
BACKGROUND MATERIAL 

August 31, 2026 

WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS 

1



1

Ashlesha Naik

From: Director AZRSOL <contact@azrsol.org>
Sent: Monday, June 29, 2026 9:07 AM
To: Arizona Sex Offender Management Board
Cc: Katie Hobbs; Kris Mayes
Subject: The Law Promises a Pathway Home. Arizona's Civil Commitment Program Is Not Delivering It.

Categories: Call to the Public Written Comments

Dear Chairwoman Goulden and Members of the Arizona Sex Offender Management Board, 

We are writing to you on two matters — one that remains unresolved and one that we believe deserves your 
urgent attention. 

I. An Unanswered Request

Some time ago, we submitted a written request asking that Professor Ira Ellman be invited to address this 
board. Professor Ellman is a nationally recognized legal scholar and co-author of the widely cited paper 
"Frightening and High," which systematically dismantled the recidivism statistics that have driven sex offender 
policy in this country for decades — statistics that courts, including the United States Supreme Court, accepted 
without scrutiny. He is also an expert on the work of the American Law Institute and its model penal code 
provisions on sexual assault. These are matters directly relevant to the standards and policies this board 
develops. We never received a reply to that request — not an acknowledgment, not a denial, not a response of 
any kind. We raise this not to be adversarial, but because it is emblematic of a larger concern: that voices 
raising substantive policy questions are being ignored rather than engaged. We respectfully ask that this board 
commit to responding to formal speaker requests, regardless of outcome. 

II. Arizona's Civil Commitment Statute — Is It Being Followed?

We want to draw this board's attention to a serious statutory compliance question regarding Arizona's Sexually 
Violent Persons civil commitment program at the Arizona State Hospital. 

Arizona law is explicit in its intent. Under ARS §36-3707, a person committed to the State Hospital as a sexually 
violent person may be confined only until their mental disorder has so changed that they would no longer be a 
threat to others if conditionally released or unconditionally discharged. Confinement is not meant to be 
permanent. It is meant to be treatment-driven and time-limited by clinical progress. 

Under ARS §36-3708, the hospital is required to conduct an annual examination of every committed person and 
submit a written report to the court. That report must specifically state whether conditional release to a less 
restrictive alternative is now in the person's best interest and would adequately protect the community. This is 
not discretionary. It is a legal mandate — and it is not being followed. 

Under ARS §36-3710 and §36-3711, the legislature established a detailed, multi-level Less Restrictive 
Alternative (LRA) framework — a structured pathway from inpatient confinement back into the community, with 
specific conditions attached at each stage. The legislature did not create this framework as an afterthought. 
They built it because the statute was designed as a treatment-and-release system, not a system of indefinite 
civil detention. 

So the question this board must ask is: Is that framework actually being used? 
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The Arizona State Hospital's own reporting shows that residents in the civil commitment unit carry average 
lengths of stay measured in years, with little documented movement through the LRA pipeline. The outcome the 
statute requires — genuine movement toward conditional release and community reintegration — is not 
happening. The statute contemplates progress. What we see instead looks much closer to permanent 
warehousing dressed in the language of treatment. 

There is also a cost dimension this board may not have examined. Many individuals confined at the State 
Hospital remain on active probation. That means a probation officer and a surveillance officer are checking on 
them inside the hospital — in addition to all hospital staff supervision. If a confined person is granted 
permission to leave the grounds on a supervised outing — even with a hospital staff member and a hospital 
surveillance member present — they may still require advance approval from their probation officer, and a 
surveillance officer may follow them independently. No one appears to have calculated the total cost of this 
layered, duplicative supervision structure. Arizona is simultaneously funding inpatient civil confinement and a 
full probation apparatus for the same individuals — individuals who, by the express terms of the statute, should 
be progressing toward community reintegration. 

We want to be clear: we are not arguing that the Arizona State Hospital is unnecessary. For some individuals, 
inpatient care is the right intervention. But there is a significant difference between a program that is necessary 
and a program that is working. As currently operated, Arizona's civil commitment program is not following the 
statute that created it. 

III. A Speaker Request: Peter Dross

We are writing to formally introduce Peter Dross and to request that the board invite him to present at an 
upcoming meeting. 

Peter recently retired after a distinguished 32-year career with the Center for Victims of Torture (CVT), the 
largest organization of its kind in the world, where he served as Vice President of External Relations. In that role, 
he provided senior leadership to CVT's policy advocacy, fundraising, and communications programs, and led 
successful legislative and issue advocacy campaigns at both the state and federal levels — campaigns that 
earned broad, bipartisan support. Peter is not an ideologue. He is a serious, seasoned policy professional with 
three decades of credibility across the political spectrum. 

Peter now facilitates the Government Relations Working Group for the $100 Million Committee — a volunteer 
group named for the annual cost of Minnesota's sex offense civil commitment program, the Minnesota Sex 
Offender Program (MSOP). The actual cost of that program in 2026 is $126 million per year. 

The $100 Million Committee supports the central conclusion of a report issued 18 months ago by the Mitchell 
Hamline School of Law: that MSOP is a failed program that has had no discernible impact on the incidence 
of sexual violence in Minnesota and should be carefully closed over a multi-year period — with the funds 
reinvested in proven and promising approaches to actually preventing sexual violence. 

Peter Dross brings to this conversation something rare: deep professional credibility, a commitment to 
evidence over ideology, and direct experience in building the kinds of bipartisan coalitions that produce lasting 
policy reform. His perspective on what Minnesota's decades-long experience can teach Arizona is directly 
relevant to this board's work. 

We are formally requesting that the board: 

1. Place Peter Dross's name and background on the agenda for discussion at your next meeting;
2. Extend a formal invitation for him to present at an upcoming board meeting; and
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3. Provide us with a written response indicating whether and how the board will consider this request. 

IV. Closing 

Chairwoman Goulden, this board was created to bring accountability, consistency, and evidence-based 
thinking to one of the most consequential areas of Arizona criminal justice policy. That is a mission we respect 
and support. But accountability cannot be selective. If Arizona's civil commitment statute is not being followed 
— if people are being held indefinitely in a system that the legislature designed as a pathway to reintegration — 
then this board has both the authority and the obligation to say so. 

The people confined at the Arizona State Hospital are not abstractions. They are human beings subject to a legal 
framework that promises them treatment and a pathway home. When that promise goes unkept — year after 
year, without scrutiny, without data, without public accountability — it is not just a policy failure. It is a failure of 
the rule of law. 

We are asking this board to take that seriously. Invite Peter Dross. Review the statutory compliance questions 
we have raised. And please — extend the basic professional courtesy of a reply. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 
Patricia & Terry Borden,  Directors 

m: (623) 296-2904    e: contact@azrsol.org 
a: PO Box 10551, Phoenix, AZ 85064 
w: www.azrsol.org   

  
 

w: www.narsol.org
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Ashlesha Naik

From: Marina Fleetwood < >
Sent: Wednesday, July 1, 2026 3:29 PM
To: Arizona Sex Offender Management Board
Subject: Why Arizona’s Registration Laws Need Reform

Categories: Call to the Public Written Comments

A Real-Life Example of Why Arizona’s Registration Laws Need Reform 

I would like to share Alan and Kitty’s experience with this year’s registration process in 
Yavapai County. 

Alan was convicted of a DCAC offense in 1987—nearly 40 years ago. He has remained 
offense-free ever since. Because his conviction falls under Arizona’s current DCAC laws, 
he is classified as a Level 1 registrant whose information is publicly available online 
(although the DCAC designation was created as a sentencing enhancement only — not 
an indicator of risk.)  

The consequences have been devastating. Neighbors have ostracized them. Realtors have 
repeatedly contacted them, encouraging them to sell their home. Even the members of 
their church —a place to feel safe— quit speaking to them. The implication was clear: 
they weren’t wanted   

Today, Alan is completely disabled after suffering a massive cerebral stroke. He cannot 
drive, cannot read well enough to understand the paperwork, and depends entirely on his 
wife, Kitty, for his daily care. 

Last year, the Sheriff’s Office came to their home to complete his registration. During 
that visit, deputies also informed them that several old utility trailers from Alan’s former 
business were still registered in his name. Although Alan no longer drives and only has a 
state ID card, they required those vehicles to be updated to stay in compliance. 

This year, however, Kitty was told she had to transport Alan in person. 

They first had to report to the new county jail for photographs and fingerprints. When 
Kitty handed the officer Alan’s state ID card, the officer instructed her to take Alan’s cell 
phone, stating, “Believe me, I’m doing you a favor because he could be charged with a 
felony for having a phone on him under ARS §13-2505.” 

No accommodations were made for Alan’s disability. Kitty had to manage the 
wheelchair, hold doors open, and navigate the facility on her own. She was not permitted 
to accompany him during portions of the process despite his cognitive and physical 
limitations. 
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After completing the fingerprinting and photographs, they were required to travel to the 
old county jail to complete additional paperwork. 

Before Alan met with the officer, Kitty reminded Alan to explain that he cannot read and 
would have difficulty understanding the documents. She described the first officer as 
intimidating, while the second officer seemed more understanding of the situation and 
tried to explain each statement.  

Kitty also learned that the Sheriff’s Office intends to distribute community notification 
flyers once again throughout their small, rural neighborhood. 

This raises an important question: 

If the caregiver passes before the registrant (which often happens), many nursing homes 
will not take in someone on the registry. Who will care for him? Who will transport 
him for annual registration?  

What public safety purpose is served by requiring a completely disabled stroke 
survivor, nearly four decades after his offense and with no subsequent criminal 
history, to endure this process every year? 

At this stage, the burden of registration falls almost entirely on Kitty, his full-time 
caregiver. She is the one responsible for tracking deadlines, transporting him, assisting 
with every step of the process, and ensuring compliance. The registration requirement has 
effectively become an obligation imposed on the caregiver rather than on the registrant. 

Many states recognize this reality by providing exemptions or modifying registration 
requirements for elderly or permanently disabled registrants who pose little or no risk to 
public safety. Research consistently shows that advanced age and significant physical or 
cognitive disabilities are associated with an extremely low risk of reoffending. As a 
result, many states allow qualifying individuals to be removed from the registry or relieve 
them of ongoing registration obligations when continued registration no longer serves a 
meaningful public safety purpose. 

Arizona should consider similar reforms. At a minimum, lawmakers should examine how 
many publicly listed Level 1 registrants are elderly, medically incapacitated, or 
permanently disabled, and whether current registration requirements meaningfully 
improve public safety in those cases. 

Alan’s story is not simply about one man. It illustrates the need for a system that balances 
accountability with compassion, common sense, and the efficient use of law enforcement 
resources. 
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And for your son, brother, spouse, child: who will navigate this for them as they age?  
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Outlook 

Webform submission from: SOMB Call to the Public - Written Public Comment 

From Department of Public Safety <do_not_reply@azdps.gov> 

Date Sat 7/18/2026 4:15 PM 

To Arizona Sex Offender Management Board <AZSOMB@AZDPS.GOV> 

Caution: The following message contains information provided by an anonymous user through an online 

form. Please treat the below message with caution, avoid clicking links, downloading attachments, or replying 

with personal information. 

Arizona Department of Public Safety 

2222 W. Encanto Blvd. 

Phoenix, AZ 85009 

Submitted on Sat, 07/18/2026- 09:15 

Submitted by: Anonymous 

Submitted values are: 

Your Name 

Kris Kinner 

Email Address 

What part of the agenda does your written comment relate to? 

An item NOT on the agenda 

Please provide your written comment in the field below. 

I'm upset that sex offenders on probation are kept on probation even after years of not repeat offending. A friend 

of mine has asked if he can go to court to ask to be released from probation and the probation officer says she 

would not support that. I have been my friend's chaperone for many years. I have seen my friend greatly grow in 

personal awareness and maturity and social skills. I have gone with him on occasion to support his interest in 

being released from probation. His counselor even asked me on my last several yearly chaperone reviews why he 

doesn't go to court to be released from probation. When I ask his probation officer about this she says she won't 

support this action I get the feeling she doesn't even know my friend, he is just another rubber stamped sex 

offender. Sex offenders are human beings and need to be evaluated individually not just put on a level number 

for ever and ever. People change a grow and learn if they choose to. My friend has chosen to learn and grow and 

to become self aware. I know there are sex offenders who will repeat offend all their lives if allowed to. My friend 

is not one of them. I was a victim of a sex offender as a child and I'm acutely aware of of how damaging this crime 

can be so I do not treat this lightly nor would I be bringing up this lack of individual awareness on the probation 

officer's part if I didn't think their rubber stamping of their charges wasn't an issue. The probation system needs 

to be revamped to extensively train the probation officers to be able to support a sex offender when he or she 

feels they want to try to petition the court to be removed from probation after going for many many years 

without reoffending and passing polygraph after polygraph year after year. It seems like the probation officers 
8
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Ashlesha Naik

From: Jenna Mitchell
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2026 9:37 AM
To: Arizona Sex Offender Management Board
Subject: FW: Letter To the Sex Offender Management Board

Categories: Background Material for Board Packet

 
 
From: AMANDA ADKINS   
Sent: Wednesday, July 29, 2026 4:01 PM 
To: Jenna Mitchell <JMitchell@AZDPS.GOV> 
Subject: Fwd: Letter To the Sex Offender Management Board 
 

Hello, 

I recently received the email below and have not yet responded. Would you prefer to address this person directly? If you 
would like me to respond instead, my message would be that I am not able to confirm what each board member did or did 
not receive individually. However, anything submitted through the website would have been made available to all board 
members. 

Please let me know how you’d like to proceed. Thank you for your time. 

 
Respectfully,  
 

Amanda   
 

 
 

Phone:  

 
Website: corrections.az.gov 

 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Michelle Stevenson  
Date: Tue, Jul 28, 2026 at 10:43 PM 
Subject: Letter To the Sex Offender Management Board 
To:  
 
 
Dear Amanda Adkins, 
 
I am Michelle Stevenson who spoke on June 22 at the Sex Offender Management Board. I understand that the 
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August 3 meeting is cancelled for the Sex Offender Management Board. I sent in a letter to be public for the 
August 3 meeting but I don’t know if it is getting to all the board members. I was also signed up to speak to try 
and make sure my information and letter would get out. Can you send this letter to the rest of the board? Below 
please see the letter. 
Thanks, 
Michelle Stevenson 
 
“Dear Members of the Arizona Sex Offender Management Board, 
 
My name is Michelle Stevenson. I live in Portland, Oregon. My pronouns are she/her. I first came to speak to 
SOMB, as some of you might remember, to inform about harmful, unethical interactions with a former board 
member long ago. Then, when that letter was hidden, I came in person to critique some members of the board 
on their response to my victim-centered activism. 
 
Beth Goulden, chair of the Arizona Sex Offender Management Board, was quoted by Arizona Mirror’s Jerod 
Macdonald-Evoy as saying she had never spoken to any of Morey’s “victims/accusers.”  
 
But I was called by someone who identified herself as Beth Goulden, chair of the Arizona Sex Offender 
Management Board on May 5, 2026 at 2:29pm. The call lasted 5 minutes. I have requested a public record from 
Arizona DPS to know who called me at May 5, 2026 for 5 minutes. My phone records show the number that 
called me was 602-223-2000.  
 
When I asked the woman who called me if Peter would sue me, the woman said, “I don’t know. I don’t know 
what you signed with him.” 
 
I responded, “but it’s all true. It all happened. You can look it up.”   
 
I would like to state that the woman who called me on May 5, 2026 and identified herself as Beth Goulden did 
not advocate for me and I felt hurt by her.  
 
I guess that woman, whoever she was, mistook me as someone who previously settled with Peter Morey. I want 
to make sure everyone knows that I have never signed anything with Peter except the regular psychiatrist-
patient privacy papers and I think I once signed a release for him to talk to my lawyer about me. The last day I 
spoke to Peter Morey was the day his doctor license in Oregon was emergency suspended.  
 
The woman who called me on May 5 said she had no idea how Peter Morey got on the board or who appointed 
him. She said that my letter was the first she had heard of accusations against Peter. She called me about 2-3 
hoursafter I sent the letter to the Sex Offender Management Board which was supposedly when she first found 
out about the accusations against Peter. She did not sound surprised or interested about the information in my 
letter. She sounded like she wanted the conversation to end.  
 
Why did the woman who called me from Arizona Department of Safety phone line seem to be thinking I had 
signed an NDA of some type with Peter? It makes me inclined to disbelieve that SOMB and Montenegro and DPS 
knew nothing about Peter’s past and it makes me think that other victims/survivors/ex-wives have signed NDAs 
with Peter and that some people on the board knew about an NDA when I was called by the woman who 
identified herself as Beth Goulden, chair of the SOMB.  
 
If anyone thinks they can successfully coerce me into signing an NDA, they don’t know me at all. 
 
I want to make it clear that I’m distraught and traumatized by how all of this has transpired. Nobody with DPS or 
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the Sex Offender Management Board has reached out to me except for one phone call that is now being denied 
completely. I didn’t walk into this with much trust in the goodness of government and systems and people; I will 
likely walk away with even less than the drops of hope and trust I walked in with. I think lack of trust and hope 
here is a healthy and normal development. Mistrust in situations like this is not pathology; it is common sense. 
It would be stupid of me to trust untrustworthy people. 
 
Thank you, 
Michelle Stevenson 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
 
This email contains information that is intended only for the person(s) to whom it is addressed. If you 
received this communication in error, please do not retain it or distribute it and notify the sender immediately. 
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Response to Offeror’s Questionnaire (Exhibit C): 

 
General: 

1.Did you sign and select which examinations you provide as listed on Exhibit A: Pre-
determined Rate Sheet?    

Yes 

2.Have you ever received any Demand for Assurance or any other official 
letters/documents regarding your code of ethics, quality, or timeliness of work? How did 
you respond and what was your corrective action?    

No, I have never received a Demand for Assurance or any other official letters/document 
regarding the code of ethics, quality, or timeliness of my work.   

3.Did you sign and upload the draft Contract signature page with your submission 
response?    

Yes 

Pre-Employment specific:  

4. Provide copies of Graduation Certificate from an accredited APA school.  

N/A  

5. Describe your experience conducting pre-employment polygraph examinations; either 
as a staff examiner or contractor (provide documentation of what agency those services 
were provided).  

N/A 

6. Provide proof of annual membership in at least one of the following: AAPP, APA or the 
NPA, as well as annual membership in the Arizona Polygraph Association.  

N/A 

PCSOT specific:  

7. Provide a written narrative to describe your quality assurance practices and your 
willingness to participate in a quality assurance process annually.  

All examinations are conducted in compliance with the American Polygraph Association Model 
Policy. As such, all examinations are audio and video recorded in their entirety. All artifacts are 
diligently documented in chart data and available for review. As an owner of a polygraph firm for 
nearly 17 years, I have provided quality assurance for thousands of polygraph examinations and 
submitted thousands of my own examinations for quality assurance. I believe quality assurance 
is essential in maintaining the integrity of the polygraph profession and I fully support any quality 
assurance process set forth in this contract. Additionally, I am currently the chairman for the 
Standards and Ethics committee with the Arizona Polygraph Association where I am routinely 
tasked to review submitted polygraph examinations.    

8. Describe your polygraph examination process and provide copies of any 
questionnaires or structured interview questions as applicable.  
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.  

9. Describe your disclosure and retention policies for maintaining records.  

Records are maintained for at least three years or as otherwise dictated by the contract. 
Dissemination of records will be only to the Maricopa County Adult Probation as outlined in the 
contract or as otherwise established by a subpoena.  

10. Disclose in writing any personal, intimate, or commercial relationships with anyone 
on probation, anyone who is under contract with the Court or any employees of the Court 
in order to avoid conflict or appearance of conflict.  

 
 

 
.  

11. Describe your education and experience in conducting polygraph examinations, the 
length of time you have been providing services and the specific agencies and/or 
businesses with whom you have worked.  

I graduated with a bachelor’s degree in Biology from Northern Arizona University. I was 
valedictorian of my class at the Arizona Law Enforcement Academy (ALEA) where I obtained a 
peace officer certification for the Arizona Game and Fish Department. In 2007, I graduated 
academically at the top of my class from the Arizona School of Polygraph Science and  I 
completed the American Polygraph Association approved PCSOT training from Behavioral 
Measures. Since 2007, I have conducted over 7,000 polygraph examinations and supervised 
over 4,000 others. I founded a polygraph firm that conducted as many as 2,000 polygraph 
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examinations annually and serviced over 40 clients. Throughout the years, I have mentored and 
supervised many examiners. I have provided trainings on how to conduct PCSOT examinations 
to polygraph examiners. I have also provided trainings to probation entities and treatment 
providers on how to utilize polygraph in the containment model approach. Other trainings I have 
conducted include educating sex crime detectives, Department of Child Safety investigators, 
and social workers on how to interview sex offenders. I have provided trainings to the Arizona 
Association for the Treatment of Sex Abusers (AZATSA) and the Arizona Administration Office 
of the Courts (AOC). My PCSOT experience includes extensive work in all test types to include; 
Instant Offense, Maintenace, Monitoring, Sexual History, and Specific Issue examinations.  

 
 

 
  

 
  

12. Describe any continuing education and/or specialized training you have completed 
within the last two (2) years. What professional polygraph associations, boards, or 
committees are you a member of? 

I am currently a member in good standing with the American Polygraph Association, the 
American Association of Police Polygraphers, and the Arizona Polygraph Association (current 
board member and past president). Past memberships include the California Association of 
Polygraph Examiners, the New Mexico Polygraph Association, the National Polygraph 
Association, and the Association for the Treatment and prevention of Sex Abusers.   

Within the past two years, I have attended the national conferences for the American Polygraph 
Association and the American Association of Police Polygraphers. In addition, I have attended 
the annual conference for the Arizona Polygraph Association for at least the past 14 years.  
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CONTRACT KEYWORD COVERSHEET

CONTRACT NO: ______________________

 Do Not Leave Any Blanks. 

_______________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________ 

DEPARTMENT:  

: 

VENDOR:  

AMOUNT:  _______________________________________________ 

BRIEF DESCRIPTION: ___________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

CONTRACT TYPE: 

Addendum

Agreement

Amendment

Construction 

Grants

Intergovernmental (IGA)

Lease/Property Acquisition

Memorandum 

Other (Please specify): ___________________________________________________________________ 

EFFECTIVE DATE:  _____________________________________________ 

EXPIRATION DATE:  _____________________________________________ 

RETENTION SCHEDULE/SERIES #: _____________________________________ 

DESTRUCTION DATE:  _____________________________________________ 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: 

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

CLERK DEPARTMENT ONLY 
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Ashlesha Naik

From: Dan Caputo 
Sent: Friday, August 14, 2026 9:25 AM
To: Arizona Sex Offender Management Board
Subject: Dan Caputo Response to Jackson Ford
Attachments: AZPA Response .png; Official Statement Regarding Jackson Ford.pdf; Official Statement of Northland 

Investigations.pdf

Categories: Call to the Public Written Comments

Good morning,  

My name is Dan Caputo, and I am writing in response to Mr. Jackson Ford’s personal challenge to my integrity. I 
have attached supporting documents for your review regarding Mr. Ford’s erroneous complaint. For context, I 
own Northland Investigations, a polygraph firm that has conducted Post Conviction Sex Offender Testing 
(PCSOT) in numerous jurisdictions since 2007. I personally have conducted and supervised several thousand 
PCSOT examinations. While we strive to ensure each examinee has a positive experience, we recognize the 
emotional sensitivity of these examinations along with the personal and moral struggles some examinees 
experience when breaking denial cycles. As such, some examinees feel it is easier to attack the instrument 
used to break denial patterns rather than to take accountability for their past conduct. Breaking denial cycles 
and encouraging accountability is a basic premise for treatment programs. It is also important to recognize that 
the most vocal critics of polygraph testing represent a minority of the overall population subject to these 
examinations. As the Arizona Sex Offender Management Board (AZSOMB) continues to develop and establish its 
direction, it will undoubtedly encounter complaints, exaggerated accounts, partial truths, and fabricated claims 
concerning polygraph testing and its administration. I respectfully encourage the Board to remain open-minded 
and evaluate each concern on its individual merits. Look beyond the stereotypes of this misunderstood tool and 
make decisions that will positively impact the future of sex offender management in the State of Arizona.  

Should you have any questions or further concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me.  

  

Best Regards,  

 

Dan Caputo, President  

Northland Investigations, LLC  
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Statement Regarding Jackson Ford 
 
 

Northland Investigations acknowledges the concerns raised by Mr. Jackson Ford following his pre-employment 
polygraph examination with the Arizona Department of Public Safety (AZDPS) in 2022. The examination was 
conducted by Daniel Caputo, owner of Northland Investigations, in his capacity as an employee of AZDPS. Mr. 
Ford formally submitted complaints to both AZDPS and the American Polygraph Association (APA), alleging 
that Mr. Caputo acted in an unprofessional and discourteous manner during the examination. Both organizations 
conducted thorough investigations, including a review of video evidence. The findings of these investigations 
determined that there was no evidence to substantiate Mr. Ford's allegations, and Mr. Caputo was cleared of any 
wrongdoing. 

Since 2022, Mr. Ford has utilized multiple aliases across numerous social media platforms to make public 
statements and false allegations against Northland Investigations and Mr. Caputo. His broadcasting of partial 
truths and false narratives does not accurately represent either Mr. Caputo or Northland Investigations. For 
transparency, we confirm that a contractual audit by the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) in 2021 
addressed administrative/retention procedures; however, Northland Investigations has not been subject to 
contractual discipline, has not had any contracts terminated involuntarily, and all procurement documents were 
completed truthfully. Furthermore, it is important to recognize that durin
AZDPS, he has conducted nearly 1000 examinations with no other formal complaints regarding his conduct or 
behavior during polygraph examinations. 

We take such matters seriously and remain committed to treating every examinee with respect, sensitivity, and 
understanding. We recognize that polygraph examinations are emotionally demanding and may elicit strong 
reactions from examinees.  

Northland Investigations takes pride in the reputation built over nearly two decades. We lead with integrity and 
strive to ensure every examinee is treated with dignity. We are dedicated to collaborating with examinees to 
confirm their truth and support them throughout the polygraph process. 

In closing, Northland Investigations reaffirms our commitment to professionalism and respect toward all 
examinees. We uphold the highest standards of integrity and transparency in our examination practices and will 
continue to address concerns openly and honestly as they arise. 
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Dan Caputo, President 20033 N. 19th Ave northlandinvestigations.com
 Phoenix, AZ  85027  

Official Statement Letter 
Re: AOC Contract Compliance Evaluation Report 

June 22, 2025 

 

In 2020, the Arizona Administration Office of the Courts (AOC) conducted a contractual compliance 

decision to essentially eliminate polygraph testing for juvenile sex offenders in the State of Arizona. The 
audit addressed administrative/retention concerns, rather than the quality of the polygraph examinations 
conducted. Northland Investigations acknowledges the identified administrative deficiencies relating to 
documenting when and how reports were disseminated, and the retention of closed out Service 
Authorization Forms (SAF); however, the scope of work performed during this contract adhered to all 
industry professional and ethical standards.  

Northland Investigations providing polygraph services under this contract from 2008 until 2021. Over 
the course of these 13 years, Northland Investigations worked in partnership with AOC without any 
complaints, issues, or other concerns regarding the terms or scope of work outlined in the contract. 
During this partnership, Northland Investigations President, Dan Caputo, volunteered his time to present 
polygraph best practices to probation entities at the request of AOC. 

Northland Investigations asserts that all polygraph examinations conducted under this contract fully 
adhered to the American Polygraph Association (APA) standards of practice. Examinations were 
performed as requested by probation entities and billed in accordance with the contract terms. All 
reports were disseminated to probation officers and treatment providers timely and per contractual 
requirements.  

Through a thorough process and in collaboration with the requesting probation entities, Northland 
Investigations addressed all administrative concerns raised in the audit. Northland Investigations 
provided substantial documentation that should have resolved the administrative concerns identified in 
the audit. Ultimately, i
resolution of the audit, as it no longer made economic sense to continue paying high insurance 
premiums for a contract in which Juvenile Sex Offender polygraph services had been essentially 
eliminated in the State of Arizona.  
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Ashlesha Naik

From: Jenna Mitchell
Sent: Saturday, August 22, 2026 12:02 PM
To: Gary
Cc: Arizona Sex Offender Management Board
Subject: Re: SOMB Meeting 08312026
Attachments: The Empirical and Clinical Flaws of Open-Ended Containment_ Establishing Objective Competency Benchmarks, 

Dynamic Risk Reduction, and Standardized Exit Criteria in Post-Conviction Management.pdf

Categories: Call to the Public Written Comments

Received.  Please send all future electronic communications to azsomb@azdps.gov. 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
 

On Aug 22, 2026, at 1:37 PM, Gary > wrote: 

 
Major Mitchell: 
 
I have requested to speak in person at the upcoming meeting. Please include the attached 
documentation in the background materials provided to the board members and enter it into the 
official record. 
 
Thank you, 
Gary 

Gary W. Hardy, PhD 
Co-Founder and Executive Director 
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The Empirical and Clinical Flaws of 
Open-Ended Containment 

TO: Members of the Arizona Sex Offender Management Board (AZSOMB) 
FROM: Gary W. Hardy, Ph.D., Executive Director, Collaborative Justice Institute 
DATE: August 2026 
SUBJECT: The Empirical and Clinical Flaws of Open-Ended Containment: Establishing 
Objective Competency Benchmarks, Dynamic Risk Reduction, and Standardized Exit Criteria in 
Post-Conviction Management 
 

I. Executive Summary & Statutory Authority 
Under A.R.S. § 13-3828(D)(1) (9), the Arizona Sex Offender Management Board (AZSOMB) is 
statutorily authorized to prescribe statewide standards for the evaluation, treatment, and 
ongoing risk management of individuals convicted of sexual offenses. Specifically, Subsection 
(D)(9) explicitly mandates that the Board establish a system to measure an individual's progress 
in treatment to determine release and supervision conditions. 
Currently, Arizona post-conviction management operates within a legacy containment model 
characterized by time-based minimums (such as mandatory multi-year retention in post-
group therapy), open-ended supervisory durations, and subjective vendor gatekeeping. 
This policy brief establishes that open-ended containment lacking validated, competency-
based exit criteria: 

 Violates the foundational tenets of the Risk-Need-Responsivity (RNR) model (Andrews & 
Bonta, 2010; Bonta & Andrews, 2017). 

 Induces iatrogenic effects by over-treating low-risk or stabilized individuals (Hanson et 
al., 2009; Lovins et al., 2007). 

 Destabilizes dynamic protective factors specifically stable employment, housing 
security, and prosocial social support networks (de Vries Robbé et al., 2015; Willis & 
Prescott, 2016). 

 Creates commercial and institutional conflicts of interest by placing private vendors in 
the position of self-regulating billable client hours without external clinical auditing. 

Comparative Operational Paradigms: 
 Traditional Containment Model: Relies on time-based retention (e.g., rigid calendar 

requirements in group settings), subjective gatekeeping by private providers, and fee-
for-service financial incentives, resulting in the destabilization of employment and family 
support. 

 RNR Competency Framework: Relies on measurable dynamic risk score reduction, 
standardized clinical competencies, independent administrative exit reviews, and the 
active reinforcement of protective factors. 
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II. The Structural Failures of Open-Ended Containment 
The containment model, established in the late 1990s (English et al., 1996; CSOM, 2007), 
conceptualized sex-offense management through a collaborative triad: specialized probation 
supervision, specialized community treatment providers, and polygraph examiners. While 
originally designed to bridge inter-agency communication gaps, the practical application in 
Arizona has devolved into an open-ended containment structure with significant clinical 
deficiencies: 

 Indefinite Clinical Retention and the "Treatment Trap": Standard community 
supervision conditions routinely mandate participation in specialized treatment until 
"successfully discharged by the provider." In the absence of standardized, objective 
completion competencies, private providers retain clients across arbitrary multi-year 
horizons (e.g., 5 to 10+ years). As documented in public testimony before this Board, 
individuals demonstrating sustained compliance and objective risk reductions are kept in 
perpetual weekly cycles costing upwards of $25,000 without receiving clear treatment 
milestones, midpoint psychometrics, or projected discharge dates. 

 Institutional and Commercial Self-Regulation: 
statutory review deliberations, private treatment vendors and clinical polygraphers sit on 
the very subcommittees tasked with drafting statewide standards under A.R.S. § 13-
3828. Allowing private entities that profit directly from fee-for-service group sessions 
and periodic testing to define discharge readiness creates an unmitigated structural 
conflict of interest. 

 Erosion of Dynamic Protective Factors: Longitudinal desistance research indicates 
that the primary mechanisms preventing sexual and general recidivism are prosocial 
capital: economic self-sufficiency, stable independent housing, and family/community 
integration (Farmer et al., 2015; Levenson et al., 2016; Willis & Ward, 2013). Open-ended 
containment relies heavily on blanket restrictive mandates such as permanent 
computer/internet bans, severe residency restrictions, and inflexible mandatory daytime 
clinic attendance that directly undermine employment stability and familial 
reintegration. 

III. The Empirical Foundation: Risk-Need-Responsivity (RNR) and 
Iatrogenic Harm 
The Risk-Need-Responsivity (RNR) framework (Andrews, Bonta, & Hoge, 1990; Bonta & 
Andrews, 2017) represents the most empirically validated model of correctional intervention. 
Extensive meta-analyses (Hanson, Bourgon, et al., 2009; Gannon et al., 2019; Schmucker & 
Lösel, 2015) confirm that cognitive-behavioral interventions adhering to RNR principles achieve 
a 25% to 35% reduction in sexual and violent recidivism. Open-ended containment directly 
breaches all three RNR principles: 
Core Tenets of RNR Implementation: 

1. The Risk Principle: Match the level of service and treatment dosage directly to the 
offender's actuarial risk level. Low-risk cases require minimal or no specialized 
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intervention; over-treating low-risk individuals causes iatrogenic degradation. 
2. The Need Principle: Target dynamic criminogenic needs directly linked to criminal 

conduct (e.g., attitudes, peers, self-regulation, sexual deviance). Non-criminogenic 
needs are secondary; interventions must terminate once target dynamic risk factors 
stabilize. 

3. The Responsivity Principle: Maximize the offender's ability to learn from a rehabilitative 
intervention by tailoring the approach to learning style, motivation, cognitive abilities, 
and neurodevelopmental functioning (e.g., adapting approaches for individuals with 
Autism Spectrum Disorder or IDD). 

 The Risk Principle & Iatrogenic Degradation: The risk principle dictates that the 

Subjecting low-risk or post-treatment stabilized individuals to high-intensity supervision 
and perpetual group therapy produces iatrogenic harm (Lovins, Lowenkamp, & Latessa, 
2007; Hanson et al., 2014). Over-intervention disrupts prosocial routines, increases 
baseline cortisol and psychological distress, and exposes stabilized individuals to higher-
risk antisocial peer groups, thereby increasing recidivism risk. 

 The Need Principle & Dynamic Risk Reduction: Interventions must target dynamic, 
changeable criminogenic needs specifically sexual deviance, antisocial associates, and 
emotional dysregulation (Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2005; Mann, Hanson, & Thornton, 
2010). Once dynamic risk factors have stabilized as measured by validated dynamic 
instruments (e.g., STABLE-2007) the need for specialized intervention ceases. Holding 
individuals in treatment to maintain surveillance misuses clinical resources. 

 The Responsivity Principle & Special Populations: Interventions must be adapted to 
the cognitive style, learning ability, and developmental characteristics of the client 
(ATSA, 2014; Bonta & Andrews, 2017). Blanket containment frameworks fail 
neurodivergent individuals, including those with Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD) and 
Intellectual and Developmental Disabilities (IDD). Forcing neurodivergent clients into rigid 
cognitive-behavioral groups designed for predatory offenders results in misdiagnosed 
non-compliance, technical violations, and inappropriate institutionalization. 

IV. Scientific Realities and Clinical Limitations of Post-Conviction 
Polygraphy 
Arizona's containment infrastructure continues to rely heavily on Post-Conviction Sex 
Offender Testing (PCSOT). However, contemporary scientific reviews and national clinical 
standards require clear administrative limitations: 

 Absence of Recidivism Reduction: Methodological reviews and meta-analyses 
examining PCSOT have failed to demonstrate that polygraph testing significantly 
reduces sexual recidivism (Gannon et al., 2014; McGrath et al., 2007; Meijer et al., 2008). 
A systematic review by the National Research Council (2003) emphasized that 
polygraphy measures general autonomic nervous system arousal not deception per se. 

 Clinical Utility vs. Forensic Misuse: As delineated in the ATSA Practice Guidelines 
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(2014, 2017), polygraph examinations possess utility strictly as an adjunct clinical tool to 
encourage sexual history disclosure and assist in developing relapse prevention targets. 
ATSA guidelines explicitly state that polygraph examinations must never be used as the 
sole determinant for revocation of supervision, criminal prosecution, or termination from 
treatment. 

 Inappropriateness in Juvenile and Neurodivergent Populations: ATSA adolescent 
guidelines (ATSA, 2017) and adolescent development scholars (Fanniff & Becker, 2006; 
Hempel et al., 2013) reject the routine use of polygraphs with juveniles. Autonomic 
reactivity in adolescents is highly volatile, physiological norms are unstandardized, and 
the practice introduces coercive pressures that compromise the therapeutic alliance. 

V. Proposed Solution: The Standardized Clinical Competency Matrix 
To fulfill A.R.S. § 13-3828(D)(9), the Board must replace calendar-based time floors with an 
objective, verifiable Clinical Competency Matrix. Progression through and discharge from 
mandated sex-offense-specific treatment must be evaluated through demonstrated mastery 
of core competencies verified by standardized instruments: 
 

Clinical Competency 
Domain 

Objective Clinical 
Milestone & Behavioral 
Marker 

Empirical Verification 
Instrument 

1. Dynamic Risk Mitigation Statistically significant 
score reduction in dynamic 
sexual offense risk factors. 

STABLE-2007 (Fernandez 
et al., 2014) / SRA-FV 
(Hanson et al., 2017). 

2. Cognitive 
Restructuring 

Resolution of cognitive 
distortions, entitlement 
schemas, and normalization 
of abusive behaviors. 

ABLE-Adolescent/Adult 
Cognition Scales (Abel et 
al., 2004) / MIDSA. 

3. Self-Regulation 
Mastery 

Development, internal 
testing, and external clinical 
verification of a 
personalized Relapse 
Prevention Plan (RPP). 

Structured Professional 
Judgment (SPJ) Multi-
Disciplinary Team Review 
(ATSA, 2014). 

4. Victim Empathy & Recognition of victim 
trauma, acceptance of 

Multidimensional Empathy 
Scales / Standardized 
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Impact legal accountability, and 
elimination of 
denial/minimization. 

Clinical Protocol (Levenson, 
2014). 

5. Protective Factor 
Stabilization 

Sustained independent 
employment ($\ge 12$ 
months), stable housing, 
and verifiable prosocial 
support. 

SAPROF (de Vries Robbé et 
al., 2015) / Field Supervision 
Collaterals. 

6. Supervisory 
Compliance 

Zero technical, behavioral, 
or legal violations for a 
minimum period of 12 
consecutive months. 

Official Judicial/Probation 
Caseload Records 
(Labrecque et al., 2014). 

Three-Phase Competency Progression Architecture: 
1. Phase I (Baseline Assessment): Complete standardized actuarial risk assessment, 

dynamic risk profiling, and evaluation of protective factors within 30 days of intake. 
2. Phase II (Competency Mastery & Intervention): Deliver targeted cognitive-behavioral 

modules focused on dynamic needs, cognitive restructuring, and individual relapse 
prevention mastery. 

3. Phase III (Dynamic Re-Assessment & Administrative Discharge): Conduct 
standardized re-assessment of dynamic risk and protective factors, triggering 
administrative discharge and reduction of supervision conditions once milestones are 
achieved. 

VI. Policy and Statutory Recommendations for AZSOMB 
1. Promulgate Standardized Administrative Exit Criteria: Pursuant to A.R.S. § 13-

3828(D)(9), the Board must formally adopt administrative standards defining the 
completion of sex-offender treatment based upon the objective competencies outlined 
in Section V, explicitly barring providers from maintaining clients based solely on 
arbitrary calendar thresholds. 

2. Establish Independent Clinical Review Panels: Implement an administrative 
mechanism allowing clients or supervision officers to request an independent clinical 
evaluation (via a qualified psychologist without a financial interest in the client's 
continuing treatment) after 24 months of continuous group participation. 

3. Align Polygraph Standards with ATSA Guidelines: Formally amend Board standards to 
prohibit polygraph test results from serving as the sole basis for probation revocations 
or treatment terminations, and strictly prohibit post-conviction polygraphs on juveniles 
under age 18. 

80



6
 

CJI Position Paper _ SOMB 08312026 

4. Mandate Clinical Credit for Incarcerated Program Completion: Establish reciprocity 
standards requiring community providers and county probation departments to award 
full clinical credit for completed ADOC sex-offender treatment modules, avoiding 
redundant institutional billing. 

5. Legislative Statutory Revision (A.R.S. § 13-3828): Sponsor statutory amendments 
during the current revision cycle to add two dedicated public seats for individuals with 
lived experience and family members to ensure balanced regulatory governance and 
end vendor self-regulation. 
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