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Absolute change in state prison populations, 2008-2009.
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STATES MOVE IN DIFFERENT DIRECTIONS

Percent change in state prison populations, 2008—-2009.
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PAOs Prison Popul al
We Cannot Build Our Way Out
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Current State Prison Population and Projected Growth at Current Rates
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An Ounce of Pr eve

The cost of placing ONE youth in a secure facility for 90 days could provide a
proven-effective parenting program for 100 families!

2011 State Prison Budget

3,000 Youth in Secure
Placement for 90 Days

Total PA Budget for
Evidence-based Prevention

Evidence-based School Drug
Prevention for 30,000 Students

Evidence-based Program for
3,000 Families

Cost in $Millions



outcomes, we must bridg

ween science and practlce

At Syyaet gl y i CréatesudtaidkdNE | OK
communitywide public health impact through
effective community coalitions using proven
effective programs targeted at strategically identified
risk and protective factors

d




Riskfocused Prevention PI

(the Communities That Care model)

Form local coalition Collect local data on
of key stakeholders risk and protective

factors
Use data to
identify priorities

v I

Select and implement evidenee
based program that targets
those factors
d
I

Reassess risk and
protective factors
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‘agency resources
A Follows a public health model of preventing poor .

4 outcomes by reducing associated risk factors and
promoting protective factors

E

A Coalition model that is datdriven and researchased
A Follows a specific sequence of steps

A Focuses on the use of targeted resources and eviden
based prevention programs



lopted as a statewide initiative in 1994

A Over 120 communities trained over 16 cycles

E

A 60-70 currently functioning CTC communities

A System of assessment & dedicated technical assistanc
to improve coalition functioning

A Over a decade of studying the processes of coalitions

A Opportunity to study CTC & EBPs in a {tamg large
scale implementation under realorld conditions




Measuring Populatiodevel Impact

‘Cross-sectional quasi-experimental study
of 98,000 students in 147 communities

A Found youth in CTC communities reported lower
rates of risk factors, substance use, and
delinquency than youth in similar non-CTC
communities (7x as many as by chance)

A Communities using EBPs showed better
outcomes on twice as many R/P factors and
behaviors (14x as many as by chance)

N




5 year Longitudi y of PA Youth

% Improvement of CTC/EBP Youth Over
Comparison Group

Research following 419
agegrade cohortsovera 5
year period found youth in

CTC communities using

EBPs had significantly
lower rates ofdelinquency,
greater resistance to
negative peer influence,
stronger school
engagemenitand better
academicachievement

Delinquency Academic Performance
B < Negative Peer Influenc ® School Engagemer

Feinberg, M.E., Greenberg, M.T., Osgood, W.O., SartoriBspdempq D.E. (2010)Can Community Coalitions
Have a Population Level Impact on Adolescent Behavior Probl@n€?in PennsylvanRrevention Science



\ Prevent dependency, delinquency, youth violence and
SAto the greatest degree possible (narrowing the
Afunnel 0)

A Intervene effectively with youth for whom primary
prevention is not sufficient (reducing further system
penetration)

A Allow communities flexibility to select strategies that best
meet local needs

A Provide accountability and use scarce resources
efficiently
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From Lists to Improved Public Health: Barriers

ynthesis and translation of research to practice, (and practice
EBP dissemination, selection, and uptake

Ensuring sufficient implementation quality and fidelity

Understanding adaptation and preventing program drift

Measuring and monitoring implementation and outcomes
Policy, systems, and infrastructure barriers
Coordination across multiple programs and systems

o Do Do To Do Po

Sustainability over multiple generations

Bumbarger, B. and Perkins, D. (2008). After Randomized Trials: Issues related to dissemination ofleasgehicéerventions.
W2dzNy I f 2F / KAf BNBYyQa { SNOAOSAZ00HULXE po

Bumbarger, B., Perkins, D., and Greenberg, M. (2009). Taking Effective Prevention ta Bcaldl, W. Pfohl, & J. Yoon (Eds.)
Handbook of Youth Prevention Science. New York: Routledge.
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Multi-Agency Steering Committee
(Justice, Welfare, Education, Health)

—

Resource Center for Evidenbased Prevention
and Intervention Programs and Practices

~N

National Center of
3 Juvenile Justice
EPLSC@/?[@I” M Quality Improvement b
EVIDENCE BASED PREVENTION & INTERVENTION SUPPORT CENTER/ \ I n Itlatlve @Ii) /

A unique partnership between policymakers, researchers, anc
communities to bring science to bear on issues of public health .
public safety

The EPISCenter is a project of the Prevention Research Center, College of Health and Human Development, Penn State University
~_and is funded by the Pennsylvania Commission on Crime and Delinquency and the Pennsylvania Department of Public Welfare
= ~ as a component of the Resource Center for Evidefased Prevention and Intervention Programs and Practlces | i
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Multi-Agency Steering Committee
(Justice, Welfare, Education, Health)

Resource Center
for Evidencenased and Promising Prevention|
and Intervention Programs and Practices ‘

)

| Y |
: " Supportto ) o N " |dentification of )
' Communit Support to ] Local Innovative .
i ) y Evidencebased : §
: Prevc—?r)tlon Programs : Programs and
i\ Coalitions \_ ) \ _ Practices
‘\~ all

A unigue partnership between policymakers, researchers, anc
communities to bring science to bear on issues of public health .
public safety

The EPISCenter is a project of the Prevention Research Center, College of Health and Human Development, Penn State University
and is funded by the Pennsylvania Commission on Crime and Delinquency and the Pennsylvania Department of Public Welfare
as a component of the Resource Center for Evidef8ased Prevention and Intervention Programs and Practices. ‘
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The

Dov n Approach
Theoreticallybased

2 A Scientificallyproven

A Sponsored lists

I E.g., Blueprints

A Funding requirements

Bottom-Up Approach _ E

A Not an evidencédased
program for all problems

A Many programs already
being implemented

A Local expertiseffit




sylvania continues its commitment

dvancing evidencbased programs and
practice and has developed a strong
Infrastructure to support EBPs

To prevent delinquency and dependency
To reduce placements
To iImprove outcomes for systanvolved youth

To To o
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Percent of Discharged Youth
(Successful and Unsuccessful)
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FET Data Highlights, 2010

FFT Behavioral Outcomes at  Discharge (n=1175)

No new criminal Remained drug- Improved school Improved school Parents/caregivers Parents/caregivers
charges during tx free* attendance* performance* exhibited desired improved
change parenting skills



MST Data Highlights, 2010

MST Behavioral Outcomes at  Discharge
(n=1822)
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MTEC Data Highlights

MTFC Behavioral Outcomes at  Discharge ( n = 34)
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No new Decreased Improved Remained Improved Improved
criminal antisocial overall drug-free* school school
offenses behavior behavior attendance* performance*
during tx

*Only reported for youth who were identified with this problem at enrollment



PlacementRelated Savings:

10 Pennsylvania savings related 0 .
placement costs =5$4.5 Million

- ¢ Conservative estimate of savings, based on 3,345 youth
enrolled in EBIs in 2010 1
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