Andrea Kane

Record Type: Record

To: Leanne A. Shimabukuro/OPD/EOP@EOP, Deanne E. Benos/OPD/EOP@EOP, Cynthia A.
Rice/OPD/EOCP@EOP

cc:
Subject: DOJ and DOL ex-offender proposals

After reading through DOJ's responses to the questions Leanne forwarded them, and DOL's 1/7 draft
description, | think we have a couple of key issues to iron out. Leanne and | are going to try to talk right
after staff meeting to make sure we're on same wave length before forwarding these to OMB and the
depts.

Names of programs:

DOL proposes calling theirs "Transition to Responsibility for Youthful Offenders”. | agree with whoever
from OMB put the note in the latest version of the budget chapter asking whether we should really call a
program that serves people up to 35 "youthful".

| think the name DOL uses in its original budget request "Transition to Responsibility for Ex-Offenders" is
more appropriate. In the description, they can still explain that the program will focus on "youthful" or
"younger" offenders under 35, without making it part of the program name. The language Ed
Montgomery agreed to on 12/21 said,

"... the DOL funds will be targeted to the same communities and populations served by the
DOQJ initiative, with a strong preference for and heavy emphasis on youth (defined as
under age 35)." That didn't preclude services to some who may be older, but DOL's title
gives that impression.

DOJ used the term "Project Reentry" at one point in their responses. | wasn't clear if they are thinking of
this as a program name, but it would be great if they could come up with something better, i.e Reentry
from what, or to what? Unfortunately | don't have a suggestion, but we should ask DOJ for their ideas.

Population to be served

DOJ's response #1 says selection priority will be given to applicants who target offenders aged 16-35.
At the same time, they say priority is given to applications targeting most chronic and/or violent targeting
offenders (among other criteria). The age criteria obviously coordinates closely with the agreed-upon
DOL focus, would cover about 62% of those released from state prison (per DOJ stats), and given the
relatively small amount of DOJ money we can't serve everybody so it seems reasonable to me. Do you
guys agree?

My questions are:

a) is there inconsistency btwn targeting the most chronic/violent and those under 35, or would they
balance out, i.e. if an applicant made a good case to serve viclent/chronic offenders who are older, would
they still be competitive?

b) how does priority on most chronic/violent fit w/ DOL's interest in serving younger, first-time offenders?

c¢) DOJ says targeting the most chronic/violent is linked to goals of public safety and cost-conscious
accountability. Is there evidence that its better to put more effort into the toughest cases?

Applicants:



We should ask DOJ and DOL to reconcile DOJ's response #2 (that grants are awarded through State
criminal justice planning agency, in partnership with locals) with DOL's plan to award grants directly to
locals. | don't have a strong preference - whatever makes sense.

Grant process:
DOL's paper says there'd be a single competition with two parts - one for DOL initiative and one for DOJ

initiative, with applicants applying for both parts and decisions made jointly by the two agencies. If both
agencies think this will work, it sounds fine. Would a state/community always have to apply for both (e.g.
if just applying for a DOJ planning grant why would they need to apply for DOL $)?

DOJ #5 says priority will be given to applicants who have developed a plan with the local workforce board
(DOL grantee) to coordinate services, which doesn't sound consistent with DOL's paper. Need to ask the
two depts what their latest thinking is on this. Also, shouldn't DOL grantee/workforce board be a required
partner in DOJ grant?

Activities:

DOL paper : Is 1st bullet on support activities for youth in pretrial diversion just for juvenile offenders or
does this include "youth" up to 35?7 While this is important, in my opinion it shouldn't be the main focus of
the grants.

DOL 2nd bullet: add "meeting family responsibilities, including parenting and child support" (remember
many of the participants will be parents, and most of these will be fathers).

Pre-release activities: DOL paper says these could be provided with criminal justice funds. | assume, and
DOJ's response #12 implies, this means DOJ rather than funds would not be used for pre-release
activities including employment-related activities. As long as there is very close coordination between
the DOJ and DOL grantees to ensure that the training that begins pre-release is linked with their
employment plan after release, | guess this is fine. We obviously want it to be as seamless as possible
and want the training in prison to relate to a more comprehensive plan for employment after they leave.

DOL last bullet: revise to say "including expecations regarding refraining from substance abuse..."
Should also add 3rd sentence: "It would also link offenders who are parents to services to ensure they
meet their family responsibilities, inciuding child support.”

DOL's 1st full graph on 2nd page, 3rd sentence: should add "...of society, and a responsible member of
their family and community.”

DOJ #5 & #6: what does family support mean? would be helpful to include "parenting and child support
responsibilities” under this term or separately

Numbers to be served:

DOL estimates 19,000 (which is $4,000 per person). DOJ has not come up with any concrete estimates,
but | think they shouid. We'll need to be able to say approximately how many people are being served.
Question: need to clarify w/ DOJ and DOL how much overlap they anticipate so we don't end up double
counting. By same token, DOJ should factor in the $4,000 in DOL funding in estimating DOJ costs per
person.

Communities to be served/DOJ funding:

DOJ says (#9) they'd give priority to the best applicants, but still says (#10) they'd ideally , though they
qualify . With $35 M, or even $40M and avg cost of $1M, that seems unlikely. LS/DA: I'll defer to you,
but wouldn't it be better just to say they'd invite and encourage applications from all states, but anticipate
funding implementation grants in approximately or up to xx states in the first year?

#10: Do they mean that $1 M for a re-entry partnership wouid be spent over several years, or that the $1
M would be the first year amount. If the former, is $1 M enough?




#10: the DOL/OJJDP aftercare initiative should be described within the re-entry partnerships, not as a
separate initiative. We'll need a little more description on how these funds will work -- would they be part
of same application, in a subset of the same communities, linked to the same partners and services? To
extent it makes sense, | think they should be integrated.

#10: I'd prefer more for re-entry partnerships and less for RDT&E (maybe shift $5 M?)

Links with child support:

DOJ #13 - this is good. Services could be funded through a combination of TANF, Welfare-to-Work
funds, DOL ex-offender grants, or DOJ reentry grants. Similar coordination with child support judges and
child support system should be included in all the e-entry partnerships for those places that may not have
reentry courts. [will need to coordinate with HHS/OCSE on this]
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1. Who specifically would be eligible to be served by reentry partnerships? Reentry
courts? Would there be any distinction between the two?

All releasees would be eligible for both reentry partnerships and reentry courts, but we anticipate

that States/sites will impose their own restrictions in terms of size, scope, geographlc area, and
category of offender.

- The goals of Project Reentry are: public safety and cost-conscious accountability. Therefore
selection priority should also be given to applications that target offenders who are the most

chronic and/or violent offenders, who are retumning to residences in communities with the

highest concentrations of returning offenders, and who are assessed at high risk to reoffend

without appropriate intervention. Selection priority will be given to applicants who target
offenders aged 16-35.

2. Who are the eligible applicants? Is it States applying with cities or counties? Would it
be preferable for cities to apply in consultation with their State?

There is an inherent need for the participation of the State department of corrections and the
community corrections authority. Therefore State and locals should apply as partners, with
grants being awarded through the State criminal justice planning agency (Byrne agency). The
application should include evidence of a partnership to which all critical players are committed
(see response to #5 for description of required partners).

3. How can we best ensure the role of law enforcement and corrections in the apphcntxon
process"

Reentry partnership applicants should be required to demonstrate a commitment from the State
department of corrections, community corrections authority, community policing, local law
enforcement, and appropriate local community-based organizations. Reentry court applicants
should demonstrate commitment from State/local courts, State corrections agencies, community
corrections authority, and community-based organizations. Applicants should be required to
submit letters of commitment or a memorandum of understanding among all critical partners
(see response to question #5 for description of required partners).

4. How can we ensure probation and parole officer hiring to monitor the ex-offenders in
partnership sites? What is the average cost of hiring a probation or parole officer? Is it

possible to provide a hmng grant for probatlon and parole officers similar to COPS 3-year
hiring grants?

We have uncovered no evidence in the research literature that indicates that an increase in the
number of traditional parole officers would have an impact on successful reentry efforts.
Traditionally, probation and parole officers are trained as surveillance officers. This is an
important component of the reentry effort but to turn the corner from record revocations that are

resulting in exploding prison populations, efforts should focus on those areas of offenders’
successful reintegration needs on which parole is falling short.
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As such there should be some combination of surveillance (community safety) officer and

reentry case manager positions. Funds could be used for hiring staff for these roles with the
requirement that they receive specialized reentry training.

Based on a figure in the 1998 Corrections Yearbook, the estimated cost of hiring a new
probation/parole officer is approximately 34,000 (salary + fringe).

5. Who are the “required” partners in the partnerships? In addition to required partners,
we should include a list of suggested partners.

As listed in response to question #3 above, reentry partnerships should include, as required
partners, the State department of corrections, community corrections authority, community
policing, local law enforcement, and local community-based social service agencies. These local
agencies would vary by site, but all applicants must be able to.demonstrate services to address
the following offender needs: housing, education, employment (training and placement), life
skills training, drug and alcohol treatment, health and mental health services, family support
services, and special population needs (e.g., female or mentally ill offenders). Another player
would be the agency that would bave oversight of case management responsibilities (e.g., State
probation and parole department are sometimes their own agencies and may be separate and

apart from the departments of corrections). In the case of reentry courts, a required partner
would of course be the State/local courts.

Suggested partners would include victims groups, neighborhood groups, faith community,
community volunteer groups, and business organizations (e.g., chambers of commerce).

Selection priority will be given to applicants that can most successfully demonstrate that partners
are in place, committed to the effort, and that the network is prepared to effectively coordinate
the effort. Under the support of the DOJ and DOL reentry initiatives coordination, priority will
also be given to applicants who have developed a plan with the local Workforce Investment
Boards (DOL grantees who provide job training and placement and, in certain cases, transitional
housing and treatment) to coordinate reentry services.

6. Can we require that certain services must be provided for through the partnership?
(e.g., drug testing or treatment referral)? Which services would we want to require?

Without the requirement of essential services, we cannot expect to achieve the goals of Project
Reentry. Essential services have been defined as: case management, pre-release assessment and
structured reintegration planning, monitoring/surveillance, housing, education, employment
(training and placement), life skills training, drug and alcohol treatment, health and mental
health services, family support services, and special population (e.g., female or mentally ill
offenders) services. Reentry Courts projects include court monitoring.

We should encourage, but not require, victim-involved services (e.g., reparation, mediation) and
services offered through the faith community, among others.



7. What other sorts of requirements should we place on the grants?

A 25% dollar or in-kind match is required for both reentry partnerships and reentry courts
programs.

Particularly for the reentry courts project, applicants should be required to identify existing
legislative constraints that will impact their efforts and/or address legislative proposals that
would be necessary for their efforts to move forward.

8. Could any of the services be provided directly with the funds? How could we use
leveraging to maximize the funding?

Federal funds could be used for pre-release assessment and planning, job training, job
placement, drug testing, drug and alcohol treatment, health and mental health assessments, staff
training, convening of victims and community meetings, reentry support center, reentry
community safety officers, reentry case managers, etc.

Applicants should identify personnel-other than specially trained reentry community safety
officers and case managers—from among existing staff resources. This will encourage applicants
to search out existing resources and will maximize the use of grant funds on other aspects of
coordination and service delivery. If applicants can demonstrate exigent circumstances, DOJ

can approve use of funds for personnel beyond only community safety officers and case
managers.

Use of federal funds for management information systems (MIS) or systems integration purposes
should not be permitted or should at least be restricted. MIS and systems integration, with or
without appropriate planning, can quickly consume massive amounts of money with potentially
little impact. Applicants will be encouraged to address their MIS and systems integration issues

in their application for their own planning purposes, and systems integration in Project Reentry
programs is encouraged.

9. How many communities would we want to serve in the first year? Should we limit it to

no more than one per State, or should we allow funding for several communities in the
same State if they are highly competitive?

In an effort to encourage reentry planning and implementation nationally, there should be an
effort to award reentry partnership grants to applicants from each of the interested States and
Territories that submit acceptable proposals. However, priority will be given to applicants who
most effectively address the required elements and can demonstrate in the application that they
are poised to meet the goals of the project. As such, more than one project within a given State
could receive an award and it is possible that some States will not apply for or receive an award.

Up to 25 reentry court sites should be selected in the first year.
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10. If we scale back the number of grantee jurisdictions, what do we anticipate the average
grant size to be? Should the grants be multi-year funding? Should we anticipate that

grants are for a certain number of years (e.g., three-year graats), subject to appropriations,
to allow for better planning?

As potential applicants are differentially prepared for a reentry project, both planning and
implementation grants should be offered. Multi-year funding is appropriate and necessary: 1) to
allow for an opportunity for planning grantees to progress to the implementation stages and 2) to
see grantees through the stages of the reentry process (see response to question #11). Up to three
years of funding would allow for a one-year planning effort followed by 2 one- to two-year
implementation effort. Two additional years of funding would allow additional

applicants/grantees to obtain funds for planning and implementation and would allow for the
expansion of existing programs.

Allocation of DOJ funding: $60M Total
(FY 2001)

$5M DOL/OJJDP aftercare programs

$35M Reentry Partnerships

Up to $1M grants awarded for reentry partnershxps
implementation

Up to $50,000 planning grants

Maximum # of reentry partnerships awards (planning or
implementation): ideally in each of 50 States + Territories

$10M Reentry Courts

Up to $500,000 grants awarded for reentry courts
implementation

Upto $50,000 reentry courts enhancement grants awarded
to support continued program development

Up to $50,000 planning grants

Maximum # of reentry courts awards (planning,
implementation, or enhancement): 25

$10M Reentry Research, Development, Testing & Evaluation

(RDT&E)
Research on reentry issues

Development of integrated reentry models

Evaluation of selected reentry programs
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Cluster conferences
Technical assistance and training

11. Approximately how many ex-offenders will be served through the reentry

partnerships? What is an estimated average cost per person? About how long would we
expect someone to participate?

The number of ex-offenders served will be determined by the applicant and will be driven by
what is feasible considering the resources and services they have in place.

Length of offender participation will also be determined by the applicant. This will be
determined by individual needs of offenders and individual site program milestones and
resources. A minimum of one year of participation should be required although reentry services
could be scaled back over time, as appropriate for individual offenders. Applicants should be
required to address an intensity of services and length of services plan for high-risk offenders

such as those who are mentally ill, have previously failed in treatment, or had a record of
behavioral problems within the institution.

12. Would all grantees be expected to identify individuals prior to release? Would an
individual plan be developed for each person prior to release?

Because a core element of Project Reentry is pre-release assessment and reentry planning,

selection priority will be given to applicants who plan to identify individual participants and
develop an individual reentry plan for each offender prior to release.

Additionally, a partnership with the DOL provides for a recommendation that grantees provide
job skills training while identified participants are in the institution.

13. For the re-entry courts, how could we build in linkages with family courts/judges
responsible for child support?

Through the individual assessment process, offenders with child support issues can be identified.
It should be required that applicants demonstrate an agreement between reentry courts judges

and family courts judges to coordinate through information sharing and the provision of
appropriate services.
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3 MILLION IN OUR MIDST
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Violent crime rates have fallen nationally by 26 percent since 1993. Some of this drop is undoubtedly due to
so-called “broken windows law enforcement” and community policing. In Boston and other places, probation
departments have also helped cut crime, both on their own and in partnerships with police, community groups and

clergy.

If the criminal justice system is going to keep violent crime on the run, however, it will need to do even more,
beginning with a much better job of supervising the three million probationers in our midst.

This report is the work of a baker’s dozen of veteran practitioners, including several present or former leaders of
the National Association of Probation Executives (NAPE) and American Probation and Parole Association
(APPA), who met and deliberated independently over the past two years in Boston, New York and Philadelphia.

In sum, we believe probation is at once the most troubled and the most promising part of America’s criminal
justice system. We also believe that probation’s past troubles can be but a prologue to its coming triumphs.
Herein, and in a longer, more detailed report prepared for and released through NAPE and APPA, we call for a

new era of “broken windows” probation and community corrections.

We admit, perhaps more candidly than leading members of our profession have ever admitted, that widespread
political and public dissatisfaction with community corrections has often been totally justified. We also outline
new strategies and rationales for reinvesting in and reinventing probation.

Our report is stre to attract criticism from those who suy our proposals are too soft on criminals, as well as from
those who say they are too tough. To those outside of our profession who respond that our ideas are too little, too
late, and to those who cynically advocate abolishing probation, we say, “Get real!” Taxpayers will not ﬁnance
what their ideas would imply, tripling the size of our prison system to accommodate the three million current
probatloners To those within our profession who respond that our ideas concede too much to the field’s many
critics and to popular misunderstandings of probation, we say, “Wake up!” As our report shows, hundreds of
thousands of violent crimes are committed each year by people on probation. The public wants to reduce violent
crime NOW: probation can either be part of the solution or part of the problem.

Either probation will be at the political and intellectual core of future policy-oriented efforts to promote public
safety and offender rehabilitation in America, or it will continue 10 be widely marginalized, mischaracterized and
underfunded. The days of fiiled low- or no-supervision ‘fortress probalion > can and should give way 1o a new
era of politically and administratively successful “community probation.” We hope this report not only sparks
both professional and publlc debate, but also sharply enhances civic awareness that “probation matters” and helps
launch spirited efforts to “make probation work” in cities all across the country.

WHY PROBATION MATTERS

Probation enjoys a unique status within the criminal justice system. Each year ushers in a “new high” in the
number of offenders either incarcerated or in the community under supervision, and each year probation serves as
the disposition most often imposed by the courts. At the end of 1997, a record breaking total of 5.7 million
offenders were under some form of correctional supervision—in prison, in jail, on probation or on parole. Of
these, 3,261,888 were adults serving a probation sentence, or just under 60% of the entire offender population!

This means on any given day there are over 3 million probationers living in communities across the land. More
than half of them have been convicted of felony violations of the law. Though they are expected to abide by

the rules of probation or other special conditions of supervision, their range of freedom is comparable to that
enjoyed by the citizenry at large. This means they may move about within their neighborhoods, go to the movies,
shop, go to work, visit parks and pursue other activities that form the fabric of daily living. How these offenders
are supervised and the effectiveness of the strategies that are adopted to control them carry enormous
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implications for public safety and the quality of community life.
Probation: A Matter of Life or Death

Critics of community corrections have long charged that probation has failed to promote public safety, enforce
court orders and get community-based criminals the drug treatment or other help they need to succeed in life and
remain crime-free. The data show that all too often the critics stand on solid ground.

*Promoting Safely: About two-thirds of probationers commit another crime within three years of their sentence,
and many ol these crimes are serious. The roughly 162,000 probationers returned to state prisons and
incarcerated in 1991 were responsible for at least 6,400 murders, 7,400 rapes, 10,400 assaults and 17,000
robberies. Likewise, records show that 156 of the 1,411 persons convicted of murder in Virginia from 1990 to
1993 were on probation at the time they killed. If probation had done a better job, fewer people would have been
killed or otherwise harmed by probationers, and the overall crime rate would have been much lower.

*Enforcing Orders: To remain out of jail, over 90 percent of probationers are ordered by the courts to get
substance abuse counseling, remain under house arrest, perform community service or meet other such specific
conditions. Unfortunately, studies have found that about half of all probationers do not comply with the terms of
their sentence, and only a fifth of those who violate their sentences ever go to jail for their noncompliance. Such
“intermediate sanctions” are almost never rigorously and consistently enforced.

Worse yet, in addition to those who won’t comply with orders are those who don’t even stay in contact with
probation—the probation absconders. By the end of 1996, of the 3.2 million offenders on probation, some
288,000 were on absconder status, out of contact with probation, out of compliance with court orders and out
from under any control or monitoring. In too many jurisdictions, next to nothing is being done to apprehend these
scofflaws, a number of whom are “hiding in plain view.” The lesson is not lost on new probationers, who may
find their obligations too onerous: Stop complying—they won’t come after you.

But can probation do anything about this horrific number of absconders? Or are defiant probationers free to roam
the community without supervision and accountability?

The experience of Williamson County in Texas suggests an answer. In 1997, a decision was made by the local
probatlon department to go after absconders seriously. By employing a vanely of technology and databases to
track missing probationers, that county arrested 470 probation violators in the first year of operation. In addition
to bringing these offenders to justice, the absconder unit recovered nearly $15,000 in outstanding fees.

By 1998, the unit was successful in arresting 605 probationers and collecting nearly $51,000 in unpaid penalties,
a significant jump in just one year. And this was accomplished by a two-person unit, staffed by one officer and a
caseworker!

sHelping Offenders: Probation all too ofien fails to help probationers avoid drugs, learn to read. obtain jobs or
otherwise get their lives together. For example, all the data show that almost half of today’s probationers were
under the influence of alcohol or drugs when they commiited their latest offense. The probation discipline has
long argued that probationers need to obtain community-based substance abuse treatment. Indeed, probation data
from Massachusetts indicates that at least 80 percent of all probationers have such significant substance abuse
problems that treatment is necessary. But only 37 percent of all probationers nationwide participate in any type of
drug treatment program during their sentence, and only 32.5 percent nationally are tested for drug use once they
do receive treatment.

Why Probation Isn’t Working

Why has probation long been weuak at promoting public safety, enforcing orders and helping offenders? A large
part of the answer is that probaton as a field has long been weakly funded, totally underresearched and woefully
understaffed.

Compare probation spending to spending on prisons. Since 19835, the nation’s population of prisoners has more
than doubled, and prison and jail budgets and staffing have more than grown apace. Spending on prisons now
constitutes about a quarter of total state and local criminal justice spending (police. courts and corrections), and
about two-thirds of total corrections spending.

But recall our earlier numbers: Community corrections, which includes parole, has about two-thirds of the
persons in criminal custody. Despite this fact, it only receives one-third of the total corrections dollar, about half
what prisons receive 1o serve only half the probation population! Even this figure overstates how much probation
receives, since it splits this meager amount with parole agencies — even though there are fewer people on parole
than behind bars, and even though the number of probationers who have been convicted of violent crimes rivals
the number of parolees with a violent history.

The disparity between the prison and probation budgets is best seen by comparing per-offender amounts spent on

each. Most states spend between $20,000 and $50,000 a year for each person in their prison system. UCDavis
criminologist Joan Petersilia notes, however, that we have spent barely “$200 per year per probationer for
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supervision.” This has led to average probation caseloads between 100 to 500 offenders per probation officer. No
wonder recidivism rates are so high!

Inadequate funding, however, is not the only cause for probation’s failure. All too often probation departments
have employed practices that simply do not do the job. Consider some commonplace probation practices and their
results:

*Drug testing that is scheduled in advance, providing test results two or more weeks afier the test is administered
and done infrequently, is imeffective as a deterrent to substance abuse;

*Conducting supervision mainly in office settings contributes little to the management of offender risk or public
safety (an approach that has been likened to “fortress probation™);

*Spending an average of five to twenty minutes once a month with offenders in an office does not constitute a
reasonable quantity or method of supervision.

Not all probation offices fit our examples. Many talented probation administrators and field staff struggle to find
more effective methods of supervision. Some have succeeded, but unfortunately, most have not. The key issue is
that the systems these individuals work within are often ill-prepared to listen and understand what local
communities deem important.

Under these circumstances. it should be no surprise that active probationers compose nearly one-fifth of all
felony arrests. And it should be no surprise that probation is widely disparaged and viewed by the public as an
ineffective sanction — a “slap on the wrist.”

Probation Reform: Meeting the Public’s Expectations

Despite the recent drops in crime, the public believes crime rates are still too high, and they are upset with many
aspects of the criminal justice system. They think violent felons are let out early, instead of serving their
sentences. They think sentences for most crimes are a joke and that the system plea bargains every criminal just
to process cases. They think the victim is ignored and the community is shut out, and they do not believe that
probation or parole improve public safety.

What does the public want? First and foremost, they want safery. Public safety is the bottom line. They view
controlling violent and dangerous offenders as the justice system’s job. They are willing to pay for that. They are
also willing to help. They want to be partners in the process, if only the system of justice will let them in. The
public also requires the rruth. They expect the system to do what 1t says 1t is doing. They wani the senience 1o fit
the crime. the offender and the circumstances. They want to know that a sentence 1s a sentence, and that everyone
will abide by it. They also want (o know who is in their neighborhood. They want us to tell them if someone 1s
dangerous, and to be told when the reverse is true.

Finally, they want some good to come of it. They do not want the process of justice to be a dead loss. They want
to feel that justice creates value for the offender, for the victim and for the community. They want to believe that
those working within the justice system know what they are doing, and that what people working in public safety
do somehow adds value to their lives.

In view of its unique status, probation is invested with wide-ranging ability to meet the public’s expectations. Its
strength lies in its capacity and authority to repair broken lives and hold offenders accountable for the harm their
aclions have caused to victims and communities. Accordingly, probation is the criminal justice sanction best
positioned strategically to contribute directly to public safety and community well-being.

Probation — when properly structured — is not a walk away or a “get-out-of-jail-free” card for an offender.
Bused on our lifetimes of experience in the probation system, we propose that probation offices nationwide
embrace a new emerging paradigm that puts public safety and community involvement first.

HOW PROBATION CAN WORK

Successful probation reforms underway in Boston, Spokane, Phoenix, in specific locales throughout Maryland
and elsewhere are characterized by a heightened focus on achieving public safety goals through active
partnerships with community and neighborhood groups. They are also characterized by the following key
strategies:

Placing Public Safety First

Working in the Community

Developing Partners in the Community
Rationally Allocating Scarce Resources
Enforcing Conditions and Penalizing Violationy
Enmphasizing Performance Based Initiatives
Encouraging Strong and Steady Leadership
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Public Safety Coines First

Successful probation programs put public safety first. Their primary goal is to let the public move about and feel
free of the risk of harm to their person or their property.

Supervise Probationers in the Neighborhood, Not the Office

Public safety cannot come first where supervision, such as it is, takes place in the probation officer’s office.
Effective probation supervision must take place where offenders live and work. While the office is rightfully the
base of probation supervision, the neighborhood should be the p/ace of supervision. Firsthand knowledge of
where the offender lives, his family and his immediate and extended environment are critical elements of
meaningful supervision. Such community probation should be highly visible, and this visibility must be positive
in nature.

Meaningful supervision also meuns that it is conducted at times not confined to the traditional 8:00 a.m. to 5:00
p.m., Monday through Friday, workday. To be effective, it must be delivered at nights, on weekends. and on
holidays.

Two Arizona probation depuartiments—the Maricopa County Adult Probation Department in Phoenix and the
Pima County Adult Probarion Department in Tucson—have experienced successful offender supervision efforts
by increasing the level of offender contact in the conmunity and by working non-traditional hours.

Rationally Allocate Resources

Successful probation programs rationally allocate their resources. Probation officers must spend more time
supervising those offenders who are most at risk to violate their conditions of supervision and those whose
offenses or affiliations pose a public safety risk (e.g., sex offenders, gang members, drug dealers, those with
histories of violence). The rational allocation of resources is necessarily based on knowledge of the offender
gleaned through presentence investigation reports. juvenile records, psychological evaluations and risk/needs
assessments. Probation agencies must use assessments at the front end of the system to make placement decisions
as well as continue using offender-specific assessments to routinely monitor their progress.

Two sysiems that place considerable emphasis on assessments are the Dallas County Community Supervision and
Corrections Department in Dallas, Texas, and the Sixth Judicial District Department of Correctional Services in
Cedar Rapids. lowa.

In Dallas County. Texas, a new Comprehensive Assessment and Treatment Services (CATS) program was
implemented in 1998 to address the gap in substance abuse and mental health treatment for probationers. The
goal of CATS is to provide early ussessment and treatment in order (o increase successful completion of
probation. Under this program all felony probationers must be screened. Those who cannot afford indicared
services are provided those services by the County. CATS has already screened 4,400 probationers. Of those
screened, 62 percent were referved to treatment for substance abuse and 9.5 percent were referred for mental
health trearment.

In addition, probation officers should be strategically assigned to supervise specific geographical areas rather
than being randomly assigned to offenders as they are placed on probation. This concept, referred to as
“place-based supervision.” affords an excellent opportunity for developing law enforcement and corrections
partnerships. It also keeps probation officers close to their wards, allowing them to keep an eye on an offender
even when they are not spending time with him.

Several probation departments, like the one in Spokane, Washington. have developed meaningful partnerships
with police and have strategically placed probation officers in areas where they are needed the most.

Enforce Violations of Probation Conditions Quickly and Strongly

Probationers often realize they may expect two or more “free ones” when it comes to dirty urine samples,
electronic monitoring violations or failure to comply with a variety of supervision conditions. For probation to
be effective, this permissive practice must be abandoned. All conditions of a probation sentence must be
enforced, and all violations must be responded to in a timely fashion. A critical part of enforcing supervision
conditions is the cooperation of the courts, where such violations are usually addressed. Those probation
programs that emphasize sirict enforcement of the rules and enjoy a supportive relationship with the courts tend
to have fewer problems with offender compliance.

The key is that the response must be swift and sure. This does not mean that each violation will result in the
revocation of probation, but rather the imposition of graduated sanctions (e.g., curfew or house arrest, electronic
monitoring, mandatory drug treatment).

An excellent example of a siructured. graduated sanctions program is found in the Tarrant County Juvenile
Probation Department in Fort Worth. Texas.
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Similarly, probation agencies need to be tough-minded and put teeth into apprehending absconders from
probation. If 1t is easier for an offender to abscond than to comply with the terms and conditions of probation,
then such behavior is simply reinforced. Probation agencies need to develop specialized units that work with law
enforcement to apprehend offenders.

A good example of a specialized absconder unit is that found in the McLennan County Community Supervision
and Corrections Department in Waco, Texas. Another is in Suffolk County, New York. Suffolk County Probation
in New York has a warrant unit consisting of specially trained probation officers with full time responsibility for
the locarion. apprehension. and arvest of probation violators who have absconded. [n 1997, the unit. somefimes
with assistance firom other probation officers. made 209 arrests of absconders. That nuniber rose 10 331 in 1998.
Large urban jurisdictions that are well managed can achieve even greater vesults. In 1998, Maricopa County
Adult Probation served an astounding 2,400 warrants for felony probationers.

Develop Partners in the Community

The involvement of other agencies, organizations and interest groups is critical to the success of probation.
Probation administrators should include community leaders and groups whenever there is a need to develop
policies, initiate new programs, craft supervision strategies and deliver services. In essence, the community needs
to play a vital and participatory role in community corrections. This may be achieved by:

+Creating a system (hat has meaningful participation from victims and the community;

*Developing partnerships with neighborhood groups, schools, businesses and the faith communities to bring
offenders into an environment that has pro-social supports;

*Establishing cooperative partnerships between probation, law enforcement and other criminal justice agencies
that focus on public safety:

sPartnering with human service, treatment and non-profit agencies to provide enhanced services to assess,
diagnose, treat and supervise offenders;

Creating a comprehensive education campaign to make citizens aware of the crime problem, the steps being
taken to address it and communicating the message that their involvement is desired.

There are many potential partners with whom to collaborate. When probation agencies build these collaborative
relationships, they are often able to effectively supervise offenders, impose greater leverage and accountability
over them and return them safely to the community.

Very good examples of such collaborative relationships have been established by Probation Depariments in
Boston, Massachusetts, and by the Suffolk County Probation Department in Ya aphank. New York. In Boston, since
the implemeniation of Operation Night Light and related community pavinerships, homicide rates (the intended
target) have dropped dramatically. In the years leading up (o the change in strategies, the city averaged a
hundred or so each year. Since 1995, when the program kicked in. the drop in homicides has been the steepest in
the nation. In 1996, the ciry experienced 61 murders s, down from 96 in the previous vear (1990 was the high water
mark with 153 homicides). In 1997, the toll fell (o 43, in 1998 to 35. By August of 1999, the number stood at 17.

Working with the community reduces recidivism and increases public safety. lt also provides greater success in
securing offender compliance with and completing probation. To build such partnerships, it is essential that
probation agencies retool their operations to accomplish the following:

*The role of the probation officer must be redefined (e.g., attending neighborhood meetings, participating in local
crime prevention activities), “place-based” supervision strategies must be adopted and non-traditional operating
hours must be established;

+Criminal justice task forces must be created (inclusive of human services and/or the faith community) working
together to develop enforcement strategies to reduce crime in the community. Such task forces should establish
formal written agreements and protocols, co-locate in community offices, conduct joint staffings and share
accountability for curtailing crime:

Prevention strategies must be developed to work with community partners that engage the child and family in a
holistic manner to ensure service delivery to the entire fumily;

-Community betterment activities should be pursued working with neighborhood groups, business organizations,
religious leaders and city agencies:

-Collaborative supervision strategies must be developed to carefully monitor offenders in the community and to
hold them rigorously accountable for the payment of all fines, restitution and other just debts. This necessarily
includes a protocol [or the public both to provide information and obtain feedback on crime issues and offenders
in their neighborhoods, and to participate in shaping strategies to address these issues;

*A continuum of sanctions and treatment must be formed across the justice system that ensures rapid placement
as a method to maintain public safety and to hold offenders accountable for all violating behaviors.

Establish Performance Based Initiatives
Information-based decision making is paramount. The strategic and rational allocation of resources by probation

agencies should be premised on developing, adjusting and retaining specific programs based on their
performance.
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Good evaluation models must be developed to measure program effectiveness. This includes not only the
achievement of clearly defined program outcomes, but also effective program administration. A good program
may prove unsuccessful if there was not a good action plan, poor implementation. or staff who were not properly
trained or did not understand the program’s philosophy.

Leadership is Critical

In the final analysis, leadership is the most important ingredient for success. Leadership in probation does not
come from unwieldy state bureaucracies, nor does it emanate from the work of agency committees. Clear and
effective leadership comes from individuals—individuals who care deeply about probation, who are not satisfied
with the status quo., who possess the courage to critique their profession and act with vision and dedication to do
something about it. In sum, it flows from individuals who are risk takers, willing to enthusiastically embrace a
new narrative for their field and the practice of probation.

HOLDING PROBATION ACCOUNTABLE

Probation will change when those who run probation departments are held accountable for achieving—or failing
10 achieve—specific outcomes. The paramount outcome for probation is public safety. However, there are other
valued outcomes that must be addressed if probation is to be successfully reengineered. These outcomes include
equality of justice, punishment, crime prevention, and a restorative commitment to victims and communities.
These outcomes express the public’s expectation that the justice system is doing its job. These are the outcomes
that matter and that require ongoing and careful measurement by probation practitioners.

In measuring such cutcomes, corrections in general and probation in particular must apply business principles to
everyday and long-term operations, except for the pursuit of profit or financial gain. As in business, the focus on
clearly articulated resuits will drive a myriad of everyday supervision practices designed to be relevant to the
accomplishment of such results. Three key business practices that must be given due attention include the
following:

*Research and development—identifying state-of-the-art strategies for achieving effectiveness with maximum
efficiency. and the ongoing pursuit of evidence-based best practices;

Staffing—ensuring that the values, vision, and competencies of staff for implementing appropriate strategies are
related to desired results;

*Management information systems—developing mechanisms for measuring intermediate performance of staff
and organizational practices, as well as for the reporting of accomplishments related to desired outcomes.

Reinventing probation will be a dynamic process. It will demand that those working in the field pay careful
attention to state-of-the-art research and evaluation regarding the elfectiveness of their own practices.

STRUCTURAL ISSUES IN RE-THINKING PROBATION

Many structural issues must be considered in the effort to reengineer probation. They start by recognizing that
probation officers have very different perspectives and work within very different systems. It is critical that those
who take on the task of retooling probation begin by recognizing what they share in common with others. These
commonalities represent the strategic starting point for action.

Those involved in reengineering probation share in common the mission of promoting public safety. They
likewise share a commitment to provide effective supervision and control over oftenders and to achieving
outcomes that the public values. Ultimately, they share an energetic and informed willingness to push probation
out of centralized offices and bureaucracies into the neighborhoods and street corners within the communities
they serve.

There are numerous structural impediments to achieving the vision and accomplishing the strategies for
supervision suggested throughout this monograph. Any such effort will produce what Robert Merton called
“unintended consequences.” Initiatives undertaken with only positive intentions in mind frequently can perversely
set off negative consequences that often overtake any gains. With this in mind, probation practitioners must be
mindful of four specific impediments to reengineering probation, as well as several steps that might be taken to
address them

Case Assignments and Job Responsibilities

A commitment to community probation will require a fundamental change in the traditional system for assigning
cases used by most probation agencies. Rather than merely assigning cases to the next probation officer on the
list, case assignments must reflect geographical specialization. New cases should be assigned by local
neighborhoods or bounded geographical areas. Probation officers, in turn, will be held accountable for clearly
defined supervision activities and outcomes in their area or neighborhood, rather than for the completion of a
finite number of assessments or the submission of administrative paperwork.

Many probation officers are locked into a nine to five daily work routine, one they will find very difficultto
break. Nonetheless, if such practitioners are to achieve the goals of community probation. they must necessarily
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work the hours during which they can be most effective in their assigned area. Market research may be done to
determine what these hours should be. It is very likely that evening and weekend hours will become part of their
everyday work. “Fortress probation” 1s not a viable option under this model.

The role of the supervisor will, of necessity. undergo a drastic change. The supervisor will become a resource
person for their field officers. He or she may also take on the role of ombudsman to the community. In playing
such a role, the supervisor may find that the concemns and needs of the community are quite different than those
normally pursued by criminal justice system practitioners. In this scheme, the supervisor becomes the individual
who removes obstacles and impediments so that the line officers can perform their community-based tasks more
effectively.

Hiring, Job Description and Training

Ifin the long run probation is to be fundamentally reshaped, developing a successful work force will be
dependent on the emphasis placed on job descriptions, hiring and training. Given the extent to which the role of
the probation officer is redefined, the job description must reflect the new and expanded responsibilities
associated with working in the community. Probation officers will require such skills as community organizing
and advocacy, creative problem solving and a capacity to work as much with adults and local stakeholders as
with offenders on their caseload.

The hiring decision will likewise need to change and be tailored to the community. It should be decentralized to
ensure that staff appropriate to the needs of the community may be hired. Staff should be hired for the particular
area in which they will work. [n the hiring process those probation staff who have been successful in the field
should be used to assist in screening candidates.

Training methods will change as well as probation moves to embrace its new mission. The adult probation
deparmment in Maricopa Couny in Phoenix, Arizona, provides a model for such change. New hires there attend a
two week training academy followed by a 90-day assignment to a mentorship with a training officer. During the
period of mentoring, the probation officer trainee carries a reduced caseload. Within this system, the trainee gains
valuable practical experience under the close supervision of an experienced officer. The assignment of a smalier
caseload gives the officer a chance to work into the job without being immediately overwhelmed.

Caseload, Resources and Technical Support

Any effort 1o reengineer probation will prove unsuccessful unless caseload issues, resources and technical
support are addressed. The feasibility of probation officers being held accountable for geographic areas of
assignment is dependent on the manageability of caseload sizes. The paradigm shift that is proposed and the new
and redefined role of the probation officer as captured in the job description can be achieved only if caseloads
hecome much smaller than they are now. Caseloads averaging 100-500 offenders are absurd.

Resources other than personnel will also have to be committed to the effort. To do the job effectively, the field
staff must be comprehensively equipped. If the neighborhood storefront or other such location is to become the
probation officer’s base of operation, then laptop computers, palm corders, cellular phones and flashlights will
become the new tools of the trade.

Technical support is as crucial to probation’s relocation to the community as is caseload reduction and an
infusion of resources. Clearly, sophisticated yet user-friendly management information systems are essential for
communication and information retrieval on a daily basis. Once such systems are in place, they provide for an
economy of time management and immediate access to information that cannot be obtained in any other way.
This, too, will require fiscal support.

Probation department managers must realize, however, that adequate resources will not come until the public is
persuaded that probation is more than a “slap on the wrist,” a hollow experience that trivializes the offense,
demeans and enrages the victim and emboldens the offender. The transformation of probation from being the
under-funded, unappreciated and anemic intervention it all too often is to a sentencing option worthy of public
support—both moral and (inancial—depends critically on the capacity of probation to define itself and its mission
coherently and convincingly.

Community Involvement and Support

The work of probation becomes easier to the extent it is genuinely involved with the community. It is essential
that partnerships be built and sustained with local neighborhood organizations. This increases the leverage that
can be maintained over offenders. The Sixth Judicial District in lowa has also been a leader in surveying its
customers, developing partnerships with the community and law enforcement and designing successful treatment
programs. In 1997, it developed a comprehensive computerized assessment, MATRIX, to determine appropriate
levels of supervision and treatment for targeted offenders. This helped to give the intensive sex offender program
less than a 5% failure rate over the past year.

The District has also established a partnership in neighborhood resource centers with law enforcement and
neighborhood groups to develop a “Neighborhood Based Supervision” program to intensely supervise otfenders
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on the street, (where they live, work and recreate) in conjunction with the COPS program. Agents participate in
weekly staffing meetings with law enforcement partners to target joint activities, and citizens now participate on a
Citizens Task Force on Community Justice and a Neighborhood Reparative Board to make offenders under
supervision accountable to the people who live in the neighborhood. As a result, the number of crack or
disorderly houses in targeted neighborhoods have been reduced from 93 in 1998 to 23 for the same period in
1999.

CONCLUSION

The reinvention of probation requires a sustained effort to ensure that traditional internal forces within probation
do not stymie progress. These forces almost always create unimaginative organizational cultures. In such
environments it is difficult for probation professionals to see the very real possibility of a dramatically different
and more viable future—a future where what they do for a living can be discussed proudly with outsiders. In
short, reinventing probation requires leadership committed to enforcing violation warrants, supervising offenders
primarily in the community rather than in probation offices, and not directing probation officers to avoid
dangerous areas. (Which reduces the possibility of personal harm, but it the same time makes it virtually
impossible to be a probation officer!) Probation will be reinvented when the probation profession places public
safety first. and works with and in the community.

Serious efforts to reinvent probation will give the probation profession the first chance it has had since its earliest
years to establish itself as a viable community-based and community-placed criminal justice option—an option
with real public value and real public support. The Reinventing Probation Council, in partnership with the NAPE,
the APPA and the Manhattan Institute’s Center for Civic Innovation, looks forward to promoting and assisting
such efforts in cities all across the country.

3 Back to CCl Publications
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October 4, 1999
National Reentry Project
DRAFT DISCUSSION PLAN

I

THE ISSUE

A.

D.

Each year, nearly 500,000 individuals leave state prison and return to
communities across the nation. Over 4.1 million adult men and women
were on probation or parole at the end of 1998 -- 3.4 millKon adults under
Federal/State/Local probation and 700,000 on parole. (There are
approximately 1.2 million inmates mn federal and state prisons and another
500,000 1n local and county jails.) (Probation and Parole in the US, 1998,
BJS.)

RESOURCES LACKING TO SUPERVISE REENTRY. About three-
quarters of the people under criminal justice supervision aren’t behind
bars, but rather are on parole or probation. Our prisons hold one-third of

all offenders, yet they get about two-thirds of the money spent on
corrections. (Mark A. R. Kleiman, UCLA Law Review.)

RECIDIVISM THREAT HIGH. The public safety risks posed by
parolees are substantial. According to a recent BJS Prisoners in 1998
report, between 1990 and 1997, there has been a 39% increase in the
number of offenders returned to prison for parole violations, as compared
to a 4% increase in new court commitments. In addition, parole violators
represented about 35% of all admission to state prisons in 1997.

DRUG ABUSE LEADING CONTRIBUTOR TO RECIDIVISM.
Probationers and parolees consume approximately half of all hard drugs
(i.e. methamphetamine, her}n and cocaine) sold nationwide and criminals

on release who use such drugs are far more likely than others to commit
new crimes. (Mark A.R. Kleiman, UCLA Law Review.)

MENTAL HEALTH LEADING CONTRIBUTOR TO RECIDIVISM. A
1998 BIJS survey has shown that state prison inmates were more likely
than o)ﬁher inmates to be incarcel‘}(ed for a Xjolent offense, to be under the
influence of alcohol or drugs at the time of their arrest, and more than
twice as likely to be homeless. At midyear 1998, an estimated 283,800
mentally i1l offenders were incarcerated in the nation’s prisons and jails.
The survey indicated that 16% of state prison inmates, 7% of federal
inmates and 16% of those in local jails reported either a mental condition
or an overnight stay in a mental hospital. About 16%, or an estimated
547,800 probationers, said they had a mental condition or stayed overnight






in a mental hospital at some point in their lifetime as well. Over three-
quarters of mentally ill inmates had been sentenced to time in prison or jail
or on probation at least once prior to the current sentence.

1. THE RESPONSE: REENTRY PROGRAM GRANTS (Pilots?)

A. GOALS

4y

IMPROVING PUBLIC SAFETY. The focus on reentry issues in the
courts will help reduce recidivism rates of returning prisoners and will
encourage a broad-based coalition of community partnerships to support
the successful reintegration of those offenders in a manner that best suits
communities and the offenders themselves.

B. REENTRY PARTNERSHIPS

A grant program would be created to develop “Reentry Partnerships”
consisting of consortiums of community organizations, including law
enforcement, that will assist offenders with conditional releases with
reintegrated back into their communities.

(1)

2

(&)

(4)

GRANTS FOR COMMUNITY CONSORTIUM. Reentry partnership
grants can be provided to consortiums of community organizations that
will assist offenders with reintegration issues: parole/probation,
reconnecting with family, faith-based organizations, victims groups, child
support, job training, education, substance abuse counseling, etc.

CONSIDER COURTS AS PRINCIPAL GRANTEE. The legally binding
relationship between offenders and parole/probation officers provides the
most reliable point of contact for participants in a reentry program. [t may

" make sense to condition grant funding on them being the principal grant

recipient of the consortium.

PRISON/JAIL OUTREACH PROGRAM. A prison/jail outreach
program should be developed as part of the grantee’s reentry program to
connect offenders to service providers prior to their release. (If not,
consideration should be provided to developing such an initiative as part
of a larger reentry strategy.)

TARGET UNCONDITIONAL RELEASES. While a program is more
enforceable through servicing offenders with conditional releases who



have a legal responsibility to work with a parole/probation officer, a
special focus may be added to targeting the unconditionally released
offenders. While these individuals have no legal obligations to appear
before the courts, they often require the same reintegration services.
(Check statistics on the number of recidivists that were out on
unconditional vs. conditional releases.

REENTRY COURTS

A demonstration project would be developed to create “Reentry Courts”
modeled after Drug Courts for offenders under conditional releases, i.e.
parole/probation.

(1)

DRUG COURT MODEL. Reentry courts for offenders on conditional
parole/probation releases would be modeled after the successful Drug
Courts. Key elements include:

(a)

(b)

(b)

Parole/Probation Officers. These officers develop a casework
relationship with offenders, and tie them into reentry consortiums
or other community support organizations that are needed for
issues such as job training, drug rehabilitation, education, family
counseling and health care.

Personal Plans. Each offender will create a personal plan for
reintegration with their caseworker that must be approved for the
courts. Such plans would include goals such as being drug-free,
fulfilling job training requirements, paying child support on time
and community services. Once the plan is approved, they would
become legally obligated by the courts to implement the plans.

Regular Court Appearances. Each offender will be required to
meet regularly schedule court appearances where they will testify
with their caseworker on the status of their personalized plan --
and they will face penalties for noncompliance.

Graduated Sanctions. Similarly to the Drug Court model, the
Reentry Courts will rely upon graduated sanctions as incentives for
offenders to comply with the terms of their personal plans. For
example, offenders with histories of drug abuse will be required to
be regularly drug tested. In the event they fail the test, they could
face a series of sanctions such as extended home detention, ankle
monitoring or even a few nights in jail.



I11.

QUESTIONS TO CONSIDER

(D

(4)

What percentage of Federal inmates are released under unconditional terms? Is
there any policy governing conditional vs. unconditional releases? - Is there
potential for a Federal initiative whereby all releases are made conditional and
offenders are steered into reentry programs?

(a) Are recidivism rates higher among Federal offenders or state/local
offenders?

Are there any cost estimates on Reentry Courts? Reentry Partnerships?

Do new laws need to be passed at the national/state/local level to give courts the
authority they need to impose sanctions upon offenders for not meeting the
requirements of their personalized plans -- if these requirements don’t involve
breaking the law?

Are the courts the best grant applicants for the Reentry Partnerships or are there
other community organizations better suited in this role?
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A Corrections-Based Continuum of Effective
Drug Abuse Treatment

A summary of a presentation by Dr. James A. Inciardy, University of Delaware

Drug-involved offenders who participate in a continuum of
drug treatment — prison-based treatment followed by
treatment in a work-release center — have lower rates of
drug use and recidivism than drug-involved offenders
who participate in a shorter treatment program, according
to the preliminary findings of a study conducted by
researchers at the University of Delaware.

The findings indicate that at 18 months after release,
drug offenders who received 12—15 months of treatment
in prison followed by an additional 6 months of drug
treatment and job training were more than twice as likely
to be drug-free than offenders who received prison-based
treatment alone. Furthermore, offenders who received
both forms of treatment were much more likely than
offenders who received only prison-based treatment to be
arrest-free 18 months after their release (71 percent
compared to 48 percent).

T i i

Prison-based treatment. The State of Delaware, with the
support of the Bureau of Justice Assistance, in 1987
established the Key, a prison-based treatment program
for drug-involved offenders at a men’s maximum security
prison. The Key is a therapeutic community, a self-
contained treatment environment separated from the
drugs and violence often found in prisons. The therapeu-
tic community model is based on the philosophy that drug
abuse is a disorder of the whole person and that treat-
ment should therefore focus on building an offender’s
self-esteem and changing his values and attitudes.

Delaware’s Department of Corrections immediately found
benefits in the program: the Key was the cleanest, safest,
most trouble-free section of the prison. The program now
is funded by the State and currently has 140 beds. All

participants are volunteers and are eligible if they are
within 18 months of their work-release dates or parole
eligibility.

Until 1994, Delaware did not have prison-based treat-
ment for drug-involved female offenders. With funding
from the Center for Substance Abuse Treatment, Univer-
sity of Delaware researchers in February 1994 initiated a
therapeutic community for women in a 50-bed facility at
the Women's Correctional Institution in New Castle,
Delaware. ]fhe facility, called the WCI Village, now is near
full capacity.

Transmonal care. Earlier studies of the effectiveness of
long- term residential treatment indicated that without
aftercare and followup support, offenders were likely to
relapse into drug use and crime. The studies, which
evaluated the Federal Bureau of Prisons’ drug treatment
programs in public health service hospitals in Lexington,
Kentucky, and Fort Worth, Texas, revealed a 96-percent
relapse rate among treatment participants. Based on
these and numerous other studies, the researchers at the
Key program anticipated that 12—-15 months of prison-
based treatment would be insufficient.

With the support of the National Institute on Drug Abuse
(NIDA), the researchers established the Crest Qutreach
Center at the Plummer Center, a conventional work-
release center in Delaware. Crest is the first therapeutic
community work-release center in the United States. After
release from the Key program, offenders enter the Crest
Center for 6 months of treatment and job training in a
therapeutic community setting.

Crest requires participants to stay in the center for the
first 3 months of treatment while they learn how to look

for a job, prepare resumes, and interview. This approach
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contrasts with conventional work-release programs where
participants immediately begin looking for work during the
day and spend only evenings and weekends at the work-
release center. Crest admits offenders who have not
participated in the Key program and have not received
prior treatment, as well as female offenders who may or
may not have received prior treatment.

The treatment staff at Crest is a mix of counseling
professionals and recovering drug users. The correctional
presence at Crest is limited; a correctional officer walks
through the facility three times a day to take count, and
the Plummer Center broadcasts announcements to Crest
on its public address system.

Aftercare. After completion of the transitional treatment
program at Crest, participants continue treatment in an
outpatient aftercare program for 6 months, returning to
Crest once a week for group support meetings. At the
end of the 6 months they attend a "marathon encounter
weekend” of group therapy.

O e

Researchers conduct interviews with offenders before
they enter the Key program about their past drug use,
sexual activity, and criminal behavior. To determine an
offender’s progress in treatment, researchers also
conduct clinical interviews at the beginning and comple-
tion of the Key program. With support from NIDA, re-
searchers in 1992 began conducting followup interviews
at 6 and 18 months after completion of the Key program.
The researchers also conduct urine and blood tests to
check for drug use and exposure to HIV.

R T T
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The followup interviews involve four groups of offenders:
a comparison group, which received no treatment; a Key
group, which received only prison-based treatment; a

Crest group, which received only treatment at the work-
release center; and a Key-Crest group, which received
treatment in both the Key and Crest programs.

Initial findings indicate that a longer and more compre-
hensive continuum of treatment increases the likelihood
that an offender will be drug- and arrest-free in the long
term:

IR Although after 6 months the Crest group’s progress

was almost as good as the Key-Crest group's, after
another year, its progress had declined in comparison
with that of offenders who had received the longer
continuum of treatment.

IME! Members of the comparison and Key groups were less

likely to be drug- and arrest-free at 6 and 18 months
after release than the groups of offenders who re-
ceived longer periods of treatment.

Il At 18 months after release, there was no statistically
significant difference between the comparison group
and the Key group.

The latter two findings may stem from the Key and
comparison groups’ participation in a conventional work-
release program that gave them more freedom but put
them at much greater risk of exposure to drugs and
opportunities for criminal activity.

The researchers have received funding from NIDA to
enhance the aftercare program to include more “booster
sessions,” or weekend group therapy meetings. Each
participant who completes the Crest program will attend
weekend booster sessions at 6 and 12 months after
leaving the Crest program. Funding from NIDA also will
support continued followup studies of the program
participants through 2005.
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Learn about the latest deve]opments in criminal j justice research from prominent criminal j justice experts.

Each 60-minutc tape presents a well-known scholar discussing his current studies and how they relate to existing criminal
justice research and includes the lecturer’s responses to audience questions. In addition to A Corrections-Baaed Continuum of
Effective Drug Abuase Treatment, reported on in this Research Preview, the other tapes available in VHS format are:

Professor of Urban Systems .md Opela-
tions Research, Carnegie Mellon
University: Youth Violence, Guno, and Hiicit
Druy Marketo.

IR 11 bty
Ph.D., Director, Criminal Justice
Research Program, The RAND Corpora-
tion: Three Strikes, You're Out: Benefito and
Couta uj L{I/I/urum 5 New /l//m:k)alm'_l/
Sentencing Law.

IR LW — Christian Pfeitfer.
Director of the Krimino-logisches
Forschungsinstitut Niedersachsen:
Sentencing Policy and Crime Rates in
Reunificd Germmany.

PL.D.,

IR — Acthur L. Kellerman,
M.D., M.PH., Director of the Center tor
Injury Control, School of Public Health,

and Associate Professorin the Division of

Emergency Medicine, School of Medi-
cine, Emory University: Understanding and
Preventing Violence: A Public Health
Perupective.

Dm_cml, Plogldm on Law and Bc]mvlox,
The Urban lnstitute: futervening with High-
Risk Youth: Preliminary Findingo from the
Children-at-Risk Program.

AN 18 — Marvin Wolfgang, Ph.D.,
Director, Legal Studies and Criminology,

To order any of these tapes, please complete and return this form with your payment (§19, U.S.; $24, Canada

e B — Orlando Rodriguez, Ph.D
Director, Hispanic Research Center,
Fordham University: The New linmigrant
Hispanic Populations: Implications for Crime
and Delinguency in the Next Decade.
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Republic of China.

D — Lawrence W. Sherman,
Ph. D Chief Cnmmologlst lndlanﬂpolls

M — Rolert Sampson, Ph.D.,

|ohssm Department of Sociology.
University of Chicago: Communitics and
Criine: A Study in Chicago.

nology, Umvelsn:y of N\dl_y]and Reduci iy
Gun Vislence: Community Policing Againot
Gun Crime.

» — John Monohan, Ph.D
Professor of Psychology and Legal
Medicine, University of Virginia School of
Law: Mental Hiness and Violent Crime.

Ph.D., Professor, School of Criminal
Justice, State University of New York —
Albany: The Cyele of Violence Revisited Six
Yearas Later:

IR — Benjamin E. Saunders,
Ph.D., and Dean G. Kilpatrick, Ph.D.,
Medical University of South Carolina:
Prevalence and Convequences of Child Victimiza-
tHon: Preliminary Resulls from the National
Survey of Adolescenta.

IR 1|l — Wesley Skogan, Ph.D.,
Professor, Political Science and Urban
Aftairs, Northwestern University:
Communtty Policing in Chicago: Fact or
Fiction?

—Joel H. Garner, Ph.D.,
Research Director, Joint Centers for
Justice Studies: e of Force By and Againot
the Police

Professor and Chair, Department of
Criminal Justice and Criminology,
University of Missouri~St. Louts, and
Susan Pcnne]l Dircctor Criminal Justice

T [<im English, Ph.D,,
Rcsearch Dir ector, Colorada Division of
Criminal Justice, Hanaging Adult Sex
Offenders in Community Settings: A Contain-
nent Approach.

Governments: /Plom/m/m/ the ///u/rz/
Firearms Market,

TR 1| — Terrie Moffitt, Ph.D.,
Professor, Department of Psychology,
University of Wisconsin: Partner Violence
Among Young Adulls.

and other countries) to National Criminal Justice Reference Service, PO. Box 6000, Rockville, MD 20849-6000.

Call 800-851-3420, or ¢-mail askncjrs@ncjrs.aspensys.com if you have any questions.

Please send me the following tapes:
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Table 2-2. State prison releases, 1996
Methad of release, by release type

Mothod State prison releases
of reicasa Al Firat Subsequant
All matheds 100.0 % 100.0 % 100.0 %
Conditional releases 795 % 76.6 % 86.2 %
Parole board 357 396 2.4
Mandatory paraie 351 261 54,8
Other conditional 88 10.9 45
Unconditional releases 16898 % 198 % 1168 %
. Expiration 156 17.9 10.8
Commutstion/pardon 02 0z 0.1
Other conditanat 1.2 1.5 0.6
Death 08 % 07 % 0.3 %
EscapelAWOL 09 % 1.0 % 0.3 %
Other releases 13 % 14 % 1.1 %
Unknown 0.7 % 0.7 % 0.5 %
Number of refoases 413,654 270,275 133,193

Nota: Dats are based on relaases from

prison with & total aentence of mape than a yedr.
The table excludes cases with missing data for
mathod of release. All releaaas incude cases
missing releaze typa

National Comsctions Reporting Program, 1996
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Table 2-3. State prizan releases, 1996:
Selected demographic characteristics,

by release type
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Demographic Parcan! of relaasea
characterste Alls First Subzaqueorntn
Total 100.0 % 100.0 % 1000 %
Sex
Male 90.7 % 898 % 922 %
Female 9.3 102 7.8
Race
White 47.2 % 46.5 % 491 %
Black 518 823 49.8
Other 1.2 1.2 1.1
Hiapanic origin
Hiapanic 18,9 % 202 % 184 %
Nan-Higpanic B1.1 79.8 B3.8
Age at raloase
Under 18 Q ) 03 0.0 %* ¢
16-24 200 ! 24.}—11' 1.8 &) /"/
25-29 3| 210, xn7g ) Sl L
30-34 213 200 242 (' *
3544 28.1 253 228 C o
45-54 74 7.0 8.0 (ﬁ 'Y / o W
Over 54 1.9 19 1.5
Mazn age @ 32 years 34 years
Education -
Bth grade or less 13.56 % 138 % 11.0 %
9th~11th grade 45.0 45,9 43.8
High school graduste 33.8 2.8 37.0
Some eollego 6.9 7.0 8.9
Other 0.7 0.5 1.3
Medlan education 11th grade 11th grade 11th grade
Number of relgases 413,855 258,480 129,460
Nete: Data on rats were reportad for 92 1% * Leas than 0.05%

of the 412,855 releases frorn prison with 8
totaf senience of more than B year, data on
Hiapanic origln for 73.3%, data on age for
$9.9%, and dets on education for 52.5%,

sincluaas death, eacape/AWOL, ather

telonsea, and unknown.

wExtiuden death, escapa/AWOL, other

releases, and Unknown.

National Corrections Reporting Program, 1996
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Table 24. Stata prison releases, 1996: Time served In prisan,
by offense and release type

First releases from State prison Subsequent reieascs lrom Stats prison
Most sarlous Percent Time served In prison Percent Time served [n prison
offense of el Median Mean of rel Median Mean
All offenzes " 1000 % 16 moa. 25 moa 1000 % 7 mas, 14 mos.
Violent nHfenses 243 % 27 thos. 38 mos. 2649 % B moe. 18 mos.
Homicide 21 48 684 1.6 11 32
Murder/nonnegligent manalaughter 1.4 [:t:] 84 12 10 3t
Murder 0.8 77 84 0.7 13 42
Neonnegligent manslaughter 0.3 59 62 0.5 7 14
Neghgant mansiaughter 10 32 41 0.5 10 23
Unspecifiad hamiclde 0.0 * 35 €3 0.1 107 105
ddnaping 0.5 32 43 0.5 8 19
Rape 15 47 80 15 8 23
Other sexual BREAYIL 1.3 " 39 23 7 16
Robbery 2.8 a0 40 11.4 9 20
Asaauit 74 19 27 © 6.8 7 13
QOther visient 0.9 16 22 0.7 5 12
Property offenses 320 % 14 mes. 22 mos. B2 % 7 mos. 13 moa.
Burplary 13.1 17 28 16.0 7 15
Larceny/theft 8.4 12 18 8.7 8 11
Motor vehidie theft 2.6 12 19 4.0 3] 9
Arson 0.6 20 29 0.4 ;] 17
Fraud 4.4 12 18 29 8 14
Stolen proparty : 2.1 12 19 1.8 ] 14
Other proparty 0.8 1 N g 0.4 10 21
Drug offenses 27 % 14 mos. 20 mos. 204 % 8 mes. 10 mos,
Pogzession 8.2 " 17 6.4 7 1"
Traffieking 18.8 16. 21 16.6 [ 1
Other/unspecified drug 4.8 12 17 7.4 5 9
Public-order offenaes 10.4 % 12 mos, 17 mos. e.0 % 7 mos. 12 mos.
Weapons 2.7 13 18 ER 8 "
Driving while inteodcated 3 10 13 24 [} 8
Other publit=grder 4.8 12 169 2.5 B 16
Other offanaos 08 % 13 mos, 18 mos. 15 % 5 mas. 8 moa.
Number of refeases 255,220 128.253

Naote: Data ara based on release type with a tatal sentencs of more than a year far whom
the most serfouz affense and time sarved wera reportad. All data exciude pargons
rciaased from prison by escape, daath, transfer, appesl, or delqiner.

¢ Leaa than 0.05%.

National Corrections Reporting Program, 1996
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Table 2-5. First releases from State prison, 1996: TIme served in prison, by offense

Moat secious

Number of meaths served ln State prison

120 or
offense Number  Total 1-6 712 1324 25368 3748 4380 G1-B4 8511 more
All offensoa 255220 100.0% 168.1% 247 % 253 % 125% 69% 45% 45% 21% 14 %
WViolent offenscs 61,997 100.0% B89 % 154% 224% 163 % 110% B81% B82% 52% 44%
Homiclde 5386 100.0 4.2 6.0 14.2 13.9 11,9 98 14.0 11.9 13.3
Murdar/nannegligant mansiaughter 2,809 100.0 25 34 6.4 9.8 12 10.0 179 16.4 225
Murder 1,994  100.0 24 33 6.2 80 112 8.6 142 173 289
Nonnegligent mansiaughter 815 100.0 27 7 7.1 14.2 112 133 7.0 142 6.6
Negligent mansiaughter 2,551 1000 59 104 228 183 126 8.9 p.8 7.1 a2
Unapecified homicide 26 100 231 15.4 38 115 115 - 38 28 6.0 288
Kidnaping 1,482 100.0 9.5 14.3 18.4 140 122 8.1 10.7 7.4 5.4
Rape 3,706 100.0 4.2 59 14,5 15.1 131 106 13.1 11.8 11.8
Qther 5oxual Basaylt 8,340 1000 8.1 18 234 192 13,2 80 86 57 33
Robbery 21,982 1000 74 135 20 174 123 92 8.9 5.1 42
Assauit 19,012 1000 131 24 26.1 14.8 .6 6.1 5.1 25 14
Other viclent 2,389 100.0 18,0 252 28.5 15.8 8,0 5 31 1.0 08
Proparty offenaea B1,589 1000 % 208% 2669% 253% 113% 6.1% 39% 38% 16% 07 %
Burglary 33554 1000 159 231 254 135 79 53 54 25 1.2
Larcany/thest 21,351 4000 285 288 247 9.6 47 2.6 27 1.0 Q.5
Motor vehicle thaft 6624 1000 213 304 269 93 4.7 29 34 08 03
Arson 1,428  100.0 186 18.6 251 144 8.5 6.0 8.5 35 1.4
Fraud 14,131 1000 247 282 287 8.7 4.6 25 24 049 a3
Stolen prapedy 5471 1000 20.0 24 262 8.9 54 34 20 0.5 0.3
Other property 2042 1000 250 263 243 93 3.0 a.0 24 09 0.6
Drug offenses 83,464 1000 % 202 % 273% Z72% 122% 57% 32% 3I2% Q7% Q2%
Poaseszion 23,525 1000 7.4 29.9 233 8.6 4.3 25 30 - 09 0.2
Trafrleking 47,561  100.0 158 25.0 302 141 8.8 36 37 0.8 a2
Other/unspecifiad drug 12378 1000 235 A7 233 11.0 5.0 30 1.9 0.4 0.1
Pyblic-order offonsea 26581 1000 % 24.8% 31,7 % 255% B7 % 35% 22% 21% 07% 03%
Weapana 6,870 100.0 21.0 30.0 200 107 4.4 27 a2 0.8 03
Driving while mtoxicated 7938 1000 28.1 38.1 2587 5.0 13 Q7 0.8 0.2 0.1
Other pubic-crder 11,673 100.0 248 28.4 24.8 10.0 4.5 3.0 2.0 1.1 0.5
Other offenses . 1579 100.0% 23.8% 274 % 248 % 127 % 44 % 331% 21% 11% 04%

Note: Data are based on all first reloasea with a total aentence of more
than a year for whom the moat sefious offense and time aarved were
raparted. All data exclude persons released from prison by escape,

death, transfer, appeal, or detainar.

National Corrections Reporting Program, 1996
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Table 2-6. First releases from State prison, 1996:
Time served in jail and prison, hy offense

First releanas from State prisen
Tima sarved Time served Total tima
Maoast serlous Percent of infails __Inprson served
olfenae . releasasg Median __Mean Medlan ~ Mean Medlan _ Megn
All offenses 1000 % 3 mos. 5 moa 15 moa. 23 mos. 18 mos. 28 moa.
Violent offanses 257 % 4 mos. 6 moa. 26 moa. 38 mos. 31 moe. 42 mos.
Homicide 2.2 (] 8 47 80 53 &3
Murder/nonnegligent manslaughter 1.1 B b 64 79 73 %0
Murder 0.8 7 9 1] a8 76 a8
Nonnagligent manalaughter : 043 12 15 59 60 72 74
Negligent manalaughter 1.1 4 6 32 41 35 46
Unapecified homicide 0.0~ 4 7 x] 72 37 79
Kidnaping (K] -] 7 30 41 36 48
Rape 1.7 4 6 46 58 50 83
Other sexial gseault 32 4 5 29 a5 2 40
Robbery 9.2 5 6 29 37 e 44
Assault 78 4 s 18 28 22 a2
Qther violant ' 1.0 4 5 16 22 18 7
Progerty offenses 313 % 3 mos. 4 mos. 13 mos. 20 mos. 18 mos. 24 mos.
Burglary 128 3 s 17 24 20 ]
Larcenyftheft 8.0 3 4 1 18 14 20
Motar vehicie theft 2.5 4 5 12 16 15 21
Arson 0.8 4 S 20 26 23 U
Fraud 4.1 2 4 12 1€ 14 20
Stalen property 24 3 4 12 18 15 22
Other property 0.8 2 4 11 16 13 20
Drug offanses 318 % JImes. 5 mea. 13 moa. 15 mos. 16 mos. 23 mos.
Posseasion 7.5 3 4 10 18 13 18
Trafficking 19,5 3 s 18 21 19 26
Other/unspecified drug 4.8 4 6 10 15 14 21
Public-order offenses 105% 2mns 4 mos. 11 mos. 18 mos. 14 mos. 20 maes.
Weapons 3.0 3 5 13 18 1€ 23
Driving whlile intaxicated 27 1 3 9 12 11 15
Other public-arder a7 2 3 T 12 18 14 22
Other offensea 0.8% 4 moa. 8 mos. 12 mos, 18 mos, 16 mas. 24 mas,
Number of relgases 202,254

Note: Data ara on afl first releasas with a total sentencs of mora than & year «Time servad (n jai is tha number of manths

for wham the mosl aeriour offensz, time served in jall, and time served an affender spenl in jal prior te entering
in priron were reported, Detall may not sum to total because of rounding. State prisqn that was ¢rediisd lowards the
* Less than 0.05%. inmale's total santence,

National Comections Reporting Program, 1996
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Table 2-13. First releases from State prison, 1996: Time served in prison,
by offense and method of prison release

Flret relensaa from Stale prison
Conditional rek e Uncanditianal relasse,
Discretionanm — Mandatory. expiration of sefttencas
Mozt serious Percont Time served in prison Percent Timie servad In prison Percent Tima served n prisan
Senss of releascg Median  Mean ofrefeases  Median  Mesn  olrelesees  Median  Mcan
All offenses 100.0 % 16 mos. 25 moa. 100.0 % 14 moa. 24 mos, 100.0 % 17 mos. 28 mes.
Violent offonsaa 211 % 30 mes. 42 mos. 250 % 25 mos, 38 mos. 26.8 % 26 moa. 38 mos,
Hormicide 20 57 75 23 50 62 20 42 S8
Murder/nennegligent mans/aughter 1.2 83 E ] 16 64 76 0.7 ea 84
Murder 1.0 85 100 0.7 ked 95 0.6 78 89
Nonnegligent mansiaughler 0.2 73 74 0.8 58 59 0.1 as 54
Negiigent manalaughier 0a 35 a4 0.7 26 k] 13 36 48
Unspecifiad hamiclda 0.0 - -- 00~ -- -- -- -- --
Kignaping 04 35 47 0.5 N 41 0.5 30 47
Rape 0.7 52 85 17 46 87 1.9 49 63
Other sexua agsault 20 35 44 4.1 A 42 43 29 37
Rebbery 84 | 4 76 26 3 75 a1 41
Asgault ' 58 2 s0 7.8 16 24 9.6 19 28
Qther violent 08 19 25 1.0 12 19 11 18 22
Praparty offanses 308 % 18 mes. 22 mat. N % 12 mos. 21 mas. 360 % 15 mos. 22 mos.
Burglary 133 19 27 116 18 i 14.1 19 26
Larcanyfheft 78 12 18 8.9 12 18 9.6 14 19
Motor venicle thoft 1.9 13 19 64 11 17 2.0 19 24
Arson 0.5 24 33 0.5 19 28 07 18 23
Fraud 40 12 18 ‘34 12 19 - 47 12 19
Stolen propenty 1.5 14 20 14 9 11 3.8 14 20
Other property 0.9 12 19 04 13 2 1.1 12 17
Drug offensas 7T % 14 mos, 21 moe 310 % 13 mos. 18 mas, 247 % 16 mod. 21 moa.
Possesslon 11.8 11 7 9.7 11 18 6.1 13 18
Trafficking 22 16 22 18.7 16 20 15.1 17 23
Otherfunspecified drug 4.0 17 22 56 8 10 35 12 20
Publlc-ardor offanses 9T % 11 mos 16 mos. M7 % 12 mos. 16 mos, 11,7 % 13 mos. 20 moa.
Weaapons 25 12 17 32 1 17 27 15 21
Driving whil= intoxicated 25 -] 11 49 11 13 25 12 16
Other public-crier 4.7 11 17 3.8 3 20 [: K] 13 U
Other offenses 0.7 % 13 mes, 20 mos, 0.5 % 9 mos, 13 mos. 07 % 19 mes. 24 rmos.
Number of raleasgs 106,228 70,518 50,582
Nola: Dats are on afl fire( reicasas with a 1al releate, can be impritaned again for any unsetrved release muat meet the requiremrents of a
sentenca of more (han & yaar for whom the most portion of the senience. condiianal relesse untl ihe sentence expires or
gerioys affanae, limo sarved in prison, and sDiscrelionary releaso ocaurs when a parolec unlil a period sat by taw has alapsed.
mathod of prisan release were reported. board approves a conditional refease I ¢An uncondilional refease occws only if the
‘Lesa than 0.05%. commun(ty suparviaian. Inmate &8 raieased without being required
=No statistic waa caicylatod becauza odMandalory reloase oceurs whan a stgiute 1o sybMit 10 commumity gupesvision and tho
thare wera tewes than 10 casea fequires that 8 irisoner be relegsad conditionatly. inmsie cymoL be retumed 10 Prison 10 Berve
wA condilional release oceurs ¥ tha released Tha prisoner haa aefved tima equal 1o the full any remalning portion of the original sentence.
hmata, upan viclating the conditions of the sentence minus good Ume, if any. A mandstory

National Corrections Reporting Program, 1996
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Table 3-2. First entries to parole supervision from State prison,
1996: Selected demographic characteristics, by method
of prison release

Demographic First entries to parale supervisions
characteristic Totah Oiscrotionary Mandsiory
Total 100.0 % 100.0 % 100.0 %
Sex
Male 89.6 % 89.0 % 90.3 %
Female 10.4 " 11,0 9.7
Race
White 46.7 % 4 % 58.8 %
Biack 2.1 602 38,4
Other 1.2 ) 14 1.1
Hispanic origin
Hispanic 234 % 176 % 35.1 %
Non-Hlapanic 76.6 824 84,9
Age at roleasna )
Under 18 0.3 % 03 % 0.1 %
18-24 242" 256 19,9 {57‘10 cl/(,L Ol’ S M €S "Q-
2529 212 215 213 /b o/U undnr X3
30-34 202 199 210 e
3544 255 24.7 215
45-54 6.8 6.3 8.0
Ovar 54 18 17 a1
Moan age ) 32 yoars 31 yoam 33 yaars
Education
8th gmde o¢ less 13.3 % 12 % 15.2 %
89-11th grede 45,4 45.1 44.9
High school graduate 33.9 354 318
Some college ‘6.8 77 40
Cther 0.5 0.6 0.3
Median education 11th grede 11th grade 11th grade
Numbsr of parole entriea 207,058 107,091 70,601

{
Nete: Dala were raparted on discretionary and mandalary
releases who had antered prison with a total Bentence of more
than a yaar, Data on raca were reported for 80,9% of the 207,058
State parote artries who entered prisan with a total aentance of
moce than o year; dats on Hispanic ongin for 68.3%; data on age
Bl refegsa from prison for 89.9%: and data on education for 59.0%.

1Oftanders entering parele supervision 1ar the first tma for their
currant offenza.

vExciudas other condlienal releases.

National Corrections Reporting Program, 1996
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Table 3-3. First entries to parole supervision from State prison, 1996:
Offense, by sex, race, and Hispanlc origin

Fist entriea to parole superviskan
Racea

Mgst aerious Sex
offense All Male Famale White Black Othen Hispanice
All offongea 100.0 % 100.0 % 100.0 % 100.0 % 100.0 % 100.0 % 100.0 %
Viclent offenses 236 % 2480% 134 % 4% 242% NIA% 214 %
Homiclde 21 2.1 24 22 21 4.0 19
Murdar/nannegligent manataughter 12 1.2 13 1.1 13 22 1.3
Murder 0.8 048 0.8 0.7 1.0 1.3 0.6
Neanegligent manalaughter 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 03 0.6 0.7
Negligent manalaughter 0.9 0.9 1.1 1.1 08" 1.7 08
Unspecified homicide 0.0 * 00" 0.0 * 0.0 " oo 0.1 0.0
Kidnaping a.5 0.5 0.2 05 04 11 0.5
Rape 1.3 1.5 0.1 1.7 1.1 240 1.0
Other sexual assault 3.0, i3 0.4 47 14 41 2.8
Robbery 0.9 8.3 4.9 a.1 "7 7.3 7.7
Assaull 6.9 72 4.5 7.0 6.8 10.5 6.8
Other violent 09 09 09 14 07 23 0.8
Proporty offenses 310 % V3% WI% 8% 261% A% 243 %
Burglary 128 1.7 5.8 15.8 10,3 13.4 113
Larcary/theft 8.1 73 14.8 a7 7.7 7.5 5.5
Motor vehicie theft 7 2.9 12 3z 20 31 4.0
Arson 0.5 a.s 0.5 0.7 0.4 0.8 0.3
Fraud 43 33 13.0 54 37 3.8 1.5
Stelen property 17 1.8 1.2 21 1.5 14 1.3
Other property 0,7 Q.8 0.4 0.9 0.6 1.2 0.4
Drug offensas WUT % 338 % 423 % 273 % 411 % 174 % 4348 %
Possession 10.0 8.5 142 7.0 122 43 9,5
Trafficking 195 184 20.1 154 2.9 8.5 28,68
Other/unapecified arug 52 4.9 B.0 4.8 8.0 43 57
Public-order offences 10.1 % 10.5 % 6.8 % 11.8 % 8.2 % 19.2 % BB %
Weapaona 7 30 07 21 a2 28 3.0
Driving while ntoxicated 3.2 33 1.5 53 0.8 41 4.8
Other public-order 42 4,2 4.5 a4 42 123 1.8
Other offonses 0.6 % 08 % 0.7 % 0.7 % 0.4 % 10% 0.8 %
Number of parole entriea 204,921 183,572 21,331 88,775 97.188 2,185 3307
Note: Data on moat serlous offence wera raparted for 88,0% slncludes parsone of Hispanic origin.
of the 207,058 State parole entries Lo prison with 2 total slncludes Amarican Indiana, Alagkan
aentence of more lhan a year, Nativea, Asians, and Padific Istandars.
“Leas than 0.05% sincludes persona of afl races,

National Corrections Reporting Program, 1996
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Table 3-4. First entries to parole supervision from State prison, 1996:
Offense, by sex and race

Fit antries to parole supervision

Moat serious Male Famale
offense White  Black White Black
All offonses 100.0 % 100.0 % 100.0 % 100.0 %
Violent offenses 247 % 254 % 1.0% 148 %
Homiclde 22 20 2.4 2.4
Murder/nonnegligent manalaughter 1.1 13 11 14
Murder a7 1.0 0.8 08
Nonnegligant manalaughter 0.4 0.3 0.3 05
Negligent manaiaughter 1.1 0.a 13 1.0
Unapecificd homicide 0.0* 0.0~ 0.0~ 0.0
KGdnaping 08 04 02 02
Rape 1.8 12 02 0.0
Othar sexual assault 52 16 06 0.1
Rebbery 6.3 12.5 3.9 58
Aasault 74 7.0 a3 57
Qther viglent 11 07 12 a7
Property offonsea B4R 251 % 9.8 % 3MS5%
Burglary 14,8 11.0 7.8 4.4
Larcany/theft a2 8.6 134 162
Motor vehicie thaft 3.4 22 14 0.a
Arson a.8 0.3 a8 0.5
Fraud 4,2 27 16.3 114
Stolan property 2 1.8 15 0o
Cthar praperty 0.9 0.6 0.4 0.4
Pruq offenaes 258 % 407 % 295% 45%
Passessian 6.4 11.8 125 158
TraMcking 151 2.0 18.3 214
Other/unspeciflad drug 44 5.8 B.é 7.6
Pyblic-arder offanees . R23% BS5S% BO% S57%
Weapons 23 3,5 0.7 07
Driving while intoodeated 5.6 0.9 2.8 0.3
Other public<order 4.4 4.1 4.4 4.7
Other offenses 07% 04% 08 % 05%
Number of parols entries 77,599 66.441 8,168 10.740
‘Leas than 0.05%

National Corrections Reporting Program, 1996
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does with specific policy changes that rationalize the con-
ditions under which citizens receive public support or
suffer public penalties: Violent criminals who commit
new crimes get reincarcerated for longer periods and at
higher rates; police crack down on quality-of-life crimi-
nals and open up to community leaders; welfare recipi-
ents are required to work and helped to find jobs; and so
on. One leading re-administering theorist, Lawrence
Mead, terms these changes in social-policy implementa-
tion “the new paternalism.” Continue to re-administer so-
cial policies paternalistically, he argues, and we will con-
tinue to see good social results for years to come.

There is something to be said for each thesis. Take the
case of Boston. For nearly two and a half years begin-
- ning in 1995, the city had no gun-related youth homi-
cides. Re-norming was undoubtedly a part of the story.
Inner-city faith communities mobilized grassroots cam-
paigns to “stop the noise” (deviancy norms were rede-
fined back up). Re-administering mattered too. The
shooting ceased as the number of young males busted
for probation violations quadrupled (detention centers
were filled back up). Re-norming met re-administering
as preachers and probation chiefs joined together on a
slew of new community-based anti-violence initiatives.
Some youths have been shot dead in Boston since 1997,
but the city’s homicide rates have remained at levels not
seen since the mid-1960s.

Still, there are many significant inter- and intra-city
differences in rates of violent crime and other social ills
that neither thesis captures and neither would predict.
Why has Boston been re-norming and re-administering
but not Philadelphia? How does re-norming relate to the
fact that in 1997 non-marital births were twice as high in
New Mexico as they were in Idaho? Why did homicide

rates go into a free fall in New York City as officials re-
administered policing, but also in Los Angeles and other
cities where officials did no such thing?

Watch, Wait, Work, Wince — and Pray

Re-norming and re-administering aside, what of “rein-
vesting,” as in the nation’s unprecedented post-1993 eco-
nomic boom? Didn’t Boston also witness an expansion
in jobs and economic opportunity in the violence-ridden
neighborhoods where more than 80 percent of the city’s
serious street violence had long been concentrated? In
Boston and nationally, what will happen to re-norming
and re-administering during the next recession?

What of the fact that fatherlessness remains a norm in
many communities and for an estimated 1.3 million sons
and daughters of incarcerated men? What of the fact that
we have yet to re-administer a single big-city child pro-
tective services agency even though the incidence of sub-
stantiated child maltreatment has reached record highs,
and even as we acknowledge that today’s abused kinder-
gartners will by the year 2006 number among the coun-
try’s 21 million teens, the largest teen cohort since 1980?

What it took over three decades to ruin should take at
least a decade to predictably and reliably regain. If the
violent crime data and other positive post-1993 social
trends are still looking so good on New Year’s Eve 2003,
let’s celebrate. For now, however, let’s watch, wait,
work, wince — and pray. ¢

John J. Dilulio Jr. is Fox Leadership Professor of Politics,
Religion, and Civil Society at the University of Pennsylvania
and a senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute and the
Brookings Institution.

THE NEW FRONT LINE

Converting Probation into a Serious Crimefighting Tool

By MArRx A.R. KLEIMAN

eral and state prisons. By 1997, the number had risen

to nearly 1.2 million, plus another half-million in local
and county jails. Despite that massive and expensive in-
crease in incarceration, the rate of violent crime in the
United States, while declining, remains at several times
the levels of any other advanced industrial society.

Clearly, America has too much crime and too many
prisoners. For both issues, part of the problem, and the
most promising solution, is probation. Instead of being a
real attempt to supervise and help offenders in the com-
munity, probation is now for the most part merely a legal

I n 1990, there were roughly 732,000 inmates in our fed-
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status that means government can incarcerate them for
future offenses without the fuss and bother of a criminal
trial.

The probation system'’s inadequacies drives judges
who want to subject criminals to meaningful punish-
ment to overuse incarceration. Until we learn how to
punish criminals and control their behavior without
paying their room and board, we won’t get a handle on
crime, and we will continue to spend millions each year
keeping wrongdoers behind bars.

We need to convert probation (and the smaller parole
system) into a serious means of punishing, monitoring,
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controlling, and rehabilitating criminals. The key is to
use frequent drug testing in tandem with new location-
monitoring technologies to keep far closer track of pro-
bationers’ and parolees’ behavior. In conjunction with
those steps, we should give community corrections offi-
cials authority to impose swift, predictable sanctions on
offenders when they violate the terms of their probation
or parole. If we take these steps, we can reduce crime
and rein in spending on corrections.

More Criminals Than Cells to Hold Them

There are more convicted criminals in America today
than there are prison cells to hold them. About three-
quarters of the people under criminal justice supervision
aren’t behind bars but rather are on parole or probation.
Nevertheless, we continue to spend more on incarcera-
tion than on community corrections. Our prisons hold
only one-quarter of all offenders, yet they get about two-
thirds of the money spent on corrections.

While the parole system — which handles those being
released from prison early — is somewhat better-staffed
than probation, even parole caseloads are absurdly high,
and the “truth-in-sentencing” movement has led to a great
reduction in the period of post-release supervision. Proba-
tion caseloads are ludicrous — hundreds per officer —
and result in only nominal supervision. The primary su-
pervisory technique — one-on-one meetings — is profli-
gate of officer time and produces little useful information
about compliance with probation conditions. Better moni-
toring techniques are the key to making the system work.

We know that probationers and parolees consume ap-
proximately half of all the hard drugs (i.e., methamphet-
amine, heroin, and cocaine) sold nationwide and that
criminals on release who use such drugs are far more
likely than others to commit new crimes. Urine tests cov-
ering up to five drugs at a time only cost about $5 per
test, yet probation and parole agencies rarely administer
them to offenders under their supervision. For example,
Los Angeles County averages about one drug test per
probationer per year.

Likewise, existing wireless communications technolo-
gy would allow probation and parole agencies to contin-
uously track the location of the offenders they supervise
to within several yards. Yet few parole and probation of-
fices use electronic monitoring devices.

Uncertainty of Punishment

Probationers who violate the terms of their release can-
not be punished without a court hearing. Moreover,
punishment is entirely at the discretion of a judge and
therefore is not a sure thing.

Many first-time offenders regard being sentenced to
probation as an effective acquittal. Handing out nominal
punishments to those just beginning their adult criminal
careers encourages them to continue offending.

THE NEW DEMOCRAT

Most serious crimes are committed by repeat offend-
ers who cycle through the community corrections sys-
tem again and again, both before they go to prison for
the first time and in between subsequent prison terms.
Repeat offenders tend to be reckless and impulsive.
Controlling their behavior depends more on the certain-

ty of swift punishment than it does on the severity of the)<

sanctions eventually imposed.
Getting Out From Behind Their Desks

Community corrections officers need to get out from be-
hind their desks and go to where their clients are, em-
ploying their extraordinary powers of search to monitor
behavior.

The legal foundation for a modernized, more effective
community corrections system is largely in place. By
law, probation and parole officers already possess pow-
ers of search that far exceed those of the police (at least
with respect to probationers). Again by law, community
corrections departments already possess wide discretion
over the terms of probation and parole and have author-
ity to vary those conditions from client to client and
from time to time.

Abstinence from hard drugs, verified by frequent
drug testing, should be a routine condition of probation
and parole. So too should curfews or other limits on free-
dom of movement, verified by electronic position moni-
toring. Offenders who comply with these and other
conditions of their release should be rewarded with
fewer drug tests and relaxed restrictions on their move-
ment. Conversely, punishments should be ratcheted up
for those who continue to break the rules.

Offenders who violate the terms of their release
should be subjected to unambiguous, formula-based
sanctions, with punishment meted out swiftly by com-
munity corrections officers. For example, states could
pass laws authorizing probation and parole officers or
their supervisors to impose sanctions that would be sub-
ject to judicial review. Alternatively, states could begin to
assign “on call” judges to probation offices.

Probationers and parolees whose reading and writing
skills limit their job prospects also should be required to
attend literacy programs. States also should create direct
data links between community corrections offices and
adult-education centers, drug rehabilitation clinics, job-
training offices, and the like. With such links in place,
probation and parole officers could determine instantly
whether the criminals they are supervising are comply-
ing with release conditions involving such agencies.

The New Front Line of Crime Control

If we are going to make parole and probation offices our
front-line crime-control agencies, we’ll need far more
community. corrections officers. These officers will need
better training and vastly expanded access to information
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technology. In some cases, they will need to be armed.
Pay and working conditions will have to be adjusted to
reflect their heightened role in ensuring that probationers
and parolees stop committing crimes, don’t use drugs,
and accept family and workplace responsibilities.
Elected officials and opinion-makers need to put com-
munity corrections on the political agenda. If they do,
they could create a climate in which community correc-

GUN? RuN!

tions gets the resources and the responsibility it needs to
become as important an element as the police in the
struggle to control crime and preserve liberty. ¢

Mark A.R. Kleiman is a professor of policy studies at the
University of California-Los Angeles and chairman of
BOTEC Analysis Corp. An expanded version of this essay
will appear in a forthcoming issue of the UCLA Law Review.

Gun Control and the Republican Politics of Evasion

By Ep KILGORE

Maybe all this talk of gun control is just an overreaction to

Littleton that will go away. Maybe Democrats will overreach

and propose something unpopular, like a handgun ban. Maybe
we can finesse the issue by supporting something innocuous
— or bury it by supporting something the Democrats will
surely oppose. Maybe we can muddle legislation so thoroughly
that no one knows whom to blame for its demise. Maybe we
can talk about something else and hope no one notices.

vainly try to straddle the gap between their opposi-

tion to even modest gun control laws and the Ameri-
can people’s decided support for them. They squirm and
wriggle but cannot accept the obvious: Americans want
tighter control over gun sales and possession.

Some reasons for the GOP’s gun problem are obvious.
First there’s the power and campaign contributions of
the National Rifle Association and more extreme groups
such as the Gun Owners of America. In addition, many
grassroots conservatives, especially those in rural areas
where guns are considered a benign tool of daily life,
passionately oppose gun control.

But it’s hard to view the recent gun control debate in
Congress without concluding that the GOP has a more
. fundamental problem with gun violence: They wish the
issue would just go away. Like so many Democrats in the
1980s and early 1990s who refused to acknowledge the
salience of national defense, crime, welfare reform, and
other “Republican” issues, Republicans today treat gun
control as a “Democratic” issue to be evaded at all costs.

The recent spectacle in the House over legislation to
tighten background checks for gun show purchases, re-
quire childproof trigger locks, and limit importation of
multishot ammunition clips amply illustrated the GOP’s
politics of evasion on guns.

As the House prepared to vote, conservatives and the
gun lobby loudly denounced Senate Republicans who
voted for similar legislation a few weeks earlier.

So go the tortured musings of Republicans as they
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(“Treason!” cried the Gun Owners of America with its
usual self-restraint.) House Speaker Dennis Hastert,
only hours after a macho display of crack-the-whip lead-
ership on appropriations bills, suddenly announced that
the House Republican leadership would not even try to
craft a unified party position on gun violence. Instead he
scheduled several days of debate, during which House
conservatives railed against parents, pop culture, the
1960s, and of course, the Supreme Court for banishing
the Ten Commandments from public schools — against
everyone and everything, it seems, except irresponsible
gun manufacturers, importers, and sellers.

Pro-gun Republicans next orchestrated a series of poi-
son-pill amendments that were helpfully sponsored by
pro-gun Democrats. Rep. John Dingell (D-Mich.) pro-
posed to weaken existing laws governing background
checks at gun shows, while Rep. Virgil Goode (D-Va.)
moved to kill the District of Columbia’s ban on handgun
possession — the only one of its kind in America. In the
ensuing fog of partisan charges and countercharges, the
bill went down by a big, bipartisan margin. The gun
lobby and House Majority Whip Tom DeLay (R-Texas)
seemed to be the only ones happy with the outcome.

Embracing Old Democratic Tactics

This melodrama featured the same kill-the-bill, spread-
the-blame tactics Republicans have used to keep cam-
paign finance reform bottled up since they assumed
control of Congress in 1995. But it also eerily resembled
efforts by congressional Democrats in the 1980s and
early 1990s to bury popular conservative causes with
too-clever-by-half procedural maneuvers and constant
efforts to change the subject.

Make no mistake: Today’s modest gun control pro-
posals are just as popular as term limits, balanced bud-
get amendments, and welfare reform were when
Democrats controlled Congress in the 1980s and early
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Boston's street
ministers reach out
to youths in trouble.

How to save souls?
Start by saving lives.

Streetworkers Mark Scott,
Teny Gross, and Larry Mayes
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For urban youth, the city offers
a world of trouble. Here’s a
behind-the-scenes look at how
a group of Boston streetworkers

is doing a world of good.

ARRY MAYES IS PACING THE HALLWAY OF Dorchester
District Court like a man on a mission. Maves is a youth out-
reach worker, more commonly known as a “streetworker,”
who is employed by the Ella J. Baker House in Boston's Four
Corners neighborhood, not far from the courthouse. He’s
here to advocate for a man we'll call “Mario,” a 25-year-old
Cape Verdean who has surrendered to authorities onc
year after skipping out on assault and battery charges.
Mayes wants to keep Mario out of jail. “If T can some-
how get strict probation or we get another hearing, it's
a huge win,” Mayes says as he waits anxiously for the case to be called.

It would be a victory for Mario, but Mayes is thinking about more
than that. It would be a big win for the new way business is being
done on the city streets and in its courts.

A spate of shootings among rival Cape Verdean groups had
punctured the calm of a quiet summer on the streets, and the po-
lice were ready to crack down. They were going to arrest a number
of youths who had outstanding warrants, and Mario was on their
list. Before making their move, however, police officials did some-

BY MICHAEL JONAS
PHOTOS BY WIiILLIAM MOREE
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thing unhcard of in most big-city departments: They
handed their warrant list to local ministers and gave them
10 days to get the wayward wanted to come in on their own.

Rev. Filipe leixeira, a 33-year-old priest who ministers
to Cape Verdean youths in Boston’s Roxbury and
Dorchester neighborhoods, and Rev. Eugene Rivers, the
outspoken leader of the Azusa Christian Community, an
urban ministry that operates the Baker House, paid a visit
to Mario’s mother. After the ministers left, Mario's mother
contacted her son, who months earlier had fled to a city
outside Boston, and begged him to settle his accounts with
the law. Mario decided to turn himself in.

“I'm shocked that he called, I'm not lving,” says Maves.
“Alot of these kids are hard heads.”

Mario still has to face the carlier charges. And because
he defaulted before, he could be heading to jail on high bail
until his trial, months down the road. But because Mario
came in on his own, Mayes and Teixeira are hoping the
judge will release him under tight supervision pending the
trial. They also hope such an outcome might lead other
young Cape Verdeans to come clean on their outstanding
warrants. Teixeira thinks Mario might even be willing to
work with him to steer other youths in the community away
from trouble.

The case looks like just one more chapter in the end-
less tale of broken lives and laws that is being told at the
Dorchester court on this steamy July morning. But as
Mayes and Teixeira confer in the hallway, and Mario’s
mother waits inside the courtroom wearing a worried look,
what's unfolding is another small test of Boston's nation-
ally acclaimed approach to stemming gang violence and
youth crime. Fittingly enough, a strectworker from the
Ella J. Baker House is in the thick of it.

TAKING IT TO THE STREETS

All kinds of new lines of communication have developed
among the many groups in Boston touched by youth crime
— from police to preachers, probation officers to school of-
ficials. And credit for Boston’s success in reducing violence
has been widely shared, too. But at the heart of the effort
has been the willingness of Rivers and some other church
leaders in the city’s black community to lay claim to the
streets and to the young men leading lost lives there.
“Without the ministers,” says Baston police Capt. Robert
Dunford, who oversces the Four Corners area, “1 think the
whole thing would have been built on sand.”

Much of this ministering is being done by a cadre of
streetworkers whose job is to be available—night and
day—1o youths on the edge of trouble. In 1990, the City
of Boston sent four outreach workers into the streets,
combing the neighborhoods, trying to redirect gang mem-
bers away from the downward spiral of drugs and guns. The
city’s strectworker program has now grown to 30 posi-
tions—although high turnover and low salaries left cight
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“Without the ministers...
the whole thing would
have heen huilt on sand.”

of those slots unfilled this summer. The state Department
of Public Health funds an additional half dozen street-
worker positions. Community health centers and other
service agencies throughout the city have outreach teams
whose stated mission may be HIV education or teen
pregnancy prevention, but who represent another form of
streetworker. And community groups such as Teen
Empowerment in the South End and the Dorchester Youth
Collaborative provide outreach targeted to specific city
neighborhoods. All told, says Tracy Litthcut, the city’s
director of youth services, there are more than 100 people
citywide interacting full-time with young people “out
on the street level.”

But the churches have laid the foundation for the city’s
anti-crime efforts. The Ten Point Coalition, formed in
1992, brought new voices of moral authority to the




campaign against crime: Rev. Rivers, Rev. Ray Hammond
and Rev. Jeftrey Brown, among others. The Baker House has
become a cornerstone of the outreach work. Qperating
out of a three-story house in the middle of the tough Four
Corners neighborhood, Rivers and a full-time staff of nine
direct a range of programs for arca youths. Their specitic
duties aside, the Baker House staff act ultimately as front-
line soldiers in a crusade to reclaim young lives marked by
fatherlessness, low expectations, and astreet culture where
jail time is more rite of passage than badge of shame,

The work involves more than just keeping the peace.

At work in and around Dorchester: Teny Gross, Larry Mayus,
and (above) Mark Scott. Below right: Rev. Eugene Rivers.

Sometimes it means negotiating a return to school or
brokering a deal with state juvenile authorities to keep
a teen out of detention but under the close watch of a
Baker House worker. Just as often, it means simply spend-
ing time with young people who have few real mentors in
their lives, acting as social counterweights to the fast-paced
street life that tugs constantly at.young men in the city’s
minority neighborhoods. :

Larry Mayes speaks of the need to embrace young
urban outlaws. Sometimes that means going to the
prisons and ministering to them there. He sees his work
partly as a Christian-inspired propaganda campaign.”*Whao
has the Toudest voice, who has the most influence?” he
asks. “I'm out to prove to these kids that { can be more
authentic than their own friends. A lot of times when they
get arrested their friends go bye-byc. No one shows up
to visit them in jail. We do.”

And sometimes it means going to court on behalf of
someone like Mario. Having worked with police to bring
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DEATH AT AN EARLY AGE

Gene Rivers landed in Boston’s Four Corners neigh-
borhood in 1988, determined to make a difference in
one of the city’'s most violence-wracked neighborhoods.
“We didn't know what we were moving into,” says the
49-year-old Pentecostal minister and Harvard dropout.
Twice his house was hit by gunfire, once the shots pierc-
ing the bedroom where Rivers’ young son was sleeping.
“There were no atheists in the foxhotes,” Rivers says.

“The only way you have a major impact is to live
there,” says Rivers, who has regularly roiled the waters
of the black establishment, calling on leading black aca
demics and religious leaders to match high-minded
rhetoric with street corner resolve. “We learned that
from the Catholics. We learned it from the drug deal-

One drug dealer in particular made a deep impres-
sion on Rivers and his fellow activists who moved into
the neighborhood in the late ‘80s and early '90s. With
an AK-47 at his disposal and customers logged on a
computer, Selven Brown was a dangerous but bright
hood. He made it clear why gang life and drug dealing
had the upper hand in Four Corners, In a neighborhood
with few positive adult role models, and where most
young males had no father in their life, Brown told the
Azusa activists, “I'm here, you're not. | win, you lose.”

“He said, ‘I'm going to beat you guys forever,"" re-
calls Mark Scott, the 37-year-old director of the Baker
House programs.

Despite his taunt, Brown, whom Rivers calls “an in-
tefiectuat in his own right,” struggled to leave “the life.”
At one point, the Azusa activists helped send himto a
small Alabama college. But he was back before the
school year ended, and took a deep slide down. On a
July night in 1993, Brown became one more victim of
the streets, dead of a drug overdose at age 27.

Rivers calls Brown a “mentor” who gave the Azusa
activists “an introduction to a universe that none of the
black teadership in the city had any clue about.” And
the day before he died, says Rivers, Brown offered an
eerily premonitory parting comment. “He said, ‘| may
be damaged goods. What you gotta do is get the chil-
dren. Save the kids."” —MICHAEL JONAS
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him into the system, Mayes and his com-
patriots believe it’s time to balance justice
with mercy. They think Mario is ready to
turn the corner on crime. It's a gamble,
but one not taken on blind faith. It comes
of an effort to look into the hearts of
voung, people who are shunned or feared
by most adults.

KEEPING THE FAITH,

KEEPING THE PEACE

In 1995, the Azusa Christian Community
opened the Ella J. Baker House on Wash-
ington Street, the main artery through
the Four Corners neighborhood. Named
for a founder of the Southern Christian
Leadership Conference, the building
was a burned-out former crack den. Fully
renovated, it now houses the Azusa youth
center and worship services.

Topped off by a smart, four-color
Victorian paint job, the Baker House is a
beacon of the “faith-based” approach to
sacial problems now in vogue. The concept
landed Rivers on the cover of Newsweek
magazine last year, and it had Al Gore and
George W. Bush jockeving this summer
over who could pledge greater allegiance.
The Azusa activists, however, have been at
it in Four Corners for more than a decade.
And the approach had some currency

“We sell values here. We’re saying there’s
a normal world here. Let’s get you back in it.”

before that, too, says Mark Scott, the 37-year-old director
of the Baker House programs. “Not a new idea, about 2,000
years old,” he says.

Scott, who moved to Four Corners a decade ago to join
Rivers’s church, gave up his job asa librarian two years ago
to work full-time at the Baker House. “For me,” he says,
“Jesus sided with the poor, and all those Scriptures side with
the poor and the alien and the prisoner and the down-
trodden, and there’s no getting off the hook.”

Raised as a Catholic on Chicago’s South Side, Scott is
now preparing to become an ordained Pentecostal minis-
ter. With a master’s degree in library science, he was, like
most of the Azusa members, on a decidedly middle-class,
professional trajectory before responding to the pull of
strong faith and a belief that its power could be harnessed
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to tackle the most desperate problems facing black, inner-
city neighborhoods. “All social movements are led by
largely, déclassé middle-class intelligentsia,” says Rivers,
who calls the small Azusa community “a lean, mean,
guerrilla machine.”

Though the Azusa activists say it is indeed a holy war to

save lives that they are waging, there’s no Bible-thumping

in their dealings with young people, most of whom have
had little contact with church life. “It would be meaning-
less,” says Rivers.“You might as well be speaking 12th-cen-
tury Peloponnesian. And so we don’t speak in foreign
languages. These people have heard all the B.S. before;
they've got to experience God’s love. They experience God’s
love through us loving them, loving them with expres-
sions of sacrifice and commitment and long hours.”




Streetcorner society: Scott, Gross,
and Mayes say they see a different
side of some gang members when
they are away from the group.

The Azusa street ministers blend
activism with a strong belief in
political self-determination, much
as Ella Baker and the civil rights
activists did in the 1950s and ’60s.
“The black community is in a seri-
ous crisis—it’s in dire shape,” says
Scott. The solutions have “got to
come from the community. No out-
side force is going to be able to come
in and say we’ll fix this for you. It’s
an old piece of nationalism that
black people have to fix it for them-
selves. Well, what institution that is
part of the community is going to
do it? Of all of the institutions that
you could look to, the church is the
most viable.” '

There is no shortage of churches
in Boston’s black community.
Between small, storefront ministries
and larger congregations, there are
more than two dozen churches
along Washington Street alone,
says Scott. “You feel like—all this
God, we shouldn’t have any prob-
lems,” he says. Though a number of
churches have stepped forward as
part of Boston’s anti-crime efforts, many remain focused
inward on their flock, showing little interest in reaching
out to youths at the far margins of the community.
“The church has not done what it could do or should do,”
says Scott.

Ultimately, he says, the work with young people is about
redemption, an “a priori belief that they’re created in the

image of God, and that they therefore have an unlimited
~ amount of potential” But you have to save lives before you
can save souls, and the path to spiritual redemption runs
firmly on the ground. You have to “forget the church alto-
gether almost, and be on the street, be in the field, be avail-
able right where the kids are,” says Scott. “Avoid violence,
achieve literacy, access jobs. If they could do those things,
that would be success.”

HELPING THOSE WHO HELP THEMSELVES

Over the summer, the Baker House runs science and sports
camps, and a job-readiness program. The one constant
throughout the year—and throughout the night—is the
availability of staff to deal with young people in every type

of crisis imaginable, from 2 a.m. calls from a police lock-
up to pleas for help from homeless 16-year-olds.

“Like AT&T, I'm in business. Every page will be
returned,” says Teny Gross, who is paid through the
city’s streetworker program, but works full time out of the
Baker House. The Israeli-born son of a Croatian Jew
and Serbian Catholic, the 33-year-old Gross was a pho-
tography student at the Museum of Fine Arts when he
came to Four Corners in 1990 to do a documentary
project on Azusa’s outreach work. He never left, and
is widely regarded as one of the most committed and
effective youth workers in the city.

Gross finds his own reference point for the group’s drive
to repair black city neighborhoods. “I think Azusa is really
a ‘Zionist’ organization. You cannot ask for others to save
you. If you can’t build your capacity to save yourself, you
are doomed,” says Gross, who regards himself as something
of an outside helper-soldier in the Azusa army.

Because the Baker House has established a strong
foothold in the neighborhood, more and more young peo-
ple find their way to the building on their own, or are re-
ferred by a friend, teacher, or probation officer. Contrary
to popular images of streetworkers corralling a crew of
teens under a street lamp, Gross generally shuns that
approach. “I spend a lot of time with kids alone. I'm not
a fan of big groups. There’s a lot of bravado going on,”
says Gross. “Everyone’s like high-five, everything’s cool.
But it’s a fake. Inside people are eaten.” Though he once
had a gun pulled on him on a Mattapan street, Gross calls
the street swagger of most young gangbangers “a shell,
it’s a thin shell of rejection.” When they’re alone with him,
says Gross, “I have some tough gang members who cry
with me”

He says the initial stages of gang life—the sense of
importance, of belonging— “are truly exhilarating for an
inner-city kid.” The later stages offer a different scenario.
“More and more stress, get shot, in jail,” says Gross. “It
usually is not a happy ending.”

“We sell values here,” Gross says of the Baker House.
“We’re saying there’s really a normal world here. Let’s get
you back into it.”

KICKED OUT
“William,” a 16-year-old black youth with a muscular build
and weary eyes is one of the many teen-agers Gross sees
who is living far from the “normal world.” Estranged from
the aunt and uncle who were raising him, he’s been living
with grandparents. He’s been kicked out of high school,
and his grandfather is accusing him of selling drugs, a
charge he denies. He also swears off any gang involvement,
a claim that Gross later confides he doesn’t accept with
full confidence.

“My grandfather just disowned me. I’'m not even
allowed in the house,” William tells Gross, sitting in a
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meeting room at the Baker House on a late June after-
noon. He’s been bouncing between places, and his case
worker from the Department of Social Services is talking
about a foster home. “Practically, ’'m a bum, if you ask me,”
he says. “A bum is a person that don’t have no home, and
I don't have no real home.”

Gross says he can work on getting him back into school,
and he offers to go with William to help negotiate a return
to his grandparents’ home. “I'll do whatever it takes for me
to get back in the house,” says William. “I'm tired of run-
ning. Today | just want to go home, to my own room, and
lay down, go to sleep for a
couple hours.”

Ten days later, William is
one of 40 teen-agers who
show up for the start of the
Baker House summer job-
training program. It’s the
third year that Baker House
has run the six-week pro-
gram, in which teens take
part in mock interviews,
goal-setting exercises, and
get some hands-on experi-
ence with computers, car-
pentry, and other lines of
work. They're paid $5.50 an
hour through the city’s
summer jobs program, and
the Boston Private Industry
Council provides job place-
ment help. A grant from the
police department pays for
a van, leased for the sum-
mer, and for food con-
sumed during a two-week
stay at Camp Edwards
army base on Cape Cod.

Last year, 60 teens
started the program, but
only half made it to the
end. It’s not a stellar reten-
tion rate, but the program doesn’t draw from the honor
roll. A lot of these young people, says Rivers, are part of
“a whole generation of kids beneath the radar screen that
aren’t going to be doing Boys and Girls Club, YMCA,
Big Brother. They’re going to be doing time.” Indeed, two
high-profile gang members were in the program last
summer; one of them is now in jail. “You see them in our
room, and they're just kids— which they are,” says Gross.
“Put some of them on the street at night, and you'll be
afraid to go on that block. You've got some real players and
future players.”

One of those they're trying to keep off the streets is a
wiry 13-year-old Gross has known for three years. “Barry”
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“No outside force is
going to come in and say
we’ll fix this for you.”

is already a veteran of the Department of Youth Services,
the state agency that supervises juvenile offenders. He
stopped showing up at school in the spring, and DYS was
ready to commit him to a state-run facility. “I negotiated
with DYS,” says Gross. “He was going to be locked up for
six months. The only reason they’re not locking him up is
because he’s coming with me.”

“Looks sweet as hell,” Gross says of Barry.“I remember
him carrying a gun when he was 10. We'll see if we can save
him. Everyone else has sort of given up on him.” Gross and
others at the Baker House often speak in shorthand of
“saving”kids. In reality, they
say, they can only show
kids a better path to follow;
the rest is up to them. “They
fix themselves,” says Mark
Scott, who tells youths,
“Decision is destiny—it’s
really on you.”

The prime time for
trouble is between ages 14
and 24, say youth workers.
After that high-risk period,
many settle into more licit
lives, driven by a combina-
tion of maturity and ex-
haustion from life on the
streets. “I call that the bot-
tleneck,” Gross says. “I
push you through that,
you're probably all right.”

For some, the awaken-
ing comes earlier.

“I was young and
dumb,” says Luis Garcia. At
19, he’s working as an as-
sistant supervisor in the
Baker House job-training
program. Just six months
earlier, however, he fin-
ished a year on probation
for receiving stolen vehi-
cles. Before that, there was a juvenile crack cocaine con-
viction that landed him in DYS custody for six months.

Last year, Garcia finished his high school G.E.D.,and he
now hopes to enroll at Roxbury Community College. “It’s
pretty hard going from negative to positive,” says Garcia. He
has two daughters, ages 1 and 3, and says they were his mo-
tivation to straighten out—as was his mother. “I didn’t
want my mother looking at me through the bars.”

“I'm working with kids telling them right from wrong,”
he says of his summier job. “But I can’t tell them too much,
because you have to learn from experience. The negative
life—it’s bullshit. I look at those kids over there, they don’t
really realize it




GETTING THE WORD OUT

Everyone agrees the streets are safer and quieter than they
were in the early 1990s. Crime levels in Boston are at a 30-
year low, and the city’s murder rate has plummeted a stun-
ning 78 percent, from a peak of 152 killings in 1990 to just
34 murders last year. During the 30-month period from July
1995 to December 1997, there wasn'’t a single juvenile
homicide victim in Boston. “The good news is almost un-
believable,” says Rivers. “It’s a different world.”

But there are troubling signs that Boston could be in for
another wave of gang violence. With many of the most vi-
olent homegrown gangs put out of business or suppressed
by aggressive policing and prosecution in the mid 90s, lo-
cal factions of the Bloods and Crips, the notorious Los
Angeles street gangs, have begun to fill the vacuum. During
a memorial walk in February 1998 for a Dorchester youth
cut down by gunfire, Teny Gross and Lieutenant Mike

A BAD ENDING

The phone call came in the middle of a Sunday afternoon meet-
ing at the Baker House in late June. Street worker Teny Gross
went to answer it. Not wanting to be interrupted during t_he ses-
sion, Rev. Eugene Rivers, told him, “iny. ifit's life on_death."

It was. : . .

A teen-ager who had once run the streets of Dorchester S
Four Corners neighborhood, 17-year- old Elbert Johnson.
was wanted for a murder committed over the weekend.in
Brockton. Johnson was the target of an all-out police manhunt,
and had shown up at the Boston home of a surrogate family
‘that helped him out over the years. They called Rivers and asked
for his help.

Rivers spent four hours talking to Johnson and after con-
vincing him his only alternatlv_e was to_be “hunted down like a
dog" by police, Johnson agreed to surrender. At 8 o'clock that -

nlght Rivers and Gross escorted h|m lnto the Area pollce sta ;-'

tion in Dorchester .

“Man, it's tough Rlvers sald qu1etly, with. uncharactens—
tic reserve, a'few minutes later, standmg outS|de the statlon
inthe glow of the fadlng sun. '

For all the success Boston has enjoyed in curb g youth VIO— .

lence and for: all the small vuctones Rlvers Gross' and others on.:
the front lines chalk up each day, there are still plenty of stones
with, bad endlngs Two days later Gross Stlll couldn t shake the
weekend's events. “It has all the elements of a Greek tragedy e
he said. “That second that changes someone s llfe
said he keeps thmkmg that “with all the young people we re
with, how outnumbered we are, and that kid sllpped through ”
Johnson was no Boy Scout. He had already. racked ‘up-an
impressive juvenile record, and he was facmg outstandmg
. warrants for assault and battery The early-mommg murder John -
son-is charged with came during an argument over money, say
police. It may havetinvolved drugs Atithe. same tlme |t s hard-
not to see hIS llfe as somethmg ofa stacked deck ccordmg
to Rlvers Johnson s mother served 10 years |n prlson for mur-

RS
.t

. can engage |n COﬂStl'UCtIVG actlwty

Hennessey of the Boston school police force talked about
the rising temperature on the streets. “We didn’t know
what we were going to do about it, but we knew we had to
do something,” recalls Hennessey.

The following month, in the city’s Brighton neighbor-
hood, a group of Crips carried out a brutal attack on a
Blood with a hammer and machete. Lieutenant Gary
French, commander of the Boston police department’s
anti-gang unit, showed up shortly after that at the Baker
House, and within days there had been meetings between
leaders of the Ten Point Coalition and law enforcement of-
ficials. Cardinal Bernard Law, a stalwart supporter of the
Ten Point Coalition, hosted a strategy session at his resi-
dence in Brighton, and Mayor Tom Menino convened a
City Hall summit with school superintendent Thomas
Payzant. With much of the new gang activity taking place
at schools—some of it starting among younger, middle

der as he wa_s“_growing up; he met his father for the first time
at his: arraignment for murder.in Brockton District Court.

“Heis a young man, like many other young people, who un-
fortunately has had to try to raise himself,” says Rivers.

The Baker House staff strive to reconcile two beliefs that
sometimes pull in. opp05|te dlrectlons that young people need
to take responsmlllty for their lives and actions, and parents
and socnety need to do a far better job raising them so they’ll
be able to make the right choices. “We build them wrong, and
thenwe try tofix them which is expensive, and they go through
misery until they get their life right, and so many of them
don’t. It is insane,”.says Gross.

When Gross talks about the urban youths he works
with,” "trauma” is'a word that comes up over and over. And
wartume metaphors ﬂow freely. “We re basucally trying to ne-
gotlate-between bullets for survwal " he says. “Basically you

[ . I|l<e a sergeant in the battlefeld somie kids to

; '-safety They wounded It's llke Vletnam It sApocaIypse Now.

It 's.Heart of Darkness
The auma doesn 1 only take |ts toll on the young people

: |t dralns those worklng wnh them, too.| thlnk there is a part that - )

is” really about Iove Gross says of ‘outfeach work. “I think it's .

"about a certam h manness Sometlmes I'm worried now that

i mlght Iose th _con‘ern It svery hard to give it out, guve rt out
There's maré and more Kids coming. you know

Aﬂer.workmg wuth the Azusa communlty for nine years; the" :
last four domg outreach full -time through the city’s street-
worker program; Gross is steppmg back: He's taking a leave

of absence to pursue a mastér's degree at the Harvard divin-

ity $chool.“| really need to chill. | fee!l the burnout, no doubt.

It's very hard to disconnect. You're locked in a guilt —that if
you leave, who i IS going to take care of them?”

“You've got to have more bodies out there with kids, you've
- Botto have adults wnth klds ‘You've got to be out there where
they are and you have to have places to take them where they
—MICHAEL JONAS
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school students—the decision was made to bring a stern
warning about gang life to the city’s classrooms.

The reach has been impressive. Since March 1998, teams
of ministers, streetworkers, police and probation officers
have made 78 presentations to more than 8,000 students
at Boston middle and high schools. Ministers and law
enforcement officials have also made 200 home visits to
families of kids suspected of gang involvement. The mes-
sage, says Dorchester District Court probation officer Billy
Stewart, has been: “Violence, high-profile gang activities,
the beat downs, the assaults
—7you’re going to get sup-
pressed, enforced, and jailed.
We've been there, done this,
kids, and we’re not going to
do this again. You will lose.”
Along with a promise of
harsh suppression of gang
activity has come informa-
tion on summer jobs and
other resources for youths.

But it’s difficult to mea-
sure the impact of the new
anti-gang campaign. There
were several violent inci-
dents in schools last year
involving gang members.
And an attack last spring
outside an East Boston
school marked the first
shooting that “no question,
absolutely can be attributed
to the Bloods and Crips,”
says French, the police anti-
gang unit commander. Still,
there’s a feeling that things
could be much worse. “I
think we reached a lot of
kids” with the school visits,
says Hennessey, the school police lieutenant. So far, at least,
things haven’t gotten “out of control,” he says.

To keep a handle on the situation, representatives of law
enforcement and youth agencies and religious leaders have
been meeting once a week at the Baker House. The sessions
have been convened under the banner of a Baker House ini-
tiative dubbed “Operation 2006.” The name is a reference
to the projected peak year of the demographic “bubble”
criminologists have been warning of, a point when the
population of 14- to 17-year-olds will be 20 to 25 percent
larger than it was in 1994.

The meetings, held every Wednesday morning, are a pic-
ture of Boston’s anti-crime collaboration in action. At one
session in late June, more than a dozen people gathered
around a conference table, including representatives of the
Boston police, school police, probation department, and
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“I think a Christian
should make people
uncomfortable.”

Department of Youth Services, along with religious lead-
ers, youth workers from other agencies, and a lawyer from
Roxbury Defenders, a local branch of the state public-de-
fender agency.

Emmett Folgert, the veteran director of the Dorchester
Youth Collaborative, warns two officers from the anti-gang
unit, David Singletary and Kenneth Israel, of a local Bloods
and Crips beef that’s been playing out beneath the law en-
forcement radar. It’s the sort of free-flow of information
that never happened years ago, and that can sometimes
' head off problems before
they get bigger, say partic-
ipants.“It’s all about indi-
viduals you can really go
to,” says Singletary. “Our
strength is not just physi-
cal; it’s partnerships.”

CREDIBILITY ON
THE LINE

At Dorchester District
Court, Larry Mayes is
working every partnership
angle he can come up with.
Still waiting for Mario’s
case to be called, he but-
tonholes the prosecutor in
the hallway. “I'm making a
case to everybody,” Mayes
says after the encounter.

Wearing a striped dress
shirt and tie that Filipe
Teixeira, the Cape Verdean
priest, brought for him,
Mario cuts a better image
than the cohort of T-shirt-
and-sneaker-clad defen-
dants herded through the
morning arraignments. But it’s not just his pressed collar
that makes Mario stand out. While on the run from his
default warrant, Mario was working and he stayed out of
trouble, Mayes says. “Not every kid will I advocate for,” says
Mayes. “I think he’s worth it.” Mayes says Mario had tears
in his eyes as they spoke of the role he could play with
younger Cape Verdeans heading for trouble. “Watching
his eyes glisten—that’s unusual,” says Mayes. “I said, ‘All
right, this guy gets it.”

It’s a breakthrough that carries a price, Mayes knows. “1
think a Christian should make people uncomfortable,”
says the lanky 37-year-old. “We believe someone repents
and turns around. When you do that, that means that those
you left behind usually reject you. And he’s in that position,
which I think is excellent,” Mayes says of Mario. “It doesn’t
feel great, but it’s good for him.”
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Mayes was raised by a single parent in the housing pro-
jects of New Haven. After high school, Mayes studied to be
a missionary at a fundamentalist college in Texas, and he
recently returned to school and completed a master'’s degree
in public policy at Regent University in Virginia, a Christian
school founded by conservative preacher Pat Robertson.
But he leavened his religious readings with large doses of
Noam Chomsky and other left-leaning thinkers.

“I know I made my professors uncomfortable,” he laughs.
“I've always been battling with people who say claim your-
self” by staking out a position on the ideological spectrum.
Mayes calls himself an adherent of “the tertian quid—the
third way. Which means that Christ or my Christian con-
victions predate and transcend left and right politics. 'm
not going to let someone put me in a framework off the bat,
and then control me and frame me from that” Adds Rivers,
“It’s a post-ideological, post-left, post-right pragmatism.
Measurable outcomes is the bottom line. So what works,
works. What does not is discarded.”

In Mario’s case, what works is the intercession of veteran
probation officer Billy Stewart, with whom Mayes has also
done some hallway lobbying. Stewart agrees to make a
pitch to the judge, and when the case is finally called,
Stewart, the prosecutor, and Mario’s court-assigned public
defender approach the bench for a“side-bar” conference with
Judge Rosalind Miller. Stewart does most of the talking.

“Billy’s a great talker,” Mayes whispers, watching in-
tently alongside Father Teixeira and Mario’s mother. When

the conversation is over, Judge Miller, who has taken a tough,
no-nonsense approach to cases all morning, announces
that Mario will be released under tight supervision. He has
to be home by 7 p.m. every night until his trial in November,
and must show proof at weekly probation meetings that
he’s searching for a job. “They will be checking on you,” she
warns him sternly. “You better be where you say you'll be.”
Mayes and Teixeira are thrilled. Had Mario been sent to jail,
says Mayes, it “would have been tough to get other kids who
are on the edge to come in.”

“You have a carrot and stick approach We're the carrot,
they’re the stick,” says Mayes, referring to the court. But
“carrots can choke you,” he adds. “If he screws up any
which way, they won't need to find him. We'll turn him in
and advocate that his butt is locked up for a long time.”

“This is a real good win for us,” says Gary French, the
anti-gang unit commander who gave community leaders
the first crack at his warrant list. “Everybody’s credibility is
sort of on the line here, but I think it’s the way we proba-
bly should be doing business.”

“The good thing and the bad thing about Boston is
everything is relationships,” says Baker House director
Mark Scott. “Ten years ago there were no relationships, so
everybody was talking to nobody. Now, we're all account-
able to each other” m

Michael Jonas is a free-lance writer and regular contributor to
The Boston Globe.
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1 ransitioning Incarcerated Fathers
" To Their Families and Cormmunities

The Fathers Workshop developed, has begun implementing and evaluating a three phased

strategic plan for for successfully transitioning incarcerated fathers back into their communities and the
lives of their children. Each phased is designed to overlap providing a seamless support system that
anticipates the difficulties of successfully transitioning into the community.

Phase I: During Incarceration

While the father is incarcerated at a federal, state or county prison, implement a prevention/
intervention fatherhood program, which promotes responsible fatherhood and fosters stronger
relationships between inmates and their children.

“Long Distance Dads” was developed at the State Correctional Institution at Albion to be this type of a

prevention/intervention with the ultimate goal of reducing the recidivism re-arrest rate of incarcerated
fathers.

The success of the program prompted the Pennsylvania Department of Corrections to request training
and implementation of the Long Distance Dads program at twenty-two institutions within the next four
years. Thus far seven institutions have begun implementation, with eight more to be trained by the end
of the year.

Phase I1: Probation and Parole

Immediately after release is the most vulnerable time for an incarcerated father, especially if he has
served more than two years apart from his family. Crucial to his success is having a support system for
transitioning into the lives of his children, family, friends, job and community. An effective fatherhood
program working with Probation and Parole can provide weekly support groups, family counseling,
education and career development through collaborations with existing community programs and
services. This kind of support can help with the adjustments a father and his family must make.

Phase III: Community Fatherhood Programs

Ideally an effective community fatherhood program may be involved in all phases of transition, co-
facilitating the incarcerated program with prison staff, collaborating with Probation and Parole to
provide support programs and continuing to provide services to the father and his family long after he
is no longer on parole.

Two new programs available to fatherhood programs are; Welfare to Work for Non-Custodial Parents
can provide the means for incarcerated fathers to obtain education enabling them to obtain a family-
sustaining career. The second is the Federal Access & Visitation Program for Non-Custodial Parents
that enables fathers to spend regular meaningful time with their children since many may be separated
or divorced from the child’s mother. Services include supervised visitations, maintaining child
support, job/career counseling and a place to talk about family issues.

The Fathers Workshop has experienced significant success in working with incarcerated fathers and
their families. Our continuing research and innovation envisions even greater potential in the future.

The Fathers Workshop, Long Distance Dads © 1999
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A demonstration/evaluation project awarded to the
Colorado Child Support Enforcement Division (Pauline
Burton, Director) by the Federal Office of Child Support
Enforcement, Grant No. 90-XE0007, with additional
support from the Colorado Department of Corrections,
the Colorado Department of Labor and Employment, the
Colorado Judicial Department, and Rose Community
Foundation.



The Golorado Population

Inmate Population
(DOC)

Private Inmate
Population

Number of
Facilities

Released to Parole

Sentence
Discharged

Sent to Probation
Miscellaneous

Releases

3-Year Recidivism
Rate

Average Prison
Time Served

Wages Paid to
Colorado Inmates

Balance in Inmate
Accounts

12,500
2,912
23 "

2,822 ||

934 ‘

241
448
41%

22.5 months

$.60 to $2.50
per day

($3 million
per year)

$12 million

Inmates/Parolees in
Child Support System

Need Paternity
Testing

Need Child Support
Established

Need Child Support
Order Enforced

Paying Child Support

Percent w/Zero Child
Support Orders

Average Child
Support Order

Median

Range of Child
Support Orders

Average Arrearage

Median Arrearage

Range of Arrearages

6,262
446
1,328
3,456
1,032
38.7%
$178.39

$162.00

SO to
$2,485

$11,738

$8,463
S3 to

$170,375




The Problem

No consistent policy for incarcerated and paroled
obligors

Treatment of incarceration as “voluntary
unemployment” in some jurisdictions with imputation
of minimum wage ordered or orders based on pre-
prison earnings

Incarcerated obligors do not know or neglect to
request a modification of orders based on changed
circumstances

Generation of substantial arrearages during
imprisonment based on orders set at unrealistic levels

Post-prison attachments of up to 65% of gross
earnings to cover current support and arrears

Post-prison driver’'s license suspension due to non-
payment of support, limiting employment
opportunities

Overwhelming child support oblfgaiions may drive
paroled obligors away from legitimate employmeni
and contribute to recidivism.
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The Work and Family Pilot Project
Brief Summary and Review of Implementation Issues

Jessica Pearson, Ph.D.

The Work ahd Family Pilot Project is a collaboration of the Colorado Department of Corrections,
the Colorado Division of Child Support Enforcement and the Colorado Department of Labor and
Employment and the Center for Policy Research (CPR). The one-year budget for the project
exceeds $300,000 and is being paid for with a grant from the federal Office of Child Support
Enforcement and a variety of state funding mechanisms. Project staff expect to serve at least 300
offenders who are released to Denver County during the coming 12 months. The project is expected
to begin in August 1999.

The Project laims to provide employment and family re-integration services to ex-offenders with
minor-aged {:hildren who are released to Denver County. Ex-offenders will be referred to the Project
by parole officers and community corrections personne). Referred parents will receive assistance
with employment, child support review and adjustment and family reintegration. They will also be
referred to other relevant support services. The project will be evaluated by CPR, an independent,
non-profit research organization. As part of the evaluation, CPR will assess the charactenstics of
participants, ‘the nature of the services they receive as a result of their referral to the Project, and their
subsequent experiences with employment, child support payment, visitation/access, and return to
prison. ThelProjcct will be staffed with an intake/data entry worker, a child support technician, a __
family reintegration specialist, a case manager and an employment counselot/job developer. Project
architects have faced many obstacles in the process of implementing this project. They include the
following:

Housing thg Project: Ouroriginal plan was to house the Pilot with a One-Stop Job Service Center.
This was caxiceled however, when it was discovered that a clause in the building lease prohibited
ex-offenders from being in the building. Other logical sites were unacceptable because they offer
on-site day dare and offenders sometimes have parole plans that restrict their contact with children.
We also facéd severe financial constraints and could only consider donated space

Participant Fousing, Transportation, and Employment Issues: Parolees are typically prohibited
from driving for a year or two after their release from pnison. This means that the Projcct has to be
housed in a tentral location that is accessible by public transportation. Many ex-offenders lack
housing and live at homeless shelters. This makes it impossible for case managers to contact project
participants.!

Many emplo?y'ment programs focus on job placement in industry sectors that are unsuitable for ex-
offenders like health care, child care and food services (handling liquor). Other employers have
|
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security requirements that ex-offenders cannot meet (jobs at the atrport and in offices). Bonding is
an issue for many employers who do not understand bonding options available to offenders. Still
another barrier to employing ex-offenders are insurance policies that employers have requiring them
to use traditional bonding providers who refuse to bond felons. Most employment program
providers do not know how to “market” offenders to employers.

Upper Level DOC Support: During a change in administration, the Pilot Project lost its anticipated
DOC fundnig Education and reintegration efforts typically lose funding in favor of security and
facility mamtenance Itis anticipated that new funding will be secured next year under the watchful
eyeof a more supportive agency head.

Funding: There are no administrative funds for the Project. The Community Reintegration Program
of the DOC]is subsidizing the Project and paying for telephone, computer, and office operating
expenses. These are costs that the Community Reintegration Program did not anticipate.

Staffing: All staff are paid for by diffcrent agencies and different funding sources. While all staff
will be houéed together, there 1s no coherent management and reporting structure.

Multiple Funding Sources: Funding for the Pilot Project has been patched together. Each funder
has distinct eligibility requirements, outcome expectations, contracting procedures, and reporting
mandates. lt is difficult and time consuming to serve many different masters. The fragmented
funding scheme creates service Inequities.
!

Failure to Qualify for Other Service Programs: Many ex-offenders do not qualify for various
programs designed to serve non-custodial parents and as aresult face few opportunities for receiving
meaningful services. Many fathers lack the requisite information (child’s social security number)
to determiné whether their children are recipients of TANF and whether they qualify for Welfare-to-
Work funding. Others do not get identified as JTTPA-cligible while they are incarcerated. Indeed,
most do not qualify for any special “funding streams.” Results-oniented programs that are judged by
placement rates are reluctant to enroll ex-offenders because they are difficult to place and have
multiple barriers to employment. Ex-offenders are even being rejected by newer responsible
fatherhood programs like the PFF demonstration in Denver. The CBO administering the PFF project
in Denver believes that ex-offenders are older and more troubled than the population they serve.
NPCL seemsis to share this sentiment andrecently disallowed a proposalto spend $20,000 of planning
grant funds awarded to Colorado to retain an employment counselor/job developer to focus
exclusivelyion the creation of jobs for ex-offenders.

|
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State of Delaware Fatherhood Initiative Activities

In 1993 Governor Thomas R. Carper established the Governor’s Family Services Cabinet
Council. The FSCC was established as a forum for the exchange of ideas and
collaborative policy development and planning between the seven cabinet agencies
focused on services for children and families in Delaware. The members of the Council
are the Secretaries of the Departments of Health and Social Services, Labor, Education,
Public Safety, Services for Children, Youth and their Families, Corrections, the Delaware
State Housing Authority and the State Budget Office. Governor Carper chairs the
Council.

The Delaware Fatherhood Initiative developed out of the discussions of the FSCC and
evolved out of other initiatives. Following are some of the activities that have been
implemented as Delaware strives to be a father and family friendly state.

Delaware’s welfare reform program has worked to assure that two-parent families are not
experiencing a “marriage penalty”. Barriers to assistance for two-parent families have
been removed by a federal waiver of restrictive requirements on previous work
experience, allowing one and two parent families equal access to supports and services.

All participants in Delaware’s welfare reform program must participate in a parenting
program as a requirement of receipt of benefit.

Delaware’s Strengthening Young Parent Families program targets job readiness,
parenting skills training, and job entry services for both of the young biological parents.
Parenting education and supports such as subsidized child care and family Medicaid will
continue to be available.

Delaware has developed a Parents Seek Work Program (PSW) to increase an unemployed
or under-employed non-custodial parent’s (usually a father’s) ability to meet his child
support obligation by requiring work and removing barriers to employment. PSW
mandates participation in work readiness workshops, supervised job search activities, and
employment support services as well as training in parenting skills.

Three years ago Delaware established PEP, the Parent Education Partnership. The PEP
Committee is the coordinating body that oversees parenting services in the state, reviews
best practice in the field of parenting education and support services, and each year
publishes a PEP Inventory of parent education services in the state.

Delaware, through the Department of Health and Social Services has established Family
Visitation Centers across the state. These centers support non-custodial parents (usually
fathers’) visitation of their children, while protecting the child’s safety and decreasing
family conflict.



In June 1999 on the Friday before Fathers Day, Governor Carper hosted the Governor's
Summit on Fatherhood and brought together over 125 of Delaware's civic, business,
religious and policy leaders to discuss and develop new strategies to confront the impact
of father absence on our schools, our businesses, our children and their families.

As parenting education programs developed across the state, Governor Carper and the
Family Services Cabinet Council recognized the need to take these services into the
state’s correctional facilities. At present, all of the correctional facilities in Delaware have
parenting programs of varying types.

Inmates are selected to participate in parenting programs through the following processes:
1. Court order; 2. Inmate request and 3. Short-time release date. Certain inmate
classifications are not eligible, such as lifers and inmates in maximum security.

Selection is also dependent upon an inmate's particular characteristics and impact on
security. Security is a prime consideration. As inmates are classified into certain housing,
that can dictate whether or not they can participate.

The parenting programs within Delaware's correctional facilities are provided by a variety
of community based non-profit family and social service organizations and educational
institutions.

Funding for the programs is provided for through contractual dollars in the general fund
budget of the Delaware Department of Services for Children, Youth and their Families.
The Department of Corrections presents a proposal to the DSCYF each year for funding
for these programs, and contracts are then developed with the non-profits.

Some of the non-profit agencies also use other sources of funding to provide these
services, i.e. state grant-in-aid dollars; private fundraising; funds from the Delaware Trust
Fund (a tax check-off program).

The programs in each facility are developed by that facility's staff and approved by the
Warden. They range from a weekly one or two hour small group session, to a program
focused on young parents ages 18-21. The groups average 10-12 persons at a time and
the curriculum covers such areas as family communication, resolving conflicts,
confrontation skills, stress, expressing emotion, redirecting children's misbehavior,
effective discipline and growth and development of children.

For more information contact: Lynne Howard, Office of the Governor, 302.577.3210
lhoward@state.de.us

Richard Seifert, DE Dept. of Corrections, 302.739.5601
rseifert@state.de.us




Project Reentry: A National Community Safety Initiative
DRAFT PLAN
November 5, 1999

THE ISSUE/PROBLEM:

e RECORD NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS UNDER CRIMINAL JUSTICE SUPERVISION.
In 1998, nearly 6 million people were under criminal justice supervision: 1.2 million individuals
were incarcerated in state or tederal prison; 600,00 were in local and county jails; 3.4 million
adults were under Federal/State/local probation, and 700,000 were on parole.

e HISTORIC NUMBER OF PRISON RELEASES ANTICIPATED. And yet, most offenders
will complete their sentences and will be released. This year, nearly 500,000 individuals will be
released from state prison and retumn to communities across the nation. They will largely be
returning to urban areas and will return in disproportionate numbers to certain neighborhoods.

e RESOURCES LACKING TO SUPERVISE REENTRY. Our prisons hold one-third of all
offenders, yet about two-thirds of the resources are spent on institutional corrections. Many
individuals released to community supervision will return to communities where those resources
are limited and already taxed.

e ONE IN FIVE PRISONERS RELEASED WITHOUT CONDITIONS. Many inmates now
serve fixed terms and must be released on predetermined dates, in some cases without any
community supervision. In 1997, more than 85,000 offenders—18%-—were discharged from state
prison without any conditions placed on their release. These offenders tend to be most in need
of supervision following incarceration, often having committed violent offenses or requiring
disciplinary action during their prison term.

e OFFENDER RECIDIVISM RATES HIGH. The public safety risks posed by parolees and
probationers are substantial. Nearly two-thirds of all prisoners are rearrested for new offenses
within three years of release.

e OFFENDER RETURNS TO PRISON ARE MOUNTING. Between 1990 and 1997, there
was a 39% increase in the number of offenders returned to prison for parole violations, with
parole violators representing about 35% of all admissions to state prisons in 1997 (up from 18%
in 1990).

e SUBSTANCE ABUSE KEY CONTRIBUTOR TO RECIDIVISM. Over half of state
inmates (52%) reported committing their current offense under the influence of alcohol or drugs.
Some 70 percent of state prisoners have a history of drug abuse. Probationers and parolees
consume approximately half of all hard drugs (i.e. methamphetamine, heroin and cocaine) sold
nationwide and criminals on release who use such drugs are far more likely than others to




commit new crimes. A 1995 NIJ research report indicated that between 60-75% of untreated
parolees who have histories of heroin and/or cocaine use return to those drugs within three
months of release. And yet community corrections often lacks sufficient authority and resources
to effectively respond to the problem.

e HIGH RATES OF MENTAL ILLNESS AMONG OFFENDERS. Studies have found that
rates of mental illness among incarcerated offenders to be at least double the comparable rates
in the general population. Reentry challenges for people with a mental illness or other mental
disabilities such as mental retardation are often compounded by the mental disorder.

o CHALLENGES TO COMMUNITY SAFETY. These issues underscore the challenges that
all communities, especially large urban areas, across the country are facing. While parole and
probation authorities in communities are working to improve the mechanisms for supervising
these offenders, many jurisdictions have not fully focused on preparing either offenders or
communities for reentry. Improving reentry supervision and support systems are issues that
need to be addressed in cach state. A national strategy that builds collaborations among
corrections, law enforcement, and community and draws upon their pooled resources is needed.

PROJECT REENTRY: A NATIONAL COMMUNITY SAFETY INITIATIVE

PRIMARY GOAL: The goal of Project Reentry is to improve public safety by establishing
comprehensive systems of offender accountability to reduce crime and recidivism rates in
communities across the country. Central to this effort is helping communities focus on reentry
issues, the potential impact on public safety, and creating the kind of offender supervision and
support systems that are essential to help ensure a successful transition for all offenders returning
to the community from prisons and/or jails.

of release and guidance in addressing victim restitution and child and family support issues, as
well as in securing employment, housing, drug treatment, and mental health and other health <j
services to help ensure that those goals are met. Through this system, communities would also
develop mechanisms for engaging offenders released without supervision in reentry programs.

o
Reentry systems would be designed to provide more effective offender oversight of conditiong: W

Achieving successtul offender remtegration requires developing effective partnerships among
the judiciary, institutional and community corrections, law enforcement, and the community to
establish a strategic, coordinated system of supervision and support that can draw upon each of
these resources begimning during incarceration and the months following release. The initiative
would be based on two separate, but complementary components -- reentry partnerships and
reentry courts.

PART I: REENTRY PARTNERSHIPS ($§50M, including 3% Technical
Assistance/Evaluation set aside)

There are three goals to the Reentry Partnerships Initiative (RPI): ensuring public safety, cost




efficient and effective systems of accountability, and offender productivity. The RPI seeks to
improve risk management of released offenders by enhancing monitoring and follow-up,
strengthening mdividual and community support systems, and repairing the harm done to
community and victims. Grants would be provided to states and communities to create reentry
partnerships--consisting of police and corrections agencies, community groups, and service
providers--to develop strategic systems to achieve these goals. Partners would work together to
marshal and coordinate an anay of resources to assist offenders with their transition. The
partnership would comprehensively address issues concerning offenders entering the community
after incarceration with minimum supervision and accountability and enhance supervision and
other resources available to address these issues. This approach focuses on keeping communities

safe, minimizing returns ro prison for technical violations, and maximizing contributions to state

and local economies.

In addition to ensuring that offenders are prepared for their return to communities, the
partnership will also focus on preparing the community for returning offenders through the
analysis of reentry statistics and the availability of adequate supervision and support systems.
Offender reentry plans will be developed at both the community and individual levels, and will
be based on networks of both criminal justice agencies (i.e., institutional corrections, probation,
parole, and police) and community resources (i.e., employment, treatment, family, business,
faith-based organizations). In particular, plans will assess the needs communities where there
will be a high concentration of returning offenders, especially urban areas and neighborhoods
where a disproportionate number of offenders return to certain neighborhoods.

CORE PROGRAM TO STATES

The national goal is to enhance significantly the effectiveness of offender supervision
nationwide within five vears. Up to 50 demonstration sites will be selected in each year, in
geographically diverse locauons, focusing on communities with the highest concentration of
returning offenders. Stares. in partnership with one or more selected local communities, will
apply for discretionary program funding. Priority will be given to applications that target
communities where reentry concentrations are high and the potential to connect existing
resources 1S great.

ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS

Identification of Appropriate Reentry Offender Population

Case Management Approach to Program Administration

Reentry Needs Assessment, Case Management Plan, along with Programming, During
Incarceration

Structured Remtegration Plan Post Release

Full Use of Community-based Support Resources

Strong Collaborarion Among Criminal Justice System, Social Services, and Other
Agencies

Routine Monitoring and Follow-up to Ensure Accountability



Graduated Sanctions And Incentives
Broad Community Involvement, including Victims
Integrated Information Management

Participating jurisdictions would be required to provide at least a 25% dollar or in-kind match
such as commitments of job training funds, treatment beds, drug testing, personnel, etc). Grants
up to $2,000,000 will be awarded to support the following:

* Strategic Planning/Analysis

* ¥ Case Managers

* Reentry Support Center

* MIS for Case Management

* Staff Training Travel and Related Expenses
* Drug Testing

Services/Treatment, including Drug/Mental Health Treatment and Job Placement
Programs
* Convening Victims Panels and Other Community Meetings

* ;& Surveillance Technologies

Incentives (For Example, Bus Tokens for Participants)

PART II: REENTRY COURTS ($10M, including 3% Technical Assistance/Evaluation set
aside)

A Reentry Court Demonstration Program would be developed to create reentry courts, which
would be modeled after drug courts for offenders under conditional releases. The goal is to test
using the coercive power of the court in promoting positive offender behavior to minimize the
public safety risks to the community throughout the reintegration process. The court’s
challenge also involves drawing in and coordinating the full range of criminal justice and
community resources essential to ensuring a successful transition to community life.

Reentry courts would manage the return to the community of individuals being released

from prison, using the authority of the court to apply graduated sanctions and positive
reinforcement and to marshal resources to support the prisoner’s reintegration to promote
positive behavior by the returning prisoner. The expectation is that the focus on reentry issues

in the courts will help,reduce the recidivism r: f returning prisoners and will encourage a

broad-based coalition to support the successful reintegration of those offenders.

ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS

Judicial Oversight
Pre- and Post-Release Assessiment and Planning
Active Involvement by Parole/Probation and Community Policing Officers




Full Use and Coordination of Support Services

Structured Programs that Ensure Accountability to Community
Graduated Sanctions

Rewards for Success

Up to 25 sites would he selected each year. Participating jurisdictions would be required to
provide at least a 25% dollar or in-kind match. Grants up to $500,000 dollars would be
provided to implement a reentry court. Funds could be used to support the following:

* Strategic Planning/Analysis
Reentry Court Coordimnator
Reentry Support Center
MIS for Case Management
Drug Testing
Services/Treatment
Staff Training
Surveillance Technologies

Small planning grants would be provided as needed. Funds could be used to support:

* Strategic Planning/Analysis

* Staff Development

* Reentry Data Gathering/Analysis
* Convening Public Mcetings

In addition, enhancement grants would also be provided to support continued program
development.

i PART III: REENTRY INNOVATIONS PROGRAM ($10M)

This program will focus on devising and testing additional innovative and model programs.
There are many approaches that can be taken to address reentry issues. The goal of this effort
would be to develop those options. N1J would design such programs and solicit participation
from states.

PART IV: CENTER FOR SENTENCING AND OFFENDER MANAGEMENT POLICY
(35M)

A Center for Sentencing and Offender Management Policy would be established within N1J to
develop the capacity at the national level to track sentencing and corrections and policy, trends
in offender management. and to make links between legislation, outcomes, and resources. No
place currently exists 10 work with states in developing and assessing statistics related to

Faiay



returning oftenders, to (rack trends, project the out-years impact of sentencing legislation, and
help states prepare for those years. Information from the Center would be of direct benefit to
reentry efforts over time, as well as to policymakers at all levels.

The Center’s mandates include:

Developing National Capucity to Track and Forecast Given the variance between states’
sentencing structures and policies, and the major recent sentencing policy changes such as
Truth-In-Sentencing, 1t is important to grasp the full impact and be able to help states plan for it
at the local level. :

Providing Cost/Benetit Analyses The theory is that if offenders are better managed/integrated
upon release, they wiil be less likely to return to prison, less likely to cause harm to others, and
more likely to get job/pay taxes, etc. The risk is that offenders will commit new crimes on the
outside that otherwise would not have been committed during post-release supervision period.
It is critical to provide some cost/benefit analyses of several of the “innovation” partnership and
courts sites, so that we can project if such initiatives are actually cost effective over the long
term (in terms of public safety and dollars).

Transferring Lessons from Demonstration Sites The goal would be to capture lessons learned
in the demonstration projects, and to quickly transfer this information to other communities. It
is critical to document the process and determine the impact of the initiative. Strategies for
sharing knowledge and practice would include funding travel to observe the demonstration
projects, technical assistance for new site implementation, and publications.

ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS FOR NATIONAL INITIATIVE

In 2001, a total of 15 positions and $1.2 million are required to support this initiative:

Seven positions are necessary to administer two discretionary grant programs: (1) the
Reentry Partnerships and (2) Reentry Courts. This staff would consist of one Program
Manager (GS 14), five Grant Program Specialists (GS 9/12), and one Administrative

Support staff (GS 5 ).

Five positions are required for the Reentry Innovations Program: one Division Chief (GS
14), three Program Managers (GS 9/12), and one Technical Support staff (GS 5).

* Three positions are required for the Center for Sentencing and Offender Management
Policy: one Section Chief (GS 14) and two Social Scientists (GS 11/12).

Technical Assistance and Evaluation.

W7



This request includes 1.8 million, which is a three percent set-aside of the Partnerships and
Reentry Court discretionary grant funds, for technical assistance and evaluation purposes.
Technical assistance und program evaluation are critical elements of any new grant program.
Specifically, the technical assistance will provide grantees with direct guidance in administering
an effective and efficient program. Grantees will have access to a variety of technical
assistance and evaluation services, including assistance in the development of program goals,
implementation stratcgies. capacity building, as well as in developing systems to generate,
collect and analyze dara, and measure performance.

Summary Funding Chart
($ in millions)

National Reentry Initiative 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Total
Reentry Partnerships $48.5 $48.5 $48.5 $48.5 $48.5 $242.5
Reentry Courts 9.7 9.7 9.7 9.7 9.7 48.5
TA/Evaluations 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 9.0
Reentry Innovations 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 50.0
Center for Sentencing & Otfender 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 20.0
Mgmt

Total. Program Funding $75.0 $75.0 $75.0 $75.0 375.0 $375.0

| Total, Management and Administration | 1.2 ] 1.3 ] 13 1.4 | 1.4 | 6.6 |
| Grand Total | $76.2 | 8763 8763 | $76.4 | $76.4 | $381.6 |
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS
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U.S. Department of Labor
Employment and Training Administration
Training and Employment Programs

Decision Paper

Transition to Responsibility for Ex-Offenders

Propoesal

DOL/ETA proposes a "Transition to Responsibility for Ex-Offenders” initiative to provide job training and placement services to ex-
offenders. This large-scale pilot and demonstration initiative would link the resources of the workforce investment system to the
criminal justice systems serving youth and adults and test new approaches for reintegrating ex-offenders into the mainstream
economy. While ETA has in the past funded initiatives serving ex-offerders, and currently funds youth offender demonstration
projects, there has been no significant effort to show that the workforce investment system can address the labor market needs of this
population. Offenders are mentioned in the Workforce Investment Act as one of the targeted groups. Funding for the initiative would

total $200 million in FY 2001, with an additional $200 million in each of the four subsequent fiscal years. The design of the initiative
is as follows:

o Target Population: The initiative would focus on both youth (age 16-18) and adult ex-offenders -- primarily first time and
youthful ex-offenders.

) Link to the Workforce Investment System: By establishing partnerships between the criminal justice system and local One-
Stop delivery systems created under the Workforce Investment Act (WIA), ex-offendets could access a comprehensive array of
services ranging from training to supportive services (e.g., drug treatment) that would help them successfully re-enter the
community. Currently, about 15 percent of JTPA Title II-A participants are ex-offenders. Applicants would be expected to
use partnerships to enhance the offender programs funded under this initiative, and to provide complementary programs so as
to link services within the community and provide a diversity of options for ex-offenders in the target area. These partnerships
would provide a comprehensive, community-wide approach to reintegrating ex-offenders into the local community, that
includes establishing linkages between correctional programs and workforce investment programs, as well as involvement of
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private sector employers.

. Competitive Procurement Model: Grants would be awarded ona competmve basxs, ‘I:hrough a process similar to the Welfan:—

to-Work competitive grant process.

Asppbirearts. Applicants would have the ablhtv to dcs1gn prOJects vnthm a broad framew ork which would be outImed in the
SGA. Award criteria would ensure that the awards were geographically dispersed.

Model/Services: Applicants would design their specific approach. Typically, this might include .segmenting types of

intervention by different phases/sequencing of service and then examining outcomes for each segment or phase:

-

Long-term transition activities, including remedial education, drug rehabilitation, skills and interest assessment, career
education and planning, occupational education (up to associates degree level), and psychological and group
counseling, including moral reasoning classes.

Pre-release activities, including career and life planning, internships for low-risk prisoners, training in life skills and
work expectations, and planning for additional training/education. These in-prison activities would not be funded
directly, but would be provided through leveraged criminal justice funds.

Initial release activities, utilizing halfway houses/transitional housing/ work release/new and continued internships or
initial job placement, creating a feedback loop with parole officers.

Post-initial placement, providing additional training or education or more permanent job placement. The bonding
program would help in transition. There would be a continued relationship with parole officer and the career/job
placement/worksite counselor.

Substance Abuse The Workforce Investment Act contains Janguage (Sec. 181(f) allowing States to test and sanction

participants for use of controlled substances. Job Corps has a "Zero-Tolerance” policy for substance abuse. Much of the
growth of the prison population stems from drug-relat/eéogenses. The most common reason for failure to remain employed
for ex-offenders is drug relapse. The initiative would link to drug rehabilitation treatment for ex-offenders with substance

abuse problems. \-/\
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o State and Local Matching Funds The initiative would require States or [ocalities to commit to providing matching funds as
part of their application. This match could be cash or in-kind and could be limited to non-Federal funds, and allow Workforce
Investment Act funds to be used for the match.

o Link to the Federal Bonding Program: Linkage of the Transition to Responsibility for Ex-Offenders initiative to the
Department’s Federal Bonding Program would be encouraged. The purchase of bonding would be an authorized use of funds
under job search assistance, and it is anticipated that the use of bonding would increase as a tool to increase placements.
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. Evaluation Component: A total of $7 million would be earmarked to evaluate the effectiveness of the initiative. This would
include a net impact evaluation, using random assignment methodology, with $1 million coming from the first year’s R
appropriation. e

Category

Base

Rationale

Many offenders have difficulty finding permanent, unsubsidized, well-paid employment after release from prison because they lack
job-seeking experience, a work history, and occupational skills. Furthermore, many employers refuse to take the risk of hiring
individuals with criminal records. These circumstances seriously affect an ex-offender’s stability because unemployment is
consistently associated with high recidivism rates. '

There are several reasons why it may be appropriate at this time to launch a labor market initiative aimed at ex-offenders. The United
States has experienced rapid growth in the number of people who are incarcerated or under the supervision of the criminal justice
system. An estimated 5.5 million adult residents of the U.S. were under some form of correctional supervision in 1996. In 1997, over
1.6 million adults were prisoners in our local, State, and federal jails. Over 700,000 adults were on parole at the end of 1996, Even
with declining crime rates and improved economic conditions, the inmate population grew 26 percent between 1993 and 1997.
Juvenile courts handled an estimated 1.8 million delinquency cases in 1996, an increase of 49 percent over the number of cases
handled in 1987. On February 15, 1995, there were 108,700 juveniles in detention, correctional or shelter facilities.
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Findings from evaluations of efforts targeting offenders or ex-offenders have been mixed. On the one hand, a 1997 research report
published by the U.S. Department of Justice stated that "Even after 30 years of trying...no program: in-prison training; transitional
assistance (both in-kind and monetary assistance); or pretrial diversion -~ has consistently shown itself capable (through a rigorous
random assignment evaluation) of decreasing recidivism through labor market-oriented programs, inside or outside prison.” On the
other hand, evaluation results for Project RIO have been quite positive: 69 percent of more than 100,000 ex-offenders served since
1985 have been placed. According to a Tcxas A&M study, participation in Project RIO increased job retention and the program helps
prevent recidivism. . . . \ e

iy 2 -/‘.:“
AT RANE R
4'1"--“

Budget Discussion/Implications

The proposal will cost: $200 million in Fiscal Year 2001, and in each of Fiscal Years 2002-2005.

IT Requirements

No special IT requirements are applicable. The initiative would utilize existing DOL and Justice IT networks. Consideration would
be given to applications containing innovative IT applications.

Impact on Agency Strategic Goals

This proposal furthers ETA strategic goal #1, a prepared workforce. It will impact outcome goal 1.1, increase employment, eamings
and assistance, and outcome goal 1.2, assist youth in making the transition to work.

"
-

Anticipated Results/Outcomes N

Much of the first year & the Transition to Responsibility for Ex -Offenders initiative will be spent in devising strategies arid prepering
grant afplicationsdor the competition. When fully operatxonal is anticipated that 50,000 ex-offenders will be served each year, at 2
unit cost of approximately $4,000.
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Active intervention for offenders can help raise employment and decrease crime and recidivism, thereby reducing their costs to
society. Even a small percentage reduction in recidivism can result in large cost savings to society. At the same time, the employed
ex-offender becomes a productive, tax-paying member of society. With the establishment of the new workforce investment system
and the presence of a strong economy resulting in labor shortages, the time is right to establish a large-scale demonstration initiative
targeted on this hard-to-serve population. In addition, such an initiative would serve as a logical link to the Department’s focus on
non-custodial fathers in the Welfare-to-Work initiative, many of whom have been involved with the criminal justice system.

There are four main models of work programs that have been financed by a variety of sources (mostly State funds): (1) employment
agencies focused on placing ex-offenders in high wage jobs with career potential after their release from prison; (2) job fairs to help
inmates and ex-offenders learn interviewing and job search skills, while educating employers about the possibility of hiring ex-
offenders; (3) vocational training in corrections facilities, which place an emphasis on preparing inmates for the transition into the
world of work; and (4) prison industries which are established through partnerships between public prisons and private companies.

There ere currently several Federal offices tasked with missions related to enhancing employment opportunities for offenders and ex-
offenders. These include: (1) The U.S. Department of Justice/National Institute of Justice’s Office of Correctional Job Training and
Placement; (2) The U.S. Department of Justice/National Institute of Justice’s Office of Justice Programs; (3) The U.S. Department of
Education/Office of Vocational and Adult Education’s Office of Correctional Education; (4) The Federal Bureau of Prison’s Inmate
Placement Program Branch; and (5) The Federal Bureau of Prison’s Federal Prison Industries. The intent is for this initiative to
supplement the services that are already provided by filling in gaps, rather than duplicating services already provided. The initiative
focuses on State-based corrections systems, but applicants serving ex-offenders from the Federal corrections system also could apply
The Department of Labor initiative would deal with offenders enly after they were released from prison or placed om parole, but
linkages would be established to programs providing education, training and employment to individuals while they were incarcerated.

Some States have been very active in the field of correctional job training and placement. For example, since the mid-1980's Texas
has funded Project Rio, which prepares parolees and inmates soon to be paroled for post-prison employment and helps parolees obtain
jobs. Project Rio is a collaborative effort of the Texas Workforce Commission and the Texas Department of Corrections. It began as
a demonstration funded with Wagner-Peyser Act funds, but is now supported entirely with State-appropriated funds. Texas also has
successfully used the Federal Bonding Program to reduce the risk to employers of hiring ex-offenders. Other States have taken
different approaches to correctional job training and placement, and additional information is being obtained on the level and scope of
these efforts. '
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STATUS OF PAROLE AND SENTENCING PRACTICES AS
OF JANUARY 1, 1998

Ahoiished Year Sentence Type
Parcle Abollshed Oeterminate | Indeterminate | Both

Alabama v
Alaska
Arizona v 1994
Arkansas'
California
Colorado
Connacticut
Delaware v 1560
Dist. of Cal.2
Georgla® v
Hawail v
idaho ' v
flinais?
Indlana
fowat v
Kansas® v 1993
Kentucky v
Louisiana v
Maine v 1876
Maryland
Massachusells
Michigan
Minnesota® v 1980
Mississippi
Missour v
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jarsey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina v 1994
Nonh Dakota
Ohio’ v 1996
Oklahoma
9 Oragon v 1989
,{ 4 Pannsyivania v
i Rhode Island
’% 'ﬂ : South Caralina
B South Dakote’
i Tennessae
B Texas

. Utah v
i Vermont
v Virginia v 1895
72 Washington? v 1984 v

"j. Notes Dataila B Teonds @ Cavwits @ Summary Dafinitions
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W  Status of Parole and Sentencing Practicas'as of Janiueryi 15 1998, conthawed:
Abolished Yaar Santence Typs B

Perale Abulished Determinate [ indstarmirate [ Beth |
West Virginia v
Wisconsin? v
Wyoming v
Federai!® v 1984 v
Average/Total 12 1887 2 8 22

Tin. Dept. of Comm. Punishmunt,  2As of Janusry 1, 1867. L raplaced "Iraditional* parold with tha sarvice-orianted Pre-Start pragram in FY
2. 528 Inmatas remaln under “Indeterminata® system which endsd In 1878, *Use detarminate predominately.  ©k$ Saniancing Guidelines Act
of 1983 rapipces “parale’ with deturminate pariod af post-release aupervision. Parole i still In affect for casas Iriad batore 1983 Daterminate sen-
Isnging far moat crimes cormmitied on or after July 1, 1883, 8N has abolishad paroia axcept for Inmatas with life sentencas. 735.000 Inmates
wilh cries before 7/1/98 conlinue undur indeterminata santancing. 8A Bill &/7/95 degignatad canaln crtmes (mostly violant crimea) as “no puraia”
offongas. Cerain crimas anly.  2Sama dalandem convicted befora 1884 ure under ndaterminale senisncea. Parole abolished 1984 effecive for
eimes committad altar Nov, 1987.  OParoia aballahed 1984 affeciive for crimas committed after Nav. 1887.

Snapshot: Status of Parole and Sentencing Practices as of January 1, 1998

Twelve agencies had abolished parole programs as of January 1, 1998.

Natlonally, 22 jurisdictions use datarminate sentencing, eight use indeterminate sentancing.
and 22 use a combination of determinate and Indetarminate sentsncing.

Determinate Santencing: Release date is established at the lime of santence.

BB &E&

Indeterminate Sentencing: At the discretion of a releasing authority, release date s established.

—

e

AGENCIES USING DETERMINATE AND INDETERMINATE
SENTENCING AS OF JANUARY 1, 1998

[i' Determinaie

' Indeterminate

"~
e
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DR A? National Reentry/Community Supervision Initiative

DRAFT DISCUSSION PLAN

October 4, 1999 DRAF T

THE ISSUE/PROBLEM:

e RECORD NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS UNDER CRIMINAL JUSTICE SUPERVISION.
In 1998, nearly 6 million people were under criminal justice supervision: 1.2 million
individuals were incarcerated in state or federal prison; 500,000 were in local and county
jails; 3.4 million adults were under Federal/State/local probation and 700,000 were on parole.

o HISTORIC NUMBER OF PRISON RELEASES ANTICIPATED. This year, nearly
500,000 individuals will leave state prison and return to communities across the nation, and
many will return without any ongoing supervision. An estimated two-thirds of all inmates
will be returned to custody within three years of release.

e RESOURCES LACKING TO SUPERVISE REENTRY. About three-quarters of the people
under criminal justice supervision aren’t behind bars, but rather are on parole or probation.
Our prisons hold one-third of all offenders, yet they get about two-thirds of the money spent
on corrections. (Mark A. R. Kleiman, UCLA Law Review.)

e ONE IN FIVE PRISONERS RELEASED WITHOUT CONDITIONS. In 1997, over
100,000 offenders — 22 percent -- were discharged from prison without any conditions placed
on their release from incarceration.

e OFFENDER RECIDIVISM RATES HIGH AND INCREASING. The public safety risks
posed by parolees and probationers are substantial. In 1998, 17 percent of probationers and
42 percent of parolees were reincarcerated because of a rule violation or new offense.
According to a BJS report, between 1990 and 1997, there was a 39% increase in the number
of offenders returned to prison for parole violations, as compared to a 4% increase in new
court commitments. In addition, parale violators represented about 35% of all admission to
state prisons in 1997.

e DRUG ABUSE KEY CONTRIBUTOR TO RECIDIVISM. Probationers and parolees
consume approximately half of all hard drugs (i.e. methamphetamine, heroin and cocaine)
sold nationwide and criminals on release who use such drugs are far more likely than others
to commit new crimes. (Mark A.R. Kleiman, UCLA Law Review.) Nearly 20 percent of
state prisoners and 15 percent of federal inmates reported committing their offense to get
money to buy drugs. And 33 percent of state prisoners and 22 percent of federal prisoners
were actually under the influence of drugs at the time of their offense. (BJS Report,
Substance Abuse and Treatment, State and Federal Prisoners, 1997.)

e HIGH RATES OF MENTAL ILLNESS AMONG RECIDIVISTS. Studies have found that
rates of mental illness among incarcerated offenders to be at least double the comparable
rates in the general population. A 1998 BJS survey found that nearly one in five offenders in




DRAFT

prison or jail or on probation were mentally ill. Over three-quarters of mentally ill inmates
had been sentenced to time in prison or jail or on probation at least once prior to the current
sentence. About 16%, or an estimated 547,800 probationers, said they had a mental
condition or stayed overnight in a mental hospital at some point in their lifetime as well.

REENTRY/COMMUNITY SUPERVISION INITIATIVE

PRIMARY GOAL: The goal of a comprehensive reentry initiative is to improve public safety
by reducing recidivism rates of returning prisoners and encouraging a broad-based coalition of
community partnerships to support the successful reintegration of those offenders in a manner
that best suits communities and the offenders themselves. The initiative would be based on two
separate but complementary components: reentry partnerships and reentry courts.

REENTRY PARTNERSHIPS

A program would be created to spur the development of a specific number of “Reentry
Partnerships” within communities to assist offenders to successfully reintegrate back into their
communities without posing significant safety risks. Grants would be provided for communities
to create local reentry partnerships -- consisting of police and corrections agencies with
community groups and service providers — that would monitor offenders in their communities
and would marshal an array of resources to assist with their transition.

e CREATING COMMUNITY-WIDE EFFORT TO ADDRESS REENTRY. Reentry
partnership grants would encourage a broad array of state, federal, and local agencies to work
with community-based organizations to address reentry issues of offenders. The grants
would also help partnerships link to services such as job assistance, housing, family support,
mental health, and other counseling.

E CONSIDER COURTS AS PRINCIPAL GRANTEE. The legally binding relationship
between offenders and parole/probation officers provides the most reliable point of contact
for participants in a reentry program. It may make sense to establish courts as the principal
grant recipient of the reentry partnership. ( Slate prisons on p

e INCLUDE PRISON/JAIL OUTREACH PROGRAM. A prison/jail outreach program should
be developed as part of the grantee’s reentry program to connect offenders to service
providers prior to their release.

e TARGET UNCONDITIONAL RELEASES. While a program is more easily enforced
through servicing offenders with conditional releases who have a legal responsibility to work
with a parole/probation officer, a special focus may be added to targeting the unconditionally
released prisoners. While these individuals have no legal obligations to appear before the
courts, they often require the same reintegration services. Grantees should develop plan with
“teeth” and incentives for participation by these offenders.

DRAFT



REENTRY COURTS QR AFT

A demonstration project would be developed to create a limited number of “Reentry Courts
modeled after Drug Courts for offenders under conditional releases. Key elements could
include:

”

o JUDICIAL OVERSIGHT OF REENTRY. Similar to drug courts, reentry “judges”
would be actively engaged with the offender’s progress on reintegration. Each offender
will be required to meet regularly scheduled court appearances where they will testify
with their caseworker on the status of their individual accountability plan -- with
penalties for noncompliance.

o ACTIVE INVOLVEMENT BY PAROLE/PROBATION OFFICERS. These officers
develop a casework relationship with offenders, and tie them into reentry partnerships or
other community support organizations that are needed for issues such as job training,
drug rehabilitation, education, family counseling and health care. The reentry court
initiative could help to fund the hiring of additional of parole and probation officers.

e INDIVIDUAL ACCOUNTABILITY PLANS. Each offender will create a personal plan
for reintegration with their caseworker that must be approved for the courts. Such plans
would include goals such as being drug-free, fulfilling job training requirements, meeting
child support obligations, victim restitution, and community service. Once the plan is
approved, they would become legally obligated by the courts to implement the plans.

o GRADUATED SANCTIONS. Similar to drug courts, reentry courts will rely upon
graduated sanctions — applied swiftly and predictably -- to assure offender compliance
with their personal plans. For example, offenders with histories of drug abuse will be
required to be regularly drug tested. In the event they fail the test, they could face a
series of sanctions such as extended home detention, ankle monitoring or even return to
jail for serious violations. Reentry courts also could provide rewards for offenders who
successfully achieve their reentry goals.

DRAFT
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NEARLY THREE-QUARTERS OF ALL PROBATIONERS
HAD SOME RECENT CONTACT WITH THEIR PROBATION
OFFICERS

Almost 3.2 million Adults on Probation

WASHINGTON -- Almost three-quarters of all
probationers had had some type of contact with
their probation officers during the month
before being surveyed, the Justice Department's
Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) said today.

Sixty-one percent had a face-to-face
meeting in a probation office, at home, at work
or elsewhere. More than a quarter had been
contacted by mail or telephone. 1In addition,
for more than a guarter of all probationers,
probaticn officers had made contacts with other
persons, such as employers, teachers,
counselors, relatives, and police officers to
gather information.

Detailed information gathered from
administrative records showed that half of the
people serving probation sentences had a
criminal history involving prior sentences of
probation or incarceration--45 percent as an
adult and 9 percent as a juvenile. BAbout 30
percent of probatiocners had previously been
sentenced to jail or prison.

The data are from the first national
survey of probationers, which revealed that in
1995 about 58 percent of the offenders were
serving sentences of probation for a felony
offense, 39 percent for a misdemeanor and 3
percent for other infractions.

Probation is conditional release into the
community under supervision in lieu of
incarceration.

Thirty-seven percent of the probationers
surveyed had served time in jail or prison for
thelir current offense before being released
into the community under supervision,

An estimated 35 percent of those convicted
of a felony and 25 percent of those convicted
of a misdemeanor had served time in a local
jail for the offense for which they are
currently on probation. Nine percent of the
felons had served time in a prison.

When the survey was conducted at the
beginning of 1995, an estimated 453,000 adults
were on probation for violent offenses,

757,000 for property offenses, 561,000 for drug
crimes and 815,000 for public order offenses,
such as drunk driving, other traffic offenses,
public drunkenness, weapcns offenses,
obstruction of justice and other crimes.

The survey found that since entering
probation, more than 60 percent of all

hitp://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/pub/press/cap95-p
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probationers had participated in some type of
special supervision or treatment program—-37
percent had been in an alcohol or drug
treatment program, 12 percent had been in
special counseling (such as psychological or
family counseling and classes in life skills or
parenting), and 10 percent had been under
intensive supervision. Nearly a third had been
tested for drugs at least once while on
probation.

Almost all probationers had conditions
attached to their sentences, and 82 percent had
three or more. The most common (84 percent)
was one or more monetary requirements--61
percent were ordered to pay supervision fees,
56 percent to pay a fine and 55 percent to pay
court costs.

Additional conditions included:

-—-Almost one-third were ordered to pay
restitution to the victim or victims of their
crimes.

--One in ten probationers were restricted
from contacting any victim.

--One 1n four were required to perform
some type of community service.

--Two in five were formally directed to
maintain employment or to enroll in some type
of educational or training program.

--Ten percent had limitations placed on
their movements, including directives to stay
away from certain places, such as bars or
certalin businesses, house arrest, curfew or
electronic monitoring.

--An estimated 29 percent were required to
get treatment for alcohol abuse or dependency
and 23 percent for drug abuse.

--Almost cne-third of all probationers
were required to undergo drug testing.

~-~Almost one in five were required to
participate in other treatment programs, such
as special psychiatric or psychological
counseling or domestic violence counseling.

More than half of all sentenced adult
offenders--58 percent--or 3,180,363 adults,
were on probation under supervision in the
community at the end of last year. Since 1990
the nation's probation population has grown an
average of 3 percent per year. BAs of December
31, 1986, 1.6 percent of the U.S. adult
population, or abocut 1 in every 62 men and
women, were on probation.

The report, "Characteristics of Adults on
Probation, 1995" (NCJ-164267), was written by
BJS statistician Thomas P. Bonczar. It is

avallable by clicking on BJS's homepage on the
Internet at:
http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/

Single copies may also be obtained from
the BJS fax-on-demand system by dialing
301/519-5550, listening to the complete
instructions, selecting item number 90,
then following the prompts.

Additiconal criminal Justice materials can
be obtained from the Office of Justice Programs
homepage at:

http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/pub/press/cap95.p

10/5/1999 11:35 PM
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After hours contact: Stu Smith at 301/983-9354
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U.S. Department of Justice
Office of Justice Programs

Bureau of Justice Statistics

Special Report

July 1999, NCJ 174463

Mental Health and Treatment
of Inmates and Probationers

By Paula M. Ditton
BJS Statistician

At midyear 1998, an estimated 283,800 Over a quarter million mentally il Incarcerated In prison or jail

mentally ill offenders were incarcerated « About 10% of prison and jail

; ! : it State Federal Proba- ;
in the Nation’s prisons and jails. Reported a... prison prison Jail _ tion inmates reported a mental or

In recent surveys completed by the Mental or emotional emotional condition; and 10%
Bureau of Justice Statistics, 16% of condition 10.1% 4.8% 105% 13.8% said they had stayed overnight
State prison inmates, 7% of Federal Ovemight stay In a in a mental hospital or program.
inmates, and 16% of those in local jails mental hospital  10.7 4.7 102 8.2

reported either a mental condition or an | Estimated to be » Together, 16% or an estimated
overnight stay in a mental hospital. _mentally ill* 16.2% 7.4% 16.3% 16.0% _ 283,800 inmates reported either a
About 16%, of an estimated 547,800 Reported either a mental or emotional condltion or  gnta| condition or an overnight

R . an overnight stay in a mental hospital or program. R .
probationers, said they had had a o y P prog stay in a mental hospital, and

mental condition or stayed overnight were identified as mentally ill.
in a mental hospital at some point in Mentally 1ll Inmates were more likely than others to be In prison

their litetime. for a violent offense

State prisoners

Based on information from personal Mentally ill Other * About 53% of mentally ili inmates
interviews, State prison inmates witha | Otfense Inmates _inmates were in prison for a violent offense,
mental condition were more likely than Violant 52.9%  46.1% compared to 46% of other inmates.
other inmates to be incarcerated for a Property 244 215 )
violent offense (53% compared to o s order s % * Mentally ill offenders were less
46%); more likely than other inmates to | criminat history ’ . likely than others to be incarcerated
be under the influence of alcohol or None 188%  21.2% for a drug-related offense
drugs at the time of the current offense Priors 81.2 78.8 (13% versus 22%).

Q, ©, - .
gﬁ:n/otx?crgpaasr?iﬁetlc; 5;15 ﬁth?nm:::s to Nearly 6 in 10 mentally ill offenders reported they were under the
have been homeless in the 12 months influence of alcohol or drugs at the time of thelr current offense
prior to their arrest (20% compared 1o State prisoners = Mentally ill State prison inmates
9%). QOver three-quarters of mentally ill Mentally ill Other wers more than twice as likely as
inmates had been sentenced to time jn | Before entering prison__inmates _Inmates nther inmates.to report living on the
prison or jail or on probation at least H:ﬁ':r":?;:;:t months 201%  B.6% street or in a sheiter in the 12 months
once prior to the current sentence. Physical/sexual abuse ' prior to amrest (20% compared to 9%).

Male : 32.8% 13.1%

Over 30% of male mentally ill inmates Female 784 50.8 * Nearly B in 10 female mentally ill
and 78% of females reported prior A'°°ﬁh°"d';“%“s° ) . inmates reported physical or sexual
physical or sexual abuse. Since admis- | priguee o o C S87%  S12% abuse. Males with a mental condition
sion 61% of mentally ill inmates in State In month before offense 58.8%  56.1% were more than twice as likely as
prison and 41% in local jails reported other males to report abuse.
they had received treatment for a Mental heeith treatment Mentally il inmates
mental condition in the form of counsel- | since admission Stato prison_Jall__ o 6 jn 10 mentally ill State inmates
ing, medication, or other mental health | AnY treatment So-2% 303%  reported receiving mental treatment

services. Counseling 24.1 j62  since admission to prison.
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(probationers only)

where you stayed overnight?

Survey items used to measure mental illness

Do you have a mental or emotional condition? O Yes
(prison and jail inmates only) O No
Have you ever been told by a mental heaith professional

such as a psychiatrist, psychologist, social worker, or O Yes
psychiatric nurse, that you had a mental or emotional disorder? O No

Because of an emotional or mental problem, have you ever —
Taken a medication prescribed by a psychiatrist or other doctor?

Been admitted to a mental hospital, unit or treatment program

Received counseling or therapy from a trained professional?

Received any other mental health services?

Yes
Na

O

O

O Yes
O No
O Yes
O
O
[}

Na

Yes
No

Prevalence of mental illness among
correctional populations based on
offender self reports

The findings in this report are based on
the 1997 Survey of Inmates in State or
Federal Correctional Facilities, the
1996 Survey of Inmates in Local Jails,
and the 1995 Survey of Adults on
Probation. In each survey, offenders
selected through nationally representa-
tive samples were asked a series of
mental health related questions.
Respondents wera asked if they have a
mental or emotional condition and
whether they had ever received treat-
ment for a mental or emotional
problem, other than treatment related
to drug or alcohol abuse. (See survey
questions in the box above.)

16% of State prisoners identified
as mentally il

For this report, offenders were identi-
fied as mentally ill if they met one of the
following two criteria; they reported a
current mental or emotional condition,
or they reported an overnight stay in a
mental hospital or treatment program.
An estimated 1 in 10 State prison
inmates reported a current mental or
emotional condition (table 1). A slightly
larger percentage (11%) of State
inmates said they had been admitted
overnight to a mental hospital or treat-
ment program at soms point in their
life. Overall, nearly a third of all
inmates reported they had a current
mental condition or they had received
mental health service at some time.

Table 1. Measures of mental iliness
among State prison inmates, 1997

s . .
Cumu-
lative

__Percent percent

Reported a mental
or emotional condition 10.1% 10.1%
Because of a mental
or emotional problem,
inmate had —

Been admitted to

a hospital ovemnight 10.7% 16.2%

Taken a prescribed

medication 189 23.9
Received professional

counseling or therapy 218 297
Received other

mental health services 33 302

Previous studies of the prevalence of severe mental illness in prison or jail

Study Sample Mentally ill*
Guy, Platt, Zwerling, Philadelphia jail
and Bullock (1985) pretrial admissions 16%
Teplin (1990) Cook County jalil
admissions (males) 10%
Steadman, Fabisiak, Dvoskin, New York State
and Holohean (1987) prisoners 8%

*Generally includes schizophrenia, bipolar disorder, and major depression.
See individual studies for variations in definition.

2 Mental Health and Treatment of Inmates and Probationers

To take into account underreporting of
current mental or emotional problems,
past admission to a mental hospital
was included as a measure of mental
iliness. Overall, 16% of State prisoners
met these criteria, including 10% who
reported a current mental condition and
an additional 6% who said they did not
have a mental condition but had stayed
overnight in a mental hospital, unit, or
treatment program.

Previously estimated rates of mental
illness among incarcerated populations
vary, depending on the methodology of
the study, the institution, and the defini-
tion of mental illness. Estimates range
from 8% to 16% among studies with
more rigorous scientific methods,
including random sampling and a
standardized assessment or psycho-
logical testing. (See the box on this

page.)

Past estimates of the rate of mental
illness among incarcerated populations
are higher than those for the U.S.
general population. Among a sample
of male jail detainees in Cook County
{Chicago), Teplin found 9.5% had
experienced a severe mental disorder
(schizophrenia, mania, or major
depression) at some point in their life,
compared to 4.4% of males in the U.S.
general population. The Epidemiologic
Catchment Area program found that
6.7% of prisoners had suffered from
schizophrenia at some point, compared
to 1.4% of the U.S. household popula-
tion (Robins and Regier).
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283,800 mentally ill in prison or Jail;
547,800 on probation

Using the same criteria described for
State prison inmates, 16% of offenders
in local jails or on probation and 7% of
inmates in Federal prisons were identi-
fied as mentally ill in recently completed
BJS surveys (table 2). Probationers
were somewhat less likely than inmates
in State prisons or local jails to report
an overnight stay in a mental hospital
or treatment program but more likely to
report a mental or emotional problem.
Federal inmates had lower rates on
both measures.

Assuming these rates have not
changed since the surveys were
conducted, an estimated 283,800
inmates in prison or jail were mentally
ill as of June 30, 1998 (table 3). State
prisons held an estimated 179,200
mentally ill offenders; Federal prisons
held 7,900; and local jails, 96,700. Of
those on probation at yearend 1998,
an estimated 547,800 were mentally ill.

White inmates more likely than
blacks or Hispanics to report a
mental iliness

Nearly a quarter of white State prison
and local jail inmates and a fifth of
white offenders on probation were
identified as mentally ill (table 4). The
rate of mental illness among black and
Hispanic inmates and probationers was
much lower. Among black offenders,

14% of those in State prison and local
jails, and 10% of those on probation
wers identified as mentally ill. About
11% of Hispanic State prison and local
jail inmates, and 9% of Hispanic offend-
ers on probation had a mental iliness.

Black and Hispanic inmates in Faderal
prison were half as likely as white
inmates to report a mental illness.
About 6% of black inmates and 4%

of Hispanic inmates reported a mental
condition or an overnight stay in a
mental hospital, compared to 12%
of white Federal prison inmates.

The prevalence of mental illness also
varied by gender, with females report-
ing a higher rate of mental illness than
males. Nearly 24% of female State
prison and local jail inmates, and 22%
of female probationers were identified
as mentally ill, compared to 16% of
male State prison and jail inmates
and 15% of male probationers.

Offender mental iliness highest
among the middle-aged

Offenders between ages 45 and 54
were the most likely to be identified as
mentally ill. About 20% of State prison-
ers, 10% of Federal prisoners, 23% of
jail inmates, and 21% of probationers
between ages 45 and 54 had a mental
illness, compared to 14% of State
inmates, 7% of Federal inmates, 13%
of jail inmates, and 14% of probation-
ers age 24 or younger.

The highest rates of mental iliness
were among white females in State
prison. An estimated 29% of white
females, 20% of black females, and
22% of Hispanic females in State
prison werse identified as mentally ill.
Nearly 4 in 10 white female inmates
age 24 or younger were mentally ill.

Percent of females in State

Age White Black Hispanic
Total 29% 20% 22%
24 or younger 37 17 23
25-34 23 20 21
35 or older a3 21 23

Table 2. Mental health status of inmates and probationers

State prison Federal prison Jail inmates, Probationers,
Inmates, 1997 inmates, 1997 1996 1995
Identified as mentally ill* 16.2% 7.4% 16.3% 16.0%
Reported a mental
or emotional condition 101 4.8 10.5 13.8
Admitted overniaht to a mental
hospital or treatment program 10.7 4.7 10.2 8.2

*Reported either a mental condition or an overnight stay in a mental hospital

or treatment program.
Table 3. Estimated number of mentally ill inmates Table 4. Inmates and probatloners Identified as mentally ill,
and probationers, 1998 by gender, race/Hispanlc origin, and age
Estimated number of offenders* Percent identified as mentally ill
State Federal Local Oftender State Federal  Jail Proba-
prison prison all Probation racteristic inmates i inmates ers
Identified as mentally Il 179,200 7,900 98,700 547,800 Gender
Male 15.8% 7.0% 15.6% 14.7%
Reported a mental or Female 23.6 125 22.7 21.7
emotional condition 111,300 5200 62,100 473,000
Race/Hispanic orlgin
Admitted overnight White* 22.6% 11.8% 21.7% 19.6%
to a mental hospltal 118,300 5,000 60,500 281,200 Black* 13.5 5.6 13.7 10.4
*Based on midyear 1998 counts from the Natlonal Prisoner Statistics Hispanic 1.0 4.1 1.1 9.0
and Annual Survey of Jails and preliminary yearend 1998 counts from Age
the Annual Probation Survey. : 24 or younger 14.4% 66%  13.3% 13.8%
25-34 148 59 15.7 13.8
35-44 184 7.5 19.3 19.8
45-54 19.7 103 22.7 21.1
55 or older 15.6 8.9 20.4 16.0
*Excludes Hispanics.

Mental Health and Treatment of Inmates and Probationers 3
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Mentally ill more likely than other

. 6 in 10 violent mentally ill State Victim characteristics and use
offenders to have committed a prisoners knew their victim of weapon, by mental health status
violent offense of violent State prisoners

i . . Mentally ill inmates who were incar- Mentally
Fifty-three percent of mentally ill State cerated for a violent offense were ill Other
prisaners, compared to 46% of other more likely to report that the victim of _inmates |nmates
State prisoners, were incarcerated for a | the offense was a womnan. someone G:Antlier of victim(s) s 5159

. . - ' al 3% 5%
violent crime (table 5). Approximately | they knew, and under age 18. Nearly Fermale 440 ars
13% of the mentally ill in State prison 61% of mentally ill State prison Both males and females  11.7 109
had committed murder; 12%, sexual ir}mates who had commi.neq a Age of youngest victim
assault; 13%, robbery; and 11%, violent offense knew their victim. 12 or younger 15.4% 10.2%
assault. Among inmates in Federal An estimated 16% had victimized a }g_;z 1;2 ;2)'3
prison, 33% of the mentally ill were relative and 12% an intimate, such 2534 257 3009
incarcerated for a violent offenss, as a spouse, ex-spouse, boyfriend, 35-54 238 228
compared to 13% of other Federal or girlfriend. 55 or older 62 43
inmates. More than 1 in 5 mentally il . Victim-offender relationship
Federal prisoners had committed More than half of the mentally ill Kr;{eevlva \é:vc:m 015(5).2% ?:S ; %
robbery (predominantly bank robbery). | réported that they had victimized a Intimate® 1.6 8.6
Among inmates in local jails, 30% of female during the current offense. Friend/acquaintance 298 277

. ; . An estimated 15% reported that their Other 6.5 6.9
the mentally ill had committed a violent o - K f victi 39 1 a7

o P youngest victim was a child, age 12 new none of victims 9. 9

offense, compared to 26% of other jail o
inmates. An estimated 28% of mentally | °OF 4nder, and 12% reported the Use of weapon
i b y 18% of oth b Y | victim to be between ages 13 Yas 44.0% 41.9%
ill probationers and 18% of other proba- | 447~ A weapon was used by 44% No 56.0 __ 58.1
tioners reported their current offense of the violent State prisoners who *Morae than one victim may have been

reported.
*Includes spouse, ex-spouse, boyfriend,
girlfriend, ex-boylfriend, and ex-girfriend.

was a violent crime. were mentally ill.

Nearly 1 in 5 violent offenders incarcer- : “Includes those known by sight only.
ated or on prabation were identified as
mentally ill. or on probation had committed a for a drug offense. About 13% of
Percent mantally il propenty or public-order offense. mentally ill inmates and 22% of other
among violent offenders  Almost a third of mentally ill offenders inmates in State prison were incarcer-
State prison inmates 18.2% in jail and on probation had committed  ated for a drug offense. In Federal
Fedseral prison inmates 16.6 . . L. o
Jail inmates 185 a property offense, and a quarter had prison, where the majority of inmates
Probationers 228 committed a public-order offense. are incarcerated for a drug offense,
40% of those identified as mentally ill
Unlike those in State prisons, the Mentally ill-offenders were less likely and 64% of other Federal inmates were
majority of mentally ill offenders in jail than other inmates to be incarcerated in prison for a drug-related crime.
Table 5. Most serious current offense of inmates and probationers, by mental health status
—_Slate prison ___Federal prison Local jail Probation
: Mentally il Other Mentally il Other Mentalty ill Other Mentally il Other
Most serious offense inmatas inmates ___inmates - in i tioners probationers
All olfenses 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Violent offenses 52.9% 46.1% 33.1% 13.3% 29.9% 25.6% 28.4% 18.4%
Murder* 13.2 114 1.9 14 a5 2.7 0.5 0.9
Sexual assault 124 79 1.9 07 5.2 28 6.8 4.1
Robberv 13.0 144 20.8 9.1 4.7 6.9 2.0 1.4
Assault 10.9 9.0 38 1.1 14.4 11.0 14.0 105
Property offenses 24.4% 215% B.7% 6.7% 31.3% 26.0% 30.4% 28.5%
Burglary 12.1 105 1.0 0.3 9.1 7.4 6.4 43
Larceny/heft 4.6 41 1.3 04 8.4 7.9 5.3 8.8
Fraud 3.1 26 5.0 4.9 52 44 1.7 9.2
Drug offenses 12.8% 22.2% 40.4% 64.4% 15.2% 23.3% 16.1% 20.7%
Possession 57 9.4 3.9 11.9 7.3 12.3 7.2 11.0
Trafficking 6.6 12.2 35.7 46.6 7.0 9.6 6.7 9.2
Public-order offenses : 9.9% 9.8% 17.0% 14.6% 23.2% 24.6% 24.7% 31.6%
Note: Detail does not sum to total because of excluded offanse categories.
*Includes nonnegligent manslaughter.

4
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Half of mentally ill inmates reported
3 or more prior sentences

Mentally ill inmates reported longer
criminal histories than other inmates.
Among the mentally ill 52% of State
prisoners, 54% of jail inmates, and 49%
of Federal inmates reported three or
more prior sentences to probation or
incarceration (table 6). Among other
inmates, 42% of State prisoners and
jail inmates and 28% of Federal
inmates had three or more prior
sentences. About 10% of mentally ill
prison inmates and 13% of jail inmates
reported 11 or more prior sentences.

Mentally ill more likely than other
inmates to be violent recidivists

Among repeat offenders, 53% of
mentally ill State inmates had a current
or past sentence for a violent offense,
compared to 45% of other inmates.
Forty-six parcent of mentally ill jail
inmates and 32% of other jail inmates
with a criminal history had a current or
past sentence or current charge for a
violent crime. Among Federal prison-
ers with a prior sentence, the mentally
ill (44%) were twice as likely as other
inmates (22%) to have a current or
prior sentence for a violent offense.

Although offenders on probation had
shorter criminal histories, nearly 3in 10
of the mentally ill were recidivists with
a current or past sentence for violence.

jo

Mentally il  Other
Criminal history
None 43.4% 54.1%
Priors 56.6 45.9
Violent recidivists 29.1 171
Other racidivists 27.6 28.8

Homelessness more prevalent
among mentally ill offenders

Mentally ill offenders reported high
rates of homelessness, unemployment,
alcohol and drug use, and physical and
sexual abuse prior to their current
incarceration. During the year preced-
ing their arrest, 30% of mentally ill
inmates in jail and 20% of those in
State or Federal prison reported a
period of homelessness, when they
were living either on the street orin a

in the month before arrest. About 38%
of mentally ill State and Federal prison
inmates and 47% of mentally ill jail
inmates were not employed in the
month before arrest, while 30% of other
State inmates, 28% of other Federal
inmates, and 33% of other jail inmates
were unemployed.

shelter (table 7). About 9% of other
State prison inmates, 3% of other -
Federal inmates and 17% of other jail
inmates reported a period a homeless-
ness in the year prior to their arrest.

Fewer inmates reported they were
homeless at the time of arrest. About
4% of mentally ill State and Federal
prison inmates and 7% of jail inmates
reported they were living on the street
or in a shelter when arrested for their
current offense. These rates were at
least double those for inmates who
were not mentally ill.

An estimated 30% of mentally ill and
13% of other inmates in State prison
received some type of financial support
from government agencies prior to their
arrest. More than 15% of the mentally
ill received weltare, 17% supplemental
security income or other pension, and
3% compensation payments, such as
unemployment or workman's compen-
sation.

About 4 in 10 Inmates with a mental
condition unemployed before arrest

Mentally ill offenders were less likely
than others to report they were working

Table 6. Criminal history of inmates, by mental health status

State prison Federal prison Local jail
Mentaliy ill Other Mentallyill Other Mentally il  Other
inmates jnmates inmates __ inmates ___inmates __inmates
Criminal history :
Nons 18.8% 21.2% 24.3% 38.8% 21.0% 28.4%
Priors B1.2 78.8 75.7 61.2 79.0 71.6
Violent recidivists 534 44.9 43.7 21.6 46.0 31.6
Other recldivists 27.8 33.8 32.0 39.6 33.0 40.0
Number of prior probation/
incarceration sentences
o 18.8% 21.2% 24.3% 38.8% 21.0% 28.4%
1 15.5 19.4 14.0 18.2 14.7 17.9
2 13.8 17.0 129 147 101 115
3t05 26.3 25.5 23.6 18.9 23.5 197
6to 10 15.6 116 154 7.3 17.6 14.6
11 or more 10.0 53 9.7 2.2 13.2 7.8

Table 7. Homelessness, employment, and sources of income of inmates,
by mental health status

rison Federal prison Local jail
Mentally ill Other Mentally il Other  Mentallyill  Other
i inmate i i
Homeless
In vear before arrest 20.1% 8.8% 18.6% 3.2% 30.3% 17.3%
At time of arrest 39 1.2 39 03" 6.9 29
Emploved in month
before arrest
Yes 61.2% 69.6% 62.3% 72.5% 52.9% 66.6%
No 38.8 304 37.7 27.5 47 334
Saurces of income*
Wages 56.7% 65.6% 54.0% 66.4% 62.9% 77.1%
Family/friends 220 17.7 20.1 12.3 19.7 154
{llegal sources 23.4 27.0 22.5 28.8 19.4 14.4
Waelfare 154 7.8 13.7 39 219 12.3
Pansion® 17.3 4.1 16.5 3.7 18.4 4.9
Compensation payments 3.1 1.9 4.7 1.8 3.0 2.1

*Detail sums to more than 100% because offenders may have reported more than one
source of income. For prisoners detail includes any income receivad In the month prior
to arrest. For jail inmates, detalil includes any Income received in the year prior to arrest.

®Includes Supplemental Security Income, Social Securily, or other pension.

Mental Health and Treatment of Inmates and Probationers 5
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Qver half of mentally ill prison and jail
inmates reported wages as their source
of income prior to arrest, 23% of prison
inmates and 20% of jail inmates
reported income from illegal sources.

Offenders on probation were asked

. abaut their current employment and
sources of income in the past year.
Over half of mentally ill probationers
and three-quarters of other probation-
ers were currently employed. An

Family history of incarceration and
alcohol or drug use prevalent
among mentally ill

Overall, 55% of mentally ill State prison
inmates, 42% of Federal prisoners,
52% of jail inmates, and 40% of proba-
tioners reported a family member had
been incarcerated at some point (table
8). About 47% of other State prison
inmates, 39% of other Federal inmates,
45% of other jail inmates, and 34% of

estimated 52% of mentally ill probation-
ers and 27% of other probationers said
they received income from government
agencies in the past year.

other probationers reported a history

of family incarceration. Nearly a
quarter of mentally ill State inmates
said their father or mother had served
time in prison or jail; 42% said a brother

n Pf?bﬂ_ﬁws 5 or sister had been incarcerated.
Currently employed ) .
Yes 55.9%  759% When compared with other inmates
No 44.1 241 and probationers, the mentally ill also
Sources of Income* reported higher rates of alcohol and
Wages 69.3%  86.8%  drug abuse by a parent or guardian
Family/friends 17.9 16.3 . : ;
Welfare 26.4 15.5 while they were growing up. Approxi-
gension 245 7.6 mately 4 in 10 mentally ill State prison-
ompensation o i
ants 102 27 ers, jail inmates, and probationers, and

1 in 3 Federal inmates reported their

*More than one source of income may have .
parent or guardian had abused alcohol

been reported.

or drugs while they were growing up.
About 42% reported alcohol abuse by a
parent or guardian, and 13% reported
drug abuse.

At some point while growing up, a
quarter of mentally ill State prisoners
and local jail inmates lived in a foster
home, agency, or institution. One in six
mentally ill probationers reported living
in a foster home or institution for a
period of time during their childhood.

Mentally il report high rates of past
physlcal and sexual abuse

Mentally ill male State prisoners were
more than twice as likely as other
males to report physical abuse prior to
admission to prison (27% versus 11%)
and nearly four times as likely to report
prior sexual abuse (15% versus 4%,
table 9). Among male inmates 25% of
the mentally ill in Federal prisons or in
jails reported prior physical abuse,
compared to 5% of other male Federal
inmates and 8% of other male jail '
inmates. Mentally ill male probationers

Table 8. Familv backaround of inmates and orobationers. bv mental health status
State prison Fede rison il Probation
Mentally ill Other Mentally ill Other Mentally Il Other Mentally ill Other
\nmates ___In r ers i
Family member ever Incarcerated 54.9% 46.5% 41.5% 38.5% 51.5% 45.1% 40.3% 34.0%
Parent 234 17.4 i34 11.1 23.7 189 19.6 114
Brother/sister 418 36.5 29.5 29.9 36.2 32.8 25.7 256
While growing up —
Ever lived in a foster home,
agency, or institution 26.1% 12.2% 18.6% 5.8% 241% 11.5% 15.9% 6.5%
Parent or guardian abused
alcohol or drugs
Alcohol only 30.6% 22.2% 24.6% 16.0% 29.3% 21.9% 32.4% 19.2%
Drugs only 2.0 1.8 1.2 0.8 1.7 1.2 1.0 0.4
Both 10.9 57 8.5 2.8 11.1 6.1 9.0 2.4
Table 9. Prior physical or sexual abuse of inmates and probationers, by mental health status
State prison Federal prison | jail Probation
Mentally ill Other Mentally ill Other  Mertallv Il Other Mentally ill Other
Reported by offender inmates inmates inmates inj i s i rs i
Ever abused before admission 36.9% 15.2% 34.1% 7.6% 36.5% 12.5% 38.8% 12.1%
Male 32.8 13.1 30.0 5.5 30.7 9.6 31.0 8.5
Female 78.4 50.9 64.1 36.1 729 40.3 59.4 35.7
Physically abused 31.0% 12.5% 27.5% 6.4% 30.0% 10.1% 28.1% 9.8%
Male 27.4 10.8 -24.5 4.7 25.3 8.0 21.0 5.1
Female 67.6 40.2 50.0 20.4 59.8 30.8 46.7 29.7
Sexually abused 19.0% 58% 15.6% 2.7% 23.5% 5.9% 21.9% 5.8%
Male 15.0 4.1 11.6 1.5 17.2 34 14.2 24
Female 58.9 33.1 45.0 19.3 63.4 29.6 423 199

6 Mental Health and Treatment of Inmates and Probationers
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Table 10. Prior alcohol and drug use of Inmates and probationers, by mental health status
State prison Federal prisop Local fall Probation

Alcohol/drug use Mentally ill Other Mentally ill Other Mentally ill Other Mentallyill Other
reported by offender inmates nmates inmates Inmates _ ipmates Inmates _probationers probationers
Alcohal/drug use

At time of offense 58.7% 51.2% 48.5 % 33.0% 64.6% 56.5% 49.0% 46.4%
Drug use

In month before offense 58.8% 56.1% 481 % 44 6% 57.6% 47.3% 39.5% 30.3%

At ime of offense 36.9 31.7 29.3 21.9 38.8 30.4 18.1 12.6
Alcohol use

At time of offense 42.7% 36.0% 279 % 19.8% 44 3% 36.0% 41.4% 39.7%

were 4 times as likely as other proba-
tioners to report prior physical abuse
(21% and 5%, respectively).

The rate of physical abuse reported

by mentally ill female inmates was over
twice that reported by males. Nearly
70% of female State prisoners, 50%

of female Federal prisoners, 60% of
female jail inmates, and 47% of female
probationers reported a history of
physical abuse.

Nearly 0% of female mentally ill State
prisoners, 45% of female Federal
prisoners, 63% of female jail inmates
and 42% of female probationers
reported prior sexual abuse.

6 in 10 mentally ill State inmates
under the influence of alcohol or
drugs at time of offense

Mentally ill inmates were more likely
than others to be under the influence of
alcohol or drugs while committing their

currant offense. About 60% of mentally
ill and 51% of other inmates in State
prison weare under the influence of
alcohol or drugs at the time of their
current offense (table 10). Rates of
alcohol and drug use at the time of the
offense wers even higher among men-
tally ill jail inmates, where 65% of the
mentally ill and 57% of other jail
inmates were under the influence.
Among probationers, 49% of the
mentally ill and 46% of others reported
alcohol or drug use at the time of the
offense.

Like other inmates and probationers,
the mentally ill were more often under
the influence of alcohol than drugs at
the time of the current offense. About
43% of mentally ill State prison inmates
and 44% of jail inmates had been drink-
ing when they committed their current
offense. Thirty-six percent of other
inmates in prison and jail reported they
were drinking at the time of the offense.

A third of mentally ill offenders
aleohol dependent

Based on the CAGE diagnostic instru-
ment, 34% of mentally ill State prison
inmates, 24% of Federal prisonars,
38% of jail inmates and 35% of
mentally ill probationers exhibited a
history alcohol dependence (table 11).

CAGE is an acronym for four questions
used by the diagnostic instrument to
assess alcohol dependence or abuse.
Respondents are asked if they have
ever attempted to (C)ut back on drink-
ing; ever felt (A)nnoyance at others’
criticism of their drinking; ever experi-
enced feelings of (G)uilt about drinking;
and ever needed a drink first thing in
the moming as an (E)ye opener or ta
steady their nerves. A person's likeli-
hood of alcohol abuse is assessed by
the number of positive responses to
these four questions. Clinical tests
involving hospital admissions, found

Table 11. Alcohol dependence and experlences of inmates and probationers while under the influence of alcohol,
by mental health history
State prison _ Federalprison  _ iaf Probation
Mentally il Other Mentally iil Other Mentally ill Other Mentallyill  Other
inmates inmates Inmates  inmates _ inmates  [nmates probationers Probationers

History of alcohol dependence* 34.4% 22.4% 23.9% 15.6% 37.9% 24.3% 34.8% 22.1%
Because of your drinking, have you ever —

Lost a job? 16.7% 9.0% 8.7% 4.7% 18.0% 10.3% 19.4% 5.3%

Had job or school trouble

(such as demotion at work or

dropping out of school)? 240 13.8 154 71 - -- 252 105

Been arrested or held at a police

station? 35.2 28.3 30.7 18.3 41.5 30.7 457 411
While drinking have you ever —

Gotten into a physical fight ? 45.7% 37.0% 36.4% 21.7% 49.8% 34.1% 43.9% 30.3%

Had as much as a fifth of liquor

in 1 day, 20 drinks, 3 six-packs

of beer, or 3 bottles of wine? 48.8 39.5 43.9 29.2 52.9 38.0 45.7 33.7
--Not asked of jail inmates. ]
*Measured by 3 or more positive CAGE responses. For description of the CAGE diagnostic measure see taxt.

Mental Health and Treatment of Inmates and Probationers 7
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three or mare positive CAGE
responses carried a .99 predictive
value for alcohol abuse or dependence.
(See Substance Abuse and Treatment,
State and Federal Prisoners, 1997,
BJS Special Report, NCJ 172871, for
additional information on the CAGE
instrument.)

Mentally ill inmates and probationers
were more commonly alcoho! depend-
ent, reporting three or more positive
CAGE responses. About 38% of
mentally ill jail inmates reported signs
of alcohol dependence, while 24% of
other jail inmates reported signs of
dependence. Among State prison
inmates, 34% of the mentally ill and
22% of other inmates reported three or
more positive responses.

Mentally il offenders report negative
life experiences related to drinking

In response to questions conceming
their life experiences with alcohol,
about 17% of mentally ill and 9% of
other inmates in State prison said they
_had lost a job due to drinking. Among
jail inmates with a mental condition,
18% had lost a job due to drinking,
while 10% of other jail inmates reported
losing a job. Nearly 20% of mentally ill
probationers had lost a job; 5% of other
probationers.

Amid other alcohol-related problems
reported by the mentally ill, 35% of
State prisoners had been arrested or
held at a police station due to drinking,
and 46% had gotten into a fight while
drinking. Forty-nine percent ot mentally
ill State prison inmates, 44% of Federal
inmates, 53% of jail inmates, and 46%
of mentally ill probationers said they
had consumed as much as a fifth of
liquor (about 20 drinks) in 1 day.

Mentally ill jail inmates more often
reported a prior stay in a detoxification
unit for alcohol or drugs. An estimated
22% of tha mentally ill in jail and 11%
of other inmates reported they had
been put in a detoxification unit.

by offense and mental health status

Table 12. Maximum sentence length and time served by inmates,

_Mean time served

Meaan maximum
sentence length®

To da i
Mentally il Other
inmates ipmates inmates jnmates

Most serious  Mentally ill Other
offense inmates inmates
Local jail Inmates

All offenses 20 mo 26 mo
Violent 30 mo 37 mo
Property 26 26
Drug 18 25
Public-order 8 20
Qther 10 8
State prison iInmates

All offenses 171 mo 159 mo
Violent 230 mo 225 mo
Property 128 118
Drug 103 111
Public-order 83 81
Other 120 104

Total time to be served
until rele
Mentally Il Other

65 mo 6.7 mo 87 mo 10.7 mo

88 mo 93 mo 147 mo 16.0 mo

5.3 8.0 7.4 11.6

8.9 8.4 8.6 135

5.0 33 7.0 57

8.4 1.6 10.0 53
544 mo 49.3 mo 1034 mo 88.2 mo
718 mo 69.7 mo 1425 mo 130.7 mo
38.8 36.6 75.0 62.2
30.3 2B.5 49.8 495
291 27.8 50.8 47.6
32.5 47.8 60.1 80.6

until the expected date of release.

Note: Because data on sentence length and time served are restricted to persons in prison
and jall, they overstate the average sentence and time to be served by those entering prison
or jail. Persons with shorter sentences leave prison and jail more quickly, resulting in a
longer average sentence among persons in the inmate samples.

“Based on the total maximum sentence for all consecutive sentences.

*Based on time served when Interviewed plus time to be served

Mentally ill expected to serve 15
months longer than other inmates
in prison

Overall, mentally ill State prison
inmates were sentenced to serve an
average of 171 months in prison, or
about 12 months longer than other
offenders (1able 12). On average,
violent offenders with a mental illness
were sentenced to 230 months

(5 months longer than other violent
inmates) and property offenders 128
months (10 months longer than other
inmates).

Mentally ill jail inmates typically had
sentences shorter than other jail
inmates. On average, mentally ill
inmates had a maximum sentence of
20 months, while other inmates an
average of 26 months. Violent, drug,
and property offenders identified as
mentally ill had average sentences that
were 6 to 12 months shorter than other
offenders. )

8 Mental Health and Treatment of Inmates and Probationers

On average, mentally ill inmates in
State prison are expected to serve
more time in prison than other inmates.
From the time of admission to prison to
the time of the survey, mentally ill
offenders had served on average 5
months longer than other offenders in
State prison. Based on the time of
admission to the time of expected
release, mentally ill offenders expected
to serve a total of 103 months in prison,
15 months longer than other oftfenders.
The largest differences in time served
were among violent and proparty
offenders. The mentally ill expected

to serve an average of at least 12
additional months for violent and
property offenses.

Unlike State prisoners, mentally ill
inmates in local jails expected to serve
less time than inmates who are not
mentally ill. Overall, both mentally il jail
inmates and other inmates had served
- about 6% months from the time of
admission to the time of the survey.
On average, mentally ill inmates
expected to serve a total of 9 months
in jail prior to release; other inmates
expected to serve about 11 months.
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Disciplinary problems common
among mentally ill inmates

Mentally ill inmates in State or Federal
prison, as well as thoss in jail, were
more likely than others in those facili-
ties to have been involved in a fight, or
hit or punched since admission.
Among State prisoners 36% of mentally
ill inmates reported involvement in a
fight, compared to 25% of other
inmates (table 13). Mentally ill inmates
in Federal prison were over twice as
likely as others to repont involvement in
a fight (21% compared to 9%).

Twenty-four percent of mentally ill State
prison inmates had been involved in
two or more fights since admission, and
12% reparted involvement in four or

since admission. The majority of those
receiving treatment (34%) had been
given medication. Fewer jail inmates
(16%) than State prisoners (44%) said
they had received counseling or
therapy since admission.

Just over half of mentally iil probation-
ers had received treatment since their
sentence to community supervision.
Counseling was the most common
form of treatment (44%), followed

by medication (37%), and an overnight
stay in a mental hospital or treatment
program (12%).

When sentenced to probation, an
offender may be required by the court
or probation agency to meet various
conditions of the sentence, such as

Female mentally ill more likely than
males to report treatment

Nearly 70% of mentally ill females in
State prison, 77% of those in Federal
prison, and 56% in local jails received
mental health services while incarcer-
ated, while 60% of males in State
prison, 57% in Federal prison, and 38%
in local jails reported treatment.

White mentally ill inmates reported
higher rates of treatment than black

or Hispanic offenders. About 64%

of white State prison inmates identified
as mentally ill had received treatment,
compared to 56% of black offenders
and 60% of Hispanic offenders.

Parcent of mentally ill receiv-
ing mental health services

more fights. Among jail inmates 10% maintaining employment, submitting to State  Federal Local

of the mentally ill had been involved in  drug testing, or participating in treat- —— Dpdson prson  jail

two or more fights, compared 6% of ment. An estimated 13% of probation- G:A';‘I’:' 59.9%  574%  38.4%

thase not mentally ill. ers were required to seek mental health  Female 67.3 765  56.2

treatment as a condition of their Race/

Consistent with their more frequent sentence. Forty-three percent of those  Hispanic origin

involvement in fights, disciplinary required to participate in treatment had White 64.1%  654% 447%
: Black 56.4 500 342

problems were more common among done so by the time of the survey. Hispanic 599 625 406

mentally ill inmates than other inmates.
More than 6 in 10 mentally ill State
prison inmates had been formally
charged with breaking prison rules
since admission. About half of other

by mental health status

—_ Stateprison

Table 13. Fights since admission and violation of prison or jall rules,

- Federal prison Local jail

. Discipline problem Mentally it Other Mentallyill Other Mentally  Other
inmates reported they had been reported by inmate _[pmates inmates _Inmates inmates Inmates ___inmates
charged with breaking the rules. Number of fights
Among Federal prison inmates 41% sln:‘e admission

; one 64.3% 75.6% 79.4% 80.9%  80.9% 86.7%
of_ the mentglly |I! had been charged . 1 114 oy 11 5o oA >0
with a rule violation, compared to 33% 2103 128 78 5.2 25 7.0 4.1
of inmates not identified as mentally ill. 4 or more 1.5 74 3.8 1.4 2.6 23

. Charged with breaking

6 in 10 mentally ill received treat- prison or jall rules 622%  51.9% 41.2% 32.7%  245% 16.0%

ment while incarcerated

An estimated 60% of the mentally ill in
State and Federal prison received

for those identified as mentally lli

Table 14. Mental health treatment in prison or jail or on probation -

Percent of mentally it offenders

some form of mental health treatment S:i%tfn Fﬁg:;a' ;‘i’lca‘ Probation
during their current pericd of incarcera- sl imission. the offender had 2 —2 —al cbal
. . R nce aamission, tne offender haa —
tion (table 14). F'n‘ty percen.t sa_ld they Been admitted ovemight to a
had taken prescription medication; 44% mentel hospltal or treatment program 23.6% 24.0% 9.3%  12.2%
had received counseling or therapy;

4 A Taken a prescribed medication 50.1 491 341 36.5
and 24% had been admitted overnight ) )
to a mental hospital or treatment Recsived counseling or therapy 441 45.6 16.2 44 1
program. Recelved any mental health service 60.5 59.7 40.9 56.0

Among jail inmates, 41% of those
identified as mentally ill had received
some form of mental health services

Mental Health and Treatment of Inmates and Probationers
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Qverall, 17% of inmates in State prison,
10% in Federal prison, 11% in local
jails, and 12% of those on probation
had received some form of mental
health services since their current
admission to prison or jail or sentence
to probation. The most common form
of treatment in local jails was medica-
tion, reported by 9% of inmates.
Probationers were more likely to have
received counseling (10%) than to have
taken medication (6%) while under
supervision. Among State prison
inmates 12% said they received
medication while incarcerated, and
12% participated in counseling or
therapy.

Percent of all offenders
who received mental
treatment

State prison inmates 17.4%
Federal prison inmates 10.0
Local iail inmates 11.4
Probationers 115

Methodology

Data in this report are based on
personal interviews conducted through
three BJS surveys, the 1997 Survey of
Inmates in State and Federal Correc-
tional Facilities, the 1996 Survey of
Inmates in Local Jails, and the 1995
Survey of Adults on Probation.
Detailed descriptions of the methodol-
ogy and sample design of each survey
can be found in the following:
Substance Abuse and Treatment of
Adults on Probation, 1995 (NCJ
166611); Profile of Jail Inmates, 1996
(NCJ 164629); and Substance Abuse
and Treatment of State and Federal
Prisoners, 1997 (NCJ 172871).

for inmates and probationers

Appendix table 1. Standard errors of mental health status

Estimated standard errors
State prison  Federal prison  Jail
inmates inmates inmates _Probatigners
Identified as mentally il 0.40% 0.55% 0.61% 0.89%
Reported a mental
or emotional condition 0.33 0.45 0.54 0.84
Because of a mental or emotional
problem, Inmate had —
Been admitted to
a hospital overnight 0.34 Q.45 0.47 0.67

Accuracy of the estimates

The accuracy of the estimates
prasented in this report depends on two
types of error: sampling and nonsam-
pling. Sampling error is the variation
that may occur by chance because a
sample rather than a complete numera-
tion of the population was conducted.
Nonsampling error can be attributed to
many sources, such as nonreponses,
differences in the interpretation of
questions among inmates, recall diffi-
culties, and processing errors. In any
survey the full extent of the nonsam-
pling error is never known. The
sampling error, as measured by an
estimated standard error, varies by the
size of the estimate and the size of the
base population. Estimates of the
standard errors for selected character-
istics have been calculated for each
survey {see appendix tables). These
standard errors may be used to
construct confidence intervals around
percentages. For example, the 95%
confidence interval around the percent-
age of State prison inmates who were
identified as mentally ill is approxi-
mately 16.2% plus or minus 1.96 times
0.40% (or 15.4% to 16.9%).

These standard errors may also be
used to test the statistical significance
of the difference between two sample

Appendix table 2. Standard errors of selected characteristics of mentally lll inmates and probationers
Estimated standard efrors
o . lial Probati

Selected Mentally ill Other Mentally ill Other Mentally ill Other Mentally il Other
characteristic inmates inmates Inmates In i es i i atione!
Current offense '

Violent 1.36% 0.60% 3.65% 0.75% 1.71% 0.84% 2.74% 1.03%

Property 1.17 0.49 2.19 0.55 1.64 0.76 2.79 1.20

Drug_ 0.91 0.50 381 1.05 1.23 0.72 2.23 1.08

Public-order 0.81 0.36 2.92 0.78 1.65 0.83 2.62 1.24
Criminal history

Any priors 1.06 0.49 3.33 1.07 1.47 0.89 3.03 1.35
Alcohol/drug use

at time of offonse 1.35 0.60 3.88 1.04 217 1.14 3.04 1.33
History of alcoho! dependence 1.29 0.50 3.32 0.79 1.72 0.74 2.89 1.10
Ever abused

Males 1.37 0.43 3.92 0.52 2.14 0.52 3.24 0.72

Females 1.93 1.30 5.63 4.03 2.38 1.46 5.92 3.03
Involved In fight or was hit - -
or punched after admission 1.31 0.52 3.16 0.63 1.48 0.60 -- --
Homeless

In year before arrest 1.09 0.34 3.01 0.38 0.91 0.26 - -

At time of arrest 0.52 0.13 1.50 0.12 1.69 0.63 - -

10 Mental Health and Treatment of Inmnates and Probationers
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statistics by pooling the standard errors
of the two sample estimates. For
example, the standard error of the
diffterence between mentally ill State
prisoners and other inmates who were
incarcerated for a violent offense would
be 1.49% (or the squarse root of the
sum of the squared standard errors for
each group). The difference would be
1.96 times 1.49 (or 2.91%). Since the
difference of 6.8% (52.9% minus
46.1%) is greater than 2.91%, the
difference would be considered statisti-
cally significant.

Estimating the number of mentally
ill offenders under correctional
supervision

Estimates of the total number of
persons in prison, jail and on probation
with a mental illness were obtained by
multiplying the ratio of inmates or
probationers identified as mentally ill
from the personal interviews conducted
in the three BJS surveys referenced
above, by the total number of inmates
in State prison, Federal prison, and
local jails and the total number of
offenders on probation,

For example, the total number of State
prison inmates with a mental illness
was estimated by multiplying the ratio
of mentally ill offenders in State prison
(16.2%) obtained from the 1997 Survey
of Inmates in State Correctional Facili-
ties, by the total State prison custody
population at midyear 1998 (1,102,653)
from the National Prisoner Statistics
data collection.

Appendix table 3. Standard errors of mental health treatment in prison,
jall or on probation for those Identifled as mentally ill

Percent of mentally ill offenders

State Federal Local
prison prison jail Prabation
Since admisslon, the offender had —

Been admitted overnightto a
mental hospital or treatment proqram 1.15% 3.32% 1.01% 2.00%
Taken a prescribed medication 1.36 3.91 2.22 2.90
Received counseling or therapy 1.35 3.88 1.26 3.03
Receivad any mental health service 1.33 3.84 2.16 3.03
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Deparhnent of Fustice

ADVANCE FOR RELEASE AT 4:30 PM. EDT BJS
SUNDAY, AUGUST 22, 1999 202/307-0784

S, CO CTION OPULATION REACHES 5. LLION OFFEN S

WASHINGTON, D.C. — The combined federal, state and local adult correctional population grew by
163,800 men and women during 1998 to reach a new high of 5.9 million people, the Justice Department’s
Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) announced today. This includes incarcerated inmates and probationers and
parolees in the community, BJS said. Almost 3 percent of the nation’s adult population, or about 1 in every
34 adults, were incarcerated or on probation or on parole at the end of last year.

As of December 31, 1998, adults under community supervision surpassed 4 million for the first time,
to a record 4.1 million, up from 3.2 million on December 31, 1990. At the end of 1998, 3,417,613 adult men
and women were on probation, 704,964 were on parole, 1,232,900 were in prisons, and 584,372 were in local
jails. From 1990 through 1998 the percentage of the tota] correctional population under community
supervision declined from 74 percent to 69 percent.

Among the probationers, criminal offenders sentenced to a period of correctional supervision in the
community, 57 percent had been convicted of a felony, 40 percent of a misdemeanor and 3 percent of other
infractions. Twenty-four percent were on probation for a drug law violation and 17 percent for driving while
intoxicated.

Nearly all adults on parole, a period of conditional supervision following a prison term, had been
convicted of a felony (96 percent). More than half of people entering parole during 1998 were released from
prison because of a requirement to do so under a sentencing statute. In 1998, 41 percent of those entering
parole had been released by a parole board, down from 59 percent in 1990.

More than 100,000 people were under community supervision in the federal system in 1998. Almost
1 miltion of the nation’s federal, state and local probationers and parolees, about one in four of the total,
were in Tcexas (555,780) and California (435,044). Texas led the nation with the largest percentage of its
adult population under community supervision (3.9 percent), followed by Delaware and Washington, each
with 3.6 percent.

Twelve states reported fewer than 1 percent of their adult populations on parole or probation. West
Virginia had the lowest rate of people under correctional supervision in the community (521 per 100,000
adults), followed by Kentucky (590), and North Dakota (596).

Vermont and Idaho each reported a 21 percent increase in their probation population for the year
ending December 31, 1998. Other states with an increase of at least 10 percent included Arkansas (up 19
percent), New Mexico (up 17 percent), Arizona (up 17 percent), Alabama (up 14 percent), Pennsylvama (up
12 percent), and Illinois (up 10 percent). Eleven states reported a decline in their probation populations, led
by Louisiana and South Dakota, each down 7 percent.

Large parole population gains were reported by many states for 1998. Obio led with a 66 percent
increase in parole in 1998, followed by Idaho (55 percent) and North Dakota (51 percent). Four states
reported parole declines of 20 percent or more: Virginia (down 37 percent), North Carolina (down 30

(MORE)




DOJ-0JP 8/19/99 6:43: PAGE 003/11 RightFAX

-2

percent), Washington (down 22 percent), and Oklahoma (down 21 percent). The parole and supervised
release populations in the federal systemn rose by 5 percent.

Nationwide, women constituted a larger percentage of the probation and parole populatious in 1998
than in 1990. Women comprised 21 percent of adult probationers in 1998 (up from 18 percent in 1990) and
12 percent of those on parole ( up from 8 percent).

At the end of 1998, more than a third of probationers (1,179,400) and more than 2 out of 5 adults on
parole (311,300) were black, while two-thirds of probationers (2,186,600) and half of parolees (384,700)
were white. Hispanics, who may be of any race, comprised 15 percent of probationers (515,000), and 21
percent of parolees (144,900).

Over 1.5 million probationers and more than 420,000 parolees were discharged from community
supervision in 1998. Among those discharged from probation, 59 percent successfully completed their
supervision, down from 69 percent in 1990. Among discharged parolees in 1998, 45 percent successfully
completed their supervision, compared to 50 percent in 1990. During 1998, 17 percent of probationers and
42 percent of parolees were reincarcerated because of a rule violation or new offense. An estimated 3
percent of discharged probationers and 9 percent of parolees had absconded.

The bulletin, “Probation and Parole in the United States, 1998: (NCJ-178234) was written by BJS
statistician Thomas P. Bonczar and BJS statistical assistant Lauren E. Glaze. Single copies may be obtained
from the BJS fax-on-demand system by dialing 301/519-5550, listening to the complete menu and selecting
document number 168. Or call the BJS Clearinghouse number: 1-800-732-3277. Fax orders for mail
delivery to 410/792-4358. The BJS Internet site is:

http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/

Additional criminal justice materials can be obtained from the Office of Justice Pragrams homepage
at: .

http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov

HH#

After hours contact: Stu Smith at 301/983-9354
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The total Federal, State, and local aduit
correctional population — incarcerated
or in the community — grew by 163,800
during 1998 to reach a new high of 5.9
million. About 2.9% of the U.S. adult
population, ar about 1 in every 34
adults, were incarcerated or on proba-
tion or parcle at yearend 1998.

A total of 3,417,613 aduit men and
women were on probation in the United
States at yearend 1998, representing a
growth of 3.7% during the year. The
aduit parole papulation grew 1.5%,
rising to a total of 704,964 by Decemn-
ber 31, 1998.

Highlights

Probation —

Adults under community supetvision or In jail or prison, 1990-98

Total estimated

correctional Community supervision Incarcaration
Year population® Probation Parole Jail Prison
1980 4,348,000 2,670,234 531.407 403,019 743,382
1995 5,335,100 3,077 861 679,421 499,300 1,078,542
1996 5,482 700 3,164,986 679,733 510,400 1,127,528
1997 5,726,500 3,296,768 694,787 557,974 1,178,922
1998 5,880,300 3,417,613 704,564 584,372 1,232,900
Percent change
1997-98 29% 3.7% 1.5% 4. 7% 4.8%
1980-98 355 28.0 327 45.0 65.9
Average annual
percent change
1990-98 3.9% 3.1% 3.8% 4.8% 6.5%

Note: The probation and parole counts may vary from previously reported estimates.
Counts are for December 31, except for jail counts for June 30. All jall and prison counts
ara for inmates in custody,

*A small number of indlviduals had multiple correctional statuses; consequently,

the total is an overestimate. The total for 1998 excludes 36,527 probationers in jail

and 13,012 probationers in prison.

*The 1998 prison count is an estimate.

e The adult probation population grew 3.7% in 1998, an
increase of nearly 121,000 probationers, exceeding the
average annual growth of 3.1% since 1990.

* 57% of all probationers had been convicted of a felony,
40% of a misdemeanor, and 3% of other infractions.

Parole —

» Overall, the Nation's parole population grew by about
10,000 in 1998, or 1.5% — less than half the average
annual increase of 3.6% since 1990.

+« Mandatory releases from prison as a result of a sen-
tencing statute or good-time provision comprised 53%

Twenty-four percent were on probation for a drug law viola-
tion, and 17%, for driving while intoxicated.

« Eight States registered an increase of 10% or more in
their probation population in 1998, led by Vermont and
Idaho, each with a 21% increase. Eleven States reported a
decrease in their adult probation population during 1988,
led by Louisiana and South Dakota, each down 7%.

= Washington had the highest rate of probationers per
100,000 residents, 3,619; Kentucky had the lowest, 437,

of those entering parole in 1998; in 1990 they were 41%.

= A total of 12 States registered double-digit increases

in their parole population in 1998. Six States had a parole
population increase exceeding 20% in 1998: Ohio, 66%;
ldaho, 55%; North Dakota, 51%; South Dakota, 32%;
Colorado, 26%; and Minnesota, 22%.

« Eleven States had a decrease of 10% or more in their
parole population, led by Virginia, down 37%, and North
Carolina, down 30%.
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Over 4 million adult men and women jails, or under the supervision of proba- persons on probation or parole,

were on probation or parole tion or parole authorities, up from 2.3% followed by California with 435,044.
in 1990. During the same time, there

At yearend 1998 the number of adult was a steady decline in the percentage Texas also led the Nation with the

men and women in the United States of the correctional population under largest percentage of its adult popula-
who were being supervised in the supervision in the community, from tion under community supervision
community surpassed 4 million forthe  74% of the total adult correctional (3.9% at yearend 1998), followed by
first time, to a record 4,122,577 adults  popuiation in 1290 to 69% in 19988. Delaware and Washington, each with
under supervision on December 3.1, Percent of comec.  Percent of U.S. 3.6%. California's community supervi-
1998. These data were collected in the tional population  adults under sion rate of 1.8% was less than half
1998 Probation Data Survey and the under community  carrectional that of Texas.
1998 Parole Data Survey conducted by 1—15936 M’%% . F;I;L‘;on
the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS). 1991 73.2 24 Twelve States reported that fewer than
}ggg ;%3 gg 1% of their adult populations were on
The 3.3% increase of 131,022 in the 1994 714 27 probation or parole. West Virginia had
number of adults under supervision 1995 70.4 27 the lowest rate of supervision in the
in the community was mare than the 1696 70 8 28 community (521 offenders per 100,000
average annual increase of 3.2% 1987 69.7 29 adults).
since 1990. 1998 691 28 Number under supervision
. . . per 100,000 adult residents
Texas and California led the Nation et viginia -
i i . " t Virginia 521
The total adult correctional population,  n nmper of adults supervised Kentucky 590
including those incarcerated and those in the community North Dakota 596
being supervised in the community, Lnissiisippi 353
i o . aw Hampshire 13
rﬁﬁhed g ”?:Vgg'sgh of 5,890,300 Nearly 1 million persons being super-  Virginia 724
atne end 0 : vised in the community in 1998, or g‘;‘ﬂﬁ Dakota T
about 1 in 4 probationers and parolees
o ; ' Montana 884
Atyearend 1998, 2.9%, or about 1in oo i Texas and California (table 1).  Utan 948
every 34 adults in the United States, ; ; lowa 985
) " Texas led the Nation with 555,780 _
were in State or Federal prisons, local New Mexico 993
Table 1. Community corrections among the States, yearend 1998
10 States
with the largest 10 States with 10 States with Persons 10 States with  Persons
1998 community the largast the highest supetvised per the lowest rates  supervised per
corrections Number percent Percant rates of super- 100,000 adult of supervision, 100,000 aduit
populations supervised increase increase vigion, 1998  U.S. residents™ 1998 U.S. residents™
Probatian: .
Texas 443758 Vemmont 21.0% Washington 3.619 Kentucky 437
Callfornia 324,427 Idaho 206 Delaware 3,548 West Virginia 452
Florida 239,021 Arkansas 18.7 Texas 3,140 North Dakota 559
New York 190,518 New Mexico 17.5 Rhoda Island 2,710 Mississipp! 578
Michigan 172,147 Arizona 17.3 Georgla 2,702 New Hampshire 584
Washington 152,609 Alabama 13.8 Minnesota 2,625 Virginia 594
Georgia 151,865 Pennsylvania 1.8 Michigan 2,369 South Dakota 648
Naw Jersey 133,227 Winols 104 Indiana 2,326 Utah 678
Iinois 131,850 Montana 9.6 Connacticut 2,316 Maine 730
Pennsylvania 121,094 lowa 9.6 New Jersey 2,175 Montana 782
Parola:
Texas 112,022 Ohio 66.2% Pannsylvania 910 Maina 7
California 110,617 Idaho 55.4 Texas 793 Washington 9
Pannsylvania 83,168 North Dakota 50.9 Oregon 703 North Dakota 37
New Yaork 59,548 South Dakota 322 Louisiana 590 Connecticut 48
IHinois 30,432 Colorado 25.7 California 466 Nebraska 51
Georgia 20,482 Minnesota 22.4 Neaw York 436 Oklahoma 62
Louisiana 18,759 Connacticut 19.0 Maryland 404 Rhode Istand 62
Oragon 17,270 Nevada 1714 Georgia 364 Florida 65
Maryland 15,528 Utah 15.0 inois 344 West Virginia 69
Michigan 15,331 Arkansas 114 Arkansas 338 Mississippi 75
Note: The District of Columbia as a wholly urban jurisdiction is excluded.
"Rates are computed using the U.S. adult resident population on July 1, 1998,

2 Probation and Parole in the United States, 1998
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Fable 2. Adults an probatlon, 1998
Prabation Probation Percent change in Number an probation per
Reg Ion. o population, population, probation population 100,000 adult residents,
and jurisdiction 1/1/98 Entries Exits 12/31/98 during 1998 12/31/68
U.S. total 3,296,768 1,673,661 1,555,164 3,417,613 3.7% 1.705

Federale 33,532 14,871 14,861 33,254 -0.8% 17
State 3,263,236 1,858,790 1,540,303 3,384,358 3.7 1,688

Northeast . 561,707 238,520 209,318 590,684 5.2% 1,509
Connecticut 55,989 32,318 30,797 57.510 27 2316
Mainet 7,178 : : 8,953 -3.1 730
Massachuselts 46,430 40,165 40,028 46 667 0.3 993
New Hampshire 4,876 3,760 3,461 5175 6.1 584
New Jersey” 130,585 58,200 55,538 133,227 2.0 2,175
New York 181,105 48,384 38,971 190,518 5.2 1,393
Pennsylvaniat 108,230 43,091 30,227 121,094 11.9 1,325
Rhode lsland®? 19,648 7.099 6,404 20,343 3.5 2710
Vermont 7.686 5,503 3,892 9,297 21.0 2.068

Midwest 746,286 441,239 416,898 774,455 3.8% 1,664
lilinois 119,481 68,232 55,883 131,850 10.4 1,488
Indiana 96,752 84 946 79,798 101,900 53 2,326
lowa 16,834 17,184 15,671 18,447 8.6 862
Kansas=+ 16,339 19,306 19,482 16,163 -1.1 837
Michigan®.v.e 165,449 61,755 58,729 172,147 4,0 2,369
Minnesota 94 920 54,671 58,618 90,973 -4.2 2,625
Missouribe 458,301 17,815 18,110 48 008 37 1,191
Nebraska 16,4389 12,560 13,062 15,937 -3.1 1.309
North Dakota 2,700 1,822 1,664 2,658 -1.8 559
Ohig *be 113,493 74,298 70,719 117,618 36 1,406
South Dakota=#! 3,730 4,098 3,958 3,480 -8.7 648
Wisconsin 53,848 24,752 23,324 55,276 2.7 1,427

South 1,308,375 658,788 638,146 1,327,705 1.6% 1,874
Alabama=b= 38,720 17,279 15,826 44,047 13.8 1,348
Arkansas® 28,294 13,668 8,379 33,583 18.7 1,782
Dealaware* 18,837 11,013 9,820 20,030 6.3 3,548
District of Columbia 10,043 9,840 9,278 10,605 56 2,524
Flondar&® 239,694 144,384 142,007 239,021 0.3 2,101
Georgia® 149,963 60,206 58,304 151,865 13 2,702
Kentucky 12,093 8,554 5,755 12.892 6.6 437
Louisiana 35,453 18,136 18,561 33,028 5.8 1,039
Maryland 74,612 40,179 35,740 78,051 4.6 2,029
Mississippitdh 10,997 6,461 5,928 11,530 48 578
North Carolina 105,416 59,436 60,154 104,688 0.7 1,861
Oklahomastbs 28,790 13,912 13,780 28,942 0.5 1,173
South Carolina 43,095 15,280 17,086 41,309 -4.1 1,436
Tennesseed* 35,836 23,368 21,786 37408 44 913
Texas 438,232 166,385 190,859 443,758 1.3 3,140
Virginia 30,002 24,887 24,113 30,576 18 594
West Virginia*® $,298 ; H 6,362 10 452

West 648,868 320,243 275,941 691,515 6.6% 1,576
Alaskass 4,212 1,745 1,501 4456 5.8 1,057
Arizonate 44 B13 ' 28,944 21,177 52,580 17.3 1,544
Callfornige 304,531 167,106 147,210 324,427 6.5 1,368
Colorado®»e 45,499 26,477 21,337 47,792 5.0 1,631
Hawaii 156,401 7,443 7,133 15,711 20 1,756
Idaho 6,367 3,138 1,828 7.677 20.6 875
Montana®a 4,683 : : 5,133 9.6 782
Nevada® 11,670 5,794 4,903 12,561 7.6 981
New Mexicobe 8,905 8,926 7,371 10,460 17.5 849
Oragon 43,980 16,876 16,047 44,809 1.9 1,824
Utah 9,519 4,130 4,174 9,475 <0.5 678
Washingtons= 145,547 45839 41,123 152,609 4.9 3,619
Wyoming 3,741 3,825 2,137 3,825 22 1,088

- Not known, *Multiple agencies raporting,

sBRacause of incomplete data, the population on Decembaer 31, 1998, Data are for year beglnning July 1, 1997, and ending

does not equal the population on January 1, 1998, plus entries, minus axits, June 30, 1998.

tSome data are estimated. sAll data are estimated.

=Data do not include absconders. "Data do not include inactive cases.

9Data do not include out-of-State cases.

Probation and Parole in the United States, 1998 3
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Nearly 3 out of 5 probationers
were convicted of a felony

Probationers are criminal offenders
who have been sentenced to a period
of correctional supervision in the
community. On December 31, 1998,
a total of 3,417,613 adult men and
women were serving a probation
sentence in the United States (table 2).
Nearly 3 out of 5 probationers had
been convicted of a felony offense;

2 out of 5 had been convicted of a
misdemeanaor.

Parcent of adults
Type of santenge 2D probation
Felony 57%
Misdemeanor 40
Other infractions 3

Note: Information on type of sentance was not
available for 6% of probationers.

Twenty-four percent of probationers
had a drug law violation, and 17% were
sentenced for driving while intoxicated
or under the infiuence of alcohol.

Percent of adults

Specific offense on probation
DWI/DUI 17%
Drug law violation 24

Note; DWI/DUI status was not available for
33% of probatieners; drug law violation, 42%.

120,845 probationers added in 1998

During 1998 the probation population
grew by 120,845, an increase of 3.7%
{table 3). This was greater than the
3.1% average annual increase
recorded since yearend 1990 — the
equivalent of 93,422 probationers

Table 3. Change in the number of
adults on probation, 1990-98
Annual increase
Year Number__ Percent change
1991 58,238 2.2%
1992 83,139 3.0
1993 91,450 3.3
1994 77.961 2.7
1895 986,839 32
1996 87,135 2.8
1997 131,772 4.2
1998 120,845 3.7
Total increase,
1990-98 747,379 28.0%
Average annual
increase,
1990-98 93,422 3.1%

added each year. Since yearend 1990
the probation population only grew
faster in 1997, when the addition of
131,722 probationers resulted in an
increase of 4.2%.

8 States reported an increase
of 10% or more in their probation
population

Vermont and ldaho each reported an
increase of 21% in the number of
adults on probation during 1998. Other
States that reported an increase of

at least 10% in their adult probation
population were Arkansas (19%),

New Mexico (17%), Arizona (17%), -
Alabama (14%), Pennsylvania (12%),
and lllinois (10%).

Eleven States had fewer adults on
probation at the end of 1998 than at the
beginning of the year, led by Louisiana
and South Dakota, each down 7%.

Direct and split sentences more
common in 1998 than 1990

In 1998, 51% (1,739,600) of all adults
on probation had received a direct
sentence to probation from court, up
from 38% in 1990; and 10% (341,200)
had received a split sentence to incar-
ceration and probation in 1998, up from
6% in 1990 (table 4). Smaller percent-
ages of probationers in 1998 had a
suspended sentence to incarceration
{27%, down from 41% in 1990), or
had the imposition of their sentence

to probation suspended (10%, down
from 14% in 1990).

1 in 5 probationers are women;
21n 3 are white

Nationwide, women represented a
larger percentage of the probation
population in 1998 than in 1990.
Women were 21% of adults

on probation in 1998 (721,400),
up from 18% in 1890.

At yearend 1998 more than a third of
probationers (1,179,400) were black.
Two-thirds (2,186,600) were white.
Persons of other races accounted for
about 2% of probationers (51,600).

4 Probation and Parole in the United States, 1998

Table 4. Characteristics of adults
on probation, 1990 and 1898

Characteristic 1890 1998
Total 100% 100%
Gender 100% 100%
Male 82 79
Femala 18 21
Raca 100% 100%
White 68 84
Black/African American 31 35
American Indian/

Alaska Native 1 1
Asian/Pacific {stander® - o
Hizpanlc origin 100% 100%
Hispanic 18 18
Nan-Hispanic 82 85
Status of supervision 100% 100%
Active 83 77
Inactive 2] 9
Absconded 6 10
Supervised out of State 2 2
Other - 2
Adults entering probation  100% 100%
Without incarceration 87 77
Wwith incarceration 8 17
Other types 5 8
Adults leaving probation 100% 100%
Successful completions 69 59
Returned to incarcaration 14 17

With new sentance 3 8

With the sama sentence 11 9
Absconder 7 3
Other unsuececassful 2 9
Death - -
Other 7 11

Status of probation 100% 100%

Sentence suspended 41 27
Imposition suspended 14 10
Direct imposition 38 51
Split sentencs - -] 10
Other 1 2

Note: For every characteristic there ware
persons of unknown status or type.
Detail may not sum to total because of
rounding.

**Not available.

-Less than 0.5%.

*Includes Native Hawailans. J

Hispanics, who may be of any race,
comprised 16% of probationers
(515,000).

Nearly 3 out of § of the 1.5 million
adults discharged from probation in
1998 had successfully met the condi-
tions of their supervision. An additional
17% of probationers who were
discharged from supervision in 1998
were incarcerated because of a rule
violation or new offense.
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Table 5. Adults on parole, 1988 ]
_ Parola _ Parole Percent change in Number on parola per
Region population, 1998 population, parole population 100,000 adult rasidents,
and jurisdiction 1/1/98 Entries Exits 12/31/98 during 19988 12/31/98
U.S. total 694,787 434,209 423,661 704,964 1.5% 352
Federal® 63,512 24,895 21,238 66,761 51% 33
State 631,275 409,314 402,423 638,203 1.1 318
Northeast 162,782 72,626 89,713 166,313 1.6% 422
Cannecticut 996 1,449 1,260 1,185 19.0 48
Maineb 67 2 4 &5 3.0 7
Massachusetts® 4 596 3,718 3,443 4,489 2.3 98
New Hampshire 1.083 565 507 1,141 54 129
New Jersey® 16,903 16,281 18,627 14,557 -13.9 238
New York 59,670 25,096 25,218 59,548 -0.2 436
Pennsylvania® 78,264 24,726 19,822 83,168 6.3 810
Rhode Istand 526 532 589 AG9 -10.8 62
Vermont 677 257 243 691 2.1 154
Midwest 89,860 69,798 65,939 93,719 4.3% 20
Winois 30,348 23,773 23,689 30,432 03 344
Indlana=< 4,044 4,681 4,487 4,258 53 97
lowa 2,037 2,608 2,451 2.194 7.7 103
Kansas® 6,150 4 982 5,107 6,025 -2.0 312
Michigan 14,351 10,503 9.523 15,331 6.8 211
Minnesgota 2,446 ‘3,011 2,462 2,985 224 8g
Missouri® 12,514 5,034 7182 10,366 -17.2 257
Nabraska 688 710 774 624 -9.3 Y|
North Dakota 116 338 279 175 509 37
Ohio €,803 9,275 4,774 11,304 66.2 135
South Dakota 823 azs5 560 1,088 322 203
Wisconsin 9,540 4,058 4671 8,927 6.4 231
South 236,743 99,334 109,084 227,473 -3.9% 321
Alabamaz»o! 6,358 2,273 1,944 6,785 6.7 208
Arkansas*® 5,719 5,415 4,763 8,371 11.4 338
Delawares® 591 : 192 §72 -3.2 101
District of Columbias® 7,761 1.553 2,975 6,625 -14.6 1,577
Florida 8,477 4315 5371 7.421 -12.5 85
Georgla* 21915 10,360 11,749 20,482 6.5 364
Kentucky 4,233 2,938 2.663 4 508 6.5 153
Louistana 19,927 13,533 14,701 18,759 -5.9 590
Maryland 15,763 8,459 8,694 15,528 -1.5 404
Mississippitdh 1,378 1.094 983 1,489 8.1 75
North Carelina® 8,148 6,923 9,331 5,740 -29.6 102
Oklahoma® 1,928 317 713 1,532 -20.5 62
South Carolina - 4,813 930 1,393 4,359 -9.4 152
Tennessee 8,693 3,086 4,174 7.605 -12.5 186
Texas® 109,437 32,189 29,604 112,022 2.4 793
Virginia 10,710 5115 9,125 6,700 374 130
West Virginia 894 675 594 975 9.1 69
Waest 141,890 167,556 157,687 151,698 6.9% 346
Alaska" 472 313 293 492 4.2 117
Arizona 3,378 6,207 5,843 3,742 10.8 110
Californias! 104,412 140,724 134,519 110.617 59 466
Colorado 4,139 4,421 3,356 5204 257 178
Hawaii 1,827 791 609 2,009 10.0 225
idaho 820 832 378 1,274 55.4 145
Montana2e 755 : . 887 117 : 102
Nevadad 3,463 2,606 2,014 4,055 171 317
New Mexico 1,626 1,671 1,524 1,773 9.0 144
Oregon 16,815 7,010 6,555 17.270 27 703
Utah 3,281 2,686 2,195 3772 150 27Q
Washington®* 480 23 155 375 -21.9 9
Wyoming® 422 272 246 448 6.2 127
: Not known. *All data are estimated.
sBecause of Incomplete data, the population en December 31, 1898, Multiple agencies reporting,
does not equal the population on January 1, 1998, plus entrias, minus exits. sData are for period beginning March 30, 1993,
*Some data are estimated, and ending December 31, 1988.
<Data do not include absconders. : "Data do not Include inactive cases.
dData do not include out-of-State cases.

Probation and Parole in the United States, 1998 5
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Parole growth in 1998 less than haif
average annual growth since 1990

- Also serving time in the community at
the end of 1998 were 704,964 adults
on parole (table 5). Parole is a period
of conditional supervised release
following a prison term. Prisoners may
be released to parole either by a parole
board decision or by mandatory condi-
tional release.

The 1.68% growth in parole during 1998
— a net increase of about 10,000
parolees — was less than half the
average annual increase of 3.6% in
parole since 1990. Nearly all parolees
had been convicted of a felony (96%).

Percent of adults

Lennth of sentence on parale
Less than 1 year 4%

One year or more 96

Nate: Information on length of santence was
not available far 20% of paroleas,

Double-digit increases and
decreases in parole population
reported by many States

Twelve States reported an increase

of 10% or more in their adult parole
population for the year ending Decem-
ber 31, 1998, Ohio led with 66%,
followed by five other States exceeed-
ing 20%: ldaho (65%), North Dakota
(51%), South Dakota {32%), Colorado
(26%), and Minnesota (22%).

Decreases of 10% or more in parole
population during 1998 were reported
by 11 other States. Virginia's parole
population decrease of 37% for the
year ending December 31, 1998, was
followed by three other States with a
decrease of 20% or more: North
Garolina (-30%), Washington (-22%),
and Oklahoma (-21%).

Sharp increases in parole entries
linked to rise in parole population

Ten of the twelve States experiencing
the largest growth in their parole
populations alse reported increases of
13% or more in the number of entries
to parole in 1998 as compared with
1997. Among States with a 10% or
more increase in their parole popula-

Jurisdictions Percant change, 1897-98
having changes

in 1998 parole Total
population of popula-
+10% or more  Entries Exits tion
Decreases

Virginia* -46% 4% «37%
North Carolina® -21 -28 -30
Washington® -28 38 -22
Oklahoma* -28 6 -21
Missouri® 7 36 -17
Dist. of Col.* -33 26 -15
New Jersey” 1" 52 -14
Tannessee* -28 -8 -13
Florida* 20 23 -12
Montana : : -12
Rhede Island -9 -6 <11
increases

Ohio* 76% - % 66%
ldaho 39 -20 55
North Dakota*® 59 45 51
South Dakota 22 4 32
Colorado 18 18 26
Minnesota* 14 <4 22
Connecticut* 37 10 19
Nevada : : 17
Utah* 15 14 15
Arkansas €8 69 11
Arizona® 1 “11 11
Hawaii 13 5 10

*Meet Federal tnith-in~sentencing requirements.
:Not known,
=Less than -0.5%.

tion, Arizona was an exception. In
Arizona the number of persons enter-
ing parole increased 1%. The popula-
tion growth in Arizona during 1998

“resulted primarily from an 11%

decrease in the number of exits from
parole,

Among States with parole population
decreases of 10% or more during
1998, seven reported a decrease in
the number of entries to parole as
compared with 1997, In three States
(Florida, New Jersey, and Missouri)
where the number of entries increased
in 1998 as compared with 1997, exits
increased even more, resuiting in a net
decrease in the parole population
during 1998,

Parole growth varled among truth-
in-sentencing States

Restrictions on early release from
prison and other reforms to reduce the
discrepancy between sentence
imposed and actual time served in
prison have come to be known as truth
in sentencing. First enacted in
Washington State in 1984, these laws
require offenders to serve a greater

6 Probation and Parole in the United States, 1998

portion of the prison sentence before
being released. Definitions of truth in
sentencing vary among the States, as
do the percentage of sentence required
to be served and the crimes covered
by the laws (with most targeting viclent
offenders).!

Adoption of truth-in-sentencing laws
might be expected aver time to result
in a net decrease in the number of
persons on parole. As such laws are
phased-in, the number of persons
entering parole might be expected

to decrease as prison time served by
affected offenders increases. Subse-
quently, offenders who have served
more time in prison may have iess time
to spend on parole.

The nine States reporting the largest
decreases in parole during 1998 had
all enacted restrictions on early
release. Each met Federal require-
ments for truth-in-sentencing incentive
grants; the remaining two States with
parole decreases of 10% or more
during 1998 did not.? Truth-in-
sentencing iaws, however, had also
been enacted by 6 of the 12 States
reporting parole increases of 10% or
more.

Overall, 16 of the 22 States that had a
decrease in their parole population
during 1998 met the Federal truth-in-
sentencing requirements, compared to
13 of the 29 States that had an
increase in their parole population.

Number of States

Parole population Al meeting Federal

change in 1998 States  regquirements
Decrease 22 16
Increase 20 13

'See Truth in Sentencing in State Prisons,
BJS Spacial Report, January 1999, NCJ
170032 for more information.

2For eligibility criteria, see Violent Offender
Incarceration and Truth-in-Sentencing
Incentive Grants: Program Guidance and
Application Kit, FY98, Office of Justice
Programs, NCJ 168942,
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Mandatory releases to parole have
increased since 1990

Discretionary releases of prisoners to
parole supervision by a parole board
have decreased from 5§9% of adults
entering parole in 1990 to 41%, or
176,600, in 1998 (iable 6). During this
same period, mandatory releases to
parole supervision increased from 41%
of parole entries in 1930 to 53% (or
230,600) in 1998. Even though
mandatory releases had increased
during the 1990's, 62% of all parolees
on December 31, 1998, had been
released as the result of a parole board
decision.

Type of sentence of Percent of aduits
adultsonpargle ~  onparole
Discrationary parole 62%
Mandatory parole 37
Special conditional

release -
Other -

Note: Information on type of sentence
was not available for 3% of adults on
parole.

— Less than 0.5%.

Women accounted for more than
1 in 8 aduits on parole in 1998

About 1 of every 8 adults on parole in
1998 (82,300) were women. Women
represented a larger percentage of the
parole population (12%}) in 1998 than in
1990 when they were 8%.

More than 2 out of 5 adults on parole
on December 31, 1998, (311,300) were
black; half (384,700) were white.

About 1% of parolees were of other
races (9,000). Twenty-one percent of
parolees (144,900) were Hispanics,
who may be of any race.

Of 423,700 parolees discharged from
supervision in 1998, 45% had success-
fully met the conditions of their supervi-
sion, while 42% had been returned to
incarceration either because of a rule
violation or new offense, Absconders
accounted for 9% of those discharged
from parole in 1998, up from 1% in
1990,

Table 6. Characteristics of adults
on parole, 1990 and 1998
Characteristic 1990 1998
Total 100% 100%
Gander 100% 100%
Male 92 a8
Female 8 Co12
Race 100% 100%
White 52 55
Black/African American 47 44
Other 1 1
Hispanic origin 100% 100%
Hispanic 18 21
Non-Higpanic 82 79
Status of supervizion 100% 100%
Active 82 81
Inactive 6 6
Absconded 6 8
Supervised out of State 6 5
Other . -
Adults entering paroie 100% 100%
Discretionary parole 59 41
Mandatory parole 41 53
Reinstatement - 5
Other bid 1
Adults leaving parole 100% 100%
Successful completion 50 45
Returned to incarceration - 46 42
With new sentence 17 13
Other 29 29
Absconder 1 9
Other unsuccessful 1 1
Transfarred 1 1
Death 1 1
Other - 1
Note: Fer every characterlstic there were
persons of unknown status or type.
Datall may not sum to total because of
rounding.
~Not availabla.
—~Less than 0.5%.

Methodology

The Probation and Parole Data
Surveys provide a count of the total
number of persons supervised in the
community on January 1 and Decem-
ber 31, 1998, and a count of the
number entering and leaving supervi-
sion during the year, These surveys
cover all 50 States, the District

of Columbia, and the Federal system.

Data for the Federal system are from
the Administrative Office of the U.S.
Courts as provided to the BJS Federal
Justice Statistics Program.

Because many States update their
population counts, the January 1,
1988, numbers may differ from those
previously published for December 31,
1997.

Probation

The 1998 Probation Data Survey was
sent to 304 respondents: 39 central
State reporters and 265 separate
State, county, or court agencies, repre-
senting a net increase of 33 local
respondents as compared with the
1997 Probation Data Survey, Changes
in authority and fragmentation of local
agencies led to 35 additional agencies
as follows: Georgia (1), Michigan (18),
Ohio (1), and Washington (15). One
local agency in Washington closed,
and two local agencies in Michigan are
now reported on a single form.
inclusion of these probation agencies
accounted for an increase of 27,039
probationers on 1/1/98 and 29,329
probationers on 12/31/98.

States with multiple reporters in the
1998 Probation Data Survey were
Alabama (3), Arizona (2), Colorado (9),
Florida (14), Georgia (3), Michigan
(131), Missouri (2), New Mexico (2),
Ohio (53), Oklahoma (3), Tennessee
(3), Washington (38), and West Virgin-
ia (2). Two local agencies in Michigan
did not provide data. For these the
12/31/97 population count was used as
the 1/1/98 and 12/31/98 count,

Parole

The 1998 Parole Data Survey was sent
to 54 respondents, including 52 central
reporters, the California Youth Author-
ity, and 1 municipal agency. States
with multiple reporters were Alabama
(2) and California (2).

Federal parole as defined here
includes supervised release, parole,
military parole, special parole,

and mandatory release.

Probation and Parole in the United States, 1998 7
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The Bureau of Justice Statistics

is the statistical agency of the
U.S. Department of Justice.

Jan M. Chaiken, Ph.D., is director.

BJS Bulletins present the first
release of findings from permanent
data collection programs such as the
Probation and Parole Data Surveys.

Thomas P. Bonczar wrote this report
with the assistance of Lauren E.
Glaze while under the supervision

of Allen J. Beck. The authors
conducted the data collection. Todd
D. Minton provided statistical verifi-
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This report in portable document
format and in ASCII, its tables, and
related statistical data are available
at the BJS World Wide Web Internet
site:

http://www.0jp.usdoj.gov/bjs/
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