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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Approximately 3.7 million U.S. adults were on probation or
parole supervision as of December 2021 (Kaeble, 2023). This
number represents the vast majority—nearly 70 percent—of
those under correctional control; the remainder were incarcer-
ated in jails or prisons (Carson and Kluckow, 2023). Despite
efforts by community supervision agencies to implement
evidence-based practices and interventions proven to reduce
reoffending, recidivism and reincarceration rates remain stub-
bornly high (Durose and Antenangeli, 2021; Kaeble, 2023;
Viglione, 2018). Efforts to lower these rates are ongoing, and
agencies are exploring other promising strategies to improve
outcomes. One approach gaining traction nationally is centered
on partnerships between supervision agencies and individuals
who have lived experience with the justice system. These part-
nerships seek to leverage the unique perspectives and expertise
of these individuals to better support supervisees and improve
system processes and outcomes (Blum and Baldo, 2023;
Tucker, 2022).

To explore the challenges and opportunities associated with
incorporating those with lived experience into the community
supervision process, the University of Denver and RAND (as
part of its Priority Criminal Justice Needs Initiative [PCJNI]),
on behalf of the National Institute of Justice, hosted a work-
shop in August 2023. The workshop brought together a

group of probation and parole administrators, policy experts,
researchers, and representatives of community-based organiza-
tions and advocacy groups to identify and prioritize the key
needs that, if addressed, would have the greatest impact on
removing barriers and promoting broader adoption of lived

experience initiatives.

For the purposes of this workshop, lived experience is defined

as having any direct, firsthand experience with the justice
system, from being arrested or convicted of a crime to serving a
period of incarceration, probation, or parole. Although interest
in these initiatives appears to be increasing, they are generally
underutilized.

SELECTED PRIORITY NEEDS

RESULTS
Overcoming Resistance

¢ Conduct research to identify the factors that support
or inhibit the integration of individuals with lived
experience and develop strategies to leverage or
mitigate these factors, as appropriate.

Implementation Issues

e Develop resources (e.g., best practices, toolkits, case
studies) to guide agencies in such areas as methods
to engage stakeholders, strategies to navigate and
overcome resistance and barriers, integration of
those with lived experience as valued team members,
awareness of potential pitfalls, and lessons learned.

e Develop model guidance, toolkits, and best practices
for selecting and vetting individuals for various roles.

e Develop case studies and guidance resources to
help agencies understand and evaluate the options
for accessing expertise, identify effective strategies
for getting started, and demonstrate how lived expe-
rience roles can be successfully and meaningfully
integrated info the supervision process.

Hiring Barriers

e |dentify the laws, regulations, policies, or practices
that are impediments and develop campaigns to
educate stakeholders about the opportunity costs
these barriers present.

Capacity-Building

e |dentify successful models, strategies, and practices
that support an infrastructure that agencies and
community-based organizations can leverage to
attract, recruit, retain, and develop individuals to
serve in paid, well-defined, lived experience roles.


https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA108-24.html
https://www.rand.org/well-being/justice-policy/projects/priority-criminal-justice-needs.html

Ultimately, 28 needs were identified and prioritized. The needs
were sorted using the following categories (some needs fall into

multiple categories):

* overcoming resistance (e.g., strategies to develop a deeper
understanding of the myriad inhibitors to lived experience
initiatives and strategies to overcome these obstacles)

* implementation issues (e.g., strategies and resources to help
community supervision agencies effectively implement and
sustain lived experience initiatives)

e hiring barriers (e.g., strategies to overcome legal, adminis-
trative, and cultural barriers that prevent or inhibit com-
munity supervision agencies from hiring individuals with
lived experience)

* rescarch and evaluation (e.g., development of appropriate
metrics to evaluate the impact of lived experience initia-
tives; evaluation of the impact; and examination of why
lived experience matters and which components are most
influential)

e capacity-building (e.g., strategies to help community-based
organizations build the capacity to be a viable source of
lived experience expertise; development of a sustainable
pipeline of qualified, well-prepared, and well-compensated
talent to serve in these roles)

* training and standards (e.g., evaluation of the need for—
and, as appropriate, development of—minimum training

and certification standards for various lived experience roles).

WHAT WE FOUND

Workshop participants identified and prioritized 28 needs.
Nine needs were ranked as high-priority; overall, the following
themes emerged:

* Lived experience initiatives were perceived to be underuti-
lized in the community supervision process for a variety
of reasons. Research to identify the factors that support or
inhibit initiatives; targeted educational and communica-
tion strategies highlighting successful initiatives; and cost,
benefit, and risk analyses of initiatives are required.

* Community supervision agencies require guidance, sup-
port, and technical assistance to effectively plan, imple-
ment, and operationalize lived experience initiatives.

* Research is needed to identify the appropriate metrics to
evaluate the effectiveness of lived experience initiatives; to
isolate and quantify the impact of these initiatives on key
outcomes; and to gauge stakeholder support for different
types of initiatives over time.

e There is a need to understand the structural barriers and
informal practices that impede correctional agencies from
hiring individuals with lived experience; to highlight suc-
cessful efforts to overcome hurdles; to study the impacts
of hiring these individuals on supervisee outcomes; and to
explore the feasibility of modifying restrictive policies and
practices while minimizing risk.

* To help better position individuals with lived experience
for success, agencies and community-based organizations
require guidance to assess and address the differential
needs (e.g., technical or soft skill deficiencies, need for
work schedule flexibility, access to self-care resources and
supportive services) that these individuals might have.

* Agencies need strategies to develop a sustainable pipeline
of individuals with lived experience to partner with in sup-
port of the supervision process. Strategies should include
recruitment, retention, and opportunities for professional
development and advancement.

* Professionalizing and promoting adoption of lived experi-
ence roles (e.g., mentors, navigators, recovery coaches)
will require creation of (1) standards and best practices
for vetting individuals for suitability and fic and (2) mini-
mum training and credentialing standards, tailored to
specific roles.

* Small, nontraditional organizations that specialize in
lived experience programs or initiatives need support to
professionalize their operations, build infrastructure and
capacity, and collaborate with funders to ensure that grant
processes and requirements are inclusive and do not present

unnecessary barriers.

Partnerships between supervision agencies and individuals who have

lived experience with the justice system seek to leverage the unique
perspectives and expertise of these individuals to better support super-

visees and improve system processes and outcomes.




INTRODUCTION

Community supervision is a broad term used to identify strate-
gies to execute noncustodial sanctions imposed by either a
court or a parole board. These sanctions can be applied as a
form of pretrial release or diversion, postconviction as a term of
probation or another initiative providing alternatives to incar-
ceration, or post-incarceration in the form of parole. Commu-
nity supervision is a key component of the correctional system:
Approximately 3.7 million U.S. adults were on probation or
parole supervision at the end of 2021 (Kaeble, 2023). This
number represents the vast majority—nearly 70 percent—of
those under correctional control; the remainder were incarcer-
ated in jails or prisons (Carson and Kluckow, 2023).

Community supervision agencies have multiple objectives.
They are responsible for protecting the public by maintaining
supervisee accountability to the conditions of supervision; they
are also responsible for delivering or brokering rehabilitation
services in support of positive behavioral change. Historically,
the emphasis has shifted between rehabilitation and control-
oriented models of supervision. Over the past several decades,
however, agencies have increasingly focused on the behavioral
change objective and have worked to implement evidence-based
practices and strategies proven to produce effective interven-
tions that change supervisee behavior and, ultimately, reduce
recidivism (Viglione, 2018).

Although the use of evidence-based practices is growing, the
most-recent data suggest that poor outcomes among supervisees
remain a significant challenge. For example, 62 percent of indi-
viduals exiting state prison in 2012 were re-arrested within three
years, and 71 percent were re-arrested within five years (Durose
and Antenangeli, 2021). Further, only approximately 63 percent
of those discharged from probation in 2021 did so successfully,
and nearly 15 percent were incarcerated. Among parolees,

65 percent were discharged as completing parole, but more than
26 percent were incarcerated (Kaeble, 2023).!

As community supervision agencies continue their work to
effectively implement evidence-based practices, they remain open
to other promising strategies to improve outcomes. One approach
that is gaining traction nationally is centered on leveraging the
insights and expertise of individuals with lived experience with
the justice system to support supervisees and improve agency and
system processes (Blum and Baldo, 2023; Tucker, 2022).

What Is Lived Experience?
Lived experience is a term that academics have used in a

variety of fields (e.g., psychology, education, social policy)

for decades, yet it lacks a standard definition (Casey, 2023).
Further, the term has gained popularity and is now commonly
used outside academia, with little clarity about its mean-

ing. Chandler and Munday (2020) generically describe lived
experience as “personal knowledge about the world gained
through direct, first-hand involvement in everyday events
rather than through representations constructed by other
people or through a technological medium.” Others charac-
terize what lived experience means in certain contexts. For
example, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Ser-
vices describes people with lived experience as those directly
affected by social, health, public health, or other issues and by
the strategies that aim to address those issues (Ramirez et al.,
2022). For the purposes of a workshop held in August 2023
by the University of Denver and RAND (as part of its Priority
Criminal Justice Needs Initiative [PCJNI]) to explore these
issues, lived experience was defined as having direct, firsc-hand
experience with the justice system, from being arrested or
convicted of a crime to serving a period of incarceration, pro-
bation, or parole. In addition to justice system involvement,
an individual’s relevant experience might include specific
reentry related challenges (such as mental illness, substance
use disorder, and housing instability) as well as exposure

to interventions designed to address these needs. For this
workshop, lived experience initiatives were broadly defined as
strategies that intentionally leverage the unique knowledge,
expertise, and skills of those who have been justice-involved.
Throughout the report, comments from experts who partici-

pated in the workshop are presented in gray quote bubbles.

Why Lived Experience Matters

Individuals with lived experience with the justice system often
have strengths that traditional probation and parole officers
may not possess, and community supervision agencies are
increasingly exploring ways to leverage these strengths to
facilitate better outcomes with supervisees. Researchers have
observed such specific strengths as the ability to successfully
engage with justice-involved individuals, to serve as a model
of success, and to use specific expertise and experiences to help
others navigate the complex social service and justice systems
(Blum and Baldo, 2023; Reingle Gonzalez et al., 2019).

With these strengths as a foundation, properly vetted
individuals with lived experience can be trained in such areas as
group facilitation, mentoring, and computer literacy to prepare
them to work with supervisees in a peer support role. Although
supervision officers and clinicians may not share similar back-

grounds or have the same ability to relate to supervisees, peers



“I can talk with someone all day long, but | don’t know
what it’s like to be in prison.”

should be viewed as a complementary resource rather than as a
replacement (Austria and Peterson, 2017).

Peer roles can vary in nomenclature (e.g., credible messen-
ger, peer mentor, peer navigator) and focus (e.g., mental health,
relapse prevention, housing, employment, navigating the social
service system); however, a key aspect is the credibility of the
peer and their ability to establish a positive relationship with
the supervisee (Martinez et al., 2022). Unlike most probation
and parole officers, individuals with lived experience often share
similar characteristics and backgrounds with supervisees. They
personally understand the challenges that justice-involved indi-
viduals face, have overcome these obstacles, and are inspired
to help others do the same (Austria and Peterson, 2017). It is
thought that their shared backgrounds and experiences can lead
to stronger relationships with and greater trust from supervis-
ees; this can lead to greater engagement in the supervision and
treatment process and, ultimately, improved outcomes (Austria
and Peterson, 2017; Blum and Baldo, 2023). Furthermore,
peers are often able to quickly establish these relationships and
support and motivate supervisees in ways that probation and
parole officers and other treatment providers cannot (Austria
and Peterson, 2017).

“Most folks would rather work with someone who has
walked a mile in their shoes.”

Although there is no formal model, peers are typically,
but not exclusively, employed by community-based organiza-
tions that specialize in serving justice-involved individuals,
returning citizens, and other marginalized populations (Alcorn,
2019; Martinez et al., 2022). These organizations may partner,
formally or informally, with supervision agencies to assign peers
to work with supervisees.

‘The nature of interactions between the peer and the super-
visee can vary depending on such factors as the role of the peer,
the structure of the peer program, the level of training the peer
possesses, and the agreements, if any, between the supervision

agency and the organization providing the resource. Generally,

peers serve as prosocial role models, leading by example. They
often provide transportation and/or accompany supervisees to
job interviews or other appointments. They leverage their own
direct experience to help supervisees navigate the (often complex)
social services system, access resources, and obtain identification
(Blum and Baldo, 2023; Reingle Gonzalez et al., 2019).

Peers provide support and guidance to supervisees, moti-
vating them to engage in services and challenging them to
change attitudes and behaviors that have contributed to their
justice involvement (Reingle Gonzalez et al., 2019). Peers can
hold supervisees accountable to their conditions of supervision
and treatment plans and often help them identify and avoid
triggers for substance use or other destructive behaviors (Aus-
tria and Peterson, 2017). In more-structured programs, peers
may be trained to use evidence-based practices, such as motiva-
tional interviewing, to equip supervisees with tools to manage
their emotions and behavior so that they may complete supervi-

sion and better their lives (Austria and Peterson, 2017).

“Lived experience can provide instant credibility . . .
without it, it can take a long time to build trust, if it is
ever achieved.”

Peers can often serve as effective intermediaries between
supervisees and probation or parole officers. For example,
supervisees may be more willing to discuss personal problems or
reasons for noncompliance with peers than with officers (Russo
etal., 2023). Peers can then provide insights and coach the super-
visee on how to address the situation with the officer in a con-
structive way. These conversations can help resolve issues before
they escalate to the point of disengagement from treatment or
absconding from supervision. In some cases, officers coordinate
with peer mentors to gather input before filing technical viola-
tions with the supervising authority (Lynch et al., 2018).

Finally, because peers were often the recipients of supervision

services themselves, they understand what it feels like to be on

“[People with lived experience] see through our
[bureaucratic systems]. They can tell us what works, what
doesn’t, and what harms have been done.”



“They want to improve the system and their voice can
help fix it.”

probation or parole. Their experiences and unique insights can
inform and improve systems, policies, practices, and programs.

Despite these benefits, there are several significant chal-
lenges associated with implementing lived experience initiatives.
Organizations report that recruiting individuals to serve in
lived experience roles is a persistent challenge (DuBois, 2021). A
major factor is the limited pool to draw from. For example, ideal
candidates must have relevant backgrounds and credibility with
the justice-involved population; they also need to have desisted
from criminal activity for a sustained period and be maintain-
ing a prosocial lifestyle. They also must be willing and able to
develop relationships to help others succeed and able to work as a
professional in an organization (Blum and Baldo, 2023). Vetting
candidates for their suitability and readiness can be challenging,
and the stakes are high; failure can hurt an organization’s reputa-
tion (Austria and Peterson, 2017; Blum and Baldo, 2023).

Low compensation, a lack of benefits, and a lack of a career
path are common recruitment challenges (Lynch et al., 2018;
Martinez et al., 2022). Further, positions may be part-time or
temporary, and they are often dependent on external fund-
ing sources, such as grants. These factors, combined with the
intense nature of the role, exposure to triggering events and
secondary trauma, and limited supportive resources to address
these issues contribute to difficulty in recruiting and retaining
talent (Blum and Baldo, 2023; Martinez et al., 2022). Although
community-based organizations routinely hire individuals
with lived experience, there are structural barriers, particularly
regarding individuals who have felony convictions, that inhibit
community supervision agencies from doing so (Austria and
Peterson, 2017).

Once hired, individuals with lived experience often
struggle in the workplace. For example, they may not under-
stand workplace norms, or they may lack basic skills, such as
time management, using email, and report writing (Blum and
Baldo, 2023; Martinez et al., 2022). Although these skills are
essential to success, many organizations have limited capacity
to help individuals develop them. Finally, despite the services
they provide to a supervision agency, these individuals may be
undervalued and marginalized by their non—justice-involved
counterparts as a result of the stigma of a criminal history
(Nixon, 2020).

Examples of Lived Experience Initiatives in
Community Supervision

The extent to which community supervision agencies are
leveraging lived experience is unknown; however, the following
section offers specific examples from across the United States.

Administered by the New York City Department of
Probation, the Arches Transformative Mentoring Program
(Arches) is one of the highest-profile examples of the use of
lived experience in community supervision. Launched in 2011
and using an evidence-based interactive journaling curricu-
lum, Arches uses trained credible messengers to mentor juve-
niles and young adults on probation (Austria and Peterson,
2017). The mentors are employees of one of several commu-
nity-based organizations and are positioned in neighborhoods
across the city with high concentrations of individuals on
supervision. The city of New York provides the funding for
the organization that trains the mentors and for the organiza-
tions that hire the mentors (Lynch et al., 2018).

Although many agencies rely on community-based organi-
zations to source individuals to serve in lived experience roles,
such as credible messengers and peer mentors, some agencies take
a more direct approach. For example, the Idaho Department
of Corrections and the Michigan Department of Corrections
recruit and train mentors to guide and support incarcerated
individuals as they transition into the community (Fraley, 2023;
Kraus, 2023). These mentors are typically formerly incarcerated

individuals who volunteer their time without compensation.

“At the end of the day [lived experience initiatives] are a
really small investment that can yield great returns.”

Through a partnership with the Georgia Mental Health
Consumer Network (undated), the Georgia Department of
Community Supervision uses Forensic Peer Mentors to work
with supervisees in their Day Reporting Centers. The men-
tors, hired by the network, have lived experience in the justice
system and behavioral health diagnoses. They are trained to
provide mentoring, support, and care coordination to help
supervisees living with mental health illness and/or with sub-
stance abuse disorders to successfully complete supervision.

In Massachusetts, the Executive Office of Public Safety
and Security (EOPSS) has oversight responsibility for several

justice agencies in the state, including the Department of Cor-



“Credible messengers can do things that officers can't.
They really can make the officer’s job easier.”

rection and the Parole Board. EOPSS hires formerly incar-
cerated individuals to serve as credible messengers providing
reentry support and services to individuals in custody through
their transition to parole supervision. Credible messengers are
state employees and receive extensive training prior to assuming
a caseload (Paiva, 2022).

Although not a common practice, some supervision agen-
cies have directly and intentionally hired individuals with lived
experience. For example, more than a decade ago, the U.S.
Probation Office in the Eastern District of Missouri took the
bold step of hiring a man who had served 15 years in federal
prison to a position as a Program Support Specialist (Far-
rah, 2018). This individual has earned national attention for
his personal transformation and for his work in creating and
implementing programs to support supervisees at a high risk
of returning to prison. More recently, the Midland County
Community Supervision and Corrections Department in Texas
hired an adult felony drug court graduate and former proba-
tioner to serve as a Responsivity Specialist (Becher, 2023). In
this role, she uses both her lived experience and her training as
a certified Recovery Support Peer Specialist to deliver effective
interventions that support high-risk supervisees struggling with
substance use disorders.

The Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency
(2023), in consultation with the U.S. Office of Personnel Man-
agement, created an innovative credible messenger fellowship
program in Washington, D.C. The program hires individuals
who have successfully completed a probation or parole term
to leverage their own life experiences to provide support and
assistance to those on supervision. Positions are temporary (six
months to one year); however, individuals are federal employees
paid at the GS3/4 level. While serving at the agency, these indi-
viduals are building their own work experience and have access
to professional development opportunities that will help them
in their future career paths.

Not all lived experience initiatives involve direct peer sup-
port. For example, in Los Angeles County, California, a Proba-
tion Oversight Commission was created to monitor the Proba-
tion Department’s progress on systemic reforms (Los Angeles
County Probation Oversight Committee, 2023). Among its

authorities, the Commission works to ensure the care and

safety of those under the department’s custody; reviews depart-
mental policies, procedures, and practices; reviews grievances;
and conducts inspections and investigates critical matters.

The Commission’s work is guided and informed, in part, by
individuals with lived experience. Although the Commission

is mandated to consist of at least one member who is formerly
justice-involved and at least one member who is a family mem-
ber of someone currently or formerly justice-involved, four of
the nine Commissioners have lived experience as of April 2024.

The workshop participants described other ways in which
they partner with those with lived experience. For example,
some agencies conduct exit surveys with supervisees to learn
about their experiences on supervision, what works well, and
opportunities for improvement. Agencies may invite current
or former supervisees to participate in ad hoc panel discus-
sions on hot topics, sit on citizen advisory boards, provide
input into program and policy development, or offer insights
to new probation or parole officers on what it is like to be on
supervision, the challenges faced, and what supervisees need
most from their officers.

To date, few studies have explored the impact of lived
experience initiatives in community supervision, and the lim-
ited evidence has focused on peer support programs (Reingle
Gonzalez et al., 2019).

“The lived experience perspective has helped us
create better practices that improved equity, removed
disparities, and improved outcomes.”

For example, in New York City, juvenile and young adult
probationers ages 16-24 who participated in the Arches cred-
ible messenger mentoring program were significantly less likely
than their peers to be reconvicted for a felony after 24 months
(Lynch et al., 2018). Overall, however, a review by the National
Institute of Justice (NIJ)’s CrimeSolutions rated the program
as having “no effect” because there were no statistically signifi-
cant differences in other measures, such as overall arrests and
reconvictions (National Institute of Justice, 2019). That said,
participants under the age of 18 appeared to benefit most from
the program because, compared with older participants, they
were much less likely to be re-arrested and convicted.

An evaluation of parolees in Connecticut found that those
receiving peer mentoring in addition to standard services were

significantly less likely to recidivate than were those receiving



standard services alone (Sells et al., 2020), although it should
be noted that this was a pilot study involving a small popula-
tion. Peer mentoring has been found to significantly improve
client self-eflicacy (Andreas et al., 2010) and encourage self-
esteem and coping mechanisms (Marlow et al., 2015); it also
has been associated with higher attainment of stable housing
and employment, treatment compliance, and abstinence from
substances (Goldstein et al., 2009). These findings appear
promising, but the number of studies is limited and the meth-
odological rigor applied varies (Blum and Baldo, 2023). Clearly,

more evidence is needed.

“We are always learning from our supervisees about
what we can do better.”

Although lived experience initiatives appear worthy of
further exploration, they are not yet commonly incorporated in
the community supervision process. The workshop described
in this report focused on identifying the challenges that inhibit
the use of lived experience and providing recommendations to

address these barriers.

Methodology
To explore the challenges and opportunities associated with
incorporating those with lived experience into the community
supervision process, project staff assembled a group of proba-
tion and parole administrators, researchers, policy experts,
and representatives of community-based organizations and
advocacy groups. A pool of candidate participants was identi-
fied in consultation with the NIJ using networks, focused
searches for organizations and individuals with relevant expe-
rience, and referrals. Efforts were made to include candidates
with lived experience. Ultimately, a group of 15 experts was
convened. According to publicly available information, at
least three participants had personally experienced incarcera-
tion. That said, project staff did not solicit information about
the participants’ backgrounds; therefore, it is unknown how
many, if any, other participants had been justice-involved in
some way. The participants and their affiliations are shown in
the box on the next page.

The workshop was conducted in two stages. During the
initial stage, which took place from late July to early August

2023, project staff conducted interviews with each participant

via a web-conferencing application. The length of these inter-
views ranged from 45 to 60 minutes.

The purpose of the interviews was to gather participant
insights on the value of incorporating lived experience into the
community supervision process, the challenges to implement-
ing these initiatives, and the elements needed to address these
challenges. Project staff provided participants with an outline of
discussion points in advance of the interviews; however, partici-
pants were encouraged to speak about the issues most germane
to them according to their roles and experience. Discussion

points were as follows:

* In your experience, is there general support for lived experi-
ence initiatives?

* What are the primary benefits and major obstacles? What
is needed to overcome the obstacles?

* How can supervision agencies best leverage lived experi-
ence to provide direct support to individuals on probation
or parole? What are the associated challenges and needs?

* How can supervision agencies best incorporate lived
experience to support administrative functions (e.g., policy
review and development, program development, service
delivery, oversight and advisory, community outreach)?
What are the associated challenges and needs?

* What other ways can supervision agencies leverage
the expertise of those with lived experience to improve
outcomes?

e What are the challenges and opportunities associated with
attracting, recruiting, and hiring those with lived experi-
ence to work in (or with) supervision agencies (e.g., roles,
qualifications, structural obstacles, cultural issues, resis-
tance to change, perceived reputational risk)?

* What are the challenges and opportunities associated with
retention (e.g., career pathways, perceived status and accep-
tance in the organization, ongoing training and support)?

* What are the challenges and opportunities associated with
partnerships with community-based organizations, or
other channels, to access the expertise of those with lived
experience?

* What are the research and evaluation needs around lived
experience initiatives (e.g., defining appropriate outcome
measures, quantifying impact, best practices for implemen-
tation of initiatives, identifying specific roles and situations
in which lived experience can have the greatest impact)?

e What would have the greatest impact in terms of optimiz-
ing the expertise of those with lived experience?

e What did we miss?
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°
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Andrew Blum

University of San Diego (California)

Franky Carrillo
Los Angeles County Probation Oversight Commission (Cali-

fornia)

Ronald Day
The Fortune Society (New York)

Renee DeLouche

Louisiana Department of Corrections

Nick Deml

Vermont Department of Corrections

Tom Erhardt
North Dakota Department of Correction and Rehabilitation

Jennifer Gonzalez
Meadows Mental Health Policy Institute (Texas)

Marcus Hodges
Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency (District of
Columbia)

DeAnna Hoskins
JustLeadershipUSA (New York)

Brian Lovins

Justice Systems Partners (Massachusetts)

Rod Martinez
Annie E. Casey Foundation (Maryland)

Tony Mills

Michigan Department of Corrections

Michael Nail

Georgia Department of Community Supervision

Andrew Peck
Massachusetts Executive Office of Public Safety and Security

Jay Scroggin
Multnomah County Department of Community Justice

(Oregon)

Project staff captured the participants’ input and synthe-
sized it into an initial list of 19 problem statements, which can
also be framed as opportunities to be capitalized on. The list of
problems and opportunities was provided to the participants

for review in preparation for the second stage of the workshop.

In this stage, project staff convened the group in Washington,
D.C., on August 16-17, 2023, for an in-person meeting. Dur-
ing this meeting, the participants were led through an exercise
to review the problem and opportunity statements to ensure
that they accurately reflect the intention of the group. This
process resulted in several changes to the original statements. In
some cases, the wording of the statement was slightly modified.
In others, the statement was deemed too broad and was broken
down into several more-discrete statements. Finally, the partici-
pants identified additional salient issues not previously raised,
which were crafted into statements. The participants were then
asked to prioritize the statements based on their perception of
importance. Beginning with the most important problem and
opportunity statement, the participants identified the associated
needs, a term we use to describe a specific requirement tied to
either solving a problem or taking advantage of an opportunity
to better address a challenge. This process resulted in the identi-
fication of 33 needs,? which were then prioritized based on two
measures: importance or significance of the need and prob-
ability that the need would be successfully addressed. The needs
were then clustered into three groups: high, medium, and low
priority (also referred to as 7ier I, Tier 2, and Tier 3, respec-
tively). During post-workshop analysis, it was determined that
five needs were closely related to others, so these were consoli-
dated, resulting in a final total of 28 needs. More details on the
technical methods used to structure the workshop and identify
and prioritize needs are provided in the technical appendix. The

next section describes the results of the prioritization exercise.

RESULTS

The 28 needs identified by the participants were organized
into six major categories: overcoming resistance, imp/emmmtz’on
issues, hiring barriers, research and evaluation, capacity-building,
and training and standards. See Figure 1 for the distribution
of needs across the six categories. The full list of needs can be
found in Table A.2, in the technical appendix.

The prioritization exercise elicited participant rankings of
the importance of the problem and of the probability that the
identified need would significantly address the problem. These
rankings were used to sort the needs into the three tiers previ-
ously described. Ultimately, nine of the needs fell into Tier 1
and were categorized as high-priority needs; these are shown
in Table 1. Figure 2 shows a breakdown of the high-priority
needs by category. Notably, ten of the 28 needs were related to



Figure 1. Total Number of Needs, by Category
(n = 28)

Research and
evaluation, 4

Overcoming
resistance, 4

Capacity-
building, 5

Implementation

.. issues, 10
Training and

standards, 3

Hiring
barriers, 2

challenges in the implementation of lived experience initiatives,
suggesting that the lack of guidance is a significant impedi-
ment to broader adoption. We discuss the high-priority needs
in greater detail in the next section. As a result of the prioritiza-
tion exercise, none of the needs in the Training and Standards
category fell into Tier 1, so this category is omitted from

Table 1, Figure 2, and the discussion.

DISCUSSION

This section, which is organized by category, provides further
context for the high-priority needs identified by the workshop

participants.

Overcoming Resistance

Several of the participants representing community supervision
agencies reported that they are incorporating lived experience
into their operations and processes to varying degrees. Further,
they often expressed the desire to continue to explore oppor-
tunities to leverage this unique expertise in new ways (e.g.,
using credible messengers to work with the families of super-
visees). Overall, the perception of the group was that although
lived experience initiatives appear to be gaining some traction
nationally, support is highly variable across the United States
and, as a result, this expertise is significantly underutilized. Par-
ticipants identified several reasons for resistance. For example,
in some jurisdictions, a punishment mindset persists regarding

justice system administration, and supervision agencies empha-

size monitoring and accountability rather than support and
behavioral change. In some agencies, an “us versus them” cul-
ture prevails, and leaders may simply not care about the opin-
ions of justice-involved individuals whom they consider forever
stigmatized—once a criminal, always a criminal. In these
jurisdictions, lived experience initiatives may be perceived as
being “soft on crime” and a political or public relations liability.
Further, the participants noted that supervision agency lead-
ers may not fully understand the value of the lived experience
perspective and the impact it can have. Fear and risk aversion
are also factors. Leaders may have perceptions that those with
lived experience will take adversarial positions and attack the
system and system actors rather than offer constructive criti-
cism and suggestions for improvement. Concerns over bad press
or potential liability in the event of a negative incident also can
be an inhibitor and may be used to rationalize maintaining the

status quo (i.e., it is often easier to keep doing the same thing).

“We are a very progressive agency—this [hiring people
with lived experience] is not going to fly in other parts of
the country.”

“I feel like there is a lot of lip service paid to wanting to
incorporate lived experience.”

“Some people just can’t get used to the fact that there is
an ex-con working with us.”

“In our state, support is about 50/50 but gaining
traction.”

“We think because we have advanced degrees and we
have worked in the field that we know best and we tell
clients what they should do. That's never really worked.”

The participants noted that there is often a perception
that agency leaders, with their education and experience,
know what is best for those on supervision. These leaders may
be reluctant to seek guidance from those whom they are sup-
posed to be serving.

The participants recommended research to examine these
issues and identify the salient factors that support or inhibit
the integration of individuals with lived experience into the
community supervision process. To encourage the broader
acceptance of lived experience initiatives, there is a need to
develop strategies designed to leverage or mitigate these fac-
tors, as appropriate. The participants stressed the importance

of creating ongoing opportunities for stakeholder education



Table 1. The Nine High-Priority Needs by Category

Issue or Problem

Associated Need

OVERCOMING RESISTANCE

Individuals with lived experience are not integrated
into the supervision process because of such factors
as unsupportive organizational cultures, paternalism,
adversarial attitudes, not valuing lived experience,
risk aversion, liability concerns, and perceptions of
being “soft on crime.”

IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

Supervision agencies lack guidance on how to
effectively plan, implement, and operationalize lived
experience initiatives.

Stakeholder acceptance of lived experience initiatives
can depend heavily on the proper vetting of
individuals for suitability and readiness to serve as
well as for whether they are fit for the role; however,
there is little guidance available.

There is great variation in both (1) the mechanisms
that supervision agencies use to access and partner
with individuals with lived experience and (2) how
agencies use this expertise in support of the
supervision process.

HIRING BARRIERS

Administrative and structural barriers (e.g., civil service
rules, statutes, background checks, restricted access

to Criminal Justice Information Services, political
considerations) can impede supervision agencies from
hiring individuals with lived experience, particularly
those with a felony conviction.

CAPACITY-BUILDING

It can be challenging to develop a sustainable
pipeline of individuals with lived experience to work
with supervision agencies and organizations (e.g., no
or low compensation, dangerous or traumatic work,
lack of professional development and advancement
opportunities, lack of trust, limited demand).

RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

It is challenging to isolate and measure the impact
of lived experience initiatives on key supervision
oufcomes.

Conduct research to identify the factors that support or inhibit the integration
of individuals with lived experience and develop strategies to leverage or miti-
gate these factors, as appropriate.

Develop targeted strategies to create opportunities for education and dialog
among stakeholders that highlight the value of initiatives; success stories; and
the positive impact on supervisees, those in lived experience roles, the super-
vision agency, and public safety overall.

Develop resources (e.g., best practices, toolkits, case studies) to guide agencies
in such areas as methods to engage stakeholders, strategies to navigate and
overcome resistance and barriers, integration of those with lived experience as
valued team members, awareness of potential pitfalls, and lessons learned.
Develop a technical assistance capacity (which should include leveraging the
expertise of those with lived experience) to provide support, coaching, and
guidance to help agencies successfully implement initiatives.

Develop model guidance, toolkits, and best practices for selecting and vetting
individuals for various roles.

Develop case studies and guidance resources to help agencies understand
and evaluate the options for accessing expertise (e.g., volunteers, contracts
with community-based organizations, direct hires), identify effective strategies
for getting started, and demonstrate how lived experience roles can be suc-
cessfully and meaningfully integrated into the supervision process.

Identify the laws, regulations, policies, or practices that are impediments and
develop campaigns to educate stakeholders about the opportunity costs these
barriers present.

Identify successful models, strategies, and practices that support an infra-
structure that agencies and community-based organizations can leverage to
attract, recruit, retain, and develop individuals to serve in paid, well-defined,
lived experience roles.

Develop and disseminate strategies, such as logic models, to identify the
most-appropriate measures (e.g., engagement in treatment and supervision,
relationships with officers, school and work attendance, family relationships,
quality of life, compliance, desistance from crime) to evaluate lived experi-
ence initiatives in general and specific to particular roles and objectives.




Figure 2: Breakdown of Top-Tier Needs (n = 9)
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and dialog that both (1) highlight the unique skill sets of
those with lived experience; the value of initiatives; success
stories; and the positive impact on supervisees, those in lived
experience roles, the supervision agency, and public safety
overall and (2) directly address concerns. Further, partici-
pants emphasized that different strategies should be targeted
to different stakeholder groups (e.g., judges, victim advocacy
groups, agency leaders, line staff); the messaging and value
proposition should be modified accordingly and should be

sensitive to the political climate in the jurisdiction.

“Part of it is progressive versus conservative, but it really
comes down to whether the jurisdiction has thought
through the issues and has considered the costs of
continuing to do what they always have.”

Implementation Issues

Guidance to Get Started

According to the participants, lived experience initiatives in
community supervision agencies are a relatively new practice,
particularly with respect to adult supervisees. This being the
case, there is very little guidance on how to best implement
and operationalize these initiatives, and few resources are
available. The lack of guidance can be an inhibitor for agen-
cies to even get started, and those that push forward often
must go through the painful process of experimentation and

learning as they go.

Capacity-building

Research and evaluation Hiring barriers

Category

“There is no real good playbook on how to
operationalize and realize the benefits—we had to learn
through experience.”

To address these challenges, the participants recommended
the development of best practices, toolkits, and case studies
designed to help agencies plan and implement lived experience
initiatives. Key areas to be addressed would include engag-
ing stakeholders to achieve buy-in, communicating the value
proposition and evidence around these initiatives, developing
strategies to navigate and overcome resistance and barriers, and
understanding vulnerabilities or potential pitfalls and how to
avoid them. Further, the participants emphasized the impor-
tance of guidance to help agencies successfully integrate those
with lived experience into the supervision process. For example,
best practices are needed in the following areas: creating a cul-
ture and atmosphere in which those with lived experience are
accepted as valued team members, determining how to mean-
ingfully engage these individuals in the supervision process to
fully leverage their expertise, defining the importance of role
definition and clarity, and providing individuals with the train-
ing and support they need to be their best. The participants also
emphasized the need for best practices around the relationship
dynamic between the peer, the supervisee, and the supervising
officer. For example, there may be differences in perception
regarding expectations for confidentiality between the peer

and the supervisee as opposed to what must be disclosed to the
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supervising officer; another example of such differences is the
level of advocacy a peer directly exerts on behalf of the super-
visee as opposed to helping the supervisee effectively advocate
for themselves with the supervising officer.

Beyond the resources already described, the participants
also suggested that agencies would benefit from access to
technical assistance in this area. This would be in line with the
services provided by the National Institute of Corrections; these
services include consultation, support, coaching, and guidance
to help agencies successfully implement initiatives. However,
the participants noted that technical assistance teams should
involve those with lived experience to ensure that their perspec-

tives are represented.

“We need high-level best practices that are flexible
enough for modification by local jurisdictions to account
for their circumstances, political climate, etc.”

“Even with support from leadership, if initiatives are
not well thought out and planned, implementation can
suffer.”

Vetting and Selecting Individuals for Lived
Experience Roles

The importance of the vetting and selection process with
respect to lived experience roles cannot be overstated, accord-
ing to the participants. Strong processes that help increase the
probability of selecting the right individual for the right role
are likely to lead to improved individual supervisee outcomes,
overall program success, and broader acceptance of initia-
tives. As discussed, the participants acknowledged that many
justice system stakeholders are inherently risk-averse and may
be uncomfortable with the idea of including those with justice
system involvement in the supervision process. Specific con-
cerns center on the possibility that an individual in a lived
experience role returns to a criminal lifestyle, relapses, or (in
the worst case) engages in these activities with a supervisee

they are working with—in addition to the political and public

“The mentor’s relationship with the supervisee is, of
course, important, but we really want the mentor to help
strengthen the relationship between the supervisee and
the probation officer.”

backlash that may ensue. The participants noted that these
incidents, although rare, have occurred with both lived experi-
ence and non-lived experience individuals (e.g., probation or
parole officers). However, the stakes are perceived to be much
higher with lived experience initiatives, and even isolated nega-
tive incidents can jeopardize entire programs. Strong vetting
and selection can mitigate these risks and increase both general
confidence in lived experience initiatives among stakeholders
(leading to broader acceptance) and resilience when a negative
incident does occur.

According to the participants, organizations would benefit
from the development of best practices for screening individu-
als’ suitability and readiness to serve in lived experience roles.
Participants identified several relevant areas that should be
examined, such as the candidate’s ability to be a prosocial
influence on a supervisee, the time elapsed since the candidate’s
last justice system involvement and/or drug use, the efforts the
candidate has made in desistance and their recovery journey,
the reasons they want to work with supervisees, their stability
(e.g., mental health, substance use disorder, housing), and their
capacity to work in environments or situations that may be trig-
gering. Other aspects of suitability and/or readiness might be
the individual’s ability to relate to and communicate effectively
with supervisees, handle social interactions, and collaborate

with supervision officers, as needed.

“We need to make sure those in lived experience roles
are ready, so they are not set up for failure.”

“One out of ten [probation or parole officers] will be
a bad hire. The same ratio could be expected when
selecting mentors with lived experience, except it gets
more attention.”

It was acknowledged that the nature of the vetting process
would likely vary depending on several factors, such as the
specific lived experience role, whether the position is that of
a volunteer or a paid employee, and whether the individual is
working directly for a governmental agency or sourced through
a community-based organization. For example, one participant
reported that their state agency directly hires credible mes-
sengers to work with supervisees and conducts comprehensive
background checks on candidates; however, the investigation is
focused on the individual’s behavior since that individual’s last
justice system involvement. Community-based organizations

generally do not have the resources for this level of screening,



“Even highly supportive people understand the risks
involved. They say they only want to work with a guy
[with lived experience] they have known for ten years,
because he's not going to burn me.”

“Recruiting the right people is the foundation,
and knowing there is thorough vetting helps gain
acceptance.”

“I'm not interested in just people who have had a smooth
transition—that's not how desistance typically works.
People who have experienced the bumps can make
great mentors.”

but they often rely on their own informal networks to vet indi-

viduals for lived experience roles.

Incorporating Lived Experience into the Community
Supervision Process

In discussions with the participants, it became apparent that

the agencies that are integrating lived experience roles into the
community supervision process are each doing so in a different
way. Although jurisdictional variations may be expected, the
differences were significant enough in some cases to suggest that
agencies might benefit from guidance in this area. For example,
some supervision agencies partner with other state agencies (c.g.,
a state’s department of health and human services) to hire indi-
viduals to serve in such roles as mentors or peer recovery coaches.
Others contract with community-based organizations that
provide mentors or credible messengers to work with supervisees.
Another participant reported that they may refer a supervisee to
a community-based organization to be matched with a mentor;
however, they do not actively monitor interactions or progress.
In one case, the credible messengers are hired by a governmental
entity separate from the supervision agency. The credible messen-
gers serve incarcerated individuals through transition to parole.
This structure was intentional and based in part on the rationale
that supervisees often have a profound distrust of the justice sys-

tem and would prefer to work with someone who is not attached

“Our clients are much more amenable to working with
credible messengers because they are not part of the
Department of Correction or Parole.”

“If the mentor is on the payroll of the agency that has
authority over supervision, there may be a trust issue for
the mentee.”
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to the supervision agency. In another case, the supervision agency
directly hires the credible messengers. Yet another agency takes
another approach and directly recruits volunteers to serve as men-
tors and coaches, actively seeking (although not exclusively) indi-
viduals who have been incarcerated and recommended by their
former parole officer. Notably, this agency intentionally does not
compensate the volunteers; it considers such compensation to be
contrary to the spirit of mentoring and therefore counterproduc-
tive.

There is also significant variation in the degree to which
the lived experience role is integrated into the supervision pro-
cess. In some cases, the role is loosely structured and primarily
relationship focused. In other cases, individuals in lived experi-
ence roles are expected to utilize a specialized case management
or mentoring software to document efforts and supervisee
progress. The expectations for the role can vary (e.g., providing
transportation to a job interview, helping obtain identification,
maintaining a caseload, running group counseling sessions

with supervisees).

“We need to compensate those with lived experience
for their time and expertise just as we would pay a
consultant.”

Although there is nothing inherently wrong with varying
approaches, the participants recommended the development
of case studies, lists of effective practices, and other guidance
resources to help agencies understand and assess the different
mechanisms to (1) access the expertise of those with lived expe-
rience, (2) highlight effective strategies for getting started, and
(3) demonstrate how lived experience roles can be successfully

and meaningfully integrated into the supervision process.

Barriers to Hiring Those with Lived
Experience

As discussed, there are several ways that community supervi-
sion agencies can go about accessing individuals to serve in
lived experience roles. Although the participants agreed that
this approach can yield significant benefits, several expressed
the desire to “move the needle” by hiring well-vetted individu-
als to serve in “non-lived experience” roles, such as probation
or parole officer. The participants discussed several barriers,
particularly for those individuals with serious criminal his-

tories. For example, statutes or civil service regulations could
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automatically disqualify individuals with a felony record. Some
agencies require officers to carry a firearm, which is a right that
may have been forfeited by virtue of the conviction. A felony
record can also make an individual ineligible to obtain clear-
ance to access criminal justice information systems, such as the
National Crime Information Center, which can hinder that
person’s ability to meet job expectations. Standard conditions
of supervision have historically restricted supervisees from asso-
ciating with known felons. Although many jurisdictions have
revised their conditions and eliminated this type of restriction,
this requirement could continue to present an obstacle in some
places. Beyond these structural barriers, stakeholder resistance
can also be affected by informal practices that may be influ-
enced by such factors as perceptions of political risk, potential
liability, “law and order” philosophy, stigma, organizational
culture, or simply a lack of understanding or acceptance of the

value of lived experience.

“If I was able to hire a person with lived experience as
a [probation or parole officer] —that would be a game-
changer.”

“If using mentors via a community-based organization
is like a ‘single’—a government agency directly hiring a
former felon would be a ‘home-run.””

“Outside of a few exceptions, there aren’t enough
leaders willing to take risks and hire people with lived
experience.”

These barriers, according to the participants, prevent
supervision agencies from fully capitalizing on the expertise of
those with lived experience and limit career opportunities for
these individuals. Participants recommended studies to identify
and understand the laws, regulations, policies, or practices that
are impediments. Further, they called for the development of
targeted campaigns to educate stakeholders about the oppor-
tunity costs that these barriers present in terms of impact on
justice system equity, effectiveness, and ultimately supervisee
outcomes. The participants also recommended the development
of case studies documenting how supervision agencies can, or
have, overcome some of these challenges. For example, they dis-
cussed the feasibility of working with otherwise qualified indi-
viduals to clear their records through pardons, expungements,
or reduction in charges; reconsidering what criminal justice
information system access is absolutely required to be effective

in the role; exploring methods to control access, as needed; and

“We don't have any real restrictions against hiring a
former felon, but the [Federal Bureau of Investigation]
will not allow these individuals access to [Criminal Justice
Information Services].”

collaborating with external entities to consider case-by-case

exceptions to data access rather than blanket disqualifications.

Research and Evaluation
Among those agencies that are incorporating lived experience
roles into the community supervision process, most utilize peers
(e.g., credible messengers and mentors, navigators, peer support
specialists) trained to provide support and assistance to super-
visees. Although there has been limited research examining the
impact of these roles on juveniles who are on supervision, even
less is known about the effectiveness of these approaches with
adults. As the participants discussed the need for evidence in this
area, they noted the challenges related to defining success. Recid-
ivism is often used as a primary outcome measure for community
supervision initiatives; however, it is a flawed and limited metric
for several reasons. For example, jurisdictions may use different
measures of recidivism (e.g., re-arrest, reconviction, incarceration)
over different follow-up periods (e.g., one year, three years, five
years), which can make direct comparisons challenging. Further,
recidivism focuses on negative outcomes; is a measure, in part,
of law enforcement practices that can disproportionately affect
communities of color; and is binary, which ignores the concept
of criminal desistance as a complex process (Butts and Schiraldi,
2018). Peers, themselves, deemphasize recidivism as an outcome.
In one study, researchers interviewed peer reentry specialists in
Texas about their interactions with clients. Recidivism preven-
tion was rarely mentioned; the focus tended to be on connecting
with clients and ensuring that their immediate needs were met
(Reingle Gonzalez et al., 2019).

The participants noted the importance of better under-
standing the dynamics of peer support initiatives and sug-
gested that research is needed to develop strategies, such as

logic models, to assist in the identification of the most-appro-

“These initiatives may not impact ultimate outcomes like
recidivism, but they may have proximal benefits. Change
takes time.”



“Recidivism is quickly becoming an outdated metric.
Being crime-free doesn’t necessarily mean a person is
living a better life.”

“Can these relationships build trust and reduce
absconding? That alone would be a powerful outcome. If
they run, judges see it as a sign of disrespect and often
lock them up.”

“Most would argue that relationships are key to the work
of community supervision, but we really don’t know how
to measure that.”

priate measures to evaluate these efforts. Potential measures
would have to be quantified and validated but could focus

on the peer’s role in influencing desistance through proximal
outcomes. For example, the quality of the peer and supervisee
relationship; the level of support and trust; and the impact of
the relationship on such factors as engagement in treatment
and the supervision process, improved resilience, stronger
familial ties, improved employment status, and housing
stability may be more appropriate measures of the impact of
peer roles than recidivism is. Some participants suggested that
supervisees should be asked about their personal goals, and, as
appropriate, peers could be evaluated on their role in support-

ing and achieving these goals.

“To me, it's pretty clear that credible messenger
programs work, but we need to better understand why it
works.”

“There is so little research on adult peer mentoring . . . it
is understudied and underutilized.”

It should be noted that a lower-ranked need called for
research to study the effectiveness of peer roles in community
supervision. Further, if a relationship between exposure to peer
support and more-successful outcomes can be established, the
participants recommended examination of why this is the case.
The participants acknowledged that it can be challenging to
isolate the impacts of peer roles from the impacts of broader
efforts, but they suggested that it is important to understand
exactly why these initiatives may work (e.g., quality of the
relationship, credibility, level of trust, communication styles,
common background and experiences, frequency and quality of

interactions, intervention techniques).
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Capacity-Building

An agency’s ability to leverage lived experience is highly depen-
dent on a sustainable pipeline of individuals with this unique
expertise who are also willing and able to work with supervis-
ees. Although many individuals are gratified by the opportu-
nity to give back and use their experiences to help others, there
are significant recruitment and retention challenges, according

to the participants.

“We are paying them next to nothing and they are
subject to vicarious trauma and real dangers. Are we
really supporting them like we should?”

For example, most jurisdictions are not utilizing lived
experience roles to any significant extent, with the result
that there is little demand for this expertise, according to the
participants. In other cases, individuals lack trust in the justice
system and/or have experienced trauma and are simply not
attracted to lived experience roles. The work itself is extremely
challenging and can take a toll, according to the participants.
Individuals in lived experience roles are often exposed to
trauma and triggering events as they are working through their
own desistance journeys and do not always get the support they
require. They often live in the same neighborhoods as supervis-
ees, which can introduce safety issues if they are perceived to
be an extension of the supervision agency. In addition, living
in the same community as clients can make it difficult to truly
be “off duty.” The participants noted that lived experience roles
are often voluntary. Even when individuals in these roles are
paid, compensation is lacking. Finally, there is typically very
lictle opportunity for training, professional development, and a
career path, especially for those with a felony conviction.

The participants recognized that these barriers can be
a significant impediment to broader use of lived experience
initiatives. They called for the development of strategies and
practices to build and support an infrastructure that agencies

and community—based organizations can leverage to over-

“Maybe this type of work is a three-to-five-year gig that
leads to another role. | dont think someone could do this
for 20 years.”
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“Organizations really don’t have the capacity to
prepare, train, and support credible messengers to be
successful. We are one of the larger organizations and
we struggle.”

come the obstacles and to attract, recruit, retain, support, and
develop individuals serving in lived experience roles. To achieve
a sustainable pipeline of talent, creative approaches are needed.
Participants discussed various options, such as recruiting
promising individuals while they are still incarcerated, solicit-
ing recommendations from probation or parole officers, and
establishing partnerships with community colleges to provide
training and certification programs, as appropriate. Ultimately,
community-based organizations would likely require finan-

cial assistance to build the capacity to adequately compensate
individuals, provide training, and provide access to supportive
services that individuals might need to succeed in their role and

future career path.

CONCLUSION

Community supervision agencies are increasingly explor-

ing opportunities to leverage the expertise of those with lived
experience to improve their operations and supervisee out-
comes. Although these initiatives are gaining traction, they are
by no means universally accepted, nor are they utilized to the
fullest potential. To explore the challenges and opportunities
associated with incorporating the lived experience perspective
into the supervision process, project stafl assembled a group

of probation and parole administrators, researchers, policy
experts, and representatives of community-based organizations
and advocacy groups to identify key needs that, if addressed,
would significantly help meet these challenges and capitalize on

the opportunities.

Several broad themes emerged from the workshop. Com-
munity supervision agencies are generally risk-averse and
often hesitant to include individuals with lived experience in
a meaningful way. There is a need to better understand and
overcome the myriad (e.g., cultural, administrative, legal) barri-
ers preventing agencies from hiring or otherwise leveraging this
important expertise. Agencies might not fully understand and
appreciate the potential value proposition offered. Highlighting
successful initiatives among early adopters can encourage other
agencies to follow suit.

The lack of best practices and effective strategies to plan and
implement lived experience initiatives can be a significant inhibi-
tor. Agencies require guidance in such areas as engaging stake-
holders, vetting individuals for roles, incorporating roles into
the supervision process, and creating an environment in which
individuals can develop into accepted, trusted team members.

A strong infrastructure is needed to develop a sustainable
pipeline of lived experience individuals to partner with supervi-
sion agencies. Elements of this infrastructure might include the
professionalization of lived experience roles through training
and standards, adequate compensation, opportunities for pro-
fessional development and a career path, and access to support-
ive services, as needed, as these individuals navigate their own
desistance journeys.

Evidence regarding the impact of lived experience ini-
tiatives is lacking. Research is needed to better understand
whether, how, and why lived experience plays a role in
improved outcomes, with the understanding that impacts may
not be (1) immediately evident given the desistance process or
(2) directly associated with traditional metrics, such as recidi-
vism.

Despite the scarcity of evidence, the participants argued
that lived experience initiatives appear to be a promising
approach, worthy of further exploration. Addressing the
research, practice, and policy needs outlined in this report
would contribute to broader acceptance and more-successful
implementation of lived experience initiatives; it would also
provide greater opportunities for those with lived experience to

utilize their expertise in furtherance of a career.
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Community supervision agencies are increasingly
exploring opportunities to leverage the expertise of
those with lived experience to improve their operations
and supervisee outcomes. Although these initiatives

are gaining traction, they are by no means universally
accepted, nor are they utilized to the fullest potential.

TECHNICAL APPENDIX

This appendix presents additional detail on the workshop and
our process for identifying and prioritizing research and tech-
nology needs and turning them into the research agenda that is
presented in the main report. The descriptions in this appendix
are drawn and adapted from previous publications of PCJNI
and reflect the adjustments to the needs identification and

prioritization process implemented at this workshop.

Workshop Scope and Panel Selection
The topics for PCJNI workshops are selected by reaching a
consensus among the action officers and subject-matter experts
at NIJ and research staff at the organizations that will facili-
tate the workshop. Multiple topic areas accompanied by brief
scoping descriptions are typically suggested months before
the workshop by one or more of the parties involved, and staff
engage in group deliberations with NIJ to reach consensus
on the topic. We then engage in further scoping of the work-
shop to develop a discussion agenda through literature review,
informal discussions with other practitioners and subject-matter
experts, or both. Once the topic and scope have been deter-
mined, we recruit participants by identifying knowledgeable
individuals through professional and social networks (e.g.,
LinkedIn) and by reviewing literature published on the topic.
We then extend an invitation to those individuals and provide a
brief description of the workshop’s focus areas.

The process of expert elicitation described here was
designed to gather unbiased, representative results from experts
and practitioners in the field. However, several limitations

could affect the findings. The process typically elicits opinions

from a relatively small group of experts. To limit the effect of
group size on the representativeness of the results, we strive to
make the group as representative as possible of different disci-
plines, perspectives, and geographic regions. However, the final
output of the workshop likely is significantly influenced by the
specific group of experts invited to participate. It is possible that
the workshop’s findings could be different if a different group of
experts were selected. Moreover, although the discussion mod-
erators make every effort to act as neutral parties when elicit-
ing opinions from the collected experts, the backgrounds and
experiences of the moderators have the potential to influence
which questions they pose to the group and how they phrase
those questions. This could also introduce bias that could influ-

ence the findings.

Identification and Prioritization of Needs

To develop and prioritize a list of technology and policy issues
that are likely to benefit from research and investment, we fol-
lowed a process similar to processes we used in previous PCJNI
workshops (see, for example, Jackson et al., 2015; Jackson et

al., 2016, and references therein). Participants discussed and
refined problems and identified potential solutions (or 7eeds)
that could address each problem. In addition, needs could be
framed in response to opportunities to improve performance by
adopting or adapting a new approach or practice (e.g., applying
a new technology or tool in the sector that had not been used
before). After identifying and refining the needs, we use a vot-
ing process based on the Delphi method, a technique developed
at RAND, to elicit prioritization information from the group
about the identified needs (RAND Corporation, undated).



Interviews

Prior to the workshop, we conducted remote interviews with
the panel members to discuss the challenges they considered to
be relevant to the workshop’s focus area. We also asked par-
ticipants to identify areas in which additional investment in
research and development could help alleviate the challenges.
During these discussions, participants suggested additional
areas that were potentially worthy of research or investment.
We then consolidated and integrated the problems, opportuni-
ties, and potential solutions described by the participants in the
separate interviews into a single summarized list. In advance of
the in-person workshop, we emailed participants a summarized

list of issues and needs.

In Person Workshop

For the workshop, panelists traveled to the Office of Justice
Programs offices in Washington, D.C. During the workshop,
we started by asking the panelists to collectively review, discuss,
and correct the wording of the consolidated list of problems
from the interviews. Each identified problem was placed on a
Microsoft PowerPoint slide and displayed in front of the room
for discussion. Once the participants agreed on the wording of
the problems, they were asked to vote on the importance of the
problems on a scale of 1 (low) to 9 (high). Votes were recorded
anonymously using a handheld device (specifically, the
ResponseCard RF LCD from Turning Technologies).

After the participants provided their individual rat-
ings using the handheld device, we displayed a histogram-
style summary of participant responses within the polling
system’s interface. If there was significant disagreement (the
degree of disagreement was determined by our visual inspec-
tion of the histogram), then the participants were asked to
verbally discuss or explain their votes at one end of the spec-
trum or the other. If a second round of discussion occurred,
participants were given an opportunity to adjust their rating
on the same question. With the data from the voting, we
prioritized the list of problems by calculating the median
vote for each problem.

The prioritized list of problems was then used as an agenda
for the remaining workshop time. If time ran short, then only
the higher-rated problems were examined for potential solutions
or opportunities. For each problem, participants were asked to
identify potential opportunities and potential solutions. Again,
we used Microsoft PowerPoint slides that were displayed in
the front of the room and edited in real time to incorporate

participant revisions and comments. In some cases, the facilita-

tors provided solutions that were previously identified during
the interviews.

Once the group reached consensus on a group of needs,
we conducted a real-time voting prioritization exercise using
Delphi techniques. We asked the panel to anonymously vote
using a handheld device (again, the ResponseCard RF LCD
from Turning Technologies). Each participant was asked to
individually score each need and associated strategies to address
those needs using a 1-9 scale for two dimensions: importance
and probability of success.

For the importance dimension, participants were instructed
that 1 was a low score and 9 was a high score. Participants
were further told to score a need’s importance with a 1 if it
would have little or no impact on the problem and with a 9 if it
would reduce the impact of the problem by 20 percent or more.
Anchoring the scale with percentage improvements in the
need’s performance is intended to help make rating values more
comparable from participant to participant.

For the probability of success dimension, participants were
instructed to treat the 1-9 scale as a percentage chance that
the need could be met and broadly implemented successfully.
That is, they could assign the need’s chance of success between
10 percent (rating of 1) and 90 percent (rating of 9). This
dimension was intended to include not only technical concerns
(whether the need would be hard to meet) but also the effect
of factors that might cause practitioners to not adopt the new
technology, policy, or practice even if it were developed. Such
factors could include, for example, cost, effect on practitioner
workloads, other staffing concerns, and societal concerns.

After the participants provided their individual ratings
using the handheld devices (i.e., for importance or probability
of success), we displayed a histogram-style summary of partici-
pant responses within the polling system’s interface. If there
was significant disagreement among the participants (the degree
of disagreement was determined by our visual inspection of the
histogram), then the participants were asked to verbally discuss
or explain their votes at one end of the spectrum or the other. If
a second round of discussion occurred, participants were given
an opportunity to adjust their rating on the same question. This
process was repeated for each question and dimension at the

end of each topic area.

Post-Session Prioritization
Once the participants had completed this rating process for
all of the topic areas, we put the needs into a single prioritized

list. We ordered the list by calculating an expected value using



the method outlined in Jackson et al. (2016). For each need,
we averaged the median problem importance with the median
problem-need importance (from the second round if neces-
sary). This formed the overall importance score for each need.
This score was then multiplied with the median probability of
success for each need to produce an expected value. We then
calculated the median of that product across all of the respon-
dents and used that as the group’s collective expected value
score for the need.

Next, we clustered the resulting expected value scores into
three tiers using a hierarchical clustering algorithm. (We used
the “ward.D” spherical algorithm from the “stats” library in the
R statistical package, version 4.1.3.) We chose this algorithm to
minimize within-cluster variance when determining the breaks
between tiers. We chose to use three tiers, in part, to keep the
methodology consistent across the set of needs-prioritization
workshops we have conducted for NIJ. Also, the choice of
three tiers provides a manageable system for policymakers.
Specifically, the Tier 1 needs are the priorities that should be
the primary policymaking focus, the Tier 2 needs should be
examined closely, and the Tier 3 needs are probably not worth
much attention in the near term (unless, for example, they can
be addressed with existing technology or approaches that can
be readily and cheaply adapted to the identified need).

Because the participants initially rated the needs one topic
area at a time, we gave them an opportunity at the end of the
workshop to review and weigh in on the tiered list of all identi-
fied needs. The intention of this step was to let participants see
the needs in the context of the other tiered needs and allow
them to consider whether there were some that appeared too
high or low relative to the others. Participants were able to
see all of the ranked needs collected across all of the sessions;
this provided a top-level view that was complementary to the
rankings provided session by session. To collect the partici-
pants’ assessments, we emailed the entire tiered list to them in
a Microsoft Word document. The participants were then asked
to examine where each of the needs landed on the overall tiered
list and whether this ordering was appropriate or needed fine-
tuning. Participants had the option to indicate whether each
problem and need pairing should be voted up or down on the
list. Table A.1 provides an example of this form.

We then tallied the participants’ responses and applied
those votes to produce a final list of prioritized and tiered
needs. To adjust the expected values using the up and down
votes from the third round of prioritization, we implemented a

method equivalent to the one we used in previous work (Hol-
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lywood et al., 2016). Specifically, if every participant voted “up”
for a need that was at the bottom of the list, then the collective
effect of those votes should be to move the need to the top. (The
opposite would happen if every participant voted “down” for

a need that was at the top of the list.) To determine the point
value of a single vote, we divided the full range of expected
values by the number of participants voting.

To prevent the (somewhat rare) situation in which small
numbers of votes have an unintended outsize impact—for
example, when some or all of the needs in one tier have the
same or very similar expected values—we also set a threshold
that at least 25 percent of the workshop participants must
have voted on that need (and then rounded to the nearest full
participant). For this workshop, there were 15 participants, so
for any votes to have had an effect on changing a need’s tier, at
least four participants would have had to have voted to move
the need up or down.

After applying the up and down vote points to the second-
round expected values, we compared the modified scores with
the boundary values for the tiers to see whether the change was
enough to move any needs up or down in the prioritization.
(Note that there were gaps between these boundaries, so some
of the modified expected values could fall in between tiers. See
Figure A.1.) As with prior work, we set a higher bar for a need
to move up or down two tiers (from Tier 1 to Tier 3, or vice
versa) than for a need to move to the tier immediately above or
below. Specifically, a need could increase by one tier if its modi-
fied expected value was higher than the highest expected value
score in its initial tier. And a need could decrease by one tier if
its modified expected value was lower than the lowest expected
value in its initial tier. However, to increase or decrease by two
tiers (possible only for needs that started in Tier 1 or Tier 3),
the score had to increase or decrease by an amount that fully
placed the need into the range two tiers away. For example, for
a Tier 3 need to jump to Tier 1, its expected value score had
to fall within the boundaries of Tier 1, not just within the gap
between Tier 1 and Tier 2. Figure A.1 illustrates the greater
score change required for a need to move two tiers (one need
on the far right of the figure) compared with one tier (all other
examples shown).

Applying these decision rules to integrate the participants’
third-round inputs into the final tiering of needs resulted in
numerical separations between tiers that were less clear than the
separations that resulted when we used the clustering algorithm
in the initial tiering. This can occur because, for example, when

the final expected value score for a need that was originally in
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Table A.1. Example of the Delphi Third-Round Voting Form

Vote Vote
Question Tier Up Down

Tier 1

Issue: Individuals with lived experience are not integrated into the supervision process because of such factors 1
as unsupportive organizational cultures, paternalism, adversarial attitudes, not valuing lived experience, risk
aversion, liability concerns, and perceptions of being “soft on crime.”

Needs: Conduct research to identify the factors that support or inhibit the integration of individuals with lived
experience and develop strategies to leverage or mitigate these factors, as appropriate. Develop targeted

strategies to create opportunities for education and dialog among stakeholders that highlight the value

of initiatives; success stories; and the positive impact on supervisees, those in lived experience roles, the

supervision agency, and public safety overall.

Issue: Administrative and structural barriers (e.g., civil service rules, statutes, background checks, restricted 1
access to Criminal Justice Information Services, political considerations) can impede supervision agencies from
hiring individuals with lived experience, particularly those with a felony conviction.

Need: Identify the laws, regulations, policies, or practices that are impediments and develop campaigns to

educate stakeholders about the opportunity costs these barriers present.

Tier 2

Issue: Agencies often do not integrate individuals with lived experience as a result of a culture of risk aversion 2
(e.g., perceptions of being “soft on crime,” liability issues, lack of will to absorb public and political backlash).

Need: Create models for and conduct cost, benefit, and risk (including liability) analyses for lived experience
initiatives so that the issues can be informed by data.

Issue: It is challenging to isolate and measure the impact of lived experience initiatives on key supervision 2
outcomes.

Need: Conduct ongoing research (e.g., action research, demonstration projects, randomized control trials) to

assess the impacts of lived experience initiatives.

Tier 3

Issue: Networks of advocates and practitioners are needed to promote lived experience initiatives, highlighting 3
the positive impact and success stories (while being sensitive to victims’ groups), and to counter backlash

resulting from negative incidents that may occur.

Need: Develop case studies and best practices for forming local networks of organizations and facilitate

federation and coordination across these entities.

Issue: Supervision agencies may partner with multiple public and private organizations for lived experience 3
resources that can pose coordination and management challenges (e.g., uneven vetting, training, quality of

service delivery).

Need: Develop guidance and key principles for agreements (e.g., memoranda of understanding, contracts) that
address roles and responsibilities and foster collaboration and accountability.

Tier 3 falls just below the boundary value for Tier 1, that need’s For the third round of voting, we received votes from six
final score could be higher than that of some other needs in the participants. As a result, one need rose from Tier 2 to Tier 1
item’s new tier (Tier 2). Figure A.2 shows the distribution of during the third round (Table A.2). The output from this pro-
the needs by expected value score after the second-round rating cess became the final ranking of the panel’s prioritized results.

process and then after the third-round voting process.



Figure A.1. How a Need’s Increase in Expected
Value Might Result in Its Movement Across Tier

Boundaries
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NOTE: Each example need’s original tier is shown by a circle with a
solid border (the two needs starting in Tier 2 and the four needs

starting in Tier 3). Each need’s new tier after the third-round score
adjustment is shown by the connected circle with a dotted border.

Figure A.2. Final Distribution of the Tiered Needs
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Table A.2. Complete List of Needs, by Tier

Issue or Problem

Associated Need

Tier

OVERCOMING RESISTANCE

Individuals with lived experience are not integrated
into the supervision process because of such factors
as unsupportive organizational cultures, paternalism,
adversarial attitudes, not valuing lived experience, risk
aversion, liability concerns, and perceptions of being
“soft on crime.”

IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

Supervision agencies lack guidance on how to
effectively plan, implement, and operationalize lived
experience initiatives.

Stakeholder acceptance of lived experience initiatives
can depend heavily on the proper vetting of individuals
for suitability and readiness to serve as well as for
whether they are fit for the role; however, there is little
guidance available.

There is great variation in both (1) the mechanisms that
supervision agencies use to access and partner with

individuals with lived experience and (2) how agencies
use this expertise in support of the supervision process.

HIRING BARRIERS

Administrative and structural barriers (e.g., civil service
rules, statutes, background checks, restricted access

to Criminal Justice Information Services, political
considerations) can impede supervision agencies from
hiring individuals with lived experience, particularly
those with a felony conviction.

CAPACITY-BUILDING

It can be challenging to develop a sustainable pipeline
of individuals with lived experience to work with
supervision agencies and organizations (e.g., no or
low compensation, dangerous or traumatic work,

lack of professional development and advancement
opportunities, lack of trust, limited demand).

Conduct research to identify the factors that support or inhibit the
infegration of individuals with lived experience and develop strate-
gies to leverage or mitigate these factors, as appropriate.

Develop targeted strategies to create opportunities for education and
dialog among stakeholders that highlight the value of initiatives; suc-
cess stories; and the positive impact on supervisees, those in lived
experience roles, the supervision agency, and public safety overall.

Develop resources (e.g., best practices, toolkits, case studies) to guide
agencies in such areas as methods to engage stakeholders, strate-
gies to navigate and overcome resistance and barriers, integration of
those with lived experience as valued team members, awareness of
potential pitfalls, and lessons learned.

Develop a technical assistance capacity (which should include lever-
aging the expertise of those with lived experience) to provide sup-
port, coaching, and guidance to help agencies successfully imple-
ment initiatives.

Develop model guidance, toolkits, and best practices for selecting
and vetting individuals for various roles.

Develop case studies and guidance resources to help agencies under-
stand and evaluate the options for accessing expertise (e.g., volun-
teers, contract with community-based organizations, direct hires),
identify effective strategies for getting started, and demonstrate how
lived experience roles can be successfully and meaningfully inte-
grated into the supervision process.

Identify the laws, regulations, policies, or practices that are impedi-
ments and develop campaigns to educate stakeholders about the
opportunity costs these barriers present.

Identify successful models, strategies, and practices that support an
infrastructure that agencies and community-based organizations can
leverage to attract, recruit, retain, and develop individuals to serve in
paid, well-defined, lived experience roles.
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Issue or Problem

Associated Need Tier

RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

It is challenging to isolate and measure the impact of
lived experience initiatives on key supervision outcomes.

OVERCOMING RESISTANCE

Agencies offen do not integrate individuals with lived
experience as a result of a culture of risk aversion (e.g.,
perceptions of being “soft on crime,” liability issues, lack
of will to absorb public and political backlash).

IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

There is a lack of awareness of the various ways that
lived experience is being leveraged across the country
(e.g., direct services to supervisees, agency advisory
panels; policy and program review, oversight) along
with a lack of awareness of the specific benefits and the
promising practices.

Individuals working in lived experience roles can face
danger, stress, trauma, and triggering events as they are
navigating their desistance journeys. Organizations and
agencies struggle to provide the support needed.

Individuals with lived experience may be less prepared
for roles and have differential needs in comparison
with other staff (e.g., education level, recent work
experience, understanding of workplace norms and
appropriate social interactions, technology).

HIRING BARRIERS

Administrative and structural barriers (e.g., civil service
rules, statutes, background checks, restricted access

to Criminal Justice Information Services, political
considerations) can impede supervision agencies from
hiring individuals with lived experience, particularly
those with a felony conviction.

TRAINING & STANDARDS

It can be challenging to professionalize, scale, and
replicate lived experience initiatives because they
tend to be run by smaller, less resourced programs
and driven by the personality and charisma of key
individuals.

¢ Develop and disseminate strategies, such as logic models, to identify 1

the most-appropriate measures (e.g., engagement in treatment and
supervision, relationships with officers, school and work attendance,
family relationships, quality of life, compliance, desistance from
crime) to evaluate lived experience initiatives in general and specific
to particular roles and objectives.

Create models for and conduct cost, benefit, and risk (including liabil- 2
ity) analyses for lived experience initiatives so that the issues can be
informed by data.

Develop a repository of lived experience initiatives and use cases 2
that supports the community supervision process and market it to help
educate agencies and key stakeholders about promising practices.

Develop best practices and guidance for organizations and agencies
on how to provide those in lived experience roles with the best sup-
port (e.g., access to care providers, self-care strategies, workplace
flexibility and accommodations, training on ethical and emotional
boundaries).

Document and disseminate effective strategies to help agencies and
organizations proactively assess needs and implement appropriate
measures (e.g., accommodations, adaptations, training, support,
management practices, policies) to meet the needs.

Develop case studies documenting how agencies have successfully 2
overcome these challenges; facilitate collaboration with key stake-
holders to identify potential solutions, such as modifying relevant
Criminal Justice Information Services security requirements while
minimizing risks.

Develop minimum credentialing standards for such positions as cred- 2
ible messengers, mentors, community health workers, and peer recov-
ery coaches to promote professionalism.
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Table A.2—Continued

Issue or Problem Associated Need Tier

CAPACITY-BUILDING

Many grassroots, nontraditional organizations that o
provide lived experience resources lack the capacity

to compete for grant funding (e.g., lack of grant-writing
expertise, insufficient infrastructure, matching funds
requirements).

RESEARCH & EVALUATION

It is challenging to isolate and measure the impact of J
lived experience initiatives on key supervision outcomes.

There is a lack of evidence on the impact of hiring ]
individuals with lived experience to perform traditional
community supervision roles (e.g., probation or parole
officer, administrator).

OVERCOMING RESISTANCE

Networks of advocates and practitioners are needed .
to promote lived experience initiatives, highlighting the
positive impact and success stories (while being sensitive

to victims’ groups), and to counter backlash resulting

from negative incidents that may occur.

IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

Supervision agencies may partner with multiple public o
and private organizations for lived experience resources
that can pose coordination and management challenges
(e.g., uneven vetting, training, quality of service delivery).

In-reach efforts by individuals with lived experience .
(i.e., efforts by those with lived experience to become
involved with the system) may be hindered by policies
and/or inconsistent practices at the facility level, such

as restricted access to prison or jail and/or to case
management information and systems).

In-reach efforts by individuals with lived experience may
be hindered by stigmatizing behaviors by institutional
staff and others in positions of power.

STANDARDS & TRAINING

There is a lack of uniformity in vetting processes, ]
training, certification, and education requirements

for lived experience roles. Requirements that are
unnecessary for the role present barriers.

Individuals in lived experience roles can be most o
effective when trained in the same skills and practices
provided to supervision officers (e.g., core correctional
practices, principles of risk-need-responsivity [RNR],
motivational interviewing, group facilitation).

Develop support mechanisms (e.g., training and assistance) to 2
help organizations build their capacity in such key areas as grant
writing, budgeting and financial management, and infrastructure
development.

Conduct ongoing research (e.g., action research, demonstration proj- 2
ects, randomized control trials) to assess the impacts of lived experi-
ence initiatives.

Conduct research to identify the short- and long-term impacts, includ-
ing comparisons of agencies that actively hire those with lived experi-
ence in traditional roles with agencies that do not.

Develop case studies and best practices for forming local networks of = 3
organizations, and facilitate federation and coordination across these
entities.

Develop guidance and key principles for agreements (e.g., memo- 3
randa of understanding, contracts) that address roles and responsibili-
ties and foster collaboration and accountability.

Develop model policies and effective strategies to foster effective
communication and collaboration within and across agencies to elimi-
nate barriers and facilitate in-reach efforts.

Identify successful hiring, training, education, and communication
strategies that improve the acceptance of individuals with lived expe-
rience in institutional settings.

Develop role-specific minimum standards for vetting suitability and fit, | 3
training (including ethics and boundaries), and certification.

Develop best practices and model curricula that are based on job
description, expectations, and agency and program obijectives.
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Issue or Problem Associated Need Tier

CAPACITY-BUILDING

It can be challenging to professionalize, scale, and o
replicate initiatives that incorporate people with lived
experience because these initiatives tend to be run by
smaller, less resourced programs and driven by the
personality and charisma of key individuals.

Many grassroots, nontraditional organizations that o
provide lived experience resources lack the capacity

to compete for grant funding (e.g., lack of grant-writing
expertise, insufficient infrastructure, matching funds
requirements).

It can be challenging to develop a sustainable pipeline  ®
of individuals with lived experience to work with
supervision agencies and organizations (e.g., no or

low compensation, dangerous or traumatic work,

lack of professional development and advancement
opportunities, lack of trust, limited demand).

RESEARCH & EVALUATION

There is no mechanism to quantify the level of .
stakeholder support for various types of lived

experience initiatives over time; these data could help
identify windows of opportunity where there is appetite

to implement or expand initiatives.

Explore the feasibility of requiring larger, experienced community- 3
based organizations receiving grants and contracts to subcontract
with smaller organizations with the goal of professionalizing them.

Educate funding sources on the barriers that smaller organizations
face, and encourage auditing and modification of processes to
ensure that they are as inclusive as possible.

Develop strategies for partnering with institutions (e.g., community
colleges) to build a cadre of individuals with lived experience who
are trained and prepared to work with individuals on supervision.

Develop research models and tools (e.g., survey tools, protocols) to 3
assist researchers to collect and analyze stakeholder support for lived
experience initiatives.
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Notes

't is important to note, however, that the exit cohorts used in many studies may overstate the recidivism rate. In their methodological papers,
for example, Rhodes et al. (2014) and Kalra et al. (2022) show how cohort-based approaches to recidivism are flawed in that they oversample on

people who “fail frequently” (i.e., are re-arrested), which overstates the level of re-arrest that actually occurs in the reentering population.

*In some cases, a challenge or opportunity can have multiple associated needs that reflect different ways to address the problem or take advantage

of the opportunity.
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