mee

o another intensity level of s

 = 29) enrolle

2

P-Low were enrolle  program

li

n

 
59 Women offenders are referred based on a moderate or high substance abuse need.  As described in the measures 
section, whether an offender met the referral criteria was derived from automated data sources such as OMS and 
CPIC. 

 



K E Y  F I N D I N G S :  I M P L E M E N T A T I O N  
S U B S T A N C E  A B U S E  P R O G R A M S  

 

 84

nrolments revealed no significant differences in sentence length (t(492) = -1.42, p = .16). 

d group was more likely to have a maximum security level designation 

ounterparts (11.8% vs. 4.1% respectively, χ2(2) = 14.24, p < 

r a 

07

 

Of those who were referred to the Intensive Therapeutic Treatment module of WOSAP (N = 

474), 90.1% enrolled in the program (N = 371). A comparison of the non-enrolments to 

e

However, the non-enrolle

when compared to their enrolled c

.001). Many non-enrolled offenders were enrolled in an education program (77.9%, N = 81) o

living skills program (39.4%, N = 41).  More than one in five women (21.1%, N = 104) who did 

not enrol in the Intensive module of WOSAP despite being referred, did enrol in another 

substance abuse program (i.e., Module 1 or 3 of WOSAP).   

Figure 11: Proportion of Offenders Referred to SAPs and Not Enrolled, Women 
Fiscal Year 2006/20
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Current Substance Abuse Program Referral Criteria 

d an 

substance-abuse programming. Table 16 demonstrates the proportion of offenders who would 

As indicated earlier, prior to January 2008, referrals to NSAP were based on an offender’s level 

of need in the substance abuse domain (as demonstrated by scores on the CLAI/CASA), an

established link between criminal behaviour and substance abuse60. Effective January 14, 2008, 

static risk was incorporated into substance abuse referrals. As such, the change in referral criteria 

shifts a proportion of high risk, high need offenders down to requiring moderate intensity level 

                     
60 Due to the nature of the data, it had to be assumed that all referrals to substance abuse programs had an 
established link between crime and substance abuse.  As a result, the evaluation team could not assess the numbe
non-referrals to substance abuse programs who should have bee

r of 
n referred based on this criterion. 
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o 

Appropriate Intensity of NSAP 

shift from a high- to a moderate-intensity substance abuse referral had the criteria been applied t

a sample of federal admissions between 1997 and 2007: 

Table 16: Current NSAP Referral Criteria (CSC, Reintegration Programs Branch, 2008)61

Assessed Need Level of Risk 
(CLAI/CASA) (SIR or Static Risk Rating) 

High NSAP-High 
4.9% (N = 1,513) 

High  
29.5% (N = 8,928) 

High (if offender has been referred to 
another high intensity program for a higher 
priority need area), Moderate or Low 

NSAP-Moderate 
55.1% (N = 7,415) 

Moderate High or Moderate or Low 
30.7% (N = 9,300) 

Low High or Moderate or Low NSAP-Low 
39.9% (N = 12,094) 39.9% (N = 12,094) 

 
 

                     
61As described in the measures section, whether an offender met the referral criteria was derived from automated
data sources such as OMS and CPIC. 
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3.2.8 Sex Offender Program Referrals and Enrolments 

FINDING 11: Most non-Aboriginal offenders and half of Aboriginal offenders who met t
referral criteria for a specific sex offender program (high, moderate,
referred to the program, and the majority of those referred also enro

he 
 or low intensity) were 
lled. 

 

 

rogram, 

ter sentences 

 

 = 3.3, SD = 2.4 years, versus M = 3.9, SD = 2.2 years, respectively; t(1,191) 

= -3.08; p < 

programs (56.1%, nd living skills 

programs (53.3%, ss than 3.0% of 

non-referrals within all three gr

 

just over 70% enrolled 

in a program ( ents revealed no 

t the referral criteria 

nd were not referred, many offenders who were referred to either HI-SOP, MI-SOP OR LI-SOP 

and did not enrol were enrolled in SAPs (44.3%, N = 173, 41.0%, N = 268 and 38.3%, N = 54 

                    

 

Sex Offender Programs 

Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

From a sample of 37,57162 non-Aboriginal male offender admissions, it was determined that 

15.3% (N = 5,746) met the referral criteria for a High, Moderate or Low Intensity Sex Offender

Program (HI-SOP, MI-SOP, or LI-SOP)63. The differences between regions of the proportion of 

non-Aboriginal male offenders that were referred to a SOP but not enrolled is seen in Figure 12.

Of those offenders who met the referral criteria, 61.8% (N = 3,548) were referred to a p

and the remaining 38.2% (N = 2,198) were not referred. 

 

A comparison of non-referrals to referrals within the HI-SOP and MI-SOP groups that met the 

referral criteria revealed that non-referred offenders were more likely to have shor

(M = 3.3, SD = 2.6 years, versus M = 4.2, SD = 3.5 years, respectively, t(2,200) = -6.73; p < .001

for HI-SOP, and M

.01 for MI-SOP). Within the LI-SOP group, no such differences were found. A 

proportion of HI-SOP, MI-SOP, and LI-SOP non-referrals were enrolled in substance abuse 

N = 841, 42.7%, N = 228 and 42.7%, N = 228 respectively) a

N = 798, 43.1%, N = 230 and 26.5%, N = 44 respectively). Le

oups were enrolled in a VOP.  

Of those offenders referred to either the HI-SOP, MI-SOP, or the LI-SOP, 

N = 2,513). A comparison of the non-enrolments to enrolm

differences in sentence lengths for all SOP groups. Similar to those that me

a

 
62 This sub-sample is composed of those in the larger sample admitted to federal custody between the 
commencement date of the first SOP session to the end of the study date. 
63 Referral criteria were based on a proxy a measure of the Static 99 and Stable 2007 priority rating (Hanson, Harris, 
Scott & Helmus, 2007). As described in the measures section, whether an offender met the referral criteria was 
derived from automated data sources such as OMS and CPIC. 
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respectively) and living skills programs (38.9%, N = 152, 40.4%, N = 264 and 37.6%, N =  53 

he referral criteria. 

respectively). Less than 3.0% of non-referrals within all three groups were enrolled in a violence 

prevention program. Finally, within those offenders who were referred to a SOP, less than 5% (N 

= 412) were referred to a SOP despite not meeting t

Figure 12: Proportion of Offenders Referred to SOPs and Not Enrolled, Non-Aboriginal 
Male 

Fiscal Year 2006/2007
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Aboriginal Male Offenders 

From a sample of 8,18364 Aboriginal male offender admissions, 24.9% (N = 2,036) met the 

referral criteria for HI-SOP, MI-SOP, or LI-SOP65. The differences between regions of the 

proportion of Aboriginal male offenders that were referred to a SOP but not enrolled is seen in 

Figure 13. Of those offenders who met the referral criteria, 49.7% (N = 1,011) were referred 

program, and the remaining 50.3% (N = 1,025) were not referred. 

 

to a 

 comparison of non-referrals to referrals within the HI-SOP group who met the referral criteria 

 = 

P and 

, N 
                   

A

revealed that non-referred offenders were more likely to have shorter sentences (M = 3.2, SD

2.2 years, versus M = 4.1, SD = 3.1 years, respectively, t(1,052) = -5.24; p < .001). Within the 

MI-SOP and LI-SOP groups, no such differences were found. A large proportion of HI-SO

MI-SOP non-referrals was enrolled in substance abuse programs (73.5%, N = 551, and 60.0%
  

 This sub-sample is composed of those in the larger sample admitted to federal custody between the 

was 
derived from automated data sources such as OMS and CPIC. 

64

commencement date of the first SOP session to the end of the study date. 
65 Referral criteria were based on a proxy a measure of the Static 99 and Stable 2007 priority rating (Hanson, Harris, 
Scott & Helmus, 2007). As described in the measures section, whether an offender met the referral criteria 
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= 135 respectively), and smaller proportions in these two groups were enrolled in living skills 

programs (46.4%, N = 348, and 31.1%, N = 70 respectively). Less than 3.0% of non

within all three groups were enrolled in a violence prevention program.  

 

Of those offenders referred to the HI-SOP, MI-SOP, or the LI-SOP, over two-thirds enrolled in 

program (68.6%, N = 174). A comparison of the non-enrolments to enrolments revealed no 

differences in sentence lengths for the HI-SOP and MI-SO

-referrals 

a 

P groups, whereas the LI-SOP groups 

 0.9 

ears respectively; t(167) = 2.16, p < .05). Similar to those who met the referral criteria and were 

ffenders who were referred to either HI-SOP, MI-SOP, or LI-SOP and did 

, N = 79, 83.6%, N = 153 and 70  

N = 54, 42.1%, N = 77 and 45.1%, N =  23 

rolments within all three groups were enrolled in a 

 offenders who were re SOP, less 

eeting the referral c

Fiscal Year 2006/2007

were serving significantly longer sentences (M = 3.4, SD = 1.5 years versus M = 3.0, SD =

y

not referred, many o

not enrol were enrolled in SAPs (70.5% .6%, N = 36

respectively), and living skills programs (48.2%, 

respectively). Less than 3.0% of non-en

violence prevention program. Finally, within those ferred to a 

than 2% (N = 86) were referred to a SOP despite not m riteria. 

Figure 13: Proportion of Offenders Referred to Sex Offender Programs and Not Enrolled, 
Aboriginal Male 
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3.2.9 Collection and Entering of Information Into OMS 

FINDING 12:  Institutional and parole office staff suggested that, in general, information is 
fficiently collected and entered into the Offender Manage e, with 

ially pronounced in the Atlantic Regi ially 
tions.   

bers were asked to rate on a scale from ix (6), with 

resenting “very efficient”,

r to complete the OIA and Supplementary 

sessments.  Of those who responded to the question (N = 20 rity indicated 

ne efficiently/very ef .4%, N = 88) 

, N = 79).  Only 10.7% (N = 26) indicated that data 

ient, and 3.7% (N = 9) thought the process was not 

ong 

nibus differences for both groups (F(4,196) = 

ff in maximum security institutions (M = 3.35) rated OIA 

fice 

ey 

e ment System during intak
on and low efficiency espechigh efficiency espec

pronounced in maximum security institu
 
To gauge efficiency, staff mem  one (1) to s

one representing “not at all efficient” and six rep  the extent to which 

information is collected and entered efficiently in orde

Intake As 2), the majo

that information collection and recording was do ficiently (36

or at least somewhat efficiently (32.6%

collection and recording was somewhat ineffic

at all or not efficient (M = 4.29, SD = 1.00). 

 

ANOVAs conducted to determine if any differences existed in mean ratings of efficiency am

regions and security levels found significant om

3.19, p < .05 and F(5,192) = 5.60, p < .001, respectively).  Post-hoc pair-wise comparisons found 

that, after a Bonferroni correction was applied, the Atlantic Region rated OIA information 

collection and recording as being significantly more efficient than did either the Prairie (M = 

4.62 vs. M = 4.00) and Ontario Regions (M = 4.62 vs. M = 4.03).  Post-hoc comparisons of 

security level data found that those sta

information collection and recording as being significantly less efficient than did staff from 

minimum (M = 4.45), medium (M = 4.17), multi-level (M = 4.81) institutions, and parole of

staff (M = 4.39). 

 

For the most part, staff indicated that they could offer recommendations that would aid in 

increasing the efficiency of the OIA process.  Among the most common recommendations was 

the need for further training and certification of intake assessment staff, greater resources 

dedicated to the OIA, and a reduction in the use of self-report data in the assessment process. 

 

To garner recommendations for improvement, staff were asked if there was anything that th

would recommend that would increase the efficiency of the OIA, Supplementary Intake 
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Assessments, and Correctional Plan development.  Of those who answered definitively (yes or 

no) to the question (N = 200), most (78.0%, N = 156) believed that they could offer 

recommendations for change (see Table 17 for list of most common recommendations).  Eight 

respondents indicated that they could not offer recommendations but went on to provide 

comments on OIA efficiency.  In total, 164 respondents provided 39 distinct recommendatio

for change, the most common of which are summarized in Appendix I.  A comprehen

ns 

sive list of 

ll recommendations offered can be found in Appendix I. a

Table 17: Most Common Recommendations to Improve Efficiency of OIA Process  
 
Recommendations: Staff Respondents N (%) 

More training/certification for intake staff 24 (14.6%) 

Increase the amount of resources 20 (12.2%) 

Reduce/eliminate the use of self-report data 19 (11.6%) 

Increase time allotted to complete the OIA 12 (7.3%) 

Decrease the time taken to obtain community reports 10 (6.1%) 

More teamwork/cooperation throughout the intake process 10 (6.1%) 

Decrease the number of assessments/instruments 9 (5.5%) 
Note:  The recommendations listed make up 63.4% of the recommendations noted by staff.  Severa
(7.9%, N = 13) made recommendations that did not reflect the topic area in question. 
 
 

FINDING 13: The majority of staff feel that there is room for improvement when it com
to the OIA process as it related to correctional programs.  Increasing intake sta
and certification, and including more CPOs in the intake process were among th

l staff 

es 
ff training 
e most 

= 

endations endorsed by more than 5% of respondents are listed in Table 18, with a 

plete list of recommendations listed by staff members provided in Appendix I, Table I14. 

common recommendations for change.   
 
Staff members were asked whether there was anything that should be done to improve the OIA 

process with respect to correctional programs and offender correctional program planning.  Of 

the 199 respondents who answered definitively (yes or no), 157 (78.9%) indicated that there 

were areas where improvements could be made, and 162 (81.4%) went on to make 

recommendations for improvement.  The most common recommendations included the need for 

more training and certification of intake staff (11.1%; N = 18), increasing the number of CPOs 

working at intake (11.1%; N = 18), offering programs for offenders during the OIA (8.6%; N 

14), and increasing the amount of resources that go toward the OIA (8.6%; N = 14).  Individual 

recomm

com
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Table 18: Recommendations for Improving the OIA Most Frequently Suggested by S
Members  

 

taff 

Recommendations: 
Staff Respondents N (%) 

More training/certification for intake staff 18 (11.1%) 

Have CPOs working at intake 18 (11.1%) 

ffer programs to offenders during OIA 14 (8.6%) 

minister the OIA 10 (6.2%) 

ore one-on-one interviews 9 (5.6%) 

O

More resources needed 14 (8.6%) 
Need computer application with program availability 
database 12 (7.4%) 

Shorter assessment periods for short sentences 11 (6.8%) 

More psychological assessments/info 11 (6.8%) 

Increase communication between intake staff 10 (6.2%) 

Have more experienced staff ad

M
Note: The recommendations listed make up 47.6% of those mentioned by staff members. 
 

3.2.10 Level of Information Provided to Staff 

FINDING 14: Overall, staff members indicated that they have all of the information the
need in order to do their job effectively.  In addition, staff members indicated that they 
receive offender information in a timely manner; however this is less the case for staff in 
maximum security institutions.  Police reports and court documents were cited as piece
information that were both critical in allowing program staff members to do their jobs a
as not arriving in a timely manner. 
 
Staff members were asked to indicate if the

 

 

s of 
nd 

y feel that, in their current positions, they have all the 

ffender information they require to do their job, and whether or not they receive offender 

9).  

etween regions or security levels found no significant differences. Similarly, two-way 

contingency table analyses examining differences in timely access to offender information 

between regions or security levels found that, while regions did not differ in their responses 

o

information in a timely manner. 

 

For those who answered definitively (yes or no; N = 231), the majority of staff respondents 

(72.7%, N = 168) stated that they have all of the offender information that they require in order 

to do their job, and that they receive offender information in a timely manner (73.2%, N = 16

Two-way contingency table analyses examining differences in having the required information 

b
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regarding timely access to offender information (χ2(4) = 4.30, p = .37), there was a significa

omnibus difference between security levels (χ

nt 

re 

y 

or those that answered definitively (yes or no; N = 231), the majority of staff respondents 

evels (χ2(5) = 16.97, p = .005).  Examination of the 

standardized residuals revealed that respondents from maximum security institutions were more 

likely to state they did not have timely access to offender information than would be expected by 

chance (SR = 3.3), and staff from Parole Offices were more likely to state that they do have 

timely access to offender information than would be expected by chance (SR = 2.0). 

In the instances where respondents did not believe that they had the information they required to 

do their job (27.3%, N = 63) or who believed that they did not receive offender information in a 

timely manner (26.8%, N = 62), staff were asked to detail the type of information that was 

required or untimely.  Most often, staff stated that they lacked more detailed offender 

information (such as psychological reports and historical information; 31.7%, N = 20) as well as 

police reports and court documents (20.6%, N = 13).  Police reports and court documents were 

also noted as being the most common pieces of information that were not provided in a timely 

manner (32.3%, N = 20), followed by documentation on supplementary intake assessments 

(16.1%, N = 10).  For a comprehensive list of all information detailed as required or untimely by 

staff, see Appendix I, Tables 1-19. 

 

2(5) = 16.97, p = .005).  Examination of the 

standardized residuals revealed that respondents from maximum security institutions were mo

likely to state they did not have timely access to offender information than would be expected b

chance (SR = 3.3), and staff from Parole Offices were more likely to state that they do have 

timely access to offender information than would be expected by chance (SR = 2.0). 

 

F

(72.7%, N = 168) believed that they have all of the offender information that they require in 

order to do their job, and that they receive offender information in a timely manner (73.2%, N = 

169).  Two-way contingency table analyses examining differences in having the required 

information between regions or security levels found no significant differences. Similarly, two-

way contingency table analyses examining differences in timely access to offender information 

between regions or security levels found that, while regions did not differ in their responses 

regarding timely access to offender information (χ2(4) = 4.30, p = .37), there was a significant 

omnibus difference between security l
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FINDING 15: The majority of staff report that correctional programs are receiving 
adequate administrative and management-level support, but feel that support from NHQ is 

ls 

ated 

 the management level at their site (56.1%, N = 128), whereas opinions 

were split evenly as to whether support was adequate at the regional management level (50.0%, 

N = 101).  Fewer staff respondents indicated that correctional programs receive adequate support 

from NHQ (32.7%, N = 18).   

 

Two-way contingency table analyses revealed no significant differences between regions 

regarding whether programs receive adequate support at the administrative level, however, 

respondents from both maximum security institutions (SR = 2.4) and regional offices (SR = 2.9) 

were significantly more likely to indicate that correctional programs do not receive adequate 

administrative support (χ 2(5) = 19.86, p = .001).  Respondents from regional offices were also 

more likely than would be expected by chance to indicate that correctional programs do not 

receive adequate support at the management level (SR = 4.4, χ 2(5) = 25.94, p < .001).  There 

were insufficient data to determine whether any differences exist between regions or security 

levels regarding support at the NHQ level. 

 

From the 69 respondents who suggested ways in which to increase support for correctional 

programs at the administrative level, the most common suggestions included increasing funding / 

human resources (34.8%, N = 24), increasing the number of CPOs / program facilitators (11.6%, 

N = 8), improving communication between administration and frontline staff (7.2%, N = 5), and 

offering more programs to offenders (7.2%, N = 5).  A comprehensive list of suggestions to 

increase administrative support for correctional programs is provided in Appendix I, Table I15. 

 

not as adequate. Suggestions to increase support for correctional programs at all leve
include increasing communication between administrative, managerial and frontline 
program staff, emphasizing the importance of correctional programs among all staff 
members, increasing human and financial resources, and providing updated policy and 
guideline information. 
 

The majority of staff interviewed indicated that correctional programs are receiving adequate 

support from the administrative level at their site (67.1%, N = 151); more than half indic

adequate support from
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From the 92 respondents who suggested ways in which to increase support for correctional 

suggestions 

cluded increasing funding / human resources / direct resources (38.0%, N = 35), improving 

  

al 

 

esearch/documentation on correctional programs to program managers (11.5%, N = 

), and updating information and policies in a timely manner / providing guidelines (11.5%, N = 

).  A comprehensive list of suggestions to increase NHQ level support for correctional programs 

is provided in Appendix I, Table I17. 

programs at the site or regional management level, the most frequently mentioned 

in

communication between management and frontline staff (21.7%, N = 20), and increasing staff 

awareness / emphasizing the importance of correctional programs among staff (16.3%, N = 15).

A comprehensive list of suggestions to increase management level support for correctional 

programs is provided in Appendix I, Table I16. 

 

From the 26 respondents who suggested ways in which to increase support for correction

programs at the NHQ level, the most common suggestions included improving communication 

between NHQ and frontline / regional staff (23.1%, N = 6), increasing funding / human resources

(23.1%, N = 6), increasing NHQ staff members’ understanding of site operations (19.2%, N = 5), 

providing r

3

3
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RECOMMENDATION 1: Correctional Service Canada should further support the 
implementation of correctional programs by ensuring that: (a) information required fo
the program referral process is obtained from police and courts at an offender’s adm
and entered into the Offender Management System in a timely an

r 
ission, 

d efficient manner; (b) 
e intake assessment process is supported by dedicated staff members; (c) offender 

a n sound referral criteria; (d) referrals are prioritized to 
) programs are effectively offered within a time period 
 in a restricted maximum security institutional setting; and 
d motivated to engage in their correctional plans.  

th
progr m assignments are based o
target multiple risk factors; (e
limited by sentence length and
(f) offenders are encouraged an
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A L L  P R O G R A M S  

3.3 Objective 3: Effectiveness  

The extent to which a policy, program, or initiative is meeting its planned results. 

 

SUMMARY FINDING 4: Federal offenders who participated in CSC correctional 
programs that targeted an identified treatment need exhibited treatment-related change, 
and were more likely to be granted a discretionary release. In general, correctional 
program participation was not, however, associated with reductions in major institutional 
incidents. For community outcomes, program participation was associated with reductions 

 readmissions, including technical revocations and re-offending (with a non-violent, a 
er federal or provincial jurisdictions). However these 

 Community correctional outcomes were found to be more positive when there 
was a match between assessed program referral criteria and program intensity level. 
Conversely, positive effects were diminished when offenders p p  

heir assessed need. Lastly, positive correc tcome
ounced for offenders who remained enrolled until the end of the 

p
 
 

in
violent and/or a sex offence in eith
findings vary by program, intensity level, and demographic of the federal offender 
population.

artic  in ipated
tional ou

rogr hatams t
did not correspond to t s were 
generally more pron

rogram. 
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 9

 

FINDING 16: Male offenders who participated in CSC correctional programs that 
rgeted an identified violence prevention treatment need exhibited treatment-related 

hange, were more likely to be granted a discretionary release, and to have positive 

 
3.3.1 Violent Offender Program 

Program 

N

A ale offenders revealed that VPP 

p eliefs that are consiste program targets, as 

ment batteries indicated positive pre-/post-program changes at the .05 

le  revealed that exposure to VPP was associated with an increased 

c ease. Specifically, non-Aboriginal male offenders in 

th ive a discretionary re elative to 

xposed to VPP were also less likely than the comparison group 

ent 

after 

less 

hen examining the change in the average yearly rate of violent institutional incidents from pre-

e 

ta
c
community correctional outcomes than their comparison group. 

Violence Prevention 

on-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

n examination of institutional outcomes for non-Aboriginal m

articipants reported changes in attitudes and b nt with 

all self-reported assess  p < 

vel or better66. Analyses also

hance of being granted a discretionary rel

e ITT group were 3.1 times more likely to rece lease r the 

comparison group (p < .01). 

 

Non-Aboriginal male offenders e

to be readmitted for any reason (including technical revocations), a new offence, or a new viol

offence. Cox Regression analyses were conducted to model the hazard rates of recidivating 

being released from incarceration. Results showed that offenders in the ITT group were 29% 

likely to be readmitted after release (p < .01), including for technical revocation. ITT group 

members were 41% less likely to return to custody for a new offence (p < .01), and 

approximately half as likely (52%, p < .01) to be readmitted with a new violent offence. 

 

W

program to post-program, no significant differences were found between any of the treatment 

groups and the comparison group of offenders who were not exposed to the program; nor wer

                     
66 VPP has a self-report assessment battery that gauges immediate impacts of program participation through c
in attitudes and beliefs associated with treatment targets such as aggression, impulsivity, and reactions to 

hanges 

provocation.  The assessment battery contains four measures, three of which are used to gauge treatment 
performance and one which is used to assess the authenticity of responses. See Appendix H for a detailed 
description and breakdown of results by assessment battery. 

7 
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rom 

st-program, no significant differences were found between any of the treatment 

groups and the comparison group of offenders who were not exp ra

tween the ITT group as a whole and the com roup. 

T  for Non nal Ma
O

 

Intent-to-Treat 
N = 502 

Com on 
N = 833 

there any differences between the ITT group as a whole and the comparison group (see Table 

19). 

 

When examining the change in the average yearly rate of non-violent institutional incidents f

pre-program to po

osed to the prog m; nor were 

there any differences be parison g

 

able 19: Effectiveness of Violence Prevention Program -Aborigi le 
ffenders 

Effectiveness Indicator
paris

Institutional Outcomes   

Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -  -0.14   

idents (mean) 0  

3.05*** 1.00 

ommunity Outcomes a   

0.03 ns **

Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional inc .25 ns -0.33 ns

Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds Ratio) 

C

Likelihood of any readmission 0.71*** 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.59*** 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.48*** 1.00 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

 

Aboriginal Male Offenders 

Similar to male non-Aboriginal program participants, Aboriginal male VPP participants rep

changes in attitudes and beliefs that were consistent with program targets, as all self-reported 

assessment batteries indicated positive pre-/post-program changes at the p < .05 level or better. 

Further, Aboriginal male offenders who were exposed to VPP were 5.6 times more lik

orted 

ely to 

ceive a discretionary release than their Aboriginal male comparison group (p < .01; see Table 

0). There were no between-group differences in change in rate of violent or non-violent 

stitutional incidents. 

or the community outcomes analyses, trends indicated reductions in readmissions, where 

offenders in the ITT group were 63% less likely to be readmitted for a new violent offence (p < 

re

2

in

 

F
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0). The results for any readmission and readmissions with a new offence were not statistically 

gnificant. 

Effectiveness Indicator 
Intent-to-Treat Comparison 

.1

si

 

Table 20: Effectiveness of Violence Prevention Program for Aboriginal Male Offenders 

N = 198 N = 221 

Institutional Outcomes   

Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -0.06 ns -.01 ns  

an) 

C

Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incidents (me 0.09 ns 0.46 ns 

Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds Ratio) 5.58*** 1.00 

ommunity Outcomes a   

Likelihood of any readmission 0.82 ns 1.00 

new offence  

fence 

Likelihood of readmission with 0.70 ns 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent of 0.37 * 1.00 

N *p < .05, ***p < .01. 

tional and community outcomes for non-Aboriginal male offenders 

vealed that exposure to ABC was associated with an increased chance of being granted a 

lly, non-Aboriginal male offenders in the ITT group were 2.3 

parison group. 

ote: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, *

 

Aggressive Behaviour Control 

Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

An examination of institu

re

discretionary release. Specifica

times more likely than the comparison group to receive a discretionary release relative to the 

comparison group (p < .05). When examining the change in the average yearly rate of violent 

and non-violent institutional incidents from pre-program to post-program, no significant 

differences were found between the ITT group and the com

 

Non-Aboriginal male offenders exposed to ABC were also less likely than the comparison group 

to be readmitted with a new offence.  Cox Regression analyses were conducted to model the 

hazard rates of readmission after being released from incarceration. Results show that offenders 

in the ITT group were 43% less likely to be readmitted after release for conviction for a new 

offence (p < .05), and 53% less likely to be readmitted for a new violent offence (p < .10). 
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Although trends indicate positive results, there were no significant between group differences 

Intent-to-Treat 
N = 242 

Comparison 
N = 238 

regarding the likelihood of being readmitted for any reason (see Table 21). 

 

Table 21: Effectiveness of Aggressive Behaviour Control Program for Non-Aboriginal 
Male Offenders 

Effectiveness Indicator 
Institutional Outcomes   

Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 

non-violent institutional incidents (mean) -1.33 ns -1.02 ns 

Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds Ratio) 2.27** 1.00 

Community Outcomes   

-0.05 ns -0.03 ns 

Change in yearly rate of 

a

Likelihood of any readmission 0.89 ns 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.57** 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.47*  1.00 

N ignificant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

 

A

hen examining the change in the average yearly rate of violent and non-violent institutional 

ram to post-program, no significant differences were found between the 

. 

 were 36% (p < .05) less likely to be readmitted for any reason, including 

chnical revocation, and 57% less likely to be readmitted for a new violent offence (p < .10) 

s 

 

ote: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not s

boriginal Male Offenders 

W

incidents from pre-prog

ITT group and the comparison group of offenders who were not exposed to the program

 

The community outcomes analyses revealed that those in the Aboriginal ITT group who were 

exposed to ABC

te

relative to the Aboriginal comparison group (see Table 22). There were no significant difference

between groups regarding the likelihood of returning to custody with a new offence. 
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Table 22: Effectiveness of Aggressive Behaviour Control Program for Aboriginal Male 
Offenders 

Effectiveness Indicator 
Intent-to-Treat 

N = 168 
Comparison 

N = 74 

Institutional Outcomes   

Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -0.09 ns    -0.13* 

Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean) -0.49 ns -0.39 ns

Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds Ratio) 2.79 ns 
a

 

1.00 

Community Outcomes   

Likelihood of any readmission 0.64** 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

n with new violent offence 

0.71 ns 1.00 

Likelihood of readmissio 0.43*  1.00 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

F ted in vio evention
p ing native spirituality demonstrated improved 

s. 
 

I

E ers’ likelihood of discretionary release, and 

(Table 23). Aboriginal male 

embers in the ITT group (N = 431) were 2.4 times more likely to be granted a discretionary 

.  

original male offenders who were exposed to ISOYW were 19% less 

kely to be readmitted, relative to offenders in the comparison group (p < .10).  There were no 

groups regarding the likelihood of returning with a new offence 

INDING 17: Male Aboriginal offenders who participa lence pr  
rograms designed for those actively follow

correctional outcome

n Search of Your Warrior 
xposure to ISOYW increased Aboriginal offend

reduced their risk for readmission upon release into the community 

m

release, relative to the comparison group (p < .01). 

 

Aboriginal male offenders who were exposed to ISOYW were less likely to be readmitted 

(including for technical revocations) than the comparison group.  Cox Regression analyses were 

conducted to model the hazard rates of recidivating after being released from incarceration

Results indicate that Ab

li

significant differences between 

or with a new violent offence. 
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re-

the comparison group. 

at Comparison 
N = 289 

 

When examining the change in the average yearly rate of violent institutional incidents from p

program to post-program, no significant differences were found between any of the treatment 

groups and the comparison group of offenders who were not exposed to the program; nor were 

there any significant differences between the ITT group as a whole and 

 

Table 23: Effectiveness of In Search of Your Warrior for Aboriginal Male Offenders 

Effectiveness Indicator 
Intent-to-Tre

N = 431 

Institutional Outcomes   

Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 0.00 ns -0.01 ns 

Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean) -0.32*  -0.10 ns 

Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds Ratio) 2.37*** 1.00 

Community Outcomes a   

Likelihood of any readmission 0.81* 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.89 ns 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.80 ns 1.00 

Note: 

 

a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

 SOAW, the ITT group had significantly fewer 

 delivery, relative to the comparison group.  No other 

                    

Spirit of a Warrior67  

Aboriginal women offenders who participated in SOAW were more likely to receive a 

discretionary release compared to offenders in a matched comparison group.  There were no 

differences with regard to involvement in institutional incidents, or likelihood of readmission 

(see Table 24). 

 

Among Aboriginal women offenders referred to

institutional charges before program

differences were detected between groups, and there were no significant changes between pre- 

and post-program institutional charge rates for either the ITT group or the comparison group. 
 

67 Due to a relatively small group of offenders who were waitlisted for this program and failed to receive the 
programming, an appropriate comparison group had to be created using all available Aboriginal women offenders 
whether the offender was referred to the program or not.  The comparison group did not differ from the study group 

r this 
p was appropriate to analyse. 

on any of the following variables: age at intake; risk level; need level; or aggregate sentence length.  Fo
analysis, only the ITT grou
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11.5 times 

ore likely to receive a discretionary release when compared to a similar group of offenders who 

 

ted to model the 

azard rates of recidivating after being released from incarceration.  The ITT and Comparison 

 

arison 
 34 

 

Participating in SOAW had a positive impact on offenders’ likelihood of being granted a 

discretionary release.  Offenders who were exposed to the program (N = 66) were 

m

did not participate in the program (p < .01).  

Women offenders exposed to SOAW were not more or less likely than the comparison group to

be readmitted to custody after release.  Cox Regression analyses were conduc

h

groups did not differ in their likelihood of readmission for any reason (p = .36) or readmission

with a new offence in particular (p = .65).  There were insufficient data to analyse whether 

groups differed in their likelihood to be readmitted for a new violent offence. 

Table 24: Effectiveness of Spirit of A Warrior for Aboriginal Women Offenders 

Effectiveness Indicator 
Intent-to-Treat 

N = 71 
Comp

N =

Institutional Outcomes   

Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -0.02 ns -0.21  

Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds Ratio) 11.5*** 1.00 

  Community Outcomes a

Likelihood of any readmission 1.35 ns 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.73 ns 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- -- 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

 

FINDING 18: Male offenders who participated in violent offender programs where the 
intervention intensity level was congruent with their level of risk demonstrated more 
positive levels of correctional outcomes. Non-Aboriginal male offenders who participat
violent offender programs where
program intensity exhibited no impacts on

ed in 
 there was not concordance between offender risk and 

 correctional outcomes. The high intensity 
iolent offender program for Aboriginal male offenders (In Search of Your Warrior) may 

riginal offenders requiring a moderate intensity violence 
v
also be appropriate for Abo
prevention program. 
 

Violence Prevention Program 

Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 
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t, 

ers 

parison group members who did not meet the referral criteria for VPP. 

owever, significant differences were found amongst community outcomes. 

on-Aboriginal offenders in the ITT group who met the referral criteria were 37% less likely to 

turn to custody than members of the comparison group (i.e., met the referral criteria for VPP 

and were not referred). More specifically, ITT group members were half as likely (50%) to be 

readmitted with a new offence and 43% less likely to be readmitted with a violent offence, 

relative to comparison group members. Lastly, no between-group differences in community 

correctional outcomes were found amongst those who did not meet the referral criteria yet were 

enrolled in VPP. 

 

Aboriginal Male Offenders 

Groups did not show significant differences in likelihood of overall readmission, readmission for 

a new offence, or readmission with a new violent offence. There were insufficient data to 

analyze group differences in likelihood of readmission between groups for those offenders who 

did not meet the referral criteria for VPP. 

 

Aggressive Behaviour Control Program 
Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

A review of program assignment investigated whether offenders who met the referral criteria for 

the ABC were correctly identified and subsequently assigned to this program.  Results indicated 

                    

A review of program assignment investigated whether offenders who met the referral criteria for 

VPP were correctly identified and subsequently assigned to VPP.  Results indicate that some 

offenders who did not meet the referral criteria were nonetheless assigned to VPP68.  As a resul

it was decided to analyze institutional and community outcomes separately for those offend

who met the VPP referral criteria and for those offenders who did not. 

 

There were no differences in pre- or post-program rates of violent institutional incidents between 

ITT members and com

H

 

N

re

 
68 Concordance between referral criteria and program assignment for each program is presented in the 
Implementation section. 
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those 

n 

. 

 who met the referral criteria were 39% less 

roup (i.e., met the 

 not referred). More specifically, ITT group members were 

ers. 

 

n, including technical revocation, than members of 

e comparison group (i.e., met the referral criteria for ABC and were not referred). More 

specifically, ITT group members were 83% less likely to return with a new violent offence, 

 

In Search of Your Warrior 
 

that some offenders who did not meet the referral criteria were nonetheless assigned to ABC69.  

As a result, it was decided to analyze institutional and community outcomes separately for 

offenders who met the ABC referral criteria and for those offenders who did not. 

 

There were no differences in pre- or post-program rates of violent institutional incidents betwee

ITT members and comparison group members who did not meet the referral criteria for ABC

However, significant differences were found amongst community outcomes. 

 

Non-Aboriginal male offenders in the ITT group

likely to be readmitted for any reason than members of the comparison g

referral criteria for ABC and were

64% less likely to return to custody with a new offence, relative to comparison group memb

There were no significant differences between groups regarding the likelihood of returning with

a new violent offence. Lastly, no between-group differences in community correctional 

outcomes were found amongst those who did not meet the referral criteria yet were enrolled in 

ABC. 

 

Aboriginal Male Offenders 

Aboriginal male offenders in the ITT group who met the referral criteria were nearly half as 

likely (49%) to be readmitted for any reaso

th

relative to comparison group members. There were no significant differences between groups 

regarding the likelihood of returning with a new offence. Lastly, no between-group differences in 

community correctional outcomes were found amongst those who did not meet the referral 

criteria yet were enrolled in ABC. 

Participating in ISOYW had a positive impact on offenders who met the referral criteria for the

program, and also benefited some offenders who did not meet the specific referral criteria but 
                     
69 Concordance between referral criteria and program assignment for each program is presented in the 
Implementation section. 
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et 

retionary 

lease than comparison group members who met the referral criteria and were not enrolled in 

 

admission for any reason, with a new offence, or a 

ew violent offence. 

 

were enrolled in the program nonetheless.  Aboriginal male offenders in the ITT group who m

the referral criteria for ISOYW (N = 170) were 6.8 times more likely to receive a disc

re

the program (p < .0001).  In addition, those in the ITT group who did not meet the referral 

criteria (N = 282) were 3.1 times more likely to be granted discretionary release than comparison 

group members who did not meet the referral criteria.  There were no significant differences

between groups regarding the likelihood of re

n
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 10

F  who participated in programs that targeted 
ment need exhibited 

eatment-related change, and were more likely to be granted a discretionary release. 
e between-group differences for community correctional outcomes were detected for 

e intensity family violence prevention non-Aboriginal program 

.3.2. Family Violence Prevention Programs 

with program targets, as 31 of the 32 (97%) of the HIFVPP subscales and all of the 32 MIFVPP 

subscales (100%) used to measure pre-/post-treatment change were statistically significant and in 

the expected direction at the p < .0001 level71. Results also indicated that exposure to either HI- 

or MIFVPP was associated with an increased chance of being granted a discretionary release (3.3 

times and 1.7 times more likely than their comparison groups, HIFVPP and MIFVPP 

respectively). There were significant differences found for violent and non-violent institutional 

charges for the ITT group (see Table 25). 

 

Non-Aboriginal male offenders exposed to HIFVPP or MIFVPP were also less likely than the 

comparison group to be readmitted for any reason (including technical revocations; see Table 25 

and Table 26). HIFVPP participants were 27% less likely to be readmitted for any reason (p < 

.05) and MIFVPP participants were 25% less likely to be readmitted for any reason (p < .01). 

                    

INDING 19: Non-Aboriginal male offenders
an identified family violence prevention (intimate partner) treat
tr
Positiv
both the high and moderat
participants, relative to their respective comparison groups. Additional positive between-
group differences were found for community outcomes amongst a sample of moderate 
intensity program participants whose program intensity levels matched their referral 
criteria outcomes. No significant between-group differences were found for Aboriginal 
male program participants70 across institutional and community outcomes. 

 

3

Family Violence Prevention Program – High and Moderate Intensity 

Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

An examination of institutional outcomes for non-Aboriginal male offenders revealed that 

HIFVPP or MIFVPP participants reported changes in attitudes and beliefs that were consistent 

 
70 This also includes the Aboriginal High Intensity FVPP.  
71 HIFVPP has a self-report assessment battery that gauges immediate impacts of program participation through 
changes in attitudes and beliefs associated with treatment targets such as jealousy, attitudes and beliefs supporting 
intimate violence, and programs goals attained through participation, anger management, emotional intensity, 
reactions to provocation, and impulsivity. The assessment battery contains five self-report measures, four of which 
are used pre-/post-program to gauge treatment performance and one used to assess the authenticity of responses. For 
descriptions and detailed results by assessment battery, see Appendix H. 

7
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able 25: Effectiveness of High-Intensity Family Violence Prevention Program for non-

MIFVPP participants were 36% less likely to be readmitted with a new offense (p < .01) and 

57% less likely to be readmitted with a new violent offence (p < .05; see Table 26).  

 

Positive between-group differences were enhanced for community outcomes amongst a sam

of moderate intensity program participants whose program intensity levels matched their referr

criteria outcomes. Specifically, the ITT group was 25% less likely to be readmitted for a

reason (p < .01) than the comparison group. 

 

T
Aboriginal Male Offenders 

Effectiveness Indicator 
Intent-to-Treat 

N = 487 
Comparison 

N = 476 

Institutional Outcomes   

Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 0.19**  0.06 ns  

Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean) 0.41** 0.22 ns 

Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds Ratio) 3.31*** 1.00 

Community Outcomes a   

Likelihood of any readmission 0.73 ** 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.79 ns 1.00 

1.67 ns 1.00 Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 

Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *a p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

 

Table 26: Effectiveness of Moderate-Intensity Family Violence Prevention Program for 
non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

Effectiveness Indicator 
Intent-to-Treat 

N = 758 
Comparison 

N = 911 

Institutional Outcomes   

Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 0.04 ns -0.00 ns  

Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean) 0.25* 0.13 ns 

Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds Ratio) 1.70*** 1.00 

Community Outcomes a   

Likelihood of any readmission 0.75*** 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.64*** 1.00 



K E Y  F I N D I N G S :  E F F E C T I V E N E S S  
F A M I L Y  V I O L E N C E  P R O G R A M S  

 

 109

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.43** 1.00 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

es 

nt between-group differences for institutional outcomes (charges and discretionary 

 who participated in FVPP programs 

 corresponded to their referr

 

 

Aboriginal Male Offenders 

Similar to non-Aboriginal males, HIFVPP and MIFVPP program participants reported chang

in attitudes and beliefs that were consistent with program targets, as 30 of the 32 (94%) HIFVPP 

subscales and 31 of the 32 (97%) MIFVPP subscales were statistically significant and in the 

expected direction at the p < .05 level or better. 

 

No significa

releases) or community outcomes were found for HIFVPP, MIFVPP or the AHIFVPP groups. 

Data were not sufficient to conduct these analyses for those

at intensity levels that al criteria outcome. 
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FINDING 20: There is a high degree of overlap in programming needs between substance 
abuse and other programming, which is not reflected in program enrolments. However, 

alyses suggest that, although not specifically targeting other need areas, substance abuse 
ds targeted through other ntions. Overall, male 

ff abuse program exhibited treatment-related 
hange, and were, overall, more likely to be gr
omparison group. Positive community outcomes were revealed for both Aboriginal and 
on-Aboriginal male offenders who participated in the National Substance Abuse 
rograms. Aboriginal offender specific programs targeting substance abuse have positive 
ffects on community outcomes. Lastly, positive between-group differences for community 
orrectional outcomes were detected for male program participants who continued with a 

bstance abuse maintenance program once released into the community. 

.3.3 National Substance Abuse Programs: Overlap of Programming Needs 

rogramming needs as approximated through program referral criteria72 were compared to actual 

rogram enrolment to assess the degree to which offenders with multiple programming needs 

nrolled in multiple programs. Overall, the highest degree of overlap occurred between substance 

buse programming needs and other programs, specifically VOPs, FVPPs, and SOPs. Below is a 

escriptive analysis comparing the overlap in programming needs with the overlap in actual 

rogram enrolments. Each analysis was conducted for high and moderate intensity substance 

buse programs separately. 

verlap with Substance Abuse Programs – High Intensity73

on-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

n analysis of the non-Aboriginal male offender population determined that while 29.7% (N = 

387) of those who met the High Intensity Violence Prevention Program (HI-VPP)74 referral 

riteria also met the National Substance Abuse Program, High Intensity (NSAP-High) referral 

riteria, only 3.7% (N = 33) of enrolments into HI-VPP also enrolled in NSAP-High. Similarly, 

e overlap in programming needs between the High and Moderate Intensity FVPPs and NSAP-

igh was 35.3% (N = 1132) while for actual enrolments, this overlap was 5.9% (N = 64). Lastly, 

e programming needs overlap as established by referral criteria was 13.0% (N = 707) between 

                   

an
programs impact nee  correctional interve
o enders who participated in a substance 
c anted a discretionary release than their 
c
n
P
e
c
su
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e

a
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A

2

c

c

th

H

th

  
 See Appendix C for a listing of program referral criteria and a description of how the criteria were approximated 
r the purposes of this evaluation. 
 Includes High Intensity Aboriginal Offender Substance Abuse Program and the Women Offender Substance 
buse Program. 

74 This included the Violence Prevention Program, Aggressive Behaviour Control and In Search of Your Warrior. 

72

fo
73

A
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High, Moderate, and Low Intensity Sex Offender Programs and NSAP-High, while for actual 

ale offenders, the analyses of the Aboriginal male 

ffender population revealed 35.2% (N = 1140) having HI-VPP programming needs, 49.6% (N = 

onversely, only 7.7% (N = 75), 14.8% (N = 58) and 

lments in those programs re d in NSAP-High (see 

igu

igure 14: Programming Needs and Enrolmen
buse Programming: Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

rogramming Needs Program Enrolments 

enrolments it was 0.7% (N = 21; see Figure 14) 

 
Aboriginal Male Offenders 

Similar to analyses for non-Aboriginal m

o

660) having FVPP programming needs, and 28.9% (N = 529) having SOP programming needs 

also had NSAP-High programming needs. C

4.0% (N = 34) of enro spectively also enrolle

F re 15). 

F ts – Overlap with High Intensity Substance 
A

P
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Violent 
Offender 
Programs Violent 

Offender 
Programs 

Hi Intensity 
Substance 

Abuse 
Programs 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Family Violence 
Prevention 
Program 

Hi Intensity 
Substance 

Abuse 
Programs 

Sex Offender 
Programs 

29.7%

35.3% 
13.0% 

3.7% 

5.9% 0.7% 

 Family Violence 
Prevention 
Program 

Sex Offender 
Programs 
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Figure 15: Programming Needs and Enrolments - Overlap with High Intensity Substance
Abuse Programming: Aboriginal Male Offenders 
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Women Offenders 

The analyses of the women offender population revealed that 67.1% (N = 104) having HI-VPP 

rogramming needs and 36.4% (N = 12) having NSAP-High programming needs also had 

 = 1) also 

enrolled in NSAP-High (see Figure 16). 

ing Needs and Enrolments -- Overlap with Hi Intensity Substance 
Abuse Programming: Women Offenders 

Programming Needs Program Enrolments 

p

NSAP-High programming needs. Conversely, only 30.8% (N = 41) and 7.7% (N

 

Figure 16: Programm gh 
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Overlap with Substance Abuse Programs – Moderate Intensity75

Similar to the earlier analyses, Table 27 compares the overlap in programming needs between 

ubstance Abuse Program (NSAP-Moderate) r progr P, 

the overlap in actual program enrolments. The com arisons reveal trends 

s omparison to FVPP, in which case 

th

Table 27: Programming Needs and Enrolments - Overlap with High Intensity Substance 
A

Referrals also meeting NSAP-
Moderate referral criteria 

% (N) 

Enrolments also enrolled in 
AP-Mode

% (N) 

the Moderate Intensity S  and othe ams (VO

FVPP and SAP) with p

imilar to those of the NSAP-High, with the exception of the c

e trend is reversed (see Table 27). 

buse Programming 
 

NS rate 

Program   
N  on-Aboriginal Men  

HI-VPP 29.7 (2,113) 12.2 (110) 
FVPP 15.9 (511) 22.0 (238) 
SOP 15.3 (832) 3.2 (95) 

 
  

30.8 (998) 15.6 (153) 

  
Aboriginal Men 

HI-VPP 
FVPP 17.6 (234) 22.1 (87) 
SOP 27.4 (502) 6.7 (58) 

   
Women   

HI-VPP 17.4 (27) 20.3 (27) 
SOP -- -- 

 
 
3.3.4 National Substance Abuse Programs: Effectiveness 

ational Substance Abuse Program – High Intensity 

e 

ciated with an increased chance of discretionary 

lease (4.5 times as likely). There were no significant group differences regarding offenders’ 

articipation in substance-related institutional incidents from pre- to post-program.  

                   

N

Non-Aboriginal Male Offender 

An examination of institutional and community outcomes for non-Aboriginal male offenders 

revealed that, in comparison to a group of offenders who were referred to NSAP-High but wer

not enrolled, exposure to NSAP-High was asso

re

p

 

  
75 Includes high intensity AOSAP and WOSAP. 
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Community outcome analyses revealed positive results, with program participants being 45% 

less likely to return with a new offence (p < .01) and 63% less lik th t 

ble 28).  

Table 28: Effectiveness of NSAP-High for Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

Effec
Intent-to-Treat 

N
Comparison 

N

ely to return wi  a new violen

offence (p < .01; see Ta

 

 = 611  = 668 tiveness Indicator 
  Institutional Outcomes 

Change in yearly rate of substance-related institutional incidents 0.08 ns 0.09 ns 

d institutional 0  

4.51*** 1.00 

omes a   

(mean) 

Change in yearly rate of non-substance relate
incidents (mean) 

0.94*** .21 ns

Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds Ratio) 

Community Outc

Likelihood of any readmission 0.85 ns 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.55*** 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.37*** 1.00 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

 

Aboriginal Male Offenders 

Results were similar for Aboriginal male offenders exposed to NSAP-High, with ITT group 

members having an increased chance of discretionary release (7.2 times as likely) compared to 

ose offenders who were referred to NSAP-High but who were not enrolled.  There were no 

roup differences regarding pre- to post-program changes in substance-related institutional 

cidents. Regarding community outcomes, ITT group members showed no significant 

ifferences in likelihood of readmission (37% less likely; p < .10; see Table 29).  

th

g

in

d
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Table 29: Effectiveness of NSAP-High for Aboriginal Male Offenders 

Effectiveness Indicator 
Inte eat nt-to-Tr

N = 147 
Co n mpariso

N = 195 
Institutional Outcomes   

Change in yearly rate of substance-related institutional incidents 
(mean) 

0.17 ns -0.15 ns 

Change in yearly rate of non-substance related institutional 
incidents (mean) 

-0.15 ns 0.38 ns 

Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds Ratio) 7.15** 1.00 

Community Outcomes a   

Likelihood of any readmission 0.63* 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.61 ns 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.18 ns 1.00 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

 

National Substance Abuse Program – Moderate Intensity 

y) 

ysis 

he change in 

 group members had a 

slight but significant increase in the average rate of incidents relative to the comparison group 

O tted fo son (p <

includ vocations for violation of a condition of release), 26% less likely to return with a 

n

c

 

 

 

Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

Participation in NSAP-Moderate was associated with an increased chance (1.4 times more likel

of discretionary release for non-Aboriginal male offenders, relative to a matched group of 

offenders who were referred to the program but were not enrolled. A repeated-measures Anal

of Variance and post-hoc comparison conducted to determine group differences in t

annual rate of institutional substance-related incidents revealed that ITT

(see Table 30).  

 

ffenders in the ITT group were 18% less likely to be readmi

ing re

r any rea  .01; 

ew offence (p < .01), and 46% less likely to be readmitted with a new violent offence when 

ompared to the comparison group (p < .05). 
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Table 30: Effectiveness of NSAP-Moderate for Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

Intent-to-Treat Comparison 
Effectiveness Indicator N = 2,428 N = 1,079 

Institutional Outcomes   

Change in yearly rate of substance-related institutional incidents 
(mean) 

0.10** -0.03 ns 

Change in yearly rate of non-substance related institutional 
incidents (mean) 

0.31*** -0.26 ns 

Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds Ratio) 1.43*** 1.00 

Community Outcomes a   

Likelihood of any readmission 0.82*** 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.54** 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.74*** 1.00 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .0

Aboriginal Male Offenders 

Relative to their com te ITT group did not differ with respect to 

substance-related institutional inci tionary release (see Table 31). 

riginal male ITT group to be 

ely to return with a new offence (p < .10). There were no significant differences 

e likelihood of readmission for any reason or a new violent offence. 

1. 

  

parison group, the NSAP-Modera

dents or the likelihood of discre

However, an analysis across community outcomes revealed the Abo

31% less lik

between groups regarding th
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Table 31: Effectiveness of NSAP-Moderate for Aboriginal Male Offenders 

Effectiveness Indicator 
Intent-to-Treat 

N = 722 
Comparison 

N = 362 

Institutional Outcomes   

Change in yearly rate of substance-related institutional incidents  

1.37 ns 1.00 

ommunity Outcomes a   

(mean) 
-0.02 ns 0.07 ns

Change in yearly rate of non-substance related institutional 
incidents (mean) 

0.16 ns -0.46* 

Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds Ratio) 

C

Likelihood of any readmission 0.85 ns 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.69*  1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.59 ns 1.00 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

 

Aboriginal Offender Substance Abuse Program 
Relative to offenders who were referred to either AOSAP or NSAP-High but did not participate, 

participation in AOSAP neither increased nor decreased offenders’ likelihood of discretionary 

release, nor did it have an effect on the average rates of substance-related institutional incidents 

before or after program participation. Community outcomes for AOSAP were positive, with 

participants half as likely to return to custody after release (p < .05; see Table 32). 

Table 32: Effectiveness of AOSAP for Aboriginal Male Offenders 

Effectiveness Indicator 
Intent-to-Treat 

N = 173 
Comparison 

N = 93 

Institutional Outcomes   

Change in yearly rate of substance-related institutional incidents 
(mean) 

0.03 ns 0.03 ns 

Change in yearly rate of non-substance related institutional 
incidents (mean) 

0.38 ns 0.48 ns 

Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds Ratio) 2.21 ns 1.00 

Community Outcomes a   

Likelihood of any readmission 0.51** 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.49 ns  1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.38 ns 1.00 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 
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National Substance Abuse Maintenance Program 

Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

Compared to non-Aboriginal male offenders who were referred to the National Substance Abu

Maintenance Program and did not participate (N = 1,886), those who were exposed to th

program (N = 3,353) were 22% less likely to be readmitte

se 

e 

d for any reason (including technical 

p < .01) and 27% less likely to be readmitted for a new offence (p < .01; see Table 

ilar chances of returning to custody with a new 

tiveness Indicator 
Intent-to-Treat 

N = 3,353 
Comparison 

N = 1,886 

revocations; 

33).  Offenders in the ITT group showed sim

violent offence when compared to the matched comparison group of offenders who were referred 

to the NSAP Maintenance Program but did not participate (p = .83). 

Table 33: Effectiveness of NSAP Maintenance Program for Non-Aboriginal Male 
Offenders 

Effec
Community Outcomes a   

Likelihood of any readmission 0.78*** 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.73*** 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.97 ns 1.00 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

Aboriginal Male Offenders 

Compared to Aboriginal male offenders who we

 

re referred to the NSAP Maintenance Program 

nd did not participate (N = 637), those who were exposed to the program (N = 742) were 24% 

id 

hen 

a

less likely to be readmitted for any reason (including technical revocations; p < .01) and 30% 

less likely to return with a new offence (p < .01; see Table 34).  Offenders in the ITT group d

not significantly differ in their chances of returning to custody with a new violent offence w

compared to the matched comparison group of offenders who were referred to the NSAP 

Maintenance Program but did not participate. 
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Table 34: Effectiveness of NSAP Maintenance Program for Aboriginal Male Offenders 

Intent-to-Treat Comparison 
 Effectiveness Indicator N = 742 N = 637

Community Outcomes a   

Likelihood of any readmission 0.76*** 1

Likelihood of readmission with new offenc

.00 

e  0.70*** 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.78 ns 1.00 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 
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nd were, overall, more likely to be granted a discretionary 
release than their comparison g . Aborig males w more lik  demonstrate 
reductions in major institutiona arges r  to ariso p. Positive 

ere r  b in -A m
ated in sex offender programs. 

 

3 ffender Programs 

S m areas, results of the following an ses wer regate

program intensity level (high, moderate, and low) and by Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal status.  

However, given the unique sub-populations within SOPs, the data were further disaggregated 

in : non tims; and child victim (i.e., inc ders a

boriginal male offenders revealed 

P 

of 

ommunity outcomes were further divided into the area in which the program was delivered 

.e., national programs, regional programs, and local programs).  This level of analysis was 

erformed to indicate the treatment effect of each type of program. Not all locals (national, 

gional, and local) have significance values reported. This may be the result of three factors: (a) 

e model may not have been a good fit, in which case values are not computed to that level of 

etail; (b) there were no observable events for either the intensity level, victim type, or 

boriginal status at that locale; or (c) no program existed at for the specific level of breakdown. 

iven the multitude of SOP results, these results will be reported together with an indication of 

e largest contributor to the significance level obtained. 

 

FINDING 21: Male offenders who participated in a sex offender program exhibited 
treatment-related change, a

roup inal ere ely to
l ch espective

oth rig
 the comp
a n

n grou
b l community outcomes w

offenders who particip
e orvealed f  Abo l and no origina ale 

.3.5 Sex O

imilar to the other progra aly e disagg d by 

to two victim categories -child vic s est offen nd 

pedophiles). 

 

Institutional outcome analyses for both non-Aboriginal and A

significant changes in pre-/post involvement in major and minor institutional incidents for 

Aboriginal offenders. Specifically, Aboriginal offenders participating in MI-SOP or LI-SO

demonstrated reductions in major institutional charges while the comparison group experienced 

increased (M = -0.02 versus M = 0.07, p < .10 for MI-SOP and M = -0.03 versus M = 0.2, p < 

.10 for LI-SOP). For early discretionary release, results were positive for all intensity levels 

SOPs, as well as across location of program (national, regional, or local). Results are 

summarized in Appendix J. 
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ith Non-child Victims 

An examination of community outcomes for igi ffend h non-child 

vi sure  w d ed a

 with a new ex offence (71%); however, these results were not 

statistically significant (see Tab

 

Table 35: Effectiveness of High-Intensity Sex Offender Programs for non-Aboriginal Male 
O ictims

ITT 

Programs 

ITT 
National 

Programs 

ITT 
Regional 
Programs 

ITT 
Local 

Programs 
N = 127 

Comparison
N = 201 

High Intensity Sex Offender Program 

Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders w

 non-Abor

as iate

nal male o

 w c

ers wit

 le  rectims revealed that expo  t Po HI-SO assoc ith redu vels of dm  issions

(25%) and readmission  s

le 35).  

ffenders: Non-Child V   

Effectiveness Indicator N = 204 N = -- N = 24 

All 

Community Outcomes      a

Likelihood of any 
readmission 

0.75 ns -- 0.00 0.69 ns 1.00 

 

Likelihood of readmission 
with new violent offence 

0.59 ns -- -- 0.74 ns 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission 
with new offence  

0.93 ns -- -- 1.02 ns 1.00

Likelihood of readmission 
with new sex offence 

0.29 ns -- -- 0.51 ns 1.00 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not sign p < .10,  .05, ***p 1. 
 

ffende ld 

munity out mes for non Aboriginal m le offenders with non-child 

v at exposure to HI-SOP was a ociated wit duced lev of readm s 

(54%) and readmission with a new sex offence (50%); however, these results were not 

statistically significant (see Table 36).  

 

 

 

ificant; *  **p <  < .0

Non-Aboriginal Male O rs hi with C Victims 

An examination of com co - a

ictims revealed th ss h re els ission
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ex Offender Programs for non-Aboriginal Male Table 36: Effectiveness of High-Intensity S
Offenders: Child Victims  

Effectiveness Indicator 

ITT 
All 

Programs 
N = 249 

ITT 
National 

Programs 
N =  

ITT 
Regional 
Programs 

N = 93  

ITT 
Local 

Programs 
N = 155  

Comparison
N = 165 

Community Outcomes a      

Likelihood of any 
readmission 

0.46 ns  -- 0.47 ns 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission 
with new offence  

0.36 ns  -- 0.33 ns 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission 0.26
with new violent offence 

 ns  -- 0.33 ns 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission 
with new sex offence 

0.50 ns  -- 0.64 ns 1.00 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not sign p < .10,  .05, ***p 1. 
 

ers with ild V

munity out mes for Aboriginal male offenders with non-child victims 

revealed that exposure to HI-SOP was associated with reduced levels of any readmissio

Specifically, Aboriginal male o with d victim

likely to return with a readmission than the comparison group (p < .01). Results also indicated 

th s like readm th a new ffence (7  .05), 

v  .05) (see Table 37). Most of the sig icance c ion ca

a onal and local programs. 

ificant; *  **p <  < .0

Aboriginal Male Offend  Non-ch ictims 

An examination of com co

n. 

ffenders  non-chil s in the ITT group were 79% less 

at the ITT group was les ly to be itted wi  o 9%, p < or a 

iolent offence (93%, p <

ttributed to both regi

nif ontribut n be 
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Table 37: Effectiveness of High-Intensity Sex Offender Programs for Aboriginal Male 
Offenders: Non-Child Victims  

r 

ITT 
All 

Programs 
N = 126 

ITT ITT ITT 
National 

Programs 
Regional 
Programs 

Local 
Programs 

N =  N = 74  Effectiveness Indicato N = 51  
Comparison

N = 73 
Community Outcomes a      

Likelihood of any 
readmission 

0.21***  0 * 

0.1 s 1.00 

.28 0.21*** 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission 
with new offence  

0.21**  -- 0.17* 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission 
with new violent offence 

0.07**  -- 6 n

Likelihood of readmission 
with new sex offence 

--  -- -- 1.00 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 
 

Aboriginal Male Offenders with Child Victims 

An examination of community outcomes for Aboriginal male offenders with child victims 

revealed no significant findings as compared to the comparison group (see Table 38). 

 

Table 38: Effectiveness of High-Intensity Sex Offender Programs for Aboriginal Male 
ffenders: Child Victims  

Effectiveness Indicator 
grams 

N  
Programs 

N
Programs 

N  
Programs 

N  
Comparison

N = 40 

O
ITT 
All 

Pro

ITT 
National 

ITT 
Regional 

ITT 
Local 

 = 92  =   = 59  = 33
Community Outcomes a      

Likelihood of any 
readmission 

--  -- -- 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission --  -- -- 1.00 

readmission --  -- -- 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission --  -- -- 1.00 

with new offence  

Likelihood of 
with new violent offence 

with new sex offence 

N nificant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 
 
 

ote: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not sig
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Moderate Intensity Sex Offender Program 

Non Aboriginal Male Offenders with Non-child Victims 

An examination of community outcomes for the non-Aboriginal male offenders with non-c

victims revealed that exposure to MI-SOP was associated with a decre

hild 

ased likelihood of any 

admission (see Table 39).  Specifically, non-Aboriginal male offenders with non-child victims 

ted that the ITT group was less likely to be readmitted with a new 

sex offence (70%), but this result not signif t. Most o  signific  contribution can 

be attributed to national progr

ss of Moderate-Intensity Sex Offender Programs for non-Aboriginal 
Male Offen

E ator 

ITT 

Programs 
N = 500 

ITT 
Na al 

Programs 
N = 232 

ITT 
Regional 
Programs 

N = 21 

ITT 
Local 

Programs 
N = 247 

Com on
N = 295 

re

in the ITT group were 28% less likely to be readmitted for any reason than the comparison group 

(p < .10).  Results also indica

 was ican f the ance

ams. 

Table 39: Effectivene
ders: Non-Child Victims  

ffectiveness Indic

All tion
paris

Community Outcomes a      

Likelihood of any 0.72* 0.55** 1.65 ns 0.83 ns 1.00 

 ns 1.00 

 ns -- 0.72 ns 1.00 

-- 0.44 ns 1.00 

readmission 

Likelihood of readmission 
with new offence  

0.56 ns 0.44 ns -- 0.61

Likelihood of readmission 
with new violent offence 

0.46 ns 0.13

Likelihood of readmission 
with new sex offence 

0.30 ns 0.00 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

admitted for any reason than the comparison group (p < .05) and 80% less 

kely to be readmitted for a new offence (p < .05).   

 

Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders with Child Victims 

An examination of community outcomes for the non-Aboriginal male offenders with child 

victims revealed that exposure to MI-SOP was associated, at the local level, with a decreased 

likelihood of any readmission and readmission with a new offence (see Table 40).  Specifically, 

at the local level, non-Aboriginal male offenders with child victims in the ITT group were 60% 

less likely to be re

li
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Table 40: Effectiveness of Moderate-Intensity Sex Offender Programs for non-Aboriginal 
Male Offenders: Child Victims  

Effectiveness Indicator 

ITT 
All 

Programs 
N = 706 

ITT ITT ITT 
National 

Programs 
  

Regional 
Programs 

Local 
Programs 

N = 21 N = 315 N = 370 
Comparison

N = 227 
Community Outcomes a      

Likelihood of any 
readmission 

0.73 ns 1.04 ns -- 0.40** 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission 
with new offence  

0.64 ns 1.67 ns -- 0.20** 1.00 

1  0.6 s -- 

0.1 s -- 

.49 ns 6 n -- 1.00 Likelihood of readmission 
with new violent offence 

Likelihood of readmission 
with new sex offence 

0.75 ns  9 n -- 1.00 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 
 

Aboriginal Male Offenders with Non-child Victims 

An examination of community outcomes for Aboriginal male offenders with non-child victi

revealed that exposure to MI-SOP was associated with reduced levels of readmissions (21%)

readmission with a new sex offence (10%); however, these results were not statistically 

significant (see Table 41).  

 

ms 

 and 

able 41: Effectiveness of Moderate-Intensity Sex Offender Programs for Aboriginal Male 

Effectiveness Indicator 

ITT 

Programs 
N = 172

ITT 
Natio al 

Programs 

ITT 
Regional 
Programs 

ITT 
Local 

Programs 
N  

Comparison
N = 104 

T
Offenders: Non-Child Victims  

All 

 

n

N = 65 N = 3   = 104  
Community Outcomes a      

Likelihood of any 
readmission 

0.7  1.0  0.7  1.00 

readmission 
with new offence  

0.67 ns 0.55 ns -- 0.75 ns 1.00 

ission 
with new violent offence 

2.50 ns 0.00  -- -- 1.00 

 0.90 ns 0.00 -- -- 1.00 

9 ns 2 ns -- 1 ns

Likelihood of 

Likelihood of readm

Likelihood of readmission
with new sex offence 

N nificant; *p < .10, **  < .05, ***p < .01. ote: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not sig p
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Aboriginal Male Offenders with Child Victims 

An examination of community outcomes for Aboriginal male offenders with child victims 

revealed that exposure to MI-SOP was not associated with any reduction in readmissions, 

however, the results were not statistically significant (see Table 42).  

 

Table 42: Effectiveness of Moderate-Intensity Sex Offender Programs for Aboriginal Male 
ffenders: Child Victims  

Effectiveness Indicator 
grams 

N = 123 
Programs 

N = 40 
Programs 

N  
Programs 

N  
Comparison

N = 52 

O
ITT 
All 

Pro

ITT 
National 

ITT 
Regional 

ITT 
Local 

 = --  = 82
Community Outcomes a      

Likelihood of any 
readmission 

1.29 ns 0.34 ns -- 2.53 ns 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission -- -- -- -- 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission -- -- -- -- 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission -- -- -- -- 1.00 

with new offence  

with new violent offence 

with new sex offence 

Note: nificant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 
 

on-Aboriginal Male Offenders with Non-child Victims 

 

o return 

a Hazard Ratios; ns = not sig

Low Intensity Sex Offender Program 
 
N
 

An examination of community outcomes for the non-Aboriginal male offenders with non-child

victims revealed that exposure to LI-SOP was associated with a decreased likelihood of any 

readmission with a new offence, and a readmission with a new violent offence (see Table 43).  

Specifically, non-Aboriginal male offenders with non-child victims in the ITT group were 86% 

less likely to return with a readmission with new offence (p < .01), and 91% less likely t

with a new violent offence (p < .10). Most of the significance contribution could be attributed to 

local programs.   

 
 
 

7 
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ale 
ms  

Table 43: Effectiveness of Low-Intensity Sex Offender Programs for non-Aboriginal M
Offenders: Non-Child Victi

Effectiveness Indicator 

ITT 
All 

Programs 
N = 158 

ITT 
National 

Programs 
N = 79 

ITT 
Regional 
Programs 

N = 33 

ITT 
Local 

Programs 
N = 46 

Comparison
N = 57 

Community Outcomes a      

Likelihood of any 
readmission 

0.59 ns 0.41 ns 0.16 ns 0.84 ns 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission 
with new offence  

0.14*** 0.24 ns -- 0.10** 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission 
with new violent offence 

0.09* -- 2.0 s 0.00 

0  -- 2.0 s 0.00 

3 n 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission 
with new sex offence 

.10 ns 3 n 1.00 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 
 

Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders with Child Victims 

An examination of community outcomes for the non-Aboriginal male offenders with child 

victims revealed that exposure to LI-SOP was associated with a decreased likelihood of any 

readmission (see Table 44). Specifically, non-Aboriginal male offenders with child victims in the 

ITT group were 71% less likely to return with a readmission than the comparison group (p < 

.01).   Most of the significance contribution could be attributed to national and local programs.   

 

Table 44: Effectiveness of Low-Intensity Sex Offender Programs for non-Aboriginal Male 
Offenders: Child Victims  

Effectiveness Indicator 

ITT 
All 

Programs 
N = 403 

ITT 
National 

Programs 
N = 215 

ITT 
Regional 
Programs 

N = 128 

ITT 
Local 

Programs 
N = 60 

Comparison
N = 57 

Community Outcomes a      

Likelihood of any 
readmission 

0.29*** 0.22*** -- 0.32** 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission 
with new offence  

0.31 ns 0.33 ns -- 0.48 ns 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission 
with new violent offence 

-- 7.12 ns -- 1.26 ns 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission 
with new sex offence 

-- -- -- 1.26 ns 1.00 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 
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tims in the 

0). Most of the significance contribution could be attributed to national programs.   

x Offender Programs for Aboriginal Male 

7 

Aboriginal Male Offenders with Non-child Victims 

An examination of community outcomes for the Aboriginal male offenders with non-child 

victims revealed that exposure to LI-SOP was associated with a decreased likelihood of any 

readmission (see table 45).  Specifically, Aboriginal male offenders with non-child vic

ITT group were 55% less likely to return with a readmission than the comparison group (p < 

.1

 

Table 45: Effectiveness of Low-Intensity Se
Offenders: Non-Child Victims  

Effectiveness Indicator 

ITT 
All 

Programs 
N = 58 

ITT 
National 

Programs 
N = 37 

ITT 
Regional 
Programs 

N = 4 

ITT 
Local 

Programs 
N = 17 

Comparison
N = 3

Community Outcomes a      

Likelihood of any 
readmission 

0.45* 0.36* -- 0.92 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission 
with new offence  

0.43 ns 0.32 ns -- -- 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission 
with new violent offence 

1.45 ns -- -- -- 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission 
with new sex offence 

0.00 -- -- -- 1.00 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

ictims 

, 

Specifically, Aboriginal male offenders with child victims in the ITT group were 65% less likely 

 

 

Aboriginal Male Offenders with Child Victims 
 
An examination of community outcomes for the Aboriginal male offenders with child v

revealed that exposure to LI-SOP was associated with a decreased likelihood of any readmission

readmission with a new violent offence and readmission with a new sex offence (see Table 46). 

to return with a readmission than the comparison group (p < .05), 91% less likely to be 

readmitted with a new violent offence (p < .10), and 91% less likely to be readmitted with a new

sex offence (p < .10).   Most of the significance contribution could be attributed to national 

programs.   
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ITT 
All 

ITT 
National 

ITT 
Regional 

ITT 
Local 

Table 46: Effectiveness of Low-Intensity Sex Offender Programs for Aboriginal Male 
Offenders: Child Victims  

Effectiveness Indicator 
Programs 

N = 56 
Programs 

N = 37 
Programs 

N = 7 
Programs 

N = 12 
Comparison

N = 17 
Community Outcomes a      

Likelihood of any 0.35** 0.11*** 0.00 n

ion 0.29 ns 0.05** -- .00 ns 1.00 

-- 

with new sex offence 
0.00 ns -- 

readmission 
s 0.59 ns 1.00 

Likelihood of readmiss
with new offence  

0

Likelihood of readmission 0.09* 0.00 ns 
with new violent offence 

-- 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission 0.09* -- 1.00 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 
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INDING 22: Non-Aboriginal and Aboriginal male offenders who participated in a living 

 for community correctional outcomes were detected for program participants 
when compared to their respective comparison groups. As liv a

ith other programs, further analyses re ro
grams were the main contributors to the positive outcomes . 

 
3

A

N

titutional outcomes for non-Aboriginal male offenders revealed that non-

Aborigina ants reported changes in attitudes and beliefs that are consistent 

with progra sessment batteries indicated po e pre-/post-

led that exposure to A & 

M was associated with an increased chance of being granted a discretionary release and a 

mission after release to the community (see Table 53). Specifically, non-

boriginal male offenders in the ITT group were 1.9 times more likely to receive a discretionary 

ale offenders exposed to A & EM were also less likely than the comparison 

or a new 

re conducted to model the hazard rates of 

readmission after release. Results show that offenders in the ITT  

se for any reason (p < .01). ITT group members were 31% less likely to 

 

F
skills program exhibited treatment-related change, and were more likely to be granted a 
discretionary release than members of the comparison group. Positive between-group 
differences

ing skills progr
vea r p

m 
gr h enrollments overlap w

as violent offender pro
led othe ams suc

76

.3.6 Living Skills Programs 

nger and Emotion Management Program 

on-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

An examination of ins

l male A & EM particip

m targets, as all self-reported as sitiv

program changes at the p < .01 level or better . Analyses also revea77

E

reduced risk of read

A

release relative to the comparison group (p < .01). There was no significant change in the rate of 

violent institutional incidents from pre- to post-program.  

 

Non-Aboriginal m

group to be readmitted for any reason (including technical revocations), a new offence, 

violent offence. Cox Regression analyses we

gro  28%up were less  to  likely

be readmitted after relea

                    
76 r corre grams. A was 
deci unde he true at 
li preliminary analysis revea her program  as 

e main contributes of the positive outcomes. Althoug alyses whic  follow 
of participation in other correctional programs, they demon e that participation in 

li ar and significant predictor as to how this grou ders will p  with 
re ity outcomes. 
77  gauges immediate impacts of articipation h 
changes in attitudes and beliefs associated with treatment targets such as anger management, emotional intensity, 
re  battery contains five se easures, fo ch 

e used pre-/post-program to gauge treatment performance and one used to assess the authenticity of responses. See 
ppendix H for a detailed description and breakdown of results by assessment battery. 

 Data suggest that living skills programs were typically taken prior to othe
ded to control for the effect of other programs in order to obtain a clearer 

ctional pro
rstanding of t

s such, it 
 effect th

ving skills programs have on the various outcomes. A led that ot s such
violent offender programs were th
do not consider the impact 

h the an
strat

h

ving skills programs provides a cle
gards to institutional and commun

p of offen erform

 A & EM has a self-report assessment battery that program p  throug

actions to provocation, and impulsivity.  The assessment lf-report m ur of whi
ar
A
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turn to custody for a new offence (p < .01), and 34% less likely to be readmitted with a new 

oup (p < .01).  

re

violent offence than members of the comparison gr

 

Table 47: Effectiveness of Anger & Emotion Management Program for Non-Aboriginal 
Male Offenders 

Effectiveness Indicator 
Intent-to-Treat 

N = 3,803 
Comparison 

N = 2,392 

Institutional Outcomes   

Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 0.01 ns -0.06 ns 

Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean) 0.41*** -0.10 ns 

Likelihood of early release (Odds Ratio) 1.88*** 1.00 

Community Outcomes a   

Likelihood of any readmission 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

0.72*** 1.00 

0.69*** 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.66*** 1.00 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

 

Aboriginal Male Offenders 
 
Similar to male non-Aboriginal program participants, Aboriginal male offenders who were 

exposed to A & EM reported changes in attitudes and beliefs that were consistent with program

targets, as 11 of the 12 (92%) A & EM treatment effect subscales were statistically significant 

and in the expected direction at the p < .01 level. Aboriginal male participants were also m

 

ore 

eir Aboriginal male comparison group.  There was 

 violent institutional offences and a significant increase in non-

 pre- to post-program (see Table 54).  

ale offenders in the ITT group were also less likely than the comparison group to be 

itted for any reason (including technical revocation), a new offence, or a new violent 

n analyses were conducted to model the hazard rates of readmission. 

w that offenders in the ITT group were 18% less likely to be readmitted after release 

new 

likely to receive a discretionary release than th

a slight increase in the rate of

violent offences from

 

Aboriginal m

readm

offence. Cox Regressio

Results sho

for any reason (p < .01). ITT group members were 24% less likely to return to custody for a 

offence (p < .01).  
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Table 48: Effectiveness of Anger and Emotion Management Program for Aboriginal Male 
Offenders 

Effec
Intent-to-Treat 

N = 931 
Comp rison 

N = 87 

 

tiveness Indicator 
a
6

Institutional Outcomes   

Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 0.06** -0.11** 

Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean) 0.49*** 0.17  

nary release (Odds Ratio) 2.31*** 1.00 

C

ns

Likelihood of discretio

ommunity Outcomes a   

Likelihood of any readmission 0.82*** 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.76*** 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.70 ns 1.00 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

ram for Women 
s 

 

Women Offenders 
 
There were no statistically significant institutional or community outcomes for the women 

offenders who participated in A & EM (see Table 55), however this may be due to lack of a large 

enough comparison group. 

 

Table 49: Effectiveness of Anger and Emotion Management Prog
Offender

Effectiveness Indicator 
Intent-to-Treat 

N = 147 
Comparison 

N = 51 

Institutional Outcomes   

Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -0.04 ns -0.36 ** 

Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean) -0.24 ns 0.78 ns 

Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds Ratio) 1.28 ns 1.00 

Community Outcomes a   

Likelihood of any readmission 1.28 ns 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1.53 ns 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.41 ns  1.00 
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nd Rehabilitation Program              

Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

utional outcomes for non-Aboriginal male offenders revealed that non-

Aboriginal male R & R participants reported changes in attitudes and beliefs that are consistent 

with program targets, as 8 of the 9 (89%) R & R ifica

th ination of institutional and community outcomes 

le offenders revealed that exposure to the R & R program was associated 

with an increased chance of being granted a discretionary release. Sp

m imes more likely to receive a discretionary release 

r  was a significant in  the rate -

ent institutional incidents 

 

 were 27% less likely to be readmitted after release for any reason (p < .01). In addition, 

T group members were 31% less likely to return to custody for a new offence (p < .01), and 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Reasoning a

An examination of instit

subscales were statistica
78

lly sign nt and in 

e expected direction at the p < .01 . An exam

for non-Aboriginal ma

ecifically, non-Aboriginal 

ale offenders in the ITT group were 1.7 t

elative to the comparison group (p < .01). There crease in of non

violent institutional incidents and a slight increase in the rate of viol

from pre- to post-program (see Table 56). 

 

Non-Aboriginal male offenders exposed to R & R were also less likely than the comparison 

group to be readmitted for any reason (including technical revocations), a new offence, or a new

violent offence. Cox Regression analyses were conducted to model the hazard rates of 

readmission after being released from incarceration. Results show that offenders in the ITT 

group

IT

49% less likely to be readmitted with a new violent offence (p < .01; see Table 56).   

 

 

 

                    
78 mediate impacts of pro icipation th

 so d impulsivity.  The 
 to gauge treatment performance 

and 1 completed by the facilitator to assess the offenders motivational level. See Appendix A for details. 

 R & R has a self-report assessment battery that gauges im gram part
lving an

rough 
changes in attitudes and beliefs associated with treatment targets such as problem
assessment battery contains three measures, two of which are self report and used
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Table 50: Effectiveness of Reasoning and Rehabilitation Program for Non-Aboriginal Ma
Offenders 

le 

ffectiveness Indicator 
Intent-to-Treat 

N = 3,066 
Comparison 

N = 1,218 E
Institutional Outcomes   

Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 0.02* -0.03 ns 

t institutional incidents (mean) 0.56*** 0.04 ns 

 

Change in yearly rate of non-violen

Likelihood of early release (Odds Ratio) 1.65** 1.00

Community Outcomes a   

Likelihood of any readmission 0.73*** 1.00

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.69*** 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.51*** 1.00 

 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

 
Aboriginal Male Offenders 
 
Similar to male non-Aboriginal program participants, Aboriginal male offenders who were 

exposed to R & R reported changes in attitudes and beliefs that are consistent with program 

targets, as 8 of the 9 (89%) subscales were statistically significant and in the expected direction 

t the p < .01 level. Further, Aboriginal R & R participants were 1.7 times more likely to receive 

se 

in the rate of non-violent institutional incidents from pre- to post-program, but no significant 

stitutional incidents (see Table 57).  

S male program participants, Aboriginal fenders w ss 

li l revocation egressio yses 

w mission. Results show that offenders in the ITT 

son (including for technical 

vocations; p < 05).  ITT group members were neither more nor less likely than comparison 

custody following release for a new offence or a new violent offence 

a

a discretionary release than their Aboriginal male comparison group. There was also an increa

increase in the rate of violent in

 

imilar to the non-Aboriginal  male of ere le

kely to be readmitted for any reason (including technica ). Cox R n anal

ere conducted to model the hazard rates of read

group were 19% less likely to be readmitted after release for any rea

re

group members to return to 

(Table 57). 
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Table 51: Effectiveness of Reasoning and Rehabilitation Program for Aboriginal Male 
Offenders 

Effectiveness Indicator 
Intent-to-Treat 

N = 595 
Comparison 

N = 267 

Institutional Outcomes   

Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -0.00 ns -0.00 ns 

ns 

Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds Ratio) 1.65** 1.00 
a

Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean) 0.42** 0.69 

  Community Outcomes 

Likelihood of any readmission 0.81** 1.00 

new offence  

fence 

Likelihood of readmission with 0.86 ns 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent of 0.76 ns 1.00 

N *p < .05, ***p < .01. 

 a significant decrease in major charges after 

utcomes 

 

ers 

N = 66 N = 17 

ote:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, *a

 
Women Offenders 
 
Women offenders who participated in R & R had

program participation. There was a slight decrease in the rate of violent institutional incidents 

from pre-to post-program.  No other statistically significant institutional or community o

were revealed, however this may be due to lack of a large enough comparison group (see Table

58). 

 

Table 52: Effectiveness of Reasoning and Rehabilitation Program for Women Offend

Effectiveness Indicator 
Intent-to-Treat Comparison 

Institutional Outcomes   

Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -0.34* 0.43 ns

Change in ye

 

arly rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean) -1.22 ns 0.85 ns 

Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds Ratio) 

  

1.42 ns 1.00 

Community Outcomes a

Likelihood of any readmission 0.67 ns 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.97 ns 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.00 ns 1.00 

Note: p < .05, ***p < .01. a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **
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FINDING 23: Male and female offenders who participated in a community maintenance 

ommunity Maintenance Program 

Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

An examination of community outcomes for non-Aboriginal male offenders revealed that 

exposure to the Community Maintenance Program (CMP) was associated with a reduced risk of 

readmission for any reason, including technical revocations, new offences, or new violent 

offences after release into the community (see Table 59).  Cox Regression analyses were 

conducted to model the hazard rates of readmission after being released from incarceration. 

Results show that offenders in the ITT group were 29% less likely than the comparison group to 

be readmitted after release for any reason, including for technical revocation (p < .01). ITT 

group members were 40% less likely to return to custody for a new offence (p < .01), and 56% 

less likely to be readmitted for a new violent offence than members of the comparison group (p 

< .01). 

 

Table 53: Effectiveness of Community Maintenance Program for Non-Aboriginal Male 
Offenders 

Effectiveness Indicator 
Intent-to-Treat 

N = 430 
Comparison 

N = 586 

program were more likely to have positive community correctional outcomes when 
compared to their respective comparison groups. 

 

3.3.7 Community Programs 

C

Community Outcomes a   

Likelihood of any readmission 0.71*** 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.60*** 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.44*** 1.00 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

 

Aboriginal Male Offenders 

Similar to male non-Aboriginal program participants, Aboriginal male offenders who were 

exposed to CMP were less likely than the comparison group to be readmitted for any reason 

(including technical revocations), a new offence, or a new violent offence (see Table 60).  Cox 

Regression analyses were conducted to model the hazard rates of readmission after release. 

7 
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Resu  show that offenders in the ITT glts roup were 42% less likely than the comparison group to 

bers 

urn to custody for a new offence (p < 01), and 59% less likely to be 

admitted for a new violent offence than members of the comparison group (p < .10). 

ffectiveness Indicator N = 102 
parison 

N = 207 

be readmitted for any reason, including for technical revocation (p < .01). ITT group mem

ere 53% less likely to retw

re

 

Table 54: Effectiveness of Community Maintenance Program for Aboriginal Male 
Offenders 

Intent-to-Treat Com
E
Community Outcomes a   

Likelihood of any readmission 0.58***  1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.47***  1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.41*  1.00 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 

 

Women Offender Relapse Prevention Program 

An examination of community outcomes for women offenders revealed that women offenders 

exposed to the Women Offender Relapse Prevention Program were less likely than the 

comparison group to be readmitted for any reason (including technical revocations; see Table 

61).  Cox Regression analyses were conducted to model the hazard rates of readmission after 

release. Results show that offenders in the ITT group were 38% less likely than the comparison 

group to be readmitted for any reason, including for technical revocation. There were no 

significant differences between groups regarding the likelihood of returning for a new offence or 

for a new violent offence. 
 

Table 55: Effectiveness of Women Offender Relapse Prevention Program for Women 
Offenders 

Effectiveness Indicator 
Intent-to-Treat 

N = 271 
Comparison 

N = 115 

Community Outcomes a   

Likelihood of any readmission 0.62*** 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.78 ns 1.00 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.50 ns 1.00 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. 
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RECOMMENDATION 2: To maximize outcomes attributed to correctional progra
CSC should prioritize programs based on level of risk, offer programs to offenders at
intensity levels that are c
strategy to address the v

mming, 
 

ommensurate to sound referral criteria ratings, and develop a 
iolence prevention programming needs of those offenders who also 

ave substance abuse needs. h
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3.4 Objective 4: Cost Efficiency: 

The extent to which correctional programs are producing planned outputs in relation to 
financial resources used. 
 
 

SUMMARY FINDING 5. Correctional programs are delivered in federal institutions cost-
n programs is allocated towards 

ere less cost-
efficient, as only 30 to 6
 

efficiently, as between 70 to 90 cents of every dollar spent o
successful completions. The community maintenance programs examined w

0 cents per dollar were spent on successful completions. 
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Violent Offender Programs 

 costs to VOPs in fiscal year 2006/2007 were associated with 

igure 17: Cost Allocation for Violent Offender Programs 
7

Over 75% of the allocated

successful completions. In the case of SOAW, over 90% of the cost were associated with 

successful completions.   

 

F
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Family Violence Prevention Programs 

Over 70% of the total costs allocated to the FVPPs were associated with successful completions. 

The maintenance program had the lowest proportion at just over 70%, while nearly 85% of 

allocated costs for the HIFVPP were associated with successful completions. 

 

Figure 18: Cost Allocation for Family Violence Programs 
Fiscal Year 2006/2007
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Living Skills Programs 

For both the R& R and the A & EM programs, successful completions made up approximate

80% of the allocated costs for each program, while 19% of the costs were associated with 

offenders who dropped out of the programs. 

 

Figure 19: Cost Allocation for Living Skills Programs 
Fiscal Year 2006/2007
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Sex Offender Programs 

on of 

ade up approximately 90% of the allocated costs for each program, 

nly 50% of costs for the Maintenance SOP and the Sex Offender Therapy Program for Women 

n the latter two cases, the proportion of 

drop-outs we were due to population 

management

 

There was a substantial difference across sex offender programs with respect to the proporti

costs allocated towards successful program completion.  While for the MI-SOP and the LI-SOP, 

successful completions m

o

were associated with successful completions.  However, i

re low to zero, while the vast majority of non-completions 

 (i.e., administrative issues such as the transfer or release of offenders). 

Figure 20: Cost Allocation for Sex Offender Programs 
Fiscal Year 2006/2007
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Substance Abuse Programs 

There was a substantial difference across substance abuse programs with respect to the 

proportion of costs allocated towards successful program completion. While for four of the 

programs (NSAP-High, NSAP-Moderate, NSAP-Low and AOSAP), successful comp

made up 70% to 85% of the allocated costs for ea

letions 

ch program, 40-55% of costs for the National 

ubstance Abuse Maintenance Program and WOSAP were associated with successful 

 were associated with population 

management

 

Figure 21: Cost Allocation 

S

completions. In each of the latter cases, nearly 30% of the costs

 (i.e., administrative issues such as the transfer or release of offenders). 

for Substance Abuse Programs 
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Community Programs 

Of the costs allocated to the Community Maintenance Program, 43% were associated with 

uccessful completions, while 47% of the costs were asss ociated with offenders who dropped out 

f the program. o

 

Figure 22: Cost Allocation for Community Programs 
Fiscal Year 2006/2007
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Women Offender Program 

Of the costs allocated to the Women Offender Relapse Program, just over 30% were associated 

ith successful completions, and roughly 55% were associated with offenders who dropped out 

se results are for FY 06/07, and there was a significant 

w

of the program. However, the

improvement for this year over previous years.   

 

Figure 23: Cost Allocation for Women Offender Programs 
Fiscal Year 2006/2007
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K E Y  F I N D I N G S :  C O S T  E F F E C T I V E N E S S  
A L L  P R O G R A M S  

3.5 Objective 5: Cost-Effectiveness:  

Cost-effectiveness determines the relationship between the amount spent and the results achieved 
relative to alternative design and delivery approaches. 
 
 
The cost effectiveness-analyses presented in this section associate correctional program costs to 

 

tate 

on days reduced, compared to the non-program participant comparison group. 

imilarly, the likelihood of remaining in the community without returning (technical revocation 

ained in the 

community. 

 savings were associated to outcomes as a function of avoided incarceration days, and 

mmuni io unti  of the l sen pecif e 

pared, where calculations considered the daily cost to 

inma y t ed d  of sup g an in th

community. For example, the cost of a reduction of one incarceration day is offset by the cost of 

ulting day s m r su n. Sim a cost ched

community outcomes, where the cost of an additional day of supervision was offset by the 

 a day o carceratio Finally, co avings (positive or negative) were co ared 

 the unit costs of delivering the target correctional program, using fiscal 2006/2007 as the base 

year. 

 

SUMMARY FINDING 6: The vast majority of correctional programs evaluated were cost-
effective as, on average, every dollar spent on programming resulted in a return ranging 
from 1 to 8 dollars. Returns represent cost savings of fewer days of incarceration. This 
reduction in incarceration costs was, in turn, attributed to earlier releases and extended 
stays in the community. 

both institutional outcomes (discretionary release) and community outcomes (readmission). Note

that the outcomes were converted from likelihood ratios to more tangible measures to facili

analyses. Specifically, what was reported earlier for correctional program participants as a 

likelihood of receiving an early (discretionary) release was converted to the number of 

incarcerati

S

or re-offending) was converted to the number of days participants successfully rem

 

Next, cost

extended co

ITT and comparison groups were com

ty supervis n days (up l the end  federa tence). S ically, th

incarcerate an te, offset b he extend aily cost ervisin offender e 

one res pent in com unity unde pervisio ilarly,  was atta  to 

avoided cost of f in n. st s mp

to
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FINDING 24: Violent offender programs are cost-effective, as every dollar CSC spen
violent offender programming results in a return

ds on 

ation 

79 of 2 dollars and 26 cents. 
 
Violent Offender Programs 
 
Cost effective analyses reveal that every dollar spent on VOP yields $2.26 in cost savings. 

Approximately 55% of this return is attributed to the savings associated to reduced incarcer

time, and 45% to savings attributed to reduced readmission. Note that this ratio varies by 

program. A break down of cost effectiveness by program is displayed in Table 62. 

 

Table 56: Cost Effectiveness by Violent Offender Program 

Program Savings 

Program 
Delivery 
Cost80

Return on 
Expenditure Distribution of Return 

 Institution Community Unit Cost One Dollar Institutional Community 
All Violent 
Offender 
Programs81

$10,856.66 $8,898.90 $8,755 $2.26 54.95% 45.05% 

Violence 
revention $7,831.04 $9,610.82 $10,749 $1.62 44.90% 55.10% 

In Search of Your 
Warrior $12,992.45 $5,339.34 70.87% 29.13% 

Spirit of A Warrior $

P
Program 

$5,269.00 $3.48 

11,568.00 $0.00 $6,145.00 $1.88 100.00% 0.00% 

 
 

                     
e dollar return refers to the costs associated with incarcerating an offender minus the costs associated with the 

offender living in the community. 
80 Delivery cost is for the 2006/2007 fiscal year. 

 

79 Th

81 These line items reflect all programs categorized within the group, and only those programs chosen for the
evaluation are included in the subsequent break outs. 
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FINDING 25: Family violence prevention programs are cost-effective. On average, every 
dollar CSC spends on family violence prevention programming results in a return of 1 
dollar and 33 cents. 

amily Violence Prevention Programs 

 in 

h 

that 

k down of cost effectiveness by program is displayed in 

able 63. 

Table 57: Cost Effectiveness by Family Vio ention Program 

Program vi
Delivery 

n 

 
F
 
Cost effectiveness analyses reveal that every dollar spent on FVPPs yields, on average, $1.33

cost savings. Approximately 84% of this return is attributed to the savings associated wit

reduced incarceration time, and 16% to savings associated with reduced readmission. Note 

this ratio varies by program. A brea

T

 

lence Prev
Program 

Return on 
 Sa ngs Cost Expenditure Distributio of Return 
 Institution Community Unit Cost One Dollar Institutional Community 

All Family 
Violence 
Prevention 
Programs82

$5,517.38 $1,067.88 $4,969 $1.33 83.78% 16.22% 

Moderate 
Intensity FVPP $4,805.46 $711.92 $2,391 $2.31 87.10% 12.90% 

 
 

High Intensity 
FVPP $11,212.74 $3,203.64 $5,963 $2.42 77.78% 22.22% 

Aboriginal High
Intensity FVPP -- -- -- -- -- -- 

 

                     
82 These line items reflect all programs categorized within the group, and only those programs chosen for the 
evaluation are included in the subsequent break outs. 
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FINDING 26: Substance abuse programs are cost-effective, as every dollar spent on 
substance abuse programming results in an average return of 2 dollars and 69 cents. 

ms 

 

te that 

 

l outcomes (early release). It should be noted that the likelihood for this 

roup to be readmitted is 18% lower then that of the comparison group. However, the offenders 

an the comparison group. A more in-

depth analysis reveals that this is the case only ical revocations and not for new offences 

l explanatio  is  a hi h 

risk, hig  need offe c s p ee t  A

t- ss  is displayed in Table 64. 

Cost Ef b e A ogram

in

Program 
Delivery Return on 

Expenditure 

 
Substance Abuse Progra

Cost effectiveness analyses reveal that every dollar spent on SAPs yields, on average, $2.69 in

cost savings. Approximately 49% of this return is attributed to the savings associated with 

reduced incarceration time, and 51% to savings associated with reduced readmission. No

this ratio varies by program. Notably, the return on expenditure for the NSAP-Moderate is 100%

attributed to institutiona

g

who participated in the program were readmitted sooner th

 for techn

n for thisor new violent offences. A potentia that there is gh proportion of hig

h nders parti ipating in thi rogram (s  implementa ion section).  

breakdown of cos

 

effectivene  by program

Table 58: fectiveness y Substanc buse Pr  

Program Sav gs Cost Distribution of Return 
 Institution Community Unit  One Dollar Institutional C  Cost ommunity

All Male 
ubstance Abuse 
rograms83

$6,585.26 $6,763.24 $4,969 $2.69 49.33% 50.67% S
P

NSAP-High $9,610.92 $4,271.52 $6,845 $2.03 69.23% 30.77% 

NSAP-Moderate  $4,449.50 $0.00 $1,977 $2.25 100.00 0.00% 

AOSAP $0.00 $3,916.00 $1,089 $3.60 0.00% 100

Community 
Maintenance $0.00 $6,763.24 $1,602 $4.22 0.00% 100.00% 

.00% 

 

                     
83 These line items reflect all programs categorized within the group, and only those programs chosen for the 
evaluation are included in the subsequent break outs. 
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FINDING 27: Sex offender programs are cost-effective. Every dollar CSC spends on sex 
offender prevention programming results in, on average, a return of 6 dollars and 59 cents. 

 
Sex Offender Programs
 

 

ost effectiveness analyses reveal that every dollar spent on sex offender programs yields, on 

avings 

carceration time, and 40% to savings associated with reduced 

admission. Note that this ratio varies by program. A breakdown of cost-effectiveness by 

in Table 65. 

 Offender Program 
Program 
Delivery 

Cost 
Return on 

Expenditur ion of Return 

C

average, $6.59 in cost savings. Approximately 60% of this return is attributed to the s

associated with reduced in

re

program is displayed 

 

Table 59: Cost Effectiveness by Sex

Program Savings e Distribut
 Institution Community Unit Cost One Dollar l Community  Institutiona

All Male Sex 
Offender  
Programs84

$19,755.78 $12,992.54 $4,969 $6.59  39.67% 60.33%

Low Intensity Sex 
Offender -- -- 
Program 

$745 -- -- 

189 $3.41  39.77% 

igh Intensity 
Sex Offender 
Program 

$9,432.94 $11,568.70 -- -- -- -- 

-- 

Moderate 
Intensity Sex 
Offender $18,865.88 $12,458.60 $9,

Program 

60.23%

H

 
 
 

                     
84 These line items reflect all programs categorized within the group, and only those programs chosen for the 
evaluation are included in the subsequent break outs. 
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L I V I N G  S K I L L S  P R O G R A M S  

FINDING 28: Living skills programs are cost-effective. Every dollar CSC spends on
skills programming results in, on average, a return of 3 dollars and 73 cents. 
 
Living Skills Programs 
 
Cost effectiveness analyses reveal that every dollar spent on living skills programs yields, on 

average, $3.73 in cost savings. Approximately 62% of this return is attributed to t

 living 

he savings 

ssociated with reduced incarceration time, and 38% to savings associated with reduced 

readmission that this ratio varies by program. A breakdown of cost-effectiveness by program is 

displayed in Table 66. 

 

Table 60: Cost Effectiveness by Living Skills Program 

Program Savings 

Program 
Delivery 

Cost 
Return on 

Expenditure Distribution of Return 

a

 Institution Community Unit Cost One Dollar Institutional Community 

All Male Offender 
Living Skills 
Programs85

$11,390.72 $7,119.20 $4,969 $3.73 61.54% 38.46% 

Anger and 
Emotion 
Management 

$11,390.72 $8,721.02 $2,471 $8.14 56.64% 43.36% 

Reasoning and 
Rehabilitation $11,390.72 $4,627.48 $3,968 $4.04 71.11% 28.89% 

 
 

FINDING 29: Most staff had suggestions for best practices in the implementation of 
correctional programs, with suggestions centering around the need for more resources for 
correctional programs, more staff training, and more programming overall.   
As a final wrap-up to the interview, staff members were asked whether they had any additional 

suggestions for best practices in the implementation of correction programs.  Of the 206 

respondents who answered definitively (yes or no), 160 (77.7%) felt that they could offer 

suggestions for best practices, and 174 (84.5%) went on to make recommendations for change.  

The most common recommendations for best practices included the need for more resources in 

the way of funding, staff, and staff support (20.1%; N = 35), the need for more staff training and 

                     
85 These line items reflect all programs categorized within the group, and only those programs chosen for the 
evaluation are included in the subsequent break outs. 
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mentoring (19.0%; N = 33), and the need for more programming at all security levels (15.5%; N 

le 

7, with a complete list of recommendations listed by staff members provided in Appendix I, 

= 27).  Individual recommendations endorsed by more than 5% of respondents are listed in Tab

6

Table I18. 

 

Table 61: Summary of Suggestions for Best Practices in the Implementation of 
Correctional Programs  

 
R
M

ecommendations: 
Staff Respondents N (%) 

ore resources ($, staff, staff support) 35 (20.1%) 
More staff training/mentoring 33 (19.0%) 
More programs at all security levels 27 (15.5%) 
More flexibility in program delivery 24 (13.8%) 
More communication b/w staff/sites/NPB 22 (12.6%) 
More community support/ programs 20 (11.5%) 
Hire professional/certified staff/degree requirement 12 (6.9%) 
Move to modular program delivery 12 (6.9%) 
More accuracy in program placement/assessment 11 (6.3%) 
More set/continuous program schedules 10 (5.7%) 
More 1-on-1 programming/individual inter 10 (5.7%) 
More team-oriented approach 10 (5.7%) 
More flexibility in program referral/placement 10 (5.7%) 
Note:  The recommendations listed make up 76.1% of those mentioned by staff members. 
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3.6 Objective 6: Continued Relevancy: 

The extent to which correctional programs continue to realistically addresses an actual need. 
 

SUMMARY FINDING 7: Correctional programs continue to address the risk levels and 
specific criminogenic needs of the current offender population, and thus continue to be a 
relevant, effective means of enhan . 
Nonetheless, CSC is facing challen ardin ffect effic very 

l programs which will address the increased proportion of offenders with 
and learning deficits, mental disorders, shorter sentences, and higher security 
s. 

al strategy dere t wh ains consistent with governm e 

riori  con  address an actual need. The p alua

ms thus considered the changing offender profile and its potential impacts on 

eds. There is an indirect link between changing demographic profiles and 

rofiles 

 

rogram referrals.  Demographic characteristics can also have implications for responsivity to 

tional 

ectional programs, so that they may benefit from the 

program ntent. Alternatively, p elivery 

methods in order to be appropriately sive t er ch stics

 present eva how rtici  cor  prog n be

itive community correctional outcomes, as evidenced by the results for male 

e Table 68) .  

      

cing public safety and reducing re-offending
ges reg g the e ive and ient deli of 

correctiona
education 
level rating

 

An operation  is consi d relevan en it rem ent-wid

and departmental p ties, and tinues to resent ev tion of 

correctional progra

programming ne

correctional programs given that the changing demographics impact offenders’ risk/need p

(e.g., younger offenders are generally higher risk than older offenders), which in turn inform

p

treatment. For example, younger offenders with lower education levels might require educa

interventions prior to participating in corr

co rograms may need to consider changes to program d

respon o offend aracteri . 

 

Overall, the luation s s that pa pation in rectional rams ca  

associated with pos

offenders (se 86

               
ables in the  anal P=vio fende , and BC, VP nd 

well 
rate 

ograms 
ty 

7. Numbers in italics indicate the data did not adequately fit the model at the 
.1 level of significance. SOP(b) = sex offender programs where results indicate those for offenders with child 

ed between 1997 and 2007. Numbers in italics 
ignificance. Finally LSP=living skills programs, 

and include A & EM and R&R. 
 

86 Note that for all t following yses, VO lent of r programs  includes A P, a
ISOYW.  FVPP=family violence prevention programs, and includes the National High and Moderate FVPP, as 
as the Aboriginal High Intensity FVPP.  SAP=substance abuse programs, and includes the National High, Mode
and Low intensity levels, as well as the High and Moderate Intensity Level AOSAP.  SOP(a)=sex offender pr
where results indicate those for offenders with non-child victims. SOP programs include programs of all intensi

vels offered between 1997 and 200le
0
victims. SOP programs include programs of all intensity levels offer
indicate the data did not adequately fit the model at the 0.1 level of s
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Table 62: Community Outcomes for All Programs: Male Offenders 

 All Male Federal Offenders 
 VOP FVPP NSAP SOP(a) SOP(b) LSP 

Community 
Outcomes a       

Any Return 0.76*** 0.76*** 0.80*** 0.64*** 0.60*** 0.75*** 

* 

Readmission with a 
new offence 0.70*** 0.76*** 0.68*** 0.55*** 0.74 ns 0.72*** 

Readmission with a 
new violent offence 0.52*** 0.72 ns 0.45*** 0.59* 0.78 ns 0.63**

Readmission with a 
new sex offence -- -- -- 0.59 ns 0.98 ns -- 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. The above results are not 
replicated in other areas of the report, since figures aggregate the male non-Aboriginal and Aboriginal 
populations, as well as multiple intensity levels within program. 
 

The following is a brief description of trends in the demographic profile of federal offenders and 

the 

ducation and Learning Ability 

 of male federal admissions between 1995 and 2004 had not completed high 

le 

possible implications for the continued relevancy of correctional programming. A review of 

literature identified trends in four key areas which may impact the continued relevancy of 

correctional programs: (a) education and learning ability; (b) security level designations; (c) 

sentence lengths; and (d) mental health. 

 

E

The majority (78%)

school (Boe, 2005).  Of these offenders, 89% were under 25 years of age, of these, 55% had not 

completed grade 10, and 19% had not completed Grade 8.  Similar trends are seen among ma

Aboriginal offender admissions.  Between 1994 and 2000, 87% had no high school diploma, 

63.6% had less than Grade 10, and 27% had less than a Grade 8 education (Brown & Motiuk, 

2005). These trends have direct implications for correctional programming, in that offenders 

must have a functional literacy level of Grade 8 as a minimum education requirement for 

participating in programs (CSC, 2004).   

Given the above trends, analyses examined correctional outcomes for two sub-groups of 

offenders, those having less than a Grade 8 education at federal admission to custody, and those 

assessed as having learning disabilities. Analyses revealed that low levels of educational 

attainment and learning disabilities reduce the overall impact of correctional programs on 
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community outcomes, although significant differences remained for certain programs (e.g., 

living skills programs) and across different community outcomes (see Tables 69 and 70). 

Table 63: Community Outcomes for a Sub-sample of Offenders with Less Than Grade 8 
Education: Male Offenders 

 Offenders With Less Than a Grade 8 Education 
 VOP FVPP NSAP SOP(a) SOP(b) LSP 

ommunity 
es a       C

Outcom

Any Return 0.85 ns 0.85 ns 0.90 ns 0.89 ns 0.74 ns 0.79*** 

Readmission with a 
new offence 0.73 ns 0.81 ns 0.76 ns 0.48* 0.60 ns 0.78** 

Readmission with a 
new violent offence 0.62 ns 1.37 ns 0.84 ns 0.52 ns 0.57 ns 0.61** 

Readmission with a 
ew sex offence -- -- -- 0.46 ns 0.44 ns -- n

Note:  Hazard Ratios
in relation to a sub

a ; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. All figures presented are 
-group of offenders, drawn from the comparison group, who were identified as 

having less than a Grade 8 education. Numbers in italics indicate the data did not adequately fit the 
model at the 0.1 level of significance. 
 

Table 64: Community Outcomes for a Sub-sample of Offenders Identified as Having 
Learning Disabilities: Male Offenders 

 Offenders Identified as Having Learning Disabilities 
 VOP FVPP NSAP SOP(a) SOP(b) LSP 

Community 
Outcomes a       

Any Return 1.03 ns 0.68*** 0.86 ns 0.80 ns 0.37*** 0.67*** 

eadmission with a R
new offence 0.73 ns 0.64* 0.83 ns 0.54 ns 0.34* 0.68*** 

Readmission with a 
new violent offence 0.41* 0.55 ns 0.44** 0.86 ns 0.26** 0.59*** 

Readmission with a 
new sex offence -- -- -- 2.65 ns 0.25 ns -- 

Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01. All figures presented are in 
relation to a sub-group of offenders, drawn from the comparison group, who were identified as 
having a learning disability. Numbers in italics indicate the data did not adequately fit the model at 
the 0.1 level of significance. 
 

Increase in Rates of Maximum Security Classification 
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For non-Aboriginal male offenders, there is an increasing trend for maximum security 

designation at admission, from 6% in 1996/97 to 13% in 2005/06, and Aboriginal male offenders 

re also more likely to be incarcerated in higher security institutions (CSC, Research Branch, 

ing an increase of 50% since 1997.   

Although the majority (53%) of wo um security 

designations, there has been an increase in maxim urity tions 96 (f % 

C, Research Branch, 2006).  Increases in higher security designations imply that 

programming offered in higher security institutions.  However, because security classification is 

alculate sta for A l or w  offen s dif  deter he 

for p ming e su tion

lier in this report, there was a large pool of candidates who met the referral 

aximum designation than their comparison group.  Thus, this finding highlights the need for 

programming offered in higher security institutions. 

 

Shorter Sentences 

The proportion of non-Aboriginal male offenders serving less than three years increased by 21% 

from 1996/97 to 2005/06, with half of new admissions being for sentences of less than three 

years (CSC, Research Branch, 2006).  The proportion of offenders who are in custody serving 

life/indeterminate sentences also continues to increase, leading to a gradual widening of the gap 

in sentence length (CSC, Research Branch, 2006).  A similar trend is seen among incarcerated 

Aboriginal male offenders, with 25% serving less than three years (an increase of 9% since 

1997), and 21% serving life/indeterminate sentences (a 17% increase from 1997; CSC, Research 

Branch, 2004). An even greater proportion of women offenders are serving less than three years, 

with 36% of incarcerated women, and 56% of new admissions, serving shorter sentences (Boe et 

al., 2003; CSC, Research Branch, 2006).  Unlike their male counterparts, the proportion of 

women serving life/indeterminate sentences decreased from 1997 to 2004, from 21% to 17% 

(CSC, Research Branch, 2004). 

a

2006; Boe, Nafekh, Vuong, Sinclair, & Cousineau, 2003).  In 2004, 27% of offenders were in 

maximum security settings, represent

men offender admissions initially receive minim

um sec  designa  since 19 rom 4

to 11%; CS

these offender sub-populations are higher risk, and also confirm the continued relevance of 

not used to c tic risk borigina omen ders, it i ficult to mine t

direct implications rogram  for thes b-popula s. 

 

As discussed ear

criteria for a specific violent offender program who were either not referred to the program, or 

who were referred and did not enrol. Furthermore, these offenders were more likely to have a 

m
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A shorter sentence implies the need for timelier access to programs, and creates challenges in 

incorporating correctional programs into an offender’s correctional plan while keeping in min

his/her earliest possible eligibility dates.  Simultaneously, an

d 

 increase in longer sentences for 

ale offenders could also require more tailored case management approaches and timely 

ic 

). 

ocess, as 

h 

 

).  One in ten incarcerated Aboriginal male offenders had a mental health 

iagnosis in 2004, representing a 67% increase from 1997.  Moreover, 17% were prescribed 

edication – an 89% increase from 1997 (CSC, Research Branch, 2004).  Relative to their male 

ounterparts, women offenders are more likely to present with a mental health problem.  This 

roportion increased from 13% in 1997 to 21% in 2006 (CSC, Research Branch, 2006). 

iven the above trends, analyses examined correctional outcomes for offenders who were 

iagnosed with a mental disorder at the time of their federal admission. Analyses revealed that, 

ithin this group of offenders, program participation remained linked with positive community 

orrectional outcomes for VOPs and living skills programs, while results for FVPPs and SAPs 

eased to be significant. Results varied by outcome measure for SOPs and SAPs (see Table 71). 

ental health needs may be potential barriers to correctional intervention, particularly in relation 

 responsivity, affecting an offender’s level of functioning, his or her ability to participate in 

m

incorporation of correctional programming for long-term offenders. 

 

Findings earlier in this report showed that offenders who met the referral criteria for a specif

program and were not referred were more likely to be serving shorter sentences (see Findings

As such, this finding highlights the need for an efficient correctional program referral pr

well as correctional programs which can be offered effectively within the time constraints of a 

short sentence. 

 

Mental Health 

The proportion of incarcerated non-Aboriginal male offenders presenting with mental healt

problems at admission increased from 7% in 1997 to 12% in 2006.  In addition, 19% of male 

offenders in custody are prescribed medication, representing an increase from 9% in 1997 (CSC,

Research Branch, 2006

d

m

c

p

 

G

d

w

c
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M

to

 160 



K E Y  F I N D I N G S :  C O N T I N U E D  R E L E V A N C Y  
A L L  P R O G R A M S  

group settings, and compliance with treatment. Treatment and medication side-effects can fu

affect an offender’s chances of benefiting from a co

rther 

rrectional intervention. 

Table 65: Community s for pl ers d wi avi  
Mental Disorder: Male Offenders 

Offenders Identified as Having Mental Disorder 

 

 Outcome  a Sub-Sam e of Offend  Diagnose th H ng a

 
 VOP FV NSA P(a P(b) LSP 

   

PP P SO ) SO  

Community 
 aOutcomes

   

Any Return 0.66*** 0.8 0.95 .56* 0** 0.7

0.9 0.64 43 n  ns 0.

0.8 0.71 18 ns 5* 0.

ence -- 58 n  ns

1 ns 0.5 7*** ns 0

Readmission with a 
new offence 0.51*** 1 ns * 0. s 0.37 82* 

Readmission with a 
new violent offence 0.36*** 6 ns ns 1.  0.1 59** 

Readmission with a 
new sex off -- -- -- 2. s 0.11  

Note: a Haz
relation to a s

ard Ratios; ns p < .05, ***
ub-group o rawn ompa , wh gno th  

 mental disorder. Numbers in italics indicate the data did not adequately fit the model at the 0.1 level of 
ignificance. 

 = not significant; *
f offenders, d

p < .10, **
 from the c

p < .01. All figure
rison group

s presente
o were dia

d are in 
sed wi having

a
s
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FINDING 30: Staff largely perceive existing correctional programs as being responsive 
the current offender profile, with the exception of offenders with mental health diagnoses 
and special needs such as cognitive impairments and low educational attainment.  Staff 
from multi-level security institutions rated the responsiveness of correctional programs 
higher than staff from other security level institutions.   
 

On average, when asked whether existing correctional programs are responsive to various 

subpopulations of the current offender profile, one-way within-subjects ANOVA and post-hoc 

paired t-tests revealed that staff rated their agreement significantly lower for offenders with 

mental health diagnoses, relative to other offender subpopulations, (F(7, 1015) = 69.01, p < 

.0001).  Agreement as to the ability of programs to respond to offenders with cognitive 

impairments was rated significantly lower on average when compared to other offender group

with the exception of those with acute mental health diagnoses. Further, average agreement as to 

the responsiveness of programs to gang-affiliated offenders was also rated significantly lower on 

average when compared to other offender groups, with the exception of those with cognitive 

impairments or acute mental health diagnoses.  Agreement as to the ability of correctional 

programs to respond to offenders with histories of violence was rated significantly higher th

that for all other offender groups.  Distributions and means for each offender subpopulation are 

presented in Table 72. 
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Table 66: Ratings of staff agreement as to whether existing correctional programs are
responsive to various offender subpopulations  
 Extent of Agreement % (N)   

 

 Strongly 
Disagree/ Somewhat Somewhat Agree/ 

Strongly M SD 

 

Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 

Subpopulation:      

Acute mental health 
diagnoses 59.5 (125) 15.7 (33) 10.5 (22) 14.3 (30) 2.48 1.49 

Gang-affiliated 41.7 (83) 18.6 (37) 20.6 (41) 19.1 (38) 3.06 1.4

History of violence 3.5 (8) 9.2 (21) 21.1 (48) 66.2 (151) 4.68 

Sentence < 3 yrs 18.8 (42) 22.0 (49) 24.7 (55) 34.5 (77) 3.77 1.30 

Young offenders (< 
30 yrs old) 8.4 (17) 11.9 (24) 29.7 (60) 50.0 (101) 4.31 1.1

Dangerous 
Offenders 19.4 (39) 21.4 (43) 22.9 (46) 36.4 (73) 3.79 1.34 

Serving life 
sentences 14.3 (32) 16.5 (37) 24.6 (55) 44.7 (100) 4.08 

Cognitive 
impairments 45.0 (104) 19.5 (45) 18.2 (42) 17.3 (40) 2.94 1.4

6 

1.00 

8 

1.25 

5 

 

Between-groups ANOVAs revealed significant omnibus regional differences in average 

agreement ratings regarding the ability of correctional programs to respond to gang-affiliated 

F p < .005), those serving sentences 217) = 

,218) = 4.02, p st-hoc 

 Ontario Region rated their agreement higher than 

gion when asked about gang-affiliated offenders (Mean difference = 

ated their agreement significantly higher than staff 

bout offenders serving less than three years (Mean 

and those from the Atlantic Region rated their agreement 

m both the Prairies (Mean difference  .0001) and 

rence = 0.69, p < .05) when asked about t fender group.  

spond to offenders e sentences, 

eir agreement significantly high se from the 

5), and 

Quebec Regions (Mean difference = 0.71, p < .05). 

 

less than three years (F(4,offenders ( (4,193) = 4.09, 

5.71, p < .0001), and those serving life sentences (F(4 < .005).  Po

comparisons further showed that staff from the

those from the Quebec Re

1.22, p < .001); staff from the Pacific Region r

from the Prairies Region when asked a

difference = 1.01, p < .005), 

 = 1.11, p <significantly higher than staff fro

Quebec Regions (Mean diffe he same of

Regarding the ability of correctional programs to re  serving lif

staff from the Atlantic Region rated th er than tho

Pacific (Mean difference = 0.85, p = .005), Prairies (Mean difference = 0.77, p < .0
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There was a significant main effect of security level when examining differences in averag

agreement as to the ability of correctional programs to respond to offenders with mental h

diagnoses (F(5,200) = 2.44, p < .05), offenders serving sentences less than three years (F(5,213) 

e 

ealth 

 4.12, p = .001), dangerous offenders (F(5,191) = 4.10, p = .001), and offenders serving life 

se from 

to 

 

= 

 

 

orrectional programs to respond to Dangerous Offenders.  Lastly, staff from minimum 

curity institutions rated their agreement significantly higher than those from medium security 

orrectional programs to respond to offenders serving life 

entences. 

=

sentences (F(5,215) = 3.59, p < .005).  Specifically, post-hoc comparisons revealed that staff 

from multi-level security institutions rated their agreement significantly higher than tho

medium security institutions when asked about the ability of correctional programs to respond 

offenders with acute mental health diagnoses (Mean difference = 0.98, p < .05).  Staff from

multi-level institutions also rated their agreement higher than staff from maximum security 

institutions (Mean difference = 1.12, p < .05), Community Parole Offices (Mean difference 

1.10, p < .05), and regional offices (Mean difference = 1.05, p < .005) when asked about the 

ability of correctional programs to respond to offenders serving sentences less than three years. 

Staff respondents from regional offices rated their agreement significantly higher than staff from

medium (Mean difference = 1.28, p =.005), maximum (Mean difference = 1.50, p < .05), and 

multi-level security institutions (Mean difference = 1.40, p < .01) when asked about the ability 

of c

se

institutions (Mean difference = 0.79, p < .05) and regional offices (Mean difference = 1.10, p < 

.05) when asked about the ability of c

s
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FINDING 31: Almost all staff felt that more could be incorporated into correctiona
programming that would address the needs of offenders with mental health needs.  The 
need for new programs for those with mental health needs and one-on-one intervention 
opportunities were commonly mentioned by staff.    
 

l 

taff members were asked whether there was anything specific to offenders with mental health 

d 

 

nd skill development related to mental health needs (12.4%; N = 23).  Individual 

commendations endorsed by more than 5% of respondents are listed in Table 73, with a 

omplete list of recommendations listed by staff members provided in Appendix I, Table I5. 

 

Table 67: Summary of Recommendations for Improving Correctional Program Outcomes 
for Offenders with Mental Health Needs 
 

S

concerns that should be incorporated into correctional programs that would increase their 

likelihood of successful reintegration into the community.  Of the 203 respondents who answere

definitively (yes or no), 183 (90.1%) indicated that there were areas where specific changes 

could be made for offenders with mental health needs, and 186 (91.6%) went on to make 

recommendations for change.  The most common recommendations included the need for new 

programs for those with mental health needs (38.2%; N = 71), the need for more one-on-one 

interventions and psychological services (16.1%; N = 30), and the need for more staff training

a

re

c

Recommendations: Staff Respondents N (%) 

Create new programs for those with mental health needs 71 (38.2%) 

More 1-on-1 interventions/psychological services 30 (16.1%) 

More training/skills for staff 23 (12.4%) 

Adjust currents programs to accommodate needs 22 (11.8%) 

More resources (funding, psychologists) 22 (11.8%) 

More identifying assessments 16 (8.6%) 

More community support/follow-up 16 (8.6%) 

More team-oriented approach 13 (7.0%) 

More communication regarding offender mental health 11 (5.9%) 

More flexible program delivery schedule 10 (5.4%) 

Note: The recommendations listed make up 83.9% of those mentioned by staff members. 
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FINDING 32: Almost all staff felt that more could be incorporated into correctional 

taff members were asked whether there was anything specific to offenders with special needs 

(i.e., cognitive impairments, learning disabilities, etc) that should be incorporated into 

correctional programs that would increase their likelihood of successful reintegration into the 

community.  Of the 208 respondents who answered definitively (yes or no), 183 (88.0%) 

indicated that there were areas where specific changes could be made for offenders with special 

needs, and 194 (93.3%) went on to make recommendations for change.  The most common 

recommendations included the need for new programs specific to the special needs exhibited by 

these offenders (29.4%; N = 57), the need to adapt current programming to meet special needs 

(25.3%; N = 49), and the need for more staff training related to special needs (20.6%; N = 40).  

Individual recommendations endorsed by more than 5% of respondents are listed in Table 74, 

with a complete list of recommendations listed by staff members provided in Appendix I, Table 

I6. 

 

Table 68: Summary of Recommendations for Improving Correctional Program Outcomes 
for Offenders with Special Needs  
 

programming that would address the needs of offenders with special needs such as 
cognitive impairments and learning disabilities.  The development of new programs and 
the need to adapt current programming to meet these special needs were stressed by staff.   
 
S

 Staff Respondents N (%) 

Recommendations:  
Implement new programs specific to group/need 57 (29.4%) 

Adapt current programs to meet needs 49 (25.3%) 

More staff training 40 (20.6%) 

More 1-on-1 programming 21 (10.8%) 

More tutors/teacher assistants/specialists 21 (10.8%) 

More flexible program schedules 20 (10.3%) 

More identifying/assessment tools 19 (9.8%) 

More resources 19 (9.8%) 

Note: The recommendations listed make up 82.3% of those mentioned by staff members. 
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FIN NG 33: The majority of staff membeDI rs indicated that the implementation of 
ion 

tory release come into effect.  Potential impacts include both increasing 
nd decreasing offenders’ motivation to participate in programs, increased waitlists for 

s 

otivated to participate in programs (48.8%, N = 104), that offenders will be less 

nt 

ll be a 

correctional programs might be impacted both positively and negatively, should legislat
eliminating statu
a
programs and a greater demand for programs in institutions.  
 

The majority of staff (93.5%, N = 216) indicated that the potential elimination of statutory 

release might impact correctional programs.  Specifically, respondents suggested that offender

ore mwill be m

motivated to participate in programs (26.3%, N = 56), that offenders will have a longer amou

of time in the institution in which to participate in programs (24.9%, N = 53), and there wi

greater demand / need for correctional programs in institutions (17.4%, N = 37).  A complete list 

of potential implications of eliminated statutory release is presented in Appendix I, Table I7. 

 
 
 

 

 167 



K E Y  F I N D I N G S :  C O N T I N U E D  R E L E V A N C Y  
R E C O M M E N D A T I O N  

 

RECOMMENDATION 4: CSC should develop a strategy that addresses the programming 
ed proportion of offenders with education and learning deficits, mental 

tings. 
needs of the increas
disorders, shorter sentences, and higher security level ra
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3.7 Objective 7: Unintended Findings: 

Unintended findings are areas wherein the initiative created or encountered any positive or 
negative effects. 
 

FINDING 34: The majority of staff indicated that more could be incorporated into 
correctional programming that would address the needs of Aboriginal offenders.  The need 
for a greater number and a greater variety of Aboriginal-specific programming was 
stressed, as well as the need to incorporate Aboriginal content into existing correctional 
programs.   
 
Staff members were asked whether there was anything specific to Aboriginal offenders that 

should be incorporated into correctional programs that would increase their likelihood of 

successful reintegration into the community.  Of the 199 respondents who answered definitively 

(yes or no), 155 (77.9%) indicated that there were areas where Aboriginal-specific changes th

could be made, and 160 (80.4%) went on to make recommendations for change.  The most 

common recommendations included the need for more (and a greater range of) Aboriginal 

specific programming (37.5%; N = 60), the n

at 

eed for more Aboriginal content in existing 

orrectional programming (16.9%; N = 27), and increasing the amount of resources that go 

.4%; N = 23).  Individual recommendations endorsed by more than 5% 

f respondents are listed in Table 75, with a complete list of r aff 

 

c

toward Aboriginal programming, specifically in hiring more Elders, Aboriginal Liaison Officers 

(ALO), and therapists (14

o ecommendations listed by st

members provided in Appendix I, Table I8. 
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Table 69: Summary of Recommendations for Improving Correctional Program Outcomes 
for Aboriginal Offenders  
 
Recommendations: Staff Respondents N (%) 

specific programming 60 (37.5%) More/greater range of Aboriginal 

More Aboriginal content in existing programming 27 (16.9%) 

More resources (Elders/ALOs/therapists) 23 (14.4%) 

More staff training on Aboriginal culture 19 (11.9%) 

More Aboriginal staff (CPOs/POs) 18 (11.3%) 

More contact with facilitators/Elders 15 (9.4%) 

More community liaising/connections 15 (9.4%) 

Greater use of healing plans/Elder assessments 13 (8.1%) 

More structure/accreditation in Aboriginal programs 8 (5.0%) 

More Elder training on correctional approach/reports 8 (5.0%) 

Note: The recommendations listed make up 78.6% of those mentioned by staff members. 
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FINDING 35: The majority of staff indicated that more could be incorporated into 
correctional programming that would address the needs of women offenders.  Specifically, 

e need for a greater number and a greater variety of women-specific programming was 
xpressed by almost half of staff respondents.   

 should 

ccessful 

y (yes or no), 

ade, and 60 

tions 

(46.7%; N = 

or more 

d in 

 than 5% of 

mmendations listed by staff 

embers provided in Appendix I, Table I9. 

able 70: Summary of Recommendations for Improving Correctional Program Outcomes 

th
e
 
Staff members were asked whether there was anything specific to women offenders that

be incorporated into correctional programs that would increase their likelihood of su

reintegration into the community.  Of the 154 respondents who answered definitivel

56 (63.6%) indicated that there were areas where women-specific changes could be m

(40.0%) went on to make recommendations for change.  The most common recommenda

included the need for more (and a greater range of) women-specific programming 

28), the need for more contact with the community and ETAs (10.0%; N = 6), the need f

community programming (10.0%; N = 6), the need for more consideration of motherhoo

program content (10.0%; N = 6).  Individual recommendations endorsed by more

respondents are listed in Table 76, with a complete list of reco

m

 

T
for Women Offenders  

 
Recommendations: 

Staff Respondents N (%) 

More/greater variety of women specific programming 28 (46.7%) 

More community contact/ETAs 6 (10.0%) 

More community programs 6 (10.0%) 

6 (10.0%) 

tional programs/training 3 (5.0%) 

More consideration of motherhood in programs 

Treat them the same as male offenders 4 (6.7%) 

Improve women's risk assessments 4 (6.7%) 

More staff/resources 3 (5.0%) 

More voca
Note: The recommendations listed make up 76.9% of those mentioned by staff members. 
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4.0 APPENDICES  

ions 

 

ndling 

ontrol, high-risk thinking, communication, slips and craving management, problem-solving) 

 

rams 

ce Prevention Program 

his program is designed for federally-sentenced male offenders who have demonstrated a 

ate female partners, have committed at least two confirmed acts 

 the 

 

oderate Intensity Family Violence Prevention Program 

ffender must have committed at least one confirmed act 

Appendix A: Detailed Program Descript
 
Pre-Program Interventions 

 

The Motivation-based Intervention Strategy (MBIS) is a pre-program intervention implemented

in segregation units87 of maximum security institutions (except one) and at the Special Ha

Unit. The intervention strategy, for offenders exhibiting disruptive behaviours, addresses 

offenders’ motivation and prepares them for transfer to the general population. The strategy is 

comprised of direct intervention and skills workshops (on topics such as self-monitoring, anger 

c

designed to assist inmates to increase their motivation to change and to engage in their 

correctional plans. Although it is not a replacement for correctional programs, MBIS uses the 

same research-based techniques and principles that make CSC’s correctional programs effective

(Blanchette & Moser, 2006). 

 

Family Violence Prevention Prog

 

High Intensity Family Violen

T

pattern of violence against intim

of violence against one or more intimate partners, and have been assessed as high risk on

SARA, a 20-item clinical checklist of risk factors for spousal assault.  The program consists of 

approximately seventy-five 2.5-hour group sessions and is only offered in institutions.  Each

individual also has 8-10 individual counselling sessions. 

 

M

To be enrolled in this program, a male o

of family violence against an intimate partner and must present moderate risk based on their 

SARA results.  The program consists of approximately twenty-six 2.5-hour group sessions 

                     
87 Refer to CD 709 on Administrative Segregation for a description of why an offender should be placed in 
segregation.   
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delivered over a period of 5-13 weeks.  Each participant also has 3 individual counselling 

sessions.  The program is offered in institutions and in the community. 

ily Violence Prevention Program 

ransmission of 

iolence.  This program consists of 72 sessions, including 2.5-hour group sessions and 

essions are conducted individually with the program 

cilitator, and individual sessions with the Elder are offered. 

n the results 

f their computerised assessment and those offenders whose crimes are related to substance 

nd consists of 89 2-hour sessions.   

d based on the results of their 

omputerised assessment and whose crimes are related to substance abuse.  This program is 

enty-five 2-hour group sessions and one individual 

   

 

Aboriginal High Intensity Fam

This program is for Aboriginal male offenders who are rated as high risk on the SARA 

and who have a documented history of two or more incidents of violence against a 

female partner.  The objectives of the program are to: eliminate violence and abuse 

toward female partners and in the family context; develop insight, relationship skills, 

thinking skills, and emotion management skills to promote healthy relationships; accept 

responsibility; increase awareness of unhealthy (abusive) attitudes and behaviour 

towards women partners and children; and reduce the intergenerational t

v

full day ceremonies.  Ten s

fa

 

Substance Abuse Programs 

 

National Substance Abuse Program – High Intensity 

This program is for offenders who demonstrate a significant or serious need based o

o

abuse.  The NSAP-High is offered in institutions a

 

National Substance Abuse Program – Moderate Intensity 

This program is for offenders who demonstrate a moderate nee

c

offered in institutions.  It consists of tw

session.   

 

National Substance Abuse Program – Low Intensity 

This program is for offenders who demonstrate a low need based on their computerised 

assessment and whose crimes are related to substance abuse.  The NSAP-Low consists of 10 

sessions approximately 2.5 hours in length, followed by 12 weekly maintenance sessions.

 173 



 

 

Aboriginal Offender Substance Abuse Program 

This program is for Aboriginal male offenders who demonstrate a need for a high intensity 

rogram, as indicated by scores on the Alcohol Dependence Scale (ADS) and/or the Drug Abuse 

) and/or Problems Related to Drinking Scale (PRD).  The program 

bjectives include the following: develop awareness of linkages between substance abuse and 

ge and motivate participants in positive change 

ral 

ons. 

h lasting 

ffers intervention and support from admission through to warrant 

xpiry by recognizing that needs are dynamic and that intervention is most effective when it 

 complex and multiple, the VPP is an intensive 

intervention that integrates a variety of rehabilitative approaches. VPP is for offenders who are 

considered at high risk to commit violent crimes and for those offenders who have already 

com lent offences and/or murder.  The program is offered in institutions 

only and consists of 94 two-hour group sessions and four individual counselling sessions.   

 

In Search of Your Warrior Program  

This program is for Aboriginal male offenders who have a history of violent offending and who 

e 

des 

p

Screening Test (DAST

o

criminality; develop opportunities to enga

process; develop a skill base to promote an abstinence lifestyle in the four domains of the Circle 

(physical, mental, emotional and spiritual); and introduce and incorporate spiritual and cultu

activity as a means of healing and living a healthy lifestyle.  The program consists of 33 sessi

 

Women Offender Substance Abuse Program 

This program is designed for women offenders who demonstrate a moderate to high risk in the 

substance abuse domain.  It is offered in institutions, and consists of 100 sessions, eac

2.5 hours.  The program o

e

reflects context as well as content. 

 

Violent Offender Programs 

 

Violence Prevention Program 

Because the targets of change are usually

mitted at least two vio

are considered a high risk to re-offend violently.  Participants must be actively following nativ

spirituality. The program requires a high degree of commitment from the participant and inclu
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a number of traditional ceremonies.  The program is four months in length and is offered in 

institutions. 

 

Spirit of A Warrior Program 

This program is for Aboriginal women offenders who have a moderate to high need for treatment 

consists of an in-depth intervention that is intended to reduce the risk 

to 

ase of 

ffered in 

 similar offence, as 

dicated by scores on the SSOA and the Static-99, and have moderate or high criminogenic 

le-2000.  The program is available only in institutions and is 

 60 

ex Offender Treatment for Women 

 been convicted of a sex offence or a sexually 

ey 

y 

of violence. The program 

to re-offend with violence, reduce risk to relapse, improve family relations, improve the ability 

communicate with others, improve coping skills, and adapt Aboriginal culture and spirituality 

into all aspects of behaviour and everyday life.  It is expected that with a more informed b

traditions, Aboriginal women will be better able to manage their lives.  The program is o

institutions and consists of 92 group sessions, each lasting 1 to 2 hours. 

 

Sex Offender Programs 

 

National Moderate Intensity Sex Offender Program 

Participants must demonstrate a moderate risk of committing another

in

need, as indicated on the Stab

between 160 and 280 hours in length and has two individual counselling sessions.   

 

National Low Intensity Sex Offender Program  

Participants must present a low risk for committing another similar offence, and have low or 

moderate criminogenic needs.  The program is available in institutions and is between 24 and

hours in length and has two individual counselling sessions.   

 

S

This program is for women offenders who have

motivated crime, or those who have admitted to committing a sex offence for which th

received no convictions. The program focuses on five key areas: self management; deviant 

sexual arousal; cognitive distortions; intimacy, relationships and social functioning; and empath

and victim awareness.  The primary goals of treatment for women who sexually offend are to 

learn to identify the factors that influenced their offences, and to learn how to deal more 
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effectively with them in order to reduce the risk of re-offending. Women participate in sessions 

once or twice a week.  This program is available in institutions and the community and lasts 

4 months, or up to a m

3 to 

aximum of 70 sessions. 

ress 

e 

dividual sessions.  It is 

ffered in institutions and in the community. Following the program, male and female offenders 

eficits are directed to the Cognitive Skills 

egration potential.  

ffenders must also have criminal behaviour associated with inappropriate management of their 

 the personal/emotional domain, and score positively on 

• Hostility problem 

to male and, by using an adapted version, women offenders. The program 

aches offenders to change their thinking patterns that trigger emotions associated with their 

 

Life Skills Programs 

 

Reasoning and Rehabilitation Program 

R & R is a moderate intensity program that teaches male and female offenders skills that add

the socio-cognitive deficits linked to criminal behaviour.  Specific target areas include self-

regulation and self-management, egocentrism/lack of social perspective, problems related to 

assertiveness and problematic social interactions, poor critical reasoning, and rigid thinking.  Th

program consists of 37 group sessions each lasting 2 to 3 hours and four in

o

who still have significant socio-cognitive d

Maintenance Program.   

 

The Anger and Emotions Management Program 

The A & EM program is a moderate intensity program for offenders who are assessed at 

moderate or high risk to re-offend, or who have low to moderate reint

O

emotions, some or considerable need in

at least one of the following indicators: 

• Aggression 
• Assertion problem 
• Poor conflict resolution 

• Poor stress management 
• Low frustration tolerance 
• Worries unreasonably 
• Problematic risk taking 
• Thrill seeking    
 

A & EM is offered 

te
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criminal behaviour.  The program consists of 27 group sessions, each lasting 2 to 3 hours, and 

program is to help participants change their pro-

inal values and attitudes and take more responsibility for their criminal actions.  The 

rime-free life; (b) 

ing temporary absences) who have a moderate 

oderate reintegration potential.  The program consists of 

and social injustice. The program is offered in institutions 

and consists of 19 modules delivered in 25 to 30 sessions, each lasting 2.5 hours.   

 

National Aboriginal Basic Healing Program 

This is a moderate intensity program for male Aboriginal offenders who are actively 

participating in Aboriginal spiritual practices. The program develops a spiritual foundation. 

Other program objectives are: (a) acquiring historical knowledge about Aboriginal people, the 

land, and colonization; (b) healing from personal childhood traumas; (c) developing effective 

communication and problem solving skills; and (d) learning about the cultural and spiritual 

also includes two individual sessions.  It is available in institutions and in the community. 

Following the program, offenders who still have problems are directed to the Anger and 

Emotions Management Maintenance Program.   

 

Counter-Point Program 

Counter-Point is a moderate intensity community-based program offered through larger parole 

offices in all regions.  The principal goal of the 

crim

program focuses on the following themes: (a) setting goals to lead a c

identifying tools that can help bring about the desired change; (c) identifying the thinking 

patterns conducive to criminal behaviour; (d) identifying a pro-social network; (e) solving 

interpersonal problems; and (f) developing a relapse prevention plan. This program is designed 

for male offenders on conditional release (includ

to high risk of re-offending or a low to m

20 group sessions 2 to 3 hours in length and 5 individual sessions.   

 

Circles of Change Program 

This program is for Aboriginal women offenders who demonstrate a moderate to high need in 

the associates/social interaction domain and/or the general attitude domain, as well as those who 

have a demonstrated deficit in problem-solving.  This cognitive-behavioural and solution-based 

program teaches participants about Canadian Aboriginal culture, communication styles, self-

esteem and self-care issues, problem-solving skills, women’s roles in their family of origin, 

healthy and unhealthy relationships, 



 

trad
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s, the hanging attitudes  b rs f nder is referred to this  

and another national Aboriginal program  

contains 60 sessions. 

 

Maintenance Programs 

 

Community Maintenance P m ene Model) 

This m n w most national program  is d ered to 

offenders who present a moderate to high risk to re-offend.  The program

set of core sk e a  (b) dealing 

with em g, (d) inter l 

manage

 

Family Violence Mainte

The program is intended for offenders who have completed the high o am

violenc g ast si

months r to release to the community. For community m nance, offenders are required

attend at leas  sessions, at which point their risk will be re  Mainten ocuses on 

their current situation and a review 

 

Sex Offender Maintenance Program 

Sex offenders can participate in the Sex Offender Maintenance Program

by their level or risk or need. The len aintenance is based on the n

Maintenance is available in both the 

  

National Substance Abuse Maintenance Programs 

A f rs av mpleted a SAP m st participate in m nance.  The f ency of 

participation is based on risk and need.  Offenders are dis  maintenan ce they 

have dem e 

should they lapse. 

 

 

ition reby c and ehaviou

, he is expected to 

.  I the 

take this one first. The program

offe

) working to

sona

g 2 hours.   

 attend m

ainte

-evalu

ainte

arged f

 program

ro

ram is designed to follo

d in the na

nance Program 

icipant

gra

tio

s in i

 (G

nal progr

f 12 sessions, each lastin

nstitu

ric 

ams such as (

tions are required to

ainte

otions, (c) countering high risk thinkin

ment

e pro

 prio

ende

onstrated a period of stability.  They 

ance 

ills lea

. The program consists o

rams

prog

rn

. Part

s

wards goals,

communication, and (e) self-

r moderate in

aint

and 

 reviews a selected sub-

enan

eliv

tensity f

 fo

per

ily 

x 

 to 

ce r at le

t six ated. ance f

 offender. 

of their relapse prevention plan.   

gth of m

institution and the community.    

 for as long as required 

eeds of each

ll of  who h e co u

can be re-referred to m

requ

ce onch rom

aintenance at any tim



 

Cognitive S

This progra
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kills Maintenance Program 

or offenders who completed the R & R program or the Cognitive Skills 

Program.  Participants must demonstrate the need to continue practicing the skills learned in th

Cognitive S tenance Program.  This program can consist of one intervention of

10 sessions, depending on the offender’s needs.  Each session is two to three hours in length.  It 

is offere stitutio  and in the community, and can be 

continuo in u s e g  the beginning 

to the end of

 

Anger and Emotions Management Maintenance Program 

T ro

dem

associated risk factors.  The pr

offered in in

 

Relapse Pre

This program is for women offenders who demonstrate a moderate to high need of intervention.  

It consists of group ns, each lasting 2.5 hours.  The program

enhance program gains as well as function as a community program en, based on the 

risk they represent and is dynam eet the needs of all wom

lifesty creasing the 

community supervision.  The program is offered in the institution a

Wom  as needed, and there is no pre-requisite for 

participa

m is f

kills Main

 in

e 

t  at leas

d in ns delivered to open groups (i.e., 

us 

gram

stitu

v

 and o

 the program).   

 is for m

tion

ention 

t) or clo ed groups (i.e., to the sam

ale and female off

ills le

ogram consists of eight sessions 

s and in the community. 

/ Maintenance Pro

roup of offenders from

inished the A & EM and who still 

ram in order to obtain an impact on the 

lasting 2 to 3 hours each.  It is 

 Offende

his p

onstrate the need to practice sk

enders who have f

arned in this prog

gram for Women rs 

 

nders m

tion.

20 

 

 sessio

ay retake the program

 is intended to sustain and 

 for wom

en.  The program targets 

risk that women face while under 

nd in the community.  

ic enough to m

buting factors in inle factors that are contri

en offe



 

Appendix B: Evaluation Matrix 
Key Results Questions Analyses∗ Information Sources 

Objective #1: Continued Relevancy – Do Correctional Programs remain and continue to remain consistent with departmental and government-wide 
priorities? 
1. The ability of programs to 
address the risks and needs of 
offenders has changed in 

• 

 

• 

• nd 

d 

• Review of human resource staffing/ training plan – or 
succession planning  

accordance with the changing 
offender profile  

How responsive have/will programs be to 
changes in the offender profile? 

 

Review of past, current, and future offender profile 
trends that impact risk, need and responsivity. 
Relationship between changing demographic a
program assignments over time. 

• Relationship between changing demographic an
program development –ability to change program 
structure and content to meet new demographic needs 

• CSC’s automated OMS. 
• Key informant interviews 
• Research reports 

2. Correctional programs will be 
responsive to legislation that 
impacts the demographic profil
of the federal offender 
population 

e 

s e of 

• 
ic (if 

any). 

• 
een 

d 

• How responsive can correctional program
be to changes resulting from anticipated 
legislation? 

• Review of upcoming legislation impacting the profil
the federal offender population. 
Identification of additional programming needs, and 
capacity to meet those needs, for new demograph

• Key informant input – 
Department of Justice (DOJ) 
OMS data – number of 
offenders who have b
convicted of crimes that woul
be affected by upcoming 
legislation. 

• Key informant interviews 
 

Key Results Questions Analyses Information Sources 
Objective #2: Implementation: Have c ged in alisticorrectional programs been mana such a way that goals and objectives can be re ally achieved, and have 
management implementation issues been adequately considered? 
1. Offenders are receiving 
appropriate programs 

• 
commended programs? 

• Are offenders with identified needs 
assigned the recommended program? 

• h 
re is 

• many offenders are being assigned to 
the recommended program intervention. 

Are offenders with identified needs being 
referred to the re

Compare offenders’ overall dynamic need levels wit
the program interventions referred to, to see if the
congruency in intensity level. 
Investigate how 

• OMS  

2. The current correctional 
program accreditation process is 
relevant 

• Is the accreditation process feasible? 
• Is the accreditation process relevant for 

Women and Aboriginal offender programs? 

• Review of accreditation process 
• outcomes analysis (institutional and community) 
• Key informant input 

• CPIC 
• Accreditation documentation 

• OMS 

                     
∗ All ana gregated by: (a) male non-Abo r programs; (b) Aboriginal offender progra omen offender programs  unllyses were disag riginal offende ms; and (c) w , ess otherwise stated. 
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Key Results Questions Analyses Information Sources 

Objective #3: Success (Effectivene g tss) Are Correctional Programs88 meetin he intended results? 
1.  Belief and attitude changes 
are achieved through program 
participation 

• 

• Are belief and attitude changes associated 
with long-term outcomes? 

• 

• 
• ures  

Do correctional programs improve beliefs 
and attitudes toward treatment targets? 

Pre-/Post-examination of offender’s attitudes for the 
programs of interest. 
Model the relationship between belief/attitude change 
with institutional and community outcomes (see Key 
Results 2 and 3). 

• OMS 
 Pre-/Post-meas

2. Positive institutional outcome
are achieved 

s 

petrator, 

• Are those who participate in programs 
deemed to be manageable in the 
community, a kely to be 

 

 

yet received the program. A multiple regression model 
will model the relationship between program 
interventions (independent variable) with institutional 
incidents.  Institutional incidents will be grouped into 
major, minor, an se related (including 

program participators with offenders assigned to 

d until release and type of release. 
Independent variable will be program participation 

• Does program participation lead to a 
reduction in the involvement of major and 
minor institutional incidents89 (per
associate)? 

nd thus more li
granted a discretionary release by the 
NPB? 

urinalysis test results) groupings. 
• Comparison of release dates and release types of 

• Compare institutional incidents of program participants
with a matched cohort90 of offenders assigned and not 

d substance-abu

programs but who have not participated. Response 
variables for modelling will include proportion of 
sentence serve

(yes / no). 

• OMS 

3. Positive community outcomes 
are achieved 

•  
 to 

stay in the community longer; (b) less likely 
to return with a technical revocation; (c) 
less likely to return with a new offence; (d) 
more likely to reach the end of their 
sentence; or (e) more likely to remain in the 
community past the end of their sentence? 

•  who participated in a particular 
program with a matched cohort of offenders who have 
been assigned to that particular program but have not 
yet received the program. 

• Survival Analysis of the released cohort. 

• OMS 
• CPIC 

Are offenders who have taken programs
that address their needs: (a) more likely

Compare offenders

                     
TP

88 Five program categories will be reviewed: (a) Substance Abuse; (b) Violent Offender; (c) Family Violence Prevention; (d) Sex Offender; and (e) Maintenance Programs 
TP

89 Note that institutional outcomes may vary by program, for example access to private family may be examined as an outcome measure for those with need for offenders who are 
perpetrators of family violence. 
TP

90 All cohorts will be matched on: (a) age groupings; (b) sentence length; (c) risk; (d) motivation level; (e) security level; (f) admission date; (g) need; and (h) program assignment 
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Key Results Questions Analyses Information Sources 

Objective #3: Success (Efficiency) – Is the strategy producing its planned outputs in relation to expended resources? 
1. Streamlined pre- post-
program assessment batteries 
have the ability to predict future 
success. 

  the use of 
nt battery test is linked to 

success or would a shorter version/ a 
version or a single 

PPM) be more efficient?  

• Improvements made on: (a) pre-/
assessment batteries (multiple a
specific batteries); and/or (b
/post-assessment (GPPM) are correlated with 
in utcome

am 

• GPPM data. 
• CPIC and OMS f ata 

am part

• Is there evidence to suggest that
every assessme

single program-specific 
generic version (G

post-program 
nd/or single program-

) a single generic pre-

stitutional and community o s. 

• All progr pre- 
program assessment batteries 

and post-

ollow-up d
icipants on progr

2. Ther
of partic
order fo

 offenders participating 
 cy e correctional program 
he mits (i.e., not too few or 
y o  participating in each 
y of gram)? 

• s a
ca th
de e limit

f progr es 
s datab ber 
d p  

 can ch 
he 

e are s
ipants 
r them 

ufficien
in prog
to be d

t numb
rams i
elivere

ers 
n 
d 

• Are the
in each
within t
to man
deliver

 number of
cle of th
stated li
ffenders
 the pro

Review the number of enrolment
 in each 
hey are 

nd progr
e program to 

s prescri

am 

bed. 
ncellations
termine if t

cycle of 
within th

• Review o
• Program

of enrolle
program
cycle of t

 

am guidelin
ase – num
pants and
tions in ea

ram 

artici
cella
prog

3. There are sufficient numbers 
of traine s 
required number as per group 
setting. 

re CPOs and Aboriginal 
to d e required menu of 

e? 

• Manag ect
(HRM OM ta t ntify a wh
there ted CPOs t ver pro

ata POs 
t num me 
b en training
certification 

• HRMS data – staff retention 
mant in s, 
, Re ers 

d CPO given the 
• Are the

CPOs 
enough 
eliver th

correctional programs at each sit

Review of Huma
S) and 

 are limi

n Re
S da

source 
o ide
o deli

ement S
ny gaps 
grams. 

or 
ere 

• HRMS d
rained, 
etwe

– nu
ber 

mber of C
certified, ti
 and 

put – CPO
nal Manag

• Key infor
Wardens gio

4. There is sufficient, efficient, 
and appro e t ng
CPOs. 

 Ar ining r
di d towa
ha ceive
program to of e

With CPOs cr rain
programs, is t PO
training repetitive?  

S
o e to

at  pro
 
 the assoc
ent from c
tator and/  co
ducing a generic training for integrated 

ata POs 
o de , 

ent 
g n 
o ns ed) 

ut , 

• of C ain

program 
ata 

 

priat raini  for 
•

• 

e tra
recte
ve re

esour
rd st
d the 
fend
oss-t
he C

ces appropriately 
aff that will, once they 
training, deliver the 
rs? 

ed in multiple 
 program specific 

• Review of HRM
trained CPOs c

• Review of all n
identify overlap

• Assessment of
integrated cont
impact on facili
analysis of intro
content) 

 and
ntinu
ional

 OMS to
 deli
gram

iated
orrec
or pr

 determine ho
ver programs. 
 training sche

in content between program t
 cost savings 
tional program

ogram. ( i.e.

w many 

dules to 
raining. 

of isolating 
s, and 
st 

• HRMS d
trained t
and mea
deliverin
number 

• Key infor
trainers  
Review 

– nu
liver

n length
 progra
f sessio

mant inp

PO tr
agendas for each correctional 

mber of C
 programs
 of time sp
m (or mea

deliver
–CPOs

ing 

• IFMMS d
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Objective #3 (continued) : Success (Efficiency) – Are correct outputs in relation to expended resources? ional programs producing planned 
5. Correctional programs are 
delivered to inmates in the most 
efficient and effective manner 

• s if 
 removed

fro ams and offered in a 
single ul

sessment of whether there 
mparing: (a) actual duration rams 
which offenders are referre f 

programs under an alternative o, w e 
time associated 
the suite of program referrals and offered in a sin le 
module. 

• Document r
• Key informa
• OMS data 

Would there be efficiency gain
integrated program content were

m individual progr
mod e? 

 
• As

co
to 

are time 
 of the s
d; with (b
 scenari

to integrated content is removed from 

savings by 
uite of prog
) duration o

here th

g

eview 
nt interviews 

6. The average amount of time 
spent in a program is 
commensurate with the intensity 
level of the program 

• A urs spent in 
p ate with the 
h tated within 

ctive 726  

mparison of  int
d number of ogr

g 

726 
m 

re the num
rogram com
ours requir

Commissioner’s 

ber of ho
mensur

ed and s
Dire

the 
number of 

• Co
an

hours requi
hours spent

red for each
 in each pr

ensity le
am.  

vel • Program manua
time spent in pr

• Commissioner’s
detailing numbe
hours required f
intensity level o

ls indicatin
ogram 
 Directive 
r of progra
or each 
f program 

Key Results Questions Analyses Information Sources 
Objective #3: Cost-Effectiveness: What is the relationship between t un ent and the ch elativhe amo t sp  results a ieved r e to alternative design and delivery 
approaches.? 
1. Correctional outcomes are 
cost-effective 

• What is the effectiveness of correctional 
institutional and community outcome 

• Associate costs outcomes (i.e. $ per 
day extended in the community versus costs of 

•
• IFMMS 
• CPIC  measures re

correctional 
lative to 
program

the associated 
 costs? 

to effectiveness 

incarceration). 

 OMS 

2. Delivery designs and 
approaches are cost-effectiv

ern
oa
er o

 (see ency • IFMMS 
e? 

• Are there alt
delivery appr
same or bett

ative 
ches 
utco

program designs and 
that may yield the 
mes at less cost? 

• As
ite

sociate costs to efficienc
ms #4 and #5). 

y outcomes Effici

 



 

Appendix C: Referral Criteria for Correctional Programs and Corresponding 
 U ted

m 
Measure 

Data Source 
Variables in

Progra
sed in the Approxima

Referral Criteria 
 Measure 

Approximated Referral 

Statistical Information on Statistical Information on 
 

Offender 
ement 
 (OMS) 

Recidivism Scale (SIR) rating of 
poor or very poor; and 

Recidivism Scale (SIR) rating
of poor or very poor; and 

Manag
System

Violence 
revention 

Program 

dule I 
(CCRA) offences and/or 
homicide 

Canadian Police 
Information 
Centre (CPIC) 
data 

P

Two or more separate 
convictions for Sche

Two or more separate 
convictions for Schedule I 
(CCRA) offences and/or a 
conviction for homicide 

Aboriginal male offenders with a 
history of violent offending; and 

CPIC Two or more separate 
convictions for Schedule I 
(CCRA) offences and/or 
homicide conviction; and 

Assessed as high risk to re-
offend violently; and  

High Overall Static Risk Level 
Rating 

OMS 

In Search of 
Your Warrior 

 Actively following native 
spirituality 

Not Assessed 

Spirit of A 
Warrior  as a 

Two separate incidents of 

 

e history; OMS Offender 
 

CPIC Aboriginal women for whom 
violence has been identified
moderate to high need 

violence (two Schedule I 
offences) resulting in moderate 
to high degree of harm, and 
moderate to high risk to re-
offend. This excludes offences
against children and sex 
offences. Provincial data were 
also considered for previous 
offenc
Intake Assessment (OIA) flags
were used to assess harm to 
victim and Overall Static Risk 
Level Rating. 

OMS 

Assessed as having substantial/ CLAI/CASA outcome ratings OMS 
severe need on CLAI/CASA; 
and 

National 
Substance Abuse 
Program – High 
Intensity 

nd substance abuse 
 Has an established link between 

crime a
Not assessed 

Assessed as having moderate/ 
intermediate need on 
CLAI/CASA; and 

OMS CLAI/CASA outcome ratings National 
Substance Abuse 
Program – 

buse 

Moderate 
Intensity Has an established link between 

crime and substance a
Not assessed  

Assessed as having low need on OMS 
CLAI/CASA; and 

CLAI/CASA outcome ratings National 
Substance Abuse 
Program – Low 
Intensity 

 

 Has an established link between 
crime and substance abuse 

Not assessed 

 

 



 

Aboriginal by birth or a 
demonstrated commitment 
Aboriginal way of life; and 

to an 
MS Self-identifiers of Aboriginal 

descent 
OAboriginal 

Offender 
Substance Abuse 
Program  on 

le 

Problems Related to Drinking 
Scale (PRD); moderate need 
offenders also referred as an 
alternative to NSAP-Moderate 

CLAI/CASA outcome ratings OMS High need as demonstrated
Alcohol Dependence Sca
(ADS) and/or the Drug Abuse 
Screening Test (DAST) and/or 

Women Offender 
Substance Abuse 
Program 

Need for substance abuse 
programming 

CLAI/CASA outcome ratings OMS 

High Risk Rating on the Spousal 
Assault Risk Assessment 
(SARA); and 

High Risk Rating on the 
Spousal Assault Risk 
Assessment (SARA); and 

OMS High Intensity 
Family Violence 

A documented history of two or 
more incidents of violence 
against a female partner 

OIA indicator (spousal abuse 
perpetrator) or a documented 
history of two or more 
incidents of violence against a 
female partner, or item #11 of 
the SARA (physically assaulted 
past or current partners) 

OMS 

CPIC 

Moderate risk rating on the 
SARA; and 

Moderate risk rating on the 
SARA; and 

OMS Moderate 
Intensity Family 
Violence A documented history of one 

incident of violence against a 
female partner 

OIA indicator (spousal abuse 
perpetrator) or a documented 
history of one incident of 
violence against a female 
partner, or item #11 of the 
SARA (physically assaulted 
past or current partners) 

OMS 

CPIC 

Moderate risk rating on the 
SARA; and 

High risk rating on the SARA; 
and 

OMS Aboriginal High 
Intensity Family 
Violence 
Prevention 
Program 

A documented history of two or 
more incidents of violence 
against a female partner 

OIA indicator (spousal abuse 
perpetrator) or a documented 
history of two or more 
incidents of violence against a 
female partner, or item #11 of 
the SARA (physically assaulted 
past or current partners) 

OMS 

CPIC 
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igh Intensity Convicted of a sex offence; or OIA indicator (current or past CPIC H
Sex Offender 
Pro

convicted of a sexually 
ed crime; or admitted to 

a sex offenc  they 
not been convicted; and 

sex offending), provincial 
sentence for a sex offence; and grams motivat

e for which
have 

 High risk to re-offend relative to 
sex offenders, with 

e to hi els of 
nic n

“High” priority-rating on an 
 the 
. The 

f 
the combined overall outcomes 

 Harris,
 
r both 
 2007 

were taken from a combination 
of OIA flags and provincial 
data. 

OMS 
other 
moderat
criminoge

approximated version of
Static 99 and Stable 2007
Priority Rating is comprised o

CPIC gh lev
eeds 

of these scales (Hanson,
Scott & Helmus, 2007).

 

Approximated items fo
the Static 99 and Stable

Con
conv
motivate
a sex of
have

victed of a sex offence; or 
icted of a sexu

d crim mitted to 
fence for which they 

 not been convicted; and 

OIA indicator (current or past 
 

and 
ally 

e; or ad
sex offending), provincial
sentence for a sex offence; 

CPIC Moderate 
Intensity Sex 

nder Offe
Pro  

te risk to re-offend 
nde

oderate to high level
inogenic needs; or high risk 

to re-offend relative to other sex 
offenders, with moderate levels 
of criminogenic needs 

 
he 

r both 
the Static 99 and Stable 2007 
were taken from a combination 
of OIA flags and provincial 
data. 

OM

grams

Modera
relative t
with m
crim

o other sex offe rs, 
s of 

“Moderate” priority-rating on
an approximated version of t
Static 99 and Stable 2007. 
Approximated items fo

S 

Convicted of a sex offence; or 
convicted of a sexually 
motivated crime; or admitted to 
a sex offence for which they 
have not been convicted; and 

OIA indicator (current or past 
sex offending), provincial 
sentence for a sex offence; and 

CPIC Low Intensity 
Sex Offender 
Programs 

Low risk to re-offend relative to 
other sex offenders, with low to 
moderate levels of criminogenic 
needs 

“Low” priority-rating on an 
approximated version of the 
Static 99 and Stable 2007. 
Approximated items for both 
the Static 99 and Stable 2007 
were taken from a combination 
of OIA flags and provincial 
data. 

OMS 

Score moderate-high or high on 
the STATIC-99; and 

OIA indicator (current or past 
sex offending), provincial 
sentence for a sex offence; and 

OMS Clearwater Sex 
Offender 
Program 

Has special needs that preclude 
them from attending lower 
intensity institutional programs; 
and 

“High” priority-rating on an 
approximated version of the 
Static 99 and Stable 2007. 
Approximated items for both 
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Demonstrates persistent deviant 
sexual preference or other 

the Static 99 and Stable 2007 
were taken from a combination  

paraphilias, even if these have of OIA flags and provincial 
data. not led to conviction; and 

 

Is not suitable from less 
intensive treatment as a result of 
extreme minimisation or denial 
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Appendix D: Intensity, Duration and Setting of Correctional Programs91

 
Target Population  

Overall 
Risk Needs 

Intensity  Average Duration  Group Setting 

High 
High or 

Moderate to 
High 

High Minimum 15 to 36 weeks 
Minimum 10 to 15 hours per week 

Closed or open g
2 correctional pro

officers 

roups 
gram 

Moderate - 
High  

Moderate to 
Low  

Moderate Moderate 

Moderate - Moderate to 

eek 1 or 2 correctional 
program officers 

according to the program 
manual Low  High  

Moderate 

Between 5 to 25 weeks 

5 to 15 hours per w

Closed or open groups 

Moderate - 
Low 

Low  

Low 
Or 

Moderate to 
Low 

Low Between 1 to 16 months  
2 to 6 hours per week 

Closed or open gr
1 correctional program 

officer 

oups 

Offenders who complete 
program  determi

Given to moderate and Maintenance

Duration and frequency 
ned by the correctional 

program officer after discussion 
with the parole officer 

Open groups 

1 correctional program 
officer high risk offenders 

                     
91 Correctional Service Canada (2003). Standards for Correctional Programs 726-1 
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Appendix E: Generic Program Performance Measure (GPPM) 

ledge gain, changing 

ttitudes (performance), and the extent to which the offender puts forth effort is also important 

 GPPM is used for multiple programs and is linked 

se t m re: (a) pe ce (skill, d 

 gain); (b) re tors tha ld affect t cipant’s p

(c) effo o which articipan ess the objectives of the 

p  class pa pation, etc.).  Items are scored on a 5-point 

1, 0, +1, +2) ores indi ng an abse ) or inconsistent (-1) 

vidence of the elements of the program objective, and higher scores indicating a good (+1) or 

el of performance on the elements of the objective.  To calculate a participant’s 

 are summed and av ged.   

pleted based on the participant’s early 

sions (no lat an the second session) and on information provided 

rough pre-program interviews and file information.  The final rating is completed at the end of 

s last session).   

ith 

vel of the program and will be disaggregated for non-Aboriginal male offenders, Aboriginal 

ale offenders and women offenders.  

erformance and responsivity scales are recorded pre- and post-program, and a test of 

ifferences will be reported for these scales. For the performance scale there is one additional 

 
 
The GPPM is a generic pre-/post-program assessment instrument completed by program 

facilitators to gauge offenders’ progress toward generic treatment targets. All correctional 

programs have some common goals such as achieving skills and know

a

(effort).  Unlike other pre-/post-measures, the

through OMS.  

 

The GPPM is compo

knowledge

d of three scales tha easu rforman attitude, an

sponsivity (fac t cou he parti rogress in 

treatment); and rt (the extent t  the p t tries to addr

program through com

scale (-2, -

letion of work, rtici

, with lower sc cati nce (-2

e

excellent (+2) lev

score, item scores era

 

The pre-treatment or initial GPPM rating should be com

performance in group ses er th

th

the program (after the participant’

 

The GPPM has been used to evaluated program participation and performance of offenders w

many different correctional programs including violence prevention, family violence, sex 

offender, substance abuse, and life skills programs. Results will be provided for the intensity 

le

m

 

P

d
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question in post-program. Therefore, it is recommended to use a mean score where the questions 

r and by the number uestions. proach is all three 

   

 is only st as it is difficult to gauge effort prior to program 

articipation. Therefore, a mean will be reported for effort as a difference score cannot be 

ssible range of t se mean scores is -2 to +2.  Negative t-test scores (t values) 

nders are having r ngs incre  at the end of the program as compared to at the 

is is at is expected to occur.   

Results for Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders  

Results from all intensity levels of institutional programs and community programs reveal 

significant changes on both the performance and responsivity scales (p < .05 or greater).  These 

results suggest that facilitators are rating offenders more positively on areas related to program 

targets after completion of the program.   

 
Performance and Responsivity Subscales 

are added togethe divided of q   This ap taken for 

scales of the GPPM.

 

The effort scale  recorded at po

p

calculated. The po he

indicate that offe ati ase

beginning of the program.  Th wh

 

Intensity Level Scales n t value p value 
Performance 149 -15.15 p < .0001 Low Intensity 

Programs Responsivity 149 -8.74 p < .0001 
Performance 2,350 -69.32 p < .0001 Moderate Intensity 

Programs Responsivity 2,350 -43.00 p < .0001 
Performance 389 -34.37 p < .0001 High Intensity 

Programs Responsivity 389 -21.38 p < .0001 
Performance 17 -2.90 p < .01 Community 

Programs Responsivity 17 -2.25 p < .05 
 
 
Effort Subscale   

Intensity Level n M 
Low Intensity Programs 149 0.97 
Moderate Intensity Programs 2,350 0.90 
High Intensity Programs 389 0.98 
Community Programs 17 1.16 
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Results for Abor

Similar significant results (p < .05 or greater) emerged for Aboriginal male offenders, with the 

o facilitator ratings. 

iginal Male Offenders  

exception of community programs that had a small sample size and was not significant. These 

results indicate that Aboriginal offenders are also achieving their expected treatment goals and 

are performing better at post-program according t

 

Performance and Responsivity Subscales 
Intensity Level Scales n t value p value 

Performance 18 -5.84 p < .0001 Low Intensity 
Programs Responsivity 18 -2.61 p < .05 

Performance 438 -32.06 p < .0001 Moderate Intensity 
Programs Responsivity 438 -18.75 p < .0001 

Performance 147 -2High Intensity 0.94 p < .0001 

sponsivity 13 -1.49 ns 

Programs Responsivity 147 -16.47 p < .0001 
Performance 13 -5.82 p < .0001 Community 

Programs Re
 

Effort Subscale   

Intensity Level n M 
Low Intensity Programs 18 0.81 
Moderate Intensity Programs 438 0.72 

mmunity Programs 
High Intensity Programs 147 0.88 
Co 13 0.52 
 

Results for Women Offenders  

labl vailab

s no data available for low i nity programs.  De

sample sizes, significant difference were found between pre- and post-program indicating that 

women were also achieving treatment targets at post-program according to facilitator ratings.   

 

 

 

 

 

There was less data avai e for women offenders than was a le for male offenders. There 

wa ntensity programs or commu spite the small 



 

 192 

Performance and Responsivity Subscales 
Intensity Level Scales n t value p value 

Perfor p < .001 mance 9 -5.91 Moderate Intensity 
Programs Responsivity 9 -2.17 ns 

-13.66 p < .0001 H
P p < .0001 

Performance 80 igh Intensity 
rograms Responsivity 80 -7.43 

 

Effort Subscale   
Intensity Level n M 
Moderate Intensity Programs 9 0.69 
High Intensity Programs 80 0.97 



   

 

Appendix F: Interview Keys 
Correctional Programs Evaluation: Staff Survey 

 
Correctional programs aim to improve offenders’ reintegration e co unity b geting their 
criminogen  ne r fen .  CSC urrently iewing the 
continued relev of correctional programs, and would like to know 
about your periences wit  programs. 

You are be  asked to w regarding correctional programs that will take 
approxima  30 the interview olunta nd any rmation you 
provide will be anonymous. In addition, you are free to refuse to answer any specific questions, and 
you may  

Your respon ociated 
with the inte ccess to 
Information ded on the 
protocols, and your name will no cumentation. Interview 
response erefore, 
your respon

Information l as help to 
identify any potential m

Do you 

My signatur terview 
regarding Correctional Programs.  The interviewer will also sign to guarantee the conditions stated 
abo

 

_____________________ __________________________ __________________________

Date a  N N art t Signature

  

  

_____________________ __________________________ ____ ____ ___ ____

Date Interviewer Name (PRINT) Interviewer Signature

 into th mm y tar
ic eds and reducing their level of risk fo

ancy, success, and cost-effectiveness 
reof ding  is c  rev

 ex h correctional

ing
tely

participate in an intervie
minutes.  Your participation in  is v ry, a info

 withdraw from the study at any time. 

ses to the interview questions will be anonymous (i.e., your name will not be ass
rview protocols). Protocols are subject to access as per Section Four (4) of the A
 Act.  Specifically, no identifying information (e.g., name, position) will be inclu

t appear in any evaluation report or do
s will be aggregated and presented in summary form within the evaluation report. Th

ses to the survey questions will remain anonymous. 

 you provide will offer valuable insight into CSC’s correctional programs, as wel
odifications to processes or procedures that might be important for the future. 

have any questions? 

**************************************************** 

e below indicates that I have read the above, and that I agree to take part in an in

ve. 

P rticipant ame (PRI T) P icipan

__ ___ ___ ___
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Interviewer Number: _______ 
 

Correctional Programs Evaluation: Staff S
 

 INFORMATION 

 
DEMO.1. Regi n:__ ____  

DEMO.2. Institutional Secu  Medium     aximum  Mult

e 

EM _____________________  

DEMO _____ 

urvey 

DEMOGRAPHIC
 

o _______________________

rity  Minimum      Level:  M     i 

  Parole Offic

D O.3. Position Title: _____

.4. How long have you been in your current position? (in months) : ________________

 

 For the purposes of this evaluation, CORRECTIONAL PROGRAM refers to a structured 
intervention that addresses the factors dir  linked fend l be ur 

B For the purposes of this evaluation, Correctional Prog s inclu ENT ENDER, 
SUBSTAN LENC SEX OFFENDER, M TENAN LIVING 
SKILLS P

Definitions 
 

A
ectly  to of ers' crimina

d L

havio

ram e VIO
AIN

OFF
CE and CE ABUSE, FAMILY VIO

rograms 
E, 

 
ON 

 
questions ask about supplementary intake assessments that are used to guide 

pro

SECTION A – IMPLEMENTATI

The first few 
gram referrals.  These include instruments such as the CLAI/CASA, FVRA/SARA, SSOA, etc. 

A.1.  O t all efficient’ and 6 being ‘very efficient’ to what extent 

 

n a scale from 1 to 6 with 1 being ‘not a
do you feel that information is collected and entered efficiently in order to complete the 
Offender Intake Assessment and Supplementary Intake Assessments? 

Not at all Not Somewhat Somewhat Very Don’t 

efficient efficient inefficient efficient Efficient efficient know/ 
Not sure 

N/A

1 2 3 4 5 6 77 88 
         

A.2.  I
ctional 

s there anything that you would recommend to increase the efficiency of the offender intake 
assessment process, including the OIA, Supplementary Intake Assessment and Corre
Plan development?  

 
No Yes Don’t Know N/A 
0 1 77 88 

    
 

a. If yes, please explain:  
_________________ _________ ________ _________ ____________ 

____________________ 

 

___ ____ ___ ___
________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
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ming needs? 
A.3.  Do you find the following supplementary intake assessments useful when prioritizing an 

offender’s correctional program
 

 No Yes Don’t know/ 
Not Sure N/A 

 0 1  88 77
a) CLAI/CASA  

rument/ (Computerized Lifestyle Assessment Inst
Computerized Assessment of Substance Abuse) 

    

b) FVRA/SARA 
(Family Violence Risk Assessment/ Spousal 

Assault Risk Assessment) 

    

c) SSOA  
(Specialized Sex Offender Assessment) 

    

 
i. If no, for CLAI/CASA please specify: 

____________________________________________________________________ 

________________________ 

ii. If n VRA/SARA please specify: 
_ ____________________________________ 

_______________________ 
______________________ 

____________________ 

iii. If 
_______ 

_ ___ 
_ ___ 
_ ____________________________________ 

 

____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________
 

o, for F
_ ______________________________
_____________________________________________
______________________________________________

________________________________________________
 

n
__

o, for SSOA please specify:  
___________________________________________________________

_
_

_______________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________

_ ______________________________

A.4. O sc ly agree’, to what extent 
d u mentary Intake Assessments are used in decision 
m g f the offender’s correctional plan or by the Correctional 

e ): 
 

t 
/ 
re 

N/A 

n a ale from 1 to 6, with 1 being ‘strongly disagree’ and 6 being ‘strong
uppleo yo

ak
 agree that the following S

 development oin
terv

 (e.g., for
ntion BoardIn

Strongly Disagree 
Somewhat 
Disagree Somewhat Agree Strongly Don’

knowDisagree Agree Agree Not su

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 77 88 
a) CLAI/CASA  

(Computerized Lifestyle 
sessment Instrument/ 

Computerized        As

s
Su c

 
Asses
bstan

ment of 
e Abuse) 

b) FVRA
(Fa o
Ass

u
s

   

/SARA 
mily Vi lence Risk 
essme

a
nt/ Spousal      

Ass
Asse

lt Risk 
sment) 

c) S
(Special

Offe A
      

SOA  
ized Sex   

nder ssessment)  
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ss 

 No 

A.5. In your opinion, is there anything you think should be changed that would improve the usefulne
and/or efficiency of the following Supplementary Intake Assessments? 

Yes Don’t Know/ 
 su

N/A 
Not re 

 0 1 77 88 
 a) CLAI/CASA  

(Computerized Life e
 

style Assessm nt 
Instrument/ Computerized Assessment of 

Substance Abuse) 

   

b)  FVRA/SARA 
(Family Violence Risk Asse / 
Spousal Assault Risk Asse ) 

 
ssment
ssment

   

c) SSOA  
(Specialized Sex Offender Assessment) 

    

 
i.  If yes, please specify  

_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 

 

___________________
___________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 

A.6. In your opinion, are Correctional Programs receiving adequate support from: 
 

No Yes Don’t know/ 
Not sure N/A  

0 1 77 88 
a) the admini ve level 
at your site  

strati     

b) the manage nt level 
at your site  

me     

c) your regional 
management level     

 
a e done to increas o correctional 

pro inistrative level? 
 

___ ______________________
___ __________________________
___ __________________________ __ 

 
b) If q crease the level of support offered to correctional 

vel, either at t it
 

___ __________________________
___ _________________________ _____________ 
___ _________ _______ 

 

) if question ‘a’ is no, what could b e the level of support offered t
grams from an adm

________________ ___________________________ 
____________ ___________________________ 
____________ _________________________

uestion ‘b’ is no, what could be done to in
programs from a management le he s e or regional level? 

____________ ___________________________ 
_____________ ______________
_____________________________ ____________________

A.7. In your current position at CSC, do you feel like you ha ou 
r i

   

ve all the offender information y
equ re to do your job? 

No Yes Don’t Know N/A 
0 1 7 88 7

    
 

a er information do feel you require?  
___ ______________________________________ 
___ ______________________________________ 
___ ___________________________________ 

 
 

. If no, what offend
___________________________
___________________________
______________________________



 

A.8. In your current position, do you feel like you receive the offender information you require to do 
your job in a timely manner? 

   
No Yes Don’t Know N/A 
0 1 77 88 

    
 

a. If no, what information is not timely?  
____________________________________________________________________ 

__________________ _ ______________ 
__ _________________________________ 

 

________________________ ___ ________
_ ________________________________

 
 

The n  orating Corr cti al Programs into offenders’ 
orrectional plans . . .  

ext couple of questions ask about incorp e on
c

A.9. What  that is listed in his or are some reasons why an offender might not participate in a program
her correctional plan? (DO NOT READ LIST – CHECK ALL THAT ARE SAID. Interviewer: prompt 
for both operational and offender related explanations)  

 i. Short sentence and a lack of time to complete all programs on correctional 
plan 

 ii. Long waiting list to take program  
 iii. Lack of prog he inavailability of ram(s) at t stitution 
 iv. Lack of a  pro e cvailability of gram(s) in th ommunity 
 v. Timing of program delive the utiory at  instit n 
 vi. Timing of ogram deliver  the  pr y in community 
 vii. Offend

moti
er’s refusal to participate in correctional programs (i.e. lack of 

vation) 
 viii. Offender’s se

required p
cu class tion s not corres d to nsity level of 

rogram 
rity ifica  doe pon  inte

 ix. Incorrect or inappropriate referral 
 x. Respon

literacy/e
sivity factors (e.g., mental illness, cognitive impairment, 

ducation issues, etc.) 
 xi. Don’t know/ Not s  ure
 xii. Other 

 
a. if Other, ple

__________
______

ase specify:  
____ ___ __________ ____ ___ ___ _____

_________ _____ __________ ____ ___ ____ ___
____________________________________________________________ 

 

___
__

___
_

___
____

___
__

______
______

___
___

___
____

__ 
__ 

________
 

A.10. What are some rea ns why an offender might participate in a corre ram that is not
correctional plan? (DO NOT READ LIST – CHECK ALL THAT ARE SAID)  

 
 i. The program listed in the correctional plan is not offered at his/her institution 

therefore a substitution is made to a similar program  

so ctional prog  
listed in his or her 

 ii. Additional needs are identified after intake assessment 
 iii. Offender expressed an interest in participating in the program 
 iv. Referral criteria was changed 
 v. Offender did not have enough time to complete the program listed in his/her 

plan therefore a substitution was made 
 viii. Don’t know/ Not sure 
 ix. Other 

 
a. if Other, please specify:  

____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
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A.11. On a scale from 1 to 6, with 1 being ‘strongly disagree’ and 6 being ‘strongly agree’, to what 
extent do you agree that referrals to Correctional Programs are reserved for those offenders with 
greater risk/ne ?  

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Somewhat 

Disagree 
Som

Agr Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Don’t know/ 
Not sure N/A 

eds
ewhat 
ee 

1 2 4 5 6 77 88 3 
         

A.12. Do you think there is a match between offenders’ risk/need levels and the intensity level of the 

 
program delivered? 

No Yes Don’t w
Not sure 

 Kno / N/A 

0 1 77 88 
    

 
a.  If no, please explain:  

 
____________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________ 
  

____________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________

 
The next few questions ask about Correctional Program O r training . ffice . .  
A.13. Have you ever been  to delive ectional Program(s)trained r a Corr ? 

No Yes Don’t Know/ N/A 
Not sure 

0 1 77 88 
    

 
a. If s, which Correctional Program areas have you been trained to deliver and please provide the 

Hig
 b. NSAP - Moderate 
 c. NSAP – Low
 d. AOSAP 

_______________ 

 R / Cognitive Skills 
 EM 

boriginal Basic Healing Program 
. Cognitive lls Maintenance 
. A & EM Maintenance 

 f. Other: 

ye
names of the specific programs? (Select all that apply) 

 i. Substance Abuse Program 
 a. NSAP - 

 vi. Living Skills Program 
h 

 

 e. WOSAP 
 f. NSAP Maintenance 
 g. Other: _

 a. R &
 b. A &

. A c
d 
 e

 Ski

________________                    
 

 ii. Family Violence Program 

 
 c. AHIFVPP 
 d. Family Vi

 iv. Violence Prevention Program 
 a. VPP-HI (High Intensity) 
 b. VPP-MI (Moderate Intensity) 

ior 

 a. HIFVPP 
 b. MIFVPP

olence Maintenance 
 c. ISOYW 
 d. Spirit of a Warr

 e. Other:  ________________             
 

 e. VPP Maintenance 
 f. Other: ________________ 

 iii. Sex Offender Program  v. Maintenance Program 
 a. NaSOP - High 
 b. NaSOP ate
 c. NaSOP
 d. NaSOP Maintenance 

her: ________________            

 a. Community Maintenance Program 
: _ _

 
 - Moder
 – Low 

 

 e. Ot   

 b. Other ______ _______ _ 

 vii. Othe
 a. Co

r 
unter-Point 
cles of Change Program 
tudes A atives & Associates 
er:      ________________ 

  

 b. Cir
 c. Atti ltern
 d. Oth

       
 viii. Don’t know/ N t sure  ix.  N/A o
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b. Did you deliver the program(s) that you were trained to deliver? 

No Some Yes Don’t know/ 
t sure 

N/A 
No

0 1 2 77 88 
     

 
c. If you did not deliver all of the programs in which you were trained, why is this? (DO NOT READ 

ECK ALL THAT ARE SAID) 
gram was cancelled  vi. Other 

LIST – CH
 i. Pro

 ii. I was not cer d to deliv rogram  tifie er p  
 ii. I changed jobs/institutions  ow/ Not sure vii. Don’t kn
 iii. Personal choice  viii.  N/A 
 iv. Program was assigned to another CPO   
 v. I was delivering other pro m(s)  gra  

 
a. If Other, please specify _______________________________ 

d. T ut the specific prog training you h swer for 
each pro  you have ed tr  indicate if you agree that the CPO 
training…(INTERVIEWER NOTE: Refe k to p ly ask q tions for areas in which 
respondents have receiv  training). 

Substance 
Abuse 

ily 
Violence 

ence 
Prevention Offender 

 
he next question asks abo ram ave received. Please an

gram area in which receiv
r bac

aining. Please
art a) and on ues

ed
Fam Viol Sex 

No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes Not sure 

Don’t 
know/ N/A

 

0 1 0 1 0 1 77 88 0 1 
a) spends enough 

CPO
w

requ

          

time teaching 
s the 

kno ledge 
ired to deliver 

the program 
b

liv
       

) spends enough 
time
skill

 teaching the 
s required to    

de
prog

er the 
ram 

c) is delivered in 
a  efficie
manner 

        n nt   

d) covers the 
approp
progr

 riate          
am content  
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A.14. Have you ever delivered a program that you were not trained to deliver? 

No Yes Don’t know/ N/A 
Not sure 

0 1 77 88 
    

 
 a. If y  NO AL  ARE ) 

erat man d th m 
 delivere

. O
es, why is this
 i. Op

? (DO
ional de

T READ LIS
ds require

T – CHECK 
e progra

L THAT
 v

 SAID
ther 

be d 
  was filli n for ano  CPO wh

leave a program midway through  
vi. Don now/ Notii. I ng i ther o had to  ’t k  sure 

 iii. I was trained on how to deliver a similar  vii.  N/A 
program 

 iv. Training was not available/ not timely   
 

ther, spe ___ __
 

i. If O  please cify _______ _________________ __ 

A.15. Do you think there are sufficien umbers of ined Corr ional Prog  Officers ) 
given the institutional or regional demand?  

t n tra ect ram  (CPOs

No Yes Don’t Know/ 
Not sure 

N/A 

0 1 77 88 
    

 
a. If n umbers of trained CPOs? 

_____________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________ 
 
  

o, what are the implications of having insufficient n
_______________
________________________

A.16. Is there anything that could be changed to improve the efficiency of Correctional Program 
Officer training? 

No Yes Don’t know/ 
sure 

N/A 
Not 

0 1 77 88 
    

a. If ye lease specif
 

s, p y: 

 
 
 

SECTION B – CONTINUED RELEVANCY  
  
B.17. On a scale from 1 to 6, with 1 being ‘strongly disagree’ and 6 being ‘strongly agree’, to what extent 
do you s are responsive to the following offender groups:   
 

t 
/ 
re 

N/A 

agree that existing Correctional Program

Strongly  Somewhat Strongly Don’

Disagree Disagree Somewhat Agree Agree Agree know
Disagree Not su

 

88 1 2 3 4 5 6 77 
i. Offenders with 
acute mental 
health diagnoses 

        

ii. Gang-affiliated 
offenders         

 200 

iii. Offenders with 
histories of 
violence 

        



 

iv. Offenders 
serving sentenc
less than 3 years 

  es       

v. Offenders under 
the age of 30         

vi. Dangerous 
Offenders         

vii. O
serving life 
sentences 

    
ffenders 

    

viii. Offenders with 
cognitive 
impairments  
(edu
literacy

        
cation/ low 

)  
B.18. Do you think legislation concerning the potential elimination of statutory release might impact 

orrectional Programs?  
No 

C
Yes Don’t know/ N/A 

Not sure 
0 1 77 88 

    
 

a. If yes, in what way might Correctio d (DO NOT READ LIST – CHECK 
ALL THAT ARE SAID)? 

 
 i. Offenders will be m  motivated to participate 

in programs 
 vi. Oth

nal Programs be impacte

ore er 

 otivated to participate in  vii. Don’t know/ Not sure ii. Offenders will be less m
programs 

 iii. Offenders will have a longer amount of time in 
the institution in which to complete programs 

 viii.  N/A 

 iv. Participation in programs will be delayed 
further into the offender’s sentence 

  

 v. Decreased availability of programs in the 
community 

  

 
, please specify: 

__________ ________ _ _____ ___ 
 

i. if Other
____ ________ __________ ____

SECTION C: QUESTIONS ONLY FOR PROGRAM DELIVERY STAFF 
(If respondent is not delivering correctional programs, move to Section D) 

 
The
Pro

 t pre- post-program assessment batteries used in Correctional 
grams… 
next few questions ask abou

C.1

 
No 

9. Once an offender has completed their pre-program assessment battery, do these results 
influence the way in which you deliver the Correctional Program?  

Yes Don’t know/ 
Not sure 

N/A 

0 1 77 88 
    

a. If yes, please specify  
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
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____________________________________________________________________ 
 
C.2 not at all useful’ and 6 being ‘very useful’, how useful are 

pre- post-program assessment battery results when drafting offenders’ final program reports? 
 

Not at all 
useful 

Not 
useful 

Somewhat 
useless 

Somewhat  Very 
us

Don’t know/ 
Not sure N/A 

0. On a scale from 1 to 6, with 1 being ‘

Useful eful useful 
1 2 3 4 6 77 88 5 

         

C. o 21. On a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being ‘never’ and 5 being ‘always’, how regularly do you refer t
an offender’s pre- post program assessment battery results when writing their final program 
report? 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always Don’t know/ 
Not sure N/A 

1 2 3 4 5 77 88 
       

 
If ‘Never’ or ‘Rarely’, why is ? (DO NOT READ LIS  ALL T  ARE SAID)  

 i. Time constrai  
 this T – CHECK HAT
nts

 ii. Battery resul e not specif y incorpora into report ts ar icall ted 
 iii. Battery was not completed by offenders 
 iv. Program does not have an assessment battery 
 v. Other 
 vi. Don’t know/ Not sure 

 
i. if Other, please specify: 

____________________________________________________ 
 

C.22. Do you nder self-reported pre- post-program assessment process could be 
streamlined or made re efficient?

No 

think the offe
 mo   

Yes Don’t know/ 
Not su

N/A 
re 

0 1 77 88 
    

 
 a. If yes, how could the process be streamlined or made more efficient? (DO NOT READ

LIST – CHECK AS THEY ARE SAID) 
 i. There should be fewer assessment measures 
 ii. There should be more assessment measures 
 iii. Offenders should be able to complete assessment measures on computers 
 iv. Pre- post assessment batteries should be eliminated 
 v. Other 
 vi. Don’t know/ Not sure 
i. If Other, please specify: 

__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 
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SECTION D: BEST PRACTICES & LESSONS LEARNED 

uestions ask about your opinions on best practices and any suggestions you might have 
orrectional Programs . . .  

 
The final few q
for improving C

D.23. With respect to Correctional Programs and offender Correctional Program Planning, is there 
anything that should be done to improve the Offender Intake Assessment process? 

No Yes Don’t know/ 
Not sure 

N/A 

0 1 77 88 
    

 
a. If yes, please explain: 

 
 
 

 
D.24. Is there anything specific to Aboriginal offenders that you think should be incorporated into 

Correctional Programs that would increase their likelihood of successful reintegration in
community?  

 
No 

to the 

Yes Don’t Know/ 
Not sure 

N/A 

0 1 77 88 
    

 
a. If yes, please explain: 

 
 

 
 
D.25. Is there anything specific to Women offenders that you think should be incorporated into 

Correctional Programs that would increase their likelihood of successful reintegration into the 
community?  

No 
 

Yes Don’t know/ 
Not sure 

N/A 

0 1 77 88 
    

 
a. If yes, please explain: 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
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D.26. Is there anything specific to offenders with mental health concerns that you think should be 
incorporated into Correctional Programs that would increase their likelihood of successful 

 
reintegration into the community?  

No Yes Don’t know/ N/A 
Not sure 

0 1 77 88 
    

 

______ _____ 
________ _____ 

____________________________________ ______________________ 
 

a. If yes, please explain: 
______________________________
____________________________

__________________________________
__________________________________
_________________

D. ers with rning 
think sh rams that 

 success  community?  
 

special needs (e.g. cognitive impairment, lea27. Is there anything specific to offend
disability, Attention Deficit) that you 
would increase their likelihood of

ould be incorporated into Correctional Prog
ful reintegration into the

No Yes Don’t know/ 
Not sure 

N/A 

0 1 77 88 
    

 

______ _____ 
_________________________ _____ 

___ _______ 
 

a. If yes, please explain: 
______________________________
___________

__________________________________
__________________________________

_________________________________ ________________________________

D.28. Do you have any other suggestions for best practices in the implementation of Correctional 
Programs?  

 
No Yes Don’t Know/ 

Not sure 
N/A 

0 1 77 88 
    

 
a. If yes, please explain: 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Thank you for your participation! 
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Appendix G: Recalibration and Validation of the Spousal Assault Risk 
Assessment (SARA) as an Actuarial Tool 

 
troduction 

ent (SARA; Kropp, Hart, Webster, & Eaves, 1994, 1995, 

ended risk factors to be considered (at a minimum) 

sk for spousal violence.  The 20 risk factors, presented in 

nal case-specific risk factors; (c) whether any 

 to be “critical” (that is, particularly relevant to decisions 

erall degree of risk posed by the individual, 

severity, likelihood, frequency, and imminence of any future 

In
 
The Spousal Assault Risk Assessm

1998) was developed as a set of 20 recomm

when evaluating an individual’s ri

Table X, were identified on the basis of a review of the relevant scientific literature and a 

consideration of relevant clinical and legal issues.  Part 1 (items 1 through 10) is related to 

violence risk in general, whereas Part 2 (items 11 through 20) is related specifically to risk of 

spousal violence.  The SARA manual recommends that raters code: (a) the presence of each of 

the 20 risk factors; (b) the presence of any additio

of the risk factors is considered

concerning the individual’s risk); and (d) the ov

taking into account the nature, 

violence.  
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Table X. Items in the Spousal Assault Risk Assessment (SARA) 
 

Part 1 (general violence risk factors) Part 2 (spousal violence risk factors) 
1. Past assault of family members 11. Past physical assault 
2. Past assault of strangers or 12. Past sexual assault/sexual jealo
acquaintances 

usy 

3. Past violation of
or communi

 conditional release 
ty supervision 

13. Past use of weapons and/or credible 
threats of death 

4. Recent relationship problems 14. Recent escalation in frequency or 
severity of assault 

5. Recent employment problems  15. Past violation of “no contact” orders 
6. Victim and/or witness to family 
violence as a child or adolescent 

16. Extreme minimization or denial of 
spousal assault history 

7. Recent substance abuse/dependence 17. Attitudes that support or condone 
spousal assault 

8. Recent suicidal or ho
ideation/intent 

micidal 18. Severe and/or sexual assault (most 
recent incident) 

9. Recent psychotic and/or manic 
symptoms 

19. Use of weapons and/or credible 
threats of death (most recent incident) 

10. Personality disorder with anger, 
impulsivity, or behavioural instability 

20. Violation of “no contact” order 
(most recent incident) 

 
The endorsement of individual SARA risk factors is coded numerically, and item codes can be 

combined arithmetically to yield several continuous scores (described below) that may be of use 

in making descriptive judgments or in research.  Some argue that, because the scores are 

combined according to fixed and explicit algorithms, they can be considered actuarial in nature 

(Kropp & Hart, 2000).  However, the summary ratings of risk derived from these item scores a

not made according to fixed an

re 

d explicit guidelines.  As such, the summative results of the 

ARA are based largely on what is referred to as structured professional judgment. 

 

urpose of the Present Recalibration 

ncy and predictive 

ccuracy of the SARA can be improved with the development of a proxy version and 

of 

A in such a way as to provide an overall actuarial assessment of spousal assault risk, it 

S

P

 

The purpose of the present exercise was to evaluate whether the efficie

a

recalibrated version of the SARA, based on automated offender data.  By adjusting the scoring 

the SAR
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was hypothesized that the recalibrated version of the SARA would provide a more efficient, 

nd valid assessment of risk for spousal assault.   

or the purposes of this study, all available data for federally sentenced non-Aboriginal male 

 

d database (OMS).  As of March 2008, information was available for N = 756 

on-Aboriginal male offenders released from federal institutions between 2000 and 2007 and 

ile 

scored on a 3-point scale (0 = absent, 1 = 

itted due to missing information, 

they are coded as absent.  Critical items ratings are made on a 2-point scale (0 = not critical, 1 = 

critical).  Three continuous scores are calculated from the item ratings: (a) Total Scores reflect 

the sum of individual item ratings, ranging from 0 to 40; (b) Number of Factors Present is an 

index of how many risk factors are rated as present (i.e., 2 vs. 0 or 1) in a given case, ranging 

from 0 to 20; and (c) Number of Critical Items is an index of how many risk factors were rated 

critical, ranging from 0 to 20.  Finally, raters code Summary Risk Ratings, reflecting their 

judgments concerning offenders’ risk for recidivistic spousal assault on a 3-point scale (0 = low 

risk, 1 = moderate risk, 2 = high risk). 

 

The Recalibrated SARA 

The recalibrated SARA was derived by randomly dividing the sample into two equal groups; the 

first sub-sample (N = 378) was used for the purpose of re-calibration.  The Burgess method was 

reliable a

 

Method 

 

Sample Composition 

 

F

offenders who had a SARA rating and did not participate in CSC’s FVPP were extracted from

CSC’s automate

n

available for a follow up period of 3 years. 

 

Measures 

 

Spousal Assault Risk Assessment (SARA) 

SARA ratings are based on interviews with offenders and a review of all relevant f

information.  The presence of the 20 risk factors is 

possibly or partially present, 2 = present).  When items are om
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used to re-weight the SARA-Proxy scale items on this sample.  Next, the re-calibrated SARA 

 second equal-sized sub-sample. Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient, 

ts, and Receiver Operating Characteristics (ROC) statistics were 

ple mean plus/minus 5%.  For example, the recidivism rate (return with 

inally, the recalibrated item scores and risk groupings were applied to the second equal-sized 

mple. 

was validated using the

Pearson correlation coefficien

used to measure the reliability and predictive validity of the recalibrated SARA. 

 

Procedures 

 

SARA 

SARA scores for the release cohort of federally sentenced non-Aboriginal male offender 

population were obtained from CSC’s automated OMS.  Offender identifiers for this group were 

matched to those in OMS data relations containing SARA information. 

 

The Recalibrated SARA 

The male offender release cohort was randomly divided into two equally-sized groups.  Next, the 

Burgess method was used to recalibrate the SARA-Proxy items.  This method scores endorsed 

items based on differences between the overall sample recidivism rate and that of those 

endorsing a particular item.  The scoring technique assigns a ±1 for every 5% between the 

overall and ‘item-associated’ rates.  This scoring system begins with differences greater than or 

less than the overall sam

a new offence) of the random sample was 28.89%.  Offenders who endorsed item 7 of the SARA 

(Recent Substance Abuse/Dependence) as “Serious substance abuse or substance dependence 

within the past year” had a recidivism rate of 15.38%.  Thus, this sub-item of the recalibrated 

SARA was scored as follows: 

 

Item 7 Serious substance abuse Score = ((28.89-5) – 15.38)/5 = 1.7; rounded = 2 

 

Next, risk groupings were established by ranking the recalibrated scores into five equal clusters.  

Corresponding cut-off scores were created based on these groupings. 

 

F

sa
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Results 

 

The Recalibrated SARA (SARA-R): Validation 

Internal consistency of the SARA-R was tested using Cronbach’s alpha reliability coeffici

This yielded raw

ent.  

 alphas of 0.32. The cut-off scores for the SARA-proxy groupings were 

s were associated with that item using the 

urgess method. These items were: 

em # 10: Personality disorder with anger, impulsivity, or behavioural instability. 

rders 

established to reflect the sample distribution.  

 

When validated on outcome as a measure of predictive validity, the SARA-R had an AUC of 

0.56 (p < .05). 

 

There were four individual items for which there was no variation from the overall recidivism 

rate for all classes within the item, thus no score

B

 

Item # 4: Recent relationship problems:  

It

Item # 15: Past Violations of “No Contact” o

Item # 17: Attitudes that support or condone spousal assault. 
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Appendix H: Pre-/Post-Program Assessment Battery Results 
 
Pre- Post Limitations 

 

The pre- and post-program assessment batteries a is luation ame from 

either Reintegration Programs or the Research Br  The data ollected in the field (i.e., 

institutions and community offices where the pro  are deliv ) and e d into 

d ally.  Al  data, including site location, 

rogram start and end dates, and Finger Print System (FPS) number were all entered manually 

mbers are not entered 

ccurately and the data cannot be connected to the correct offender, data are missing, values are 

d 

or 

 data available, the 

eneralizability of the sample to the larger group may be in question.   

lly a 

atistical technique used to examine all data in the data set and assign the most likely data point 

as established where, if the offender had 20% or 

ng 

l 

P 

values.   

nalysed in th  eva originally c

anch.  is c

grams ered ither entere

spreadsheets on-site or sent to NHQ to be entere  manu l the

p

and not linked to OMS. This can cause data quality issues where FPS nu

a

out of range, pre- and post- cannot clearly be deciphered, and other complications.  This resulte

in the omission of some data.   

 

In all correctional programs, there was a much larger sample that completed the program but f

which we do not have their pre- and post-program data.  It is unclear if this is because the data 

were not sent to NHQ or because the offenders did not complete the data. However, given the 

smaller sample of offenders for which there is pre-/post-program

g

 

A technique was employed to substitute for missing data. This technique, called multiple 

imputation, is a well-validated method of dealing with missing data. Imputation is essentia

st

for the missing data. A cut-off point of 20% w

less missing data, imputation would occur.  However, if the offender had 21% or more missi

data, their subscale total was eliminated from analysis. This technique was implemented for al

pre- and post-program assessment batteries except the NSAP data that was not imputed.  FVP

datasets employed a similar data imputation technique using the mean rather than a statistical 

algorithm to estimate the missing 
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Violent Offender Programs 
 
VPP Pre-/Post Assessment Battery Results 
 
The assessment battery for VPP contains four instruments: (a) Aggression Questionnaire; (b) 

alanced Inventory of Desirable Responding; (c) Impulsivity Scale; and (d) Reactions to 

ggression Questionnaire (AQ; Buss & Parry, 1992) 

rs’ 

 aggression. The instrument has four subscales: 

) physical aggression (involves hurting or harming others); (b) verbal aggression (involves 

r (involves physiological arousal and preparation for aggression; and 

esults for the sample of 163 non-Aboriginal male offenders who completed pre-/post-test 

t program results. Results on all four subscales were very 

 value N value p value 

B

Provocations.   

 
A
 
The AQ is a 29-item self-report measure completed pre- and post-program assessing offende

attitudes and feelings around anger, hostility and

(a

harming others); (c) ange

(d) hostility (feelings of ill will and injustice).   

 

Reliability and Validity  

No reliability and validity information is available on this instrument. 

 

Results for non-Aboriginal Male Offenders  

R

assessment indicated significant pre-pos

significant.  This suggests that offenders, through participation in the program, changed some 

attitudes and beliefs regarding aggression.  

 
Subscale t
Physical aggression 10.70 163 p < .0001 
Verbal aggression 8.86 163 p < .0001 
Anger 9.96 163 p < .0001 
Hostility 10.84 163 p < .0001 

 
 
 
Results for Aboriginal Male Offenders 

Results for the sample of 65 Aboriginal male offenders who completed pre-/post test assessment 

indicated significant pre-/post-program results. Results on all four subscales were very 
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significant.  This suggests that offenders, through participation in the program, changed 

attitudes and beliefs regarding aggression.  

some 

t value N value p value 
 

Subscale 
Physical aggression 7.54 65 p < .0001 
Verbal aggression 3.32 65 p < .001 
Anger 5.02 65 p < .0001 
Hostility 4.66 65 p < .0001 

 
 
Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR; Paulhus, 1984) 

t measures two constructs: (a) self-deception (the 

as developed under the assumption that some respondents systematically under report their 

undesirable behaviours, and in extreme cases, respondents are considered to be “faking good” 

(i.e. final scores 12 and over). Such styles impact t fidence an be elf-report 

measures, but this does not mean they should be disregarded.    

 

Reliability and

The in al re r the extent to which the scale consistent asure onstruct 

is highly satisfactory. Both subscales have been found to have good convergent validity.   

 

Results for no ffenders  

Given t hig ion managem main m  more was 

import to e n of offender w red 12 o er (i. aking 

good’) or th pre post-pro

small p enta ave been ‘faki d’ (3.4%  7) at m and 

7.7% (  16)

 

 

The BIDR is 40-item self-report measure tha

tendency to give self-reports that are honest but positively biased); and (b) impression 

management (deliberate self-presentation to an audience). The impression management scale 

w

he con that c  placed on s

 Validity  

tern liability o ly me s the same c

n-Aboriginal Male O

tha h scores on the impress ent do ay be  suspect, it 

ant xamine the proportio ho sco r high e. may be ‘f

.  F e impression management scale, - and gram values indicate only a 

ge of offenders may h ng goo  (n =  pre-prograerc

n =  at post-program.   
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Results for Aboriginal Male Offenders  

Similar rates emerged for Aboriginal offenders. For the impression management scale, pre- an

post-program values indicate only a small percentage of offenders may have been ‘faking good

(3.8% (n = 3) at pre-program and 10.1% (n =

d 

’ 

 8) at post-program.   

Impulsivity Scale (IS; Eyesenck, 1985) 

 

The IS  19 ort measure that measures impulsivity. There are no subscales 

wherei e to for interpretation. H scores in te dela sive 

violen nd p f long-term planning. 

 

Reliability and Validity

No rel lity  information is available is instrum  

 

Results for no ffenders  

Result dica boriginal of s who co eted th pre- and 

post-p ram, ficant (p < .0001).  This result seems to indicate that 

offend wer mpulsive thou

 

Results for Aboriginal Male Offenders 

nders who completed the measure pre- and post-

rogram, the test was highly significant (p < .0001).   

Reactions to Provocations (RP; Novaco, 1994) 

 

The RP is a self-report measure that contains two parts.  Part A is a 48-item questionnaire  that 

provides statements describing things that people think, feel, and do.  Part A has 12 subscales: 

(a) attentional focus; (b) rumination; (c) hostile attitude; (d) suspicion; (e) intensity; (f) duration; 

(g) somatic activation/tension; (h) irritability; (i) impulsive reaction; (j) verbal aggression; (k) 

physical confrontation; and (l) indirect expression.  Part B of the test has 25 questions and 

examines the amount of anger the participant would feel if the situation were to happen to 

 

 is a -item self-rep

n th tal score is used igher dica ys in impul

ce a romotion o

  

iabi and validity  for th ent.

n-Aboriginal Male O

s in te that for the 199 non-A fender mpl e measure 

rog  the test was highly signi

ers e able to reduce their i ghts.  

Results indicate that for the 77 Aboriginal offe

p
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him/her. Part B has 5 subscales: (a) disrespectful treatment; (b) unfairness/injustice; (c) 

ains 

 

urrent 

esults indicate that on all 17 subscales, there were significant differences between pre- and 

tion. 

frustration/interruption; (d) annoying traits; and (e) irritations.  

 

Reliability and Validity  

Reliability was indicated through high test-retest correlations (exceeding.80; Mills, Kroner & 

Forth, 1998). The subscales demonstrated a stronger relationship with their respective dom

than with other domains indicating construct validity. There was also a strong relationship found

between this scale and other anger and aggression measures, providing evidence for conc

validity. 

 

Results for Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

R

post-program, indicating that offenders changed their thinking around responding to provoca

 
Subscale t value N value p value 
Part     
A Attitudinal focus 7.50 198 p < .0001 
A Rumination 9.79 197 p < .0001 
A Hostile attitude 10.97 199 p < .0001 
A Suspicion 7.36 196 p < .0001 
A Intensity 9.65 197 p < .0001 
A Duration 8.12 199 p < .0001 
A Somatic activation/ tension 8.06 196 p < .0001 
A Irritability 8.47 198 p < .0001 

reaction 9.78 198 p < .0001 

9.84 198 p < .0001 
B Disrespectful treatment 9.45 200 p < .0001 

9.03 200 p < .0001 

A Impulsive 
A Verbal aggression 10.81 199 p < .0001 
A Physical confrontation 9.96 194 p < .0001 
A Indirect expression 

B Unfairness/injustice 
B Frustration/interruption 9.48 200 p < .0001 
B Annoying traits 9.37 197 p < .0001 
B Irritations  8.17 199 p < .0001 
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Results for Aboriginal Male Offenders  

Very s lts emerge for Aboriginal offenders wherein on all 17 subscales, there were 

signifi nces between pre- and post-pro indicatin t offen ed their 

thinking around responding to provocation. 

 
e N ue 

imilar resu

cant differe gram, g tha der angs ch

Subscale t valu  val p value 
Part     

inal focus A Attitud 2.36 75 p < .05 
A Rumination 
A Hostile attitude 4.90 75 p < .0001 

4.26 75 p < .0001 

5.85 75 p < .0001 
A Verbal aggression 4.96 74 p < .0001 

sical confrontation  
direct expression   p < 01 

respectful treatment   
ess/injustice   

tion   
ng traits   

  

4.19 74 p < .0001 

A Suspicion 
A Intensity 5.12 74 p < .0001 
A Duration 5.60 75 p < .0001 
A Somatic activation/ tension 2.41 75 p < .05 
A Irritability 3.74 74 p < .0001 
A Impulsive reaction 

p < .0001A Phy 5.51 74 
A In 4.04 74  .00
B Dis 5.21 76 p < .0001 
B Unfairn 4.49 76 p < .0001 
B Frustration/interrup 5.45 76 p < .0001 
B Annoyi 3.90 75 p < .0001 
B Irritations  76 p < .0001 4.26
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Family Violence Prevention Programs 

nce Pre-/Post Assessment Battery Results 

 has been modified somewhat since the beginning of the 

ps Scale; (d) Abusive Relationships Inventory; and (e) Paulhus 

eception Scale. 

 

Dome V; Stewart & , 2006) 

 

These gram facilitat structured interview. The questions 

evalua pond to a n f potent k situa d to 

family red pre- st-progr  measu

involv sues; (c) rejection; (d) sexual issues; and (e) em ent and 

finances. Th ive subscales, skills are assessed in the 

follow ural respon nterpret ; and (c ve taking. 

It shou g s was mis from th  and as a 

result e expecte rease indicating that the respondent has 

good r ation of the re ores. 

 

Reliab

The vi , whic been sh o pred m and 

orrela scales in other applications.   

ers  

 

 

earned 

ugh participation.   

 
High Intensity Family Viole

 

The Assessment battery for the HIFVPP

program. The assessment batteries that will be examined here are part of the current assessment 

manual and have a pre- and a post-program assessment.  As such, five instruments will be 

examined: (a) Domestic Violence Vignettes; (b) Goal Attainment Scale – Family Violence; (c) 

Interpersonal Relationshi

D

stic Violence Vignettes (DV  Gabora

data are collected by the pro ors in a 

te how the offender would res umber o ial ris tions relate

 violence. Vignettes are administe

e: (a) jealousy; (b) control is

 and po am to re situations that 

ploym

ere is also a total subscale. In addition to the f

ing three domains: (a) behavio se; (b) i ation ) perspecti

ld be noted that the Perspective-Takin ubscale sing e database

could not be analyzed.  Scores ar d to inc

ecognition and good applic quired sc

ility and Validity  

gnettes are clinical assessment tools

te with belief 

h have own t ict recidivis

c

 

Results for Non-Aboriginal Offend

Results reveal that offenders had significant results on all subscales of the DVV (p < .0001) with

the exception of the jealousy index that was not significant.  These results seem to indicate that

non-Aboriginal respondents have learned good recognition and good application of skills l

in the program thro
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Subscale t value N value p value 
Jealousy -1.32 172 ns 
Rejection -10.33 165 

165 
165 
163 

165 

p < .0001 
Sexual issues -5.95 165 p < .0001 
Employment and finances 
Control issues 

-8.64 
-7.05 

p < .0001 
p < .0001 

Behavioural response -11.45 p < .0001 
Interpretation -10.97 163 p < .0001 
Total -10.21 p < .0001 

 
Result

Results reveal that offenders had significant results on all subsca of the D 001) with 

the ex not ant.  The esults s cate that 

Aborig od recog nd good lication arned in 

the pro .   

 
N e 

s for Aboriginal Offenders  

les VV (p < .0

ception of the jealousy index that was  signific se r eem to indi

inal respondents have learned go nition a  app  of skills le

gram through participation

Subscale t value valu p value 
Jealousy -.60 86 ns 
Rejection -6.60 84 p < .0001 
Sexual issues -5.16 84 p < .0001 

4 p < .0001 
Control issues -6.99 84 p < .0001 
Employment and finances -5.53 8

Behavioural response -9.80 80 p < .0001 
Interpretation -7.96 80 p < .0001 
Total -8.95 84 p < .0001 

 
 
Goal Attainment Scale – Family Violence (GAS-FV; Stewart & Gabora, 1999) 

e treatment goals of the program participants. This instrument is 

tors at pre-, mid-, and post-program.  Each of the 14 questions 

s such as problematic thinking, underlying relationship violence, 

ith self-regulation, and deficits in social communication.  

 

The GAS-FV assesses th

completed by the program facilita

assesses different program target

emotional mismanagement, problems w

The analyses reported here examine pre-/post-program differences.   
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Reliability and Validity 

No inf  available. 

 

Results for Non-Aboriginal Offenders  

All su cant (p < .0001) indicating that non-Aboriginal offenders did move 

toward attaining program targets such as underst  problem thinkin ng 

relationship violence, emotional mismanagement ems with self-regulation, and deficits in 

cial communication.   

t value N value p value 

ormation is

bscale results are signifi

anding atic g, underlyi

, probl

so

 

Subscale 
Acceptance of responsibility for 
abusive/ violent behaviour -16.75 175 p < .0001 

Acknowledges use of power and 
control tactics -20.04 175 p < .0001 

Shows empathy for victim -13.83 175 p < .0001 

Extent of skills development -16.74 175 p < .0001 
Recognises cognitive distortions 

 neutralizations p

ynamics 175 

tterns 1

pts 

 personal information p < .0001 

Participation in treatment -10.41 171 p < .0001 

Overall quality of plan on release -16.74 160 p < .0001 
Overall participation and program 

-21.33 175  < .0001 beliefs and
p < .0001 Minimises consequences -16.75 175 

p < .0001 Understands lifestyle d -19.02 

p  Understands abusive pa -20.82 73  < .0001

p < .0001 Identify relapse prevention conce -21.56 164 

Discloses -12.29 173 

Motivation to change behaviour -11.23 175 p < .0001 

performance -13.65 160 p < .0001 

 
 
Results for Aboriginal Offenders  

Results were the same for Aboriginal offenders also indicating that the offenders moved toward 

ttaining program targets such as understanding problematic thinking, underlying relationship 

iolence, emotional mismanagement, problems with self-regulation, and deficits in social 

ommunication.   

a

v

c
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Subscale t value N value p value 
A
a

cceptance of responsibility for 
busive/ violent behaviour -14.60 83 p < .0001 

Acknowledges use of power and -13.57 83 p < .0001 

5.80 83 p < .0001 

Minimises consequences -12.36 83 p < .0001 

s lifestyle dynamics p

atterns -13.18 

revention concepts 

 information -11.66 

ent -7.87 

iour -8.19 83 p < .0001 

control tactics 
Shows empathy for victim -13.16 83 p < .0001 

Extent of skills development -12.28 83 p < .0001 
Recognises cognitive distortions 
beliefs and neutralizations -1

 < .0001 Understand -11.22 83 

p < .0001 Understands abusive p 83 

p < .0001 Identify relapse p -16.15 83 

p < .0001 Discloses personal 83 

p < .0001 Participation in treatm 83 

Motivation to change behav

Overall quality of plan on release -13.71 81 p < .0001 
Overall participation and program 
performance -9.51 81 p < .0001 

 
 
Interpersonal Relationship Scale (IRS; Hupka & Rusch, 2001) 

 

The IR easure containing six su es, each e ining a different aspect of 

jealousy. The six subscales are: (a) threat to exclusive companionship; (b) self-deprecation/envy; 

al possessiveness; (e) co tion and vindictivene distrust.  

esults are expected to increase with program participation. 

eliability and Validity  

S is a self-report m bscal xam

(c) dependency; (d) sexu mpeti ss; and (f) 

R

 

R

No information is available.  

 

Results for Non-Aboriginal Offenders  

Results indicate for non-Aboriginal offenders that all subscales of the IRS were significant (p < 

.0001), indicating that non-Aboriginal offenders are reporting reduced levels of jealousy.  
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Subscale t value N value p value 
Threat to exclusive companionship -6.96 177 p < .0001 
Self-deprecation/envy -5.97 
Dependency 

174 p < .0001 
-8.41 180 p < .0001 

Distrust -4.77 186 p < .0001 

Sexual possessiveness -5.45 179 p < .0001 
Competition and vindictiveness -8.36 169 p < .0001 

 
 
 

Results for Aboriginal Offenders  

Results for Aboriginal offenders indicate that 5 of the 6 subscales of the IRS were significant (p 

< .05 and better) indicating that Aboriginal offenders also reported reduced levels of jealousy. 

The one subscale that was not significantly different for Aboriginal offenders was distrust, 

d not change as a result of program participation.   possibly indicating that this construct di

 
Subscale t value N value p value 
Threat to exclusive companionship -4.33 85 p < .0001 
Self-deprecation/envy -3.80 85 p < .001 
Dependency -4.95 85 p < .0001 
Sexual possessiveness -2.20 87 p < .05 
Competition and vindictiveness -4.85 82 p < .0001 
Distrust -1.50 86 ns 

 
 
Abusive Relationship Inventory (ARI; Boer, Kroner, Wong & Cadsky, n.d) 

 

The ARI is a self-report measure containing four subscales: (a) rationales for hitting; (b) need for 

control; (c) legal entitlement; and (d) batterers’ myths. The subscales measure attitudes 

supportive of abuse in intimate relationships.  Scores are expected to decrease with program 

participation.  
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Reliability and Validity  

The ARI has demonstrated good reliability on all four subscales (Boer, Kroner, Wong & Cadsky, 

ll 

 beliefs 

 support of intimate violence.  

alue p value 

n.d.).   

 

Results for Non-Aboriginal Offenders  

Results from the ABI indicated significant results (p < .0001) for non-Aboriginal offenders on a

four subscales. These results suggest that program participation may reduce attitudes and

associated with the

 
Subscale t value N v
Rationales for hitting 4.98 181 p < .0001 
Need for control 10.10 181 p < .0001 
Legal entitlement 6.52 179 p < .0001 
Batterers’ myths 6.70 181 p < .0001 

 
Results for Aboriginal Offenders  

The same results were found for Aboriginal offenders on all four subscales of the ARI. These 

results suggest that program participation may reduce attitudes and beliefs associated with the 

support of intimate violence.  

 
Subscale t value N value p value 
Rationales for hitting 3.62 85 p < .001 
Need for control 5.04 85 p < .0001 

2.14 84 p < .05 Legal entitlement 
Batterers’ myths 4.96 84 p < .0001 

 
 
Paulhus Deception Scale (PDS; Paulhus, 1990) 

he PDS is 40-item self-report measure that measures two constructs: (a) self-deception (the 

ndency to give self-reports that are honest but positively biased); and (b) impression 

anagement (deliberate self-presentation to an audience). The impression management scale 

as developed under the assumption that some respondents systematically under report their 

ndesirable behaviours, and in extreme cases, respondents are considered to be “faking good” 

 

T

te

m

w

u
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(i.e., final scores 12 and over). Such styles impact the confidence that can be placed on self-

 they should be disregarded.    

y measures the same construct 

 highly satisfactory. Both subscales have been found to have good convergent validity.   

 

Result boriginal Male Offenders 

Given that high scores on the impression manag omain m e more  was 

import n of offender ored 12 her (i. ‘faking 

good’) ssion management scale,  post-pr  value  that only 

a small percentage of offenders may have been ood’ (1 ; N = 44) at pre-program.   

 

esults for Aboriginal Male Offenders 

imilar rates emerged for Aboriginal offenders. For the impression management scale, pre- and 

a small percentage of offenders may have been ‘faking good’ 

report measures, but this does not mean

 

Reliability and Validity  

The internal reliability or the extent to which the scale consistentl

is

s for non-A

ement d ay b  suspect, it

ant to examine the proportio  who sc  or hig e., may be 

.  For the impre pre- and ogram s indicated

‘faking g 2.3%

R

S

post-program values indicate only 

(10.9%; N = 11) at pre-program. 
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Moderate Intensity Family Violence Pre- Post Assessment Battery Results 

 

The assessment battery for the MIFVPP has been modified somewhat since the beginning 

program. The assessment batteries that are examined here are part of the current assessment 

manual and have a pre- and a post-program assessment.  As such, five instruments were 

examined: (a) Domestic Violence Vignettes; (b) Goal Attainment Scale – Family Violence; (c) 

Interpersonal Relationships Scale; (d) Abusive Relationships Inventor

of the 

y; and (e) Paulhus 

eception Scale. 

 (DVV; Stewart & Gabora, 2006) 

hese data are collected by the program facilitators in a structured interview. The questions 

valuate how the offender would respond to a number of potential risk situations related to 

mily violence. Vignettes are administered pre- and post-program to measure situations that 

volve: (a) jealousy; (b) control issues; (c) rejection; (d) sexual issues; and (e) employment and 

nances. There is also a total subscale. In addition to the five subscales, skills are assessed in the 

llowing three domains: (a) behavioural response; (b) interpretation; (c) perspective taking. It 

ould be noted that the Perspective-Taking subscale was missing from the database and as a 

sult could not be analyzed.  Scores are expected to increase indicating that the respondent has 

ood recognition and good application of the required scores. 

eliability and Validity 

he vignettes are clinical assessment tools, which have been shown to predict recidivism and 

orrelate with belief scales in other applications.   

D

 

Domestic Violence Vignettes
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e
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Results for Non-Aboriginal Offenders 

Results reveal that offenders had significant results on all subscales of the DVV (p < .0001).  

These results seem to indicate that non-Aboriginal respondents have learned good recogn

and application of skills learned through program participation.   

ition 

 
Subscale t value N value p value 
Jealousy -11.20 463 p < .0001 
Rejection -16.88 463 p < .0001 
Sexual Issues 
Employment an

-16.96 463 p < .0001 
d finances 

Control issues 
-16.23 
-15.15 

463 
463 

p < .0001 
p < .0001 

Behavioural response -22.22 430 p < .0001 
Interpretation -20.17 400 p < .0001 
Total -22.88 463 p < .0001 

 
 

Result

Result resu ll subsc f the D 001).  

These riginal respondents have learned good recognition and 

applic gh program participation.   

 
N e 

s for Aboriginal Offenders  

lts on a ales o VV (p < .0s reveal that offenders had significant 

results seem to indicate that Abo

ation of skills learned throu

t value  valu p value Subscale 
Jealousy 
Rejection 

-9.50 133 p < .0001 
-8.04 133 p < .0001 

Sexual Issues -6.64 133 p < .0001 
-7.47 133 p < .0001 

133 p < .0001 

Employment and finances 
Control issues -6.54 133 p < .0001 
Behavioural response -11.77 125 p < .0001 
Interpretation -10.23 113 p < .0001 
Total -11.57 
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Goal A  Scale – Family Violence (GAS-FV; Stewart & Gabora, 1

 

The G s of the program participants. This instrument is 

completed by the program facilitators at pre-, m post-program.  Eac

assess such as probl inking rlying p violence, 

emotio s with self- n, and ts in social communication.  

The an /post-p ifferen

 

Reliab

No inf

 

 

 

 

 

 

ttainment 999) 

AS-FV assesses the treatment goal

id-, and h of the 14 questions 

es different program targets ematic th , unde  relationshi

nal mismanagement, problem regulatio defici

alyses reported here examine pre- rogram d ces.   

ility and Validity 

ormation is available. 
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Results for Non-Aboriginal Offenders 

All GAS-FV subscale results are significant (p < .0001) indicating that non-Aboriginal offend

did move toward attaining program targets such as understandin

ers 

g and shifting attitudes around 

roblematic thinking, underlying relationship violence, and emotional mismanagement, 

proble f-regulation, and deficits in social communi

 

N e 

p

ms with sel cation.  

Subscale t value  valu p value 
Acceptance of responsi
abusive/ violent behavio

bility for 
ur -23.98 481 p < .0001 

Acknowledges use of power and 
ctics 

Shows empathy for victim -23.71 481 p < .0001 

Extent of skills development -23.13 479 p < .0001 
tions -31.12 470 p < .0001 

p < .0001 

Understands lifestyle dynamics -27.73 479 p < .0001 

p  

 

rmation 

n treatment 

ehaviour p  

 
articipation and program 

performance -20.19 468 p < .0001 

control ta -29.31 481 p < .0001 

Recognises cognitive distor
beliefs and neutralizations 
Minimises consequences -25.10 481 

Understands abusive patterns -30.28 475  < .0001

p < .0001 Identify relapse prevention concepts -30.74 468 

p < .0001 Discloses personal info -21.92 481 

p < .0001 Participation i -18.51 481 

Motivation to change b -21.32 481  < .0001

p < .0001 Overall quality of plan on release -26.24 447 
Overall p

 

Results for Aboriginal Offenders 

atic 

 social communication.   

Results were the same for Aboriginal offenders which also indicated that the offenders moved 

toward attaining program targets such as understanding and shifting attitudes around problem

thinking, underlying relationship violence, emotional mismanagement, problems with self-

regulation, and deficits in
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t value N value p value Subscale 
Acceptance of responsibility for 
a -12.08 137 p < .0001 busive/ violent behaviour 
Acknowledges use of power and 
control tactics -14.56 137 p < .0001 

-10.82 137 p < .0001 

1.09 137 p < .0001 

Understands lifestyle dynamics -12.98 137 p < .0001 

s abusive patterns p

tion concepts -14.55 

 information -11.09 

atment 

Motivation to change behaviour -10.27 137 p < .0001 

-11.79 135 p < .0001 
ogram 

Shows empathy for victim 

Extent of skills development -10.36 137 p < .0001 
Recognises cognitive distortions 
beliefs and neutralizations -14.62 137 p < .0001 

Minimises consequences -1

Understand -16.59 137  < .0001 

Identify relapse preven 137 p < .0001 

p < .0001 Discloses personal 137 

p < .0001 Participation in tre -9.36 137 

Overall quality of plan on release 
Overall participation and pr
performance -10.18 137 p < .0001 

 
 
 
Interpersonal Relationship Scale (IRS; Hupka & Rusch, 2001) 

 

The IRS is a self-report measure containing six subscales, each examining a different aspect of 

jealousy. The subscales are: (a) threat to exclusi anion self-d n/envy; (c) 

dependency; (d) sexual possessiveness; (e) comp  and vin eness; a trust.  

Results are expected to increase with program participation. 

 

eliability and Validity 

o information is available.  

ve comp ship; (b) eprecatio

etition dictiv nd (f) dis

R

N
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Results for Non-Aboriginal Offenders 

Results indicate that all subscales of the IRS were significant (p < .0001) indicating that non-

Aboriginal offenders are reporting reduced levels of jealousy.  

 
Subscale t value N value p value 
Threat to exclusive companionship -8.33 481 p < .0001 
Self-deprecation/envy -8.16 478 p < .0001 

Competition and vindictiveness -8.98 478 p < .0001 
-5.11 479 p < .0001 

Dependency -10.81 480 p < .0001 
Sexual possessiveness -5.87 481 p < .0001 

Distrust 
 
 

Results for Aboriginal Offenders 

Results indicate that all subscales of the IRS were significant (p < .01 and better) indicating th

Aboriginal offenders are also reporting reduced levels of jealousy.    

at 

t value N value p value 
 

Subscale 
Threat to exclusive companionship -4.61 137 p < .0001 
Self-deprecation/envy -3.98 134 p < .0001 
Dependency -4.73 
Sexual possessiveness 

136 p < .0001 
-3.18 137 p < .01 

Competition and vindictiveness -5.41 133 p < .0001 
Distrust -3.93 137 p < .0001 

 
 
Abusive Relationship Inventory (ARI; Boer, Kroner, Wong & Cadsky, n.d.) 

 

The ARI is a self-report measure containing four subscales: (a) rationales for hitting; (b) need for 

control; (c) legal entitlement; and (d) batterers’ myths. The subscales measure attitudes 

supportive of abuse in intimate relationships.  Scores are expected to decrease with program 

participation.  
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Reliability and Validity 

The ARI has demonstrated good reliability on all four subscales (Boer, Kroner, Wong & Cadsk

n.d.).   

 

Results for Non-Aboriginal Offenders 

Results from the ARI indicated significant results (p < .0001) for non-Aboriginal offenders o

y, 

n all 

esults suggest that program participation may reduce attitudes and beliefs four subscales. These r

associated with the support of intimate violence.  

 
Subscale t value N value p value 
Rationales for hitting 5.01 491 p < .0001 
Need for control 10.82 491 p < .0001 
Legal entitlement 4.31 491 p < .0001 
Batterers’ myths 7.58 490 p < .0001 

 
 
Results for Aboriginal Offenders 

Results for Aboriginal offenders on the ARI indicated significant results (p < .001) on three of 

e four subscales. These results suggest that program participation may reduce attitudes and 

e violence. There were no significant results for 

iginal offenders did not change their attitudes and 

beliefs  legal entitlement of intimate iolen

 
t N e p

th

beliefs associated with the support of intimat

legal entitlement possibly suggesting that Abor

 around the partner v ce.    

Subscale  value  valu  value 
Rationales for hitting 3.28 140 p < .001 
Need for control 5.74 p < .001 140 
Legal entitlement 1.39 139 ns 
Batterers’ myths 3.44 p < .001 140 

 
 

aulhus Deception Scale (PDS; Paulhus, 1990) 

he PDS is 40-item self-report measure that measures two constructs: (a) self-deception (the 

ndency to give self-reports that are honest but positively biased); and (b) impression 

anagement (deliberate self-presentation to an audience). The impression management scale 

P

 

T

te
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was developed under the assumption that some respondents systematically under report their 

undesirable behaviours, and in extreme cases, re ts ar ed to g good” 

(i.e. final scores 12 and over). Such styles impact nfidenc  can be pla  on self-report 

measures, but this does not mean they should be disregarded.    

 

Reliab

The in e extent to which the scale consistently measures the same construct 

is highly satisfactory. Both subscales have been found to have good convergent validity.   

Given that high scores on the impression manag omai more t was 

import portion of offender w ored 12 her (i. ‘faking 

good’) n management scale, pre- and post-program values indicate only a 

small p ay have been ‘faking good’ (11.6% (n = 86) at pre-program.   

 

Results for Aboriginal Male Offenders 

Simila al offenders. For the impression manage  pre- and 

ost-program values indicate only a small percentage of offenders may have been ‘faking good’ 

 

sponden e consider be “fakin

 the co e that ced

ility and Validity  

ternal reliability or th

 

Results for non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

ement d n may be suspect, i

ant to examine the pro ho sc  or hig e  . may be

.  For the impressio

ercentage of offenders m

r rates emerged for Aborigin ment scale,

p

(9.2% (n = 14) at pre-program.   
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National Substance Abuse Pre-/Post-Program Assessment Battery 
 
The N les selected to inform on the offender progress toward treatment 

targets ) Inven f Drug T  Situation ) Drug 

Taking Confidence Questionnaire; (c) Effectiven Coping iours In ; (d) Drug 

Avoid e) Craving Beli stionnai ) Beliefs About Substance 

Abuse ug Related Locus of Control; and (h) Paulhus Deception Scales. 

 
Inventory of Drug Taking Situations (IDTS; Annis, Turner & Sklar, 1997) 
 

he IDTS produces a profile of a respondents substance use over the last 12-months and a profile 

states; lving other people.   the personal states category there are 5 

subscales: (a) unpleasant emotions; (b) physical d fort; (c) ant emotions; (d) testing 

personal control; and (e) urges/temptations. Unde ituation lving o le category, 

there a flict with others; (b) social pressure to use; and (c) pleasant 

times with others.  It consists of two questionnaires, one for alc

of drug

 
esults for Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

, Low  
Subscale t value N value p value 

SAP program has 8 sca

.  The assessments measures are: (a tory o aking s; (b

ess of Behav ventory

ance Self Efficacy Scale; ( efs Que re; (f

; (g) Drinking and Dr

T

of risk taking situations.  Items load onto two categories of drug use situations: (a) personal 

 and (b) situations invo Under

iscom  pleas

r the s s invo ther peop

re three subscales: (a) con

ohol and one for up to three types 

s. 

R
 
IDTS, Non-Aboriginal Male, Alcohol

2.53 161 p < .05 Unpleasant emotions 
Physical discomfort 

p < .05 
rol 

161 
p < .05 

se 
thers 

ns 0.81 161 
Pleasant emotions 2.30 161 

1.19 161 ns Testing personal cont
Urges/temptations 1.73 p < .10 
Conflict with others 2.53 161 

0.85 161 ns Social pressure to u
0.85 161 ns Pleasant times with o
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IDTS, Non-Aboriginal Male, Drugs, Low  
t value Subscale N value p value 

Unpleasant emotions 0.16 201 ns 
Physical discomfort -1.35 201 ns 
Pleasant emotions -0.19 201 ns 
Testing personal control -2.38 201 p < .01 
Urges/temptations -0.22 201 

2

ns 
Conflict with others 0.16 201 ns 
Social pressure to use -1.27 01 ns 
Pleasant times with others -1.27 201 ns 

 
IDTS, Non-Aboriginal Male, Alcohol, Moderate  

t value Subscale N value p value 
Unpleasant emotions 5.22 635 p   < .0001
Physical discomfort 2.37 635 p < .05 
Pleasant emotions 5.03 635 p < .0001 
Testing personal control 1.44 635 ns 
Urges/temptations 3.81 635 p < .001 
Conflict with others 5.22 635 p   < .0001
Social pressure to use 4.34 634 p < .0001 
Pleasant times with others 4.34 634 p < .0001 

 
IDTS, Non-Aboriginal Male, Drugs, Moderate  

t value N value p value Subscale 
1 1,279 p  Unpleasant emotions 0.38  < .0001

1,279 p  
1,278 p  
1,279 p < .001 
1,279 p  
1,279 p  
1,279 p  
1,279 p  

Physical discomfort 7.78  < .0001
Pleasant emotions 6.22  < .0001
Testing personal control 2.60 
Urges/temptations 8.08  < .0001
Conflict with others 10.38  < .0001
Social pressure to use 6.18  < .0001
Pleasant times with others 6.18  < .0001
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IDTS, Non-Aboriginal Male, Alcohol, High  
t value Subscale N value p value 

Unpleasant emotions 2.94 138 p < .01 
Physical discomfort 0.33 138 ns 
Pleasant emotions 1.94 138 p < .10 

138 p < .05 
p < .01 
p < .01 
p < .01 

Testing personal control -0.32 138 ns 
Urges/temptations 2.24 
Conflict with others 2.94 138 
Social pressure to use 3.17 138 
Pleasant times with others 3.17 138 

 
IDTS, Non-Aboriginal Male, Drugs, High  

t value N value p value Subscale 
p  Unpleasant emotions 6.28 321  < .0001

Physical discomfort 3.90 321 p < .0001 
p < .001 
p < .10 

321 p  
p  
p  
p  

Pleasant emotions 3.36 321 
Testing personal control 1.72 321 
Urges/temptations 5.40  < .0001
Conflict with others 6.28 321  < .0001
Social pressure to use 4.51 321  < .0001
Pleasant times with others 4.51 321  < .0001

 
 
Results for Aboriginal Male Offenders 
 
IDTS, Aboriginal Male, Alcohol, Low  

Subscale t value N value p value 
Unpleasant emotions 0.98 27 ns 
Physical discomfort 2.50 27 p < .05 
Pleasant emotions 2.20 27 p < .05 
Testing personal control 1.58 27 ns 
Urges/temptations 0.71 27 ns 
Conflict with others 0.98 27 ns 
Social pressure to use 1.19 27 ns 
Pleasant times with others 1.19 27 ns 
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IDTS, Aboriginal Male, Drugs, Low  
Subscale t value N value p value 
Unpleasant emotions 1.57 25 ns 

25 ns Physical discomfort 
Pleasant emotions 

1.07 
1.15 25 ns 

Testing personal control p < .01 

e 
ers 

3.00 25 
Urges/temptations 1.37 25 ns 
Conflict with others 1.57 25 ns 
Social pressure to us
Pleasant times with o

0.67 25 ns 
th 25 ns 0.67 

 
IDTS, Aboriginal Male, Alcohol, Moderate  

t value N value p value Subscale 
Unpleasant emotions 3.17 220 p < .01 

220 p < .01 Physical discomfort 
Pleasant emotions 

2.80 
3.88 220 p < .0001 

Testing personal control 

e 
ers 

2.35 220 p < .05 
Urges/temptations 4.02 220 p < .0001 
Conflict with others 3.17 220 p < .01 
Social pressure to us
Pleasant times with o

4.72 220 p < .0001 
th 220 p < .0001 4.72 

 
IDTS, Aboriginal Male, Drugs, Moderate  

t value N value p value Subscale 
Unpleasant emotions 2.47 228 p < .05 

p < .01 Physical discomfort 

rol 

se 
thers 

3.26 228 
p < .10 Pleasant emotions 1.75 228 

ns Testing personal cont 1.46 226 
Urges/temptations 2.35 227 p < .05 

p < .05 Conflict with others 2.47 228 
p < .01 Social pressure to u 2.73 227 
p < .01 Pleasant times with o 2.73 227 
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IDTS, Aboriginal Male, Alcohol, High  
t value N value p value Subscale 

Unpleasant emotions 0.57 67 ns 
67 ns Physical discomfort 

Pleasant emotions 
-0.33 
-0.14 67 ns 

Testing personal control 

e 
ers 

-0.57 67 ns 
Urges/temptations 0.20 67 ns 
Conflict with others 0.57 67 ns 
Social pressure to us
Pleasant times with o

1.27 67 ns 
th 67 ns 1.27 

 
IDTS, igh  

t value N value p value 
 Aboriginal Male, Drugs, H
Subscale 
Unpleasant emotions 2.13 83 p < .05 

83 ns Physical discomfort 
Pleasant emotions 

1.37 
1.64 83 ns 

Testing personal control 

e 
ers 

-0.19 82 ns 
Urges/temptations 2.48 82 p < .05 
Conflict with others 2.13 83 p < .05 
Social pressure to us
Pleasant times with o

2.01 82 p < .05 
th 82 p < .05 2.01 

 
 

rug Taking Confidence Questionnaire (DTCQ; Annis, Turner & Sklar, 1997) 

The D res anticipatory coping self-e s it re rug and drugs taking risk 

situati esses a participant’s  in his or her ability to cope with potential 

relapse d onto two major types of situations  person d (b) 

situations involving other people.  Under the per tates cate  there ales: (a) 

unpleasant emotions; (b) physical discomfort; (c) pleasant emotions; (d) testing personal control; 

and (e nder the situations involving other people category, there are three 

subscales: (a) conflict with others; (b) social pres  use; and  pleasan

It cons ne for drugs a  for up to e types

D
 

TCQ measu fficacy a lated to d

ons.  It specifically ass  belief

 situations.  Items loa : (a) al states; an

sonal s gory are 5 subsc

) urges/temptations. U

sure to  (c) t times with others.  

ists of two questionnaires, o nd one  thre  of drugs. 
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Results for Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 
 
DTCQ, Non-Aboriginal Male, Low  

Subscale t value N value p value 
Unpleasant emotions -1.95 198 p < .10 
Physical discomfort -0.65 198 ns 

-0.97 198 ns 
Testing personal control -1.24 198 ns 

tions 
ict with others 

sure to use 
nt times with others 

Pleasant emotions 

Urges/tempta -1.39 198 ns 
Confl -1.95 198 p < .10 
Social pres -1.85 198 p < .10 
Pleasa -1.85 198 p < .10 

 
DTCQ, Non-Aboriginal Male, Moderate  

t value N value p value Subscale 
Unpleasant emotions p-20.51 1,218  < .0001 
Physical discomfort p

otions -15.23 1,217 
sonal control 1,217 

/temptations 1,218 
Conflict with others -20.51 1,218 p < .0001 

 
Pleasant times with others -20.61 1,216 p < .0001 

-17.60 1,218  < .0001 
p < .0001 
p < .0001 -16.84 

Pleasant em
Testing per
Urges -20.25 p < .0001 

Social pressure to use -20.61 1,216 p < .0001

 
DTCQ, Non-Aboriginal Male, High  

Subscale t value N value p value 
Unpleasant emotions -17.52 334 p < .0001 
Physical discomfort -14.44 334 p < .0001 

-12.03 334 p < .0001 
Testing personal control -15.44 334 p < .0001 

tions p
ict with others 

sure to use 
nt times with others 

Pleasant emotions 

Urges/tempta -17.70 334  < .0001 
p < .0001 Confl -17.52 334 

Social pres -18.42 334 p < .0001 
Pleasa -18.42 334 p < .0001 
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Results for Aboriginal Male Offenders 
 
DTCQ, Aboriginal Male, Low  

ale t  N value  value p value Subsc
-1.93 22 p < .10 Unpleasant emotions 

Physical discomfort 
Pleasant emotions -2.10 22 p < .05 

 .05 
Urges/temptations -2.12 22 p < .05 

-1.19 22 ns 

Testing personal control -2.21 22 p <

Conflict with others -1.93 22 p < .10 
Social pressure to use -1.98 22 p < .10 
Pleasant times with others -1.98 22 p < .10 

 
DTCQ, Aboriginal Male, Moderate  

Subscale t value N value p value 
Unpleasant emotions -9.31 214 p < .0001 
Physical discomfort -8.49 214 p < .0001 

p
nal control p

ptations 
ith others 

 pressure to use 
Pleasant times with others -9.04 214 p < .0001 

Pleasant emotions 
Testing perso

-6.61 
-7.84 

214 
214 

 < .0001 
 < .0001 

-9.49 214 p  
p < .0001 
 < .0001

-9.31 214 
Urges/tem
Conflict w

-9.04 214 p < .0001 Social

 
DTCQ, Aboriginal Male, High  

Subscale t value N value p value 
Unpleasant emotions p < .0001 -6.47 83 
Physical discomfort 

nt emotions 
Testing personal control -5.52 82 p < .0001 

1 

-6.41 83 p < .0001 
p < .0001 Pleasa -5.95 83 

Urges/temptations -6.62 83 p < .000
Conflict with others -6.47 83 p < .0001 
Social pressure to use -7.04 83 p < .0001 
Pleasant times with others -7.04 83 p < .0001 
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Effectiveness of Coping Behaviours Inventory (ECBI; Litman, Stapleton, Oppenheim & 
eleg, 1984) 

 
The ECBI rates the effectiveness of relapse avoidance methods that abusers em o avoid 

high risk situations.  The scale does not have sub but rath total s

 
esults for Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

t value N value p value 

P

ploy t

scales er one core.  

R
 

Total Score 
Low -2.14 172 p < .05 
Moderate -17.29 738 p

187 p < .0001 
 < .0001 

High -9.81 
 
 

esults for Aboriginal Male Offenders R
 

Total Score t value N value p value 
Low 0.38 28 ns 
Moderate -9.72 267 p < .0001 
High -5.46 89 p < .0001 

 
 
Drug Avoidance Self Efficacy Scale (DASES; Martin, Wilkinson & Poulos, 1995) 
 
The DASES asks respondents to imagine thems situat rate th of self-

efficacy to resist drugs in that situation. The scale does not have subscale bu e total 

score. 

ers 

e  lves in io d ns an eir level 

t rather on

 

Results for Non-Aboriginal Male Offend

 
t value N value p value Total Score 

Low -5.11 282 p < .0001 
Moderate -35.84 1,552 

-
p < .0001 

High 21.01 394 p < .0001 
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Results for Aboriginal Male Offenders 
 

Total Score t value N value p value 
Low -2.25 40 p < .05 
Moderate -17.31 354 p < .0001 
High -10.04 108 p < .0001 

 
Craving Beliefs Questionnaire (CBQ; Beck, Wright, Newman & Liese, 1993) 
 
The CBQ is based on a model that argues that individuals who tend to abuse substances hold 

three basic types of beliefs: (a) anticipatory (expectation of reinforcement); (b) relief orientation 

nd (c) permissive beliefs 

ions 

t value N value p value 

(withdrawal can only be controlled through continued use); a

(rationalizations or excuses). The instrument generally measures commonly held mispercept

about cravings. 

 
Results for Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 
 

Total Score 
Low 3.07 196 p < .01 
Moderate 23.55 
High 16.41 

1,349 p < .0001 
360 p < .0001 

 
 
Results for Aboriginal Male Offenders 
 

Total Score t value N value p value 
Low 0.77 26 ns 
Moderate 8.83 268 p < .0001 
High 5.94 89 p < .0001 

 
Beliefs About Substance Abuse (BASA; Beck, Wright, Newman & Liese, 1993)   
 
The BASA is based on a model that argues that individuals who tend to abuse substances hold 

ree basic types of beliefs: (a) anticipatory (expectation of reinforcement); (b) relief orientation 

nd (c) permissive beliefs 

 

th

(withdrawal can only be controlled through continued use); a

(rationalizations or excuses). The instrument generally measures commonly held misperceptions

about substance use. 
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Results for Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 
 

Total Score t value N value p value 
Low -0.52 199 ns 
Moderate 19.11 1,350 p < .0001 
High 11.42 362 p < .0001 

 
 
Results for Aboriginal Male Offenders 
 

Total Score t value N value p value 
Low 1.55 27 ns 
Moderate 7.51 271 p < .0001 
High 6.71 91 p < .0001 

 
 
Drinking (and Drugs) Related Locus of Control (DRIE; Donovan & O’Leary, 1978) 
 
The DRIE measures an individual’s locus of control orientation which is the degree to which 

personal responsibility is accepted for meaningful events in their lives.   

 
Results for Non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 
 

Total Score t value N value p value 
Low 2.32 264 p < .05 
Moderate 21.38 1,414 p < .0001 
High 13.31 352 p < .0001 

 
 
Results for Aboriginal Male Offenders 
 

Total Score t value N value p value 
Low 0.18 37 ns 
Moderate 10.79 338 p < .0001 
High 8.62 107 p < .0001 
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Paulus Deception Scale (PDS, Paulhus, 1998) 

the 

ndency to give self-reports that are honest but positively biased); and (b) impression 

 

 

nt domain may be more suspect, it was 

portant to examine the proportion of offender who scored 12 or higher (i.e., may be ‘faking 

dicated that only 

 small percentage of offenders may have been ‘faking good’ at pre-program (15.41%; N = 55) 

s emerged for Aboriginal offenders. For the impression management scale, pre- and 

ost-program values indicate only a small percentage of offenders may have been ‘faking good’ 

%; N = 5) or post-program (10.26%; N = 4). 

y 

en ‘faking good’ at pre-program (7.62%; N = 131) 

r post-program (13.86%; N = 206). 

esults for Aboriginal Male Offenders – Moderate Intensity 

imilar rates emerged for Aboriginal offenders. For the impression management scale, pre- and 

ost-program values indicate only a small percentage of offenders may have been ‘faking good’ 

t pre-program (6.99%; N = 26) or post-program (16.10%; N = 52). 

 
The Paulhus Deception Scale (Paulhus, 1998) measures two constructs: (a) self-deception (

te

management (deliberate self-presentation to an audience). The impression management scale 

was developed under the assumption that some respondents systematically under report their

undesirable behaviours, and in extreme cases, respondents are considered to be “faking good” 

(i.e. final scores 12 and over). Such styles impact the confidence that can be put on self-report

measures, but this does not mean they should be disregarded.    

 
Results for non-Aboriginal Male Offenders – Low Intensity 

Given that high scores on the impression manageme

im

good’).  For the impression management scale, pre- and post-program values in

a

or post-program (20.60%; N = 55).   

 

Results for Aboriginal Male Offenders – Low Intensity 

Similar rate

p

at pre-program (9.09

 
Results for non-Aboriginal Male Offenders – Moderate Intensity 

Given that high scores on the impression management domain may be more suspect, it was 

important to examine the proportion of offender who scored 12 or higher (i.e., may be ‘faking 

good’).  For the impression management scale, pre- and post-program values indicated that onl

a small percentage of offenders may have be

o

 

R

S

p

a
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Result boriginal Male Offenders – High Intensity 

Given ession manage omain m e more t was 

import offender ored 12 gher (i. ‘faking 

good’) ment scale, p  post-pro m values d that only 

a smal  good’ at program (4.38%; N = 21) or 

post-p

esults for Aboriginal Male Offenders – High Intensity 

anagement scale, pre- and 

a small percentage of offenders may have been ‘faking good’ 

s for non-A

 that high scores on the impr ment d ay b  suspect, i

ant to examine the proportion of who sc or hi e., may be 

.  For the impression manage re- and gra  indicate

l percentage of offenders may have been ‘faking pre-

rogram (14.78%; N = 56). 

 

R

Similar rates emerged for Aboriginal offenders. For the impression m

post-program values indicate only 

at pre-program (5.22%; N = 7) or post-program (13.89%; N = 15). 
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Sex O ograms 
 

ation nsity Sex Offender Pre-/Post-Program Assessment Battery Results 

ssessment battery contains six instruments: (a) Sex Offender Acceptance of Responsibility 

oups; 

ex Offender Acceptance of Responsibility Scales (SOARS; Peacock, 2000) 

he SOARS assesses six dimensions of responsibility for sex offending behaviour: (a) 

cceptance of sex offence; (b) acceptance of offence planning; (c) acceptance of victim harm; (d) 

otivation to change; (e) justifications for sexual offending; and (f) acceptance of sexual 

terests.   

esults for SOARS  

esults for male offenders on the SOARS revealed that four of the six subscales were significant 

 < .05 or better).  Specifically, acceptance of sex offence (p < .001), acceptance of offence 

lanning (p < .0001), acceptance of victim harm (p < .01), and acceptance of sexual interests (p < 

5) were significant indicating that participants of the low intensity program did accept more 

sponsibility for the offending behaviour.   

ffender Pr

N al Low Inte

 

The LI-SOP has a self-report assessment battery to gauge progress toward treatment targets.  The 

a

Scales; (b) Bumby Cognition (Molest and Rape) Scales; (c) Miller Social Intimacy Scale; (d) 

Empathy Measures; (e) Buss-Perry Aggression Questionnaire; and (f) Balanced Inventory of 

Desirable Responding. There are small sample sizes (subscale n values range from 6 to 36) with 

this data and the generalizability of the results may be in question. Given the small sample sizes 

there was not enough data to disaggregate results into non-Aboriginal and Aboriginal gr

therefore, both these groups are reported together.   

 

S

 

T

a

m

in

 

R

R

(p

p

.0

re
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Subscale t value N value p value 
Acceptance of sex offence -4.25 22 p < .001 
Acceptance of offence planning -4.93 22 p < .0001 
Acceptance of victim harm -2.94 22 p < .01 
Motivation to change -1.60 22 ns 
Justifications for sexual offending -.68 22 ns 
Acceptance of sexual interests -2.23 22 p < .05 

 
 

Bumb Rape) Scales (B mby, 19

 

The B istortions on two subscales of sexual offending, 

molest sent greater endorsement of cognitive distortions.   

 

Result

Result ren 05 o etwee d post-

progra ders, parti n in the p ram appears to have reduced 

their cognitive distortions around rape and molestation. 

 
t  N value 

y Cognition (Molest and CS; Bu 96) 

CS is an assessment of cognitive d

ing and rape. Higher scores repre

s for BCS  

ces (p < . r better) b n pre- ans of the BCS indicate significant diffe

m indicating that for male offen cipatio rog

 value p value Subscale 
Molest 3.43 11 p < .01 
Rape 2.22 18 p < .05 

 
 
Miller ler & L rt, 1982) 

s represent higher levels 

f loneliness.   

gnificant differences reported between pre- and post-program scores in the 

SIS for the LI-SOP.   

 Social Intimacy Scale (MSIS; Mil efcou

 

The MSIS measures social intimacy and loneliness where higher score

o

 

Results for MSIS 

There were no si

M
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t value N value p value Subscale 
Total score -.02 45 ns 

 
 
Empathy Measure (EM; Fernandez, Marshall, Lightbody & O’Sullivan, 1999) 

 

The EM has three scales, each containing six su  The es are pe: (a) 

child v ; and (c) adult male victim.  Note there was insufficient data 

to provide analysis on adult male victim scales.   the victi ales, there are six subscales: 

(a) recognition of distress toward victim in gene nition of distress toward victim of 

xual assault; (c) recognition of distress toward one’s own victim; (d) feelings toward 

xual assault; and (f) 

elings toward one’s own victim.  

 

 

 

bscales. three scal  victim ty

ictim; (b) adult woman victim

Within m sc

ral; (b) recog

se

child/women in general; (e) feelings toward child/women as victim of se

fe
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Results for EM 

Results from some of the EM subscales were significant (p < .05 or better) for both victim types. 

his suggests that participation in the low intensity program may have increased some offender T

attitudes and beliefs around empathy toward the victim group and their own victims.   

 

Subscale on Children Victims t value N value p value 
Recognition of distress toward 
victim in general -1.93 37 ns 

Recognition of distress toward 
victim of sexual assault -4.08 37 p < .001 

Recognition of distress toward one’s 
own victim -3.54 37 p < .001 

Feelings toward child in general -0.25 37 ns 
Feelings toward child victim of 
sexual assault -0.71 37 ns 

Feelings toward one’s own victim -1.34 37 ns 

Subscale on Adult Women Victims t value N value p value 
Recognition of distress toward 
victim in general -3.07 7 p < .05 

Recognition of distress toward 
victim of sexual assault -3.20 7 p < .05 

Recognition of distress toward one’s 
own victim -5.60 7 p < .001 

Feelings toward woman as victim of 
sexual assault -2.48 7 p < .05 

Feelings toward woman in general  -0.02 7 ns 

Feelings toward one’s own victim -1.51 7 ns 
 
 
Buss-Perry Aggression Questionnaire (BPAQ; Buss & Perry, 1992) 

he BPAQ is a self-report instrument that measures four dimensions of aggression: (a) physical 

rease 

 

T

aggression; (b) verbal aggression; (c) anger; and (d) hostility. Scores are expected to dec

with treatment. 
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Results for BPAQ  

There were no significant differences found through the BPAQ. This may reflect that of

attitudes and beliefs around aggression did not change as a result of program participation. 

However, it should be noted that with small sample sizes, it is difficult to draw any conclusions.   

 
Subscale 

fender 

t value N value p value 
Physical aggression -0.08 28 ns 

ns Verbal aggression 0.61 28 
ns Anger  -0.16 28 

Hostility -0.20 28 ns 
 
 
Balan able Responding (B Paulhus 4) 

 

he BI to give self-reports that are 

onest but positively biased); and (b) impression management (deliberate self-presentation to an 

he assumption that some 

spondents systematically under report their undesirable behaviours, and in extreme cases, 

 impact 

e 

isregarded.    

y be ‘faking 

ood’).  For the impression management scale, pre- and post-program values indicate only a 

small percentage of offenders may have been ‘faking good’ (3.8% (n = 2) at pre-program and 

3.8% (n = 2) at post-program).   

ced Inventory of Desir IDR; , 198

T DR measures two constructs: (a) self-deception (the tendency 

h

audience). The impression management scale was developed under t

re

respondents are considered to be “faking good” (i.e. final scores 12 and over). Such styles

the confidence that can be put on self-report measures, but this does not mean they should b

d

 

Results for BIDR 

Given that high scores on the impression management domain may be more suspect, it was 

important to examine the proportion of offender who scored 12 or higher (i.e. ma

g
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National Sex Offender Program - Low Intensity Pre-/Post-Program Assessment Battery 

port assessment battery that gauges immediate impacts of program 

articipation through changes in attitudes and beliefs associated with treatment targets such as 

victim nger and hostility, accepting responsibility, imacy nitive 

istort sessment battery contains six port mea s, five of w  are used pre-

ost-program to gauge treatment performance and one used to assess the authenticity of 

ales. For the 

rogram participants, 12 of the 25 (48%) subscales were statistically significant and in the 

ere 

 

 instruments: (a) Sex Offender Acceptance of Responsibility 

cales; (b) Bumby Cognition (Molest and Rape) Scales; (c) Miller Social Intimacy Scale; (d) 

mpathy Measures; (e) Buss-Perry Aggression Questionnaire; and (f) Balanced Inventory of 

esirable Responding. There are small sample sizes (subscale n values range from 6 to 36) with 

is data and the generalizability of the results may be in question. Given the small sample sizes 

ere was not enough data to disaggregate results into non-Aboriginal and Aboriginal groups. 

herefore, both these groups are reported together.   

ex Offender Acceptance of Responsibility Scales (SOARS; Peacock, 2000) 

he SOARS assesses six dimensions of responsibility for sex offending behaviour: (a) 

cceptance of sex offence; (b) acceptance of offence planning; (c) acceptance of victim harm; (d) 

otivation to change; (e) justifications for sexual offending; and (f) acceptance of sexual 

terests.   

Results 

 

The LI-SOP has a self-re

p

 empathy, a  social int , and cog

d ions.  The as self-re sure hich

/p

responses. Within the five scales used pre- and post-program, there were 25 subsc

p

expected direction at the p < .05 level or better. This indicates that the program participants w

reporting some changes in attitudes and beliefs that are consistent with some program targets. 

 

National Moderate Intensity Sex Offender Pre-/Post-Program Assessment Battery Results 

 

The MI-SOP has a self-report assessment battery to gauge progress toward treatment targets. 

The assessment battery contains six

S

E

D

th

th

T

 

S

 

T

a

m

in
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Results for SOARS  

 

oderate intensity program did accept more responsibility for the 

ffending behaviour.   

 
t  N value 

Results for male offenders on the SOARS revealed that three of the six subscales were 

significant (p < .05 or greater).  Specifically, acceptance of sex offence (p < .01), acceptance of

offence planning (p < .0001), and acceptance of victim harm (p < .05) were significant indicating 

that participants of the m

o

Subscale  value p value 
Acceptance of sex offence -2.79 20 p < .01 
Acceptance of offence planning p  

-2.64 19 p < .05 
o change 

 
0.21 20 ns 

-3.96 20  < .0001
Acceptance of victim harm 
Motivation t -1.97 20 ns 
Justifications for sexual offending 0.32 20 ns 
Acceptance of sexual interests 

 
 
Bumb ales (B mby; 19

 

The B  distortions on two subscales of sexual offending, 

molest esent grea orsemen e ons.   

 

Result

Results of the BCS indicate renc  .001 or b r) between - and post-

progra , part n in the erate inten program 

appear stortio nd rape a olestati

Subscale t value N value p value 

y Cognition (Molest and Rape) Sc CS; Bu 96) 

CS is an assessment of cognitive

ing and rape. Higher scores repr ter end t of cognitiv  distorti

s for BCS 

significant diffe es (p < ette  pre

m, indicating that for male offenders icipatio mod sity 

s to have reduced their cognitive di ns arou nd m on. 

 

Molest 4.38 34 p < .0001 
Rape 4.28 30 p < .001 

 

Miller Social Intimacy Scale (MSIS; Miller & Lefcourt, 1982) 

 

The MSIS measures social intimacy and loneliness where higher scores represent higher levels 

f loneliness.   o
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Results for MSIS  

There were no significant differences reported between pre- and post-program scores in the 

MSIS for the MI-SOP.   

 
Subscale t value N value p value 

ns Total score -0.93 91 
 
 
Empathy Measure (EM; Fernandez, Marshall, ody & O livan, 19

 

he EM has three scales each containing six subscales.  The three scales are victim type: (a) 

hild victim; (b) adult woman victim; and (c) adult male victim.  Note there was insufficient data 

, there are six subscales: 

) recognition of distress toward victim in general; (b) recognition of distress toward victim of 

 

Lightb ’Sul 99) 

T

c

to provide analysis on adult male victim scales.  Within the victim scales

(a

sexual assault; (c) recognition of distress toward one’s own victim; (d) feelings toward 

child/women in general; (e) feelings toward child/women as victim of sexual assault; and (f) 

feelings toward one’s own victim.  
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Results for EM 

Results from some of the EM subscales were significant (p < .05 or better) for both victim types 

omen and child victims). This suggests that participation in the moderate intensity program 

oup 

(w

may have increased some offender attitudes and beliefs around empathy toward the victim gr

and their own victims.   

 

Subscale on Children Victims t value N value p value 
Recognition of distress toward 
victim in general -2.09 57 p < .05 

Recognition of distress toward 
victim of sexual assault -2.66 55 p < .01 

Recognition of distress toward one’s 
own victim -4.28 53 p < .0001 

Feelings toward child in general -1.29 56 ns 
Feelings toward child victim of 
sexual assault -2.13 55 p < .05 

 -2.26 54 p < .05 

Subscale on Adult Women Victims t value N value p value 

Feelings toward one’ own victim

Recognition of distress toward pvictim in general -3.32 40  < .01 

Recognition of distress toward 
victim of sexual assault -2.15 40 p < .05 

Recognition of distress toward one’s 
own victim -2.96 39 p < .01 

Feelings toward woman as victim of 
sexual assault -0.11 39 ns 

Feelings toward woman in general  -0.86 40 ns 

Feelings toward one’s own victim -3.20 39 p < .01 

 
 
Buss-Perry Aggression Questionnaire (BPAQ; Buss & Perry, 1992) 

 

The BPAQ is a self-report instrument that measures four dimensions of aggression: (a) physical 

 

aggression; (b) verbal aggression; (c) anger; and (d) hostility. Scores are expected to decrease 

with treatment. 
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Results for BPAQ 

Results from the BPAQ reveal significant differences pre- and post-program.  Specifically, there 

ere significant differences on the verbal aggression (p < .01), anger (p < .001), and hostility (p 

results suggest that the MI-SOP program participants may have changed 

Subscale t value N value p value 

w

< .05) subscales.  These 

some attitudes and beliefs around anger and hostility. 

 

Physical aggression -1.29 76 ns 
Verbal aggression 2.86 76 p < .01 
Anger  3.52 76 p < .001 
Hostility -2.10 76 p < .05 

 
 

Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR; Paulhus, 1984) 

 

The B s two constructs: (a) self-deception (the tendency to give self-reports that are 

honest ); and (b) impression ement ( erate se tion to an 

udience). The impression management scale was developed under the assumption that some 

 their undesirable behaviours, and in extreme cases, 

impact 

Results for BIDR 

Given that high scores on the impression manage omain m e more  was 

import roportion of offender ored 12 gher (i. faking 

ood’).  For the impression management scale, pre- and post-program values indicate only a 

all percentage of offenders may have been ‘faking good’ (3.1% (n = 4) at pre-program and 

IDR measure

 but positively biased  manag delib lf-presenta

a

respondents systematically under report

respondents are considered to be “faking good” (i.e. final scores 12 and over). Such styles 

the confidence that can be placed on self-report measures, but this does not mean they should be 

disregarded.    

 

ment d ay b  suspect, it

ant to examine the p who sc or hi e. may be ‘

g

sm

0.8% (n = 1) at post-program).   
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National Sex Offender Program - Low Intensity Pre-/Post-Program Assessment Battery 

Results 

 

The LI-SOP has a self-report assessment battery that gauges immediate impacts of program 

nges in attitudes and beliefs associated with treatment targets such as 

- 

articipants, 17 of the 25 (68%) subscales were statistically significant and in the 

xpected direction at the p < .05 level or greater. This indicates that the program participants 

 beliefs that are consistent with some program 

nger and Emotions Management Pre-/Post-Program Assessment Battery 

 

The as  battery for Anger and Emotions ement (A & EM) contained 5 assessment 

instrum e analysed: (a) Revised Anger and Emotions Managem nnaire; 

(b) Reactions to Provocation; (c) Reduced Emotional Intensity Scale; (d) Ba lsivity 

cale; and (e) Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding. Older versions of the assessment 

only scales contained in the current battery were 

nt Questionnaire (RAEMQ; CSC, Reintegration 

rograms Branch 1993) 

 

The RAEMQ is a 38-item self-report measure co d pre- an st-prog ing a wide 

variety tors of anger management skills. strumen tains th les, each 

assessing specific aspects of anger: (a) insight into anger; (b) kn dge an nagement 

participation through cha

victim empathy, anger and hostility, accepting responsibility, social intimacy, and cognitive 

distortions.  The assessment battery contains six self-report measures, five of which are used pre

post-program to gauge treatment performance and one used to assess the authenticity of 

responses. Within the five scales used pre- and post-program, there were 25 subscales. For the 

program p

e

were reporting some changes in attitudes and

targets. 

 

Living Skills Programs 
 
A

sessment Manag

ents that wer ent Questio

rratt Impu

S

battery contained additional scales, but 

examined.  

 

Revised Anger and Emotions Manageme

P

mplete d po ram assess

 of indica  The in t con ree subsca

owle d anger ma

 253



 

skills; and (c) anger management self-competence. Scores are expected to increase with 

s expected, all subscale scores increased significantly as a result of participation in the program 

 to indicate that offenders are self-reporting better anger management 

t value N value p value 

intervention. 

 

Reliability and Validity 

Change scores on the three subscales were associated with significant reductions in violent 

recidivism indicating predictive validity (Dowden et al., 1999). 

 

Results for non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

A

(p < .0001). Results seem

self competencies and insights into their anger.   

 

Subscale 
Insight -22.68 337 p < .0001 
Knowledge -17.80 338 p < .0001 

-17.97 338 p < .0001 Anger management 
 
 
Results for Aboriginal Male Offenders 

The same results emerged for Aboriginal offender than what emerged for non-Aboriginal 

offenders.  These results also seem to indicate that Aboriginal offenders are self-reporting better 

nger management self competencies and insights into their anger.   

 
t N e 

a

Subscale  value  valu p value 
Insight -6.93 71 p < .0001 
Knowledge -6.81 71 p < .0001 

-6.73 71 p < .0001 Anger management 
 
 
Reactions to Provocations (RP; Novaco, 1994) 

 

The RP is a 73-item self-report measure completed pre- and post-program assessing the 

ehavioural response associated with the cognitive and arousal elements of anger. The 

strument contains four subscales: (a) cognitive (hostility, suspiciousness and rumination); (b) 

b

in
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arousal (intensity and duration of physiological  (c) b al (ve ressive 

and co ty of anger (d tion to b respectful to become 

frustrated and annoyed). Scores are expected to decrease with intervention. 

eliability was indicated through high test-retest correlations (exceeding.80; Mills, Kroner & 

 

al Male Offenders 

duced 

ed tendency to react impulsively. 

t value N  value p value 

arousal); ehaviour rbally agg

nfrontational); and (d) intensi isposi e dis and 

 

Reliability and Validity 

R

Forth, 1998). The subscales demonstrated a stronger relationship with their respective domains 

than with other domains indicating construct validity. There was also a strong relationship found

between this scale and other anger and aggression measures, providing evidence for concurrent 

validity.  

 

Results for non-Aborigin

As expected, scores were significantly reduced (p < .0001) post-program for each of the four 

subscales. These results indicate that offenders have fewer deficits in thinking patterns, a re

intensity and duration of physiological arousal, and a reduc

 
Subscale 
Cognitive 14.00 338 p < .0001 
Arousal 13.94 338 p < .0001 
Behavioural 15.28 338 p < .0001 
Intensity of anger 11.55 337 p < .0001 

 
 

Results for Aboriginal Male Offenders 

The sa for Aboriginal offend ese resu dicate rs have 

fewer deficits in thinking patterns, a reduced intensity and duration of physiological arousal, and 

 redu sively. 

t value N value p value 

me results emerged ers.  Th lts in that offende

a ced tendency to react impul

 
Subscale 
Cognitive 5.72 71 p < .0001 
Arousal 4.96 71 p < .0001 
Behavioural 5.83 71 p < .0001 
Intensity of anger 5.76 71 p < .0001 
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Reduced Emotional Intensity Scale (REIS; Ge ePe  2002

 

The R rt measure compl re- and p rogram the 

i ished between negative and positive emotions. The scale has 

o subscales: (a) positive emotional intensity; and (b) negative emotional intensity. For the 

h intervention. For the 

egative emotional intensity subscale, scores are expected to decrease. 

ere 

esults for Non-Aboriginal Offenders 

t changes on both subscales. A significant 

 

resence of negative emotions such as anxiety, tension, and nervousness. 

uens & D lsmacker, ) 

EIS is a 17-item self-repo eted p ost-p  to assess 

intens ty of emotions and distingu

tw

positive emotional intensity subscale, scores are expected to increase wit

n

 

Reliability and Validity 

The instrument has demonstrated test-retest reliability where correlations for all subscales w

above .80 (Geuens & DePelsmacker, 2002). Construct validity was also demonstrated by 

examining the correlations of the scores of both factors with scores on other traits such as 

neuroticism, extraversion, and affect intensity.  

 

R

Results indicated that offenders had significan

reduction in positive emotional intensity (p < .05) suggests an increase in positive affect while a 

significant reduction in negative emotional intensity (p < .0001) suggests a reduction in the

p

 
Subscale t value N value p value 
Positive emotional intensity 2.05 337 p < .05 
Negative emotional intensity 6.73 337 p < .0001 

 
 
Results for Aboriginal Offenders 

ers had significant changes on only one of the two 

 

Results indicated that Aboriginal offend

subscales.  A significant reduction in negative emotional intensity (p < .0001) suggests a 

reduction in the presence of negative emotions such as anxiety, tension, and nervousness. 
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Subscale t value N value p value 
Positive emotional intensity 0.26 71 ns 
Negative emotional intensity 3.87 71 p < .001 

 
 
Barratt Impulsivity Scale (BIS; Barrett, 1994)   

 

The BIS is a 30-item self-report measure completed pre- and post-program assessing impulsivity. 

inking); (b) attentional impulsivity (making quick cognitive decisions); and (c) 

on-planning (lack of concern for the future). Scores are expected to lower with intervention.  

 

esults for Non- Aboriginal Offenders 

 reductions on all three subscales (p < .0001). These results indicate that 

act on the spur of the 

oment without thinking, and they increased consideration given to decision making and solving 

Research has suggested that impulsivity can be viewed as three subtraits: (a) motor impulsivity 

(to act without th

n

 

Reliability and Validity 

Factor analysis comparisons between those with psychopathology and those without indicated 

that individuals with impulsive aggressive tendencies tended to score higher than matched

controls in the three areas (Monahan & Steadman, 1994). 

 

R

Results found significant

as a result of program participation, offenders were more reluctant to 

m

problems with greater forethought.  

 
Subscale t value N value p value 
Motor impulsivity 12.59 335 p < .0001 
Attentional impulsivity 11.09 335 p < .0001 
Non-planning impulsivity 17.85 402 p < .0001 

 

Results for Aboriginal Offenders 

The same results were found for Aboriginal offenders. These results indicate that as a result of 

rogram participation, offenders were more reluctant to act on the spur of the moment without 

inking, and they increased consideration given to decision making and solving problems with 

reater forethought. 

p

th

g
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N e Subscale t value  valu p value 

p < .0001 Motor impulsivity 4.55 71 
p < .0001 Attentional impulsivity 4.83 71 
p < .0001 Non-planning impulsivity 9.75 92 

 

alanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR; Paulhus, 1984) 

sed), 

tically 

nder report their undesirable behaviours, and in extreme cases, respondents are considered to be 

“fakin d over). Su s impact the confidence that can be put 

on self  not mean th ould be d arded. 

 

Reliab

he in r the extent to which the scale consistently measures the sam  construct 

 highly satisfactory. Both subscales have been found to have good convergent validity.   

esults for non-Aboriginal Male Offenders 

esults for Aboriginal Male Offenders 

r Aboriginal offenders. For the impression management scale, pre- and 

’ 

 
B

 

The BIDR is 40-item self-report measure completed only at pre-program that measures two 

constructs, self-deception (the tendency to give self-reports that are honest but positively bia

and impression management (deliberate self-presentation to an audience). The impression 

management scale was developed under the assumption that some respondents systema

u

g good” (i.e. final scores 12 an ch style

-report measures, but this does ey sh isreg    

ility and Validity 

T ternal reliability o e

is

 

R

Given that high scores on the impression management domain may be more suspect, it was 

important to examine the proportion of offender who scored 12 or higher (i.e. may be ‘faking 

good’).  For the impression management scale, pre- and post-program values indicate only a 

small percentage of offenders may have been ‘faking good’ 8.7% (n = 39) at pre-program.     

 

R

Similar rates emerged fo

post-program values indicate only a small percentage of offenders may have been ‘faking good

7.5% (n = 7) at pre-program. 
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Reasoning and Rehabilitation Pre-/Post-Program Assessment Battery 

rilla, Nezu & Maydeu-

livares, 1999)   

 

The SP comp re- and rogram  

offend g problems.  T l proble lving p tains five 

bscales: (a) positive problem orientation (constructive problem solving); (b) negative problem 

; (c) rational problem solving 

tive problem orientation and rational problem 

ed to go down (negative problem solving, impulsive/ careless 

proble and avoidant style).  Results for non-Aboriginal offenders reveal that all 

subscales indicate that offenders are self-reportin e effective problem solving styles post-

progra rogram scores.  T ggests th enders

partici ged some attitu d beliefs rding t  

lving techniques.  

 

The assessment battery for R & R contained three assessment instruments that were analysed: (a) 

Social Problem Solving Inventory – Revised Short Form; (b) Barratt Impulsivity Scale; and (c) 

Motivation to Change Index. Older versions of the assessment battery contained additional 

scales, but only scales contained in the current battery were examined.  

 

Social Problem Solving Inventory – Revised Short Form (SPSR; D’Zu

O

SR is a 25-item self-report measure leted p post-p  assessing

ers’ attitudes toward solvin he socia m-so rocess con

su

orientation (dysfunctional attitude toward problem solving)

(rational and effective problem solving techniques); (d) impulsive/careless style (careless and 

incomplete problem solving); and (e) avoidant style (procrastination, passivity or inaction).   

 

Reliability and Validity 

No reliability or validity information is available on this instrument. 

 

Results for Non-Aboriginal Offenders 

Two subscales are expected to increase (posi

solving) and three are expect

m solving, 

g mor

m in comparison to pre-p his su at off , through 

pation in the program, chan des an  rega heir social problem

so
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t value N value p value Subscale 
Positive problem orientation -11.78 562 p < .0001 
Negative problem orientation 9.32 563 p < .0001 
Rational problem solving -16.53 559 p < .0001 
Impulsive/careless problem solving 15.16 556 p < .0001 
Avoidant style 12.28 562 p < .0001 

 

Results for Aboriginal Offenders 

The exact same results emerged for Aboriginal offenders. All subscales indicate that offenders

are self-reporting more effective problem solving styles post-program in comparison to pre-

program scores.  This suggests that Aboriginal offenders, through participation in the pro

changed some attitudes and beliefs regarding their social problem solving techniques.  

 
Subscale t value N value p valu

 

gram, 

e 
Positive problem orientation -5.55 108 p < .0001 
Negative problem
Rational problem solving 

 orientation 3.93 108 p < .001 
-7.64 108 p < .0001 

p < .0001 
Avoidant style 4.92 108 p < .0001 
Impulsive/careless problem solving 5.71 108 

 
 
Barratt Impulsivity Scale (BIS; Barrett, undated)   

 

The BIS is a 30-item self-report measure completed pre- and post-program assessing impulsivity. 

esearch has suggested that impulsivity can be viewed as three subtraits: (a) motor impulsivity 

(to act pulsi king nitiv s); and (c) 

on-planning (lack of concern for the future). Each of these three subtraits form a subscale. 

 intervention.  

 indicated 

at individuals with impulsive aggressive tendencies tended to score higher than matched 

controls in the three areas (Monahan & Steadma

 

R

 without thinking); (b) attentional im vity (ma quick cog e decision

n

Scores are expected to lower with

 

Reliability and Validity 

Factor analysis comparisons between those with psychopathology and those without

th

n, 1994). 
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Results for Non-Aboriginal Offenders 

Results indicate that for motor impulsivity and non-planning impulsivity subscales offenders 

ance found (< .0001) but

Aboriginal offenders are self-reporting m al 

   This suggests that non-Aboriginal offenders, 

ed some attitudes and beliefs regarding impulsivity 

N value 

were self-reporting significantly less impulsivity in their responses (p < .0001). However, for the 

attentional subscale, there was also signific  the dire osite to ction is opp

what was expected indicating non- ore attention

impulsivity after completion of the program. 

through participation in the program, chang

and may have learned some mechanisms to reduce their impulsivity.    

 
Subscale t value p value 
Motor impulsivity 15.25 538 p < .0001 
Attentional impulsivity -4.06 538 p

542 p
 < .0001 

Non-planning impulsivity 16.16  < .0001 
 
 
Results for Aboriginal Offenders 

The same pattern emerged for Aboriginal offender data. Results indicate that for motor 

impulsivity and non-planning impulsivity subscales Aboriginal offenders were self-reporting 

 (p < .0001). However, for the attentional 

und (p < .0001) but the direction is opposite to what was 

ional impulsivity pletion of 

gh participation i ram, 

liefs regarding impulsivity and may have learn

t value N value 

significantly less impulsivity in their responses

subscale, there was also significance fo

expected indicating offenders are self-reporting more attent  after com

the program. This suggests that Aboriginal offenders, throu n the prog

changed some attitudes and be ed some 

mechanisms to reduce their impulsivity.    

 
p value Subscale 

5.41 106 p < .0001 Motor impulsivity 
Attentional impulsivity -3.92 105 

6.57 104 p
p < .001 
 < .0001 Non-planning impulsivity 
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Motivation to Change Index (MCI) 

 

The MCI questionnaire is completed by the interviewer at p

structured interview with the offender. The interviewer rates the offenders’ answers and provides 

re- and post-prog gh a semi-

 a total stage score. The MCI is based on the Stages of Change 

the extent to which the offende es the 

rogram. The 

terview will make a statement (i.e., I usually don’t stop and think before acting) and ask the 

 may affect him. The 

le from pre-contem

ce. The instrument measures socio-cognitive deficit areas and provides an overall 

ial-cognitive deficit ratings, an  estimate 

program. Scores are expected to increase with interven

able on this instrument.   

tage of change estimate has incre  pre- to 

g that non-Aboriginal offenders have become more m  change 

oved through the stages of c

Scale Total t value N value p value 

ram throu

a rating for each question and

Model where the interviewer is able to assess r recognis

deficit as a problem and is willing to take action to change it by participating in the p

in

offender which of the statement are true about him and how the problem

offender is rated on their response by placement into a sca

maintenan

plation to 

stages of change estimate.  Based of the soc overall stage

is made pre- and post- tion. 

 

Reliability and Validity 

No reliability or validity information is avail

 

Results for Non-Aboriginal Offenders 

As expected, results reveal that the overall s ased from

post-program indicatin otivated to

through participation in the program and have m hange. 

 

Overall stage of change estimate -19.26 507 p < .0001 
 

Results for Aboriginal Offenders 

s expected, results reveal that the overall stage of change estimate has increased from pre- to 

ost-program indicating that Aboriginal offenders have become more motivated to change 

rough participation in the program and have moved through the stages of change. 

Scale Total t value N value p value 

A

p

th

 

Overall stage of change estimate -4.39 92 p < .0001 

 262



 

Appendix I: Staff Responses & Recommendations 
 
Table I1. Staff Recommendations to Improve Efficiency of OIA

Staff Respondents N (%) 

 Process 

Recommendations: 
More training/certification for intake staff 24 (14.6%) 
Increase the amount of resources 20 (12.2%) 
Reduce/eliminate the use of self-report data 19 (11.6%) 
Increase time allotted to complete the OIA 12 (7.3%) 
Decrease the time taken to obtain community reports 

ake process 

istories  
r the OIA 

 

lts 

ities, and 

take 3 (1.8%) 
ord insignificant assessment findings in OMS 

g OIA 

e data entry 

 

10 (6.1%) 
More teamwork/cooperation throughout the int 10 (6.1%) 
Decrease the number of assessments/instruments 9 (5.5%) 
Greater use of offender background information/h 7 (4.3%) 
Have more experienced staff administe 7 (4.3%) 
Increase the accuracy/detail of assessments 7 (4.3%) 
Adjust timing of OIA to avoid overwhelming offenders 7 (4.3%) 
More communication between intake staff and CPOs/POs 
Shorter asses

7 (4.3%) 
sment periods for shorter sentences 

More clarity in program decision/placement rationale 
6 (3.7%) 
6 (3.7%) 

Decrease ability to override assessment resu
Have CPOs working at intake 

6 (3.7%) 
6 (3.7%) 

More psychological assessments/information 
Increase accuracy of risk assessments 

5 (3.0%) 
5 (3.0%) 

More communication between sites (intake, facil
community) 5 (3.0%) 

Ensure all assessments completed before placed in facility 5
entralise the intake process 5 (3.0%) 

 (3.0%) 
C
More one-on-one interviews 4 (2.4%) 
Dedicated resources for Aboriginal offenders at in
Do not rec 3 (1.8%) 
Offer programs to offenders durin 2 (1.2%) 
Update the OIA to be more current 2 (1.2%) 
Make the OIA more applicable to women 2 (1.2%) 
Improve offender movement at intake 
More computer automation to decrease multipl

2 (1.2%) 
2 (1.2%) 

More emphasis on inmates mother tongue 1 (<1%) 
Greater access to psych reports 1 (<1%) 
Target supplementary assessments to those at risk 1 (<1%) 
Increase accuracy of community reports 1 (<1%) 
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Conduct supplementary assessments earlier in the OIA 1 (<1%) 
Stop over-programming/address more pressing need only 

ts for 

 
time) 

1 (<1%) 
Access to juvenile records 1 (<1%) 
Decrease use of Elders/more standardised assessmen
Aboriginal offenders 
Do intake at remand centres

1 (<1%) 

1 (<1%) 
OIA should be 12 hours/day (less down 1 (<1%) 
Note: Due to multiple responses, percentages may sum to greater than 100%

 Required by Staff 

Staff Respondents N (%) 

. 
 
 
Table I2. Outstanding Offender Information

Information Required: 
More detailed offender information (psychiatric reports, 20 (31.7%) histories) 
Police reports/court documents 13 (20.6%) 

s) 

ns 

 

Program start dates/progress/completions 6 (9.5%) 
Medical information 5 (7.9%) 
Provincial information (programs, police record 4 (6.3%) 
Security/institutional behaviour information 4 (6.3%) 
User-friendly access to reports/information 3 (4.8%) 
Access to shared network drive for contractors 1 (1.6%) 
Elder assessments 1 (1.6%) 
Parole officers’ program recommendatio 1 (1.6%) 
Contact with offender’s family and friends 1 (1.6%) 
Education transcripts 

 OMS
1 (1.6%) 

Information for international transfers in 1 (1.6%) 
Rationale for overriding program referrals 1 (1.6%) 
Note.  12.7% of staff responses (N = 8) did not reflect the top
 

ic area in questi

 

on. 
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Table I3. Staff Suggestions for Improving the Usefulness and/or Efficiency of 
Supplementary Intake Assessments 
Suggestions Staff Respondents N (%) 
Use in conjunction with additional information 40 (29.2%) 
Increase objectivity / validity of assessments 

 assessor is sufficiently trained 
ical judgment 

pon existing tools 
f using a computer 

an once 
ty factors into assessments 

t assessments 
pose of assessment 

ired to complete 

erate 

SA 

 intensity 

ent tools 

30 (21.9%) 
Improve staff training / ensure 24 (17.5%) 
Allow for overrides of assessment results with clin 23 (16.8%) 
Develop new assessment tools / expand u 19 (13.9%) 
Administer in-person instead o 7 (5.1%) 
Reassess offenders regularly / more th 6 (4.4%) 
Incorporate specific responsivi 5 (3.6%) 
Make assessment tools easier / less complicated 4 (2.9%) 
Do not incorporate assessment of risk 3 (2.2%) 
Assist offenders with completing self-repor 3 (2.2%) 
Increase offender awareness of pur 3 (2.2%) 
Ensure timely access to information requ
assessments 3 (2.2%) 

Accommodate offenders who are not computer lit 2 (1.5%) 
Increase assessment staff / resources 2 (1.5%) 
Assess all offenders with the CLAI/CA 2 (1.5%) 
Link assessments to data in OMS 

placed in high
2 (1.5%) 

Ensure high-scoring offenders are 
programs 1 (<1%) 

Improve cultural sensitivity of assessm 1 (<1%) 
Use FVRA/SARA with women offenders 1 (<1%) 
Note: Due to multiple responses, percentages may sum to greater than 100%. 

able I4.  Reasons provided by staff as to why an offender might not participate in a 
rogram listed in his or her correctional plan  
easons Staff Respondents N (%) 

 
T
p
R

Offender’s refusal to participate 153 (65.4%) 
Short sentence length / lack of time to complete program 85 (36.3%) 

ack of available programs at the institution 84 (35.9%) 
pecific responsivity factors (mental illness, cognitive 
pairment, low educational attainment, etc.) 52 (22.2%) 

iming of program delivery at the institution 45 (19.2%) 
ong waiting list to take the program 43 (18.4%) 
ase under appeal / offender denies responsibility 32 (13.7%) 
ffender feels program is unnecessary 31 (13.2%) 

L
S
im
T
L
C
O
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Incorrect or inappropriate referral 30 (12.8%) 
Lack of available programs in the community 28 (12.0%) 

ma associated with program 
y 

ive custody / lockdown / 
issues 

acilitators 

es in group 
ommunity 

red in preferred language 
lassification does not correspond with 

livery site 

rral criteria 
referral 

eria to form a group 
e to Aboriginal offenders 

 
 

id not complete prerequisite program 1 (<1%) 
eincarcerated while participating in community program 1 (<1%) 
imit on the number of high intensity programs to which an 
ffender can be referred 1 (<1%) 

Fear of labelling / stig 25 (10.7%) 
Conflict with employment / employment is priorit 24 (10.3%) 
Offender placed in segregation / protect
offender movement 18 (7.7%) 

Insufficient staff / program f 17 (7.3%) 
Other program takes priority 16 (6.8%) 
Discomfort in group / incompatibl 15 (6.4%) 
Timing of program delivery in the c 14 (6.0%) 
Program not offe 12 (5.1%) 
Offender’s security c 10 (4.3%) intensity level of required program 
Offender refuses to transfer to program de 10 (4.3%) 
Conflict with program facilitator 7 (3.0%) 
Change in referral criteria / no longer meets refe 7 (3.0%) 
Offender disagrees with assessment / 6 (2.6%) 
Peer pressure to refuse participation / drop out 6 (2.6%) 
Parole Officer disagrees with program referral 
Not enough offenders who meet referral crit

5 (2.1%) 
4 (1.7%) 

Program is not culturally sensitiv 3 (1.3%) 
No longer needs program in community
Offender fears participation in program

3 (1.3%) 
2 (<1%) 

Offender in court for extended period of time 
Lack of transportation to community program 2 (<1%) 

2 (<1%) 

D
R
L
o
Note: Due to multiple responses, percentages may sum to greater than 100%.  
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Table I5. Recommendations for Improving Correctional Program Outcomes for O
with Mental Health Needs  

ffenders 

ndations: Recomme Staff Respondents N (%) 
Create new programs for those with mental health needs 71 (38.2%) 
More 1-on-1 interventions/psych services 30 (16.1%) 
More training/skills for staff 
Adjust currents programs to accommodate needs 

23 (12.4%) 

lth 

h interventions 

ffenders 
ental health units 

 programs 
 

s 

22 (11.8%) 
More resources (funding, psychologists) 22 (11.8%) 
More identifying assessments 
More community support/follow-up 

16 (8.6%) 
16 (8.6%) 

More team-oriented approach 13 (7.0%) 
More communication regarding offender mental hea 11 (5.9%) 
More flexible program delivery schedule 10 (5.4%) 
New pen/system for mentally ill offenders 8 (4.3%) 
More mental healt 7 (3.8%) 
Smaller group sizes for these offenders 
More research on mental health issues 

5 (2.7%) 
4 (2.2%) 

More assistants in groups to help these o 4 (2.2%) 
Increase the capacity of m 3 (1.6%) 
Less reliance on medicating offenders 3 (1.6%) 
More access to existing mental health 1 (<1%) 
More institutional support groups 1 (<1%) 
More booster/maintenance program 1 (<1%) 
Note: Several respondents (4.3%, N = 8) provided answers unrelated to the question; these 
responses are not listed. 
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Table I6: Recommendations for Improving Correctional Program Outcomes for Offenders 
with Special Needs  

Recommendations: Staff Respondents N (%) 
Implement new programs specific to group/need 57 (29.4%) 
Adapt current programs to meet needs 49 (25.3%) 
More staff training 40 (20.6%) 
More 1-on-1 programming 21 (10.8%) 
More tutors/teacher assistants/specialists 

vices 
s 

21 (10.8%) 
More flexible program schedules 20 (10.3%) 
More identifying/assessment tools 19 (9.8%) 
More resources 19 (9.8%) 
Smaller group sizes 9 (4.6%) 
More education/ESL for these offenders 9 (4.6%) 
More community support/programs 5 (2.6%) 
More communication with staff/health ser 4 (2.1%) 
More individualized treatment plan 4 (2.1%) 
More follow-up/supports 3 (1.5%) 
More mentoring 3 (1.5%) 
More appropriate/therapeutic environment 3 (1.5%) 
More team-orientated approach 2 (1.0%) 
Move to mental health facility 2 (1.0%) 
More behavioural management efforts 1 (<1%) 
Professionalize the CPO position 1 (<1%) 
Note: Several respondents (3.6%, N = 7) provided answers unrelated to the question; these 

 

responses are not listed. 
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Table I7.  Potential impact on correctional programs of legislation concerning the 
elimination of statutory release 
Impacts: Staff Respondents N (%) 
Offenders will be more motivated to participate in programs 104 (48.8%) 

Offenders will be less motivated to participate in programs 

tion in 

stitutions 37 (17.4%) 

stitutions 

n community 

ding 

tence 

s are assigned to programs 

rograms 

tability 2 (<1%) 

ill impact start date of programs 2 (<1%) 

%) 

56 (26.3%) 

Offenders will have a longer amount of time in the institu
which to participate in programs 53 (24.9%) 

Greater demand/need for programs in in

Increased need for resources within in 18 (8.5%) 

Decreased availability of programs i 16 (7.5%) 

Increase in incarcerated population / overcrow 15 (7.0%) 

Participation will be delayed further into offender’s sen 13 (6.1%) 

Change in how offender 7 (3.3%) 

Longer wait lists 6 (2.8%) 

Increased need for diversified p 6 (2.8%) 

May create legal issues for institutions 3 (1.4%) 

Increased cost to Canada 3 (1.4%) 

Not enough time to complete programs 3 (1.4%) 

Programs will better target offender 2 (<1%) 

crease offender accounIn

W

Increase success of programs 2 (<1

Longer sentences will deter offenders and lead to a lesser 
demand for programs 2 (<1%) 

Don't know/Not sure 2 (<1%) 
Note: Twelve respondents (5.6%) provided responses that were unrelated to .  the question
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Table I8. Recommendations for Improving Correctional Program Outcomes for Aboriginal 

Staff Respondents N (%) 

Offenders  

Recommendations: 
More/greater range of Aboriginal specific programming 60 (37.5%) 
More Aboriginal content in existing programming 27 (16.9%) 
More resources (Elders/ALOs/therapists) 23 (14.4%) 
More staff training on Aboriginal culture 19 (11.9%) 
More Aboriginal staff (CPOs/POs) 18 (11.3%) 
More contact with facilitators/Elders 15 (9.4%) 
More community liaising/connections 
Greater use of healing plans/E

15 (9.4%) 
lder assessments 

riginal programs 
ports 

unity 
AS 

 
 Aboriginals/Aboriginal range 

ween CPOs and Elders 
l activities 

13 (8.1%) 
More structure/accreditation in Abo 8 (5.0%) 
More Elder training on correctional approach/re 8 (5.0%) 
More use of Aboriginal learning/teaching styles 7 (4.4%) 
More knowledge of Aboriginal resources 7 (4.4%) 
More programs in the comm 6 (3.8%) 
More programs dealing with Aboriginal abuse/F
More encouragement toward spirituality

5 (3.1%) 
4 (2.5%) 

Separate location for 3 (1.9%) 
More Aboriginal programming in minimum security 3 (1.9%) 
More teamwork/communication bet 2 (1.3%) 
More jobs involving cultura 2 (1.3%) 
Decrease minimum # of Aboriginal offenders needed to run 
programs 2 (1.3%) 

Less reliance on self-report 1 (<1%) 
Ensure programs actually addressing need 1 (<1%) 
Note: Several respondents (8.1%, 
responses are not listed. 

N = 13) provided answers unrelated to th ese e question; th
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Table I9. Recommendations for Improving Correctional Program Outcomes for Women 

dations: Staff Respondents N (%) 

Offenders  

Recommen
More/greater variety of women specific programming 28 (46.7%) 
More community contact/ETAs 6 (10.0%) 

rams 6 (10.0%) 
n of motherhood in programs 6 (10.0%) 

offenders 
prove women's risk assessments 4 (6.7%) 
ore staff/resources 3 (5.0%) 

ginal women offender programs 2 (3.3%) 
ing for staff to understand needs of women 

h 
een CMT and Psychologist 

sed programs 

mily responsibilities) 

1 (1.7%) 

More community prog
More consideratio
Treat them the same as male 4 (6.7%) 
Im
M
More vocational programs/training 3 (5.0%) 
More Abori
More train 2 (3.3%) 
More holistic approac 2 (3.3%) 
More communication betw 1 (1.7%) 
More research-ba 1 (1.7%) 
Less babying/coddling 
More flexibility in scheduling (due to fa

1 (1.7%) 
1 (1.7%) 

More one-on-one interventions 
More focus on those with short sentences 

1 (1.7%) 

Note: Several respondents (10.0%, N = 6) provided answers unrelated to the e 

ents were trained to del

Staff Respondents N (%) 

 question; thes
responses are not listed. 
 
 
Table I10.  Correctional Programs staff respond iver 
Correctional Program: 

National Substance Abuse Program – High Intensity 58 (43.9%) 

National Substance Abuse Program – Moderate Intensity 55 (41.7%) 

rogram – Low Intensity 55 (41.7%) 

34.8%) 

ffender Substance Abuse Program / Choices 18 (13.6%) 

omen Offender Substance Abuse Program 14 (10.6%) 

boriginal Offender Substance Abuse Program 10 (7.6%) 

ubstance Abuse Program Booster 3 (2.3%) 

ethadone 2 (1.5%) 

igh Intensity Family Violence Prevention Program 24 (18.2%) 

National Substance Abuse P

National Substance Abuse Program Maintenance 46 (

O

W

A

S

M

H

Moderate Intensity Family Violence Prevention Program 24 (18.2%) 
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Family Violence Maintenance 17 (12.9%) 

Aboriginal High Intensity Family Violence Prevention Program 

der Program – Moderate Intensity 

5 (3.8%) 

Living without Violence 3 (2.3%) 

National Sex Offen 23 (17.4%) 

National Sex Offender Program – Low Intensity 

intenance 

23 (17.4%) 

National Sex Offender Program Ma 22 (16.7%) 

National Sex Offender Program – High Intensity 14 (10.6%) 

Discontinued Sex Offender Program 3 (2.3%) 

Local Sex Offender Program 2 (1.5%) 

Aboriginal Sex Offender Program 1 (<1%) 

Violence Prevention Program - High Intensity 11 (8.3%) 

Violence Prevention Program - Moderate Intensity 11 (8.3%) 

Violence Prevention Program Maintenance 8 (6.1%) 

In Search Of Your Warrior 6 (4.5%) 

Women Violence Prevention Program 3 (2.3%) 

Spirit of A Warrior 2 (1.5%) 

Discontinued Violence Prevention Program (Unspecified) 1 (<1%) 

ommunity Maintenance Program 17 (12.9%) C

Community Reintegration 7 (5.3%) 

nspecified Community Maintenance Program 1 (<1%) 

pirit of A Warrior Maintenance 1 (<1%) 

easoning & Rehabilitation / Cognitive Skills 56 (42.4%) 

U

S

R

Anger & Emotions Management 44 (33.3%) 

ognitive Skills Maintenance 29 (22.0%) 

nger & Emotions Management Maintenance 24 (18.2%) 

arenting Skills 6 (4.5%) 

boriginal Basic Healing Program 5 (3.8%) 

eisure Skills 2 (1.5%) 

ife skills 2 (1.5%) 

ognitive Skills Booster 1 (<1%) 

ttitudes,  Alternatives & Associates 23 (17.4%) 

C

A

P

A

L

L

C

A

Counter-Point 10 (7.6%) 
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Circles of Change  4 (3.0%) 

National Segregation Program 

 

2 (1.5%) 

Gambling 1 (<1%) 

Conflict Resolution 1 (<1%) 

Aboriginal Parenting 1 (<1%) 

Self-Monitoring 1 (<1%) 

Other Unspecified Program 1 (<1%)
 
 
Table I11. Reasons listed by staff for not deliv
to deliver  

ering a program in which they w ined 

Staff Respondents N (%) 

ere tra

Reasons 

Program not offered ) 7 (21.2%

Changed jobs/institutions 3 (9.1%) 

 

 

 (e.g., professional 

 

 

 

rities within institution  

 

) 

re program ) 

) 

Personal choice 3 (9.1%)

Program was assigned to another CPO 3 (9.1%)

Training used for other purposes 3 (9.1%) development) 

Newly trained / no opportunity to deliver program 3 (9.1%)

Program was cancelled 2 (6.1%)

Trained as back-up 2 (6.1%)

Was given other tasks/prio 2 (6.1%)

Low priority for institution 2 (6.1%)

Program not yet translated 1 (3.0%

Was not required to deliver enti 1 (3.0%

Program has not yet started 1 (3.0%
Note: Two respondents (6.1%) provided suggestions unrelated to the question. 
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Table I12.  Potential impacts of insufficient numbers of trained CPOs, as provided by staff  
Responses Staff Respondents N (%) 
Offenders are released without program/intervention 24 (26.7%) 

Long waiting lists 15 (16.7%) 

Delay in release/parole 15 (16.7%) 

CPOs are burned out / overworked 14 (15.6%) 

Can not meet needs or Correctional Plans of offenders 

 

nts / decreased 

er security 

nguage of choice 

contracting 

12 (13.3%) 

Can not address recidivism rates or risk 12 (13.3%) 

Programs will not be offered 8 (8.9%) 

Offenders experience frustration / increased incide
motivation 8 (8.9%) 

Offenders are not cascaded down to low 4 (4.4%) 

Language barriers / programs not offered in la 3 (3.3%) 

Delay in delivery of programs 2 (2.2%) 

Programs are of lower quality 1 (1.1%) 

Lack of training of current and new CPOs 1 (1.1%) 

Increased outside 1 (1.1%) 
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Table. I13   Staff suggestions to improve the efficiency of CPO training  

Staff Respondents N (%) Suggestions 

Provide an orientation / generic skills training first 27 (23.9%) 

Offer ongoing training / refreshers / mentoring 18

11 (9.7%) 

ore training locations (nationally) 9 (8.0%) 

ore training on dealing with offenders / responsivity issues 9 (8.0%) 

ore time on content 7 (6.2%) 

ore time on delivery / motivation 7 (6.2%) 

ire qualified / certified people 7 (6.2%) 

ore resources 5 (4.4%) 

ore job shadowing / sitting in on program 5 (4.4%) 

plement monitoring  3 (2.7%) 

raining via computer / video conference 3 (2.7%) 

ore training on report writing 3 (2.7%) 

stablish national training schedules 3 (2.7%) 

ore time pre-training for reading course materials 3 (2.7%) 

ore culturally specific training 2 (1.8%) 

ore time on group dynamics / mental health 2 (1.8%) 

treamline testing aspect 2 (1.8%) 

rain staff on multiple programs 2 (1.8%) 

ore contact between CPOs and trainers 1 (<1%) 

ess time on program delivery 1 (<1%) 

ess presentations during training 1 (<1%) 

ore training for trainers 1 (<1%) 

ore role playing 1 (<1%) 

maller group sizes for training 1 (<1%) 

 (15.9%) 

Longer training sessions 16

More frequent training 

 (14.2%) 

M

M

M

M

H

M

M

Im

T

M

E

M

M

M

S

T

M

L

L

M

M

S
Note: Several respondents (N = 12, 10.6%) provided suggestions unrelated to the question. 
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Table I14. Recommendations for improving the OIA as suggested by staff members 
Recommendations: Staff Respondents N (%) 
More training/certification for intake staff 18 (11.1%) 
Have CPOs working at intake 

s during OIA 
14 (8.6%) 

computer application with program availability database 
ort sentences 

10 (6.2%) 

ort 
 

8 (4.9%) 
ssessments completed before pen placed 

ntake 
ation 

g needs only 
munity) 

ty in program decision/placement 6 (3.7%) 

uter automation to decrease data entry duplication 
en 

at remand centres 2 (1.2%) 
djust timing of OIA to prevent overwhelming offenders 2 (1.2%) 

18 (11.1%) 
Offer programs to offender 14 (8.6%) 
More resources needed 
Need 12 (7.4%) 
Shorter assessment periods for sh 11 (6.8%) 
More psychological assessments/info 11 (6.8%) 
Increase communication between intake staff 
Have more experienced staff administer the OIA 10 (6.2%) 
More one-on-one interviews 9 (5.6%) 
Reduce/eliminate the use of self-rep 8 (4.9%) 
More cooperation/teamwork throughout OIA 8 (4.9%) 
Increase the time allotted to completed the OIA 
Ensure all a 8 (4.9%) 
Dedicated resources for Aboriginals at i 8 (4.9%) 
Decrease the time taken to obtain community inform 8 (4.9%) 
Centralize intake 
Stop over-programming/address most pressin

8 (4.9%) 
7 (4.3%) 

More communication between sites (intake/pens/com 7 (4.3%) 
More information for offenders re purpose of programs 
More clari

6 (3.7%) 

Increase accuracy of risk assessments 5 (3.1%) 
Decrease the # of instruments/assessments 
More comp

5 (3.1%) 
4 (2.5%) 

Make OIA more applicable to wom 4 (2.5%) 
Increase the accuracy/detail of assessments 4 (2.5%) 
Increase accuracy of community reports 4 (2.5%) 
Re-assess admission criteria for programs 
More offender background info/histories 

3 (1.9%) 
3 (1.9%) 

Use research-based assessments only 2 (1.2%) 
Update the entire OIA - make more current 2 (1.2%) 
OIA should be 12 hours/day (less downtime) 2 (1.2%) 
Need structured timelines for program completion 2 (1.2%) 
Implement a 2-tiered intake process 2 (1.2%) 
Do intake 
A
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More emphasis on inmates mother tongue 1 (<1%) 

Elders/more standard assessments for Aboriginals 1 (<1%) 
idual ability to over-ride assessment results 

rlier in process 

Improve offender movement at intake 1 (<1%) 
Less use of 
Decrease indiv 1 (<1%) 
Conduct supplementary assessments ea 1 (<1%) 
Note: Several respondents (4.3%, N = 7) provided answers unrel
responses are not listed. 
 

ated to the question; these 
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Table I15.  Staff suggestions to increase administrative level support for correctional 

Staff Respondents N (%) 

programs 
Suggestions: 

Increase funding / staff 24 (34.8%) 

Increase number of CPOs 

nd frontline 

 programs in general 

importance of Correctional Programs among staff 4 (5.8%) 

ams 

sources more 

ecial needs 

ollaboration with psychologists for high intensity 
rograms 1 (1.4%) 

ely 

culturally sensitive issues 

 offender programs 

inistrative reasons 

stems  

ted 

f choice 

8 (11.6%) 

Improve communication between administration a 5 (7.2%) staff 

Offer more 5 (7.2%) 

Increase clerical / data entry resources 

Emphasize 

4 (5.8%) 

Consider offender movement/security when planning progr 4 (5.8%) 

Allow more time for report writing 2 (2.9%) 

Increase French programming for offenders 2 (2.9%) 

Allow more flexibility with resources / direct re
efficiently 2 (2.9%) 

Increase Aboriginal-specific programs 1 (1.4%) 

Provide programs for offenders with sp 1 (1.4%) 

Improve report editing / distribution process 1 (1.4%) 

Improve organization / location of program offices 1 (1.4%) 

Increase c
p

Balance Correctional Programs with offender employment 1 (1.4%) 

Staff should encourage offenders to get involved in correctional 
programs 1 (1.4%) 

Staff positions more appropriat 1 (1.4%) 

Increase staff training / awareness of 1 (1.4%) 

Increase administrative support for women 1 (1.4%) 

Do not call offenders out of group for adm 1 (1.4%) 

Provide training for program managers 1 (1.4%) 

Train staff on the use of electronic sy 1 (1.4%) 

Ensure electronic resources (e.g., Infonet) are upda 1 (1.4%) 

Increase availability of staff training in language o 1 (1.4%) 
Note: Several respondents (13.0%, 
question. 

N = 9) provided suggestions that were not related to the 
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Table I16. Staff suggestions to increase management level support for correctional 

Staff Respondents N (%) 

programs 
Suggestions: 

Increase funding/staff/direct resources 35 (38.0%) 

Improve communication/availability between management and 20 (21.7%) 

e importance of correctional 15 (16.3%) 

 material 

entation on correctional 

 

n-program duties for CPOs 

rs more resources 

ffender movement issues 

rial staff when RHQ 

crease fairness of CPO performance evaluations 1 (1.1%) 

duce Parole Officer caseloads 1 (1.1%) 

crease community programs 1 (1.1%) 

 not call offenders out of group for administrative reasons 1 (1.1%) 

duce managerial staff and increase frontline staff 1 (1.1%) 

reamline correctional programs for offenders with short 
ntences 1 (1.1%) 

frontline staff 

Increase staff awareness/emphasiz
programs among staff 

Provide more programs/offer programs more often 6 (6.5%) 

Train program managers in specific program 6 (6.5%) 

Provide staff with research/docum
programs 5 (5.4%) 

Offer sufficient training for staff 5 (5.4%) 

Clarify CPO duties / reduce no 4 (4.3%) 

Increase involvement of Elders / give Elde 3 (3.3%) 

Reduce lockdowns / consider o 3 (3.3%) 

Ensure availability of backup manage
management is not available 2 (2.2%) 

Improve balance between correctional programs and offender 
employment 2 (2.2%) 

Allow more time for report writing 1 (1.1%) 

Update relevant information / policies 1 (1.1%) 

Increase availability of French programs for offenders 1 (1.1%) 

In

Re

In

Do

Re

St
se
Note: Several respondents (9.8%, N = 9) provided suggestions that were not related to the 

estion. qu
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Table I17. Staff suggestions to increase NHQ orrectional prog
Suggestions: Staff Respondents N (%) 

 support for c rams  

Improve commun wee 1%) ication/leadership bet n NHQ and frontline 
/ regional staff 6 (23.

Increa nding  

Increase NHQ’s ing of site opera 19.2%) 

Pr ch ecti
ma 3 (11.5%) 

Update informati  a timely manner / provide 
guidelines 

Upd ectio  cha
profile 

Provide stability t 

Reduce lockdowns / consider offender mov

Offer core programs more often in institutions 

Facilitate the accreditation of Aboriginal programs 1 (3.8%) 

Increase account site 

e nal programs and offender 
employment 

se fu  / staff 6 (23.1%)

understand tions 5 (

ovide resear
nagers 

/documentation on corr onal programs to 

on & policies in 3 (11.5%) 

ate corr nal programs to reflect nging offender 2 (7.7%) 

in staffing managemen 2 (7.7%) 

ement issues 1 (3.8%) 

1 (3.8%) 

ability of staff at 1 (3.8%) 

Improve balanc  between correctio 1 (3.8%) 

Note: Several respondents (15.4%, N = 4) provided suggestions that were not related to the 
question. 
 
Table I18. Suggestions for Best Practices in the Implementation
Recommendatio

 of Correctional Programs 
ns: Staff Respondents N (%) 

More resources ($, staff, staff support) 35 (20.1%) 
Mo ainin 19.0%) 
More programs at all security levels 
More flexibility in prog
More communication b/w staff/sites/NPB 
Mor unity
Hire professional/certified staff/degree requirement 
Move to modular program delivery 12 (6.9%) 

ore accuracy in program placement/assessment 11 (6.3%) 
 schedules 10 (5.7%) 

More 1-on-1 programming/individual interaction 10 (5.7%) 
10 (5.7%) 
10 (5.7%) 

re staff tr g/mentoring 33 (
27 (15.5%) 

ram delivery 24 (13.8%) 
22 (12.6%) 

e comm  support/ programs 20 (11.5%) 
12 (6.9%) 

M
More set/continuous program

More team-oriented approach 
More flexibility in program referral/placement 
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Decrease over-programming 7 (4.0%) 

4 (2.3%) 
ore centralized services/intake 3 (1.7%) 

ectional process/ programs 3 (1.7%) 
3 (1.7%) 

 on integration 2 (1.1%) 
 matrix 2 (1.1%) 

ram delivery space 2 (1.1%) 
cy of data management 1 (<1%) 

More maintenance/booster programs 7 (4.0%) 
More ethno-cultural representation in programs 5 (2.9%) 
More use of psychologists/psychological services 5 (2.9%) 
More resources for those with short sentences 5 (2.9%) 
More consistency in programs (nationally) 5 (2.9%) 
Implement dual facilitator program delivery 
M
Educate offenders on corr
Evaluate programs to see what works 
More Aboriginal staff 2 (1.1%) 
More variety in staff training methods 2 (1.1%) 
More focus on women offenders 2 (1.1%) 
More focus
Create updated program
More prog
Increased efficien
Decrease program group sizes 1 (<1%) 
Implement formal tutoring program 1 (<1%) 
More justification in overriding program referrals 1 (<1%) 
More efficient/direct/accurate program reports 1 (<1%) 
More skills/vocational training 1 (<1%) 
Develop workload formula for CPOs 1 (<1%) 
Allot space in each program for lifers 1 (<1%) 
Note: Several respondents (4.0%
responses are not listed. 

, N = 7) provided answers unrelated to the question; these 
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Table I19. Trends in Dynamic Needs Ratings for Offender Sub-populations  

Needs Domain Non-Aboriginal Male 
Offenders92

Aboriginal Male 
Offenders93

Women  
Offenders94

Overall Dynamic 
Need 

Proportion rated high need 
increased from 63% to 68% 
Decrease in moderate need 

Proportion rated high need: 
First Nations 78%; Métis 
73%; Inuit 89% 

Proportion rated high need increased
from 43% to 50% 
Relatively stable proportion of women

rating (31% to 27%) 
Decrease in low need rating 
(6% to 4%) 

Overall need rating; 57.3% 
some need, 65.1% 
considerable need95   

 

 
rated as moderate need 
Decrease proportion rated as low need 
19% to 12%) 

Employment/ 
Considerable
decreased fr

Education Some need rating decreased 
from 40% to 37%  

Métis 71%; Inuit 57% Some need decreased from 53% to 
41% 

 need rating 
om 36% to 19% 

Rated some or considerable 
need: First Nations 70%; 

Considerable need decreased from 24% 
to 15% 

Marital/ 
Family 

Considerable need rating 
decreased from 31% to 19% 
Some need rating decreased 
from 33% to 27% 

Rated some or considerable 
need: First Nations 60%; 
Métis 53%; Inuit 73% 

Considerable need was relatively 
unchanged (29% to 27%) 
Some need rating decreased from 48% 
to 38% 

Associates Some need r
uncha

Considerable need rating 
decreased from 34% to 27% 

ating was 
nged at 38% 

Rated some or considerable 
need: First Nations 65%; 
Métis 70%; Inuit 55% 

20% assessed as having treatment 
needs in this area  
Considerable need rating was 
unchanged at 18% 
Some need rating decreased from 58% 
to 42% 

Substance Abuse 

Decrease in considerable risk 
rating (55% to 52%) 
Some need rating was 
unchanged at 21% 

Rated some or considerable 
need: First Nations 94%; 
Métis 91%; Inuit 92% 

40-60% were assessed as having 
significant substance abus
Significant increase in consid
need rating from 42% to 56% 
Some
to 15%

e problems 
erable 

 need rating decreased from 22% 
 

Community 
ing 

Considerable need rating 
decreased from 22% to 12% 
Some need rating decreased 

Rated some or considerable 
need: First Nations 45%; 
Métis 47%; Inuit 44% 

Considerable need rating was relatively 
unchanged (8% to 7%) 
Some need rating decreased from 60% Function

from 44% to 31% to 31% 

Personal/ 
Emotional 

Increase in considerable need 
rating from 68% to 72% 
Some need rating decreased 
from 25% to 21% 

Rated some or considerable 
need: First Nations 96%; 
Métis 95%; Inuit 99% 

60% assessed as having considerable
need in this area 
Increase in considerable need rating 
(43% to 63%) 

 

Decrease in some need rating (48% to 
26%) 

Attitude 

Considerable need rating 
decreased from 39% to 36% 
Some need rating was relatively 
unchanged (29% to 28%) 

Rated some or considerable 
need: First Nations 53%; 
Métis 56%; Inuit 53% 
 

14% assessed as having attitude 
problems  
Considerable need rating was relatively 
unchanged (12% to 14%) 
Increase in some need rating from 18% 
to 26% 

                     
92 In-custody snapshot from 1997 to 2002 (Boe et al., 2003) 
93 In-custody snapshot in 2002 by Moore & Trevethan (2002) 
94 In-custody snapshot from 1997 to 2002 (Boe et al., 2003) 
95 Sample based on release cohort (Brown & Motiuk, 2005) 
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Overall dynamic needs ratings 

verall dynamic factor rating has implications for the level of service delivery (the 

s, the more programs he or she might require) and program intensity 

emand for high intensity programs).  Increases in the proportion of high 

continued relevancy of multiple programs targeting a range of 

 to higher intensity programs. 

rtant in determining whether an offender is eligible to participate in 

ain suggest, a substantial proportion of offenders 

 educational intervention prior to participating in corr nal 

geted by a number of correctional programs, including FVPPs, 

fenders, SOAW, AOSAP, Aboriginal Basic Healing, 

y Maintenance Programs (including the Wom ffenders 

e Program).  Trends suggest a general decrease in marital/family 

eds in this area continue to be a contributing factor 

nders, and suggest the continued rel nce of cor nal 

ssociates domain suggest the continued relevance of progra argeting this 

 factor, programs such as ISOYW, AOSAP, and Counter-Point assist in this 

rocess.  Although high needs ratings in this domain appear to be decreasing in recent years, it is 

apparent that a significant number of federal offenders still require interventions targeting 

antisocial associates. 

 

 

An offender’s o

more needs an offender ha

levels (increasing d

needs offenders suggests the 

needs domains, as well as access

 

Employment/Education 

Educational needs are impo

correctional programs.  As trends in this dom

likely require some form of ectio

programs. 

 

Marital/Family 

Marital/family needs are tar

WOSAP, the Tupiq Program for Inuit Of

Circles of Change, and Communit en O

Relapse Prevention/Maintenanc

needs among federal offenders.  However, ne

for a substantial group of offe eva rectio

programs targeting this domain. 

 

Associates 

Trends seen in the a ms t

criminogenic

p
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Substance Abuse 

It is apparent that a substantial proportion of the federal offender population has substance abuse 

al programs targeting this area.  Specifically, the large proportions 

” substance abuse needs suggests the continued 

rograms.  Su  abuse needs are ed by 

rm ted 

ing 

 targeted by a num

nd community maintenan r ain, lthough 

is domain, it is apparent that a significant number of federal 

ions targeting commun

 of offenders experiencing needs in this domain suggests the continued 

wide range of programs targeting personal/emotional needs.  These include 

 for Inuit Offenders, SOAW, ISO

e, ABC, R  Cogniti

Integration and Maintenance Programs. 

d by a number of correctional programs, including FVPPs, 

OAW, Aboriginal Ba  & 

unity Maintenance Program arge numbers of offenders 

 to exhibit need in this area. 

needs, and requires correction

of offenders rated as having “considerable

relevance of high intensity substance abuse p bstance  t etarg

SAPs, and this domain becomes relevant both in te s of pr raog m referral criteria a  targend

behaviour. 

 

Community Function

Community functioning is a domain ber of programs, including VOPs, SAPs, 

SOPs, community integration, a ce prog ams.  Once ag  a

there may be decreasing needs in th

offenders still require intervent ity fu tionnc ing. 

 

Personal/Emotional 

The substantial proportion

relevance of the 

FVPPs, VOPs, SOPs, SAPs, the Tupiq Program YW, 

Aboriginal Basic Healing, Circles of Ch gan &R, A  EM, & ve Skills 

Maintenance, and Community 

 

Attitude 

General attitude is a domain targete

VOPs, SOPs, SAPs, ISOYW, S sic He ing,al  Circles of Change BC, A, A

EM, Counter-Point, and Comm s.  L

continue
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Table I20. Stakeholder Positions Represented  Respondents 

N 

by Staff Interview
 
Position Title % 

Parole Officer 73 30.3 

CPO/Program Facilitator 56 23.2

20 8.3 

 13 5.4 

.3 

7 2.9 

5 2.1 

4 1.7 

3 1.2 

istrator, Correctional Programs 

3 1

ical Team Leader 2 0.8 

2 0.8 

 

tric Hospital 1 0.4 

evelopment Clerk 

tervention Strategy  1 0.4 

1 0.4 

1 0.4 

1 0.4 

 

Program Manager 

Regional Program Manager 17 7.1 

Assistant Warden, Intervention

Manager, Assessment and Intervention 9 3.7 

Psychologist/Psychotherapist 8 3

Parole Officer Supervisor 

Elder/Spiritual Advisor 7 2.9 

Aboriginal Liaison Officer 

Behavioural Counsellor 

Program Coordinator 

Regional Admin 3 1.2 

Assistant Deputy Commissioner .2 

Case Management Officer 2 0.8 

Clinical Director/Clin

Inmate Pay/Employment Officer 

Case Management Supervisor 1 0.4

Correctional Manager, Psychia

Personal D 1 0.4 

Manager, Intensive In

Program Plan Assistant 

Guidance Counsellor 1 0.4 

Executive Director 

Unspecified 
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Appendix J: Summary of Data  
 
 

  Effectiveness Indicator (Non-Aboriginal) 
Program: VPP Int at Co ison 

= 8
ent to Tre mpar

Institutional Outcomes N 02 = 5 N 33 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (m -0.025 ns -0.142** 

lent institutional incidents (mean)  -0.329 ns 
) 

t risk (

ean) 
0.245 ns Change in yearly rate of non-vio

Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio 3.054*** 1 
Community Outcomes: Sample Size (N),  Mean time a X ) N = 300, X = 1168.2 N = 464, X = 1106.6 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.46 

0.712*** 1 
new offence  

ffence 0. * 
iteria met N = 255, 

 ns 
Likelihood of any readmission 
Likelihood of readmission with 0.588*** 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent o 483** 1 
Community outcomes where approximated referral cr X = 1178.8 N = 330, X = 1112.8 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.44  ns 

0.6 ** 
0.4 ** 
0. * 

N = 233, 

Likelihood of any readmission 34* 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence 98* 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 568 1 
Completions  X = 1188.7 N = 464, X = 1106.6 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.8* 

0.6 ** 
0.5 ** 
0.458** 1 

N = 67, 

Likelihood of any readmission 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

90*
47*

1 
1 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
Drop-Outs X = 1096.9 N = 464, X = 1106.6 
Difference between time at risk in community -statistic = 14  ns 

ission 
T

ns
 0.

Likelihood of any readm 0.778  1 
0.710 ns 
0.541 ns 

1 
1 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .
 

10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

  Effectiveness Indicator (Aboriginal) 
Program: VPP Inte mp

N = 221 
nt to Treat
N = 198 

 Co arison 
Institutional Outcomes 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents
Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional inci

 (mean) -0.007 ns 
460 ns 

1 
time at risk (

-0.058 ns 
0.089 ns dents (mean)  

Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio) 
0.

5.580*** 
Community Outcome: Sample Size (N),  Mean X ) N = 109, X = 13 04, 06 N = 1 X = 1198.9 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.24  ns 

eadmission with new violent offence 
rral criteria met N = 85,

0.824 ns 
0.697 ns 

Likelihood of any readmission 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

1 
1 

Likelihood of r 0.3 * 73 1 
Community outcomes where approximated refe  X  = 134 80, 0.7 N = X = 1226.7 
Difference between time at risk in community 
Likelihood of any readmission 

T-statistic = -1.14  ns 

f readmission with new violent offence 
N = 90,

0.658 ns 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence 0.375* 1 

0.8  ns 93 1 Likelihood o
Completions   X = 128 04, 8.2 N = 1 X = 1198.9 
Difference between time at risk in community 
Likelihood of any readmission 

T-statistic = -0.98  ns 

0.459 ns 1 
rop-Outs N = 19, 

0.765 ns 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.624* 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
D X = 1390.5 N = 104, X  = 1198.9 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.32  ns 

ikelihood of any readmission 1.081 ns 1 
ikelihood of readmission with new offence  1.017 ns 1 
ikelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0 ns 1 

L
L
L
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
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  Effectiveness Indicator (Non-Aboriginal) 
Program: ABC Intent to Treat Comparison 
Institutional Outcomes N = 242 N = 238 

-0.054 ns -0.027 ns Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 
-1.331 ns -1.015 ns Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  

Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio) 2.266** 1 
Community Outcomes: Sample Size (N),  Mean time at risk ( X ) N = 186, X = 1589.2 N = 120, X = 1357.3 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -2.89*** 

0.893 ns 1 Likelihood of any readmission 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.565** 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.467* 1 
Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria met N = 75, X = 1886.5 N = 44, X = 1568 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -2.36** 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.607** 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence 0.364*** 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.360* 1 
Completions  N = 176, X = 1627.8 N = 120, X = 1357.3 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -3.34*** 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.848 ns 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.506*** 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.425* 1 
Drop-Outs N = 10, X = 910.9 N = 120, X = 1357.3 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 2.19** 
Likelihood of any readmission 1.909* 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  2.057 ns 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1. s 1 967 n
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
 
Effectiveness Indicator (Aboriginal)   
Program: ABC Intent to Treat Comparison 
Institutional Outcomes N = 168 N = 74 

-0.091 ns Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -0.133* 
-0.486 ns -0.391 ns Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  
2.785 ns Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio) 1 

Community Outcomes: Sample Size (N), Mean time at risk ( X ) N = 129, X = 1757.5 N = 40, X = 1439.1 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -2.47** 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.639** 1 

0.714 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.431* 1 
Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria met N = 29, X  = 1318.6 N = 93, X = 1753.1 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -2.95*** 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.506*** 1 

0.543 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.171*** 1 
Completions  N = 118, X = 1797.6 N = 40, X = 1439.1 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -2.75*** 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.653** 1 

0.729 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 
0.468 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1 

Drop-Outs N = 40, X = 1439.1 N = 11, X = 1327.8 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.52  ns 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.408* 1 

0.690 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 
0 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1 

Note: Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
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  Effectiveness Indicator (Non-Aboriginal) 
Program: ISOYW Intent to Treat Comparison 
Institutional Outcomes N = 24 N = 14 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 0  

-  
.0098 ns -0.054 ns 
0.273 nsChange in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  -2.115* 
0.873 ns 1 Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio) 

Community Outcomes: Sample Size (N),  Mean time at risk ( X ) N = 17, X = 1204.6 N = 10, X = 1617.7 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 1.66  ns 

0.827 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
0.470 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria met N = 4, X  = 1826.5 N = 6, X  = 1172 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 1.17  ns 

7.972 ns 1 Likelihood of any readmission 
0 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence 1 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- -- 
Completions    
Likelihood of any readmission 

new offence  
-- -- 

fence 
Likelihood of readmission with -- -- 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent of -- -- 
Drop-Outs   
Likelihood o
Likelihood o

f any readmission -- 
 

-- 
f readmission with new offence  

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
-- -- 
-- -- 

Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
 
Effectiveness Indicator (Aboriginal)   
Program: ISOYW Intent to Treat Comparison 

N = 431 N = 289 Institutional Outcomes 
Change in yearly rate of violent instituti -0.002 ns -

-0.316* 
0.012 ns 

-0.095 ns 
onal incidents (mean) 

 non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  Change in yearly rate of
Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio) 2.372*** 1 
Community Outcomes: Sample Size (N),  Mean time at risk ( X ) N = 267, X = 1237.1 N = 147, X = 1291.4 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.90  ns 

 

erral criteria met N = 15

Likelihood of any readmission 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

0.
0.89 ns. 

809* 1 
3 1

0.795 ns 1 Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
Community outcomes where approximated ref 9, X  = 1239.8 N = 78, X 8  = 1319.
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.93  ns 

N = 24

0.779 ns Likelihood of any readmission 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence 

1 
0.84 ns 7 1 
0.785 ns 1 Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 

Completions  9, X = 1262.2 N = 147, = 1291.4 X
Difference between time at risk in community 

 readmission 
T-statistic = 0.47  ns 

 

N = 1

Likelihood of any
Likelihood of r

0.764** 1 
0.8 ns 40 eadmission with new offence  

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
1

0.773 ns 1 
Drop-Outs 8, X  = 890.17 N = 147, X  = 1291.4 
Difference between time at risk in community 
Likelihood of any readmission 

T-statistic = 4.86*** 

ns

1.833** 1 
1.9  ns 31Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
1 

1.217  1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p
 

 < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
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  Effectiveness Indicator (Non-Aboriginal) 
Program: HIFVPP Intent to Treat Comparison 
Institutional Outcomes N = 487 N = 476 

0.062 ns Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 0.190** 
0.217 ns Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  0.414** 

Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio) 3.310*** 1 
Community Outcomes: Sample Size (N), Mean time at risk ( X ) N = 294, X = 1230.7 N = 151, X = 1400.5 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 2.64*** 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.726** 

N

1 
0.793 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 
1.669 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1 

Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria met  = 115, X  = 772.33 N = 43, X  = 802.23 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.56  ns 

0.8 ns 1 Likelihood of any readmission 14 
0.679 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence 1 
0.539 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1 

Completions  N N = 264, X = 1249.6 = 151, X = 1400.5 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 2.28** 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.716** 

N

1 
0.769 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 
1.786 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1 

Drop-Outs N  = 30, X  = 1063.9 = 151, X  = 1400.5 
Difference between time at risk in community T- * 

 1 

statistic = 2.60*
0.793 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
0.762 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 

0 nsLikelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
 

  Effectiveness Indicator (Aboriginal) 
Program: HIFVPP Intent to Treat Comparison 
Institutional Outcomes N = 148 N = 107 

-0.003 ns 
-0.012 ns 

0.050 ns 
0.140 ns 

Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 
Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  

isk (
1.187 ns 1 Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio) 

Community Outcomes: Sample Size (N), Mean time at r X ) N = 108, X = 1210.1 N = 43, X = 1384.4 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 1.78*** 

 
0.977 ns 1 

new violent offence 
erral criteria met N = 4

0.8 ns 15 Likelihood of any readmission 1
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

0.740 ns Likelihood of readmission with 1 
Community outcomes where approximated ref 0, X  = 817.35 N = 16, X 56  = 789.
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.30 ns 

2.812 ns 1 
fence 

N = 9

0.8  ns 26Likelihood of any readmission 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence 

new violent of 3.757 ns Likelihood of readmission with 1 
Completions  9, X = 1203.4 N = 43, X = 1384.4 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 1.82* 

 readmission  

fence 
N = 

0.7 ns 
0.796 ns 1 

39 Likelihood of any 1
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

new violent of 0.545 ns 1 Likelihood of readmission with 
Drop-Outs 9, X  = 1283.2 N = 43, X 4  = 1384.
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.46  ns 

f any readmission  

fence 

1.0  ns 
1.090 ns 1 

58Likelihood o 1
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

new violent of 7.010 ns 1 Likelihood of readmission with 
Note: Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
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iveness Indicator (Non-Aboriginal)   Effect
Program: MIFVPP Intent to Treat Comparison 

N = 758 N = 911 Institutional Outcomes 
0.04 ns -0.004 ns Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 

non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  0.125 ns Change in yearly rate of 0.254* 
Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio) 
Commun

1.70*** 1 
ity Outcomes: Sample Size (N), Mean time at risk ( X ) N = 450,  X = 1108.2 N = 530, X = 1207.8 

Difference between time at risk in community 
Likelihoo

T-statistic = 3.05*** 

rral criteria met N = 42,

d of any readmission 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

0.745*** 
0.637*** 

1 
1 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.426** 1 
Community outcomes where approximated refe  X  = 92 9, 2.52 N = 4 X 43  = 870.
Difference between time at risk in community 
Likelihood of any readmission 

T-statistic = -0.72  ns 

N = 166, 

0.642* 1 
0.555 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence 1 
0.6  ns 15Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1 

Completions  X = 82 52, 1.77 N = 1 = 826.36 X
Difference between time at risk in community 
Likelihood of any readmission 

T-statistic = 0.13  ns 
0.

* 
eadmission with new violent offence 3

N = 49,

707** 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.582* 1 

0.4 2 ns Likelihood of r 1 
Drop-Outs  X  = 10 30, 21.1 N = 5 X  = 1207.8 
Difference between time at risk in community 
Likelihood of any readmission 

T-statistic = 3.12*** 

f readmission with new violent offence 

0.777 ns 1 
0.677 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 
0.3  ns 13Likelihood o 1 

Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

  
 
Effectiveness Indicator (Aboriginal) 
Program: MIFVPP Inten reat Com ison 

N = 234 N = 272 
t to T par

Institutional Outcomes 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 0.074 ns 0.010 ns 

nal incidents (mean)  0.385 ns -0.507** 
Odds ratio) 

Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutio
1.012 ns Likelihood of discretionary release ( 1 

Community Outcomes: Sample Size (N), Mean time at risk ( X ) N = 150, X = 1101.5 N = 150, X = 1150.9 
Difference between time at risk in community 
Likeliho

T-statistic = 0.87  ns 

al criteria met N =

0.868 ns 1 od of any readmission 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  
Likelihoo

0.962 ns 1 
1.153 ns 1 

 22, 
d of readmission with new violent offence 

Community outcomes where approximated referr 12 N = 21, XX  = 8  = 929.45 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.1

ns

N = 13

6  ns 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.560  1 

1.052 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent of

1 
0.820 ns fence 

Completions  
1 

6, X = 1100.8 N = 150, = 1150.9 X
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.86

ns
new offence  

ffence 
N = 1

  ns 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.820  1 

0.978 ns 1 Likelihood of readmission with 
1.248 ns 1 Likelihood of readmission with new violent o

Drop-Outs 4, X  = 1108.3 N = 150, X  = 1150.9 
Difference between time at risk in community tistic = 0.29

1.618 ns 1 
new offence  

fence 

T-sta   ns 
Likelihood of any readmission 

0.934 ns Likelihood of readmission with 1 
0 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent of 1 

Note: Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
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iveness Indicator (Aboriginal)   Effect
Program: HI-NAFVPP Intent to Treat Comparison 

mes N = 60 N = 19 Institutional Outco
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -0.072 ns -0.239 ns 

early rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  -0.115 ns -0.356 ns 
ds ratio) <0.001 ns 1 

 Size (N), Mean time at risk (

Change in y
Likelihood of discretionary release (Od
Community Outcomes: Sample X ) N N = 15, X = 770.2  = 1, X = 792 
Difference between time at risk in community 
Likelihood of any readmission 
Likeliho

T-statistic = 0.07  ns 

0.664 ns 1 

al criteria met N = 

-- 1 
od of readmission with new offence  

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.903 ns 1 
Community outcomes where approximated referr 84 N = 1, 11, X  = 6  = 792 X
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.32

fence 
N = 1

  ns 
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 

0.918 ns 1 
0.920 ns 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent of 1 
Completions  4, X = 790.57 N = 1, = 792 X
Difference between time at risk in community 
Likelihood of any readmission 

T-statistic = 0.00  

fence 
N =

ns 
-- 1 

0.640 ns 1 
0.906 ns 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  
Likelihood of readmission with new violent of 1 
Drop-Outs  1, X  = 485 N = 1,  = 792 X
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -- 

2.3 ns Likelihood of any readmission 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

98 1 

fence 
2.398 ns 1 

-- Likelihood of readmission with new violent of 1 
Note: Hazard Ratios;  = not significant; *  < .10, **
 

ns p p < .05, ***p < .01 

  Effectiveness Indicator (Non-Aboriginal) 
Program: NSAP-High Intent rea mp

N N = 668 
 to T

 = 611 
t Co arison 

Institutional Outcomes 
Change in yearly rate of substance-related institution
(mean) 

al incidents 0.  0.093 ns 

ean)  0.940*** 0.207 ns 

 release (Odds ratio) 4.51 * 1 
s (ITT): Sample Size (N),  Mean time at risk (

076 ns

Change in yearly rate of non-substance-related institutional incidents 
(m

**Likelihood of discretionary
Community Outcome X ) N N == 221, X = 567.45  219, X = 846.1 
Difference between time at risk in community 
Likelihood of any readmission 
Likeliho

T-statistic = 9.0*** 

(ITT) N = 3

0.849 ns 
0.552*** 

1 
1 od of readmission with new offence  

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
Commun

0.368*** 1 
ity outcomes where approximated referral criteria met 6, X = 557.25 N = 26, X = 805.92 

Difference between time at risk in community 
Likelihood of any readmission 
Likelihood of readmission with new fence 

T-statistic = 3.27*** 
 

0.100 ns 1 
N = 1

1.3  ns 
0.744 ns 1 

69 1
of

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
Completions 81, X = 568.76 N = 219, X = 846.1 
Difference between time at risk in community 
Likelihood of any readmission 

T-statistic = 8.86*** 

eadmission with new offence  
0.250*** 1 

N = 4

0.761** 1 
Likelihood of r 0.530*** 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
Drop-Outs  0, X  = 561.5 N = 219, X = 846.1 
Difference between time at risk in community 
Likelihood of any readmission 

T-statistic = 7.48*** 

f readmission with new offence   
1.290 ns 1 

1.460* 1 
0.73 ns 0 Likelihood o 1

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p
 

 < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
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iveness Indicator (Aboriginal)   Effect
Program: NSAP-High Intent to Treat Comparison 

mes N = 147 N = 195 Institutional Outco
Change in yearly rate of substance-related institutional incidents 

ean) 0.172 ns -0.151 ns 

early rate of non-substance-related institutional incidents 
ean)  -0.153 ns 0.382 ns 

 7.151** 1 
 (N),  Mean ti (

(m
Change in y
(m
Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio)
Community Outcomes (ITT): Sample Size me at risk X ) N N  = 47, X = 542.6 = 61, X = 727.4 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 4.1

0.631* 1 
new offence  

fence 
iteria met (ITT) N = 

3*** 
Likelihood of any readmission 

0.609 ns Likelihood of readmission with 1 
0.181 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent of 1 

Community outcomes where approximated referral cr 6, X = 517.5 N = 5, X = 675.8 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 1.24  ns 

ikelihood of any readmission 0 ns 1 
0 ns 1 

nt offence 

L
Likelihood of readmission with new offence 
Likelihood of readmission with new viole -- -- 
Completions N = 61, X = 727.48 N = 37, X = 535.14 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 4.27*** 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.527** 1 

0.518 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 
0.196 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1 

Drop-Outs N = 10, X  = 570.2 N = 61, X = 727.48 
Difference between time at risk in co
Likelihood of any readmission 

mmunity T-statistic = 2.56** 

  
 

1.178 ns 1 
2.192 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence 1 

0  nsLikelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

  
 
Effectiveness Indicator (Non-Aboriginal) 
Program: NSAP-Moderate Int at Com ison 

N = 2,428 N = 1,079 
ent to Tre par

Institutional Outcomes 
y rate of substance-related institutional incidents 0.104*** -0.031 ns 

 of non-substance-related institutional incidents 

ary release (Odds ratio) 
k (

Change in yearl
(mean) 
Change in yearly rate 0.307*** -0.261 ns (mean)  
Likelihood of discretion 1.434*** 1 
Community Outcomes (ITT): Sample Size (N),  Mean time at ris X ) N = 1,004, X = 629.78 N = 536, X = 887.89 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 13.07*** 

543* 1 
roximated referral criteria met (ITT) N = 6

Likelihood of any readmission 0.819*** 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.7 *** 

0. * 
35 1 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
Community outcomes where app 27, X = 629.16 N = 286, = 894.91 X
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 13.60*** 

new offence 

N = 924, 

0.832** Likelihood of any readmission 1 
Likelihood of readmission with 0.723** 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.3 *** 30 1 
Completions X = 62 36, 6.37 N = 5 X = 887.89 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 13.21*** 

new violent offence 

Likelihood of any readmission 0.810*** 1 
0.714*** 1 Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

Likelihood of readmission with 0.481*** 1 
Drop-Outs N = 536, X = 887.89 N = 80, X  = 669.21 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 7.84*** 

0.891 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
0.953 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 
1.094 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1 

Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
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iveness Indicator (Aboriginal)   Effect
Program: NSAP-Moderate Intent to Treat Comparison 

mes N = 722 N = 362 Institutional Outco
Change in yearly rate of substance-related institutional incidents -0.015 ns 0.071 ns 

on-substance-related institutional incidents 
(mean) 
Change in yearly rate of n 0.161 ns -  0.457*(mean)  

1.368 ns Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio) 1 
) N = 2Community Outcomes (ITT): Sample Size (N), Mean time at risk ( X 36, X = 637.81 N = 148, X = 830.93 

Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 5.52*** 

0.692* 1 
new violent offence 0. s 1 

erral criteria met (ITT) N = 167, 

0.8  ns 47Likelihood of any readmission 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

593 nLikelihood of readmission with 
Community outcomes where approximated ref X = 632.86 N = 82, X = 826.21 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 4.67*** 

ns
0 1

0.417 ns 1 
N = 219, 

Likelihood of any readmission 0.943  1 
0.7 8 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
Completions X = 637.01 N = 148, = 830.93 X
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 5.52*** 

0.8 ns 1 
new offence  * 

eadmission with new violent offence 0
N = 17, 

Likelihood of any readmission 48 
Likelihood of readmission with 0.723 1 

0.7 1 ns Likelihood of r 1 
Drop-Outs  X  = 64 48, 8.12 N = 1 = 830.93 X
Difference between time at risk in community 
Likelihood of any readmission 

T-statistic = 3.36*** 
0.  

0. * 
new violent offence 

859 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  279 1 

0 nsLikelihood of readmission with  1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
 

  Effectiveness Indicator  
Program: AOSAP Intent  Com ison 

N = 173 N = 93 
 to Treat par

Institutional Outcomes 
Change in yearly rate of substance-related institutional incidents 0.030 ns 0.032 ns 

early rate of non-substance-related institutional incidents 0.375 ns 0.478 ns 

y release (Odds ratio) 2.21 ns 1 
where approximated referral criteria met: 

(mean) 
Change in y
(mean)  
Likelihood of discretionar
Community Outcomes 

N =N Sample Size (N), Mean time at risk ( X ) = 38 , X = 575.18  38, X = 722.5 

Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 2.99*** 

 
N = 31, 

Likelihood of any readmission 0.512** 1 
0.493 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 
0.3  ns 82Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1

Completions X = 53 38, .77 N =  5 X = 722.5 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 3.22*** 

new violent offence 

Likelihood of any readmission 0.510** 1 
0.532 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 
0.459 ns Likelihood of readmission with 1 

Drop-Outs N = 38, X =722.5 N = 7, X =670 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.50 ns 

0.786 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
0.554 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 

0 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1 
Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria met 

 High) N =26, X = 580.35 N =22, X = 724.45 (Moderate and
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 2.80*** 

0.553 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
0.746 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence 1 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
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dicator (Non-   Effectiveness In Aboriginal) 
Program: NSAP-Maintenance (Male) Int at ent to Tre Co n mpariso
Community Outcomes: Sample Size (N), Mean time at risk ( X ) N = 3,353, X = 1421.4 N = 1,886, X = 1330.6 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -4.07*** 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.781*** 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.731*** 

0. ns 1 
1 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 971 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

  
 
Effectiveness Indicator (Aboriginal) 
Program: NSAP-Maintenance (Male) Int at Com ison ent to Tre par
Community Outcomes: Sample Size (N), Mean time at risk ( X ) N = 742, X = 1453.3 N = 637, X = 1240.3 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -5.88*** 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.758*** 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.701*** 1 

0.780 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

  
 
Effectiveness Indicator  
Program: NSAP-Maintenance (Women) Int a m ison 

 time at risk (
ent to Tre t Co par

Community Outcomes: Sample Size (N), Mean X ) N = 271, X = 1053.2 N = 115, = 1088.1 X
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.62  ns 

f readmission with new offence  
Likelihood of any readmission 0.618*** 1 

0.7 ns 
0.502 ns 1 

79 Likelihood o 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

  
 
Effectiveness Indicator (Non-Aboriginal) 
Program: HI-SOP   

Intent to Treat Comparison 
mes N = 204 N = 201 

(Non-Child) (ALL) 
Institutional Outco
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional 

 of non-violent institutional incide
incidents (mean) 0.032 ns 0.044 ns 

nts (mean)  -0.019 ns 0.304 ns 
y release (Odds ratio) 

ample Size (N), Mean time at risk (

Change in yearly rate
3.661 ns Likelihood of discretionar 1 

Community Outcomes: S X ) N = 65, X  = 1755.3 N = 35, X = 1502.5 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.56  ns 

0.9
3 n  

ns
erral criteria met N = 29, 

0.752 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  31 ns 1 

0.59 s 
0.2  1 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1
Likelihood of new sex offence 89 
Community outcomes where approximated ref  1611.2 N = 10, X  = X  = 1430.1 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.63  ns 

0. ns
2  

ns
0.0  1 

N = 60, 

Likelihood of any readmission 449  1 
0.09 ns 
0.0  1 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence 
new violent offence 

1
Likelihood of readmission with 79 

79 nsLikelihood of new sex offence 
Completions  X = 1828.1 N = 35, X = 1502.5 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -2.02  ns 

 readmission  
new offence  ns

fence 0.6 ns 1 
0.2 ns 1 

N = 5, 

0.72 s 
0.9  1 

5 nLikelihood of any 1
Likelihood of readmission with 51 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent of 12 
Likelihood of new sex offence 99 
Drop-Outs X  = 882.4 N = 35 , X  = 1502.5 
Difference between time at risk in community 1.73* 

 1 
 1 

0  1 

T-statistic = 
0.9 ns Likelihood of any readmission 79 1 

0 nsLikelihood of readmission with new offence  
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
Likelihood of new sex offence 

0 ns
ns
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Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

tor (Non-Aboriginal)   Effectiveness Indica
  Program: HI-SOP 

(Non-Child) (Regional) Inte eat nt to Tr Co n mpariso
Institutional Outcomes N = 77  N = 48 

0.175 ns -0.042 ns 
0.01  ns 

Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 
l incidents (mean)  -0.446 ns 

-- 
Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutiona 9

1 Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio) 
 time at risk ( ) N = 24, Community Outcomes: Sample Size (N),  Mean X X = 1719.4 N = 2, = 987.5 X

Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.58  ns 
0 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  
new violent offence 

-- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with -- 

--
1 
1 Likelihood of new sex offence 

rral criteria met 
 

N = 16, Community outcomes where approximated refe X  = 1723.9 N = 1,  = 1260 X
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.63  ns 
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence 

 new violent offence 
-- 1 

Likelihood of readmission with
nce 

-- 
-- 

1 
1 Likelihood of new sex offe

Completions  N = 23, X = 1733.7 N = 2, = 987.5 X
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.58  ns 

0 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

 new violent offence 
-- 1 

Likelihood of readmission with
Likelihood of new sex offence 

-- 
-- 

1 
1 

Drop-Outs N = 1, X  = 1390 N = 2,  = 987.5 X
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.85 ns 

0 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

 new violent offence 
-- 1 

Likelihood of readmission with
Likelihood of new sex offence 

-- 
-- 

1 
1 

zard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 Note:  Ha
 

  Effectiveness Indicator (Non-Aboriginal) 
  Program: HI-SOP 

(Non-Child) (Local) Inte eat nt to Tr Co on mparis
Institutional Outcomes N = 127 N = 153 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 

l incidents (mean)  
-  0.054 ns 0.070 ns 

0.39  ns -0.034 ns 
3.758 ns 

Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutiona
Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio) 

3
1 

) N = 41, Community Outcomes: Sample Size (N),  Mean time at risk ( X X = 1776.3 N = 33 , = 1533.7 X
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.26  ns 

0.693 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
1.023 ns 1 
0.7 ns 1 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  
 new violent offence Likelihood of readmission with

Likelihood of new sex offence 
43 
07 0. ns 1 

N = 13, 
5

Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria met X  = 1472.5 N = 9,  = 1449 X
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.06  ns 

0.6 ns Likelihood of any readmission 36 1 
0.2 ns 1 

s
0. s 1 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence 
 new violent offence 

24 
Likelihood of readmission with
Likelihood of new sex offence 

0.224 n
224 n

 1 

Completions  N = 37, X = 1886.7 N = 33, = 1533.7 X
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.85* 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.  705 ns 1 

1.071 ns 1 
0.7 ns 1 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  
 new violent offence Likelihood of readmission with

Likelihood of new sex offence 
91 
33 0. ns5  1 

Drop-Outs N = 33, N = 4, X = 755.5  X  = 1533.7 
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Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 1.93* 
0. s 1 

 1 

490 nLikelihood of any readmission 
0 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 
0 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1 
0 nsLikelihood of new sex offence 

Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
 

  Effectiveness Indicator (Non-Aboriginal) 
  Program: HI-SOP 

(Child) (ALL) Intent to Treat Comparison 
Institutional Outcomes N = 249 N = 165 

-0.027 ns Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -0.098** 
0.038 ns Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  -0.336*** 

44.642 ns 1 Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio) 
) N = 76, Community Outcomes: Sample Size (N),  Mean time at risk ( X X N = 19, = 1612.8 = 1502.7 X

Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.56  ns 
0.461 ns 1 Likelihood of any readmission 
0.3 ns 1 

ns
0.5 ns 1 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  62 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.261  1 
Likelihood of new sex offence 01 
Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria met N = 6, X = 1755.8 N = 43,  = 1499.8  X
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.82  ns 

0.476 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
0.3 ns 1 

ns
Likelihood of readmission with new offence 60 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.154  1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Completions  N = 75, X N = 19, = 1623.8 = 1502.7 X
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.61  ns 

0.465 ns 1 Likelihood of any readmission 
0.3 ns 1 
0.2
0.5 ns 1 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  64 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 62 ns 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence 03 
Drop-Outs  = 787 N = 19, XN = 1, X  = 1502.7 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.85 ns 

 1 
0.1 ns 1 

new violent offence 0.1 ns 1 
0.980 ns 1 

0 nsLikelihood of any readmission 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  89 
Likelihood of readmission with 89 
Likelihood of new sex offence 

zard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 Note:  Ha
 

tor (Non-Aboriginal)   Effectiveness Indica
  

Inte eat Co n 
Program: HI-SOP 
(Child) (Regional) nt to Tr mpariso
Institutional Outcomes N = 93 N = 48  

0.013 ns Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -0.15** 
Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incidents (m 0  

-- 1 
ean)  -0.364*** .662 ns

Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio) 
 time at risk (

 
Community Outcomes: Sample Size (N),  Mean X -,) N = - X -,N= --  = - = -- X
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria met N = -N = --, X  = -- -, X  = -- 
Likelihood of any readmission - 1 

new offence 
ffence 

N 

- 
Likelihood of readmission with -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent o -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Completions  - N = -X = - -, = -- = --, X
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 

-- 1 
fence 

N 

 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

new violent ofLikelihood of readmission with -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Drop-Outs -- N = --, = --, X  =  = -- X
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 

-- 1 
-- 1 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
Likelihood of new sex offence 

 296 



 

Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

iveness Indicator (Non-Aboriginal)   

 
 
 
 
 
Effect
Program: HI-SOP   

Intent to Treat Comparison 
N = 155 N = 117 

(Child) (Local) 
es Institutional Outcom

-0.052 ns -0.076 ns 
-

Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 
non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  0.218 ns Change in yearly rate of -0.312* 

38.730 ns 1 Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio) 
Community Outcomes: Sample Size (N),  Mean time at risk ( X ) N = 56, X = 1640.1 N = 19 , X = 1502.7 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.66  ns 

6
333 

0.3 ns 1 
0.6 ns 1 

iteria met N = 26, 

0.4 9 ns 
0. ns 1 

Likelihood of any readmission 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

 new violent offence Likelihood of readmission with 33 
Likelihood of new sex offence 43 
Community outcomes where approximated referral cr  1466.8 N = 6, X  = X  1755.8  =
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.84  ns 

 n  
n

ffence 0.4 ns 1 

N = 55,

0.426 s 
0.4 s 

Likelihood of any readmission 
new offence 

1
Likelihood of readmission with 68 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent o 68 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Completions   X = 1655.6 N = 19, X = 1502.7 
Difference between time at risk in community tistic = -0.73  

7 1
0.3 ns 1 

fence 0.3 ns 1 
0.6

N = 1, 

T-sta
0.4 4 ns 

ns 
 Likelihood of any readmission 

 new offence  Likelihood of readmission with 35 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent of 35 
Likelihood of new sex offence 47 ns 1 
Drop-Outs N = 19, X  = 787 X  = 1502.7 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.85  ns 

 1 
0.1 ns 1 
0.1 ns 1 
0.9 ns 1 

Likelihood of any readmission 0 ns
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  89 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 89 
Likelihood of new sex offence 80 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
 

  Effectiveness Indicator (Aboriginal) 
  Program: HI-SOP 

 (Non-Child) (ALL) Intent to Treat 
N 

Comparison 
Institutional Outcomes N = 73 = 126 

-0.056 ns 0.003 ns Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 
Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  -0.571* 

2.1  ns 
0.298 ns 

Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio) 79 1 
Community Outcomes: Sample Size (N),  Mean time at risk ( X N = 5) 8, X = 1650.6 N = 15, X = 1551.6 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.47 ns 

0.2 ** 
0.
0.069** 

N = 3

Likelihood of any readmission 12* 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

 new violent offence 
209** 1 

Likelihood of readmission with
Likelihood of new sex offence 

1 
1 -- 

Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria met 1, X  1625.9 N = 6, X  139 =  = 6.8 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.67  ns 

0.5

new violent offence 
nce 

N = 57, 

Likelihood of any readmission 
 new offence 

64 ns 1 
Likelihood of readmission with
Likelihood of readmission with 

-- 
-- 

1 
1 

0 ns 1 Likelihood of new sex offe
Completions  X = 1664.9 N = 15, X = 1551.6 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.54  ns 

0.2
new offence  * 

f readmission with new violent offence 1*

N = 1, 

Likelihood of any readmission 
Likelihood of readmission with 

25*
219

** 1 
1 0.

0.07 * Likelihood o 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Drop-Outs  = 834 N = 15, X 6  = 1551.X
Difference between time at risk 
Likelihood of any readmission 

in community T-statistic = 0.94  ns 
0 s 1 n
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0 ns 1 Likelihood of readmission with new offence  
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0 ns 1 

ikelihood of new sex offence -- 1 L
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

iveness Indicator (Aboriginal)   
 
Effect
P
(No

rogram: HI-SOP   
Intent to Treat Comparison 

N = 74 N = 21 
n-Child) (Regional) 

Institutional Outcomes 
-0.065 ns 
-0.097*** 

-0.005 ns 
-0.411 ns 

Change in yearly
Change in yearly 

 rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 
nstitutional incidents (mean)  rate of non-violent i

Likelihood of discretion 0.605 ns 1 ary release (Odds ratio) 
Community Outcomes: Sample Size (N),  Mean time at risk ( X ) N = 34, X = 1605.4 N = 3, X = 2068 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.99  ns 

276* 
-- 1 

iteria met N = 23, 

Likelihood of any readmission 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

0.
 

1 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 
-- 

1 
1 Likelihood of new sex offence 

Community outcomes where approximated referral cr X  = 1510.7 N = 1, X  = 2347 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 1.05  ns 

fence 

N = 34, 

Likelihood of any readmission 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence 

0.259  1 
--

ns
 

-- 
1 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent of
Likelihood of new sex offence 

1 
-- 1 

Completions  X = 1605.4 N = 3, X = 2068 
Difference bet
Likelihood of any

ween time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.99  ns 
*

N

 readmission 
Likelihood of readmission with 

0.27  6
-- 

1 
new offence  

Likelihood of readmission with new violent of
1 

fence 
Likelihood of new sex offence 

-- 1 
-- 1 

Drop-Outs N = --, X  = --  = --,  = -- X
Likelihood of any readmission 
Likelihood of readmission with 

-- 
-- 

1 
new offence  

Likelihood of readmission with new violent of
1 

fence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
 

  Effectiveness Indicator (Aboriginal) 
  Program: HI-SOP 

(Non-Child) (Local) Intent to Treat 
N = 51 

Comparison 
N = 52 Institutional Outcomes 

Change in yearly rate of -0.044 ns 0.008 ns violent institutional incidents (mean) 
Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  0.049 ns 0.585 ns 

5.392 ns Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio) 1 
Community Outcomes: Sample Size (N),  Mean time at risk ( X  N = 2) 4, X = 1714.5  = 12, N X = 1422.5 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.21

0.

roximated referral criteria met N = 8

  ns 
Likelihood of any readmission 205*** 

0.168* 
1 
1 Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

Likelihood of readmission with new violent of 0.163 ns fence 
Likelihood of new sex offence 

1 
-- 1 

Community outcomes where app , X  = 1957.4 N = 5, X  1206.8  =
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic 

new offence 
ffence 

N = 2

* = -2.03
0.364 ns 1 
1.000 ns 

Likelihood of any readmission 
Likelihood of readmission with 1 

1.000 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent o 1 
1.000 ns Likelihood of new sex offence 1 

Completions  3, X = 1752.8 N = 12, X = 1422.5 
Difference between time at risk in community tistic = -1.38

0.232*** 1 
new offence  

fence 

N =

T-sta   ns 
Likelihood of any readmission 
Likelihood of readmission with 0.186* 1 

0.184 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent of 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Drop-Outs  1, X  = 834 N = 12, X  = 1422.5 
Difference between time at risk in community tistic = 0.77

0 ns 1 
new offence  

T-sta   ns 
Likelihood of any readmission 

0 ns Likelihood of readmission with 1 
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0 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
 
 
 

iveness Indicator (Aboriginal)   Effect
Program: HI-SOP   

Intent to Treat Comparison 
N = 92  N = 40 

(Child) (ALL) 
Institutional Outcomes 

-0.006 ns -0.213 ns Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 
non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  0.063 ns -0.011 ns Change in yearly rate of 

Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio) -- 1 
Community Outcomes: Sample Size (N),  Mean time at risk ( X ) N = 29, X = 1763.1 N 0 = 3,v= 175
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.03  ns 

-- 1 
-- 1 

new violent offence 

iteria met 

Likelihood of any readmission 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  
Likelihood of readmission with -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Community outcomes where approximated referral cr NN = , X  =  = , X  = 
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence - 1 

-- 1 

N = 2

- 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Completions  9, X = 1763.1 N = 3, = 1750 X
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.03  ns 

eadmission with new offence  -- 1 
-- 1 

Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of r
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Drop-Outs NN = , X  =  = , X  = 
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

f readmission with new violent offence 1 
-- 1 

-- 1 
Likelihood o -- 
Likelihood of new sex offence 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

  
 
Effectiveness Indicator (Aboriginal) 
Program: HI-SOP   

Intent to Treat Comparison 
mes N = 59  N = 16 

(Child) (Regional) 
Institutional Outco
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -0.022 ns -0.395 ns 

of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  0.011 ns 0.996 ns 
y release (Odds ratio) 

Change in yearly rate 
Likelihood of discretionar -- 1 

) N NCommunity Outcomes: Sample Size (N),  Mean time at risk ( X  = X =  = X = 
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 

-- 1 
rral criteria met N = 

-- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence  
Community outcomes where approximated refe X N =  = X  = 
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Completions  N =N = X = = X
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 

N = 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  
Likelihood of readmission with new violent o

-- 1 
ffence 

Likelihood of new sex offence 
-- 1 
-- 1 

Drop-Outs  = N =  = X X
Likelihood of any readmission  1 

 1 
new violent offence 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  
Likelihood of readmission with  1 
Likelihood of new sex offence  1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
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Effectiveness Indicator (Aboriginal)   
Program: HI-SOP   

 (Local) Intent to Treat Comparison 
N = 33  N = 24 

(Child)
Institutional Outcomes 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 0.021* -0.092 ns 

of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  
ary release (Odds ratio) 

0.155 ns -0.682 ns Change in yearly rate 
Likelihood of discretion -- 1 

) N = 12, Community Outcomes: Sample Size (N),  Mean time at risk ( X X = 1843.5 N = 3, X = 1750 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.19  ns 

ns 1

erral criteria met 

Likelihood of any readmission -- 
ns

1 
1Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

fence 
0  
0  

 
 Likelihood of readmission with new violent of

0 ns Likelihood of new sex offence 1 
Community outcomes where approximated ref NN = , X  =  = , X  = 
Likelihood of any readmission 

new offence 
-- 1 

Likelihood of readmission with -- 
-

1 
1 Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence - 

- Likelihood of new sex offence - 1 
Completions  N =N = , X = , X = 
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 

0 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  
new violent offence 

1 
0 ns 

ns
Likelihood of readmission with 

nce 
1 

Likelihood of new sex offe 0  1 
N = ,Drop-Outs  X  N = , =  = X

Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

  
 

boriginal) Effectiveness Indicator (non-A
  

Inten reat Com ison 
N   N = 295 

Program: MI-SOP 
(Non-Child) (All) t to T par
Institutional Outcomes = 500
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 

early rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  
-0  -0.016 ns 
0.116 ns 0.002 ns 

 5.763*** 1 
isk (

.012 ns
Change in y
Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio)

 Sample Size (N),  Mean time at rCommunity Outcome: X ) N = 327, X = 1733.6 N = 128 , X = 1831 
Difference between time at risk in community statistic = 1.16  ns 

ission 

e

T-
Likelihood of any readm 0.721* 1 

0.559 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 
0.457 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1 
0.298 ns Likelihood of new sex offence 1 

Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria m t N = 41, N = 93, X = 1759.2   = 1709 X
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.33  ns 

0.710 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
0.365 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence 1 
0.201 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1 
0.201 ns Likelihood of new sex offence 1 

Completions  N = 128, X = 1831 N = 316, X = 1729.6 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 1.21  ns 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.713* 1 

0.568 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 
0.465 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1 
0.303 ns Likelihood of new sex offence 1 

Drop-Outs N = 11, X = 1848.6   N = 128,  = 1831 X
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.07  ns 

0.822 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
0 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 
0 ns 
0 ns 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
Likelihood of new sex offence 

1 
1 
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Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

  

 
 
 
 
 

boriginal) Effectiveness Indicator (non-A
Program: MI-SOP   

n-Child) (National) (no Intent to Treat Comparison 
mes N = 232 N = 163 Institutional Outco

Change in yearly rate of violent institutional 
Change in yearly rate of non-violent instituti

incidents (mean) -0.002 ns -0.026 ns 
onal incidents (mean)  0.187 ns 0.341 ns 

onary release (Odds ratio) 
ample Size (N),  Mean time at risk (

Likelihood of discreti 5.072*** 1 
Community Outcomes: S X ) N = 139, X = 1570.1  N = 54, X = 1570.7 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0  ns 

 ns 1
rral criteria met N = 4

Likelihood of any readmission 0.549** 1 
0.444 ns 
0.134 ns 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offen

1 
1 ce 

Likelihood of new sex offence 0   
Community outcomes where approximated refe 6, X  = 162  8.5  N = 23, X  = 1476.3 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.71  ns 

-- 1 
N = 1

0.637 ns Likelihood of any readmission 
 new offence 

1 
0.365 ns 

-- 
Likelihood of readmission with
Likelihood of readmission with 

1 
1 new violent offence 

Likelihood of new sex offence 
Completions  32, X = 1550.7 N = 54, X = 1570.7 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.16  ns 

new violent offence 
 ns 1

N = 7

Likelihood of any readmission 
 new offence  

0.538** 1 
0.456 ns 
0.137 ns 

Likelihood of readmission with
eadmission with 

1 
1 Likelihood of r

Likelihood of new sex offence 0   
Drop-Outs , X  = 193 54, 6.3 N = X  = 1570.7 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.10  ns 

new violent offence 
0 1

0.753 ns Likelihood of any readmission 
 new offence  

1 
0 ns 
0 ns 

Likelihood of readmission with
Likelihood of readmission with 

1 
1 

ns Likelihood of new sex offence  
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

  
 
Effectiveness Indicator (non-Aboriginal) 

  
Intent t Com ison 

N = 21  N = 25 

Program: MI-SOP 
(non-Child) (Regional)  to Trea par
Institutional Outcomes 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (
Change in yearly rate of non-violent instituti

mean) 0.122 ns -0.027 ns 
onal incidents (mean)  0.430 ns -0.78 ns 

onary release (Odds ratio) 
mple Size (N), Mean time at risk (

1.675 ns 1 Likelihood of discreti
Community Outcome: Sa X ) N = 10, X = 2170.6 N = 10, X = 2263 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.38  ns 

ce 
- 1 

erral criteria met N = 5, 

1.653 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

ion with new violent offen
-- 
-- 

1 
1 Likelihood of readmiss

Likelihood of new sex offence 
Community outcomes where approxim ted

- 
a  ref X  = 220  4, 0.4  N = X  = 2265 

Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.20  ns 
Likelihood of any readmission 1.

N

693 ns 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence 

 new violent offence 
-- 1 

Likelihood of readmission with
Likelihood of new sex offence 

-- 
-- 

1 
1 

Completions   = 10, X , = 2170.6 N = 10 X = 2263 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.38  ns 
Likelihood of any readmission 1.653 ns 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

 new violent offence 
-- 1 

Likelihood of readmission with
Likelihood of new sex offence 

-- 
-- 

1 
1 

Drop-Outs N = --, X  = -- N -, X  = --  = -
Difference between time at risk 
Likelihood of any readmission 

in community T-statistic = -- 
-- 1 
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Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

  

 
 
Effectiveness Indicator (non-Aboriginal) 

  
Intent t Com ison 

N = 247  N = 107 

Program: MI-SOP 
(non-Child) (Local)  to Trea par
Institutional Outcomes 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -0.033** 0.003 ns 

onal incidents (mean)  0.021 ns -0.331 ns 
tio) 6.529*** 1 

omes: Sample Size (N),  Mean time at risk 

Change in yearly rate of non-violent instituti
onary release (Odds raLikelihood of discreti

Community Outc ( X ) N = 178, X = 1836.6 N = 64, X = 1983.2 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 1.22  ns 

ce 
41 1

et N = 42,

0.831 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
0.610 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 
0.722 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent offen 1 
0.4  ns Likelihood of new sex offence 

rral criteria m
 

Community outcomes where approximated refe  X  = 18 449.9 N = 1 , X  = 1932.4 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.35  ns 

0.3  1 
new violent offence 0.1  1 

4 1
N = 174,

0.895 ns 1 Likelihood of any readmission 
33 nsLikelihood of readmission with new offence 
48 nsLikelihood of readmission with 

0.1 8 ns Likelihood of new sex offence  
Completions   X = 18 6439.9 N = , X = 1983.2 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 1.19  ns 

0.6  1 
new violent offence 0.7  1 

nce 44 1
N = 4,

0.834 ns 1 Likelihood of any readmission 
15 nsLikelihood of readmission with new offence  
26 nsLikelihood of readmission with 

0.4  ns Likelihood of new sex offe  
Drop-Outs  X  = 169 645.3  N = , X  = 1983.2 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.72  ns 

 1 
new violent offence  1 

f new sex offence 0 1

0.416 ns 1 Likelihood of any readmission 
0 nsLikelihood of readmission with new offence  
0 nsLikelihood of readmission with 

ns Likelihood o  
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

  
 
Effectiveness Indicator (non-Aboriginal) 

  
Intent t Com ison 

N = 706 N = 227 

Program: MI-SOP 
(Child) (All) to Trea par
Institutional Outcomes 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 0.002 ns -0.034* 

nts (mean)  0.045 ns 0.056 ns 
ds ratio) 11.222*** 1 

s: Sample Size (N),  Mean time at risk (

Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incide
ionary release (OdLikelihood of discret

eCommunity Outcom X ) N = 497, X = 1777.3  N = 76, X = 1815.9 
Difference between time at risk in c mmunity T-statistic = 0.39  ns 

ffence 0.747  1 
a  referral criteria met 

o
0.731 ns 1 Likelihood of any readmission 
0.640 ns 1 Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

ce 1.486 ns 
 ns

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offen 1 
Likelihood of new sex o
Community outcomes where approxim ted N = 31, N = 113,  = 1644  = 1707.3 X X
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.42  ns 

0.990 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
0.854 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence 1 
1.024 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1 
0.650 ns Likelihood of new sex offence 1 

Completions  N = 76, N = 481, = 1790.2 = 1815.9 X X
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.26  ns 

0.747 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
0.658 ns 
1.5  1 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 
43 nsLikelihood of readmission with new violent offence 

0.785 ns Likelihood of new sex offence 1 
Drop-Outs N = 76, N = 16,  = 1387.2  = 1815.9 X X
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 2.20** 
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0.339 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
0 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

  

 
 
Effectiveness Indicator (non-Aboriginal) 

  
Int at Com ison 

N = 315  N = 129 

Program: MI-SOP 
(Child) (National) ent to Tre par
Institutional Outcomes 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 0.009 ns -0.016 ns 

nts (mean)  -0.008 ns 0.195 ns 
atio) 10. *** 

mple Size (N),  Mean time at risk 

Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incide
onary release (Odds rLikelihood of discreti 695 1 

Community Outcomes: Sa ( X ) N = 225, X = 1716.3 N = 33, X = 1733.8 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.12  ns 

ce 

rral criteria met N = 56,

1.037 ns 1 Likelihood of any readmission 
1.665 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 
0.664 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent offen 1 
0.192 ns Likelihood of new sex offence 1 

Community outcomes where approximated refe  = 15 7, 29 N = 1 X X  = 1534.1 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.03  ns  

3. s 1 
new violent offence 0. s 1 

N = 217, 

1.975 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
379 nLikelihood of readmission with new offence 
703 nLikelihood of readmission with 

0.5  ns Likelihood of new sex offence 05 1 
Completions  X = 17 33, 26.7  N = X = 1733.8 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.05  ns 

1.7  1 
new violent offence 0.7  1 

nce 
N = 8,

1.094 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
45 nsLikelihood of readmission with new offence  
03 nsLikelihood of readmission with 

0.197 ns Likelihood of new sex offe 1 
Drop-Outs  X  = 143 3, 4.4 N = 3 X  = 1733.8 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 1.01  ns 

0 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 

f new sex offence - 1 
-- 1 

Likelihood o - 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

  
 
Effectiveness Indicator (non-Aboriginal) 

  
Intent t Com ison 

N = 21  N = 12 

Program: MI-SOP 
(Child) (Regional) to Trea par
Institutional Outcomes 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 0.010 ns -0.081 ns 

nts (mean)  0.651 ns -0.168 ns 
ds ratio) 

ime at risk (

Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incide
ionary release (OdLikelihood of discret -- 1 

Community Outcomes 
N = 4, X = 2490.Sample Size (N)/ Mean t X ) N = 8, X = 2087.8  5 

Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 1.16  ns 

-- 1 
erral criteria met N = 4, 

Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence 

roximated ref
 

Community outcomes where app N = 2, X  = 2255  X  2277.5  =
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.05  ns 

N = 7, 

Likelihood of any readmission 
new offence 

-- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with -- 

--
1 
1 Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence  

Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Completions  X = 2172.9 N = 4, X 5 = 2490.
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.91  ns 

violent offence 

N = 1, 

Likelihood of any readmission 
new offence  

-- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with 

eadmission with new 
-- 
--

1 
1 Likelihood of r  

Likelihood of new sex offence 
Drop-Outs 

-- 1 
X  = 1492  N = 4, X  = 2490.5 
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Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 2.02  ns 

f new sex offence - 

Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

new violent offence 
-- 1 

Likelihood of readmission with -- 1 
Likelihood o - 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

  
 
Effectiveness Indicator (non-Aboriginal) 

  
Intent t Com ison 

N = 370  N = 86 

Program: MI-SOP 
(Child) (Local) to Trea par
Institutional Outcomes 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -0.003 ns -0.054** 

nts (mean)  0.055 ns -0.122 ns 
ds ratio) 20. *** 

 Sample Size (N),  Mean time at risk 

Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incide
ionary release (OdLikelihood of discret 468 1 

Community Outcomes: ( X ) N = 264, X = 1819.8  N = 39, X = 1816.1 
Difference between time at risk in community = -0.03  ns 

et 

T-statistic 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.404** 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

ce 
0.199** 1 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offen -- 
--

1 
1 Likelihood of new sex offence 

rral criteria m
 

N = 53, Community outcomes where approximated refe X  = 1719.4 N = 12, X  = 1857.5 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.57  ns 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.261** 

0.113** 
1 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence 
new violent offence 

1 
Likelihood of readmission with -- 

-
1 
1Likelihood of new sex offence - 

N = 257,
 

Completions   X = 1833.5 N = 39, X = 1816.1 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.12 ns 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.404** 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

new violent offence 
0.202** 1 

Likelihood of readmission with 
nce 

-- 
--

1 
1 Likelihood of new sex offe  

N = 7, Drop-Outs X  = 1318.7 N = 39, X  = 1816.1 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 1.79* 

0.320 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
0 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

new violent offence 
1 

Likelihood of readmission with 
f new sex offence 

-- 
--

1 
1 Likelihood o  

Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

  
 
Effectiveness Indicator (Aboriginal) 

  
Intent t Com ison 

N = 172 N = 104 

Program: MI-SOP 
(Non-Child) (All)  to Trea par
Institutional Outcomes 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -0.021* 0.066 ns 

nts (mean)  0.592** -0.446 ns 
ds ratio) 1.  ns

 
ime at risk (

Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incide
ionary release (OdLikelihood of discret

utcomes
862  1 

Community O
Sample Size (N)/ Mean t X ) N = 101, X = 1764.2 N = 36, X = 1621.6 

Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.91  ns 

rral criteria met N = 5

0.793 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
0.667 ns 

496
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 

2.  ns 1 
0.897 ns 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
Likelihood of new sex offence 1 
Community outcomes where approximated refe 3, X  = 178  1.7 N = 15, X  = 1423.6 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.47  ns 

1.1  1 
1.3  1 

N = 94, 

12 nsLikelihood of any readmission 
 new offence 07 ns

-- 
Likelihood of readmission with
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
Likelihood of new sex offence 

1 
1.3  ns 87 1 

Completions  X = 1746.4 N = 36, X = 1621.6 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.78  ns 

0.7  1 
0.6  1 

violent offence 

N = 7, 

54 nsLikelihood of any readmission 
 new offence  13 nsLikelihood of readmission with

eadmission with new 2.  ns 1 
0.968 ns 

Likelihood of r
Likelihood of new sex offe

736
nce 

Drop-Outs 
1 

X  = 200 6, 2.3 N = 3 X  = 1621.6 
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Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.21  ns 

1.2  1 

f new sex offence 58 1

Likelihood of any readmission 1.4  1 46 ns
06 nsLikelihood of readmission with new offence  

new violent offence Likelihood of readmission with -- 1 
9. 3 ns Likelihood o  

Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

  
 
Effectiveness Indicator (Aboriginal) 

  
Intent t Com ison 

N N = 47 

Program: MI-SOP 
(Non-Child) (National)  to Trea

= 65 
par

Institutional Outcomes 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -0.01 ns -0.012 ns 

nts (mean)  0.757 ns -0.625* 
ds ratio) 1.  ns

s: Sample Size (N),  Mean time at risk 

Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incide
ionary release (OdLikelihood of discret 134  1 

) N = 37, X = 1591.8 N = 13, X = 1467Community Outcome ( X .2 
Difference between time at risk in community = -0.52  ns 

me

T-statistic 
1.019 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
0.552 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

ce 
1 

0 ns 
 n

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offen 1 
10 s 

N = 19, 
Likelihood of new sex offence 

rral criteria t 
 

Community outcomes where approximated refe X  = 1605.8 N = 5, X  = 1589.2 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 

1.8  1 

-0.04  ns 
Likelihood of any readmission 4.1  1 72 ns

69 nsLikelihood of readmission with new offence 
new violent offence Likelihood of readmission with -- 

-
1 
1 Likelihood of new sex offence - 

N = 33,Completions   X = 1554.5 N = 13, X = 1467.2 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.36  ns 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.7  1 

0.3  1 
 1 

70 ns
79 nsLikelihood of readmission with new offence  

new violent offence 0 ns
 ns

Likelihood of readmission with 
nce Likelihood of new sex offe 0  

N = 4, 
1 

Drop-Outs X  = 1899.8 N = 13, X  = 1467.2 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.91  ns 

2.757 ns 
2.4  1 

Likelihood of any readmission 1 
90 nsLikelihood of readmission with new offence  

new violent offence Likelihood of readmission with 
f new sex offence 

-- 
--

1 
1Likelihood o   

Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

  
 
Effectiveness Indicator (Aboriginal) 

  
Intent t Com ison 

N N

Program: MI-SOP 
(Non-Child) (Regional)  to Trea

= 3  
par
 = 6 Institutional Outcomes 

Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -0.388 ns 0.385 ns 
nts (mean)  1.362 ns -0.19 ns 

ds ratio) 
s: Sample Size (N),  Mean time at risk 

Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incide
ionary release (OdLikelihood of discret -- 1 

Community Outcome ( X ) N = 1, X = 2520 N = 2, X = 1412 
Difference between time at risk in community = -1.15  ns 

e N

T-statistic 
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

ce 
-- 1 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offen -- 
-

1 
Likelihood of new sex offence 

erral criteria m t 
-

 = 1, 
 1 

Community outcomes where approximated ref  = 2520 N = 1,  = 1967 X X
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -- 
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence 

 new violent offence 
-- 1 

Likelihood of readmission with -- 
-- 

1 
1 Likelihood of new sex offence 

Completions  = 2520  N = 2, N = 1, X X = 1412 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic ns 

 1 
= -1.15  

0 nsLikelihood of any readmission 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

 new violent offence 
-- 1 

Likelihood of readmission with
nce 

-- 
- 

1 
Likelihood of new sex offe -

N = --,
1 

Drop-Outs N = --,X X = --  = --  
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -- 
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Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

ginal)   
 
Effectiveness Indicator (Abori

  
Intent t Com ison 

N =  104 N

Program: MI-SOP 
(Non-Child) (Local)  to Trea par
Institutional Outcomes  = 51 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -0.018 ns 0.102 ns 

early rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  0.467* -0.311 ns 
ds ratio) 2.062 ns 1 

: Sample Size (N),  Mean time at risk 

Change in y
Likelihood of discretionary release (Od

) N = 63, = 1853.4 N = 21, Community Outcomes ( X X X = 1737.1 
Difference between time at risk in community statistic = -0.55  ns 

ission 

N

T-
0.714 ns Likelihood of any readm 1 
0.749 ns 1 Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria met N = 9,  = 33, X = 1860.6  X  1271.2  =
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.75* 

0.775 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence 1.2  1 

2. s 1 
2.4  1 

58 ns
89 nLikelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
88 nsLikelihood of new sex offence 

Completions  N = 21, N = 60, X X= 1839.1 = 1737.1 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.47  ns 

0.759 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
0.781 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 4.1  1 
6.3  1 

47 ns
75 nsLikelihood of new sex offence 

Drop-Outs N = 21, N = 3, X  = 2139 X = 1737.1   
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.87  ns  

0.357 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.5  1 69 ns
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

ginal)   
 
Effectiveness Indicator (Abori

  
Intent t Com ison 

N N

Program: MI-SOP 
(Child) (All) to Trea par
Institutional Outcomes = 123   = 52 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 

early rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  
-0.057* 0.034 ns 
0.072 ns 0.083 ns 

 3.907 ns 1 
isk (

Change in y
Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio)

s: Sample Size (N), Mean time at rCommunity Outcome X ) N = 77, X = 1858.3 N = 19, X = 1495.4 
Difference between time at risk in community statistic = -1.61  ns 

ission 

e

T-
1.292 ns 1 Likelihood of any readm

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria m t N = 5, N = 29, X  X  = 1867.5 = 1626.8 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.56  ns 
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Completions  N = 19, N = 74, X X= 1846.3 = 1495.4 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.54  ns 

1.260 ns 1 Likelihood of any readmission 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 

6
1 

Likelihood of new sex offence 1.  1 68 ns
Drop-Outs N = 19, N = 3, XX = 2154.7   = 1495.4 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 9.108  ns 
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5.252 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

ginal)   
 
Effectiveness Indicator (Abori

  
Intent t Com ison 

N 0 N

Program: MI-SOP 
(Child) (National) to Trea par
Institutional Outcomes = 4  = 22 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -0.094 ns -0.043 ns 

early rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  -0.867** -0.433 ns 
 23.510 ns 1 

s: Sample Size (N), Mean time at risk (

Change in y
Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio)
Community Outcome X ) N = 24, X = 1691.1 N = 6, X = 855.67 
Difference between time at risk in community statistic = -2.20** 

ission 

e

T-
0.338 ns 1 Likelihood of any readm

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 

0 ns Likelihood of new sex offence 1 
Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria m t N = 1, N = 8, X  X= 1910.3  = 388 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.60  ns 
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Completions  N = 6, N = 23, X X= 1685.5 = 855.67 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -2.14** 

0.356 ns 1 Likelihood of any readmission 
4. s 1 571 nLikelihood of readmission with new offence  

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Drop-Outs N = 6, N = 1, X X   = 1820 = 855.67 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.85  ns 

0 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
2.398 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

ginal)   
 
Effectiveness Indicator (Abori

  
Intent t Com ison 

N - N  

Program: MI-SOP 
(Child) (Regional) to Trea par
Institutional Outcomes = -  = 2
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 

early rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  
-- -- 
-- 2.855 ns 

  1 
an time at risk 

Change in y
Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio)

s: Sample Size (N),  MeCommunity Outcome ( X ) N = - = -- N = --, X -, X = --  
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -- 

ission 

e

Likelihood of any readm -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria m t N = --N = --, X , X = --  = -- 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -- 
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Completions  N = --,N = --, X X= -- = -- 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -- 
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Drop-Outs N = --N = --, X , X = --   = -- 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -- 
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Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

ginal)   
 
Effectiveness Indicator (Abori

  
Intent t Com ison 

N 2   N

Program: MI-SOP 
(Child) (Local) to Trea par
Institutional Outcomes = 8  = 28 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -0.04 ns 0.096 ns 

early rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  0.532** 0.291 ns 
 2.658 ns 1 

s: Sample Size (N), Mean time at risk 

Change in y
Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio)
Community Outcome ( X ) N = 53, X = 1934 N = 12, X = 1804 
Difference between time at risk in community statistic = -0.46  ns 

ission 
T-

2.530 ns 1 Likelihood of any readm
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria met N = 4, N = 21, X X   = 1851.2 = 1936.5 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.18  ns 

1.970 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
4.138 ns 1 Likelihood of readmission with new offence 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Completions  N = 12, N = 51, X X= 1918.8 = 1804 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.40  ns 

2.494 ns 1 Likelihood of any readmission 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence 2.1  1 92 ns
Drop-Outs N = 12, N = 2, X X = 2322  = 1804  
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.94  ns 

5.926 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

boriginal)   
 
Effectiveness Indicator (non-A

  
Int t Com ison 

N N

Program: LI-SOP 
(Non-Child) (All) ent to Trea par
Institutional Outcomes = 158  = 57 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 

early rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  
-0.031 ns 0.210 ns 
-0.143 ns -0.193 ns 

 3.467*** 1 
an time at risk 

Change in y
Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio)

s: Sample Size (N),  MeCommunity Outcome ( X ) N = 141, X = 2043.7 N = 35, X = 1666.4 
Difference between time at risk in community statistic = -2.37** 

ission 
0.

e

T-
0.592 ns 1 

1 ** 
Likelihood of any readm
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  36* 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.086* 1 

0.098 ns Likelihood of new sex offence 1 
Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria m t N = 11, N = 17, X  X= 2334.5   = 1543.6 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -2.54** 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.181** 1 

0 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence 1 
0 nsLikelihood of readmission with new violent offence  1 

Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Completions  N = 35, N = 139, X X= 2044.8 = 1666.4 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -2.36** 

0.598 ns 
0. * 

Likelihood of any readmission 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  139**

*
1 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.  
0.0  1 

086 1 
98 nsLikelihood of new sex offence 

Drop-Outs N = 35, N = 2, XX  1973.5  =  = 1666.4 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.55  ns 
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0 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
0 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

boriginal)   
 
Effectiveness Indicator (non-A

  
Intent t Com ison 

N 9  N

Program: LI-SOP 
(non-Child) (National)  to Trea par
Institutional Outcomes = 7  = 35 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -- 0.349 ns 

early rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  -0.007 ns 0.051 ns 
 4.108* 1 

s: Sample Size (N),  Mean time at risk 

Change in y
Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio)
Community Outcome ( X ) N = 59, X = 1327.8 N = 14, X = 1059.7 
Difference between time at risk in community statistic = -1.60  ns 

ission 
0.2  1 

e

T-
0.409 ns Likelihood of any readm 1 

37 nsLikelihood of readmission with new offence  
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria m t N = 7, N = 7, X = 1525.4  X = 1229.7  
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.07  ns 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.020** 1 

0 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Completions  N = 14, N = 59, X X= 1327.8 = 1059.7 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.60  ns 

0. s 1 
0. s 1 

409 nLikelihood of any readmission 
237 nLikelihood of readmission with new offence  

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Drop-Outs N = --,N = --, X X = --  = -- 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -- 
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

boriginal)   
 
Effectiveness Indicator (non-A

  
Intent t Com ison 

N 3 N   

Program: LI-SOP 
(non-Child) (Regional)  to Trea par
Institutional Outcomes = 3  = 2
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 

early rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  
-- -- 

0.207 ns -- 
 -- 1 

an time at risk 

Change in y
Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio)

s: Sample Size (N),  MeCommunity Outcome ( X ) N = 32, X = 2247.5 N = 2, X = 1458 
Difference between time at risk in community statistic = -1.54  ns 

ission 

e

T-
0.162 ns 1 Likelihood of any readm

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
2.025 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1 
2.025 ns Likelihood of new sex offence 1 

Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria m t N = --N = --, X , X = --  = -- 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -- 
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Completions  = 2245.4 N = 2, N = 31, X  1458 =X
Difference between time at risk in community T-

0.1  1 

2.3  1 
2.3  1 

statistic = -1.51 ns 
78 nsLikelihood of any readmission 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
53 nsLikelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
53 nsLikelihood of new sex offence 

Drop-Outs N = 2, N = 1, X X = 2313  = 1458 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -2.54 ns 
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Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

boriginal)   
 
Effectiveness Indicator (non-A

  
Intent t Com ison 

N 6  N

Program: LI-SOP 
(non-Child) (Local)  to Trea par
Institutional Outcomes = 4  = 20 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -0.107 ns -0.012 ns 

early rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  -0.627 ns -0.639* 
 2.835* 1 

s: Sample Size (N), Mean time at risk 

Change in y
Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio)
Community Outcome ( X ) N = 50, X = 2758.2 N = 19, X = 2135.3 
Difference between time at risk in community statistic = -4.31***

ission 
0.101** 

T-  
0.838 ns 1 Likelihood of any readm

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 
0 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1 
0 ns Likelihood of new sex offence 1 

Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria met N = 4, N = 9, X  X= 2889.8  = 2093 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -2.24** 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.159* 1 

0 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence 1 
0 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1 

Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Completions  N = 19, N = 49, X X= 2781.1 = 2135.3 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -4.58*** 

0.836 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.103** 

 1 
0  1 

1 
0 nsLikelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
 nsLikelihood of new sex offence 

Drop-Outs N = 19, N = 1, X X = 1634  = 2135.3 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.70  ns 

0.276 ns 1 Likelihood of any readmission 
0.094 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

boriginal)   
 
Effectiveness Indicator (non-A

  
Intent t Com ison 

N N

Program: LI-SOP 
(Child) (All) to Trea par
Institutional Outcomes = 403  = 57  
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 

early rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  
-- 0.082 ns 

0.051 ns 0.104 ns 
ds ratio) 8.142*** 1 

),  Mean time at risk 

Change in y
Likelihood of discretionary release (Od

s: Sample Size (NCommunity Outcome ( X ) N = 339, X = 1917.6 N = 45, X = 1660.6 
Difference between time at risk in community -1.86* 

ission 0

e

T-statistic = 
Likelihood of any readm .290*** 1 

0.309 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria m t N = 7, N = 29, X X   = 2064.4 = 1825.3 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.67 ns 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.052*** 1 

0 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Completions  N = 45, N = 335, X X= 1920 = 1660.6 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.87* 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.290*** 1 

0.310 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Drop-Outs N = 45, N = 4, X X = 1717  = 1660.6 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.12 ns 
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0 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

boriginal)   
 
Effectiveness Indicator (non-A

  
Intent t Com ison 

N =  215 N

Program: LI-SOP 
(Child) (National) to Trea par
Institutional Outcomes  = 29 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -- -- 

early rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  0.063 ns -0.099 ns 
ds ratio) 17.764*** 1 

s: Sample Size (N),  Mean time at risk 

Change in y
Likelihood of discretionary release (Od

) N = 147, X = 1237.6 N = 20, XCommunity Outcome ( X = 878.7 
Difference between time at risk in community statistic = -2.64***

ission 0
T-  

Likelihood of any readm .219*** 1 
0.334 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 
7.115 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1 

Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria met N = 4, N = 8, X  X= 1468.8  = 1126 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.82 ns 

0 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
0 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence 1 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Completions  N = 20, N = 147, X X= 1237.6 = 878.7 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -2.64*** 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.219*** 1 

0.334 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 7.1  1 15 ns
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Drop-Outs N = --N = --, X , X = --  = -- 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -- 
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Note: a Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

boriginal)   
 
Effectiveness Indicator (non-A

  
Intent t Com ison 

N N  

Program: LI-SOP 
(Child) (Regional) to Trea par
Institutional Outcomes = 128  = 4
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 

early rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  
-- -- 

-0.008 ns -- 
ds ratio) 19.449 ns 1 

),  Mean time at risk 

Change in y
Likelihood of discretionary release (Od

s: Sample Size (N ) N = 133, = 2252.5 N = 5, Community Outcome ( X X X = 1681 
Difference between time at risk in community -1.88* 

ission 
T-statistic = 

Likelihood of any readm -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria met N = --,N = --, X X = --  = --  
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -- 
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Completions  N = 130, X = 2268.6 N = 5, = 1681 X
Difference between time at risk in community T

N 

-statistic = -1.94* 
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Drop-Outs = 3, X   1553.= 7 N = 5,  = 1681 X
Difference between time at risk in community T- s statistic = 0.23 n
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Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

boriginal)   
 
Effectiveness Indicator (non-A

  
Intent t Com ison 

N 0 N

Program: LI-SOP 
(Child) (Local) to Trea par
Institutional Outcomes = 6  = 24 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -- 0.195 ns 

early rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  0.130 ns 0.367 ns 
ds ratio) 15.403*** 1 

s: Sample Size (N), Mean time at risk (

Change in y
Likelihood of discretionary release (Od
Community Outcome X ) N = 59, X = 2857.1 N = 20, X = 2437.5 
Difference between time at risk in community statistic = -3.54***

ission 

1.2  1 
e

T-  
Likelihood of any readm 0.317** 1 

0.475 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 
1.255 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1 

55 nsLikelihood of new sex offence 
Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria m t N = 3, N = 7, X  X= 2854.7  = 2757.7 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.35 ns 

6.045 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Completions  N = 20, N = 58, X X= 2868.3 = 2437.5 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -3.66*** 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.317** 1 

0.475 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 
1.255 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1 
1. s 1 255 nLikelihood of new sex offence 

Drop-Outs N = 20, N = 1, X X = 2207  = 2437.5 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.40 ns 
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

ginal)   
 
Effectiveness Indicator (Abori

  
Intent t Com ison 

N 8 N

Program: LI-SOP 
(Non-Child) (All)  to Trea par
Institutional Outcomes = 5  = 37 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 

early rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  
0.022 ns 0.036 ns 
0.213 ns -0.663 ns 

ds ratio) 24.881*** 1 
),  Mean time at risk 

Change in y
Likelihood of discretionary release (Od

s: Sample Size (N ) N = 58, = 1841.3 N = 20, XCommunity Outcome ( X X = 1573.8 
Difference between time at risk in community statistic = -1.18 ns 

ission 

N

T-
Likelihood of any readm 0.449* 1 

0.430 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1 
1.448 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1 

0 ns Likelihood of new sex offence 1 
Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria met N = 13,  = 18, XX = 2262.3   = 1531.5 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -2.37** 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.415* 1 

0.309 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 

0 ns Likelihood of new sex offence 1 
Completions  N = 20, N = 58, X X= 1841.3 = 1573.8 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.18 ns 
Likelihood of any readmission 0

0.  1 
1.4  1 

0  1 

.449* 
4

1 
30 nsLikelihood of readmission with new offence  
48 nsLikelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
 nsLikelihood of new sex offence 

Drop-Outs N = --N = --, X , X = --  = -- 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -- 
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Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

ginal)   
 
Effectiveness Indicator (Abori

  
Intent t Com ison 

N 7  N

Program: LI-SOP 
(Non-Child) (National)  to Trea par
Institutional Outcomes = 3  = 28 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean)  -0.019 ns -0.005 ns 

early rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  0.148 ns -1.393* 
ds ratio) 68.981*** 1 

s: Sample Size (N), Mean time at risk 

Change in y
Likelihood of discretionary release (Od
Community Outcome ( X ) N = 31, X = 1355.6 N = 15, X = 1241.2 
Difference between time at risk in community statistic = -0.63 ns 

ission 
0.3  1 

T-
Likelihood of any readm 0.358* 1 

24 nsLikelihood of readmission with new offence  
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria met N = 10, N = 5, X  X= 1322.6  = 1262.2 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.18 ns 

0.245 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
0.314 ns 1 Likelihood of readmission with new offence 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Completions  N = 15, N = 31, X X= 1355.6 = 1241.2 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.63 ns 
Likelihood of any readmission 0

0.3  1 
.358* 1 
24 nsLikelihood of readmission with new offence  

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Drop-Outs N = -N = --, X  = --  -, X  = -- 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -- 
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

ginal)   
 
Effectiveness Indicator (Abori

  
Intent t Com ison 

N  N - 

Program: LI-SOP 
(Non-Child) (Regional)  to Trea par
Institutional Outcomes = 4  = -
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 

early rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  
-0.042 ns -- 
1.005 ns -- 

ds ratio) -- 1 
, Mean time at risk (

Change in y
Likelihood of discretionary release (Od

s: Sample Size (N)Community Outcome X ) N = - = -- N = --, X -, X = --  
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -- 

ission 

e

Likelihood of any readm -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria m t N = --,N = --, X X = --  = -- 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -- 
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Completions  N = --,N = --, X X= --  = -- 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -- 
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Drop-Outs N = --,N = --, X X = --  = --  
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -- 
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Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

ginal)   
 
Effectiveness Indicator (Abori

  
Intent t Com ison 

N 7 N  

Program: LI-SOP 
(Non-Child) (Local)  to Trea par
Institutional Outcomes = 1  = 9
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 0.125 ns 0.163 ns 

early rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  0.168 ns 1.606 ns 
ds ratio) -- 1 

s: Sample Size (N),  Mean time at risk 

Change in y
Likelihood of discretionary release (Od
Community Outcome ( X ) N = 25, X = 2492.7 N = 5, X = 2571.6 
Difference between time at risk in community -statistic = 0.20 ns 

ission 

e

T
0.921 ns 1 Likelihood of any readm

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria m t N = 3, N = 11, X  = 2877.5 X = 2429.3  
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.69 ns 

2.014 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
1. s 1 
3.6  1 

0  1 

061 nLikelihood of readmission with new offence 
54 nsLikelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
 nsLikelihood of new sex offence 

Completions  N = 5, N = 25, X X= 2492.7 = 2571.6 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.20 ns 

0.921 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 4.9  1 

0  1 
38 ns
 nsLikelihood of new sex offence 

Drop-Outs N = --N = --, X  = -- ,  = -- X
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -- 
Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

ginal)   
 
Effectiveness Indicator (Abori

  
Intent t Com ison 

N 6 N

Program: LI-SOP 
(Child) (All) to Trea par
Institutional Outcomes = 5  = 17 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 

early rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  
-0.011 ns -- 
0.102 ns -0.338 ns 
62. ** 

isk (

Change in y
Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio) 

: Sample Size (N), Mean time at r
008 1 

Community Outcomes X ) N = 50, X = 1710 N = 11, X = 1740.7 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.11 ns 

e 0.
a  referral criteria met 

Likelihood of any readmission 0.350** 1 
0.285 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

ce 
1 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offen 0.089* 1 
Likelihood of new sex offenc 089* 1 
Community outcomes where approxim ted N = 2, X  2250.5 N = 10, X = 2166   =
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.13 ns 

0 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 

nce 
-- 
- 

1 
Likelihood of new sex offe -

N = 50, 
1 

Completions  X = 1710 N = 11, X 7 = 1740.
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.11 ns 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.350** 1 

0.285 ns 
8

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  
f readmission with new violent offence 

1 
Likelihood o 0.0 9* 

0.0 9* 
1 
1 Likelihood of new sex offence 8

N Drop-Outs = --, X  = --  = -- N , X  = --  
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -- 

 314



 

Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 

ikelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
ikelihood of new sex offence -- 1 

L
L
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

iveness Indicator (Aboriginal)   
 
Effect
Program: LI-SOP   

 (National) Intent to Treat Comparison 
mes N = 37  N = 11 

(Child)
Institutional Outco
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -- -- 

early rate of non-violent institutional incidents (m  ns 0.  ns 
ikelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio) -- 1 

 time at risk (

Change in y ean)  0.155 108
L
Community Outcomes: Sample Size (N), Mean X ) N = 29, X = 1382.2 N = 5, X = 1360.2 
Difference between time 
Likelihood of any readm

at risk in community statistic = -0.07 ns 

e

T-
ission 

Likelihood of readmission with new offence  
0.112*** 1 
0.045** 1 
0.004 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 1 
0.004 ns Likelihood of new sex offence 1 

Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria m t N = 1, X  = 1876 N = 4, X = 1899.5  
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.04 ns 

0 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 

N = 29,Completions   X = 138  5, 2.2 N = X 2 = 1360.
Difference between time at risk in community 
Likelihood of any readmission 

T-statistic = -0.07 ns 

f readmission with new violent offence 0 1 
0.004 ns 1 

N 

0.112*** 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.045** 1 

0.0 4 ns Likelihood o
Likelihood of new sex offence 
Drop-Outs = --, X  = -- N = --, X  = -- 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -- 

-- 1 
ikelihood of readmission with new violent offence 
ikelihood of new sex offence -- 1 

Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  
L -- 1 
L
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

 (Aboriginal)   
 
Effectiveness Indicator

  
In at C  

N

Program: LI-SOP 
(Child) (Regional) tent to Tre omparison
Institutional Outcomes N = 7  = 1  

-0.089 ns 
0.067 ns -- 

Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 
al incidents (mean)  

--

 
 time at risk (

 
Change in yearly rate of non-violent institution

ase (Odds ratio)Likelihood of discretionary rele -- 1 
Community Outcomes: Sample Size (N),  Mean X ) N = 6, X = 1964 N = 1, = 827 X
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.46 ns 

 readmission s 1 
- 

iteria met N = --,

0 n
-

Likelihood of any
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

 new violent offence 
1 

Likelihood of readmission with -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Community outcomes where approximated referral cr  = -- N = --, X  = --  X
Difference between time at risk in community -statistic = -

- 1 

fence 

N = 6, 

T
- 

- 
Likelihood of any readmission 

 new offence Likelihood of readmission with -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent of -- 1 
Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Completions  X = 1964 N = 1, X = 827 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -1.46 ns 

ikelihood of any readmission 0 ns 1 
ikelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
ikelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
ikelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
rop-Outs N = --,

L
L
L
L
D X  = -- N = --, X  = --  
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -- 
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Likelihood of any readmission -- 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 

ikelihood of readmission with new violent offence -- 1 
ikelihood of new sex offence -- 1 

L
L
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

iveness Indicator (Aboriginal)   
 
Effect
Program: LI-SOP   

 (Local) Intent to Treat Comparison 
mes N = 12 N = 5 

(Child)
Institutional Outco
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -- -- 

early rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)   -1  ns 
-- 1 

isk (

-0.042 nsChange in y
L

.386
ikelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio) 

es: Sample Size (N),  Mean time at rCommunity Outcom X ) N = 15, X = 2241.9 N = 5, X = 2304 
Difference between time at risk in community 0.14 ns T-statistic = 

0.587 ns 1 Likelihood of any readmission 
0 ns Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

ce 
1 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent offen
Likelihood of new sex offence 

-- 
-- 

1 
1 

Community outcomes where approximated referral criteria met N = 5, X 2619.8  N = 1,  = X  = 2625 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.01 ns 

0.679 ns Likelihood of any readmission 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence 

 readmission with new violent offence 
-- 
-- 

1 
1 Likelihood of

Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
N = 1Completions  5, X = 2241.9 N = 5, X = 2304 

Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.14 ns 

fence - 1 

N 

0.587 ns 
0 ns 

Likelihood of any readmission 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

1 
1 

Likelihood of readmission with new violent of
Likelihood of new sex offence 

-
-- 1 

Drop-Outs = --, X  = -- N = - -- -,v = 
Difference between time at risk in community 
Likelihood of any readmission 

T-statistic = -- 

fence -- 1 

-- 1 
L
L

ikelihood of readmission with new offence  -- 1 
ikelihood of readmission with new violent of

Likelihood of new sex offence -- 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns
 

a  = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

  Effectiveness Indicator (non-Aboriginal Male) 
Program: A & EM 
Institutional Outcomes 

Int at C  
N  

ent to Tre
N = 3,803 

omp isonar
2,392  =

0.0  ns Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 11
al incidents (mean)  0.407* -0.103 ns 
 

-0.060 ns 
Change in yearly rate of non-violent institution ** 

1.884*** Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio)
Community Outcomes (ITT) 

1 

Sample Size (N)/ Mean time at risk ( X ) N = 2,872, X = 1844.9 N = 1,734, = 1970.2 X

Difference between time at risk in community 
Likelihood of any readmission 

T-statistic = 5.02*** 
0.715*** 
0.691*** 

1 
1 Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

fence 
N = 2,7

Likelihood of readmission with new violent of 0.664*** 1 
Completions 11, X = 1849.8 N = 1,734, X = 1970.2  
Difference between time at risk in community 
Likelihood of any readmission 

T-statistic = 4.78*** 
0.697*** 1 

new offence  
fence 

N = 16

Likelihood of readmission with 0.665*** 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent of 0.676*** 1 
Drop-Outs 1, X  = 1761.9  N = 1,734, X = 1970.2  
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 3.23*** 

ikelihood of any readmission  ns
offence  1.099 ns 1 

ission with new violent offence 

L 1.021  1 
Likelihood of readmission with new 
Likelihood of readm 0.406** 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05,
 

 ***p < .01 
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iveness Indicator (Aboriginal Male)   Effect
Program: A & EM Inte  Treat Co arison 

mes N = 931 N = 687 
nt to mp

Institutional Outco
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) 0.059** -0.112** 

early rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  0.490*** 0.170 ns 
ikelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio) 2.314*** 1 

isk (

Change in y
L
Community Outcomes: Sample Size (N),  Mean time at r X ) N = 740, X = 2049.1 N = 499, X = 2041.9  
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.16 ns 

8 1 
1 

fence 
N = 6

Likelihood of any readmission 0.81 *** 
0.755*** Likelihood of readmission with new offence  

new violent of 0.699 ns Likelihood of readmission with 1 
Completions  88, X = 2056.1 N = 499, = 2041.9 X
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -0.31 ns 

0.798*** 1 
ikelihood of readmission with new offence  0.726*** 1 

lent offence 0.667* 1 
N 

Likelihood of any readmission 
L
Likelihood of readmission with new vio
Drop-Outs = 52, X  = 1956.8  N = 499, X  = 2041.9 
Difference between time at risk in community T-sta

1.160 ns 1 
tistic = 0.79

fence 

 ns 
Likelihood of any readmission 

new offence  1.220 ns Likelihood of readmission with 1 
0.973 ns Likelihood of readmission with new violent of 1 

Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 

Effectiveness Indicator (Women)   

 
 

Program: A & EM Intent to Treat Comparison 
Institutional Outcomes N = 147 N = 51  
Change in yearly rate of violent institutional incidents (mean) -0.036 ns -0.362 ** 
Change in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  -0.244 ns 0.784 ns 
Likelihood of discretionary release (Odds ratio) 1.276 ns 1 
Community Outcomes (ITT): Sample Size (N),  Mean time at risk ( X ) N = 145, X = 1905.3 N = 53, X = 1421.6 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = -4.19*** 
Likelihood of any readmission 1.282 ns 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  1.533 ns 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.414 ns 1 
Completions N =, X =  N =, X =  
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic =  
Likelihood of any readmission  1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence   1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence  1 
Drop-Outs N = 17, X  = 648.12 N = 148, X = 830.93 
Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 3.36*** 
Likelihood of any readmission  1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence   1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence  1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; ns = not significant; *p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
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Effectiveness Indicator riginal M    (non-Abo ale) 
Program: R & R Intent to ison 

stitutional Outcomes N = 3,0
Treat Compar

In N = 1,218 66 
Change in yearly rate of violent institutiona 0.023  

hange in yearly rate of non-violent institutional incidents (mean)  0.556**  
ikelihood of discretio  (Odds r 1.653*
ommunity Outcomes ( ze (

-0.029 nsl incidents (mean) * 
0.043 nsC * 

L
C

nary release
 Sample Si

atio) * 1 
ITT): N),  Mean time at risk ( X ) N X 4.2 N = 807, X = 2,388, = 100 = 1206.2 

Difference between time at risk in commun statistic = 11.86***
ikelihood of any read ssion 0.729**
ikelihood of readmission with new offenc 0.689**
ikelihood of readmission with new violen 0.506*
ompletions N = 1,974, 

ity T-  
L
L

mi * 
* 

1 
1 e  

L t offence ** 1 
C  807, XX 6.6 N == 100 = 1206.2  
D
L

ifference between time at risk in commun statistic = 11.21***
ikelihood of any read 0.682*
ikelihood of readmission with new offenc 0.638*
ikelihood of readmission with new violen 0.413**
rop-Outs N = 414, 

ity T-
** 

 
1 mission 

L
L

e  ** 1 
t offence * 1 

D X  = 992.7 N = 807, X = 1206.2  
Difference between time at risk in commun 7.44*** 

0.931 ns 1 
ffence  0.875 ns

ikelihood of readmission with new violen 0.963 

ity T-statistic = 
Likelihood of any readmission 
Likelihood of readmission with new o  1 

ns L t offence 1 
N
 

ote:  Hazard Ratios; n cant; * p < .01 

ffectiveness Indicato al Male   

s = not signifi p < .10, **p < .05, ***

E r (Aborigin ) 
P
In

rogram: R & R Intent to ison 
stitutional Outcomes N = 59 7 

Treat Compar
N5  = 26

Change in yearly rate o titutiona -0.001  
hange in yearly rate of non-violent institu   0.419*  
ikelihood of discretionar Odds r 1.653*
ommunity Outcomes ( le Size (

ns -0.002 nsf violent ins l incidents (mean) 
0.688 ns

1 
C
L

tional incidents (mean)
atio) 

* 
* y release (

ITT): Samp N),  Mean time at risk ( X ) N = 465, C X 5 N = 178, X= 1048. = 1185.6 
Difference between time at risk in commun 3.83*** 

ikelihood of any read 0.807*
ikelihood of readmission with new offenc 0.863 
ikelihood of readmission with new violen 0.755 n

N = 370, 

ity T-statistic = 
L
L

mission * 
ns 

1 
1 e  

s L t offence 1 
Completions X = 1046.2 N = 178, X = 1185.6 
Difference between time at risk in

mission 
 community 3.66*** 

ikelihood of any read 0.735*
ikelihood of readmission with new offenc 0.772 
ikelihood of readmission with new violen 0.488 
rop-Outs N = 95, 

T-statistic = 
** L 1 
ns 
ns 

L
L

e  
t offence 

1 
1 

D X  = 1057.4  N = 178, X = 1185.6 
D
L

ifference between time at risk in commun statistic = 2.23** 
ikelihood of any read 1.110
ikelihood of readmission with new offenc 1.238
ikelihood of readmission with new violen 2.038 

ity T-
 ns 
 ns 

mission 1 
1 L e  

ns L t offence 1 
Note:  Hazard Ratios; n ificant; *

ffectiveness Indicator (Women)   

s = not sign p < .10, **p < .05, ***p < .01 
 
E
P
In

rogram: R & R Intent to ison 
stitutional Outcomes N = 6 7 

Treat 
6 

Compar
N = 1

C
C

hange in yearly rate o utiona -0.339  
hange in yearly rate of non-violent institu -1.224  
ikelihood of discretionary release (Odds r 1.419 n
ommunity Outcomes (  Sample Size ( (

0.432 nsf violent instit l incidents (mean) 
 

* 
ns 
s 

0.849 ns
1 

tional incidents (mean) 
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ikelihood of readmission with new offenc 0.596*
ikelihood of readmission with new violen 0.443
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ffectiveness Indicator (Aboriginal)   

s = not signifi p < .10, **p < .05, ***

E
Program: Community aintenance Pro Intent to T ison 
Community Outcomes: Sample Size (N), Mean time at risk (

 M gram reat Compar
X ) N = 102, X = 897.61 N = 207, X = 907.08 

Difference between time at risk in community T-statistic = 0.14 ns 
Likelihood of any readmission 0.578*** 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new offence  0.465*** 1 
Likelihood of readmission with new violent offence 0.414* 1 
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Appendix K: Regional Distribution on Those Referred and Enrolled in 
orrectional Programs 

P ed 

C
rogram Region  # Referred % Enroll

Violent Offender 
 n-Aboriginal Male 684 36.26 
 362 45.58 
 50 62.00 
 245 48.98 
 756 61.90 
  75.56 
 26.88 
 26.67 
 Male 362 38.67 
 Male 121 37.19 
 87 44.83 
 11 45.45 
F
 original Male 227 25.11 
 20.31 
 48.01 
 
 nal Male 887 41.26 
 34.43 
 233 41.20 
 13 46.15 
 67.10 
 iginal Male 49 61.22 
S
 986 60.75 
 49.17 
 7.22 
 ginal Male 1,502 67.58 
 
 259 64.48 
 l Male 1,600 46.88 
 46.88 
 83.93 
 920 59.89 
 48 54.17 
 69 75.36 
 
 
 104 89.42 
 
 

Pacific No
 Aboriginal Male 
 Women 
Prairie  Non-Aboriginal Male 
 Aboriginal Male 
 Women 90
Ontario Non-Aboriginal Male 413 

 75  Aboriginal Male
boriginal Quebec Non-A

 Aboriginal 
Atlantic Non-Aboriginal Male 

ale  Aboriginal M
amily Violence Prevention 

Pacific Non-Ab
 Aboriginal Male 64 
Prairie  Non-Aboriginal Male 427 
 Aboriginal Male 514 51.95 
Ontario Non-Aborigi
 Aboriginal Male 122 
Quebec Non-Aboriginal Male 
 Aboriginal Male 
Atlantic Non-Aboriginal Male 383 
 Abor

ubstance Abuse 
Pacific Non-Aboriginal Male 
 Aboriginal Male 303 
 Women 79 7
Prairie  Non-Abori
 Aboriginal Male 1,204 57.39 
 Women 
Ontario Non-Aborigina
 Aboriginal Male 224 
 Women 168 
Quebec Non-Aboriginal Male 
 Aboriginal Male 

en  Wom
Atlantic Non-Aboriginal Male 968 72.73 
 Aboriginal Male 112 62.50 
 Women 
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Sex Offender 

 51.07 
 5.74 
 e  Non-Aboriginal Male 740 73.38 
 
 173 68.54 
 159 61.64 
 1,081 69.66 
 93 66.67 
 547 84.10 
 59 83.05 

Pacific Non-Aboriginal Male 419 
 Aboriginal Male 183 5
Prairi
 Aboriginal Male 603 72.97 
Ontario Non-Aboriginal Male 1,
 Aboriginal Male 
Quebec Non-Aboriginal Male 
 Aboriginal Male 
Atlantic Non-Aboriginal Male 
 Aboriginal Male 
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A
 

. An offence under any of the following provisions of the Criminal Code, that was 

ppendix L – Schedule I Offences 

1
prosecuted by way of indictment:
(a) section 75 (piratical acts); 

 (seizing control of ship or fixed platform); 

 in commission of offence); 
(b.1) subsection 85(2) (using imitation firearm in commission of offence); 
(c) subsection 86(1) (pointing a firearm); 
(d) section 144 (prison breach); 
(e) section 151 (sexual interference); 
(f) section 152 (invitation to sexual touching); 
(g) section 153 (sexual exploitation); 
(h) section 155 (incest); 
(i) section 159 (anal intercourse); 
(j) section 160 (bestiality, compelling, in presence of or by child); 
(k) section 170 (parent or guardian procuring sexual activity by child); 
(l) section 171 (householder permitting sexual activity by or in presence of child); 
(m) section 172 (corrupting children); 
(n) subsection 212(2) (living off the avails of prostitution by a child); 
(o) subsection 212(4) (obtaining sexual services of a child); 
(o.1) section 220 (causing death by criminal negligence); 
(o.2) section 221 (causing bodily harm by criminal negligence); 
(p) section 236 (manslaughter); 
(q) section 239 (attempt to commit murder); 
(r) section 244 (discharging firearm with intent); 
(s) section 246 (overcoming resistance to commission of offence); 
(s.1) subsections 249(3) and (4) (dangerous operation causing bodily harm and 
dangerous operation causing death); 
(s.2) subsections 255(2) and (3) (impaired driving causing bodily harm and impaired 
driving causing death); 
(s.3) section 264 (criminal harassment); 
(t) section 266 (assault); 
(u) section 267 (assault with a weapon or causing bodily harm); 
(v) section 268 (aggravated assault); 
(w) section 269 (unlawfully causing bodily harm); 
(x) section 270 (assaulting a peace officer); 
(y) section 271 (sexual assault); 
(z) section 272 (sexual assault with a weapon, threats to a third party or causing bodily 
harm); 
(z.1) section 273 (aggravated sexual assault); 
(z.2) section 279 (kidnapping); 
(z.21) section 279.1 (hostage taking); 

(a.1) section 76 (hijacking); 
(a.2) section 77 (endangering safety of aircraft or airport); 
(a.3) section 78.1
(a.4) paragraph 81(1)(a), (b) or (d) (use of explosives); 
(a.5) paragraph 81(2)(a) (causing injury with intent); 
(b) subsection 85(1) (using firearm
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(z.3) section 344 (robbery); 
(z.31) subsection 430(2) (mischief that causes actual danger to life); 

protected person); 
(z.33) 
or asso
(z.34) subsection 431.2(2) (explosive or other lethal device); 

(z.6) section 436 (arson by negligence); and 
(z.7) paragraph 465(1)(a) (conspiracy to commit murder). 

(z.32) section 431 (attack on premises, residence or transport of internationally 

section 431.1 (attack on premises, accommodation or transport of United Nations 
ciated personnel); 

(z.4) section 433 (arson — disregard for human life); 
(z.5) section 434.1 (arson — own property); 

 
2. An offence under any of the following provisions of the Criminal Code, as they read 
immediately before July 1, 1990, that was prosecuted by way of indictment:
(a) section 433 (arson); 
(b) sec
(c) sec
 

tion 434 (setting fire to other substance); and 
tion 436 (setting fire by negligence). 

3. An offence under any of the following provisions of the Criminal Code, chapter C-
34 of the Revised Statutes of Canada, 1970, as they read immediately before January 4, 
1983, that was prosecuted by way of indictment:
(a) section 144 (rape); 
(b) section 145 (attempt to commit rape); 
(c) section 149 (indecent assault on female); 

(f) sec
 

(d) section 156 (indecent assault on male); 
(e) section 245 (common assault); and 

tion 246 (assault with intent). 

4. An offence under any of the following provisions of the Criminal Code, chapter C-
34 of the Revised Statutes of Canada, 1970, as they read immediately before January 1, 
1988, that was prosecuted by way of indictment:
(a) section 146 (sexual intercourse with a female under 14); 

(c) section 153 (sexual interc
(d) sec
(e) sec
(f) section 166 (parent or guardia
(g) section 167 (householder permitting defilement). 

5. The

(b) section 151 (seduction of a female between 16 and 18); 
ourse with step-daughter); 

tion 155 (buggery or bestiality); 
tion 157 (gross indecency); 

n procuring defilement); and 

 
 offence of breaking and entering a place and committing an indictable offence 

therein, as provided for by paragraph 348(1)(b) of the Criminal Code, where the 
indicta nce is an offence set out in sections 1 to 4 of this Schedule and its ble offe
commission
(a) is specified in the warrant of committal; 
(b) is specified in the Summons, Information or Indictment on which the conviction has 
been registered; 
(c) is found in the reasons for judgment of the trial judge; or 
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(d) is found in a statement of facts admitted into evidence pursuant to section 655 of the 
al Code. Crimin

 
6. An offence under any of the following provisions of the Crimes Against Humanity 
and War Crimes Act:
(a) section 4 (genocide, etc., committed in Canada); 
(b) section 5 (breach of responsibility committed in Canada by military commanders or 

uperiors); 
tion 6 (genocide,
tion 7 (breach of

other s
(c) sec  etc., committed outside Canada); and 
(d) sec  responsibility committed outside Canada by military 
commanders or other superiors). 
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