Governor's Re-entry Council, Steering Committee
Minutes — Meeting #22 — August 4, 2010

Steering Committee Members Attending: Paula Bauer, Cindy D. Booth, Mark Cadotte, Ron Chase, Val Conley, Faye Fagel, Ginger Martin, Tom
McClellan, Pegge McGuire, Jerry Moore, Mark Royal, Jeremiah Stromberg, Scott Taylor, Patrick Vance

Guests: Kimberly Dailey, Craig Keyston, Anne O’Malley, Amanda Joy Pietz, Craig Prins, Seth Prouser, Paul Solomon

Item Discussion Action

Welcome and Introductions

of Minutes from the Copies were previously distributed for
010 Meeting review via e-mail. Members were asked
for corrections/revisions. Any others can
be sent to Denise Taylor.

Roundtable: Ginger Martin asked members to share those items that are being worked on in
ements and Updates relation to re-entry outside the priorities of the steering committee and work

Scott Taylor said Multnomah County just received word that they have been
awarded a grant worth $500,000. They are going to use the funding to develop
a data system to share booking information with a number of entities in the
criminal justice system (DA, judicial, etc.), which will save considerable costs
over time. The system can be expanded to include information sharing with the
health department, mental health agencies and others. The remaining funding
will be spent on jail inmates between 18 and 25 years of age to provide
transition services. This age group is a high-risk population and Multnomah
County has had success addressing their re-entry needs.

Ron Chase asked Ms. Martin to speak about the recent Sponsors building
dedication ceremony, which she attended. She said it was a beautiful grand
opening ceremony and exciting to see the ‘village’ that has been built because
as anyone who knows Sponsors knows, it's not just about housing, but
enriched housing with many services. The event was very well attended. Ms.
Martin said it was beautifully designed and well thought out. Speakers at the
event were Max Williams, DOC Director Victor Merced, Director of Oregon




Iltem Discussion Action

Department of Housing and Community Services, State Senator Floyd
Prozanski and Eugene Mayor Kitty Piercy.

Tom McClellan distributed an article he found interesting published in the
National Council of State Legislatures June issue titled, Exit Strategy for
Parolees- Helping former inmates get a job and the services they need can cut
the chances of returning to prison — and save money, too. (Attached)

= Results of DMV Analysis: Tom McClellan introduced Amanda Pietz who had worked closely with several
State Identification Documents | Professors at Oregon State University to collect data from other states on how
for Inmates Tom McClellan they were providing driver licenses and state-issued identification cards to

prisoners prior to release to the community. A process that worked best and
was most cost effective was not found; however, a process can be developed
from what was learned through the research and the DOC/DMV pilot. Ms. Pietz’
PowerPoint presentation and the full report are attached. A meeting with Max
Williams, Tom McClellan and Ginger is scheduled to discuss the viable options
and determine the next step. This will be followed by a meeting with
Representative Cameron, who has a special interest in this issue. The Re-entry
Council will receive this report and hopefully a more comprehensive plan will be
developed for consideration at the next Council meeting. Scott Taylor
suggested that parole and probation officers may be able to provide some
assistance in this effort in conjunction with the reach-in work currently being

done.
Offenders and Re-entry | Craig Prins, Executive Director for the Criminal Justice Commission, provided
0 Sex Crimes, Crime a presentation explaining the various sex crimes, rates and the sentences for

Rates and Sentences: | each. The PowerPoint presentation is attached.
Craig Prins, Criminal

Justice Commission
Offender Supervision and
tment: Seth Prouser, Sex
nder Supervision Network

Seth Prouser, Parole and Probation Officer in Marion County with a caseload
of sex offenders and co-chair of the Sex Offender Supervision Network. Mr.
Prouser distributed copies of the Sex Offender Supervision Package A and
Package B (attached). Ms. Martin distributed a copy of the December 2008
California Sex Offender Management Board report (conclusions)
Homelessness Among Registered Sex Offenders in California: The Numbers,
the Risks and the Response (attached). She also distributed a copy of a list of
myths and facts about sex offenders published in 2000 by the Center for Sex
Offender Management (CSOM), which is a national project that supports state
and local jurisdictions in the effective management of sex offenders (attached).
These myths are still prevalent today. The last document distributed by Ms.
Martin is Implement a Strategic Sex Offender Re-entry Process from another
CSOM publication (attached).
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Item Discussion Action
* Legislative Update Ms. McGuire said there has been research ongoing around several issues;
Pegge McGuire however, the language has not been fine-tuned. She offered to put together a

brief summary and mail it to the steering committee members.

Next Steps Ms. Martin requested items that the committee members want to be presented
to the Re-entry Council at the next meeting on September 16, 2010.

John Mullin gave the committee a brief update on his work to have a General
Assistance Concept (attached) established in Oregon for those with significant
disabilities coming out of prison and jail. It appears there is congressional
consensus to send additional Medicaid funding to states, which will assist this
population. Information is being gathered to demonstrate the relatively low
cost of this program in the long-term and the many benefits to the community.

eting The next meeting will be October 6, 2010
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Helping former inmates get a job and the services they need can cut the chances

of returning to prison—and save money, too.

ere are plenty of opinions about how

best to improve the criminal justice sys-

tem, but this fact stands out: Ninety-five

percent of all inmates will one day be

released from prison and, within three years,
about 50 percent will be back. .

Returning to prison—for everything
from committing a new crime to violating
parole—is referred to as recidivism, and it's
a huge and costly problem for states. Law-
makers incteasingly ate lutning to a growing
body of information on what works and what
doesn’t in supervising offenders. They're
using it to create policies that reduce recidi-
vism, increase public safety and decrease
prison costs.

And at [east in some states, it seems to be
working.

“If investments the Washington Legisla-
ture made in evidence-based programmiing
are sustained,” says Senator Karen Fraser
“there will be a significant slowing in prison
growth, and Washington will postpone by
10 years the construction of 2,000 additional
beds, Postponing these costs would save us
about $630 million a year in prison budgets
over the next decade.”

The stakes could hardly be larger. In 2007,
the U.S. state prison population was at 1.4
million inmates at a cost of $34 billion to
states, and parolee recidivism accounted for
abont one-third of all prison admissions, That
year, the Pew Center on the States reported

SENATOR
HAREN FRASER
WASHINGTCN

Alison Lawrence tracks sentencing and corrections issties
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that if nothing was done, the prison popula-
tion would continue to grow to 1.7 million
inmates by 2011 at an additional cost of
$272.5 villion,

Although states have been experimenting
with programs to reduce recidivism for years,
the federal government got behind the effort
in 2008 with the Second Chance Act. The
law provides grants to states, local govern-

ments and nonprofit groups to improve com-
munity safety by providing services that will
help ensure offenders’ successful transition
back into the comumunity.

The first routsd of funding in FY 2009 pro-

vided $25 million for reentry programs that -

include employment assistance, substarnce
abuse treatment, housing, help for families,
mentoring and victims support. Vietim ser-




vices can include counseling and support
services for the victim; ensuring payment of
restitution; and notifying the victim when the
offender is released. Funds are administered
by the Bureau of Justice Assistance and have
increased substantially in FY 2010 to $100
million,

WISCONSIN WINDOWS

The Wisconsin Department of Correc-
tions is using Second Chance Act funding to
expand its Windows to Work programs in the
Green Bay and Milwaukee areas.

“The Windows to Work program really
is a new hybrid of the essential elements of
reentry work we have done in the past,” says
Senator Spencer Coggs, whose Milwaukee
district is part of the expansion.

Windows to Work starts six months prior

"SENATOR
SPENCER COGGS
WISCONSIN

to release. Inmates participate in weekly
group sessions and develop a release plan
with a coach, who will alse help them after
they are released. The goal of having the
same coach in prison and after release “is to
provide a seam!less transition into services in
the community” says Tracy Hudrlik, the Sec-
ond Chance Act coordinator at the Wisconsin
Department of Corrections.

After release, inmates receive assistance

REPRESENTATIVE
MARK POCAN
WISCONSIN

for at least a year,

“That neighborhood support is extremely
important,” says Coggs, “because the first
year back is crucial.”

At one location, participants can receive
help finding a job, a place to live, food and
clothing; report to their community corree-
tions agent, and meet with their coach.

“Residence, employment, support and
treatment are critical for success,” says
Hudrlik. “Windows to Work addresses all
four.”

But it’s just one piece of Wisconsin’s
recent reentry efforts. A task force was cre-
ated in the 2009 budget bill 1o oversee con-
tinued efforts throughout the state. A provi-
sion requiring the task force to report to the
Legislature, however, on its effect on recidi-
vism rates, to make recommendations on
legislative and policy initiatives, and to put
a strategic plan into effect was vetoed by the
governor. This year, the Legislature added
the provision back.

The reporting requirement “adds account-
ability,” says Coggs. “We want to make sure
that the programs and policies for offender
reentry are supported by evidence-based
findings.”

In another effort to reduce recidivisin, the
Wisconsin Legistature allocated $10 mil-
lion to support programs such as Windows
to Work that reduce recidivism and result in
savings to the corrections budget.

“This new model tarpets resources toward
behavioral change so that we wil} have fewer
people returning to prison,” says Repre-
sentative Mark Pocan, co-chair of the Joint
Finance Comrnitiee that approved the appro-
priation, “That can save taxpayers billions of
dollars, and an even more important result is
that we will have fewer victims in our com-
munities. That human savings is the greatest
victory.”

‘BIG ON WHAT WORKS'

Washington lawmakers, coneerned about
rising prison costs because of recidivism,
also tock steps to reverse the trend.
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In 2007, the Legislature decided “to do
something about the increasing recidivism
rate,” says Senator Mike Carcell, by passing
a package of legislation that “was a compre-
hensive rethinking of the prison system and
the reentry process.”

The bill ensured that the reentry process
starts the day an offender enters prison by cre-
ating a reentry plan based on risk assessments.
Fraser says the program uses education and
other treatment—cognitive behavioral ther-
apy, substance abuse treatment and parenting
skills—to help prisoners prepare for release.

“The Legislature’s investments in evidence-
based programs for reentry were based largely
o1t the Washington State Institute for Public
Policy’s analysis of effective programs,” says
Fraser, who is co-chairwoman of the institute's
board. The institute is a nonpartisan research
organization for the Legislature.

For a self-proclaimed “tough on crime
guy,” Carrell agrees with the usefulness of
the institute’s work. “I"'m big on what worlcs.
These reports are my criminal legislative
bible on what reduces recidivism.”

The reentry plan also identifies what an
inmate may need when released.

“We have found addressing offenders’
problems reduces their likelihood of commit-
ting further crimes,” Fraser says.

A place to live, an ID and a job are crucial
first steps addressed during the final months
of an inmate’s prison term, That's why the
Legislature’s bill helps inmates obtain a state
identification card before release, which they
need to cash a check, get a job and find a
place to live.

While Carrell says the program is aimed
at success for everyone, there are “sticks” for
those who don’t play by the rules,

“If offenders are not getting it—if they
come hack to prison—then they don't get a
second chance,” Carrell says. “T call if one
bite at the apple.”

The bill includes tighier parole regula-
tions, like sending those who violate their
parole three times back to prisan. Also, those

2%

who return to prison for a new crime are not
eligible for early release.

Carrell says effoits to improve the reentry
process and reduce recidivism are a work in
progress, “1 see it like building a house,” he
says. “We have the foundation, walls and roof
up but we still need the sheet rock and paint.”

In 2009, he co-authored a successful bill
to provide housing vouchers to inmates who
were in prizon past their release date because
they did not have approved housing. It is
expected to save the state $2 miilion a year.

SIGRS OF SUCCESS

in March 2010, the Public Safety Per-
formance Project of the Pew Center on the
States released a report that found, for first
time in 38 years, the overall state prison pop-
ulation has declined,

“Prison populations and costs have been
going up for so long that many policymale-
ers just assumed there wasn’t anything they
could do about it,” says Adam Gelb, direc-
tor of the Public Safety Performance Project.
“But it’s not fate. In the last couple of years,
Texas, Kansas and other states have taken
steps that keep the size of their systems in
check while also protecting public safety and
holding offenders accountable.”

Kansas, one of the 20 states that expe-
rienced a drop in their prison population,
has seen notable success in their recidivism
reduction effosts.

“We have experienced a 50 percent reduc-
tion in offenders coming back to prison for
violations of their parole,” says Representa-
tive Pat Colloton. “But most important was
the one-third reduction in new crimes com-
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mitted by parolees.”

Efforts have included upgrading technol-
ogy to track recidivism; adding an earned
time eredit for completion of education and
treatment programs; implementing reentry
services and support; and training probation
and parole officers on risk reduction supervi-
sion sirategics.

Even with $8 million in cuts to prison and
reentry programuming over the past two bud-
get cycles, there has been sustained success
in recidivism reduction in Kansas. Colloton
attributes this, in large part, to the training of
probation and parole officers,

“The officers firmly believe in this
approach and even without traditional fund-
ing streams for programming many of the
supervision practices are still in effect and
officers are working very hard to find alter-
native funding for some of the progranis.”

In recent months, the Legislature has
renewed its support, “Cuts to corrections and
public safety have been off the table since
January 2010,” says Colloton, *and several
appropriations bills that will restore some of
the funding are in the works.”

While the Publie Safety Perforinance Proj-
et did find an overall decrease in the prison
population, 24 states and the federal sys-
tem experienced growth, Indiana, Yermont
and West Virginia experienced population
increases of 5 percent or more, the highest
rates in the nation.

The repert concludes that the national
drop in prison population is notable, but it is
still too soon to say if there will be & pro-
longed trend of population decrease. What is
clear is that states vary considerably in their
prison growth rates, and the policy climate
is different than that of the 1970 and 1980s
when building prisons and putting more
offenders in them was the go-to approach. #

7 CHEGK QUT an interview with Howard N,

Snyder, chief of Recidivism, Reentry and Special
Projects at the Bureau of Sustice Statistics, at
www.ncsl.org/magazine.
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Systems in Other States

* 31 States responded

+ 13  Existing systems
1  Existing but suspended due to budget
1 Terminated
2  Ran pilot, but did not implement
* 14  No existing or past systems (3 have post-release)

» Contacted 13 states with existing systems

» Looked for correlations between:
— Documentation requirements
— Application processing features
— DOC characteristics



Evaluation of Systems

Security |
— Theft of physical assets
— Information security — unauthorized access to DMV information
— Personnel safety
Cost (not including personnel costs)
— Initial setup cost — hardware, software, infrastructure

— Operational (costs related to system operation, e.g., gas, network charges,
supplies, etc.) and maintenance costs

— Replacement requirements
Personnel requirements
— Special training requirements

— Labor union requirements

System capacity and the percentage of inmates who could be serviced by
the system pre-release -

Other requirements/issues



Transporting Inmates to DMV

Office

Assessment Criteria

Transport inmates to DMV offices.

Security - Physical assets. Tolerable Risk
Security — Information security. Tolerable Risk
Security — Personnel safety. Moderate Risk

| Cost - Setup

Low (assuming current DOC vehicles are utilized)

Cost — Operational, maintenance (per year)

$S6 K-3$80 K

Replacement requirements

Increased use of some DOC vehicles

DMV: 32-45
Personnel requirements : DOC: 32-45
(person days/year) DOC staff to supervise 81-113 trips per year to DMV field
offices*®
Special training requirements None

System capacity

Limited by transport/security capacity

Mazx % of candidate releases served

35%




DOC Assists in Application

Processing

Assessment Criteria

DOC application processing at each correctional facility

Security -~ Physical assets. Tolerable Risk
Security — Information security. Minimal Risk
Security — Personnel safety. Minimal Risk
Cost - Setup $239K
Cost — Operational, maintenance (per year) Low

Replacement requirements

Laptop replacement $9 K per year

Personnel requirements
(person days/year)

DMV: 32-45
DOC: 3245

Special training requirements

DOC training on application processing

System capacity

High

Max % of candidate releases served

35%




Cost Max %
. Rel
Alternative Risk Over Personnel Req. eleas
Setup P Person -days es
(yr) Served
DMY equipment located at all Tolerable-
35%
Staffed by Salem DMV Moderate 3357K $107K 200 ’
DMYV equipment located at all Tolerable-
35%
Staffed by local DMYV. Moderate 357K $83K 20 ’
DMYV equipment located at
60
CRCI — only CRCI served. Tolerable $26 K $6K 20 Yo
60 + staff for 60
DMY equipment located at .
1 259
CRCT — Portland/Salem. Moderate $26 K $50K trips for /a
1mmates
DMYV equipment located at six Tolerable-
80 22%
Staffed by Salem DMV Moderate $153K Sa0K ’
DMY equipment located at six Tolerable- 999
Staffed by local DMV. Moderate $153K 335K 60 &
Mobile unit Tolerable- $1.1M §58 K 245-410 35%
Moderate
DOC application processing at Minimal - 359
each correctional facility - Tolerable 239K <S1 K 20 °
. 90 + staff for 113
Transport inmates to DMV Tolerable - <S1K $80 K ttips for 359
offices. Moderate .
inmates
Valid With Previous Photo Minimal - $3K <$1K 30 28%
Tolerable
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SI* (MODERN METRIC) CONVERSION FACTORS
APPROXIMATE CONVERSIONS TO SI UNITS APPROXIMATE CONVERSIONS FROM SI UNITS
Symbol  When You Know Muitiply By To Find - Symbol || Symbol When You Know Multiply By To Find Symbol
LENGTH LENGTH
in inches 254 millimeters m mm millimeters 0.039 inches in
fr feet 0.305 meters m m melers 3.28 feet ft
vd yards 0.914 meters m m meters 1.09 yards yd
mi miles 1.6l kilometers km km kilometers 0.621 miles mi
AREA AREA
in’ sguare inches 645.2 millimeters squared  mm’ mm’ millimeters squared 0.0016 square inches in
fr* square feet 0.093 meters squared m m’ meters squared 10.764 square feet fit*
yd? square yards 0.836 meters squared m’ m meters squared 1.196 square yards yd’
ac acres 0.405 heclares ha ha hectares 2.47 acres ac
mi’ square miles 2.59 kilometers squared  km® km kilometers squared 0.386 square miles mi”
VOLUME VOLUME
floz fluid ounces 29.57 miltiliters ] ml millililers 0.034 flind ounces fl oz
gal gallons 3.785 liters L L Liters 0.264 gallons gal
i cubic feet 0.028 melers cubed m' m’ meters cubed 35.315 cubic feet ftt
yd cubic yards 0.765 melers cubed m’ m’ meters cubed 1.308 cubic yards yd&
NOTE: Volumes greater than 1000 L shall be shown in m’,
MASS MASS
oz ounces 28.35 grams g g grams 0.035 ounces oz
b pounds 0.454 kilograms kg kg kilograms 2.205 pounds b
T short tons (2000 1k)  0.907 | megagrams Mg Mg megagrams 1.102 short tons (2000 1b) T
TEMPERATURE (exact) TEMPERATURE (exact)
| °F Fahrenheit (F-32)/1.8  Celsius °C °C Celsius 1.8C+32  Fahrenheit °F
*S1 is the symbol for the International System of Measurement
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

" A research project was undertaken to identify different alternatives for issuing identification

cards (1Ds) and driver licenses (DLs) to inmates in Oregon prior to release from prison. The goal
of the research was to study alternative systems for issuing inmates 1Ds/DLs pre-release in

Oregon and to evaluate each alternative against various criteria.

- As part of the study, issuance agencies in other states were surveyed to determine if they had or

have a system for helping inmates obtain IDs/DLs pre-release. Thirty-one states responded to the
survey, and of those states, 13 indicated that they currently have a system implemented. Two
states had such systems in the past, but have either terminated the system or have suspended its
operation due to budget issues. There were two states that ran pilot programs but did not
transition to implementation. Only one state reported issuing new DLs pre-release. Of the 14
states with no existing or past system, three have systems in place to assist inmates obtain [Ds

after their release.

~ From information provided in the survey and subsequent interviews of various personne] from

states with current or past programs, general categorizations of system alternatives were

~developed. The broad variables separating systems included: type of credential service offered

{e.g., ID, or ID renewal); inmate population served (¢.g., minimum security only, or all inmates);

- time at which process for obtaining an ID/DT, started (e.g., on admission, or close to release);
- and method for processing applications (e.g., inmates transported to a DMV office, or remote

renewal). It was found that there was no single system that was predominate. No identifiable

. relationships were found between specific ID/DL application processing steps and/or
“documentation requirements and the type of system implemented. Similarly, no relationship was

found between the specific state inmate population, state geography, or other state characteristics

_ and the type of system implemented. Thus, no correlating factors were found that would help

Oregon develop an issuance system based solely on its characteristics. In accordance, all

 issuance alternatives identified in other states were considered and are summarized in this repott.

. Information from Oregon was used in estimating the percentage of inmates who could be served
- by a given system. One month of Oregon release data were collected and analyzed to estimate

the annual volume of inmates eligible to apply for an ID or DL pre-release. Data for the released
intates was examined to estimate the percentage possessing the documents necessary to apply

- for an ID/DL (i.e., both a birth certificate and social security card). 28% of the released inmates

possessed both documents pre-release. The Oregon DOC has a program in place to help inmates
obtain these documents. Anexamination of the DMV database revealed that several released
inmates had Oregon issuance records, and that an additional 7% had files with the necessary
documents already verified. Thus in total, it was estimated that 35% of Oregon’s inmates
released into the state are eligible to apply for an ID/DL. The low proportion of inmates meeting
the minimum eligibility requirements was found not to be unusual across states. Some states
cited this low percentage as one of the reasons a pre-release issuance system was not
implemented or continued. In these instances, efforts were refocused to obtain documents for a
greater proportion of inmates. It should also be noted that even though an inmate may be eligible
to apply for an ID/DL, they may choose not to apply. Sources in other states cited reasons

Vil




including loss of social status for the inmate within the correctional facility and discovery of the
use of false names in the past. When estimating the percentage of inmates who could be served
by a system in Oregon, only documentation eligibility was considered, which represents the
maximum rather than the actual percentage who will apply.

High-level assessments were completed for the issuance alternatives, which included the
following:

e Permanent DMV installations at one or more correctional facilities;

e A mobile unit;

e DOC application assembly at each correctional facility;
o Transporting inmates to DMV offices; and

o Renewal of existing ID/DL (Valid With Previous Photo).

Fach of the systems was evaluated in terms of security (e.g., theft, and personnel safety), cost
(e.g., initial setup, and maintenance), personnel requirements (e.g., training), system capacity and
the maximum percentage of inmate who could be served.

Assessments were completed considering contexts specific to implementation in Oregon.
Alternatives were built using structures developed in other states so that evaluation of security,
cost, personnel requirements, and system capacity could be grounded with actual experiences,
While this approach allows for scientific analysis, the structure of the alternatives or scenarios
outlined in this study do not necessarily represent optimal systems for Oregon. Appendices of
the report include more detailed \nformation about how a system can be varied, and include data

for recalculating costs based on changes in assumptions.

Assessment of the alternatives revealed that the maximum percentage of releases served ranged
from 6% to 35%. Risks ranged from minimal to moderate and setup costs ranged from <$1K to
$1.1M. The most expensive alternative was a mobile unit (which also required the largest
number of person-days to operate), followed by locating DMV equipment at all correctional
facilities. The least expensive alternative was leveraging the existing Valid With Previous Photo
(VWPP) process, where I1Ds could be renewed remotely using a valid photo on file. The VWPP
process was estimated to serve as many as 28% of inmates and have one of the lowest security

risks of the alternatives evaluated.

An overview of the assessment resuits for each alternative is provided on the following page.
The remainder of the report provides a detail summary of the various alternatives and the
evaluation criteria used in this study.
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High-Level Overview of Alternative Issuance Systems:

Cost Personnel Max %
Alternative Security Setu Oper Req. Releases
' P (yr) Person -days | Served
A I
* facilities — Staffed by Moderate $357K $107 K ~ 200 35%
Salem DMV Risk
DY ot | e
- facilities — Staffed by Moderate $357K $83 K ~ 90 35%
* local DMV, | Rk
_'DMV equipment located
at CRCI — only CRCI Toﬁfm $26 K $6 K ~ 20 6%
~ inmates served.
DMYV equipment located Moderate ~ 60 + staff
at CRCI —inmates in Risk 526 K $50K for 60 trips 25%
‘Portland/Salem served. for inmates
i corestonal | Toleable
facilities — Staffed by Modlerate $153K $40K ~ 80 22%
Salem DMYV. Risle
: DMV equ;pn:}ent lecated Tolerable-
at six correctional
" Facilities — Staffed by Moderate $153 K $35K ~ 60 22%
" local DMY. Risk
_ o Tolerable-
Mobile unit Moderate $1.1M $58 K ~ 245-410 35%
Risk
-DOC application Minimal -
processing at each Tolerable $239 K <$1K ~ 90 35%
‘ currecﬁqnal facility Risk
M Tolerable - ~ 90 + staff
Transport inmates to s
DMV oo Moderate <$1K $80K | for 13 trips | 35%
I Risk Tor inmates
Valid With Previ Minimal -
Photo L ous Tolerable $3K <$1K ~ 30 28%
R Risk

X



T, . egatn

Rt

b
iguvn

g:a A

i

e By
m_@g-,.w
. i

FE

1.0  INTRODUCTION

Each year, the Oregon Department of Corrections (DOC) releases approximately 4,700 inmates

- from Oregon correctional facilities. Of these 4,700 inmates approximately 70% or 3,290 inmates
- are released back into the state of Oregon. These inmates have an immediate need to re-integrate

into society by obtaining employment, establishing bank accounts, and performing typical
business transactions. Many inmates do not possess a valid state-issued driver license or
identification card upon release from prison. According to DOC there are indications that a lack

N of valid identification and/or driving privileges poses a significant barrier to successful re-entry
into society.

_ In accordance, the 2009 Oregon Legislature passed House Bill (HB) 2489, which requires that:
- “The Department of Transportation and the Department of Corrections jointly shall adopt rules
~and enter into interagency agreements necessary to assist offenders in obtaining a driver license

or identification card prior to an offender’s release from a Department of Corrections

- {pstitution.”

| Tn summer 2009, the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), Driver and Motor Vehicles

(DMYV) Services Division and the Oregon DOC conducted a pilot test of an inmate D issuance
system that involved transporting inmates to a DMV field office. The results of this test, in part,

~led to the establishment of an Oregon DMV and DOC Interagency Agreement in November
2009 that aimed at meeting the requirements of TIB 2489. The agreement specified the formation

of a project team charged with evaluating potential setvice delivery models/issuance alternatives.
Alternatives specifically mentioned in the agreement included a mobile DMV field office located
in a vehicle or trailer (referred to as a “mobile unit™) and development of an issuance system at a
single DOC correctional facility. It was prescribed that the evaluation of these alternatives

include cost estimates, as well as identify technical, legal, operational, and other factors that may

i'mp‘act implementation,

In comphance with the DMV-DOC Interagency Agreement (2009), a project team was formed,
which included representatives from both agencles. To assist with the outlined work, the project

team contacted the ODOT Research Section, who agreed to provide research funds to assist with

the effort. Researchers at Oregon State University (OSU) were contracted to perform the
research and evaluation of issuance alternatives.

: The objectwe of this research was to generate realistic system options that the state of Oregon

could utilize to issue identification (ID) cards to inmates prior to release from prison. A
secondary objective was to examine the additional efforts required for also issuing driver

licenses. This report presents a summary of findings from this research.

The results of this research will assist the Oregon DMV and DOC in meeting the requirements of
FIB 2489 and in the consideration of alteratives for assisting inmates to obtain a state-issued
identification card or driver license prior to their release.



1.1 OREGON PILOT TEST: TRANSPORTING INMATES TO A DMV
OFFICE

In summer 2009, the Oregon DMV, in partnership with DOC, established a pilot project to
determine the feasibility of transporting a small number (5-10) of inmates from prison to a DMV
field office for issuance of ID cards. The pilot began in March 2009 and ended in August 2009.
During the pilot, incarcerated men from the Oregon State Penitentiary minimum security facility
were transported by DOC staff to a near-by DMV field office. Inmates were transported once a
nonth between the hours of 6:30AM and 7:30AM, prior to the office opening to the general

public.

Over the duration of the pilot study, 36 inmates applied for an ID card. Inmates were pre-
soreened at least two weeks before they were transported to the DMV office. Fach applicant was
able to produce the required documentation (birth certificate and social security card). For proof
of address, the DMV accepted a memo from the DOC containing the address for where the
inmate was planning to live upon release. When no such address was available, the Parole and
Probation office address was used. After processing, the inmate’s ID card was mailed directly to
DMYV Driver Issuance Unit from L-1 (ID card vendor) and then mailed directly to a designated
person at the DOC.

Both cost and system capacity information was generated in this pilot test. The total fees for the
ID cards amounted to $1,126 and were paid for by the DOC. The DOC costs associated with
transporting inmates totaled $4,199 (DOC estimates), giving a total cost of $5,325 for the 36
inmates obtaining ID cards during the pilot program. With respect to system capacity, the
security requirements for transferring inmates were found to limit the number of inmates who
could be served. Based on these limitations, only a small fraction of the 3,290 inmates released
in Oregon from correctional facilities each year could be processed.

In addition to cost and system capacity information, the pilot study made clear the significant
challenges associated with issuing ID/DLs to inmates, pre-release. The DMV and DOC also
recognized that other states have implemented such systems and agreed that research of these
systems would help identify possible alternatives for the state of Oregon.

1.2 APPROACH

The approach utilized to meet the rescarch objectives consisted of data collection, data
organization, qualitative data analysis, and a review of the data and results with DMV and DOC
personnel. This was followed by additional data collection and cost analysis and assessment of
specific system configurations. The following steps were completed:

o A survey of U.S. states to identify those states currently issuing identification cards or
driver licenses to inmates prior to their release.

o Data collection from internet sources to identify basic identification card (ID) or driver
license (DL) application processing information and DOC release statistics and facility
demographics.




e Phone interviews with both DMV and DOC personnel in those states with existing
ID/DL issuance systems for inmates (conducted with cooperating states).

 Phone interviews with both DMV and DOC personnel in states that either previously had
ID/DL issuance systems for inmates or conducted pilot tests of such systems but decided
not to follow through with implementation.

» A summary and analysis of data collected from each participating state and the creation
of a structured method for developing additional alternatives.

e A review of collected data, existing state systems, possible additional system
~ configurations, and an example system assessment with state of Oregon DMV and DOC
personnel.

¢ Collection of Oregon DOC release data to estimate the demand for IDs/DLs and to
illustrate how this demand may be partitioned into different categories with different
processing requirements.

o Collection of cost data, more detailed cost analysis of several selected systems, and an
assessment of multiple system alternatives based on criteria provided by the DMV and
"DOC.

A majority of the steps outlined above were completed in the order that they are listed. The main
- exceptions are the various data collection steps that were completed in parallel. The remainder
of this report documents detailed results of these steps in the order listed above. Throughout the
report various state agencies that correspond to the DMV and DOC in Oregon will be referred to
as the “DMV™ and “DOC,” respectively. The actual agency name often varies by state (e.g.,
Bureau of Licensing, Motor Vehicle Agency, Department of Correctional Services, State
Department of Corrections, ete.).
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2.0 INFORMATION COLLECTED FROM OTHER STATES

A major component of this research was collecting information from other states that have
implemented systems for the issuance of identification cards or driver licenses to inmates prior to
their release. In addition to the states that have implemented and are currenily supporting
systems to provide IDs to inmates prior to release, several states have terminated such systems or
have decided not to pursue implementation after pilot tests were completed. Overall, the intent of
this step was to collect data from states in each of these different categories (current system,
terminated system, or pilot system only) to answer the following questions:

¢ [s there a predominate system that has been implemented?

¢ Are there any identifiable relationships between specific ID/DL application processing
steps and/or documentation requirements and the type of system implemented?

s Are there any identifiable relationships between specific state inmate population, state
geography, or other state characteristics and the type of system implemented?

¢ Are there any system features that are common to all states?

e (an a classification of implemented systems be developed based on system
characteristics?

To start, a survey was sent to DMVs in 49 U.S. states {Oregon was not surveyed) asking if the

- state has, or had in the past, implemented a system for issuing IDs or DLs to inmates prior to
- their release. Thirty-one (31) states responded, and of these states, thirteen (13) states indicated

that they currently bave a system implemented. These states are listed in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1: States surveyed that have existing
inmate ID/DL issuance systems,

State
1 Colorado
2 Indiana
3 Maryland
4 | Minnesota
5 Missouri
- 6. Montana
7 New Hampshire
8 North Dakota
9 ~ Oklahoma
10 | Pennsylvania
Il |' - South Dakota
12 | Tennessee
13 Wisconsin



Two states (California and Washington) had such systems in the past, but have either terminated
the system (Washington) or suspended its operation (California). The states of Michigan and
Florida ran pilot tests that involved sending a mobile unit to correctional facilities but did not
continue with these programs. A categorization of responses from the 31 states responding to the
survey is summarized in Table 2.2, '

Table 2.2: Summary of responses from states surveyed about inmate ID/DL issuance systems.

Category Count
Existing System 13
Existing but suspended due to budget 1
Terminated 1
Ran pilot, but did not implement 2
No existing or past systems 14%*

# Includes the District of Columbia

Of the 14 states with no existing or past system, three (Illinois, Ohio, and Massachusetts) have
systems in place to assist inmates obtain 1Ds after their release. Six states (Florida, llinois,
Michigan, Ohio, Nebraska, and Washington), which currently do not issue ID/DL prior to
release, have mobile units that are used for issuance of ID/DL, but that do not service DOC
institutions. The mobile units provide this service under various circumstances, e.g., ¢itizens that
cannot travel to a DMV office, disaster relief, or community events.

Data collection efforts focused on 12 of the 13 states with functioning ID/DL issuance systems
(Pennsylvania did not respond to information requests). In addition, data collection also
included the states of Florida, Washington, and Michigan, which had prior systems or had
conducted a pilot test. Both DMV and DOC personnel from these states were contacted directly.
For some states, only DMV personnel were contacted. Data collection from internet sources and
from DMV or DOC websites (or equivalent agencies) was also completed to obtain relevant
information for these states related to the ID/DL application processes, ID/DL documentation
requirements, and DOC demographics (e.g., number of correctional facilities, inmate population,
and releases per year, etc.). The main conclusions from the data cellected in this phase of the
project are summarized in the following subsections.

2.1 DOCUMENTATION REQUIREMENTS FOR IDENTIFICATION
CARDS AND DRIVER LICENSES

In order to obtain an ID/DL, each state has established requirements that must be verified using
specific types of documents. The specific items requiring verification and the acceptable forms
of documentation vary by state. Some examples of requirements are “legal presence,” “legal
name,” and “identity.” The documentation that may be used to verify required items also varied
widely in regards to the combinations of documents that are allowed to meet a particular
requirement. However, for almost all states, having a birth certificate and social security card
will either suffice as adequate documentation for all items, or serve as documentation to meet
most requirements related to legal presence, legal name, and identity. However, these




documents do not, for most states, provide proof of state residency. The states with the highest
level of documentation requirements typically require two additional pieces of documentation to
verify state residency. A summary of the documentation requirements by state can be found in
Appendix A. Detailed information for each state regarding the specific items needing
verification and the various documents, or combinations of documents accepted as verification,
can be found in Appendix B.

For the 12 existing and operational ID/DL. issuance systems studied, there was no clear
relationship between the documentation requirements for an individual requesting an ID or DL
for the first time and the type of system implemented. In Florida (a Real ID' compliant state)
documentation requirements were one of the reasons cited for terminating a pilot program to

issue IDs to inmates in advance of release. The pilot program in Florida utilized a mobile unit.

Similarly, Michigan, who also operated a mobile unit during their pilot study, reported that a
failure to satisfy the existing DMV documentation requirements prevented inmates from

-acquiring an ID. Michigan has now re-focused its resources and efforts on helping inmates

acquire documentation, such as birth certificates and social security cards, prior to release.

For ID/DL renewals, states vary in whether or not they permit renewals by mail or through an
online system. In addition, the specific requirements for qualifying for renewal by mail or online
also vary. If a citizen qualifies for renewal by mail or online, the documentation required for first

-~ time ID/DL issuance does not have to be provided. Some states have utilized components of
' remote renewal processes for inmates. Both Colorado and Tennessee, for example, only process

renewals or the re-instatement of existing or prior ID/DL. Both states utilize a pre-screening
procedure to identify those inmates who qualify. Colorado utilizes a DMV facility at a single

 cotrectional institution to process renewals of prior ID/DL and takes a new photograph as part of

the process. In Tennessee, the processing is done via mail and no new photograph is taken. If

~ the photograph on file for an inmate trying to renew or re-instate their ID/DL is too old, the
- renewal 1s rejected.

Other states (of the 12 with ID/DL. issuance systems) besides Colorado and Tennessee permit
renewal by mail or online, but have decided to also incorporate other issnance systems in an
effort to enlarge the subset of inmates for whom they will issue ID/DLs prior to release, This has
required the adoption of systems different than Tennessee. In some cases, mail or online rencwal

~has been augmented by the permanent presence of DMV equipment at a correctional facility, as
- found in Colorado and Minnesota.

The State of Oregon documentation requirements currently can be satisfied with a birth
cerlificate, social security card, and one document (from a list of many) to verify state residency.
The Oregon DOC has initiated programs to assist inmates in obtaining both birth certificates and

-social security cards while incarcerated. From the perspective of documentation requirements,

! “Real ID” refers to the 2005 Real 1D Act which estzblished national requirements for state-issued ID/DLs. In

2009, the Department of Homeland Security issued the Real ID Final Rule (6 CFR Part 37), establishing the
following standards: information and security features on ID/DL cards, proof of idenity and lawful status of an
applicant,- verification of the source documents provided by an applicant, and security standards for the offices
that issue licenses and identification cards (GPO 2009),




the State of Oregon has the flexibility to adopt any of the systems found in the 12 states
investigated.

2.2  APPLICATION PROCESSING FEATURES

The states investigated all have similar in-person application procedures, although the forms
filled out by an applicant and the order of steps may differ between states. Electronic verification
processes were also very similar, with almost all states utilizing the Social Security Online
Verification System (SSOLV) and the Systematic Alien Verification for Entitlements (SAVE).
The Commercial Driver License Information System (CDLIS) and Problem Driver Pointer
System (PDPS) systems were also used by many of the states.

There were three main differences identified among states with respect to application processing.
The first difference was whether or not the state was a central issuance state or non-central
issuance state. In a central issuance state, the applicant will not receive an ID/DL during their
visit to the DMV office. Instead, the ID/DL is produced after additional application processing
has occurred, and the actual ID/DL is mailed to the applicant. The processing time is typically
one to two weeks. Tennessee described their processing as a hybrid with respect to ID/DL
issuance. They are non-central issuance for all citizens who apply for/renew an ID/DL in-person
but are central issuance for those applicants that renew by mail or online. The state of Oregon 1s
a central issuance state.

The second main processing characteristic that differed among states was the types and use of’
biometrics to confirm applicant identity and/or to check for existing IDs. Multiple states
complete some type of automated facial recognition check during application processing, which
requires the use of specialized hardware and software. Facial recognition verifies that the picture
just taken matches prior photos in the database under the same name and that the picture does
not match photos taken under other names. Some states perform a manual check against a prior
photo that may exist in their database. Other states conduct no biometric check and simply
archive digital photos taken during the application process. In Oregon, a one-to-one facial
recognition process (checking the new photo against a prior photo under the same name) is
completed for a customer while they wait, and a more extensive one-to-many process (checking
the new photo against the entire database of photos) is completed after a customer has completed
the in-person application steps and has left the DMV field office.

The third main processing characteristic that differed among states was whether remote (by mail
or online) renewal of IDs/DLs was allowed for most citizens. Having a mail or online renewal
process would make it easier to issue IDs to inmates who have had a prior state ID/DI.. Exactly
half (6) of the states investigated that currently operate an inmate ID/DL issuance system also
permit remote renewals. The inmate issuance system used by Tennessee is very similar to
renewing by mail, which is permitted for most citizens in Tennessee. In Oregon, the DMV has a
Valid With Previous Photo (VWPP) process. In this process, applicants who are out of the state
or have a medical condition that does not allow them to come to a DMV field office to have their
photo taken, may request that an ID/DL. be renewed or replaced using the current digital photo
on file with DMV, If the applicant contacts the DMV, a request for using the VWPP process
will be made to the Driver Issuance Unit. The Driver Issuance Unit determines eligibility and
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will either send an application packet or a denial letter to the applicant. Eligible applicants must
complete the application and submit it to the Driver Isssance Unit, along with required fees.

There was no identifiable relationship between a state’s classification with respect to central
issuance and/or biometric checking, and the type of ID/DL issuance system implemented,
However, the use of biometric checks will constrain the type of hardware and software that must
be used when collecting information (e.g., the photograph) for an application. This will have an
impact on costs of required equipment if a mobile unit is used and/or if equipment is installed at
correctional facilities. With regards to the availability of remote renewals, Tennessee was the
only state studied that extends a gystem similar to Oregon’s VWPP to inmates.

2.3 STATE DOC CHARACTERISTICS

The 12 states with inmate ID/DL issuance systems varied widely with respect to the number of
correctional facilities, total inmate population, state geography, and the location of correctional
facilities within the state. At the small end is New Hampshire with a total inmate population of
around 3,000 and with only three correctional facilities. At the larger end of the spectrum of

states included in the study with implemented ID/DL issuance systems is Missouri. Missouri has

an inmate population of around 30,000 across 21 correctional facilities. Oregon has a total
inmate population of approximately 14,000 (as of Qctober 2009). California and Florida are
other examples of states with very large total inmate populations. The state of California has
suspended their system due to budget issues. Florida also chose to not extend a pilot mobile
system as a result of both funding issues as well as concerns regarding the inability to meet Real
ID requirements. Overall, however, there was no identifiable correlation between state DOC

- demographics and the type of ID/DL issuance system implemented.

- Of the 12 states investigated, Oregon is the most similar to Colorado in terms of the number of

- inmates and geographical location of correctional facilities. Colorado has correctional facilities
located over a large geographic area, but with fewer facilitics in the western half of the state.
Colorado’s inmate ID/DL issuance system has combined two different possible alternatives.

Specifically, inmates are currently transported via bus to a single correctional facility, where a

" DMV office has been set up.

24 SYSTEM FUNDING

- Funding for inmate ID/DL issuance systems can be roughly separated into three categories:

~* Funding for the initial system setup;
¢ Funding for ongoing operational costs, and

* Funding to assist inmates in paying the required fees for documentation and/or the actual
ID/DLs. :

There were no consistent funding methods found in the states investigated. Costs for initial

- system setup were sometimes paid for by the DOC (e.g., Colorado), and sometimes paid for by



the DMV (e.g., Missouri). Operatioral funding is similar but in many cases a large portion of the
labor costs are absorbed into both the DOC and DMV budgets. The state of Indiana established a
single mobile unit to serve inmates at their correctional institutions. Initial costs for this mobile
unit were shared by the DMV and DOC. The ongoing operational costs of this unit are not
budgeted for and depend on the level of funding provided to the DMV and DOC from year to
year. For example, in 2010, the operational costs for Indiana’s mobile unit were covered by
DMV funds that were freed up after the DOC returned enough hardware (i.e., cameras, printers,
computers, and all supplies) to equip three full DMV stations. Funding for 2011, however, is
uncertain.

A wide variety of funding methods exist to assist inmates with ID/DL fees. In North Dakota the
DOC established a fund that loans inmates the money necessary to obtain both birth certificates
and IDs. The inmate pays this loan back either as a result of wages they earn while incarcerated
or other funds from outside. In Missouri, the DOC helps to pay for IDs and birth certificates
when an inmate has less than $250 in funds. In Missouri intervention funds are collected from
inmates who work outside of the correctional facility, while under supervision. These inmates
must pay the DOC $30 a month for this privilege. The intervention funds are then used to pay for
birth certificates and/or 1D fees.

The Oregon DOC has established an inmate welfare fund that is used to assist inmates by paying
any fees necessary to obtain birth certificates and social security cards. The money for this fund
comes from charges to the inmates for canteen and telephone services.

One of the issues identified, particularly in the interviews of various state DOC personnel, is that
having a program to provide IIJs prior to release does not ensure that inmates will choose to
participate in the program. In Maryland, for example, approximately 40% of inmates decline
assistance to obtain identification documents. An education campaign has been initiated by
DOC personnel in Maryland in an effort to reduce the percentage of inmates declining assistance
to 15% or lower. The campaign is being kicked off with the printing and distribution of 10,000
informational tri-fold brochure and posters. These brochures will be distributed to inmates and
to agencies/services that come in contact with inmates after release, e.g., public defender’s
office, Goodwill, Department of Labor Career Centers, etc. Posters have also been developed
and will be distributed to various agencies for posting. In interviews with other DOC personnel,
a variety of reasons for inmates refusing assistance in obtaining the necessary documentation to
obtain IDs were provided. In some cases, inmates believe that a family member or friend who is
not incarcerated is holding the documents for them already. In these cases, the inmate does not
believe that they need to obtain new documents. In some cases, inmates do not feel comfortable
having correctional personnel submit these requests on their behalf, A third reason cited in
interviews with DOC personnel for inmates failing to accept assistance is that accepting this type
of assistance may result in a loss of social status for the inmate within the correctional facility.
The final reason provided in interviews was concern, by the inmate, that if they have used
different names to obtain IDs in the past, this may be uncovered as a result of the process to
obtain these types of documents.
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2.5 SYSTEMS IMPLEMENTED IN OTHER STATES

A number of different inmate ID/DL issuance systems are currently used in the 12 states
investigated. These systems varied by type of interface, (whether there is face-to-face interaction
between DMV personnel and inmates) and inmate subset (e.g., minimum security) served. A
summary of the various inmate ID/DL issuance systems utilized is assembled as Table 2.3.

' . .
Tabte 2.3: A summary of the inmate ID/DL issuance systems investigated.
i : : ' DMV Personnel - Inmate Contact No Contact
! DMV identifies
Inmates with
DOCpe 1]
DMV facilties | prior ID/DL. parforin
| Intnates Inmates ga to application
Mabile Unit established at Frocesses
Goas to Priso Transparted to|any DMV office| carrectional Jelectranle processat corr
™| DMy office | antheirown | SOTTectonal | paperfelactronle ), L iy
faclities application and
equipment
sends DI/ID to
System for Issuance Before Release States Inmate Subset 0oC,
indiana All (exce pt maxsecurity) X
Mabile Unit
Maryland All X
DMV equlpment permanantly . .
Onlythose with prior CO
located in facllity; DMV process Colorado Y USFD,HI)L F X
apyplications omsita
DMV process applications onsite,
Some facllitles with permanent Minnesota All {exce pt maxsecurity) X
equip. Cthers use portable equip,
Portable equipment taken to fackity; .
DMV process applications onsite North Dakota Al X
.Bringlnmatestu DMV field office for Okishoma Only at the Comm. ¥
. 10/oL ™ Corrections levef
Only those on work
Inmates go to DMV fleld office for South Dakot release and witha X
ID/BLon thelr own aketa renewable South Dakota
DL/ID
" Driver Licensing Coordinator takes
equipment to prisons to pracess D5 Montana All X
and DLs
Paperfelect licatl
wer/electionlc apglieation Is Only those with prior TN
pracessed for renewals, duplicates, Teanessee 10/0L X
re-Instatements
X Wisconsin All X
Photo and processing conducted by
DOC at corr. facifity and the
applicatlan issant electronically
and/for ula mail to the DMV, New Hzmpshire Al X
Processing of IDs done hy DMV and
IDs sent back.
Missouri Al X

Except for processing renewals of existing DLs, Montana is the only state investigated that

Pprocesses applications for driver licenses. A DOC employee (the same person who processes D
applications) also conducts drive and vision tests at the correctional facility. Portable equipment
for administering the vision test is utilized, and drive tests are conducted in a state-owned
vehicle, which is the same vehicle that the DOC employee uses to travel to correctional facilities.

11



2.5.1 Systems without DMV-Inmate Face-to-Face Interaction

With respect to the type of interface, five of the 12 states utilize systems with no face-to-face
interaction between DMV personnel and inmates.

2511 Valid-With-Previous-Photo (VWPP)

Tennessee utilizes a system that is similar to Oregon’s Valid With Previous Photo
(VWPP) renewal process (see section 2.2 for a more detailed description of this process).
However, in Tennessee citizens are typically allowed to renew ID/DLs through the mail
or online, whereas in Oregon the VWPP was established to be used for Oregon residents
who are out of state or who have a medical condition that does not allow them to visit a
DMYV office.

2.5.1.2 DOC Personnel Assists in Application Processing

The four other states with inmate ID/DL issuance systems that require no DMV
personnel and inmate face-to-face interaction are Missouri, Montana, New Hampshire,
and Wisconsin. All of these states utilize DOC personnel to collect information needed
from an inmate applying for an ID/DL (including a photograph). This interaction is
conducted by the DOC personne] at the correctional facility where the inmate is residing,
These systems differ in the methods and processes used to collect application information
and also differ in how this information is transferred to the DMV. For example, in
Missouri a portable computer with a custom application and a digital camera are the main
pieces of equipment utilized. In Wisconsin, paper applications are sent to the DMV via
mail, and photographs and digital signatures are sent electronically to the DMV.
Appendix B contains detailed descriptions of these differing systems for each state.

2.5.2 Systems with DMV-Inmate Face-to-Face Interaction

The other seven states investigated have inmate ID/DL issuance systems that involve face-to-
face interaction between DMV personne! and inmates. Programs include inmates going to DMV
offices, and equipment at one or more facilities (either permanent or mobile). The method of
getting equipment to the correctional facilities and the equipment utilized differs between states.
Variance in each of these programs is described next.

2.5.2.1 Inmates Go To DMV Office

Three states (Maryland, Oklahoma and South Dakota) utilize visits to DMV offices. In
Maryland, 60 inmates per month are transported by bus to four specific DMV offices at
7:30AM and are processed by DMV office personnel. This is done once per month, A
maximum of 15 inmates per facility are transported, and this program is only available to
inmates at minimum security and pre-release facilities. In Oklahoma, individuals at a
community corrections level travel to DMV offices to obtain ID/DLs. In South Dakota,
mmates who are (1) at the minimum security level, (2) one year from release, (3) non- -
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violent crime offenders, and (4) on work release, may request furlough time to visit a
DMYV office unsupervised. Such a system would not be applicable to Oregon, which does
not have a work release program.

2.5.2.2 Mobile Unit

Two states (Indiana and Maryland) have equipment housed in a mobile unit. A mobile
unit is a vehicle (typically a bus or modified recreational vehicle) or trailer that serves as
a mobile DMV field office. With mobile units, a “DMYV field office” essentially travels to
the correctional facilities,

In Maryland, the mobile unit (built within a bus) travels to only three of the
approximately 30 facilities within the state. This is completed on a regular schedule each
month. [nmates at other facilities are transported via bus to the nearest correctional
facility being serviced by the mobile unit.

Figure 2.1 is a picture of Indiana’s mobile unit. There are normally four DMV staff
members operating the mobile unit (i.e., three that operate the computers and the Branch
Manager). The three staff members are brought in from the DMV field office nearest to
the correctional facility being serviced for two consecutive days.

Figure 2.1: The mobile unit utilized by the Indiana Bureau of Motor Vehicles.

2.5.2.3 DMV Staff Operate Equipment at a DOC Facility

Colorado utilizes equipment permanently located at a single correctional facility. The
equipment is the same equipment that is used in DMV field offices. DMV personnel
spend two days per month at the correctional facility processing inmates who are
transported (via bus) from correctional facilities throughout the state. The DMV
equipment is located in the visitor’s center and is stored in a secured closet when the
DMV personnel are not present. The equipment is setup for applicant processing and
taken down when the DMV personnel leave. The Colorado DOC provides the DMV with
a list of potential applicants who would like to apply for a state ID card. The DMV
screens these applicants before their visit. The DMV checks that each applicant had a
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prior Colorado ID or DL that required verification of identity, legal presence, age, and
legal name. They also check if a potential applicant has any known aliases. The DMV
then sends the DOC a list of inmates who may apply for an ID during their monthly visit.

The North Dakota DMV utilizes portable equipment that is taken to a single correctional
facility about once per month. This facility is used for inmate orientation for all inmates,
regardless of where they will be incarcerated for the remainder of their sentence. The
North Dakota DOC assists inmates in getting required documentation as soon as they
arrive in the correctional system. They have the inmates apply for an ID card when
DMV personnel are present but before they are moved to another correctional facility.
Minnesota utilizes equipment permanently located at facilities with higher release rates,
and utilizes portable equipment for those facilities with lower release rates.

2.5.3 Inmate Subsets Served

Another method of partitioning the inmate ID/DL issuance processes was to look at the inmate
populations being served by the various systems. Excluding individuals in community
corrections and inmates in work release programs (both are not applicable for Oregon), two
subsets of inmates served were noted. Colorado and Tennessee serve only those inmates who
have had a prior state ID or DL. The other states investigated (with the exception of Maryland)
serve all inmates with the possible exclusion of maximum security level inmates. In Maryland,
pre-release 1D card service is only offered to inmates at minimum security and pre-release
facilities.

2.5.4 Applications for DLs

Except for processing renewals of existing DLs, Montana is the only state investigated that
processes applications for new/original driver licenses. A DOC employee (the same person who
processes ID applications) also conducts drive, knowledge, and vision tests at the correctional
facility. Portable equipment for administering the vision test is utilized, and drive tests are
conducted in a state-owned vehicle, which is the same vehicle that the DOC employee uses to
travel to correctional facilities.

2.6 CONCLUSIONS — OTHER STATE SYSTEMS

The purpose of investigating other states with inmate [D/DL issuance systems was to answer
specific questions that could guide the design of a system for the state of Oregon. Each of the
questions and a summary of answers, based on the data collection completed are summarized
next.

o Is there one predominate system that has been implemented?

o No single system is predominantly utilized. Many variations of different categories of
systems also exist as was illustrated in Table 2.3.
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o Are there any identifiable relationships between specific ID/DL application processing
steps and/or documentation requirements and the type of system implemented?

o For Tennessee, the system for ID/DL renewals by mail or online has been adopted for
inmates.

o Florida has indicated that more stringent documentation requirements associated with
being Real ID compliant is one reason for the decision to not extend their pilot effort
to provide inmates with [Ds prior to release.

o Michigan indicated that acquiring the necessary documents (i.e., birth certificate and
social security card) is the main obstacle for inmates desiring to obtain an ID. They
have focused their efforts on helping inmates obtain these documents.

o No other distinct relationships were identified for the remaining states.

= Are there any identifiable relationships between specific state inmate populations, state
geography, or other state characteristics and the type of system implemented?

o Florida has indicated that large inmate release numbers and the costs required to
serve them is one reason for the decision to not extend their {mobile unit) pilot effort
to provide inmates with IDs prior to release.

o California has suspended their system due to budget constraints. California has the
largest state inmate population.

o No other distinct relationships were identified for the remaining states.

-
»

o Are there any system features that are common to all states?

o Excluding Oklahoma and South Dakota where inmates in community corrections and
work release visit DMV offices, only one state (Maryland) transports inmates to
DMYV offices from correctional institutions, Maryland also transports inmates to other
correctional facilities to utilize ID services provided by a mobile unit that goes to
three specific correctional facilities on a monthly basis.

o Except for Montana, which has a relatively small inmate population, no other state
investigated processes inmate applications for new DLs prior to release.

¢ Can a classification of implemented systems be developed based on several system
variables?

o One classification of systems arising from the investigation is based on the following
four variables:
» Type of credential issued;
= Inmate population served;
= Time at which the process for obtaining IDs is initiated; and
* Method for processing applications.

~ One commonality among all states contacted is that the DOC assumes the responsibility of
assisting inmates in acquiring required documentation for an ID/DL.
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3.0 STRUCTURED APPROACH FOR CONSTRUCTING
ALTERNATIVES

The 12 states that were identified through the survey to have inmate ID/DL issuance systems
provided examples of alternatives for providing IDs to inmates prior to release. In order to
explore system designs, a classification scheme for the existing systems was developed and was
based on several system variables. Using these classifications, other potential systems can then
be constructed by taking specific values for each variable and combining them in ways that are
not currently used by any of the states investigated in this study.

3.1 VARIABLES IDENTIFIED THAT PARTITION EXISTING
SYSTEMS

The variables used in the classification scheme and observed values for these variables found in
existing inmate ID/DL issuance systems are:
# The type of credential service offered
o State ID
o State ID and driver license renewal
o Short term State 1D

o Driver license

» The inmate population served
o All inmates (with some excluding maximum security inmates)
o Minimum security inmates or inmates at pre-release facilities
o Inmates that have had a prior state [D/DL
» The time (relative to the incarceration period) at which the process for obtaining an
ID/DL is initiated
o Started on admission

o Started close to release — typically six months

¢ The method for processing applications
o Inmates are transported to a DMV office
o DMYV staff goes to correctional facilities {(no mobile unit)

o DMV staff goes to correctional facilities with a mobile unit

17




o DOC staff prepare application packets at correctional facilities using DMV
equipment

o DOC assists inmate with a remote renewal process
The total number of ways in which the different variables may be combined equals 120.
However, not all 120 combinations are possible (c.g., taking a mobile unit to a correctional

facility when a driving test is required). 1t is also possible to create a system that is a hybrid of
the various alternatives.

A review of different possible options with Oregon DMV and DOC personnel indicated that the
selection of alternatives could be limited based on defining values for the first three classification
variables. Specifically, the alternatives of interest were constrained as follows:

e The type of credential service offered

o State ID

+ The inmate population served
o All inmates (with the exception of some maximum security inmates)
o The time (relative to the incarceration period) the process for obtaining an ID/DL is
started
o Start close to release — typically six months
With values for these variables established, the main focus was to examine the various
alternatives for application processing. One component of the system that may affect the choice

of application processing is the potential volume of applicants that must be processed. The
potential volume of applicants in Oregon is examined in the next section.
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40 OREGON RELEASE DATAAND CARD ELIGIBILITY

An examination of release data was conducted to estimate inmate volumes that may be expected
for a specific inmate ID/DL issuance system in Oregon. The Oregon DOC estimates that
approximately 4,700 inmates are released from correctional facilities in Oregon each year. Of
these releases, 30% would not be considered as candidates for an Oregon ID card (released in
other states, deported, etc.), bringing the total number of candidates to 3,290 annually. To geta
sense of the distribution of releases, as well as the eligibility of inmates in applying for a DL or
ID card, release data from February 11, 2010 to March 10, 2010 were collected and analyzed.
Since the data included the candidate release population for only a single month, it cannot be
considered as a representative sample for the year. However, the data is nseful in providing a
“snapshot” of releases and eligibility.

In total, 312 inmates were scheduled to be released between February 11, 2010 and March 10,
2010. The greatest proportion of releases (17%) was from the Columbia River Correctional
Institution (CRCI) (Figure 2.2). In general, most inmates (70%) were released from an institution
located within the Portland - Salem, Oregon corridor. A total of 42% of inmates were released
from an institution within the Salem area alone.

v B TRC! 3%
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|
;& SCCl ;
i 1% i
/
2 WCOCF 1% !
Seéﬁrit}féve]: © Min © Med ® Max
CCCF Coffee Creek Correctional Facility CRCI Columbia River Correctional Institution
DRCI Deer Ridge Correctional Institution EOCI Yastern Oregon Correctional [nstitution
MCCr Mill Creek Correctional Facility OSCr Oregon State Correctional Institution
aspP Oregon State Penitentiary PRCIF Powder River Correctional Facility
SCrf Santiarn Correctional Institution SCCT Shutter Creek Correctional Institution
SRC! Snake River Correctional Instiiution SFFC South Fork Forest Camp
TRCY Two Rivers Correctional Institution WCCE Warmer Creok Correetional Facility

Figure 2.2: Oregon inmate releases by correctional facility for February/March 2010.
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To ascertain each of the released inmates’ eligibility for a DL or ID card, data were analyzed to
determine if the individual had the necessary identification documents (i.e., birth certificate and
social security card). The data showed that 48% of the released inmates possessed a birth
certificate, 38% possessed a social security (SS) card, and 28% possessed both documents.

Possession of required documentation aside, the names of all 312 inmates were run through the
DMV database to determine if inmates had any records on file. Results showed that most (88%)
had an Oregon issuance record. The records for some inmates indicated that their legal presence
documentation had aiready been verified. Of the inmates who did not possess a birth certificate,
39 were found to have a record with a verified birth certificate, and of those not possessing a SS
card, 13% were found to have a SS number verified on file. Using this verification to determine
eligibility, it was found that an additional 7% met the identification requirements (i.e., proof of
both a birth certificate and social security card), bringing the total proportion of inmates meeting
requirements to 35% (7% verified on file +28% with both identification documents pre-release).

Of the inmates meeting identification requirements, most passed the two DMV security checks
(88% cleared PDPS, and 95% cleared CDLLS). (The figures were nearly identical for the entire
data set.) Failure to clear these security checks was assumed to only affect eligibility for a DL
and not for an ID card. Thus, all inmates meeting identification requirements (35%) could be
eligible for an ID card. Of those eligible for an ID card, most (80%) have a valid photo on file
with DMV —— meaning that an ID card can be issued using the Valid With Previous Photo
(VWPP) method (see section 2.2}.

A small percentage of inmates (5%) were also eligible for a DL. Eligibility was met if the inmate
passed ID card requirements and if the inmate’s previous DMV record included a valid Oregon
driver license.

An investigation of DMV records showed that, within a month after release, 25% of the inmates
had gone into a DMV office and obtained an ID card or DL. Of those individuals, 43% possessed
the required identification documents pre-release, while 57% did not. This data suggests that of
the inmates that would have not been eligible to get a driver license or ID card at pre-release,
22% were able to obtain a card, post-release. A follow-up check of the data four months after
release showed that 32% had obtained an ID or DL.

If the percentages computed are extended to annual release rates, the average number of inmates
eligible to apply for an ID/DL pre-release can be calculated as follows:

e Applying with required documentation in hand: 3,290 *28% =921,

o Applying with required documentation in hand or with a prior verified legal presence and
SS card: 3,290 * 35% = 1,152,

e Applying with required documentation in hand or with a prior verified legal presence and
SS card using a VWPP process: 1,152 * 80% = 922.

Based on feedback from other states, it is likely that the actual demand will be less than these
estimates since it is likely that some inmates will choose to not obtain an ID card prior to release,
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even if they have the necessary documentation in hand. In Maryland, for example, 40% of the
inmates decline assistance in getting required documentation, even when all costs are paid for
them. -

However, state prison data for the Colorado state prison system (the most similar to Oregon of

| - all states investigated) indicate a total inmate population of approximately 15,000, with an

additional 5,000 inmates housed in private facilities. Interviews with the Colorado DMV
personnel who operate the inmate ID issuance system indicate that the number of inmates they
process per month is between 150 and 200. Also, Colorado only processes inmates that have had

a prior Colorado ID or DL. This gives an approximate annual volume of 2,000 inmates

processed, or 10% of the total inmate population, If it is assumed that the number of inmates that

will have pre-release ID applications processed in Oregon is proportional (like Colorado) to the

" total inmate population, the expected annual inmate volume processed will be 1,400, or 10% of
_ total inmate population (the state of Oregon has a state prison population of approximately

- 14,000). This annual volume is greater than the figures above (computed based on ownership of

documentation). Thus, using the calculated numbers for Oregon, those inmates meeting

| - documentation requirements (1,152) would represent 8% of the total Oregon inmate population
- (14,000).
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5.0 ASSESSMENT OF CANDIDATE SYSTEMS

| An assessment of inmate ID/DL issnance systems was conducted. The systems selected for
- assessment were those identified in other states and of potential interest to the Oregon DMV and
"~ DOC. The systems evaluated included:

e Permanent DMV installation at one or more correctional facilities
- ¢ Mobile unit
. DOC application processing
¢ Transport inmates to DMV offices
o ~» Renewal and replacement of existing ID/DL (Valid With Previous Photo)

Assessment of alternatives was completed based on data provided by other states, so that

evaluation could be grounded with actual experiences. While this approach allows for scientific

analysis, the structure of the alternatives or scenarios outlined in this report do not necessarily

- represent a final or optimal system for Oregon. The evaluations provide a high-level evaluation
of the various systems, but further development of system specifications must be completed

“before a final, detailed assessment of any specific alternative for implementation can be
completed. Appendices of this report include more detailed information about the various system
alternatives as implemented by other states and also include data for recalculating cost estimates
based on changes to underlying assumptions associated with the various alternatives.

ngh—level assessments were completed considering contexts specific to implementation in
_Oregon. Bach system was evaluated based on the following general criteria:

0 Security
o Theft of physical assets

o Information security — unauthorized access to DMV information
o Personnel safety

.. * Cost (not including personnel costs)
© Initial setup cost — hardware, software, infrastructure

o Operational (costs related to system operation, e.g., gas, network charges,
supplies, etc.) and maintenance costs

o Replacement requirements

* Personnel requirements
' o Special training requirements

o Labor union requirements
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e System capacity and the percentage of inmates who could be serviced by the system pre-
release

e Other requirements/issues

Assessments of criteria such as costs were evaluated at a high-level and represent general
cstimates. The cost estimates are primarily intended as a measure to compare alternatives and not

as a precise estimate of ail costs incurred.

For criteria which cannot be quantified, such as security, qualitative assessments were made.
Assessment of different security risks was evaluated using a five-point scale. The levels defined
for this evaluation were: Minimal (1); Tolerable (2); Moderate (3); Substantial (4); and
Intolerable (5). To rate risk, the following three different elements were considered: the
likelihood of occurrence of a risk event, the ease of detecting and thus mitigating a risk event,
and the severity of the consequences or impact of a risk event. The level of risk was assigned
based on this assessment. Qualitative definitions for each level are summatized in Table 5.1.

Table 5.1: Risk levels and definitions
Description Notes
Risk event occurs rarely or can be reliably detected and
action can be taken to mitigate impact of the event. The
| impact of the risk event on personnel, equipment, and
facilities is of no significant consequence.
Risk event occurs only occasionally or is detectable, with
defined controls for mitigating the impact of the event. Risk
may require ongoing monitoring. The impact of the risk
event on personnel, equipment, and facilities is minimal.
Rigk event occurs with some regularity or is not always
detectable, thus preventing full mitigation of the
consequences. Costs of controls to prevent risk event must
be traded off against the severity of the consequences.
Improved control measures may be necessary if the impact
of the risk event is considered to be unacceptable.
Risk event occurs regularly or is difficult to detect.
Considerable impact is anticipated if the event occurs.
Substantial Implementation of an alternative would require additional
resources to either develop controls or to manage the
consequences of a risk event occurrence.
Risk event is likely not detectable and/or no known controls
exist to manage the risk. Unacceptable consequences are
Intolerable anticipated jlf the event oceuts. Al.te%'native is not viable
unless the risk can be reduced. If it is not possible to reduce
risk, even with unlimited resources, the alternative is not
viable.

Minimal

Tolerable

Moderate
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For cach alternative, information collected from other states is provided to help clarify
assumptions about the altemative and to provide context for the assessment against the defined
criteria. The intent of the assessments detailed below is to help provide decision makers with the
information necessary to consider various inmate ID/DL issvance systems for Oregon. The
assessments are not intended to provide detailed system specifications or to be used to initiate
system implementation.

5.1 PERMANENT DMV INSTALLATION AT ONE OR MORE
CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES

The alternative of a permanent DMV installation can essentially be characterized as a DMV field
office. Both Colorado and Minnesota utilize a “take down” form of this system, although
Minnesota also utilizes portable equipment that is transported to low population correctional
facilities on an as-needed basis. Colorado’s installation is at a single facility and inmates are
transported to this location for processing. In Minnesota, equipment is located at multiple
facilities. Both state systems utilize DMV personnel that travel to the correctional facilities to
process inmate applications. In Colorado, this occurs for two consecutive days each month. In
Minnesota, inmates’ applications are processed by DMV personnel from the branch office
closest to the correctional facility. The frequency of the visits varies by facility and can range
from once per month to once every 6 or 8 weeks. Typical visits in Minnesota are one day long.
For both Colorado and Minnesota, the DMV equipment is setup for each visit by DMV

- personnel and then taken down (by DMV personnel in Colorado and by DOC personnel in

Minnesota) and securely stored at the facility when the visit has concluded. Both states transfer
the applications electronically. Colorado utilizes a secured high speed connection(T-1 line}, and
Minnesota uses a dedicated phone line (details not specified).

The ability to assess this alternative requires that the number and location of cotrectional
facilities with DMV equipment be specified. Additionally, the number and Iength of visits to the

facilities must be specified, as well as the home location of the DMV staff visiting the

“correctional facilities. If inmates are to be transported, then this must be specified. For purposes

«of this evaluation, assumptions were made to demonstrate a limited number of specific scenarios
(variations in assumptions can be made), The four following scenarios were examined:

1. All correctional facilities will have permanently located DMV equipment to process
inmates released from that facility.

2. DMV equipment will be permanently located in the single correctional facility with the
largest number of releases per year (Columbia River Correctional Institution- CRCI) and
will only serve inmates at that institution.

3. Similar to scenario 2, but with inmates housed in the Portland-Salem corridor bused to
CRCI for processing of 1D card applications.

4. Six correctional facilities will have permanently located DMV equipment to process
inmates released from that facility. The facilities suggested by the DOC that were
included in the assessment are: Columbia River Correctional Institution - CRCI; Oregon
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State Penitentiary — OSP; Oregon State Correctional Institution — OSCI, Coffee Creck
Correctional Facility — CCCF; Deer Ridge Correctional lnstitution — DRCI; and Shutter
Creek Correctional Institution — SCCI. The first four facilities represent the facilities with
the highest release rates. DMV has an existing presence (call center) at both OSCI and
CCCF.

5.1.1 Security Assessment

The security assessments for this alternative assumed that the DMV equipment utilized will be
“take down” since other states are utilizing this approach and have experience with different
aspects of security. The Oregon DMV indicated the need for permanently installed equipment
(as found in a typical DMV field office), citing the sensitivity of the photo equipment as a reason
the take down approach would not work. However, it should be noted that all other locations
using this alternative have implemented a take-down approach, and have not indicated any
equipment issues, If the equipment at each correctional facility is setup permanently it is possible
that some risks for theft of physical assets and information security may increase. This will
depend on the specific features of the space utilized at each correctional facility (e.g., location
within the facility, ability to prevent access, ete.)

Theft of physical assets — Tolerable Risk

Assuming this system is implemented as a take down system with secured storage at the
correctional facility, the risk of theft of physical assets is low. The equipment will be securely
stored within a facility that is continuously staffed and is less accessible to the general public
than a DMV field office. During use, Correctional Officers are present to provide personnel
security and will also deter theft of equipment and collected fees. The likelihood of theft will
increase as the number of correctional facilities with permanent DMV installations increases.
Even though the equipment can be used to generate a photogtaph suitable for an ID, the
equipment itself cannot actually produce the ID. However, there may be a perception that the
equipment could be used to generate IDs, increasing the temptation for theft. Based on similar
installations in other states, however, this risk is considered to be minimal. The most significant
consequence, if the equipment is stolen, is that funds would be required to replace the equipment
(estimated to be approximately $15,000/system),

Information security — Tolerable Risk

If these systems are implemented with real-time electronic data transfer through a secured
encrypted data connection, the risk of unauthorized access to DMV information is low. The
DMYV equipment will be securely stored when not in use, and, as a result, unauthorized access to
sensitive data or to systems containing sensitive information is unlikely.

Personnel safety — Moderate Risk

While operational at the correctional facility, it will be assumed that the DMV facility is staffed
with two Correctional Officers for security purposes (as in Colorado). This system requires face-
to-face contact between inmates and DMV personnel, meaning safety risks are greater than a
system requiring no face-to-face contact, Oregon DOC, however, indicated that they have not
previously had any incidents between inmates and any other contract service provider. Scenatio
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2 (permanent installation at CRCI) only serves inmates at a minimum security level facility and
as a result, the likelihood of a risk event that would result in harm to personnel is very low. The
other scenarios involve face-to-face contact with medium and maximum security inmates and as
a result, the impact of a risk event, should one occur, could be more significant. As the third
scenario also involves transportation of both medium security and maximum security inmates,
the likelihood of a risk event that might result in harm to personnel or the public increases
slightly due to the difficulty of maintaining security outside of a DOC facility. As a result of
either the increased likelihood or more severe consequence, the risk level was assessed as
moderate and additional analysis of the likelihood and potential impact of risk event occurrences
would be necessary should this alternative be selected. Scenario 4 eliminates the need to
transport inmates outside of a correctional facility, but does increase the number of DMV
personnel involved in providing IDs at a correctional facility over Scenario 2. The risks to
personnel, are however, similar in all four scenarios.

5.1.2 Cost Assessment

The cost assessment requires that various assumptions regarding staffing, travel, and the
frequency of visits to correctional facility field offices are established for the purposes of
evaluation.

Travel costs for Scenario 1 (installation in all facilities) and Scenario 4 (installation in six
facilities) will be evaluated assuming two different methods of staffing. The first assumes that

‘DMYV personnel from Salem will staff the correctional facility field offices. The second method

assumes DMV staff from the closest field office is utilized. Scenarios 2 and 3 (installation at a
single location) will assume DMV personnel travel from Salem and that no overnight stays are

¢ required.

- The number of visits per year to correctional facility DMV field offices will be based on the

- length of time required (on average) for 50 inmates to be available for application processing,

- The minimum visits per year to any correctional facility will be four (for those facilities where it
would take Jonger than three months for 50 inmates to be available).

- Personnel costs will not be included since personnel requirements are addressed separately.

5.1.2.1 Initial setup cost

The costs for the initial setup of a correctional facility DMV field office will be estimated
for a single facility. This estimate can then be multiplied by the number of facilities with
DMV equipment specified in a scenario. For a single correctional facility the initial setup
cost estimate consists of the following items and costs shown in Table 5.2.
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Table 5.2: Setup cost estimates for DMV equipment permanently located at a single correctional

facility.

Description

Cost estimate

Notes

Office equipment and
supplies

5K

Estimate is based on take down approach
and does not include costs for counters,
stools, vision machine, and self-service
racks (which would be an added $27K in
costs). Costs provided by the Oregon
DMV,

Setup of network for
data transfer and
connectivity to DMV
Servers

$0-3$300

$300 cost estimate is from Colorado. Tt is
assumed that secured high speed
connectivity is required. If the DMV
utilizes existing DOC T1 lines, the State
Data Center has indicated that there would
be no additional set-up costs incurred.

Photographic
equipment, software,
and computing
equipmeni.

$1I5K

Costs provided by L-1 via Support Unit
Manager for DMV Field Services.

Cost for space,
secured storage.

$0

Oregon DOC indicated that there will be
no charge for space.

Costs for initial
facilities setup.

§5.5K

Additional cost added for varying usable
infrastructure present at the correctional
facilities

Total

$25.5 K

Tn Qregon DMV’s current contract with L-1 (vendor of photographic and biometric
software), cameras, and software are provided free of charge. In exchange, L-1 currently
receives $2.76 for each ID issued. The contract with L-1 expires in the year 2013. The
Oregon DMV indicated that this contract would not be applicable to equipment utilized

in correctional facilities.

5.1.2.2 Operational and maintenance costs

For a single correctional facility the operational and maintenance cost estimate consists
of the items and costs shown in Table 5.3. These costs do not include travel costs, which
depend on the specific scenario analyzed.
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?‘ Table 5.3: Operational and maintenance cost estimates for DMV equipment permanently located at
” a single correctional facility. '
b Description Cost estimate Notes

i Cost of network Cost estimate is from the Oregon

;“ capacity for Department of Administrative Services,

o J encrypted data $255 per month = $3.1 K | State Data Center. It is assumed that

5% transfer and per year secured high speed connectivity is

by connectivity to DMV required.

g‘ Servers

2 3 Office supplies, cell $200 per month = $2.4 K | Average DMV field office costs for these

b phones, copiers per year items are $200.

’ Misc. costs for Assumed to be part of the existing DOC

» utilities, janitorial $0 operation.

i service

? Total $5.5 K per vear

Annual travel costs estimated for the three scenarios are shown next. For a detailed
explanation of these cost estimates see Appendix C. Each scenario assumes that a
correctional facility field office is staffed by two DMV personnel. Two cost estimates are
provided for each scenario. The higher cost estimate assumes that 35% of the inmates
scheduled for release will be eligible to apply for an ID card within six months of their
release (see section 4.0). The lower cost scenario assumes that 25% of these inmates will
be eligible to apply for an ID card. The costs are presented in Table 5.4. The travel costs
in the first three rows of Table 5.4 are the same for 35% and 25% of the inmates eligible
to apply for ID cards pre-release, since both percentages do not provide the volume
dictating more than four trips per year.

Table 5.4: Travel cost estimates for DMV equipment permanently located at correctional facilities,

* Based on a cost of $700 per trip from the OR pilot test, and 10 inmates transported per trip. This cost
does include personnel costs,

_Q Location of DMV Annual Estimated Travel Costs .
5 Equipment Staff Home . . |
§ Loeation 35% apply for ID | 25% apply for ID |
- pre-release pre-release i
DMV equipment located Salem $30K $30K
1 | atall correctional =~ |rrozmromsinesmsm g o oo -
Facilities. Local DMV $5.6K $5.6 K
office
DMV equipment located
2 | at CRCI-only CRCI Salem $0.5K $0.5K
inmates served.
s |k s | salem $23KDMV | 817K DMY
$42 K DOC* $30 K DOC*
Portland-Salem served.
DMYV equipment located Salem $7.4K §74K :
4 | atsix correctional =~ [rmrmoooomrioeroseenormmomsssmmomoosommns oo e :
facilitios. Local DMY 524K 524K
office j
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5.1.2.3 Replacement requirements

Replacement requirements for this alternative are minimal. It will be assumed that
replacement of L-1 equipment will be part of the contract with the DMV, since in the
current agreement L-1 provides photographic equipment and software in exchange for a
fee ID/DL issued. Itis assumed that transportation of DMV personnel will utilize state
vehicles, and transportation of inmates will utilize vehicles that are currently operated by

the DOC. The additional use may increase the frequency of needed vehicle replacements.

5.1.2.4

Personnel requirements

Personnel requirements will differ for the three scenarios under this alternative. The
person days estimated for DMV personnel include travel time. It is assumed that two
DMV personnel will travel to and staff correctional facility offices. It is also assumed
that the two Correctional Officers provided by the DOC will be present during the
operating time of the field office. The DMV person day estimates include time incurred
by DMV staff for those inmates that apply for an ID card pre-release. The estimated
personnel requirements are shown in Table 5.5. An additional consideration that will
affect the cost of an alternative is that DMV personnel are paid 5% more for the time
spent working at a correctional institution.

Table 5.5: Estimated personnel requirements for DMV equipment permanently located at
correctional facilities.

= Annual Estimated Person Days
o Location of DMV Staff Home
§ Equipment Location 35% apply for ID | 25% apply for ID
m pre-release pre-release
. Salem 157 DMV 144 DMV
| DMYV equipment locatedat |~ "7 | 45Doc 1 32DOC
all correctional facilities, Local DMV 45 DMV 32 DMV
office 45 DOC 32 DOC
: ment located at
2 ]gglglr ?—qc?l?;;f CRL(ll(I) ifl;;it:s Salem 8 DMV 6 DMV
8§ DOC 6 DOC
setved.
32 DMV 23 DMV
DMV cquipment located at 32 D0OC 23 DOC
3 | CRCI - ininates in Salem DOC staff to DOC staff to
Portland-Salem served. supervise 60 trips supervise 43 trips
per year to CRCI* per yeat to CRCI*
. Salem 53 DMV 45 DMV
DMV equipment locatedat | " | 29DOC_ | 21D0C
six correctional facilities, Local DMV 29 DMV 21 DMV
office 29 DOC 21 DOC

* The cost for the DOC staff supervising immate transportation was included in Table 5.4,
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5125 Special training requirements

Under this alternative, DMV personnel will require training in the setup and take down of

the L-1 equipment used for application processing. There are no other special training
requirements,

5126 System capacity and percentage of inmates using the system pre-release

This alternative has the capacity to serve a large number of inmates. The system capacity
is dictated by the frequency of visits to correctional facility field offices, and the
associated costs of these visits. Assuming a processing capacity of 50 inmate 1D
applications per day, and 250 working days per year, a single facility can process 12,500
applications per year.

Assuming that all inmaies with the proper documentation or with records showing

verified documentation (35%) apply for an 1D card pre-release, the average number of
mmates processed by each scenario is shown in Table 5.6

d'able 5.6: The average number of inmates served per vear (based on 3,290 total annual releases).

. DMY equipment DMYV equipment DMYV equipment

DMV equipment located at CRCI~ | located at CRCI — located at six
located at all . . . .

. 1een only CRCI inmates inmates in Portland- correctional
correctional facilities, i

served., Salem served. facilities.
1,152 197 . 725
5127 Other requirements/issues

The scenario 3 alternative (permanent installation at CRCI, inmates in Portland-Salem
served) will require the transportation of medium security and maximum security
inmates. This was documented in the personnel safety risk assessment, but should also be

considered in the context of other security risks and additional costs required to minimize
these risks.

5.1.3 Assessment Summary

A summary of the assessments and costs for this alternative is presented in Table 5.7 on the
following page.
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Table 5.7: Assessment summary for DMV equipment permanently located at correctional facilities.

D‘MV DMV equipment DMV equipment | DMV eqmpment
equipment located at CRCI located at six
Assessment located at CRCI . . .
o located at all —inmates in correctional
Criteria , —only CRCI R
correctional . Portland/Salem facilities.
crese inmates served.
facilities. served.
Security —
Physical Tolerable Risk Tolerable Risk Tolerable Risk Tolerable Risk
assets,
Security —
Information Tolerable Risk Tolerable Risk Tolerable Risk Tolerable Risk
security.
Security —
Personnel Moderate Risk Tolerable Risk Moderate Risk Moderate Risk
safety.
Cost ~ Setup $357K $25.5K 255K $153K
Cost —
Operational, | ¢e) ¢ 107K | §5.5K | $372K-$49.8K | $35.5K-$404K
maintenance
{per year)
Replflcement Low Low Increasejd use of Low
requirements vehicles
Personnel %I\(/)[g 22?? 'g 22
requirements | DMV:32-157 DMV: 6-8 DOC s GI’;’iSiOH DMV: 21-53
(person DOC; 32-45 DOC: 6-8 PErVISIOn DOC: 21-29
days/year) of 43-60 trips of
ysyear inmates to CRCI
Special DMV training | DMV fraining on | DMV training on | DMV training on
training on equipment equipment equipment equipment
requirements | setup/take down | setup/take down | setup/take down setup/take down
System . - R .
capacity High High High High
Max % of
candidate 35% 6% 25% 22%
releases
served

5.2 MOBILE UNIT

A mobile unit is a vehicle (typically a bus or modified recreational vehicle) or trailer that serves
as a mobile DMV field office. This system is essentially a “DMV field office” that travels to
correctional facilities. Two of the states investigated (i.e., Indiana and Maryland) utilize a mobile

unit,

In Indiana, the mobile unit has been in use since June of 2009 and it was implemented to serve
272 state correctional facilities (eight of which were visited in 2009). Work release facilities are

32

mn.f‘n_qngmggo@ngaﬁﬂ@m—&&QGQQ&QQQG’GGG‘&Q%@?.@mﬁk@@h@@ﬁg




not served by this program. Facilities are given 60-90 days to prepare (i.e., identify inmates for
which an ID will be requested and verify documentation) prior to the visit from the mobile unit.
DOC personnel are not involved in the ID application process. There are normally four DMV
staff members operating the mobile unit (i.e., three that operate the computers and the Branch
Manager). The three staff members are normally brought in for two consecutive days from the
DMV branch office closest to the correctional facility being serviced. Due to inclement weather
conditions, the mobile unit shuts down in the winter months.

In Maryland, a memorandum of understanding (MOU) between the DOC and DMV was signed
in 2008 and makes provisions for a mobile service vehicle to provide ID processing services.
Under terms of this MOU a pilot program was initiated and it was outlined that DOC reimburses
the DMV $1 for each ID card processed, with an annual cost to DOC of about $1,800 in
currently budgeted funds. There is no charge to the inmates for these cards. The pilot project’s
first group of 27 inmates was processed in October 2008 at the Brockbridge Correctional Facility
(BCF). BCEF serves as the central point for inmate releases for the six Maryland Correctional Pre-
Release System’s facilities, Currently, the mobile unit termed the “MVA on Wheels” visits three
different correctional facilities on a fixed schedule (3™ Thursday, last Thursday, and last Friday
of each month) one time per month. There are only two DMV personnel available to operate the
MVA on Wheels. The DMV personnel on the bus can process 50 IDs in one day. Since April of
2009 approximately 150 inmates have been processed. Each of the three correctional facilities
has a Verizon-installed ISDN line which is used by the unit to communicate directly with the
central office and also with the Social Security Administration. DOC provides a list of inmates,
including birth date and SSN to DMV two weeks prior to the MV A visit. This allows DMV to
determine if the inmate had an ID previously and also to check if there are outstanding fines.

The inmates who are scheduled to get an 1D have all identification papers and forms completed
prior to visiting MVA on Wheels. In addition to servicing correctional facilities, the MVA on
Wheels visits other work sites and serves other community members.

The assessment of this alternative requires that the number and location of correctional facilities
to be visited by the mobile unit is defined. Additionally, the frequency and length of visits to the
facilities must be specified, as well as the home location of the DMV employees staffing the
mobile unit. In the assessment of this alternative, it was assumed that no inmates are transported
to a site being serviced by the mobile unit from nearby correctional facilities. It was also
assumed that a total of four DMV employees would staff the mobile unit and that the mobile unit
would operate for one day on each visit fo a correctional facility, Under these assumptions, the
following two scenarios will be examined.

1. All correctional facilities are visited by the mobile unit. The home location of the four
DMV employees staffing the mobile unit is Salem.

2. All correctional facilities are visited by the mobile unit. The home location of two of the
DMYV employees is Salem; the additional two employees will be provided by the closest !
DMYV branch office to the correctional facility being serviced. ‘:
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5.2.1 Security Assessment

Theft of physical assets — Moderate Risk

The risk of theft of physical assets when the mobile unit is at a correctional facility is low. This
assessment is based on the assumption that the mobile unit will be parked inside the secure fence
at the correctional facilities. The risk of equipment theft increases if the mobile unit is kept in an
open parking lot in Salem (while in transition between correctional facilities) or while traveling
to a correctional facility and staying overnight (if the trip requires multiple days). During service
at a cotrectional facility, Correctional Officers can be present to provide personnel security and
will also deter theft of equipment and of collected fees. The consequences of theft of the mobile
unit would be substantial, as the cost to replace this equipment is large.

Information security — Tolerable Risk

If the mobile unit is equipped with real-time electronic data transfer through a secured encrypted
data connection (e.g., satellite communications or dedicated phone line connection), the risk of
unauthorized access to DMV information and the potential for data loss is low. Although the
DMYV equipment will be locked inside the mobile unit when not in use, unauthorized access to
sensitive data or to systems containing sensitive information may be possible. However, if the
data is stored locally in the mobile unit’s computers and later synchronized with the main DMV
servers, then the risk for data loss will be substantial.

Personnel safety — Moderate Risk

The operation of a mobile unit requires face-to-face contact between inmates and DMV
personnel, meaning safety risks are greater than alternatives requiring no face-to-face contact.
The potential impact of a risk event when servicing medium and maxinum security inmates
could be more significant. Although none of the states that currently operate a mobile unit (i.e.,
Indiana and Maryland) use guards for security purposes while the mobile unit is under operation
at a correctional facility, this option could be considered if a mobile unit were to be used in
Oregon.

The mobile unit also presents added risks at the correctional facilities, from the perspective of
DOC. Because the mobile unit is not secured at a correctional facility permanently, it will
require that the vehicle be searched by DOC personnel every visit. In addition, the DOC will
need to make additional arrangements for transporting inmates to the mobile unit, since it will be
located outside of the normally secured areas of the correctional facility. These additional risks
are assessed as tolerable to moderate.
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5.2.2 Cost Assessment

Cost assessment requires that various assumptions regarding staffing, travel, and the frequency
and length of visits to correctional facilities are established. The travel costs for Scenario 1 will
be evaluated assuming that DMV personnel from Salem will staff the mobile unit. Scenario 2
assumes that two employees from Salem and two from the closest field office staff the mobile
unit.

The number of visits per year to correctional facilities will be based on the length of time
required (on average) for 50 applications to be processed. The minimum visits per year to any
correctional facility will be four (for those facilities where it would take longer than three
months for 50 inmates to be available).

Personnel costs will not be included since personnel requirements are addressed separately. The
estimated costs for the L-1 equipment, which would be installed in the mobile unit is $50,000.

5221 Initial setup cost

The costs for the initial setup of a mobile unit are shown in Table 5.8. 1t was assumed
that the mobile unit will consist of a 26 ft bus, consistent with the approach used by 1
Florida. The shell would be customized to meet DMV specifications. Estimates for
customization were also based on Florida. Additional costs included computer ‘
equipment, photographic equipment and software, data communications fees (i.e.,
satellite communications) and other miscellaneous costs. In addition to purchasing the
mobile unit, it will also be necessary for DOC to construct a parking site equipped with
facility hookups for the mobile unit. The estimated cost for this construction may range
from $30K to $55K, depending on the specific correctional facility.

Table 5.8: Setup cost estimates for mobile unit.

Description Cost estimate Notes
26’ bus $160 K
Installation of counters for computer
Shell customization $80 K equipment, power outlets, networl drops
and connections, A/C unit, etc.

Computing equipment

. i [ DMV,
and supplics $7TK Costs provided by the Oregon DMV

Cost of the satellite antenna, controlle,

Satellite . o installation and other fees, Costs provided
communications link to $l116K by Ground Control. Ground control i
DMV servers y Ground Control. Ground control is &
' registered vendor with QDOT.
Photographlc equipment $50 K -1 equipment,
and software.
Construction at DOC ;
facilities for mobile upit | $30 K —$55 K per . !
. i L the DOC i
parking location and facility Costs provided by the DO ‘i
facility hookups ’

$308.6 K+30K to

Total 55 K per facility :
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5222 Operational and maintenance costs

To enable the mobile unit to operate as a mobile field office, there are two possible
alternatives for data transfer. A data line can be installed at each correctional facility that
the mobile unit would service or a satellite dish can be purchased and installed on the
mobile unit. In either case, it would be necessary to pay a monthly fee for service, in
addition to the one-time equipment and installation costs. The monthly service fees for
these approaches are similar and are summarized in Table 5.9. Travel and maintenance

costs are summarized in

Table 5.10

Table 5.9: Operational and maintenance cost estimates for mobile unit.

Description Cost estimate Notes

Connectivity
Satellite Monthly fee for 9GB per month, Costs
communications | $599 per month = $7.2K. | provided by Ground Control
link to DMV per year (www.groundcontrol.com). Ground control
SEIVers is a registered vendor with ODOT.

or  Cost of network Cost estimate is from the Oregon
capacity for Department of Administrative Services,

encrypted data
transfer and
connectivity to
DMV servers

$255 per month = $3.1K
per year

State Data Center. It is assumed that
secured high speed connectivity is
required,

Vehicle maintenance

$10 K per year

Based off of estimated maintenance costs
from ODOT Fleet Services.

Total

$13.1 —17.2 K per year

Table 5.10; Travel cost estimates for mobile unit for Scenarios 1 and 2.

Location of DMV
Equipment

Annual Estimated Travel Costs

35% of releases apply for ID

25% of releascs apply
for 1D

Mobile unit travels to all
correctional facilities.
Staffed by Salem DMV
personnel (four
employees).

$560.1K

$60.1K

Mobile unit travels to all
correctional facilities.
Staffed by two Salem
DMV employees and two

DMYV employecs from the

closest branch office.

$38.6K

$38.6K

5.2,.2.3 Replacement requirements

Replacement requirements for this alternative are highly variable. For equipment
replacement, it will be assumed that replacement of T,-1 equipment will be part of the
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DMYV/L-1 contract. Vehicle replacement, in the case of an accident or theft would be
substantial.

5.2.2.4 Personnel requirements

The personnel requirements presented in this section assumed that the mobile unit’s trip
to serve a correctional facility always originates and ends in Salem. It was also assumed
that a four-person crew will staff the mobile unit in each trip. Finally, it was assumed that
two guards will be provided by the DOC during the mobile unit’s visit. The person days
estimated for DMV personnel shown in Table 5.11 include travel time.

Table 5.11: Estimated personnel requirements for the operation of the mobile unit.
Annual Estimated Person Days

Mobile Unit System Option 35% of 25% of
releases apply releases apply
for ID for ID

Mobile unit travels to all correctional

P 315 DMV 289 DMV
facilities. Staffed by Salem DMV personue! 91 DOC 65 DOC
(4 employees).
Mobile unit travels to all correctional
tacilities. Staffed by two Salem DMV 203 DMV 177 DMV
employees and two DMV employees from 91 DOC 65 DOC

the closest branch office.

5.2.2.5 Special training requirements

Under this alternative, DMV personnel will not require training to operate the equipment
in the mobile unit since it will be identical to that found at a branch office. Some training
may be needed to ensure that the ID application process is implemented as efficiently as
possible, especially with the space limitations imposed by a mobile unit. Some training
related to driving the mobile unit may also be necessary.

5.2.2.6 System capacity

This alternative has the capacity to serve a large number of inmates. The System capacity
is dictated by how many times per year the mobile unit visits a correctional facility and
the length of the visit. Assuming a processing capacity of 50 inmate ID applications per
day and 250 working days per year, a single mobile unit can process 12,500 applications
per year. Assuming that all candidate inmates with the proper documentation or with
records showing verified documentation (35%) apply for an ID card pre-release, the
average number of inmates processed per year is 1,152.

5227 Other requirements/issues

If a mobile unit is obtained to provide service to inmates, it will likely be called into
service for other customers, and perhaps as an emergency back-up unit for DMV field
offices. This additional use will affect operational, maintenance, and replacement costs.

37



3.2.3 Assessment Summary

Table 5.12: Assessment summary for the operation of the mobile unit.

A summary of the assessments and costs for this alternative is presented in Table 5.12.

Assessment Criteria

Mobile unit travels to all
correctional facilities, Staffed by
four Salem DMV employees

Mobile unit travels to all
correctional facilities. Staffed by
two Salem DMV employees and

two DMV employees from the
closest branch office

Security — Physical

Moderate Risk Moderate Risk
assets.
Security — . Tolerable Risk Tolerable Risk
Information security.
Security ~ Personnel Moderate Risk Moderate Risk
safety.
Cost - Setup $7286-81.1 M §728.6—-81.1 M

Cost — Operational,
maintenance (per

year)

$732K-8$77.3K

$S1L7K-$558K

Repl'acement High High
requirements
requirements R hoc s

au DOC: 91 DOC: 65
(person days/year)
Speqal training None None
requirements
System capacity High High

0 i o)

Max % of candidate 35% 359,

releases served
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53 DOC APPLICATION PROCESSING

In Missouri, New Hampshire, and Wisconsin, DOC personnel assist in the application
processing. The implementation assessed for Oregon will be modeled after implementation in
Missouri and New Hampshire. In both of these states each correctional facility has their own set
of equipment, which consists of photographic equipment similar to (or compatible with) that
used at DMV offices, and a laptop with a special application that collects the same information
that a DMV employee would collect for a regular customer. The DOC personnel at each facility
are trained in 1D application processing and meet with the inmates to complete the application
steps. They take a digital photo and get a digital signature. In these states, all documentation is
verified by DOC personnel. Depending on operational or statutory restrictions in Oregon, this
option may be varied so that DMV verifies documentation. The application package is then sent
electronically to the DMV, This can be through email or through portable data storage devices
(e.g., jump drives).

5.3.1 Security Assessment

Theft of physical assets — Tolerable Rislk

This system utilizes relatively portable equipment that will be securely stored when not in use.
The facility is continuously staffed, and is less accessible to the general public than a DMV field
office. The overall security risk is low.

Information security -~ Minimal Risk

These systems are implermented with no real-time electronic data transfer capabilities, so there is
no direct access to DMV information. In this alternative, inmate ID application data could be at
risk. Training of DOC personnel on the sensitivity of personal data could help minimize this
risk.

Personnel safety — Minimal Risk

This system requires no face-to-face contact between inmates and DMV personngl. There is also
no increased risk to DOC personnel.

5.3.1 Cost Assessment

This alternative will require initial expenditures for software and hardware, and periodic
replacement of equipment. Personnel costs will not be included since personnel requirements are
addressed separately.

53.1.1 Initial setup cost

The costs estimates in Table 5.13 below are calculated for a single correctional facility. It
is assumed that each correctional facility (14 total) will have simifar equipment that will
be utilized by DOC personnel working at the institution, The initial setup cost estimate
consists of the following items and costs.
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Table 5.13: Setup cost estimates for DOC application processing at each correctional facility.

Description Cost estimate Noies
Laptop computers $2 K per facility | Assumes $2K per laptop.
Laptop application Cost estimate based on hours required for
developed for collecting $36 K application development in Missouri, and a
and transferring rate of $100 per hour utilized by ODOT for
application information, project cost estimates.

Costs provided by L-1 via Support Unit
Manager for DMV Field Services. $3K.
subtracted since computing equipment is not
required.

Photogtraphic equipment | $12 K per facility

Additional cost added for varying usable

Misc. costs for fumniture, $0.5 K per facility | infrastructure present at the correctional

facility preparation.

facilities.
$36 K+8$145K
Total per facility
5.3.1.2 Operational and maintenance costs

The operational and maintenance costs {outside of personnel costs} are minimal for this
alternative. If DMV opts to verify all documents, some additional operational costs might
be incurred.

5.3.1.3 Replacement requirements

Assuming laptop computers are utilized, and that they are replaced on average rate of
every three years, annual average replacement costs will be approximately $SK.

5.3.1.4 Personnel requirements

The personnel requirements consist primarily of the DOC time required to collect
application information, and DMV personnel processing the applications. The estimated
DOC person days required (assuming two DOC staff working together) is 32 person days
assuming 25% of the approximately 3,290 candidate inmates apply for an ID pre-release,
45 person days assuming 35% of the inmates apply for an ID pre-release. It was assumed
that DMV personnel requirements are approximately the same as the DOC requirements.

53.L5 Special training requirements

Under this alternative, DOC personnel will require training in the use of L-1
photographic equipment, the processes utilized for collecting application information,
and procedures utilized for documentation validation. DMV personnel will require
training on the specific processes utilized for processing stored electronic ID card
applications. It is also possible to implement such a system with DOC personnel
collecting required documents as part of the application package sent to the DMV,

5.3.L6 System capacity and percentage of inmates using the system pre-release

This alternative has the capacity to serve a large number of inmates. The system capacity
is dictated by the time spent by DOC personne! collecting application information.
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Assuming a processing capacity of 50 inmate ID applications per day, and 250 working
days per year, a single facility can process 12,500 applications per year. Assuming that
all candidate inmates with the proper documentation or with records showing verified
documentation (35%) apply for an ID card pre-release, the average number of inmates
processed per year is 1,152.

5.3.1.7 Other requirements/issues

No other requirements.

5.3.1 Assessment Summary

A summary of the assessments and costs for this alternative is presented in Table 5.14.

Table 5.14: Assessment summary for DOC application processing at each correctional facility.

Assessment Criteria DOC apphcatlo.n processing at each
correctional facility
Security — Physical assets. Tolerable Risk
Security — Information security. Minima] Risk
Security — Personnel safety. Minimal Risk
Cost - Setup $239K
Cost — Operational, maintenance (per year) Low
Replacement requirements Laptop replacement $9 K per year
Personnel requirements DMV: 32-45
(person days/year) DOC: 32-45
Speeial training requirements DOC fraining on application processing
System capacity High
Max % of candidate releases served 35%

54 TRANSPORT INMATES TO DMV OFFICES

In this alternative, all inmates having the proper documentation that would like to obtain an ID

- card pre-release will be transported to a DMV field office for application processing. To

- minimize security concerns, the inmates will be processed at the DMV field offices before the
- offices are open to the general public. This requires that relatively small groups (5- 10 inmates
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per group) of inmates are transported and processed during any particular trip to a DMV field
office. Transporting a small group is also helpful from a security perspective.

Section 1.1 contains a description of a pilot test of this alternative conducted in Oregon by the
DMV and DOC. The pilot began in March 2009 and ended in August 2009. During this pilot test
36 inmates applied and received ID cards.

5.4.1 Security Assessment

See section 5.1.1. The main difference in this alternative is the location of the field office.

5.4.2 Cost Assessment

Less application fees, the estimated cost (incurred by the DOC) for transporting inmates and
providing security in the Oregon pilot test was $4.2K. This gives an average cost of $700 per
trip. This cost will be used to estimate costs for a state-wide implementation of this alternative,

5.4.2.1 Initial setup cost

Assuming the DOC will use existing vehicles for transporting inmates, there are no setup
costs incurred in this alternative.

5.4.2.2 Operational and maintenance costs

The total annual operational costs (transportation and transportation security) assuming
25% of the candidate inmates apply for an ID card pre-release is $56K. Assuming 35% of
the inmates apply for an 1D card pre-release, the total annual costs are $80K. This is
based on a cost of $700 per trip incurred during the Oregon pilot test (section 1.1} and ten
inmates transported per trip.

5.4.2.3 Replacement requirements

Replacement requirements for this alternative are minimal. There may be slightly more
frequent replacement requirements for DOC vehicles that see increased use in this
alternative.

5.4.2.4 Personnel requirements

The total annual DOC personnel requirements providing security at the DMV offices (not
transportation security) is the same as for the alternative with DMV equipment located at
every facility. Assuming 25% of the candidate inmates apply for an ID card pre-release,
32 person days are required. Assuming 35% of the inmates apply for an ID card pre-
release, the fotal annual DOC personnel requirements is 45 person days. The DMV
personnel requirements are included since the hours of operation are outside normal
DMV field office hours. In addition, as these hours are scheduled outside of normal
operational hours, personnel would be paid overtime rates, which are 1.5 times regutar
pay rates.
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5.4.2.5

Special training requirements

Under this alternative, DMV personnel will be operating at a branch office, so no training

is needed.

5.4.2.6

System capacity and percentage of inmates using the system pre-release

The system capacity is limited by the ability of the DOC to transport inmates and provide

security.
5.4.2.7

No other requirements.

5.4.3 Assessment Summary

Other requirements/issues

A summary of the assessments and costs for this alternative is presented in Table 5.15.

Table 5.15: Assessment summary for transporting inmates to DMV field offices.

Assessment Criteria

Transport inmates to DMYV offices.

Security — Physical assets. Tolerable Risk
Security — Information security. Tolerable Risk
Security — Personnel safety. Moderate Risk -

Cost - Setup

Low (assuming current DOC vehicles are
utilized)

Cost ~ Operational, maintenance (per year)

$56 K - $80 K

Replacement requirements

Increased use of some DOC vehicles

DMV: 32-45
Personnel requirements DOC: 32-45
(person days/year) DOC staff to supervise 81-113 trips per year
to DMV field offices*
Special training requirements None

System capacity

Limited by transport/security capacity

Max % of candidate releases served

35%

* The cost for the DOC staff supervising inmate transportation is included in operational costs.
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3.5 RENEWALS OF EXISTING ID/DL — VALID WITH PREVIOUS
PHOTO

This alternative is the use of Oregon DMVs® Valid With Previous Photo (VWPP) process for
inmates. In the current VWPP process, applicants who are out of the state or have a medical
condition that does not aliow them to come to a DMV field office to have their photo taken, may
request that an ID/DL be renewed or replaced using the current digital photo on file with DMV.
If the applicant contacts the DMV, a request for using the VWPP process will be made to the
Driver Issuance Unit. The Driver Issuance Unit determines eligibility and will either send an
application packet or a denial letter to the applicant. Eligible applicants must complete the
application and submit it to the Driver Issuance Unit, along with all required documents and
fees.

5.5.1 Security Assessment

This alternative is an extension of a currently operating paper-based process. There are no
additional equipment, software, or infrastructure requirements, and there is no contact between
inmates and DMV personnel. Therefore the risk rating for theft of physical assets, information
security, and personnel safety is tolerable. This alternative, however, does not require photo
verification with the actual applicant at the time of application. This may pose some opportunity
for providing an ID to the wrong individual, but the risk could be mitigated by verification
processes already in place for other groups of individuals utilizing this process.

5.5.2 Cost Assessment

Since the VWPP photo is an operating process, costs will be incurred if the time required to
process an ID/DL through the VWPP process is greater than a typical in-person application.
These costs will be reflected in additional personnel requirements.

3.5.2.1 Initial setup cost
This alternative would involve a rule change — with an estimated cost of $3,000.
5.5.2.2 Operational and maintenance costs

No new operational and maintenance costs are incurred. Some additional costs for
mailing might be incurred.

5.5.2.3 Replacement requirements
No new equipment or software is utilized in this alternative.
5.5.2.4 Personnel requirements

Conservatively assuming that all time spent by DMV personnel processing VWPP
application for inmates is additional personne] time, and assuming that 25 applications
per day can be processed by a single person, the maximum average person-days per year
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required in this alternativé is 30. The additional DOC personnel requirements should be
minimal. :

5.5.2.5 Special training requirements

None.

5.5.2.6 System capacity and percentage of inmates using the system pre-release
The system capacity is limited by the ability of the DMV to process VWPP applications.

Assuming DMV capacity is not a constraint, the percentage of inmates that possess the
required documentation (or have validation of this documentation on file) and have a
valid previous photo is estimated to be 28%, which equates to approximately 922 inmates

served per year.

5.5.2.7 Other requirements/issues

No other requirements.

E ."_ '5.5.3 Assessment Summary

A summary of the assessments and costs for this alternative is presented in Table 5.16.

Table 5.16: Assessment swnmary for utilizing the VWPP process for inmates pre-release,

Assessment Criteria

VWPP for inmates pre-release

Security — Physical assets. Minimal Risk
Security — Information security. Tolerable Risk
'-Security — Personnel safety. Minimal Risk
- Cost - Setup $3K
Cost — Operational, maintenance (per year) Minimal
Replacement requirements None

Personnel requirements
(person days/year)

DMYV: 30 (assumes processing VWPP
applications is additional work)

Special training requirements

None

Labor union requirements

None

System capacity

Limited by DMV capacity for VWPP
processing

% of releases served

28%
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5.6 HIGH LEVEL SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE ASSESSMENTS

A high-level assessment summary of the sclected alternatives is presented in Table 5.17 on the
following page. In addition to the costs in Table 5.17, each of the alternatives discussed above
will require a pre-screening process. Most states contacted pre-screened inmates to be released to
determine eligibility. The Oregon DMV estimates that it takes approximately five minutes to
screen each potential applicant. With an average of 3,290 releases annually, the total time
associated with pre-screening inmates would be 274 hours per year (34 DMV person-days).
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Table 5.17; Assessment summary for all selected alternatives,

Cost Personnel | Max %
Alternative Security Set Oper Req. Releases
ewp (yr) Person ~-days | Served
gﬁigiﬁlgﬁnent Tolerable-
o~ 0,
correctional facilities — M(})g:fte $357K 107K ~ 200 35%
Staffed by Salem DMV
Y emiment |
. vrepe Moderate $357 K 383 K ~ 90 35%
correctional facilities — Risk
Staffed by local DMYV.
DMY ¢quipment
located at CRCI — only Tollfiible $26 K $6 K ~ 20 6%
CRCI inmates served.
DMY equipment
= 60 + staff
located at CRCT -~ Moderate S26K | $50K | for60trips | 25%
inmates in Risk fori h
Portland/Salem served. or Intnates
ﬂg:;g%‘;ﬁ;nem Tolerable-
. erers Moderate $153 K $40 K ~ 80 22%
correctional facilities — Risk
Staffed by Salem DMV
ﬂg?;g%‘:lsp}:lent Tolerable-
. yess Moderate $153 K $35 K ~ 60 22%
correctional facilities — Risk
Staffed by local DMV, .
Tolerahle-
Mobile unit Moderate $1.M $58 K ~245-410 35%
Risk
DOC application Minimal -
processing at each Tolerable 5239 K <$1K =~ 90 35%
correctional facility Risk
Transport inmates to Tolerable - = 90 + gtaff
por Moderate <$1K $80K | for 113 trips 35%
DMV offices. . )
Risk for inmates
. \ . Minimal -
: Valid With Previous Tolerable §3K <$1 K ~ 30 28%
Photo Risk
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5.7 ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS TO PROCESS DRIVER LICENSES

The assessments thus far have focused on alternatives for issuing inmates 1D cards pre-release,
based on DMV and DOC feedback. Extending the service offered in these alternatives to the
issuance of DLs will require additional infrastructure, and hardware, software, and human
resources. The amount of these resources required will depend on the alternative selected. For
example if the alternative with DMV equipment located at each correctional facility is
considered, then 14 facilities will require additional resources. The following is a partial list of
resources required.

e Vision testing equipment and software.

e Equipment for administering the DL knowledge test.

o Vehicles and space for administering behind-the-wheel drive tests.
s Additional security resources.

Of the 12 states investigated that have inmate pre-release ID/DL issuance systems, only a single
state (Montana) included the capability to process new DL applications. Tennessee processes DL
renewals in their system, which is similar to the Oregon VWPP process. In Montana a single
person is responsible for driving to correctional facilities with portable equipment to process
ID/DL applications for inmates. A state vehicle is used for transportation, and is also utilized for
behind-the-wheel drive tests. These tests occur on correctional facility property that provides
enough space for the behind-the-wheel drive tests. The total Montana inmate population
(approximately 3,400) is also small relative to other states, which is a significant feature that
makes such a system feasible.

Other states have found that the infrastructure, resource, and security requirements prohibit any
practical extension of their systems to offer DL issuance services.
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6.0 POST-RELEASE SYSTEMS

The focus of this report has been on alternatives for issuing inmates ID/DLs pre-release.
However other states that do not have a pre-release issuance system do provide services to
inmates that help them obtain the needed documentation to obtain an ID/DL post release.
Through a pilot test Michigan identified the lack of required documentation as the main barrier
preventing inmates from obtaining an ID/DL, and that the timing (pre-release or post-release) is
not as important. The DOC in Oregon currently offers services to inmates to help them obtain
birth certificates and social security cards, which in addition to proof of residence documents, are
needed for an ID/DL.

Since assistance to inmates for obtaining required documentation exists in Oregon, another
strategy is to consider possible options for near-term post release assistance. Some potential
alternatives that may be explored further are:

* Provide inmates with bus passes and information on the location of DMV field offices,

* Immediately upon release, the DOC will provide transportation to the nearest DMV field
office,

» Organize post-release meetings where the DMV can utilize portable equlpment and bring
ID card application services to the meeting, and

* Utilize existing state buildings just outside of correctional facility property to house a

limited feature (only I application processing), and limited hour DMV facility that
inmates can visit upon release.

49




7.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The focus of this research was to generate realistic system options that the state of Oregon may
utilize to issue identification (ID) cards to inmates prior to release from prison. The approach
consisted of data collection, data organization, qualitative data analysis, and a review of the data
and results with DMV and DOC personnel. This was followed by additional data collection and
assessment of specific system alternatives.

It was discovered that a wide variety of existing systems are in use by other states, and that in
general there was no direct connection between features and requirements of the state DMV
processes, or specific characteristics of the DOCs in these states. The systems in use could be
classified utilizing the following parameters:

e Type of ID processed (ID card and/or DL),

e Inmate subset eligible to use the system,

e The timing of documentation preparation, and

¢ The application processing system used.

The application processing systems can be partitioned based on the following parameters:

e DMYV personnel — inmate face-to-face contact required
o DMY personnel go to correctional facilities

o Inmates are brought to DMV offices

e No DMYV personnel — inmate face-to-face contact required
o DOC collects inmate application information and sends this to the DMV

o DMV processes qualified inmates using a remote process (similar to VWPP in
Oregon).

The system alternatives considered all have sufficient capacity to accommodate the potential
volume of inmates in Oregon that could use the system, however they differ in variable costs.
For example, alternatives that require the transportation of inmates to DMV field offices have a
high variable cost per additional inmate processed.

With respect to security, the alternatives that do not involve face-to-face contact between DMV
personnel and inmates are in general lower risk alternatives. The alternatives requiring the i
transportation of inmates are in general higher risk alternatives.
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Assessment of the alternatives revealed that the maximum percentage of releases served ranged
from 6% to 35%. Risks ranged from minimal to moderate and setup costs ranged from <$1K to
$1.1M. The most expensive alternative was a mobile unit (which also required the largest
number of person-days to operate), followed by locating DMV equipment at all correctional
facilities. The least expensive alternative proved to be Valid With Previous Photo (VWPP),
where IDs could be renewed or reissued remotely using a valid photo on file. The VWPP process
was estimated to serve as many as 28% of inmates and have one of the lowest security risks of
the alternatives evaluated.

This report is intended to highlight alternatives for issuing identification cards and licenses to
inmates prior to release from prison. The alternatives presented herein are not fully specified,
and, as such, not all of the details necessary to implement an alternative are provided. This
report summarizes the alternatives based on structures developed in other states so that
evaluation could be grounded with actual experiences. While this allows for applied analysis of
real-world risks and costs, the structure of the alternatives or scenarios outlined in this study do
not necessarily represent optimal systems for Oregon. Further development of system
specifications and additional analysis would need to be completed before selecting and
implementing a final alternative.
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Sex Offenses In Oregon

August 4, 2010
Re-entry Steering Committee



Sex Crimes (ORS 181.594(5))

 Crimes Requiring Registration under ORS
181.594(5)
— Rape (any degree)
— Sodomy (any degree)
— Unlawful Sexual Penetration (any degree)
— Sexual Abuse (any degree)

— Incest with a child victim (any degree)



Crimes (cont)

— Using a Child in a Display of sexually explicit
conduct

— Encouraging Child Sexual Abuse (any
degree)

— Transporting Child Pornography into the State
— Paying for Viewing a Child’s Sexually Explicit
Conduct



Crimes (cont)

— Compelling prostitution
— Promoting prostitution

— Kidnapping First Degree if victim under 18 yrs
of age

— Contributing to the sexual delinquency of a
minor

— Sexual misconduct If the offender Is at least
18 yrs of age



Crimes (cont)

— Possession of materials depicting sexually
explicit conduct of a child in the first degree

— Kidnapping 2"d Degree if the victim is under
18 yrs of age, except by parent or juvenile

— Any attempt to commit the above crimes

— Burglary with intent to commit the above
crimes, including public or private indecency



Crimes (cont)

— Public or private indecency If the person has a
prior conviction for any crime listed

e 2" Public or Private Indecency conviction or
adjudication dated January 1, 2006 or after

— Online Sexual Corruption of a Child
« effective 1/1/2008



Reporting Obligations

Initial Registration
Change of Address
Moving out of Oregon
Annual Registration

Work at College or After High School Training
Program

Attend College or After High School Training
Program

Change in Employment or Attendance at College or
after High School Training



Data Sources

e OUCR (Oregon Uniform Crime Reports)

— Follows FBI UCR definitions for:
e Forcible Rape
e Other Sex Crimes

 OJIN

— Sex Crimes include Rape |, I, Ill, Sodomy [, II, 1ll, Sex Pen
I, Il, Sex Abuse I, Il, Encouraging Child Sex Abuse |, II,
Use Child Display Sex Act, Public Indecency, and
Custodial Sexual Misconduct

« DOC
— Same as list of crimes requiring registration



Reported Offenses of Rape and Other Sex
Crimes

 The rate of reported sex crimes (excluding rape) dropped 37% from
1991 to 2007

 The rate of reported rapes dropped 33%

Reported Offenses Rate Comparison
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Source: OSP — OUCR (Oregon Uniform Crime Reports)



Reported Offenses of Rape by County

Rape Reported Offense Rate, Percent Change: 1991 - 2007

Legend

DESCHUTES

Source: OSP — OUCR (Oregon Uniform Crime Reports) and CJC website

Blue counties have a decrease of greater than 30 percent, green counties have a decrease of 10 to 30 percent, yellow counties have
a 10 percent decrease to a 10 percent increase, orange counties have a 10 to 50 percent increase and red counties have an increase

of more than a 50.



Arrests for Rape and Other Sex Crimes

The arrest rate for sex crimes (excluding rape) dropped 20% from
1991 to 2007

The arrest rate for rape dropped 49%

Arrest Rate Comparison
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Arrests for Rape by County

Rape Arrest Rate, Percent Change: 1991 - 2007

Legend

Source: OSP — OUCR (Oregon Uniform Crime Reports) and CJC website

Blue counties have a decrease of greater than 30 percent, green counties have a decrease of 10 to 30 percent, yellow counties have
a 10 percent decrease to a 10 percent increase, orange counties have a 10 to 50 percent increase and red counties have an increase

of more than a 50.



Charges and Convictions for Sex Crimes

 The overall trends for the charge and conviction rates of sex crimes
are roughly similar and have been slightly increasing since 1998.

Charge and Conviction Rate Comparison
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Sex Crime Conviction Rate by County

Sex Crime Conviction Rate, Percent Change: 1991 - 2008

Legend

Source: OSP — OUCR (Oregon Uniform Crime Reports) and CJC website

Blue counties have a decrease of greater than 30 percent, green counties have a decrease of 10 to 30 percent, yellow counties have
a 10 percent decrease to a 10 percent increase, orange counties have a 10 to 50 percent increase and red counties have an increase

of more than a 50.



Charging Practices and Sentences for Serious Sex
Offenses

« In 2008 for all felony charges of Rape |, 32% ended in a conviction for Rape
|, while 70% did receive a prison sentence.

 For Sex Abuse | charges, 32% also ended in a conviction for Sex Abuse I,
while 65% received a prison sentence.

Felony Convictions of Rape | Felony Convictions of Sex Abuse
Charges, 2008 | Charges, 2008
Conviction Number |Percent Conviction Number |Percent
Total 185 100% Total 219 100%
Rape | 60 32% Sex Abuse | 69 32%
Other Sex Related 78 42% Other Sex Related 108 49%
Other Felony 13 7% Other Felony 6 3%
Misdemeanor 8 4% Misdemeanor 9 4%
None 26|  14% None 27 12%
M11 Conviction 95| 51% M11 Conviction 81 37%
Sentences of Rape | Charges, 2008 Sentences of Sex Abuse | Charges, 2008
Sentence Number |Percent |Months
Prison 130 70% 95 Sentence Number [Percent [Months
T — - ———
0
None 28 15% N/A None 5 11% N/A
Other 3 2% N/A Other 7 3% N/A
All 185 100% N/A Al 219 100% N/A

Source: OJIN and DOC



Charging Practices and Sentences for Serious Sex
Offenses

* In 2008, 32% of Sex Abuse | charges ended in a conviction, while 61% of
Sex Abuse Il charges ended in a conviction.

 While 61% of Sex Abuse | charges received a prison sentence, 25% of Sex

Abuse Il charges received a prison sentence.

Felony Convictions of Sex Abuse Felony Convictions of Sex
| Charges, 2008 Abuse Il Charges, 2008

Conviction Number |Percent Conviction Number |Percent
Total 219]  100% Total 145  100%
Sex Abuse | 69 32% Sex Abuse |l 88 61%
Other Sex Related 108 49% Other Sex Related 23 16%
Other Felony 6 3% Other Felony 5 3%
Misdemeanor 9 4% Misdemeanor 23 16%
None 27 12% None 6 4%
M11 Conviction 81 37% M11 Conviction 0 0%

Source: OJIN and DOC

Sentences of Sex Abuse Il Charges,
Sentences of Sex Abuse | Charges, 2008
2008

Sentence Number |Percent |Months Sentence Number |Percent |Months
Prison 134 61% 60 Prison 36 25% 24
Probation 53 24% N/A Probation 99 68% N/A
None 25 11% N/A None 7 5% N/A
Other 7 3% N/A Other 3 2% N/A
All 219 100% N/A All 145 100% N/A
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Sex Offenders Released from Prison

Total Sex Sex Offender
Sex Offender
Year Offenders Release Rate Percentage of
Released from per 100,000
: . Total Releases
Prison population

1990 252 8.9 8.7%
1991 277 9.5 9.2%
1992 385 12.9 11.5%
1993 448 14.8 14.4%
1994 416 13.5 13.6%
1995 455 14.5 13.0%
1996 416 13.0 10.9%
1997 467 14.4 12.4%
1998 485 14.8 11.4%
1999 427 12.9 9.0%
2000 458 13.4 9.4%
2001 506 14.6 9.7%
2002 493 14.0 9.5%
2003 526 14.8 10.2%
2004 587 16.3 10.0%
2005 597 16.4 10.2%
2006 594 16.1 9.8%
2007 587 15.7 9.8%
2008 531 14.0 9.2%

Source: DOC

Since 2002 the sex offender
release rate from prison has
stayed between 14.0 and
16.4 offenders per 100,000
population.

Also since 2002 the sex
offender percentage of total
releases from prison has
stayed between 9.2% and
10.2%.



Recidivism of Sex Offenders

« Sex offenders recidivate at a lower rate than other types of

offenders. Debate over if this is due to the difficulty of detecting sex
offense crimes.

10 Year Recidivism (Felony Reconviction) of DOC 1997 Releases
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Source: DOC data. This analysis is using a slightly different definition of recidivism than DOC uses,
so theses results will not exactly match DOC reports.



« Although sex offenders recidivate at a lower rate then other offenders,

Recidivism of Sex Offenders

60% (n=68) that do recidivate do so with another felony sex crime. The
overall recidivism rate for this cohort was 30% and of those 33%
recidivated with a drug crime.

2005 Prison Releases and Three Year Recidivism

New Offense All
No New Vehicle
Convictio | Assault | Homicide | Robbery |Sex Crime| Burglary Theft Theft Driving Drugs Other
n
N N N N N N N N N N N N
Missing 107 3 0 1 6 3 6 3 4 22 6 161
Assault 460 56 0 1 2 4 18 15 28 51 23 658
Homicide 100 0 4 0 1 0 1 1 2 1 0 110
Robbery 267 7 0 32 1 11 8 8 11 47 11 403
Sex Crime 495 3 0 1 68 3 9 3 1 13 12 608
Burglary 407 11 0 13 9 70 32 28 19 77 31 697
Theft 173 1 0 0 4 3 39 11 3 14 5 253
Vehicle Theft 61 1 0 1 0 2 3 10 2 9 2 91
Driving 117 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 33 4 1 158
Drugs 646 5 1 2 3 2 45 20 13 165 16 918
Other 332 6 0 1 3 4 13 14 11 57 26 467
All 3165 93 5 52 97 103 175 114 127 460 133 4524

» During this 3 year time period there were 4,245 sex crime felony
convictions, so only 2% of these were the result of sex crime recidivism
from this cohort.

Source: DOC data. This analysis is using a slightly different definition of recidivism than DOC uses, so theses

results will not exactly match DOC reports.



How does Oregon compare to other
states?

 This is very difficult to determine because
of varying definitions of sex offenders, sex
offense laws, and sentencing and parole
structures.

 One measure that we can use to compare
across states Is the FBI UCR for forcible
rape.

e Current project with DOC



Forcible Rape Comparison

« The forcible rape rate for Oregon has roughly followed the national

trend and has been higher than the national rate since the early
70’s.

Forcible Rape Rate Comparison
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A Closer Look at Oregon

The forcible rape rate in Oregon has dropped almost 40% from
1985-2008

During the same time period it dropped almost 65% in Portland,
while in Gresham it increased 92%.

Forcible Rape Rate Comparison
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Appendix



Reporting Obligations

 Change of Address — In Person

— Within 10 days of any change:
* New apartment or room number
 New street address
 Need zip codes for lists

« Example:
— Currently registered at 255 Capitol St NE, Salem
— April 10" leave the registered address for new
— Need to report, in person, by April 20th



Reporting Obligations

— Homeless or Transient
 Where sleeping at night

Where routinely spending the day (i.e., shelter,
soup kitchen, church)

Need a physical location, with street address
Need zip codes for lists

Example:
— Bench at corner of 15t and Main, Gladstone
— Alley behind Safeway at 3915 SE Division, Portland
— Bologna Joe’s, corner of Burnside and 3", Portland



Reporting Obligations

— Moving out of Oregon (compact)

Report address moving to within 10 days (OR)

Must report within 10 days upon arriving in new
state

Need a physical location even if homeless
Need zip codes for lists

Example:
— Bench at corner of 15t and Main, Gladstone
— Alley behind Safeway at 3915 SE Division, Portland
— Bologna Joe’s, corner of Burnside and 3", Portland



Reporting Obligations

 Annual Registration — In Person

— Within 10 days of the person’s birth date
 No sooner than 10 days before
* No later than 10 days after
e 21 day window, do not count birth date

« Example:
— Birth date of November 22"
— Can register between November 12t and December 2nd



Reporting Obligations

 Work at College or After High School
Training Program — In Person

— No later than 10 days after the 15t working day*

* Includes:
— 2 and 4 year colleges
— Truck Driving Schools, Beauty College, Business College
— Employment by company completing work on site

o Example:

— Employed March 27, first work day is April 1st, need to
complete registration by April 11th



Reporting Obligations

« Attend College or After High School Training
Program — In Person

— No later than 10 days after the 15t school day

 Includes full-time enrollment or one or two classes at
a community college, university or state college,
specialty training course and internet college courses

« Example:

— Enrolled for school/training on March 30t but 1st day of
class is June 1st; need to complete registration by June 11th



Reporting Obligations

e Change in employment or attendance at
college or after high school training — In
Person

— No later than 10 days after the change

 Employment — the job ends* or transferred

— Job ends February 25™, need to completed registration by
March 7" (unless Leap Year, then by March 6™)

— Transfer to another position at same facility (hired as janitor
but transferred to groundskeeper) on February 25™,
complete registration by March 7t (March 6 if Leap Year)



Reporting Obligations

e Change in employment or attendance (cont)

— Attendance at one school or training facility:

o Attend fall classes, decide to take the winter
schedule off

— Register at the beginning of fall term then no later than 10
days after the last class

— Example:

» First day of classes September 8", register no later
than September 18™; last class December 10™, register
no later than December 20t



Fallure to Register Penalties

Initial — Class C felony
Annual — Class A misdemeanor

Change of Address

— QOriginal conviction felony — Class C felony
— Original conviction misd — Class A misd.
Attendance or Employment

— QOriginal conviction felony — Class C felony
— QOriginal conviction misd — Class A misd



Registration Relief

e ORS 181.820 (10-year standard)

— Criteria:
. Single sex crime conviction or adjudication
 Class C felony or any misdemeanor
« Atleast 10 years from discharge from supervision
« Not designated Predatory

— Example:
Sex crime supervision terminated August 2, 2002
One sex crime conviction — Rape 3 (single count)
Eligible to petition court after August 2, 2012



Registration Relief

 Where to petition?
— Circuit Court where resides

 |f relief granted, what then?

— Offender responsible for providing the reqistry
with a court certified copy of the order

— Offender not removed until received and
processed



Registration Relief

e Qut of state convictions

— One conviction or juvenile court jurisdiction
— Class C felony or misdemeanor

— Not determined predatory (Oregon)

— 10 years after end of supervision

e Other state requirement, no OR equate



Registration Relief

« ORS 181.830 Persons registering for
certain crimes no longer have to reqister If:

— Only one conviction for:
 Rape 3
e Sex Abuse 3
e Sodomy 3
« Contributing to the Sexual Delinquency
« Sexual Misconduct
** Circumstances regarding multiple crimes



Registration Relief

« AND

— The victim was 14+ yrs of age at time of crime
(but less than 18 yrs of age — single victim);
and

— The age difference between victim and
suspect is less than 5 years; and

— The victim’s lack of consent was because of
being under 18 years of age; AND

— The court enters an order relieving the
registration requirement.



Registration Relief

e Current registrants need to file a relief motion or
petition with their court of conviction (in-state) or
court where they reside (out of state)*

— DA must prove criteria not met
— Evidentiary rules waived
— Court decision may not be appealed

« |If relief granted, a certified copy must be sent to
the SOR Unit for registry removal




Registration Relief

ORS 181.832 New convictions:

— Based on evidence presented, the judge may order
relief*

ORS 181.830 & 181.832 apply to:

— QOregon convictions
— Compacted individuals
— Persons who move into Oregon

— Persons working or attending school in Oregon but
residing out of state



Predatory Sex Offenders

 Oregon Predatory Sex Offender Public
Website (ORS 181.592)

— http://SexOffenders.oregon.qgov




Predatory Sex Offenders

e State Website Contains:

e Supervised Predatory sex offenders
(ORS 181.586)

— 18t Sex Crime or subsequent crime (any type)
 Designated Predatory
e Qualifying Crimes:
Rape, Sodomy, Sexual Penetration, Sex Abuse



Predatory Sex Offenders

e QOut of state compacts to Oregon under
supervision

— PO must do predatory assessment

e Supervised state to Oregon supervision

* Registry — 1/1/2002 Supervision issue



Predatory Sex Offenders

E-mail notification to State Police SOR the
individual Is to post to the public site

— Advise If bulletin on county site or attach

 Persons no longer under supervision
(ORS 181.588)



Predatory Sex Offenders

ORS 181.588 requires 3 criteria be met
for continued community notification*

¢ Predatory designation when supervised
¢ Community notification outside of family

4 High level of supervision at discharge



Predatory Sex Offenders

When gualifying RSO is discharged from
supervision:

¢ Complete Notice of Discharge (NOD)

¢ If previously designated Predatory, check yes
4 If previous notification made, check yes

4 Variable for each cycle will be supervision
level at time of discharge



Predatory Sex Offenders

 Things to Remember:
— Once Predatory, always Predatory*

— Each supervision cycle requires notification to State
Police SOR for placement on the public website

— Each cycle discharge requires a NOD form

— Three “yes” answers on NOD equal continued
community notification

— One “no” answer on NOD ends community
notification

— Placement on a County Website equals community
notification outside family



Predatory Sex Offenders
o Per statutes (ORS 181.586 & 588)

— Once discharged, PO/agency no legal
authority to release predatory status

— Until NOD received by Reqistry, law
enforcement no legal authority to release
predatory status

"GEORGE and Company” puppets



SEX OFFENDER PACKAGE A

8. If required to report as a sex offender under ORS 181.595, report with the department
of state police, a chief of police, a county sheriff or the supervising agency: when
supervision begins, within 10 days of a change in residence and once a year within 10
days of a person’s date of birth.

9. Offender shall not possess or use intoxicating beverages.

16.  Other: Special conditions may be imposed that are not listed above when the
Board of Parole and Post-Prison Supervision determines that such conditions are
necessary. Consent to search of computer or other electronic equipment upon the request
of the supervising officer, or their representative, if the supervising officer has reasonable
grounds to believe that evidence of a violation will be found. Do not form or engage in
any intimate relationship or intimate encounters with any person (male or female) without
the prior written permission of the PO. SUBSTANCE ABUSE PACKAGE: Do not enter
into establishments where alcohol is the primary source of revenue; Curfew/ESP/
Geographic restrictions per PO; Do not go to places where drugs are known to be used,
kept, manufactured or sold; Attend substance abuse support or self-help group, as
approved and directed by PO; Do not possess drug paraphernalia. No association with
known drug users, outside of a treatment setting, without the prior written permission of
PO. SEX OFFENDER PACKAGE A: (a) Agreement to comply with any curfew st by
the board, the supervisory anthority or the supervising officer. (b) A prohibition against
confacting a person under 18 years of age without the prior written approval of the board,
supervisory avthority or supervising officer. (¢) A prohibition against being present more
than one time, without the prior written approval of the board, supervisory authority or
supervising officer, at a place where persons under 18 years of age regularly congregate,
(d) In addition to the prohibition under subparagraph (c) of this paragraph, a prohibition
against being present, without the prior writlen approval of the board or supervising
officer, at, or on property adjacent 1o, a school, child care center, playground or other
place intended for use primarily by persons under 18 years of age. (€) A prohibition
against working or volunteering at a school, day care center, park, playground or other
place where persons under 18 years of age regularly congregate. (f) Entry into and
completion of or successful discharge from a sex offender treatment program approved
by the board, supervisory authority or supervising officer, The offender shall abide by all
rules and conditions of the sex offender treatment program. The program may include
polygraph and plethysmograph testing. The person is responsible for paying for the
treatment program. (g) A prohibition against any contact with the victim, directly or
indirectly, unless approved by the victim, the person’s treatment provider and the board,
supervisory authority or supervising officer. (h) Unless otherwise indicated for the
treatment required under subparagraph (F) of this paragraph, a prohibition against
viewing, listening to, owning or possessing any sexually stimulating visual or auditory
materials that are relevant to the person’s deviant behavior. (i) Agreement to consent to a
search of the person or the vehicle or residence of the person upon the request of a
representative of the board or supervisory anthority if the representative has reasonable
grounds to believe that evidence of a violation of a condition of post-prison supervision




will be found. (j) Participation in random polygraph examinations to obtain information
for risk management and treatment. The person is responsible for paying the expenses of
the examinations. The results of a polygraph examination under this subparagraph may
not be used in evidence in a hearing to prove a violation of post-prison supetvision. (k)
Maintenance of a driving log and a prohibition against driving a motor vehicle alone
unless approved by the board, supervisory authority or supervising officer, (1) A
prohibition against using a post-office box unless approved by the board, supervisory
authority or supervising officer. (m) A prohibition against residing in any dwelling in
which another sex offender who is on probation, parole or post-prison supervision resides
unless approved by the board or supervising officer, or in which more than one other sex
offender who is on probation parole or post-prisoh supervision resides unless approved
by the board or a designee of the board. As soon as practicable, the supervising officer of
a person subject 1o the requirements of this subparagraph shall review the person’s living
arrangement wit the persons’ sex offender treatment provider to ensure that the
arrangement supports the goals of offender rehabilitation and community safety. As used
in this subparagraph: (i) "Dwelling" has the meaning given that term in ORS
469,160, (ii) "Dwelling" does not include a residential treatment facility or halfway
house. (iif)  "Halfway house" means a publicly or privately operated profit or nonprofit
residential facility that provides rehabilitative care and freatment for sex offenders. (n) If
the person is on post-prison following conviction of a sex crime, as defines in ORS
181.594, or an assault, as defines in ORS 163.175 or 163.185, and the victim was under
18 years of age, the board or supervisory authority, if requested by the victim, shall
include as a special condition of the person’s post-prison supervision that the person not
reside within three miles of the victim, GPS/ electronic monitoring/ curfew/ ESP/
geographic restrictions per PQ.

11. Offender shall have no contact direct or indirect with those listed below: No contact
with, including direct or indirect, second or third party or knowingly be within 1000 feet
of the residence, employment, school daycare or motor vehicle without prior writien
consent of the parole officer with




SEX OFFENDER PACKAGE B

9,

10.

Offender shall have no contact with minor females and shall not be present more
than one time, without the prior written approval from the board, supervisory
authority or supervising officer, at a place where persons undet 18 years of age
regularly congregate, The offender shall also not be present, without the prior
written approval of the board or supervising officer, at, or on property adjacent to, a
school, child care center, playground or other place intended for use primarily by
persons under 18 years of age. Per PO,

Offender shall have no contact with minor males and shall not be present more than
one time, without the prior written approval from the board, supervisory authority or
supervising officer, at a place whete persons under 18 years of age regularly
congregate. The offender shall also not be present, without the prior written
approval of the board or supervising officer, at, or on property adjacent to, a school,
child care center, playground or other place intended for use primarily by persons
under 18 years of age. Per PO,

Offender shall submit to random polygraph tests as part of a sex offender
surveillance program. Failure to submit to the tests may result in return to
Department of Corrections custody. Specific responses to the tests shall not be the
basis for return {o Department of Corrections custody. Per PO.

Offender shall enter and complete or be successfully discharged from a recognized
and approved sex offender treatment program which may include polygraph and/or
plethysmograph testing. The offender shall abide by all rules and conditions of the
sex offender treatment program. Offender shall abide by a prohibition on possession
of printed, photographed or recorded materials that the offender may use for the
purpose of deviant sexual arousal. Per PO,

If required 10 report as a sex offender under ors 181.595, report with the department
of state police, a chief of police, a county sheriff or the supervising agency: when
supervision begins, within 10 days of a change in residence and once a year within
10 days of the person’s date of birth,

Offender shall not possess or use intoxicating beverages.

Other: Special conditions may be imposed that are not listed above when the

Board of Parole and Post-Prison Supervision determines that such conditions are
necessary. Consent to search of computer or other electronic equipment upon the request
of the supervising officer, or their representative, if the supervising officer has reasonable
grounds to believe that evidence of a violation will be found. Do not form or engage in
any intimate relationship or intimate encounters with any person (male or female) without
the prior written permission of the PO. SUBSTANCE ABUSE PACKAGE: Do not enter
into establishments where alcohol is the primary source of revenue; Do not go to places




where drugs are known to be used, kept, manufactured or sold; Attend substance abuse
support or self-help group, as approved and directed by PO; Do not possess drug
paraphernalia, No association with known drug users, outside of a treatment setting,
without the prior written permission of PO, GPS/electronic
monitoring/curfew/ESP/geographic restrictions per PO ,
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imposed on registered sex offenders. California imposes various limitations on
where a registered sex offender may live depending on whether the offender is a
High Risk Sex Offender (HRSO0), a sexually violent predator (SVP) or a person
required to register under Penai Code section 290 as the consequence of a
conviction for any specified sexual crime. Local governments have also imposed
their own residency restrictions, usually directed toward all Penal Code section
290 registrants. In addition, this state’s registration and notification laws have
provided communities with the ability to locate sex offenders within their
neighborhoods. An unintended and collateral effect of this state's registration and
community notification laws was the mobilization of neighborhoods to oust sex
offenders. As a result, the housing options for sex offenders have diminished
significantly. With fewer options availabie, the number of sex offenders
registering as transient has increased.

Common sense leads to the conclusion that a community cannot be safer
when sex offenders are homeless. In this case, the empirical evidence supports
common sense. Lack of stability is a primary contributing factor to an increased
risk of reoffending, including sexual reoffending. Residential instability leads to
unstable empioyment and lower levels of social support. Unstable employment
and lack of social support lead to emotionati and mental instability. Emotional and
mental instability breaks down the ability to conform and leads to a greater risk of
committing another sex crime.,

The Board believes that the rise in homelessness among sex offenders
heeds attention because it is so closely associated with an increased level| of
threat to community safety. Based on its examination of the available evidence,
the.Board makes the-following-findings: = m...
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. The evidance shows an unmistakable correlation

between the implementation of residency restrictions and
the increase in homelessness among registered sex

offenders. :
i . The evidence shows that homelessness increases the
risk that a sex offender may reoffend.
. Partnerships between different levels of governments

and between government and the public to make stable
and appropriate housing available to sex offenders
5 provide the strongest hope for reducing the transient sex
offender population and the associated risk of future
sexual victimization.
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emotional and mental stability and a reduced risk that the
sex offender will commit another sex crime.

» Partnerships between different levels of governments and between
government and the public to make stable and appropriate housing
available fo sex offenders provide the strongest hope for reducing
the transient sex offender population and the associated risk of
future sexual victimization.

o As identified during the 2007 California Summit for Safe
Communities, improved communications between partners,
incentives for local governments and private parties, and
innovative thinking on creating stable housing for sex
offenders are necessary for an effective housing policy.

Partnerships between different levels of governments and
between governmernt and the public to make stable and
appropriate housing available to sex offenders provide the
strongest hope for reducing the fransient sex offender
population and the associated risk of future sexual victimization.
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Myths and Facts About Sex Offenders
August 2000

There are many misconceptions about sexual offenses, sexual offense victims, and
sex offenders in our society. Much has been learned about these behaviors and
popuiations in the past decade and this information is being used fo develop more
effective criminal justice interventions throughout the country. This document serves
fo inform citizens, policy makers, and practitioners about sex offenders and their
victims, addressing the facts that underlie common assumptions both true and false in

this rapidly evolving field.

Myth:

"Most sexual assaults are committed by strangers.”

Fact:

Most sexual assaulis are commitied by somecne known to the victim or
the victim's family, regardiess of whether the victim is a child or an
adult.

Adult Victims:

Statistics indicate that the majority of women who have been raped know their
assailant. A 1998 National Violence Against Women Survey revealed that
among those women who reported being raped, 76% were victimized by a
current or former husband, live-in partner, or date (Tjaden and Thoennes,
1998). Also, a Bureau of Justice Statistics study found that nearly 9 out of 10
rape or sexual assault victimizations involved a single offender with whom the
victim had a prior relationship as a family member, intimate, or acquaintance
(Greenfeld, 1997).

Child Victims:

Approximately 60% of boys and 80% of girls who are sexually victimized are
abused by someone known to the child or the child's family (Lieb, Quinsey,
and Beriiner, 1998). Relatives, friends, baby-sitters, persons in positions of
authority over the child, or persons who supervise children are more likely
than strangers to commit a sexual assault.

http://www.csom.org/pubs/mythsfacts. himl . 8/3/2010
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Myth:

"The majority of sexual offenders are caught, convicted, and in prison."

Fact:

Only a fraction of those who commit sexual assault are apprehended
and convicted for their crimes. Most convicted sex offenders eventually
are released to the community under probation or parole supervision.

Many women who are sexually assaulted by intimates, friends, or acquaintances do
not report these crimes to police. Instead, victims are most likely to report being
sexually assaulted when the assailant is a stranger, the victim is physically injured
during the assault, or a weapon is involved in the commission of the crime.

A 1992 study estimated that only 12% of rapes were reported (Kilpatrick, Edmunds,
and Seymour, 1992). The National Crime Victimization Surveys conducted in 1994,
1995, and 1998 indicate that only 32% of sexual assaults against persons 12 or older
waere reported to law enforcement. (No current studies indicate the rate of reporting for
child sexual assauli, although it generally is assumed that these assaults are equalily
under-reported.} The low rate of reporting leads to the conclusion that the approximate
265,060 convicted sex offenders under the authority of corrections agencies in the
United States (Greenfeld, 1997) represent less than 10% of all sex offenders living in

communities nationwide.,

While sex offenders constitute a large and increasing population of prison inmatss,
most are aventuailly reieased to the community. Some 60% of those 265,000
convictedsex offenders noted above were supervised in the community, whether
directly following sentencing or after & term of incarceration in jail or prison, Short of
incarceration, supetrvision allows the criminal justice system the best means to
maintain conirol over offenders, monitor their residence, and require them to work and
pariicipate in treatment. As a result, there is a growing interest in providing community
supervision for this population as an effective means of reducing the threat of future
victimization.

Myth:

"Most sex offenders reoffend."

Fact:

Reconviction data suggest that this is not the case. Further, reoffense
rates vary among different types of sex offenders and are related 1o
specific characteristics of the offender and the offense.

Persons who commit sex offenses are not a homageneous group, but instead fall into
several different categories. As a result, research has identified significant differences
in reoffense patterns from one category to anothear. Looking at reconviction rates
alone, one large-scale analysis (Hanson and Bussiere, 1898} reported the following

differences:

s child molesters had & 13% reéconviction rate for sexual offenses and a

hittp:/Awww.csom.org/pubs/mythsfacts.htiml 8/3/2010
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37% reconviction rate for new, non-sex offenses over a five year period;
and

« rapists had a 19% reconviction rate for sexual offenses and a 46%
reconviction rate for new, non-sexual offenses over a five year period.

Ancther study found reconviction rates for child molesters to be 20% and for rapists to
be approximately 23% {Quinsey, Rice, and Harris, 1995).

Individual characteristics of the crimes further distinguish recidivism rates. For
instance, victim gender and relation to the offender have been found to impact
recidivism rates. In a 1995 study, researchers found that offenders who had
extrafamilial female victims had a recidivism rate of 18% and those who had
extrafamilial male victims recidivated at a rate of 35%. This same study found a
recidivism rate for incest offenders to be approximately 9% (Quinsey, Rice, and

Harris, 1995).

it is noteworthy that recidivism rates for sex offenders are lower than for the general
criminal population. For exampls, one study of 108,580 non-sex criminals released
from prisons in 11 states in 1983 found that nearly 63% were rearrested for a non-
sexual felony or sericus misdemeanor within three years of their release from
incarceration; 47% were reconvicted; and 41% were ultimately returned to prison or
jail (Bureau of Juslice Statistics).

It is important to note that not all sex crimes are solved or resuilt in arrest and only a
fraction of sex offenses are reported to police. The reliance on measures of recidivism
as reflected through official criminal justice system data {i.e., rearrest or reconviction
rates) obviously omits offenses that are not cieared through an arrest (and thereby
cannot be attributed to any individual offender) or those that are never reported to the
police. For a variety of reasons, many victims of sexual assault are reluctant to invoke
the criminal justice process and do not report their victimization to the police. For
these reasons, relying on rearrest and reconviction data underestimates actual
reoffense numbers.

Myth:

"Sexual offense rates are higher than ever and continue to climb."

Fact:

Despite the increase in publicity about sexual crimes, the actual rate of
reported sexual assault has decreased slightly in recent years.

The rate of reported rape among women decreased by 10% from 1890 to 1995 (80
per 100,000 compared to 72 per 100,000} (Greenfeld, 1997). in 1985, 97,460 forcibie
rapes were reported to the police nationwide, representing the lowest number of
reported rapes since 1989,

More recently, when examining slightly different measures, it appears that rates have
continued to drop. The arrest rate for all sexual offenses (inciuding forcible rape and
excluding prostitution) dropped 16% between 1993 and 1998, In 1998, 82,653 arrests
were logged for all sexual offenses, compared to 87,955 arrests in 1893 (Federal

Bureau of Investigations, 1997 and 1988).

http://www.csom.org/pubs/mythsfacts htm! 8/3/2010
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Myth:

"All sex offenders are male."

Fact:

The vast majority of sex offenders are male. However, females also
commit sexual crimes.

In 1894, less than 1% of all incarcerated rape and sexual assauit offenders were
female (fewer than 800 wemen)} (Greenfeld, 1997). By 1997, however, 6,292 females
had been arrested for forcible rape or other sex offenses, constituting approximately
8% of all rape and sexual assauit arrests for that year (FBI, 1997). Additionally,
studies indicate that females commit approximately 20% of sex offenses against
children {ATSA, 1996). Males commit the majority of sex offenses but females commit
some, particularly against children.

Myth:
"Sex offenders commit sexual crimes because they are under the
influence of alcohol.”

Fact:

tt is unlikely that an individual who otherwise wouid not commit a sexual
assault would do so as a direct result of excessive drinking.

Annual crime victim reports indicate that approximately 30% of all reported
rapes and sexual assaults involve alcohol use by the offender (Greenfeld,
1998). Alcoho! use, therefore, may increase the likelihood that someone
already predisposed to commit a sexual assault will act upon those impulses.
However, excessive alcohal use is not a primary precipitant to sexual
assaults.

"Children who are sexually assaulted will sexually assault others when
they grow up."

Fact:

Most sex offenders were not sexually assaulted as children and most
children who are sexually assaulted do not sexually assault others.

Early childhood sexual victimization does not automatically lead to sexually
aggressive behavior. While sex offenders have higher rates of sexual abuse in thair

http:/fervew.csom. org/pubs/mythsfacts.htm! 8/3/2010
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histories than expected in the general population, the majority were not abused.

Among adult sex offenders, approximately 30% have been sexually abused. Some ;
types of offenders, such as those who sexually offend against young boys, have still !
higher rates of child sexual abuse in their histories (Becker and Murphy, 1988).

While past sexual victimization can increase the fikelihood of sexually aggressive
behavior, most children who were sexually victimized never perpetrate against others.

Myth: . |

"Youths do not commit sex offenses.”

Fact:

Adolescents are responsible for a significant number of rape and child
molestation cases each year.

Sexual assaults committed by youth are a growing concemn in this country. Currently,
it is estimated that adolescents (ages 13 to 17) account for up to one-fifth of all rapes
and one-half of all cases of child molestation committed each year (Barbaree,
Hudson, and Seto, 1993). In 1995, youth were involved in 15% of all forcible rapes
cleared by arrest—approximately 18 adolescents per 100,000 were arrested for
forcible rape. In the same year, approximately 16,100 adolescents were arrested for
sexual offenses, excluding rape and prostitution (Sickmund, Snyder, Poe-Yamagata,
1997).

The majority of these incidents of sexual abuse involve adolescent male perpetrators.
However, prepubescent youths also engage in sexually abusive behaviors.

Myth:

"Juvenile sex offenders typically are victims of child sexual abuse and |
grow up to be adult sex offenders.” !

Fact:

Multiple factors, not just sexual victimization as a child, are associated
with the development of sexually offending behavior in youth.

Recent studies show that rates of physical and sexual abuse vary widely for
adolescent sex offenders; 20 to 50% of these youth experienced physical abuse and
approximately 40 to 80% experienced sexual abuse (Hunter and Becker, 1998). While
many adolescents who commit sexual offenses have histories of being abused, the :
majority of these youth do not become adult sex offenders (Becker and Murphy,
1998). Research suggests that the age of onset and number of incidents of abuse, the '
period of time elapsing between the abuse and its first report, perceptions of how the

family responded to the disclosure of abuse, and exposure to domestic violence all !
are relevant to why some sexually abused youths go on to sexually perpetrate while ;

http://www.csom.org/pubs/mythsfacts.html ' 8/3/2010
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others de not {Hunter and Figueredo, in press).

Myth:

"Treatment for sex offenders is ineffective.”

Fact:

Treatment programs can contribute to community safety because those
who attend and cooperate with program conditions are less likely to re-
offend than those who reject intervention.

The majority of sex offencer treatment programs in the United States and Canada
now use a combination of cognitive-behavioral treatment and relapse prevention
{designed to help sex offenders maintain behavicral changes by anticipating and
coping with the problem of relapse). Offense specific treatment modalities generally
involve group and/or individual therapy focused on victimization awareness and
empathy training, cognitive restructuring, learning about the sexual abuse cycle,
relapse prevention planning, anger management and assertiveness training, social
and interpersonal skills development, and changing deviant sexual arousal patterns.

Different types of offenders typically respond to different treatment methods with
varying rates of success. Treatment effectiveness is often refated to multiple factors,

including:

« the type of sexual offender (e.g., incest offender or rapist);

» the treatment model being used (e.g., cognitive-behavioral, relapse
prevention, psycho-educational, psycho-dynamic, or pharmacological);
« the treatment modalities baing used; and

« related interventions involved in probation and parole community
supervision.

Several studies present optimistic conclusions about the effectiveness of treatment
programs that are empirically based, offense-specific, and comprehensive (Lieb,
Quinsey, and Berliner, 1998). The only meta-analysis of treatment outcome studies to
date has found a small, yet significant treatment effect—an 8% reduction in the
recidivism rate for offenders who participated in treatment (Hall, 1995). Research also
demonstrates that sex offenders who fail to complete treatment programs are at
increased risk for both sexuai and general recidivism (Hanson and Bussiere, 1998).

Myth:

"The cost of treating and managing sex offenders in the community is
too high—they belong behind bars."

Fact:

One year of intensive supervision and treatment in the community can

http:/fwwrw.csom.org/pubs/mythsfacts. html 8/3/2010
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Implement a Strategic
Sex Offender Reentry Process

The number of offenders released from prison to the community each year and the high rate of .
technical violations and new crimes committed following their release have brought increased i
attention to establishing reentry practices that support more successful outcomes among released
offenders. Although reentry is challenging for most offender populations, barriers are more
pronounced for sex offenders. Because of this, the need for reentry planning is especially
important with sex offenders.

Implementing a strategic reentry process for sex offenders involves the following:

Starting early:
Planning for release at the point of entry provides time to identify and address
offenders’ risk factors and stabilization needs well in advance of their release.

Conducting comprehensive assessments:

Because sex offenders are a diverse population, comprehensive assessments are critical
to understanding the unique risk factors that may contribute to an individual
offender’s likelihood of reoffending. Record reviews, clinical interviews, research-
supported risk-need tools, and other assessment methods should be used to identify
the targets of intervention that are most likely to result in risk reduction and
successful reintegration.

Tailoring institutional case management plans to the individual offender:
Individually tailored case management strategies should be developed to address the
issues that would otherwise be barriers to success. Further, they should identify the
optimal timing of service delivery (early in the incarceration period, toward the end
of the prison term, during the transition phase, or following release). The institutional
case management plan should be updated periodically, based upon reassessments and
changing conditions.

Using an evidence-based approach to service delivery:

The evidence-based research in corrections indicates that cognitive and
cognitive-behavioral models of intervention are effective in reducing recidivism

(see Landenberger & Lipsey, 2005). In addition, programs for offenders, including
sex offenders, are most effective when they prioritize factors linked to recidivism (see
Andrews & Bonta, 2006; Hanson & Bourgon, 2008). Finally, the outcomes of prison-
based treatment programming can be maximized when services are delivered based
on risk level: higher-risk offenders benefit more from higher-intensity services than .
do lower-risk offenders (Andrews & Bonta, 2006; Hanson & Bourgon, 2008). 5

Seamless transitioning;:

During offenders’ incarceration, professionals work with offenders to understand their
specific risk factors, strengths, and ongoing intervention needs. A seamless transition
to the community builds upon and supports this work by identifying in advance the ‘
professionals with whom offenders will be interacting routinely in the community
(e.g., supervision officers, treatment providers); providing opportunities for dialogue
and the exchange of information; establishing release expectations (inciuding i
treatment placement, approved housing, supervision conditions, and initial
appointment dates); and working with victim advocates to ensure issues of victim
notification and safety planning are addressed prior to release. The impottance of
seamlessness is also evident given that the early months following offenders’ release
to the community are a period during which higher rates of “failure” occur (Langan, :
Schmitt, & Durose, 2003; Petersilia, 2003). : i

Twenty Strategies for Advancing Sex Offender Management in Your Jurisdiction mmmsmmames




General Assistance Coalition
Concept Paper for a pilot General Assistance Program
Providing a bridge for the “Poorest of the Poor” Returning to the Community
April 28, 2010

Concept: Helping inmates with disabilities in prisons and local jails to
successfully adjust to life in the community through a targeted General
Assistance Program

Background - States have long had general assistance programs, and the origins can be
traced back to “Relief” programs from the Depression era. With some variation, states
fund programs that serve people with disabling conditions who are not receiving federal
disability benefits, and who are not otherwise eligible for workers compensation or
unemployment insurance. The recipients are very low income individuals or childless
couples with very few assets. Although state funded, states may claim reimbursement of
the cash assistance paid to clients when recipients qualify for federal disability benefits.
This is an incentive to encourage states to maintain GA programs.

Oregon’s Program —~ GA was a flexible program before the establishment of the federal
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) program in 1974, and for sometime thereafter,
although it was never very well funded, and was often offered up as a potential program
elimination to balance the budget of the Department of Human Services (DHS.) A
person could qualify for GA: on a temporary basis (e.g., a day laborer with a broken
arm); on an ongoing basis (e.g., a client in long term care); or on the basis of meeting
impairment and financial eligibility criteria and agreeing to apply for federal disability
benefits.

By 2002, GA was essentially limited to the last category, and was structured as a pre-
federal bevefit program. Clients had to have no more than $1,500 in assets, of which
only $50 could be liquid assets, have little to no income, and had to be unable to work for
a year or more. Advocates often referred to this population as the “poorest of the poor.”
The statewide caseload was about 2,500 people. The program had three basic features:
cash assistance ($314/month); Oregon Health Plan (OHP) Plus eligibility; and case
management assistance to help the clients qualify for SSI and/or Social Security
Disability Insurance (SSDI.)

GA was eliminated January 31, 2003, and then re-opened in November of 2003 as a
program for those people assessed as likely to qualify for SSI. Anyone with work history
that might qualify for SSDI was excluded. This very limited program continued until
September 30, 2005, and has been closed since that time, ORS 411.710 to 411,730 is still
on the books, and the statutes are very “general” indeed.

Attempts to restore the program — Advocates worked to restore full GA funding in the
2007 and 2009 legislative sessions. Although very well received, unanimously
supported, and passed by the House Human Services Committee, the bills never emerged
from the budgef writing Ways and Means committee.




New Concept — establish a Pilot Project in the 2011 session — We recognize that in this
economic climate, any program with a fiscal impact will be difficult to move. Given this
reality, advocates have been looking at a smaller, targeted pilot project to serve a limited
number of high needs people with disabilities and highlight the potential cost-savings to
the State. Advocates remain committed to full restoration when economic conditions
improve.

We know that very low-income, vulnerable people with disabilities are at great risk of
homelessness and incarceration, ultimately costing all of us in human service and public
safety expenditures.  The proposed pilot project would provide case management to
people with disabilities who are leaving the Oregon prison system. In addition, a parallel
program would be created in one urban and one rural county to work with the jail
population. Our belief is that a targeted GA program would help reduce recidivism rates,
potentially saving money while providing a critical service for an at-risk population.

How the Pilot Project would work — SB 913, passed in the 2005 session, mandated the
suspension of Medicaid and disability benefits at the time of incarceration. To ensure
that benefits are reinstated or newly established, the State Department of Corrections
(DOC) and the Department of Human Services, (DHS) are working collaboratively to
screen for benefits for inmates with mental health disabilities prior to release.
According to DHS, 5-8 inmates are approved for Presumptive Medicaid through the pre-
release process, and approximately one third of this group have been awarded SSI and/or
SSDI benefits. Another third have been previously denied for technical reasons, and the
final third do not have pending applications. In other words, 2/3 of those released could
benefit from advocacy and assistance to obtain benefits. Also, those who are qualified
for SST and or SSDI have an average wait of 42 days before receiving disability benefits.
There is an income gap for those people.

Intensive case management and limited case assistance would help stabilize those with
disabilities released into the community. This would be coordinated with community
partners, including corrections, acute and mental health providers, the local SPD/Area
Agency on Aging office. Housing, SNAP (formerly Food Stamps), and other services
would be secured. While 8B 913 did not identify those with physical disabilities, this
pilot project proposes to work with this population as well. Further, two county jails
would be identified to run a parallel program. The features of the pilot are envisioned as
follows:

* One case manager to work with all inmates with severe disabilities leaving the
State’s prison system (state staff)

*  One case manager to work with inmates in local jails (an urban and a rural county
would be selected to participate in the pilot; staff functions would potentially be
contracted out)

¢ A cash assistance grant would be established as a bridge until the first disability
check is received. A representative payee or money management volunteer would




be identified, as needed, to handle the GA cash grant to pay for housing and other
necessary services

* A local team would be established, consisting of the case manager, corrections
staff, and a lead local social service agency

» Every effort would be made to ensure that the former inmates would connect with
their OHP physical health care and mental health providers

o Client outcomes will be tracked over time

Next Steps/Followup — As we move forward, the following information would be
needed:
* Information on the non SB 913 population — i.e., inmates with physical
disabilities (information needed from DOC, to be requested)
* Establishing potential caseload size and costs (Advocates and SPD)

In addition, these would be items of follow-up:

e Hearing before the September 2010 Human Services Interim Committee
(Advocates)

* Approaching a university and/or foundation to seek support for evaluatmg the
pilot project (Advocates)

* Secking support - we met with the Continuity of Care Work Group on April 19,
2010. We are submitting this revised concept, seeking initial approval of the Re-
Entry Council Steering Committee and the Department of Human Services. A
Joint policy option package could be developed. Advocates would proceed with a
bill in any case, since even with agency support, there would be no guarantee this
project would be in the Governor’s Recommended Budget (All)

* Work to identify an urban and rural county interested to participate (Advocates)

e 2011 session follow-up (Advocates)

Further Discussion and Information — In an April 25, 2010 Statesman Journal article
(“Prisons to adapt to Menta! Illnesses”) it was noted that 6,797 prisoners, or nearly half of
the total prison population, are mentally ill, The article describes changes in procedures
and alternate hospital placements, but these numbers also underscore the need for
successful re-integration back in the community. We have also been working with the
Center on Budget and Policy Priorities in Washington DC. While tracking information
goes back to 2006, and there is limited current information, it is clear that most states (38)
had some form of General Assistance programs at the time of the study. Again, advocates
will continue to work to restore a full program in future years, but we are committed to a
modest pilot project for a very costly and at- risk subset of the population in need.
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