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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

In 1998, the North Carolina General Assembly directed the SentemdiRpdicy Advisory
Commission to prepare biennial reports evaluating the effectivedbe State’s correctional
programs (Session Law 1998-212, Section 16.18). This study constitutes therémart in
compliance with the directive and analyzes a sample of 57,973 offeetsxsed from prison or
placed on probation in FY 2001/02 using a three-year follow-up period. Theasdodxpands the
definition of recidivism beyond rearrest and reconviction to include teahpiobation revocation
and reincarceration. For the first time, this report focuses ospecial populations served by the
North Carolina Department of Correction (DOC): female offendedsyouthful offenders. It also
takes a closer look at programs offered in prison with a specific focus on vocationaioceduca

Data Sources

Data for offenders in the sample were provided by the Departnie@broection, the
Department of Justice (DOJ), and the Employment Security CasianigESC). Additional
information was collected during a series of interviews witlheotional and community college
personnel and site visits statewide, which provide a descriptive context for the study.

Statistical Profile of the FY 2001/02 Sample

The sample of 57,973 offenders included 50.7% community probationers, 19.8%
intermediate probationers, 26.9% SSA prisoners and 2.6% FSA prisoners, all placed on probation
or released from prison during FY 2001/02. Almost seventy-nine percém offenders were
male, 54.4% were black, 14.7% were married, 45.9% had twelve or nayseofeeducation, and
34.2% were identified as having a substance
abuse problem by either a prison or probatipn
assessment. Their average age was 30.

Figure 1
Most Serious Current Conviction: Felonies Only (n=27,733)

Probation Entries Prison Releases
(n=14,325) (n=13,408)

The majority of offenders (81%) had ong
or more prior arrests, with the rate varying
considerably from a low of 68.4% fof
community punishment probationers to a hig
of 97.5% for FSA prisoners. The sample ag §
whole had 178,081 fingerprinted prior arrests.
Forty-eight percent of the sample had a mqst
serious current conviction for a felony offenseg.
For prisoners with a current felony convictiorn,
the majority had convictions for property [ violent [ Propery
offenses, followed by convictions for drug B o Other
offenses g¢ee Figure 1). As anticipated

'SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory Commissio
FY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data



prisoners were more likely to have a current conviction for violeahe#s (23%) than probationers

(13%).

A risk score was computed fol
each offender in the sample using
composite measure based on individu
characteristicsi. social factors and
criminal record factors) identified in thg
literature as increasing or decreasing i
offender’s risk of recidivating. As
shown in Figure2, the SSA prison
release group had a higher percentage
high risk offenders than FSA prisor
releases and both groups of probatione

Community punishment probationers hgd

the lowest percentage of high ris
offenders.  Intermediate punishmer
probationers fell in between SSA an

a
al

100.0% —
hn 80.0% —
60.0% —

Of 40.0% —

20.0%
[S.

Figure 2

Offender Risk Level by Type of Punishment
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FSA prison groups with respect to theouRCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory Commissio
percentage of high risk offenders. RiskY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data

levels were largely a reflection of an

offender’s criminal history and were in line with the philosophy ai&ured Sentencing, assigning

increasingly restrictive sanctions for the more serious, recidivism-prosedeffs.

Time at Risk

While eech offender was followed
for afixed three-yee perioc to determine
whethe recidivism occurred, the samg
“window of opportunity’ to reoffencwas
nol necessarily available for
offende due to period: of incarceration
durinc follow-up. This report takes into
accoun eacl offender’'s actua time at
risk (i.e, their actua window of
opportunity to recidivate by identifying
their periods of incarceration in North
Carolina’s prisor systen anc subtracting
the timeincarcerated from the follow-up
period The percent of the sample at ris|
for the entire follow-up period decrease
from 88% in the first year to 72% by th
third year.

each

Figure 3
Rearrest Rates: Three-Year Follow-Up
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OURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory Commissio
FY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data



Criminal Justice Outcome Measures

Of the FY 2001/02 sample, 21.3% were rearrested during the one-yeartipl, 31.5%
were rearrested during the two-year follow-up, and 38.2% veameested during the three-year
follow-up (seeFigure 3). It should be noted, however, that these recidivism rates do not take into
account the fact that some offenders were not at risk for the éoltow-up period as a result of
incarceration.

In addition to rearrest rates, threg
other criminal justice outcome measures
(reconViCtion, teChnical I’evocation, anj Criminal Justice Outcomes by Type of Punishment: Three-Year Follow-Up
reincarceration) were utilized. A
summary of these four measures 0foo%
recidivism for the FY 2001/02 sample i
provided in Figured.

Figure 4

P 50.0%
41.6%

40.0% — 36.7% N 36.4%

30.2%
27.7%

Tracking the sample for three |[300%7
years a cleal pattert emergec while the | 200%
rates of rearres increase for both
prisoner anc probationer betweel the
first and the third year, the highest ratgs

19.6Y

10.0% —

T ‘ | ‘

Intermediate FSA Prison Release

of rearres for all group: were in the first Community SSA Prison Release
year In each subsequent year, rearrests 7] % Rearrest N % Reconviction
increased at a dec“n'ng ratel. [ ] % Tech. Revocation H % (Re)incarceration

Reconvictior technica revocation and souRCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory Commissio
reincarceratio rate: followed a similar FY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data
pattert with the greates increas during

the first year of follow-up, and smaller increases in the second and third years.

As noted earlier, rearrest rates for the entire sample 21e886, 31.5%, and 38.2% for the
first, second, and third year of follow-up, respectively. For thosesstad during the three years,
the average time to first rearrest was 12.7 months aftertergrgbation or release from prison. By
the end of the three-year follow-up, the FY 2001/02 sample accounted for 4&;RING$t arrests,
including 9,239 arrests for violent offenses.

Overall, 9.6% of the sample had a reconviction in the first yeallofa-up, 19.6% by the
second year, and 26.5% by the third year. For those with a reconvicting therthree-year follow-
up, the average time to reconviction was 17.0 months. The sample a22td488 recidivist
convictions of which 3,603 reconvictions were for a violent offense.

Technical revocation rates for the entire sample increasedlf2offo in the first year to
21.3% by the second year, and by 26.4% in the third year. For thosa t@thnical revocation
during the follow-up period, their first technical revocation occurrealiarage of 14.7 months after
entry to probation or release from prison.



Overall, 12.1% of the sample were reincarcerated by the fast32.0% by the second year,
and 28.3% by the third year of follow-up. The average time to ficstrceration for offenders
reincarcerated during the follow-up period was 15.4 months.

Independent of the measure used or the number of years trackdidjse rates were in
direct correlation with the type of punishmesg¢Figure4). However, it must be noted that these
groups were also composed of offenders who were very differentiptitential to reoffend, based
on a composite risk measure developed for the seeF{gure 2).

The lowest rearrest and reconviction rates were for commprubationers, followed by
intermediate probationers and FSA prisoners, with the higheseéseand reconviction rates for
SSA prisoners.

As expected, probationers, especially on intermediate supervision, liaghest technical
revocation ratesgeFigure 4). Although probationers are the primary population at rtsklofical
revocations, prisoners may also be at risk of technical revoadhimo violation of post-release
supervision, parole, or resulting from probation sentences imposeaforimees committed during
the follow-up period.

Compared to the other types of punishment, probationers with an internaadneghment
had the highest rate of reincarceration, almost 46% during theytaedollow-up period, due in
large part to their higher revocation rates.

As shown in Figur 5, rates for all of the criminal justice outcome measures dithiathree-
year follow-up period varied considerably by offender risk level, with a s&priscrease in rates
from low risk to medium risk to high risk. When compared to low rigafers, high risk offenders
were over three and a half times more
likely to be rearrested, about four and
one-half times more likely to be
reconvicted, over two times more likely
to have a technical revocation, and over

Figure 5

Criminal Justice Outcomes by Risk Level: Three-Year Follow-Up

four times more likely to be|70.0% -
reincarcerated. 60.0% —
500% n 45.4 37 ()%481%
Theoretically, reincarceration| 40.0% — N
rates should be higher than technicpto.0% —
revocation rates since reincarceratiqro.0% — [ios i orises
can result from both new sentences ant.o% - —
technical revocations. Thg o I I I
approximately equal revocation ang Low Medium High
reincarceration rates found in this study o
T D % Rearrest N % Reconviction
result from limitations of the data or , . .
C g . . D % Tech. Revocation E % (Re)incarceration
recidivist incarcerations. The

reincarceration rates provided in thiSOURCE:NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory Commissio
FY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data
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report were based on incarcerations in state prison using DOOS Q&a. However, in North
Carolina, only offenders who are sentenced to active terms giieate?0 days are incarcerated in
state prison, while those sentenced to active terms of 90 dags ardeincarcerated in county jail.
Lack of automated statewide county jail data affected the an@iyessented in this report in two
ways: 1) time incarcerated in county jails was not subtldcten actual time at risk during the
follow-up and, as a result, did not factor into the time at risk areaand 2) incarceration in county
jails, either as a result of new sentences or technicalaggos, was not included as part of the
recidivist incarceration measure.

Multivariate Analysis

Multivariate analysis was used to further explore factors ledec with the probability of
recidivism. This method aimed to isolate the direction and magnifidee impact of an
independent variable on an outcome measure, such as rearrest, while controllingripathef
all the other independent variables. This study examined three dependent variables as
indicators of recidivism: rearrest, reincarceration, and employraed two secondary dependent
variables as indicators of offender misconduct: technical probatwacations and prison
infractions.

A number of factors increased an offender’s probability of read@stg the three-year
follow-up, including being male, black, youthful at time of commitment to DOC, havmstory
of substance abuse, having a higher risk score, having a more saverecs (as measured by
prison, intermediate punishment, or community punishment), number of prgtsah@&ving a prior
drug arrest, having a more serious prior arrest, or number of ilaesd on probation/parole.
Factors that decreased the probability of rearrest included bamgd) employed, having at least
twelve years of education, having a felony as the current convictiomghalonger sentence, and
having more prior incarcerations. Age also decreased an offentiarsec of rearrest, with
offenders being less likely to be rearrested as they grew oltiere were some variations between
probationers and prisoners as to the impact of these independent variables.

Two variables, prison infractions and probation technical revocationsusedenot only as
predictors of recidivism but also as indicators of prisoner or probatiiseonduct. For prisoners,
being a youthful offender, spending more time in prison, age aafnest, having a more serious
prior arrest, and having a higher number of prison incarcerationsag@veiated with increases in
the number of prison infractions acquired. Being male, married, employed, haviast &ivielve
years of education, having a history of substance abuse, and having a loreyeresiemgth were
factors associated with a decreased probability of prison infractions.

For probationers, being male, black, youthful at age of commitment@) b&Ying a history
of substance abuse, having a higher risk score, having a more sewoasrpst, number of prior
arrests, number of times placed on probation/parole, number of prior probatae/fevocations,
and being placed on probation with intermediate punishments significardgsed the likelihood
of a technical revocation. Conversely, being married, employed, haviegsatwelve years of
education, having a felony as the current conviction, and having fewerizarcerations were
factors found to reduce the probability of technical revocation.

\Y



Similar to rearrest, an analysis examining correlatesrafaieceration for all offenders found
being male, youthful at time of commitment to DOC, having a histosylb$tance abuse, having
a higher risk score, having a felony as the current conviction, hamogessevere sentence, having
more prior arrests, having a more serious prior arrest, an isengasor probation/parole sentences,
an increase in probation/parole revocations, and number of prior incemceratcreased the
probability of reincarceration. Factors associated waégcaease in the probability of reincarceration
included being married, employed, having at least twelve years of educationp\ang aéonger
prison sentence.

Although this report primarily examined recidivism, another outcomasure assessed
whether or not an offender was able to secure legitimate emeidyfollowing release into the
community. Factors associated with an increased chance of emptayete being black, married,
youthful, having at least twelve years of education, having spent mmarentprison, having a more
serious prior arrest, and number of times placed on probation/paraitord-that decreased an
offender’s chances of securing legitimate employment were Imeatg, having a felony as the
current conviction, having a prior drug arrest, the number of probation/pavoleations, and the
number of prior incarcerations.

Female Offenders

To gain a better understanding of female offenders, Sentencing Caiomstaff analyzed
FY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data pertaining to female offendadiicted site
visits at three of the eight facilities that housed femalenalérs in FY 2001/02, interviewed
administrative and program staff at these facilities, andvieteed various staff at the state level
of the Division of Prisons (DOP) to obtain an overview of programmuaglable for female
offenders. While this report does contain information on female probegjdamale prisoners are
highlighted since there is a sharper delineation of this group andg,hmograms and services
offered to them within the prison system.

Female offenders comprised a small percentage (21.3%) of th20BY/02 sample.
Compared to male offenders, female offenders were better eduwdedpwer rate of prior arrests,
and had a lower incidence of substance abuse. Further, in line wibhahdindings, female
offenders were less violent than male offenders. However, fepneeners had the highest
indication of substance abuse when compared to male and female probatia@herale prisoners.
When comparing risk levels of male and female offenders ovenallch larger percent of females
were low risk and only half as many were high risk. In part becaiute lower levels of risk and
violence found among female prisoners, they related to each ottiairip monaggressive and more
supportive manner than male prisoners, which allowed the DOC to housmthdess restrictive
prison setting.

Four criminal justice outcomes were examined for female offenidetuding rearrest,
reconviction, technical revocation, and reincarceration. When lookingatybar rearrest rates by
type of punishment and gender while controlling for risk level, maléigner rearrest rates than
females, except for low risk females who had slightly highearest rates than low risk maleg¢
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Figure 6). Further, compared to malg

offenders, alower percentage of femalg
were reconvicted, had technicg
revocations, and were reincarcerate
These differences between males a
females remained in multivariatg
analyses examining rearrest, technic
revocations, and reincarceration wheg
controlling for personal characteristics
current offense, and criminal history.
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Figure 6

| Rearrest Rates by Type of Punishment and Risk Level: Three-Year Follow-Up
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Y outhful Offenders

Youthful offenders, defined as youth who entered the correctional sgsimnto their 21
birthday, were the second specific correctional population highlightedis study. To better
understand this subgroup, Sentencing Commission staff analyzed FY 200d&iGnal Program
Evaluation Data, conducted site visits to three of the prisons that housed youthfulrsfieried
2001/02, interviewed administrative and program staff at thesdi&s;ikknd conducted interviews
with various staff at the state level of the DOP to get anvexerof available programming for
youthful offenders. Like the female offenders, closer attentiogivas to youthful offenders who
were released from prison.

Youthful offenders were examined as a whole, but were also groupealibdategories by
age at commitment to DOC: 13 to 15, 16 to 17, and 18 to 21. As a whole, ymitbfders
comprised 22.5% of the FY 2001/02 sample. Youthful offenders had a highaerttpgecef males,

a lower percentage of blacks, and a lower percentage with aylugsubstance abuse as compared
to adult offenders. When looking at risk score, 41.5% of youthful offenders higth risk score
as compared to 31.0% of adult offenders. Among the youthful subgroups, the pelhightrisk
youthful offenders increased as age categories increased from 16 to 17 to 18 to 21.

Criminal history and current conviction were also examined for youdifahders. The
percent of youthful offenders with a prior arrest was considerably lesshaof adult offenders
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with the exception of youthful prisoners aged 16 to 17 and 18 to 21 whos@asagamilar to adults
(91.9, 95.6, and 96.6% respectively). Turning to current conviction, misdemeanethevarost

common conviction for all offenders; however, the majority of youthfiglgoers were convicted
of felonies.

L N Figure 7
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The seriousness of this subgroup was confirmed not only by the arailgs¢s, but also by
interviews with prison staff and other research conducted natioivallythful offenders have been
characterized by aggressive tendencies, poor judgment, and mirdenadlpped self-control. DOC
has programming available to meet some of the age-appropreade otthe youthful offender
population. But, incarcerated youthful offenders, in particular theyoataful prisoners, represent
avolatile faction who pose unique challenges to the DOC in thedmeasnagement, programming,
and planning for their transition back into the community.

Vocational Education

The Commission’s 2002 report examined the academic component cticor@éeducation
and its effect on rearrest following release from prisés.an extension of the 2002 study, this
report examined the other major component of educational progranvagagional training. In this
endeavor, Sentencing Commission staff analyzed FY 2001/02 CorrectiogehrirEvaluation
Data, made site visits to five prisons that offer vocational traiind,interviewed administrative
and program staff at these prisons and various staff at thelestateof the DOP and the North
Carolina Community College System.
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The DOC offers vocational education programs within the prisonmy#teough the
community college system. The number of slots for vocational educationatgrhes increased
since FY 2001/02 and currently there are a total of 3,322 full-tiote alailable to be filled by
inmates in the prisons that offer this training. Vocational gthcés offered in prisons housing
inmates at all security levels; however, most of the opporturidregocational education are at
medium custody facilities. Of the 17,118 prisoners in the FY 2001/0@lsaB)409 prisoners
participated in at least one vocational education course at soméuing their incarceration with
an average of 1.6 courses. Of those who participated in a votataunzation course, 50%
completed the specific program.

Compared to prisoners who did not participate in vocational edupatigrams, participants
had a lower percentage of males and blacks and had a higher percentage afsoffithde least
12 years of education and a higher incidence of substance abuse proBlisktevel and prior
arrests were similar for participants and nonparticipants; howawfference did emerge when
looking at current conviction for each group, with participants havirggel percentage with a
felony as their current conviction.

Four criminal justice outcomes including rearrest, reconviction, teehrevocation, and
reincarceration were examined for vocational education particigantsy the three-year follow-up
period. Rearrestrates varied by offender
risk level with high risk offenders bein Figure 8
more ||ke|y to be rearrested than low risk 3-Year Rearrest Rates by Offender Risk Level: FY 2001/02 Prisoners
offenders. When comparing prisoneng” 63.40.65.1%
within the same risk level, only sligh60.0% —
differences were noted betwee
vocational education participants an 3%
non-participantsgeeFigure 8). Further, [40-0% %
vocational education participants hago.oo
rearrest and reconviction rates similar Q0.0 21.0% 20.8%
prisoners who did not participate in
vocational education programs, witl!0.0% -
slightly lower rates than non-participant
for technical revocation and
reincarceration. A more consistentl
lower rate in all four measures o
recidivism was found for prisoners wh
completed their vocational education a8OURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory Commissio
compared to those who participated inla( 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data
vocational education course but did not
complete it. While participation in a vocational education programdatidignificantly impact any
of the measures of recidivism or employment, the program providedi@@asiization of prisoner
time and, in turn, offered a viable management tool for DOC.
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Summary and Conclusions
Based on the findings of this report, several conclusions may be drawn:

> An offender’s assignment to a correctional program, in general, shotbe viewed
as a panacea for criminal behavior. Offenders participatinganactional program
bring with them many preexisting social and criminal problenmgl while
correctional programs co-vary with recidivism, they should not be &eghéz have
a major impact on these problems and on preventing or reducing recidivism.

> The three-year follow-up showed an increase in the various measugeglivism,
but these increases slow down over time, with the highest incriasak four
criminal justice outcomes occurring in the first year. This finding wouldappe
underline the need for focusing resources and services in thaaldime period,
whether it is the first year of a probationary sentence, thatiegi of parole or post
release supervision, or the initial period following release from prison.

> Rearrest rates for the three-year follow-up have accentuatedresre the need for
targeting North Carolina’s limited correctional resources tmgs of offenders
whose criminal futures are the most likely to be affected blg sacvices. This
finding might point to a recommendation for targeting medium ris&noférs and
offenders with persistent substance abuse problems as the mgsollk@hefit from
correctional programs. Prisons, which increase the probabilitidivism even
when controlling for all other factors, should be reserved for thé se®us,
violent, and high risk offenders, while community punishment probation should be
utilized for the least serious, low risk offender.

> Youthful offenders, defined as those who have not yet reached tRddirtiday

when entering the correctional system as inmates or probatiorexes gdistinctly
different from adult offenders in their offenses and in their bemawvhile under
correctional supervision. Additionally, youthful offenders had hightesrthan adult
offenders on all four indicators of recidivisie(, rearrests, reconvictions, technical
revocations, and reincarcerations). This finding highlights the need fdogmge
programs and allocating resources designed specifically for youttiéulders to
rehabilitate and reintegrate them into their community uponsefeam correctional
supervision to reduce further criminal activity.

Figure 9 summarizes the three-year recidivism rates forFfe2001/02 sample of
probationers and prisoners.



Figure 9
Three-Year Recidivism Rates for the FY 2001/02 Sample
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

Introduction

With the enactment of the Structured Sentencing Act (SSA) in 198rth NCarolina
embarked on a new penal strategy. Since that time, Structureth@agthas benefited the criminal
justice system by increasing consistency, certainty and trdlie isentencing of offenders; setting
priorities for the use of correctional resources; and balancingreang policies with correctional
resources. The issue of correctional resources and, spegifiball effectiveness in increasing
public safety and deterring future crime have continued to be oéstter legislators and policy
makers. Itisthe goal of most programs to sanction and controtieffg to offer them opportunities
that will assist in altering negative behavioral patterns, andeqaestly, to lower the risk of
reoffending.

Studies which measure recidivism are a nationally acceptetbveagess the effectiveness
of in-prison and community corrections programs in preventing futureinainbehavior by
offenders reentering the community. The North Carolina Genesatsly, aware of this trend,
incorporated the study of recidivism into the Sentencing and PoliaggétshCommission’s mandate
from the start. The first recidivism study that was prepared faC timemission was completed in
1992 by Stevens Clarke and Anita Harrison of the Institute of Govermtri@etUniversity of North
Carolina Chapel Hill. This recidivism study was followed by tra was conducted in 1996 by
Mark Jones and Darrell Ross of the School of Social Work at Basliga University. In 1997 and
1998, the Commission produced the third and fourth recidivism reports in ciojundth the
Department of Correction’s Office of Research and Planning.

During the 1998 Session, the General Assembly redrafted thea{Ssion’s original mandate
to study recidivism and expanded its scope to include a more in-deptiatewalof correctional
programs. This legislation (Session Law1998- 212, Section 16.18) gives the followiniyetirect

The Judicial Department, through the North Carolina Sentencing and Policy
Advisory Commission, and the Department of Correction shall jointly conduct
ongoing evaluations of community corrections programs and in-prison treatment
programs and make a biennial report to the General Assembly. The séabirt
include composite measures of program effectiveness based on setidates,

other outcome measures, and costs of the programs. During the 1998-99 fiscal year
the Sentencing and Policy Advisory Commission shall coordinate theticollet

all data necessary to create an expanded database containing offender information
on prior convictions, current conviction and sentence, program participation and
outcome measures. Each program to be evaluated shall assist the Comimitsion
development of systems and collection of data necessary to compéatal tizion
process. The first evaluation report shall be presented to the Gifaine Senate

and House Appropriations Committees and the Chairs of the Senate and House
Appropriations Subcommittees on Justice and Public Safety by April 15, 2000, and
future reports shall be made by April 15 of each even-numbered year.



The first evaluation report, as required by law, was delivereldet@teneral Assembly on
April 15, 2000. The current study is the fourth biennial Correctional Bmgwvaluation Report and
it contains information about offender characteristics, speatficectional programs, outcome
measures, and an expansive methodological approach to examine iesta@between offender
risk factors, correctional programs, and recidivism rates.

Defining Recidivism

The North Carolina General Assembly directed the Sentencing Gsomito measure the
rates of recidivism of criminal offenders involved in various kinds of stapgorted correctional
programs. The legislation calling for these measurements inatigr that recidivism meant
repeated criminal behavior, and implied that measuring recidiviastevbe a way of evaluating
correctional programs — that is, programs designed or used foiosamgtand, if possible,
rehabilitating or deterring convicted criminal offenders.

Correctional programs do not affect crime directly; rather, #reydesigned to change
offenders’ attitudes, skills, or thinking processes, in the hope thastwal behavior will change
as aresult. The punitive aspect of criminal sanctions mighsatse as an individual deterrent with
convicted offenders. Policy makers such as legislators tend tongeroed with whether the
programs ultimately reduce criminal behavior. This concern is uadeiable. A program may be
successful in educating, training, or counseling offenders, but if itrddesduce their subsequent
criminal behavior, the result will simply be repeat offenders wadatter educated or have greater
self-confidence.

There is no single official definition of recidivism. Resdwars have used a variety of
definitions and measurements, including rearresbyméction, or reincarceration, depending on their
particular interests and the availability of data. Therefommparing recidivism of various groups
of offenders, readers are well advised to be sure that the sanmgoshes and measurements are used
for all groups. Official records from police, courts, and correcliagencies are the source of most
research on adult recidivism. For offenders involved in a recidivisty Sifferent types of records
will indicate different rates of recidivism.

The Sentencing Commission in its studies of recidivism usegsaas its primary measure
of recidivism, supplemented by information on reconvictions, technical poobatrocations, and
reincarcerations to assess the extent of an offender’s repeateément in the criminal justice
system. The advantages of arrest data, compared with otheratfjustice system data, outweigh
the disadvantages. Rearrests, as used in this research, takeoiat not only the frequency of
repeat offending but also its seriousness and the nature of tineization (for example, crimes
against the person, crimes involving theft or property damageinoescinvolving illegal drugs).
The volume of repeat offending is handled by recording the number dsdmesrimes of various

types.



Guidelines Sentencing and Recidivism

North Carolina law prescribes the use of guidelines in sentersingnvicted felons and
misdemeanants. In theory, Structured Sentencing may affectvisidn a variety of ways. Its
penalty framework may alter the deterrent effect of senteraimg, withdifferent punishments
influencing differenly an individual offender’s fear of the consequences of crime and thereby
changing his or her likelihood of recidivism. Guidelines might also impact recidbysaltering
the characteristics, or “mix,” afroups of offenders — for example, probationers or prisoners.
Altering the composition of groups of offenders has been, from thie ste of the changes
contemplated by the guidelines sentencing movement, and thietialtemay well affect group
recidivism rates. The 1996 “National Assessment of Structuredr8mng” conducted by the U.S.
Department of Justice (Austin and Nelson, 1996:31-34) identifies the fofogoals of the
guidelines movement: to increase sentencing fairness, to reduceameaudisparity, to establish
“truth in sentencing,” to reduce or control prison crowding, and to ediatéiadards that facilitate
appellate review of sentences. To meet these objectivesithrmbrairol spending on prisons,
guidelines have tended to shift some offenders to probation who fornuerlg nave gone to prison,
and others to prison who formerly might have received probation. Sewgeguidelines have
sought to make offenders convicted of violent crimes, as webk@eat offenders, more likely to
receive active prison sentences and to serve longer prison tetti® s&ame time, guidelines were
intended to make first-time offenders charged with non-violent criessdikely to be imprisoned,
and to have them serve shorter terms if imprisoned (Austin et al., 1996:125).

The National Assessment’s description of the guidelines moveamehits tendency to
reallocate offenders from prison to probation is consistent with gteriof North Carolina’s
Structured Sentencing legislation. Ronald Wright, in an articl&viamaging Growth in North
Carolina through Structured Sentencing” (1998:7-8), notes that the proposettsenguidelines
were acceptable to the General Assembly in 1993 because they cbithbeeefeatures: (1) they
increased the percentage of serious felons receiving prisonaedise length of time they would
serve; (2) they brought the time actually served in prison muclr ¢todee sentence imposed than
under former law (commonly referred to as ‘truth in sentenciragiyl (3) they limited costly
increases in the state’s prison capacity. The only way,AVjpigints out, to accomplish all three
objectives was to send fewer people to prison but for longer terms résult, he observes, the
proposed guidelines prescribed diversion of most misdemeanants andtiketieas felons (non-
violent felons with little or no prior record) from prison termscommunity and intermediate
sanctions — that is, to some form of probation. While the guidelinasigesomewhat more severe
in the 1994 and 1995 legislative sessions, the original objective ofsiimenf less dangerous
offenders from prison persisted.

With this kind of shift from prison to probation actually occurrifalowing the
implementation of Structured Sentencing, one possible hypothesis woukdpetbthe recidivism
rate of released prisoners to increase over time. This isig®etae percentage of prisoners with
prior records would increase, and prior criminal record is a stratygpor of recidivism. Itis less
clear what would happen to the recidivism of probationers.



It is important to remember that guidelines sentencing emphasizedly the diversion of
some offenders from prison to probation, but also the use of intere@diaishments for those
diverted offenders. Intermediate punishmenta, enhanced forms of probation such as intensive
supervision, special probation (split sentences), and day reporting centersrreaaté¢o control
the recidivism of offenders diverted from prison to probation.

As documented in the literature, the rate differential in rec@dibetween probationers and
prisoners is largely — but not fully — accounted for by differencte two groups’ criminal history.
These results, by themselves, suggest that diverting offendérsitthét or no criminal history to
probation might not make much difference in the group recidivismaafgdbationers. However,
this might not hold true for the group sentenced to intermediate sanctluob,targets offenders
with more serious offenses and prior records than those sentencedwartyrsanctions. Two
other factors may tend to prevent increased recidivism among North Carolina probatiOne
factolis thar intermediat punishmer program may helg contro recidivism Whether they in fact
do so must be established through careful evaluation of the programsheAfasttor is that
diversion of some offenders from prison to probation might prevent “prisonizationtirmeietal
effects of imprisonment — that would otherwise increase the proper reoffend.

Comparison of Recidivism Rates with Previous Recidivism Studies

The Sentencing Commission’s seven previous recidivism reports p@Wwedemework to
look at trends in the state’s recidivism rates. However, it shimuttbted that there are differences
in the recidivism studies that make comparisons difficult. Famgse, samples up to, but not
including, FY 1996/97 are based only on offenders convicted and sentenced undetmtip Fair
Sentencing Act (FSA); all later samples, beginning with FY 199@8lide a mixture of offenders
sentenced under the FSA and the SSA. The various studies also have diffenerapgbleriods.
Nonetheless, some overall comparisons may be made as long asattese are taken into
consideratior.

Table 1.1 presents overall recidivism rates (measured ass@&mmm each of the Sentencing
Commission’s previous reports. The table indicates that recidnates for offenders have been
fairly similar over the sample years, given the differencésliow-up time and sample composition.
The 1989 study, the FY 1996/97 study, and the FY 1998/99 study had a similardplfmaviod (of
approximately two years) and similar recidivism rates fooféénders, ranging from 31% to 33%.
The four other studies, with more extended follow-up periods (of appradymihiree years),
reported slightly higher recidivism, with rearrest rates for all offerndefween 33% and 38%.

A summary table of Adult Recidivism Rates by SiatAppendix A provides statistics from seven states
and from a U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics repdhte table, while providing useful informatiorgrdonstrates the
difficulty in arriving at meaningful comparisonstixeen jurisdictions due to differences in the défins of
recidivism, follow-up periods, and populations séed



Table 1.1
Rearrest Rates for North Carolina Offenders

) Rearrest Rates
Sample Sample FOHO\.N ‘ip
. Period
Year Size (in months) Al
Probationers® | Prisoners
Offenders

1989 37,933 26.7 31.2% 26.5% 41.3%
1992/93 33,111 36.7 32.6% 22.8% 45.9%
1993/94 48,527 32.8 36.8% 30.7% 48.8%
1994/95 45,836 35.1 37.3% 31.3% 47.8%
1996/97 51,588 24 32.6% 26.3% 42.6%
1998/99 58,238 24 31.2% 24.2% 41.6%
1998/99 58,238 36 37.8% 29.7% 49.6%

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory Commissi

As noted earlier, the enactment of Structured Sentencing changesiseindenced to prison
and who is placed on probation. Table 1.1 also provides a comparisandofisen rates for
prisoners and probationers for the seven previous studies. Any compari@A dnd SSA
prisoners needs to account for differences in the characteonétibese two groups relative to
offense seriousness and time served. The recidivism rateSAordgular probationers can be
compared across the previous recidivism studies and with the S&fMunity punishment
probationers in the current stutlyThere were some differences in recidivism rates withat ea
category over the sample years, which may have resulted froatimasiin the follow-up periods,
and a greater and consistent difference between categoriesaigrs and probationers in each
sample year.

2 variable follow-up periods were used for samplergel®89 through 1994/95. Fixed follow-up periods
were used for sample years 1996/97 and 1998/99.

3 This category includes FSA offenders on regulabption through FY 1994/95 and SSA offenders on
community punishment probation beginning with F\X06®7.

4 This category includes FSA prisoners releasecegular parole through FY1994/95 and all FSA and
SSA prisoners beginning with FY 1996/97.

® Since intermediate punishment probationers mosdyliwould have gone to prison under the FSA,
community punishment probationers were thoughttonbst comparable to FSA regular probationers.
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While it is too soon to draw valid comparisons between the overall recidiviS8Afand

FSA offenders, it is worth noting that recidivism rates overayear follow-up were around 32%
for the various samples, independent of composition. Structured Senteigimdgave an impact
on recidivism rates by altering the deterrent effect of semgnaws and by altering the
characteristics, or “mix,” of groups of offenders, but it is gaesthat while the recidivism of
different groups of offenders will change, the overall recidivista vall stay about the same.
However, fluctuation in the rates will ultimately be affecteathost of social and legal factors, in
addition to the sentencing laws. Future studies will continue to examine these issues

Research Design and Methodology

The Sentencing Commission’s expanded legislative mandate temhdiata more
comprehensive approach in capturing relevant empirical infasmatihe theoretical model adopted
to study recidivism pointed to data collection in three time &aifor each offender: preexisting
factors such as demographic characteristics and criminal histaryent criminal justice
involvement including current conviction, sentence and correctional progrditigadion; and
future measures of social reintegration such as rearrestyietton, technical probation revocation,
reincarceration, and employmént.

Sample

The sample selected for study included all offenders releasedpitison by the North
Carolina Department of Correction (DOC) or placed on probation durseglFiear 2001/02. The
final study sample includes 57,973 offendeisinety-seven percent of this sample cohort consists
of Structured Sentencing cases, affording a comprehensive look recitieism of Structured
Sentencing offenders.

While all sample probationers were sentenced under the SSA, sarspiers were divided
into those sentenced under the SSA or the FSA. The majority ofp8S@ners, convicted of
misdemeanors or felonies within offense classes F through Ireeased without supervision. The
SSA mandates a nine-month post-release supervision period funaties convicted of a felony
in offense classes B1 througlf &nd FY 2001/02 was the first year with a sufficient number of these
released offenders to be included in the study sample. FSA pssonie sample were either
released without further supervision (max-outs) or were placed ahepsupervision for the
remainder of their sentence.

6 Preexisting factors and current criminal justioelvement are also components in targeting oféesd
for different correctional sanctions and treatngoigrams, and assessing their risk levels.

’ Pre-FSA cases and FSA probationers were exclisdedthe sample. Also excluded from analysis were
all DWI and traffic offenders.

8 Offense classes A through E are defined as via#ahses. Class A, First Degree Murder, carries a
death sentence or a life sentence without the Ipiigsbf release.
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Follow-up Period

Recidivism studies utilize varying lengths of time as theloWlup periods, depending on
the availability of data and other resources. With both shontaed long term recidivism being
of great interest to policy makers, this report provides informaiiothe recidivism of the FY
2001/02 sample of offenders with a fixed three-year follow-up period,omi¢-year, two-year, and
three-year rates provided. When not specified, recidivism will beedkebased on the three-year
follow-up period.

Time at Risk

While each offender released into the cohort had an equal three-year followag) peti
all of them were on the street and “at risk” of recidivisntli@rentire three years. The report takes
into account each sample offender’s actual time at risk, by igiegtitheir periods of incarceration
in North Carolina’s prison system within the follow-up timenfia and subtracting the time
incarcerated from the follow-up periéd.

Outcome and Process Measures

> Recidivism, defined broadly to cover the offender’s possible span of reemeht
in the criminal justice system, to include rearrests, recoongttechnical probation
revocations, and reincarcerations.

> Employment following an offender’s release into the community.

> Prison infractions for the prison release group included in the sample.

Data Sources

(A) Aggregate Data: three automated data sources wereedtilizcollect information on the
sample of offenders:

> The Department of Correction’s (DOC) Offender Populdtlaified System (OPUS)
provided demographic and prior record information, current convicted offense and
sentencé? correctional program assignment, type of punishment, and subsequent
technical probation revocations and prison incarcerations.

> The Department of Justice’s (DOJ) data set was used to proweedrinted arrest
records for prior and recidivist arrests.
> Employmen Securitt Commissiol (ESC record: were usecto collectemployment

informatior abou the sampl¢ of offender: prior to anc following their current
involvement with the criminal justice system.

® Since each county jail maintains its own data,aswot possible to account for time served in gount
jails during the follow-up period.

10 «Current” in the context of this study refersth® most serious conviction and sentence for wiieh
offender was released to the community within e time frame.
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The final data set for this study consists of about 300 items omatan (or variables) for
the sample of 57,973 offenders released to the community between July Brith0dne 30, 2002,
and followed for three yeats.

(B)  Site Visit Descriptive Data:

For this report, three specific targets were selected fdeth analysis — programs for
female offenders, programs for youthful offenders, and vocational education programs.

To provide a descriptive context for the study, information was cetlesiiring a series of
site visits and interviews with correctional and community cell@grsonnel. Sentencing
Commission staff conducted a total of six site visits statewnd&uding visits to five correctional
facilities — Western Youth Institution; Polk Youth Institution; Fount@iorrectional Center for
Women; North Carolina Correctional Institution for Women; Harnettébbional Institution, and
one substance abuse treatment facility — Mary Frances Center (Women).

Analysis and Report Outline

A case profile was constructed for each sample offender, compfigetsonal and criminal
history characteristics, the most serious current offense of ¢mmvitype of punishment imposed,
correctional program assignments, subsequent employment, and reinvolvetinehéwriminal
justice systemie., rearrest; technical probation, post-release or parole revocatonwviction; and
reincarceration).

Chapter Two presents a descriptive statistical profile ofahmpte and aggregate figures on
the incidence and type of prior criminal behavior. It also desdfileesample in terms of offender
risk (a composite “Risk Factor Score” developed and assigned to each offender).

Chapter Three includes a descriptive analysis of the samplesgaidrd i(e., recidivistic)
criminal involvement, with special focus on the one-, two-, and thredglé@av-up. This analysis
also allows for some comparisons between the recidivism of offemele@sed from prison
compared to those placed on some form of probation.

Chapter Four utilizes multivariate techniques to assess thi@mnslap between recidivism
and various disposition types and correctional programs, while contréimgther relevant
preexisting factors. Risk Factor Scores are used in the malysolate the impact of correctional
dispositions and programs on the probability of recidivism while holding constant théetned”
of the offender.

Chapter Five presents a narrative description and statistioaiiafion of female offender
populations. Chapter Six describes in detail the youthful offendergtapul Chapter Seven reports
on prison programs for vocational education. Finally, Chapter Eighsatfeinort summary of the
study’s approach and main findings and closes with some observationsicivige in North
Carolina following the enactment of Structured Sentencing.

A glossary of relevant variables is includedha technical appendis¢eAppendix C).
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CHAPTER TWO
STATISTICAL PROFILE OF FY 2001/02 SAMPLE

Type of Punishment

As described in Chapter One, the study sample is comprised of 57,973 ff@hdeeither
were placed on probation or were released from prison during FY 2001/02.

FY 2001/02 Sample
The sample is comprised of all offenders who were placed on sugejyise
probation or were released from prison during FY 2001/02, with the follogging
exclusions:

d FSA probation entries;

U pre-FSA cases;

(] offenders with a most serious current conviction for dri
(]

while impaired (DWI); and
offenders with a most serious current conviction foll a
misdemeanor traffic offense.

As shown in Figure 2.1, 97% (n=56,484) of the 57,973 offenders were cahwaictk
sentenced under the Structured Sentencing Act ($SAJhe remaining 3% (n=1,489) were
convicted and sentenced under the Fair Sentencing Act (FSH)ere were 40,855 probationers
and 17,118 prisoners in the FY 2001/02 sample. These can be further subdivittezfoitowing
four categories based on type of punishment:

Probation Entries
Q SSA probationers who received a community punishment;
Q SSA probationers who received an intermediate punishment;

Prison Releases
a SSA prison releas&sand
Q FSA prison releases.

12 offenders whose offenses were committed on er &ittober 1, 1994, were sentenced under the
Structured Sentencing Act.

13 Felony offenders whose offenses were committeat py October 1, 1994, were sentenced under the
Fair Sentencing Act. Misdemeanor offenders whdfenses were committed prior to October 1, 1994egwe
sentenced under the Trial and Appellate Procedatef1977.

14 statistics presented in this report on SSA prigdeases include offenders released on post-release
supervision. Detailed information for offenderkessed on post-release supervision is providedojmefdix B.
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Figure 2.1
Type of Punishment

All Probation Entries and Prison Releasg¢s
(N=57,973)

Probation Entries
70.5% (n=40,855)

Prison Releases
29.5% (n=17,118)

|

SSA Probation — SSA Prison Releasq

Intermediate Punishment

SSA Probation —
Community Punishment

FSA Prison Release

50.7% (n=29,391)

19.8% (n=11,464)

26.9% (n=15,629)

2.6% (n=1,489)

SSA
97.4% (n=56,484)

Definitions for the Types of Punishment

SSA Probation Entries with a Community Punishment:An offender who was sentenced under the Structufed
Sentencing Act and received a community punishm@atmmunity punishments may consist of a fine, pesused
probation (although unsupervised probationers wrchided from the sample), or supervised probasitome or with
one or more of the following conditions: outpatidrug/alcohol treatment, community service, assignt to TASC,
payment of restitution, or any other conditionspobbation that are not considered an intermediatgshment.
Offenders with little or no prior criminal historyyho commit the lowest class felonies (Class H oary all
misdemeanants may receive a community punishment.

SSA Probation Entries with an Intermediate Punishmat: An offender who was sentenced under the Structufed
Sentencing Act and received an intermediate puresihmAn intermediate punishment requires a pesfadipervised
probation with at least one of the following coralis: special probation, assignment to a residengiatment program,
house arrest with electronic monitoring, intengdrebation, and assignment to a day reporting cen@enerally,

offenders who have a significant prior record aohmit Class H or | felonies and offenders who Hétle or no prior

record and commit more serious non-violent feloniay receive an intermediate punishment.

SSA Prison ReleasedAn offender who was sentenced under the StructBesdencing Act, served his/her maximuimn
sentence minus earned time and time for pre-cdomicbnfinement, and was released back into thevaamty usually
without any supervision. A small number (n=1,32@bout 8%) of offenders in this category receipedt-release
supervision.

FSA Prison ReleasesAn offender who was sentenced under the Fair Seimig Act and was either given an early,
conditional release back into the community witheswision, or was unconditionally released fronspni {.e., with
no supervision in the community) after servingleés/entire sentence, minus credit for good tim@) time, or pre-
conviction confinement.

See Appendix B for further descriptions of the typé&punishment and for many of the programs tlhthder them.




This is the fourth correctional program evaluation rejpartrécidivism report) that includes
offenders sentenced under the SSA. Although it is tempting to do smrapgrative look at SSA
and FSA offenders based on this sample should be done with caution. c&fgciti is not
appropriate to contrast SSA prison releases with FSA prisoasesebecause they are not
comparabl in terms of offense seriousness and time served. The sample year for ttis FYidy
2001/02 sevel year: aftel the implementtion of Structured Sentencing. As a result, most of the
seriou: offender: whao were sentence to prisor unde SSA were still in prison For the mos part,
only less seriou: offender: sentence to prisor unde SSA (primarily Clas¢ E-I offender: and
misdemeanant hac beel release by 2002 Because they were a less serious offender population
in this sample SSA prisor releases have served substantially less time in prison than E®A pr
release (ar averag of 11.7 months for SSA prisor releeses versus 91.7 months for FSA prison
releases).

Many of the tables in this chapter present information by probation or prisduns tar
individual categorie of probationer anc prisoner (alsc referrec to as type of punishmeni anc for
the sampliasawhole The following comparisons are appropriate to make: (1) a compafisdin
probationerwith all prisoners (2) acompariso of SSA probationer with SSA prisor releaset:and
(3) acompariso of individual categories of probationers or prisoners with the sample as a whole.

Personal Characteristics

Table 2.1 contains information describing the personal characteonétiose FY 2001/02
sample. Ofthe 57,973 offenders, 78.7% were male, 54.4% were black, 14.7&tanezd, 45.9%
had twelve or more years of education, 3¢ were identifiec as havin¢ a substanc abus: problem,
and their average age, at release from prison or placement origorpbvass 30. Probationers (and,
in particular, probationers with community punishments) had a higher pereaftignales than
prisoners. On average, offenders who were placed on probation gkt gbhunger than offenders
who were released from prison.

Criminal History

It is important to look at the number of prior arrests for the offengiethe sample since
previous research indicates that prior arrests are a stredgtor of recidivism (Clarke and
Harrison, 1992; Jones and Ross, 1996; NC Sentencing and Policy Advisoryissaniml997;
1998; 2000; 2002; 2004). Information on prior arrests for the FY 2001/02 sanmptvided in
Table 2.22> Overall, 81% of offenders (n=46,961) had one or more prior arrestsawuatial of
178,081 prior arrests for the entire sample. Ninety-six percentisngrs had prior arrests
compared to almost 75% of probationers. While probationers wergedgsHan prisoners to have
prior arrests, they accounted for a higher volume of jarrest: due to the largel numbe of
probatior entrie<in the FY 2001/0: sampl((91,92" total prior arrests compared to 86,154 total prior

5 Fingerprinted arrest data from the DOJ were tsetétermine prior arrests. Prior arrests werenddf
as fingerprinted arrests that occurred before timwiction that placed the offender in this sample.
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Table 2.1

Personal Characteristics by Type of Punishment

% With 0 .
Type of Punishment N % % Mean % Twelve Years Sfb\;\{gzce
yp Male Black Age Married  of Education Abuse
or More
SSA Community Punishment 29,391 70.6 48.7 29 154 49.1 23.6
Probation . .
Entries Intermediate Punishment 11,464 84.2 554 30 14.7 429 31.7
PROBATION SUBTOTAL 40,855 74.4 50.6 29 15.2 47.3 25.8
Prison SSA Prison Release 15,629 88.3 63.3 31 13.0 42.5 53.6
Releases  Fga prison Release 1,489 94.6 64.5 36 20.1 443 60.4
PRISON SUBTOTAL 17,118 88.8 63.4 32 13.6 42.6 54.2
TOTAL 57,973 78.7 54 .4 30 14.7 45,9 34.2

Note: There are missing values for self-reportegry of education.

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissFY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data



Table 2.2

Prior Arrests by Type of Punishment

% Any # with Total Number of Prigr Arrests
Type of Punishment N Prior Any Prior by Type of Crime
Arrest Arrest Overall Violent  Property Drug Other
SSA Community Punishment 29,391 68.4 20,104 51,890 9,503 26,188 13,863 9,809
Probation
Entries Intermediate Punishment 11,464 90.5 10,374 40,03) 7,811 19,371 11,375 7,724
PROBATION SUBTOTAL | 40,855 74.6 30,478 91,92y 17,314 45559 25,238 17,533
Prison SSA Prison Release 15,629 96.2 15,032 78,538 14,709 41,866 20,285 13,709
Releases  tga prison Release 1,489 97.5 1,451 7,621 1,673 4,845 1,079 987
PRISON SUBTOTAL | 17,118 96.3 16,483 86,154 16,382 46,711 21,364 14,696
TOTAL 57,973 81.0 46,961 178,081 33,696 92,270 46,602 32,229

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommisskY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data



arrests, respectively). Compared to the other types of supervmiobationers sentenced to a
community punishment had a considerably lower percentage of prior arrests (68[#&)mean
number of prior arrests for each group can be calculated by dividingtéh@umber of arrests for
a specific group by the number of offenders with any prior arreitdbgroup. The average number
of prior arrests for the 46,961 offenders with a prior arrest wag13.8,081/46,961), with
probationers having an average of 3.0 prior arrests (91,927/30,478) and prisomgyahawvierage
of 5.2 prior arrests (86,154/16,483). For all comparisons, prior propeetyse§ comprised the
highest volume of arrests, followed by drug offenses. As eggeptisoners had a higher total
number and a higher mean number of violent prior arrests than probationers.

Intermediate punishment probationers fell in between community punisprobationers
and prisoners with regard to their arrest history. For example, thay beltween the two groups
when comparing the percent having prior arrests (90.5%) or a histaplarice (with an average
of 0.8 prior violent arrests for those having prior arrests). Thededs confirm the philosophy
behind Structured Sentencing that probationers who receive intermgdmasdments are more
serious offenders than those who receive community punishments, betriess than those who
receive prison sentences.

Most Serious Current Conviction

Overall, 48% (n=27,733) of the FY 2001/02 sample had a felony offense asghgamous
current conviction and 52% (n=30,240)
had a misdemeanor offense as the most
serious current convictiofi. Figures 2.2
and 2.3 present the category of convictign
(violent, property, drug, or “other”) for
probation entries and prison releases py
felony/misdemeanor status.

Figure 2.2
Most Serious Current Conviction: Felonies Only (n=27,733)

Prison Releases
(n=13.,408)

Probation Entries
(n=14,325)

As shown in Figure 2.2, the
majority of probationers with a current
felony conviction had convictions for
drug offenses (43%), followed by
property offenses (39%). For prisonefs
with a current felony conviction, the

majority had convictions for property

offenses (38%), followed by convictions

D

for drug offenses (32%). As anticipateg

D Violent
. Drug

g Property
x Other

prisoners were more likely to have &OURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory Commissio
current conviction for violent offensed Y 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data

(23%) than probationers (13%).

18 Each offender’s conviction(s) that placed him/finethe sample as a prison release or probatiay ent
during FY 2001/02 were ranked in terms of seriossrand only the most serious conviction was usedrfalysis.
For the sake of brevity, the term “most seriougenirconviction” is often referred to as “currentwiction.”
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The majority of probationers anfd
prisoners with current misdemeanpr
convictions were convicted of property Probation Entries Prison Releases
offenses — at 43% eactséeFigure 2.3). (n=26,530) (n=3,710)
Probationers had a higher percentagg of
drug convictions (19%) compared |
prisoners (14%). As expected, prisong
had a higher percentage of viole
convictions (38%) compared t
probationers (28%).

Figure 2.3

Most Serious Current Conviction: Misdemeanors Only (n=30,240)

The most serious currer
conviction by type of punishment i
presented in Table 2.3. Overall, 40.9%|of , '
the sample had a most serious currgnt E \D’f:m g oot
conviction for a property offens
followed by 27.7% for drug offensessOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory Commissio
23.6% for violent offenses, and 7.9% ng/ 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data
“other” offenses. Community punishment
probationers were more likely to have a most serious current camvictia misdemeanor offense
(80.4%) and the current conviction was most likely to be for a misdemgmoperty offense
(35.7%). Almost 75% of intermediate punishment probationers had a nrmgisseurrent
conviction for a felony offense and the current conviction was mody liade for a felony drug
offense (28.1%) or a felony property offense (26.9%). Almost 77% Aff8iSon releases had a
most serious current conviction for a felony offense, with 29.0%efony property offenses and
26.0% for felony drug offenses The majority of FSA prisor release (96.2% hac current
conviction: for felony offenses FSA prison releases were most likely to have a current canvict
for felony property offense (42.3% anc felony violent offense (37.1%). The data presented in
Table2.Zillustrate thai SSA prisoner differ from FSA prisoner in termsof offense¢seriousnesand,
therefore are nol comparabl categorie of offenders.The differenceis furtheirillustratec by the fact
that the average time served for prisoners was 11.7 months for B8A@eases and 91.7 months
for FSA prison releases.

[72)

Offender Risk and Recidivism

Evaluations of correctional programs using recidivism as the outcegasure of “success”
are fairly commonplace. However, a frequent problem encountered byebed#rchers and policy
makers interpreting the results of these studies is that mashbavay to control for different levels
of offender risk. Offenders vary in their risk of recidivatingjependent of any intervention
provided. This finding has been confirmed repeatedly in researdhs@eing applied in risk
assessments used for sentencing and in correctional policy tydlassite custody levels and to
make parole decisions.

In a perfect research setting, offenders would be randomly skledi® the various
correctional programs to be evaluated. In the reality of dowrecthis is not possible because of
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Table 2.3
Most Serious Current Conviction by Type of Punishment

Type of Conviction

. % Total
Type of Punishment N % Violent % Property % Drug % Other
Fel. Misd. Fel. Misd. Fel. Misd. Fel. Misd. Fel. Misd.
SSA Community Punishment 29,391 07 204 84 357 98 16pR 07 8. 19.6 80.4
Probation _ .

Entries Intermediate Punishment 11,464 | 15.0 112 269 824 281 3.4 4.8 2, 74.8 252
PROBATION SUBTOTAL | 40,855 47 179 136 280 149 126 1.9 6 35.1 64.9

Prison SSA Prison Release 15629 | 16.2 9.0 290 99 260 3.2 5.4 1. 76.6 23.4

Releases  £ga prison Release 1,489 371 12| 423 22| 133 0.1 3.5 0. 96.2 3.8
PRISON SUBTOTAL | 17,118 | 180 83| 30.2 92 249 3.0 5.3 1. 78.3 21.7
TOTAL 57,973 86 150/ 185 224 179 9.8 2.9 5. 478 522

Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to nogind

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissFY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data



practical, public safety, and legal considerations. Instead, tioig attempts to control statistically
for types of offenders by developing a risk model that divides offendey three levels of risk:
high, medium and low. Using risk level as an independent control vaailises for a comparative
analysis of the recidivism rates of offenders who did and did notipate in a particular program
or intervention.

Components of Risk

Variables used to create the “risk” measure for this studyrase identified in the literature
as increasing or decreasing a person’s risk of being arrféskext.the purposes of this study, risk
is defined ashe projected probability of rearresand is not intended to measure seriousness of
future offenses or offender dangerousness.

A composite measure, risk is made up of a number of factors thiaédaosely divided into
the following three categories:

1. Personal Characteristics

Offender’s agavhen placed on probation or released from prison
Sex

Racé®

Marital status

Employment status at time of arrest for prisoners and at the tiprelodition
entry for probationers

vV vV v Vv VY

> History of substance abugeoblems as indicated by prison or probation
assessment
2. Criminal History
> Age at first arrest

Length of criminal history

Number of prior arrests

Number of prior drug arrests

Most serious prior arrest

Number of prior probation/parole revocations
Number of prior probation sentences
Number of prior prison sentences

Y V VY vy VvV V VY

17 previous recidivism studies conducted by the IN@arolina Sentencing and Policy Advisory
Commission have used a measure of risk in the sisagnd found that many of the differences betvwpegrams
diminished when risk was controlled for (Clarke atatrison, 1992; NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory
Commission, 1998; 2000; 2002; 2004). See thearati Appendix C-2 on risk for a more in-depth dission of
how the risk score was developed for this study.

18 Of the FY 2001/02 sample, 54.4% were black, 40v8%e white, and the remaining 5.3% were Indian
(1.9%), Asian or Oriental (0.2%), other (3.1%)uoknown (0.1%). Based on this distribution, ra@es wollapsed
into two categories, black and non-black. Whiteia# and Indian offenders as well as offenders aittiother” or
“unknown” race were included in the non-black catgg
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3. Current Sentence Information
> Offense class
> Maximum sentence length

A risk score was computed for all offenders in the sample basduese factors. The
offenders were then divided into three
groups of approximately equal size Figure 2.4
according to their risk score, with the Offender Risk Level by Type of Punishment
lowest third as “Low Risk,” the middl¢
third as “Medium Risk,” and the top third
as “High Risk.” 100.0%

80.0% —
As shown in Figur2.4 risk level

varied by the type of punishmerjt. 60.0% -
Probationers sentenced to a community
punishment were much more likely to be
low risk than offenders supervised in other 20.0%
ways. For instance, only 15.2% of SSA 0.0% - , Sl
prison releases were low risk Compared to ‘ Intermediate Probation ‘ FSA Prison Release
46.2% of probationers sentenced to| a Community Probation SSA Prison Release
community punishment. Conversely,

prisoners were much more likely to he
high risk than probationers. SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory Commissio
FY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data

\\ High Risk D Medium Risk D Low Risk

Summary

Chapter Two provided a description of the FY 2001/02 sample’sgiaphic characteristics,
prior criminal history, current conviction, and offender risk level. Of the 57,973 offepticed
on probation or released from prison in FY 2001/02, 79% were male, 54% aeke81% had at
least one prior arrest, and 48% had a most serious conviction fong ¢éfense. Offender risk
level was found to increase by type of punishment, with community punisprogationers having
the lowest risk scores and SSA prison releases having the higthestores. Chapter Three
examines the sample’s subsequent criminal involvement, as measureddstseseconvictions,
technical revocations, and reincarcerations.
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CHAPTER THREE
CRIMINAL JUSTICE OUTCOME MEASURES FOR THE FY 2001/02 SAMPLE

Definition of the Follow-Up Period and Time at Risk

Eact offende in the FY 2001/0: sample was followed for a period of three years to
determine whether repeat criminal behavior occurred, with one-yearydar, and three-year
recidivisir rates reportect® The three-year follow-up period was calculated on an individual basis
using the prison release date plus three years for prison segabeasing the probation entry date
plus three years for probation entries. A fixed follow-up periodusad in an attempt to obtain the
same “window of opportunity” for each offender to recidivate. In ditjushe same window of
opportunity was not necessarily available due to technical probaistrelease supervision, or
parole revocations which result in incarceration or due to the coomafsiew crimes which result
in incarceratior?® Incarcerations resulting from technical revocations mayicaatly reduce
recidivist arrests since the offender no longer has the same aofdime in the community to
recidivate. As a result, offenders who were not rearrested aharfgllow-up may appear to be a
success but may have actually experienced another type ahalrjostice failure i(e., technical
revocation and incarceration) during the follow-up period.

In ordeito take into accoun eact offender’s window of opportunit to recidivate during the
follow-up period, each offender’s act time al risk was calculated by identifying their periods of
incarceration i North Carolina’s prison system and by subtracting the length of time incatcerate
from the follow-up period It is important to note that it was not possible to accountrfer Sipent
in county jails during the follow-up period since each of the State’s county jaitéanmai its own
data. In North Carolina, only offenders who are sentenced to aatme & 90 days or less are
incarcerated in county jail. Lack of automated statewide couhtigja affects the data presented
in this chapter in two ways: 1) time incarcerated in county igihot subtracted from actual time at
risk during the follow-up period and 2) incarceration in county jail§ieeias a result of new
sentences or technical revocations, is not included as part of the recidivistratt@mameasure.

Table 3.1 provides information on time at risk for offenders in the FY RQGHmple. As
expected, the percent of the sample at risk for the entire folfpperiod declined across the follow-
up period. Overali88% of the FY 2001/02 sample were at risk for the entire one-ydawtfalp
period 78% were at risk for the entire two-year follow-up peranc 72% were at risk for the entire
three-year follow-up periodWhile there was relatively little difference betwe probationer and
prisoner with regards to the average time at risk for the one-year fallp\weriod, differences
betweeithetwogroupsincrease for the two- ancthree-y:ar follow-up periods, with prisoners being

19 Each follow-up period reported is inclusive of irevious follow-up period%.g.,the two-year follow-
up period contains information on events that asmliduring the first and second years of follow-és a result,
the recidivism rates reported for each follow-upigek cannot be added across follow-up periods.

20 Technical revocations result from failure to compith the conditions of probation, post-release
supervision, or parole (as opposed to a new vanatif the law), such as having positive drug tdaikng to attend
court-ordered treatment, or violating curfew.
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Table 3.1

Percent at Risk and Average Time at Risk by Type of Punishment

Percent at Risk and Average Time at Risk

f ish 1-Year 2-Year 3-Year
Type of Punishment N Follow-Up Follow-Up Follow-Up
(365 Days) (730 Days) (1,095 Days)
94% 87% 83%
Community Punishment 29,391
SSA 359 days 709 days 1,059 days
Probation
Entries 74% 61% 54%
Intermediate Punishment 11,464
329 days 643 days 963 days
88% 80% 75%
PROBATION SUBTOTAL 40,855
350 days 691 days 1,032 days
86% 73% 64%
SSA Prison Release 15,629
_ 348 days 671 days 984 days
Prison
Releases
89% 7% 70%
FSA Prison Release 1,489
351 days 678 days 991 days
87% 74% 64%
PRISON SUBTOTAL 17,118
348 days 672 days 985 days
88% 78% 72%
TOTAL 57,973
350 days 685 days 1,018 days

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissFY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data



atrisk fewei days thar probationer (67z day: compare to 691day for the two-yea follow-up and

98t day: compare to 1,03z day: for the three-yee follow-up, respectively Of the four types of
punishmen probationer with ar intermediat punishmer hac the lowes percentag of offenders
who were at risk for the entire follow-up period and were at risk fewer days duriog-iofl.

Criminal Justice Outcome Measures

The Sentencing Commission uses rearrests as its primarguraeaf recidivism,
supplemented by information on reconvictions, technical probationatwos, and reincarcerations
to assess the extent of an offender’s repeat involvement in thiearjustice system. While not
a traditional measure of recidivism, technical probation revocati@ns wonsidered a criminal
justice outcome measure for this study due to the linkage betwdaricia revocation and time at
risk during the follow-up period.

In the following sections, criminal justice outcome measurepr@sented for the entire
sample, as well as by type of punishm@nt.

Recidivist Arrest®

Overall 21.3% of the FY 2001/02 sample were rearrested during the onésliearup,
31.5% were rearreste during the two-yea follow-up, anc 38.2% were rearrested during the three-
year follow-up §ee Table 3.2F° Overall, prisoner were more likely to be rearreste than
probationers with a 49.8% rearres rate for the three-year follow-up period. Probationers with a
community punishment were the least likely of the four types of supervision to betesifre

Table 3.2 providesinformatior onthe actua numbe of arrest for thosewhc were rearrested
durinc the follow-up period as well as the types of crimes for which they were rearrested. The
22,12:offender:whcwererearreste durinc the three-yee follow-up accounte for atotalof 46,225
arrest durincthisperiod with 9,239 arrests for violent offenses, 21,190 arrests for property offenses
12,94¢arrest for druc offenses anc 13,047 arrest for “other” offenses While probationers were

21 Statistics presented in this report on SSA prigdeases include offenders released on post-eeleas
supervision. Detailed information for offenderkessed on post-release supervision is providedojmefdix B.

22 Fingerprinted arrest data from DCI were usedetinine recidivist arrests and convictions. Reistl
arrests were defined as fingerprinted arrestsabatrred after an offender was released from prisgriaced on
probation for the conviction that placed him/hethia sample.

23 |t must be noted that the rearrest rates repontdlds section do not take into account the faat some
offenders were not at risk for the entire follow{ogriod as a result of incarceration. It is pdssib calculate
adjusted recidivism rates that estimate the rateafrest that would have occurred if every offerwdere at risk for
the entire follow-up period. For a comparisonedmrest rates with adjusted rearrest ré.e., rearrest rates that are
adjusted for time at risk), see the Commission8£2fecidivism report.

4 As noted in Chapter Two, it is not appropriate datcast SSA prison releases with FSA prison rekease
because they are not comparable in terms of offemseusness and time served.
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Table 3.2

Rearrest Rates by Type of Punishment

Type of Punishment

Rearrest Rates

1-Year 2-Year 3-Year

Follow-Up Follow-Up Follow-Up

SSA Community Punishment 29,391 16.9 24.7 30.1
Probation

Entries Intermediate Punishment 11,464 22.7 33.8 41.4

PROBATION SUBTOTAL 40,855 18.5 27.3 33.3

Prison SSA Prison Release 15,629 28.6 42.2 50.6

Releases  Fsa Prison Release 1,489 21.3 34.9 41.6

PRISON SUBTOTAL 17,118 28.0 41.6 49.8

TOTAL 57,973 21.3 31.5 38.2

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissFY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data



Table 3.3
Rearrests by Type of Punishment and Crime Type

Total Number and Average Number of Arrests

# with During the Three-Year Follow-Up Period
Type of Punishment ReAar;?lest Overall Violent Property Drug Other
# Avg. # Avg. # Avg. # Avg. # Avg.
SSA Community Punishment 8,849| 17,160 1.9 3,467 0.4 7,866 0.9 4815 (.5 4579 05
Probation

Entries Intermediate Punishment 4,750 9,744 2.1 1,887 0.4 4,348 0.9 2,823 06 2904 0.6
PROBATION SUBTOTAL 13,599 26,904 2.0 5354 0.4 12,214 0.p 7,638 (.6 7,483 0.6
Prison SSA Prison Release 7906| 17,974 2.3 3,559 0.5 8,316 1.1 5028 (.6 5163 0.7

Releases Lo prison Release 619| 1,347 2.2 326 05 660 1.1 280 05 396 0.6
PRISON SUBTOTAL 8,525 19,321 2.3 3,885 0.5 8,976 1.1 5308 (.6 5559 0.7
TOTAL 22,124 46,225 2.1 9,239 0.4 21,190 1.p 12,946 (.6 13,042 0.6

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommisskY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data



les:likely to be rearreste thar prisoners, Figure 3.1

the) accounte for a hlghe‘ volume of Rearrest Rates by Offender Risk Level: Three-Year Follow-Up
arrest due to the largel number of |, .,
prcbation entries in the FY 2001/03 62.3%
sample. 60.0% -

50.0% —

Table 3.3 also includes
informaiion on the mean number of 4 -
rearrest for eact group The average EX0
numbe of overal arrest for those who |30.0% —
were rearreste was 2.1 for the three-year
follow-up. Prisoners who were rearreste
hac a slightly higher averag numbe of | 19,00 _—
rearrest during the three-year follow-up
(2.3)thar probationer(2.0) Overall, the 0 ! ! !
averag numbe of violentarrest was 0.4 Low Risk Medium Risk High Risk
for those with a recidivist arrest during SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory Commissio
the three-yee follow-up. Little variation FY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data
was founc betweel the group: with
regard to recidivist arrests for violent offenses during theyear follow-up, although prisoners had
a slightly higher average number of violent rearrests.

JO-O% 16.8% —

As showr in Figure 3.1 recidivisir rate: variec considerabl by risk level, with a stair-step
increas in the percentag rearreste from low risk to mediun risk to highrisk. High risk offenders
had a rearrest rate 62.3% durinc the three-yee follow-up perioc — ovel three anc one-hal times
higher than the rearrest rate of low risk offenders (16.8%).

As shown in Table 3.4, the stair-step pattern in rearrest cated for offender risk level for
the entire sample was also found when examining offender riskolgtyge of punishment. Figure
3.2 illustrates the relationship between type of punishment and teamiesg) the three-year follow-
up period when controlling for risk level. Once risk level is contddite, most of the differences
in rearrest rates between offenders on different types of superdisappear. For the three-year
follow-up period, rearrest rates for low risk offenders rarfrom 15.5% for probationer with a
community punishmer to 20.9%for SSA prisor release:while rearresrate:for highrisk offenders
range(from59.7%for probationer with acommunitypunishmer to 65.2%for SSA prisor releases
over the three-year follow-up period.

For those who were rearrested during the three-year follow-up péned first rearrest
occurred alaverag of 12.7 montheaftel entry to probatior or releas from prison There was little
variaion in the time to first rearrest among the four groups. Teeage number of months to
rearres was 12.7 for community punishmer probatiiners, 12.8 for intermediate punishment
probationers, 12.6 for SSA prison releases, and 13.6 for FSA prison releases.
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Table 3.4
Rearrest Rates by Type of Punishment and Offender Risk Level

% Rearrest by Offender Risk Level

Type of Punishment 1-Year Follow-Up 2-Year Follow-Up 3-Year Follow-Up
Low Medium High Low Medium High Low Medium High

SSA Community Punishment 7.8 18.2 36.2 12.2 27.0 50.7 15.5 33.2 59.7
Probation

Entries Intermediate Punishment 9.3 18.2 35.5 14.4 28.9 50.9 19.0 36.9 60.4

PROBATION SUBTOTAL 8.1 18.2 35.9 12.6 27.5 50.8 16.1 34.1 60.0

Prison SSA Prison Release 8.7 18.2 39.7 15.2 30.3 56.0 20.9 38.5 65.2

Releases g prison Release 7.9 20.2 33.9 16.0 34.4 51.2 20.8 42.2 58.1

PRISON SUBTOTAL 8.6 184 39.4 15.3 30.8 55.8 20.9 38.9 64.8

TOTAL 8.1 18.3 37.5 13.0 28.4 53.1 16.8 35.4 62.3

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissFY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data



Figure 3.2
Rearrest Rates by Type of Punishment and Risk Level: Three-Year Follow-Up

70.0% —

60.0% —

50.0% —

=(n

36.5%

40.0% —

30.0% —

20.0% —

10.0% —

Low Risk Medium Risk High Risk

Probation w/ Community Punishment D Probation w/ Intermediate Punishment
SSA Prison Release . FSA Prison Release

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissiY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data

RecidivistConvictions®

Overall,9.6% of the FY 2001/02 sample had a reconviction during the one-year follow-up
period, 19.6% had a reconviction during the two-year follow-up perand 26.5% had a
reconviction during the three-year follow-up perisddlable 3.5.7¢ Overall, prisoners had a higher
percentag of recidivist convictions thar probationers For example, 35.9% of prisoners had a
recidivisi convictior during the three-yee follow-up compare to 22.5% of probatiorers.
Intermediat punishmer probationer hac a highel percentag of recidivisi conviction: during the
three-yee follow-up thar commnunity punishment probationers, with 28.4% of intermediate
punishmer probationer having recidivist convictions compared to 22.5% of commypitnishment

= Fingerprinted arrest data from the DOJ were tisatbtermine recidivist arrests and convictions.
Recidivist convictions were defined as convictitimst occurred after an offender was released frosop or placed
on probation for the conviction that placed him/imethe sample.

26 Beginning with the 2004 report, an improvement wasle in the way the Sentencing Commission uses
DOJ data to determine reconviction rates.
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probationers. During the three-year follow-up pel 10.0% of low risk offenders23.9% of
medium risk offenders, ar45.4% of high risk offenders had a recidivist conviction.

Table 3.5
Reconviction Rates by Type of Punishment
% Reconviction:

Type of Punishment N 1-Year o-Year 3-Year
Follow-Up Follow-Up Follow-Up

SSA Community Punishment 29,391 7.5 15.0 20.2

Probation

Entries Intermediate Punishment | 11,464 10.5 20.8 28.4

PROBATION SUBTOTAL | 40,855 8.3 16.6 22.5

Prison SSA Prison Release 15,629 12.9 27.2 36.7

Releases g prison Release 1,489 7.7 20.2 27.7

PRISON SUBTOTAL | 17,118 12.5 26.6 35.9
TOTAL 57,973 9.6 19.6 26.5

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissFY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data

Table 3.6 provides information on the volume and types of recidivist c@nsc The
15,33’ offender: whc hac a recidivist convictior by the enc of the three-yee follow-up accounted
for 22,438 convictions during this period, with 3,603 convictions for violent offeri€e851
conviction: for property offenses 6,38¢ conviction: for druc offenses, and 5,313 convictions for
“other” offenses While a lower percentage of probationers had a recidivist domvithan
prisonerstheyaccounte for ahigheinumbe of conviction:thar prisoner duetothe largeinumber
of probation entries in the FY 2001/02 sample.

Table 3.€ alsc include: the averag numbe of recidivisi conviction: for eath group. The
average number of overall convictions for those with a recidivist conviction was the three-
yeal follow-up. Prisoners who were rearrested had a slightly higheageerumber of recidivist
convictions (1.5) than probationers (1.4). Overall, the average number of violent convictions was
0.z for those with a recidivisi convictior during the three-yee follow-up. However, prisoners who
were rearrested had an average of 0.3 violent reariests.
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Table 3.6

Reconvictions by Type of Punishment and Crime Type

Total Number and Average Number of Convictions

# with During the Three-Year Follow-Up Period
i A
Type of Punishment c i Overall Violent Property Drug Other
onv.

# Avg. # Avg. # Avg. # Avg. # Avg.
SSA Community Punishment 5,936 8,458 1.4 1,301 0.2 4,064 0.7 2,368 0.4 1,851 0.3

Probation
Entries Intermediate Punishment 3,256 4626 1.4 706 0.2 2,145 0.7 1,407 0.4 1,150 0.4
PROBATION SUBTOTAL 9,192 13,084 1.4 2,007 0.2 6,209 0.7 3,775 04 3,001 0.3
Prison SSA Prison Release 5,733 8,780 15 1,461 0.3 4,340 0.8 2,494 0.4 2,162 04
Releases  toa prison Release 412 574 1.4 135 0.3 302 0.7 120 03 150 0.4
PRISON SUBTOTAL 6,145 9,354 15 1596 0.3 4,642 0.8 2,614 04 2312 04
TOTAL 15,337 22,438 15 3,603 0.2 10,851 0.7 6,389 0.4 5313 0.3

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommisskY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data



For offenders who had a recidivist conviction during the three-year follow-igdpéreir
first recidivisiconvictior occurrecar averag of 17.Cmonth:afteientryto probatior or releas from
prison There was little variation in the time to first reconvictamong the four groups. The
averag numbe of month:to reconvictior was 16.€ for community punishmer probationer: 16.9
for intermediat punishmer probationers 17.1for SSA prison releases, and 18.2 for FSA prison
releases.

Technical RevocatioRs

Overall 12.4% of the FY 2001/02 sample had a technical revocation during the one-year
follow-up period, 21.3% had a technical revocation during the two-year follow-upgyemnd 26.4%
had a technic revocatiol during the three-yee follow-up perioc (se¢ Table 3.7). This analysis is
limited to revocation thai are technica in nature since revocation for new crimeswould duplicate
therecidivisiarresdata Of those offenders with a technical revocation during the theaefgilow-
up period 91% had one technical revocation, 8% had two technical revocations, and 1Btdead t
or more technica revocations It is not surprising that the greatest increases in ttlenieal
revocatiol rate: are in the first anc seconi yeal of the follow-up peliod since most probation
sentence in North Caroline dc not excee: 3 year: (36 months) althougt there are exceptions It is
possiblt thai technica revocation in the latel years of the follow-up period resulted from new
probation sentences imposed during follow-up.

Of the four groups, probationers with an intermediate punishment had tiestigchnical
revocation rates during the follow-up periwith 39.5% having a technical revocation within the
three-yee follow-up. Probationers with a community punishment had the second highest technica
revocation rates during the follow-up period, with 25.5% having a technical revocation within the
three-year follow-up period. It is not surprising that interntedtnishment probationers had a
higher technical revocation rate than community punishment probatiemees intermediate
probationers are subject to closer monitoring and more restrictive sanctionervpiebation.

During the three-year follow-up period, 15.6% of low risk offenders, 26.7%edium risk
offenders, and 37.0% of high risk offenders had a technical revociFor offender: whao hac a
technica revocatiol durinc the three-yee follow-up, their first technical revocation occurred an
average of 14.7 months after entry to probation or release from pfi$@average number of
months to technical revocation was 14.5 for community punishment probatidre®s for
intermediate punishment probationers, 18.0 for SSA prison releaskd580 for FSA prison
releases. One possible explanation for the longer average time to revocatiosoforglgast is
thai they may have committec a new crime durinc follow-up for which they were placed on
probation and later revoked.

2’ DOC’s OPUS data were used to determine techrévakations. Revocations are limited to those that
are technical in nature since revocations for nemes would duplicate the recidivist arrest da#dthough
probationers are the primary population at riskeghnical revocation, prisoners may also be atafgkechnical
revocation as a result of post-release supervigiargle, or due to new probation sentences corigedottheir
prison sentences or resulting from probation sesgimposed for new crimes committed during follapv-
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Table 3.7
Technical Revocation Rates by Type of Punishment

% Technical Revocation:
Type of Punishment N 1-Year o-Year 3-Year

Follow-Up Follow-Up Follow-Up

SSA Community Punishment 29,391 12.0 21.0 25.5
Probation

Entries Intermediate Punishment 11,464 22.2 33.8 395

PROBATION SUBTOTAL 40,855 14.9 24.6 29.4

. SSA Prison Release 15,629 6.6 13.6 19.6

Prison

Releases g prison Release 1,489 6.7 11.6 16.1

PRISON SUBTOTAL 17,118 6.6 13.4 19.3

TOTAL 57,973 12.4 21.3 26.4

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommisskY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data

Recidivist Incarceratior%

Of the FY 2001/0: sample 12.1% hac a recidivistincarceratio durinc the one-yea follow-
upperiod 22.0%hacarecidivisiincarceratio durinc the two-yea follow-up period anc 28.3% had
arecidivisiincarceratio during the three-yee follow-up perioc (as showr in Table 3.8) Recidivist
incarceration may have occurred as a result of the sentence imposed for a new commaitted
durinc the follow-up perioc or due to a technica revocatiol during the follow-up period Overall,
prisoner were more likely to have a recidivisi incarceratio thar probationer< with a 35.9%
incarceratio rate al the enc of the three-yee follow-up compare to 25.1% of probationer: Of the

8 DOC’s OPUS data were used to determine recidivistrcerationsife., incarcerations that occurred
during the follow-up period). It must be notedtttiee data presented on recidivist incarcerationg include
incarceration in North Carolina’s state prison sgst It does not include periods of incarcerationaunty jails or
incarceration in other states. Incarcerations hae occurred as a result of the sentence impasedrfew crime
committed during the follow-up period or due teeattnical revocation during the follow-up periodhrdughout the
report, the term “reincarceration” is used intergieably with “recidivist incarcerations.” Thesems refer to
incarcerations during the three-year follow-updéfenders who have no prior incarcerations, as agfor those
who have prior incarcerations.
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four groups probationer with community punishment hac the lowes incarceratio rate durinc the
follow-up perioc anc probationer with intermediat punishmenthac the highes incarceratio rate
during the follow-up period. The high incarceration rates for this groeimost likely linked to the
high technical revocation rates for this group. Of those offenders with an matenceuring the
three-year follow-ujperiod 81% hac oneincarceratior 16% hac two incarceration: 3% hac three
or more incarcerations.

During the three-year follow-up period, 10.9% of low risk offenders, 25.7%dfum risk
offenders, and 48.1% of high risk offenders had a recidivistaacation. For thos¢ wha hac an
incarceratio during the three-yee follow-up period theit firstincarceratio occurrecar averag of
15.Z month: aftel entry to probatior or releas from prison. The average number of months to
incarceratio was 16.7 for community punishmer probationers 12.< for intermediat punishment
probationers, 16.8 for SSA prison releases, and 16.4 for FSA prison releases.

Table 3.8
Reincarceration Rates by Type of Punishment
% Reincarceration:
Type of Punishment N 1-Year 2-Year 3-Year

Follow-Up Follow-Up Follow-Up

SSA Community Punishment 29,391 6.1 12.9 17.1
Probation

Entries Intermediate Punishment 11,464 25.9 38.7 455

PROBATION SUBTOTAL 40,855 11.6 20.2 25.1

. SSA Prison Release 15,629 13.6 26.7 36.4

Prison

Releases g prison Release 1,489 11.2 22.7 30.2

PRISON SUBTOTAL 17,118 13.4 26.4 359

TOTAL 57,973 12.1 22.0 28.3

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommisskY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data
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Summary

Chapte Three providec informatior on “time ai risk” during the follow-up period. Each
offender’« actua time al risk was calculater by identifying their periods of incarceration in North
Carolina’s prisor systen during follow-up anc subtractinithe time incarcerate from the follow-up
period®* Overall, 72% of the entire sample were at risk for the ethtie-year follow-up period.
Time atrisk for the three-yee follow-up perioc variec considerabl for prisoner anc probationers,
as well as for the subcategories
comprising each group.

Figure 3.3

. i Rearrest Rates: Three-Year Follow-Up
Examination of rearrest rates ovear

the three-year follow-up period indicatep
that rearrest rates increase from year [t&-0%
year, but at a decreasing raFigure 3.3 | 4 9o
provides a summary of rearrest rates fpr
the three-year follow-up period for """
probationers, prisoners, and the sample|as.o% -
a whole. Overall, aboi38% of the FY

.| 10.0% —
2001/02 sample were rearrested during
the three-year follow-up period, 0 \ \ \
Prisoners had higher rearrest rates than Probationers Prisoners Entire Sample
prObatiOﬂel’S- D 1-Year Follow-Up D 2-Year Follow-Up
. 3-Year Follow-Up

Beginning with the 2004
recidivism report, the Sentencingg@URCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory Commissio
Commissiol expande its definition of Y 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data

recidivism to include technical

revocation ancreincarceration in additior to the traditiona measure of rearresanc reconviction.
Figure 3.4 summarizes criminal justice outcomes for the FY 2001/ esauring the three-year
follow-up period by type of punishme.3¢ Overall, prisonel hac highel rearres and reconviction
rate«thar probationers Intermediate punishment probationers had higher rearrest and relconvict
rate«thar community punishmer probationers« Probationers had higher technical revocation rates

29 As noted previously, the time at risk measuresdu# account for time spent in local jails sinaerently
each jail maintains its own data and there is reiatewide automated data system.

30 It must be noted that the data presented on residincarcerations only include incarceration inrtko
Carolina’s state prison system. It does not inelpdriods of incarceration in county jails or irm=ation in other
states.In North Carolina, offenders who are sentencedtivaterms greater than 90 days are incarceratethte
prison, while those sentenced to active terms 98 daless are incarcerated in county jTheoretically,
reincarceration rates should be higher than teahnéwocation rates since reincarceration can résih from new
sentences and technical revocations. Reincarorredtes are lower than technical revocation rfaiesommunity
punishment probationerse¢ Figure 3.4). This finding can be attributed tdtboew sentences imposed that result
in sentences served in county jail and to techmmabcations that result in sentences served intgqail.
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thar prisoners as would be expected given that probationers are the primary populatisk af
technica revocatior Of the four groups, intermediate punishment probationers had the highest
technicarevocatiol rate:anc the highes reincarceratiorates As discussed in Chapter One, some
offender: wha formerly would have gone to prisor have been shifted to probation (in this case,
intermediate punishment probation) with the implementati@tructured Sentencing. Probationers
with intermediat punishmentarethe mos seriou:grouy of offender: supervise in the community.
Therefore it is to be expecte thai they would fair worse thar community punishmer probationers

in terms of the various measures of recidivism.

Figure 3.4
Criminal Justice Outcomes by Type of Punishment: Three-Year Follow-Up
60.0% —
50.6%
50.0% — 45.5%
41.4% 41.6%
39.5%
40.0% — 36.7% N 36.4%
30.2%
30.0% 2< 27.7%
19,69
20.0% — N N 16.1%
10.0% —
° N N
S ‘ | ‘
Intermediate FSA Prison Release
Community SSA Prison Release
D % Rearrest g % Reconviction
D % Tech. Revocation E % Reincarceration

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissieY 2001/02 Correctional Program
Evaluation Data

Chapter Three also examined criminal justice outcomes by offasklével. As shown in
Figure 3.5, rates for all of the criminal justice outcome measiuwang the three-year follow-up
period varied considerably by offender risk level, with a stairisipase in rates from low risk to
medium risk to high ri. When compared to low risk offenders, high risk offenders were oeer thr
anc one-hal times more likely to be rearrestec abou four anc one-hal times more likely to be
reconvictd, over two times more likely to have a technical revocationpagadfour times more
likely to be reincarcerated.
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While both type of
punishment and offender rigk
level were found to highly
correlate with recidivism (ap
measured by the variol
criminal justice outcomes in

S70.0% —

Figure 3.5
Criminal Justice Outcomes by Risk Level: Three-Year Follow-Up

L62,3%

also play an important role ins0.0% — 154 L8 1%

Chapter Three), other factoFO-O% .

explaining differences i
recidivism rates. Offender

S
are sentenced and targeted far-0%
correctional programs basgd0.0%
on legal factors such as theo.o% —
seriousness of their offense

and prior record. This prg-

selection can also be seen|as

classifying offenders according
to some notion of risk

although not necessatrily risk pf

40.0% — 35.4% 37.0%

0

25.7%

VIV 4

Low Medium High

D % Rearrest E % Reconviction
D % Tech. Revocation E % (Re)incarceration

reoffending. This makes &ource: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissiY 2001/02
difficult to determine theCorrectional Program Evaluation Data

relative importance of offender

risk level (as used in this study) versus type of punishment. CHamieexpands the search for
correlates of recidivism by including the type of correctional stigien and sanctions imposed to
the list of factors analyzed. The multivariate analysis usé&hapter Four is a statistical method
to account (or “control”) for and assess the net impact of presxifctors (such as type of
punishment or offender risk level) on the probability of rearresthnical revocation, or

reincarceration.
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CHAPTER FOUR
MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF OUTCOME MEASURES

Multivariate Analysis: What is a Regression Model?

A regression model is a statistical tool used to estimatagbeciation of a number of
independent variables.@, age, sex, offense seriousness) with a dependent vaeaipleqarrest,
technical revocation, incarceration), apart from the contribution obfting other variables in the
model. This type of analysis allows for a determination of whethetype of pumisantgprogram
participation, for example, have any relationship with an offender’s pildpaf being rearrested,
controlling for other factors such as age, race or criminabryistit also indicates the relative
importance of other factors.

Using logistic regression, several models were developed to de¢ehow a variety of
independent variables.g, sex, race, criminal history, program participation) may béectla the
probability of rearrest for three groupings of offenders in the2691/02 Correctional Program
Evaluation sample: (1) all offenders (N=57,973), (2) prisoners (n=17,1183ppdobationers
(n=40,855)" In addition, other models were developed which examined the probaisility
reincarceration and employment during the three year follow-up peklttbugh the analyses may
reveal a relationship exists, it does not necessarily mean that an indepgadable (e.g., sex) is
the cause of the particular outcome (e.g., rearreBther, it indicates a statistical association,
which may or may not be due to a causal relation%hip.

Dependent Variables (Outcome Measures) Modeled

The regression analyses in this section model three main dependent variables:

> Rearrest-- one or more fingerprinted rearrests;
> Reincarceration- one or more incarcerations in DOC'’s state prison system; and
> Employment- employmentin any of the 12 quarters during the three yeara/fol

release from prison or placement on probation as reported to the Emeploy
Security Commission.

31 Logistic regression involves regression usingldigé (i.e., the logarithm of the odds) of an outcome
occurring. This type of analysis is most apprdprfar regression models with a dichotomous depeineaiable
such as being rearrested or not.

32 The effects were converted from logistic modelfficients and indicate the estimated increase or
decrease in the probability of an outcome occumihgch is associated with each independent varifasléhe
average offender. See Aldrich and Nelson (1984 4)for further information on converting logistioefficients
to “effects.” See Appendix C-3 for logistic coeféints for each model.
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Independent Variables Used in the Regression Models

categories?

1.

The independent variables used in the regression models can bg ¢woseked into five

Personal Characteristics

vV vV v v v VY

Age at the time of entry into the follow-up peffod

Racé®

Sex

Marital status (i.e., married or not married) at the timeentry into the sample
Education (i.e., less than 12 years of education or 12 or more years of education)
Employment status at the time of arrest for prisoners and dtrtigeof probation
entry for probationers

History of substance abuse problems as identified by either a prison loatpmo
assessment

Youthful offender (i.e., less than 21 years of age at entry into prison or probation)
Risk level

Current Offense Information

Offense seriousness - whether the current offense was a felony

Severity of sentence - whether the offender was sentenced to conprabration
(the least restrictive sentence), intermediate probation,ieopr(the most restrictive
sentence)

Maximum sentence length imposed

Length of time spent in prison (in months) immediately prior to releasdfenders
released from prisch

33 Note that not all of the independent variablstetl were appropriate to use in all of the regoessi
models presented in this chapter.

3 The square of the offender’s age at the timenof/ento the follow-up period was used as a cdntro
variable.

% Race was collapsed into two categories, blacknamdblack. White, Asian and American Indian
offenders as well as offenders with an “other” enknown” race were included in the non-black catggo

% The square of the length of time spent in prisas @aiso included in relevant models as a control
variable.
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3. Criminal History

> Age at first arrest
> Number of prior fingerprinted arrests
> Number of prior drug arrests
> Most serious prior arrest
> Number of prior times an offender was placed on probation or parole
> Number ofprior revocations
> Number of prior incarcerations in North Carolina’s prison system
> Number of prior prison infractions
4. Type of Community Supervision
> SSA probation with community punishment
> SSA probation with intermediate punishment
5. Time at Risk during the Three-Year Follow-Up
> Actual time at risk during the three-year follow-up was calculateddch offender

by identifying his/her periods of incarceration in North Carolina’s prisostesy
within the follow-up time frame and subtracting the time incarceréitem the
follow-up period. This variable is included in the model as a control variable.

For purposes of discussion, only estimated effects that are stagidigaificant — that is,
it is highly unlikely they are the result of random variation in sampling or chanceevawed.

Regression Analysis: Recidivist Arrest

Chapter Three of this report presented rearrest rates fentlme FY 2001/02 sample and
for groups of offenders classified by their type of punishment. Tdression analyses described
in this section isolate the net impact of factors such as typeighment or personal characteristics
on rearrest, and thus help identify relationships not apparent when $owokilyg at rearrest rates.
Table 4.1 presents analyses of the likelihood of rearrest fofeidErs (Model 1), prisoners (Model
2), and probationers (Model 3) based on the three-year follow-updpeNote that Chapter 3
presents outcome variables for years one, two, and three in thgelardeHow-up period while this
chapter focuses only on the entire three-year follow-up.
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Table 4.1

Effect of Personal and Criminal Justice Factors on Recidivist Arrest

Independent Variables

Personal Characteristics

Age (each year)

Black

Male

Married

12 or More Years of Education

Employed

Substance Abuser

Youthful Offender

Risk Level
Current Offense Information

Felony

Severity of Sentence

Maximum Sentence Imposed (in months)

Time Spent in Prison (in months)
Criminal History

Age at First Arrest

# Prior Arrests

Prior Drug Arrest

Most Serious Prior Arrest

# Prior Times on Probation/Parole

# Prior Probation/Parole Revocations

# Prior Incarcerations

# Prison Infractions

Estimated Effect on Probability of Rearrest for:

Model 1:

All Offenders
(N=57,973)
Average rearrest
probability=38.2%

-1.0%
6.3%
5.3%
-2.2%
-2.7%
-3.4%
4.3%
5.8%

4.3%

-7.6%
2.5%
-0.1%

NS

0.3%
3.1%
5.3%
3.0%
1.3%
NS
-1.7%

N/A

Model 2: Model 3:
All Prison Releases All Probation Entries
(n=17,118) (n=40,855)

Average rearrest
probability=33.3%

Average rearrest
probability=49.8%

-1.6% -0.8%
8.4% 5.4%
3.1% 5.7%
-4.1% NS
-2.0% -2.8%
NS -4.3%
4.5% 3.5%
5.5% 5.9%
4.6% 3.7%
NS -8.0%
N/A N/A
NS N/A
-0.3% N/A
0.2% 0.3%
2.8% 3.5%
2.8% 5.9%
NS 3.2%
2.0% NS
NS NS
-1.1% -2.4%
0.4% N/A



Table 4.1 (continued)
Effect of Personal and Criminal Justice Factors on Recidivist Arrest

Estimated Effect on Probability of Rearrest for:

Model 1: Model 2: Model 3:
All Offenders All Prison Releases All Probation Entries
(N=57,973) (n=17,118) (n=40,855)
Average rearrest Average rearrest Average rearrest

probability=38.2% probability=49.8% probability=33.3%
Independent Variables

Type of Community Supervision

SSA Probation with Community Punishments N/A N/A reference category
SSA Probation with Intermediate Punishments N/A N/A -1.6%
Time at Risk during 3-Year Follow-Up -0.1% -0.1% -0.1%

NSindicates that the effect is not statisticallyngfigant at p>.05.

Notes:

1. For purposes of this study, rearrest was defagdne or more fingerprinted arrests during theettyear follow-up period
starting at the time the offender was placed obation or released from prison.

2. The figures in the table show the effect on ttabpbility of rearrest compared with the mean phbiliig in the data set.

3. The square of the offender’s age and time sdrvpdson were also included in the model as camaaables.

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommisskY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data

Model 1: Probability of Rearrest for All Offenders

Model 1 in Table 4.1 presents the estimated effects of each indepemadable on an
offender’s probability of being rearrested during the three-year follow-tipdoeAll offenders in
the FY 2001/02 sample were included in this analysis. It should be igatedizat only statistically
significant findings are discussed in this section and presented in Table 4.1.

Overall, the analysis revealed that about 38% of all offenders wargested during the
three-year follow-up period and that this outcome was relatechtordber of personal, offense-
related and criminal history factors. The values presented forlMaddicate the approximate
change in the probability of rearrest associated with each indep@&adabte relative to a reference
category. For example, offenders who were employed were 3.4% less likelgdbawtho were
not employed to be rearrested. Other personal characteristissitred as protective factors against
rearrest were being older, married, or having 12 or more péaducation. Conversely, some
personal characteristics increased an offender’s chabeegfrearrested, including sex, race, being
a youthful offender (under 21 years of age), or being a substance addasenffenders were 5.3%
more likely to be rearrested than females. Black offenders were 6.3%ikebtréd be rearrested
than non-blacks. Compared to adult offenders, youthful offenders were 5.8%ikatyr¢o be
rearrested. Offenders with a history of substance abuse werabB88dikely to recidivate than
those offenders with no such history. Finally, the analysis alsoritm&cécount individual offender

39



risk levels. As expected, increases in risk level also inedethe probability of rearrest. Medium
risk offenders were 4.3% more likely to recidivate than low risk offenders and skgbffenders
were 4.3% more likely to recidivate than medium risk offenders.

Controlling for all othel factors offender: convictec of a felony were 7.6% less likely to be
rearreste thar thos¢ convicted of a misdemeanor. The severity of an offender’s senfasce
measured by whether an offender was sentenced to a community purijsamariermediate
punishment, or prison) also affected the probability of rearré&3tienders sentenced to an
intermediate punishment were 2.5% more likely to recidivate tfanders sentenced to a
community punishment. Offenders sentenced to prison were about 2.5%kelyreolrecidivate
than offenders sentenced to an intermediate punishment. In genermalpthaestrictive the
punishment, the greater the chance of recidivism. Although thesaffece small, sentence length
also impacted an offender’s chance of being rearrested.

As expected, criminal history impacted the probability of reari&sth the exception of the
number of prior incarcerations, all of the criminal history facteciided in the analysis increased
an offender’s chance of being rearrested. Offenders who had a@prparrest were 5.3% more
likely to be rearrested than those who did not have a prior drug awéen looking at offenders’
most serious prior arrest, offenders whose most serious pridnaa®a property offense were 3%
more likely to be rearrested than offenders with a drug offenend®rs with a violent offense as
their most serious prior arrest were 3% more likely to beested than offenders whose most
serious prior arrest was a property offense. Finally, the tmoes an offender was arrested and
placed on probation or parole the greater the chance of beingtez. Controlling for all other
factors, the number of prior incarcerations was associated with a decredgwsublikef rearrest.

Time ai risk during the follow-up perioc was alsc includec in the aralysis as a control
variable A negative relationship was found between time at risk eadast. As time at risk
increased, the chance of being rearrested decreased.

Model 2: Probability of Rearrest for Prisoners

Model 2 in Table 4.1 focuses on the probability of rearrest for the 17, kIfhpaleases in
the FY 2001/02 sample. Overall, almost 50% of prison releaseseaerested during the three-year
follow-up period. Note that only statistically significant findings are disligs this section and
presented in Table 4.1.

As found in the analysis for all offenders, older, or married pris@melthose having at least
12 years of education were less likely to recidivate while btaeke, or youthful offenders and those
with a history of substance abuse were associated with a highidrdod of being rearrested. Black
prisoners were 8.4% more likely to recidivate than non-blacks. As cethparfemales, male
prisoners were 3.1% more likely to be rearrested. Prisoners wishosy of substance abuse were
4.5% more likely to recidivate than those who had no such history. Youthful prisoners.&a8r
more likely to be rearrested after their release than adstinars. Similar to the findings for all
offenders, risk level affected the probability of rearrest for prisonkledium risk prisoners were
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4.6% more likely to recidivate than low risk prisoners while higk prisoners were 4.6% more
likely to recidivate than medium risk prisoners. Generally speattiednigher a prisoner’s risk, the
greater the likelihood of rearrest.

Of the current offense indicators, only time spent in prison had a signifcpatt on the
probability of rearrest for prisoners when controlling for othetdia. Prisoners who spent more
time in prisor hac a decrease probability of rearres in the follow-up perioc which coulc be related
totheir “aging-out’ of their peal criminal offendin¢ year«while in prison The majority of criminal
history factors, on the other hand, were found to impact the probabiiggroést for prisoners. Age
at first arrest, the number of prior arrests, having a prior dragtathe number of probation/parole
entries, and the number of prison infractions were all associatiegmvincreased probability of
rearrest. Prisoners with a prior drug arrest were 2.8% likelg to be rearrested than offenders
who did not have a prior drug arrest. Generally speaking, the moreimeeners were arrested and
placed on probation or parole and the more prison infractions prisonergdhthamore likely they
were to be rearrested. As found in the analysis for all offenitheraumber of prior incarcerations
was associated with a decreased probability of rearrest.

As founc in the analysi: for all offenders a negativi relaionship was found between time
at risk and rearrest. As time at risk increased, the chance of being relalleestased.

Prison infractions are used in this model as a predictor aestabut are also an interim
indicator of prisoner misbehavior that is influenced by many of the saneables that affected the
probability of rearrestg.g, personal characteristics, current offense information, andnaim
history). To further explore these relationships, a regression magalsed that examined which
variables had an impact on prison infractién&eing a youthful offender increased the number of
prison infractions incurred. Generally speaking, as the number ofrpréwcerations increased, so
too did the number of infractions. In addition, the older a prisoner vege aif first arrest, the more
time an offender spent in prison, the more infractions he/she wstbkiecur. However, being
male, married, having at least 12 years of education, being employed pi@oio entry, having
a history of substance abuse, having a longer maximum sentguaseih or having a prior drug
arrest decreased the number of infractions incurred by a prisoner, all else heddtconst

Model 3: Probability of Rearrest for Probationers

Model 3 in Table 4.1 analyzes the probability of rearrest for the 40,855 probatiotiers
FY 2001/02 sample. Overall, 33% of probationers were rearrested cheitigeée-year follow-up
period. Note that only statistically significant findings aigcdssed in this section and presented
in Table 4.1.

37 Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression was fasetlis part of the analysis since the number of
prison infractions is a continuous variable. Sepdéndix C-3, Table C-3.4 for the OLS coefficientsgicting
prison infractions.
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Personal characteristics were found to affect the probabiligaofest for probationers with
being older, having at least twelve years of education, and being edgigyificantly reducing the
likelihood of rearrest. Similar to Model 1 and Model 2 in Table 4.1, bgliack, male, having a
history of substance abuse, or being a youthful offe were associated with a higher likelihood of
rearrest. Black probationers were about 5.4% more likely toebmested than non-blacks.
Compared to female probationers, male probationers were 5.7% moyediketidivate. Having
a history of substance abuse increased probationers’ chances otbeiagted by 3.5%. Youthful
offenders were almost 6% more likely to recidivate than adulhoéfies. Offender risk level was
also a statistically significant factor. Generally spegkthe higher the risk level, the greater the
probability of rearrest.

Controllinc for all othelfactors probationer convictecof afelony were 8% les: likely to be
rearreste thar probationer convictecof a misdemeana Similar to the previous models, criminal
history impacted a probationer’s chance of being rearrested, with ags atriast, the number of
prior arrests, having a prior drug arrest, and most serious prest &eing associated with an
increased likelihood of rearrest. The probability of rearregirfvationers increased by 3.5% with
each prior arrest and by almost 6% for having a prior drug arrest. As ises&dy all offenders,
probationers with a property arrest as their most serious prestavere 3.2% more likely to be
rearrested than those with a drug arrest while probationers withlemt offense as their most
serious prior arrest were 3.2% more likely to be rearrestedffenders whose most serious prior
arrest was a property offense. As found for all offenders and présahe probability of rearrest
for probationers decreased with each prior incarcel. Age may have been related to prior
incarcerationwith oldeloffender: havin¢hac more opportunit to be arreste ancincarcerate than
younge offenders If this occurred, these offenders may have “aged-out” of criroifehding and
therefore may have resulted in a decreased likelihood of rearrest.

Model 3 also looked at the impact of the type of community supervision @ndhability
of rearrest for probationers. As a group, probationers sentencedteramediate punishment had
a higher rearrest rate during the three-year follow-up periodthuse sentenced to a community
punishmen(41.4% versus 30.1%), as discussed in Chapter Three. However, once fdetotisan
the type of community supervisior.@, age, sex, criminal history, time at risk) were taken into
account, probationers sentenced to an intermediate punishment werg ad@aless likely than
probationers sentenced to a community punishment to be rearilt is not clea fromthe analysis
whether increased supervision or other factors not inclucthe mode resulted in the decreased
likelihooc of rearres for probationer sentence to ar intermediat punishmen In previous
Sentencin Commissiol reports it was hypothesize that revocations to prison for technical
violations of probatior were afactoinotincludecin the analysi:thaimight helg explair thisfinding.
It was thought that revocations, wh are more likely with increased supervision, may artificially
reduct recidivisn since the offende is remover from the community and does not have the
opportunitytoreoffend This report partially accounts for revocations to prison through¢asune
of time al risk, which is calculatei by subtractin: period: of incarceraion in state prison during
follow-up from the maximun follow-up time for analysis However, this methodological
improvemert does not account for incarceration in county jail during follow-upsimiéasure of
time ai risk. While the finding from this study indicates that intermediateghunent probationers
are less likely than community punishment probationers to be rearrested eveoraftélirey for
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time atrisk, it is possibl«thai this finding would changiif date onincarceratio in jail wereincluded
in the measure of time at risk.

As founc in the analysi: for all offenders, a negative relationship was found between time
at risk and rearrest. As time at risk increased, the chance of being relalleestased.

The numbe of prior revccations was usec in this mode as a predicto of rearres but
revocatiol in the follow-up period was also used as an indicator of a probationer’s misconduct.
Many of the sam« variable: thet affected rearrest also influenced revocatie.g., personal
charateristics, current offense information, and criminal history). wWidher explore these
relationships alogistic regressio mode was use( tha examinerwhich variable:hacar impac on
technica revocatons for probationers during the three-year follow-up pe¥ Holding all other
variable: constan bein¢ married having al leas twelve years of education, or being employed
serve(as protectivefactorsanc decrease the likelihood of having atechnica probatior revocation.
Conversely bein¢ black male having a history of substanc abus, or being a youthful offender
were associated with a higher likelihood of technical revocat©ffender risk level was also a
statistically significant factor. As expected, increarassk level also increased the probability of
technical revocation during the three-year follow-up period. Withxbeygion of age at first arrest
and having a prior drug arrest, all of the criminal history factopacted a probationer’s chance of
having atechnical revocation. Last, type of community supervisiareimied technical revocations
for probationers. Probationers sentenced to an intermediate punishmeehiviéo more likely to
have a technical revocation than those sentenced to a community punisAmgraviously noted,
probationers who were sentenced to intermediate punishments weréteubgeased supervision
which may have resulted in their higher rate of technical rewmtas compared to probationers
sentenced to community punishment. However, probationers sehtentermediate punishments
had a rate of rearrest lower than those sentenced to community pemiskihen controlling for
factors related to rearrest.¢.,age, sex, criminal history) as discussed in Model 3 above.

Regression Analysis: Recidivist Incarceration

Chapter Three of this report presented recidivist incarceratesfa the entire FY 2001/02
sample and for groups of offenders classified by their type of punrthrbe regression analyses
in this chapter isolate the net impact of factors such as typsmefhment or personal characteristics
on reincarceration, and thus help identify relationships not apparent sulngty looking at
reincarceration rates. Table 4.2 presents analyses of thedibelof recidivist incarceration for all
offenders (Model 4) based on the three-year follow-up period.

% See Appendix C-3, Table C-3.5 for the logistigression results.
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Model 4: Probability of Recidivist Incarceration for All Offenders

Model 4 in Table 4.2 presents the estimated effects of each indepeadable on an
offender’s probability of being reincarcerated during the threefgtaw-up period. All offenders
in the FY 2001/02 sample were included in this analysis. It should led aggain that only
statistically significant findings are discussed in this section and peelsentable 4.2.

Overall, the analysis revealed that about 28% of all offenders temtbiavist incarceration
during the three-year follow-up period. Personal characterisatgmpacted an offender’s chance
of being reincarcerated included gender, being a substance amkbging a youthful offender.
Male offenders were 11.5% more likely to be reincarcerated thaadds. Offenders with a history
of substance abuse were 4% more likely to be reincarcerated kume Mwffenders
with no such history. Compared to adult offenders, youthful offendersiwremore likely to be
reincarcerated than adult offenders. The analysis also tookaotwirat individual offender risk
levels. As expected, increases in risk level also increasgudbability of reincarceration during
the three-year follow-up period. Medium risk offenders were 4.5% Imkehgto be reincarcerated
than low risk offenders and high risk offenders were 4.5% more likdbe treincarcerated than
medium risk offenders. Being married, being employed, or having 12 oryaare of education
were associated with decreases in the probability of bemggreerated during the follow-up period.

Controlling for other factors, offenders convicted of a felony for th@irent offense were
14.5% more likely to be reincarcerated than those convicted of a neadem However, this
finding might also be affected by the fact that offenders witkesees of 90 days or less (typically
those with a misdemeanor conviction) are required to serve thenseastin county jail, which is
not included in this measure of recidivist incarcerations. Theigeokan offender’s sentence also
affected the probability of reincarceration, but to a much lesseeele@ffenders sentenced to an
intermediate punishment were 2.3% more likely to be reincarcefedadffenders sentenced to
community punishment. Offenders sentenced to prison were 2.3% moredikelyeincarcerated
than offenders sentenced to intermediate punishment. Maximum sanposed and time spent
in prison also impacted an offender’s chance of being reincarcerated.

With the exception of having a prior drug arrest, all of the crinfiisdory factors included
in the analysis increased an offender’s chance of being reire@deMHaving only a small effect,
age at first arrest, number of prior arrests, number of timpsotration/parole, and number of prior
incarcerations were all associated with an increase in kieihtbod of an offender being
reincarcerated. Most serious prior arrest and having more probatme/fevocations had a larger
impact on the likelihood of reincarceration. Offenders whose maosiuseprior arrest was a
property offense were 3.7% more likely to be reincarcerated thag Wiasse most serious prior
arrest was a drug offense. Offenders whose most serious prior offense wastaffehse were
3.7% more likely to be reincarcerated than offenders with a property effantheir most serious
prior arrest. Generally speaking, offenders with more probationgr@wadcations were more likely
to be reincarcerated.
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Table 4.2
Effect of Personal and Criminal Justice Factors oiRecidivist Incarceration

Estimated Effect on Probability of Reincarceration for:

Model 4: All Offenders (N=57,973)
Average reincarceration probability=28.3%

Independent Variables

Personal Characteristics

Age (each year) NS

Black NS

Male 11.5%
Married -1.7%
12 or More Years of Education -5.4%
Employed -6.4%
Substance Abuser 4.0%
Youthful Offender 4.7%
Risk Level 4.5%

Current Offense Information

Felony 14.5%
Severity of Sentence 2.3%
Maximum Sentence Imposed (in months) <0.1%
Time Spent in Prison (in months) -0.7%
Criminal History

Age at First Arrest 0.3%
# Prior Arrests 1.1%
Prior Drug Arrest NS

Most Serious Prior Arrest 3.7%
# Prior Times on Probation/Parole 1.2%
# Prior Probation/Parole Revocations 4.5%
# Prior Incarcerations 2.2%

NSindicates that the effect is not statisticallyngfigant at p>.05.

Notes:
1. For purposes of this stucrecidivist incarceration was defined as one or npagod of incarceration in NC’s state prison

system during the three-year follow-up period &tgrat the time the offender was placed on probatioreleased from

prison.
2. The figures in the table show the effect on ttabpbility o' reincarceration compared with the mean probabilithe data

set.
3. The square of the offender’s age and time sdrvpdson were also included in the model as canmaaables.

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommisskFY 2001/02Correctional Program Evaluation Data



Regression Analysis: Employment

While this report primarily examines recidivism, whether anmafé is a “success” can be
measured in additional ways. One of these is whether or not theleffevas able to secure
legitimate employment following release into the communityeing employed serves several
functions, including a legitimate income, increased stability and “stakes in eotyfdmwhich, in
turn, may ultimately decrease recidivism (Bonta et al., 199%;Hand, 1979). Employment is also
important since it leaves less time for illegal behavior ancedses dependency on illegal sources
of income.

Table 4.3 provides descriptive information on employment outcomes for years
following the offender’s release to the community. Employmens ketged by type of punishment
for probationers and by type of prison release. Probationers with cotymumishment had higher
employment rates in the three-year follow-up than thosdmtghmediate punishment (77.3% versus
72.3%). Similarly, prisoners’ rates of employment differed for 88AFSA prison releases (69.4%
and 80.5% respectively). It should be noted that some offenders (mbysa jkeinger sub-sample
of probationers), while not gainfully employed, might have been involved iragdoal programs
during the follow-up perio&’

The last two columns of Table 4.3 provide information on employment $gasilimeasured
by the average number of quarters worked and average monthly wagggschaing the three-year
follow-up period. (Note that these numbers only reflect offenders ethally worked at least one
quarter during the year following release to the community.)n@é&es who were employed worked
an average of 6.8 quarters during the three-year follow-up period, wytkligyfit variations by type
of punishment. Average quarterly wages were $2,198 for all employeatefts, but varied by type
of punishment. Prisoners earned a quarterly average of $261 lessotbatiomers; SSA prisoners
earned the least per quarter ($1,967), while FSA prisoners earnedsh@?404). Overall, there
was also a smaller variation between the subgroups in the meanrrafrgbarters worked than
there was between having or not having worked at all throughout the follow-up period.

Three logistic regression models were developed to analyze tutsefif a variety of
independent variables on the probability of employment during the thresfgkawing release to
the community for all offenders (Model 5), prisoners (Model 6) and probationers (Md8eA3).
in the previous models analyzing the probability of rearrest, the independent vanieatdssded

¥ A commonly imposed condition of probation or parnglemployment, active search for employment, or
participation in an educational program.

0 The data available were limited to wages reporbeithé North Carolina Employment Security
Commission (ESC). “Employment” is a dichotomousafale indicating whether an offender was emplogedot
employed during the 33months following release theocommunity. Any wages reported to the ESQ irast one
of the twelve quarters following release were usedn indicator of “employed.”
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into five categories: personal characteristics, current offaf@m@nation, criminal history, and type
of punishment! Table 4.4 presents the results of the analyses.

Table 4.3
Employment in the Three Years Following Release to the Community:
All Offenders FY 2001/02

Number % Mean # of Mean

Type of Punishment N Emoloved  Emploved Quarters  Wages per

ploy ploy Worked? Quarter?
Probation Community Punishment 29,391 22,729 77.3% 7.3 $2,287
Entries  htermediate Punishment | 11,464 8,286 72.3% 6.4 $2,227
All Probation Entries 40,855 31,015 76.0% 7.0 $2,271
Prison SSA Prison Release 15,629 10,848 69.4% 6.0 $1,967
Releases  Ega prison Release 1,489 1,199 80.5% 6.9 $2,404
All Prison Releases| 17,118 12,047 70.4% 6.1 $2,010
TOTAL 57,973 43,062 74.3% 6.8 $2,198

Notes:
1. Mean number of quarters worked and mean totatsvagly includes offenders who worked in at least quarter during
the 33 months following release to the community.

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissFY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data

Model 5: Probability of Employment for All Offenders

Model 5 in Table 4.4 presents the estimated effects of each indepeadable on an
offender’s probability of employment in at least one quarter in the tleaas jollowing release to
the community. All 57,973 offendersin the FY 2001/02 sample were inclutled analysis. Note
that only statistically significant findings are discussed in this seatidmpeesented in the table.

Overall, the analysis indicated that 74.3% of all offenders weptoged in the three years
following release to the community and that this outcome wasdetata number of personal,
offense-related and criminal history factors. In general, yowtfgarders, black offenders, married
offenders, or offenders with at least 12 years of education wene likely to be employed in the
three years following release to the community. Black offenders 3.5% more likely than their

“1 One difference between this and the previous aeslgkould be noted. The “Employed” variable found
under Personal Characteristics in Table 4.1 has Beketed from analysis. While, theoretically, poes
employment should predict future employment, fatyationers in the sample prior employment was etquiaiture
employment since the probation risk assessmentioas following their placement on probation.
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Table 4.4
Effect of Personal and Criminal Justice Factors on Employment

Estimated Effect on Probability of Employment for:

Model 5: Model 6: Model 7:
All Offenders All Prison Releases  All Probation Entries
(N=57,973) (n=17,118) (n=40,855)

Average employment Average employment Average employment
probability=74.3% probability=70.4% probability=75.9%

Independent Variables

Personal Characteristics

Age (each year) -0.5% 0.7% -0.7%
Black 3.5% 3.4% 3.7%
Male -1.9% NS -1.3%
Married 1.7% 2.7% 1.3%
12 or More Years of Education 6.6% 4.3% 7.3%
Substance Abuser NS NS NS
Youthful Offender 3.5% 2.6% 4.0%
Risk Level -2.6% NS -3.7%

Current Offense Information

Felony -1.8% NS -3.2%
Severity of Sentence -2.8% N/A N/A
Maximum Sentence Imposed (in months) NS <0.1% N/A
Time Spent in Prison (in months) 0.2% 0.1% N/A

Criminal History

Age at First Arrest NS -0.3% NS

# Prior Arrests NS -0.3% NS

Prior Drug Arrest -3.8% -4.8 -2.9%
Most Serious Prior Arrest 0.6% NS 1.0%

# Times on Probation/Parole 0.9% 1.3% 0.8%
# Probation/Parole Revocations -1.1% -1.4% -0.9%
# Prior Incarcerations -0.5% -0.7% -0.7%

# Prison Infractions N/A 0.1% N/A



Table 4.4 (continued)
Effect of Personal and Criminal Justice Factors on Employment

Estimated Effect on Probability of Employment for:

Model 4: Model 5: Model 6:
All Offenders All Prison Releases  All Probation Entries
(N=57,973) (n=17,118) (n=40,855)

Average employment Average employment Average employment
probability=74.3% probability=70.4% probability=75.9%

Independent Variables
Type of Community Supervision
SSA Probation w/ Community Punishments N/A N/A reference category

SSA Probation w/ Intermediate Punishments N/A N/A NS

NSindicates that the effect is not statisticallyngiigant.

Notes:

1. Employment was defined as having any recordetirggs in at least one quarter in the 33 months idiately following
release to the community.

2. The figures in the table show the effect on ttabpbility of employment compared with mean probgbin data set.

3. The squares of the offender’s age and time servpdson were also included in the model as ainariables.

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommisskY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data

non-black counterparts to be employed. Married offenders were 1.7% ksbyeghian those who
were not married to be employed. Offenders with 12 or more years of etducate 6.6% more
likely to be employed than offenders with less than twelve yeagduwfation. Relative to adult
offenders, youthful offenders were 3.5% more likely to be employedorsdbat were negatively
associated with employment included being male and having a highscoie. Male offenders
were 1.9% less likely to be employed than their female counter@etserally speaking, the higher
the risk level, the less likely an offender is to be employed.

All of the current offense factors, except for length of th&imam sentence imposed,
affected an offender’s chance of being employed in the threefgblavang their release. Relative
to offenders convicted of a misdemeanor, offenders convicted of a febvayearly 2% less likely
to be employed. The severity of the sentence impacted the likeldfedployment. Offenders
sentenced to an intermediate punishment were 2.8% less likelyemfieyed than offenders
sentenced to a community punishment. Offenders sentenced to prison were 2.8% yassiéel
employed than offenders sentenced to an intermediate punishment. Geperaitiyng, the more
severe the punishment, the less likely employment becomes.

As expected, the analysis revealed that criminal history impacteffesnaer’s probability
of employment. Factors that negatively affected an offendedsae of gaining employment
included having a prior drug arrest, number of probation or parole revocations, and the number of
prior incarcerations. The only criminal history factors pesiy affecting the probability of
employment were the most serious prior offense and the numberesfplaced on probation or
parole.
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Model 6: Probability of Employment for Prisoners

Model 6 in Table 4.4 analyzed the probability of employment in at least onemjuaitie
three years following release to the community for the 17,118 prisionttes FY 2001/02 sample.
Overall, 70% of prisoners were employed in the year followingseleBlote that only statistically
significant findings are presented in the table.

Generally speaking, being older, black, married, having 12 or moreogfeagsication, or
being under the age of 21 at commitment to DOC were charactetigtt were positively associated
with a prisoner's chance of gaining employment in the threesyidlowing release to the
community. Similar to Model 5 for all offenders, black prisongese 3.4% more likely to be
employed than non-black prisoners; and prisoners with at least tveglkseof education were 4.3%
more likely to be employed than those with less the twelve gpéaducation. As age increased, so
too did prisoners’ chances of being employed. However, when breakimg@@@o categories:
youthful and adult prisoners, youthful offenders had a greater likelihoodngf é@ployed during
the three-year follow-up. Sex did not have an effect in this analysis.

Only two of the current offense factors slightly affected denafer's probability of
employment. The longer the maximum sentence and more time offepéatsn prison the more
likely they were to be employed once released from prison.

Most criminal history factors negatively affected a prisoneliance of being employed
during the three-year follow-up period. Age at first arrestntimber of prior arrests, having a prior
drug arrest, the number of prior probation/parole revocations, and the numpber wicarcerations
decreased the likelihood that an offender was employed. Only tmatihistory variables, the
number of times on probation/parole and the number of prison infractierespositively associated
with employment; however the increase was very small.

Model 7: Probability of Employment for Probationers

Model 7 in Table 4.4 analyzed the probability of employment in at least ontemuahe
three years following placement on probation for the 40,855 probationers-ivi 2#1/02 sample.
Overall, almost 76% of probationers were employed during this perioa thadtonly statistically
significant findings are presented in the table.

Generally speaking, probationers who were younger, black, married or bathbge years
of education were more likely to gain employment. Relative to nackhbrobationers, black
probationers were 3.7% more likely to gain employment. Mapietationers were 1.3% more
likely than those not married to be employed. Relative to probatiastériess than twelve years
of education, probationers with at least twelve years of education 7W/@% more likely to be
employed. Youthful probationers were 4% more likely to be employedaithalh probationers.
Generally speaking, asrisk level increased the probability ofogmmgint for probationers decreased.
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Controlling for all other factors, criminal history impacted the pbaiig of employment.
Having a prior drug arrest, the number of probation or parole revocatimh)y@number of prior
incarcerations all negatively affected a probationer’s changaioing employment. Probationers
with a prior drug arrest were almost 3% less likely to be eyepl than probationers without a prior
drug arrest. In general, with each revocation or prior incaroardtie probability of employment
decreased.

Model 7 also looked at the impact of the type of community supervision @ndhability
of employment for probationers, but it did not have a statisticgihyfgiant impact on employment.

Summary

Multivariate analysis revealed that personal, offense-based, amdairhistory factors were
related to the three criminal justice outcomes studiedsctfapter: recidivist arrest, reincarceration,
and employment in the three years following release to the conynu@immon themes that
emerged from the analyses include the following:

> In all three models on rearrest, being male, black, having a higteumpstance abuse, being
a youthful offender, a greater number of prior arrests, having a prior drug arreaving
a higher risk score all increased the probability of rearresbther words, pre-existing
factors seem to play an important role in determining future criminal behavior.

> Two variables, prison infractions and probation technical revocations, use@ as
predictors of rearrest, but each was also used as an intervenaigestr indicate prison or
probation misbehavior. Several of the same variables that inctbasiéelihood of rearrest
also influenced the number of infractions in prison or the likelihood técanical
revocation of probation. For prisoners, being a youthful offender and agst arifest
significantly increased the number of prison infractions acquired pfebationers, being
black, male, a youthful offender, and having a history of substance abogeantly
increased the likelihood of a technical revocation.

> With regard to recidivist incarceration for all offenders, beirajenand having a current
felony offense were the characteristics most associatedneiteases in the probability of
reincarceration.  Other characteristics associated with areas®d probability of
reincarceration were having a history of substance abuse, beinghduyoadffender, and
having a higher risk score. Being married, having at least 12 géaducation, or being
employed were found to be associated with decreases in the probability of reatzarcer

> In all three models on employment, being black, married, having &t 1@agears of
education, or being a youthful offender served to increase an offentharses of
employment once released in the community. Factors that deceeastidnder’s chances
of employment across all three models were having a prior dregf and having a greater
number of probation/parole revocations and prior incarcerations.
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While this chapter examined the effect of personal charaaterisurrent offense, prior
criminal history, and program participation as predictors/loétheran offender will recidivate,
future research should examine how these same factorsaffenan offender will recidivate.
Knowledge of factors that predict when offenders with certaimacheristics tend to recidivate
would provide practical information to programs for developing additiogairtrent or supervision
protocols that could further delay, or even prevent, recidivism.
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CHAPTER FIVE
POPULATION PROFILE
FEMALE OFFENDERS

Introduction

In North Carolina and elsewhere in the United States, the réd¢enale offenders in the
criminal population has always been lower than the rate of tted& counterparts, reflecting less
involvement of females in crime and the earlier steps of theral justice system (Morash, Bynum,
and Koons, 1998). Since FY 2001/02, the North Carolina Department of Corre¢iiidC)
statistics on the percentage of female offenders in prison and onipnobave remained fairly
constant. On average, DOC reports that approximately 6% of tbe pogulation and 23% of the
probation populatiorconsists of female offenders (North Carolina DOC, 2005; 2004; 2003).
Although female offenders represent a small part of the canmattpopulation, the Sentencing
Commission selected them for further study since they are a distinct group witd apeds.

There is a wealth of information from national research gréeygs National Institute of
Justice—NIJ, Bureau of Justice—BJS, and the National InstituB®wéctions—NIC), as well as
individual researchers, on the unique qualities and needs of females thvatlre criminal justice
system. There is substantially more literature about fegpnigleners than female probationers. Most
of the studies conducted on NCCIW who are under correctional supervisntigligimilar issues
involving characteristics of women offenders, differences betweealéeand male offenders, and
findings relative to the policies and programs related to this ptpal (Bloom, Owen, and
Covington, 2003; Conley, 1998). In understanding findings on women offenders, wihethisr i
study or others, it is important to first understand some of the dgaainait are associated with and
specific to women offenders.

Female offenders are less likely to be violent than male offerahel, consequently, they
enter the correctional system with a lower rate of violergnsi#s than their male counterparts
(Morash et al., 1998). By a large degree, women tend to commit mooreolent offenses,
especially property and drug-related crimes, than violent oBes. it is interesting to note that
women, much more than men, have been victims of violence. BJScsatidicate “more than
43% of women inmates (but only 12% of men) said they had been physicaéyually abused
before their admission to prison (Conley, 1998; Morash et al., 1998).”dfMigeuse by women
involved in the correctional system has been linked in some stiadibsir past experiences of
physical abuse, which is a problem shared by a significant numbemale offenders (Bloom et
al., 2003). Studies have indicated that women offenders are using dragshasf not more, than
men offenders. According to NIC, about 80% of female inmates have some type of drug problem
(Bloom et. al., 2003; Morash et al., 1998). Another major charstotehat women share is that
many of them (approximately 70% in some studies) have at leadepardent child under the age
of 18. For incarcerated females especially who were probabtyithary (and, many times, sole)
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care giver, this means the extra stress of having had to leaivechild(ren) and delegate their
responsibility to other&

There are other difficulties that are faced by women offendakiding those related to
mental health, employment, and physical health. Female offendeicylpaly those in prison, have
a myriad of problems and difficult life experiences that thaygowith them when they enter the
correctional system. This, in itself, presents a challengpriben staff faces when dealing with
female offenders.

This chapter focuses primarily on female offenders in the sawipdenere released from
prison in FY 2001/02. While some data will be presented on female oféguideed on probation,
the majority of the programs within the DOC that are direcpetiically towards women are
offered in the prisons. The Sentencing Commission staff, in anteffastain first-hand knowledge
about this segment of the population, conducted site visits to two aifrgest prisons that housed
female inmates during FY 2001/02: North Carolina Correctionaluistit for Women (hereafter
referred to as “NCCIW”), a close and medium security prison, andtgin Correctional Center for
Women (hereafter referred to as “Fountain”), a minimum security pris@amy Mances Center, a
private, 100-bed facility that the DOC contracts witprimvide residential substance abuse treatment
to female inmates nearing their release from prison, was also included ire thisitst

While on site visits, Commission staff toured the facilities rinésved key administrative
and program staff, and observed program activities. A standardized pro&scosed during the
interviews to gather pertinent information about program history, prog@mponents, client
characteristics, and program administratseefppendix D). Interviews were also conducted with
various staff at the state level in order to obtain an overviewogfr@mming available to female
offenders. When available, written materials, descriptions, amstistabn specific programs were
also collected.

In many instances, the present operation of services provided teefeffeiders is very
similar to their operation in FY 2001/02. Descriptions of programs emitss that are contained
in this chapter generally reflect their current operatiragtices. However, when relevant, major
changes to policies, services, and programs that have occurred since FY 2001/02 are noted.
The Division of Prisons: The Prison Environment for Incarcerated Feraal

Overview of Female Prisons

The separate housing of females and males is addressed in N.C.G.8481UBFY
2001/02, DOC had six state-operated facilities and contracted vathrivate non-profit facilities
(i.e., Mary Frances Center and Energy Committed to Offenders Halhease) for housing female

2 While information on dependent children is certainf interest when studying female offenders, DOC'’s
data management system (OPUS) did not reliablyucaptformation for this variable for the FY 2002/8ample.
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inmates. All of these facilities are still operating todaghe same custody level; however, some of
the prisons have increased their expanded operating cagaataple 5.1).

Table 5.1
Prisons Housing Female Offenders in FY 2001/02 and FY 2005/06

Expanded Operating
Capacity

Name of Prison Custody Level
FY 2001/02 FY 2005/06
Black Mountain Correctional Center for Women Minimum 61 80
Fountain Correctional Center for Women Minimum 531 531

Close/Medium/

North Carolina Correctional Institution for Women Minimum 928 1,194
North Piedmont Correctional Center for Women Minimum 136 136
Raleigh Correctional Center for Women Minimum 172 186
Wilmington Residential Facility for Women Minimum 26 36
Energy Committed to Offenders Halfway House Minimum 20 20
Mary Frances Center Minimum 100 100

Note: Since FY 2001/02, Southern Correctionalitusdn was added to the list of female facilitids.2004, Southern
was converted from a male facility to a close/medaustody prison for females in an effort to assigt overcrowding
at NCCIW. The expanded operating capacity is 456.

SOURCE: NC Department of Correction

NCCIW has the largest bed capacity for female inmatelearstate. Historically, it has
always been the primary facility for female prisoners, egfig¢hose convicted of more serious
offenses. Females of all custody and security levels areetidhere, including death row,
maximum close, medium, minimum, and safekeepers. Young female eféeedpecially those
between the ages of 13 and && incarcerated at this facility. NCCIW has a diagnastnter that
serves as the point of entry into the prison system for all &efelains. Fountain serves as the point
of entry into the prison system for females sentenced as miadamts. Some women may be
assigned to another prison following their processing at either pitsinould be noted that females
in the sample may have begun their sentences in a close/medium, fmig may have been
transferred to a minimum custody unit at some point prior to the eheiofincarceration if they
complied with prison rules, did assigned work, and participated in corrective programs.

Since NCCIW is the onlfemale facilityto offer hospital services and inpatient and day
treatment mental health services on its site, women requiring any of thesefycare (including
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pregnant females) are incarcerated there. The majority fitfates are housed in dorms; however,
those requiring maximum securig.g, death row and segregation) and those in the inpatient mental
health unit are housed in single cells. In large part becausesafe and ability to serve a diverse
female population, NCCIW has the widest variety of programs andssfior women within DOC.

The remaining five female prisons operated by DOC are minimum custody unitste$nm
who have been convicted of less serious offenses, given shorter serdadaessessed to pose the
least public safety risk usually serve their entire prison sentence atthtsseMinimum custody
units offer opportunities that allow inmates to leave the prison graumts specific conditions in
order to participate in work release, study leave, or honve.lelsluch like NCCIW, inmates are
housed in dorms. Of the minimum custody units, Fountain has the largest capacity.

DOC has been contracting for additional prison beds with the Mang&s&enter, a private
non-profit minimum security substance abuse treatment ¢cemdrthe Energy Committed to
Offenders (ECO) Halfway House, a private non-profit minimunusgccommunity re-entry
facility, even prior to FY 2001/02. Mary Frances Center (MFC), whas a 105-bed capacity, has
been providing residential substance abuse treatment for nonvioi@num custody female
offenders approved by DOC since 1995. Offenders who are admitted toghenpigenerally have
a minimum of six months remaining on their sentence coupled kdthdcores on the substance
abuse screening tool indicating the need for residential treatfileafprogram has four stages and
the average length of stay in FY 2001/02 was 193 days.

ECO, which opened in 1987, is a work release facility for femalatesnwho are within
three years of their release date. ECO focuses on worke&lebalso provides other opportunities
for offenders to become better prepared for their transition frasarpto the community. Inmates
are selected by DOC based on their promotion to Minimum Level Il and the® teeparticipate
in the program. The program’s capacity is 20 offenders and thagavéength of stay is
approximately 18 months. Inmates contribute their earnings dopaat of their housing cost at
ECO, as well as any child support, restitution, court fees, finegrgnother monies that are owed
by them.

Distinctions Between Incarcerated Female and Male Offenders

Having already described some of the characteristics tHateatltiate female and male
offenders, it is important to understand the differences in thenaaghie Division of Prisons (DOP)
houses the two groups, as well as the interactions that occur wébimgender group while
incarcerated. First, there are variances in the physical enwerdarofhthe prisons (especially close
and medium custody) that house female and male inmates. At NCCIW, which hocsestoaly
levels, the majority of inmates reside in dorms and, while thei@arectional officers present, walk
unescorted around the unrestricted areas of the large, treleelepus. Only the color of the
clothing designates the custody level of the offender as thereirgeamingling of the general
population (with the exception of death row, segregation, inpatient nineatibh, safekeepers, and
reception). According to correctional staff, the structure aCNC works well for the female
population because they are more social and have less viotetgntges than their male
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counterparts. In contrast, many of the male inmates who ardiethas close or medium custody
are housed in single cells as opposed to dorms. Unlike NCCIW, male snwiadeare minimum
custody are never housed in the same area with close and medium ocustadyg. \Whether male
prisoners are in close or medium custody, there are many maeiloms placed on their movement
around the prison grounds.

The way in which females relate to each other within the pristhing as opposed to men’s
interactions with each other is notable. At NCCIW (as well@amtain, on the minimum custody
side), prison administrators promote a familial, supportive atmosphieeee is a sense of nurturing
and tolerance, with the older inmates being watchful over the younmgatas and inmates looking
at the circumstances of another’s offense and being more umdigngta Prison staff noted that
women offenders do not tend to be violent; but, for those prisonersxhiimteviolent behavior,
there is zero tolerance and violators are subject to segregistiould be mentioned that there are
no serious gang problems in female facilities, but prison staffjeck to note that they work hard
to stay on top of any potential gang activities. According to, gaffg participation for females is
different from males in that the females are generally affijated with the gangs through male
members and are given adjunct duteeg( holding drugs and taking care of stolen items).

On the other hand, according to information gathered at the various pagsjthie majority
of male inmates are more volatile and less social and tolgrattiers who are differeng g, sex
offenders) as compared to female inmates. Male offendersaee apt to become physically
assaultive and aggressive and engage in gang-like behavior. €haynardered a significantly
more difficult group to manage in prison than their female counterparts.

Statistical Profile of the FY 2001/02 Sample

Female offenders compris 21.3% (n=12,370 of the FY 2001/02 samplsdeTable 5.2).
Compared to males, the majority of females were on community puemhprobation (69.9%
versus 45.5% for males). Correspondingly, the percent of female oSemaeconsiderably lower
than that of their male counterparts in the intermediate punishnodyattjom category and in prison.

Personal Characteristics Table 5.3 contains information describing the personal
characteristics of the FY 2001/02 sample for all offenders, probattaas and prison releases by
sex. While females were similar to males in the rateasfied offenders and average age, they had
a lower percent of black offenders (50.4% versus 55.4%), more offenders2mt more years of
education (52.3% versus 44.2%), and a lower percent of substance abusers (3U9BHVEYS)
than did males. Most notably, only 10.2% of female offenders were high risk compared to 39.6%
of male offenders.

When comparing female prisoners and probationers, female prisondesfi@diucation,
were less likely to be married, and had a much higher pereewiigan indication of substance
abuse problems. As expected, female prisoners were mohetibkbe high risk than female
probationers (28.4% and 6.8% high risk, respectively). When looking at geffielerdies, female
probationers had more education, less indication of substance abuse, and were rkely liess
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be high risk than male probationers. Compared to male prisonersg famnsahers were less likely
to be black, were older, slightly more educated, and were mugtikely to be high risk. The

percentage of female prisoners with some indication of substanaevaésisubstantially higher at
72.7% than that of male prisoners at 51.9%, and was in fact the thiglaes/ of the subgroups
identified.

Table 5.2
Type of Punishment by Gender

Gender

Type of Punishment Female Male

# % # %

SSA Community Punishment 8,648 69.9 20,743 45.5
Probation Entries  |termediate Punishment | 1,809 14.6 9,655 21.2

PROBATION SUBTOTAL | 10,457 84.5 30,398 66.7

PRISON SUBTOTAL | 1,913 15.5 15,205 33.3

TOTAL 12,370 21.3 45,603 78.7

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommisskFY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data

A more complete comparison of offender risk levels by type of punishara& gender is
presented in Table 5.4, highlighting not only the low percentages ofikdiemale offenders, but
also their high percentages of low risk offenders (consistenhe rthan double that of male
offenders).

Criminal History. Overall, 70.8% of female offenders had a prior arrest compa8&3d3%o
of males ¢eeTable 5.5). Female prisoners were similar to male prison#ie percentage of prior
arrests, but female probationers had a lower percentage thaorotes&oners at 66.4% and 77.4%,
respectively. Of offenders who had prior arrests, female offecdessstently had a lower mean
number of prior arrests (2.9) than males (4.0).

Most Serious Current Conviction Table 5.5 also provides the most serious current
conviction by type of punishment and gender. Overall, females had ngzterm@anor convictions
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Table 5.3
Personal Characteristics: Female and Male Offenders

0 .
Mean Twé)l\x;/ I:/hears % With % With
Type of Punishment N % Black % Married : Substance High Risk
Age of Education
Abuse Score
or More
SSA Female 10,457 50.2 30 15.8 53.8 23.2 6.8
Probation
Entries Male 30,398 50.7 29 15.0 45.2 26.7 31.2
PROBATION SUBTOTAL 40,855 50.6 29 15.2 47.3 25.8 25.0
Prison Female 1,913 52.0 34 13.4 45.0 72.7 28.4
Releases  \gle 15,205 64.8 31 13.7 423 51.9 56.5
PRISON SUBTOTAL | 17,118 63.4 32 13.6 42.6 54.2 53.3
Female 12,370 50.4 31 15.4 52.3 30.9 10.2
TOTAL Male 45,603 55.4 30 14.6 44.2 351 39.6
Total 57,973 54 4 30 14.7 459 34.2 33.3

Note: There are missing values for self-reportegry of education.

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommisskY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data



Table 5.4
Offender Risk Level by Type of Punishment:
Female and Male Offenders

. % % %
Type of Punishment N Low Medium High

SSA Female 10,457 64.8 28.4 6.8
Probation

Entries Male 30,398 32.2 36.6 31.2

PROBATION SUBTOTAL | 40,855 40.5 345 25.0

Prison Female 1,913 32.0 39.5 28.4

Releases pgle 15,205 14.2 29.4 56.5

PRISON SUBTOTAL | 17,118 16.2 30.5 53.3

Female 12,370 59.7 30.1 10.2

TOTAL Male 45,603 26.2 34.2 39.6

Total 57,973 33.3 33.3 33.3

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommisskFY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data

(64.1%) and fewer felony convictions (1.7% for Classes A throughde38.4% for Classes F
through 1) as their most serious current conviction than malesexpected, the majority of both
female and male prisoners were convicted of felonies (66.9% and &&.@lasses F through I,
respectively), but males had twice as many convictions for viaddonies (Classes A though E)
than females. Female probationers had more misdemeanors as#teserious current conviction
than male probationers (70.8% and 62.2%, respectively). Average tiwad g@mrfemale prisoners
was 10.7 months, which was considerably less than the averageritete@el 9.7 months for male
prisoners.

Prison Infractions Overall, the average number of prison infractions for females was 1.7.
Males had a higher average number of infractions at 2.9. When caogtrati time in prison,
however, there were no differences in average number of infractibmedremale and female
prisoners.

Participation in Programs Of the 1,913 female prisoners, 603 were enrolled in correctional
academic education during the course of their incarceration, with Bé@ef@risoners assigned to
at least one vocational education cousseChapter Seven of this report). There were 403 female
offenders that participated in some type of DART program. Anothepddi@ipated in the Work
Release program and 83 were assigned to Correctional Enterp@eshe 10,457 female
probationers, 4,165 were sentenced to community service. Another 1,629derbateners were
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placed on intensive supervision and 365 female probationers were placediamnet house arrest
(seeAppendix B for details of these programs). Female offendershianay participated in more
than one program.

Table 5.5
Prior Arrests and Current Conviction: Female and Male Offenders
% Offense Class for Current Conviction
Type of Punishment N \F/,\gghr % % y %
0
Arrest A-E F-I Misd. Other
Felony Felony (FSA)
SSA Female 10,457 66.4 1.1 27.3 70.8 0.8
Probation
Enties  Male 30,398 | 77.4 1.6 35.7 62.2 0.5
PROBATION | 40,855 74.6 1.5 33.6 64.4 0.6
Prison Female 1,913 94.7 53 66.9 27.4 04
Releases \jgle 15,205 | 96.5 11.1 68.0 20.6 0.4
PRISON SUBTOTAL | 17,118 96.3 10.4 67.9 21.4 04
Female 12,370 70.8 1.7 334 64.1 0.7
TOTAL Male 45,603 83.8 4.8 46.5 48.3 04
Total 57,973 81.0 4.1 43.7 51.7 0.5

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommisskFY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data
Description of Work, Program, and Treatment Assignments for Incasted Female Offenders

All offenders who enter the prison system are initially @that a diagnostic center where
they undergo a variety of evaluations prior to being moved in with thergiepopulation of the
prison to which they are assigned. The diagnostic process consistsrohate being interviewed
in order to gather general information as well as receivingtahd&ealth, substance abuse, and
educational screenings. The inmate’s case is assigned toe aamalyst who compiles the
information and uses it to determine classification and develop a case plan. Tinelp@esithe
notation of any special needs and recommended work, program, or treassignments for the
inmate. When the case plan is approved (which is usually within 1§ teysffender is assigned
to the most appropriate custody classification and prison. Once inanatesat their designated
prison, a case manager is assigned to each inmate to monitor dlgegsgrand to ensure that they
are placed in the recommended assignment(s).
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There is a comprehensive array of programs that are avaibgirewvide services to female
offenders, with some that are designated specifically to agsisen in developing appropriate
parenting skills, or to deal with issues of victimization. It stddog noted that an educational
assignment is generally a priority for offenders who are under the age of 18 and haveined re
their high school diploma or high school equivalency diploma. Most of thie, woygram, and
treatment assignments listed below are also available tammadges. What follows is a description
of the various assignments that are available to incarceratetefenmates. While this list may not
be all inclusive, it includes the primary assignments availabtbe prison system. When the
program is designated for female offenders only, or the program hastmeeyed or added since
FY 2001/02, it will be noted. Since these assignments are not offered at all ohithe feisons,
the prisons that have them will be indicated.

Academic Education

> Adult Basic Education (ABE)/General Education Development (GED)
The ABE program is designed for individuals whose educational tesstowgs that they are
functioning below the'9grade level, while the GED program is for inmates perforntitizea
9" grade or above. ABE and/or GED classes are taught at all of the female prisons.

> English as a Second Language (ESL)
This program is offered to non-English speaking inmates who arefie@rior services
during the diagnostic screening. ESL is only available for female inmatesCAY\NC

> Youth Offender Program (YOP)
YOP is a federally funded educational program which began within the Dia§i@nsons
in 1998 and is now offered at 14 minimum and medium custody prisons that batisely
offenders. NCCIW is the only female prison which offers YOP PYdtovides opportunities
for post-secondary education, employability skills training, and cegnibehavior
intervention. Inmates who are selected for the program musbm@6étyears old or less; be
within 5 years of their release or parole; and have received a high school diploma or GED.

> Outreach Program
This program allows eligible inmates to take correspondeogeses through participating
colleges. There are 600 slots available at six prisons and thiatedat opportunity is
offered on a limited basis within the Division of Prisons. Outreadifered for women
offenders at Fountain, North Piedmont, and NCCIW. Inmates who ase Elthrough B2
felons or who will not be released within 10 years are not eligiflee funding for the
courses comes from the Inmate Welfare Fund.

> Other Post-Secondary Educational Programs
Other post-secondary educational opportunities for a female inmsttattXCCIW (through
Shaw University). Fountain has a study release programhichvselected inmates are
allowed to leave prison and attend classes at a local college and community college
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Vocational Educatiofi

Of the six DOC-operated female prisons, Black Mountain and \Wgtan are the only
facilities that do not offer any vocational education programs. Moedteducation courses are
offered in prisons by instructors from the local community colEge(the vicinity. Most of the
vocational education courses require that an inmate be infractiofefraecertain period of time
(usually 90 days) prior to beginning classes. Once inmatgslaged in a vocational education
program, they can remain in the program unless they present disciplinary prddgemgo many
absences, or are transferred to another priseeChapter 7 for more detailed information on
vocational education.).

Of the female prisons that offer vocational education, NCCIW hgsfisantly more
vocational training courses in both the certificate programs ¢ontinuing education) and the
diploma programsi.g., curriculum). The food service technology program at NCCIW gdesvi
opportunities for selected participants to work in “test kitchend"dralocated at two of DOC'’s
administrative offices in Raleigh. Additionally, NCCIW is tbely prison in the state that offers
vocational training in travel and tourism, cosmetology, and manicuring/nail tegynahd dental
lab work. With regard to travel and tourism, eligible inmatesealexted to be trained by Department
of Commerce employees to work in the on-site NC Call Centerhwbsponds to informational calls
from the public about the state’s tourist attractions. The cosmggtahd manicuring programs at
NCCIW are comprised of not only class time but working in a sitedlsalon on the prison grounds
that allows for apprenticing in the techniques of cutting and styling hair, masiipedicures, and
other salon services. The dental lab at NCCIW provides trainimgif@tes in making and repairing
dentures, with some of its graduates going on to work in the lab as a work assignment.

Fountain is one of the only prisons to offer training in being a nwsetlcompanion. In
addition to this program, Fountain also provides training in office systechnology, horticulture,
and basic computer skills. North Piedmont offers two vocational education courses, cangute
nutrition, while Raleigh Correctional Center offers only one class in keyboarding.

Chemical Dependency

All inmates receive a substance abuse screening upon thgimgatthe prison system. In
2004, DOC began using a new screening tool known as the Substance Ablses&elaning
Inventory (SASSH that is normed for DOC. An inmate’s score on this instrument determines the
level of substance abuse treatment that the inmate needs. Smoresnge from zero to five,
representing no treatment to in-prison residential treatmertora sf three or more generally means
that an inmate is in need of residential treatment. DOC’sigt@aleventually have the resources to

3 For this study, vocational education does not ielliluman Resource Development (HRD) courses
(i.e., job readiness and life skills).

44 Prior to 2004, DOC was using two screening instmisieSMAST (Short Michigan Alcohol Screening
Test) and CDST (Chemical Dependency Screening Toaltermine eligibility for chemical dependencggrams.

63



be able to match treatment to the offender’'s need. All of thesswdesabuse prograrasme under
DOC'’s Division of Alcoholism and Chemical Dependency Programs (DACDP).

>

Drug and Alcohol Recovery TreatméDART)-Intensive Residential Treatment (IRT)
The DART-IRT program is aresidential treatment programshatated in specified prisons
across the state. Inmates are usually referred to the progranthe beginning of their
sentence, with the length of treatment being approximately 35m&ys2001/02. In 2004,
the length of the DART-IRT program was formally increase®Qodays. DART-IRT
programs that were operational at the female prisons during FY 20B1sd6R Mountain and
NCCIW, continue to offer treatment today. There is an aftercare component toghenpr
that lasts from 8 to 10 weeks and is available at all ofe@healie prisons except Raleigh
Correctional Center for Women.

Residential Substance Abuse Treatment (RSAT)

RSAT programs are federally funded, in-prison residential progthaisoffer chemical
dependency treatment to eligible offenders under the age of 22. Unlike DART-IRT, RS
occurs toward the end of an offender’s sentence (at least slteetmonths remaining on
their sentence), with the program’s last phase devoted mostlydffehder’s transition back
into the community.

The only RSAT program that was available during FY 2001/02 wasagp#ngic community
at Raleigh Correctional Center for Women. That program wasrtated in 2005. Currently,
the only RSAT program for female inmates is at NCCIW. didmein July 2002 and is called
the Last Alternative Therapeutic Community of Hope (LATCH). Tieedapeutic community
model is peer driven and based on a business model which uses a hrpodityons filled
by participants to run its operations. The capacity of LATCH is 34tendrbup is housed
in a quad which is separate from the general population. Like the pr@graich serve their
male counterparts, there is generally a waiting list to ¢nésprogram. At the present time,
the federal funding for the RSAT programs is scheduled to end in 2006.

Women Recovering from Addiction Program (WRAP)

WRAP, a state-funded therapeutic community, began in 2000 and operataisFamipntain.
All 42 participants reside in the same dorm, follow program aietsyitnd do not interact
with other inmates. Eligibility requirements include the innfeeing at least 120 days
remaining on her sentence, scoring at least a three on the $A88tluntarily participating
in the treatment.

Drug Alcohol Recovery Treatment (DART) 24

DART 24 provides introductory substance abuse education and interventionamater
primarily to misdemeanants in selected minimum custody prisonserilatare presented

in several sessions, with the total contact time equaling 24 hoursakgWrth Piedmont,
and Raleigh Correctional Center for Women offer DART 24.
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> Alcoholics Anonymous (AA)/Narcotics Anonymous (NA)
These are self-help, support groups based on the 12-step model of redoAgetiye more
prevalent of the two groups, is offered at many of the prisons.

Mental Health

All offenders who enter prison are given a standardized mentah hszaktening test to
determine if they are in need of psychological services. Rédefor mental health treatment
originate from the diagnostic personnel, other prison staff, or that@snthemselves. Within the
prison system, mental health services are divided into four amags)g from most restrictive to least
restrictive: inpatient, residential, day treatment (training), and outpatient

NCCIW is the only prison within DOC that offers all four levefsnental health treatment.
Outpatient services, including individual and group counseling, are aesitabhrying degrees at
the other female prisons. Inmates who appear to be in need ofrestrietive mental health
treatment are evaluated by mental health personnel. If thépsend to be a need for treatment
beyond those provided at the outpatient level, offenders are transport€€td/N Some aftercare
planning is done six months prior to the release of an inmate who has beemgeoental health
services.

> Inpatient
Operating in a manner similar to a state mental hospital, BD@atient services are utilized
for offenders who are in acute or crisis-related mental hatltitisns €.g, suicide threats)
and are in need of the most restrictive care. NCCIW (16 bed€)earichl Prison (144 beds)
are the only two prisons that offer inpatient care, for femaleraaid prisoners respectively.

The inpatient unit at NCCIW has separate rooms for inmateswegat to be chronically or
acutely suffering from mental illness. Approximately 80% oféferrals to the unit are from
prisons other than NCCIW. Offenders who are admitted are ggrexp#riencing a serious
self-injury, psychotic episode, or are on a safekeeper status. v&regea length of an
inpatient stay is about four to five days. Two correctional affiege assigned to the unit.
Inmates are usually discharged to step-down senaogsresidential program), segregation,
or back to the general population.

> Residential

Residential services are the next level of mental healthacetteare used for mentally ill
offenders who are not critically ill, but who are viewed as beindplen® function in the
general prison population. NCCIW, which is the only prison that haterdal services for
women offenders, uses a 26-bed, unlocked dorm for residential mentattesdftient. The
majority of the inmates in the residential unit come fro@W. At least 90% of the
offenders are estimated by staff to have a co-occurring disorakrgl diagnosis). The length
of stay in residential can be lengthy as there are inmatislovig sentences who are
chronically ill and cannot be moved to a less restrictive setting.
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> Day Treatment
Day treatment is the level of treatment below residenta tHfe most part, NCCIW has been
the only prison to have a day treatment program within the prisanss’sto be eligible for
day treatment, offenders must function at a higher level anoh atructured activities in a
separate facility during the day. However, following their imaay treatment, participants
are housed in a dorm with inmates from the general population. Thedbgent program
at NCCIW has two components, each one lasting approximately six months.

> Outpatient
Outpatient services constitute the lowest level of mental healéhin the prison system and
the area in which the largest number of inmates is served. djoetynof all prisons have
at least one psychologist on staff and access to a psychibtesstadmissions, inmates with
a mental health crisis, and inmates on medication are seen on an outpaidoy bemtal
health personnel. Other outpatient services are offered through indierdyralup therapy,
as staff time and prison space permit. Most of the fema&empunits offer stress and/or
anger management groups and would like to expand their offering of gerapy sessions
since their experience indicates that women have a number of erhissues and are more
open to communicating. Within the last couple of years, NCCIW haglapidaps in the
following areas: sleep/hygiene/relaxation, mood management, and dual diagnosis.

Social Skills

The majority of the social skills programs listed below areafbmmates, irrespective of
gender. These programs, which are considered to be part-timenasstg, are generally taught by
case managers or program supervisors within the prison settirege &re a few prison programs
listed below that are designed for female offenders that Etedeo improving parenting skills.
With regard to programs addressing issues of female victionmzadtorth Piedmont Correctional
Center for Women appears to have had the only two programs thaipeea¢ional in FY 2001/02,
one dealing with sexual abuse and incest and the other related to domestic violence.

> Parenting Programs
All female prisons, except Black Mountain, offer some type of grougi@sesor classes on
parenting skills training. Systematic Training for EffectRarenting is a standardized
program that is offered at NCCIW and Raleigh Correctionat€déor Women. Additionally,
there are several programs described below that offer spexiades for inmates who have
children.

Mothers and Their Children (MATCH), a private, non-profit programrafpey on the
grounds of NCCIW, is the most extensive parenting program amongpififessl to females.
The program’s emphasis is on maintaining the connection between theeiamd her

45 Fountain offered a part-time day treatment progitaah was phased out in FY 2000/01. While day
treatment programs have been attempted at adudt facilities, they do not seem to operate as welld because of
the difficulty of transitioning male inmates intadarm for this type of treatment.
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child(ren) and assisting the inmate in learning parenting skidliscan be used when she
leaves prison and is reunited with her child(ren). Inmates, who theeeligibility
requirements (e., minimum 10 year sentence) and successfully completglainveeek series
of basic parenting classes, are permitted to have a supervised one-monthly visit with
their child(ren) in a specially designated area on the groundsmisioa which simulates the
atmosphere of a home.

Rendering Access to Her Children (REACH), which began in 2003ragaam for inmates

with children (loosely based on the MATCH model) and is only avaikti\orth Piedmont

Correctional Center for Women. Inmates are eligible for REA@t¢y have been classified
as Minimum Level Il and approved for community volunteer passes allahamg to spend

time with their child(ren) in a supervised setting away from the prison.

Motheread is an instructional program for eligible inmates who ¢failgren. It is designed
to improve the inmate’s literacy and parenting skills in an effstrengthen the involvement
between inmate and child. Motheread programs were at NCCIW, Fg\bath Piedmont,
and Raleigh Correctional Center for Women prior to FY 2001/02 and aentiyrstill in
operation.

Character Education

Character Education is mandatory for all inmates, male anddearal consists of a 16-hour
course that aims to teach inmates to independently apply specifimdemaking tools to any
ethical dilemma that they might encounter.

Cognitive Behavioral Intervention (CBI)

This 12-week program focuses on helping inmates to restructuréhhgght processes and
learn cognitive skills that can assist in basic decision-makidgpeoblem solving. In FY
2001/02, CBI was available in all of the female prisons, with tleeion of Raleigh
Correctional Center for Women.

Napoleon Hill

Napoleon Hill is an eight-week program that is designed to assistes in enriching their
character and dealing effectively with others. In FY 2001/02, thiggmogvas offered at
NCCIW, Fountain, and North Piedmont and is currently still offered at these sites.

Work Programs

Incentive wage jobs, which offer work opportunities within the prisomgatt.g, working

in the kitchen or doing janitorial work) are available within eacthefprisons that house female
offenders. Other work opportunities differ among these prisons, dependimgiomate’s custody
level, the availability of work options, and any pertinent prison poli®3CIW has additional work
opportunities that are not available at other female prisons. ddbeatits grounds, NCCIW has two
Correction Enterprises plants and three special work programsed@ion Enterprises operates a
plant which manufactures all of the metal license plates forsthge and which employs
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approximately 60 inmates who meet the eligibility requirements. The @trezction Enterprises
industry is the duplication plant which provides printing and binding semitkespproximately 50
inmates. The three other work programs are the North Carolinasiownd Transportation
Information Center, the dental lab, and the horticulture program.

The minimum security prisons that house females have some waghkrassits that allow
selected inmates the opportunity to work away from the prison gitdsountain, North Piedmont,
and Raleigh Correctional Centers for Women, inmates can be assigmeck on Department of
Transportation road squads, which utilize inmates in the clearingsi nd the picking up of litter.
Fountain, North Piedmont, and Black Mountain offer the community work prograah allows a
supervised crew of inmates to work on short term labor projectedalr governmental and state
agencies. All of the minimum security units have work releagp®rtunities for selected inmates
providing them the chance to leave the prison each day to work at appit@gerkturning to the
prison when their work is completed.

Transitional Services

Since late 2001, all prisons maintain a transitional folder on eadterthmat goes with them
wherever they may be transferred within DOP and, ultimately, upeaseefrom prison. This folder
includes the following items, when available: social securitg,chirth certificate, picture ID,
certificates from programs and/or courses, resume, and otherthatmmay help in an inmate’s
transition back into the community.

> Going Home InitiativgGHI)
The Going Home Initiative is a grant-funded program for offendgesl 48 to 35 which
began serving inmates at designated prisons in 2003. The goal of tfzpi® reintegrate
inmates into the community by helping them develop and carry out ahgiaaddresses

employment, housing, education, and treatment needs. Currently, the program is bffered a

23 prisons, including NCCIW, Fountain, and Raleigh Correctional Centeig/donen.
However, inmates can be at any facility when they are idedt#s meeting the criteria for
the program and can subsequently be moved to a prison that has GHIngFandhe

program is scheduled to end on June 30, 2006. In preparation for this, the DOC is working

to incorporate lessons learned from the GHI toward serving future prison releases.

> Job Start
Job Start, which began in 2000 is geared for inmates under the agenaf fituses on pre-
release planning, with an emphasis on job procurement and retentibrStart was not
offered at any of the female facilities during FY 2001/02, butas later added to the
programming at Fountain and Raleigh Correctional Centers for Women.

> Other Programs
Harriet'sHouse, which provides transitional housing to female ex-inmates andthéren
in Raleigh, is one of three non-profit programs (Summit House and WatiResk being the
other two) that is referred to as a “pass-through” program. réfass to the fact that state
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funds, which are designated for Harriet's House, are appropriated by thelGesEmbly
to DOC and then pass through the Department to Harriet's Houssddyy the program.
DOC'’s primary role is to be responsible for the yearly fisoahitoring reports that Harriet's
House is required to send to the General Assembly.

Chaplaincy Programs

Religious programs, services, and pastoral care are offe@dpatsons. A chaplain is
available at each prison to coordinate programs and services and tegrastoral care. Within the
last several years, programe{ Transition Aftercare Network—TAN) have been initiated to assist
inmates in their reentry back into the community by networkimdp whurches and ministry
organizations to provide aftercare resources within their respective counties.

The Division of Community Corrections: The Female Probationer

As noted earlier, while the FY 2001/02 sample includes prisoners andipnaosi{of which
12,370 are women), prisoners are the primary focus of this chaptetisétycare a separate, well-
defined group within the Division of Prisons and have an array of progradiservices available
to them while incarcerated. Within DOC, there are some pmgyevailable to probationers that
should be mentioned. The Division of Community Corrections (DCC), as o fohctions,
provides supervision of offenders sentenced to probation. DCC has a alemhtiesign with a
state level administrative office and probation offices in gueligial district in the state. Probation
officers manage and facilitate services for offenders whoretieeir respective caseloads. Probation
caseloads are not grouped according to gender, but rather by supervisisrelg, community,
intermediate, and intensive) based on the seriousness of their offesisask to the community,
their criminogenic needs, and by certain offense typgs éex offenses and domestic violence).

The comprehensive set of services and programs that are providedbarB@resently
designed for probationers in general, not targeted specifically for femaldipnaios. Some of the
programs include: electronic monitoring/house arrest, community sewaikk program, substance
abuse screening and intervention, and Criminal Justice Partnershignpsd@JPP). Through CIPP,
programs for intermediate-sentenced offenderg,(day reporting centers and satellite substance
abuse centers) are provided at the local level. DOC/DCC pregaesrsupplemented, to varying
degrees across the state, by local and county resources.

Although no longer in existence, the Intensive Motivational Program ltdrmative
Correctional Treatment (IMPACT) was a DOC program that was provaidemale probationers
prior to and during a small part of FY 2001/02. The IMPACT programeveasdition of probation
(residential program) in which the offender served an active sentéri0 to 120 days, and was
subsequently released to supervised probation. IMPACT was an inteenmdisshment for female
and male offenders between the ages of 16 and 30, who were convicted of a Clasm&anisde
Class A1 misdemeanor, or a felony, and who were medically fit.gd&leof the IMPACT program
was to instill self-confidence, discipline, and a work ethic through&ly regimented paramilitary
program {.e., boot camp) consisting of exercising, drilling, working, and attendaigpol. The
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female component of IMPACT was terminated effective November 1, Z0@lmale component
of IMPACT was abolishedffective August 15, 2002.

The DOC'’s Division of Alcoholism and Chemical Dependency Progi@mesates DART
Cherry, which is a residential drug treatment facility f@enoffenders on probation, post-release
supervision, or parole with substance abuse problems. It is noteworthithehais no similar
program available for female probationers.

Summit House and Women at Risk are two non-profit, community-based mpotirat are
referred to as “pass-through” programs. As mentioned previobsyefers to the fact that state
funds, which are designated for both of these programs, are appropriatedGsgneral Assembly
to DOC and then pass through the Department to these two prograheifase. DOC’s primary
role is to be responsible for the yearly fiscal monitoring repbais$ummit House and Women at
Risk are required to send to the General Assembly. Summit Housdespree residential centers
in Charlotte, Greensboro, and Raleigh for female offenders (andctiiglren) who have been
convicted of a nonviolent offense and are eligible for an intermediatshponent. Women at Risk
is a 16-week alternative to incarceration program that seevaalé offenders in western North
Carolina as a special condition of probation.

Criminal Justice Outcome Measures for the FY 2001/02 Sample

The information in Table 5.6 relates to the four criminal justiceaue measures discussed
in Chapter Three: rearrest, reconviction, technical revocation, enedueeration rates during the
three-year follow-up period.

Recidivist Arrests Overall, 26.2% of female offenders were rearrested duringithe-year
follow-up period compared to 41.4% of male offenders. Compared to maletgialle prisoners
and probationers had lower rearrest rates. Of the offenders witidavist arrest within the three-
year follow-up period, the average time to rearrest for fesnases 13.2 months compared to 12.6
months for males. Female probationers were closer to male rodratin their average months to
rearrest (13.0 months and 12.7 months, respectively), with a slightifegdfference in average
months to rearrest for female prisoners at 13.8 months and male prisoners at 12.6 months.

Figure 5.1 shows the three-year rearrest rates for Yh@1/02 sample by type of
punishment and gender while controlling for offender risk level. Reaates for offenders varied
by offender risk level, with high risk offenders more likely to be retadethan low risk offenders
regardless of type of punishment and gender. Generally, males hadreigrrest rates than females,
except for low risk female prisoners who had a slightly higleerest rate (22.0%) than low risk male
prisoners (20.5%).

These gender differences in rearrest rates are impondimds; however, they cannot be fully
accounted for without controlling for other factors. Multivariate mo@dsChapter 4, Table 4.1)
were estimated to control for differences between offermessd on demographic variables, criminal
history, current offense, and time at risk during the three-ydaifalp. As previously indicated,
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male offenders were 5.3% more likely to be arrested than fesfiatelers, controlling for all other
variables in the model. These results hold when examining mudti#ariodels of prisoners and
probationers separatelggeChapter 4, Table 4.1). In summary, the effect of beiregyaale was
related to a lower rate of rearrest and remained when otheredifies between offenders were held
constant.

Table 5.6
Criminal Justice Outcome Measures: Female and Male Offenders

Criminal Justice Outcome Measures

H 0,
Type of Punishment N % % Yo . %
. Technical . .
Rearrest Reconviction . Reincarceration
Revocation
SSA Probation Female | 10,457 23.7 15.5 21.7 14.1
Entries Male 30,398 36.6 24.9 32.1 28.8
PROBATION | 40,855 33.3 225 29.4 25.1
Female 1,913 39.7 28.5 17.8 25.6
Prison Releases
Male 15,205 51.1 36.8 19.5 37.2
PRISON SUBTOTAL | 17,118 49.8 35.9 19.3 35.9
Female | 12,370 26.2 175 21.1 15.9
TOTAL Male 45,603 414 28.9 27.9 31.6
Total 57,973 38.2 26.5 26.4 28.3

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommisskY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data

Recidivist ConvictionsOverall, as displayed in Table 5.6, 17.5% of female offenders had a
recidivist conviction in the three-year follow-up period, which waselothan the rate for males
(28.9%). Compared to male offenders, female offenders had lower rettmmvates whether on
probation or released from prison. For those offenders who had a readmwsction in the three-
year follow-up period, gender had little or no impact on the averageto the first recidivist
conviction overall (17.0 months for females and males) and when compaobagtioners (16.7
months for females and 16.9 months for males) and prisoners (18.0 morféradtes and 17.1
months for males).

TechnicaProbatior Revocation: Of the female offenders, 21.1% had a technical revocation

within the three-yee follow-up period which was lower thar the technica revocatiol rate for male
offender: (27.9%) A greater difference in technical revocation rates was foumeba female and
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Figure 5.1
Rearrest Rates by Type of Punishment and Risk Level: Three-Year Follow-Up
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male probationer (21.7% anc 32.1% respectively. There were little gender differences with time
to first technical revocation. For those revoked within the thraee-f@low-up period, first
revocation occurred, on average, after 15.0 months for females and 14.7 months for males.

In Chapter 4, revocations were examined for probationers only as a measotgatibper
misconductgeeChapter 4 and Appendix C-3, Table C-3.5). Using a logistic regressdel, male
probationers were found to be 6.6% more likely to have a probation revodagionfemale
probationers, all else held constant. This indicates that gerateamw important predictor of
misconduct when controlling for demographic variables, criminal histaryent offense, and days
at risk.

Recidivist Incarcerations Female offenders had a much lower recidivist incarceration rate
(15.9%) during the three-year follow-up period than males (31.6%). Both female pnebsitind
prisoners had lower recidivist incarceration rates than thde owunterparts. For those female
offenders who had a recidivist incarceration in the three-year follow-up p#redfirst recidivist
incarceration occurred an average of 16.0 months after their rél@asgrison, which was slightly
longer than the average of 15.2 months for male offenders.
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Comparing recidivist incarceration rates between male anddesffahders, as done above,
does not take into account differences in offenders’ demographicspakimstory, and current
offense. To account for these factors while predicting the rageidivist incarceration, multivariate
models were estimatedgeChapter 4, Table 4.2). As previously noted, male offenders were 11.5%
more likely to be reincarcerated than female offenders, even whwinolling for personal
characteristics, criminal history, current offense, type of puresitrand days at risk during the three-
year follow-up period. In sum, gender’s effect on reincarceration remained wheditigrences
between offenders were held constant.

Employment As indicated in Table 5.7, a higher portion of female offenders araployed
at least one quarter in the three-year follow-up period (77.3%) codigangale offenders (73.5%).
Female offenders worked an average of 7.1 quarters, similar toaffahders who worked an
average of 6.7 quarters. Average quarterly wages for femataprs and probationers were less than
male prisoners and probationers, with female prisoners earningwestlwages in all of the
categories.

Table 5.7
Employment in the Three Years Following Release to the Community:
Female and Male Offenders

% Mean # of  Average
Type of Punishment N Embloved Quarters  Wages Per

ploy Worked* Quarter?

SSA Female 10,457 78.6 7.2 $1,856

Probation

Entries Male 30,398 75.0 7.0 $2,421
PROBATION SUBTOTAL | 40,855 75.9 7.0 $2,271

Prison Female 1,913 70.2 5.9 $1,556
Releases  \ale 15,205  70.4 6.1 $2,067
PRISON SUBTOTAL | 17,118 70.4 6.1 $2,010

Female 12,370 77.3 7.1 $1,813

TOTAL Male 45,603 73.5 6.7 $2,308
Total 57,973 74.3 6.8 $2,198

! Mean number of quarters worked and average wagreguarter only include offenders who worked duting three
years following release to the community.

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissFY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data
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Similar to the other outcome measures, a multivariate modelestavated to predict
employment during the three-year follow-up period for offenders in Yh@@®1/02 samplesge
Chapter 4, Table 4.4, Model 1). In line with the descriptive findings alvoubivariate models
examining the rate of employment of offenders indicated that maledeife were 1.9% less likely
than females to be employed during the three-year follow-upgeeven when controlling for
differences in offenders’ demographics, criminal history, current offense, andtdésis

In summary, when looking at the criminal justice outcome measufedie 5.6, itis evident
that female offenders have lower recidivism rates for all@feasures during the three-year follow-
up period than male offenders. In addition, female offenders werdikaby¢o be employed during
the follow-up period, but earned less than their male counterparts.

Summary and Conclusions

While female offenders are a small percentage of the @aifjostice and correctional systems,
the complexity of the issues that they bring with them makegiuap a distinct population.
Displaying different problems than their male counterparts, feaffdaders are less violent in their
crimes as well as their behaviors but are many timesithiens of violence (Conley et al., 1998;
Morash et al., 1998). Correctional staff noted that many of the ésreatering prisomdicate that
they have been victims of physical and/or sexual abuse which maiii$editin low self-esteem and
vulnerability. Women prisoners experience more drug problems thanerai@d men and may use
drugs to counteract past life traumas (Bloom et al., 2003; Morash #998) A final, more gender
specific issue that female prisoners have to face is thede¢hat result from being separated from
their child(ren). Many women were the primary person who wasoresible for their child’s care
prior to being incarcerated.

Female offenders are incarcerated in one of six state-efdepaisons or two contracted
private, nonprofit facilities. The largest of these, NCCIW, hoaBesistody levels, while the other
prisons have only minimum custody inmates. The design for NCCIW is difte@mprisons that
house close or medium custody males. First, most of the female<C&\N€side in dorms where
there is no separation of inmates by custody levels or by ageéhasase with close/medium custody
male prisons. Second, female prisoners are less restri¢teirimovement around the grounds at
NCCIW as compared to their male counterparts in higher custodyprig he fact that incarcerated
women offenders relate to each other in a manner that promotes stgopEssi and nurturing allows
them to live in a more open prison environment than incarcerated men.

Of the 57,973 offenders included in this study, 21% were female, withafeity (70%)
placed on community probation and only 16% released from prison during FY 200h&temale
offenders were better educated than the males, had a lower incddesnbstance abuse, and had a
lower rate of prior arrests. Perhaps most notably, 60% of thaldeoffenders were low risk
compared to only 26% of the males, and only 10% of the female offenelerigh risk compared
to 40% of the males. That difference in their overall seriousmassalso reflected in their most
serious current convictions, with almost two-thirds of the femalendérs convicted of
misdemeanors (compared to 48% of the male offenders), and less thamm@itied of violent
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felonies (compared to 5% of the male offenders). Female prisdiffered significantly from their
male counterparts in three areas: a smaller proportion of the femaldslaakr€52% compared to
65% of the males), only half as many of them were high risk (28%¢esthe males (57%), and a
significantly higher proportion of them (73%) had substance abuse protdenpsred to the men
(52%).

Confirming research findings in North Carolina and nationwide, recidivédes for female
offenders in the sample were consistently lower than the atesale offenders. This finding held
true independent of the measure of recidivism used, and for both pravateond prisoners. The
overall rearrest rate for the three-year follow-up period 26% for women and 41% for men.
Differences between the gender groups were evident even when looptiad risk level, with
women’s rearrest rates being lower except for one group: |&vfensale prisoners. This anomalous
finding might reflect the very high incidence of substance elansong women inmates, a factor
predisposing them to recidivism. While not a criminal outcome meatmale offenders had a
somewhat better chance than male offenders to find employmentifaldaeir release into the
community, but their average wages per quarter, when employed omerstently lower than wages
for the males.

There is a wide array of programs offered within the femas®ps, many of which are also
available in prisons where males are incarcerated. Thisaghed case with programs and services
for female and male probationers in the community. Because @irtjeg tiverse population that is
housed at NCCIW, much of the programming for the female prison populatientialzed there.
Within all of the female prisons, there are also programs teatlesigned especially for female
prisoners and are related to parenting skills development and victimization issues.

While DOC offers a comprehensive programmatic approach to déah&iheeds of female
prisoners, there are several areas that might be furtheneatha One of these could include
additional in-prison substance abuse programs that occur near thelendfténnder’s sentence and
are designed to not only address the female inmate’s drug probleatkdminterrelated issues.g.,
physical or sexual abuse). Another enhancement might be offeringootpagtient mental health
groups that would allow female prisoners to address victimization aedissues faced by many
women offenders. Lastly, since many prisoners will have to provide for thal({reini) upon their
release back into the community, prisons could continue to further peopnograms that can
increase an inmate’s chances for employability. To expand ssrinicthe community, female
probationers should also have the opportunity to receive residential selbsbaise treatment, like
their male counterparts who have the availability of DART Chiemyheir drug treatment needs.

In a system whose programs and policies are, by necessity, deasrmghdirected more at the
larger male offender population, DOC has done an admirable job of mtidswgto fit the needs of
the female offenders. These policies, added to the less seatus of female criminality and
behavior patterns, seem to help mitigate the effects of prismmzat female prisoners, and keep
reoffending among women at a lower rate.
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CHAPTER SIX
POPULATION PROFILE
YOUTHFUL OFFENDERS

Introduction

As noted earlier in the report, the Sentencing Commission decided to focus in this study on
two specific correctional populations: female offenders and youthiehaérs. There are several
reasons why the Commission decided to highlight youthful offenderd, yethful offenders are
our future adults. To better understand them as a group may providendeas to deter them from
becoming adult offenders. Youthful offenders are also surrounded by andsigunt conflicting
messages as to their legal status in society, going througjeaargge in which they can be tried as
an adult, voluntarily leave school, or drive a car, but they cannot setve military, be employed
in a significant number of fields of work, vote, consume alcoholic begsrag enter into contracts.
Youthful offenders are also clearly differentiated from theiulacounterparts in a variety of
developmental aspects (both biological and psychological), exhibitingarabimmaturity, poor
judgment, and skewed time perception. They are more susceptibler tpregesure, have poor
impulse control leading to possible disciplinary problems and aggressid are often the most
challenging group with regards to effective intervention, treatpnand positive change (Fagan, 2005;
Glick, 1998).

This chapter explores the dynamics of the youthful offender groapghrdescriptive and
statistical profiles as well as by outlining the correctioasburces which are utilized to serve them.
For purposes of this report, the designation “youthful offender” is definegp@san who entered
the correctional system (as either a prisoner or a probationer}gttegir 22 birthday. In North
Carolina, the jurisdiction of the adult criminal justice systezgihs at a person’s 1 @irthday.
However, juvenile offenders between the ages of 13 and 15 may have a deliogugairt filed
against them for a felony in juvenile court, transferred to agduldfrior) court, convicted, and
sentenced to adult sanctions. There are a small number of offentleescohort sample who fall
into this category. A complicating factor regarding age shoulabbed at this point: unlike other
demographic variables like gender and race, age — and therefoyeuli&Ul offender” designation
—is transitory in nature. While in this sample offenders aingmigted “youthful” based on their age
at commitment to the Department of Correction (DOC), with therpssgon of age many (if not
most) of them will be moved in and out of facilities and programswalhdItimately pass from the
“youthful” to the “adult” category.

Youthful offenders are sentenced to community sanctions as well axdrcerative
sanctions. The FY 2001/02 sample includes both youthful probationers and pristoweeser, this
chapter focuses primarily on youthful offenders in prison, due to a heartydelineated designation
of this group in the prison system and more programs specificalgre®l and targeted for the
inmate population.
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In order to gain a first-hand understanding of the youthful offender gro2@0& Sentencing
Commission staff conducted site visits to three prisons that housqubgukation in FY 2001/02,
and that continue to house the majority of offenders in thisgemp to date: Western Youth
Institution (Western), Polk Youth Institution (Polk), and North Carolinaé&iional Institution for
Women (NCCIW).

While on site visits, Commission staff toured the facilifiegrviewed key administrative and
program staff, and observed program activities. A standardizedcptavas used during the
interviews to gather specific information about program history, ramgcomponents, client
characteristics, and program administrateeef\ppendix D). Interviews were also conducted with
various staff at the state level in order to get an overviewagframming available to youthful
offenders. When available, written materials, descriptions, and statistesoliected.

In many cases, the present operation of the services and prog@nuegrto youthful
offenders is not very different from that in FY 2001/02. Descriptions of prageauth services that
are contained in this chapter generally reflect their cupatating practices. However, when
relevant, major changes to policies, services, and programs thatdtavesd since FY 2001/02 are
noted.

Statutory Provisions and DOC Policy Relative to Youthful Offenders

Currently, there are few laws in North Carolina that spediyickeal with the handling of
youthful offenders by DOC. For example, G.S. §148-22.1 states thatdb@llCgive priority to
meeting the needs of inmates under the age of 21 with academigrakaind technical education.
Other statutes address the transfer of offenders less tharrd 6fyage to Central Prison (G.S. §148-
28)and the procedure when surgical operations on inmates who are minwsessary (G.S. §8148-
22.2). The separate housing of female and male inmates (G.S. §148-ddhsgeradult offenders
as well as youthful offenders.

Prior to the enactment of Structured Sentencing, North Carolinapleadis statutes that
related to the sentencing of youthful offenders, the separate hougmgluful offenders from adult
offenders “to the extent practicable,” and the availability ofygaarole for those designated as a
“Committed Youthful Offender (CYO).” This allowed CYQO'’s the oppmity to be eligible for
parole before completing their court-imposed sentence. In 1994 Sthestured Sentencing became
law, parole was abolished and there was no longer a basis fouthfuf offender code.
Consequently, this set of laws was repealed for offenses committed on or aftezrQct1994.

DOC has some policies that relate only to youthful offenders. Theseepagigrtain to the
inmate population, rather than to probationers. The age used by DO@&tdefyouthful offender
group is an important policy decision and one that has changed since FE20D1fing the time
frame of this sample, the age for incarcerated youthful offemeersup to the age of 21. Since FY
2001/02, the number of incarcerated youthful offenders (especially tlee seginent) has been
declining, unlike the adult prison population which has been increasingfa¢tushas led DOC to
increase the age of the youthful offender prison population to 25, whicheiew is presently.
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Additionally, this decrease in youthful offenders has resulted ircldbsng of youthful prison
facilities or in their conversion to adult units. Currently, theamtyj of the youthful population is
housed at the following prisons: NCCIW, Foothills Correctional mstib (Foothills), Polk,
Western, and Morrison Correctional Institutice¢Table 6.1).

Table 6.1
Prisons Housing Youthful Offenders in FY 2001/02 and FY 2005/06
Expanded Operating
Name of Prison Custody Level Capacity
FY 2001/02 | FY 2005/06
Bladen Youth Centér Minimum 144 n/a
Foothills Correctional Institution Close 664 648
Morrison Correctional Institution Minimum 509 396
North Carolina Correctional Institution for WomenCIOS.e,.'\/ledlum 928 1,194
Minimum
Polk Correctional Institution Close 840 840
Sandhills Youth Centér Minimum 306 n/a
Western Youth Institution Clos_e /_Medlum 708 708
Minimum

Notes:

1. Bladen housed youth until November 2001 beforegoeonverted to an adult male facility.

2. Morrison housed medium custody youth until Japn@@&02 when it was converted to an adult maleifgciWwhen
Sandhills Youth Center closed in June 2003, miningustody, male youths were transferred to Morrison.

3. Sandhills was closed in June 2003.

SOURCE: NC Department of Correction

Another major DOC policy that is related to age concerns the hoofspogithful offenders.
Youthful males who are convicted of a felony are incarceratedilitiés that are separate from those
housing adult male felons 25 and older. Presently, male felons andmaaus under the age of
19 are processed and incarcerated at Western. In general, tngynodjmale felons who are 19
years old, but less than 25 years old, are incarcerated at PBiotills. All misdemeanants
between the ages of 19 and 22 undergo diagnostic processing at Westeayaemain at Western’s
minimum custody unit or be transferred to another minimum custodigyfadilis worth noting that
youths in the sample may have begun their sentences in a closdiemnsastody prison, but may
have been transferred to a minimum custody unit at some point@ttoe end of their periods of
incarceration, if they complied with prison rules, did assigned workpartttipated in corrective
programs. Within some of the minimum custody units, inmates what deast 18 years old are
incarcerated in the same facility as adult minimum custody inmates.
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Unlike youthful male inmates, youthful female inmates, va@ppesent a much smaller number
than their male counterparts, are not housed separately from adué fiemates. The majority of
female youthful offenders, especially those convicted of a felongeat¢éo NCCIW, where they are
absorbed into the general population.

There are other DOC policies that govern youthful offenders, edgaciile area of housing
and education. These topics will be covered later in the chapter.

The High-Rise at Western Youth Institution

Western Youth Institution is one of only several prisons within DOGehtures a high
rise facility. This facility is the prison system’s point eftry for all male felons an
misdemeanants younger than 19 years old. Prior to the building of the leigmitign 1972,
youthful inmates were incarcerated in the same facilitieslats. The design of thel6-flo
prison was geared toward a behavior modification model in which a point system fimepjgsit
and negative behavior was used by the administration to move inapages., sanction for
negative behavior) or dowmné. reward for positive behavior). The behavior modificatgpn
system was utilized until approximately the mid-1980's when sefagtlrs, including a
increase in the youth population, rendered the system ineffective.

Today, the upper floors of the high-rise are utilized primarilypfoablematic inmate
and new admissions, while the lower floors house the remainder of thefimpaind service
such as the school, programs, diagnostic center, kitchen, and adrdmstraVith few
exceptions, the facility has only single cells, with only thésas the 18 floor (which house
the most serious inmates) having their own sink and toilet. Tex @bors have commo
bathroom facilities. With no central dining hall, inmate contdag to a minimum, and me
are delivered to each floor via elevators located in the building.

The fact that the facility is a high-rise makes it more diffibol inmates to access t
grounds of the facility for exercise. Time is designatedagstltwice a week for inmates to e
taken by correctional officers either to the gym inside the mgldr to the outside area f
recreational time. For the recreational period of inmates ave on the #6floor and who
require the most control, they are either escorted by correctifficals to the roof and allowe
to be in a 4x8 cage for up to one hour (weather permitting) or arecalltmmvalk the hallwa
in front of their cell.

Inmates generally remain at Western until theft higthday. At that time, the majori
of the offenders are transferred to one of two close custody facilities, Foothritgkor
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The Prison Environment: Youthful Offenders and Adult Offenders

In looking at the various subgroups of offenders within the sample, theagaificant
variations that emerge between certain groups. A review ehtrdterature and interviews with
DOC personnel indicate that there are major differences inahéhat adult and youthful offenders
respond to their incarceration experience. In addition, distinctioss wihin the incarcerated
youthful offender group between genders. An understanding of these distinguaisaracteristics
will offer further insight into the analyses of these subsets of inmates.

Youthful Offenders Versus Adult Offenders

It has long been a known fact that youth under the age of 21 offemkzturity and life
experiences which result in different perceptions and behavioral respgbas those of adults over
the age of 21. A young person tends to have more difficulty in makingjgdgehents, resisting
negative peer influence, and in exercising impulse cofftr8ince these characteristics are often
associated with criminal behavior, many of the youthful offenderadhi@ave significant problems
in these areas by the time that they reach prison. DOQesafhnsible for incarcerated youthful
males at Western estimated that a majority of their insrtedd been involved in the juvenile court
system. Nearly all of the prison staff responsible for incated youthful males indicated that there
are many young male offenders whose limited impulse control results in titentsy to express
their aggression in a more overtly physical manner. Moreover,diegoto staff, aggressive
behavior in youthful offenders has been linked to increased gang actrégtent years. While there
IS no intent to minimize criminal acts committed by this group, wtdeding some characteristics
that define the age group of the youthful offender population might point to apprquagtams
or treatment to rehabilitate these offenders and truncate their crimiaatsar

Youthful Male Offenders Versus Youthful Female Offenders

A major difference between youthful male and female offenders®aswa result of the way
in which DOC houses the two groups. As is the case with adult offgeritiere are always
substantially more males than females within the youthful offegrdep. As previously mentioned,
DOC divides the male youthful offender population into two groups: those ungeaf®old and
those aged 19 to 25 years old. All males under 19 years old are plaedium or close custody
at Western and are housed in single cells. Since it is aisgfacility, inmates have limited access
to other floors and to the outside prison yard. The older group of youtluius fere sent to Polk or
Foothills. At Foothills, all of the youthful offenders who are iosel custody (there is a separate
minimum custody unit at Foothills) are housed in single cells. Approximaa#lpf the inmates

6 Research over the last several years has offeoed concrete information on why younger individgual
react differently from adults. New findings st#tat there actually appear to be physical reasmmnthé differences
between the two age groups. Studies conductegri@us research facilitieg (g, National Institute of Mental
Health, Harvard Medical School, University of Peylmania Medical Center) show that the part of thenan brain
that is responsible for most of the cognitive fimming (.e., the frontal lobe) is not fully developed untiparson is
at least 21 years old. The frontal lobe is resjpd@$or a human’s ability to make good decisiczmtrol
aggression and other impulses, and understandaisksonsequences (American Bar Association, Jievéastice
Center, 2004; Beckman, 2004).

80



at Polk are housed in one of four dormitories (the other half aneglesiells). Each pair of dorms
share an outside, separate recreational area. Most of thesranBtak who have a work or school
assignment are placed in single cells. Staff at Polk noteththates viewed being in a single cell
under these circumstances as a privilege because it offeregnmvay. Except for those offenders
in high security or in segregation, inmates have access to limited parts osthrégpcampus.

All youthful females who enter the prison system as convicted falertsoused at NCCIW.
Unlike the facilities that house youthful males, the majorityhefytiouthful females at NCCIW are
housed in dorms. NCCIW has a large campus and inmates, unless they have atatrs#¢.g.,
death row, segregation, inpatient mental health, or reception), caamanmund the areas that are
designated by policy. According to staff at NCCIW, this typetrofcsure works well for female
offenders because they are more social and have less violent tesdleanitheir male counterparts.
Also, because of the differences in the way that males andeefigal time,” the philosophy of the
female facility towards youthful female offenders is focusedenwor taking care of or nurturing
them. The younger females are generally watched more céwskplaced within a dormitory which
has an older, respected inmate who can assist them in coping &h fike. In general, it would
seem that, unlike the male prisons that house youthful inmatekave control as their major
emphasis, the female prison is more focused on providing a moreafasupportive environment.

Statistical Profile of the FY 2001/02 Sample

Personal Characteristics Table 6.2 contains information describing the personal
characteristics of the FY 2001/02 sample for all offenders, probattaas and prison releases by
age breakdowns. It is important to note that “age” refers toffeader's age at the time of
commitment to the DOQG.€., being committed to prison or placed on probation). Therefore, while
the probationers designated as “youthful” were between 13 and 21 ykatshe beginning of the
three-year follow-up, 41% of the prisoners will have passed theirlffidustatus and aged into
adulthood by the time of their release from prison at the steredbllow-up period. On average,
prisoners aged 16 to 17 at the time of commitment to DOC werea$ gkeage at release and still
considered youthful offenders. Conversely, prisoners aged 18 to 21 af taremitment to DOC
were on average 21 years of age at release and had aged irtoat@if the total FY 2001/2002
sample, 13,038 or 22.5% were youthful offenders at the time of their corantito DOC. Y outhful
offenders comprised 25.0% of the sample’s probation subgroup and 16.5% of theyligaup.
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Table 6.2
Personal Characteristics: Youthful and Adult Offerders

A Comparison of Youthful N % Male % Black Soﬁ)b\ggzce I-TI/O f\lnglhsk
and Adult Offenders 0 0 9
Abuse Score
13-15 22 90.9 50.0 0.1 31.8
16-17 3.475 78.3 48.7 17.8 30.2
Probation o, 6,709 79.0 475 21.3 34.6
Entries
Subtotal 10,206 79.0 47.9 20.1 33.1
21 and older 30,649 72.9 51.5 27.8 22.3
PROBATION SUBTOTAL | 40,855 74.4 50.6 25.8 25.0
13-15 15 93.3 80.0 60.0 53.3
16-17 495 95.0 67.1 54.1 67.9
Prison 1991 2,322 95.2 63.3 46.2 72.8
Releases
Subtotal 2.832 95.2 64.0 47.6 71.8
21 and older 14,286 87.6 63.2 55.5 49.7
PRISON SUBTOTAL | 17,118 88.8 63.4 54.2 53.3
Youthful 13,038 82.5 51.4 26.1 415
TOTAL  Adult 44,935 77.6 55.2 36.6 31.0
Total 57,973 78.7 54.4 34.2 33.3

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommisskFY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data

Youthful offenders were grouped into subcategories by age: 13to 15, 1@t B to 21.
All offenders 21 years of age or older were defined as adulorth Carolina, juvenile delinquents
aged 13 to 15, when charged with any felony, may be transferred tocachtal court for
conviction and sentencing. In practice, while transfer for albagtee Murder charge is mandatory,
the transfer option for other felonies is discretionary and used regsiently for violent (Classes
B1-E) charges. Based on the small number of 13 to 15 year oldssemtipée (22 prisoners and 15
probationers), and their atypical offense profile, the discussiomatifocus on this subgroup of
youthful offenders.

There was little difference in the gender and race compositiarebrtyouthful and adult
offenders, whether on probation or in priseagTable 6.2). When compared to adults, youthful
offenders had a higher percentage of males (82.5% versus 77.6%, vedgecnd a lower
percentage of blacks (51.4% versus 55.2%, respectively). Overall, youtlefulierf$ had a lower
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proportion of substance abusers compared to adult offenders. The gendrahtong probationers
was for substance abuse problems to increase with age. Among ¥isoath aged 16 to 17 at
prison entry had a similar proportion of offenders with a history otanbs abuse problems as adult
offenders.

Surprisingly, looking at the entire sample, 41.5% of youthful offenders higth aisk score
compared to 31.0% of adult offenders. The proportion of high risk youthful probrativas 11%
higher than that of adult probationers; the proportion of high risk youth&drgers was 22% higher
than that of adult prisoners. The percent of high risk youthful offemi@esased as age categories
increased from 16 to 17 to 18 to 21.

As previously described in Chapter Two, the risk score is a compuositsure that includes
personal characteristics, criminal history, and current sentericaniation. While youthful
offenders would have low risk scores due to their young age and ldrtkeofo accumulate a
substantial prior criminal history, a number of other factors ireduid the risk score under the
heading “personal characteristics” can potentially increasedbeie. For adult offenders, being
married, having at least twelve years of education, and being erd@esed as protective factors
decreasing their likelihood of rearrest. However, the majorigpathful offenders by definition
had less than 12 years of education, were not employed, and werarnetm all factors which
may have inflated their risk score. Furthermore, the risk decies information on several
important indicators of youthful offending such as gang involvement, jlev@rstice system
involvement, school behavior and performance, peer relations, conflibeihome, and prior
victimizations.

Criminal History and Current Conviction: Information on prior arrests and current
convictions for the FY 2001/02 sample is presented in Table 6.3. The pargeuathful offenders
with a prior arrest was considerably less than that of aduhiddéfs, mostly driven by a difference
between youthful and adult probationers. Youthful prisoners aged 16 to 17 ar2d 18tohe other
hand, had similar rates of prior arrest to that of adult offend@r9%, 95.6% and 96.6%,
respectively).

Of the 13,038 youthful offenders in the FY 2001/02 sample, 2,832 entered prison and 10,206
were placed on probation as a result of their current conviction. Wilstiemeanors were the most
common conviction for all offenders and probationers, it was higher fonfybotffenders than for
adult offenders in these two groups. The majority of prisonersspected, were convicted of
felonies (87.1% for youthful prisoners and 76.6% for adult prisoners). The percent/aitions
for violent felonies (Classes A through E) decreased with age drhigh of 86.7% for those aged
13-15 to a low of 8.6% for those 21 and older.
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Table 6.3
Prior Arrests and Current Conviction: Youthful and Adult Offenders

Current Conviction
A Comparison of Youthful and N % Any Prior
Adult Offenders Arrest o A o % % Other
% A-E Felony % F-I Felony Misdemeanor (FSA)
13-15 22 31.8 0.0 40.9 59.1 0.0
16-17 3,475 52.1 0.9 21.5 76.1 1.5
Probation 18-21 6,709 70.3 1.9 33.1 64.3 0.7
Entries
Y outhful Subtotal 10,206 64.0 1.5 29.2 68.3 1.0
21 and older 30,649 78.1 1.5 35.1 63.1 04
PROBATION SUBTOTAL 40,855 74.6 1.5 33.6 64.4 0.6
13-15 15 73.3 86.7 13.3 0.0 0.0
16-17 495 91.9 29.5 59.0 111 04
Prison 18-21 2,322 95.6 17.3 69.4 13.2 0.2
Releases
Y outhful Subtotal 2,832 94.8 19.8 67.3 12.8 0.2
21 and older 14,286 96.6 8.6 68.0 23.1 0.4
PRISON SUBTOTAL 17,118 96.3 10.4 67.9 21.4 04
Y outhful 13,038 70.7 55 37.4 56.2 0.8
TOTAL Adult 44,935 84.0 3.7 45,5 50.4 0.4
Total 57,973 81.0 4.1 43.7 51.7 0.5

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissFY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data



Description of Work, Program, and Treatment Assignments for Incaated Y outhful Offenders

All offenders who enter the prison system undergo diagnostic proggssor to being
placed with the general population of the prison to which they have been assignedreg@hing
process consists of the inmate being interviewed in order to ggheral information as well as
receiving mental health, substance abuse, and educational screehmgsndte’s case is assigned
to a case analyst who compiles the information and uses it to detetagsication and develop
a case plan. The plan includes the notation of any special needs@ndiended work, program,
or treatment assignments for the inmate. Upon approval of the casebpielm is usually within
15 days), the offender is assigned to the most appropriate custody clagsidca prison. Once
inmates arrive at their designated prison, a case manageigaed to each inmate to monitor their
progress and to ensure that they are placed in the recommended assignment(s).

There are three programs within the prison system that aigndé=d especially for the
youthful inmate: Youthful Offender Program (YOP), Residential Sulocgt Abuse Treatment
(RSAT), and Job Start. What follows is a description of these pregaad the various assignments
that are available to incarcerated youthful offenders. Since élssggments are not offered at all
of the facilities that house youth, the prisons that have them asites will be indicated, when
possible. If the assignment has been changed or added since FY 200110 indicated. While
this list may not be all-inclusive, it includes the primary@ssients available in the prison system.
It should be mentioned that the majority of these work, program, atchéngsassignments are also
available to adult inmates. This is especially true at NC@h which adult and youthful female
offenders are housed in the same facility. It is important to note that an educasograient is
generally a priority for offenders who are under the age of 18 andhbaxeceived their high school
diploma or high school equivalency diploma.

Academic Education

> Adult Basic Education (ABE)/General Education Development (GED)
The ABE program is designed for individuals whose educational tesstavgs that they are
functioning below the'9grade level, while the GED program is for inmates performing at
the 9" grade level or above. ABE and GED classes are offerecbéitiadi prisons that house
youth.

> Exceptional Student Program (ESP)
This program follows federal and state guidelines and is designetfénders up to age 21
who have not received their high school diploma or GED and who have someftype
exceptionality €.g, mental, physical, or behavioral). ESP is available at all of the prisons
that house youth.

> Title | Program for Neglected or Delinquent Youth
Title I, a federally funded compensatory education program, afersdial instruction in
reading and/or math to those under the age of 21 who do not have a high subod dr
GED. Title I is offered at all of the prisons that house youth.
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> English as a Second Language (ESL)
This program is offered to non-English speaking inmates who arefiddrfor services
during the diagnostic screening. ESL is available at four ditae/outh facilities. Polk
does not offer it.

> Youth Offender Program (YOP)
YOP is a federally funded educational program which began withiDith&on of Prisons
in 1998 and is now offered at 14 minimum and medium custody prisons that batigely
offenders. The majority of offenders served by this program are hau$®dstern, Polk,
Foothills, Morrison, and NCCIW, but there are other facilities that have sderelefs in
this age range. YOP offers opportunities for post-secondary educatiployability skills
training, and cognitive behavior interventidnmates who are selected for fregram must
meet the following requirements: be 25 years old or less; be within 5ofdhesr release
or parole; and have received a high school diploma or GED. Particip#megprogram can
receive college credits from professors who offer clasgbe atlected prisons. Beginning
in 2005, correspondence courses were made available to inmdtespiogram through
several educational institutions that are part of the UNC sys@¥ithe 1,600 inmates who
were eligible for YOP during FY 2004/05, approximately 650 received services.

> Outreach Program
This program allows eligible inmates to take correspondence cdhbrsagh participating
colleges. There are only 600 slots available at six prisons, aateismho are Class A-B2
felons or will not be released within 10 years are not eligible. The funditlgf@ourses
comes from the Inmate Welfare Fund.

Vocational Educatiofi

Allfive of the prisons that house youthful inmates offer vocationalathrccourses in some
varying degree. Vocational education courses are offered in phganstructors from the local
community college(s) in the vicinity. The minimum age for courses is gengéglhowever, the
prisons with youth allow 16 or 17 year old participants. Most of the vocational educatiorscourse
require that an inmate be infraction-free for a certain periogingé (usually 90 days) prior to
beginning classes. Once inmates are placed in a vocational prtgeguican remain in the program
unless they present disciplinary problems, have too many absenees,tansferred to another
prison eeChapter 7 for more detailed information on vocational education).

Of the five prisons where youth are incarcerated, NCCIW hasdkeuvocational education
courses in both categories of continuing educagam keyboarding, travel agency) and curriculum
(e.g, manicuring/nail technology, cosmetology). Foothills’ offerings udel two continuing
education courses.€., light construction and horticulture which were recently added tacepl
carpentry and cabinet making) and two courges, (furniture upholstery and information
technology), both of which are curriculum courses through which inmatestaamaadiploma or

47 For this study, vocational education does not ielliluman Resource Development (HRD) courses
(e.g, job readiness, life skills).
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an associate degree. Morrison has one curriculum couesefd¢od service technologygnd
continuing education courses in the following: basic electronic ssgyimasonry, office practices,
and upholstery. (Industrial maintenance, which was offeredacatiddn in 2002, is no longer
available.) Polk offers only continuing education courses, two of whialpewtry and horticulture

— are only theory classes. One of the courses at Polk involves inmates laaouhgommercial
cleaning and how to start a business. During FY 2001/02, Western hadaless number of
vocational education cours@<., horticulture and carpentry). Within the last two years, Western
has added commercial cleaning and electrical wiring. All ofticational training classes available
at Western are introductory continuing education courses that inanat@fowed to take more than
once.

Chemical Dependency

All inmates receive a substance abuse screening upon theimgatitya prison system. In
early 2004, DOC began using a new screening tool normed for DOC kntivenSashstance Abuse
Subtle Screening Inventory (SAS$)An inmate’s score determines the level of substance abuse
treatment that the inmate requires, which can range from niongefito in-prison residential
treatment on a scale of 0 to 5. A score of 3 or more génerahns that an inmate is in need of
residential treatment. DOC'’s goal is to eventually be #@bleave the resources to match the
treatment to the offender’s need. All of the substance abuse psagrara under DOC'’s Division
of Alcoholism and Chemical Dependency Programs (DACDP).

> Drug and Alcohol Recovery TreatméDART)-Intensive Residential Treatment (IRT)
The DART-IRT program is a residential treatment program igh&bcated in specified
prisons across the state. Inmates are usually referred to thenprogmathe beginning of
their sentence, with the length of treatment being anywhere frd0 8ays in FY 2001/02.
In 2004, the length of the DART-IRT program was formally increased to 90 daysigDur
FY 2001/02, there were DART-IRT programs at Foothills, Polk, Wesaeah NCCIW.
Primarily as a result of budgetary cuts, Western and NCCéwharonly facilities where this
program is still offered to youthful offenders.

> Residential Substance Abuse Treatment (RSAT)
RSAT programs (formerly known as State Alliance for Recovemg &eneral
Education—SARGE) are federally funded, in-prison residential proghenhaffer chemical
dependency treatment to eligible offenders who are under the ageldifild@® DART-IRT,
RSAT occurs toward the end of an offender’s sentence (offenderhavesat least 6 t012
months remaining), with the program’s last phase devoted mostlydtieheer’s transition
back into the community.

In FY 2001/02, there were RSAT programs for youthful offenders aged 1&td/&irrison
and at Sandhills Youth Center. RSAT programs were added at Wésterminimum
custody unit) and NCCIW during the early part of FY 2002/03. Today, tilest programs

8 prior to 2004, DOC was using two screening imsgnts, SMAST (Short Michigan Alcohol Screening
Test) and CDST (Chemical Dependency Screening Toaletermine eligibility to chemical dependencyggrams.
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are still operational except Sandhills, which closed its fgarliR003. There is generally a
waiting list to enter the program. At the present time, tdertd funding for the RSAT
programs is scheduled to end in 2006.

> Drug Alcohol Recovery Treatment (DART) 24
DART 24 provides introductory substance abuse education and interventieriamat
primarily to misdemeanants in selected minimum custody prisons. niHterials are
presented in several sessions, with the total contact time equaling 24 hours.

> Alcoholics Anonymous (AA)/Narcotics Anonymous (NA)
These are self-help, support groups based on the 12-step model of re@deitye more
prevalent of the two groups, is offered at many of the prisons.

Mental Health

All offenders who enter prison, including youthful offenders, are givernyehpkgical
screening to determine if they are in need of mental heatthices. Within the prison setting,
mental health services are divided into four areas, ranging fromresbsctive to least restrictive:
inpatient, residential, day treatment (training), and outpatienta thétexception of outpatient, the
other areas of the mental health continuum are provided in designatatswihere inmates in need
of such services can be transferred in order to receive treatireninajority of prisons offer some
level of outpatient services and have at least one psychologist pstdfEiand have access to a
psychiatrist. With regard to aftercare, if an inmate hastreamental health case, then prison staff
begin planning for post-release treatment approximately six months prioraserele

There are no inpatient, residential, or day treatment programaréhsppecifically designed
for youthful offenders. According to correctional staff, there igr@fecantly less youthful inmates
than adult inmates with mental illnesses serious enough to regpateint, residential, or day
training. They cited research that has shown that the onset of cimeni@l illnessese(g,
schizophrenia) generally do not occur until a person is in their mid-Z20ss finding is also
supported by intake information for the FY 2001/02 sample. Mental healtlepr®hlere indicated
for 13.4% of the youthful inmates and 17.8% for the adult inmates.

> Inpatient
Operating in a manner similar to a state mental hospital, ®@@atient services are
utilized for offenders who are in acute or crisis-related méetath situations(g, suicide
threats) and are in need of the most restrictive care. CEnisah (144 inpatient beds) and
NCCIW (16 inpatient beds) are the only two prisons that offertiepacare for male and
female prisoners, respectively. Youthful male offenders who are assessed tebd of
inpatient services are transferred to Central Prison wheyeatbehoused separately from
adult offenders who are receiving treatment. Staff indicatecthsedon as a youthful male
is stabilized, he is returned to his prison. Since most of the yibddimhales are already
housed at NCCIW, those needing inpatient care are transferrathlijéo a treatment unit
located in a separate secure unit on the prison grounds.
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Residential

Residential services are the next level of mental healéthased are used for mentally ill
offenders who are not critically ill, but are not viewed as belhgt® be part of the general
prison population. Inmates in this category are housed in singlécelieparate area. As
previously indicated, there is no residential component devoted solauyttdfyl inmates.
There is not a residential unit to use as a step-down for youthielimmaates under the age
of 18who have been in inpatient at Central Prison; these inmates mtaimed at Central
until they are stable enough to return to their prison. Alexandee@mmal Institution and
Eastern Correctional Institution are the only prisons that havkerggl mental health units
for male offenders 18 years and old&CCIW has a dorm which is used for residential
mental health treatment — any female youthful offenders needintptehiof care can be
referred to this service.

Day Treatment

There has never been a day treatment program designed spgdiicgdiuthful offenders.
Currently, the only day treatment program that exists in DO &ed at NCCIW. There
was a part-time day treatment program at Fountain, but it wasgbat during FY 2000/01.
At this level of treatment, offenders function at a higher levélae in structured activities
(e.g, in a separate unlocked facility during the day), but they aré@abpeend the remainder
of their time with the general prison population.

Outpatient

Outpatient services constitute the lowest level of mental heai¢hin the prison system and
serve the largest number of inmates. Every prison facilitpt@sss to outpatiesérvices,
whether they are on-site or at another prison to which inmates cafelred. Services are
offered individually or through groups.

In FY 2001/02, there was a greater presence of mental healihsgat the prisons that
housed youthful offenders. For example, during this time period, Westerad#hort and
long term treatment groups that focused on issues relating ew:offenders, violent
offenders, young offenders, anger management, and stress managehtbase Qroups,
Western now only offers the young offenders group which is reservetfdaders who are
under the age of 16. There are no sex offender groups at any of tpedouns that house
male youthful offenders. At Polk, there were various discussion grofgreafo inmates
in FY 2001/02, but there are currently no outpatient groups for the youthéndefr
population. NCCIW has increased their offering of groups sint¢e2601/02, and
particularly in the last two years.

Social Skills

The majority of the social skills programs listed below ar@aflanmates. These programs,

are part-time assignments and are generally taught by easyers or program supervisors within
the prison setting. There is relatively little social skpkogramming that is designed solely for
inmates under 21 years old.
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> Human Relations
This 27-week program is only offered at Western, and its particigaat16-18 years old.
The goal of the program is to inform offenders about issues retatgohrenting,
relationships, and sexual behaviors.

> Character Education
The Character Education Program is mandatory for all inmatesaasists of a 16-hour
course that aims to teach inmates to independently apply specific deceorgrools to
any ethical dilemma that they might encounter.

> Cognitive Behavioral Intervention (CBI)
This 12-week program focuses on helping inmates to restructurththeght processes and
learn cognitive skills that can assist them in basic decisidargiand problem solving. In
FY 2001/02, CBI was available in a few of the prisons serving youthful offenders.

> Napoleon Hill
Napoleon Hill is an 8-week program that is designed to assistesmaenriching their
character and dealing effectively with others. This prografiesed to youthful offenders
at Polk, Morrison, and NCCIW.

> Parenting Programs
Within the female prisons, programs range from group sessionsseslkan parenting skills
training (which are available at all of the female fa@$texcept for one) to more intensive
programs€.g, Motheread—NCCIW and Fountain). Foothills appears to be the only prison
for youthful males that had a parenting prograe, FATHER) that existed in FY 2001/02.
It is still operational today.

Work Programs

Incentive wage jobs, which offer work opportunities within the prisomgg#.g, working
in the kitchen or doing janitorial work) are available within eacthefprisons that house youthful
offenders. Other work opportunities differ among these prisons, dependhgiomiate’s custody
level, the availability of options, and any pertinent prison policieseXxample, since Polk is a close
custody prison, there are no work assignments that result in inesatag) the prison grounds.@,
road squads). NCCIW which is also a close custody facility, has a number of worluapes;t
including two Correction Enterprises plants and two special work pregf2., NC Tourism and
Transportation Information Center and a dental lab) located on its grotihdsninimum security
prisons serving this age group.q, Western and Morrison) have a greater variety of work
assignments. At Western’s Minimum Custody Unit, select inmates wH@asmears or older can
have off-site work experiences through the Building, Rehabilitatingrulrtgrg, Developing,
Growing, and Employing (BRIDGE) Program, Vocational Rehabilitatiotihe Western Carolina
Center Work Project.

90



Transitional Services

Since late 2001, every prison has a transitional folder on each aftineites. This folder
goes with them upon release or transfer to another prison. Theusldgly contains: the inmate’s
social security card, birth certificate, picture ID, ceréfes from programs and/or courses, resume,
and other items that may help an inmate’s transition back into the community.

> Going Home InitiativgGHI)
The Going Home Initiative is a grant-funded program for offendesd 48 to 35. The goal
of the program, which began serving inmates at designated prisons ims2@&integrate
inmates into the community by helping them develop and carry out ahglaaddresses
employment, housing, education, and treatment needs. Of the prisons housing youth, GHI
is only offered at NCCIW. Funding for the program is scheduled to end on JW2@080,
DOC has attempts underway to institutionalize lessons learned from the program.

> Job Start
Job Start, which began in 2000, is geared for inmates under the agenaffdtuses on pre-
release planning, with an emphasis on job procurement and retentionogitagphas been
offered at Western, Polk, and Morrison since 2000. Job Start is iroitesprof being added
to the programming at Foothills. It is not offered at NCCIW.

Chaplaincy Programs

Religious programs, services, and pastoral care are offesddpmisons. A chaplain is
available at each prison to coordinate programs and services and to provida pastorWithin
the last several years, programse.( Transition Aftercare Network—TAN) have been initiated to
assist inmates in their reentry back into the community by networking lticlees and ministry
organizations to provide aftercare resources within their respective counties.

Targeted Programming for Youthful Prisoners

There are a number of programs offered in prisons housing youthful aSerde the
majority of these programs are also offered in other prisorsdiegs of gender or age. This is
certainly the case with academic education and social skillsgmsg There are a limited number
of programs that are designed specifically for the youthful offepalenlation: Youthful Offender
Program (YOP), Residential Substance Abuse Treatment (RS#dIJpa Start. Of these programs,
only YOP is offered at the five main prisons that house youthful offender offenders who are
25 years old or under, have their high school diploma or GED, and are motvatadinue their
education and improve their employability skills, this federally furetheatational program offers
opportunities in these areas. RSAT programs are federally funded, in-prisontrasmgtegrams
where eligible offenders under 22 years old can receive chedgpahdency treatment. Unlike
DOC'’s other in-prison residential substance abuse treatment proBragn Alcohol Recovery
Treatment (DART), in which treatment occurs near the beginning prisoner’'s term of
incarceration, the RSAT program is longer in duration and ocautee end of a prisoner’s
incarceration period. RSAT is offered at Morrison,Western, and NCCIW. JohsStadcted at
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prisoners under the age of 21 and focuses on pre-release planning,emitplesis on securing and
maintaining employment upon release. Job Start is available asbtgrPolk, and Western, is in
the implementation stage at Foothills, and is not offered at NCCIW.

Academic education is emphasized, especially at the five pribatshouse youthful
prisoners, and especially if an inmate has exceptional needs aohasceived a high school
diploma or a GED. The academic programs are particularly iantddr the prisoners 18 years old
and under who are housed at Western. Yet, this is an area whens enéearth of space, waiting
lists, and strained resources are commonplace. Staff statedehatith three shifts of classes(
morning, afternoon, and evenings), there is often still a waiting period of up to %% hefere a
prisoner can be placed in academic classes.

Vocational education is available on a limited basis at thedosons which house male
youthful offenders. (The exceptionto thisis at NCCIW. Thereare opportunities for vocational
education at NCCIW, which houses not only female youthful offenders,latgeaportion of the
female prison population in general.) The lack of vocational education for youthful offeaders
be attributed to several factors. First, in some or all of ikenqs housing this population, there is
a lack of adequate space for additional vocational courses. Additidhallg may be some safety
concerns that keep certain vocational training courses from beingtadtegorogramming. Three
of the prisons--Foothills, Polk, and Western--house prisoners in closelgugio have committed
serious offenses. Consequently, there must be a certain numberectional staff available to
offer appropriate supervision to prisoners who might be placed in vocathution classes. This
leads to safety and security issues since there would mogtdgeburses that require tools which
could potentially become dangerous weapons. Finally, there may bansermal agency issues that
are preventing the growth of vocational education programs in the ptidiouse male youthful
offenders that are related to staff, funding, or the process of aalgioational education course to
a prison’s programming.

There is little mental health programming available for youttfisoners, especially in the
four male facilities: Foothills, Morrison, Polk, and Western. Wlaiteale youthful prisoners have
the entire continuum of mental health services,(inpatient, residential, day treatment, and
outpatient) available to them due to their placement at NCCIW, ydutizles have more limited
opportunities for services. Inpatient and outpatient services avalthgarts of the continuum that
are available for youthful males under 18. Youthful males requiringjempanental health services
are transferred to the inpatient unit at Central Prison, and teéraasferred back to their prison of
origin when their condition has stabilized. With regard to outpatenices, all male youthful
prisoners have access to a psychologist or psychiatrist fordndivtounseling or monitoring of
medications. Between the four male youthful prisons, there is onalneraith group that is
currently operational-the young offenders group at Western. Corrdcatiengal health staff at the
prisons that were visited and at the state level voiced concerthevfact that there are no ongoing
groups for youthful sex offenders. The reduced number of mental healisgavailable at the
prisons where Sentencing Commission staff made site visits appeabe affected by several
factors. First, there has been a decrease in psychologicaksestaff available to run the groups.
Reductions in DOC'’s budget over the last couple of years have causedsds in mental health
staff and/or resulted in situations where positions were lossige&sl, or became shared by more
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than one prison. The latter has been the case at Western and I$;autinth have seen parts of
their respective mental health services consolidated. The redaoesulted in the understaffing
of mental health services at both units and, subsequently, in a cedincthe quantity of mental
health programming. Other reasons for the limited number of mental health gaoups tted to
the unavailability of custodial staff to monitor the sessions andibietlack of space available for
groups to meet. Mental health staff at some of the prisondd stiad¢ there is difficulty in
maintaining groups for youthful offenders. With these inmates focusorg on school or work
assignments within the prison, a high attrition rate in group ateelwas indicated by staff.
Additionally, it was noted that the disrespectful attitude of thesgroup was not conducive to the
dynamics of group interaction.

With regard to chemical dependency treatment for youthful prisomdnite the RSAT
program seems to provide an appropriate level of treatment, it omwesd the end of the
incarceration period; consequently, it is only offered for male ydatoaninimum security prisons
(i.e., Morrison and Western). Federal funding for RSAT is scheduled tm&@6, so the future
of the program is somewhat uncertain. While there is curreB#RIT-IRT program at Western’s
high-rise, no in-prison, residential substance abuse treatmentreddide the older, close custody
youthful prisoners at Foothills or Polk. As previously stated, because mostfeifnle youthful
felons are housed at NCCIW-which has a number of programs foratggr predominantly adult
population, female offenders have the opportunity to participatther@ RSAT program or another
residential treatment programe(, DART-IRT).

Programs for Youthful Offenders on Probation

As mentioned earlier, while the FY 2001/02 sample includes prisandrprobationers,
prisoners are the primary focus of this chapter since theyrameaseparate, well-defined group
within the Division of Prisons and have many programs available to tilale incarcerated.
Within DOC, there are some programs available to probationers wsichd be mentioned. The
Division of Community Corrections (DCC), as one of its functions, provgigeervision of
offenders sentenced to probation. DCC has a decentralized design witoprobfates in every
judicial district in the state. Probation officers manage acititéde services for offenders who are
on their respective caseloads. Probation caseloads are not grouped accordingubrather by
various supervision levelg.g, community, intermediate, and intensive) based on the seriousness
of their offense, their risk to the community, their criminogenedseandy certain offense types
(e.g, sex offenses and domestic violence).

The small number of programs targeted at the sizeable youthhhtpyoer population
(10,206 in the study sample) through DOC/DCC is supplemented, to varymegsidoy local and
county resources. The majority of the services and programarthatffered by DCC are not
directed at specific age groups, but rather at the broader prolpapation. Some of these
include: electronic monitoring/house arrest, community service worka@mgubstance abuse
screening and intervention, and Criminal Justice PartnershipaPmeg CJPP). Through CJPP,
programs for intermediate-sentenced offenders, (day reporting centers and satellite substance
abuse centers) are provided at the local level.
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DCC has one program that is specifically directed at the youdfierider populations. The
School Partnership Program was begun by DCC in 1993 and has been ingdamapproximately
20 judicial districts. The purpose of the program is to incre@sebation officer's contacts with
the student who is on probation as well as with teachers, guidance counsakies)tgescipals
and principals regarding students who are on supervised probation. Proldaters afe assigned
to specific schools where probationers on their caseload are attending anebleliin keeping
students in school through specialized conditions of probation that erstin@&chool Partnership
Program.

In addition to DCC’s programs, DACDP operates Drug Alcohol Ragoveecatment
(DART) Cherry which is a residential drug treatment facflr male offenders who are at least 18
years old and who are on probation, post-release supervision, or parol@. @Ry offers a 28-
day program and a 90-day program, with a total bed capacity of 300. The 28-day pragicm
was implemented in 1989, is composeddf00-bed unit where predominantly DWI offenders
receive substance abuse treatment. The 90-day program began in 1997 andlbashed units
where offenders receive substance abuse treatment in a modifeguetitiec community model. It
IS a more extensive program than the 28-day program. During FY 2001/02, DART @inesd s
87 probationers between the ages of 18 to 21 years old in the 28-day and 90-day programs.

Although no longer in existence, the Intensive Motivational ProgranAlieinative
Correctional Treatment (IMPACT) was a condition of probation desgial program) in FY
2001/02. The offender served an active sentence of 90 to120 days in the TN\dRACam and was
subsequently released to supervised probation. IMPACT was an intetenaahishment for male
and female offenders between the ages of 16 and 30. The femalensampf IMPACT was
terminated effective November 1, 2001. The male component of IMPAG abadisheffective
August 15, 2002.

Criminal Justice Outcome Measures for the FY 2001/02 Sample

Recidivist Arrests:Overall, 45.3% of youthful offenders were rearrested during the three-
year follow-up compared to 36.1% of adult offendeeeTable 6.4). When separating youthful
offenders into probationers and prisoners, youthful prisoners had a highestreste than youthful
probationers and both groups had higher rearrest rates than did adodeoff in these two
categories. Adult probationers were the least likely to beastad (30.8%) and youthful prisoners
were the most likely to be arrested (61.5%). The 16 to 17 yeaweldsthe age group with the
highest rearrest rates for both probationers and prisoners (43.2% and 67.7%, respectively).
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Table 6.4
Criminal Justice Outcome Measures: Youthful and Adult Offenders

Criminal Justice Outcome Measures
A Comparison of Youthful and
. .
Adult Offenders N % Rearrest % Reconviction 0 Technical o o i o rceration
Revocation
13-15 22 31.8 27.3 36.4 27.3
16-17 3,475 43.2 31.6 355 27.0
Probation 18-21 6,709 395 27.8 315 258
Entries
Youthful Subtotal 10,206 40.8 29.0 33.0 26.2
21 and older 30,649 30.8 20.3 28.3 24.7
PROBATION SUBTOTAL 40,855 33.29 225 29.4 25.1
13-15 15 60.0 26.7 26.7 60.0
16-17 495 67.7 51.3 24.2 449
Prison 18-21 2,322 60.2 44.9 24.9 41.7
Releases
Y outhful Subtotal 2,832 61.5 459 24.8 42 .4
21 and older 14,286 475 33.9 18.2 34.6
PRISON SUBTOTAL 17,118 49.8 35.9 19.3 35.9
Y outhful 13,038 45.3 32.8 31.1 29.7
TOTAL Adult 44,935 36.1 24.6 25.1 27.8
Total 57,973 38.2 26.5 26.4 28.3

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommisskY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data



Figure 6.1
Rearrest Rates by Age of Probationer and Risk Level: Three-Year Follow-Up
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Figure 6.2
Rearrest Rates by Age of Prisoner and Risk Level: Three-Year Follow-Up
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Rearrest rates also varied by punishment type, age, and riskfiveloffender during the
three-year follow-up periodéeFigures 6.1 and 6.2). Even with risk controlled, the differences in
rearrest remained between youthful and adult probationers and priddstsiotable, youthful
offenders (both prisoners and probationers) aged 16 to 17 had the highest rate at all risk
levels. Looking within each risk level, a stair step pattern was noted with offegetd 6 to 17
having the highest rearrest rate followed by 18 to 21 year olds and.adllien comparing similar
offenders across all risk levels, the rate of rearrest increased aveiskdeeased.

Probationers in the different age groups who were rearrested theitihgee-year follow-up
period had similar times to rearrest, averaging from 12.3 to 12.9 moAtheng prisoners who
were rearrested during the three-year follow-up period, 16 to 17 yesahadl the shortest average
time to rearrest (10.9 months) followed by 18 to 21 year olds (who @tttreir first rearrest in an
average of 12 months) and adult prisoners (who averaged 12.9 months to rearrest).

These differences in rearrest rates are important findingse\ewthey cannot be fully
accounted for by an offender’'s youthful or adult status without contraltingther factors.
Multivariate modelsgeeChapter 4, Table 4.1) were estimated to control for differendcecée
offenders based on demographic variables, criminal history, currenseffend time at risk during
the three-year follow-up. As previously indicated, youthful offenders W&8% more likely to be
arrested than their adult counterparts controlling for all other vasiabkae model. In summary,
the effect of being a youthful offender remained and was relatedhigher rate of rearrest when
other differences between offenders were held constant.

Recidivist Convictions As noted in Table 6.4, youthful offenders had a higher recidivist
conviction rate during the three-year follow-up than did adult offen(&B28% and 24.6%
respectively). Youthful probationers had a reconviction rate of 29.0% wiashower than that of
youthful prisoners who had a 45.9% reconviction rate. Looking within age categoymslidiil
offenders regardless of punishment status, those aged 16 to 17 had higher coatssi(81r6%
for probationers and 51.3% for prisoners) than other youthful and adult offenders.

For all offenders convicted during the three-year follow-up period, youtifahders
averaged 16.8 months to conviction as compared to 17.2 months for adult cffeiaderthful
prisoners aged 16 to 17 averaged 16.1 months to conviction, the shortest taver&geonviction
for any age group. Probationers had similar average times to ttonvanging from 16.7 to 16.9
months.

Technical RevocationsIechnical revocations during the three-year follow-up period were
used as another indicator of offender misconduct for the FY 2001/02 sampteanalysis was
limited to revocations that are technical in nature since rewosaftor new crimes would duplicate
the recidivist arrest data. As noted in Table 6.4, 31.1% of youtlifieshaiers had a technical
revocation as compared to 25.1% of adult offenders. When comparing youtifatipners and
prisoners, a higher percent of youthful probationers had a technicaltienab#ing the three-year
follow-up.
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In Chapter 4, revocations were examined for probationers only assammeéprobationer
misconduct $eeChapter 4 and Appendix C-3, Table C-3.5). Using a logistic regressdel,
youthful probationers were found to be 6.9% more likely to have a probatioratevothan adult
probationers, all else held constant. This indicates that beingtduylanftender was an important
predictor of misconduct as indicated by having a probation revocation, cmgtfoll demographic
variables, criminal history, current offense, and days at risk.

Prison Infractions Prison infractions during the three-year follow-up period were used as
an indicator of prisoner misconduct for the FY 2001/02 sample. On avgoagkful prisoners
incurred more infractions than did adult prisoners (6.2 versus 2.1, respy@ctinen examining
prison infractions by the length of time served, youthful offenders iedunore prison infractions
than did adults in each interval of number of months served in prison (B to 8, 9 to 24, and 25
or more months served).

Prison infractions were also used in Chapter 4 as an interinuneed$prisoner misconduct
(seeChapter 4 and Appendix C-3, Table C-3.4). Using an ordinary least sgegression model,
youthful prisoners were found to incur 2.4 more prison infractions than adah@resduring the
three-year follow-up period, all else held constant. This inditaaebeing a youthful offender was
an important predictor of misconduct as shown by having one or more pafsactions and
controlling for demographic variables, criminal history, and current offense.

Recidivist Incarceratiorf& As noted in Table 6.4, 29.7% of youthful offenders had a
recidivist incarceration as compared to 27.8% of adult offenders. IDpeokationers, regardless
of age category, had similar reincarceration rates. Al®&%i of prisoners were reincarcerated
within the follow-up period; however, youthful prisoners were the mksetyliof all groups to
experience a recidivist incarceration (42.4%).

Comparing recidivist incarceration rates between youthful and adahdsrs, as done
above, does not take into account differences in offenders’ demaggaphminal history, and
current offense. In order to hold these factors constant whilecpredihe rate of recidivist
incarceration, multivariate models were estimase@Chapter 4, Table 4.2). As previously noted,
youthful offenders were 4.7% more likely to be reincarcerated thah @fflerhders, even when
controlling for personal characteristics, criminal history, aurmeffense, type of community
supervision, and days at risk during the three-year follow-up periodinintiee effect of being a
youthful offender on reincarceration remained when the other differences betwaretecsfwere
held constant.

9 1t must be noted that the data presented onivéstithcarcerations only include incarceratiorNarth
Carolina’s state prison system. It does not inelpdriods of incarceration in county jails or irm=ation in other
states. Incarcerations may have occurred as i ofshe sentence imposed for a new crime comnhittering the
follow-up period or due to a technical revocatiamidg the follow-up period.
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Figure 6.3
Employment Rates by Age of Offender: Three-Year Follow-Up

100.0% —

80.0% —

60.0% —

40.0% —

20.0% —

=]

I
Probationers Prisoners

Age16-17 | | Age1821  [Bs] Over2l

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissieY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation
Data

Employment: Although not a criminal outcome, employment is another impdrtditiator
of success in the community for offenders during the three-gawfup period. As previously
noted, “youthful” indicates that an offender was under the age of @bladtion or prison entry.
Hence, most offenders designated as youthful were of an employabthiagg the three-year
follow-up period. Patterns of employment are noted for youthful antt pchbationers and
prisoners in Figure 6.3 and Table 6.5. A higher percent of youthful @ffenedere employed as
compared to adult offenders with a similar number of quarters woAseelxpected, average wages
were lower for youthful offenders when compared to adult offenderst, @fabably related to their
being employed part-time and earning minimum wage.

When looking at probationers and prisoners, more youthful probationers waogedthan
youthful prisoners during the three-year follow-up period, with probatiev@ngng more quarters
on average than prisoners.

%0 An offender was considered employed if any waga®weported to the Employment Security
Commission during the three-year follow-up period.

99



Similar to the other outcome measures, a multivariate modelestanated to predict
employment during the three-year follow-up period for offenders in h2@1/02 samplesge
Chapter 4, Table 4.4, Model 1). In line with the descriptive findakgs/e, multivariate models
examining the rate of employment of offenders indicated that youthfuldefe were 3.5% more
likely to be employed during the three-year follow-up period, even wherotiorg for differences
in offenders’ demographics, criminal history, current offense, and days at risk.

Table 6.5
Employment by Age of Offender in the Three Years
Following Release to the Community

A Comparison of Youthful N Number % %iZ?tjrgf Wall\gzznper
and Adult Offenders Employed Employed Worked? Quarter
Probation  Youthful | 10,206 8,387 82.2% 6.7 $1,476

Entries  adult 30,649| 22,628  73.8% 7.2 $2,566
PROBATION SUBTOTAL | 40,855| 31,015  75.9% 7.0 $2,271
prison  Youthful 2,832 | 2,110 74.5% 6.2 $1,501
Releases  aqult 14,286 9,937 69.6% 6.1 $2,118
PRISON SUBTOTAL | 17,118 12,047  70.4% 6.1 $2,010
Youthful | 13,038| 10,497  80.5% 6.6 $1,481

TOTAL  Adult 44,934 32,565  72.5% 6.8 $2,429
Total 57,973 43,062  74.3% 6.8 $2,198

1. Mean number of quarters worked and mean totaésagly includes offenders who worked during then®®iths
following release to the community.

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommisskFY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data
Summary and Conclusions

Youthful offenders represent a sizeable and significant group withiD©C'’s correctional
populations. Defined as persons who have not yet reached tAdiirthtlay when entering the
correctional system as inmates or as probationers, the 13,038Waithhders comprised more
than one-fifth of the FY 2001/02 study sample. Of this number, 2,832 were psismaet 0,206
were probationers. All of the information compiled in this chafrtem statistical analyses,
interviews with prison and state level correctional staff\s#iés to prisons where these offenders
are incarcerated, and a review of related literature pointsetdatct that the youthful offender
population is a difficult and challenging group to serve.
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Youthful offenders have many distinctive characteristics thiathgen apart from adult
offenders. Their behaviors are often marked by aggressive tendeisg&iesking actions, a lack of
impulse control, poor judgment, a susceptibility to peer pressure, &aed/acsperception of time.
Physically and psychologically, youthful offenders are still develogimymoving into adulthood.
In addition, while female youthful offenders share some of theseatbas#ics, they also have other
behavioral, emotional, and physical issues that are unique to their gdimgelevel of aggression
is one of the most important differences between the two gend#éryouthful females displaying
a much lower level. Within the prison setting, this difference kglslighted not only by staff
comments but was evidenced in the more open way that all achaleféelons are housede(,
dorms) and allowed to intermingle with youthful females, in sharp «intma their male
counterparts.

Youthful offenders had a higher percentage of males, a lowempageeof blacks, and a
lower incidence of substance abuse, when compared with adult offenderewiat surprisingly,
41.5% of all youthful offenders had a high risk score in comparison to 31.80adtlt offenders,
a difference that held true for both probationers and prisoners (3315%s\22.3%, and 71.8%
versus 49.7%, respectively). Another significant finding showed thghar percentage of youthful
offenders entered the correctional system as a result of atfieleny (Classes A through E) than
did adult offenders. It is important to note that among prisoners, ticenpage of current
convictions for a violent offense decreased with age.

Perhaps the most telling finding in the study of this population showédyaghful
offenders had a notably higher rate than adult offenders (21 yeaideoy ial all of the criminal
justice outcomes utilized to measure recidivism, (fearrests, reconvictions, technical revocations,
and reincarcerations). Of particular note with regard to the gsupgmwithin the youthful offender
group, 16 to 17 year old probationers had a higher rate than adult probagspecslly in the areas
of rearrest and reconviction, and 16 to 17 year old prisoners had hestigte in all recidivism
outcomes excluding technical revocations. Additionally, upon releasgfrsom, 16 to 17 year old
prisoners returned to the criminal justice system in a shorter time than anggelgroup.

On a positive note, youthful offenders experienced some success in being employed in the
community. As a group, a higher percentage of youthful offendersangrl®yed when compared
with adult offenders. Although employment is not one of the criminatgisutcome measures,
it does provide a measure of how well an offender is doing in the community.

When youthful offenders come under the supervision of DOC, either through probation or
by being incarcerated in prison, they are exposed to the correctiogedums that are available to
each group. DOC programs and services that are designed egpecaifenders under the age of
21 are more readily available for youthful prisoners than youthful probationers, &ltfiougoth
groups, there is additional programming that is offered fasfldghders (upon meeting eligibility
criteria). Because of the larger number of programs and seimipeison and the fact that there is
a clearly delineated designation of youthful prisoners, more time was devakeddiscussion of
the youthful prisoner’s experience.
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DOC has programming to address the academic educational needsr ofothbful
population. In addition, DOC has several programs designed for youthfotlefsethat address
transitional issues. Given the special challenges that this popyta¢sents, DOC might consider
expanding and upgrading programs and services for incarcerated youtridieos$ in the areas of
mental health, substance abuse, and vocational education. Research has showmaihmahingpg
that is directed more towards the areas that have not fully lesehoged in this age group.§,
cognitive, psychological, physical, and social) leads to more successfoihastéor the youthful
offender (Austin, Johnson, and Gregoriou, 2000; Glick, 1998; Jepsen, 1997). This would seem to
hold true for the probationers who are being exposed to community san@ios. this study’s
findings have shown that this age group has a high propensity to regjdiv@tmportant that they
have program opportunities available to them while incarceratedter acommunity that will better
equip them to refrain from further criminal activity and fdatie their reintegration into their
community.

It must be recognized that DOC has other unique challenges in dedhrtge incarcerated
youthful population than they face with adult prisoners. Studies hawsaiadithat the safety,
security, and disciplinary interventions used with adult offenderscig@ways very effective when
applied to youthful offenders (Glick, 1998; Jepsen, 1997). DOC'’s challerggparaarily related
to the male felon prisoners, since the female felons presemflagguandary and are basically in
one central location. Males, on the other hand, represent a muclpkntgsrthe youthful offender
population and are moved to different facilities by theif bBthday. In addition to space and
funding issues which other facilities in the prison system alsq BEY€ has separate housing for
the majority of the youthful male prisoners (with the exception dbpd the minimum custody
population older than age 18). Maintaining separate housing for these mmedins that staff must
be particularly attuned to and skilled in handling disciplinary cond¢batsirise with this group that
is known for its volatile and aggressive tendencies. One of toeserns that DOC has recently
addressed has focused on gang-related problems within the prison systeEnihas been escalating
over the last several years. In July 2005, DOC designated a special 192-bed unhilg Faot
Security Threat Groups Unit) for identified male gang membassa result of gang activity and
increased violence, Western set up theft fidor in 2003 to house more aggressive inmates.

In summaryyouthful offenders are a separate and distinct cohort differentiated from adult
offenders both by their offenses, their behavior while under caynattsupervision, and their
propensity for further criminal involvement. The challenge for thetspcorrections, and society
at large is to impose sanctions to deter recidivism with tfeggaoup while providing programs to
rehabilitate and reintegrate them, truncating an otherwise lengthyassibly escalating criminal
career.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Introduction

This part of the study focuses on whether there is a relationshigedre inmates’
participation in the Department of Correction (DOC) prison-based vocationateauprograms
and their rate of recidivism and probability of employment. In the R@ddivism Report,
Sentencing Commission staff examined the academic component atiomabeducation and its
effect on rearrest following release from prison. Since edugfprogramming is an important part
of the prison experience, it seemed logical to extend the stutlypyliaoking at its other major
component, vocational training. Inmates being released from prisermfagy barriers, with a
primary one being securing gainful employment. This chapter wgloee whether or not an
inmate’s involvement in vocational education affects his/her chdocesnployment as well as
reoffending. It should be noted that if offenders had a long prison senteagemight have
participated in both types of educational programs.

There is some evidence that participation in either academioaational education
programs reduces recidivism. A Correctional Education Associstiay (Streurer and Smith,
2001) compared the recidivism rates of inmates who participatdd@atonal programs to the rates
of non-participants in Maryland, Minnesota, and Ohio. In the tlategories of recidivism (rearrest,
reconviction, reincarceration), education participants had loweativisen rates than the non-
participants for all three states.

The Sentencing Commission, as part of its 2002 recidivism study, examireftetts of
an academic education program (the attainment of a high school egojm@ileloma +.e., General
Education Development-GED) on inmates released from prison. In udg, stin inmate’s
participation in an academic program, even if it led to a GED, dicedate the rate of recidivism.
Certain characteristics of the group of inmates in the acageogtams gave some possible insights
into the reasons for this finding. The majority of these inmaggs wounger, more high risk, and
had higher numbers of infractions@snpared to all prisoners. In short, the fact that the academic
education participants had committed offenses which were serioushetwougsult in a prison
sentence and had not received their high school diploma prior to beirgeratad strongly suggests
that these were persons who entered prison with significant gregxisoblems and behaviors
which would be difficult to change. It was also not clear whetthgécation, academic or otherwise,
has a direct impact on recidivism, or whether it enhances an offectance to find employment
which then, in turn, reduces recidivism.

Inmates are typically less educated than the general populatmording to a Bureau of
Justice Statistics report (2003), an estimated 40% of statenpnsnates in the U.S. had not
completed high school or its equivalent, compared to 18% of the generaltmopthat failed to
complete high school or its equivalent. In North Carolina, accordingQ@ Btatistics, male
offenders entering prison are reading at nearly thgr&de level, while females are reading above
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the 9" grade levet! As stated in theEducational Services Annual Report: Calendar Year 2004
the basic philosophy of DOC’s Educational Services is “that caoredteducation is an integral part
of the total correctional process.” Their mission “is to provideices to those inmates who
participate in education activities so that they may become rabf@asd productive persons who
can effectively manage their incarceration and make contribugohnsit community upon release.”

Much like the academic education programs, the Educational Serei@mswithin the
Division of Prisons (DOP) offers vocational education programs thrdlng North Carolina
Community College System (NCCCS). For this analysis, wmtat education includes both
continuing education and curriculum courses and excludes Human Resourlmpbewt (HRD)
courses€.g.,job readiness and life skills). While HRD courses are importantrandkesigned to
assist inmates in their transition back to the community by improwieg written and oral
communication skills and preparing them for the work environment, the emriseloes not
actually teach an employable skill.

In order to gain a clearer understanding of the vocational educatigrapr, Sentencing
Commission staff made site visits to five prisons that offertiaeal training: two youth (Western
and Polk Youth Institutions), two female (North Carolina Correctional Institutiow/fanen and
Fountain Correctional Center for Women), and one adult male (Harmetcd@onal Institution).
In addition to touring the physical facilities, administrative and qanogstaff at these prisons were
interviewed and written materials were reviewed. In somerosta specific vocational education
classes were observed. Additionally, staff met with staté pevsonnel within DOP’s Educational
Services section and the community college system.

Historical Overview

Educational services have been offered to inmates within the DOGvér forty years.
Vocational education programs have been available within the prisons dwsigf that time.
Beginning in 1960, a three-hour literacy education class was oftefeldihs as a result of a Prison
Commission policy requiring felons to attend classes if they had less tHagradé achievement
level and were under 35 years old. In 1965, the NCCCS became ihviohagiministering
educational services to certain groups of inmates within the prgstens. By 1974, NCCCS was
offering vocational education courses within the DOP.

The informal relationship between DOC and NCCCS was formalihed the 1987 Session
of the General Assembly enacted legislation requiring those tyemcaes to develop a
comprehensive education plan for adult inmates. An Interagency Cemnoitt Correctional
Education, comprised of DOC and NCCCS representatives, was &stablio fulfill these
legislative mandates. In 1992, the Cooperative Agreement ondbeaRming of Correctional
Education was signed by the two departments. At that pointjall @ducation programs were
turned over to the community college system and the DOP began oqliadbe majority of its

®1 These reading levels are based on inmate scorggedNide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) that is
administered to all inmates during the diagnostizpss.
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teachers? This agreement is still in effect and is updated reguladyso, the Interagency
Committee is still in existence, holding meetings twiceaa y@address the collaborative efforts of
both departments and to follow through on any legislative directives.

In 1994, the DOC/NCCCS report “A Plan for Appropriate Community Collefyeétion

in North Carolina’s Correctional System” (now known as the Cbae&ducation Plan or CEP)
was adopted. The cornerstone of the CEP is the matrix classification systghmsrdesigned to
increase student completion rates by ensuring that course and pregghs lare appropriate for
the inmate population at any given prison. Under the matrix system, the Bigisa=sach prison
to one of five matrix categories which define educational prograghoptions at the units. The
matrix category to which a prison is assigned is based on treastength of stay and the abilities
of inmates who are given an education assignment at each fa€ibtyexample, no vocational
educational courses are offered at facilities where an inmaatéess than a four-month length of
stay.

The number of vocational education offerings have increased through thayélaere has
been adequate space and funding available for expansion. During FY 2001/02049 lpad at
least one vocational education course. Currently, 56 of the 76 prisons within the DGi®rofer
type of vocational education.

Program Overview

General Information

There are presently a total of 3,322 full-time vocational educastotalavailable to be filled
by inmates in the prisons that offer this training, a number which has incsziasedrY 2001/02.
Vocational education is offered in selected close, medium and mingustody prisons. Inmates
in medium custody facilities have the most opportunity for vocaticaaimg, with 96 courses being
offered across the state both on a full-time and a part-time. blasss vocational training is found
at close and minimum custody prisons, but for different reasons. Wsth custody units, there is
an increased focus on safety and security which most likely niakisult to have certain courses,
while the length of stay for an inmate in minimum custody may llmt dor the completion of
certain vocational courses. Furthermore, many of the minimutadyusimates work during the
day, so vocational education courses are typically available infiei#ges on a part-time basis in
the evenings.

Prison superintendents may initiate a request to their local cortymeotiege for the
vocational education courses that are needed and which are within the obntegte the prison
facility fits within the CEP matrix. If the request is apyed by the local community college
president, it is then sent to the DOP’s central office for apptoyahe Director of DOP or his

2 DOP teachers have continued to teach academic tmucaurses in the facilities serving youth due to
the age of the inmates as well as the fact thagmianal students must be served until age 21teweher who is
certified by the Department of Public Instructi@Pl). NCCCS instructors do not have to be cedifig DPI.
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designee. ltis then forwarded to the State Board of Communitgdgesli which is responsible for
giving final approval for vocational classes.

DOP’s Educational Services reported that the total monthly enmtlifoe academic,
education, and life skills programs was 8,203 in CY 2002. Of this number, 2,242 imvestds
vocational programs for full-time and part-time enroliment. Durihg time period, 5,591
certificates, diplomas and degrees were awarded.

Program Administration

Since the early 1990's, the DOC and NCCCS have had joint budgetaogsimslities for
educational services (both academic and vocational) within prison®A@erovides the physical
location for the majority of the educational programs as wétieastart-up funds for new programs.
The prison system and the community college system provide supervisionfahdritle salaries
for their respective employees. Until 1992, both DOP and NCCQhermataught vocational
education programs. Since that time, the majority of vocatiahalagion courses are taught by
community college instructors. Both agencies share in the costain materials(g, textbooks).
The NCCCS is responsible for the maintenance and replacement of equipment.

Within the DOC, funding for educational services within the prisoresysbmes from the
state budget, federal grants, and the Inmate Welfare Fund (patfis generated from the prisons’
canteen operations and the use of telephones by inmates). In FY 2001/02 eRasEDditures for
prison educational services totaled $6,006,943. In FY 2004/05, expendidencreased to
$6,632,801.

Per state legislation, a portion of the budget for the NCCQ8 ® used to provide
educational services to prisons. Besides using these monies f@®E&lare of the textbooks and
for the maintenance and/or replacement of equipment, the majohtyfoitds are used for NCCCS
instructors’ salaries within the prisons. This part of the NS®Gdget is determined, in part, by
a formula known as the Full Time Equivalency, which is the amotitime that an inmate is
actually in class. Consequently, the NCCCS encourages thet®®e€lect the more highly
motivated and interested inmates for the educational programstsayosill be the ones likely to
have good school attendance.

Selection Process

When inmates enter the prison system, they are initially psede¢hrough a diagnostic center
before being assigned to a prison facility. During the processingtésmare given various
educational, substance abuse, and mental health screenings. A castardanliews the inmate
regarding individual and family information, employment history, substabase history, mental
health history and education attainment. The case analyst use¥dhination to compile a case
plan with recommendations, including the type(s) of assignment that should be cohfsidédre
inmate.
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Once the inmate arrives at his/her designated facility,earoasager is assigned. The case
manager meets with the inmate to review the case plan amdartite steps toward facilitating the
inmate’s assignment within the prison. Itis the DOC'’s pohey inmates will have an assignment
(e.g, educational, work, or rehabilitative) if assignments are avaiéatalef offenders do not pose
a security risk, have health problems, or are in the admissions process.

If inmates are under the age of 18 and do not have a high school dipldmga school
equivalency diploma, they are targeted for placement in an agaddocation program, such as
Adult Basic Education or GEF. In order to be eligible for vocational education courses that lead
to a degreeie., curriculum), an inmate must have a high school diploma or GED. IFathaelt
vocational education coursdse( continuing education), a high school diploma or GED is not
required. Once educational credentials have been confirmed, an inmatelsstany, interest in
education, sentence length, and history of infractions are all fattarsare considered for a
vocational education placement.

Availability of Vocational Education Programs

There are a number of factors that determine whether vocationatieduprograms are
placed within a prison. As previously mentioned, the custody level @@ mnd the length of an
inmate’s incarceration period are important factors. Additionally, the preséspace and other
resources within the prison as well as the accessibility of tmramunity college instructors and
specific vocational education courses must be considered. The rélgtibasveen a local prison
and its corresponding community college, as well as the level of sugppen by the college, also
has a bearing on how comprehensive the vocational program is withisoa.prror example,
program staff at Harnett Correctional Institution, a medium ggqgirison for adult males, cited the
commitment of local community college personnel as a majoiokietsuccess of their extensive
vocational education programming. The college provides a correatidumedtion director who is
on-site at the prison and whose job is to coordinate and provide assistance to thefiatdies,
community college instructors and the community. This position hasobesal in ensuring that
Harnett is identified as having the most successful vocational temlupaograms across the state.
There are 17 community college instructors assigned to Harrtetidb a wide variety of courses,
with a large number of them having been at Harnett for at fe@syears. Additionally, the
administrators at the community college and at the prison both prambtipport the vocational
education program. For these reasons, there is usually a wisitiftg the vocational education
courses, including inmates from other prisons who are waiting to transfer to Harnett

The vocational education programs that are offered by the NCCGI8 thie various prisons
have the same standards as those that are available within thesibyn NCCCS instructors teach
vocational training classes that are designated as eitherutumi or continuing education courses
(also known as occupational extension courses within the DOP). Howawver of the vocational

> tis federally mandated for inmates who are urnilerage of 21 and have been identified with a
disability to be educationally served in the Exéamal Students Program (ESP).
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education courses are available in both formats and can be offergdd+time or full-time basis.
The minimum age for any of these courses is generally 18; hoveetérpr 17 year old may be
allowed to take a course under certain circumstances. Also, nlestofcational education courses
require that an inmate be infraction-free for a certain pesiosime (usually 90 days) prior to
beginning classes. Once inmates are placed in a vocationaduprcipey remain in the program
unless they present disciplinary problems, have too many absenees,t@nsferred to another
prison.

Continuing education courses are designed to teach specéitional skills and are typically
shorter in length than curriculum courses. Although there may begdatel requirements for an
offender to be enrolled in specific continuing education courses, there isrequosite for a high
school diploma or a GED. Upon successful completion of a contiredngation course, a
certificate of completion is awarded to the inmate acknowledgenskills obtained; however, those
credit hours are non-transferable toward a degree.

Enrollment in any curriculum course requires that an inmate hagh &tinool diploma or
a GED. Additionally, it is a standard of the community college sy#iat a minimum score on a
college placement test is required for anyone wanting to takeldum courses. When an inmate’s
sentence length allows for curriculum programs, inmates have thewppoit receive transferable
credit hours for successful completion, which can be applied toward a degree.

Description of Vocational Education Programs

For purpose of this study vocationa educatiol includes both continuing education and
curriculurr course anc exclude HRD courses Nine categories were created to designate the
differen area of study within vocational education. The participants were prisoners wie we
released from prison during FY 2001/02 that participated in a vocational eslucatirse at any
time durinc theit incarceration (n=3,409). Table 7.1 shows the number of vocational education
participants by category. Depending on the length of time in prisoothadfactors, a participant
may be represented in multiple categorigty-six percent of the vocational education participants
took one course, while 28% took two to three courses. The remaining 4€ippstet in more than
four vocational education courses while incarcerated. The averagenafmbeational education
courses taken by a participant was 1.6 courses.

Construction TechnologiesThe category of Construction Technologies had the largest
number of participants from this study’s sample with 1,176 particip&@ume of the construction
technologies courses taught in various prisons across the statgeirmerpentry, welding and
plumbing. Harnett Correctional Institution has an excellent offering of curricowrses within
this category. Polk Correctional Institution offered a carpeotnyse during FY 2001/02. Western
Youth Institution added an introductory plumbing class to its vocational olugaogram in 2005.

108



Table7.1
Number of Vocational Education Program Participants by Category
FY 2001/02 PrisonReleases

Vocational Education Category N
Administration/Clerical/Business/Computer Technology 892
Agriculture and Natural Resources 624
Construction Technologies 1,176
Electrical/Electronic Technology 434
Health Sciences 81
Industrial, Mechanical, and Manufacturing Technology 556
Public Service Technology 629
Transportation System Technology 170
Other Vocational Education 312
Total 4,874

Note: An offender may be represented in multipteeational Education Categories.

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommisskY 2001/02 Correctional Program
Evaluation Data

Administration/Clerical/Business/Computer Technold@fthe FY 2001/02 prison releases
who patrticipated in vocational education, 892 took Administration/Clerigsifi@ss/Computer
Technology courses. Many of the prisons offer at least one cotdindec¢ategory. Like most of the
vocational education courses, classes in this category are di@eteds inmates learning skills that
can translate into employment after their release.

Public Service Technologylhere were 629 participants in the Public Service Technology
category. Travel and tourism, cosmetology, manicuring/nail techn@agdy;ommercial cleaning
are some of the courses found in this category. NCCIW is thepdebn in the state that offers
vocational training in travel and tourism, cosmetology, and mang/nail technology. With regard
to travel and tourism, eligible inmates are selected to loeettdby Department of Commerce
employees to work in the on-site NC Call Center, which responds$aioriational calls from the
public about the state’s tourist attractions. The cosmetology anduriagiprograms at NCCIW
are comprised of not only class time but apprenticirtgpin to cut and style hair, give manicures,
pedicures, facials, and waxings. At Polk Youth Institution, inmases participate in the
commercial cleaning program. Upon completion, inmates have the opganotifing in a course
which assists them in learning how to start a business usingctiramercial cleaning skills.
Western added a commercial cleaning course in 2005 that is avaitdpla the evening and only
for inmates in the high-rise building (inmates in the minimum custoilyat Western are not
eligible).
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Agriculture and Natural ResourcesThe category of Agriculture and Natural Resources
includes classes in horticulture, agriculture, and waste prages3ihere were 624 participants.
NCCIW, Fountain, Polk, and Western are among the prisons that offeuftore. As part of the
course work, inmates may participate in planting flowers and plamtthe grounds of their
respective prison units.

Industrial/Mechanical/ManufacturingThe category of Industrial/Mechanical/Manufaitgr
had 556 participants. Examples of courses in this category are ephplstduction, refrigeration,
and air conditioning. NCCIW is one of the prisons that has vocattaaaing in upholstery
production, which is a six month continuing education course.

Electrical/Electronic TechnologyThe Electrical/Electronic Technology category includes
training in basic electronics, industrial maintenance, and electsemiicing. There were 434
participants in the FY 2001/02 sample. At Harnett, inmates cama tBRenonth electronics course
that teaches them how to refurbish computers for use by state gev¢agencies. Also, at Harnett,
inmates participating in the electrical wiring program lghrs skill by working on the wiring in a
small model house that is located on the prison grounds. In 2005, Westermadiakedductory
electrical wiring course to its vocational programming.

Transportation System TechnologieBhe Transportation System Technologies category
offers courses such as automotive systems and small engine andesquigpair. There were 170
participants. Harnett offers courses in both of these .atdamett’s small engine repair course
offers inmates the opportunity to learn to refurbish engines by wodkirenpgines that have been
donated by a local business or non-profit organizations.

Health SciencesHealth Sciences courses had the least inmate participaitall of the
categories with only 81 participants in the FY 2001/02 sample. Dabtabktory technology, home
healthcare aide, and nurse’s aide are a few of the courseerti@tiader this category. The lower
level of participation could be due, in part, to the limited availghaitthese types of courses in
prisons across the state. NCCIW is the only facility thagrsficlasses in dental laboratory
technology and is one of the few that has DOC employees as iostrubtt this program, inmates
learn how to make and repair dentures belonging to inmates in prigoss #te state. This is
viewed as being a cost savings to DOC. The dental lab program isvwwdteictional as well as on-
the-job training. Nearly three-fourths of the participants go on to an apprenticestppreent of
the program which teaches more advanced dental repair and requires 6,80fF hauk and class
time. Several inmates have obtained jobs upon their release freom s a result of their
apprenticeship in the dental lab. Fountain is one of the only prisonkaataining in home
healthcare. Following the four week course, inmates are able to provide in-home healthca

Other Vocational Education The last category, with 312 participants, consisted of
miscellaneous courses that did not fit under the other categorieastaxidermy and graphic arts.

It should also be noted that, of the 3,409 vocational education particifpaditd were
enrolled in academic education sometime during their incarcerati®26 worked in the
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Correctional Enterprises program, and 502 were involved in the WorlageeRrogramsge
Appendix B for details of these programs).

Harnett Correctional Institution: A Model Vocatioal Education Program

Harnett Correctional Institution is a medium custody, adult fiaaiéity located in Lillington.
The prison’s capacity is 904 inmates, with its vocational edrceapacity currently setat 217. With
the prison system, Harnett has one of the model vocational emtugatigrams. There is usuall
waiting list for the vocational education courses, including innfedesother prisons who are waiti
to transfer to Harnett for that reason.

Central Carolina Community College (CCCC) and Harnett woré hghly collaborativ
manner to provide educational services to the inmates. CQOd@s a correctional education direcigr
who is on-site at the prison and whose job is to coordinate andi@rassistance to the facilit
inmates, community college instructors and the community. Thisgokas been pivotal in ensuri
that Harnett is identified as having the most successful woedteducation programs across the stjite.
Another component of their success is the quality and dedicationiobthectors. Staff are invest
in the vocational education programs at Harnett and, consequently, there isaployee turnover

Harnett offers a variety of vocational education classesatksrhave the opportunity to le
various construction trades, electronics skills, and automotiversep&tudents are provided t
opportunity of applying their learned skills to products that carsbd by a variety of state, school a@d
community organizations. The carpentry class builds the furnitoighvs sold at an annual furnitu
auction to raise money for the local college foundation fund. @&gadirt that many of the inmates w
successfully complete the welding program at Harnett haveaoteefind employment in this fiel
upon their release or have been assigned to a Correction Enterprises plant to gakpesekce.

Harnett reports a 90% completion rate for vocational educationadtett’'s 2004 graduatio
ceremony, 64 graduates received diplomas in vocational programming inclugegtcarelectrical
technology, electronic servicing technology, masonry, and welding technology.

Statistical Profile of Vocational Education Participants

Personal Characteristics: Compared to inmates who did not participate in vocational
education programs, participants had a lower percentage of males {(&3s2%90.1%) and a lower
percentage of blacks (60.2% versus 64.2%), with a higher percentagenofesf with 12 or more
years of education (48.7% versus 41.1%) and a higher incidence of subbtaseproblems (56.9%
versus 53.5%)sgeTable 7.2). Within the group of vocational education participants, thene w
slight differences between completers and non-completers, witlotesignificant being the lower
percentage of males among those completing their courses.
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Table 7.2
Personal Characteristics: Vocational Education Participants in Prison

% With
A Comparison of Vocational Mean o 12 or % With
Education Participants and N % Male % Black Age Mar:ied More Substance
Prisoners Who Did Not Participate 9 Years of Abuse
Education
Completers 1,717 79.1 59.6 31 14.0 49.2 55.9
vocational 1 o moleters 1,692 88.8 60.7 33 15.3 48.3 58.0
Education
VOC ED SUBTOTAL 3,409 83.9 60.2 32 14.6 48.7 56.9
NON-PARTICIPANT PRISONERS 13,709 90.1 64.2 32 13.4 41.1 53.5

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommisskY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data



Prior Arrest: As indicated in Table 7.3, there was very little differengaming prior
arrests between participants and non-participants and betweerppats@ompleting or failing to
complete their programs.

Table 7.3
Prior Arrests and Current Conviction: Vocational Education Participants in Prison
% Offense Class for Current Conviction
A Comparison of Vocational AN
Education Participants and N Prigr % % o %
Prisoners Who Did Not Participate Arrest | A-E F-| M'/Od Other
Felony Felony ISa. (FSA)
Completers 1,717 98.3 15.2 78.6 5.5 0.6
vocational .\ ~ompleters 1692 | 974 | 168 752 6.9 12
Education
VOC ED SUBTOTAL | 3,409 97.8 16.0 76.9 6.2 0.9
NON-PARTICIPANT PRISONERS | 13,709| 95.9 9.1 65.6 25.1 0.2

Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to negind

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommisskFY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data

Most Serious Current ConvictioriVhile there was little difference in the offense class of
the current conviction between program completers and non-complesggsjfecant difference
emerged between inmates participating in vocational education angswie did not participate.
Ninety-three percent of the participants were incarcerateafidony, including 16% for a violent
felony, compared to 74.7% of the non-participants incarcerated for a,feltthyonly 9.1% for a
violent felony. These differences in offense class were dlected in time served in prison: 41
months on average by vocational education participants (35 months for cgapled 47 months
for non-completers) compared to 13 months for prisoners who did not participate.

Risk Level With regard to risk level, there was little differencewsstn the vocational
education completers versus non-completers. Vocational educatianpaats as a whole had a
lower percentage of high risk offenders (50.5%) compared to non-partipipsoriers (54.0%%€e
Table 7.4).
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Table 7.4
Offender Risk Level: Vocational Education Participants in Prison

A Comparison of Vocational Education % % %
Participants with Prisoners Who Did N Low Medium High
Not Participate Risk Risk Risk
Completers 1,717 16.8 33.0 50.3
vocational .~ mbleters 1,692 18.2 31.0 50.8
Education
VOC ED SUBTOTAL 3,409 17.5 32.0 50.5
NON-PARTICIPANT PRISONERS 13,709 15.8 30.1 54.0

Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to nogind

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommisskFY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data

Prison Infractions Overall, the average number of prison infractions for vocational
education participants was 5.8, while non-participant prisonersawehaged 2.0 infractions. As
stated previously, vocational education participants served longemsestfor their current
convictions than non-participant prisoners; therefore, the vocationah@aluparticipants had a
longer time period to acquire more infractions. When controllingrfog served, the differences
in infractions disappeared between vocational education participants apdnticipant prisoners.
Participants who completed their vocational education course had if@wactions (4.3) than
participants who did not complete their vocational education course (7s3oulid be noted that
vocational education participants can be removed from a course fptidegi reasons. According
to field staff, the type and number of infractions allowablenif at all, varied depending on the
vocational education course and on the prison.

Criminal Justice Outcome Measures for the FY 2001/02 Sample

The information in Table 7.5 relates to the four criminal justiceaue measures discussed
in Chapter Three: rearrest, reconviction, technical revocation, envdureeration rates during the
three-year follow-up period.

Recidivist Arrests Overall, 49.3% of vocational education participants were readest
during the three-year follow-up, similar to the 49.9% rearrestoateon-participants. Vocational
education completers had a somewhat lower rearrest rate (478%aed to non-completers
(51.2%). Of those participants with a recidivist arrest, the geeramber of arrests was 2.3 and the
average time to rearrest was 12.9 months. Vocational educationipaantsc did not differ
significantly from non-participant prisoners with respect to avenagnber of rearrests and average
time to rearrest.
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Table 7.5

Criminal Justice Outcome Measures: Vocational Education Participantsn Prison

A Comparison of Vocational
Education Participants and Prisoners

Criminal Justice Outcome Measures

. o N % % % Technical %
Who Did Not Participate Rearrest Reconviction Revocation Reincarceration
Completers 1,717 47.3 34.0 18.5 33.0
vocational .~ hleters 1,692 51.2 37.2 17.8 34.6
Education
VOC ED SUBTOTAL 3,409 49.3 35.6 18.1 33.8
NON-PARTICIPANT PRISONERS 13,709 49.9 36.0 19.6 36.4

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissFY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data



Figure 7.1 shows three-yea Figure 7.1
rearrest rates for vocational educatidn 3-Year Rearrest Rates by Offender Risk Level: FY 2001/02 Prisoners
participants and non-participant’®?” 63.4%65.1%
prisoners, controlling for offender risk60.0% —
level. Rearrest rates for participants ,,,
varied by offender risk level, with high 42 3%
risk offenders more likely to be rearrest d00%
than low risk participants.  Wher}30.0% —
comparing prisoners within the same rigk o, | — 2.0%208%
level, only slight differences were foundl
between vocational education
participants and non-participants. 0

38.0%

10.0% —

Low Medium High

The comparison presented
between rearrest rates for vocationgl
education participants and nont
participants does not take into accouﬁ_OURCEZ NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory Commissio
differences in personal characteristicg,Y 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data
criminal history, and current offense
information between these subgroups. Multivariate models wereagdstl to examine whether
differences in rearrest existed once other characterisées teld constant. There were no
significant differences between vocational education participants and rtarippats on rearrest.
Significant differences, however, were found when participants wpegaed into completers and
non-completers. Vocational education non-completers were more bkatydarrested in the three-
year follow-up period than any other group. Specifically, non-completres3.9% more likely to
be arrested than vocational education completers and 3.7% more likmdyatoested than non-
participant prisoners.

D Vocational Education Participants

D Non-Participant Prisoners

Recidivist Convictions As displayed in Table 7.5, 35.6% of vocational education
participants and 36.0% of non-participants had a recidivist conviction thrémeyear follow-up
period. Program completers again had somewhat lower reconvictsr(34t0%) than either non-
completers (37.2%) or non-participant prisoners (36.0%). For those votatidneation
participants who had a recidivist conviction in the three-year follpyeriod, their first recidivist
conviction occurred an average of 17.6 months after their releaspriison, similar to an average
of 17.1 months for non-participants.

TechnicaProbatior Revocation: Eighteen percent of the vocational education participants
hac a technica revocatiol within the three-yee follow-up period which was somewhe lowetr than
the rate for non-participar prisoner (19.6%). There was little difference between vocational
educatiolcompleter ancnon-completelwith regarcto technica probatior revocations For those
revoked within the three years, first revocation occurred, on gegadter 17.5 months for vocational
education participants and after 17.9 months for non-participant prisoners.
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Recidivis Incarceration: Thirty-four percent of vocational education participants had a
recidivist incarceratio during the three-year follow-up period compared to 36.4% for non-
participant prisoners. There was again a slightly lower foat@rogram completers than non-
completers For those vocational education participants who had a recidivist@magon in the
three-yee follow-up period their first recidivistincarceratio occurret an average of 17.0 months
afteitheir releas from prison which was similar to the 16.7 month: for non-participar prisoners.

Employmer: Asindicatecin Table 7.6 a higher proportion of offenders who participated
in vocationa educatiolwere employecal leas one quarte in the three year« following their release
fromprisor (74.6% thar offender:whcdid not participate (69.3%). Ofthose employed, the average
numbe of quarter employecwas six for botr groups The average wage per quarter was somewhat
higheifor vocationa educatiol participants regardles of whethe they completerthe courstor not,
than for non-participant prisoners.

Table 7.6
Employment in the Three Years Following Release to the Community:
A Comparison of Vocational Education Participant: and Prisoner: Who Did Not Participate

A Comparison of Vocational Education o Mean # of  Average
Participants with Prisoners Who Did N Em I(Z) ed Quarters  Wages Per

Not Participate pioy Worked* Quarter?
Completers 1,717 73.5 6.1 $2,082

Vocational
Education Non-Completers 1,692 75.7 6.3 $2,071
VOC ED SUBTOTAL | 3,409 74.6 6.2 $2.076
NON-PARTICIPANT PRISONERS | 13,709 69.3 6.1 $1,992

1. Mearnumbe of quarter workecancaverag wage:pelquarte only include offender:whcworkecdurinc the three
years following release to the community.

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissFY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data

Multivariate models were estimated to predict employnethig three-year follow-up period
for vocational education participants (as a whole and by program campked non-participants
in the FY 2001/02 sample. The small differences previously notadpiogment rates between
vocational education participants and non-participant prisoners and heteraepleters and non-
completers disappeared when differences in personal characegdsticinal history, and current
offense information were controlled.

In summary, when looking at all four of the criminal justice outcoreasures in Table 7.5,
vocational education participants had rearrest and reconvictionirailes ® prisoners who did not
participate in vocational education programs, with slightly lomées than non-participants for
technical revocation and reincarceration. A more consistentlgricate in all four measures of
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recidivism was found for prisoners who completed their vocational gdaocaln addition,
vocational education participants were more likely to be employed ulgasedrom prison and to
earn a slightly higher wage.

Summary and Conclusions

The presence of vocational education programs within the prise@nsysta result of a
collaborative effort between the DOC and the NCCCS. Offeratsbyctors from local community
college(s) in the vicinity of a prison, vocational training is auityeavailable in 56 of the 76 prisons
across the state, which is an increase from 49 prisons in FY@00Qourses are available at
designated close, medium, and minimum custody prisons and are sebedtensé facilities by
ensuring that the types of classes and their length fit theérpoptlation. Two-thirds of the classes
are at close and medium prisons, primarily because prison#rssat facilities are more serious
offenders who have longer sentences that allow for ample time toletenthe longer vocational
education courses. The more extensive programs are identified as curriculues emgrsequire
that a prisoner have a high school diploma or GED, while the shortesespueferred to as
continuing education, teach specific vocational skills and do not requirgetoon of high school
or its equivalent as a prerequisite. Eligible inmatesaflosved to remain in vocational classes
unless they exhibit disciplinary problems, have too many absenceg, arsferred to another
prison.

Inmates who participated in at least one vocational education coeB4@9) made up 20%
of the total number of prisoners (n=17,118) in the FY 2001/02 sample. Ofthogearticipated,
50% (n=1,717¢ompleted the specific program. Female offenders had a higheratmmpéate than
males (65% versus 47%). For this report, nine categories watectte broadly show the different
areas of study within vocational education. It was possible for inmateditgade in more than
one category. Prisoners who did not participate in any vocational esupetgram (n=13,709)
served as the comparison group to the prisoners who participated iomatafiining. Within the
vocational education participant group, prisoners who completed at leasiose were contrasted
with those who did not complete a course.

Vocational education programs had relatively less male and beds fidrticipants, with a
higher rate of substance abuse and with 12 or more years of eduatgnam participants were
more likely to be convicted of felonies, including violent felonies, andemprently served longer
sentences.

There were only slight differences in recidivism betweeropass participating in vocational
education and those not participating. However, the subgroup of prisonergavtiegpated in
vocational education and completed their courses seemed to do colydistat than the non-
completing participants in measures of recidivism and employment.

Vocational education programs need to be evaluated in the context mtihvdyare offered.

The majority of the vocational courses are available in close adilim prisons where inmates
have the longest sentences. ltis this time factor that allewsigher custody facilities to offer the
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lengthier, more extensive vocational programs that are neededtéon ¢teades€.g, masonry and
furniture upholstery). Close and medium custody inmates have thietomeplete these programs
and acquire employable skills that can potentially translatahetattainment of a job upon their
release from prison. Meaningful vocational programs are als@dffieminimum custody prisons.
However, a prisoner’s length of stay may not allow for the congpleti certain vocational courses.
Also, more minimum custody inmates work during the day, so they are only able to attead clas
on a part-time basis in the evening.

As mentioned at the beginning of the chapter, the Sentencing ComnssX02'recidivism
study looked at the prison’s academic educational component anititsnshipto a prisoner’s
arrest following release from prison (using FY 1998/99 data)holils be noted that the prison
populations served by educational programs, whether academic or vocdijodafinition are
difficult and high risk groups.As a result, neither of the groups participating in educational
offerings seemed to have done significantly better than all prisamethe various measures of
recidivism.

This is a population with two strikes against them. Firgty #nter prison as a result of a
serious offense and with a set of preexisting criminogenicgssterond, with longer sentences,
these prisoners have the further net effect of prisonization thatestnese issues by the time of
release. A prisoner’s participation in vocational education pragcamassist in counteracting these
two factors by providing a productive way of utilizing prisoner tinmel, @ the same time providing
a management tool for prison staff. The successful completion of @ormadaducation program
gives training to prisoners that can potentially be used in theirticanback into the community.
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CHAPTER EIGHT
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In 1998, the North Carolina General Assembly directed the SentemalriRpéicy Advisory
Commission to prepare biennial reports evaluating the effectivedbe State’s correctional
programs (Session Law 1998-212, Section 16.18). This study constitatésutth report in
compliance with the directive and includes a first look at somedoonal populations that have
not been highlighted previously.

The study cohort for this report was a sample of 57,973 offenderselgam prison or
placed on probation in FY 2001/02. The sample was followed for threetgeaeasure their long
term recidivism. The expanded definition of recidivism includedesgrreconviction, technical
revocation, and reincarceration. The study also accounted for thetawtuat risk (.e., “window
of opportunity” to recidivate) for each offender within the follow-up period.

The 2006 report is the first to portray a sample composed aimtseimtirety of offenders
sentenced under Structured Sentencing laws (97.4%). All of the 40,855 prelmstiand the
majority of the 17,118 prisoners, were SSA offenders, with onlyadl gartion of the prisoners
having been sentenced under Fair Sentencing and pre-Fair Sentencingms@tig89). Similar
to earlier cohorts, 79% of the sample were male, 54% were blaclkh&1&ne or more prior arrests,
and 48% received their current sentence for a felony conviction. pidportion of high risk
offenders increased by type of punishment from community probatidoeliatermediate
probationers to prisoners.

Table 8.1 summarizes the sample’s one-, two-, and three-yeavisroidates for all four
criminal justice outcomes measured in the study.

Table 8.1
Criminal Justice Outcomes: Three-Year Follow-Up

Follow-Up % %. . : % . . % .
Rearrest Reconviction  Technical Revocation Reincarceration
1-year 21.3 9.6 12.4 12.1
2-year 31.5 19.6 21.3 22.0
3-year 38.2 26.5 26.4 28.3

Over the follow-up period rearrest rates for the entire sarapéefrom 21% in the first year
to 32% by the second year and 38% by the third year, with the grpatpsttion of rearrests
occurring in the first year and then increasing at a declinteg By the end of the three-year follow-
up, the sample accounted for 46,225 recidivist arrests, including 9,239 aritbst least one
violent offense charge.
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Two-year rearrest rates remained relatively constant awer when comparing the FY
1996/97, FY 1998/99, and FY 2001/02 samples — 32.6%, 31.2%, and 31.5%, respectively. While
the internal composition of the three samples was dissimilatrémd might indicate the stability
of criminogenic factors affecting the recidivism of overallmgnal populations over time,
independent of changes in legal penalties and correctional policies.

Recidivism rates varied by the type of punishment and correctioogdgon assignments.
In addition, all measures of recidivism were found to vary by offensletevel, with a stair-step
increase in recidivism rates from low risk to medium risk td gk offenders. However, much
of the variation in the probability to be rearrested between tifiereht types of punishment
disappeared when controlling for offender risk level. The risk scorelafeed originally to predict
the probability of rearrest, was found to be an equally powerédigtor of additional criminal
justice outcomes and can be used as a valid factor in assessangitaleility of future recidivism
in general.

More in-depth analysis of the correlates of recidivism, usingivauihte techniques,
revealed that personal, offense-based and criminal history fadtoadfemted an offender’s
subsequent encounters with the criminal justice system. Beatg black, having a history of
substance abuse, having a greater number of prior drug arrests, andatfagmgsk score were all
factors that were found to increase the probability of recidivisttby6% above the average three-
year rate of 38%. In other words, preexisting factors seemedeiorgiee future criminality. Of
note is another finding that reflected, for the first time, theeffett of an offender being under 21
years of ageig., “youthful”) at the time of his/her commitment to the DOC. Callitrg for all
other factors, being a youthful offender at the time of commitrmeméased the probability of
rearrest by 6% — a finding in line with research indicatingtthe earlier a person’s involvement
with the criminal justice system, the more likely their persistence iméned career.

This report focused on two special population groups within the correctigstain, each
constituting slightly over one-fifth of the FY 2001/02 cohort: femakermfers and youthful
offenders. These two special populations were analyzed mordychmth in terms of their
statistical profiles and their correctional housing and assignments, digpacdize prison system.

The majority of female offenders in the sample (70%) were seatieto community
probation, while only 16% were released from prison. Overall, feoff@leders were considerably
less serious in their current crimes, prior record, and risk scarewere male offenders. One
notable difference for female prisoners (but not probationers) wiasidpaficantly higher rate of
substance abuse problems compared to male prisoners. As exfegotdd,offenders had lower
recidivism rates than male offenders — 26% and 41% rearresivititesthree years, respectively.
The difference between the two groups held independent of theureeased, and even when
controlling for type of punishment and risk level.

The DOC provides a wide range of services and programs for female inmatipsdbtyng
the largely male oriented world of prisons to the distinct needs and behavioradpatt@eomen.
More than for males, the criminality of female offenders appefses to be a symptom of other
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problems €.g, victimization). Areas of improvement within prison and in the commwaitild
include more extensive substance abuse, mental health, and falati®drservices, and a further
enhancement of programs related to the employability of female offenders.

More than one-fifth (n=13,038) of the offenders in the sample were urelgd ag the time
of their commitment to the DOC. Of these, 22% were releasadgrisons and 78% were placed
on probation in FY 2001/02. Youthful offenders were more serious and violéet @omposition
of their current convictions and had a higher risk score on av¢nag did adult offenders. Not
surprisingly, all measures of recidivism were also higherdathful offenders than for adults, with
three-year rearrest rates of 45% and 36%, respectively.

The findings in this study point to the difficulty of dealing walpopulation of youthful
offenders. As evidenced by their rates of prison infractions ahdited probation revocations,
whether youthful offenders serve their sentence in prison or in the @woitynthey continue to have
problems in controlling their negative behavior and their ability to adhere to ruleseqbensly,
DOC becomes guardian over a population of youthful prisoners and probatitrebsing with
them greater developmental issues, educational needs, gang involvewhdefjcts in self-control
and anger management than do adult offenders. The transition frohfudatadult status is
challenging even under the best of circumstances; it becomes ewedanating when a youth has
to deal with the physical, mental, and emotional changes while uadectonal supervision.
While DOC cannot be expected to fully address all of these cond¢kene are several areas in
which services could be tailored to better meet the unique needs lviadfenders. These areas
include not only programmatic additions or enhancements but also edtngasning for the re-
entry of youthful offenders back into the community.

In addition to the two unique populations of female and youthful offendersefiog also
focused on prison vocational education programs. While clearly ipattan in vocational
education programs assisted prisons in the management of their mysubid prisoners in the
positive utilization of their time, it did not significantly impact recidivismearployment.

It should be emphasized that an offender’s assignment to a correptimgram, in general,
cannot be viewed as a panacea for criminal behavior. Offendersigaitig in a correctional
program bring with them many preexisting social and criminal pnabl&at the program may not
be able to address because of its timing in the offender’s sentemtteation, and its overall scope.
In short, while correctional programs co-vary with recidivism, 8teyuld not be expected to have
a major impact on preventing or reducing recidivism.

As expected, the three-year follow-up showed an increase in timivaneasures of
recidivism, but these increases slowed down over time, with the higltesfor all four outcomes
occurring in the first year. This finding would appear to underlineéeel for focusing resources
and services in that critical time period, whether it isfitisé year of a probationary sentence, the
beginning of parole or post-release supervision, or the initial perileavial release from prison.
Reentry and after-care services, a concept on the rise natioooudie help lower recidivism rates
for offenders who are exiting prison or residential communityrtreat. Services which focus on
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vocational training, employment assistance, and drug and mental hestitheint issues can be vital

to whether or not an offender is successful in the community. It shemloted again in this context
that substance abuse was found to be an underlying problem and a réaatoinigp the continued
criminality for many of the offenders (and not only those assigm&OC treatment programs).
Much of the success of the reentry initiatives would depend on the degree of cooperagam betw
a coalition of agencies, each of which holds a piece of the solutr@habilitate and reintegrate
offenders into their communities.

Recidivism rates have accentuated even more of a need &imgigorth Carolina’s limited
correctional resources to groups of offenders whose criminal fuareethe most likely to be
affected by it. Preexisting personal and criminal histocyofs, which are summarized in the
composite risk score, were found in this and previous reports to be &ghtpnsistently correlated
with the court decision about an offender’s disposition and program assitgand with that
offender’s propensity to reoffend. This finding might point to @nemendation for targeting
medium risk offenders and offenders with persistent substance abuse probleensmasttikely
to benefit from correctional programs. In addition, for the finsteti another variable highly
correlated with recidivism was identified: the offender gainder 21 years of age at the time of
commitment to the DOC. It appears that youthful offenders, by \ofttlesir age alone, are more
prone to reoffending, especially following a prison sentence. Prisbitd) imcrease the probability
of recidivism even when controlling for all other factors, should bervesl for the most serious,
violent, and high risk offenders — youthful or otherwise — while community punishnub@tmn
should be utilized for the least serious, low risk offender.
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Appendix A

Adult Recidivism Rates by State

State Recidivism Rate Population Studied Definition of Recidivism Dsetﬁjsf
Connecticut Prison Sample: All convicted felons | New criminal activity by a person 2001
Rearrest: 70% (aged 16 or older at| after a criminal conviction that
Reconviction: 50% time of arrest) resulted in imprisonment or another
Reincarceration: 25% discharged from sanction (probation, diversionary
prison or sentenced| sentence, or fine)
Probation Sample: to probation in 1997
Rearrest: 58% * Rearrest for a new misdemeanor
Reconviction: 33% Recidivism tracked or felony
Reincarceration: 11% from 1997 until Dec| « Reconviction on those charges
31, 2000 « Reimprisonment or sentence to
another court imposed sanction
Florida Reconviction: Inmates released * Reconviction for a new serious 2003
3 years: 49% from Florida prisons offense (felony offense)
S years: 48% from July 1995t0 [« Reincarceration to prison for a
June 2001 new offense
Reincarceration:
3 years: 26%
Syears: 37%
lllinois Reincarceration: Inmates who exited | The rate at which inmates return to | 2001

3 years: 48%

prison in 1999

prison within three years




Appendix A

Adult Recidivism Rates by State (continued)

State Recidivism Rate Population Studied Definition of Recidivism DS?L%;]C
Massachusetty Reincarceration Inmates released in| An offender reincarcerated for at least 2002
3years: 44% 1995 30 days during the three-year follow{
up period
South Carolinal] Reincarceration: Inmates who were | Percent who returned to the South 2004
3 years: 28% released in 1999 Carolina Department of Correction
Virginia Reincarceration: Inmates released in| Reincarceration for a new crime or g 2003
3 years: 29% 1998 technical violation
West Virginia | 1994 Releases: Inmates released in| Convicted of a new felony offense and 1999
Reincarceration: 14% 1994-1995 returned to DOC on or before June 30,
1999
1995 Releases:
Reincarceration: 10%
Bureau of Rearrest: Prisoners released inRearrest, reconviction, reincarceration 2002
Justice 3 years: 68% 1994 from 15 states| for a new crime, and reincarceration
Statistics for a technical violation of release

Reconviction:
3 years: 47%

Reincarceration (new crime):
3 years: 25%

Reincarceration (technical violation):

3 years: 26%

conditions
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APPENDIX B-1
INDIVIDUAL PROGRAM AND CORRECTIONAL SUPERVISION SUM MARIES

ALL PRISON RELEASES AND PROBATION ENTRIES

The FY 2001/02 sample is comprised of 57,937 offenders who either entered probation or
were released from prison during that period.

FY 2001/02 Sample
The sample is comprised of all offenders who entered supervised probafjon or
were released from prison during FY 2001/02, with the following exclusifins:

FSA probation entries;

pre-FSA cases;

offenders with a most serious current conviction for drivihg
while impaired; and

offenders with a most serious current conviction foll a

O oodu

misdemeanor traffic offense.

Overall 78.7%were male 54.3%were black 64.5% were single anclessthar halt (45.9%)
hac twelve year:« or more of educatior Over three-quarters (81.0%) of the sample had at least one
prior fingerprintecarrestwith ar averag of 3.€ prior arrests Forty-eight percent of the sample had
amaos seriou: curren convictior (i.e., the convictior which placecthen in the sample for afelony
offense The majority of current convictions were for three categafiesfenses: misdemeanor
property offense (22.4%) felony property offenses (18.5%), and felony drug offenses (17.9%).
Overall 38.2% of the samplchac arecidivistarres for any offensein the three-yee follow-up. For
thos¢ whe were rearreste during the three-yee follow-up period their first rearres occured an
average of 12.7 months after entry to probation or release from prison.
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All Prison Releases and Probation Entries
FY 2001/02

Number of Offenders (N): 57,973

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Gender: %
Male .., 78.7
Female ... 21.3
Race: %
Black....... OO 54.3
Non-Black ... 457
Average Age:.... .30
Marital Status: %
Single..... OO 64.5
Divorced/Separated................ 18.0
Married/Widowed ... 15.7
Other/Unknown..................... ..3.8
% With 12 Years of Education or More: ............45.9
% With Substance Abuse Indicated:................34.2
RISK LEVEL

%
LOW oo ..33.3
MediUM ... 33.3
High .33.4

CRIMINAL HISTORY
% With Prior Arrest................ccoeciiii..81.0
Mean Number of Prior Arrests..........................3.8
CURRENT OFFENSE

%
Violent Felony. ... ...8.6
Property Felony. ... .. ..18.5
Drug Felony. ... 17.9
Other Felony.............. .29
Violent Misdemeanor............... .....15.0
Property Misdemeanor............... ..22.4
Drug Misdemeanor.............. 9.7
Other Misdemeanor............... 5.0

Mean months served in prison (prisoners only)18.7

EMPLOYMENT: THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

% Employed. ... R 74.3

Average Number of Quarters Worked. 6.8

Average Wages Per Quarter............ . $2,198

CRIMINAL JUSTICE OUTCOMES:
THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

Recidivist Arrest Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. ..21.3

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 315

Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... ... 38.2
Mean Number of Recidivist Arrests.......2.1

Average Months to First Recidivist Arrest 12.7

Recidivist Conviction Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... 9.6
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... . 19.6
Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... 265

Mean Number of Recidivist Convictions........... 15

Average Months to First Recidivist Conviction 17.0

Technical Revocation Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 124
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .21.3
Three-Year Follow-Up Period............. . 26.4

Mean Number of Recidivist Tech. Revoc... 1.1

Average Months to First Recidivist Tech. Revot4.7

Recidivist Incarcerations:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 121
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... . .22.0
Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... . 28.3

Mean Number of Recidivist Incarcerations . 1.2
Average Months to First Recidivist Incarceratiobb.4

CORRECTIONAL SUPERVISION

Probation Entries

SSA Probation - Community Punishment ... 29,391
SSA Probation - Intermediate Punishment . 11,464
Intensive Supervision Probation.......... .. . 8,925
Special Probation.............. . 6,314
Community Service... B 15,605
House Arrest with Electronic Monitoring . 1,660
Prison Releases

SSA Prison Release.......... 15,629

Post-Release Supervision (SSAonly) .. 1,326
FSA Prison Release..........................1,489
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SSA PROBATION - COMMUNITY PUNISHMENT

Probation is considered a community punishment except when certain@asktiown as
intermediate punishments) are imposed. The purposes of probation supereismaoantrol the
offender in the community, provide opportunities for substance abuse and heatitatreatment,
ensure compliance with the conditions of probation, and enforce the conditpyobation through
the violation process. Unless the court makes a specific findihg tloager or shorter term of
probation is necessary, the court imposes a term which is nbdegsvelve and no more than thirty
months for a felon sentenced to a community punishment. Special condiigrisenmposed to
further restrict freedom and limit movement in the community, to add more punitasunes, or
to establish a complete individual treatment plan addressing tk&lspeeds and risk of the
offender and providing realistic opportunities for behavioral changes wihiiahtimately lead to
the successful completion of the supervision period. If the offerid&tes the conditions of
probation, certain restrictive conditions that are considetednediate punishments may be utilized
at that time by the court, such aspecial probation, intensive supervision, house arrest with
electronic monitoring, day reporting centers, and IMPACT (NotePAI@T was eliminated in
2002).

Probation is administered by the Division of Community Correctiortgmithe Department
of Correction. Probation varies in intensity and restrictivetessnding on the level of supervision.
Community probation is the lowest level of supervised probation. cdthe and the probation
officer match the offender to the appropriate level of supervisidre Division of Community
Corrections’ Field Operations Policies and Procedures advocat@rttztion/parole officers
approach the supervision of each case by balancing the elemenésmétreand control. Officers
may serve as brokers of community treatment and educational resasrt¢leey supervise the
conduct of offenders to ensure compliance with conditions of probationale p&for each level
of supervision, the Department of Correction requires that offiadrera to minimum contact
standards.

A case management plan incorporates two classes of officersotnmunity punishment
officer, who fulfills the more traditional basic probation/parotécer role, and the intermediate
punishment officer, who supervises intermediate punishmemhtkses and community punishment
level probation violators. Community officers (PPO I) supervise canitpnpunishment level cases
which require less field contacts with offenders. The goal focahemunity punishment officer is
to carry a caseload of 90 offenders.
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SSA Probation - Community Punishment
FY 2001/02

Number of Offenders (N): 29,391

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Gender: %
Male ... 10,6
Female............iiiii..29.4
Race: %
Black ... A8
Non-Black..............cooiiiiieii.. 513
Average Age: ... 29
Marital Status: %
Single . } _..61.7
D|vorced/Separated 158
Married/Widowed ... 16.5
Other/Unknown...............ccocciiiii. 6.0
% With 12 Years of Education or More: .........49.1
% With Substance Abuse Indicated: ... ..23.6
RISK LEVEL

%
LOW .o 462
Medium. ... . 346

CRIMINAL HISTORY
% With Prior Arrest................ 68.4
Mean Number of Prior Arrests................. 2.6
CURRENT OFFENSE

%
ViolentFelony ... ... .06
Property Felony .. B4
Drug Felony. ...9.8
Other Felony. . B O I
Violent Mlsdemeanor 20,4
Property M|sdemean0r... .. 3BT
Drug Misdemeanor. ... 16.2
Other Misdemeanor.............ccccccocciiic.. 8.2

Mean months served in prison (prisoners only)N/A

EMPLOYMENT: THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

% Employed . 773
Average Number of Quarters Worked ............. 7.3

Average Wages Per Quarter ... $2,287
CRIMINAL JUSTICE OUTCOMES:
THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

Recidivist Arrest Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .16.9

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 247

Three-Year Follow-Up Period............ . 30.1
Mean Number of Recidivist Arrests. 1.9

Average Months to First Recidivist Arrest. 12.7

Recidivist Conviction Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. ..1.5

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .15.0

Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... . 20.2
Mean Number of Recidivist Convictions. 14

Average Months to First Recidivist Conviction 16.8

Technical Revocation Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... ..12.0
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. ..21.0
Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... 255

Mean Number of Recidivist Tech. Revoc..... 1.1

Average Months to First Recidivist Tech. Revot4.5

Recidivist Incarcerations:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... 6.1
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... ... 129
Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... ... 17.1

Mean Number of Recidivist Incarcerations . 1.2
Average Months to First Recidivist Incarceratioh6.8

CORRECTIONAL SUPERVISION

Probation Entries

Intensive Supervision Probation........... 2518
Special Probation 2,009
Community SerV|ce y . 10 819
House Arrest with Electronlc Monltorlng ..700
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SSA PROBATION - INTERMEDIATE PUNISHMENT

Under Structured Sentencing, an intermediate punishment requirestidenfio be placed
on supervised probation with at least one of the following conditionsiaspeabation, intensive
supervision assignment to a residential community corrections pragoase arrest with electronic
monitoring, or assignment to a day reporting center. Unless thencakies a specific finding that
a longer or shorter term of probation is necessary, the court impasas which is no less than
eighteen and no more than thirty-six months for a felon sentenced to an intermediate gninishm

The purposes of probation supervision are to control the offender in the caymrovide
opportunities for substance abuse and mental health treatment, eosyskance with the
conditions of probation, and enforce the conditions of probation through the violabiogsgr
Special conditions may be imposed to further restrict freedodh liamt movement in the
community, to add more punitive measures, or to establish a compulatelual treatment plan
addressing the special needs and risk of the offender and providirsiicegtiportunities for
behavioral changes which will ultimately lead to the successfapletion of the supervision period.
Offenders may also be placed on the sanction from a less tigstrstipervision leveli.,
community punishment probation) as a result of the probation violation process.

Probation is administered by the Division of Community Correctiorfsmiihe Department
of Correction. Probation varies in intensity and restrictivengssming on the level of supervision.
The court and the probation officer match the offender to the apprdpriet®f supervision. The
Division of Community Corrections’ Field Operations Policies &rdcedures advocate that
probation/parole officers approach the supervision of each case byibglame elements of
treatment and control. Officers may serve as brokers of commuedyment and educational
resources as they supervise the conduct of offenders to ensure aompligh conditions of
probation or parole. For each level of supervision, the Departmébroéction requires that
officers adhere to minimum contact standards.

A case management plan incorporates two classes of officgeEymediate punishment
officers, who supervise intermediate punishment level cases andwoty punishment level
probation violators, and community punishment officers, who fulfillitiege traditional basic
probation/parole officer role. The intermediate punishment offid@O(1ll and PPO II) are
required to conduct the vast majority of offender contacts in tltk &elay from the relative safety
of the office. This intermediate punishment officer (PPO II) dasseload goal of 60. The
intermediate punishment officers specializing in intensive supervisases (PPO Ill) carry 25
intensive cases.
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SSA Probation -

Intermediate Punishment

FY 2001/02

Number of Offenders (N): 11,464

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Gender: %
Male ... 842
Female...............cooiii.....15.8
Race: %
Black ... BBL4
Non-Black.............ccoiiiiii. 446
Average Age: ... 30
Marital Status: %
Single . } ....62.9
D|vorced/Separated 17,8
Married/Widowed ... 15,6
Other/Unknown................coiii . 3.7
% With 12 Years of Education or More: .........42.9
% With Substance Abuse Indicated: ... .31.7
RISK LEVEL

%
LOW ..o . 2509
Medium............c . 344

CRIMINAL HISTORY
% With Prior Arrest................ 90.5
Mean Number of Prior Arrests................. 3.9
CURRENT OFFENSE

%
ViolentFelony ... ... 150
Property Felony e ...2B.9
Drug Felony. . ..28.1
Other Felony. .. A8
Violent Mlsdemeanor 1212
Property M|sdemean0r... . 8.2
Drug Misdemeanor. ... 34
Other Misdemeanor...........ccccccccii . 2.4

Mean months served in prison (prisoners only)N/A

EMPLOYMENT: THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

% Employed . 723
Average Number of Quarters Worked ............. 6.4

Average Wages Per Quarter ... $2,227
CRIMINAL JUSTICE OUTCOMES:
THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

Recidivist Arrest Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 22,7

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .33.8

Three-Year Follow-Up Period............ . 41.4
Mean Number of Recidivist Arrests. 2.1

Average Months to First Recidivist Arrest. 12.8

Recidivist Conviction Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .10.5

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .20.8

Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... . 28.4
Mean Number of Recidivist Convictions. 14

Average Months to First Recidivist Conviction 16.9

Technical Revocation Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... 222
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 338
Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... .395

Mean Number of Recidivist Tech. Revoc..... 1.1

Average Months to First Recidivist Tech. Revot2.9

Recidivist Incarcerations:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... 259
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 387
Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... 455

Mean Number of Recidivist Incarcerations . 1.2

Average Months to First Recidivist Incarceratioh?.3

CORRECTIONAL SUPERVISION

Probation Entries

Intensive Supervision Probation........ .. 6,407
Special Probation 4,305
Community SerV|ce y . 4,786
House Arrest with Electronlc Monltorlng 960
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INTENSIVE SUPERVISION PROBATION

Intensive supervision probation is considered an intermediate punisanteig the most
frequently used of the intermediate punishments. Under Strucdarg@ncing, an intermediate
punishment requires the offender to be placed on supervised probatiort \eiéisteone of the
following conditions: special probation, assignment to a residentiahconty corrections program,
house arrest with electronic monitoring, or assignment to aegeytmg center. Sindatensive
probation is the most restrictive level of supervision, its purpose is to tagheatisk offenders. If
the offender's class of offense and prior record level authorir@ezmediate punishment as a
sentence disposition, the judge has the discretion to place an oftendeéensive supervision.
Offenders may also be placed on the sanction from a lesgtrestisupervision leveli.,
community punishment) as a result of the probation violation procedfend@rs remain on
intensive probation for an average of six to eight months before comgplatir probationary term
on a less restrictive level of intermediate supervision.

Intensive supervision probation is administered by the Division of Comm@aitgctions
within the Department of Correction. Intensive probation is availalak judicial districts within
the State of North Carolina for offenders on probation, post-release/isiqgng and parole An
intensive team is comprised of an intensive probation officer and a surgeitificer, with each
team member having a specific set of minimum standards td faiféach case. The Division of
Community Corrections’ Field Operations Policies and Procedures advbasprobation/parole
officers approach the supervision of each case by balancing the elefmesésment and control.
Officers may serve as brokers of community treatment and edoaktesources as they supervise
the conduct of offenders to ensure compliance with conditions of probation or parole.

A case management plan incorporates two classes of offinegsmediate punishment
officers, who supervise intermediate punishment level cases andurotympunishment level
probation violators, and community punishment officers, who fulfill tlerertraditional basic
probation/parole officer role. The intermediate punishment offigeesializing in intensive
supervision cases (PPO lIl) carry 25 intensive cases.
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Intensive Supervision Probation
FY 2001/02

Number of Offenders (N): 8,925

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Gender: %
Male ... 818
Female.............iii..18.2
Race: %
Black ... ... A8
Non-Black.............cooiiiii.. 45022
Average Age: ... 29
Marital Status: %
Single . } ...64.6
D|vorced/Separated . 16.8
Married/Widowed ... 155
Other/Unknown...............coiiii 0301
% With 12 Years of Education or More: ........41.8
% With Substance Abuse Indicated: ... ..31.5
RISK LEVEL

%
LOW .o 28T
Medium..............i . 3508

CRIMINAL HISTORY
% With Prior Arrest................ 89.6
Mean Number of Prior Arrests................. 3.7
CURRENT OFFENSE

%
ViolentFelony ... ......11.9
Property Felony e ...24.6
Drug Felony. . ..28.0
Other Felony. .. 3.9
Violent Mlsdemeanor . 9.3
Property M|sdemean0r... . 1316
Drug Misdemeanor...............................57
Other Misdemeanor.............cccccccvci..3.0

Mean months served in prison (prisoners only)N/A

EMPLOYMENT: THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

% Employed . 751
Average Number of Quarters Worked ............. 6.3

Average Wages Per Quarter ... $2,061
CRIMINAL JUSTICE OUTCOMES:
THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

Recidivist Arrest Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .28.6

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .40.5

Three-Year Follow-Up Period............ . 48.3
Mean Number of Recidivist Arrests. 2.1

Average Months to First Recidivist Arrest. 11.8

Recidivist Conviction Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .14.3

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .26.9

Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... . 35.3
Mean Number of Recidivist Convictions. 15

Average Months to First Recidivist Conviction 16.1

Technical Revocation Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... 20.9
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 34.0
Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .. 412

Mean Number of Recidivist Tech. Revoc..... 1.1

Average Months to First Recidivist Tech. Revot4.0

Recidivist Incarcerations:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 251
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... 40.0
Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... 48.0

Mean Number of Recidivist Incarcerations . 1.2

Average Months to First Recidivist Incarceratioh3.2

CORRECTIONAL SUPERVISION

Probation Entries
SSA Probation - Community Punishment 2,518
SSA Probation - Intermediate Punishment...... 6,407

Special Probation ..2,291
Community SerV|ce y ...5,278
House Arrest with Electronlc Monltorlng 672
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SPECIAL PROBATION

Special probation (also known as a split sentence) is an intets@didishment. Under
Structured Sentencing, an intermediate punishment requires the offehdgriaced on supervised
probation with at least one of the following conditions: special prambantensive supervision,
assignment to a residential community corrections program, haasewith electronic monitoring,
or assignment to a day reporting center. In cases utilizingahdition of special probation, an
offender is required to submit to a period or periods of incarceratipngon or jail during the
probationary term. The period of incarceration cannot exceed one-fotithrafnimum sentence
or six months, whichever is less. The term of probation may include special condititngs suc
recommendation for work release or serving the active term in an inpatieny facili

As a highly restrictive form of probation, special probation is usiagpily for offenders
in need of a high level of control and supervision while remaining icaimenunity. Offenders may
be placed on special probation from a less restrictive supervision levedsadtaf the probation
violation process. Offenders that are given this sanction are ssgxkby probation officers of the
Division of Community Corrections within the Department of Correctid&C’s Field Operations
Policies and Procedures advocate that probation/parole officers apfiveatlpervision of each
case by balancing the elements of treatment and control. e3ffroay serve as brokers of
community treatment and educational resources as they supendsadhet of offenders to ensure
compliance with conditions of probation or parole. For each level of supervision, theénbegar
of Correction requires that officers adhere to minimum contact standards.

A case management plan incorporates two classes of officeeematdiate punishment
officers, who supervise intermediate punishment level cases andwoty punishment level
probation violators, and community punishment officers, who fulfill tlerertraditional basic
probation/parole officer role. The intermediate punishment offiPO 1ll and PPO II) are
required to conduct the vast majority of offender contacts in tltk &elay from the relative safety
of the office. This intermediate punishment officer (PPO I§ hacaseload goal of 60. The
intermediate punishment officers specializing in intensive supemnvisases (PPO lll) carry 25
intensive cases.
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Special Probation

FY 2001/02

Number of Offenders (N): 6,314

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

EMPLOYMENT: THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

% Employed . .74.0
Average Number of Quarters Worked ............. 6.5

Average Wages Per Quarter ... $2,168
CRIMINAL JUSTICE OUTCOMES:
THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

Recidivist Arrest Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Periad . S .25.0

Two-Year Follow-Up Period .. R .36.1

Three-Year Follow-Up Period. . R 43.0
Mean Number of Recidivist Arrests. 2.1

Average Months to First Recidivist Arrest. 12.0

Recidivist Conviction Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Periad . R .12.3

Two-Year Follow-Up Period .. R 235

Three-Year Follow-Up Period. . S 30.5

Mean Number of Recidivist Convictions. 15
Average Months to First Recidivist Conviction. 16.0

Technical Revocation Rates:

Gender: %
Male ... 83,0
Female.............oii217.0
Race: %
Black ... B2.3
Non-Black ... ATT
Average Age:. .. R 30
Marital Status: %
Single .. } ..62.1
D|vorced/Separated 190
Married/Widowed ... 16.0
Other/Unknown................coiiii. 2.9
% With 12 Years of Education or More: .........43.6
% With Substance Abuse Indicated: ... ..28.7
RISK LEVEL

%
LOW ..o iiii..301.6
Medium.............ciei. 353

CRIMINAL HISTORY
% With Prior Arrest..... e, ...83.9
Mean Number of Prior Arrests.. e, 3.6
CURRENT OFFENSE

%
ViolentFelony ... ..........11.0
PropertyFelony ... ... ....195
DrugFelony ... ..............184
OtherFelony ... ... .............36
Violent Misdemeanaor................cc.ccccccoecei...18.0
Property Misdemeanor....................... 179
Drug Misdemeanor. ... 6.4
Other Misdemeanor...............cccccevcecevee..5.2

Mean months served in prison (prisoners only)N/A

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... 142
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 27.4
Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... .35.0

Mean Number of Recidivist Tech. Revoc..... 1.1

Average Months to First Recidivist Tech. Revot5.9

Recidivist Incarcerations:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... . 182
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. ..325
Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... 40.7

Mean Number of Recidivist Incarcerations . 1.2
Average Months to First Recidivist Incarceratiobd.5

CORRECTIONAL SUPERVISION

Probation Entries

SSA Probation - Community Punishment 2,009

SSA Probation -

Intermediate Punishment...... 4,305

Intensive Supervision Probation ... 2,291
Community Service . y ...2,555
House Arrest with Electronlc Monltorlng 440
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COMMUNITY SERVICE WORK PROGRAM - PROBATION

In existence in North Carolina since 1981, the community servick program offers
offenders an opportunity to repay the community for damages resutimgtiieir criminal acts.
Community service work requires the offender to work for free for public and nonggeficies.

It also requires each offender to pay a fee of $200 to participtite program. This fee goes to the
General Assembly.

Community service work is a community punishment. It can hgs®d as the sole
condition of probation if the offender's offense class and prior recaeherction level authorize
a community punishment as a sentence disposition, or it can be usedunctionj with other
sanctions.

Community service staff interview offenders, assign them to wor&réous agencies, and
monitor their progress in the program. After the initial intewvigtaff are required to have monthly
contact with the offender, the agency, or, in the case of supervisetigmotiee supervising officer.
This contact is usually achieved by the offender reporting in persdiy eelephone to the
community service staff or by the staff contacting the agemahéck on the offender. If the
offender is placed on basic supervised probation or intensive probation, coyngauite staff
must report compliance or noncompliance to the probation/parole officenviiake appropriate
actions.

Community service work is a statewide program which has beemtened by the
Division of Community Corrections within the Department of Correcsimece January 1, 2002.
Prior to this date, the program was administered by the Division of Victim andeJ8stvices in
the Department of Crime Control and Public Safety.
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Community Service - Probation Entries
FY 2001/02

Number of Offenders (N): 15,605

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Gender: %
Male ... 1323
Female. ... 26.7
Race: %
Black ... 488
Non-Black.............ccoooiiiii.. 512
Average Age: ... 27
Marital Status: %
Single . } ...67.2
D|vorced/Separated 144
Married/Widowed ... 142
Other/Unknown................coiii . A2
% With 12 Years of Education or More: ... 46.1
% With Substance Abuse Indicated: ... ..24.9
RISK LEVEL

%
LOW ..o 3T 4
Medium.............ciiiii.37.0

CRIMINAL HISTORY
% With Prior Arrest................ 74.6
Mean Number of Prior Arrests................. 2.9
CURRENT OFFENSE

%
ViolentFelony ... ... .53
Property Felony 183
Drug Felony. . 173
Other Felony... 2.0
Violent Mlsdemeanor 12,0
Property M|sdemean0r... . 29.6
Drug Misdemeanor..........................10.7
Other Misdemeanor...............cccccevceccviee...6.8

Mean months served in prison (prisoners only)N/A

EMPLOYMENT: THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

% Employed . .78.8
Average Number of Quarters Worked ............. 6.9

Average Wages Per Quarter ... $2,229
CRIMINAL JUSTICE OUTCOMES:
THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

Recidivist Arrest Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .21.0

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .30.0

Three-Year Follow-Up Period............ . 36.1
Mean Number of Recidivist Arrests. 2.0

Average Months to First Recidivist Arrest. 12.2

Recidivist Conviction Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .97

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .18.8

Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... . 25.1
Mean Number of Recidivist Convictions. 14

Average Months to First Recidivist Conviction. 16.5

Technical Revocation Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... 145
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... . ..24.1
Three-Year Follow-Up Period........... . .29.4

Mean Number of Recidivist Tech. Revoc..... 1.1

Average Months to First Recidivist Tech. Revot4.3

Recidivist Incarcerations:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... 127
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 223
Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... 28.0

Mean Number of Recidivist Incarcerations . 1.2
Average Months to First Recidivist Incarceratioh.8

CORRECTIONAL SUPERVISION

Probation Entries
SSA Probation - Community Punishment 10,819
SSA Probation - Intermediate Punishment...... 4,786

Intensive Supervision Probation . 5,278
Special Probation . . . 2,555
House Arrest with Electronlc Monltorlng .. 788
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HOUSE ARREST WITH ELECTRONIC MONITORING

House arrest with electronic monitoring is a special ¢mmddf supervised probation, parole,
or post-release supervision. The purposes of house arrest witbrateotonitoring are to restrict
the offender's freedom and movement in the communitgase supervision of convicted offenders,
ease prison overcrowding, and save taxpayers money. Housengtteslectronic monitoring is
available statewide through the Division of Community Correctionkinvithe Department of
Correction.

House arrest with electronic monitoring as a condition of superpsaohtion is an
intermediate punishment. If the offender's class of offense andrpdord or conviction level
authorize an intermediate punishment as a sentence disposition, thiegadge discretion to place
an offender on house arrest with electronic monitoring. Judggsafo use this sanction in
response to an offender’s violation of the conditions of probation.

The Post-Release Supervision and Parole Commission may impose anmstewith
electronic monitoring for offenders on parole or post-release sumarviEhey may also modify the
conditions for offenders on parole or post-release supervision to tegemtidition of house arrest
with electronic monitoring in response to violations.

All house arrest with electronic monitoring cases are supertgguobation and parole
officers who respond to violations during regular work hours. Desggl electronic house arrest
response officers respond to violations after regular work hours.

House arrest with electronic monitoring uses computer technologytibanand restrict the
offender's movement. Other than approved leave to go to work or to rediembditative services,
the offender is restricted to his/her home. Through the use ofsartitéer strapped to an offender’s
ankle and linked by telephone lines to a central computer, a continuousisigmetted. If this
signal is interrupted by the offender going beyond the authorized raidibe receiver, the host
computer records the date and time of the signal's disappeardreceoriputer will also record the
date and time the signal resumes. If a signal interruption ockuinsg a period when the
probationer or parolee should be at home, the violation is checked by bagi@néparole officer
or by a designated electronic house arrest response officer.

143



House Arrest With Electronic Monitoring
FY 2001/02

Number of Offenders (N): 1,660

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Gender: %
Male ... 180
Female...........oiiiiii..22.0
Race: %
Black ... ... B4
Non-Black ... 454
Average Age: ... 28
Marital Status: %
Single . } _..64.7
D|vorced/Separated 155
Married/Widowed ... 16.9
Other/Unknown...............coiiii. 2.8
% With 12 Years of Education or More: ........41.5
% With Substance Abuse Indicated: ... ..27.8
RISK LEVEL

%
LOW .o . 2918
Medium............o . 36.3

CRIMINAL HISTORY
% With Prior Arrest................ 83.7
Mean Number of Prior Arrests................. 3.2
CURRENT OFFENSE

%
ViolentFelony ... ......111
Property Felony 182
Drug Felony. . 214
Other Felony. .. 2.9
Violent Mlsdemeanor 121
Property M|sdemean0r... 219
Drug Misdemeanor............. .12
Other Misdemeanor................cccccvcecevee..5.2

Mean months served in prison (prisoners only)N/A

EMPLOYMENT: THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

% Employed . 77.6
Average Number of Quarters Worked ............. 6.8

Average Wages Per Quarter ... $2,138
CRIMINAL JUSTICE OUTCOMES:
THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

Recidivist Arrest Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .24.9

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .36.8

Three-Year Follow-Up Period............ . 44.7
Mean Number of Recidivist Arrests. 1.9

Average Months to First Recidivist Arrest. 12.6

Recidivist Conviction Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .10.2

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... . 235

Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... . 31.2
Mean Number of Recidivist Convictions. 14

Average Months to First Recidivist Conviction 17.1

Technical Revocation Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... 11.7
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 236
Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 318

Mean Number of Recidivist Tech. Revoc..... 1.1

Average Months to First Recidivist Tech. Revot6.8

Recidivist Incarcerations:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... 149
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 28.0
Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 373

Mean Number of Recidivist Incarcerations . 1.2
Average Months to First Recidivist Incarceratiohb.8

CORRECTIONAL SUPERVISION

Probation Entries

SSA Probation - Community Punishment .. 700
SSA Probation - Intermediate Punishment........ 960
Intensive Supervision Probation.......... . 672
Special Probation.............. ... 440
Community Service.............................7188
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PRISON RELEASES (STRUCTURED SENTENCING ACT)

Under the Structured Sentencing Act (SSA), which became effdativibose offenses
committed on or after October 1, 1994, offenders are releaseceaftiegtheir maximum sentence
minus earned time and/or credit for pre-trial (or pre-conviction) confinement.

Since parole was eliminated when Structured Sentencing was ggnaitémders are not
subject to any community supervision unless they have been incarcerated doyarfeéhe range
from Class B1 (excluding those offenders sentenced to life withaotepahrough Class E.
Offenders who fall into this range are placed on post-releasevigiperby the Post-Release
Supervision and Parole Commission upon the completion of their prison sen@dfereers who
are placed on post-release supervision are generally supdvisegeriod of nine months by a
probation officer of the Division of Community Corrections within the DepartragCorrection.
Revocation of this term of supervision is authorized only by the Pds&$&eSupervision and Parole
Commission.
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SSA Prison Releases
FY 2001/02

Number of Offenders (N): 15,629

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Gender: %
Male ... .. 883
Female.......... 1.7
Race: %
Black ... ... B33
Non-Black ... 36,7
Average Age:. ... 31
Marital Status: %
Single .. } ...64.2
D|vorced/Separated 219
Married/Widowed ... 13.8
Other/Unknown...............cooii 001
% With 12 Years of Education or More: ........42.5
% With Substance Abuse Indicated: ... ..53.6
RISK LEVEL

%
LOW ..o 1BL2
Medium.............c. 294

CRIMINAL HISTORY
% With Prior Arrest................ 96.2
Mean Number of Prior Arrests................. 5.2
CURRENT OFFENSE

%
ViolentFelony ... ... .16.2
Property Felony e ..29.0
Drug Felony. . ..26.0
Other Felony. .. O o X
Violent Mlsdemeanor 9.0
Property M|sdemean0r... 9.9
Drug Misdemeanor...........................32
Other Misdemeanor.............cccceccc. 1.3

Mean months served in prison (prisoners only)11.7

EMPLOYMENT: THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

% Employed . .69.4
Average Number of Quarters Worked ............. 6.0

Average Wages Per Quarter ... $1,967
CRIMINAL JUSTICE OUTCOMES:
THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

Recidivist Arrest Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .28.6

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 42.2

Three-Year Follow-Up Period............. . 50.6
Mean Number of Recidivist Arrests. 2.3

Average Months to First Recidivist Arrest. 12.6

Recidivist Conviction Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 12,9

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 27.2

Three-Year Follow-Up Period............. . 36.7
Mean Number of Recidivist Convictions. 15

Average Months to First Recidivist Conviction 17.1

Technical Revocation Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 6.6
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 136
Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .19.6

Mean Number of Recidivist Tech. Revoc..... 1.1

Average Months to First Recidivist Tech. Revot8.0

Recidivist Incarcerations:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... 13.6
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 26.7
Three-Year Follow-Up Period. ... 36.4

Mean Number of Recidivist Incarcerations . 1.2
Average Months to First Recidivist Incarceratioh6.8

CORRECTIONAL SUPERVISION

Prison Releases

Post-Release Supervision (SSAonly) .. 1,326
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POST-RELEASE SUPERVISION PRISON RELEASES (SSA)

Under the Structured Sentencing Act, an offender sentenced forseBBTldsough E felony
is released from prison after serving their maximum prisotesee, less nine months, less any
earned time awarded by the Department of Correction or the custddiotal confinement center.
The offender is then supervised in the community for a period of nine mafitizs offender is
convicted of a Class B1 through E sex offense, the period of posteaepervision is five years.)
Conditions of post-release supervision are set by the Post-Rebegmzvision and Parole
Commission and may be reintegrative or controlling. For any violatiorconi@olling condition
or for repeated violation of a reintegrative condition, the Commissayncantinue the supervisee
on existing supervision, modify the conditions of supervision, or revoke peateesupervision.

If revoked, the offender will be reimprisoned for up to the time remgion the maximum prison
sentence. The offender will not receive any credit for the sipsait on post-release supervision.
An offender who has been reimprisoned prior to completing post-relgaeseision may again be
released on post-release supervision subject to the provisions that guotial release. The
offender may not refuse post-release supervision.
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Post-Release Supervision Prison Releases (SSA)
FY 2001/02

Number of Offenders (N): 1,326

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Gender: %
Male ... 937
Female..............iii.6.3
Race: %
Black ... 115
Non-Black..............ccoiiiiii.. 285
Average Age: ... 30
Marital Status: %
Single .. } ....70.9
D|vorced/Separated 152
Married/Widowed ... 137
Other/Unknown...............coiiii..0.2
% With 12 Years of Education or More: ... 37.2
% With Substance Abuse Indicated: ... ..49.0
RISK LEVEL

%
LOW .o 1802
Medium.............. . 333

CRIMINAL HISTORY
% With Prior Arrest................ 97.1
Mean Number of Prior Arrests................. 3.7
CURRENT OFFENSE

%
ViolentFelony ... ... .88.9
Property Felony 39
Drug Felony. . 21
Other Felony. . B
Violent Mlsdemeanor .00
Property M|sdemean0r... 0.0
Drug Misdemeanor...............................0.0
Other Misdemeanor..............cccccevceccve......0.0

Mean months served in prison (prisoners only)40.2

EMPLOYMENT: THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

% Employed . .76.8
Average Number of Quarters Worked ............. 6.9

Average Wages Per Quarter ... $2,419
CRIMINAL JUSTICE OUTCOMES:
THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

Recidivist Arrest Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .19.5

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .33.4

Three-Year Follow-Up Period............ . 41.3
Mean Number of Recidivist Arrests. 2.1

Average Months to First Recidivist Arrest. 14.0

Recidivist Conviction Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. ..6.6

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .18.0

Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... . 27.2
Mean Number of Recidivist Convictions. 1.3

Average Months to First Recidivist Conviction. 19.5

Technical Revocation Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... 119
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 16.4
Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... .19.8

Mean Number of Recidivist Tech. Revoc..... 1.1

Average Months to First Recidivist Tech. Revot3.3

Recidivist Incarcerations:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... 146
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. ..225
Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... ... 292

Mean Number of Recidivist Incarcerations . 1.2
Average Months to First Recidivist Incarceratiohb.0

CORRECTIONAL SUPERVISION

Not Applicable
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PRISON RELEASES (FAIR SENTENCING ACT)>*

Under the Fair Sentencing Act (FSA), there are several thaysffenders can be released
into the community. If offenders are unconditionally released frosopmfter serving their entire
sentence (minus credit for good time, gain time, or pre-convictionmanént), they are considered
to be “max-outs.” These offenders are not subject to any commupépsgsion or other conditions
of parole.

Parole>® which is another type of prison release for FSA offendeis cisnditional, early
release from a prison sentence to community supervision. The purppseslefare to protect the
public and assist the offender in reintegrating into the communitg. Pbst-Release Supervision
and Parole Commission determines parole release and sets theonerafifparole supervision.
These conditions are often similar in nature to probation conditions gnbem@aposed to further
restrict freedom and limit movement in the community, or estadlcsimplete individual treatment
plan which addresses the special needs and risk level of the ofterglgntensive supervision,
community service). Probation/parole officers of the Division of Canity Corrections within the
Department of Correction supervise offenders while they are orepaltak ultimately the Post-
Release Supervision and Parole Commission that has the authoeitgke or terminate an offender
from parole.

Intensive supervision parole is an additional kind of prison releas=SA offenders. It
operates in the same manner as regular parole, except thastiiedRease Supervision and Parole
Commission authorizes, as a condition of parole, that an offender be preicgensive supervision
in order to provide more restrictive parameters within the conmtsutfioffenders are placed on
intensive supervision, they are assigned to an intensive tearh islgomprised of an intensive
probation officer and a surveillance officer, both of whom are staff of the Division offDaity
Corrections.

Community service parole is available for felons sentenced undeioF 8Aactive sentence
of more than six months (except those convicted of a sex offense, kidgagipiluction of children
and drug trafficking). If the Post-Release Supervision and Paastertssion finds an offender
eligible for community service parole, it sets communityiseras a condition of parole and
specifies the amount and duration of the community service. Commemiiyeswork is a statewide
program that is administered by the Division of Community Correcti@@nmunity service staff
interview offenders, assign them to work at various agencies, andomthratr progress in the
program. Community service staff must report compliance oramopltance to the probation/parole
officer who will take appropriate actions.

** The Fair Sentencing Act pertains to offenders wtimmitted their offense prior to October 1, 1994.

%5 With the onset of Structured Sentencing on Octdhd994, parole was eliminated for all offenses
except for impaired driving offenses, which are sertitenced according to the Structured Sentenaing) |
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FSA Prison Releases
FY 2001/02

Number of Offenders (N): 1,489

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Gender: %
Male ... 946
Female... .............ii..5.4
Race: %
Black.........coo ... 845
Non-Black ... 355
Average Age: ... 36
Marital Status: %
Single .. } ....56.2
D|vorced/Separated 223
Married/Widowed ... 214
Other/Unknown...............ccooiii .00
% With 12 Years of Education or More: ... 44.3
% With Substance Abuse Indicated: ... ...60.4
RISK LEVEL

%
LOW ... 285
Medium.............c . 416

CRIMINAL HISTORY
% With Prior Arrest................ 97.5
Mean Number of Prior Arrests................. 5.3
CURRENT OFFENSE

%
ViolentFelony ... ... ... .372
Property Felony . A2.3
Drug Felony. . 133
Other Felony. .. i35
Violent Mlsdemeanor 1.2
Property M|sdemean0r... e 2.2
Drug Misdemeanor...............................01
Other Misdemeanor............c.ccceccii..0.2

Mean months served in prison (prisoners only)91.7

EMPLOYMENT: THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

% Employed . .80.5
Average Number of Quarters Worked ............. 6.9

Average Wages Per Quarter............ $2,404
CRIMINAL JUSTICE OUTCOMES:
THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

Recidivist Arrest Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. ..21.3

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. ..34.9

Three-Year Follow-Up Period............ . 41.6
Mean Number of Recidivist Arrests. 2.2

Average Months to First Recidivist Arrest. 13.6

Recidivist Conviction Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 1.7

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .20.2

Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... . 27.7
Mean Number of Recidivist Convictions. 14

Average Months to First Recidivist Conviction. 18.2

Technical Revocation Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... 6.7
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... . 116
Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 16.1

Mean Number of Recidivist Tech. Revoc..... 1.1

Average Months to First Recidivist Tech. Revot5.9

Recidivist Incarcerations:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... 11.2
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. . 227
Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... .30.2

Mean Number of Recidivist Incarcerations . 1.2
Average Months to First Recidivist Incarceratioh6.4

CORRECTIONAL SUPERVISION

Not Applicable
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CORRECTIONAL (ACADEMIC) EDUCATION

The academic component of the correctional education program is adneididy the
Educational Services section within the Department of Correct{@€xC) Division of Prisons
(DOP). A collaborative arrangement exists between the DO@handorth Carolina Community
College System (NCCCS) for the planning, delivery and cost afdagemic education programs.
The NCCCS provides teachers for the adult prisons, while the DORIesdeiachers for the youth
facilities. The academic education program includes the follogungcula: Adult Basic Education
(ABE), General Education Development (GED), Exceptional Studentrdémo@ESP), Title |
Program, and English as a Second Language (ESL). The ABE and@ifdla are the major
components of the academic education program (the other three euaneuemedial programs)
and provide the course work which prepares an inmate for the high schealeqcy (GED) exam.

Inmates are chosen for an education assignment by the progrémnstafiassification
committee within the prison where they are housed. This decisiomsesd on a review of the
inmate’s math and reading levels, age, interest in acaddemncgh of sentence, and history of
infractions. An education assignment is generally a priorityfoates in youth facilities who have
not obtained their high school diploma or GED. It is federally maddatenmates who are under
the age of 21 and have been identified with a disability to be edudbtieeraed in the exceptional
student program. Once final approval is given, the inmate is givedueration assignment and is
placed in classes appropriate to his/her academic functioning.eso@at be enrolled in classes on
a full-time basis, or a part-time basis if the inmate has another assignitemttne prison.
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Correctional (Academic) Education
FY 2001/02

Number of Offenders (N): 4,663

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Gender: %
Male ... 8T
Female............ii12.9
Race: %
Black ... BB
Non-Black ... 349
Average Age: ... 29
Marital Status: %
Single . } 712
D|vorced/Separated 163
Married/Widowed ... 125
Other/Unknown...............ccocoiiii..0.0
% With 12 Years of Education or More:.........19.4
% With Substance Abuse Indicated: ... ..55.1
RISK LEVEL

%
LOW .o 01 2.3
Medium............o . 292

CRIMINAL HISTORY
% With Prior Arrest................ 97.3
Mean Number of Prior Arrests................. 4.8
CURRENT OFFENSE

%
ViolentFelony ... ........227
Property Felony ... 346
Drug Felony. . ..26.0
Other Felony. .. O o 1t -
Violent Mlsdemeanor 402
Property M|sdemean0r... e A4
Drug Misdemeanor..............................16
Other Misdemeanor............cccccccoecci .07

Mean months served in prison (prisoners only)27.5

EMPLOYMENT: THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

% Employed . .71.9
Average Number of Quarters Worked ............. 6.1

Average Wages Per Quarter .........$1,830
CRIMINAL JUSTICE OUTCOMES:
THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

Recidivist Arrest Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. ..30.7

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .45.2

Three-Year Follow-Up Period............ . 534
Mean Number of Recidivist Arrests. 2.4

Average Months to First Recidivist Arrest. 124

Recidivist Conviction Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. ..13.6

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... . .28.7

Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... . 38.5
Mean Number of Recidivist Convictions. 1.5

Average Months to First Recidivist Conviction 17.1

Technical Revocation Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... 7.3
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... . 147
Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... .20.9

Mean Number of Recidivist Tech. Revoc..... 1.1

Average Months to First Recidivist Tech. Revot7.6

Recidivist Incarcerations:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... 137
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 265
Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... 37.1

Mean Number of Recidivist Incarcerations . 1.2
Average Months to First Recidivist Incarceratioh?.2

CORRECTIONAL SUPERVISION

Prison Releases

SSA Prison Release.. . . 3,904
Post-Release SuperV|S|on (SSA only) ............ 252
FSA Prison Release .. . 759
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CORRECTION ENTERPRISES

Correction Enterprises is a self-supporting, prison industry programategdeby the
Department of Correction in various prison units across the stateecion Enterprises provides
the state’s inmates with opportunities to learn job skilgroducing goods and services for the
DOC and other tax-supported entities. At the same time, througingféanployment experience
to inmates, it aids to instill a work ethic in inmates and tohtea upgrade inmates’ job skills so that
they have a greater chance of maintaining stable employment upon their relsapadon.

A variety of products and services are provided by Correctioargges which include:
food products, janitorial products, laundry services, linens and apparel, manpoweassendtal
products, office furnishings, oils and lubricants, optical manufacturingitgpaprinting and
duplicating services, roadway markings, safety products, signage, hiudilae identification.
Selection of inmates for a Correction Enterprises work assignagenerally made by the program
staff at the prison unit where the industry is located. Inmagéegaad a small hourly wage which
is deposited into their trust fund account from which restitution cgmalag costs deducted for
medical expenses, fines deducted for disciplinary action, monetosthiatir families, and money
placed in the inmates’ canteen accounts.
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Correction Enterprises
FY 2001/02

Number of Offenders (N): 2,639

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Gender: %
Male ... 96,8
Female.. ... 3.2
Race: %
Black ... iii.....B66.8
Non-Black ... ..33.2
Average Age: ... 33
Marital Status: %
Single .. } ....62.0
D|vorced/Separated i ......20.0
Married/Widowed ... 17.9
Other/Unknown...............ccooiii .00
% With 12 Years of Education or More: .........43.8
% With Substance Abuse Indicated: ... ..55.7
RISK LEVEL

%
LOW ..o 1604
Medium.............o . 32.9

CRIMINAL HISTORY
% With Prior Arrest................ 97.6
Mean Number of Prior Arrests................. 5.8
CURRENT OFFENSE

%
ViolentFelony ... ... .......278
Property Felony 34
Drug Felony. . 215
Other Felony. .. ... B.O
Violent Mlsdemeanor B
Property M|sdemean0r... 3.9
Drug Misdemeanor..............................1.0
Other Misdemeanor..............cccccvcecvcce....0.6

Mean months served in prison (prisoners only)48.3

EMPLOYMENT: THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

% Employed . . 75.6
Average Number of Quarters Worked ............. 6.3

Average Wages Per Quarter. ... $2,294
CRIMINAL JUSTICE OUTCOMES:
THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

Recidivist Arrest Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. ..27.6

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .42.3

Three-Year Follow-Up Period............ . 50.0
Mean Number of Recidivist Arrests. 2.2

Average Months to First Recidivist Arrest. 12.8

Recidivist Conviction Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. ..12.0

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... . ..26.3

Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... . 35.9
Mean Number of Recidivist Convictions. 1.5

Average Months to First Recidivist Conviction 17.5

Technical Revocation Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... 6.9
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 129
Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... 188

Mean Number of Recidivist Tech. Revoc..... 1.1

Average Months to First Recidivist Tech. Revot7.4

Recidivist Incarcerations:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... ..134
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... . 26.3
Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... ... 351

Mean Number of Recidivist Incarcerations 1.3
Average Months to First Recidivist Incarceratioh6.4

CORRECTIONAL SUPERVISION

Prison Releases

SSA Prison Release.. . . 1,689
Post-Release SuperV|S|on (SSA only) ............. 154
FSA Prison Release .. .950
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DRUG ALCOHOL RECOVERY TREATMENT (DART) - PRISON

The Drug Alcohol Recovery Treatment (DART) program is a fieekvterm of intensive
treatment for female and male inmates with alcohol and/or drugtemtdproblems. The DART
program was implemented in 1988 and is operated in selected prigsrbynhe Division of
Alcohol and Chemical Dependency of the Department of Correction. D&Based on a modified
version of the Minnesota model of treatment which provides inmathasawg and/or alcohol
problems an initial opportunity to engage in treatment and early recovegrafis are generally
offered in a medium security prison or area of the prison, sderggl and program space is
separate from the prisons’ other programs or inmate housing.

In each of the prisons that has a DART program, the Division of Alssh@nd Chemical
Dependency Program Director is responsible for administeringntpatient treatment program
while the warden or superintendent is responsible for all matteesrpeg to custody, security and
administration of the prisorinmates generally enter the program by having scored at andevial
on either of the two alcohol and chemical dependency tests whicivang@each inmate entering
the prison system through a Diagnostic and Reception center. Inmagtatso be referred to DART
by the sentencing judge, other prison staff, or self-referral.

After inmates have completed DART and have returned to theregsian population, they
are involved in follow-up. A specific planis developed for each inm&ébow-up, including active
involvement with Alcoholics Anonymous, Narcotics Anonyregrommunity resources and personal
sponsorship.
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DART -

Prison

FY 2001/02

Number of Offenders (N): 4,512

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Gender: %
Male ... 9101
Female.............iii....8.9
Race: %
Black.........coo ... B9.3
Non-Black ... 0.7
Average Age: ... 32
Marital Status: %
Single .. } ....61.8
D|vorced/Separated 235
Married/Widowed ... 147
Other/Unknown...............ccocoiiii.0.0
% With 12 Years of Education or More: .........43.0
% With Substance Abuse Indicated: ... ..78.0
RISK LEVEL

%
LOW ..o 1104
Medium. ... 26,6

CRIMINAL HISTORY
% With Prior Arrest................ 98.7
Mean Number of Prior Arrests................. 6.0
CURRENT OFFENSE

%
ViolentFelony ... .. .......209
Property Felony ... 38.8
Drug Felony. . ..29.6
Other Felony. .. i 1B
Violent Mlsdemeanor 1.2
Property M|sdemean0r... 15
Drug Misdemeanor...............................02
Other Misdemeanor............c.ccceccii..0.2

Mean months served in prison (prisoners only)24.9

EMPLOYMENT: THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

% Employed . 714
Average Number of Quarters Worked ............. 6.0

Average Wages Per Quarter ... $2,032
CRIMINAL JUSTICE OUTCOMES:
THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

Recidivist Arrest Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. ..32.0

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .46.3

Three-Year Follow-Up Period............ . 54.7
Mean Number of Recidivist Arrests. 2.3

Average Months to First Recidivist Arrest. 124

Recidivist Conviction Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 142

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... . ..30.9

Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... . 40.5
Mean Number of Recidivist Convictions. 1.5

Average Months to First Recidivist Conviction. 16.9

Technical Revocation Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... 7.2
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 138
Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... 195

Mean Number of Recidivist Tech. Revoc..... 1.1

Average Months to First Recidivist Tech. Revot7.5

Recidivist Incarcerations:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... . 152
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... . 30.1
Three-Year Follow-Up Period........... . 40.4

Mean Number of Recidivist Incarcerations . 1.2
Average Months to First Recidivist Incarceratioh6.6

CORRECTIONAL SUPERVISION

Prison Releases

SSA Prison Release.. . . 23,911
Post-Release SuperV|S|on (SSA only) ............ 228
FSA Prison Release .. . .601
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SEX OFFENDER ACCOUNTABILITY AND RESPONSIBILITY (SOAR)

The Sex Offender Accountability and Responsibility (SOAR) progrehich began in 1991,
serves incarcerated male felons who are in need of treatonesgxual crimes. Inmates who are
selected to participate in the program must meet certagniarifThese criteria include inmates who:
have a felony conviction, are age 21 or older, are in medium or minimstody, volunteer for the
program, admit to committing a sexual offense, do not have a segatalitiness, have at least a
6™ grade reading level, and are willing and able to participatghihhtonfrontational groups as part
of the treatment. Inmates who are eligible are identifiedh@ir units by the Director of
Psychological Services and referred directly to SOAR stddfy then make the final selection of
participants.

The program spans two separate 20 week cycles that serve amiedxia® inmates per
cycle, or 80 inmates per year. When participants have completed the SOAR pnatdy@um any
significant violations, they are returned to the regular inmate population.

In an effort to create a continuum of care, a Pre-SOAR prograns exstimited number
of prisons. Pre-SOAR is not a treatment modality, but an introguet@mntation to the program
that presents SOAR concepts and vocabulary to inmates. The preguaras one to two hours of
work per week for a total of 10-16 weeks. Pre-SOAR is directeartbthiose inmates who qualify
for SOAR treatment but who are not chosen due to limited space, or who heat rspeds€.g,
attention deficit disorder, hearing impaired).

The SOAR program has been funded by the Department of Correction and aiddaenett
Correctional Institution since its inception.
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SOAR
FY 2001/02

Number of Offenders (N): 51

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Gender: %
Male ... 100.0
Female..............ii.0.0
Race: %
Black ... 196
Non-Black..............cooiiiiiii..80.4
Average Age: ... 39
Marital Status: %
Single .. } ....23.5
D|vorced/Separated 314
Married/Widowed ... 4501
Other/Unknown...............ccoooiiii..0.0
% With 12 Years of Education or More: ..........56.9
% With Substance Abuse Indicated: ... ..45.1
RISK LEVEL

%
LOW ..o 145
Medium.............ci.. 19,6

CRIMINAL HISTORY
% With Prior Arrest................ 94.1
Mean Number of Prior Arrests................. 25
CURRENT OFFENSE

%
ViolentFelony ... .......96.1
Property Felony 39
Drug Felony. . ~..0.0
Other Felony. . .00
Violent Mlsdemeanor .00
Property M|sdemean0r... 0.0
Drug Misdemeanor...............................0.0
Other Misdemeanor..............cccccevceccve......0.0

Mean months served in prison (prisoners only)71.8

EMPLOYMENT: THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

% Employed . . 78.4
Average Number of Quarters Worked ............. 8.4

Average Wages Per Quarter ... $3,105
CRIMINAL JUSTICE OUTCOMES:
THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

Recidivist Arrest Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 157

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .15.7

Three-Year Follow-Up Period............ . 17.7
Mean Number of Recidivist Arrests. 1.8

Average Months to First Recidivist Arrest. ..8.2

Recidivist Conviction Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. ...3.9

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... . ...5.9

Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... . .17.8
Mean Number of Recidivist Convictions. 1.8

Average Months to First Recidivist Conviction. 17.5

Technical Revocation Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... 3.9
Two-Year Follow-Up Period . .18
Three-Year Follow-Up Perlod . ..1.8

Mean Number of Recidivist Tech Revoc .1.0

Average Months to First Recidivist Tech. Revo.c9.9

Recidivist Incarcerations:

One-Year Follow-Up Period .39
Two-Year Follow-Up Period . .18
Three-Year Follow-Up Perlod ..9.8

Mean Number of Recidivist Incarcerat|0ns 1.0
Average Months to First Recidivist Incarceratiohb.8

CORRECTIONAL SUPERVISION

Prison Releases

SSA Prison Release.. . i 24
Post-Release SuperV|S|on (SSA only) 4
FSA PrisonRelease..............cei. 27

158




WORK RELEASE

The Work Release Program provides selected inmates the oppoxturitydfloyment in the
community during imprisonment, consequently addressing the transitieadk of soon-to-be
released inmates. The opportunity for Work Release participatiossied on factors such as the
sentence received, the sentencing laws under which the offendezmeisced, and the inmate’s
record of behavior. Work Release is only available to minimum custogites who are in the final
stage of imprisonment. Inmates are carefully screened for partci@atd can only be approved
for the program by prison managers or the Post-Release Supervision and Paroles@@ommis

In the Work Release program, inmates are allowed to leave som@ach day to work and
are required to return to the prison when their work is finished. The job plan antéjoiust be
reviewed and approved by prison managers. Inmates must work in a segheettsrg and cannot
work for family members or operate their own businesses. The Vétekse employer must receive
an orientation from Division of Prison staff, agree to the ruldb@program and have Worker’s
Compensation insurance. Inmates must earn at least minimumBeagiggs from Work Release
wages are used to pay restitution and fines, family support, prisombausi Work Release
transportation costs. Any remaining money can be set aside fonthtes to use upon their release
from prison.

159



Work Release
FY 2001/02

Number of Offenders (N): 1,261

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Gender: %
Male .., .88.7
Female. ... 11.3
Race: %
BlacK. ... 58.3
Non-Black ... LALT
Average Age:. .. ... 36
Marital Status: %
Single..... OO 49.4
Divorced/Separated................. 29.0
Married/Widowed ... 21.6
Other/Unknown...................... ..0.0
% With 12 Years of Education or More: ............54.3
% With Substance Abuse Indicated:................64.4
RISK LEVEL

%
LOW oo e .22.8
MediUM ... 34.8
High .42.4

CRIMINAL HISTORY
% With Prior Arrest...............cooiiiii..97.5
Mean Number of Prior Arrests............................6.0
CURRENT OFFENSE

%
ViolentFelony. ... ... ...21.3
Property Felony. ... ... ... ..34.5
Drug Felony................. 29.5
Other Felony.............. ... 129
Violent Misdemeanor................ ....0.9
Property Misdemeanor................. .07
Drug Misdemeanor.............. 0.2
Other Misdemeanor............... 0.0

Mean months served in prison (prisoners only)49.4

EMPLOYMENT: THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

% Employed ... R B 83.3

Average Number of Quarters Worked. . 6.3

Average Wages Per Quarter............ . $3,078

CRIMINAL JUSTICE OUTCOMES:
THREE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

Recidivist Arrest Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 216

Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... . 346

Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... ... 416
Mean Number of Recidivist Arrests........2.3

Average Months to First Recidivist Arrest. .. 13.4

Recidivist Conviction Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... 8.6
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. 228
Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... .295

Mean Number of Recidivist Convictions............ 15

Average Months to First Recidivist Conviction 17.5

Technical Revocation Rates:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .. 3.8
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... . ..8.1
Three-Year Follow-Up Period............. . 12.0

Mean Number of Recidivist Tech. Revoc... 1.1

Average Months to First Recidivist Tech. Revot8.6

Recidivist Incarcerations:

One-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. ..8.7
Two-Year Follow-Up Period ... .. .21.3
Three-Year Follow-Up Period ... . 28.2

Mean Number of Recidivist Incarcerations . 1.2
Average Months to First Recidivist Incarceratioh’.7

CORRECTIONAL SUPERVISION

Prison Releases

SSA Prison Release............. 883
Post-Release Supervision (SSA only) . a7
FSA Prison Release................ 378
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APPENDIX B-2
SUMMARY INFORMATION FOR CORRECTIONAL PROGRAMS

Criminal Justice Outcomes:

Rt L2V, Three-Year Follow-Up
Name N
Tech.
Low Med High Rearrestf Reconv| Revoc. Reincarc.
community | 59391 | 46.200| 34.604 19204 30.1% 20296  25.5% = 17.1%
Punishment Probation
Intermediate | 1) jon| 25906 34494 390794  41.4%  28.49%  39.5% 45.5%
Punishment Probation
Intensive SUPEIVISIon| g goc | 54 706l 35.804 39504 48.3%  353% 41206 48.0%
Probation
Special Probation 6,314 306% 353p 34.10  43.0% 306%  35/0%  40.7%
Community Service - | 4o ooe | 37.400| 37.004  25.604 36.1%  25.19%  29.4%  28.0%
Probation Entries
House Arrestwith | ) s | 59806| 36.30d 33.99 4479 3129  31.8%  37.3%
Electronic Monitoring
SSA Prison Released 15,629 153% 29.4% 55.4% 50(6% 36.7% 19.6% 36.4%
SSAPrison Releases] ) 356 | 18.206| 33.39 4859 41.3% 27.2% 108k  29.2%
Post Release
FSA Prison Releases 1,489 26.9% 41.6% 31.9% 4116% 271 7% 16.1% 30.2%
Corectional | ;563 | 12.3%| 2020 58504 53.4% 3854 20.9%  37.1%
(Academic) Education
Correction Enterprisey 2,639 16.4% 32.9% 50.71% 50.0% 35.9% 18.8% 35.1%
DART-Prison 4512 | 11.49 266% 62.0% 54.7%  405p6  19.5%  40.4%
SOAR 51 | 745%| 19.694 5.9%| 17.7%  7.89 7.8% 9.8%
Work Release 1261 22.8% 34.8% 42.4% 41.d% 295%  12[0% 28.2%
ENTIRE SAMPLE | 57,973| 33.3%4 33.3% 33.4% 382% 265/ 264%  28.3%

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommisskY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data
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APPENDIX C-1
GLOSSARY OF MAJOR VARIABLES

Age: Age at release from prison or entry to probation.

Current Conviction (Most Serious): Each offender’s conviction(s) that placed him/her in the
sample as a prison release or a probation entry during FY 2001/@2raveked in terms of
seriousness based on offense class and sentence length. Theim@stsaent conviction, based
on these criteria, was used for analysis purposes.

Drug Offenses: This category included trafficking of controlled substances and offenses
involving the sale, delivery, possession, or manufacture of controlled substances.

Education: Self-reported educational status (highest grade level daimé&ducation was
categorized as a dichotomous variable, with the two categoriesleéssityan 12 years of education
and 12 years of education or more.

ESC Employment. Based on wages reported to the North Carolina Employment Security
Commissiol (ESC) employmer was definec as a dichotomou variable indicating whethe an
offende wasemploye(or notemployecdurinc the threeyear:following releas into the community

(i.e., upor releas from prisor or placemer on probation) Any wages reported to the ESC during
the follow-up period were used as an indicator of being employed.

Follow-Up Period: Each offender was tracked for a period of three yearstéondi@e whether
recidivist arrests, convictions, technical revocations, or incargesabccurred. The three-year
follow-up period was calculated on an individual basis using the priseaseetiate plus three years
for prisoners and using the probation entry date plus three yearsliatipners. Recidivism rates
are reported for one-year, two-year, and three-year follow-up perigdsh follow-up period
reported is inclusive of the previous follow-up periagsg, the two-year follow-up period contains
information on events that occurred during the first and second ydalt®watup. As a result, the
recidivism rates reported for each follow-up period cannot be added across follow-up. periods

FSA Prison Releases:An offender who was sentenced under the Fair Sentencing Act and was
either given an early, conditional release back into the community smpervision, or was
unconditionally released from prison.€., with no supervision in the community) after serving
his/her entire sentence, minus credit for good time, gain time, or pre-conviction owgiine

Marital Status: Marital status was defined in two ways. In the body of the reporitairstatus
was categorized as married or not married. In Appendix B, matétus was categorized as
follows: single, divorced/separated, married/widowed, and other/unknown ¢tmbistent with
previous reports).
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Offense Type: Offenses were broadly classified into the following categoximlent, property,
drug, and other. A definition for each type of offense is also provided in this glossary.

“Other” Offenses: This category consisted of offenses that were not categorizetlant,
property, or drug offenses. Examples include prostitution, obscemmtyilauting to the delinquency
of a minor, and abandonment or non-support of a child.

Post-Releas Supervision: An offender who was sentenced under the Structured Sentencing Act
for a Class B1 through E felony and released from prison on theglat@lent to the maximum
prison sentence, less nine months, less any earned time awarttiedC®partment of Correction
or the custodian of a local confinement center. The offender is then sageirvithe community
for a period of nine months. (If an offender is convicted of a Claghi®ugh E sex offense, the
period of post-release supervision is five years.) Conditions of post-releasassopere set by
the Post-Release Supervision and Parole Commission and may bgragiveeor controlling. For
any violation of a controlling condition or for repeated violation ofiategrative condition, the
Commission may continue the supervisee on existing supervision, yntbdifconditions of
supervision, or revoke post-release supervision. If revoked, the offendbewdimprisoned for
up to the time remaining on the maximum prison sentence. The ofteitidet receive any credit
for the time spent on post-release supervision. An offender whbden reimprisoned prior to
completing post-release supervision may again be released onlpaseipervision subject to the
provisions that govern initial release. The offender may not refuse post-relpasgsson.

Prior Arrests: North Carolina Department of Justice fingerprinted arrest detre used to
determine prior arrests. Prior arrests were defined agfingtd arrests that occurred before the
conviction that placed the offender in this sample. Each prior arasstounted in the category for
the offense involved: violent, property, drug, and other. If a prior avesit (a single arrest date)
involved more than one type of offense, it was counted in each offategory. For example: if
an offender had two prior arrest events, one arrest event that inalutideint charge and a property
charge, and another arrest event that included a property charge and a dreiglthiargsulted in

a count of one prior violent arrest, two prior property arrests, and mm&lprg arrest, as well as an
overall count of two prior arrests. Arrests for impaired drivingpthrer traffic offenses were
excluded from analysis, as were arrests that were not fleesr for example, arrests for technical
violations of probation or parole.

Probation Entries with a Community Punishment (SSA) An offender who was sentenced under
the Structured Sentencing Act and received a community punish@e@ntnunity punishments may
consist of a fine, unsupervised probation (although unsupervised probationeexebaded from
the sample), or supervised probation, alone or with one or more obltbeihg conditions:
outpatient drug/alcohol treatment, community service, assignmenS8¢ Tgayment of restitution,
or any other conditions of probation that are not considered an intetenpdi@ishment. Also
referred to as probationers with a community punishment or communityhpams probationers.

Probation Entries with an Intermediate Punishment ESA): An offender who was sentenced
under the Structured Sentencing Act and received an intermediate panish#m intermediate
punishment requires a period of supervised probation with at least dresfolidwing conditions:
special probation, assignment to a residential treatment prograne hoest with electronic
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monitoring, intensive probation, or assignment to a day reportinggrce Also referred to as
probationers with an intermediate punishment or intermediate punishment probationers.

Property Offenses: This category included offenses such as burglary, breaking amtéying,
larceny, fraud, forgery and/or uttering, receiving and/or possesslag gbods, and embezzlement.

Race: Race was categorized as black or non-black. Due to the vdiynwamaer of offenders who
were Hispanic, Asian/Oriental, or Other, these offenders welteded with white offenders in the
non-black category.

Recidivist Arrests: North Carolina Department of Justice fingerprinted arrestwlata used to
determine recidivist arrests. Recidivist arrests (alserned to as rearrests) were defined as
fingerprinted arrests that occurred after an offender wasezgldeom prison or placed on probation
for the conviction that placed him/her in the sample. Each rearasstounted in the category for
the offense involved: violent, property, drug, and other. If a rearrest évesingle arrest date)
involved more than one type of offense, it was counted in each offetegmry. For example: if
an offender had two rearrest events, one arrest event that includ#ena eharge and a property
charge, and another arrest event that included a property charge andleadyagtbat resulted in
a count of one violent rearrest, two property rearrests, and oneedinugst, as well as an overall
count of two rearrests. Arrests for impaired driving or othdficraffenses were excluded from
analysis, as were arrests that were not for crimes — &ngbe, arrests for technical violations of
probation or parole.

Recidivist Convictions: North Carolina Department of Justice conviction data were used to
determine recidivist convictions. Recidivist convictions (aéferred to as reconvictions) were
defined as convictions that occurred during the follow-up period. Each reconwietsocounted
in the category for the offense involved: violent, property, drug, and dffeerecidivist conviction
event (a single conviction date) involved more than one type of offgngas counted in each
offense category. For example: if an offender had two recidiorstiction events, one conviction
event that included a violent charge and a property charge, and anoth&ticorevent that
included a property charge and a drug charge, that resulted in a couet\wblent reconviction,
two property reconvictions, and one drug reconviction, as well as amllogeunt of two
reconvictions. Convictions for impaired driving or other traffic offsnaere excluded from
analysis.

Recidivist Incarcerations: DOC’s OPUS date were use( to determini recidivist incarcerations.
Recidivis incarceration: which are ofter referre(to as< reincarceratior in the report were defined

as< incarceration that occurre« during the follow-up perioc for offenders who have no prior
incarcerations, as well as for those who have prior incarceratlonsust be noted that the data
presente on recidivist incarceration only include incarceratio in North Carolina’s state prison
system The data do not include periods of incarceration in countygailscarceration in other
states Incarcerations may have occurred as a result of the senteposed for a new crime
committecduring the follow-up perioc or due to a technica revocatiol during the follow-up period.
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Risk: Risk was defined as the projected probability of rearrest. Thatide of risk used in this
study does not measure seriousness of future offenses or offender dangerousness.

SSA Prison ReleasesAn offender who was sentenced under the Structured Sentencinged, se
his/her maximum sentence minus earned time and time for pre-gonwohfinement, and was
released back into the community without any supervision. The Stru&enéehcing Act mandates
a nine-month post-release supervision period for all inmates conviaddliohy in offense classes
B1 through E, while SSA prisoners convicted of felonies within ofestasses F through | or
convicted of misdemeanors are released without supervision. Noteallinsimber of offenders
(n=1,326 or 8%) in the SSA prison release category received post-release supervision.

SubstanctAbuser: Any offender who was identified as having a substance abuse probdémery
a prison assessment or a probation assessment.

Technical Revocations DOC’s OPUS data were used to determine technical revocations.
Technical revocations result from failure to comply with the comaitiof probation, post-release
supervision, or parole (as opposed to a new violation of the law), suchiag pasitive drug tests,
failing to attend treatment as ordered, or violating curfew. Ré&weosaare limited to those that are
technical in nature since revocations for new crimes would dupltbat recidivist arrest data.
Although probationers are the primary population at risk of technwatation, prisoners may also

be at risk of technical revocation as a result of post-relegss\ssion, parole, or due to probation
sentences consecutive to their prison sentences or resulting from probatemces imposed for
new crimes committed during the follow-up period.

Time at Risk: Each offender’s actual “time at risk” to reoffend during thiofv-up period was

calculated by identifying their periods of incarceration in Norttold@a’s prison system within the
follow-up time frame and subtracting the time incarcerated th@follow-up period. Since each
county jail maintains its own data, it was not possible to acdoutime served in county jails
during the follow-up period.

Time to Rearrest: Applicable only for offenders who have one or more recidivist ardestng the
three-year follow-up period. Time to rearrest was definechageériod of time between the
offender’s date of release from prison or entry to probation and thefdaeir first recidivist arrest.

Time to Reconviction: Applicable only for offenders who have one or more recidivist convictions
during the three-year follow-up period. Time to reconviction was difasethe period of time
between the offender’s date of release from prison or entrypbafpon and the date of their first
recidivist conviction.

Time to Reincarceraiion: Applicable only for offenders who have one or more recidivist
incarcerations during the three-year follow-up period. Time twaeceration was defined as the
period of time between the offender’s date of release from prisemtigrto probation and the date
of their first recidivist incarceration.
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Time to Technical Revccation: Applicable only for offenders who have one or more technical
revocations during the three-year follow-up period. Time to techieicatation was defined as the
period of time between the offender’s date of release from prisemtigrto probation and the date
of their first technical revocation.

Type of Punishment: Type of punishment was defined as the sentence imposed for the diff@ns
placed the offender in the study sample. The four categoriep@otyunishment were as follows:
SSA probation entries with a community punishment, SSA probation entries witlelanadtate
punishment, SSA prison releases, and FSA prison releases. A defiaiteach category is also
provided in this glossary.

Violent Offenses: This category included offenses such as murder, rape, voluntary andhtavg|
manslaughter, kidnaping, robbery, arson, and other burning offenses.

Youthful Offender: Offenders in the FY 2001/02 sample who had not yet reached tfibirthtiay

either at entry into prison or placement on probation for the convictidrpldieed them in the
sample.
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APPENDIX C-2
MEASURING OFFENDER RISK

This section discusses the development of the risk variable used in this report.
Prediction of Risk

Various recidivism risk scales have been developed in themastly for use by parole
commissions and similar agencies. Two examples of thesesc@ks include the Statistical
Information on Recidivism (SIR) scale used by Canadian Federakctonal authorities and the
Salient Factor Score used by the United States (Federal) Parole Commigsstilomisk scales are
used to assess parole risk and are quite similar in the typekdéactors they include. Current
offense, age, number of prior arrests and/or convictions, number of prexgauserations, number
of times on probation or parole, number of probation/parole revocations, losésgape, and drug
dependence are among the factors considered in these scalek sgore for each offender is
computed using these scales.

Previous Sentencing Commission program evaluations have also consgkg(@ldrke and
Harrison, 1992; NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory Commission, 1998; NOnSemgeand Policy
Advisory Commission, 2000; NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory Comoms&002). These
earlier studies found that many of the differences between progliammsshed when controlling
for risk.

Individual level prediction of risk can be addressed in two basic:wpg@spectively or
retrospectively. A prospective instrument assigns a risk fitzgsin to offenders without making
use of recidivism data. This is usually done as a temporary toot@the collection of recidivism
data (and generally before the offender has the opportunity to reejdivehe North Carolina
Department of Correction uses two prospective risk instruntaetsymate classification instrument
and the probation risk instrument, primarily to assign appropriate levels of wscyndrvision to
offenders. On the other hand, retrospective risk prediction has the agvamntasing known
recidivism as the dependent variable. Thus, using regression amaysén assign a weight to
items correlated with recidivism a weight based on theirivelaffects on the dependent variable.
This is the type of risk prediction developed for the current study.

Measuring Risk

In this study risk is a composite measure based on individual chatcsadentified in the
literature as increasing or decreasing an offender’s riskinfjlvearrested. Developing the risk
model was a multi-step process. Once variables to considerndaentified, tests for collinearity
were performed to exclude variables with multicollinearitye Tinal list of variables selected to
measure risk is shown in Figure C-2.1.
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Figure C-2.1
Variables Included in Risk

In this study risk is a composite measure based on individual chastiteidentified in the literature
increasing or decreasing an offender’s risk of being rearrestduse characteristics include:

Social Factors Criminal Record Factors
. Age when placed on probation or Age at first adult arrest

released from prison Length of criminal history
Race Number of prior arrests
Sex Prior drug arrest

Marital status
Employment status at time of arrest for
the offense that placed the offender in

Most serious prior arrest
Number of prior incarcerations
Number of prior probation/parole sentences

the sample Number of prior probation/parole revocations
. History of substance abuse problems as Current offense class
indicted by prison or probation Current maximum sentence length

assessment

Logistic regression was used to determine the impact of ttiersgashown above on
recidivism. This method allows prediction of a dependent variable that haategmies, in this
case, recidivism or no recidivism. The regression model predicsdszore for each offender and
each variable included in the model was weighted based on its relative contribuéiolitogm.

In order to differentiate the scores into low-, medium-, and higheatdgories, the scale was
divided into terciles. This results in more arbitrary cut-off moiahd is considered more
conservative than other methods (such as visual inspection of scatkgisioa using optimal cut-
off points). Offenders in the lowest third were categorizedwasikk, the middle third as medium
risk, and the highest third as high risk. The risk categeveze then used in the multivariate
analyses.

Caution should be used in interpreting the results of the risk analysesisk model shows
the statistical relationship, if any, between the factors included in the mvadi¢he probability of
rearrest. This does not necessarily mean that the facemdaipredict the risk of recidivism are
therefore the “causes” of recidivism. Risk prediction is alsedasn regression coefficients, which
only roughly approximate causal ordering among variables. Indifectebf variables tend to be
ignored by regression analyses, identifying only part of the effacty given variable. Correlations
among predictor items, unless they are unduly high, are also ignarskl imstruments but cannot
be ignored when determining causality. The recidivism predictieratiire clearly shows that
multicollinearity exists between the predictor charactessifaecidivism, but, if the magnitude of
the correlations is not excessive, researchers are typamailgnt to interpret the coefficients as
indicative of a causal effect.
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Independent Variables

Personal Characteristics

Age (each year)

Black

Male

Married

Education

Employed

Substance Abuser

Youthful Offender

Risk Level

Current Offense Information
Felony

Severity of Sentence
Maximum Sentence Imposed (months)
Time Spent in Prison (months)
Criminal History

Age at First Arrest

# Prior Arrests

Prior Drug Arrest

Most Serious Prior Arrest

Appendix C-3, Table C-3.1
Logistic Regression Results of Personal and Criminal Justice Factors on &eest: All Offenders
FY 2001/2002 (N=57,973)

Any Offense Violent Offense Property Offense Drug Offase Other Offense
b se b se b se b se b se
-.0410** .0084 -.0441* .0129 NS -.0638** .0108 -.0457** .0115
.2590** .0216 .5486** .0314 -.2337* .0247 .6163** .0286 285** .0280
.2191* .0280 .6932** .0483 -.1739** .0322 .2103** .0384 0ag** .0405
-.0930* .0302 NS NS -.2607* .0425 NS
-.1178* .0208 -.2801** .0301 -.0655** .0247 78B** .0266 -.1226** .0270
-.1468** .0216 -.0925** .0294 -.0739** .0243 -3a+ .0265 -.1127* .0268
A777r .0228 NS .1338** .0257 .1831** .0276 NS
.2406** .0358 .0997* .0485 .4000** .041| .0966* .0439 2172* .0443
.1829** .0272 .0882* .0372 .3354** .0302 .2486* .0338 .2394** .0340
-.3371* .0252 -.4418** .0345 -.2392** .0286 -.1044** .08 -.1314* .0314
.1068** .0166 .0909** .0224 .1152* .0189 .0656** .0208 NS
-.0030** .0005 NS -.0046** .0007 NS -.0021** .0007
NS .0060** .0021 NS NS .0062** .0021
.0137** .0024 NS .0123* .0028 NS NS
1314 .0055 .0617* .0052 .1183** .005( .0494* .0049 .1080** .0050
2177+ .0227 -.0605* .0312 -.4041** 263 1.035* .0288 .3119* .0282
1279 .0106 .2783** .0162 90a** .0123 NS .1262** .0147




Appendix C-3, Table C-3.1(continued)

Any Offense Violent Offense Property Offense Drug Offase Other Offense
Independent Variables

b se b se b se b se b se
# Times on Probation/Parole .0569** .0127 .0539** .016B .0469** .0140 NS NS
# Probation/Parole Revocations NS -.0537* .0231 .0385 .0197 NS NS
# Prior Incarcerations -.0713* .0103 -.0326** .012¢ 65B** .0105 -.0433** .0115 -.0596** .0113
Time at Risk During the 3-Year Follow-Up -.0041** .0000 -.0018** .0001 -.0025** .0001 -.0012** .000 | -.0018** .0001

Likelihood Ratio 14,184.7353 5,376.1147 7,680.7222 6,812.1718 6,892.5057

* Significant at p>.05  ** Significant at p>.01

Notes:

1. For purposes of this study, recidivism was defiag one or more arrests during the fixed threefplaw-up period starting at the time the offendas placed on probation
or released from prison.

2. The square of the offender’s age and time spemtison were also included in the model as comaolbles.

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommisskY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data



Independent Variables

Personal Characteristics

Age (each year)

Black

Male

Married

Education

Employed

Substance Abuser

Youthful Offender

Risk Level

Current Offense Information
Felony

Maximum Sentence Imposed (months)
Time Spent in Prison (months)
Criminal History

Age at First Arrest

# Prior Arrests

Prior Drug Arrest

Most Serious Prior Arrest

# Times on Probation/Parole

# Probation/Parole Revocations

Appendix C-3, Table C-3.2
Logistic Regression Results of Personal and Criminal Justice Factors on &eest: Prisoners
FY 2001/02 (n=17,118)

Any Offense Violent Offense Property Offense Drug Offase Other Offense
b se b se b se b se b se
-.0656** .0156 -.0821** .0213 NS -.0694** .0194 -.0572** .0202
.3378** .0397 .5254** .0517 -.2593** .0421 7642** .0499 187 .0469
.1260* .0608 .6735** .0981 -.2745** .0653 NS .3877** .0806
-.1652** .0535 NS NS -.2952** .0684 NS
-.0806* .0372 -.1470** .0471 NS NS -.0930* .0434
NS NS .0916* .0420 -.0857 .0442 NS
.1821** .0381] NS 1570 .0404 A377 .0433 NS
2197** .0659 NS 3131* .0696 .1566* .0732 .1659* .0719
.1833** .0474 NS A225* .0501 .1914** .0551 .1624** .0551
NS -.2485* .0585 NS .1163* .0565 .1098 .0563
NS NS -.0019* .0007 NS NS
-.0102* .0020 NS -.0098** .0022 -.0053* .0024 NS
.0085* .0042 NS .0155** .0047 NS NS
1117 .0078 .0425* .0071 .0975** .0068 .0488** .0067 .0992** .0069
1115% .0392 NS -.4044** .0420 .9319** .0474 .2046** .0451
NS .3299** .0324 NS NS NS
.0812* .0193 NS .0516** .0200 NS NS
NS NS NS NS NS




Appendix C-3, Table C-3.2 (continued)

Independent Variables Any Offense Violent Offense Property Offense Drug Offase Other Offense
b se b se b se b se b se
# Prior Incarcerations -.0420** .0141 NS -.0397** .0137 NS NS
Number of Prison Infractions .0169** .0030 .0128** 2| .0178* .0029 NS .0093** .0029
Time at Risk During the 3 Year Follow-Up -.0046** .0001 -.0016** .0001 -.0026** .0001 -.0010** .00 -.0019** .0001
Likelihood Ratio 4,519.2565 1,553.5074 2,793.9779 2,024.5569 2,187.7073

* Significant at p>.05  ** Significant at p>.01

Notes:

1. For purposes of this study, recidivism was defiag one or more arrests during the fixed threefplaw-up period starting at the time the offendes placed on probation
or released from prison.

2. The square of the offender’s age and time spemtison were also included in the model as comaolables.

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissFY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data



Appendix C-3, Table C-3.3

Logistic Regression Results of Personal and Criminal Justice Factors on &eest: Probationers
FY 2001/02 (n=40,855)

Independent Variables

Personal Characteristics
Age (each year)

Black

Male

Married

Education

Employed

Substance Abuser

Youthful Offender

Risk Level

Current Offense Information
Felony

Criminal History

Age at First Arrest

# Prior Arrests

Prior Drug Arrest

Most Serious Prior Arrest

# Times on Probation/Parole
# Probation/Parole Revocations

# Prior Incarcerations

Any Offense Violent Offense Property Offense Drug Offase Other Offense
b se b se b se b se b se
-.0352** .0101 NS NS -.0631** .0133 -.0481** .0142
.2328** .0261 .5569** .0399 -.2154** .0308 5478 364 .3389** .0353
.2493** .0321 .6892** .0564 -1172*% .0377 .2610** .0457 981** .0476
NS NS NS -.2372** .0544 NS
-.1311* .0252 -.3636** .0395 -.0798** .0304 850* .0339 -.1325* .0346
-.2025** .0261 -.1278** .0383 -.1740* .0305 -9D* .0340 -.1291* .0344
.1538** .0290 NS .0957** .0339 .1927** .0362 NS
.2537** .0431 .1576* .0637 4457 .0b1 NS .2440** .0565
1671 .0337 NS 2724** .0386 .2652** .0435 .2445** .0440
-.3885** .0309 -.5358** .0469 -2774** .0368 -.1888 .0398 -.2360** .0407
.0146** .0029 NS .0107** .0036 NS NS
.1578** .0080 .0882** .0079 .1455** .0075| .0550** .0074 1257 .0076
.2553** .0282 NS -.4051** .0343 1.072* .0368 .3732** .0366
.1433** .0123 .2515** .0195 19B** .0146 NS 1472 0177
NS .0613* .0247 NS NS NS
NS NS NS NS NS
-.1094** .0161 -.0565** .0199 o9p** .0173 -.0729** .0190 -.0898** .0185




Appendix C-3, Table C-3.3 (continued)

Independent Variables Any Offense Violent Offense Property Offense Drug Offase Other Offense

Type of Community Supervision b se b se b se b se b se

SSA Probation with reference categor reference categor reference caye reference categor reference categof
Community Punishments gory gony g gory gory

SSA Probation with

_ *
Intermediate Punishments 0743 0318 NS NS NS NS
Time at Risk During the 3 Year -0039* 0001 | -.0021= 0001 | -.0025* 0001 | -0015* .00 | -.0017*  .0001
Follow-Up
Likelihood Ratio 8,524.4201 3,408.8004 4,253.9082 4,384.7567 4,149.9032

* Significant at p>.05  ** Significant at p>.01

Notes:

1. For purposes of this study, recidivism was defias one or more arrests during the fixed thraefpdow-up period starting at the time the offen@as placed on probation
or released from prison.

2. The square of the offender’s age was also indili¢he model as a control variable.

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissFY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data



Appendix C-3, Table C-3.4
Multiple Regression Results of Personal and CriminaJustice Factors on Prison Infractions: Prisoners
FY 2001/02 (n=17,118)

Independent Variables

b se
Personal Characteristics
Age (each year) .0992* .0395
Black NS
Male -.3655* .1655
Married -.3172** .1425
Education -.4813** .1015
Employed -.5847** 1079
Substance Abuser -.2984** .1029
Youthful Offender 2.370** .1801
Risk Level NS
Current Offense Information
Felony NS
Maximum Sentence Imposed (months) -.0013** .0002
Time Spent in Prison (months) .1708** .0048
Criminal History
Age at First Arrest .0221* .0108
# Prior Arrests NS
Prior Drug Arrest NS
Most Serious Prior Arrest A277* .0605
# Times on Probation/Parole NS
# Probation/Parole Revocations NS
# Prior Incarcerations 1973 .0364

* Significant at p> .05 ** Significant at p> .01

Notes:
1. The square of the offender’s age and time servpdson were also included in the model as conmadables.

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommisskFY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data
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Appendix C-3, Table C-3.5
Effect of Personal and Criminal Justice Factors omechnical Probation Revocation: Probationers
FY 2001/02 (n=40,855)

Estimated Effect on Probability of Technical Revocton for:

Model 5: All Probation Entries (n=40,855)
Average technical revocation probability=29.4%

Independent Variables

Personal Characteristics

Age (each year) 0.8%
Black 6.8%
Male 6.6%
Married -4.3%
12 or More Years of Education -6.5%
Employed -8.9%
Substance Abuser 7.1%
Youthful Offender 6.9%
Risk Level 3.5%

Current Offense Information
Felony -6.8%

Criminal History

Age at First Arrest NS

# Prior Arrests 0.5%
Prior Drug Arrest NS

Most Serious Prior Arrest 1.2%
# Prior Times on Probation/Parole 1.0%
# Prior Probation/Parole Revocations 8.3%
# Prior Incarcerations -1.0%

Type of Community Supervision
SSA Probation with Community Punishments reference category

SSA Probation with Intermediate Punishments 11.5%
NSindicates that the effect is not statisticallyngiigant at p>.05.

Notes:

1. Forpurposes of this study, technical probatimocation was defined as one or more technicabaians during the three-year
follow-up period starting at the time the proba@omwas placed on probation.

2. Thefiguresinthe table show the effect on tledability of technical probation revocation comgawith the mean probability
in the data set.

3. The square of the offender’s age was includetlemrmodel as a control variable.

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommissFY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data
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Appendix C-3, Table C-3.6
Logistic Regression Results of Personal and Criminal Justice Factors on ployment

All Offenders Prison Releases Probation

Independent Variables (N=57,973) (n=17,118) Entries (n=40,855)
Personal Characteristics b s€ b s€ b s€
Age (each year) -.0240** .0069 .0353** .0137 -.0395** .0081
Black .1948** .0212 .1709** .0380 .2118** .0257
Male -.0953* .0264 NS -.0716* .0301
Married .0899** .0282 .1348** .0515 .0709* .0339
Education .3822** .0206 .2178* .0362 A4548** .0252
Substance Abuser NS NS NS
Youthful Offender .1936** .0366 .1287* .0655 .2323** .0443
Risk Level -.1359* .0243 NS -.2002** .0302
Current Offense Information
Felony -.0933* .0241 NS -.1688** .0300
Severity of Sentence -.1462* .0164 N/A N/A
Maximum Sentence Imposed (months) NS .0021** .0007 N/A
Time Spent in Prison (months) .0093** .0017 .0071* 200 N/A
Criminal History
Age at First Arrest NS -.0138** .0037 NS
# Prior Arrests NS -.0139* .0061 NS
Prior Drug Arrest -.1910* .0225 -.2202** .0381 -.1544** .0284
Most Serious Prior Arrest .0311* .0099 NS .0562** .0115
# Times on Probation/Parole .0495** .0121 .0631* .0182 .0435* .0166




Appendix C-3, Table C-3.6 (continued)

All Offenders Prison Releases Probation
Independent Variables (N=57,973) (n=17,118) Entries (n=40,855)
b se b se b se
# Probation/Parole Revocations -.0575* .0179 -.0692** .0253 -.0513* .0255
# Prior Incarcerations -.0240* .0093 -.0345* .0125 -.0372* .0145
# Prison Infractions N/A -.0059* .0029 N/A
Type of Community Supervision
SSA Probation w/Community Punishments N/A N/A reference category
SSA Probation w/Intermediate Punishments N/A N/A NS
Likelihood Ratio 1,748.6910 393.3913 1,339.0027

* Significant at p> .05  ** Significant at p>10

Notes:

1. The square of the offender’'s age and time servpdson were also included in the models as con@riables.

SOURCE: NC Sentencing and Policy Advisory CommisskY 2001/02 Correctional Program Evaluation Data




APPENDIX D:
SITE VISIT PROTOCOL




SITE VISIT PROTOCOL: CORRECTIONAL PROGRAM EVALUATION 2006

Name of Program:

Prison Facility:

Date of Interview:
Interviewee(s)/Contact Number(s):
Interviewer(s):

V.

Introduction

A.
B.
C.

Introductions (including interviewee’s position and job responsibilities)
Explanation of mandate
Description of focus areas of current recidivism study

General Information

A.

Individual(s) being interviewed (ask for each new person)

1. What is your position title?

2. How long have you worked in this position?
3. Describe your job duties and responsibilities.
4. What did you do prior to this position?

Facility (ask of highest level staff interviewed only)

1. Briefly describe the facilityg.g, date opened, capacity, custody levels).

2. What is the age of the inmate population?

3. In FY 2001/02, what age was the inmate population?

4. In general, do you make any distinctions, either formal or informal,
between age groups?

5. Are there any new program initiatives that you are currently planning or

hope to plan in the future?

Historical Overview

A.

B.

Start-up to FY 2001/02

1. When did the program begin?

2. What was the impetus for the start-up of the program?

3. What type of offender was the program serving in FY 2001/02?

Post FY 2001/02 to Present

1. Is the program presently serving different types of offenders than it was in
FY 2001/027?

2. Has the operation of the program had any major changes since FY
2001/027?

Program Description and Components

A.

Description of Program
1. What is the goal(s) of the program?
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What is the duration of the program?

Is the program designed for a particular time in an offender’s sentence
(i.e., near the end)?

What are the eligibility requirements for an offender (including age)?
How is an offender referred to a program?

How many slots are available for the program?

How many offenders does the program serve at any given time?

Do you have a waiting list?

: What is the staff to participant ratio?

0. What are the components of the program?

1. Does the program interface with other prison programs? Is so, how?

wn

RBOX~NO O A

B. Evaluation/Monitoring
1. How do you measure an offender’s compliance?
2. What, if any, is the definition of completion?
3. What are ways (successful or unsuccessful) in which an offender can exit
the program?
4. What kind of follow-up is available?
5 Is the program tied into transitional planning in any way?

C. Organizational Structure (get organizational chart for entire prison amd tiine
program fits into it)

1. How many staff does the program employ?

2. Do any positions require specialized education or training?

3. Who is the main decision-maker for the program?

4. How much staff turnover is there in a year’s time?

D. OPUS Data

1. Who enters program information on offenders into OPUS?

2. Does OPUS have the date that the offender entered the program?

3 Does OPUS have the date that the offender exited the program?

4 Does OPUS have reason(s) for an offender’'s non-completion?

5 What other information is captured in OPUS on the offender’s program
participation €.g, for vocational education: certificate received? yes/no:
date received, etc.)?

6. When did this information begin being entered into OPUS?

7. How complete is the data entered into OPUS?

8. Have there been any changes in the way you enter information into OPUS?

9. How do you use the OPUS data?

V. Strengths/Weaknesses of the Program
A. What are the strengths of the program?
B. What changes need to be made in the way the program operates?
C. Are there any potential hindrances to making these changes?
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