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James Austin, Ph.D.

Dr. James Austin is the Director of the Institute on Crime, Justice, and Corrections at the George
Washington University (GWU) in Washington, D.C. Prior to joining the GWU, he was the
Executive Vice President of the National Council on Crime and Delinquency where he was
employed for 20 years.

He began his career in corrections in 1970 when he was employed by the Illinois Department of
Corrections as a correctional sociologist at the Joliet and Stateville prisons.

He has thirty years of experience in criminal justice planning and research. He serves, or has
recently served, as director for a number of U.S. Department of Justice funded research and
evaluation programs. Most recently he has assisted the Pennsylvania, Texas, Maryland and
Kentucky parole boards evaluate and/or develop their parole guideline systems.  He is also
assisting the Louisiana, Connecticut, Maryland, Indiana, New Jersey and Alabama prison
systems re-validate their prisoner classification and risk assessment systems.

Since 1999 he has served as the U.S. Department of Justice’s Civil Rights Division and Georgia
Department of Juvenile Justice appointed Monitor to oversee major reforms in the Georgia
juvenile correctional system. As of February 2003, he assumed a similar assignment for the
Louisiana Office of Youth Development.

Dr. Austin has authored numerous publications, was named by the American Correctional
Association as its 1991 recipient of the Peter P. Lejin's Research Award, and received the
Western Society of Criminology Paul Tappin award for outstanding contributions in the field of
criminology. He has co-authored three books. He is also a member of the American Society of
Criminology National Policy Committee.

Kathleen Dennehy

Kathleen Dennehy is the Deputy Commissioner for the Massachusetts Department of Correction.
She is second in command of an agency that employs nearly 5,192 staff, has an annualized
budget of approximately 400,000+ million dollars and an inmate census of close to 10,000. The
Massachusetts Department of Correction operates 18 correctional facilities ranging in levels
from maximum security to pre-release custody.

Ms. Dennehy began her career with the Massachusetts Department of Correction in 1976 as the
Inmate Records Manager at MCI Walpole, the state’s maximum-security prison for men. Over
the course of her career, she has worked at various facilities including the department’s reception
center for male offenders at MCI Concord and the Old Colony Correctional Center, a high
medium custody facility for males.

Deputy Commissioner Dennehy is the former Director of the Department of Correction’s
Division of Staff Development. In this role Ms. Dennehy was the supervising manager
responsible for all departmental in-service and pre-service basic training. Ms. Dennehy was
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appointed as the Warden at MCI Framingham in 1991. MCI Framingham is the sole committing
secure facility for female offenders in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.

In 1994 Ms. Dennehy joined the ranks of the Department’s Executive Staff as she was promoted
to the position of Associate Commissioner for Classification, Education, Programs and Health
Services. She was appointed as Deputy Commissioner for the Department of Correction in 1997.

Ms. Dennehy is a Phi Beta Kappa graduate of Wheaton College, Norton, Massachusetts, where
she majored in Government. She received her Masters in Public Administration from Suffolk
University’s School of Management. She is a member of and a certified Audit Chairperson for
the American Correctional Association. In 1998, she was elected to the Board of Directors for
the Correctional Association of Massachusetts. In 2002, Ms. Dennehy was the recipient of the
Massachusetts Correctional Association’s annual “Jim Justice Award” for her commitment to
professional excellence. Ms. Dennehy is a member of the Association of Women Executives in
Corrections, a part time faculty member in the Masters in Criminal Justice Program at Curry
College and a consultant for a Massachusetts based company, Security Response Technology,
Inc.

Patricia Hardyman

Dr. Hardyman is a Senior Associate with Criminal Justice Institute (CJI) in Middletown,
Connecticut. Prior to joining CJI, she was a Senior Researcher for the Institute on Crime, Justice
and Corrections, National Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD), the U. S. Parole
Commission and Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Corrections. Dr. Hardyman has
extensive research experience with database development and management, court services,
parole decision-making and community supervision innovations. She served as the manager on
several major projects which included, but were not limited to, population profiles, needs
assessment, and design/validation of the classification systems for numerous states, e.g., Florida,
Idaho, Kentucky, Mississippi, Philadelphia Prison System, Wyoming, Rhode Island, Tennessee,
Oregon, Oklahoma, Delaware, Maine, Montana, and West Virginia, and the evaluation of drug
offender treatment in local jails. She also served as a consultant to the Cook County Temporary
Juvenile Detention Center and the Georgia Department of Juvenile Justice to develop and
implement of objective classification, risk and needs assessment systems. She worked closely
with Dr. Austin on the NIC internal classification initiative in Florida, Oregon, New Jersey,
Missouri, South Dakota, Connecticut, Washington State, and Colorado. She is currently working
with Wyoming Department of Corrections to design an internal classification system for the
Wyoming State Penitentiary.. Dr. Hardyman also served as the state trainer/facilitator for Rhode
Island and Florida on the Comprehensive Strategy Project, which provided training and technical
assistance to communities for developing a five-year strategic plan to prevent and reduce violent
juvenile crime.

Dr. Hardyman received her Bachelor’s degree in psychology and sociology from Miami

University of Ohio, her Master’s degree in criminal justice from University of Cincinnati and her
Doctorate, also in criminal justice, from the School of Criminal Justice at Rutgers University.
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Fred Roesel

Fred Roesel is the Bureau Chief of Classification and Central Records for the Florida
Department of Corrections. The Bureau’s responsibilities include the coordination of inmate
reception, institutional classification, inmate release, special offender programs, inmate records,
security threat group intelligence, central visitation and the State Classification Office.

Fred joined the agency in 1977 and worked through the ranks in security and classification until
his promotion to Bureau Chief in 1997. Upon his promotion, he immediately began efforts to
advance the Agency’s utilization of technology in classification and inmate management. The
Bureau’s efforts have resulted in the automation and improvement of classification processes to
meet the challenges of an Agency that has grown to over 77,000 inmates.

In addition to his responsibilities as Bureau Chief, Fred assists the National Institute of
Corrections and other state and national agencies in the evaluation and development of
classification systems. His work includes assessment of classification staffing, records systems,
reception processing, sentence structure and sentence calculation, inmate incompatibility, inmate
release processes and automated systems.

LaDonna Thompson

LaDonna Thompson Is the Manager of the Classification Branch for the Kentucky Department
of Corrections. Her Branch is responsible for the Assessment Center, classification, transfer, and
placement. The Central Office is also responsible for the classification of the inmates housed in
the County Jail system as outlined by statute. She has 14 years with the Department and is
currently pursuing a Masters Degree in Justice Administration from the University of Louisville.
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Monday, July 7
6:00 p.m. - 9:00 p.m.

Tuesday, July 8
8:00 a.m. - 8:30 a.m.

&:30 a.m. - 9:00 a.m.
9:00 a.m. - 10:00 a.m.
10:00 a.m. - 10:15 a.m.

10:15 a.m. - 11:00 a.m.

11:00 a.m. - 11:45 am.

11:45 a.m. - Noon
Noon - 1:00 p.m.
1:00 p.m. - 1:15 p.m.
1:15 p.m. -2:00 p.m.
2:00 p.m. - 2:45 p.m.
2:45 p.m. - 3:00 p.m.
3:00 p.m. - 4:15 p.m.
4:15 p.m. - 4:30 p.m.
4:30 p.m. - 4:45 p.m.

4:45 p.m. - 5:00 p.m.

Agenda

Banquet
Introductions and Expectations

NIC Welcome

Action Planning
Overview of Classification
Break

Classification Evaluation Standards
Reliability Exercise

Presentation - Florida
Lunch

Presentation — Guam
Team Work Time
Report-out

Break

Internal Classification
Presentation - Kansas
Action Planning

Daily Evaluation and Feedback

All Faculty

Madeline Ortiz
Dr. Patricia Hardyman

Dr. James Austin

Dr. James Austin
Dr. Patricia Hardyman

Dr. James Austin
Dr. Patricia Hardyman

LaDonna Thompson

Fred Roesel

All Faculty

Kathleen Dennehy
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Wednesday, July 9

8:00 a.m. -8:15 a.m.
8:15 a.m. - 8:30 a.m.

8:30a.m. -9:15 am.

9:15 am. - 9:45 a.m.
9:45 am. - 10:45 a.m.
10:45 a.m. - 11:00 a.m.
11:00 a.m. - Noon
Noon - 1:00 p.m.

1:00 p.m. - 1:15 p.m.
1:15 p.m. - 2:00 p.m.
2:00 p.m. -2:15 p.m.

2:15p.m. - 3:15 p.m.

3:15 p.m. -3:30 p.m.
3:30 p.m. - 3:45 p.m.

3:45 p.m. - 5:00 p.m.

Agenda

Review “Daily Evaluation and Feedback”

Presentation — North Dakota

High Risk and Special Needs

Break

Kathleen Dennehy

Dr. James Austin
Dr. Patricia Hardyman

Overview - Classification Curriculum Project

Break

Team Work Time

Lunch

Presentation — South Dakota
Report-out

Break

Women’s Classification Issues

Presentation — Virgin Islands
Daily Evaluation and Feedback

Action Planning

Kathleen Dennehy

Kathleen Dennehy

Dr. Patricia Hardyman
LaDonna Thompson

Kathleen Dennehy

All Faculty
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Thursday, July 10

8:00 a.m. - 8:15 a.m.
8:15 am. - 8:30 a.m.
8:30 a.m. - 9:30 a.m.
9:30 a.m. -9:45 am.

9:45 a.m. - 10:45 a.m.

10:45 a.m. - 11:00 a.m.

11:00 a.m. - Noon
Noon - 1:00 p.m.
1:00 p.m. - 1:15 p.m.
1:15 p.m. - 3:00 p.m.

3:00 p.m. - 5:00 p.m.

Fridayv, July 11

8:00am.-11:00 am.

11:00 a.m. — Noon

Agenda

Review “Daily Evaluation and Feedback”

Presentation - Vermont
Re-entry

Break

Information Systems
Break

Litigation Issues

Lunch

Presentation - Tennessee
Action Planning

Report-out of Action Plans

Implementation Strategies and Issues

Closing
Evaluation
Certificate Presentation

Kathleen Dennehy

LaDonna Thompson

Fred Roesel

Dr. James Austin

All Faculty

All Faculty

Fred Roesel
LaDonna Thompson

All Faculty
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Classification Action Planning Worksheet -- Sample

Issue 1:
ECS instruments are: Valid for both male and female inmates - DX

Goals:
1. Valid classification system(s) for both our male and female inmate populations.
2. Implementation of valid and reliable classification for male and female populations.

Possible Strategies:

1. Examine statistics and trends on how current system is operating.

2. Conduct reliability study.

3. Under revalidation study of classification system that includes both males and females.

Tasks for Selected Strategy: (Go to Classification Project Time-Task Chart.)
Obtain commitment of Commissioner and other key stakeholders.

Request TA from NIC or identify local resources/expertise

Identify Classification Task Force that includes key stakeholders

Identify and define new/revised risk factors to test

Conduct reliability study for male and female inmates

Draw random sample of admissions and stock population stratified by gender
Compile data to test risk factors, custody levels, and scale cut points, outcomes
Analyze data

Report to Committee/Commissioner

]0 Review recommendations

11. Develop implementation plan - with training, staffing analyses, etc.

000 N LA W

Stakeholders = Task Force Participants:

Who: Position:

Sam Placer Director of Classification
Bill the Cruncher MIS analyst

Mary Disc MIS Director/manager

Lt. Strict Security

Warden Leslie Warden Women’s Facility
Judie Bossy Comm Work Release
Nurse Henry Medical Intake Unit
Susan Lineman Case Manager - Male Unit
Wayne Worker Supervisor Female Unit

State:







Potential Barriers:
1. Resistance to change — It works okay. We have not had an escape for two weeks.

Coping Strategy: Include on Task Force

2. Time - We have six other major, high priority projects

Coping Strategy: Classification is the brain of the system, educate, co-opt

3. $% - No money to hire consultant or implement changes to computer system

Coping Strategy: TA request to NIC for assistance with validation study.

State: Your State

State:







Classification Action Planning - Worksheet

Issue:

(Goals:

Possible Strategies:
1.

2.

3.

Tasks for Selected Strategy: (Go to Classification Project Time-Task Chart)

SRk LD

Stakeholders = Task Force Participants:

Who: Position:
Who: Position:
Wheo: Position:
Who: Position:

Who: Position:

State:







Who: Position:
Who: Position:
Who: Position:
Who: Position:

Potential Barriers:

1.

Coping Strategy:

Coping Strategy:

State:
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State of Being
Offender Assessment and Evaluation Profile

Name: Joe Kautzer BE ID#: 399112

Date of Birth: 5/2/54 Admission Date: 01/18/01

Parole Eligibility Date: 01/07/02 Maximum Release date: _09/07/2003
Gender: Male Race: White

Current Offense: Theft Sentence: 4 years

Description of offense: Mr. Kautzer began his fourth incarceration as a parole violator
in January 2001. He was on parole for indecent liberties with a minor (he had been
convicted of fondling the genitals of two young boys, a charge he still denies despite
participation in the sex offender treatment program). The new offense involved theft
from a business (he stole tires, oil filters, oil, etc.) from the stock room of Jake’s Auto
Parts. He was angry because his employer required him to work on Christmas Eve, he
needed money to pay bills and supervision fees, and his car needed a tune-up so that
he couid get to work. He did not like riding the bus.

Detainers: None

Offense History Year Sanction

Indecent Liberties with Minor 1998 5 years admitted 1/98, paroled 7/00

Burglary 1995 3 years @ BE DOC, sentence expired
2/97

Theft - 2 counts 1993 18 months - parole violation, retured,
4/94

Possession of Controlled Substance 1991 Probation

Assault and Battery (Domestic 1991 Dismissed

Violence)

Evaluation Standards Comprehensive Objective Prison Classification
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Note: Mr. Kautzer has a record extending back to 1964. He has multiple commitments
to the BE training school (2) and group homes (1). His first adult conviction was at age
19 for burglary. The old record includes at least two convictions for drug-related
charges, an assault and battery, and various property offenses. He ran away from the
group home and received a disciplinary report for escape in June 1996 for walking away
from a community correctional center.

Needs Assessment and Evaluations Level Comments
Medical 2 Orthopedic
Dental 2 Gingivitis

Mental Health 1

Education 1 GED - prior term
Anger Management 2

Substance Abuse 2

Security Threat Group 0

Institutional Disciplinary History

Infraction Severity Date Sanction
Failure to obey posted rules General 2/26/01 Dismissed
Disrespect Major 3/15/01 Detention 2 days
Possession of money General 5/19/00 Room restriction
Tampering with locks Major 1/6/00 Ad segregation
Disobeying direct order Major 11/13/99 Detention
Assault with injury Major 4/8/96 Detention

Classification specialist’'s summary:

Mr. Kautzer reports that he had no problems while at the county jails. The recent major
infraction stemmed from an incident during count during which he cursed at the
correctional officer and made derogatory comments about the officer's mother because
he was told to get off his bunk. He currently works as a library assistant and has
received excellent reports from his supervisor. He refuses to participate in sex offender
treatment because he completed the program during his prior incarceration.

While on parole, he was employed, but only reported sporadically to his parole officer.
He has had no contact with the victims. His urine tests resulted in one dirty urine for
THC in June 2000. He denies use of drugs; the positive urine was because his lady
friend’s son was smoking in the apartment while he was at work. He reports he is too
old for drugs. He requests minimum custody.

Evaluation Standards Comprehensive Objective Prison Classification 3



NIC RESEARCH BRIEF

FINDINGS IN PRISON CLASSIFICATION AND RISK ASSESSMENT

James Austin, Ph.D.
The George Washington University

Introduction

The past three decades have witnessed
considerable changes in prison classification
systems. Prior to 1980 only the California
Department of Corrections and the Federal
Bureau of Prisons were using what are referred
to as objective prison classification systems.
Prior to 1980 virtually all of the state prison
systems were using subjective classification
methods that relied heavily upon the subjective
judgment of a wide array of prison officials to
determine where a prisoner would be housed and
under what forms of supervision and security.
Since then virtually all 50 states as well as
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands have fully
implemented objective systems.

The core distinguishing features of an
objective  classification  system can  be
summarized as follows:

e The use of criteria that have been shown
through research to be both reliable and
valid factors to assess a prisoner’s
custody level;

e A centralized classification unit that is
adequately staffed with well trained
professional classification staff who
have control over all inter-agency
transfers;

e The centralized classification unit also
is responsible for monitoring the
classification unit and preparing all
polices and procedures that pertain (o
classification;

e Full automation of the classification
system so that each classification
decision and the factors used to make
each deciston are recorded and available
for analysis;

e An initial and reclassification process
where all prisoners are reviewed at least
annually to update and possible modify
the prisoner’s current classification
level; and,

e  The use of over-rides that allow staff to
depart from the scored classification
level for reasons that have been
approved by the agency.

With the wide proliferation of these
classification systems, there is a now a growing
body of literature that is helping to shape and
modify the first generation of prison
classification systems. Some of these studies
have been conducted by state prison systems
while others have been sponsored by the federal
agencies — in particular the National Institute of
Corrections and the National Institute of Justice.
The purpose of this report are (0 summarize new
information and knowledge that is being learned
thru these studies. Based on these “lessons
learned” some suggestions are offered on how
credible and valid classification and risk
assessment systems are needed more than ever in
order to improve correctional agency operations
and performance while reducing agency costs
and recidivism.

Differences Between Prison
Classification and Public Risk
Assessment

As the field of prison classification and
other risk assessment systems have advanced, a
growing and more sophisticated terminology has
evolved.  Prison classification systems are
designed to place prisoners in one of several
custody levels that will impact which facility
they will be assigned to and how they will be
supervised by staff. ~ While many of the
classification factors used for this purpose are
related to public risk factors, there are many that
are not. In short, prison classification 1s largely



interested in identifying those prisoners who
pose a risk to escape or will be a “management
problem”.

Public risk assessment systems are
primarily concerned with those factors that are
associated with  criminal  behavior. In
corrections, these systems are used by probation,
parole and parole boards to identify offenders
who are likely to continue to engage in criminal
activities either in lieu of or after incarceration.
Some of the better known public risk systems are
Salient Factor Risk Instrument, COMPASS,
STATIC 99, RAZOR, LSI-R, and LSI-SV. All
of these assign an offender to a recidivism risk
category. They are not to be used for making
custody/security designations as they have been
normed on samples of persons placed on
probation or parolee based on their supervision
violation, arrest, or re-incarceration rates.
Although some of the factors used in risk
assessment are the same used for prison
classification, there are several that either do not
apply (e.g., current employment status, current
martial status, etc.) or are not predictive of prison
conduct (e.g., age at first arrest, associations with
criminal peer groups, etc.).

Differences Between External and
Internal Prison Classification Systems

Within the prison classification domain,
there are now two systems that are being used by
state prison systems. The external system are
used to place a prisoner at a custody level that
will determine which facility 1o be transferred to.
The internal system is used once the prisoner
arrives at a facility and decisions must now be
made on which cell or housing unit one should
be assigned to as well as facility programs
(education, vocational, counseling and work
assignments). Well structured internal
classification systems are relatively new and are
still in their infancy while the external
classification systems are far more advanced and
established within most state prison systems.

Standards in Evaluating Prisoner
Classification and Other Risk
Assessment Instruments

Although prison classification and other
risk assessment instruments are now fairly
common within correctional agencies, there is a
disturbing trend that suggests that many of these
systems have not been properly designed and

tested prior to implementation. In particular, it is
not uncommon for some jurisdictions to simply
adopt another system that has been developed
elsewhere and implement as is. As will be
suggested below, any classification system must
be tested on their level of reliability and validity
on their offender population before the system is
implemented. And even  after the
implementation occurs, there must be a process
to regularly monitor and re-evaluate the overall
effectiveness of the classification or risk
assessment system.

The Logic of Prison Classification
Systems

The typical external prison
classification system consists of two scoring or
assessment forms that when completed produce a
scored and then final custody level. Most siates
use custody level names (minimum, medium,
close, or maximum custody) while others use a
level system (Level I, IT, IIL, or IV). The scored
custody level can be over-ridden by applying
either  discretionary  or  non-discretionary
overrides. The former reflect a professional
judgment by trained classification personne] to
account for other factors not explicitly used in
the scoring process. The latter reflects agency
policy, which typically restricts the placement of
certain prisoners in minimum/low security
facilities. The discretionary over-rides should
occur in 5-15% of all classified prisoners.

The initial classification instrument is
applied at the time of admission. Since little is
known about the prisoner’s institutional conduct
unless he or she has been incarcerated before, the
initial form places greater emphasis on the
prisoner’s current offense, prior record and other
background attributes.

The reclassification form is completed
no later than 12 months after admission to prison
and places more emphasis on the person’s
conduct while incarcerated. This is achieved by
scoring the prisoner on factors such as the
number and type of misconduct reports that have
been lodged against the prisoner, participation in
a variety of programs offered by the prison
system, and the inmate’s work performance.
Conversely, some of the factors assessed at the
ttme of admission either are deleted, reduced in
their scoring importance, or have less influence
over time.



For example, the prisoner’s current
offense may have been scaled so that upon
admission the person could receive anywhere
from O -~ 7 points. However, at the
reclassification review, the maximum number of
points is often dropped to five points. In a
similar manner, a prisoner’s history of a walk
away or escape may only be counted for up to
ten years after it occurred. These types of
changes between the initial and reclassification
allow prisoners to “work™ their way to lower
custody levels over time. An instrument that
does not allow this to happen will result in a
significant level of “over-classification” where
prisoners convicted of serious crimes but have
good conduct tecords remain in high custody
levels for an excessive period of time.

Issues in Reliability

There have been several studies
completed on some of the more complicated
classification and risk assessment instruments.
In particular, the LSI-R, LSI-SV, AIMS and
AICS systems have had reliability studies
completed and all have shown that unless there is
a strong staff training and monitoring
component, these instruments will fail to
perform designed. Correctional agencies need to
cnsure that staff responsible for conducting
assessments using what are largely psychometric
test should be certified to perform such tests.
This can be tested by simply drawing samples of
prisoners who have been classified and have
thelr scores re-computed by another staff person.
If there is agreement with the scoring of each
item used for a custody rating in at least 80% of
the cases tested and there is agreement in the
overall custody level for at least 90% of the
sample, the system can be said to be reliable.
Any percentages below these levels are seen as
unacceptable. Moreover, if a classification or
risk instrument 1is unreliable, it cannot by
definition be valid.

In general, the more complicated the
classification process is, the more unreliable it
will be. For example, Van Voorhis, in her study,
Psvchological Classification of the Adult Male
Prison Inmate, (1994) applied five different
classification systems, including AIMS, to a
sample population at a federal Bureau of Prisons
penitentiary and camp. Van Voorhis found that
AIMS had an unacceptably low level of
reliability. Van Voorhis also tracked the
classified inmates for six months to determine

how their classification related to their
disciplinary and psychological prison
adjustment. She found that in contradiction to
the AIMS prediction, Kappas, especially at the
beginning their terms, were more likely to be
prey than Sigmas'.

Austin et al., found that the LSI-R was
not reliable in its application to prisoners
appearing before the Pennsylvania Parole Board.
Of the 54 items used on the LSI-R, only a
handful met the 80% threshold criteria. The
items that measure the prisoner’s criminal
history and other factual-based items tend had
the highest level of agreement. Furthermore,
there was substantial disagreement between the
two LSI-R raters regarding the risk level (high,
medium, and low) with agreement on risk level
occurring in only 71% of the cases.2

More positive results have been noted
for classification and risk instruments that have
less than ten factors and can be scored from
official documents as opposed to the use of a self
administered questionnaire or survey. But this
again assumes that the classification staff and
those associated with the scoring process are
professionally trained and tested on their scoring
skills.3 The bottom line is that reliability is a
key and essential feature of an objective prison
classification system.

Issues in Validity

Once a system has passed the reliability
test, one can then evaluate the validity of the
system. The term “validity” generally pertains,
among other things, to face and predictive
validity. The latter has to do with whether the
items used for classification make sense (o those
who are using them. In other words, do they

1 Van Voorhis, Patricia, Psychological Classification
of the Adult Male Prison Inmate. Albany, NY: State
University of New York Press (1994). p. 134-165.

2 Austin, James, Kelly Dedel-Johnson, and Dana
Coleman. Reliabiliry and Validiry of the LSI-R for the
Pennsvlvania Board of Probation and Parole.
Washington. DC: The George Washington University
(2003).

3 Hardyman, Patricia L., James Austin, and Owan C.
Tulloch. Revalidating External Prison Classification
Svstems. Washington, DC: National Institute on
Corrections (2002).



have face value? The former is whether the
items demonstraie a capacity to predict risk
based on a statistical test of association. Note
that a risk factor can pass the face validity test
but not the predictive test and vice versa.

Validation studies are completed by
taken a sample of prisoners (an admission,
release or current population cohort) and
tracking their misconduct for some period of
time. Statistical tests are completed to determine
what prisoner attributes are associated with
prisoner misconduct.

In general, the vast majority of
prisoners never become disruptive or difficult to
manage. The most serious forms of disruptive
behaviors with a prison (homicides, escape,
aggravated assault on inmates or staff resulting is
serious injuries, and riots) are rare events. The
vast majority of staff and prisoners never become
the victims of such incidents. And because they
are rare events, they are very difficult if not
impossibie to predict which prisoners and under
what circumstances such acts will occur.

For example, in the California 155,000
inmate prison system, which is one of the few
states that openly reports these data, the rate of
serious incidents (defined as assault and battery,
attempt suicide, suicide, possession of a weapon,
and possession of controlled substances) is
approximately 8 per 100 prisoners per year.4
The assaults and batteries comprise about half of
these incidents. There were 30 suicides and 13
homicides in 2001. The stabbing rate is 0.4 per
100 prisoners. If ome were to compute a
homicide rate for the CDC population it would
be approximately 8-9 per 100,000, which is
slightly above the 6.4 rate for the citizens of
California. Given the demographics of the CDC
population one can argue that the homicide rate
18 actually lower for this population while
incarcerated that those who are on the street.

Factors Associated with Misconduct

Over the past three decades, a
considerable about of research has been
conducted on those factors that have been shown
to be predictive of prisoner behavior and
recidivism.  Despite some of the difficulties

4 See California Department of Corrections web site
http://www.cdc.state.ca.us/pdf/Beh2001.pdf.

associated with prediction, objective prison
classification systems that use reliable and valid
scoring criteria have been repeatedly shown to
classify prisoners according to their level risk to
become involved in prison misconduct. Because
the rate of violence in prisons is relatively rare,
these instruments are less useful in identifying
prisoners who are likely to assault or seriously

injure fellow prisoners or, even less {requently,
staff.

In general, those factors that have been
shown to be most predictive of prisoner behavior
are as follows:

1. Current age: older prisoners are less
involved in all forms of misconduct.

2. Gender: females are less involved in
violent incidents.

3. History of violence: prisoners with as
recent history of violence are more
likely to continue that behavior.

4. History of mental illness: those with
such a history are more likely to be
involved in all forms of misconduct.

5. Gang Membership: gang members are
more likely to be involved in all forms
of misconduct.

6. Program Participation: those prisoners
who are not involved in nor have
completed programs are more likely to
be involved in all forms of misconduct.

7. Recent Disciplinary Actions: those
prisoners who have been recently (past
12 months) involved is misconduct are
more likely to continue to be involved
in future disruptive behavior.

Perhaps more interesting is the fact that
many factors used for classification have little if
any predictive capabilities but exert a strong
influence on the custody designation process.
Such non-predictive factors include:

Severity of the offense;
Sentence Length;
History of Escape;
Time Left to Serve;
Detainers. and,
Alcohol and Drug Use;

SRR

This 1s not to say that these factors should
not be used. In many ways they reflect
correctional policy that is often held accountable
to a non-achievable zero tolerance for error.



While it may be that very few persons
convicted of murder or a sex offense with long
prison terms become management problems or
escape, if and when one does, the media and
political assault on the correctional agency is
simply too unbearable to assume even such a
level of low risk. However, agencies need (o
constantly review their classification policies to
ensure they are not being overly restrictive.

One example of such a policy would be the
requirement that the severity of the offense alone
would require all such prisoners be housed in
maximum security for an extensive period of
time when it is clear that many such prisoners
could be safely housed in a medium security
setting.

Finally, 1t should be noted that because
female prisoners are far less likely to become
involved in serious or potentially violent
behavior while incarcerated, as a class they are
likely to be over-classified under a system that
has been normed on a male prisoner population.
For this reason, the classification system shouid
be adjusted based on a separate study of the
female population’s misconduct rates (o ensure
that such over-classification does not occur.

The Impact of the Prison Management
and Environment

Very little is understood and appreciated on
the influence of environmental factors on
prisoner and staff behavior. It would be difficult
to fine a correctional official, warden,
superintendent, or line officer who does not
agree that a facility’s architectural design has a
corresponding influence on prisoner behavior.
Facilities that rely upon open views of housing,
dining and recreation areas as oppose those with
numerous “blind” spots tend to produce more
disruptive and potentially dangerous behavior.
But it is unlikely in today’s fiscal environment
that many of the antiquated prison facilities
where many prisoners are housed will be
replaced in the near future. Nonetheless, there
many potential lessons one could learn about the
impact of architectural design on suppressing or
controlling inmate behavior.  Unfortunately,
there few if any studies that have assessed the
impact of prison architecture on prisoner
behavior.

Similarly and perhaps more importantly, it
also well know that similarly designed facilities

with similarly situated prison populations can
produce very different rates of prisoner
misconduct both within and across state prison
systems. Corrections directors have long known
this fact. Each major system with multiple
facilities has wardens who are able to “handle”
problem prisoners that cannot be handled
elsewhere. The field is also filled with stories of
how prisoners transferred out of state to another
state suddenly start behaving differently.

Such variations in misconduct rates for
prisons that are equivalent in design and prison
population attributes must be related to
differences in management style adopted by each
prison administrator. But here again, there are
no studies except for an occasional books about
the great wardens of the last century who ruled
with an iron fist and velvet glove or more recent
evaluations of internal classification. A “back to
basics” management methods coupled new
methods in risk assessment offer the best
promise of reducing and controlling prison
violence.

Such studies would also include assessments
of the often advocate but still highly
controversial “super max” facilities. Specifically
we need answers to how best to identify such
prisoners, how long should they remain
segregated from the general population; what
interventions are needed used to control high risk
behavior, how they are released to the general
population; and what is their behavior after
release from these units. Without such basic
research, it is difficult to propose new methods
for the identification of such prisoners and to
apply interventions that will help control and
manage the high-risk prisoner.

The Need to Link Prison Classification,
Risk Assessment, and Release Decisions

The recent developments in prison
classification and risk assessment systems
suggest an interesting opportunity to apply well
established correctional management/risk
assessment tools to assist state correctional
agencies facing budgetary and other emerging
issues. The past three decades have witnessed an
unparallel increase in the nation’s prison
population. In 1970, the state and federal prisons
held only 196,429 inmates. Today the number
has reached 1.3 million, and those numbers do
not include another 600,000 in jail, and nearly
110,000 in juvenile facilities. Despite this



dramatic increase in the use of incarceration,
there are now signs that some states are
beginning to slow or reduce their prison
populations. The U.S. Department of Justice’s
Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) reports that the
nation’s prison population grew by only 1.6
percent between 1999 and 2000 -- the Jowest rate
of growth since 19905. Perhaps more interesting
is that the growing trend of several states
reporting declines in the prison population.
Between 1999 and 2000, 15 states reported either
declines or no growth including some of the
largest prison populations (California, Texas,
New York and Ohio).

Further reductions are expected in
several key states as states take advantage of the
recent declines in crime rates coupled with
administrative and legislative actions to either
divert offenders or reduce their period
incarceration. Some states with indeterminate
sentencing structures and discretionary release
are implementing new parole guidelines that
serve to increase the rate of parole (Texas,
Kentucky, and Pennsylvania). Other states are
restricting the re-admission of parolees who have
violated their terms of parole for technical
reasons for being arrested for misdemeanor level
crimes.

There 1s also a growing interest on
“reentry.” As the number of released prisoners
increase (nearly 600,000 per year), there is a
erowing interest to reduce the number re-arrested
and/or are re-incarcerated.  This concern is
further fueled by the fact that a growing number
of inmates are being released with no form of
parole or communily supervision. Moreover,
concerns are being voiced on the lack of
programming and services both within and
outside the prison system.

As the pressures grow to control or
reduce prison populations, there will be a related
need to use classification and risk assessment
instruments to make the following key decisions:

1. What level of security and programs
should the prisoner be exposed to while
incarcerated?

5 Bureau of Justice Statistics, Prisoners in 2000.
Washington, D.C.: US Department of Justice.

2. When should the prisoner be released
and under what forms of supervision
and services?

In order for these two basic questions to be
answered, there must be a well coordinated and
virtually —seamless classification and risk
assessment processes in place that function from
the time of admission to prison through release
from parole or other forms of post incarceration
supervision. The vast majority of states have
retained indeterminate sentencing structures
where a parole board has the authority to
determine when and how a prisoner is released.
And even states that have adopted determinate
sentencing typically have retained the authority
to determine the level and length of post
incarceration. Improving our ability to assess
and manage the level of risk posed by the
millions of persons who pass through the
nation’s probation, prison and parole systems
each year is a goal we can longer afford to ignore
or neglect.
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- What is Risk & Needs
\ Developing Objective \\ Assessment?

Classification Systems

= Comprehensive “Internal” prison
classification

= Compliments external
classification

Formalizes many current informal
classification practices

Improves staff and inmate safety

\
Integra ed ApproaCh for « Enhances offender management
ASSESS\ng RlSk & Needs -JPrioritizes program participation

’_/’,J/l

July 8, 2003

Types of Internal Standards for Internal
Classification Systems T Classification Systems

= Obijective is to match inmates w/ housing, work, etc.
= Encourage least restrictive classification

= Shouid compliment external system

= Ciearly defined goals & objectives

« Adult internal Management System
(AIMS)
+ Developed over 20 years ago

# Identifies inmates according to . Formal procedures and policies developed
personality typology Provide for collection of data

\ + Relies on two instruments
= Prisoner Management Classification

=\ Instruments should be objective and automated
. \\Allow use of over-rides
\ System (PMC) . Erovide for mgt. problem and special need inmates
+ Also lfr?ow_n as Client Management ust involve inmate in process
Class-lﬂcat|-0n _(_CMC) - = Provision for systematic review of decisions
+ Requires significant training - Review annually, evaluate every three years
= Behavior-Based Systems - Pi‘ocedures consistent w/ constitutional requisites
| & Assesses inmates according to behavior = Administration & line staff involved in design

3 Jduly 8, 2003 4
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Components of internal -
Classification

Incorporates institutional risk

What Does Internal
Classification do for Safety?

« Driven more by disciplinary » Assist in managing inmates
action . internally based upon their

= Directs housing type disruptive behavior

« Directs internal supervision = Placing the right inmates in secure
level \ housing reduces assaults

\ » Inmates needing higher
supervision are not always placed
in most secure housing

= Can link with privileges &
access to work/programs

= Should be more dynamic than « Consistently applies agency
custody housing policy system-wide

Juiy 8, 2003 5 July 8, 2003 6

| Purposes of a Classification System

« To assess and group offenders for the purpose of designating
securm&and custody

Ext\ern al & I ntern al « To diagnose offenders and determine programs and services,

vocationa\programs, educational programs, and work programs,

C l a S§ifi cat i o n based on tﬁsir need and the availability of services

« To designatYﬁenders for the appropriate housing placement

within a facility or institution

« To schedule reviews of security, custody, and program placement
and to reassesﬁ needs and progress for possible reciassification

« To assess inmales for placement in community transition programs

\ for special need
! - Soloman, Larry and Alethes Tayior Camp, “The Ravolution in i il " in A Tool for
Managing Today's Ofienders, ACA, 1953.
July 8, 2003 l 8
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Overview of External &
Internal Classification

BN

Admission
to Prison

Assessment
+ Facility Designation

Reclassification
» External Classification
Custody
« Internat CI

Programs
Housing
Work
Facility
Community Programs
July 8, 2003

<

Place in
Designated
Housing Area

Initial Classification
+ Custody Assessment C> Tra ns,f (,:r to
« Program Needs Facility

Internal

Classification

« Housing Assignment
= Program Assignment
+ Work Assignment

External Classification
(Custody)

[ Custody Drives f

3 - Outside Wor
l Assignment

| 2~ Housing
E Assignment *

1 - Facility
Placement

July 8, 2003 10

* Along with Internal M

Internal Classification
(Risk & Needs)

{ Internal Management Drives }

\

July 8, 2003 \

{ 1 - Housing 2 - outside Worlj | 3 - Access to
Assignment { Assignment §: Privileges

e

Relationship of External and
Internal
U 2. Assign to a Facility []

1. Assign Custody

B

July 8, 2003
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* Place inmate in appropriate facility !
—==1 « Assign inmates to work & programs
« Manage “High Risk” inmates
« Classify at lowest custody/facility
Release )« Successful transition to communi

Permanent
N G— Facility

15

July 8, 2003 ’

Classification of Facilities & Inmates
= Internal Classification Levels
Level § Level 4 Level 3 Level 2 Level 1 \
C Maximum Death D H
System Integration
u Cose | AdSez.| Close
S Facility | Custody
t . Medium | Work
o Medium Facility | Camp
d Minimum Work
Rest. Camp
y
Work
Minimum Release
July 8,2003 12
ifi i Why Develop Internal
Gioal of Classification \ Classiﬁcyation - “ll:(isk & Needs”
Reception ::> Assess &
Process Classify
County Risk = Housing
Jail « Work Assignments

« Program Assignments

Need.s\
System

Objective Behavior
Driven Criteria

July 8, 2003

Classification w/in th
Secure Perimeter
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\ Major Components - Needs Assessment

[ Need for Education & Programs J

= ldentifies the following needs:
+ Academic education
+Vocational training

Risk to
Community, 4 Substance abuse treatment

Staff & & Other programs

Inmates « \Update with new accomplishments
= initial and continual assessment

= Should prioritize the assessed need

Inmate -
Assessment k&

[ Motivation to Change ]

July 8, 2003 ‘ 17 July 8, 2003 18

L Integrate All the Componentsj

.

N,

Sample Risk & Needs
Instrument

Suly 8, 2003

h
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Tracking Assessments!

| 40 0 524469 DTLACGS  09/24/1998 16:46:23

i IRNOOOT PAGE 1
DC#: 524469 NAME: ACI N T g TIVE  TRD: 03/27/2007
7/1 CUR.LOC: COLUMBIA Cl. TEAM. L "e 2

ACT ASSESSED FACL FRO]

AMRP AE VOSAWC WRPIOW CUIMDIHO 1 2
1151 8 3 0004 4 05WCAE

_ 06/10/1998 201 0&/10]
0811111999

_ 08/2011908 201 OW20M1998 4 2 51 0 3 L 0 0 4 4 3 5 WCAE
087201998

. 08/28/1998 201 om281998 5 3 3 1 0 3 0 0 0 4 4 3 5AE WC
08/26/1998

DISPLAY COMPLETE
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STG (Gang) Data

IM41 D 524469 05101998 DCLACDJ 09/24/3998 16:55:04
IRNB002 INMATE RISK & NEEDS (GANG DATR) PAGE 1
DC#: 524469 NAME: ACEVEDC, MIGUEL P.  EXT.STA: ACTIVE TRD: 03/27/2007
711 CUR.LOC: COLUMI INT.STA: GP
L DATE: DA/I0/1998  STAEE ID: WRAQD
A INITIALST.G.INFO: Y 8. SUBSEOUENT $.7.G. INFO:

ACTION SEQ_CATEGORY NAME OF GANG OR GROUP
LATIN KINGS
STREET: BROOKLYN-CHURCH STREEY

STATE: NY = NEW YORK

CITY: NEW YORK
PRISON: __=

STAFF COMMENT(?: N (PF11)
DISPLAY COMPLETE Fi=JRN SCREENS,F2=1M40,F3zIM42

F7=5&G REPORT,F11=COMMENT

July 8, 2003 I

Outside Influences

1142 © 524469 08101998 DCLACDS 09/24/1998 16:59:35
{ANBOOY PAGE 1

DC#: 524469 NAME: A 3 A VE TRO: 03/27/2007

7/1 CUR.LOC: COLUMBIA C.1. TEAM: 07 CUSTODY: CLO WK.ASG: S26 INT.STA: GP

ASSESSMENT DATE: 08/10/1998 SCORED BY: WRAD2 = WILLIAMS, ROBERT A

L.B.1. FAMILY RELATIONSHIPS:
CONCERN FOR CHILDREN:

4. ASSOCIATES/FRIENDS:

A= POSITIVE INFLU
AVERAGE CONCER
= NEUTRAL INFLU. 2 PDINTS
B=NEUTRAL INFLU. 2 PONTS

3 POINTS

3 POINTS

5. ENEMIES: A= NO ENEMIES 3 POINTS
6. ATTORNEY/LEGAL REP: B = NEUTRAL RELAT 2 POINTS
7. OTHERS: A=POSTIVE INFLU 3 POINTS

0! SCORE: 3 « NEUTRAL INFLU. TOTAL 18 POINTS

Fi=IRN SCREENS. F2=IM41,F3=IM43

DISPLAY COMPLETE
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Attitude & Motiv.; Internal Risk; RP

M43 0 524469 05107998 DCLACOY 09/24/1998 17:05:09
1RNE0G3 PAGE 1
DC#: 524369 NAME: ACEVEDO, MIGUEL P.  EXT.STA: ACTIVE  TRD: 03/27/2007
7/t CUR.LOC: COLUMBIA TEAM: 07 CUSTODY: CLO WK.ASG: 26 INT.STA: GP
ASSESSMENT DATE: 08/10/1998 REVIEWED BY: WRAG2 = WILLIAMS, ROBERT A

INTERESTED IN PARTICIPATINGR: A = ALL PRIMARY PROGRAMS

IS 15T: BO70300 = COMPUTER PROGRAMMING
2KD; =

3. WORK ASSIGN OR PREFERENCE: A = YES INMATE HAS WORK PREFERENCE

PREFERRED WORK ASG: 18T: M1 = PLUMBING
2ND: $13 = HOUSEMAN
3RD: e
4. INTEREST AND MOTIVATION: A =GOOn
AMSCORE: 1 = LOW MOTIVATN FOR PGM

€. VIOL FEL CONV.{IN PRISOI
2 T = POTENTIAL VERY HIGH

drioArmy

F1=iRN SCREENS, F2:1M42,F3=IMé4

July 8, 2003 l
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Primary Recomm.; Results

1M24 0 524469 08101998 -PCLACOS 08/24/1998 17:10:25
IRNB004 Luwzmwwam_.] PAGE 1

DCR: 524469 NAME: ACEVEDO, MIGUEL P.  EXT ST, CTIVE TRD: 0372712007

711 CUR.LOC: COLUMBIA C.l. TEAM: 07 CUSTODY: CLO WK.ASG: 528 INT.STA: GP
ASSESSMENT DATE: 08/10/1998 PREPARED BY; WRAO2 = WILLIAMS, ROBERT A
FACILITY: 201 = COLUMBIA C.
TESS: HIGH VASS: Dis: Dssh

SUCCESS FACTORS:  AM: 1 LOW MOTIV RAP: 1 LOW PRIORITY

PROGRAM FACTORS:  AE: 5 MOST IN NEED VO: 1 LEAST IN NEE SA: 0 NO NEED

WC: 3 MODERATE NEE WA: 0 NO NEED P1: 0 NO NEED

OW: 0 NO NEED
INTERNAL RISK FACT: IM: 4 MOD-HIGH RIS  OI: 0 HO: 5 SECURE CELL
SECONDARY FACTORS: WL: 1 LEAST INNEE GS: 5 MOST IN NEED TP: 1> 24 MTHSTO

WK/PGM: RECOMMENDATION  ASSIGNMENT
1. WC WORK COMPETENCY AM $13 HOUSEMAN
2. AE ACADEMIC EDUCATION PM 513 HOUSEMAN
a EV
HOUSING: RECOMMENDATION  ASSIGNMENT PLACEMENT
5 - SPECIALIZED HOUSING __ SC - SECURED CELL H1 - MET PLACEMENT
TRANSFER?: N STAFF COMMENT7: N (PF11)

DISPLAY COMPLETE F1=IAN SCREENS,F2=IM43,F3=i45

PLACEMENT
W1-MET 1ST RECOM

F8=IM29

Inmate Management Plan

1M45 0 52¢469 0810198

T

7/1 CUR.LOC: COLUMBIA C I

ACT

AA PARTIC, IN ACAD, ED.
BA PARTIC. IN VOC. ED,
CZ NONE

DB MAINTAIN WORK ETHIC

GA INTRO TO HOLISTIC
HA PARTIC. SELF-BETT. P

EA COMPLY SEC. BERAV. O
FA ADHERE-RULES PROH CO F1 MAINTAIN CLEAR DR RE

1RNBO00S INMATE MANAGEMENT PLAN (2/2)
DC#: 524469 NAME: ACEVEDO, MIGUEL P.  EXT.STA: ACTIVE

COJ 09/24/98 17:18:00
PAGE
TRO: 03/27/2007

TEAM: 07 CUSTODY: CLO WK.ASG: 526 INT.STA: GP

ASSESSMENT DATE: 08/10/1898 PREPARED BY: WRAO2 = WILLIAMS, ROBERT A
PERIOD FROM: 08/10/1998 PERIOD TO: 08/11/1989 PLAN COMPL

ETEQD: 08/10/1998

GOAL CODE & DESCRIPTION | OBJECTIVE CODE & DESC.

A1 EARN GED

B4 DEFER PARTICIPATION
$9 NO SUB AB PRG NEEDS
D2 EARN ABOVE SAT RATIN
£1 EXCEED SECURITY STND

G1 COMPLETE WLLNSS PG
H1 COMPLETE GO-LAB

STATUS CD.&DESC
E4 FUTURE PLACEMENT
V4 FUTURE PLACEMENT

W1 EARNED AB SAT RAT
C1EARNED AB SAT RAT
€5 NO DR'S DURING RPT £
R4 FUTURE PLACEMENT
B4 FUTURE PLACEMENT

July 8, 2003 ‘ 25

1Z NO GOAL
JZ NO GOAL

X9 INELIGIBLE FOR CWR
T9 INEUGIBLE FOR RELEA

COMMENT TO INMATE?: N {F11)} PLAN PRINTED?: N

DISPLAY COMPLETE F1=1RN SCREENS,F2=IM44,F3=IM45.

-

July 8, 2003
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nmate Management Plan:

» G \Is
oPr‘i.eritize program placement
+ldentify eligible outside work inmates
+ldentify potential work release inmates
+Develop housing recommendations

+Develop goals and objectives (inmate
plan)
¢Track berformance

July 8, 2003 27

Risk & Needs Process

Management Plan

3. Approved IM Plans are distributed
to the inmates

Q 1. Classification Officer interviews inmate §
completes "Risk & Needs” instrument

2. Classification team meets with inmate;
develops goals & objectives for Inmate

28
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Fred Roesel 5/20/2003

1. Housing Assessment
N —for Internal Classification

« Utilize criminal history and behavioral criteria

AN
RISK & Needs -:;:rs\:(:jn:) ?::;h external and internal assessment

*Specifies\a “type/security level” of housing

Appll atlons —Drlves pla}ming & construction

] 0

July 8, 2003

Classification of Facilities & Inmates
|/ Custody/External {'/ Behavior/Internal -y Internal Classification Levels
«Most violent offenses «No major Level § Level 4 Level 3 Level 2 Level 1
* but custody reduced b :
" ehavioral problems
: over time p C Maximum Death
Row
or
) U1 g | AdSes | Close
‘sLess violent offense - s %% | Facility | Custody
t ) Medium | Work
o | Medium Facility | Camp
d Minimum Work
.. Rest. Camp
.« ;. I - e y
|Less secure housing required . Work
L Minimum Release
Juily 8, 2003 \ 31 July 8, 2003 32
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Fred Roesel

5/20/2003

Automated Bed Inventory
N = Every facility identified in
database

« Every housing unit identified
within a facility (dorm, etc.)

« Every wing and floor identified
within a housing unit

= Every bed identified within
wings

» Mission and type of bed listed

July 8, 2003 33

Bed Inventory Example:

Rock Island
Correctional
Institution:
Facility 101

Housing
Unit “A”

Cell05 |

Top Bed

Ad. Seg
Mission

e

July 8, 2003 \

2. Work Assignments

AN « Work assignment eligibility:
A erisk
¢ exclusions
# privileges
» Outside Work - level of eligibility
» Eligibility for working in prison
industries
=« Work Release eligibility &
priority

July 8. 2003 35

\
|
|

3. Program Assignments

\ » Substance Abuse programs
« Academic Education

= Vocational Education

= Counseling

« Other programs

\
\
\
|

July 8, 2003
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Fred Roesel 5/20/2003

J’l{)rity Ranking System

“« Ranks inmates statewide for:
<+ academic education raion Al frglionz, Taciity 208 - Fonoll G Ren's Gnlt, and S gt
substance abuse programs o onsingzam
+'vocational education
& work release program
= Automatic reports to ali institutions,
regional offices, central office

= Provides instant feedback as to
effectiveness

¥our Beorch Rotumad 1% Recards.
- Reek OLr et [ g Fae Pgm the e Admet ERO

11 320w GHLIL LAWALREL 304 - Levell Cleden’s Und U QR 4/7/00 o301

2w ezaone onces RLFFONE 3 304 - Lowel CT MANTURR 3a G 5 1320/ 103003

3 520297 MAPVEY  nWTHOMY 3 304 - Lewall CI Wans UnM SA 4P 3 B/ S/0MOY

10 1 aeuad wITTLNGER vion 3w s towall 3)Men Lt BA M Y /RN 1230704

July 8, 2003 37 5

Why Automate Risk &
BN - ._Needs?

AUtbmation Of RiSk & \.\f\ too! to help case managers

Nee » Helps manage increases in inmate

pc\)iulation
« As \ists less experienced staff
= Standardizes agency policy

40
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Fred Roesel

5/20/2003

Why Automate Risk &
\\Needs?

XProvides system-wide check &
balance

. P}*pvides immediate feedback at all
Iev\als

» Pro'\\lides improved analysis capability
= Allows system to turn on a dime
« Ultimately saves $$$

July 8, 2003 at
I

Qample of Benefits!

w« Housing - $40 million returned
«\2001 Davis Productivity Award for
Rriority Ranking System $4.3 million
cost avoidance
verall fill rate for substance abuse
programs increased from 90% to
100%
. Redt\xction in outside assignment
vacancies from 4,000 to zero

statewide
« Work|Release fill rate increased from

July 8, 2003 85% t1 95%
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Fruwdan@ Emdemh;;@ cined
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Community Corrections
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High Risk and Special Needs

High Risk and Special Needs Comprehensive Objective Prison Classification







Predicting Violence and Escapes

Key Concepts

Individual versus Societal Factors
Such as Stress, Strain, Social Control, Subcultures, Labeling

Static versus Dynamic Factors
Risk Assessment Factors
1. Current Personal Attributes (Static and Dynamic)
2. Developmental/Historical Factors (Static)
3. Contextual Factors (Dynamic)
4. Clinical Factors (Dynamic)
False Positives
False Negatives
Base Rates

Necessary and Sufficient Conditions

Control Variables / Spurious Relationships

High Risk and Special Needs Comprehensive Objective Prison Classification

3]



Mental Health Indicators Rate of Violence

Schizophrenia
Yes 11-13%
No 2%
25%
Alcohol Abuse
| 35%
Drug Abuse
Hospitalized for Mental Health
Yes 26%
No 15%

Little difference when controlled for gender, age, ethnicity

Clinical Judgments

Males
Predicted | 45%
Actual 42%
Females
Predicted 22%
Actual 49%

Source: John Monahan, Mental Iliness and Violent Crime. Washington, DC: National Institute
of Justice, October 1996.

High Risk and Special Needs Comprehensive Objective Prison Classification



Intervention Strategies

Communication of Risk Information

1. Assessing Risk
a. Instruments
b. Intake Process
c. Interviews
d. Observations

2. Communicating to Staff
a. Computer/Electronic
o Unit Profiles
e Individual Record Access
e Trends

b. Face to Face
e Daily Briefing
o Shift Changes

3. Communicating to Inmates
a. Legal Requirements
b. Impact on behavior
c. Initial Orientation
d. Regular Reviews
e. Ad Hoc Access

Staffing/Training

1. Basic Training
2. In-Service
3. Special Seminars

High Risk and Special Needs Comprehensive Objective Prison Classification



Changing the Environment

. Number of Staffing
Type of Staff
Number of Inmates
Types of Inmates
Housing Strategies

N

a. Single/Double ‘Celling’
b. Linking housing to programs/work assignments
c¢. Unit Management

d. Accommodations
TV/Radio/Linen/Ventilation/Food Service

6. Daily Activities

a. Programs

b. Work

c. Recreation

d. Special Events

Specialized Intervention Programs

High Risk and Special Needs Comprehensive Objective Prison Classification



Table 1

U.S. Recidivism Study
1983 Releases — 11 States

Follow-Up Time Period

 Re-Arrested

Re-Coryi\(icted',' 1

‘Re-Incarcerated

6 months 25% 1% 8%

1 Year 39% 23% 19%
2 years 55% 38% 33%
3 Years 63% 47% 41%

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1989.

Reincarceration Rates for Penns;lavglsi:, Texas and Kentucky, 1994-1997
Year | Texas | ' Pennsywania | Kenticky
Two Years | Three Years | One Year | Three Years Two Years
1994 32% 41% 27% 50% 35%
1995 24% 35% 27% 48% 33%
1996 23% 33% 21% 39% 34%
1997 21% 31% 22% 42% 32%
Change -11% -10% -5% -8% -3%

High Risk and Special Needs

Comprehensive Objective Prison Classification




For Prisoners Released January 1 - April 30, 1998

TABLE 3

Texas Two-Year Recidivism Rates

Re-Arrested
Felonies

Misdemeanors

Re-incarcerated — Texas

Re-Incarcerated -- Anywhere

' Recidivism Measures

N %
3350 37%

1,589  18%
1,761 19%
2,267  25%
2,333 26%

Table 4

Texas Recidivism Rates by Type of Release

.,Réle'a:_s,_é Type ‘ Relvea's/ejs do o 2Yéar Re}-A'ryiévstfff Z_Yeaf‘. Re-

CaguEthe S T . T - Shsnair e l‘ncarcer‘_ation,
| AllArrests | Felonies |

Parole 3,305 32% 15% 18%

Mandatory Supervision 5,204 39% 18% 31%

Discharges 570 44% 21% 11%

Total 9,079 37% 18% 25%

High Risk and Special Needs
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Table 5

Arrests of Individuals on Parole or Mandatory Supervision

While Under Active Supervision
Compared to All Adult Arrests

Iiem ' Number ;
Parolees / MS Offenders under Active Supervision 78,031
Arrests of Parolees and MS Releases in September 1999 1,704
Estimated Arrests of Parolees/MS for 1999 20,448
Adult Arrests Reported to Department of Public Safety in 1999 914,463
Parole / MS Arrests as Percent of All Adult Arrests 2.2%

Source: Texas Criminal Justice Policy Council, 2000
Table 6
Pennsylvania Three-Year Re-Incarceration Rates
1997 Releases
‘Prisoner Attribute Nl :'?Rej-f -
a0y - -+ | Incarceration
- Rate
Overall Rate 9,431 42%
Method of Release
Parolee 6,964 50%
Sentence Complete 2,467 19%
Marital Status at Release
Single 6,278 44%
Married 1,621 40%
Divorced/Separated 1,419 37%
Gender
Male 8,804 43%
Female 622 27%
Source: Pennsylvania Department of Corrections, 2001.
High Risk and Special Needs Comprehensive Objective Prison Classification 8




Examples of Factors That Predict

Static Factors

| Relationship to Recidivism

Age at 1% Arrest

Earlier age means higher rates

Gender Males have higher rates — more violence
Prior Supervision Prior violations means higher rates
Mental Health Past problems means higher rates

Current Offense

Robbery, Burglary, Theft have higher rates

Substance Abuse

Past problems means higher rates

Alcohol Abuse Past problems means higher rates
Marital Status Never married means higher rates
Education Level Low education means higher rates
Past Employment Poor past record means higher rates
Past Gang Affiliation Involvement means higher rates

Criminal Peer Groups

Past involvement means higher rates

Dynamic Factors

| Relationship to Recidivism .

Current Age

Older (40 +) means lower rates

Current Ed Level

Higher achievement means lower rates

Current Marital Status

Single means higher rates

Prison Class Level

Lower class level means lower rates

Prisoner Conduct

Poor record means higher rates

Current Employment

Employed means lower rates

Financial Assistance

Assistance means lower rates

Residency

Stable location means lower rates

Treatment

In treatment (if needed) means lower rates

High Risk and Special Needs

Comprehensive Objective Prison Classification 9




Major Points

1. Most Prisoners Do Not Return To Prison But Most Are Re-Arrested
2. Most Prisoners’ Rate of Offending Drops Sharply After Release

3. Recidivism Rates Have Remained Largely Unchanged Over The
Past Three Decades

4. Length Of Stay (LOS) Does Not Predict Recidivism

5. Persons Who Discharge Have Significantly Lower Return To Prison
Rates

6. Only A Small Proportion of the Crime Rate Is Attributed to Released
Prisoners (3-5%)

7. Prisoners Come From and Return To Concentrated Urban Areas

8. A Large Number Of Low Risk Prisoners Exist Who Could Be
Released Without Jeopardizing Public Safety

9. Substantial Reductions in the Prison Population Can Be Achieved
By Moderate Reductions in LOS and Diversion of Parole and
Probation Technical Violators

10. Both and Administrative and Legislative Actions Are Needed to
Achieve These Reductions

High Risk and Special Needs Comprehensive Objective Prison Classification 10



Table 7

Measures of Social Stress Related to
State Rates of Crime and Mental lliness

'Economic Stressors

Family Stressors

| _ Other Stressful E_vénts

1. Business Failures 1. Divorces 1. Disaster Assistance

2. Unemployment Claims 2. Abortions 2. Population Stability

3. Work Stoppages 3. lliegitimate Births 3. New Housing Units

4. Bankruptcy cases 4. infant Deaths 4. New Welfare Recipients
5. Foreclosed Home Loans 5. Fetal Deaths 5. High School Dropouts

Source: Linsky and Straus, 1986

Table 8
Social Demographic Indicators Related to Crime Rates, 1990-1997
Year Crime Rate | Median Age % Of Unemployment | AFDC | Abortions | Teenage

o o , Population Rate “Recipients (in 1,000s) Birthrate

15-24 , (in1,000s) | -1 {per1,00:
1990 5820 35.2 14.8% 6.2% 12159 1609 83.8
1991 5898 35.3 14.4% 7.0% 13489 1557 83.2
1992 5660 35.4 14.2% 7.4% 14035 1529 80.7
1093 5484 35.6 14.0% 6.6% 14115 1500 80.1
1994 5374 35.7 13.9% 5.6% 14276 1431 78.8
1995 5276 35.8 13.8% 5.4% 13931 1364 77.7
1996 5087 35.9 13.7% 4.8% 12877 1366 70.6
1997 4923 36.1 13.7% 4.6% 11423 NA NA
% Change -15% 3% 7% -26% -6% -15% -16%

Sources: March 1999, Current Population Survey. Poverty and Health Statistics Branch/HHES Division
U.S. Bureau of the Census U.S. Department of Commerce. Population Estimates Program, Population
Division, U.S. Census Bureau, Washington, D.C. Internet Release Date: December 23, 1999

High Risk and Special Needs
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L INTRODUCTION

Since 1990, the number of incarcerated women increased by 108 percent while men accounted
for a 77 percent increase.’ While these statistics do not surprise correctional administrators, many note
that correctional systems remain ill equipped to address the security, programming, and special needs
presented by women offenders. Women offenders confront correctional systems with a unigue set of
needs and issues. There is widespread agreement that incarcerated women differ from their male

counterparts in terms of their behavior, as well as their medical, substance abuse, mental health, and

family issues.2 Moreover, the constellation of characteristics and needs associated with institutional
adjustment manifest differently in women versus men. Women pose little threat of violence or escape;
however, their significant substance abuse and mental health histories can produce adjustment problems
that are difficult to predict.

These differences are particularly important to institutional classification systems, yet they are poorly
accommodated and under-researched. In fact, earlier surveys of corrections personnel found a clear
consensus of opinion; correctional classification systems have not provided necessary information about

women offenders; they were not adapted to women, and were not useful in matching women to

appropriate custody levels or programming.3 While obijective prison classification systems for male
inmates were well established in virtually every state, objective classification for female inmates seemed
to have been an afterthought.

In response to this critical need for gender-specific, objective classification systems, the National
Institute of Corrections (NIC) entered into two cooperative agreements, one with the Cenier for Criminal
Justice Research at the University of Cincinnati, and another with the Institute on Crime Justice and
Corrections at George Washington University. * The two projects produced a national assessment of
current practices for classifying women offenders (conducted at the University of Cincinnati), and
technical assistance to improve classification systems in seven states. This report highlights the findings

of this work.®

ll. Classification Issues for Women Offenders: The Literature

These projects occurred in the context of uncertainty regarding the role and status of objective
classification systems for incarcerated women. The literature was unclear as to what should be the goal
when classifying women offenders---identification of treatment needs, custody-requirements, or both.
Furthermore, there were so few validation studies involving women prisoners that it was impossible to

determine if systems were effectively serving any of these purposes.

A. Classification for Custody Purposes
According to earlier cross-state surveys approximately 40 states used the same objective

classification system for women and men.® Most used a variation of the NIC Model Prisons approach, a



system for predicting disciplinary problems. The early NIC classification models contained mostly static
variables (e.g., history of institutional violence, severity of current and prior convictions, escape history,
current or pending detainers, prior felonies, substance abuse in the community, and prior assaultive
behavior). Later NIC versions added some dynamic variables, such as education, employment,
performance in institutional programs/work, and age. Although few disputed the classification focus on
prison security, most correctional officials agreed that women offenders were not as dangerous as men.’
Empirical support for this perception was provided by a few state validation studies of custody-based

classification systems;® and a limited number of academic studies conducted prior to the 1980s.°

Apart from the issue of dangerousness, some sources questioned the relevance of commonly
used institutional custody factors (e.g., number and severity of prior felony convictions) and stability
factors (e.g., age, education, and employment) for classifying women prisoners.’® Research has since
identified a number of more relevant risk factors for women, including (a) marital status and suicide
attempts (b) family structure of the childhood home; (c¢) childhood abuse, depression, and substance

abuse; (d) single parenting and reliance upon public assistance; (e) dysfunctional relationships;'’ and
prison homosexual relationships. '

Although it has long been considered unethical to do so,”® many states used classification
systems that had not been validated on women offenders. A related concern was for whether custody
classification systems had been over-classifying women offenders, i.e., assigning them to higher security
levels than warranted. Over-classification occurs when (a) prediction instruments for populations with low
base rates on the criterion variable produce high rates of false positive decisions;" (b) policies fail
consider that the meaning of custody is relative to the population at hand (e.g., maximum custody men
and women receiving similar treatment when in fact, their behavior is quite different); and (c) the
dependent/criterion variable {misconducts) capture different behaviors for men and women. The latter
occurs when staff who are ill prepared to supervise women offenders cope by citing women more readily
than men for minor infractions.”® The result is to inflate the women’s custody levels at reclassification

because reclassification heavily weights institutional behavior.

B. Classification for Case Management and Treatment Purposes

Institutional classification systems inform offender programming through needs assessments.
Most often these are checklists indicating whether the inmate has a history of problems related to: (a)
substance abuse, (b) physical health, (c) mental health, (d) education, (e) empioyment, and/or (f) family
issues. More recently, community correctional classification systems have simultanecusly assessed risk
and needs by tapping “criminogenic needs,” i.e., dynamic risk factors for criminal behavior."® Because
criminogenic needs parallel many of the dynamic custody risk factors, they too predict prison

misconducts.”  Merging custody and criminogenic needs into a single prison classification model,



however, has its problems.18 Doing so creates an ethically questionable policy of elevating custody

according to problems rather than behavior.

Regardless of whether or not criminogenic needs are used to inform custody decisions, recent
interest in gender-specific programming has suggested that needs assessments for women should attend
to (a) victimization; (b) childcare; (c) self-esteem; (d) relationships, and (e) women’s unique health,
substance abuse and mental health issues.'® Such factors are seldom identified by the current

generation of needs assessment instruments.

C. Legal Considerations for Classification of Women Offenders

There may be legal impediments to the development of separate classification systems for men
and women. Legal mandates require equal treatment o male and female prison inmates in matiers such
as housing, access to legal services, programming, employee wages, medical facilities, and other right.
According to some officials, these parity concerns also require identical classification systems for men
and women.?

This stance, however, is likely to be providing misguided assurances. In fact, identical systems
often work in unegual ways, as when they (a) they are valid for men but not for women; (b) recognize
men’s needs better than women’s; and (c) assign similar labels (e.g., maximum custody) to groups who
differ in terms of their dangerousness. More logically, some have argued that nof having separate
systems is cause for litigation.?’ This was recently illustrated when the State of Michigan (Cain vs.
Michigan DOC) lost a class action suit brought by the women offenders who were classified by the same
system that was used for men.

in sum, our projects began with four issues: validity, over-classification, lack of gender-
responsivity, and equity. As an initial task of the NIC cooperative agreements the Center for Criminal
Justice Research at the University of Cincinnati®® conducted a national assessment that sought to

determine the extent to which these concems could be seen in existing state practices.

lli. NIC PRISONS DIVISION’S WOMEN CLASSIFICATION INITATIVES

A. National Assessment of Current Practices for Classifying Women Offenders

The national assessment sought detailed descriptions of practices currently in use for women
offenders, including both problematic areas and emerging strategies. These issues were addressed
during lengthy telephone interviews with representatives from 50 state correctional agencies and the
Federal Bureau of Prisons between February and May 2000. Findings pertinent to the concerns raised
above were as follows:

s The majority of respondents indicated that security and public safety were the most important
purposes to be served by incarcerating and classifying women offenders. Even so, respondents
in 15 states voiced a desire for classification model that would also (a) support gender-responsive



programming, and (b) move women offenders through the system and into community-level
facilities more expediently.

¢ Only fourteen (14) states reported validating their custody classification systems on a sample of
women offenders.

« Twelve (12) states reported different classification procedures for men and women. These
differences included (a) four states with separate systems for men and women; (b) four states
with different scale cutoff points for men and women; and (c) six states with expanded options on
existing variables to better reflect the nature of women’s offending (e.g., employment,
seriousness of the offense, and escapes).

« Fifty one percent of the respondents reported that women either posed less risk than men, or a
much smaller portion of women than men posed serious threats to institutional and public safety.

» Forty-nine respondents (92 percent) asserted that women had unique needs that should be
addressed in correctional settings. These needs included (a) trauma and abuse (23); (b) self-
esteem/assertiveness (10); (c) vocational needs (10); (d) medical (21); (e) mental health (14); (f)
parenting and childcare (33); and (g) relationship issues (8). However, most states failed to
consider these needs in their needs assessments. All but eight (8) states had identical needs
assessments for men and women.

« Many states reported that their systems were over-classifying women offenders. In ten (10) of
these states, overrides surpassed fifteen percent of their classification scores (rates ranged from
18 to 70 percent of their cases).

» All concerns aside, many states were not using the classification system, anyway. In at least 35
states, women with different custody scores were housed together in at least one if not all of the
state’s facilities for women. In such cases, custody did not impact housing, programming, or
movement throughout the facility. Furthermore, this practice occurred without significant
breaches of security. Custody scores could, however, affect whether a woman worked outside of
the facility's perimeter, the types of restraints required when transporting her outside of the
institution, and, more importantly, whether or not she moved to a community placement.

e Seventeen (17) states employed formal internal classification systems to guide housing
assignments. In all of these cases, the same systems were used for men and women.

Against the background of the information gathered during the initial stages of these projects

(e.g., literature reviews, the national assessment, and focus groups with correctional staff, administrators,

and inmates) the following directions were set for subsequent work with seven states (a) assure the

validity of classification systems for women offenders; (b) reduce over-classification resulting from invalid

classification systems; (c) improve the relevance of classification factors to women offenders; and (d)

assess the contributions of more gender-responsive variables.

B. Working with Correctional Agencies to Improve Classification for Women Offenders

The cooperative agreements provided technical assistance to the States of Nebraska, Colorado,
Hawaii, Florida, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and Idaho. Each state presented a unique set of issues and
questions regarding the classification of their women offenders, yet there were distinct patterns across the

states. What follows is a brief synopsis our work with these seven states. More detailed descriptions of



their classification initiatives are provided in Appendix A of this report and the individual state reports
submitted to NIC.

1. Colorado Department of Corrections. Beginning in February, 2000, this project sought to (a)
develop a separate classification system for women offenders, (b) identify and test classification
variables that were likely to be relevant to women offenders, and (c) assess needs, including gender-
responsive needs, as a component of the classification model.

Initially, focus groups with women offenders and correctional staff and administrators, and several
meetings with the State’s Classification Steering Committee (a) identified several gender-responsive
needs for further research (e.g., child abuse, adult victimization, parenting, relationships, self-esteem
and self-efficacy); (b) selected additional needs pertaining to attitudes, peers, mental health,
substance abuse, marital/family, use of leisure time, financial, education, and employment (available
through the Level of Service Inventory-Revised;” (c) made modifications to the DOC intake and
reclassification instruments. Data analysis focused on measurement issues and an examination of
the relative importance of custody, traditional needs, and gender-responsive needs in predicting
prison misconducts and informing programming decisions.

Three classification models were tested on an intake cohort of 156 women:

« Model 1: Revisions to the current system, an NIC Model Prisons model which included
mostly static criminal and institutional history measures; the revisions included two
criminogenic needs, history of substance abuse and employment;

e Model 2: The same custody model augmented by two gender-specific needs, relationships
and mental health;** and

e Model 3: The revised custody system (same as Model 1, above) with a separate needs
assessment that did not inform custody. Gender-responsive needs included mental health,
relationships, and chiid abuse.

All of the models were predictive of prison misconducts, but models containing the gender-
responsive variables (Models 2 and 3) were more strongly associated with prison misconduct than
Model 1. Moreover, Model 1, the revised custody instrument was not valid without the inclusion of the
two criminogenic needs, substance abuse and employment. When needs were assembled into a
needs assessment instrument, Model 3, they were relevant to custody, even though they did not
inform the custody levels. In other words, high need inmates incurred more prison misconducts,
regardless of whether or not needs were a part of the custody model. The CO DOC is currently
validating the reclassification instruments for the project.

2. Hawaii Department of Corrections. At the beginning of this cooperative agreement, the Hawaii
Department of Public Safety (HI DPS) had one facility on the island of Oahu that housed
approximately 225 women; an additional 75 women were housed in contracted facilities in Oklahoma.
The goals of the project were to (a) resolve problems with over-classification, (b) progress women to
community custody status more accurately; and (c) reduce the prison population, thereby affording
sufficient bed space to return women housed in Oklahoma to the Oahu facility.

Technical assistance involved work with a Classification Steering Committee to redesigned and
pilot test the state’s intake and reclassification classification instruments on a sample of 125 women.
Modified instruments proved to be more valid than the original instruments. In addition, the new
instruments simulated a reduction in classifications for approximately 10 percent of the research
sample.

Modifications to traditional custody variables contributed to the improved validity of the system,
but the greatest improvement resulted from a recommendation {o change several non-discretionary
overrides (which affected the majority of inmates) to risk factors on the custody instrument. In this



way they only affected higher custody if other risk factors were present. In addition, several systemic
problems that were contributing to the State’s classification problems were identified. Officials sought
to improve the systemic issues pertaining to staff shortages and training prior to a full implementation
of the modified system.

3. Nebraska Department of Corrections. NE DOC struggled with the task of more efficiently
progressing women serving short-term sentences to community custody facilities. Because at least
90 percent of their incarcerated women offenders were released within 6 months of intake, many
were released at higher than community custody levels. The existing custody classification system
was designed for longer prison terms and preliminary analyses suggested that it was invalid among
women. A non-classification issue pertaining to mandatory program requirements for all inmates also
held women at higher custody levels. The NE DOC Classification Steering Committee recognized that
the custody classification model did not serve any real purpose regarding the management of the
women offenders. Many of their classification issues were pertinent to community risk and
programming rather than o custody.

The technical assistance project sought to validate and integrate a dynamic community risk
assessment (LSI-R) to prioritize offender programming and facilitate community placement decisions.
The initial intent was for the LSI-R to work in concert with a revised custody classification system.
The custody system, likely to be more relevant to the minority of long-term inmates, would inform
institutional placements. However, the committee chose to revise the custody system for both males
and females, but to do so at a later date.

Case management staff was trained on the LSI-R and administered the assessmenis to 100
women offenders. A validation study found that the risk levels were modestly related to serious
misconducts and to days served in segregation. However, the project experienced several delays.
Most importantly, a substantial delay between staff training and their actual use of the LSI-R may
have caused a number of reliability/validity problems.

4. Idaho Department of Corrections. Idaho was one of four states with a separate classification
system for its male and female inmates. Even so, the system had not been validated and appeared
to be over-classifying women offenders. In addition, vague aspects of the classification manual
raised concern regarding the accuracy of the classifications and inconsistencies across staff
completing the instruments.

The technical assistance entailed a validation study of the current and a modified version of the
classification system. It also resulted in the development of a new classification manual. Staff was
trained on the use of the modified instruments and the system was implemented in September 2001.

5. Florida Department of Corrections. Based upon a review of the State classification systems and
input from the State’s Female Advisory Committee, this classification initiative sought to (a) validate
the external classification system {CARS); (b) validate the internal classification system (Risk and
Needs); and (c) conduct a survey on parenting among FL DOC inmates.

The custody validation study found that CARS was statistically correlated with institutional
adjustment, but was marred by (a) heavy reliance upon mandatory custody criteria; (b) a. high rate of
discretionary overrides; and (c) over-classification of female offenders into medium custody at initial
classification.

The Risk and Needs validation study results supported the assumption that needs are correlated
with institutional adjustment. The data alsoc supported the assumption that some factors affect males
and females differently. Some risk factors hypothesized to be correlated with institutional adjustment
among female offenders, e.g., family relationships and friends and peers, were not associated with
institutional adjustment at admission. On the other hand, child welfare and intimate relationships
were related to institutional adjustment for both male and female inmates.
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The parenting survey revealed several troubling findings. Children of female inmates were at
greater risk of problems (e.g., out-of-home placements, arrests, or on public assistance) than the
children of male inmates. Children of female inmates were also less likely to visit their incarcerated
parent.

6. West Virginia Department of Corrections. The West Virginia Department of Corrections (WV
DOC) sought to validate its current classification system, to reduce over-classification of women
offenders and to provide better information for programming and housing assignments.

Custody was determined by a public risk scale which was not valid even when some of the
criminal history and institutional adjustment risk factors were modified. The research also showed
that dynamic risk factors were consistently better predictors of the women’s institutional adjustment
than traditional, static, criminal history factors.

As a result, a full redesign of the classification system for the WVDOC populations—both males
and females—was recommended. It appeared that a system combining dynamic risk factors with
traditional static risk factors (such as current offense and escape history) would dramatically improve
the validity of the classification system.

7. Wisconsin Department of Corrections. The Wisconsin Department of Corrections (W! DOC)
requested technical assistance to assess its classification processes and provide recommendations
for developing a gender-specific classification model.

A comprehensive on-site assessment was conducted. The process included interviews with
central office and facility-based staff, reviews of case files, lours of the facilities housing female
inmates, observations of initial classification staffings and PRC hearings, and reviews of the Agency
Plan which included a recent validation study, written policies, classification instruments, and needs
assessment instruments. The technical assistance report supported current agency plans for
modifying classification instruments and procedures. Based on current research and the experiences
of other states, observations and suggestions were provided to strengthen the Agency Plan.

Building Blocks to Effective Classification of Women Offenders

Several themes and concerns were consistent through the literature, the national assessment,

and through our work with the seven states. These are presented below, along with recommendations for
improvements.

A. Validity of the Custody Classification Systems

Recommendation 1: Ensure the validity of ciassification systems for women offenders.
The current data suggest that approximately 30 states do not know if their custody classification
systems are valid because they have not conducted validity studies using samples of women
offenders. Our concern is underscored by the fact that our validation studies typically find
existing systems to be invalid for women. These situations are unethical; how can we justify
housing women at custody levels which affect the austerity of their environment, privileges, right
to work outside of prison perimeters, and the like?

Recommendation 2: Avoid over-classifying women offenders. Within virtually every
jurisdiction we worked with officials expressed concerns about the over-classification of women
offenders. Their concerns were supported by our validation studies. Over-ciassification was
caused by invalid classification instruments as well as by certain systemic problems that are
discussed in the final section of this report. Our modifications to classification instruments seldom
resulted in classification reductions for more than 10 percent of the sample/population. Further
shifts in the custody distributions—by either modifying the custody scale points or changing the




weights/scores for key risk factors—were not possible due to mandatory restrictions or
departmental directives. Moreover, modifications to scale cut of points could only occur if the
system remained valid after doing so. Often it did not.

Recommendation 3: Modify Current Risk Factors and/or Scale Cut Points to Reflect the

Differences Between the Women and Men. Validation studies often find statistically significant

differences in the predictive power of risk factors for male and female inmates. Factors pertaining
to age, criminal history, current offense, and stability often work differently for men and women.

Age: Several validation studies indicated that the rate of institutional infractions decrease
at an earlier age for males than females. Therefore, different age categories for male and
female inmates often enhanced the predictive power of the instruments.

Criminal History: With few exceptions criminal history factors have been poor predictors
of institutional adjustment for women offenders--- particularly at reclassification. At the
same time, very few women offenders receive high scores. Therefore, states have
achieved more predictive custody classification systems for women by either excluding
the prior criminal history risk factors or reducing their weight or scores.

Current Offense: Recognition of women's different pathways to crime prompted a
number of attempts to reconfigure this risk factor. However, these efforts were
discouraged when files contain insufficient details pertaining to the current offense.
Moreover, violent offenses characterized so few women, that only an inordinately large
sample could have supported an examination of the impact of types of violence.

One exception to this pattern was observed in Oklahoma where a study of the effects
of victim-offender relationship, role of substance abuse, relationship between offender
and co-offender, and type of victim found that (a) women incarcerated for victimless
crimes (e.g., drug-related, property, etc.) had statistically fewer infractions; and (b)
women who were involved in crime with a male co-defendant or family member had the

25
highest rates of institutional infractions.

In other studies, attempts to test whether women who murdered an abuser in self-
defense were less disruptive than other violent offenders found too few women who fit
this description to support tests conducted on samples of 100-150 inmates. Even so,
none of these women were observed to have a misconduct of any kind. Most of these
matters should continue to be tested among larger samples.

Stability Factors: Many states include various indicators of offender stability on their
initial classification and dynamic risk factors on the reclassification instruments. The
most common initial classification stability factors include age, employment at the time of
arrest, education, and substance abuse. Reclassification instruments often add factors
pertaining to institutional behavior, participation in institutional programming. Correct use
of these factors often enhanced the validity of classification systems for women.

» Employment: This risk factor should include childcare/ homemaker roles in the

operational definition of fully employed.

N

Education. Academic achievement appeared to be an indicator of stability among
male but not female inmates. In contrast to males, women with high school diplomas
or the equivalency incurred more misconducts than less educated women. The factor
was often omitied on modified systems for women.

» Substance Abuse. Both the reliability and validity of substance abuse as an indicator
of stability have been problematic and have yielded mixed results. Too often




operational definitions have allowed for subjective interpretations as to what
constitutes substance abuse. One study that operationalized substance abuse
according {o two estabhshed assessments, however, found that both strongly
predicted prison misconducts.?® Even with a valid and reliable indicator, however, the
pervasiveness of substance abuse among female offenders (75 to 80 percent of the
population) often rendered the item useless for custody assessment purposes.

> Relationships. Correctional staff often cited institutional and community relationships
as risk factors for female inmates. Attempts to examine the role of relationship,
however, often result in very different operational definitions and measures.
Moreover, little data are available in inmates’ files to guide the development of
reliable, objective risk factors to assess the inmate’s relationships. Therefore, findings
regarding relationships varied considerably across the studies.

Factors pertaining to child welfare, intimate relationships, and family
relationships—were unrellable and not related to institutional adjustment among
women offenders in Florida.?” Data from West Virginia, on the other hand, indicated
that stressful institutional relationships, as defined by inmates, significantly predicted
institutional infractions. Moreover, the presence of mulliple stress factors, including
child custody and legal matters, was highly correlated with institutional adjustment.
In the Colorado study “relationships” was operationalized as codependency, or a
tendency to loose too much personal power in intimate relationships, and it was
strongly related to prison misconducts.

v

Other stability factors: Other stability factors such as mental, health, need for
medical, mental health, and substance abuse services were found in an Oklahoma
study to be significantly related to women's early prison adjustment.?® The Colorado
study expanded this inquiry into additional gender-specific variables, including child
abuse, adult victimization, parenting, self-esteem, self-efficacy, and relationships.
Among an intake cohort, child abuse, mental health, relationships, and substance
abuse were strongly related to prison misconducts. Because these factors are
dynamic, they must be updated for each reclassification.

B. Gender-Specific Needs Assessments

Recommendation 4: Develop Comprehensive Classification Systems that Assign
Women to Meaningful Programs. Long-standing correctional standards maintain that
offenders should be classified according to needs related to: a) humane prison adjustment, b)
institutional safety, c) recidivism, and d) re-entry to the community. 29 Comprehensive needs
assessments should consider both the presence and intensity of the need. They should triage
certain high need offenders into more detailed assessments and test batteries. Changes in
the composition of prison populations as a resuit of the “war on drugs” and increases in the
number of dual diagnosed and mentally ill inmates, % as well as calls for more gender—
responsive programmmg underscores the need for gender-specific needs assessments.’

Recommendation 5: Develop objective and reliable needs assessment processes.
Needs assessments should specify objective criteria, require documentation, and require that
raters indicate how many domains of a problem exist (e.g., does substance abuse affect
work, family relationships, medical problems, etc.). They should not ask for judgment calls
about the intensity of a problem. Needs assessments should be reliable, thereby resulting in
consistent scores across raters.

Recommendation 6: Focus upon Criminogenic Needs to Increase the Utility of the
Needs Assessments. Dynamic criminogenic needs are those that have been statistically
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correlated with criminal behavior and reduce criminal behavior, if they are successfully
treated. Agencies wishing to prevent future offending should focus on the problems
associated future offending.** Such needs are often related to prison misconducts as wefl.*®
Recommendation 7: Include Gender-Specific Needs in Screening and Assessment
Tools. In addition o the considerations raised in recommendation 6, agencies should
examine and test needs assessments for the presence of needs pertaining to abuse,
parenting, relationships, health, substance abuse, and emotional stability.

V. Addressing Classification Issues that Require Systemic Change

In addition to exploring these building blocks, we learned some very important lessons about
systemic issues that hamper the correctional operations and can render even the most valid and
comprehensive classification system ineffective.  The most prevalent non-classification issues
encountered were:

Inadequate institutional disciplinary _systems. Inadequate disciplinary codes are a
primary contributor to the over-classification of women offenders because of the differences
in the institutional behaviors of men and women. Institutional infractions with very different
threats to the safety and security of the institution (e.g. assaults) should not be combined and
assigned identical codes. For classification purposes, the disciplinary policy should be
revised to ensure that the infraction codes are mutually exclusive and exhaustive.

Location of Correctional Institutions for Women. Most state correctional systems have
very few correctional facilities for women offenders. Frequently these are located in rural
areas, far from the urban communities in which the majority of the women fived prior to their
incarceration. This distance creates barriers to family visitations, work- and educational-
release opportunities, and access to medical and mental health services. The rural setting
sometimes creates cultural barriers within the facility and between staff and inmates. These
problems may acerbate disciplinary problems, if not properly addressed, because women’s
institutional adjustment is often influenced by relationships (within and outside the facility),
concerns for children, and other stress factors.

Management of Women Offenders. In most state correctional agencies, basic training for
correctional officers and caseworkers neglects any focus on women offenders.®* Many staff
resisted working in the women’s facility and had originally. inexperienced staff, especialily,
was often quick to write up women for disobedience of a direct order, disrespect to staff,
disorderly conduct, yelling, and/or unauthorized possession of property. Although these are
relatively minor incidents, multiple infractions of this nature could quickly elevate a woman to
medium or close custody.

Lack of Programming. In addition to the concerns about the absence of gender-responsive
programming, many correctional systems are hampered by the lack of resources for any type
of programming. These problems may contribute to over-classification, because participation
in work and programs often translates into more successful prison adjustment and lower
reclassification scores. Additionally, program participation sometimes is a pre-requisite for a
reduced classification. Inmates, who cannot participate in program requirements because
the programs are unavailable, will then be held at higher custody leveis regardiess of the
adequacy of the classification system.
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V. FUTURE STEPS

The call for “more data and more research” is a common theme among the researchers. The
suggestion for continued work to validate classification systems, test alternative risk factors, and develop
more relevant needs assessment processes may appear to be redundant and trite. Yet, the requests
from state and local correctional systems to assess and fine-tune their classification systems speak to the
need to continue this research. Indeed, 30 states still have not validated their classification systems for
women.

Furthermore, the research highlighted in this report needs to be replicated in other jurisdictions
before making any further generalizations. NIC has long advocated for the validation of any classification
system for the population to which it is applied. The inconsistencies in the risk factors observed thus far
suggest that there is still much to learn about the classification of women offenders. At the same time,
the number of women offenders under correctional supervision continues to grow while resources
decline. The need to develop valid and reliable risk and needs assessment systems for managing and
serving prison populations with fewer resources becomes more critical each year.

Given these harsh realities, future efforts should focus on assisting agencies to develop systems
that are both practical and feasible. Just as researchers dependably call for more research, correctional
administrators are consistently asked to “do more with less.” Scarce resources should provide maximum
returns, and therefore future initiatives should concentrate on models that require reasonable efforts in
terms of training, staffing, validation, and implementation. With these initiatives, it is anticipated that new
lessons will be learned and previous lessons will be further refined. If the classification system is to
continue to serve as the brain of the correctional system, it must be responsive to risks and needs posed
by women as well as men. Unfortunately, there is still much to discover about how to make the systems
more gender specific.
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« Reduces need for resources

= Moves critical information
quicker

« Expands access to data
= Can support resource request
= Improves identification

« Examples:

— Risk and Needs

-~ Administrative Segregation
- Disciplinary Confinement
-~ Work Release Review

July 10,2003 25 July 16, 2003 l 26

Web Expansion

« New technology
» User friendly

jous u was ty
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- Visual AT
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Geographic Information
Systems (Crime Mapping)

« Visual medium

= Quick analysis

= Helps to allocate resources

= Provides another tool for
management (at headquarters
and local level)

» Provides offender profile

+. system wide

s facility level
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: : Biometrics
Biometric Based hadhdbbbd
Visitation System

entral database
iometric based screening

utomatic tracking of
entry and exit
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Digital Record Storage

= Saves space

= Provides greater access to
inmate files

Reduces staff requirements

l\ Speeds up information
\ distribution

|

51
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Handheld Computing

VTruly Portable
VWireless

YReal time data
JEliminates duplication

58

duly 10, 2003

—_Getting There!

= First Step - assess your

classification processes

+ Reception

+. Custody

+ Commitment processing

+ Internal classification

/. Needs assessment

4. Transfer & bed management
+ Inmate discipline

+. High risk populations

/ Inmate records
59

July 10, 2003

Systematically Redesign

Begin with the end in mind
What results do you want
Design for end user
Measure results

Report findings

Ensure accountability

Is it doing any good?

Title goes here
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| Developing Classification
Information Systems
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4.44 DEFINITION: DELIBERATE INDIFFERENCE - CONVICTED PRISONERS (42
U.S.C. § 1983)

Deliberate indifference is established only if there is actual knowledge of a substantial risk that
plaintiff (describe serious medical problem or other serious harm that defendant is expected to
prevent) and if the defendant disregards that risk by intentionally refusing or failing to take
reasonable measures to deal with the problem. Mere negligence or inadvertence does not
constitute deliberate indifference.

Committee Comments

See Farmer v. Brennan, ____ US. ___, 114 S. Ct. 1970 (1994) (clearly limiting deliberate
indifference to intentional, knowing or recklessness in the criminal law context which requires
actual knowledge of a serious risk). Wilson v. Seiter, 501 U.S. 294 (1991). The court is limiting
Eighth Amendment claims to those in which plaintiff can show actual subjective intent rather
than just recklessness in the tort sense. In Wilson, the court characterized as Eighth Amendment
violations only acts which are "deliberate acts intended to chastise or deter" (emphasis added) or
"punishment which has been administered for a disciplinary purpose" (emphasis added). Wilson,
501 U.S. at 300. The court, continuing to follow the deliberate indifference standard, clearly
stated that negligence was not sufficient.

The Committee believes the phrase “deliberate indifference” should probably be defined in most
cases, although Eighth Circuit case law does not require it.

11.03.04 MUNICIPAL LIABILITY--FAILURE TO TRAIN--ELEMENTS AND
BURDEN OF PROOF

[On the plaintiff's claim for failure to train,] the plaintiff has the burden of proving each of the
following by a preponderance of the evidence:

1. the [city's] [county's] training program was not adequate to train its [officers] [employees] to
respond properly to the usual and recurring situations with which they must deal;

2. the [city] [county] was deliberately indifferent to the need to train its [officers] [employees]
adequately; and

3. the failure to provide proper training was the [proximate] [legal] cause of the deprivation of
the plaintiff's rights protected by the Constitution [or laws] of the United States.

11.03.05 MUNICIPAL LIABILITY--DELIBERATE INDIFFERENCE DEFINED (42
U.S.C. § 1983)

“Deliberate indifference” to the rights of others is the conscious or reckless disregard of the
consequences of one's acts or omissions.

Litigation Issues Comprehensive Objective Prison Classification 2



SUMMARY OF KEY LEGAL CASES
CONCERNING CLASSIFICATION

Florida and DOC

access to prison
guard positions

.- Case | State | Legallssue - Classification Issue
1.Ruiz v. Lynaugh Texas Overall Conditions | Lack of Objective Inmate Class System.
of Confinement Have new reforms reduced inmate
violence?
2. Calvin R. vs. Illinois Overall Conditions | Lack of internal classification system to
llinois of Confinement reduce inmate violence. Has new system
been implemented properly?
3. USA v. Michigan Michigan | Overall Conditions | Is court ordered class system working
of Confinement properly? Are inmates being housed
according to the system, is the process
accurate?
4. Cain v. Michigan Michigan Conditions of Are women being over-classified, are the
Confinement for reforms recommended working? Is there a
Female Inmates different disciplinary system standard for
males versus females?
5. Austin, et al., v. Ohio Conditions of Is the class criteria used assign inmates to
Wilkinson, et al. Confinement at Ohio State Penitentiary Max objective and
Super Max valid ? Is there a wvalid internal
classification system at the OSP?
6. U.S. v. State of Florida Denying women Are inmates so dangerous that women

cannot be allowed to supervise male
inmates out of the presence of a male
guard?

Litigation Issues

Comprehensive Objective Prison Classification

W




7. U.S.v. The Parish of Louisiana | Denying women Are inmates so dangerous that women

Orleans Criminal access to prison cannot be allowed to supervise male

Sheriff's Office guard positions inmates out of the presence of a male
guard?

8.Busey et al. v. DC/Ohio Wrongful Inmate Are inmates transferred to CCA facility

Corrections Deaths properly classified? Does the CCA have a

Corporation of America valid internal classification system?

9. Montoya v. Gunter, California | Wrongful Inmate Was inmate who was killed by another

etal Death inmate properly classified and housed?

10.Gartrell et al., v. DC/Virginia | Restricting Should DC/BOP inmates placed in another

Ashcroft et al., Religious Practices | prison system and be required to conform
to a grooming code that violates BOP
religious freedom accommodations?

11. Holloway, et al., v. Washington | Harassment of Is the DOC not enforcing its disciplinary

King County female officers and classification systems toward male
inmates being supervised by female
officers?

12. Ruben Henriquez v. New Jersey | Erroneous Did the lack of a classification system

Camden County, et al Detention contribute to an inmate remaining in

custody after his release date?

Litigation Issues

Comprehensive Objective Prison Classification 4
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Developing Objective
Classification Systems

Effecti&\e Implementation
Strategiles

Effective Implementation Strategies

. Upp\e\Management MUST BE SOLD!!!

)

= Have a “ichampion” as your project leader

i
Y

= Bringin \}our information Technology
Group early

July 11,2003 2

Effective Implementation Strategies

« Must have commitment of resources
= Car\‘ ful planning

» Keep'it simple

. TestinKTesting, Testing

« Pilot with field staff
+If they can’t use it, redesign!
+There \{vill be changes...plan for them

i

+May an additional pilot testing at

other sites

July 11, 2003 \ 3
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Effective Implementation Strategies for
Anlnternal classification System
= ‘Select type of internal system for adoption

« Select a pilot site

= Analyze current housing, work and program
assighment procedures

= Conduct facility program and work inventory
« Inventory available bed space

= Develop\prototype instrument and policies

« Pilot testiinstrument and procedures

» Develop full implementation plan

= Monitor and evaluate

Juy 11,2003 4

E@Bve Implementation Strategies
e |

gfment statewide

nduct hands-on, comprehensive
training (including facility managers}

< Implement as soon as possible after
training (preferably immediately following
the training)

¢ Keep special action items for field staff to

a minimum

*

+ Incorporate new processes into existing
ones so|that field staff can understand the
change

July 11, 2003 5

Effective Implementation Strategies

« Evaluate
< !mplement Accountability System with the
process
Make sure the important stuff does what
ou want it to — validate it
+ Make sure the people do want you want
them to — set measurable standards for
the important stuff and report it!

July 11,2003 [
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ilot Test Methodology

» Ovelview
Training

July 11,2003

ands-On Training

July 11,2003 " l s

July 11,2003
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—Cycle Time Statistics

July 11,2003

Feedback From Pilot Sites

July 11,2003

_Accountability

= Performance Results
+Weekly Measurements
+Monthly\Measurements

July 11,2003
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Barriers

= Resistance to Change
*
N
A
|

July 11,2003 i

“Providing leadersh
assistance to the
g c e e

Jails

" Prisons

Community Corrections
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Assessment of External Classification System

Checklists Comprehensive Objective Prison Classification







Assessment of Your External Classification System
Yes No Partial DK
1. External Classification System Mission:

1.1 External Classification System (ECS) assigns

offenders to:

. Custody level

. Facility
1.2 Internal classification assignments are

consistent with an inmate’s custody level

. Custody levels are not modified to match

Internal classification assignments

1.3 ECS facilitates placement of inmates in the

. least restrictive housing and custody level

2. ECS Goals and Objectives:
2.1 ECS has clearly defined goals
2.2 ECS has goals consistent with DOC mission & goals
2.3 ECS has measurable goals

3. ECS Policies and Procedures (P&P)

3.1 DOC has a formal, written ECS policy

3.2 DOC has formal, written ECS procedures

33 Each facility has local written ECS procedures
that comply with DOC P&P

3.4 There is an up-to-date ECS manual

3.5 Staff has ready access to current manual

3.6 ECS manual is user-friendly, clear, & concise

3.7 Staff have been formally trained on the current
instruments

4. ECS Process
4.1 ECS provides for:

e Initial custody assessment
* Regular and for cause reassessments
e Supervisor reviews staff recommendations
e Specific, documented mandatory overrides
» Specific, documented discretionary overrides
* Supervisor reviews all overrides

¢ Needs assessment, at intake and annually

e Program plans address community risks

E

[

42 CS Process is
Efficient and economically sound
5. Inmate Participation

5.1 ECS provides for direct inmate participation
5.2  Inmates are provided a copy of their custody form

State: 1




6.

10.

Assessment of Your External Classification System

ECS Instruments

6.1

ECS instruments are:

s Objective

Reliable

Valid for both male and female inmates
Automated

Easy for staff to use

Gender specific

Provide for pre-coded overrides

Overrides are separated into discretionary
and mandatory overrides

ECS Documentation and Data Collection

7.1

7.2

7.3

Quality data are collected to document the
entire ECS process

ECS uses complete, high quality, verified data
to determine an inmate’s:

¢ Custody level

» Facility assignment

e Programming

ECS management reports are produced:

e Weekly

e Monthly

e Special request

¢ Informative and useful

Evaluation, Monitoring and Planning

8.1
8.2
8.3
8.4
8.5

ECS policy & procedures are reviewed annually
ECS has been formally evaluated in past 3 years
ECS has been validated on DOC population

ECS is audited at all facilities

Discretionary override rate does not exceed 20%/yr

Legal Issues

9.1

9.2

ECS has been reviewed by legal counsel for
constitutional requisites
ECS has successfully withstood court review

Three most critical external classification issues:

Yes

No Partial

DK

1. Why:
2. Why:
3. Why:
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Assessment of Your Internal Classification System
Yes No Partial DK

1. Internal Classification System Mission:
11 Internal Classification System (ICS) assigns
offenders to:
¢ Housing

¢ Program assignments
¢ Work assignments

1.2 ICS placements are consistent with external
classification designations
1.3 ICS facilitates placement of inmates in the

least restrictive housing and custody level

2. ICS Goals and Objectives:
2.1 ICS has clearly defined goals
2.2 ICS has goals consistent with DOC mission & goals
2.3 ICS has measurable goals

3. ICS Policies and Procedures (P&P)

3.1 DOC has a formal, written ICS policy

3.2 DOC has formal, written ICS procedures

3.3 Each facility has local written ICS procedures
that comply with DOC P&P

3.4 There is an up-to-date ICS manual

3.5 Staff has ready access to current manual

3.6 ICS manual is user-friendly, clear, & concise
3.7 Staff have been formally trained on the current
instruments/process
4. ICS Process

41 ICS provides for:

e Initial assessment and placement
Regular and for cause reassessments
Supervisor review of staff recommendations
Specific, documented mandatory overrides
Specific, documented discretionary overrides
Supervisor reviews all overrides

e Consideration of special populations, e.g.,

Adm. Segregation, PC, MH, medical, and geriatric

4.2 ICS Process is

o Efficient and economically sound

5. Inmate Participation
5.1 ICS provides for direct inmate participation
5.2 Inmates are provided a copy of their assessment

State: 1




6.

10.

Assessment of Your Internal Classification System

ICS Instruments

6.1

ICS instruments are:

* Objective

¢ Reliable

¢ Valid for both male and female inmates

¢ Automated

Easy for staff to use

Provide for pre-coded overrides

¢ Overrides are separated into discretionary
and mandatory overrides

ICS Documentation and Data Collection

7.1

7.2

7.3

Quality data are collected to document the
entire ICS process

ICS uses complete, high quality, verified data
to determine an inmate’s:

« Housing

* Work

» Programming

ICS management reports are produced:

o Weekly

e DMonthly

e Special request

¢ Informative and useful
s Accurate

Evaluation, Monitoring and Planning

8.1
8.2
8.3
8.4
8.5
8.6

ICS policy & procedures are reviewed annually

ICS has been formally evaluated in past 3 years

ICS has been validated on DOC population

ICS reliability is assessed annually

Discretionary override rate does not exceed 15%l/yr
All stakeholders participate in the design, evaluation
and review of ICS

Legal Issues

9.1

9.2

ICS has been reviewed by legal counsel for
constitutional requisites
ICS has successfully withstood court review

Three most critical internal classification issues:

Yes

No Partial

DK

1. Why:
2. Why:
3. Why:
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Assessment of Your Intake and Needs Assessment Process
Yes No Partial DK

1. Intake and Needs Assessment Process Mission:
1.1 Intake and Needs Assessment Process (INAP) determines
an inmates’:
. Immediate medical needs
. Immediate mental health needs
. Individual, institutional program needs
. Individual, institutional pre-release needs

1.2 INAP generates high quality, verified data about
an inmate’s needs as to:

. Medical

. Mental Health

. Education

. Vocational training

Substance Abuse
Sex offender treatment
Family/marital relationships
Parenting
Work history/experience
History of abuse/trauma
Intellectual ability
Companions - institutional and community
Financial management
Compulsive behaviors, gambling, eating, etc.
Other:
1.3 Program assignments are consistent with inmate’s
Needs
. Custody levels are not modified to permit
. Inmate’s access to programs and services
1.4 INAP facilities placement of inmates in the least
restrictive housing and custody level

2. Intake and Need Assessment Process Goals and Objectives:
2.1 INAP has clearly defined goals
2.2 INAP has goals consistent with DOC mission & goals
2.3 INAP has measurable goals

3. Intake and Needs Assessment Process Policies and Procedures (P&P)
3.1 DOC has a formal, written INAP policy
3.2 DOC has formal, written INAP procedures
3.3 Each facility has local written need assessment
procedures that comply with DOC P&P
3.4 Needs assessment manual is up-to-date
3.5  Staff have ready access to current manual
3.6 Needs manual is user-friendly, clear, & concise
3.7 Staff have been formally trained on the current
Instruments

State: 1




Assessment of Your Intake and Needs Assessment Process
Yes No Partial DK
4, INAP Process

4.1 INAP provides for:
¢ Initial needs assessment
+ Regular and for cause reassessments
¢ Assessments by qualified, trained staff
e Individualized program plans
e Program plans developed jointly by clinicians
program staff, and case workers
e Consultation of treatment staff as to housing
assignments and transfers
e Program plans address institutional risks
e Program plans address community risks
4.2 INAP Process is
o Efficient and economically sound
¢ Organized to eliminate duplication and
Unnecessary testing/retesting

5. Inmate Participation
5.1 INAP provides for direct inmate participation
5.2 Inmates are provided a copy of their program plan
6. INAP Instruments
6.1 INAP instruments are:
e Objective
¢ Reliable

o Valid for both male and female inmates

+ Automated

e Easy for staff to use

¢ Gender specific

¢ Provide for pre-coded overrides

¢ Overrides are separated into discretionary
and mandatory overrides

7. INAP Documentation and Data Collection

71 Quality data are collected to document the
entire INAP process

7.2 INAP uses complete, high quality, verified data
to determine an inmate’s needs

7.3 INAP management reports are produced:
o Weekly
¢ Monthly
e Special request
+ Informative and useful



10.

Assessment of Your Intake and Needs Assessment Process
Yes No Partial DK

Evaluation, Monitoring and Planning

8.1 INAP policy & procedures are reviewed annually
8.2 INAP provides data for program planning

8.3 INAP provides data for resources aliocation

8.4 INAP has been normed for your populations

8.5 Reliability testing is ongoing

Legal Issues

9.1 INAP has been reviewed by legal counsel for
constitutional requisites
9.2 INAP has successfully withstood court review

Three most critical intake and needs assessment issues:

1. Why:
2. Why:
3. Why:
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U.S. Department of Justice
Office of Justice Programs

Bureau of Justice Statistics

Special Report

July 2001, NCJ 188215

Mental Health Treatment

In Sate Prisons, 2000

By Allen J. Beck, Ph.D.
and Laura M. Maruschak
BJS Statisticians

On June 30, 2000, 1,394 of the
Nation’s 1,558 State public and private
adult correctional facilities reported that
they provide mental health services to
their inmates.* Nearly 70% of facilities
housing State prison inmates reported
that, as a matter of policy, they screen
inmates at intake; 65% conduct psychi-
atric assessments; 51% provide
24-hour mental health care; 71%
provide therapy/counseling by trained
mental health professionals; 73%
distribute psychotropic medications to
their inmates; and 66% help released
inmates obtain community mental
health services.

One in every 8 State prisoners was
receiving some mental health therapy
or counseling services at midyear
2000. Nearly 10% were receiving
psychotropic medications (including
antidepressants, stimulants, sedatives,
tranquilizers, or other anti-psychotic
drugs). Fewer than 2% of State
inmates were housed in a 24-hour
mental health unit.

This report is based on the 2000
Census of State and Federal Adult
Correctional Facilities, an enumeration
of all 84 Federal facilities, 1,320 State
facilities, and 264 private facilities in
operation on June 30, 2000. For the
first time, the 2000 census included
items related to facility policies on
mental health screening and treatment.

*Excluded from this report are locally
operated jails and Federal confinement
facilities.

Nearly all State adult confinement facilities screen inmates
for mental health problems or provide treatment
Percent of facilities

Confine- Community- ment services were more frequently

Mental

health policy ment based
Any 95% 82%

Screen at intake 78 47

Conduct psychiatric

assessments 79 30

Provide 24-hour care 63 20

Provide therapy/counseling 84 35

Distribute psychotropic

medications 83 49

Assist releasees 72 51

Percent of inmates

1in 10 State inmates receiving psychotropic medications;
1in 8 in mental health therapy or counseling

receiving —

Facility Therapy/ Psychotropic
characteristic counseling medications
All 13% 10%
Public 13 10
Private 10 7
Confinement 13 10
Community-based 9 5
Males only 12 9
Females only 27 22
Both 14 13

Mental health Other

155 State facilities specialized in psychiatric confinement, but general
confinement facilities provided a majority of treatment

confinement  functions

Number of facilities 155 1,403
Number of inmates 217,420 961,387
Percent receiving —

24-hour care 7% 0%

Therapy/counseling 19 9

Psychotropic

medications 17 7

* Mental health screening and treat-

reported by State confinement facili-
ties (95%) than by community-based
facilities (82%).

* Community-based facilities, in

which at least 50% of the inmates
regularly depart unaccompanied, were
less likely to report mental health
screening (47%), assessment (30%),
and therapy/counseling (35%).

* On June 30, 2000, an estimated
150,900 State inmates were in mental
health therapy/counseling programs;
114,400 inmates were receiving
psychotropic medications; and
18,900 were in 24-hour care.

* In 5 States — Maine, Montana,
Nebraska, Hawaii, and Oregon —
approximately 20% of the State
inmates were receiving psychotropic
medications.

» 12 facilities reported mental health/
psychiatric confinement as their
primary function; 143 reported it as
a specialty among other functions.

e About two-thirds of all inmates
receiving therapy/counseling or
medications were in facilities that
didn’t specialize in providing mental
health services in confinement.




Inmates screened at admission and
placed in general confinement or
specialized facilities

State prison systems typically screen
inmates for mental disorders at a
reception/diagnostic center prior to
placement in a State facility. As of
June 30, 2000, 161 facilities reported
serving this function, including at least
1in every State. Nearly all of these
facilities (153) reported that they either
screened inmates or conducted psychi-
atric evaluations to determine inmate
mental health or emotional status.

In addition, 155 facilities (in 47 States)
reported mental health/psychiatric
confinement as a special function.
Only three States — North Dakota,
Rhode Island, and Wyoming — lacked
a special psychiatric confinement facil-
ity. In these States inmates needing
special confinement separate from
other inmates are placed in State
hospitals, prison infirmaries, or in
special needs units within general
confinement facilities.

Mental health services most
commonly provided in maximum/
high-security confinement facilities

Facility policies relating to mental
health screening, assessment, and
treatment vary by type of facility and
security level. Community-based facili-
ties, in which 50% or more of their
inmates are regularly permitted to
depart unaccompanied, are less likely
(82%) than State confinement facilities
(95%) to have policies related to
mental health screening and care
(table 1).

On each mental health policy consid-
ered, about half or fewer of the
community-based facilities reported
having such a policy. The most
common policy for community-based
facilities was providing assistance to
released inmates to obtain mental
health services in the community
(51%). The least common was provid-
ing 24-hour mental health care to
inmates (20%).

Table 1. Mental health screening and treatment in State correctional

facilities, by type of facility, June 30, 2000

Confinement Community-based
All facilities facilities facilities
Mental health policy Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Total 1,558 100.0% 1,109 100.0% 449 100.0%
Any screening/treatment 1,394 91.8% 1,047 95.4% 347 82.2%
Screen inmates at intake 1,055 69.5 855 77.9 200 474
Conduct psychiatric assessments 990 65.2 864 78.8 126 29.9
Provide 24-hour mental health care 776 511 693 63.2 83 19.7
Provide therapy/counseling 1,073 70.6 926 84.4 147 3438
Distribute psychotropic medications 1,115 734 910 83.0 205 48.6
Help released inmates obtain services 1,006 66.2 790 72.0 216 51.2
No screening/treatment 125 8.2% 50 4.6% 75  17.8%
Not reported 39 12 27

Note: Excludes 84 Federal facilities and 26 privately operated facilities

in which at least half of the inmates were under Federal authority.

Includes facilities in which 50 percent or more of their inmates are regularly
permitted to depart unaccompanied and those facilities whose primary
function is community corrections, work release, or prerelease.

Table 2. Mental health screening and treatment in State confinement
facilities, by facility security level, June 30, 2000

Facility security level

Maximum/high Medium Minimum/low
Mental health policy Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Total 299 100.0% 489 100.0% 316 100.0%
Any screening/treatment 296  99.0% 482 99.0% 265 86.6%
Screen inmates at intake 261 87.3 402 825 190 62.1
Conduct psychiatric assessments 264 88.3 409 84.0 190 62.1
Provide 24-hour mental health care 189 63.2 358 735 144  47.1
Provide therapy/counseling 283 946 444 91.2 196 64.1
Distribute psychotropic medications 285 95.3 432 88.7 190 62.1
Help released inmates obtain services 253 84.6 363 74.5 172 56.2
No screening/treatment 3 1.0% 5 1.0% 41  13.2%
Not reported 0 2 10

Note: Excludes five confinement facilities without a designated security level.

Among confinement facilities, the most
common forms of treatment were
therapy/counseling (84%) and distribu-
tion of psychotropic medications (83%).
At least three-quarters of the facilities
reported screening inmates at intake
and conducting psychiatric assess-
ments. Nearly two-thirds of confine-
ment facilities reported that 24-hour
mental health care was available to
inmates either on or off facility grounds.

Mental health screening and treatment
policies were more frequently reported
by maximum/high-security facilities
than by minimum/low-security facilities
(table 2). Almost all maximum-security
confinement facilities (99%) reported
conducting screening and providing
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some form of treatment. The most

common (95%) was the distribution of
psychotropic medications and provid-
ing mental health therapy/counseling.

Overall, 125 facilities reported that they
did not provide any mental health
services to inmates. Of these facilities,
75 were community-based and 41
were minimum/low-security confine-
ment facilities. The absence of mental
health policies within these facilities
may reflect the confinement and treat-
ment of mentally ill inmates elsewhere
within the State systems. On June 30,
2000, fewer than 1.8% of all State
inmates were held in facilities in which
mental health services were not avail-
able.




Based on inmate self-reports,
at midyear 2000 State prisons held
191,000 mentally ill inmates

In the Special Report Mental Health
Treatment of Inmates and Probationers
(NCJ 174463), BJS estimated that
16.2% of State prisoners were mentally
ill. Drawing from inmate surveys
conducted in 1997, BJS found that
10.1% of State inmates reported a
mental or emotional condition and
10.7% said they had stayed overnight
in a mental hospital or program.
Though these estimates depend on
inmate self-reports, they provide an
overall measure of the need for mental
health treatment in State prisons.
Assuming these percentages have not
changed since the surveys were
conducted, an estimated 191,000
inmates in State prisons were mentally
ill as of midyear 2000.

13% of State inmates receiving
mental health therapy; 10%
receiving psychotropic medications

The 2000 prison census findings reveal
a great diversity in the amount and type
of treatment being provided among
State correctional facilities. Overall,
1.6% of all inmates (or about 10% of all
those identified as mentally ill) were
receiving 24-hour care in special
housing or a psychiatric unit (table 3).
Inmates in public facilities (1.8%) and
confinement facilities (1.8%) were
somewhat more likely than those in
private facilities (1.1%) and community-
based facilities (0.3%) to be receiving
24-hour care.

Nearly 13% of State inmates (or about
79% of those mentally ill) were receiv-
ing mental health therapy or counseling
services from a trained professional on
a regular basis. The percent receiving
therapy was the highest in female-only
confinement facilities (with more than 1
in 4 female inmates receiving therapy)
and in maximum/high-security facilities
(with nearly 1 in 6 inmates in therapy)
(table 4).

Table 3. Inmates receiving mental health treatment in State correctional
facilities, by facility characteristic, June 30, 2000

Number of inmates receiving —

24-hour mental Therapy/ Psychotropic
health care counseling medications
Facility characteristic Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Total
Reported? 17,354 1.6% 137,395 12.8% 105,336  9.7%
Estimated® 18,900 150,900 114,400
Facility operation
Public 16,429 1.8% 118,933 12.8% 92,414 9.8%
Private 734 11 7,763 11.4 5,158 7.5
Authority to house
Males only 13,161 1.5% 102,235 11.7% 75,664 8.5%
Females only 834 1.4 15,262 26.5 12,536 215
Both 3,168 4.5 9,199 13.9 9,372 13.2
Type of facility
Community-based 177  0.3% 4320 8.7% 2,458 4.8%
Confinement 16,986 1.8 122,376 12.9 95,114 9.8
Facility function®
General confinement 11,485 1.3% 109,009 12.8% 82,929 9.6%
Special function
Reception/diagnostic center 1,029 25 6,362 14.7 5392 11.7
Community corrections 107 0.3 2588 7.4 1,662 4.6
Medical treatment 332 17.0 164 13.2 430 22.1
Mental health 3,335 475 3,373 46.7 3,277 453
Alcohol/drug treatment 0 0.0 1,323 7.7 761 45
Boot camp/youthful offenders 176 1.3 720 6.3 488 4.4
Other? 699 2.1 3,153 94 2631 7.9

2Includes inmates receiving mental health treatment in Florida for whom

only statewide totals were reported.

"National totals were estimated by multiplying the reported percentages by the total
number of persons in State custody on June 30, 2000.

°Facilities could report more than one function. Primary function was the category
with the largest number of inmates on June 30, 2000.

dIncludes transfer facilities, juvenile confinement, protective custody, sex offender
treatment, and death row.

Table 4. Inmates receiving mental health treatment in State confinement
facilities, by facility characteristic, June 30, 2000

Number of inmates receiving —

24-hour mental Therapy/ Psychotropic
health care counseling medications
Facility characteristic Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Total? 16,986 1.8% 122,376 12.9% 95,114 9.8%

Facility operation

Public 16,270 1.8% 116,296 13.0% 90,721 10.0%

Private 716 1.3 6,080 10.8 4393 7.7
Authority to house

Males only 13,064 1.5% 100,371 11.9% 74,736  8.7%

Females only 830 15 14,744 27.1 12,119 22.1

Both 3,092 59 7,261 14.3 8,259 15.2
Security level

Maximum/high 6,928 2.4% 44,637 14.9% 35,069 11.5%

Medium 9,608 1.8 65,726 12.6 52,208 9.8

Minimum/low 448 0.4 11,593 9.3 7,355 5.8
Facility size®

1,500 or more 6,298 1.4% 59,970 12.8% 45,283 9.3%

750-1,499 5140 1.6 41,953 13.0 31,816 9.9

250-749 4582 35 16,831 134 14,866 11.6

100-249 888 3.3 3,309 124 2,867 10.9

Fewer than 100 78 23 313 11.0 282 838

2Excludes inmates in mental health treatment in Florida for whom only
statewide totals were reported.
"Based on the average daily population between July 1, 1999, and June 30, 2000.
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Facilities also reported that nearly 10%
of all inmates (an estimated 114,400
inmates nationwide) were receiving
psychotropic medications. The use of
these drugs (including antidepressants,
stimulants, sedatives, and tranquil-
izers) was the most common in facili-
ties specializing in mental health
confinement (45%), medical treatment
facilities (22%), and female-only
confinement facilities (22%).

General confinement facilities
provided most mental health
treatment

The 2000 census identified 155 facili-
ties that specialize in mental health/
psychiatric confinement. Twelve of
these facilities reported that their
primary function (identified by the
largest number of inmates) was mental
health confinement (table 5). In some
States these facilities are used to
house mentally ill inmates separately
from the general population; in other
States they are used to remove
inmates in response to acute episodes
for a short term. The most severely
mentally ill may be transferred to
outside agencies (such as State mental
hospitals and secure psychiatric hospi-
tals) for long-term treatment.

Facilities with mental health confine-
ment as their primary function are
typically smaller than other facilities.
Between July 1, 1999, and June 30,
2000, these facilities had an average
daily population of 690 inmates, com-
pared to an average of 1,460 in facili-
ties that provide specialized care but
hold other inmates as well. On June
30, 2000, these 12 facilities held more
than 8,124 inmates, and, on average,
were operating at about 88% of their
rated capacity.

The majority of inmates receiving
therapy/counseling and medications
were housed in facilities without a
mental health specialty. Nearly 70%
of all inmates receiving therapy and
65% of those receiving psychotropic
medication were in general confine-
ment or community-based facilities.

Table 5. Characteristics of State correctional facilities
providing mental health services, June 30, 2000
Facilities that specialize in mental Other facilities
health/psychiatric confinement® Community-
Characteristic Total Primary Secondary Confinement  based
Number of facilities 155 12 143 961 442
Average daily population
1,500 or more 44 2 42 169 3
750-1,499 54 1 53 310 3
250-749 37 5 32 278 32
100-249 13 3 10 157 114
Fewer than 100 7 1 6 47 290
Mean 1,400 690 1,460 928 130
Number of inmates held
on June 30, 2000 217,420 8,124 209,296 902,976 58,411
Number of inmates
receiving treatment®
In 24-hour care 13,739 3,335 10,404 3,308 116
In therapy/counseling 38,992 3,373 35,619 83,828 3,876
Psychotropic medications 34,426 3,277 31,149 60,976 2,170
Percent of inmates
In 24-hour care 6.8% 47.5% 5.3% 0.4% 0.2%
In therapy/counseling 19.2 46.7 18.2 11.2 8.1
Psychotropic medications 16.6 45.3 15.6 8.0 4.4
Rated capacity® 217,682 9,255 208,427 899,528 61,664
Percent of capacity
occupied? 99.9% 87.8% 100.4% 100.4% 94.7%
2Facilities could report more than one function. Primary function was the
category which applied to the largest number of inmates on June 30. Secon-
dary function includes all other facilities that reported mental health/psychiatric
confinement as a facility function.
PExcludes inmates in mental health treatment in Florida for whom only statewide
totals were reported.
‘Rated capacity is the maximum number of beds or inmates assigned
by a rating official.
dPercent of capacity occupied is the ratio of number of inmates held to the rated
capacity on June 30, 2000.

In contrast, most inmates receiving
24-hour mental health care (80%) were
receiving that care in a specialized
confinement facility.

In 5 States nearly 20% of inmates
receiving pyschotropic medications

Excluding States in which fewer than
90% of inmates were in facilities report-
ing on mental health items, the census
found that the use of psychotropic
medications was most common in
Hawaii, Maine, Montana, Nebraska,
and Oregon (with nearly 20% of all
inmates) and least common in
Alabama, Arkansas, and Michigan
(with fewer than 5% of inmates receiv-
ing medications) (appendix table B).
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In four States — Louisiana, Nebraska,
Maine, and Wyoming — facilities
reported that at least a quarter of all
State inmates were receiving mental
health therapy or counseling services.
Among all States, only Hawaii, which
operates an integrated prison and jail
system, reported that fewer than 5% of
their inmates were receiving mental
health therapy/counseling.

Among all correctional facilities, the
Louisiana State Penitentiary in Baton
Rouge reported the largest number of
inmates in therapy (1,736), followed by
the California Men’s Colony in San Luis
Obispo (1,721), the California Medical
Facility in Vacaville (1,300), and the
Indiana Wabash Valley Correctional
Facility (1,021) (appendix table C).



Appendix table A. Mental health screening and treatment in State correctional facilities, June 30, 2000

Number of facilities, by type of policy

Screen Conduct Provide 24- Provide Distribute Help released
Region and inmates  psychiatric hour mental therapy/  psychotropic inmates obtain No services No data
State Total* atintake assessments health care counseling medications services provided reported
Total 1,558 1,055 990 776 1,073 1,115 1,006 125 39
Northeast 233 154 163 152 173 178 167 5 3
Connecticut 20 17 17 13 18 16 16 0 0
Maine 8 6 5 3 7 7 6 0 0
Massachusetts 25 20 17 15 21 20 20 0 2
New Hampshire 8 4 5 4 7 7 7 0 0
New Jersey 43 27 24 14 23 30 25 3 0
New York 69 31 52 66 53 43 40 0 0
Pennsylvania 44 36 29 32 29 40 39 2 0
Rhode Island 7 7 7 0 7 7 7 0 0
Vermont 9 6 7 5 8 8 7 0 1
Midwest 301 190 167 140 207 210 196 25 1
lllinois 48 30 30 32 31 31 34 4 0
Indiana 25 17 14 14 15 13 13 4 0
lowa 30 11 12 12 10 21 23 2 1
Kansas 11 9 8 9 9 10 11 0 0
Michigan 70 39 43 35 40 31 32 10 0
Minnesota 9 1 1 1 8 9 8 0 0
Missouri 28 27 0 0 27 27 27 1 0
Nebraska 9 2 2 0 9 9 0 0 0
North Dakota 3 2 2 1 2 2 2 1 0
Ohio 34 34 34 26 33 32 29 0 0
South Dakota 4 2 3 1 3 4 3 0 0
Wisconsin 30 16 18 9 20 21 14 3 0
South 730 527 497 338 514 535 471 59 17
Alabama 35 16 21 13 21 26 11 3 1
Arkansas 15 12 12 12 12 12 12 3 0
Delaware 9 8 8 2 8 8 5 0 1
District of Columbia 6 2 2 3 2 3 4 2 0
Florida 106 98 90 1 88 88 85 8 0
Georgia 83 54 45 38 41 a7 48 6 2
Kentucky 25 15 12 8 13 12 14 1 0
Louisiana 17 12 11 11 10 11 11 0 5
Maryland 26 12 14 13 18 18 22 2 0
Mississippi 28 12 11 5 8 9 2 9 1
North Carolina 80 49 55 31 68 73 61 0 2
Oklahoma 52 37 30 25 33 37 20 4 3
South Carolina 34 19 18 17 21 22 20 5 0
Tennessee 15 14 14 15 15 15 14 0 0
Texas 127 117 114 111 114 118 109 2 2
Virginia 61 44 34 31 34 30 29 14 0
West Virginia 11 6 6 2 8 6 4 0 0
West 294 184 163 146 179 192 172 36 18
Alaska 24 16 10 6 12 19 18 1 1
Arizona 16 15 13 13 14 14 12 0 1
California 86 50 35 28 41 36 38 13 12
Colorado a7 16 30 32 34 38 35 0 3
Hawaii 10 10 9 9 10 9 1 0 0
Idaho 13 7 5 6 5 10 7 1 0
Montana 8 6 5 4 6 6 4 0 1
Nevada 20 11 10 7 10 9 9 7 0
New Mexico 10 10 10 8 10 9 8 0 0
Oregon 13 13 10 7 9 12 11 0 0
Utah 8 6 5 4 5 6 7 0 0
Washington 30 17 15 17 17 17 15 13 0
Wyoming 9 7 6 5 6 7 7 1 0

*Includes 1,295 State-operated facilities, 22 facilities under joint State and local authority, 3 facilities operated by the
District of Columbia, and 238 private facilities with more than 50% of their inmates held for State authorities.
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Appendix table B. Inmates receiving mental health treatment
in State correctional facilities, June 30, 2000
Number of inmates receiving — Inmates in custody
24-hour care Therapy/counseling Psychotropic medications In all In facilities Percent

Region and State Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent facilities  reporting data* covered
Total 17,354 1.6% 137,385 12.8% 105,336 9.7% 1,178,807 1,088,023 92.3%

Northeast 1,715 10 % 20,099 12.6% 14,840 9.2 171,723 160,938 93.7%
Connecticut 341 2.3 2,596 17.8 1,659 11.4 16,984 14,577 85.8
Maine 26 2.8 538 33.0 367 235 1,629 1,562 95.9
Massachusetts 309 3.0 2,271 21.8 1,331 12.7 10,500 10,500 100.0
New Hampshire 92 4.9 387 20.7 228 12.2 2,277 1,872 82.2
New Jersey 467 1.8 2,308 9.2 2,541 9.4 27,118 27,118 100.0
New York 262 0.4 6,888 10.2 4,539 6.7 71,662 67,595 94.3
Pennsylvania 178 0.5 4,761 13.0 3,891 10.6 36,895 36,710 99.5
Rhode Island 10 0.3 / / / / 3,347 0 0.0
Vermont 30 3.0 350 34.9 284 28.3 1,311 1,004 76.6

Midwest 3,843 1.7% 32,461 14.3% 21,527 9.3% 233,993 230,640 98.6%
lllinois 672 15 4,374 9.9 2,954 6.7 44,150 44,000 99.7
Indiana 354 1.9 4,281 235 2,392 13.1 18,195 18,195 100.0
lowa 134 15 1,293 14.3 1,122 12.4 9,086 9,031 99.4
Kansas 218 2.4 2,075 23.1 1,518 16.9 8,992 8,992 100.0
Michigan 760 17 4,678 105 2,161 4.8 47,639 45,183 94.8
Minnesota 32 0.4 1,222 16.4 1,312 17.6 7,451 7,451 100.0
Missouri 12 0.0 3,331 11.9 1,054 3.8 27,963 27,963 100.0
Nebraska 84 2.4 982 28.0 691 19.7 3,508 3,508 100.0
North Dakota / / / / 247 39.3 992 628 63.3
Ohio 1,042 2.2 7,165 15.0 4,921 10.3 47,915 47,915 100.0
South Dakota 43 17 577 22.3 420 16.2 2,591 2,591 100.0
Wisconsin 492 3.2 2,483 204 2,735 18.0 15,511 15,183 97.9

South 7,106 1.6% 54,119 11.9% 41,280 9.1% 510,287 452,197 88.6%
Alabama 556 25 1,768 8.4 1,078 4.9 22,395 22,169 99.0
Arkansas 82 0.8 1,117 10.7 424 4.1 10,465 10,465 100.0
Delaware 2 0.0 801 145 739 125 6,023 5,910 98.1
District of Columbia 38 1.6 503 21.1 213 8.9 2,574 2,385 92.7
Florida 191 0.3 10,689 14.9 7,764 10.8 71,616 71,616 100.0
Georgia 2,070 4.8 5,302 12.1 4,659 10.6 44,235 43,958 99.4
Kentucky 126 1.0 2,626 219 2,296 18.5 12,378 12,378 100.0
Louisiana 201 1.2 5,062 27.0 1,626 8.7 19,167 18,757 97.9
Maryland 253 1.3 2,829 14.9 2,344 12.4 22,821 18,933 83.0
Mississippi 580 3.9 1,607 10.9 1,935 13.1 14,823 14,748 99.5
North Carolina 715 25 3,747 13.2 2,783 10.2 30,708 27,406 89.2
Oklahoma 187 0.8 3,349 14.6 2,716 11.8 23,858 23,013 96.5
South Carolina 39 0.2 1,122 5.3 28 11 21,277 2,627 12.3
Tennessee 399 2.2 430 6.5 1,811 9.9 18,368 18,368 100.0
Texas 1,638 15 9,599 7.7 7,838 6.2 155,099 126,084 81.3
Virginia 0 0.0 3,215 10.6 2,540 8.4 31,412 30,368 96.7
West Virginia 29 1.0 353 12.6 486 16.1 3,068 3,012 98.2

West 4,690 1.9% 30,706 13.5% 27,689 11.3% 262,804 244,248 92.9%
Alaska 93 2.9 286 10.8 238 9.0 3,248 2,657 81.8
Arizona 378 14 3,874 14.7 2,194 8.3 27,005 26,360 97.6
California 3,144 2.1 18,863 12.5 15,831 105 160,727 150,884 93.9
Colorado 274 1.8 2,213 14.9 2,180 14.2 15,655 15,339 98.0
Hawaii 120 3.2 100 2.7 746 19.8 3,761 3,761 100.0
Idaho 1 0.0 547 14.3 728 19.1 3,961 3,813 96.3
Montana 13 0.6 268 12.0 478 214 2,368 2,233 94.3
Nevada 54 0.8 599 10.6 529 7.7 9,296 6,914 74.4
New Mexico 138 2.7 803 15.6 427 8.5 5,158 5,028 97.5
Oregon 65 0.8 2,032 21.8 1,796 19.6 9,933 9,181 92.4
Utah 22 18 306 29.0 239 19.8 4,824 1,210 25.1
Washington 381 2.6 / / 1,925 13.1 14,682 14,682 100.0
Wyoming 7 0.3 815 37.3 378 17.3 2,186 2,186 100.0

Note: Percents based on the number of inmates held in facilities reporting data. Totals vary by item:

1,073,455 for 24-hour care; 1,069,605 for therapy/counseling; and 1,088,023 for use of medications.

/Not reported.

*Based on facilities reporting use of psychotropic medications.
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Appendix table C. The 35 largest State correctional facilities providing
mental health therapy/treatment, June 30, 2000
Number of inmates receiving — Percent of inmates receiving —
Inmates In 24-hour In therapy/ Psychotropic  In 24-hour  Intherapy/ Psychotropic

Name State onJune 30 care counseling medications care counseling  medications

Total 122,635 3,278 24,557 16,451 2.8% 20.0% 13.4%
Louisiana State Penitentiary, Baton Rouge LA 5,116 80 1,736 199 1.6% 33.9% 3.9%
CA Men'’s Colony, San Luis Obispo CA 6,683 221 1,721 1,621 3.3 25.8 24.3
CA Medical Facility, Vacaville CA 3,070 1,300 1,300 1,300 42.3 42.3 42.3
Wabash Valley Correctional Facility IN 2,061 47 1,021 294 2.3 49.5 14.3
Dixon Correctional Center IL 2,164 600 960 575 27.7 44.4 26.6
CA Institute for Women, Corona CA 1,954 190 900 600 9.7% 46.1% 30.7%
Mule Creek State Prison CA 3,566 7 854 769 0.2 23.9 21.6
Substance Abuse Treatment, Corcoran CA 6,284 14 817 450 0.2 13.0 7.2
CA State Prison, Sacramento CA 2,975 16 794 763 0.5 26.7 25.6
CA State Prison, Los Angeles CA 4,210 8 779 594 0.2 18.5 141
Wasco State Prison CA 5,932 / 735 525 0.0% 12.4% 8.9%
Correctional Training Facility, Soledad CA 7,223 7 726 497 0.1 10.1 6.9
CA Correctional Institution, Tehachapi CA 5,243 118 719 539 2.3 13.7 10.3
ASP Complex, Eyman AZ 4,306 100 710 393 2.3 16.5 9.1
CA State Prison, Solano CA 5,863 9 708 610 0.2 121 104
Salinas Valley State Prison CA 4,244 98 707 604 2.3% 16.7% 14.2%
CA Rehabilitation Center, Norco CA 4,795 7 705 278 0.1 14.7 5.8
Hutchison Correctional Facility KS 1,874 0 700 498 0.0 37.4 26.6
Valley State Prison for Women CA 3,476 4 691 392 0.1 19.9 11.3
CA State Prison, San Quentin CA 5,802 14 689 517 0.2 11.9 8.9
Avenal State Prison CA 6,555 250 686 428 3.8% 10.5% 6.5%
Centinela State Prison CA 4,569 2 685 11 0.0 15.0 0.2
KY State Reformatory, La Grange KY 1,520 121 683 451 8.0 44.9 29.7
OR State Penitentiary, Salem OR 1,926 43 681 527 2.2 35.4 27.4
Central Women's Facility, Chowchilla CA 3,445 5 675 636 0.1 19.6 185
ASP Complex, Perryville AZ 1,564 36 674 339 2.3% 43.1% 217 %
MS State Penitentiary, Parchman MS 4,986 7 645 645 0.1 12.9 12.9
North Kern State Prison CA 4,952 7 625 580 0.1 12.6 11.7
Gatesville Unit X 2,051 0 617 506 0.0 30.1 247
ASP Complex, Florence AZ 3,417 3 614 310 0.1 18.0 9.1
Note: Facilities were ranked based on the number of inmates receiving mental health therapy or counseling
services on June 30, 2000.
/Not reported.

Methodology

The 2000 Census of State and Federal
Adult Correctional Facilities was the
sixth enumeration of State institutions
sponsored by the Bureau of Justice
Statistics. Earlier censuses were
completed in 1974, 1979, 1984, 1990,
and 1995.

The facility universe was developed
from the 1995 census. Each depart-
ment of corrections was contacted to
identify new facilities and facilities that
had been closed since June 30, 1995.
Data were collected from all facilities,
resulting in a final response rate of
100%.

Facilities were included in the census
if they had separate staffs; housed

primarily State or Federal prisoners;
were physically, functionally, and
administratively separate; and opera-
tional on June 30, 2000. Overall, the
census identified 84 Federal facilities,
1,295 State facilities, 22 facilities under
State and local authority, 3 facilities
operated by the District of Columbia,
and 264 privately operated facilities.

The census included the following
types of adult correctional facilities:
prisons and penitentiaries; boot camps;
prison farms; reception, diagnostic,
and classification centers; road camps,
forestry and conservation camps;
youthful offender facilities (except in
California); vocational training facilities;

prison hospitals; drug and alcohol
treatment facilities; and State-operated
local detention facilities (in Alaska,
Connecticut, Delaware, Hawaii, Rhode
Island, and Vermont).

Facilities were classified as community
based if 50% or more of their inmates
were regularly permitted to leave
unaccompanied or if their primary
function was community corrections.
Such facilities included halfway houses
and restitution, prerelease, work
release, and study release centers.
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Correctional facilities were classified as
confinement facilities if fewer than 50%
of the inmates are regularly permitted
to leave unaccompanied. On June 30,
2000, 463 State facilities were
community-based and 1,121 were
confinement facilities.

All Federal facilities and 26 privately
operated facilities that held at least
50% of their inmates for Federal
authorities were excluded from this
report. Data on policies and the
numbers of inmates receiving mental
health treatment within these facilities
on June 30, 2000, were not available.

This report in portable document
format and in ASCII, its tables, and
related statistical data are available
at the BJS World Wide Web Inter-
net site:

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

The Bureau of Justice Statistics

is the statistical agency of the U. S.
Department of Justice. Lawrence A.
Greenfeld is the acting director.

BJS Selected Findings summarize
statistics about a topic of current
concern from both BJS and non-BJS
data sets.
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(prison and jail inmates only)

(probationers only)

where you stayed overnight?

Survey items used to measure mental illness

Do you have a mental or emotional condition?

Have you ever been told by a mental health professional
such as a psychiatrist, psychologist, social worker, or
psychiatric nurse, that you had a mental or emotional disorder?

Because of an emotional or mental problem, have you ever —

Taken a medication prescribed by a psychiatrist or other doctor?

Been admitted to a mental hospital, unit or treatment program

Received counseling or therapy from a trained professional?

Received any other mental health services?

Yes
No

Ood

Yes
No

Ood

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes
No

oo OO oo oo

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

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

16% of State prisoners identified
as mentally ill

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

Table 1. Measures of mental illness
among State prison inmates, 1997
State prison inmates
Cumu-
lative
Percent percent
Reported a mental
or emotional condition 10.1% 10.1%
Because of a mental
or emotional problem,
inmate had —
Been admitted to
a hospital overnight 10.7% 16.2%
Taken a prescribed
medication 18.9 239
Received professional
counseling or therapy 21.8 297
Received other
mental health services 33 302

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

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

*Generally includes schizophrenia, bipolar disorder, and major depression.
See individual studies for variations in definition.
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To take into account underreporting of
current mental or emotional problems,
past admission to a mental hospital
was included as a measure of mental
illness. Overall, 16% of State prisoners
met these criteria, including 10% who
reported a current mental condition and
an additional 6% who said they did not
have a mental condition but had stayed
overnight in a mental hospital, unit, or
treatment program.

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

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



283,800 mentally ill in prison or jail;
547,800 on probation

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

of white Federal prison inmates.

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

Offender mental illness highest
among the middle-aged

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

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

Percent of females in State
prison identified as mentally ill

Age White Black Hispanic
Total 29% 20% 22%
24 or younger 37 17 23
25-34 23 20 21
35 or older 33 21 23

State prison

Table 2. Mental health status of inmates and

Federal prison Jail inmates, Probationers,

probationers

inmates, 1997 inmates, 1997 1996 1995
Identified as mentally ill* 16.2% 7.4% 16.3% 16.0%
Reported a mental
or emotional condition 10.1 4.8 10.5 13.8
Admitted overniaht to a mental
hospital or treatment program 10.7 4.7 10.2 8.2

or treatment program.

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

Table 3. Estimated number of mentally ill inmates Table 4. Inmates and probationers identified as mentally ill,
and probationers, 1998 by gender, race/His panic ori gin, and age
Estimated number of offenders* Percent identified as mentally ill
State Federal Local Offender State Federal Jail Proba-
prison prison jail Probation characteristic inmates inmates inmates tioners
Identified as mentally ill 179,200 7,900 96,700 547,800 Gender
Male 15.8% 7.0% 15.6% 14.7%
Reported a mental or Female 23.6 125 22.7 21.7
emotional condition 111,300 5,200 62,100 473,000
Race/His panic ori gin
Admitted overnight White* 22.6% 11.8% 21.7% 19.6%
to a mental hospital 118,300 5,000 60,500 281,200 Black* 13.5 5.6 13.7 10.4
*Based on midyear 1998 counts from the National Prisoner Statistics Hispanic 11.0 41 111 9.0
and Annual Survey of Jails and preliminary yearend 1998 counts from Age
the Annual Probation Survey. 24 or younger 14.4% 6.6%  133%  13.8%
25-34 14.8 5.9 15.7 13.8
35-44 18.4 7.5 19.3 19.8
45-54 19.7 10.3 22.7 211
55 or older 15.6 8.9 20.4 16.0
*Excludes Hispanics.
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Mentally ill more likely than other
offenders to have committed a
violent offense

Fifty-three percent of mentally ill State
prisoners, compared to 46% of other
State prisoners, were incarcerated for a
violent crime (table 5). Approximately
13% of the mentally ill in State prison
had committed murder; 12%, sexual
assault; 13%, robbery; and 11%,
assault. Among inmates in Federal
prison, 33% of the mentally ill were
incarcerated for a violent offense,
compared to 13% of other Federal
inmates. More than 1 in 5 mentally ill
Federal prisoners had committed
robbery (predominantly bank robbery).
Among inmates in local jails, 30% of
the mentally ill had committed a violent
offense, compared to 26% of other jail
inmates. An estimated 28% of mentally
ill probationers and 18% of other proba-
tioners reported their current offense
was a violent crime.

Nearly 1 in 5 violent offenders incarcer-
ated or on probation were identified as
mentally ill.

Percent mentally ill
among violent offenders

State prison inmates 18.2%
Federal prison inmates 16.6
Jail inmates 18.5
Probationers 22.8

Unlike those in State prisons, the
majority of mentally ill offenders in jail

6 in 10 violent mentally ill State
prisoners knew their victim

Mentally ill inmates who were incar-
cerated for a violent offense were
more likely to report that the victim of
the offense was a woman, someone
they knew, and under age 18. Nearly
61% of mentally ill State prison
inmates who had committed a
violent offense knew their victim.

An estimated 16% had victimized a
relative and 12% an intimate, such
as a spouse, ex-spouse, boyfriend,
or girlfriend.

More than half of the mentally ill
reported that they had victimized a
female during the current offense.
An estimated 15% reported that their
youngest victim was a child, age 12
or under, and 12% reported the
victim to be between ages 13

and 17. A weapon was used by 44%
of the violent State prisoners who
were mentally ill.

Victim characteristics and use
of weapon, by mental health status
of violent State prisoners

Mentally
ill Other
inmates _inmates
Gender of victim (s)
Male 44.3% 51.5%
Female 44.0 37.5
Both males and females 11.7 10.9
Age of youngest victim
12 or younger 15.4% 10.2%
13-17 11.6 11.0
18-24 17.3 20.7
25-34 25.7 30.9
35-54 23.8 22.8
55 or older 6.2 4.3
Victim-offender relationshi p
Knew victim? 60.8% 52.1%
Relative 15.6 10.3
Intimate® 11.6 8.6
Friend/acquaintance 29.8 27.7
Other® 6.5 6.9
Knew none of victims 39.1 47.9
Use of wea pon
Yes 44.0% 41.9%
No 56.0 58.1
2More than one victim may have been
reported.

PIncludes spouse, ex-spouse, boyfriend,
girlfriend, ex-boyfriend, and ex-girlfriend.
°Includes those known by sight only.

or on probation had committed a
property or public-order offense.
Almost a third of mentally ill offenders
in jail and on probation had committed
a property offense, and a quarter had
committed a public-order offense.

Mentally ill offenders were less likely
than other inmates to be incarcerated

for a drug offense. About 13% of
mentally ill inmates and 22% of other
inmates in State prison were incarcer-
ated for a drug offense. In Federal
prison, where the majority of inmates
are incarcerated for a drug offense,
40% of those identified as mentally ill
and 64% of other Federal inmates were
in prison for a drug-related crime.

Table 5. Most serious current offense of inmates and probationers , by mental health status
State prison Federal prison Local jail Probation
Mentally ill Other Mentally ill Other Mentally ill Other Mentally il Other
Most serious offense inmates inmates inmates inmates __inmates inmates probationers probationers
All offenses 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Violent offenses 52.9% 46.1% 33.1% 13.3% 29.9% 25.6% 28.4% 18.4%
Murder* 13.2 11.4 1.9 14 35 2.7 0.5 0.9
Sexual assault 12.4 7.9 1.9 0.7 5.2 2.8 6.8 4.1
Robbery 13.0 14.4 20.8 9.1 4.7 6.9 2.0 1.4
Assault 10.9 9.0 3.8 1.1 14.4 11.0 14.0 10.5

Property offenses 24.4% 21.5% 8.7% 6.7% 31.3% 26.0% 30.4% 28.5%
Burglary 12.1 10.5 1.0 0.3 9.1 7.4 6.4 4.3
Larceny/theft 4.6 4.1 1.3 0.4 8.4 7.9 5.3 8.8
Fraud 3.1 2.6 5.0 4.9 5.2 4.4 11.7 9.2

Drug offenses 12.8% 22.2% 40.4% 64.4% 15.2% 23.3% 16.1% 20.7%
Possession 5.7 9.4 3.9 11.9 7.3 12.3 7.2 11.0
Trafficking 6.6 12.2 35.7 46.6 7.0 9.6 6.7 9.2

Public-order offenses 9.9% 9.8% 17.0% 14.6% 23.2% 24.6% 24.7% 31.6%

Note: Detail does not sum to total because of excluded offense categories.

*Includes nonnegligent manslaughter.
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Half of mentally ill inmates reported
3 or more prior sentences

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

Mentally ill more likely than other
inmates to be violent recidivists

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

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

Probationers
Mentally ill Other
Criminal histor y
None 43.4% 54.1%
Priors 56.6 45.9
Violent recidivists 29.1 17.1
Other recidivists 27.6 28.8

Homelessness more prevalent
among mentally ill offenders

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Table 6. Criminal histor y of inmates , by mental health status
State prison Federal prison Local jail
Mentally ill Other Mentallvill  Other Mentally il Other
inmates inmates inmates inmates inmates inmates
Criminal histor y
None 18.8% 21.2% 24.3% 38.8% 21.0% 28.4%
Priors 81.2 78.8 75.7 61.2 79.0 71.6
Violent recidivists 53.4 44.9 43.7 21.6 46.0 31.6
Other recidivists 27.8 33.8 32.0 39.6 33.0 40.0
Number of prior probation/
incarceration sentences
0 18.8% 21.2% 24.3% 38.8% 21.0% 28.4%
1 15.5 19.4 14.0 18.2 14.7 17.9
2 13.8 17.0 12.9 14.7 10.1 11.5
3to5 26.3 255 23.6 18.9 235 19.7
6to 10 15.6 11.6 15.4 7.3 17.6 14.6
11 or more 10.0 5.3 9.7 2.2 13.2 7.8
Table 7. Homelessness, employment, and sources of income of inmates,
by mental health status
State prison Federal prison Local jail
Mentally ill Other Mentally ill  Other Mentally ill  Other
inmates inmates _inmates inmates inmates inmate
Homeless
In year before arrest 20.1% 8.8% 18.6% 3.2% 30.3% 17.3%
At time of arrest 3.9 1.2 3.9 0.3 6.9 2.9
Employed in month
before arrest
Yes 61.2% 69.6% 62.3% 72.5% 52.9% 66.6%
No 38.8 304 37.7 27.5 47.1 334
Sources of income ?
Wages 56.7% 65.6% 54.0% 66.4% 62.9% 77.1%
Family/friends 22.0 17.7 20.1 12.3 19.7 15.4
lllegal sources 23.4 27.0 22.5 28.8 19.4 14.4
Welfare 15.4 7.8 13.7 3.9 21.9 12.3
Pension® 17.3 4.1 16.5 3.7 18.4 4.9
Compensation payments 3.1 1.9 4.7 1.8 3.0 2.1
2Detail sums to more than 100% because offenders may have reported more than one
source of income. For prisoners detail includes any income received in the month prior
to arrest. For jail inmates, detail includes any income received in the year prior to arrest.
PIncludes Supplemental Security Income, Social Security, or other pension.
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Over half of mentally ill prison and jail
inmates reported wages as their source
of income prior to arrest, 23% of prison
inmates and 20% of jail inmates
reported income from illegal sources.

Offenders on probation were asked
about their current employment and
sources of income in the past year.
Over half of mentally ill probationers
and three-quarters of other probation-
ers were currently employed. An
estimated 52% of mentally ill probation-
ers and 27% of other probationers said
they received income from government
agencies in the past year.

Probationers
Mentally ill Other
Currentl y employed
Yes 55.9% 75.9%
No 44.1 24.1
Sources of income *
Wages 69.3% 86.8%
Family/friends 17.9 16.3
Welfare 26.4 15.5
Pension 24.5 7.6
Compensation
payments 10.2 7.7

*More than one source of income may have
been reported.

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

Overall, 55% of mentally ill State prison
inmates, 42% of Federal prisoners,
52% of jail inmates, and 40% of proba-
tioners reported a family member had
been incarcerated at some point (table
8). About 47% of other State prison
inmates, 39% of other Federal inmates,
45% of other jail inmates, and 34% of
other probationers reported a history
of family incarceration. Nearly a
quarter of mentally ill State inmates
said their father or mother had served
time in prison or jail; 42% said a brother
or sister had been incarcerated.

When compared with other inmates
and probationers, the mentally ill also
reported higher rates of alcohol and
drug abuse by a parent or guardian
while they were growing up. Approxi-
mately 4 in 10 mentally ill State prison-
ers, jail inmates, and probationers, and
1 in 3 Federal inmates reported their
parent or guardian had abused alcohol

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

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

Mentally ill report high rates of past
physical and sexual abuse

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

Table 8. Familv back around of inmates and probationers . bv mental health status
State prison Federal prison Local jail Probation
Mentally ill Other Mentally ill Other Mentally ill  Other Mentally ill Other
inmates inmates _inmates inmates inmates inmates  probationers probationers
Family member ever incarcerated 54.9% 46.5% 41.5% 38.5% 51.5% 45.1% 40.3% 34.0%
Parent 23.4 17.4 134 111 23.7 18.9 19.6 111
Brother/sister 41.8 36.5 29.5 29.9 36.2 32.8 25.7 25.6
While growin g up —
Ever lived in a foster home,
agency, or institution 26.1% 12.2% 18.6% 5.8% 24.1% 11.5% 15.9% 6.5%
Parent or guardian abused
alcohol or drugs
Alcohol only 30.6% 22.2% 24.6% 16.0% 29.3% 21.9% 32.4% 19.2%
Drugs only 2.0 1.8 1.2 0.8 1.7 1.2 1.0 0.4
Both 10.9 5.7 8.5 2.8 11.1 6.1 9.0 2.4
Table 9. Prior physical or sexual abuse of inmates and  probationers , by mental health status
State prison Federal prison Local jail Probation
Mentally ill Other Mentally ill Other Mentally ill Other Mentally ill Other
Reported by offender inmates inmates _inmates inmates inmates inmates __probationers probationers
Ever abused before admission 36.9% 15.2% 34.1% 7.6% 36.5% 12.5% 38.8% 12.1%
Male 32.8 13.1 30.0 5.5 30.7 9.6 31.0 6.5
Female 78.4 50.9 64.1 36.1 72.9 40.3 59.4 35.7
Physically abused 31.0% 12.5% 27.5% 6.4% 30.0% 10.1% 28.1% 9.8%
Male 27.4 10.8 24.5 4.7 25.3 8.0 21.0 5.1
Female 67.6 40.2 50.0 29.4 59.8 30.8 46.7 29.7
Sexually abused 19.0% 5.8% 15.6% 2.7% 23.5% 5.9% 21.9% 5.8%
Male 15.0 4.1 11.6 1.5 17.2 34 14.2 2.4
Female 58.9 33.1 45.0 19.3 63.4 29.6 42.3 19.9

6 Mental Health and Treatment of Inmates and Probationers



Table 10. Prior alcohol and dru g use of inmates and probationers , by mental health status
State prison Federal prison Local jail Probation

Alcohol/drug use Mentally ill Other Mentally ill Other Mentally ill Other Mentally il Other
reported by offender inmates inmates inmates inmates inmates inmates probationers probationers
Alcohol/dru g use

At time of offense 58.7% 51.2% 46.5 % 33.0% 64.6% 56.5% 49.0% 46.4%
Drug use

In month before offense 58.8% 56.1% 48.1 % 44.6% 57.6% 47.3% 39.5% 30.3%

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

At time of offense 42.7% 36.0% 27.9 % 19.8% 44.3% 36.0% 41.4% 39.7%

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

The rate of physical abuse reported

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

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

Nearly 60% of female mentally ill State
prisoners, 45% of female Federal
prisoners, 63% of female jail inmates
and 42% of female probationers
reported prior sexual abuse.

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

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

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

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

A third of mentally ill offenders
alcohol dependent

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

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

Table 11. Alcohol dependence and experiences of inmates and probationers while under the influence of alcohol,
by mental health histor y
State prison Federal prison Local jail Probation
Mentally il Other Mentally ill Other Mentally ill Other Mentally ill Other
inmates inmates inmates inmates inmates inmates probationers Probationers

Histor y of alcohol de pendence * 34.4% 22.4% 23.9% 15.6% 37.9% 24.3% 34.8% 22.1%
Because of your drinking, have you ever —

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

Had job or school trouble

(such as demotion at work or

droppina out of school)? 24.0 13.8 15.4 7.1 - - 25.2 10.5

Been arrested or held at a police

station? 35.2 28.3 30.7 18.3 41.5 30.7 45.7 41.1
While drinking have you ever —

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

Had as much as a fifth of liquor

in 1 day, 20 drinks, 3 six-packs

of beer, or 3 bottles of wine? 48.8 39.5 43.9 29.2 52.9 38.0 45.7 33.7
--Not asked of jail inmates.
*Measured by 3 or more positive CAGE responses. For description of the CAGE diagnostic measure see text.
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three or more positive CAGE
responses carried a .99 predictive
value for alcohol abuse or dependence.
(See Substance Abuse and Treatment,
State and Federal Prisoners, 1997,
BJS Special Report, NCJ 172871, for
additional information on the CAGE
instrument.)

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

Mentally ill offenders report negative
life experiences related to drinking

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

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

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

by offense and mental health status

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

Mean time served

Mean maximum

sentence length? To date of interview

Total time to be served
until release®

Most serious  Mentally ill  Other Mentally ill Other Mentally ill  Other
offense inmates inmates inmates inmates inmates inmates
Local jail inmates

All offenses 20 mo 26 mo 6.5 mo 6.7 mo 8.7 mo 10.7 mo
Violent 30 mo 37 mo 88 mo 9.3 mo 14.7 mo 16.0 mo
Property 26 26 5.3 8.0 7.4 11.6
Drug 18 25 8.9 8.4 8.6 135
Public-order 8 20 5.0 3.3 7.0 5.7
Other 10 8 8.4 1.6 10.0 5.3
State prison inmates

All offenses 171 mo 159 mo 54.4 mo 49.3 mo 103.4 mo 88.2 mo
Violent 230 mo 225 mo 71.8 mo 69.7 mo 142.5 mo 130.7 mo
Property 128 118 38.8 36.6 75.0 62.2
Drug 103 111 30.3 28.5 49.8 49.5
Public-order 83 81 29.1 27.8 50.8 47.6
Other 120 104 325 47.8 60.1 80.6

longer average sentence among persons in the inmate samples.

PBased on time served when interviewed plus time to be served

2Based on the total maximum sentence for all consecutive sentences.

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

until the expected date of release.

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

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

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

Mentally ill jail inmates typically had
sentences shorter than other jail
inmates. On average, mentally ill
inmates had a maximum sentence of
20 months, while other inmates an
average of 26 months. Violent, drug,
and property offenders identified as
mentally ill had average sentences that
were 6 to 12 months shorter than other
offenders.
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On average, mentally ill inmates in
State prison are expected to serve
more time in prison than other inmates.
From the time of admission to prison to
the time of the survey, mentally ill
offenders had served on average 5
months longer than other offenders in
State prison. Based on the time of
admission to the time of expected
release, mentally ill offenders expected
to serve a total of 103 months in prison,
15 months longer than other offenders.
The largest differences in time served
were among violent and property
offenders. The mentally ill expected

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

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



Disciplinary problems common
among mentally ill inmates

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

Twenty-four percent of mentally ill State
prison inmates had been involved in
two or more fights since admission, and
12% reported involvement in four or
more fights. Among jail inmates 10%
of the mentally ill had been involved in
two or more fights, compared 6% of
those not mentally ill.

Consistent with their more frequent
involvement in fights, disciplinary
problems were more common among
mentally ill inmates than other inmates.
More than 6 in 10 mentally ill State
prison inmates had been formally
charged with breaking prison rules
since admission. About half of other
inmates reported they had been
charged with breaking the rules.
Among Federal prison inmates 41%
of the mentally ill had been charged
with a rule violation, compared to 33%
of inmates not identified as mentally ill.

6 in 10 mentally ill received treat-
ment while incarcerated

An estimated 60% of the mentally ill in
State and Federal prison received
some form of mental health treatment
during their current period of incarcera-
tion (table 14). Fifty percent said they
had taken prescription medication; 44%
had received counseling or therapy;
and 24% had been admitted overnight
to a mental hospital or treatment
program.

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

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

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

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

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

Female mentally ill more likely than
males to report treatment

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

White mentally ill inmates reported
higher rates of treatment than black

or Hispanic offenders. About 64%

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

Percent of mentally ill receiv-
ing mental health services

maintaining employment, submitting to State  Federal Local
drug testing, or participating in treat- p— brison _prison __jail
. 0 — ender
ment. An estlmated 13% of probation Male 509%  57.4% 38.4%
ers were required to seek mental health Female 67.3 765  56.2
treatment as a condition of their Race/
sentence. Forty-three percent of those  Hispanic ori gin
required to participate in treatment had White 64.1%  65.4% 44.7%
done so by the time of the surve Black 04 500 342
y Y. Hispanic 59.9 625 406
Table 13. Fights since admission and violation of prison or jail rules,
by mental health status
State prison Federal prison Local jail
Discipline problem Mentally ill Other Mentally il Other Mentally ~ Other
reported by inmate inmates inmates __inmates inmates _inmates __inmates
Number of fi ghts
since admission
None 64.3% 75.6% 79.4% 90.9% 80.9% 86.7%
1 114 9.6 11.6 5.2 9.4 7.0
2t03 12.8 7.8 5.2 2.5 7.0 4.1
4 or more 115 7.1 3.8 1.4 2.6 2.3
Charged with breakin g
prison or jail rules 62.2% 51.9% 41.2% 32.7% 24.5% 16.0%
Table 14. Mental health treatment in prison or jail or on probation
for those identified as mentall vy ill
Percent of mentally ill offenders
State Federal Local
prison prison jail Probation
Since admission , the offender had —
Been admitted overnight to a
mental hospital or treatment program 23.6% 24.0% 9.3% 12.2%
Taken a prescribed medication 50.1 49.1 34.1 36.5
Received counseling or therapy 44.1 45.6 16.2 44.1
Received any mental health service 60.5 59.7 40.9 56.0
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Overall, 17% of inmates in State prison,
10% in Federal prison, 11% in local
jails, and 12% of those on probation
had received some form of mental
health services since their current
admission to prison or jail or sentence
to probation. The most common form
of treatment in local jails was medica-
tion, reported by 9% of inmates.
Probationers were more likely to have
received counseling (10%) than to have
taken medication (6%) while under
supervision. Among State prison
inmates 12% said they received
medication while incarcerated, and
12% participated in counseling or
therapy.

Percent of all offenders
who received mental

Methodology

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

Accuracy of the estimates

The accuracy of the estimates
presented in this report depends on two
types of error: sampling and nonsam-
pling. Sampling error is the variation
that may occur by chance because a
sample rather than a complete numera-
tion of the population was conducted.
Nonsampling error can be attributed to
many sources, such as nonreponses,
differences in the interpretation of
guestions among inmates, recall diffi-
culties, and processing errors. In any
survey the full extent of the nonsam-
pling error is never known. The
sampling error, as measured by an
estimated standard error, varies by the
size of the estimate and the size of the

treatment B .
o base population. Estimates of the
State prison inmates 17.4%
Federal prison inmates 10.0 standard errors for selected character-
Local jail inmates 11.4 istics have been calculated for each
Probationers 115

for inmates and probationers

Appendix table 1. Standard errors of mental health status

Estimated standard errors

State prison

Federal prison Jail

survey (see appendix tables). These
standard errors may be used to
construct confidence intervals around
percentages. For example, the 95%
confidence interval around the percent-
age of State prison inmates who were

inmates inmates inmates Probationers dentified v ill i ;
Identified as mentally ill 0.40% 0.55% 0.61% 0.89% dentified as mentally | .IS approxr_
mately 16.2% plus or minus 1.96 times
Reported a mental 0.40% (or 15.4% to 16.9%).
or emotional condition 0.33 0.45 0.54 0.84
Because of a mental or emotional These standard errors may also be
problem, inmate had — d h istical sianifi
Been admitted to use to_test the statistica signiricance
a hospital overnight 0.34 0.45 0.47 0.67 of the difference between two sample
Appendix table 2. Standard errors of selected characteristics of mentall y ill inmates and probationers
Estimated standard errors
State prison Federal prison Local jail Probation

Selected Mentally ill Other Mentally ill Other Mentally ill Other Mentally ill  Other
characteristic inmates inmates inmates inmates inmates inmates  probationers probationers
Current offense

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

Property 1.17 0.49 2.19 0.55 1.64 0.76 2.79 1.20

Drug 0.91 0.50 3.81 1.05 1.23 0.72 2.23 1.08

Public-order 0.81 0.36 2.92 0.78 1.55 0.83 2.62 1.24
Criminal histor vy

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

at time of offense 1.35 0.60 3.88 1.04 2.17 1.14 3.04 1.33
Histor y of alcohol de pendence 1.29 0.50 3.32 0.79 1.72 0.74 2.89 1.10
Ever abused

Males 1.37 0.43 3.92 0.52 2.14 0.52 3.24 0.72

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

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

At time of arrest 0.52 0.13 1.50 0.12 1.69 0.63 - -
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statistics by pooling the standard errors
of the two sample estimates. For
example, the standard error of the
difference between mentally ill State
prisoners and other inmates who were
incarcerated for a violent offense would
be 1.49% (or the square root of the
sum of the squared standard errors for
each group). The difference would be
1.96 times 1.49 (or 2.91%). Since the
difference of 6.8% (52.9% minus
46.1%) is greater than 2.91%, the
difference would be considered statisti-
cally significant.

Estimating the number of mentally
ill offenders under correctional
supervision

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

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

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

Percent of mentally ill offenders

State Federal Local
prison prison jail Probation
Since admission , the offender had —

Been admitted overnight to a
mental hospital or treatment program 1.15% 3.32% 1.01% 2.00%
Taken a prescribed medication 1.36 3.91 2.22 2.90
Received counseling or therapy 1.35 3.88 1.26 3.03
Received any mental health service 1.33 3.84 2.16 3.03
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At midyear 2001 the Nation’s prisons
and jails incarcerated 1,965,495
persons. Prisoners in the custody

of the 50 States, the District of Colum-
bia, and the Federal Government
accounted for two-thirds of the incar-
cerated population (1,334,255
inmates). The other third were

held in local jails (631,240).

On June 30, 2001, 1,405,531 prisoners
were under Federal and State jurisdic-
tion, which includes inmates in custody
and persons under the legal authority
of a prison system but held outside its
facilities. The number under State
jurisdiction rose by 0.3% — the small-
est annual growth rate in 28 years —
while the number under Federal juris-
diction rose by 7.2%. West Virginia
(up 8.7%) and Vermont and Nebraska
(both up 7.7%) had the largest percent-
age increases. Twelve States had
decreases, including New Jersey
(-9.6%), Massachusetts (-3.7%), and
New York (-3.5%).

At midyear 2001 local jail authorities
held or supervised 702,044 offenders.
Ten percent of these offenders
(70,804) were supervised outside jail
facilities in programs such as commu-
nity service, work release, weekend
reporting, electronic monitoring, and
other alternative programs.
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From yearend 1995 to

midyear 2001 —

e 6-month growth rates for all States
combined dropped from 4.8% in the
first half of 1995 to -0.1% in the last
half of 2000.

e The rate of incarceration in prison
and jail increased from 1 in every 166
U.S. residents to 1 in every 145.

« State, Federal, and local govern-
ments had to accommodate an
additional 69,074 inmates per year (or
the equivalent of 1,328 new inmates
per week).

In the year ending June 30, 2001 —
e The number of inmates held in jail
rose by 10,091, in State prison by
10,954, and in Federal prison by
9,245. In the largest State prison
systems, the total number of inmates
declined: Texas (down 3,661), Califor-
nia (down 525) and New York (down
2,553). Florida (up 774) became the
third largest system.

On June 30, 2001 —

¢ Privately operated prison facilities
held 94,948 inmates (up 4.9% since
yearend 2000).

e Local jails were operating 10% be-
low their rated capacity. In contrast,
at yearend 2000 State prisons were
operating between 100% and 115%
of capacity, and Federal prisons were
31% above their rated capacity.

o A total of 3,147 State prisoners,
down from 3,896 at midyear 2000,
were under age 18. A total of 7,613
persons under age 18 were held in
adult jails.

¢ An estimated 12% of black males,
4% of Hispanic males, and 1.8% of
white males in their twenties and early
thirties were in prison or jail.

e There were 113 female inmates per
100,000 women in the United States,
compared to 1,318 male inmates per
100,000 men.
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More than 1.96 million inmates were
in prisons and local jails

On June 30, 2001, 1,334,255 inmates
were in the custody of State and
Federal prison authorities, and 631,240
inmates were in the custody of local jail
authorities. These data were collected
in the 2001 National Prisoner Statistics
program and the 2001 Annual Survey
of Jails. (See Methodology, page 13,
for description of data collections.)

Since midyear 2000 the total incar-
cerated population has increased 1.6%
(table 1). Including inmates in public
and privately operated facilities, the
number of inmates in State prisons
increased 0.9%; in Federal prisons,
7.0%; and in local jails, 1.6%. At
midyear 2001, 7.2% of inmates were
held in Federal prison, up from 5.1%

in 1990.

or in local jails, 1990-2001

Table 1. Number of persons held in State or Federal prisons

Total inmates Prisoners in custody Inmates held Incarceration

Year in custody Federal State in local jails rate®
1990 1,148,702 58,838 684,544 405,320 458
1995 1,585,586 89,538 989,004 507,044 601
1996 1,646,020 95,088 1,032,440 518,492 618
1997 1,743,643 101,755 1,074,809 567,079 648
1998 1,816,931 110,793 1,113,676 592,462 669
1999° 1,893,115 125,682 1,161,490 605,943 691
2000°

June 30 1,934,990 131,496 1,176,368 621,149 686

December 31 - 133,921 1,175,740 --
2001°¢

June 30 1,965,495 140,741 1,187,322 631,240 690
Percent change,
6/30/00 - 6/30/01 1.6% 7.0% 0.9% 1.6%
Annual average
increase,
12/31/95 - 6/30/01 4.0% 8.6% 3.4% 3.7%

--Not available.

2000 Census).

and the total count 1,869,169 should be used.

and 6,192 in 2001).

Note: Jail counts are for midyear (June 30). Counts for 1994-2001 exclude

persons who were supervised outside of a jail facility. State and Federal

prisoner counts for 1990-99 are for December 31.

2Persons in custody per 100,000 residents in each reference year. (See page 4 for effects of

®In 1999, 15 States expanded their reporting criteria to include inmates held in privately
operated correctional facilities. For comparisons with previous years, the State count 1,137,544

“Total counts include Federal inmates in non-secure privately operated facilities (5,977 in 2000

Percent change
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2 Prison and Jail Inmates at Midyear 2001

Between 1995 and midyear 2001, the
incarcerated population grew on
average 4.0% annually. During this
period the Federal and State prison
populations and the local jail population
grew at the average annual rates of
8.6%, 3.4%, and 3.7%, respectively.

In the 12 months before midyear 2001,
the number of inmates in prison and
jail rose an estimated 30,505 inmates,
or 587 inmates per week. Since
yearend 1990, the total custody
population has risen by 816,793
inmates, the equivalent of 1,490
inmates per week.

The rate of incarceration in prison and
jail in 2001 was 690 inmates per
100,000 U.S. residents — up from 686
at midyear 2000. At midyear 2001,
1in every 145 U.S. residents were
incarcerated.

U.S. prison population rose 1% —
the smallest annual growth rate
since 1972

Between July 1, 2000, and June 30,
2001, the number of inmates under
State jurisdiction grew 0.3%, and the
number under Federal jurisdiction,
7.2% (table 2). Jurisdiction counts
include prisoners in custody and
persons under the legal authority of a
prison system while being held outside
its facilities. Compared to the previous
12-month period ending June 30,
2000, State prison growth rates were
significantly smaller (down from 1.5%),
while the Federal prison growth rate
was down from 9.3%.

Annual increase in the

number of prisoners

under State or Federal
jurisdiction, July 1-June 30

Years Number Percent
2000-01 14,587 1.0%
1999-00 30,710 2.3
1998-99 56,059 4.4
1997-98 57,726 4.7
1996-97 56,710 4.9
1995-96 57,507 5.2
1994-95 90,881 9.0
1993-94 72,854 7.7
1992-93 69,525 8.1
1991-92 51,020 6.3
1990-91 49,446 6.5
Average growth,

1990-2001 55,184 5.8
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In absolute numbers, the total increase
of 14,587 prison inmates between July
1, 2000, and June 30, 2001, was the
smallest 12-month increase in the
decade and less than a third of the
annual average growth (55,184) since
1990.

About two-thirds of the growth in the
prison populations during the 12
months ending June 30, 2001, was
accounted for by the Federal system
(10,258 additional inmates). During
this 12-month period, several States
experienced growth, including West
Virginia (8.7%), Vermont and Nebraska
(each 7.7%), and North Dakota (7.6%).
Twelve States experienced a decline
in their prison population. New Jersey
had the largest percentage decrease
(-9.6%), followed by Massachusetts
(-3.7%), New York (-3.5%), and
Kansas (-2.7%).

Since 1995, State growth rates
have dropped, while Federal rates
have increased

Since January 1, 1995, 6-month growth
rates for all States combined have
dropped sharply (from 4.8% in the first
half of 1995 to -0.2% in the last half

of 2000). The 0.6% growth between
January and June 2001 offset the
decline in the last 6 months of 2000.
Throughout the entire 62 years, State
prison growth rates in the first half

of each year have been substantially
larger than rates in the second half
(Highlights figure).

During this time, Federal growth rates
rose dramatically, reaching a peak

of 6.0% in the first 6 months of 1999
(figure 1). Although the Federal rates
of growth in the first 6 months of 2000
and 2001 dropped to 5.4% and 5.1%
(respectively), the absolute increases
in the number of prisoners reached
record levels. In the first 6-months of
2001, the Federal system added 7,372
inmates, the largest 6-month growth
ever recorded in the number of
inmates under Federal jurisdiction.

Table 2. Prisoners under the jurisdiction of State or Federal correctional
authorities, June 30 and December 31, 2000, and June 30, 2001
Incar-
Percent change from — ceration
Region and Total 6/30/00to  12/31/00 to rate,
jurisdiction 6/30/01  12/31/00 6/30/00  6/30/01 6/30/01 6/30/01°
U.S. total 1,405,531 1,391,111 1,390,944 1.0% 1.0% 472
Federal 152,788 145,416 142,530 7.2 5.1 46
State 1,252,743 1,245,695 1,248,414 0.3 0.6 426
Northeast 172,925 174,825 177,965 -2.8% -1.1% 305
Connecticut® 18,875 18,355 18,616 1.4 2.8 384
Maine 1,693 1,679 1,715 -1.3 0.8 126
Massachusetts® 10,734 10,722 11,150 -3.7 0.1 247
New Hampshire 2,323 2,257 2,254 3.1 2.9 184
New Jersey" 28,108 29,784 31,081 -9.6 -5.6 331
New York 69,158 70,198 71,691 -3.5 -1.5 364
Pennsylvania 37,105 36,847 36,617 1.3 0.7 302
Rhode Island® 3,147 3,286 3,186 -1.2 4.2 179
Vermont® 1,782 1,697 1,655 7.7 5.0 221
Midwest 240,213 237,075 236,804 1.4% 1.3% 370
lllinois® 45,629 45,281 44,819 1.8 0.8 366
Indiana 20,576 20,125 19,874 3.5 2.2 336
lowa® 8,101 7,955 7,646 6.0 1.8 277
Kansas® 8,543 8,344 8,780 2.7 24 317
Michigan 48,371 47,718 47,317 22 1.4 484
Minnesota 6,514 6,238 6,219 4.7 4.4 131
Missouri 28,167 27,382 27,292 3.2 2.9 500
Nebraska 3,944 3,895 3,663 7.7 1.3 225
North Dakota 1,080 1,076 1,004 7.6 0.4 158
Ohio* 45,684 45,833 46,838 -2.5 -0.3 402
South Dakota 2,673 2,616 2,571 4.0 2.2 353
Wisconsin 20,931 20,612 20,781 0.7 1.5 373
South 563,818 561,373 561,583 0.4% 0.4% 532
Alabama 27,286 26,225 25,786 5.8 4.0 592
Arkansas 12,332 11,915 11,559 6.7 3.5 455
Delaware® 7,122 6,921 7,043 1.1 2.9 505
District of Columbia® 5,388 7,456 8,575 -37.2 -27.7 592
Florida® 72,007 71,319 71,233 1.1 1.0 439
Georgia® 45,363 44,232 43,626 4.0 2.6 540
Kentucky 15,400 14,919 15,444 -0.3 3.2 369
Louisiana 35,494 35,207 34,734 2.2 0.8 795
Maryland 23,970 23,538 23,704 1.1 1.8 432
Mississippi 20,672 20,241 19,264 7.3 2.1 689
North Carolina 31,142 31,532 31,070 0.2 -1.2 329
Oklahoma® 23,139 23,181 23,009 0.6 -0.2 669
South Carolina 22,267 21,778 22,154 0.5 2.2 526
Tennessee 23,168 22,166 22,566 2.7 4.5 404
Texas 164,465 166,719 168,126 2.2 -1.4 731
Virginia 30,473 30,168 29,890 2.0 1.0 415
West Virginia 4,130 3,856 3,800 8.7 71 225
West 275,787 272,422 272,062 1.4% 1.2% 414
Alaska® 4,197 4,173 4,025 4.3 0.6 336
Arizona® 27,136 26,510 26,287 3.2 2.4 478
California 163,965 163,001 164,490 -0.3 0.6 468
Colorado® 17,122 16,833 16,319 4.9 1.7 388
Hawaii® 5,412 5,053 5,051 71 71 294
Idaho 5,688 5,535 5,465 41 2.8 431
Montana 3,250 3,105 3,039 6.9 4.7 359
Nevada 10,291 10,063 9,920 3.7 2.3 485
New Mexico 5,288 5,342 5,277 0.2 -1.0 281
Oregon 11,077 10,580 10,313 7.4 4.7 319
Utah 5,440 5,632 5,450 -0.2 -3.4 235
Washington 15,242 14,915 14,704 3.7 2.2 251
Wyoming 1,679 1,680 1,722 -2.5 -0.1 340
2The number of prisoners with a sentence of more than 1 year per 100,000 residents.
®Prison and jails form an integrated system. Data include total jail and prison population.
°The incarceration rate includes an estimated 6,200 inmates sentenced to more than 1 year
but held in local jails or houses of corrections.
4“Sentenced to more than 1 year” includes some inmates “sentenced to 1 year or less.”
¢Population figures are based on custody counts.

Prison and Jail Inmates at Midyear 2001 3
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Table 3. Prisoners held in private facilities,
December 31, 2000, and June 30, 2001
Inmates held in private facilities®
Percent of
Region and Number all inmates®
jurisdiction 6/30/01  12/31/00 6/30/01
U.S. total 94,948 90,542 6.8%
Federal® 18,185 15,524 11.9
State 76,763 75,018 6.1
Northeast 3,035 2,509 1.8%
Connecticut 0 0 0.0
Maine 11 11 0.6
Massachusetts 0 0 0.0
New Hampshire 0 0 0.0
New Jersey 2,548 2,498 9.1
New York 0 0 0.0
Pennsylvania 476 0 1.3
Rhode Island 0 0 0.0
Vermont 0 0 0.0
Midwest 7,630 7,836 3.2%
lllinois 0 0 0.0
Indiana 966 991 4.7
lowa 0 0 0.0
Kansas 0 0 0.0
Michigan 450 449 0.9
Minnesota 0 0 0.0
Missouri 0 0 0.0
Nebraska 0 0 0.0
North Dakota 55 96 5.1
Ohio 1,916 1,918 4.2
South Dakota 45 45 1.7
Wisconsin 4,198 4,337 20.1
South 49,843 48,733 8.8%
Alabama 0 0 0.0
Arkansas 0 1,253 0.0
Delaware 0 0 0.0
District of Columbia 2,538 2,342 471
Florida 3,982 3,912 5.5
Georgia 4,582 3,746 10.1
Kentucky 1,804 1,268 11.7
Louisiana 2,940 3,068 8.3
Maryland 128 127 0.5
Mississippi 3,443 3,230 16.7
North Carolina 365 330 3.4
Oklahoma 7,023 6,931 30.4
South Carolina 21 13 0.1
Tennessee 3,703 3,510 16.0
Texas 17,746 17,432 10.8
Virginia 1,568 1,571 5.1
West Virginia 0 0 0.0
West 16,255 15,940 5.9%
Alaska 1,407 1,383 33.5
Arizona 1,420 1,430 5.2
California 4,504 4,547 2.7
Colorado 2,152 2,099 12.6
Hawaii 1,194 1,187 221
Idaho 1,362 1,162 23.9
Montana 987 986 30.4
Nevada 482 508 4.7
New Mexico 2,390 2,155 45.2
Oregon 0 0 0.0
Utah 0 208 0.0
Washington 0 0 0.0
Wyoming 357 275 21.3
2Excludes inmates in publicly operated State or local
facilities.
®Based on the total of inmates under State or Federal
jurisdiction.
°Includes 6,192 Federal inmates held in privately
operated community correctional centers on 6/30/01.

4 Prison and Jail Inmates at Midyear 2001

Prison incarceration rates have risen sharply since 1990

The incarceration rate of State and Federal prisoners sentenced to
more than 1 year was 472 per 100,000 U.S. residents on June 30,
2001, down from 482 per 100,000 on June 30, 2000. (See Prison and
Jail Inmates at Midyear 2000, NCJ 185989.) The overall drop reflects
the impact of shifting to the 2000 decennial census population
estimates. Midyear incarceration rates prior to 2001 were based on
estimates from the 1990 Census of Population and Housing. Using
newly released estimates from the 2000 Census, the revised incar-
ceration rate for midyear 2000 was 470 sentenced prisoners per
100,000.

Estimates (in 1000’s) of Number of sentenced inmates per
U.S. resident population on July 1* 100,000 residents at midyear
1990 Census 2000 Census 1990 Census 2000 Census

1999 272,876 468
2000 275,133 282,125 482 470
2001 277,737 284,797 484 472

Twelve States led by Louisiana (795 sentenced prisoners per 100,000
State residents), Texas (731), Mississippi (689), and Oklahoma (669),
exceeded the national rate. Three States — Maine (126), Minnesota
(131), and North Dakota (158) — had rates that were less than a third
of the national rate. The District of Columbia, a totally urban jurisdic-
tion, held 592 sentenced prisoners per 100,000 District residents at
midyear 2001. The number of sentenced inmates in the District of
Columbia dropped from 7,904 at yearend 2000 to 3,388 at midyear
2001, as a result of an ongoing transfer of responsibility for sentenced
felons to the Federal system.

Since 1990 the number of sentenced inmates per 100,000 residents
has risen from 292 to 472. During this period prison incarceration
rates rose the most in the South (from 316 to 532) and West (from
277 to 414). The rate in the Midwest rose from 239 to 370, and the
rate in the Northeast rose from 232 to 305. The number of sentenced
Federal prisoners per 100,000 U.S. residents increased from 20 to 46
over the same period.

Privately operated prisons held almost 95,000 State
and Federal inmates

On June 30, 2001, 31 States, the District of Columbia, and the
Federal system reported a total of 94,948 prisoners held in privately
operated facilities (table 3). These private facilities held 6.8% of all
State and Federal inmates, up from 6.5% at yearend 2000.

The Federal system (with 18,185 inmates in private facilities), Texas
(with 17,746), and Oklahoma (with 7,023) reported the largest number
at midyear 2001. Four States — New Mexico (45%), Alaska (34%),
Montana (30%), and Oklahoma (30%) — and the District of Columbia
(47%) had at least 30% of their prisoners in private facilities. Except
for Wisconsin (with 20% of its State inmates in private facilities) and
New Jersey (with 9%), the use of private facilities was concentrated
among Southern and Western States.
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Four States have more than 20%
of their inmates held in other States
or in Federal facilities

On June 30, 2001, 11,800 State
prisoners nationwide had been placed
in other States or in Federal facilities —
representing about 0.9% of all State
prisoners (table 4). In addition to
housing inmates out of State to ease
prison crowding, State correctional
authorities often house inmates under
an interstate compact. Such inmates
may be housed in other States
because of special security needs
(that is, for safekeeping from other
inmates) or special inmate needs
(that is, housing inmates closer

to their families).

At midyear 2001 Wisconsin placed the
most inmates (4,526), followed by
Hawaii (1,225), Alaska (777) and
Connecticut (657). Vermont (24.3%),
Hawaii (22.6%), Wyoming (22.6%),
and Wisconsin (21.6%) had more than
20% of their prison population housed
in facilities out of State or in the
Federal system.

Female prisoner population has
more than doubled since 1990

From July 1, 2000, to June 30, 2001,
the number of women under the juris-
diction of State and Federal prison
authorities grew from 93,681 to 94,336,
an increase of 0.7% (table 5). The
number of men rose 1.1%, from
1,296,378 to 1,311,195. At midyear
2001 California, Texas, and the
Federal systems housed nearly

4 of every 10 female inmates.

Since 1990 the annual rate of growth
of female inmates has averaged 7.5%,
higher than the 5.7% average increase
of male inmates. While the number

of male prisoners has grown 80%
since 1990, the number of female
prisoners has increased 114%. By
June 30, 2001, women accounted for
6.7% of all prisoners, up from 5.7%

in 1990.

Relative to their number in the U.S.
resident population, men were about
15 times more likely than women to be
in a State or Federal prison. On June
30, 2001, the rate for inmates serving a
sentence of more than 1 year was 59
female inmates per 100,000 women

in the United States, compared to 900
sentenced male inmates per 100,000
men.

Table 5. Prisoners under the
jurisdiction of State or Federal
correctional authorities, by gender,
1990, 2000, and 2001
Men Women

All inmates
6/30/01 1,311,195 94,336
6/30/00 1,297,179 93,765
12/31/90 729,840 44,065
Percent change

2000-2001 1.1% 0.6%

Average annual,

1990-2001 5.7% 7.5%
Sentenced to more
than 1 year
6/30/01 1,257,246 86,301
6/30/00 1,240,392 85,431
12/31/90 699,416 40,564
Incarceration rate*
6/30/01 900 59
6/30/00 897 59
12/31/90 572 32
*The total number of prisoners with a
sentence of more than 1 year per
100,000 U.S. residents.

Table 4. State prisoners held
out of State or in Federal facilities,
December 31, 2000, and June 30, 2001

Inmates held out of State
or in Federal facilities®

Region and Number Percent®
jurisdiction 6/30/01 12/31/00 6/30/01
State 11,800 12,351 0.9%
Northeast 1,403 1,239 0.8%
Connecticut 657 470 3.5
Maine 47 55 2.8
Massachusetts 15 93 0.1
New Hampshire 70 74 3.0
New Jersey 60 69 0.2
New York 0 0 0.0
Pennsylvania 43 41 0.1
Rhode Island 78 47 25
Vermont 433 390 24.3
Midwest 5,561 5,849 2.3%
Illinois 36 35 0.1
Indiana 589 592 2.9
lowa 0 0 0.0
Kansas 93 87 1.1
Michigan 0 0 0.0
Minnesota 159 137 2.4
Missouri 0 60 0.0
Nebraska 29 27 0.7
North Dakota 74 113 6.9
Ohio 33 35 0.1
South Dakota 22 21 0.8
Wisconsin 4,526 4,742 21.6
South 954 1,515 0.2%
Alabama 457 479 1.7
Arkansas 38 325 0.3
Delaware 29 228 0.4
Florida 0 0 0.0
Georgia 0 0 0.0
Kentucky 21 16 0.1
Louisiana 0 0 0.0
Maryland 52 42 0.2
Mississippi 0 0 0.0
North Carolina 0 0 0.0
Oklahoma 69 72 0.3
South Carolina 288 297 1.3
Tennessee 0 0 0.0
Texas 0 0 0.0
Virginia 0 56 0.0
West Virginia 0 0 0.0
West 3,882 3,748 1.4%
Alaska 777 825 18.5
Arizona 96 86 0.4
California 629 624 0.4
Colorado 0 0 0.0
Hawaii 1,225 1,221 22.6
Idaho 126 85 2.2
Montana 38 34 1.2
Nevada 196 191 1.9
New Mexico 40 46 0.8
Oregon 170 155 1.5
Utah 134 118 2.5
Washington 71 65 0.5
Wyoming 380 298 22.6

Note: Totals are based on inmates held in
private or public out-of-State facilities and
inmates held in Federal facilities. Excludes
inmates in publicly operated jails and Federal
inmates from the District of Columbia.
2lnmates held in other State facilities include
interstate compact cases.

®Based on the total of inmates under State
or Federal jurisdiction.
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Number of State inmates
under age 18 declining

A total of 3,147 State prisoners were
under age 18 on June 30, 2001, down
from 3,896 at midyear 2000 (table 6).
Overall, fewer than 1% of State
inmates were under age 18.

Table 6. Number of inmates under age
18 held in State and Federal prisons,
by gender, June 30, 1990, 1995, and
1998-2001

Inmates under age 18

Year Total Male Female

1990 3,600 -- -
1995* 5,309 -- -
1998 4,863 4,668 195
1999 4,194 4,027 167
2000 3,896 3,721 175
2001 3,147 3,010 137

Note: Federal prisons held 39 inmates under
age 18in 1990 but none in 1995, 1998-2001.
--Not available.

*Data for 1990 and 1995 were based on
Census of State and Federal Correctional
Facilities.

Florida (with 395) and Connecticut
(with 330) reported the largest number
of prisoners under age 18 at midyear
2001, followed by New York (254),
North Carolina (212), and Texas (208).
Except for South Carolina, all of the
States with 100 or more inmates under
the age of 18 at midyear 2000 reported
the decline in their populations during
12 months ending June 30, 2001.

Five States reported increases — New
Hampshire (from 0 to 4), New Jersey
(from 20 to 28), Delaware (from

19 to 26), Alaska (9 to 16) and

Idaho (4 to 8).

Number of prisoners

under age 18 Percent
6/30/01  6/30/00  change
Florida 395 466 -15.2 %
Connecticut 330 382 -13.6
New York 254 264 -3.8
North Carolina 212 263 -19.4
Texas 208 263 -20.9
Arizona 142 152 -6.6 %
South Carolina 133 131 1.5
lllinois 110 145 -24.1
California 95 106 -10.4
Wisconsin 92 96 -4.2
Mississippi 90 138 -34.8
Ohio 81 106 -23.6

Among States, Louisiana had the
highest prison incarceration rate;
Maine, the lowest

At midyear 2001 the 10 jurisdictions
with the largest prison populations

had under their jurisdiction 844,535
inmates, or 60% of the Nation’s total
prison population (table 7). Texas
(164,465), California (163,965) and the
Federal system (152,788) accounted
for a third of the population. The 10
States with the smallest prison popula-
tions held a total of 25,701 inmates,
1.8% of the Nation’s total prison
population.

Louisiana had the highest prison incar-
ceration rate (795 sentenced inmates
per 100,000 residents), followed by
Texas (731), Mississippi (689), and
Oklahoma (669). Five States had
prison incarceration rates below 200,
led by Maine (126), Minnesota (131),
and North Dakota (158).

Table 7. The 10 highest and lowest jurisdictions for selected characteristics
of the prison populations, June 30, 2001

Sentenced
prisoners per Number
Prison Number Incarceration 100,000 State 12-month growth, Percent Female prison of female
population of inmates® rate, 6/30/01 residents® 6/30/00 to 6/30/01 change population prisoners®
10 highest:
Texas 164,465 Louisiana 795 West Virginia 8.7% Texas 13,328
California 163,965 Texas 731 Vermont 7.7 California 10,926
Federal 152,788  Mississippi 689 Nebraska 7.7 Federal 10,801
Florida 72,007  Oklahoma 669 North Dakota 7.6 Florida 4,245
New York 69,158  Alabama 592 Oregon 7.4 New York 3,273
Michigan 48,371  Georgia 540 Mississippi 7.3 lllinois 2,883
Ohio 45,684  South Carolina 526 Federal 7.2 Georgia 2,760
lllinois 45,629  Delaware 505 Hawaii 71 Ohio 2,756
Georgia 45363  Missouri 500 Montana 6.9 Oklahoma 2,362
Pennsylvania 37,105 Nevada 485 Arkansas 6.7 Louisiana 2,239
10 lowest:
North Dakota 1,080 Maine 126 New Jersey -9.6% Maine 60
Wyoming 1,679  Minnesota 131 Massachusetts -3.7 North Dakota 84
Maine 1,693  North Dakota 158 New York -3.5 Vermont 97
Vermont 1,782  Rhode Island 179 Kansas 2.7 New Hampshire 122
New Hampshire 2,323  New Hampshire 184 Wyoming -2.5 Wyoming 152
South Dakota 2,673  Vermont 221 Ohio -2.5 Rhode Island 212
Rhode Island 3,147  Nebraska 225 Texas 2.2 South Dakota 226
Montana 3,250  West Virginia 225 Maine -1.3 Nebraska 315
Nebraska 3,944 Utah 235 Rhode Island -1.2 Montana 321
West Virginia 4,130 Massachusetts 247 California -0.3 Alaska 328

Note: The District of Columbia was excluded as a result of the transfer of responsibility for sentenced felons to the Federal system.
aAll inmates under legal authority of the prison system, regardless of sentence.
®The number of prisoners with a sentence of more than 1 year per 100,000 in the resident population. The Federal system is excluded.
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Growth slows as ”S'"9 S_tate prison Table 8. Number of sentenced prisoners admitted and released from State
releases outpace admissions or Federal jurisdiction, by region and jurisdiction, 1998-2000
. . Admissions? Releases?®
Underlying the dramatic slowdown
. X i Percent Percent
in the rate of growth in State prison Region and change, change
populations has been a rise in prison jurisdiction 2000 1999 1998 1998-00 2000 1999 1998 1998-00
releases. During 2000, 570,966 U.S. total 625,964 614,985 610,998 2.4% 606,225 574,804 556,367  9.0%
sentenced prisoners were released Federal 43,732 41,972 38219 14.4 35,259 31,816 29,462 19.7
from State prisons, up from 526,905 State 582,232 573,013 572,779 1.7 570,966 542,988 526,905 8.4
in 1998 — an increase of 8.4% (table Northeast 65,363 66,952 67,107 -2.6% 68,775 63,474 60,730 13.2%
8). At the same time, total admissions l\CﬂohneCticut" 6,;2? 638? 75_;-2 T 573;3 57232 séé 15--1
. ° aine -1. .
to State prison rose by 1.7% (from Massachusetts 2,062 2,373 2,836 -27.3 2889 2,914 2,900 -0.4
572,779 in 1998 to 582,232 in 2000). New Hampshire 1,051 1,067 987 6.5 1,044 979 986 5.9
New Jersey 13,653 15,106 16,801 -18.7 15,362 14,734 14,041 9.4
ble d he diff pb t 9 P Pennsylvania 11,777 11,082 10,505 12.1 11,759 10,028 9,159 28.4
rable data the difference between Rhode Island® ~ 1299 971 - - 1347 893 -
annual admissions and releases was Vermont 984 807 728 352 946 839 695 36.1
reduced. In 11 States the number of Midwest 117,776 110,852 109,448  7.6% 114,382 106,860 99,781  14.6%
releases increased while admissions lllinois 29,344 27,499 26,470 10.9 28,876 25995 24,205 19.3
opped;n 18 Sies leeces Sl
; eainnar owa , , , . , , , :
increased faster than admissions; Kansas 5002 4890 4509 10.9 5231 4503 4239 23.4
and in 8 States releases decreased Michigan 12,169 12,075 13,358 -8.9 10,874 11,243 12,068 -9.9
more slowly than admissions. Minnesota 4,406 4,557 4,307 23 4,244 4,475 4,056 4.6
Missouri 14,454 13,526 12,900 12.0 13,346 12,267 11,736 13.7
. Nebraska 1,688 1,603 1,771 -47 1,503 1,558 1,516 -0.9
Overall, State prison release rates North Dakota 605 715 764 -208 508 671 645 7.3
dropped from 37 per 100 inmates in Ohio 23,780 21,302 20,630 15.3 24,793 22,910 20,198 22.7
1990 to 31 per 100 in 1995 and then South Dakota 1,400 1,395 1,328 54 1,327 1,311 1,152 15.2
. . Wi [ 8,396 8,868 8,785 -4.4 8,158 6,895 6,464 26.2
remained nearly unchanged (reaching 1sconsin
32 per 100 n 2000). However,asa | Seub e206 8282 749 160 713 8194 7ot 17
. . . abama , , , -16. ) ) ) .
result of increasing total prison popula- Arkansas 6941 6045 6189 12.2 6308 5403 5524 14.2
tions, the absolute number of releases Delaware 2,709 2,624 1,853 46.2 2,260 2,180 1,585 426
increased 25% (from 455,139 in 1995 Dist. of Col. 3,156 5733 5388 -41.4 3238 5471 7,198 -55.0
; . Florida 35,683 32,225 25308 41.0 33,994 29,889 22,664 50.0
t0 570,966 in 2000). (See Prisoners Georgia 17,373 19,871 15409 12.7 14,797 17173 12131 220
in 1999, NCJ 183476.) Kentucky 8116 6,867 7,901 27 7,733 6509 7,505 3.0
Louisiana 15,735 15,981 16,948 -7.2 14,536 15241 13,937 4.3
Prior to 1998 growth in prison admis- Maryland 10,327 10,987 10,967 -5.8 10,004 10,327 10,492 -4.7
. flected | : b Mississippi 5796 5,825 6,626 -12.5 4940 4,136 4,418 11.8
sions retiected increasing numbers North Carolina® 9,839 10,198 11,292 -12.9 9,687 10,710 11,615 -16.6
of offenders returning for parole viola- Oklahoma 7,426 7,635 7,181 3.4 6,628 6,140 6,846 -3.2
tions_ Between 1990 and 1998 the South Carolina 8,460 8,261 8,866 -4.6 8,676 7,942 7,903 9.8
L Tennessee® 13,675 13,597 -- -- 13,893 12,361 - --
number of returned parole violators Texas 58197 56.361 59,340 -1.9 50776 52,318 55181 8.3
increased 54% (from 133,870 to Virginia 9,791 8,240 10,152 -3.6 9,148 7,685 9,001 1.6
206,751 ), while the number of new West Virginia 1,577 1,308 1,440 9.5 1,261 1,240 1,103 14.3
court commitments increased 7% West 177,996 175,169 180,275 -1.3% 173,794 169,735 169,914  2.3%
(from 323,069 to 347,270). The Alaska 2,427 2,405 2605 -6.8 2,599 2,504 2615 -0.6
; Arizona 9,560 9,021 10,108 -5.4 9,100 8982 8559 6.3
number of parole violators returned California 129,640 130,976 134.068 -3.3 129,621 129,528 129.449 0.1
to prison in 2000 totaled 203,569; the Colorado 7,036 6,702 6541 7.6 5881 5346 5683 35
number of new court commitments, ::la\;mva”b ;'ggg ;Sg? 2621 292 ;’g;g }ggi 2469 9.2
: ano , , y . ’ s s .
350,431. (See Trends in State Parole, Montana 1202 1277 1254 -4.1 1,031 1,044 1066 -3.3
1990-2000, NCJ 184735.) Nevada 4,929 4479 4773 33 4374 4536 4,146 55
New Mexico® 3,161 1,826 2,303 - 3,383 1,997 2,252 -
State prison admissions, by type Oregon 4059 4,015 3637 116 3,371 3,185 2,613 29.0
New court Parole Utah 3270 3,035 3,069 6.5 2,807 2554 2945 -16
Year All* commitments violators Washlngton 7,094 6,795 7,012 1.2 6,764 6,344 6,081 11.2
Wyoming 638 798 751 -15.0 697 659 704 1.0
1990 460,739 323,069 133,870
1995 521,201 337,492 175,726 Note: Excludes escapes, AWOLS, and transfers to or from other jurisdictions.
S AT SEE el |eelwe
. . : 2Based on inmates under jurisdiction with a sentence of more than 1 year.
2000 582,232 350.431 203.569 ®Comparable data were not available for all three years. Data from the most recent
*Based on inmates with a sentence of more comparable year were used to calculate regional and national totals.
than 1 year. ®Data may not be comparable from year to year due to changing reporting methods.
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At midyear the Nation’s jails
supervised 702,044 persons

As defined in this report, jails are
locally operated correctional facilities
that confine persons before or after
adjudication. Inmates sentenced to jail
usually have a sentence of 1 year or
less, but jails also incarcerate persons
in a wide variety of other categories.
(See box below.)

Based on the 2001 Annual Survey

of Jails, the Nation’s local jails held or
supervised 702,044 offenders on June
29, 2001 (table 9). Jail authorities
supervised 10% of these offenders
(70,804) in alternative programs
outside the jail facilities. A total

of 631,240 persons were housed

in local jails.

Jails —

* receive individuals pending arraign-
ment and hold them awaiting trial,
conviction, or sentencing

* readmit probation, parole, and bail-
bond violators and absconders

* temporarily detain juveniles pending
transfer to juvenile authorities

* hold mentally ill persons pending
their movement to appropriate health
facilities

* hold individuals for the military, for
protective custody, for contempt,
and for the courts as witnesses

* release convicted inmates to the
community upon completion of
sentence

e transfer inmates to Federal, State,
or other authorities

* house inmates for Federal, State,
or other authorities because of
crowding of their facilities

* sometimes operate community-
based programs as alternatives to
incarceration

* hold inmates sentenced to short
terms (generally under 1 year).

Among persons under community
supervision by jail staff in 2001, nearly
25% were required to perform commu-
nity service (17,561) and 20% to
participate in a weekend reporting
program (14,381). Fourteen percent
of offenders in the community were
under electronic monitoring; 9% were
under other pretrial supervision; 7%
were in a drug, alcohol, mental health,
or other type of medical treatment
program; and 7% were in a work
release or other alternative work
program.

Number of jail inmates rose 10,100
in 12 months ending June 29, 2001

Between July 1, 2000, and June 29,
2001, the number of persons held in
local jail facilities grew 1.6% — from
621,149 to 631,240 (table 9). The
12-month increase was well below the
average growth (3.7%) from midyear
1995 to midyear 2001 (figure 2). The
1.6% growth in 2001 was the smallest
annual increase in the last decade.

In absolute numbers, the total increase
of 10,091 inmates in 2001 was less
than the increase in 2000 (15,206).

Table 9. Persons under jail supervision, by confinement status
and type of program, midyear 1995, 1999-2001

Confinement status Number of persons under jail supervision

and type of program 1995 1999 2000 2001
Total 541,913 687,973 687,033 702,044

Held in jail 507,044 605,943 621,149 631,240

Supervised outside

a jail facility® 34,869 82,030 65,884 70,804
Electronic monitoring 6,788 10,230 10,782 10,017
Home detention® 1,376 518 332 539
Day reporting 1,283 5,080 3,969 3,522
Community service 10,253 20,139 13,592 17,561
Weekender programs 1,909 16,089 14,523 14,381
Other pretrial supervision 3,229 10,092 6,279 6,632
Other work programs® 9,144 7,780 8,011 5,204
Treatment programs® -- 8,500 5,714 5,219
Other/unspecified 887 3,602 2,682 7,729

--Not available.

2Excludes persons supervised by a probation or parole agency.

®Includes only those without electronic monitoring.

°Includes persons in work release programs, work gangs, and other

work alternative programs.

dIncludes persons under drug, alcohol, mental health, and other medical treatment.

12-month growth rates for local jails peaked in 1997

Percent change in local jail population

from previous year, 1991-2001
10%

8%

6%

4% | - - -

2% H - - - - - - - -1 -

0%

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

Figure 2

8 Prison and Jail Inmates at Midyear 2001



Revised 5/10/02 th

Jail incarceration rates
continue to rise

Since 1990 the Nation’s jail population
on a per capita basis has increased
over a third. During this period the
number of jail inmates per 100,000
residents rose from 163 to 222.

Number held Incarceration

Year in jail rate®

2001° 631,240 222
2000° 621,149 220
1999 605,943 222
1998 592,462 219
1997 567,079 212
1996 518,492 196
1995 507,044 193
1990 405,320 163

2Number of jail inmates per 100,000

U.S. residents on July 1 of each year.

®Rates for 2000 and 2001 are based on
estimates from the 2000 Census and updated
for July 1 of each year; rates for 1990-99 are
based on estimates from the 1990 Census.

When offenders under community
supervision by jail authorities are
included with those in custody, the rate
was 247 offenders per 100,000 U.S.
residents at midyear 2001.

A total of 7,613 persons under age 18
were housed in adult jails on June 30,

2001 (table 10). Eighty-nine percent
of these young inmates had been
convicted or were being held for trial
as adults in criminal court.

The average daily population for
the year ending June 30, 2001, was
625,966, an increase of 1.2% from
2000 and 22.8% from 1995.

Characteristics of jail inmates
changing slowly

Male inmates made up 88.4% of the
local jail inmate population at midyear
2001 - over 2 percentage points lower
than at midyear 1990 (table 11).
During the 12-month period ending
June 29, 2001, the number of female
inmates rose 3.1%, while the percent
of male inmates rose 1.5%. On
average the adult female jail population
has grown 6.3% annually since 1990,
while the adult male inmate population
has grown 3.8%.

At midyear 2001 a majority of local jail
inmates were black or Hispanic. White
non-Hispanics made up 43.0% of the
jail population; black non-Hispanics,
40.6%; Hispanics, 14.7%; and other

races (Asians, Pacific Islanders,
American Indians, and Alaska
Natives), 1.6%.

Relative to their number of U.S.
residents, men were nearly 8 times
more likely than women to have been
held in a local jail on June 29, 2001.
Black non-Hispanics were 5 times
more likely than white non-Hispanics,
over 2% times more likely than Hispan-
ics, and 11 times more likely than
persons of other races to have been

in jail.

Estimated Incarceration
count rate®
Total 631,240 222
Gender
Male 558,110 399
Female 73,130 50
Race/Hispanic origin
White® 271,700 138
Black® 256,200 703
Hispanic 93,000 263
Other* 10,300 61
Note: Inmate counts were estimated and

rounded to the nearest 100. Resident population
figures by gender are based on the 2000 Census
and then estimated for July 1, 2000. Figures by
race/Hispanic origin are counts from the 2000
Census as enumerated on April 1, 2000.
aNumber of inmates per 100,000 residents in
each group.

®Non-Hispanic only.

°Includes American Indians, Alaska Natives,
Native Hawaiians, and other Pacific Islanders.

Table 10. Average daily population and the number of men, Table 11. Gender, race, Hispanic origin, and
women, and juVenileS in local jails, midyear 1990, 1995, and conviction status of local lai' inmates, midyear
2000-2001 1990, 1995, and 2000-2001
1990 1995 2000 2001 Percent of jail inmates
Average daily population® 408,075 509,828 618,319 625,966 Characteristic 1990 1995 2000 2001
O, O, O, O,
Number of inmates, June 30° 405320 507,044 621,149 631,240 Total 100% ~ 100%  100%  100%
Adults 403,019 499,300 613534 623,628 Gender
Male 365,821 448,000 543,120 551 ,007 Male 90.8% 89.8% 88.6% 88.4%
Female 37,198 51,300 70,414 72,621 Female 9.2 10.2 11.4 11.6
Juveniles® 2,301 7,800 7,615 7,613

Held as adults® - 5,900 6,126 6,757 Race/Hispanic origin

Held as juveniles 2,301 1,800 1,489 856 White, non-Hispanic 41.8% 40.1% 41.9% 43.0%
Note: Data are for June 30 in 1995 and 2000 and for June 29 in 1990 and Black, non-Hispanic 42.5 43.5 41.3 40.6
2001. Detailed data for 1995 were estimated and rounded to the nearest 100. Hlspaplc 14.3 14.7 15.1 14.7
--Not available. Other 1.3 1.7 1.6 1.6
aThe average daily population is the sum of the number of inmates in a jail each .
day for a year, divided by the total number of days in the year. Conviction status (adults only) . . .
®Inmate counts for 1990 include an unknown number of persons who were under Convicted 48.5% 44.0% 44.0% 41.5%
jail supervision but not confined. Male 44.1 39.7 39.0 36.6
cJuveniles are persons defined by State statute as being under a certain Female 4.5 4.3 5.0 4.9
age, usually 18, and subject initially to juvenile court authority even if tried Unconvicted 51.5 56.0 56.0 58.5
as adults in criminal court. In 1994 the definition was changed to include all Male 46.7 50.0 50.0 51.9
persons under age 18. Female 4.8 6.0 6.0 6.6
dIncludes juveniles who were tried or awaiting trial as adults. Note: Detail may not add to total because of rounding.

*Includes American Indians, Alaska Natives, Asians,
and Pacific Islanders.
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On June 29, 2001, an estimated 58.5%
of the Nation’s adult jail inmates were
awaiting court action on their current
charge. An estimated 258,700 adults
held in local jails were serving a
sentence in jail, awaiting sentencing,
or serving time for a probation or
parole violation.

At midyear 2001, 90% of jail
capacity was occupied

In the 12 months ending June 29,
2001, more beds than inmates were
added to the Nation’s jails. At midyear
2001 the rated capacity of the Nation’s
local jails was estimated at 699,309,
an increase of 21,522 in 12 months
(table 12).

Rated capacity is the maximum
number of beds or inmates allocated
by State or local rating officials to each
jail facility. The growth in jail capacity
during the 12-month period ending on
June 29, 2001, was less than the
average growth of 25,591 beds every
12 months since midyear 1995, and
was less than the growth in beds
during 2000 (25,466).

As of June 29, 2001, 90% of the local
jail capacity was occupied.” As a ratio
of all inmates housed in jail facilities to
total capacity, the percentage occupied
decreased by 14 percentage points
from 1990 to 2001. At midyear 1990
local jails operated at 4% above their
rated capacity.

*On December 31, 2000, State prisons were
operating between 100% and 115% of capacity,
while Federal prisons were operating at 31%
above capacity. See Prisoners in 2000, August
2001, NCJ 188207.

Jail jurisdictions that on average held
between 500-999 inmates reported the
highest occupancy rates. At midyear
2001 occupancy was 90% of rated
capacity in jail jurisdictions with an
average daily population of 1,000

or more inmates, compared to 67%

in those with fewer than 50 inmates.

Percent
Size of of capacity occupied
jurisdiction* 2001 2000
Total 90% 92%

Fewer than 50

inmates 67 66
50-99 87 80
100-249 92 94
250-499 20 96
500-999 94 94
1,000 or more 92 94

*Based on the average daily population
in the year ending June 30.

Table 12. Rated capacity of local
jails and percent of capacity
occupied, 1990 and 1995-2001

Amount  Percent of

Rated of capac- capacity
Year capacity® ity added® occupied®
2001 699,309 21,522 90%
2000 677,787 25,466 92
1999 652,321 39,541 93
1998 612,780 26,216 97
1997 586,564 23,593 97
1996 562,971 17,208 92
1995 545,763 41,439 93
1990 389,171 104
Average annual
increase
1995-2001 4.2% 25,591

Note: Capacity data for 1990, 1995-98 and
2000-01 are survey estimates subject to
sampling error. See appendix tables for more
details.

2Rated capacity is the number of beds or
inmates assigned by a rating official to
facilities within each jurisdiction.

®The number of beds added during the

12 months before June 30 of each year.
°The number of inmates divided by the rated
capacity times 100.
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The 50 largest jail jurisdictions
housed a third of all jail inmates

On June 29, 2001, the Nation’s 50
largest jail jurisdictions held 32.6%
(205,875) of all jail inmates (table 13).
Twenty-two States had at least one
jurisdiction which ranked in the top 50
for average daily population. States
with more than one jurisdiction among
the Nation’s 50 largest jurisdictions are
California (10), Florida (7), Texas (7),
Georgia (3), Ohio (3), Pennsylvania
(3), and Tennessee (2).

The two jurisdictions with the most
inmates, Los Angeles County and New
York City, together held approximately
34,200 inmates, or 5.4% of the national
total.

Twenty-three jurisdictions among the
50 largest experienced a decrease

in the number of inmates held between
July 1, 2000, and June 29, 2001.
Jurisdictions with the largest decreases
were Oklahoma County, Oklahoma
(down 22.4%), Harris County, Texas
(down 21.1%), Tarrant County, Texas
(down 16.6%), Shelby County, Tennes-
see (down 13.0%), and San Diego
County, California (down 10.2%).

The jurisdiction with the largest
increase in jail population was Reeves
County, Texas, whose population was
up 75.7% and whose rated capacity
increased by 87.1% (as a result of a
new addition to the jail). Other jalil
jurisdictions with substantial population
increases were Essex County, New
Jersey (up 21.2%), King County,
Washington (up 17.0%), and York
County, Pennsylvania (up 16.0%).

Nineteen of the 50 largest jail jurisdic-
tions operated at over 100% of their
rated capacity. On June 29, 2001,
Clark County, Nevada, operated at
171% of their capacity; Franklin
County, Ohio, operated at 143%; and
Maricopa County, Arizona, operated
at 134% of capacity.
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Table 13. The 50 largest local jail jurisdictions: Number of inmates held,
average daily population, and rated capacity, midyear 1999-2001
Percent of capacity
Number of inmates held?® Average daily population® Rated capacity® occupied at midyear®
Jurisdiction 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Total 206,794 206,713 205,875 207,814 207,481 206,619 227,351 226,833 228,554 91% 91% 90%
Los Angeles County, CA 20,398 18,957 19,944 20,683 19,662 19,327 24,320 24,320 24,440 84% 78% 82%
New York City, NY 16,321 14,349 14,249 17,562 15,530 14,490 22,584 22,558 22,574 72 64 63
Cook County, IL 9,047 10,000 10,356 9,430 9,801 10,212 9,677 9,798 9,798 93 102 106
Harris County, TX 8,419 7,854 6,197 7,772 8,234 7,124 8,700 8,602 8,602 97 91 72
Maricopa County, AZ 6,502 7,012 6,951 6,770 6,660 7,055 7,671 5293 5194 85 132 134
Philadelphia City, PA 6,272 6,568 7,047 6,270 6,484 7,041 5,600 5,600 5,600 112 117 126
Dade County, FL 6,862 6,402 6,720 7,127 6,851 6,410 8,127 8,140 8,179 84 79 82
Dallas County, TX 6,492 6,900 6,354 6,400 7,299 6,275 7,666 8,187 6,585 85 84 96
Orleans Parish, LA 6,624 6,293 5,899 6,935 6,381 5,875 7,250 7,250 7,477 91 87 79
San Bernardino County, CA 4,752 5,581 5,220 4,924 5124 5,300 4,754 4,957 4,957 100 113 105
Shelby County, TN 6,091 5428 4,721 5840 5,795 5,176 6,470 6,901 6,392 94 79 74
San Diego County, CA 5,495 5335 4,790 5,666 5,317 4,895 5,994 6,104 4,726 92 87 101
Orange County, CA 4,853 4,982 4,498 5194 4,807 4,792 3,812 3,821 4,109 127 130 109
Broward County, FL 4,358 4,861 5,008 4,424 4813 4,745 5130 5,280 5,562 85 92 90
Orange County, FL 4,197 4,063 4,228 3,880 4,131 4,172 3,905 3,940 3,940 107 103 107
Santa Clara County, CA 4,817 4114 4,132 4,748 4,343 4,122 4,094 3,910 3,629 118 105 114
Alameda County, CA 4562 4,216 3,844 4,333 4,229 3,856 4,809 4,354 4354 95 97 88
Hillsborough County, FL 3,275 3,528 3,463 3,213 3,350 3,502 3,369 3,369 3,373 97 105 103
Tarrant County, TX 3,462 3,626 3,024 3,693 3,807 3,484 4546 4,548 5,089 76 80 59
Milwaukee County, WI 3,366 3,378 3,398 2,747 3,394 3,444 4,066 3,790 3,790 89 89 90
Bexar County, TX 3,517 3,672 3,448 3,636 3,561 3,418 3,670 3,670 4,231 96 100 81
Baltimore City , MD 3,149 3,467 3,648 3,544 3,193 3,287 3,744 3,777 3,861 84 92 94
Sacramento County, CA 3,097 3,172 3,183 3,318 3,020 3,217 4,218 4,732 4,488 73 67 71
De Kalb County, GA 2,734 3,070 3,119 3,005 2,948 3,146 3,636 3,636 3,636 75 84 86
Jacksonville City, FL 2,846 2,892 2,850 2,758 2,730 3,025 3,113 3,200 3,089 91 90 92
King County, WA 2,406 2,484 2,929 2,345 2,400 2,885 2,143 2,143 3,641 112 116 80
Allegheny County, PA 2,171 2,405 2,402 2,086 2,288 2,868 2,713 2,757 2,923 80 87 82
Fulton County, GA 3,380 2,869 2,813 3,692 3,008 2,785 2,330 2,550 2,550 145 113 110
Pinellas County, FL 2,525 2,488 2,771 2,432 2,504 2,728 2,261 3,183 3,303 112 78 84
Wayne County, M 2,588 2,650 2,619 2,650 2,800 2,680 2,643 2,668 2,874 98 99 91
Travis County, TX 2,516 2915 2,827 2,531 2,572 2,659 1,958 1,958 2,246 128 149 126
Riverside County, CA 2,552 2,619 2,790 2,582 2,574 2,641 2,879 2,468 2,659 89 106 105
Kern County, CA 2,568 2,591 2,672 2,025 2,553 2,621 2,698 2,684 2,698 95 97 99
Davidson County, TN - 2,752 2,790 - 2,794 2615 - 2,868 2,866 - 96 97
Clark County, NV 2,245 2262 2,538 2,312 2,378 2,538 1,488 1,488 1,488 151 152 171
Marion County, IN® 2,343 2,521 2,514 2,303 2,425 2,451 2,389 2,390 2,403 98 105 105
Essex County, NJ 1,648 2,084 2,526 2,016 1,771 2,408 1,756 1,503 2,410 94 139 105
Palm Beach County, FL 2,574 2,448 2,353 2,543 2,565 2,353 3,255 2,619 2,619 79 93 90
Fresno County, CA 2,220 2,301 2,331 2,254 2,250 2,346 2,382 2,348 2,482 93 98 94
Suffolk County, MA 2,448 2,297 2,360 1,800 2,312 2,300 1,798 2,452 2,452 136 94 96
Cobb County, GA 1,970 2,074 2,274 1,931 2,063 2,274 2,229 2224 2224 89 93 102
Franklin County, OH -- 2,216 2,405 -- 2,156 2,271 -- 2,639 1,681 -- 84 143
El Paso County, TX 2,049 2,102 2,046 2,069 2,000 2,148 2,464 2,464 1,978 83 85 103
Multnomah County, OR 1,990 2,001 1,884 1,893 2,036 2,036 2,073 2,073 2,073 96 97 91
Cuyahoga County, OH 1,840 1,914 2,135 1,750 1,980 2,000 1,777 1,749 1,749 104 109 122
Hamilton County, OH 2,073 2,041 1,916 2,007 2,093 1,985 2,465 2,465 2,465 84 83 78
Reeves County, TX 1,131 1,142 2,007 1,080 1,125 1,968 1,085 1,168 2,185 104 98 92
York County, PA 1,550 1,647 1,911 1,358 1,558 1,931 1,600 1,725 1,950 97 95 98
Salt Lake County, UT 1,480 1,745 1,888 1,500 1,522 1,875 2,400 1,930 1,960 62 90 96
Oklahoma County, OK 2,136 2,425 1,883 2,100 2,300 1,863 2,410 2,580 3,000 89 94 63
Note: Jurisdictions are ordered by their average daily population in 2001. -- Not available.
aNumber of inmates held in jail facilities. Totals for 1999 include estimates for Davidson County, TN, and Franklin County, OH.
®Based on the average daily population for the year ending June 30. The average daily population is the sum
of the number of inmates in jail each day for a year, divided by the number of days in the year.
°Rated capacity is the number of beds or inmates assigned by a rating official to facilities within each jurisdiction.
9The number of inmates divided by the rated capacity multiplied by 100.
eFigures for 1999 and 2000 have been updated to include Marion County Jail Il - CCA.
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An estimated 12% of black males
in their twenties and early thirties
were in prison or jail in 2001

When total incarceration rates are
estimated separately by age group,
black males in their twenties and
thirties are found to have high rates
relative to other groups. Among the
more than 1.96 million offenders
incarcerated on June 30, 2001, an
estimated 601,800 were black males
between the ages of 20 and 39 (table
14).

Expressed in terms of percentages,
18.4% of black non-Hispanic males
age 25 to 29 were in prison or jalil,
compared to 4.1% of Hispanic males
and about 1.8% of white males in the
same age group (table 15).

Although incarceration rates drop with
age, the percentage of black males
age 45 to 54 in prison or jail in 2001
was an estimated 3.4% — nearly twice
the highest rate (1.9%) among white
males (age 30 to 34).

Female incarceration rates, though
significantly lower than male rates at
every age, reveal similar racial and
ethnic disparities. Black non-Hispanic
females (with a prison and jail rate of
380 per 100,000) were 3 times more
likely than Hispanic females (119 per
100,000) and 5% times more likely
than white females (67 per 100,000)
to be incarcerated in 2001. These
differences among white, black, and
Hispanic females were consistent
across all age groups.

Among black non-Hispanic females,
the rate was highest (1,389 per
100,000) among those age 30 to 34.
This rate was only slightly lower than
the highest rate among white males
(1,934 per 100,000).

Black incarceration rate highest
in Wisconsin; Hispanic rate highest
in New Hampshire

Louisiana led the Nation at midyear
2001 with 1,013 prison and jail inmates
per 100,000 State residents, followed
by Texas (966) and Georgia (952)
(table 16). Maine (222), Minnesota
(225), and Vermont (226) held the
fewest inmates relative to their State
populations.

When incarceration rates by State are
estimated separately by gender, race,
and Hispanic origin, male rates are
found to be 1172 times higher than
female rates; black rates 6 times
higher than white rates; and Hispanic
rates 2 times higher than white rates.
The largest differences in incarceration

rates between men and women are
in Massachusetts (18 times higher
for men) and Maine (17 times higher
for men). The largest differences in
rates between whites and blacks are
in Connecticut, New Jersey, and
Minnesota (approximately 13 times
higher for blacks), and between whites
and Hispanics in Connecticut and
Pennsylvania (7 times higher for
Hispanics), Massachusetts and North
Dakota (6 times higher).

Wisconsin led the Nation with an
estimated 4,058 black prison and jail
inmates per 100,000 black State
residents, followed by lowa (with 3,302)
and Texas (3,287). New Hampshire
with 1,747 Hispanic inmates per
100,000 Hispanic residents, Pennsyl-
vania (1,680), and Connecticut (1,434)
had the highest Hispanic rates.

Table 14. Number of inmates in State or Federal prisons and local jails,
by gender, race, Hispanic origin, and age, June 30, 2001

Number of inmates in State or Federal prisons or local jails

Male Female

Age Total? White® Black® Hispanic Total® White®  Black® Hispanic

Total 1,800,300 684,800 803,400 283,000 161,200 67,700 69,500 19,900
18-19 84,200 27,400 37,800 15,700 4,100 2,000 1,400 500
20-24 326,900 104,700 151,400 61,900 21,000 9,100 7,700 3,800
25-29 340,800 110,300 163,600 59,200 31,300 12,000 13,700 4,100
30-34 339,900 129,900 150,700 53,900 40,100 15,900 19,100 4,200
35-39 296,400 120,300 136,100 38,000 31,800 13,400 14,400 3,300
40-44 195,100 82,200 82,800 27,400 17,300 7,600 7,400 1,900
45-54 160,700 77,600 61,100 20,400 12,100 5,800 4,500 1,600
55 orolder 47,400 29,200 12,700 5,100 2,600 1,800 800 200

Note: Based on custody counts from National Prison-
ers Statistics (NPS-1A), 2001, and Annual Survey of
Jails, 2001, and estimates by age from Survey of
Inmates in Local Jails, 1996, and Survey of Inmates
in State Correctional Facilities, 1997 and Federal
Justice Statistics Program (FJSP) for inmates on

September 30, 2000. Estimates were
rounded to the nearest 100.

aIncludes American Indians, Alaska
Natives, Asians, Native Hawaiians, and
other Pacific Islanders.

®Excludes Hispanics.

Table 15. Number of inmates in State or Federal prisons and local jails
per 100,000 residents, by gender, race, Hispanic origin, and age, June 30, 2001

Number of inmates per 100,000 residents of each group

Male Female

Age Total® White® Black® Hispanic Total®  White® Black® Hispanic

Total 1,318 705 4,848 1,668 113 67 380 119
18-19 1,984 986 6,201 2,439 101 77 236 90
20-24 3,349 1,641 11,232 4,005 225 149 544 270
25-29 3,699 1,821 13,391 4,140 338 200 1,007 303
30-34 3,420 1,934 11,973 3,692 401 238 1,389 313
35-39 2,637 1,511 10,054 2,671 282 169 965 252
40-44 1,719 983 6,356 2,303 151 91 510 164
45-54 882 551 3,351 1,309 64 40 205 99
55 or older 184 138 604 310 8 7 25 8

Note: Based on the latest available estimates of
the U.S. resident population for July 1, 2000, from
the 1990 census and adjusted for the census
undercount.

2lncludes American Indians, Alaska
Natives, Asians, Native Hawaiians, and
other Pacific Islanders.

bExcludes Hispanics.
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Table 16. Number of inmates in State prisons and local jails per 100,000
residents, by gender, race, and Hispanic origin, and State, June 30, 2001
Region and Number of inmates per 100,000 residents in each group
jurisdiction All? Male® Female  White® Black®  Hispanic®
State 639 1,208 105 366 2,209 759
Northeast 491 950 66 201 1,947 1,045
Connecticut 524 1,003 79 190 2,427 1,434
Maine 222 434 25 201 926 518
Massachusetts 359 707 39 206 1,562 1,309
New Hampshire® 325 629 42 286 2,649 1,747
New Jersey 503 966 75 161 2,117 693
New York 546 1,060 69 173 1,638 1,021
Pennsylvania 533 1,022 77 244 2,570 1,680
Rhode Island 315 619 40 198 1,672 657
Vermont? 226 433 31 218 1,794 270
Midwest 525 993 80 318 2,228 498
lllinois 512 973 76 251 1,889 381
Indiana 545 1,030 85 391 2,236 454
lowa 376 698 65 284 3,302 816
Kansas 489 916 73 345 2,469 515
Michigan 644 1,238 79 369 2,247 568
Minnesota® 225 425 34 139 1,755 474
Missouri 623 1,179 104 430 2,160 481
Nebraska 349 646 61 229 1,973 803
North Dakota 265 480 44 189 1,321 1,214
Ohio 558 1,059 88 324 2,279 560
South Dakota 501 896 115 385 2,022 700
Wisconsin® 605 1,131 99 350 4,058 974
South 790 1,497 136 453 2,205 593
Alabama 792 1,512 125 417 1,877 276
Arkansas 597 1,125 102 393 1,759 333
Delaware® 895 1,700 162 427 2,799 807
District of Columbia 963 1,965 71 52 1,504 103
Florida 772 1,481 136 536 2,591 235
Georgia 952 1,823 154 519 2,149 290
Kentucky 569 1,070 97 429 2,392 517
Louisiana® 1,013 1,913 167 379 2,251 966
Maryland® 657 1,281 93 248 1,686 589
Mississippi 852 1,619 144 399 1,645 516
North Carolina® 560 1,079 79 265 1,612 395
Oklahoma 812 1,472 179 644 2,980 575
South Carolina® 756 1,456 113 349 1,740 297
Tennessee 647 1,211 124 392 1,991 363
Texas 966 1,808 180 640 3,287 800
Virginia 720 1,356 130 361 2,268 242
West Virginia 339 630 61 294 1,708 371
West 636 1,184 116 456 2,685 840
Alaska 667 1,207 107 464 1,864 439
Arizona 720 1,358 134 544 2,849 1,003
California 697 1,302 123 470 2,757 827
Colorado 597 1,109 111 394 2,751 1,069
Hawaii 416 750 87 455 609 215
Idaho 613 1,145 103 551 1,573 1,311
Montana 468 845 97 417 2,118 691
Nevada 734 1,369 156 646 2,769 587
New Mexico 605 1,113 120 344 2,666 819
Oregon 498 930 87 458 2,763 645
Utah 424 770 91 372 2,341 795
Washington® 457 841 91 374 2,141 748
Wyoming 521 930 109 443 2,477 1,049
2Based on the estimated number of U.S. residents on July 1, 2001, using the 2000 Census
of Population and Housing totals and adjusting for population change since April 2000.
®Based on the number of U.S. residents by gender,race, and Hispanic orign on April 1,
2000, as enumerated in the 2000 Census of Population and Housing.
°Reported State prison custody counts for whites and blacks were adjusted to exclude
Hispanics. (See Methodology.)
dState prison custody counts for Hispanics were estimated. (See Methodology.)

Methodology
National Prisoner Statistics (NPS)

The Bureau of Justice Statistics, with
the U.S. Census Bureau as its collec-
tion agent, obtains yearend and
midyear counts of prisoners from
departments of correction in each of
the 50 States, the District of Columbia,
and the Federal Bureau of Prisons.

In an effort to collect comparable data
from all jurisdictions, NPS distin-
guishes between prisoners in custody
from those under jurisdiction. To have
custody of a prisoner, a State must
hold that person in one of its facilities.
To have jurisdiction, a State has legal
authority over the prisoner. Prisoners
under a State’s jurisdiction may be

in the custody of a local jail, another
State’s prison, or other correctional
facility such as a privately operated
institution. Some States are unable to
provide both custody and jurisdiction
counts. (See National Prisoner Statis-
tics jurisdiction notes.)

Excluded from NPS counts are
persons confined in locally adminis-
tered confinement facilities who are
under the jurisdiction of local authori-
ties. NPS counts include all inmates
in State-operated facilities in Alaska,
Connecticut, Delaware, Hawaii, Rhode
Island, and Vermont, which have
combined jail-prison systems.

Annual Survey of Jails, 2001

In each of the years between the full
censuses, a sample survey of jails is
conducted to estimate baseline charac-
teristics of the Nation’s jails and the
inmates housed in these jails.

Based on information from the 71999
Census of Jails, a sample of jail juris-
dictions was selected for the 2001
survey. A jurisdiction is a county
(parish in Louisiana) or municipal
government that administers one or
more local jails. The sample included
all jail facilities (948) in 878 jurisdic-
tions.

Prison and Jail Inmates at Midyear 2001 13
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In drawing the sample, all multi-
jurisdictional (47) jails were included in
the sample with certainty. These jails
are operated jointly by two or more
jurisdictions. Other jurisdictions (357)
were included automatically in the
sample if their jails held juvenile
inmates on census day and had an
average daily population of 250 or
more inmates, or if their jails held only
adults and had an average daily
population of 500 or more.

The remaining jurisdictions were strati-
fied into two groups: jurisdictions with
jails holding at least one juvenile on
June 30, 1999, and jurisdictions with
jails holding adults only. Using strati-
fied probability sampling, 474 jurisdic-
tions were then selected from 10 strata
based on the average daily population
in the 1999 census.

Data were obtained by mailed and
web-based survey questionnaires.
After follow-up phone calls to respon-
dents, the response rate for the survey
was 100% for critical items such as
rated capacity, average daily popula-
tion, and number of inmates confined.

Survey estimates have an associated
sampling error because not all jurisdic-
tions were contacted for the survey.

jurisdiction of jail authorities of 702,044
on June 29, 2001, was 0.47%; for
persons held in the custody of jail
authorities of 631,240 was 0.43%.
(See appendix tables 1 and 2, below.)

Estimating incarceration rates by
gender, race and Hispanic origin

The number of prison and jail inmates
by State was estimated for men,
women, whites, blacks, and Hispanics.
Estimates for midyear 2001 were
produced by combining custody data
from the National Prisoners Statistics
(NPS1-A) and from the 1999 Census
of Jails. The following procedures
were used:

1. Jail custody counts by State were
estimated for 2001 using the certainty
jurisdictions in the 2000 and 2001
Annual Survey of Jails. These jurisdic-
tions (covering 71% of all inmates)
provide estimates of growth in 41 of
the 45 States and the District of
Columbia that operate local jails. In
States without certainty jails regional
growth rates were applied.

2. Estimates by gender were calcu-
lated by multiplying the gender distribu-
tion in 1999 by the 2001 State jail totals

and then adjusting for the increase in
percent female in 2001. The jalil
estimates were then added to prison
custody counts (including inmates held
in private facilities).

3. Jail counts by race and Hispanic
origin for 2001 were estimated using
the totals aggregated by State in 1999,
converting them to percentages, and
multiplying by the 2001 State totals.
The estimates were then adjusted for
the changes in race/Hispanic origin
since 1999.

4. Estimates of prisoners by race and
Hispanic origin were obtained by esti-
mating Hispanic counts in States
reporting race counts only. The revised
distributions by race/Hispanic origin
were converted to percents and multi-
plied by the custody counts in 2001.

5. Incarceration rates were calculated
by dividing the inmate estimates for
each group by the latest available
resident population data. For all
inmates, State resident population
figures were available for July 1, 2001.
For rates by gender, race, and
Hispanic origin, State population data
were based on the 2000 Census as
enumerated on April 1, 2000.

Different samples could yield some- Appendix table 2. Standard error estimates by selected
what different results. Standard error characteristic, Annual Survey of Jails, 2001
is a measure of the variation among
; ; Relative
the eStlmateS.from all pos_s'|ble . Survey  Standard standard error
samples, stating the precision with Characteristic Total*  estimates error (percent)
which an estimate from a particular Gender
sample approximates the average of Male 558,110 558,110 2,458 0.44%
P . PP . 9 Female 73,130 73,130 537 0.73
all possible samples. The estimated
relative sampling error for the total Adults 623,628 623,628 2,724 0.44%
number of persons under the
P Juveniles 7,613 7,613 245 3.22%

. ) Held as adults 6,757 6,757 660 9.77
Appendix table 1. Standard error estimates for the Held as juveniles 856 856 666 77.81
Annual Survey of Jails, 2001

Race/Hispanic origin®
Relative White, non-Hispanic 271,700 249,913 2,772 1.11%
Survey  Standard standard error Black, non-Hispanic 256,200 235,645 2,108 0.89
Characteristic estimates error (percent) Hispanic 93,000 85,579 1,133 1.32
Total 702,044 3,322 0.47% Other® 10,300 9,512 509 5.35
Held in jail 631,240 2,721 0.43
Supervised outside a jail Conviction status (adults)
facility 70,804 1,603 2.26 Awaiting trial or in other
Excluding weekenders 56,422 1,540 2.73 unconvicted category 364,900 339,461 2,440 0.72%
Weekenders 14,381 468 3.25 Convicted 258,700 240,916 2,141 0.89
Average daily population 625,966 2,648 0.42 *Total estimates were based on reported data adjusted for non-response.
i Detail may not sum to total due to rounding.
Rated capacity 699,309 4,043 0.58 aExcludes persons of unknown race or Hispanic origin.
*Detail may not sum to total due to rounding. ®Includes American Indians, Alaska Natives, Asians, and Pacific Islanders.
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National Prisoner Statistics
jurisdiction notes

Alabama — Counts are for September
29, 2000, and June 30, 2001.

Alaska — Prisons and jails form one
integrated system. All NPS data
include jail and prison populations.
Jurisdiction counts exclude inmates
held in local jails that are operated by
communities.

Arizona — Counts are based on
custody data.

California — Jurisdiction counts
include felons and unsentenced in-
mates temporarily housed in local jails
or in hospitals.

Colorado — Counts include 2,152
inmates in private facilities under
contract to local jails and 271 inmates
in the Youthful Offender System, which
was established primarily for violent
juvenile offenders. Counts of inmates
with sentences of more than 1 year
include an undetermined number with
a sentence of 1 year or less.

Connecticut — Prisons and jails form
one integrated system. All NPS data
include jail and prison populations.
Counts exclude inmates in halfway
houses (729).

Delaware — Prisons and jails form one
integrated system. All NPS data
include jail and prison populations.
Racial categories include 301 inmates
of Hispanic origin.

District of Columbia — Prisons and
jails form one integrated system. All
NPS data include jail and prison
populations. Counts exclude inmates
held in the Federal system as a result
of the ongoing transfer of responsibility
for sentenced felons. Custody counts
exclude 1,635 jail inmates included in
the 2001 Annual Survey of Jails.

Federal — Custody counts include
inmates housed in privately operated
secure facilities under contract with
BOP or with a State or local govern-
ment that has an intergovernmental
agreement. Custody counts exclude
offenders under home confinement.

Florida — Counts are based on
custody data.

Georgia — Counts are based on
custody data.

Hawaii — Prisons and jails form one
integrated system. All NPS data
include jail and prison populations.

lllinois — Counts of inmates with
sentences of more than 1 year include
an undetermined number with a
sentence of 1 year.

lowa — Counts are based on custody
data.

Kansas — Counts of inmates with
sentences of more than 1 year include
an undetermined number with a
sentence of 1 year or less.

Louisiana — Data system does not
include Hispanic origin.

Maryland — Counts by sentence
length are estimates extracted from
actual sentence length breakdowns
from automated data and applied to
totals based on manual data. Data
system does not include Hispanic
origin.

Massachusetts — Counts are for July
1, 2001. Jurisdiction counts exclude
approximately 6,200 male inmates in
the county system (local jails and
houses of correction) serving a
sentence of over 1 year. These male
inmates are included in Massachu-
setts' incarceration rate. By law
offenders may be sentenced to terms
up to 2% years in locally operated jails
and correctional institutions.

Michigan — Jurisdiction counts
exclude inmates who are out to court
and inmates housed in local jails await-
ing return to prison.

Minnesota — Racial categories include
330 inmates of Hispanic origin.

Mississippi — Jurisdiction counts for
midyear 2000 were revised to include
inmates in Department of Corrections
Community Corrections Programs
(earned release supervision, intensive
supervision, and medical releases).

New Hampshire — Racial categories
include 107 inmates of Hispanic origin.

New Jersey — Counts of inmates with
sentences of more than 1 year include
an undetermined number with a
sentence of 1 year.

North Carolina — Counts by sentence
length are estimates.

Ohio — Counts of inmates with
sentences of more than 1 year include
an undetermined number with a
sentence of 1 year or less.

Oklahoma — Counts of inmates with
sentences of more than 1 year include
an undetermined number with a
sentence of 1 year or less.

Oregon — Counts of inmates with
sentences of more than 1 year include
an undetermined number with a
sentence of 1 year or less.

Pennsylvania — Inmates in
contracted group homes were included
in custody counts in 2000 but reported
as held in private facilities in 2001.

Rhode Island — Prisons and jails
form one integrated system. All NPS
data include jail and prison
populations.

Tennessee — Jurisdiction and custody
counts for June 30, 1999, were revised
to reflect NPS definitions.

Texas — Jurisdiction counts include
inmates serving time in a pre-parole
transfer (PPT) or intermediary
sanctions facility (SAFPF), temporary
releases to counties, and "paper ready"
inmates in local jails. Counts of
inmates with sentences of more than 1
year include an undetermined number
with a sentence of 1 year or less.

Vermont — Prisons and jails form an
integrated system. All NPS data
include jail and prison populations.
Inmates of Hispanic origin were
reported in racial categories only.

Washington — Racial categories
include 1,816 inmates of Hispanic
origin.

Wisconsin — Custody counts exclude
inmates held in non-Wisconsin DOC
facilities under contract. Counts for
June 30 and December 31, 2000,

Prison and Jail Inmates at Midyear 2001 15
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The total Federal, State, and local adult
correctional population — incarcerated
or in the community — grew by 147,700
during 2001 to reach a new high of
nearly 6.6 million. About 3.1% of the
U.S. adult population, or 1 in every 32
adults, were incarcerated or on proba-
tion or parole at yearend 2001.

A total of 3,932,751 adult men and
women were on probation at yearend
2001, representing a growth of 2.8%
during the year. The adult parole
population grew 1.0%, rising to a total
of 731,147 by December 31, 2001.
Since 1995 the parole population has
been the slowest growing correctional
population, up 1.2% per year, com-
pared to jails (up 3.7% annually)
prisons (up 3.6% annually), and proba-
tion (up 3.4% annually).

Persons under adult correctional supervision, 1990, 1995-2002

Total estimated

correctional Community supervision Incarceration
Year population® Probation Parole Jail Prison
1990 4,350,300 2,670,234 531,407 405,320 743,382
1995 5,342,900 3,077,861 679,421 507,044 1,078,542
1996 5,490,700 3,164,996 679,733 518,492 1,127,528
1997° 5,734,900 3,296,513 694,787 567,079 1,176,564
1998° 6,134,200 3,670,441 696,385 592,462 1,224,469
1999° 6,340,800 3,779,922 714,457 605,943 1,287,172
2000 6,445,100 3,826,209 723,898 621,149 1,316,333
2001 6,592,800 3,932,751 731,147 631,240 1,330,980
Percent change
2000-01 2.3% 2.8% 1.0% 1.6% 1.1%
Average annual
percent change
1995-2001 3.6% 3.4% 1.2% 3.7% 3.6%

Note: Counts are for December 31, except for jail counts, which are for June 30. Jail and prison
counts include inmates held in private facilities. Totals in 1998 through 2001 exclude probation-
ers held in jail or prison.

2Because some offenders may have multiple statuses, totals were rounded to the nearest 100.
®Coverage of probation agencies was expanded. For counts based on the same reporting
agencies, use 3,266,837 in 1997 (to compare with 1996); 3,417,613 in 1998 (to compare with
1997); and 3,773,624 in 1999 (to compare with 1998). The average annual percent change was
adjusted for the change in coverage.

Highlights

Probation —

annual growth of 3.4% since 1995.

e The adult probation population grew 2.8% in 2001, an
increase of 106,542 probationers, less than the average

e 53% of all probationers had been convicted of a felony,
45% of a misdemeanor, and 1% of other infractions.
Twenty-five percent were on probation for a drug law
violation, and 18% for driving while intoxicated.

Parole —
¢ Overall, the Nation's parole population grew by about
7,250 in 2001, or 1.0%.

e Mandatory releases from prison as a result of a
sentencing statute or good-time provision comprised
55% of those entering parole in 2001; in 1995 they
were 45%.

o Atotal of 11 States had double-digit increases in their

e Four States had an increase of 10% or more in their
probation population in 2001, led by Maine (up 15%) and
Colorado, Kentucky, and Virginia (all up 12%). The adult
probation population decreased in 17 States, led by
Nevada with the only double-digit decrease (down 14%).

¢ Idaho had the highest rate of probationers per 100,000
residents, 3,747; New Hampshire had the lowest, 385.

parole population in 2001. Two States had a parole
population increase of 20% or more: Oklahoma, up
87%, and Idaho, up 20%.

e Seventeen States had a decrease in their parole popula-
tion. Two States — West Virginia (down 16%) and North
Carolina (down 12%) — had a decrease of more than 10%.
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Over 4.6 million adult men and
women were on probation or parole

At yearend 2001 the number of adult
men and women in the United States
who were being supervised in the
community reached a record high
4,663,898, up from 3,757,282 on
December 31, 1995. These data were
collected in the 2001 Annual Probation
Survey and the 2001 Annual Parole
Survey conducted by the Bureau of
Justice Statistics (BJS).

In 2001 the number of adults under
supervision in the community
increased 2.5%, which was less than
the average annual increase of 3.7%
since 1995.

The total adult correctional population,
including those incarcerated and those
being supervised in the community,
reached a new high of 6,592,800 at the
end of 2001. At yearend 2001, 3.1%,
or about 1 in every 32 adults in the
United States, were in State or Federal
prisons, local jails, or under the super-
vision of probation or parole
authorities, up from 2.7% in 1995.

Texas and California led the Nation
in number of adults supervised

Number under supervision
per 100,000 adult residents

. . New Hampshire 486
in the community West Virginia 508
North Dakota 638

More than 1 million persons being Virginia 784
. . o Mississippi 827
supervised in the community in 2001, Kentucky 885
or about 1 in 5 probationers and parol-  Utah 891
ees, were in Texas and California Maine 909
. . New Mexico 914

(table 1). Texas led the Nation with Nevada 936
551,372 persons on probation or Kansas 971
Massachusetts 980

parole, followed by California with
468,672.

Washington and Texas led the Nation
with the largest percentage of its adult
population under community supervi-
sion (each with 3.6% at yearend 2001),
followed by Delaware (3.4%). Califor-
nia’s community supervision rate of
1.9% was about half that of Texas.

Twelve States reported that fewer than
1% of their adult populations were on
probation or parole. New Hampshire
had the lowest rate of supervision in
the community (486 offenders per
100,000 adults).

4 States reported an increase
of 10% or more in their probation
population

Maine reported an increase of 15%

in the number of adults on probation
during 2001. Colorado, Virginia, and
Kentucky (each up 12%) also reported
an increase of at least 10% in their
adult probation populations.

Seventeen States had fewer adults
on probation at the end of 2001 than
at the beginning of the year, led by
Nevada, down 14%, the only double-
digit decrease during 2001 (table 2).

Table 1. Community corrections among the States, yearend 2001

10 States

with the largest 10 States with 10 States with  Persons 10 States with  Persons
2001 community the largest Percent the highest supervised per  the lowest rates supervised per
corrections Number percent increase, rates of super- 100,000 adult of supervision, 100,000 adult
populations supervised increase 2000-01 vision, 2001 U.S. residents* 2001 U.S. residents*
Probation:

Texas 443,684 Maine 14.8% Idaho 3,747 New Hampshire 385
California 350,768 Colorado 121 Washington 3,551 West Virginia 441
Florida 294,626 Kentucky 121 Delaware 3,321 North Dakota 613
New York 196,835 Virginia 11.6 Minnesota 3,081 Nevada 654
Ohio 195,403 Wyoming 8.8 Rhode Island 3,049 Utah 667
Michigan 176,406 South Dakota 5.9 Texas 2,873 Virginia 694
Washington 159,119 Arizona 5.5 Indiana 2,481 Kentucky 716
lllinois 141,508 Utah 5.4 Michigan 2,385 Mississippi 741
New Jersey 132,846 New York 5.3 Florida 2,304 Kansas 769
Pennsylvania 125,928 Missouri 4.6 Ohio 2,302 New Mexico 782
Parole:

California 117,904 Oklahoma 86.6% Pennsylvania 921 Maine 3
Texas 107,688 Idaho 19.7 Louisiana 719 Washington 3
Pennsylvania 86,238 Arkansas 19.0 Oregon 713 North Dakota 25
New York 56,719 Montana 14.3 Texas 697 Nebraska 42
lllinois 30,157 Connecticut 13.8 Arkansas 512 Rhode Island 46
Louisiana 23,330 Rhode Island 13.3 California 467 Florida 46
Georgia 20,809 Kentucky 12.7 New York 396 North Carolina 47
Oregon 18,761 Mississippi 12.0 Georgia 335 West Virginia 67
Ohio 17,885 Nevada 11.4 Maryland 333 Massachusetts 76
Michigan 16,501 Nebraska 11.3 lllinois 326 Connecticut 82
Note: This table excludes the District of Columbia, a wholly urban jurisdiction, and Georgia

probation counts, which included case-based counts for private agencies.

*Rates are computed using the estimated U.S. adult resident population on July 1, 2001.
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106,542 probationers added in 2001

During 2001 the probation population
grew 106,500, an increase of 2.8%
(table 3). This was more than double
the annual increase recorded in 2000
(46,287) and slightly lower than the
average increase since 1995 (up
113,148 per year).

At yearend 2001 the probation supervi-
sion rate totaled 1,849 probationers per
100,000 adult U.S. residents — the
equivalent of 1 in every 54 adults.
Idaho with 3,747 probationers per
100,000 adult State residents had the
highest rate of probation supervision;
New Hampshire (with 385 per 100,000)
had the lowest.

More than 2.1 million adults entered
probation supervision during 2001, an
increase of over 78,500 probation
entries from 2000. Since 1995 the
annual number of entries to probation
has risen by 34%, an increase of more
than 532,000.

Entries to
probation supervision
1995 1,578,182
1996 1,651,544
1997 1,725,431
1998 1,771,952
1999 2,041,167
2000 2,032,089
2001 2,110,550

Table 3. Change in the number of
adults on probation, 1995-2001

Annual increase
Percent change

Year Number

1995 96,839 3.2%
1996 87,135 2.8
1997 101,841 3.2
19982 121,100 3.7
19992 109,481 3.0
2000 46,287 1.2
2001 106,542 2.8
Total increase,

1995-2001° 854,890 27.8%
Average annual

increase,

1995-2001¢ 113,148 3.4%

aSurvey coverage was expanded to include
186 additional agencies in 1998 and 1999.
Annual increases reflect comparable report-
ing agencies in each year.

®Based on the overall survey counts in 1995
and 2001.

°Based on comparable reporting agencies,
excluding 176,005 probationers in 2001 who
were in agencies added since 1995.

Table 2. Adults on probation, 2001

Number on
probation per

Probation Probation Percent 100,000 adult
Region population, 2001 population, change, residents,
and jurisdiction 1/1/01 Entries Exits 12/31/01 2001 12/31/01
U.S. total 3,826,209 2,110,550 1,999,164 3,932,751 2.8% 1,849
Federal 31,669 13,828 13,893 31,561 -0.3% 15
State 3,794,540 2,096,722 1,985,271 3,901,190 2.8 1,834
Northeast 573,280 232,600 209,691 596,189 4.0% 1,462
Connecticut 47,636 22,752 20,556 49,832 4.6 1,928
Maine 7,788 7,179 6,028 8,939 14.8 906
Massachusetts 45,233 39,871 40,985 44,119 -25 904
New Hampshire® 3,629 2,798 2,762 3,665 1.0 385
New Jersey 130,610 55,010 52,774 132,846 1.7 2,075
New York 186,955 43,199 33,319 196,835 5.3 1,374
Pennsylvania® 121,176 48,245 43,493 125,928 3.9 1,344
Rhode Island® 20,922 8,482 4,645 24,759 - 3,049
Vermont 9,331 5,063 5,128 9,266 -0.7 1,988
Midwest 896,061 569,740 550,868 914,606 2.1% 1,903
lllinois 139,029 62,911 60,432 141,508 1.8 1,632
Indiana 109,251 90,845 87,395 112,701 3.2 2,481
lowa 21,147 18,870 19,220 20,797 1.7 950
Kansas 15,992 21,338 22,080 15,250 -4.6 769
Michigan® 170,276 118,999 112,536 176,406 3.6 2,385
Minnesota 115,906 62,194 64,487 113,613 -2.0 3,081
Missouri 53,299 25,741 23,273 55,767 4.6 1,327
Nebraska 21,483 14,570 15,206 20,847 -3.0 1,651
North Dakota 2,847 1,782 1,728 2,901 1.9 613
Ohio® 189,375 123,269 117,247 195,403 3.2 2,302
South Dakota 4,214 3,404 3,156 4,462 59 805
Wisconsin 53,242 25,817 24,108 54,951 3.2 1,362
South 1,673,215 921,288 874,971 1,616,358 2.7% 2,117
Alabama 40,178 16,019 15,580 40,617 1.1 1,215
Arkansas 28,409 11,308 13,159 26,558 -6.5 1,319
Delaware 20,052 11,792 11,849 19,995 -0.3 3,321
District of Columbia 10,664 8,542 8,738 10,468 -1.8 2,291
Florida® 296,139 245,593 244,827 294,626 -0.5 2,304
Georgia®® 321,407 203,155 166,532 358,030 - -
Kentucky 19,620 11,255 8,884 21,993 121 716
Louisiana 35,854 11,857 11,967 35,744 -0.3 1,101
Maryland 81,523 42,602 43,417 80,708 -1.0 2,006
Mississippi 15,118 8,074 7,757 15,435 2.1 741
North Carolina 105,949 61,596 56,869 110,676 4.5 1,776
Oklahoma®* 30,969 15,086 15,786 30,269 -2.3 1,179
South Carolina 44,632 14,815 17,039 42,408 -5.0 1,388
Tennessee 40,682 24,374 23,070 41,089 1.0 946
Texas 441,848 202,476 200,640 443,684 04 2,873
Virginia 33,955 29,642 25,715 37,882 11.6 694
West Virginia® 6,216 3,102 3,142 6,176 -0.6 441
West 751,984 373,094 349,741 774,037 2.9% 1,630
Alaska 4,779 908 832 4,855 1.6 1,091
Arizona 59,810 39,464 36,192 63,082 55 1,598
California® 343,145 157,440 149,817 350,768 2.2 1,388
Colorado® 50,460 29,125 23,018 56,567 12.1 1,702
Hawaii 15,525 5,813 5,757 15,581 0.4 1,675
Idaho® 35,103 30,324 29,757 35,670 1.6 3,747
Montana 6,108 3,526 3,376 6,258 2.5 928
Nevada 12,189 5,528 7,263 10,454 -14.2 654
New Mexico 10,461 7,735 6,561 10,335 -1.2 782
Oregon® 46,023 17,419 16,902 46,540 11 1,770
Utah 9,800 5,036 4,505 10,331 5.4 667
Washington® 154,466 68,401 63,748 159,119 3.0 3,551
Wyoming 4,115 2,376 2,014 4,477 8.8 1,223

Note: Because of incomplete data, the population for some jurisdictions on December 31, 2001,
does not equal the population on January 1, 2001 plus entries, minus exits.

--Not calculated.

2All data were estimated.
®Data for entries and exits were estimated for nonreporting agencies.

°Counts include estimates for misdemeanors based on annual admissions.
dCounts include private agency cases and may overstate the number under supervision.

Probation and Parole in the United States, 2001
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At yearend 2001, 1 in 5 probationers were women;
1in 3 were black

Nationwide, women represented a slightly larger percentage

of the probation population in 2001 than in 1990. Women were
22% of adults on probation in 2001 (870,000), up from 18%

in 1990.

At yearend 2001 about half of all probationers were white
(2,175,600); a third were black (1,228,700); and an eighth were
of Hispanic origin (469,800). Persons of other races comprised
about 2% of probationers (58,600).

Half of all probationers convicted of a felony; a quarter
convicted of a drug law violation

Probationers are criminal offenders who have been sentenced
to a period of conditional supervision in the community. At
yearend 2001, 53% had been convicted of a felony offense.

More than half of those on probation (54%) had a direct
sentence to probation; 25% had received a sentence to incar-
ceration that had been suspended; and 9% had received a split
sentence that included incarceration followed by probation. An
additional 10% had entered probation before completion of all
court proceedings (including those who entered probation
before final verdict).

Approximately 3 of every 4 probationers were under active
supervision and were required to regularly report to a probation
authority in person, by mail, or by telephone. The percent of
probationers required to report regularly has dropped steadily,
from 83% in 1990 to 79% in 1995 and to 74% in 2001.

At yearend 2001 at least 1 in 10 probationers had absconded —
though still on probation, they had failed to report and could not
be located. Among all persons on probation, absconders have
increased from 6% in 1990 to 10% in 2001.

In 2001, 25% of probationers had a drug law violation; 18%
were sentenced for driving while intoxicated or under the influ-
ence of alcohol; 7% for minor traffic offenses; and 7% for
domestic violence.

More than 3 out of 5 of the nearly 2 million adults discharged
from probation in 2001 had successfully met the conditions of
their supervision. Approximately 13% of those discharged from
probation supervision were incarcerated because of a rule
violation or new offense. An additional 3% of those discharged
had absconded, and 11% had their probation sentence
revoked without incarceration.

4 Probation and Parole in the United States, 2001

Table 4. Characteristics of adults
on probation, 1990, 1995, and 2001

Characteristic 1990 1995 2001
Total 100% 100% 100%

Gender
Male 82% 79% 78%
Female 18 21 22
Race®
White 52% 53% 55%
Black 30 31 31
Hispanic 18 14 12
American Indian/

Alaska Native 1 1 1
Asian/Pacific Islander® -- -- 1

Status of supervision

Active 83% 79% 74%
Inactive 9 8 11
Absconded 6 9 10
Supervised out of State 2 2 2
Other ** 2 3
Adults entering probation

Without incarceration 87% 72% 76%
With incarceration 8 13 17
Other types 5 15 7

Adults leaving probation
Successful completions 69% 62% 62%

Returned to incarceration 14 21 13
With new sentence 3 5 3
With the same sentence 9 13 7
Unknown 2 3 4

Absconder® 7 ** 3

Other unsuccessful 2 ** 11

Death - 1 1

Other 7 16 10

Type of offense of adults on probation®

Felony 48% 54% 53%

Misdemeanor 52 44 45

Other infractions 1 2 1

Most serious offense

Driving while intoxicated 21% 16% 18%

Drug law violations > ** 25

Minor traffic offenses > ** 7

Domestic violence > ** 7

Other 79 84 43

Status of probation

Direct imposition 38% 48% 54%

Split sentence 6 15 9

Sentence suspended 41 26 25

Imposition suspended 14 6 10

Other 1 4 1

Note: For every characteristic there were persons of unknown
status or type. Detail may not sum to total because of rounding.
**Not available.

--Less than 0.5%.

2ln 2001 race/Hispanic origin was collected as a single item.
For comparison, percents were recalculated for prior years.
®Includes Native Hawaiians.

°In 1995 absconder status was reported among “other.”

dIn 2001 type of offense was limited to three categories. Driving
while intoxicated was reported among the most serious offense.
For comparison, percents were recalculated for prior years.
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Table 5. Adults on parole, 2001
Number on
parole per
Parole Parole Percent 100,000 adult
Region population, 2001 population, change, residents,
and jurisdiction 1/1/01 Entries Exits  12/31/01 2001 12/31/01
U.S. total 723,898 473,688 464,666 731,147 1.0% 344

Federal 76,069 28,066 25,586 78,013 2.6% 37
State 647,829 445,622 439,080 653,134 0.8 307

Northeast 159,653 69,416 66,081 162,986 21% 400
Connecticut 1,868 1,986 1,728 2,126 13.8 82
Maine 28 1 2 27 -36 3
Massachusetts 3,703 3,715 3,698 3,718 0.4 76
New Hampshire®? 944 492 483 953 1.0 100
New Jersey 11,709 10,810 10,588 11,931 1.9 186
New York 57,858 25,644 26,783 56,719 -2.0 396
Pennsylvania® 82,345 26,015 22,122 86,238 4.7 921
Rhode Island 331 439 395 375 133 46
Vermont 867 313 281 899 3.7 193

Midwest 103,331 86,909 85,412 104,828 1.4% 218
lllinois 30,196 33,685 33,724 30,157 -0.1 326
Indiana® 4,917 5,734 5,312 5,339 8.6 118
lowaP® 2,763 3,019 2,706 3,076 11.3 141
Kansas® 3,829 4,492 4,330 3,991 4.2 201
Michigan 15,753 9,998 9,250 16,501 4.7 223
Minnesota 3,072 3,515 3,431 3,156 2.7 86
Missouri 12,563 8,479 8,178 12,864 24 306
Nebraska 476 699 645 530 11.3 42
North Dakota 110 240 234 116 5.5 25
Ohio 18,248 10,567 10,930 17,885 -2.0 211
South Dakota® 1,481 937 886 1,632 34 277
Wisconsin 9,923 5,544 5,786 9,681 -24 240

South 225,955 102,933 104,277 223,416 -1.1% 293
Alabama 5,484 2,403 2,224 5,663 3.3 169
Arkansas 8,659 7,928 6,286 10,301  19.0 512
Delaware 579 123 172 530 -85 88
District of Columbia 5,332 2,272 3,151 4,453 - 974
Florida 5,982 4,674 4,456 5891 -15 46
Georgia 21,556 9,975 10,223 20,809 -3.5 335
Kentucky 4,614 2,896 2,308 5202 127 169
Louisiana 22,860 13,814 13,344 23,330 2.1 719
Maryland 13,666 7,871 8,122 13,415 -1.8 333
Mississippi© 1,596 841 649 1,788 12.0 86
North Carolina 3,352 3,684 4,082 2,954 -11.9 47
Oklahoma?® 1,825 2,314 733 3,406 86.6 133
South Carolina 4,378 1,132 1,410 4,100 -6.3 134
Tennessee 8,093 3,765 3,397 8,074 -0.2 186
Texas® 111,719 35,289 39,320 107,688 -3.6 697
Virginia 5,148 3,457 3,732 4,873 -53 89
West Virginia 1,112 495 668 939 -15.6 67

West 158,890 186,364 183,310 161,904 1.9% 341
Alaska 525 311 314 522 0.6 117
Arizona® 3,474 6,737 6,675 3,536 1.8 96
California® 117,647 156,267 156,132 117,904 0.2 467
Colorado 5,500 4,605 4,372 5,733 4.2 173
Hawaii 2,504 1,028 924 2,608 4.2 280
Idaho 1,409 1,145 868 1,686 19.7 177
Montana® 621 582 493 710 143 105
Nevada 4,056 2,957 2,494 4519 114 283
New Mexico 1,670 1,744 1,510 1,742 43 132
Oregon 17,579 8,046 6,864 18,761 6.7 713
Utah 3,231 2,574 2,334 3,471 7.4 224
Washington?® 160 13 18 155 -3.1 3
Wyoming 514 355 312 557 8.4 152

Note: Because of incomplete data, the population on December 31, 2001, does not equal

the population on January 1, 2001, plus entries, minus exits.

--Not calculated.

2All data were estimated.

®Data for entries and exits were estimated for nonreporting agencies.

°Data do not include parolees in one or more of the following categories: absconder,

out of State, or inactive.

Parole population up by fewer than
7,500 during 2001

Also serving time in the community at
the end of 2001 were 731,147 adults
on parole (table 5). Parole is a period
of conditional supervised release
following a prison term. Prisoners may
be released to parole either by a parole
board decision or by mandatory condi-
tional release.

The 1.0% growth in parole during 2001
— a net increase of 7,249 parolees —
was slightly smaller than the average
annual increase of 1.2% in parole since
1995 (table 6). Nearly all parolees had
been convicted of a felony (95%).

11 States had double-digit increases
in their parole populations;
2 had similar decreases

For the year ending December 31,
2001, 11 States reported an increase
of 10% or more in their parole popula-
tion. Oklahoma led with 87%, followed
by two other States with increases of
19% or higher: Idaho (20%) and
Arkansas (19%).

A total of 17 States reported a
decrease in their adult parole popula-
tion during 2001. Two States reported
double-digit decreases, led by West
Virginia (down 16%) and North
Carolina (down 12%).

Table 6. Change in the number of
adults on parole, 1995-2001
Annual increase
Percent
Year Number change
1995 -10,950 -1.6%
1996 312 0.0
1997 15,054 2.2
1998 1,598 0.2
1999 18,072 2.6
2000 9,441 1.3
2001 7,249 1.0
Total increase,
1995-2001 51,726 7.6%
Average annual
increase,
1995-2001 8,621 1.2%

Probation and Parole in the United States, 2001 5
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Women accounted for more than
1 of every 8 adults on parole in 2001

About 1 of every 8 adults on parole in
2001 (90,700) were women (table 7).
Women represented a larger percent-
age of the parole population (12%) in
2001 than in 1990 when they were 8%.

More than 2 out of 5 adults on parole
on December 31, 2001, (299,400) were
black; more than 1 in 3 were white
(285,500). Nineteen percent of parol-
ees were Hispanic (136,500). About
2% were of other races (9,800).

Since 1990 discretionary releases
to parole have dropped, while
mandatory releases have risen

Discretionary releases of prisoners to
parole supervision by a parole board
have decreased from 59% of adults
entering parole in 1990 to 36%, or
161,100, in 2001. Mandatory releases
to parole supervision increased from
41% in 1990 to 55% (248,000) in 2001.

At yearend 2001 more than 4 of every
5 parolees were under active supervi-
sion and were required to maintain
regular contact with the paroling
agency. About 7% of parolees were
absconders and could not be located.

40% of parolees discharged from
supervision were incarcerated

Of the more than 464,500 parolees
discharged from supervision in 2001,
46% had successfully met the condi-
tions of their supervision, while 40%
had been returned to incarceration
either because of a rule violation or
new offense. An additional 9% had
absconded and 2% had failed to
successfully meet the conditions of
supervision but were discharged
without incarceration.

The success rate among those
discharged from parole dropped from
50% in 1990 to 46%; however, the
percent incarcerated also dropped
(from 46% to 40%). These declines
were offset by increases in absconders
(from 1% to 9%).

Correctional supervision rate
highest in Texas and lowest
in New Hampshire

Texas led the Nation at yearend 2001
with 4,818 adults under correctional
supervision per 100,000 adult State
residents, followed by Idaho (4,786)
and Delaware (4,545) (table 8). New
Hampshire (924 per 100,000), West
Virginia (940), and North Dakota
(1,008) had the fewest adults on proba-
tion or parole or in prison or jail relative
to their State populations.

Offenders on probation or parole repre-
sented nearly 71% of all persons under
correctional supervision at yearend.
The 10 States with the highest rates of
correctional supervision were also the
10 States with the highest rates of
probation supervision.

10 States with the
highest correctional

Probation supervision,
yearend 2001

supervision rate Rate* Rank
Texas 2,873 6
Idaho 3,747 1
Delaware 3,321 3
Washington 3,551 2
Minnesota 3,081 4
Michigan 2,385 8
Rhode Island 3,049 5
Indiana 2,481 7
Florida 2,304 9
Ohio 2,302 10

* Number under probation supervision per
100,000 adult State residents.

Except for Texas, with 27% of its
correctional population in prison or jail,
States with the highest correctional
supervision rate had an appreciably
lower percentage of their correctional
populations incarcerated. Minnesota
with the 3,474 persons under supervi-
sion per 100,000 adult residents had
the lowest percentage incarcerated
(8.9% of all persons under supervi-
sion).

6 Probation and Parole in the United States, 2001

Table 7. Characteristics of adults
on parole, 1990, 1995, and 2001

Characteristic 1990 1995 2001
Total 100% 100% 100%

Gender
Male 92% 90% 88%
Female 8 10 12
Race?
White 36% 34% 39%
Black 46 45 41
Hispanic 18 21 19
American Indian/

Alaska Native 1 1 1
Asian/Pacific Islander® -- -- 1

Status of supervision

Active 82% 78% 84%
Inactive 6 11 4
Absconded 6 6 7
Supervised out of State 6 4 5
Other > - -
Sentence length
Less than 1 year 5% 6% 5%
1 year or more 95 94 95
Adults entering parole
Discretionary parole 59% 50% 36%
Mandatory parole 41 45 55
Reinstatement ** 4 7
Other ** 2 2
Adults leaving parole
Successful completion  50% 45% 46%
Returned to
incarceration 46 41 40
With new sentence 17 12 9
Other 29 29 30
Absconder® 1 ** 9
Other unsuccessful 1 > 2
Transferred 1 2 1
Death 1 1 1
Other ** 10 1

Note: For every characteristic there were
persons of unknown status or type. Detail
may not sum to total because of rounding.
**Not available.

--Less than 0.5%.

2ln 2001 race/Hispanic origin was collected
as a single item. For comparison, percents
were estimated for prior years.

®In 1995 absconder status was reported
among “other.”

Other States with a low percentage
incarcerated included Vermont and
Rhode Island (with 12%) and Washing-
ton State (with 15%). Mississippi with
60% of its correctional population
incarcerated had the highest percent-
age among States, followed by Virginia
(55%) and Nevada (51%).
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Table 8. Total under adult correctional supervision and number supervised
per 100,000 adult residents, by jurisdiction, yearend 2001

Total under Supervision Percent of
correctional  Number on rate per correctional
Region supervision,  probation or Number in 100,000 population
and jurisdiction 12/31/01 parole? prison or jail adults® incarcerated
U.S. total 6,592,800 4,630,600 1,962,200 3,100 29.8%
Federal 259,400 109,600 149,900 122 57.8%
State 6,333,400 4,521,000 1,812,400 2,978 28.6
Northeast 1,020,800 757,800 262,900 2,503 25.8%
Connecticut 69,500 52,000 17,500 2,688 25.2
Maine 11,800 9,000 2,800 1,197 241
Massachusetts 70,500 47,800 22,700 1,444 32.2
New Hampshire 8,800 4,600 4,200 924 47.5
New Jersey 187,400 144,800 42,600 2,927 22.7
New York 355,400 253,600 101,800 2,481 28.6
Pennsylvania 278,700 212,200 66,500 2,975 23.9
Rhode Island 27,200 23,800 3,400 3,344 124
Vermont 11,600 10,200 1,400 2,482 121
Midwest 1,354,600 1,014,200 340,300 2,819 25.1%
lllinois 234,300 171,700 62,700 2,536 26.7
Indiana 151,600 118,000 33,600 3,339 222
lowa 34,700 23,900 10,800 1,586 31.2
Kansas 32,400 19,200 13,200 1,637 40.7
Michigan 256,900 192,100 64,800 3,473 252
Minnesota 128,100 116,800 11,400 3,474 8.9
Missouri 104,100 68,600 35,400 2,476 34.1
Nebraska 27,400 21,400 6,000 2,169 22.0
North Dakota 4,800 3,000 1,700 1,008 36.7
Ohio 272,000 208,900 63,100 3,205 23.2
South Dakota 9,900 6,000 3,900 1,791 39.6
Wisconsin 98,200 64,600 33,600 2,434 34.2
South 2,624,000 1,822,100 801,800 3,437 30.6%
Alabama 81,500 45,200 36,300 2,438 44.6
Arkansas 52,800 36,300 16,400 2,622 31.2
Delaware 27,400 20,500 6,800 4,545 25.0
District of Columbia 17,700 14,900 2,700 3,863 15.5
Florida 424,500 297,400 127,000 3,319 29.9
Georgia 459,200 378,800 80,400 - -
Kentucky 49,500 27,100 22,300 1,611 45.2
Louisiana 104,400 59,100 45,400 3,218 43.4
Maryland 129,300 94,100 35,200 3,214 27.2
Mississippi 41,000 16,400 24,600 1,969 60.0
North Carolina 160,100 113,600 46,500 2,569 29.0
Oklahoma 61,500 33,700 27,800 2,394 45.2
South Carolina 77,500 46,500 31,000 2,535 40.0
Tennessee 85,100 48,100 37,000 1,959 43.5
Texas 744,200 540,400 203,800 4,818 274
Virginia 95,300 42,800 52,500 1,746 55.1
West Virginia 13,200 7,100 6,000 940 45.9
West 1,334,100 926,800 407,300 2,809 30.5%
Alaska 9,800 5,400 4,400 2,210 45.3
Arizona 105,400 66,600 38,800 2,671 36.8
California 704,900 468,700 236,300 2,790 335
Colorado 84,400 57,700 26,600 2,539 31.6
Hawaii 23,300 18,200 5,100 2,505 22.0
Idaho 45,600 37,300 8,200 4,786 18.0
Montana 11,400 7,000 4,400 1,684 38.7
Nevada 30,200 14,900 15,300 1,891 50.7
New Mexico 23,000 12,100 11,000 1,744 47.6
Oregon 82,300 64,600 17,600 3,127 214
Utah 21,700 12,000 9,600 1,400 44.5
Washington 184,500 157,200 27,300 4,118 14.8
Wyoming 7,600 5,000 2,600 2,074 33.6

--Not calculated.

Note: Counts are for December 31, 2001, except for jail counts which were for June 29. Jail
counts by State were estimated based on the Census of Jails, 1999, and the Annual Survey of
Jails, 2000 and 2001. Because some offenders under supervision may have multiple statuses,
counts were rounded to the nearest 100. Detail may not sum to total because of rounding.

2Excludes by State and region 23,355 probationers in jail and 9,962 probationers in prison.
®Based on the estimated number of adult State residents on July 1, 2001, using the 2000 Census
of Population and Housing and adjusting for population change since April 2000.

Methodology

The Annual Probation and Parole
Surveys provide a count of the total
number of persons supervised in the
community on January 1 and Decem-
ber 31, 2001, and a count of the
number entering and leaving supervi-
sion during the year. These surveys
cover all 50 States, the District

of Columbia, and the Federal system.

Data for the Federal system are from
the Administrative Office of the U.S.
Courts as provided to the BJS Federal
Justice Statistics Program.

Because many States update their
population counts, the January 1, 2001,
numbers may differ from those previ-
ously published for December 31,
2000.

Probation

The 2001 Annual Probation Survey
was sent to 477 respondents — 36
central State reporters and 441
separate State, county, or court
agencies. States with multiple report-
ers were Alabama (3), Arizona (2),
Colorado (9), Florida (44), Georgia (5),
Idaho (2), Kentucky (3), Michigan
(132), Missouri (2), New Mexico (2),
Ohio (190), Oklahoma (3), Tennessee
(3), Washington (35), and West
Virginia (2).

Since 1997 the survey coverage has
been expanded to include 186
additional agencies previously
excluded from the survey. At yearend
2001, 176,005 probationers were
under the supervision of these
agencies. For year-to-year compari-
sons, use total counts based on the
same reporting agencies — 3,266,837
in 1997 to compare with the final 1996
counts; 3,417,613 in 1998 to compare
with final 1997; and 3,773,624 in 1999
to compare with final 1998.

Probation and Parole in the United States, 2001 7
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Parole

The 2001 Annual Parole Survey was
sent to 54 respondents, including 52
central reporters, the California Youth
Authority, and 1 municipal agency.
States with multiple reporters were
Alabama (2) and California (2).

Federal parole as defined here
includes supervised release, parole,
military parole, special parole,

and mandatory release.
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Recidivism of Prisoners

Released in 1994

By Patrick A. Langan, Ph.D.
David J. Levin, Ph.D.
BJS Statisticians

This study of the rearrest, reconviction,
and reincarceration of prisoners
tracked 272,111 former inmates for

3 years after their release in 1994. The
272,111 — representing two-thirds of
all prisoners released in the United
States that year — were discharged
from prisons in 15 States:

Arizona Maryland North Carolina
California  Michigan Ohio
Delaware  Minnesota Oregon
Florida New Jersey Texas

lllinois New York Virginia

Four measures of recidivism

The study uses four measures of
recidivism: rearrest, reconviction,
resentence to prison, and return to
prison with or without a new sentence.
Except where expressly stated other-
wise, all four study measures of recidi-
vism —

« refer to the 3-year period following
the prisoner's release in 1994

* include both "in-State" and "out-of-
State" recidivism.

"In-State" recidivism refers to new
offenses committed within the State
that released the prisoner. "Out-of-
State" recidivism refers to new
offenses in States other than the
one where the prisoner served time.

Highlights

Among nearly 300,000 prisoners released in 15 States in 1994, 67.5% were
rearrested within 3 years. A study of 1983 releases estimated 62.5%.

Offense of prisoners released in 1983 and 1994

All released prisoners

|

1994
1983

Violent

|

Property

Drug

Public-order

I

0% 20%

40%
Percent rearrested within 3 years

60% 80%

» Within 3 years from their release
in 1994 —

67.5% of the prisoners were
rearrested for a new offense
(almost exclusively a felony or a
serious misdemeanor)

46.9% were reconvicted for a
new crime

25.4% were resentenced to prison
for a new crime

51.8% were back in prison, serving
time for a new prison sentence or
for a technical violation of their
release, like failing a drug test,
missing an appointment with their
parole officer, or being arrested

for a new crime.

* Released prisoners with the highest
rearrest rates were robbers (70.2%),
burglars (74.0%), larcenists (74.6%),

motor vehicle thieves (78.8%), those
in prison for possessing or selling
stolen property (77.4%), and those in
prison for possessing, using, or selling
illegal weapons (70.2%).

* Released prisoners with the lowest
rearrest rates were those in prison for
homicide (40.7%), rape (46.0%), other
sexual assault (41.4%), and driving
under the influence (51.5%).

» Within 3 years, 2.5% of released
rapists were arrested for another rape,
and 1.2% of those who had served
time for homicide were arrested for
homicide.

* The 272,111 offenders discharged in
1994 had accumulated 4.1 million ar-
rest charges before their most recent
imprisonment and another 744,000
charges within 3 years of release.
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Three of the recidivism measures — To an unknown extent, recidivism rates 1.7% for some other offense (for

rearrest, reconviction, resentence to based on State and FBI criminal example, an unspecified felony

prison — are based exclusively on history repositories understate actual or misdemeanor).

official criminal records kept in State levels of recidivism. The police agency

and FBI criminal history repositories. making the arrest or the court dispos- Table 1. Profile of prisoners released

One recidivism measure — return to ing of the case may fail to send the in 1994 from prisons in 15 States

prison with or without a new prison notifying document to the State or FBI Percent of re-

sentence — is formed from a combina- repository. Even if the document is Characteristic leased inmates

tion of records from criminal history sent, the repository may be unable to Gender

repositories plus prison records kept match the person in the document to Male 91.3%

by State departments of corrections. the correct person in the repository or Female 8.7
may neglect to enter the new informa- Race

. . tion. For these reasons, studies such White 50.4%
More hlghhghts as this one that rely on these reposito- | Black 48.5

« Within 3 years of their release ries for complete criminal history infor- Other 11

in 1994, 61 '.7% of offenders sen- mation will understate recidivism rates. ETQ;;II? ot 5%

tenced for violence were arrested for L. Non-Hispanic 75.5

a new offense, though not necessarily| Characteristics of the 272,111 Ade at release

another violent offense. Property released prisoners ot 0.3%

offenders had the highest rearrest . ) 18-24 21.0

rate, 73.8%; released drug offenders, Oof offende_rs released from prisons in 25-29 22.8

66.7%; and public-order offenders 15 States in 1994: gg:g;‘ fé:;

(mostly those in prison for driving 91.3% were male (table 1) 40-44 9.4

while intoxicated or a weapons 50.4% were white 45 or older 7.6

offense), a 62.2% rate. 48.5% were black Offense for which inmate

. 24.5% were Hispanic was serving a sentence

* Men were more likely to be ; o

rearrested (68.4%) thgn women 44.1% were under age 30. g'r‘élsgﬁy ggjg/o

57.6%); blacks (72.9%) more likel Drugs 32.6

Ehan vcolzites (62 ;%)_ n/;)n-HispalnicZ The 272,111 were in prison for a wide Public-order 9.7

(71.4%) more Iii(ely than Hispanics variety of offenses, primarily felonies: Other 1.7

(64.6%); younger prisoners more 22.5% for a violent offense (for hsﬂ‘;';tne“ce length 58.9 mos

likely than older ones; and prisoners example, murder, sexual Median 48.0 mos

with longer prior records more likely assault, and robbery) Ti d bef |

: Ime serve erore release

than those with shorter records. 33.5% for a property offense (for Mean" 20.3 mos

Median* 13.3 mos

* An estimated 7.6% of all released example, burglary, auto theft,

. ted f and fraud) Percent of sentence served
prisoners were rearrested for a new o before release* 35.29,
crime in a State other than the one 32.6% for a drug offense (primarily ) .
that released them. They were drug trafficking and possession) mg;an'u’ﬁfger of prior arrests 92';4’
charged with committing 55,760 9.7% for a public-order offense Median number 6.0
such crimes. o) A . . o
(roughly 33% driving while Prior conviction 81.4%
intoxicated/driving under the Mean number 3.8

* No evidence was found that spend-
ing more time in prison raises the
recidivism rate. The evidence was
mixed regarding whether serving
more time reduces recidivism.

influence, 32% a weapons Median number 3.0

offense, 8% a traffic offense, Prior prison sentence 43.6%
9% a probation violation, and

. . Number released in 15 States 272,111
the remainder, such crimes as

Note: "Prior" does not include the arrest,

escape, obstruction of justice, conviction, or prison sentence for which the
court offense, parole violation, 272,111 were in prison in 1994. Calculation
contributing to the delinquency of prior conviction excludes Ohio. Calculation

. . . of sentence length (defined as total maximum
of a minor, bigamy, and habitual sentence) and time served is based on "first
offender) releases" only and excludes Michigan (which
reported minimum, not maximum, sentence)
and Ohio (which did not report data to identify
"first releases").

*Excludes credited jail time.
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The average prison sentence length
was nearly 5 years. On average, the
prisoners were released after serving
35% of their sentence, or about 20
months.

Seventy percent had 5 or more prior
arrests (not including the arrest that
brought them to prison), and half had 2
or more prior convictions (not including
the conviction that resulted in their
prison sentence).

For 56.4% of the released prisoners
the prison sentence they were serving
when released was their first-ever
sentence to prison. Almost 44% had
served a prior prison sentence.

Recidivism rates at different lengths
of time after release

Within the first 6 months of their
release, 29.9% of the 272,111 offend-
ers were rearrested for a felony or
serious misdemeanor (table 2 and
figure 1).

Within the first year the cumulative total
grew to 44.1% and within the first 2
years, 59.2%. Within the first 3 years of
their release, an estimated 67.5% of
the 272,111 released prisoners were
rearrested at least once.

The first year is the period when much
of the recidivism occurs, accounting for
nearly two-thirds of all the recidivism of
the first 3 years.

Within the first year of release, an
estimated 21.5% of the 272,111
released offenders were reconvicted
for a new felony or misdemeanor;
within the first 2 years, a combined
total of 36.4% were reconvicted; and
within the first 3 years, a combined
total of 46.9% were reconvicted.

Table 2. Recidivism rates of prisoners released in 1994 from prisons
in 15 States, by time after release

Cumulative percent of released prisoners who

were —
Returned to prison

Time after release Rearrested Reconvicted? with new sentence®

6 months 29.9% 10.6% 5.0%

1 year 441 215 10.4

2 years 59.2 36.4 18.8

3 years 67.5 46.9 254

from the calculation of percent reconvicted.

2Because of missing data, prisoners released in Ohio were excluded

®"New prison sentence" includes new sentences to State or Federal prisons but
not to local jails. Because of missing data, prisoners released in Ohio and Virginia were
excluded from the calculation of "Percent returned to prison with a new prison sentence."

Not all of the reconvicted prisoners
were sentenced to another prison term
for their new crime. Some were

sentenced to confinement in a local jail.

Some were sentenced to neither prison
nor jail but to probation, which allowed
them to remain free in their communi-
ties but under the supervision of a
probation officer.

Within the first year of release, 10.4%
of the 272,111 released prisoners were
back in prison as a result of a convic-
tion and prison sentence for a new
crime; within the first 2 years, 18.8%;
and within the first 3 years, 25.4%.

The number of crimes committed
by the 272,111 released prisoners

How many crimes the 272,111 prison-
ers ever committed — both prior to and
following their release — is unknown.
The best estimate available from

The volume of arrests is the number of
different times a person was arrested.
The volume of arrest charges is the
sum of the charges over all the differ-
ent times the person was arrested.

Arrest records provide an incomplete
measure of actual criminal activity.
While people are sometimes arrested
for crimes they did not commit,
research indicates that offenders
commit more crimes than their arrest
records show.*

*Alfred Blumstein and others, Criminal Careers
and “Career Criminals,” vol. 1, Washington, DC:
National Academy Press, 1986, p. 55.

Within a year of release from prison,
44.1% of prisoners were rearrested;
within 3 years, 67.5% were rearrested

and 25.4% had a new prison sentence
Percent of released

prisoners in 15 States

70%

official sources is the volume of crimi- 60% _—
nal charges found in arrest records. 50% Rearres) —
; Recon-
The volhume of irrestlcharg(-?s isnotthe | / viegon _—1
same thing as the volume of arrests.
eturn to
20% / / prisop — |
with a new
10% / / sentence
O%W
6 mos 1 yr 2 yrs 3 yrs

Time after release

Figure 1
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New arrest charges following Combining new and old arrest A small fraction of offenders was
release from prison charges responsible for a large number of the
4.9 million crimes. An estimated 6.4%
The 67.5% of releases rearrested Over their adult criminal history (both of the prisoners were each charged
within 3 years, or 183,675 persons, prior to and following their release) the  with 45 or more offenses before and
were charged with 744,480 new 272,111 offenders were arrested for after their release in 1994 (table 4).

crimes, or an average of 4 new crimes  nearly 4.9 million offenses altogether: These high-rate offenders accounted
each (table 3). Over 100,000 were new 4.1 million prior to release plus nearly for nearly 14% of all arrest charges.
charges for a violent crime, including 0.8 million after release. That is an

2,900 new homicides, 2,400 new average of about 17.9 charges each.

kidnapings, 2,400 rapes, 3,200 other

sexual assaults, 21,200 robberies, Table 3. Number of arrest charges for 272,111 State prisoners released in 1994,
54,600 assaults, and nearly 13,900 by type of charge
other violent crimes.
Number of arrest charges
. . Prior to release In first 3 years after release
During the 3-year follow-up period, the In-State plus In-State plus
released prisoners had new arrest out-of-State  Out-of-State out-of-State  Out-of-State
charges for 40.300 burglaries and Arrest charge charges charges only charges charges only
about 16,000 thefts of motor vehicles. All offenses 4,132,174 338,877 744,480 55,760
They also had 79,400 new charges for | yiglent offenses 550,004 42,330 100,531 6,433
drug possession, 46,200 new charges Homicide* 18.001 1 267 » 871 180
. . omiciade s y ’
for drug trafficking, about 26,000 new Kidnaping 10,733 1124 2362 151
charges for a weapons offense (such Rape 21,638 2,165 2,444 181
as illegal possession of a firearm), and Other sexual assault 22,778 1,934 3,151 332
; Robbery 172,274 14,361 21,245 1,309
appr OX|ma_ter 5,800 new charges for Assault 243,654 19,973 54,604 3,846
drlvmg while under the influence of Other violent 60,926 1,505 13,854 434
drugs or alcohol.
Property offenses 1,477,442 120,007 208,451 15,760
The 744,480 new charges during the Burglary 360,861 31,400 40,303 2,904
3.vear follow-up period consisted of Larceny/theft 508,222 46,589 79,158 5,919
68y8 720 p pd in th S Motor vehicle theft 125,239 1,198 15,797 1,198
, committe in the same State Arson 6.523 387 758 39
that released the prisoner plus 55,760 Fraud 141,636 19,905 21,360 2,388
committed in other States. Stolen property 173,731 13,288 21,993 2,082
Other property 161,230 7,240 29,082 1,230
Old arrest charges prior to their Drug offenses 919,586 43,516 191,347 9,556
release from prison Possession 380,117 21,819 79,435 4,255
Trafficking 223,192 10,274 46,220 2,835
Prior to entering prison, the 272,111 Other/unspecified 316,277 11,423 65,692 2,466
released prisoners had been arrested Public-order offenses 703,996 76,049 155,751 13,863
for about 4.1 million crimes, as
i Weapons 161,318 11,543 25,647 1,914
mdlcated. by th.e nymber O.f arrest Probation/parole violations 13,466 3,119 20,939 874
charges in their criminal history Traffic offenses 57,571 8,515 13,097 1,288
files. The 4.1 million included the arrest Driving under the influence 43,123 10,335 5,788 1,526
plus all previous charges. Roughly Other offenses 82,392 12,198 20,049 3,519
550,000 of the 4.1 million prior arrest
. P . Unknown 398,754 44,777 68,351 6,629
charges were for a violent crime, Noto. Tabis S Based o Z7E 1T on | 994 T 15 St
. . . ote. lable Is basea on y prisoners releasead In n ates.
mCIu,dl_ng 18,000 prlgr charges for All had at least 1 charge prior to release, and 183,675 (67.5%) also had
homicide, 10,700 prior charges for at least 1 charge after release.
kidnaping, 44,400 prior charges for a *Homicide includes murder, nonnegligent manslaughter, and negligent manslaughter.

violent sex offense (21,600 rapes and
22,800 sexual assaults), and 172,300
prior charges for robbery.
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Offenders with 25 or more charges By contrast, released prisoners with
represented nearly 24% of all offenders fewer than 5 arrest charges repre-
but about 52% of all charges. sented nearly 14% of all prisoners but

Table 4. Total number of arrest charges for
272,111 State prisoners released in 1994

Total number  Percent of Cumulative percent
of arrest allreleased  Released Arrest
charges* prisoners prisoners charges
45 or more 6.4% 6.4% 13.7%
35-44 5.6 12.0 344
25-34 11.9 23.9 52.3
20-24 101 34.0 66.1
15-19 13.7 47.7 76.1
10-14 17.9 65.6 88.1
5-9 20.7 86.3 93.6
1-4 13.7 100 100
Total number 272,111 272,111 4,876,654

*Arrest charges include those prior to release and those
in the 3 years following release.

Table 5. Percent of adult arrests that prisoners released in 1994
in 13 States accounted for following their release

Arrests in the 13 States for 7 crimes from 1994 to 1997
Number Percent of all arrests
accounted for by for the 7 crimes that
released prisoners  the released prisoners

Year arrested Total in the 13 States® accounted for
Total, 1994-1997 2,994,868 140,534 4.7%
1994° 462,793 28,411 6.1
1995 899,582 43,682 4.9
1996 840,980 34,800 4.1
1997 791,513 33,641 4.3

Note: Number of arrests is based on 234,358 released prisoners. Arrests of these
released prisoners in 1997 are counted in the 1997 figures regardless of whether

the arrest occurred beyond the 3-year follow-up period.

2Includes only arrests in the State in which the prisoner was released. For arrests
involving multiple charges, only the most serious charge was counted. The 7 crimes,
listed from most to least serious, are: murder (including nonnegligent manslaughter),
rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny, and motor vehicle theft.
®Because on average there were 6 months of exposure to rearrest, the estimated
total number of arrests in 1994 was divided by 2.

Table 6. Percent of adult arrests for 7 crimes that released prisoners
in 13 States accounted for, by type of crime and year

Year of arrest and percent of adult arrests in 13 States
that were arrests of prisoners released in 1994

Total
Crime arrested for 1994-97 1994 1995 1996 1997
Murder and nonnegligent
manslaughter 7.7% 10.9% 8.4% 6.5% 5.8%

Rape 4.4 5.4 5.6 3.3 3.6
Robbery 9.0 9.9 9.2 7.5 10.0
Aggravated assault 4.5 4.4 4.6 4.3 4.6
Burglary 7.5 124 7.5 6.3 5.7
Larceny/theft 3.2 4.2 3.4 2.8 3.0
Motor vehicle theft 6.2 9.9 6.1 5.6 4.7

Note: For each percentage the numerator is the number of arrests for the crime among
prisoners released in 1994 in the 13 States, and the denominator is the estimated total
number of adult arrests for the crime in the 13 States. Also, percentages for 1994 were
adjusted for the partial-year exposure to rearrest. The number of arrests is based on
234,358 released prisoners. Arrests of these released prisoners in 1997 are counted in
the 1997 figures even if the arrest occurred beyond the 3-year follow-up period.

accounted for about 6.4% of the 4.9
million arrest charges.

How many of the 272,111 were ever
arrested for violence

Although 22.5% of the 272,111 were
released from prison in 1994 following
an arrest and conviction for a violent
crime, 53.7% of all the prisoners had a
prior arrest for violence, and 21.6%
were arrested for a violent crime after
their release. Altogether, 67.8% of the
prisoners released in 1994 had a
record of violence.

Percent arrested
for a violent offense

Nature of
violent record

Prior arrest charge 53.7%
Most serious charge

when released 225
Arrest charge within

3 years of release 21.6
Ever charged 67.8

Note: "Prior" does not include the arrest that
ultimately led to the 272,111 being in prison
in 1994,

The 67.8% is less than the sum of
three categories — 22.5% in prison for
violence plus 53.7% with prior violence
plus 21.6% rearrested for violence —
because some prisoners were in

more than one category.

The fraction of all crimes that
released prisoners accounted for

The study cannot measure precisely
what fraction of all crime the former
prisoners were responsible for during
the 3 years following their release. The
closest measure is the fraction of all
arrests for seven serious crimes
(murder, rape, robbery, aggravated
assault, burglary, larceny, and motor
vehicle theft). The number of "arrests"
is not the number of "arrest charges"
but the number of different days on
which a person was arrested.

In 13 States (because of missing data
Florida and lllinois could not be in this
analysis) from 1994 to 1997, 234,358
released prisoners accounted for
140,534 arrests (table 5). During the
period in the 13 States, 2,994,868
adults were arrested for the 7 serious
crimes according to the FBI.
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Table 7. Number of out-of-State rearrest charges against prisoners released in For 14 of the 15 States in the study (all
1994 in 14 States, by State where rearrested but New York), it was possible to deter-
State of Out-of.Stat Stato of Out-of.Stat mine what fraction of the released
ate o ut-of-otate ate o ut-or-otate .
rearrest rearrest charges rearrest rearrest charges prisoners had at Ie.aSt one out-of-State
arrest for a new crime. These 14
Total 55,760 Nebraska 0
Alabama 573 Nevada 2,288 States account for 241,810 of the
Alaska 45 New Hampshire 25 272,111 released prisoners.
Arizona 3,943 New Jersey 424
Arkansas 320 New Mexico 1,040 s . p
California 3.819 New York 5,858 W|th|n 3 yeags following their release,
Colorado 1,506 North Carolina 284 just over 7.6% of the 241,810 — or
Connecticut 530 North Dakota 96 18,460 released prisoners — were
Delaware 414 Ohio 1,477 ; ;
District of Columbia 1,506 Oklahoma 641 rearrested for a new crime committed
Florida 1.101 Oregon 165 in a State other than the one that
Georgia 3,447 Pennsylvania 2,907 released them. The 7.6% consisted
:'éa"r‘]’a" ggg ghOtf:]ec';S'afl‘_d ) 6;; of about 3.9% rearrested both in the
ano ou arolina y .
llinois 1,285 South Dakota 168 State that released them and in
Indiana 314 Tennessee 717 another State (9,500 persons) plus
:(owa 422 E?xss 1,8?3 an additional 3.7% only rearrested
ansas a , i
Kentucky 923 Vermont 33 in another State (3,960 persons).
Louisiana 945 Virginia 2,152 The 18,460 are distinct from the
Maine 19 Washington 2,805 144,738 only rearrested in the
Maryland 1,082 West Virginia 106
Massachusetts 139 Wisconsin 1,713 State that released them.
Michigan 489 Wyoming 128 .
Minnesota 744 Federal 114 The 18,460 released prisoners were
M!SS'SS'PP' ; gzg Suarft“ ~ 3(1’ rearrested for committing a total of
Issourl y uerto Rico . .
Montana 141 Virgin Islands 9 55,760 new crimes outS|d9 the State
Unknown 406 that released them. An estimated 5,858
Note: The data pertain just to out-of-State rearrest charges among prisoners released from of the new C”m.es were committed in
prisons in 14 States in 1994; charges against New York released prisoners could not be New York by prisoners who had been
included. Rearrest charges in the same State that had released the prisoner were not included. released in the study's 14 other
. States (table 7). Other States most
Th_erefore, rearrestos of the released arrest rate for the adult population. affected by released prisoners crossing
prisoners were 4.7% of all arrests for Note also that the 8.4% does not ; 0
. . . - State lines to commit crimes were
serious crime from 1994 to 1997. include homicides by

Arizona (3,943 new crimes by released
prisoners from other States in this
study), California (3,819), Georgia
(3,447), Pennsylvania (2,907),

(a) prisoners released in 1995,
According to arrest records compiled (b) prisoners released before 1994, or
in this study, of the 272,111 prisoners  (c) released prisoners who had

released in 1994, 719 were rearrested  crossed State lines. The percentage : ;
Washington (2,805), South Carol
for homicide in the 13 States in 1995. of homicides attributable to released (ZaEssz?!r;gNoel’:/éda (2 )zsaguVirgal}zlna
The FBI reports that the number of prisoners would be substantially (2’152)’ Utah (1 91’9) Téxas (1,633)
adult arrests for homicide in the 13 greater if it included persons in cate- an’d the, District (’)f Coiumbia (1 1596) ’

States in 1995 was 8,521 altogether. gories a, b, and c.

The released prisoners accounted for A variety of factors such as large size

8.4% of all the homicides in the 13 Released prisoners who crossed o :

States in 1995 (table 6). Similarly, State lines to commit new crimes 2&%5 S;éﬁzligstsvﬁ;hg,:a?;ztﬁznthvev
prisoners released in 1994 accounted York, California, and Arizona stand out.
for 5.4% of all the arrests for rape in Some released prisoners crossed For éxample a ’relatively large number
the 13 States in 1994 and 9.0% of all State lines and committed new crimes. of the new a;rests took place in

the arrests for robbery in the 13 States  For example, some of the prisoners Georgia, which was not in the study
from 1994 to 1997. released in Delaware in 1994 were ’ :

But Georgia is close to two States in

arrested for new crimes in Pennsyl- the study, North Carolina and Florida.

Although these percentages may seem vania in 1995; Oregon released some

small, they are actually the product of prisoners in 1994 who were rearrested
high rates of criminality. For example, in 1996 for new crimes in the State of

to account for the 8.4% of 1995 homi-  Washington.

cides, the 234,358 released prisoners

were arrested for homicide at a rate

53 times higher than the homicide
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Table 8. Rate of recidivism of State prisoners released in 1994,
by prisoner characteristics

Percent of released prisoners who, within 3 years, were —

Percent Returned to  Returned to
of all prison with a prison with or

Prisoner released Re- Recon- new prison  without a new
characteristic prisoners  arrested  victed® sentence® prison sentence®

All released prisoners 100% 67.5% 46.9% 25.4% 51.8%
Gender
Male 91.3% 68.4% 47.6% 26.2% 53.0%
Female 8.7 57.6 39.9 17.3 39.4
Race
White 50.4% 62.7% 43.3% 22.6% 49.9%
Black 48.5 729 51.1 28.5 54.2
Other 1.1 55.2 34.2 13.3 49.5
Ethnicity
Hispanic 24.5% 64.6% 43.9% 24.7% 51.9%
Non-Hispanic 75.5 714 50.7 26.8 57.3
Age at release
14-17 0.3% 82.1% 55.7% 38.6% 56.6%
18-24 21.0 75.4 52.0 30.2 52.0
25-29 22.8 70.5 50.1 26.9 52.5
30-34 22.7 68.8 48.8 25.9 54.8
35-39 16.2 66.2 46.3 24.0 52.0
40-44 9.4 58.4 38.0 18.3 50.0
45 or older 7.6 45.3 29.7 16.9 40.9

Number of

released prisoners 272111 272111 260,226 254,720 227,788

Note: Data on sex were reported for 100% of 272,111 releases, data on race for 97.6%,
Hispanic origin for 81.9%, and age at release for 99.9%.

2Because of missing data, prisoners released in 1 State (Ohio) were excluded

from the calculation of "Percent reconvicted."

®"New prison sentence" does include new sentences to State or Federal prisons but does not
include sentences to local jails. Because of missing data, prisoners released in 2 States (Ohio
and Virginia) were excluded from the calculation of "Percent returned to prison with a new

prison sentence."

°"With or without a new prison sentence" includes both prisoners with new sentences to State

or Federal prisons plus prisoners returned for technical violations. Because of missing data,
prisoners released from 6 States (Arizona, Delaware, Maryland, New Jersey, Ohio, and Virginia)
were excluded from the calculation of "Percent returned to prison with or without a new prison
sentence." New York State custody records did not always distinguish prison returns from jail
returns. Consequently, some persons received in New York jails were probably mistakenly
classified as prison returns. Also, California with a relatively high return-to-prison rate affects the
overall rate of 51.8%. When California is excluded, the return-to-prison rate falls to 40.1%.

Sentences to State or Federal prisons
but not to local jails are included in the
25.4%.

Return to prison with or without a new
prison sentence — A total of 51.8%
were back in prison because they had
received another prison sentence or
because they had violated a technical
condition of their release, such as
failing a drug test, missing an appoint-
ment with their parole officer, or being
rearrested for a new crime. The
percentage returned to prison solely
for a technical violation, 26.4%, is
approximated by taking the difference
between the 51.8% and the 25.4%.

Overall recidivism rate
for the 272,111

Rearrest — An estimated 67.5% of the
272,111 released prisoners were
rearrested for a new crime (either a
felony or a serious misdemeanor)
within 3 years following their release
(table 8).

Reconviction — A total of 46.9% were
reconvicted in State or Federal court
for a new crime (a felony or
misdemeanor).

Resentence — Over a quarter —
25.4% — were back in prison as a
result of another prison sentence.

Recidivism rate according to
demographic characteristics

Gender Men were more likely than
women to be —

rearrested (68.4% versus 57.6%)
reconvicted (47.6% versus 39.9%)
resentenced to prison for a new crime
(26.2% versus 17.3%)

returned to prison with or without a new
prison sentence (53.0% versus 39.4%).

Race Blacks were more likely than
whites to be —

rearrested (72.9% versus 62.7%)
reconvicted (51.1% versus 43.3%)
returned to prison with a new prison
sentence (28.5% versus 22.6%)
returned to prison with or without a new
prison sentence (54.2% versus 49.9%).

Hispanic origin Non-Hispanics were
more likely than Hispanics to be —

rearrested (71.4% versus 64.6%)
reconvicted (50.7% versus 43.9%)
returned to prison with or without a new
prison sentence (57.3% versus 51.9%).

However, Hispanics (24.7%) and
non-Hispanics (26.8%) did not differ
significantly in terms of likelihood of
being returned to prison with a new
prison sentence.

Age The younger the prisoner when
released, the higher the rate of recidi-
vism. For example, over 80% of those
under age 18 were rearrested, com-
pared to 45.3% of those 45 or older.

What they were in prison for

Of the 272,111 offenders, 1.7% were in
prison for homicide (table 9). Following
their release, 40.7% of these convicted
homicide offenders were rearrested for
a new crime (not necessarily a new
homicide) within 3 years.

Convicted rapists made up 1.2% of the
272,111, and 46.0% of these released
rapists were rearrested within 3 years
for some type of felony or serious
misdemeanor (not necessarily another
violent sex offense).

Recidivism of Prisoners Released in 1994 7



Table 9. Rate of recidivism of State prisoners released in 1994,
by most serious offense for which released

Percent of released prisoners who,
within 3 years, were —

Percent Returned to  Returned to
Most serious of all prison with a prison with or
offense for released Re- Recon- new prison  without a new
which released prisoners arrested victed® sentence® prison sentence®
All released prisoners 100% 67.5% 46.9% 25.4% 51.8%
Violent offenses 225% 61.7% 39.9% 20.4% 48.8%
Homicide 1.7 40.7 20.5 10.8 314
Kidnaping 0.4 59.4 37.8 25.1 29.5
Rape 1.2 46.0 274 12.6 43.5
Other sexual assault 24 414 22.3 10.5 36.0
Robbery 9.9 70.2 46.5 25.0 54.7
Assault 6.5 65.1 442 21.0 51.2
Other violent 0.4 51.7 29.8 12.7 40.9
Property offenses 33.5% 73.8% 53.4% 30.5% 56.4%
Burglary 15.2 74.0 54.2 30.8 56.1
Larceny/theft 9.7 74.6 55.7 32.6 60.0
Motor vehicle theft 3.5 78.8 54.3 31.3 59.1
Arson 0.5 57.7 41.0 20.1 38.7
Fraud 29 66.3 421 22.8 45.4
Stolen property 1.4 77.4 57.2 31.8 62.1
Other property 0.3 71.1 47.6 28.5 40.0
Drug offenses 32.6% 66.7% 47.0% 25.2% 49.2%
Possession 7.5 67.5 46.6 23.9 42.6
Trafficking 20.2 64.2 44.0 24.8 46.1
Other/unspecified 4.9 75.5 60.5 28.8 71.8
Public-order offenses 9.7% 62.2% 42.0% 21.6% 48.0%
Weapons 3.1 70.2 46.6 24.3 55.5
Driving under the influence 3.3 51.5 31.7 16.6 43.7
Other public-order 3.3 65.1 48.0 24.4 43.6
Other offenses 1.7% 64.7% 421% 20.7% 66.9%

2Because of missing data, prisoners released in 1 State (Ohio) were excluded

from the calculation of "Percent reconvicted."

®"New prison sentence" does include new sentences to State or Federal prisons but does not
include sentences to local jails. Because of missing data, prisoners released in 2 States (Ohio
and Virginia) were excluded from the calculation of "Percent returned to prison with a new
prison sentence."

“"With or without a new prison sentence" includes both prisoners with new sentences to State
or Federal prisons plus prisoners returned for technical violations. Because of missing data,
prisoners released from 6 States (Arizona, Delaware, Maryland, New Jersey, Ohio, and Virginia)
were excluded from the calculation of "Percent returned to prison with or without a new prison
sentence." New York State custody records did not always distinguish prison returns from jail
returns. Consequently, some persons received in New York jails were probably mistakenly
classified as prison returns. Also, California with a relatively high return-to-prison rate affects
the overall rate of 51.8%. When California is excluded, the return-to-prison rate falls to 40.1%.

Over a third of the released prisoners
had been in prison for a property
offense (for example, burglary, auto
theft, fraud). Released property
offenders had higher recidivism rates
than those released for violent, drug, or
public-order offenses. An estimated
73.8% of the property offenders
released in 1994 were rearrested within
3 years, compared to 61 .7% of the possessors/se”ers of
violent offenders, 62.2% of the public- stolen property (77.4%)
order offenders, and 66.7% of the drug  possessors/sellers of
offenders. Property offenders also had illegal weapons (70.2%).
higher rates of reconviction and

reincarceration than other types of
offenders.

Released prisoners with the highest
rearrest rates were —

robbers (70.2%)

burglars (74.0%)

larcenists (74.6%)

motor vehicle thieves (78.8%)

8 Recidivism of Prisoners Released in 1994

What these high-rate offenders have in
common is that they were all in prison
for what are generally thought of as
crimes for money. By contrast, many
of those with the lowest rearrest rates
— persons convicted of homicide
(40.7%), rapists (46.0%), other sexual
assaulters (41.4%), other violent
offenders (51.7%), and those convicted
of driving under the influence (51.5%)
— were in prison for crimes not gener-
ally motivated by desire for material
gain.

An exception to the pattern was drug
traffickers. Their motive often is to
make money, yet their rearrest rate
(64.2%) was not above average.

What prisoners were rearrested for

Within the first 3 years of the release,
of the 272,111 prisoners —

21.6% were rearrested for a violent
offense

31.9%, for a property offense

30.3%, for a drug offense

28.3%, for a public-order offense (table
10).

These four percentages exceed 67.5%
of released prisoners overall because
some were rearrested for more than
one type of offense. For example, a
released Minnesota prisoner was
rearrested for receiving stolen property
(a property offense) in 1995 and for
assault (a violent offense) in 1996.
Similarly, a released Delaware prisoner
was rearrested for cocaine trafficking
(a drug offense) in 1995 and then for
aggravated assault (a violent offense)
in 1996.

Within the first 3 years of release,
of the 272,111 prisoners —

0.8% were rearrested for homicide
0.6%, for rape

13.7%, for assault

9.9%, for burglary.

Within 3 years, 2.5% of the 3,138
released rapists were rearrested for
another rape, and 1.2% of the 4,443
persons who had served time for
homicide were rearrested for a
homicide. Among other offenses, the



Table 10. Rearrest rates of State prisoners released in 1994,
by most serious offense for which released and charge at rearrest

Percent of prisoners rearrested within 3 years of release whose most serious offense at time of release was —

Violent offense Property offense

All Lar- Motor Public-
offen- Homi- Rob- As- Burg- ceny/ vehicle Drug order
Rearrest charge ses? Total® cide® Rape?  bery sault® Total® lary theft theft Fraud offense’ offense?
All charges® 67.5% 61.7% 407% 46.0% 702% 651% 738% 74.0% 746% 788% 66.3% 66.7 % 62.2%
Violent offenses® 216% 27.5% 16.7% 186% 296% 314% 219% 219% 223% 265% 148% 18.4% 18.5
Homicide® 0.8 1.1 1.2 0.7 1.1 1.6 0.8 0.7 0.6 2.4 0.5 0.7 0.6
Rape* 0.6 1.1 0 2.5 1.2 1.0 0.7 0.8 0.5 1.6 0.3 0.3 0.4
Robbery 6.2 8.5 3.4 3.9 134 6.1 6.3 5.9 7.3 8.4 3.3 49 4.6
Assault® 13.7 16.4 11.9 8.7 15.1 22.0 13.7 13.8 14.4 16.1 9.0 12.4 121
Property offenses® 31.9% 255% 10.8% 148% 329% 256% 46.3% 454% 47.8% 457% 44.8% 24.0% 22.9%
Burglary 9.9 6.9 2.0 4.4 8.7 7.7 17.6 23.4 13.9 1.1 9.1 55 5.0
Larceny/theft 16.3 12.0 4.1 6.2 16.5 10.6 26.1 230 33.9 18.9 23.4 115 8.9
Motor vehicle theft 4.5 3.9 1.0 2.3 53 4.4 6.0 55 4.7 11.5 4.5 3.5 41
Fraud 4.7 3.2 2.1 1.8 4.0 3.2 71 5.1 6.8 6.6 19.0 3.3 5.1
Drug offenses’ 303% 226% 13.0% 11.2% 294% 215% 272% 276% 271% 339% 185% 41.2% 22.1%
Public-order offenses® 28.3% 27.4% 17.7% 205% 293% 31.1% 292% 303% 255% 335% 26.3% 27.7% 31.2%
Number of
released prisoners 272,111 61,107 4,443 3,138 26,862 17,708 91,061 41,257 26,259 9,478 7,853 88,516 26,329

Note: The numerator for each percent is the number of persons rearrested for a new charge, and the denominator is the number released

9Does not include sexual assault.

for each type of offense. Detail may not add to totals because persons may be rearrested for more than one type of charge.
aAll offenses include any offense type listed in footnotes b through g plus "other" and "unknown" offenses.

®Total violent offenses include homicide, kidnaping, rape, other sexual assault, robbery, assaults, and other violence.
°Homicide includes murder, voluntary manslaughter, vehicular manslaughter, negligent manslaughter, nonnegligent
manslaughter, unspecified manslaughter, and unspecified homicide.

°Total property offenses include burglary, larceny, motor vehicle theft, fraud, forgery, embezzlement,
arson, stolen property, and other forms of property offenses.

‘Drug offenses include drug trafficking, drug possession, and other forms of drug offenses.
SPublic-order offenses include traffic offenses, weapon offenses, probation and parole violations,
court-related offenses, disorderly conduct, and other such offenses.

percentages rearrested for the same
category of offense for which they were
just in prison were —

13.4% of released robbers

22.0% of released assaulters

23.4% of released burglars

33.9% of released larcenists

11.5% of released thieves of motor
vehicles

19.0% of released defrauders

41.2% of released drug offenders.

Of the 3,138 released rapists —

overall 46.0% were rearrested for a
new crime within 3 years

18.6% were rearrested for a new
violent offense

2.5% were rearrested for another rape

8.7% were rearrested for a new
non-sexual assault

11.2% were rearrested for a drug
offense.

Specialists

"Specialists" are prisoners who, after
being released, commit the same
crime they were just in prison for, while
"non-specialists" are those whose new
offense differs from what they were in
prison for. Degrees of both specializa-
tion and non-specialization can be
seen in the types of offenses the
prisoners were rearrested for following
their release.

For example, a degree of specializing
is evident in the fact that, of all the
different offense categories, the
released robber was the one most
likely to be rearrested for robbery
(13.4%), the released assaulter was
the one most likely to be rearrested for
assault (22.0%), the released burglar
was the one most likely to be rear-
rested for burglary (23.4%), and the
released motor vehicle thief was

the one most likely to be rearrested
for vehicle theft (11.5%).

There is also ample reason for viewing
the released prisoners as non-
specialists. For example, of the 4,443
prisoners who were in prison for killing
someone, more were subsequently
rearrested for a property offense
(10.8%) or drug offense (13.0%) than
were rearrested for another homicide
(1.2%). Of the 3,138 released rapists,
more were rearrested for something
other than rape (for example, 8.7% for
nonsexual assault and 6.2% for theft)
than were rearrested for another rape
(2.5%).

Another way of investigating specializa-
tion is with odds ratios. To illustrate, of
the 3,138 released rapists, 78 (2.5%)
were rearrested for rape, and the
remaining 3,060 were either rearrested
for something else or not rearrested.
The odds of a released rapist being
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Table 11. Relative likelihood of
rearrest for same offense as release
offense, among State prisoners
released in 1994

Relative
Rearrest likelihood
charge of rearrest
Violent offenses 1.3
Homicide 1.4
Rape 4.2
Other sexual assault 59
Robbery 27
Assault 1.9
Property offenses 27
Burglary 3.7
Larceny/theft 3.0
Motor vehicle theft 29
Fraud 5.3
Stolen property 3.4
Drug offenses 21
Public-order offenses 1.2

Note: Each ratio expresses the odds of
rearrest among prisoners released on a
similar offense relative to the odds of rearrest
among those released on a different type of
offense. For each type of rearrest charge,
the numerator is the odds of rearrest for that
charge among prisoners released for the
same type of offense; the denominator is the
odds of rearrest for that charge among
prisoners released for a different type of
offense.

rearrested for rape are ((78 / 3,138) /
((3,138-78) / 3,138)), or .0254902. By
contrast, of the 268,631 non-rapists
(the 268,631 does not include 342
released prisoners who were in prison
for an unknown offense), 1,639 were
rearrested for rape, and the remaining
266,814 were either rearrested for
something else or were not rearrested.
Their odds of being rearrested for rape
are ((1,639/268,631) / ((268,631-
1,639) / 268,631)), or .0061387. The
ratio of the two odds — .0254902 /
.0061387 — indicates that a rapist's
odds are 4.2 times a non-rapist's odds
of being rearrested for rape (.0254902 /
.0061387 = 4.2) (table 11).

Odds ratios are frequently misinter-
preted. The "4.2" does not mean that a
rapist's odds of committing a new rape
are 4.2 times "greater" than a
non-rapist's odds. A released rapist's
odds of committing a new rape are
actually 3.2 (not 4.2) times greater than
a non-rapist's odds of a rape. Either

statistic — 4.2 or 3.2 — suggests a
degree of specializing among rapists.
A degree of specializing is evident in
the statistics for other offenses as well.
For example, a released robber's odds
of rearrest for robbery are 2.7 times a
non-robber's odds of rearrest for
robbery. Put another way, a released
robber's odds of repeating his crime
are 1.7 times "greater" than the odds
of a non-robber leaving prison and
committing a robbery. Similarly, the
odds of a released violent offender
being rearrested for another violent
crime are 1.3 times the odds (or 30%
"greater" than the odds) of a nonviolent
offender being arrested for a violent
crime.

Number of prior arrests

The number of times a prisoner has
been arrested in the past is a good
predictor of whether that prisoner will
continue to commit crimes after being
released. Prisoners with just 1 prior
arrest have a 40.6% rearrest rate
within 3 years (table 12). With 2 priors,
the percentage rearrested is 47.5% .
With 3 it goes up to 55.2%. With
additional priors, it continues to rise,
reaching 82.1% among released
prisoners with more than 15 prior
arrests in their criminal history record.

The number of past arrests a prisoner
has also provides a good predictor of
how quickly that prisoner will resume

his or her criminality after being
released. A measure of how quickly
prisoners resume their criminality can
be constructed by combining informa-
tion from 1-year and 3-year arrest
rates.

To illustrate: Prisoners with 1 prior
arrest have a 20.6% 1-year arrest rate
and a 40.6% 3-year rearrest rate. The
first-year rate (20.6%) is 51% of the
cumulative rate at the end of the third
year (40.6%). In other words, 51% of
the recidivism of prisoners with 1 prior
arrest occurs within the first year. The
comparable figure for prisoners with 2
priors is 55%; 3 priors, 58%; 4 priors,
59%; 5 priors, 62%. Among those with
16 or more prior arrests, 74% of their
recidivism occurs in the first year
(61.0% / 82.1% = 74%). The pattern
here is clear: the longer the prior
record, the greater the likelihood that
the recidivating prisoner will commit
another crime soon after release.

Prior prison sentence

For 56% of the 272,111, the prison
sentence they were serving when
released in 1994 was their first-ever
prison sentence (not shown in table).
Of these "first- timers," 63.8% were
rearrested following their release.
Among those who had been in prison
at least once before, a higher percent-
age — 73.5% — were rearrested.

Table 12. Rearrest rates of State prisone
by number of prior arrests

rs released in 1994,

Number of Percent Percent of releases who
arrests prior of all were rearrested within —
to release releases 3 years 1 year
All released prisoners 100% 67.5% 44.2%
1 prior arrest 6.9 40.6 20.6
2 7.4 47.5 26.2

3 7.8 55.2 32.2
4 7.7 59.6 35.1

5 7.7 64.2 39.7
6 7.4 67.4 43.2
7-10 20.9 70.3 455
11-15 16.2 79.1 54.5
16 or more 18.0 82.1 61.0

Note: Percents are based on 272,111 released prisoners. By definition, all 272,111 had
at least one arrest prior to their release. Consequently, "0 prior arrests" does not apply.
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Released in 1983, April 1989, NCJ
116261). Inclusion of the 11 makes

Also, both those who served 31 to 36
months (62.6%) and those who served

Time served in prison

No evidence was found that spending
more time in prison raises the recidi-
vism rate. The evidence was mixed
regarding the question of whether
spending more time in prison reduces
the recidivism rate.

Recidivism rates did not differ signifi-
cantly among those released after
serving 6 months or less (66.0%),
those released after 7 to 12 months
(64.8%), those released after

13 to 18 months (64.2%), those
released after 19 to 24 months
(65.4%), and those released after
25 to 30 months (68.3%) (table 13).

Those who served the longest time —
61 months or more — had a signifi-
cantly lower rearrest rate (54.2%) than
every other category of prisoners
defined by time in confinement.

37 to 60 months (63.2%) had a signifi-
cantly lower rearrest rate than those

possible a comparison of recidivism

who served 25 to 30 months (68.3%).
Methodology
Step 1: Draw the sample

In 1998 BJS (the Bureau of Justice
Statistics in the U.S. Department of
Justice) asked 15 State departments of
corrections to participate in a national
study of recidivism by supplying BJS
with information on all prison releases
in 1994, (For lllinois, releases were for
fiscal year 1994 rather than calendar
year 1994.) The States are large and
diverse, collectively accounting for the
maijority of prisoners released in 1994.

Eleven of the 15 were chosen because
they were in an earlier BJS recidivism
study (Recidivism of Prisoners

Table 13. Rate of rearrest of 162,195

State prisoners released in 1994,
by time served in prison

Percent of all "first
releases"

Time served Rearrested
in prison All_ within 3 years
Total 100% 64.6%
6 months or less 23.5 66.0
7-12 25.8 64.8
13-18 15.6 64.2
19-24 9.5 65.4
25-30 6.8 68.3
31-36 4.7 62.6
37-60 9.6 63.2
61 months or more 4.5 54.2

Note: A first release includes only those
offenders leaving prison for the first time
since beginning their sentence. It excludes
those who left prison in 1994 but who had
previously been released under the same
sentence and had returned to prison for
violating the conditions of release. The
table excludes Michigan and Ohio releases.

offenders (68.1% and 73.8%, respectively), released drug
offenders (50.4% and 66.7%), and released public-order
offenders (54.6% and 62.2%). However, the rearrest rate
did not rise significantly for released violent offenders
(59.6% and 61.7%).

Comparison of recidivism rates for prisoners
released in 1983 and 1994

In a previous BJS study, 108,580 State prisoners released
from prison in 11 States in 1983 were tracked for 3 years
(Allen J. Beck and Bernard E. Shipley, Recidivism of
Prisoners Released in 1983, BJS Special Report, NCJ
116261, April 1989). All 11 are among the 15 States

in this report.

Reconviction The overall reconviction rate did not
change significantly. Among prisoners released in 1983,
46.8% were subsequently reconvicted; among those
released in 1994, 46.9%.

Rearrest The overall rearrest rate rose significantly.

Of the 108,580 prisoners released in 1983, 62.5% were
rearrested within 3 years. Of the 272,111 released in 1994,
the figure is 67.5%. Likewise, there was a significant rise
from 1983 to 1994 in the rearrest rate for released property

Likewise, the reconviction rate did not change between

1983 and 1994 for released violent offenders (41.9%

and 39.9%), released property offenders (53.0% and

53.4%), and released public-order offenders (41.5%
and 42.0%).

Recidivism rates by offense type and year of release The only significant change

in reconviction rates was the
increase for drug offenders.

Percent reconvicted within
3 years, among prisoners

Percent rearrested within

Most serious Percent of prison- 3 years, among prisoners

offense for ers released in — released in — released in — Among drug offenders released
which released 1983 1994 1983 1994 1983 1994 . o .
in 1983, 35.3% were reconvicted

All released prisoners 100% 100% 62.5% 67.5% 46.8% 46.9% for a new crime (not necessarily
Violent 34.6 225 596 61.7 41.9 39.9 another drug offense). Among
Property 48.3 33.5 68.1 73.8 53.0 53.4 those released in 1994, the
Drug 9.5 32.6 50.4 66.7 35.3 47.0 icti t
Public-order 6.4 97 546 62.2 415 42,0 reconviction percentage was
Other 1.1 17 768 64.7 62.9 421 higher — 47.0%.

Number of

released prisoners 108,580 272,111
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rates between prisoners released in
1994 and those released earlier.

Altogether the 15 States released
302,309 prisoners in 1994. The 15
States supplied BJS with a computer-
ized record on each of the 302,309
containing the prisoner's name, date of
birth, sex, race, department of correc-
tions identification number, State
identification number, FBI identification
number, what offense he/she was in
prison for, how long the sentence was,
the date the prisoner entered the
prison, the month and day the prisoner
was released in 1994, and so forth.
Using the 302,309 records, BJS drew a
sample for each State (appendix table
1). The sample totaled 38,624 out of
the 302,309 released prisoners.

For drawing the sample, each of the
302,309 was placed into 1 of 13
offense categories corresponding to
the conviction offense that brought the
prison term. (For those with multiple
conviction offenses, the offense with
the longest prison sentence was desig-
nated as the conviction offense.) For
example, each of the 5,386 whose
conviction offense was homicide went
into the "homicide" category. Each of
the 10,510 convicted violent sex
offenders was placed in the
"rape/sexual assault" category.

Each of the 13 categories was sampled
within each State. A target set for each
category determined the size of the
sample (appendix table 2). For the
homicide category, the target in each
State was a sample of 80 released
homicide offenders. For rape/sexual
assault, the target was all the violent
sex offenders. For robbery, the target
for each State was a sample of 180
released robbers.

A major deviation from the targeted
sample sizes occurred for California; it
was necessary to double sample sizes
to improve the precision of estimates.
In other major deviations, all the
released prisoners, not a sample of
them, in Delaware and Minnesota were
selected to be in the database.

To extrapolate from the sample to the
universe from which the sample was
drawn, each case was assigned a
weight corresponding to the inverse of
the probability of selection. For
example, the 80 sampled Florida
homicide offenders were 80 out of 362
homicide offenders released in Florida
in 1994. The inverse of their probability
of selection was 362/80, or 4.525.
Each sampled homicide offender in
Florida therefore represented 4.525
released Florida homicide offenders.

Step 2: Obtain criminal history records
from States that released prisoners

BJS contacted the State agency that
held criminal history files and asked for
the computerized "RAP" sheet
(Record of Arrest and Prosecution) on
each prisoner sampled from the State.
Using individual identifiers (not includ-
ing fingerprints) supplied by BJS to
match released prisoners to criminal
history files, these agencies provided
BJS with computerized RAP sheets on
37,647 (97%) of the 38,624 released
prisoners. Among other things, these
RAP sheets typically contained the
person's name, date of birth, gender,
race, date of each arrest in the State,
each arrest charge (designated by the
penal code and/or a literal version of
the penal code) and level (felony or
misdemeanor), date of each court

Appendix table 1. Population,
sample, and analysis subset, by State

Prisoners released in 1994

Selected Selected
from to- from
tal to be sample
Total in the to bein
number sample this report
Total 302,309 38,624 33,796
Arizona 7,418 2,000 1,433
California 105,527 7,183 7,048
Delaware 721 721 659
Florida 24,751 2,893 2,564
lllinois 18,606 2,615 2,317
Maryland 11,639 2,117 1,599
Michigan 8,049 2,315 1,965
Minnesota 1,929 1,929 1,730
New Jersey 13,567 2,289 2,130
New York 31,406 2,639 2,466
N. Carolina 25,797 2,314 2,047
Ohio 19,313 2,664 1,822
Oregon 5,009 2,292 1,560
Texas 22,852 2,550 2,430
Virginia 5,725 2,103 2,026

adjudication, each adjudicated offense
and level, each court outcome (guilty or
not guilty), and sentence (prison, jail,
probation, sentence length).

RAP sheets do not provide a complete
record of every instance where a
person was arrested or prosecuted in
the State. Arrests and prosecutions of
juveniles are generally not included.
Arrests and prosecutions are routinely
included for felonies or serious misde-
meanors but not for petty offenses
(such as minor traffic violations,
drunkenness, and vagrancy). The
latest year covered in the RAP sheets
varied by State, depending on when
the sheets were sent to BJS. All RAP
sheets covered all of 1997. Many went
beyond 1997.

Step 3: Obtain criminal history records
from FBI

After receiving a State's RAP sheets,
BJS asked the FBI for the computer-
ized RAP sheets it had on the sampled
prisoner. The FBI identification
numbers from the department of
corrections (on 29,053 releases) or
from criminal history repositories (on
an additional 2,695 releases) helped
the FBI to match sampled prisoners to
criminal history records in the FBI
database called "Triple I," or "llI".
Without the number, the FBI performed
matches using other identifiers. BJS
supplied the FBI with the FBI identifica-
tion number, name, date of birth, and

Appendix table 2. Targeted sample
sizes by offense type

Most Targeted
serious sample
release size in
offense each State
Homicide 80
Rape/Sexual assault All
Robbery 180
Aggravated assault 180
Burglary 220
Larceny/motor vehicle theft 220
Fraud 60
Drug trafficking 380
Drug possession 120
Weapons offense 40
Driving under the influence 120
Other public order 120
Other 120
Note: For one State (California), targeted
sample sizes are 2 times those shown.
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other identifiers on 35,985 of the
38,624 prisoners. (The 35,985 did not
include New York's 2,639 prisoners
because New York law prevented BJS
from supplying the FBI with identifiers.)
The FBI supplied BJS with RAP sheets
on 34,439 (96% of the 35,985 released
prisoners).

Although the 34,439 computerized
RAP sheets contained records of all
arrests and prosecutions, the BJS
study used only the out-of-State
records of arrests and prosecutions
that took place outside the State that
released the prisoner. The in-State
records in the FBI RAP sheets were
not used because in-State records
were already available in the RAP
sheets supplied by the State that
released the prisoner. The unique
value of the FBI RAP sheets was the
out-of-State records (both prior to and
following release) they contained on
arrests and prosecutions.

A least one RAP sheet was found on
38,049 (nearly 99%) of the 38,624
prisoners. For 34,037 (88%), a RAP
sheet was found in both repositories
(the percentage would have been
greater than 88% had New York's
released prisoners been included).

Step 4: Create the study database

The information obtained from the 3
sources — the 15 departments of
corrections, the 15 criminal history
repositories, and the FBI — was
combined into a single database. The
database is a rectangular file with
6,520 variables on 38,624 released
prisoners. Of the 6,520 variables,
6,435 document a prisoner's entire
adult criminal history record: each
arrest date and any court records of
conviction or nonconviction arising
from the arrest that day. Arrests are
arranged from the earliest arrest date
to the latest. The database docu-
ments a maximum of 99 separate
arrest dates. (For the 10 prisoners out
of the 38,624 who were arrested on
more than 99 separate dates — the
maximum was 175 for one person —
the database documents their 99
latest.)

The database identifies the total
number of offenses the person was
charged with on each day of arrest,
what each offense was, the level of
each offense (felony versus misde-
meanor), and other characteristics of
each offense. If the person was
arrested for more than three offenses
that day, only the three most serious —
as determined by a hierarchy of
seriousness — are separately
identified.

The hierarchy defines felonies as more
serious than misdemeanors. Within
these levels, for arrests and prosecuto-
rial charges, the hierarchy from most to
least serious is as follows: homicide,
rape/other sexual assault, robbery,
aggravated assault, burglary, larceny/
motor vehicle theft, fraud, drug traffick-
ing, drug possession, weapons
offense, driving under the influence,
other public-order, and other.

For each arrest date, the database also
documents any court adjudications that
resulted from the arrest that day. The
date of the adjudication is recorded,
along with the number of adjudicated
charges, what the separate adjudicated
offenses were, the level of each
offense, how each charge was dis-
posed of (convicted, not convicted),
how each offense was sentenced
(prison, jail, probation, sentence
length), and other details about each
offense. If the person was charged in
court with more than three offenses on
the adjudication date, only the three
most serious — as determined by a
hierarchy of seriousness — are
separately identified. The hierarchy
defines charges resulting in conviction
as more serious than charges resulting
in non-conviction. For each of those
categories, felony charges are defined
as more serious than misdemeanor
charges, within the levels of the previ-
ously described hierarchy of offense
seriousness.

Adding North Carolina arrests to the
database

Sometimes in RAP sheets for North
Carolina prisoners, the date of arrest
in a custody record submitted by

correctional authorities did not match a
date on any arrest record for that
person. In such cases, BJS created an
arrest record using the arrest date from
the custody record. This was the only
instance in which an imputed value
appeared in the database.

Adding information to the database to
identify technical violators

Court records in State and FBI RAP
sheets indicated that 25.4% of
released prisoners were back in prison
with a new prison sentence (table 8).
To document how many were back for
any reason (either a new sentence or a
parole violation), data were obtained
from the National Corrections Report-
ing Program (NCRP) that identifies all
persons entering prison in a year.
Individual identifiers (for example,
Department of Corrections identifica-
tion number, date of birth, sex, race)
were used to match sampled prisoners
to persons entering prison according to
NCRP data.

Because of incomplete NCRP data in
New York, additional information on
prison returns was obtained from cus-
tody records in New York State RAP
sheets. Based on three sources —

1. courts records in State and

FBI RAP sheets for nine States,

2. NCRP records for nine States, and
3. custody records in New York State
RAP sheets — 51.8% of released
prisoners in the nine States were back
in prison for either a new prison
sentence or a technical violation (table
8). The percentage returned to prison
solely for a technical violation (26.4%)
is approximated by taking the differ-
ence between the 51.8% and the
25.4%.

New York State custody records did
not always distinguish prison returns
from jail returns. Consequently, some
persons received in New York jails
were probably mistakenly classified as
prison returns. Also, the 51.8% return-
to-prison rate is heavily affected by the
inclusion of one large State, California,
with a relatively high rate. When
California is excluded, the return-to-
prison rate falls to 40.1%.
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Step 5: Data analysis

This report is based on 33,796 of the
38,624 sampled prisoners released in
1994. Persons selected for inclusion
had to meet all four of these criteria:

1. A RAP sheet on the prisoner was
found in the State criminal history
repository.

2. The released prisoner was alive
through the 3-year follow-up period. As
a result of this requirement, 133 prison-
ers were excluded.

3. The prisoner's sentence (or, as it is
called in the database, the "total
maximum sentence length") was
greater than 1 year (missing sentences
were treated as greater than 1 year).

4. The prisoner's 1994 release was
not recorded by the State department
of corrections as any of these: release
to custody/detainer/warrant, absent
without leave, escape, transfer, admin-
istrative release, or release on appeal.

Weighted, the 33,796 prisoners
meeting the 4 selection criteria repre-
sent 272,111 prisoners released in the
study's 15 States in 1994. Correctional
practitioners might refer to the sampled
prisoners with the shorthand term
"releases with sentences greater than
a year." The 272,111 are an estimated
two-thirds of all the Nation's "releases
with sentences greater than a year" in
1994.

Note on missing court dates
in FBI RAP sheets

FBI RAP sheets often failed to contain
the date of adjudication. When the data
was not reported, for analysis purposes
only, BJS temporarily assigned a court
date based on the arrest date in the
arrest record. National statistics
indicate that there are 173 days on
average from arrest to adjudication.
Therefore, during analysis, court
records without a court date were
temporarily assigned a date 173 days
past the date of arrest.
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Appendix table 3. Estimates of 1 standard error for table 8

Percent of released prisoners who, within 3 years, were —

Percent Returned to Returned to
of all prison witha  prison with or

Prisoner released Re- Recon- new prison without a new
characteristic prisoners  arrested victed sentence prison sentence

All released prisoners 0% 0.4% 0.5% 0.4% 0.5%
Gender
Male 0.3% 0.4% 0.5% 0.4% 0.5%
Female 0.3 1.6 1.6 1.3 1.8
Race
White 0.4% 0.6% 0.7% 0.6% 0.7%
Black 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.7
Other 0.1 41 4.0 2.5 4.7
Ethnicity
Hispanic 0.4% 1.0% 1.1% 1.0% 1.2%
Non-Hispanic 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.6
Age at release
14-17 0.1% 4.9% 6.3% 6.6% 6.7%
18-24 0.3 0.8 1.0 0.9 1.1
25-29 0.4 0.8 1.0 0.9 1.1
30-34 0.4 0.8 1.0 0.9 1.1
35-39 0.3 1.0 1.2 1.0 1.3
40-44 0.3 14 1.5 1.2 1.7
45 or older 0.2 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.8

Appendix table 4. Estimate of 1 standard error for table 9

Percent of released prisoners who,

within 3 years, were —

Percent Returned to  Returned to
Most serious of all prison with a prison with or
offense for released Re- Recon-  new prison  without a new
which released prisoners arrested  victed sentence prison sentence
All released prisoners 0% 0.4% 0.5% 0.4% 0.5%
Violent offenses 0.1% 0.7% 0.8% 0.7% 0.8%
Homicide 0 1.7 14 1.1 1.9
Kidnaping 0.1 9.2 9.2 9.5 10.3
Rape 0 0 0 0 0
Other sexual assault 0.0 0.1 0.1 0 0.1
Robbery 0 1.2 1.4 1.2 1.5
Assault 0 1.2 1.3 1.1 1.4
Other violent 0.1 7.5 7.1 5.6 9.3
Property offenses 0.1% 0.7% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8%
Burglary 0 1.0 1.2 1.1 1.2
Larceny/theft 0.2 1.2 1.5 1.5 1.6
Motor vehicle theft 0.2 2.2 2.7 2.5 2.5
Arson 0.1 6.5 6.2 5.8 7.3
Fraud 0 2.1 2.2 2.0 2.3
Stolen property 0.1 3.2 4.1 4.2 4.3
Other property 0 3.8 4.3 4.5 5.0
Drug offenses 0.2% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.9%
Possession 0.1 1.6 1.6 1.4 1.7
Trafficking 0.1 0.8 0.9 0.8 1.0
Other/unspecified 0.2 2.7 3.4 3.2 3.3
Public-order offenses 0% 1.3% 1.4% 1.2% 1.5%
Weapons 0 2.8 3.2 2.8 3.3
Driving under the influence 0 2.1 1.9 1.6 2.2
Other public-order 0 1.6 1.7 1.6 1.7
Other offenses 0.2% 5.3% 5.8% 4.8% 5.7%

Note: Values of 0 generally mean less than .05%.




Definition of 3-year follow-up period

For analytic purposes, "3 years" was
defined as 1,096 days from the day of
release from prison. Any rearrest,
reconviction, or re-imprisonment occur-
ring after 1,096 days from the 1994
release was not included. A conviction
after 1,096 days was not counted even
if it resulted from an arrest within the
period.

Comparing recidivism rates

For virtually every number in the report
there is a margin of error arising from
the fact that the number is based on a
sample rather than a complete
enumeration. For example, the
estimate that 67.5% of all released
prisoners were rearrested within 3
years has a margin of error (or 95%-
confidence interval) of approximately
plus or minus 1 percentage point. In
this report where the text states or
implies that one recidivism rate is
higher or lower than another, the differ-
ence had been tested and found to be
"statistically significant," meaning it was
an unlikely result of sampling. The
95%-confidence intervals used to test
differences between recidivism rates
were obtained from statistical software
(called "SUDAAN") designed for
estimating sampling error from
complex sample surveys. Standard
errors used to construct 95%-
confidence intervals are shown

in appendix tables 3 and 4.

Where this report compares these
recidivism rates to those for prisoners
released in 1983, the 95%-confidence
intervals for 1994 recidivism rates
were used as the 95%-confidence
intervals for 1983 rates which were
no longer available.

Offense definitions

All offense categories except homicide
include attempts.

Violent offenses: homicide, kidnaping,
rape, other sexual assault, robbery,
assault and other violent.

Homicide: Murder is (1) intentionally
causing the death of another person
without extreme provocation or legal justifi-
cation or (2) causing the death of another
while committing or attempting to commit
another crime.

Nonnegligent (or voluntary) manslaughter
is intentionally and without legal justifica-
tion causing the death of another when
acting under extreme provocation. The
combined category of murder and nonneg-
ligent manslaughter.

Negligent (or involuntary) manslaughter is
causing the death of another person
through recklessness or gross negligence,
without intending to cause death. Includes
vehicular manslaughter, but excludes
vehicular murder (intentionally killing
someone with a motor vehicle), which
should be classified as murder).

Kidnaping: the unlawful seizure, transpor-
tation, or detention of a person against his
or her will, or of a minor without the
consent of his or her guardian. Includes
forcible detainment, false imprisonment,
abduction, or unlawful restraint. Does not
require that ransom or extortion be the
purpose of the act.

Rape: includes forcible intercourse
(vaginal, anal, or oral) with a female or
male. Includes forcible sodomy or penetra-
tion with a foreign object (sometimes called
"deviate sexual assault"); excludes statu-
tory rape or any other nonforcible sexual
acts with a minor or with someone unable
to give legal or factual consent.

Other sexual assault: (1) forcible or violent
sexual acts not involving intercourse with
an adult or minor, (2) nonforcible sexual
acts with a minor (such as statutory rape or
incest with a minor), and (3) nonforcible
sexual acts with someone unable to give
legal or factual consent because of mental
or physical defect or intoxication.

Robbery: the unlawful taking of property
that is in the immediate possession of
another, by force or the threat of force.
Includes forcible purse snatching, but
excludes nonforcible purse snatching.

Assault: Aggravated assault includes (1)
intentionally and without legal justification
causing serious bodily injury, with or
without a deadly weapon or (2) using a
deadly or dangerous weapon to threaten,
attempt, or cause bodily injury, regardless
of the degree of injury, if any. Includes
attempted murder, aggravated battery,

felonious assault, and assault with a
deadly weapon.

Simple assault: intentionally and without
legal justification causing less than serious
bodily injury without a deadly or dangerous
weapon, or attempting or threatening
bodily injury without a dangerous or deadly
weapon.

Other violent: includes offenses such as
intimidation, illegal abortion, extortion,
cruelty towards a child or wife, hit-and-run
driving with bodily injury, and miscellane-
ous crimes against the person.

Property offenses: burglary, larceny, motor
vehicle theft, arson, fraud/ forgery/embez-
zlement, stolen property, and other
property.

Burglary: the unlawful entry of a fixed
structure used for regular residence,
industry, or business, with or without the
use of force, to commit a felony or theft.

Larceny: the unlawful taking of property
other than a motor vehicle from the
possession of another, by stealth, without
force or deceit. Includes pocket picking,
nonforcible purse snatching, shoplifting,
and thefts from motor vehicles. Excludes
receiving and/or reselling stolen property,
and thefts through fraud or deceit.

Motor vehicle theft: the unlawful taking of a
self-propelled road vehicle owned by
another. Includes the theft of automobiles,
trucks, and motorcycles, but not the theft
of boats, aircraft, or farm equipment
(classified as larceny/theft). Also includes
receiving, possessing, stripping, transport-
ing, and reselling stolen vehicles, and
unauthorized use of a vehicle (joyriding).

Arson: intentionally damaging or destroying
property by fire or explosion.

Fraud, forgery, and embezzlement: using
deceit or intentional misrepresentation to
unlawfully deprive a persons of his or her
property or legal rights. Includes offenses
such as check fraud, confidence game,
counterfeiting, and credit card fraud.

Stolen property: all types of knowingly
dealing in stolen property, such as receiv-
ing, transporting, possessing, concealing,
and selling, excluding motor vehicle theft)
and illegal drugs.

Other property: includes possession of
burglary tools, damage to property, smug-
gling, and miscellaneous property crime.

Drug offenses: drug trafficking, drug
possession, and other drug offenses.

Drug trafficking: includes manufacturing,
distributing, selling, smuggling, and
possession with intent to sell.

Drug possession: includes possession of
an illegal drug, but excludes possession
with intent to sell.
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Other drug offenses: includes offenses
involving drug paraphernalia and forged or
unauthorized prescriptions.

Public-order offenses: are those that
violate the peace or order of the commu-
nity or threaten the public health or safety
through unacceptable conduct, interfer-
ence with governmental authority, or the
violation of civil rights or liberties. In this
study, persons in prison in 1994 for "public-
order" offenses were roughly 33% driving
while intoxicated/driving under the influ-
ence, 33% weapons offense, 8% traffic
offense, and 9% probation violation.

Weapons offenses: unlawful sale,
distribution, manufacture, alteration, trans-
portation, possession, or use of a deadly
or dangerous weapon or accessory.

Traffic offenses: illegal driving behaviors
that do not include vehicular manslaughter
or DUI/DWI.

DUI/DWI: driving under the influence and
driving while intoxicated.

Other public-order offenses: includes
probation or parole violation, traffic
offenses (not including DWI or DUI),
escape, obstruction of justice, court
offenses, nonviolent sex offenses, com-
mercialized vice, family offenses, liquor law
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violations, bribery, invasion of privacy,
disorderly conduct, contributing to the
delinquency of a minor and miscellaneous
public-order offenses. In this study,
persons in prison in 1994 for "other public-
order" offenses were roughly 25% proba-
tion violation, 24% traffic offense (not
including DWI or DUI), 12% escape
(including flight to avoid prosecution),

9% obstruction of justice, and 6% court
offenses.

Other offenses: all offenses unlisted above.
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By the end of 2000, 16 States had
abolished discretionary release from
prison by a parole board for all offend-
ers. Another four States had abolished
discretionary parole for certain violent
offenses or other crimes against a
person. As a result of the movement
away from release by parole boards
(discretionary parole), release deter-
mined by statute (mandatory parole)
became the most common method of
release from State prison. After 1990
mandatory parole increased from 29%
of releases to 41% in 1999, while
discretionary parole decreased from
39% to 24%.

Despite changes in release policies,
652,199 adults were under State parole
supervision at yearend 2000, more
than a 3-fold increase since 1980,
when 196,786 adults were on parole.
About 312 adults per 100,000 adult
U.S. residents were under parole
supervision in 2000, compared to 121
in 1980 and 271 in 1990. While the
average annual rate of growth in State
parole from 1980 to 2000 was 6.2%,
the largest increase occurred between
1980 and 1992, when the number of
adults on parole grew 10% annually.
After 1992 growth in the number of
adults on State parole slowed, increas-
ing at an average annual rate of 0.7%.

This report focuses on trends in the
State parole population after 1990, the
effect of sentencing policies on
community release, and the implica-
tions for success or failure of offenders
under community supervision.
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State parole population has remained stable since 1992

e After more than a decade of rapid
growth, the number of adults under
State parole supervision has nearly
stabilized — increasing by 33,510
(0.7% per year) since 1992.

* During the 1980’s, entries to State
parole supervision tripled, growing
from around 113,000 to 349,000 in
1990. During the 1990’s, parole en-
tries continued to rise (up 2.4% per
year), but were offset by an increase
in parole discharges (up 4.6% a year).

Since 1990 mandatory parole releases have increased,
while discretionary releases have decreased

e Between 1990 and 1999, the

number of discretionary parole
releases from prison dropped (from
159,731 to 128,708), while the number
of mandatory parole releases nearly
doubled (from 116,857 to 223,342).

* In 1999 nearly 100,000 inmates
released from State prisons served
their entire prison term (18%), up
from 51,288 (13%) in 1990.

42% of parole discharges in 1999 successfully completed supervision

* Among State parole discharges

in 1999, over half of discretionary
parolees successfully completed their
term of supervision, compared to a
third of mandatory parolees.

* Success rates were higher among
parole discharges who were first pri-
son releases (63%), age 55 or older
(54%), and female (48%), than among
those who were re-releases (21%),
under age 25 (36%), and male (39%).




Table 1. Number of persons in State prison and on parole,
yearend 1980, 1985, and 1990-2000

State prisoners? State parolees®

Percent Percent

Year Number change Number change
1980 305,458 196,786
1985 462,284 283,139
1990 708,393 502,134
1991 753,951 6.4% 568,887 13.3%
1992 802,241 6.4 618,689 8.8
1993 879,714 9.7 620,390 0.3
1994 959,668 9.1 628,941 1.4
1995 1,025,624 6.9 627,960 -0.2
1996 1,076,375 4.9 620,498 -1.2
1997 1,127,686 4.8 631,275 1.7
1998 1,176,055 4.3 629,216 -0.3
1999 1,228,455 45 643,452 23
2000 1,236,476 0.7 652,199 1.4
Percent change,

1980-90 131.9% 155.2%

1990-2000 74.5% 29.9%
Average annual change,

1980-90 8.8% 9.8%

1990-2000 5.7% 2.6%

Note: Counts are for December 31 of each year and may have been
revised based on the most recently reported counts.

2Based on prisoners under the jurisdiction of State correctional authorities.
®Adult State parolees only.

Parole defined

Parole — a period of conditional supervised release following
a prison term. Prisoners may be released to parole either by
a parole board decision (discretionary parole) or according
to provisions of a statute (mandatory parole).

Discretionary parole — parole boards have discretionary
authority to conditionally release prisoners based on a statu-
tory or administrative determination of eligibility.

Mandatory parole — generally occurs in jurisdictions using
determinate sentencing statutes. Inmates are conditionally
released from prison after serving a portion of their original
sentence minus any good time earned.

Data sources

National Corrections Reporting Program (NCRP) — collects
individual inmate records for prison admissions and releases
and parole admissions and discharges.

Annual Parole Survey (APS) — provides a count of the total
number of persons under parole supervision on January 1
and December 31, and a count of the number entering and
leaving supervision during each year.

National Prisoner Statistics (NPS-1) — provides yearend
jurisdiction-level data on the number of prisoners in State
and Federal correctional facilities and the number of parole
violators returned to prison during each year.

Survey of Inmates in State Adult Correctional Facilities —
provides self-reported data on individual characteristics of
State inmates admitted to prison while under parole supervi-
sion and on characteristics of soon to be released inmates.

2 Trends in State Parole, 1990-2000

States have reduced the discretion of parole boards
in determining prison release

From 1990 to 2000, the State parole population grew
at a slower rate than the State prison population.
During this period, parolees increased 30%, compared
to a 75% increase for State prisoners (table 1). On
average, the parole population increased 2.6% per
year, while the prison population rose 5.7% per year.
The low rate of growth in parole supervision reflects
changes in sentencing and parole release policies that
have resulted in increasing lengths of stay in prison and
declining prison release rates. (See Prisoners in 1999,
August 2000, NCJ 183476.)

Historically, most State inmates were released to parole
supervision after serving a portion of an indeterminate
sentence based on a parole board decision. (See box
on this page for definitions.) In 1977, 69% of offenders
released from State prison were released by a parole
board. In 44 States and the District of Columbia, parole
boards were responsible for the majority of prison
releases. In other States most inmates were released
through expiration of sentence (Louisiana, Missouri,
and Wyoming), to probation (Idaho), or to mandatory
parole (Alaska and Arizona).

States began moving away from discretionary release
policies in the 1980’s in favor of determinate sentences
and mandatory supervised release. By 1989 eight
States had abolished discretionary parole. In 20 States
the majority of prison releases were through expiration
of sentence or mandatory parole release. As a percent-
age of all State prison releases, discretionary parole
releases decreased from 55% in 1980 to 38% in 1989,
while mandatory parole releases increased from 19%
to 30%.

Continuing the shift away from release by a parole
board, an additional eight States abolished discretionary
parole in the 1990’s. Most of the remaining States
further restricted parole by setting specific standards
offenders must meet to be eligible for release.

States that have abolished discretionary parole, 2000

All offenders Certain violent offenders

Arizona Minnesota Alaska
California® Mississippi Louisiana
Delaware North Carolina New York
Florida® Ohio* Tennessee
lllinois Oregon

Indiana Virginia

Kansas® Washington

Maine Wisconsin

2ln 1976 the Uniform Determinate Sentencing Act abolished
discretionary parole for all offenses except some violent crimes
with a long sentence or a sentence to life.

®In 1995 parole eligibility was abolished for offenses

with a life sentence and a 25-year mandatory term.

°Excludes a few offenses, primarily 1st-degree murder

and intentional 2nd-degree murder.

9Excludes murder and aggravated murder.



By yearend 2000, 29 States and the
District of Columbia had adopted the
Federal truth-in-sentencing standard
that requires Part 1 violent offendersto
serve not less than 85% of their
sentence in prison before becoming
eligible for release (table 2). Part 1
violent offenses, as defined by the
Federal Bureau of Investigation’s
Uniform Crime Reports, include
murder, nonnegligent manslaughter,
rape, robbery, and aggravated assault.
By adopting this standard, States could
receive truth-in-sentencing funds under
the Violent Offender Incarceration and
Truth-in-Sentencing (VOITIS) incentive
grant program as established by the
1994 Crime Act. VOITIS grants can
be used by States to build or expand
prison capacity.

Five States (Delaware, Minnesota,
Tennessee, Utah, and Washington)
enacted truth-in-sentencing laws prior
to passage of the Crime Act. The
remaining States passed truth-in-
sentencing laws after 1994. (See
Truth in Sentencing in State Prisons,
January 1999, NCJ 170032.)

At yearend 2000 nearly three-quarters
of the parole population was in the
District of Columbia and the 29 States
that met the Federal 85%-standard.
Nine of the ten States with the largest
parole populations in 2000 met the
Federal truth-in-sentencing standard
for violent offenders. Texas, with the
second largest parole population,
required violent offenders to serve
50% of their sentence.

Overall, 11 States more than doubled
their parole populations from 1990 to
2000; 6 of the 11 were Federal truth-
in-sentencing States. In absolute
numbers, 6 Federal truth-in-sentencing
States (California, Illinois, Louisiana,
New York, Ohio, and Pennsylvania)
had an increase of 11,000 or more
parolees. Thirteen States (9 of which
were Federal truth-in-sentencing
States) experienced a decline of at
least 10% during this period.

Table 2. Number of adults on parole, by State, yearend 1990, 1995, and 2000

Parole population?

Number
Percent change per 100,000

1990 1995 2000 1990-2000 adults®
All States 502,134 641,038 652,199 29.9% 312
Truth-in-sentencing States®
Arizona 2,474 4,109 3,474 40.4% 92
California 68,120 91,807 117,647 72.7 478
Connecticut 416 1,233 1,868 349.6 73
Delaware 1,002 1,033 579 -42.2 98
District of Columbia 5,157 6,340 5,684 10.2 1,244
Florida 5,237 11,197 6,046 15.5 49
Georgia 20,406 19,434 21,556 5.6 358
lllinois 18,882 29,541 30,199 59.9 329
lowa 1,991 2,340 2,763 38.8 126
Kansas 5,647 6,094 3,829 -32.2 194
Louisiana 9,754 19,028 22,860 134.4 704
Maine 18 55 28 55.6 3
Michigan 11,083 13,862 15,753 42.1 215
Minnesota 1,701 2,117 3,072 80.7 85
Mississippi 3,321 1,510 1,596 -51.9 77
Missouri 8,939 13,001 12,357 38.2 297
New Jersey 23,172 37,867 14,899 -35.7 235
New Mexico 1,283 1,366 1,670 30.2 127
New York 42,360 55,568 57,858 36.6 405
North Carolina 10,409 18,501 3,352 -67.8 55
North Dakota 130 114 116 -10.8 24
Ohio 6,601 7,432 18,248 176.4 216
Oregon 7,972 15,019 17,832 123.7 693
Pennsylvania 57,298 73,234 82,002 43.1 876
South Carolina 3,770 5,545 4,240 12.5 141
Tennessee 10,221 8,851 8,094 -20.8 189
Utah 1,543 2,700 3,266 111.7 216
Virginia 8,671 10,188 5,148 -40.6 96
Washington 9,114 875 160 -98.2 4
Wisconsin 4,111 7,548 9,430 129.4 236
Other States®
Alabama 6,291 7,793 5,494 -12.7% 165
Alaska 551 459 507 -7.9 116
Arkansas 3,559 4,685 9,453 165.6 474
Colorado 2,140 3,024 5,500 157.0 172
Hawaii 1,383 1,689 2,504 81.1 273
Idaho 318 619 1,443 354.5 156
Indiana 3,291 3,200 4,917 49.4 109
Kentucky 3,239 4,257 4,909 51.6 161
Maryland 11,106 15,748 14,143 27.3 359
Massachusetts 4,816 5,256 3,703 -23.1 76
Montana 685 744 621 -9.3 92
Nebraska 596 661 473 -20.6 38
Nevada 2,702 2,863 4,056 50.1 273
New Hampshire 527 785 944 79.3 102
Oklahoma 2,752 2,356 1,825 -33.7 71
Rhode Island 369 591 353 -4.3 44
South Dakota 681 688 1,481 117.6 268
Texas 104,693 103,089 111,719 6.7 747
Vermont 297 618 902 204.2 196
West Virginia 991 923 1,112 12.3 79
Wyoming 358 403 514 43.8 141

aBased on the Annual Parole Survey.
Parolees per 100,000 adult U.S. residents based on State populations for April 1, 2000.
°States met Federal truth-in-sentencing standards under the Violent Offender Incarceration
and Truth-in-Sentencing incentive grants program in fiscal year 2000.

dSome States may have truth in sentencing but did not meet the Federal standard.

See Truth in Sentencing in State Prisons, NCJ 170032.
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Four States accounted for nearly
two-thirds of the growth in parole
during the 1990’s

Four States (California, New York,
Pennsylvania, and Texas) supervised
over half of all State parolees at
yearend 2000. Together, these States
accounted for 64% of the growth

in State parole from 1990 to 2000.

Sixteen States experienced a decline
in their parole populations. Washing-
ton State (down 98%), followed by
North Carolina (down 68%) and Missis-
sippi (down 52%), had the largest
declines, as the result of abolishing
discretionary parole.

At yearend 2000 nearly 1 in every 320
adults were under State parole supervi-
sion. Overall, there were 312 parolees
per 100,000 adult U.S. residents in
2000, up from 271 per 100,000
residents in 1990.

Among States, Pennsylvania (with 876
parolees per 100,000 State residents),
Texas (with 747), and Louisiana (with
704) had the highest rates of parole
supervision. Excluding Maine and
Washington, which abolished parole
in 1975 and 1984, respectively, North
Dakota had the lowest rate of parole
supervision (24 per 100,000 State
residents), followed by Nebraska

(with 38), Rhode Island (with 44),

and Florida (with 49).

Since 1990 discretionary releases
have declined; mandatory parole
and expiration of sentence releases
have increased

Regardless of their method of release,
nearly all State prisoners (at least 95%)
will be released from prison at some
point; nearly 80% will be released to
parole supervision. (See Prisoners in
1998, August 1999, NCJ 175687.)

As a percentage of all releases,
mandatory parole releases increased
from 29% in 1990 to 41% in 1999
(figure 1). Discretionary parole
releases dropped from 39% to 24%,
while releases due to expiration of
sentence rose from 13% to 18%.

4 Trends in State Parole, 1990-2000

In the 1980’s discretionary parole was
the primary method of release from
State prison (table 3). Between 1985
and 1990 discretionary parole releases
increased from 88,069 to 159,731.
The number released by State parole
boards peaked in 1992 (at 170,095)
and declined each year thereafter,
dropping to 128,708 in 1999.

Consistent with the adoption of truth
in sentencing and other mandatory
release statutes, mandatory parole
releases have steadily increased,
from 26,735 in 1980 to 116,857 in
1990. By 1995 the number of manda-
tory releases exceeded the number
of discretionary releases. In 1999,
223,342 State prisoners were released
by mandatory parole, a 91%-increase
from 1990.

Growth in prison releases linked to
drug offenders

Overall, the number of prison releases
rose from 405,374 in 1990 to 542,950
in 1999. Based on the most serious
offense for which prisoners had served
time, drug offenders comprised an
increasing percentage of prison
releases. Nearly 33% of State prison
releases in 1999 were drug offenders
(up from 26% in 1990 and 11% in
1985) (figure 2). The number of drug
offenders released rose from 23,000 in
1985 to 105,800 in 1990. After 1990
the number of drug offenders contin-
ued to go up, reaching 177,000 in
1999.

As a percentage of all releases from
prison, violent offenders have
remained stable, while property

Releases from State prison,
by method of release, 1980-99
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Table 3. Method of release from State prison, for selected years, 1980-99

All Discretionary  Mandatory Other Expiration of
Year releases* parole parole conditional sentence
1980 143,543 78,602 26,735 9,363 20,460
1985 206,988 88,069 62,851 15,371 34,489
1990 405,374 159,731 116,857 62,851 51,288
1992 430,198 170,095 126,836 60,800 48,971
1995 455,140 147,139 177,402 46,195 66,017
1999 542,950 128,708 223,342 66,337 98,218

excludes escapees, AWOL's, and transfers.

Note: Based on prisoners with a sentence of more than 1 year who were released from
State prison. Counts are for December 31 for each year.
*Includes releases to probation, commutations, and other unspecified releases and




offenders have dropped sharply.
Nearly 25% of releases were violent
offenders in 1999 (down from 26% in
1990), and 31% were property offend-
ers (down from 39%).

Between 1990 and 1999, annual
releases from State prison to parole
supervision grew by an estimated
78,900 inmates (table 4). Drug offend-
ers accounted for 61% of the increase,
followed by violent offenders (23%),
and public-order offenders (15%). The
number of property offenders released
to parole declined from 1990 to 1999.

About 98,000 State prisoners were
released unconditionally through an
expiration of their sentence in 1999, up

from 48,971 released in 1990. These
inmates were released without any
parole supervision. Of those released
in 1999, 32% were violent offenders,
32% property offenders, 24% drug
offenders, and 12% public-order
offenders.

Prison releases have served more
time and a greater portion of their
sentence before release

Among all State inmates released from
prison for their first time on their
current offense (“first releases”), the
average time served in prison
increased from 22 months in 1990 to
29 months in 1999 (table 5). Released
inmates had also served an average

by offense, 1990-99

Parole supervision*

Table 4. Partitioning the growth in method of release from State prison,

Expiration of sentence

Most serious Change, Percent Change, Percent
offense 1990-99 of total 1990-99 of total
All offenses 78,900 100.0% 46,900 100.0%
Violent 19,800 233 15,500 33.0
Property -1,100 9,100 19.3
Drug 52,100 61.4 14,900 31.7
Public-order 13,000 15.3 7,600 16.1

Note: Based on prisoners with a sentence of more than 1 year who were released
from State prison. Counts are for December 31 for each year.
*Includes all releases to parole, probation, and other conditional supervision.

of 5 months in local jails prior to their
admission to prison. Overall, released
inmates had served a total of 34
months in 1999 — 6 months longer
than released inmates in 1990.

Murderers released in 1999 served on
average 14 months longer than those
released in 1990 (106 months versus
92 months). Rape offenders served 17
months longer (79 months compared
to 62 months). Drug offenders served
27 months in 1999, compared to 20
months in 1990.

Reflecting statutory and policy changes
that required offenders to serve a
larger portion of their sentence before
release, all offenders released for the
first time in 1999 served on average
49% of their sentence, up from 38%

in 1990.

Of the four major offense categories,
violent offenders served the highest
percentage (55%) in 1999, followed by
public-order (51%), property (46%),
and drug offenders (43%). Offenders
convicted of assault served the highest
percentage of their sentence (about
59%), followed by offenders convicted
of rape (58%).

Table 5. Sentence length and time served for first releases from State prison, 1990 and 1999

Mean Mean time served in — Percent of
sentence length? Jail® Prison Total time served® sentence served®
1990 1999 1990 1999 1990 1999 1990 1999 1990 1999
All offenses 69 mo 65 mo 6 mo 5mo 22 mo 29 mo 28 mo 34 mo 38.0% 48.7%
Violent offenses 99 mo 87 mo 7 mo 6 mo 39 mo 45 mo 46 mo 51 mo 43.8% 55.0%
Murder® 209 192 9 10 83 96 92 106 43.1 53.1
Manslaughter 88 102 5 6 31 49 37 56 41.0 52.5
Rape 128 124 7 6 55 73 62 79 45.5 58.3
Other sexual assault 77 76 5 6 30 42 36 47 43.8 57.0
Robbery 104 97 7 6 41 48 48 55 42.8 51.6
Assault 64 62 6 6 23 33 30 39 43.9 58.7
Property offenses 65 mo 58 mo 6 mo 5mo 18 mo 25 mo 24 mo 29 mo 34.4% 45.6%
Burglary 79 73 6 5 22 31 29 36 339 44.3
Larceny/theft 52 45 6 4 14 19 20 24 35.5 46.9
Motor vehicle theft 56 44 7 5 13 20 20 25 33.1 52.5
Fraud 56 49 6 4 14 19 20 23 33.2 41.7
Drug offenses 57 mo 59 mo 6 mo 5mo 14 mo 22 mo 20 mo 27 mo 32.9% 42.8%
Possession 61 56 6 5 12 20 18 25 29.0 42.4
Trafficking 60 64 6 5 16 24 22 29 34.8 42.0
Public-order offenses 40 mo 42 mo. 5mo 4 mo 14 mo 19 mo 18 mo 23 mo 42.6% 51.1%

Note: Based on prisoners with a sentence of more than 1 year who were
released for the first time on the current sentence. Excludes prisoners
released from prison by escape, death, transfer, appeal, or detainer.
aMaximum sentence length for the most serious offense. Excludes
sentences of life, life without parole, life plus additional years, and death.

because of rounding.

Time served in jail and credited toward the current sentence.
‘Based on time served in jail and in prison. Detail may not add to total

9Based on total sentence length (not shown) for all consecutive sentences.
¢Includes nonnegligent manslaughter.
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Table 6. Time served, maximum sentence, and percent of sentence served
for Part 1 violent offenders, by State, 1993, 1996, and 1999

Mean maximum sentence® Mean time served Percent of sentence served®
1993 1996 1999 1993 1996 1999 1993 1996 1999

All States 108 mo 99mo 103 mo 46mo 50mo 53 mo 46% 52% 56%

Truth-in-sentencing States® 89mo 88mo 93mo 41mo 46mo 50mo 50% 54% 58%
Arizona 69 71 60 43 48 49 62 68 81
California 58 63 60 33 36 37 57 57 61
Connecticut 71 74 80 38 49 64 54 65 80
Delaware -- - -- 42 42 46 -- - --
Florida 74 84 91 31 45 53 42 54 58
Georgia 150 134 117 63 67 76 42 50 65
lllinois 91 99 107 40 45 48 44 45 45
lowa 192 135 146 39 48 58 20 36 40
Kansas - - - 29 33 41 - - -
Louisiana 104 98 96 67 68 45 64 69 48
Maine - - - 43 44 39 - - -
Michigan 43 50 52 46 53 59 / / /
Minnesota 50 56 60 34 37 39 68 67 65
Mississippi 106 118 128 45 58 57 43 49 44
Missouri 96 98 99 74 78 85 77 80 86
New Jersey 121 108 120 47 46 53 39 43 44
New Mexico 70 67 77 38 37 57 54 56 74
New York 94 96 98 50 53 66 53 56 68
North Carolina 136 121 120 33 44 52 24 36 44
North Dakota 47 60 38 31 47 29 66 78 76
Ohio 237 226 165 61 71 64 26 32 39
Oregon 111 65 62 43 37 42 39 58 67
Pennsylvania 117 119 140 54 61 80 46 51 57
South Carolina 100 90 104 44 44 46 44 48 44
Tennessee 130 121 131 48 58 65 37 48 50
Utah 121 90 100 43 36 35 36 40 36
Virginia 107 97 113 41 50 62 38 51 55
Washington 41 47 49 31 34 38 76 72 78
Wisconsin 84 82 80 41 43 51 49 52 64

Other States® 129mo 113mo 104 mo 53mo 54mo 55mo 42% 48% 54%
Alabama - - -- - - - - - -
Alaska 115 124 88 65 71 63 57 57 72
Arkansas 131 109 157 35 37 56 27 34 36
Colorado 98 89 96 39 40 50 40 45 52
Hawaii 138 124 125 64 57 59 47 46 47
Idaho 104 90 98 59 80 36 57 89 37
Indiana 108 111 102 54 56 46 50 51 45
Kentucky 242 156 196 77 71 / 32 45 /
Maryland 118 106 99 63 59 57 53 56 58
Massachusetts 123 110 98 51 61 61 42 55 63
Montana 89 119 - 61 54 60 69 46 -
Nebraska 118 123 140 55 49 61 47 40 44
Nevada - 86 107 - 34 41 - 40 39
New Hampshire 98 89 100 36 39 48 37 44 48
Oklahoma 104 110 111 34 42 47 33 38 42
Rhode Island 80 80 68 44 50 46 55 63 67
South Dakota 101 78 72 36 37 29 35 48 40
Texas 157 123 97 48 57 59 31 46 61
Vermont 100 113 121 29 56 54 29 50 45
West Virginia 171 108 139 76 50 62 44 46 45
Wyoming 140 123 137 69 69 55 49 56 40

Note: Data were obtained from the Violent Offender Incarcera- /Not calculated.

tion and Truth-in-Sentencing (VOITIS) Incentive Grant 2Excludes sentences of life or death.

Program. Includes only offenders with a sentence of more than ®Based on States that reported both mean maximum sentence

1 year released for the first time on the current sentence. and mean time served.

Excludes persons released from prison by escape, death, °States met the Federal 85% requirement for VOITIS grants

transfer, appeal or detainer. Part 1 violent crimes include in fiscal year 2000 based on 1999 data. Excludes the District

murder/nonnegligent manslaughter, rape, robbery, and of Columbia.

aggravated assault. 9Requirement for percent of sentence served may vary

--Not reported. by State and by type of offender.
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Time served by released Part 1
violent offenders increased in 33
States between 1993 and 1999

Through the VOITIS program, 33
States reported an increase in average
time served by released Part 1 violent
prisoners between 1993 and 1999
(table 6). Overall, time served by
released Part 1 violent offenders rose
from 46 months to 53 months. The
average time served for violent offend-
ers released in 1999 ranged from 29
months in North Dakota to 85 months
in Missouri.

The percent of the total sentence

served increased from 46% in 1993 to
56% in 1999. Part 1 violent offenders
in Missouri (86%), Arizona (81%), and
Connecticut (80%) served the highest
percent of their sentences before

release. Violent offenders in Utah and
Arkansas served the lowest percent of
their sentences before release (36%).

On average, in 1999 released violent
offenders in Federal truth-in-sentencing
States served 50 months (or 58% of
the average maximum sentence), while
violent offenders in other States served
55 months (54% of the maximum
sentence). Between 1993 and 1999,
the percent of sentence served by
released violent inmates rose in 21 of
the 25 truth-in-sentencing States that
reported data and in 12 of the 21
States not meeting the 85%-standard.

Inmates released by parole boards
served longer than those released
by mandatory parole

In 1999 prisoners released by discre-
tionary parole for the first time on the
current sentence had served an
average of 35 months in prison and jail,
while those released through manda-
tory parole had served 33 months
(table 7). Among discretionary

Table 7. Sentence length and time served for first releases from State prison,
by method of release, 1990 and 1999
1990 1999
Mean Mean Percent of Mean Mean Percent of

Type of release sentence total time sentence sentence total time sentence

and offense length? served® served® length? served® served®

Discretionary release 82 mo 29 mo 34% 89 mo 35 mo 37%
Violent 118 49 40 126 59 44
Property 77 25 31 83 31 34
Drug 70 20 29 80 28 33
Public-order 44 18 37 49 21 39

Mandatory release 42 mo 27 mo 55% 48 mo 33 mo 61%
Violent 64 41 59 66 a7 63
Property 38 23 52 43 30 59
Drug 33 20 50 40 27 59
Public-order 27 19 61 38 25 61

Expiration of sentence 56 mo 31 mo 53% 49 mo 36 mo 67%
Violent 81 44 53 69 52 68
Property 50 27 52 41 30 65
Drug 35 21 57 41 29 65
Public-order 43 28 62 35 25 66

Note: Based on prisoners with a sentence of more than 1 year. Excludes persons

released from prison by escape, death, transfer, appeal, or detainer.

2Excludes sentences of life without parole, life plus additional years, life and death.

PIncludes time served in prison and jail.

‘Based on total sentence length (not shown) for all consecutive sentences.

releases, time served rose for all types
of offenders during the 1990’s. In 1999
violent offenders released by discre-
tionary parole served 10 months longer
than violent offenders released in
1990; property offenders served 6
months longer; drug offenders, 8
months; and public-order offenders,

3 months.

Among mandatory parole releases,
time served also increased for all types
of offenses — violent and public-order
offenders served 6 months longer in
1999 than in 1990, while property and
drug offenders served 7 months
longer.

Although the average time served by
discretionary releases exceeded the
time served by mandatory parole
releases in both years, discretionary
releases served a smaller percentage
of their prison sentences before
release. In 1999 discretionary releases
served 37% of their total prison
sentence (up from 34% in 1990);
mandatory releases served 61%

of their sentence (up from 55%).

Prisoners released due to expiration
of sentence had served longer in 1999
(36 months) than in 1990 (31 months).
Violent offenders released through
expiration of sentence had the largest
increase (8 months) in time served

in prison. In 1999 violent offenders
released through expiration of
sentence served, on average, 68%

of their total maximum sentence, up
from 53% in 1990.

Among discretionary and mandatory
parole releases, black offenders
served longer than whites

Time served by prisoners released for
the first time on their current sentence
in 1999 varied among white, black, and
Hispanic prisoners. Overall, black
non-Hispanic offenders released by
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Table 8. Mean time served in prison for first releases to State parole, by method of release, 1999
Discretionary parole releases Mandatory parole releases

Most serious offense Male Female White® Black®  Hispanic Male Female White® Black*  Hispanic
All offenses 36 mo 26 mo 34 mo 37 mo 33 mo 34 mo 24 mo 31 mo 38 mo 30 mo

Violent offenses 60 mo 45 mo 58 mo 62 mo 47 mo 48 mo 36 mo 47 mo 53 mo 41 mo
Murder® 122 91 126 116 113 104 87 112 105 97
Manslaughter 58 52 52 67 39 50 42 46 53 52
Rape 93 - 80 122 54 86 - 82 98 71
Other sexual assault 52 41 52 54 40 46 44 49 43 42
Robbery 61 40 62 61 45 51 33 52 56 39
Assault 46 34 43 48 41 32 27 30 36 29

Property offenses 32 mo 21 mo 30 mo 32 mo 30 mo 31 mo 22 mo 29 mo 33 mo 29 mo
Burglary 39 27 37 41 36 37 24 35 41 34
Larceny/theft 25 19 24 23 22 26 20 25 27 24
Motor vehicle theft 26 21 26 26 27 24 19 23 28 24
Fraud 26 20 24 25 26 27 22 25 27 23

Drug offenses 29 mo 24 mo 27 mo 28 mo 31 mo 27 mo 21 mo 22 mo 31 mo 26 mo
Possession 27 23 24 26 34 27 20 20 34 27
Trafficking 29 24 28 28 29 31 26 25 36 29

Public-order offenses 21 mo 19 mo 19 mo 22 mo 22 mo 26 mo 21 mo 24 mo 29 mo 24 mo

Note: Based on prisoners with a sentence of more than 1 year. Excludes prisoners --Not calculated.

released from prison by escape, death, transfer, appeal, or detainer. Includes time 2Excludes persons of Hispanic origin.

served in prison and jail. ®Includes nonnegligent manslaughter.

discretionary parole in 1999 served 37
months; white non-Hispanics served 34
months; and Hispanics 33 months
(table 8). Black offenders released by
mandatory parole served 7 months
longer than whites (38 months
compared to 31 months). Hispanics
served 30 months.

Among released violent offenders,
blacks served 4 months longer than
whites before a discretionary parole
release (62 months compared to 58
months) and 6 months longer before
a mandatory parole (53 months
compared to 47 months). Hispanic
prisoners served the shortest amount
of time for violent offenses before
release (47 months before a discretion-
ary parole release and 41 months
before a mandatory release).

In 1999 Hispanics served longer than
other groups for drug offenses before a
discretionary parole release (31
months versus 27 for whites and 28 for
blacks). Black drug offenders served
more time before a mandatory release
(31 months), than whites (22 months)
and Hispanics (26 months).

Women released in 1999 served less
time in State prison than men, regard-
less of the method of release. On
average, women released by discre-
tionary parole served 26 months, and

8 Trends in State Parole, 1990-2000

men served 36 months. Women
released by mandatory parole served
24 months and men served 34 months.

For violent offenses, women served 45
months prior to discretionary release
compared to 36 months among women
who received a mandatory parole.
Women in prison for drug offenses
served 24 months before a discretion-
ary release and 21 months before a
mandatory release.

Table 9. Characteristics of State
prisoners expected to be released
by yearend 1999

Percent of
expected
Characteristic releases
Most serious offense
Violent 33.2%
Property 26.6
Drug 26.7
Public-order 13.3
Other 0.2
Number of prior incarcerations
0 44.0%
1 20.6
2 9.9
3to5 15.3
6 or more 10.2

Criminal justice status at time of arrest

None 46.4%
On probation 26.2
On parole 26.7
Escape 0.7

Note: Based on data from the Survey of
Inmates in State Adult Correctional Facilities,
1997.

Over half of prison releases had a
prior incarceration; more than a
quarter were parole violators

A majority of released State prisoners
had been in prison before and were
returned to prison for new offenses or
parole violations. According to inmates
in State prison in 1997, 56% of those
who expected to be released to the
community by yearend 1999 had one
or more prior incarcerations, and 25%
had 3 or more prior incarcerations
(table 9). Among those expecting to

Table 10. Substance abuse, mental
illness, and homelessness among
State prisoners expected to be
released by yearend 1999
Percent of
expected
Characteristic releases
Alcohol or drug involved
at time of offense 83.9%
Alcohol abuse
Alcohol use at time of offense 41.5%
Alcohol dependent 24.9
Drug use
In month before offense 58.8%
At time of offense 45.3
Intravenous use in the past 24.8
Committed offense for money
for drugs 20.9
Mentally ill 14.3%
Homeless at time of arrest 11.6%
Note: Based on data from the Survey of
Inmates in State Adult Correctional Facilities,
1997.




Table 11. State parole entries and
discharges, 1980 and 1990-2000

Year Entries Discharges
1980 113,383 105,215
1990 349,030 274,697
1991 355,748 300,084
1992 362,466 325,470
1993 372,823 366,038
1994 382,999 374,183
1995 381,878 368,746
1996 390,537 372,875
1997 396,651 389,074
1998 409,922 402,946
1999 423,850 410,613
2000 441,605 432,183

Note: Based on the Annual Parole Survey,
1980-2000. Counts are for entries and
discharges between January 1 and December
31 of each year.

return to the community by 1999, 27%
had been on parole and 26% on proba-
tion at the time of arrest for their
current incarceration.

These criminal records were
compounded by histories of drug and
alcohol abuse, mental illness, and
homelessness (table 10). Among
prisoners expected to be released to
the community by yearend 1999, 84%
reported being involved in drugs or
alcohol at the time of the offense.
Nearly 25% were determined to be
alcohol dependent, and 21% had
committed the offense to obtain money
for drugs. Fourteen percent were
determined to be mentally ill, and 12%
reported being homeless at the time
of arrest.

State parole entries and discharges
rose during the 1990’s

During 2000 there were 441,605
entries to State parole, a 27% increase
over the number that entered parole in
1990 (table 11). The number of
discharges from State parole rose from
274,697 in 1990 to 432,183 in 2000, an
increase of 57%. During the 1990’s,
State parole entries increased an
average of 2.4% per year, while parole
discharges increased an average of
4.6% per year.

Discharges include parolees who are
successful as well as those who are
unsuccessful (including revocations,
returns to prison or jail, and abscon-
ders). Discharges also include parol-
ees transferred to other jurisdictions
and those who die while under
supervision.

Re-releases an increasing portion
of State parole entries

Among parole entries, the percentage
who had been re-released rose
between 1990 and 1999. Re-releases
are persons leaving prison after having
served time either for a violation of
parole or other conditional release or
for a new offense committed while
under parole supervision. In 1990,
27% of entries to parole were
re-releases; in 1999, 45% were re-
releases (figure 3). During 1999 an
estimated 192,400 re-releases entered
parole, an increase of 103% over the
94,900 re-releases in 1990.

Entries to State parole,
by type of prison release, 1985-99
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After having been returned to prison
for a parole or conditional release
violation, re-releases served on
average 13 months in prison in 1999
(table 12). From 1990 to 1999 their
average time served in prison follow-
ing re-admission increased by 2
months. In both years about 7 in 10
re-releases had served less than 12
months in prison.

Table 12. Criminal justice
characteristics of State parole entries,
1990 and 1999

Percent of entries

Characteristic 1990 1999
Most serious offense
Violent 24.8% 24.4%
Property 38.7 30.8
Drug 27.2 35.3
Public-order 7.4 9.0
Other 2.0 0.5
Method of release
Discretionary parole 59.8% 41.7%
Mandatory parole 40.2 58.3
Type of release
First release 72.4% 54.2%
Re-release 27.2 45.4
Other 0.5 0.4
Time served in State prison
First releases
Less than 12 mos. 47.0% 34.0%
12-23 25.2 27.7
24-59 20.3 26.1
60 or more 7.5 12.3
Mean time served 22 mo 29 mo
Re-releases
Less than 12 mos. 74.2% 72.3%
12-23 15.8 13.7
24-59 8.1 10.3
60 or more 1.9 3.7
Mean time served 11 mo 13 mo

Note: Based on prisoners with a sentence of
more than 1 year who were released from
State prison. Data are from the National

Corrections Reporting Program.

Table 13. Demographic
characteristics of State parole entries,
1990 and 1999
Percent of entries
Characteristic 1990 1999
Gender
Male 92.1% 90.1%
Female 7.9 9.9
Race/Hispanic origin
White non-Hispanic 34.2% 35.4%
Black non-Hispanic 48.8 47.3
Hispanic 16.3 16.1
Other 0.7 1.2
Age at prison release
17 or younger 0.2% 0.1%
18-24 23.4 16.3
25-29 26.6 19.0
30-34 22.2 19.7
35-39 13.9 19.2
40-44 7.3 13.5
45-54 4.9 10.2
55 or older 15 2.1
Mean age 31yrs 34yrs
Education
8th grade or less 16.8% 11.0%
Some high school 45.4 39.8
High school graduate 29.6 42.2
Some college or more 8.2 7.0
Note: Based on prisoners with a sentence
of more than 1 year who were released
from State prison. Data are from the
National Corrections Reporting Program.

Trends in State Parole, 1990-2000 9



State parole entries older in 1999
than in 1990

The average age of prisoners released
to parole increased from 31 years in
1990 to 34 years in 1999 (table 13).

In 1999 an estimated 109,300 State
prisoners age 40 or older were paroled,
— 26% of all entries to parole. This
was more than double the 47,800
prisoners age 40 or older who entered
parole in 1990.

The number of parole entries among
inmates under age 35 declined over
the period. In 1999, 233,500 State
prisoners under age 35 entered parole,
down from 252,700. The largest
decline was among inmates age 25

to 29. In 1990 they represented 27%
of all parole entries; in 1999, 19%.

Female entries to parole increased
during the 1990’s

In 1999, 10% of entries to State parole
were female, up from 8% in 1990. The
number of women who entered parole
increased from an estimated 27,600 in
1990 to 42,000 in 1999. Although the
52% increase in the number of female
parole entries outpaced that of males
(up 19%), there were 381,900 male
entries in 1999.

An increasing percentage of women
entering parole had served time for
drug offenses (table 14). In 1990, 36%
of female parole entries were drug
offenders; by 1999, 42% were drug
offenders. Women first released to
parole were less likely to be property
offenders in 1999 (35%) than in 1990
(42%). As a percentage of women
entering parole, violent offenders
remained unchanged (16%).

Among parole entries, the racial and
ethnic distributions remained nearly
stable during the 1990’s. In 1999, 35%
of parole entries were white, 47% were
black, and 16% were Hispanic. Violent
offenders accounted for approximately
a quarter of first releases among
whites, blacks, and Hispanics in both
1990 and 1999.

Drug offenders represented an
increasing percentage of parole
entries, among all groups. In 1999
drug offenders comprised 39% of black
parole entries (up from 31% in 1990);
43% of Hispanic entries (up from 41%);
and 21% of white entries (up from
18%).

Parole success rates unchanged
since 1990

Of the 410,613 discharges from State
parole in 1999, 42% successfully
completed their term of supervision,
43% were returned to prison or jail, and
10% absconded. In 1990, 45% of
State parole discharges were success-
ful. Between 1990 and 1999 the
percent successful among State parole
discharges has ranged from 42% to
49%, without any distinct trend.

States differed in their rate of success
among parole discharges (table 15).
States with the highest rates of
success in 1999 were Massachusetts
and Mississippi (at 83% each),
followed by North Carolina (80%) and
North Dakota (79%). Utah (18%) and
California (21%) had the lowest rates
of success in 1999.

When comparing State success rates
for parole discharges, differences may
be due to variations in parole popula-
tions, such as age at prison release,
criminal history, and most serious
offense. Success rates may also differ
based on the intensity of supervision
and the parole agency policies related
to revocation of technical violators.

Table 14. Most serious offense of first releases to State parole, 1990 and 1999
First releases to State parole in 1990 First releases to State parole in 1999

Most serious offense Male Female White* Black*  Hispanic Male Female White* Black*  Hispanic
All offenses 100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%  100.0%

Violent offenses 26.1% 15.9% 23.7% 27.0% 22.4% 28.7% 15.9% 25.9% 28.4% 26.7%
Murder® 1.8 2.2 1.7 2.0 1.9 1.4 1.3 1.0 1.6 1.6
Manslaughter 1.0 1.6 1.4 0.9 0.7 1.1 1.2 1.3 0.9 0.9
Rape 2.1 0.1 2.3 1.7 1.7 1.8 0.2 2.3 1.2 1.3
Other sexual assault 2.9 0.4 45 14 2.0 3.8 0.4 5.6 17 35
Robbery 111 6.4 6.8 14.0 9.9 9.5 4.9 5.5 12.2 8.0
Assault 6.1 4.3 5.5 6.3 5.4 9.4 6.2 8.1 9.3 9.6

Property offenses 37.6% 41.5% 44.9% 35.3% 28.3% 28.7% 35.3% 38.6% 24.9% 20.4%
Burglary 18.4 6.1 20.6 15.0 16.3 13.4 6.4 16.7 10.3 10.6
Larceny/theft 9.2 17.3 10.7 10.5 5.9 6.5 12.8 8.8 6.9 3.7
Motor vehicle theft 2.7 0.9 2.8 2.3 2.7 2.2 1.2 2.3 1.7 2.5
Fraud 3.9 14.8 6.7 4.2 1.6 3.3 12.4 6.3 3.5 1.3

Drug offenses 26.6% 36.2% 18.4% 30.6% 40.5% 31.3% 41.7% 20.9% 38.7% 42.6%
Possession 7.9 11.0 6.0 10.2 7.7 8.5 12.0 7.4 10.1 9.4
Trafficking 14.0 17.7 8.2 155 26.8 17.4 20.0 9.2 21.9 26.6

Public-order offenses 8.5% 5.1% 11.2% 6.1% 7.3% 10.9% 6.5% 14.2% 7.6% 9.8%

Note: Based on prisoners with a sentence of more than 1 year who were released for the first time

on the current sentence. Excludes prisoners released from prison by escape, death, transfer, appeal,

or detainer. Detail may not add to total because of rounding and exclusion of other/unspecified offenses.

2Excludes persons of Hispanic origin.

®Includes nonnegligent manslaughter.
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Table 15. Percent successful among Success rates highest among first discharges in 1999, 54% of discretion-
State parole discharges, by State, releases and discretionary parole ary parolees were successful
1990, 1995, and 1999 releases compared to 33% of those who had
Percent successful of received mandatory parole. Between
Region and all parole discharges In every year during the 1990’s, first 1990 and 1999 the percent successful
jurisdiction 1990 1995 1999 releases to State parole were more among discretionary parolees varied
All States 44.6% 443% 41.9% likely to have been successful than between 50% and 56%, while the
Northeast re-releases. Among State parole percent successful among mandatory
Connecticut 55.0% 55.3% 57.7% discharges in 1990, 56% of first parolees varied between 24% and
mame A e 8’ 1 3/ o 9’ releases successfully completed their ~ 33%.
assachusetts : : : supervision, compared to 15% of
New Hampshire  60.1 67.3 - " . .
New Jersey 613 431 551 re-releases. Of all those exiting parole  Among parole discharges in 1999 who
New York 489 519 549 in 1999, 63% of first releases were had been released from prison for the
Pennsylvania 792 703 / successful, compared to 21% of first time on their current offense,
Rhode Island 62.6 648 659 re-releases (table 16). mandatory parolees had a higher
Vermont 38.2 48.6 65.8 . .
_ success rate (79%) than discretionary
M:I‘ﬂ‘r’]"gzt 470% 66.3% 6290 | Success rates also varied by method of parolees (61%) (table 17). Discretion-
Indiana 730 746 630 release. In every year between 1990 ary parolees in 1999 who had been
lowa 69.8 680 609 and 1999, State prisoners released by  re-released from prison were more
Kansas 115 374 323 a parole board had higher success likely to be successful (37%) than
M!Ch'ga”t ?ég gg-g gé? rates than those released through mandatory parolees (17%).
Innesota . . .
Missouri 525 664 404 mandatory parole. Among parole
Nebraska 68.2 57.3 62.9
g?“réh Dakota ;gi ggg 4712613 Table 16. Percent successful among State parole discharges,
South Dakota  66.8  70.6  62.6 by method of release from prison, 1990-99
Wisconsin 726 591 634 Type of release® Method of release®
South First Discretionary  Mandatory
Alabama 28.8% | 72.1% Year All discharges®  release Re-release parole parole
Arkansas 681 401  39.6 1990 44.6% 56.4% 14.6% 51.6% 23.8%
Delaware 828 - / 1991 46.8 60.7 17.1 52.6 24.9
Dist. of Columbia 40.1 ~ 48.8 - 1992 48.6 57.4 225 50.7 29.8
Florida 612 409 565 1993 46.9 65.4 23.0 54.8 335
Georgia 622 602 634 1994 44.3 56.7 19.1 52.2 30.4
Kentucky 22.6 31.6 33.7
Louisiana 615 478 469 1995 443 63.4 18.0 54.3 28.0
Maryland 672 646 470 1996 45.2 67.4 19.4 55.9 30.2
Mississippi 626 782 827 1997 43.4 63.4 18.7 55.8 30.8
North Carolina ~ 78.8  68.4  79.8 1998 43.8 62.9 20.5 55.3 32.2
OKlahoma 69.2 670 754 1999 41.9 63.5 21.1 54.1 33.1
South Carolina 54.7 55.9 65.3
Tennessee 35.9 25.8 42.3 2Data are from the Annual Parole Survey.
Texas 35.1 41.0 54.9 bData are from the National Corrections Reporting Program.
Virginia 68.0 57.8 63.2
West Virginia 48.2 46.0 65.2
West Table 17. Percent successful among State parole discharges,
Alaska 44.0% 395% 33.7% by type and method of release, 1990-99
Arizona 62.3 48.9 61.9 )
California 19.4 20.9 21.3 First release Re-release
Colorado 58.2 48.9 36.3 Year Discretionary =~ Mandatory Discretionary Mandatory
Hawaii 131 405 324 1990 59.6% 51.5% 26.7% 11.7%
Idaho 615 26.0 464 1991 58.5 51.9 335 137
Montana 55.3 - 599 1992 49.4 59.8 43.3 16.6
Nevada _ 70.4 74.6 66.8 1993 58.8 88.8 41.8 17.4
New Mexico 37.8 28.9 28.5 1994 53.2 81.6 43.9 13.7
Oregon 27.9 39.6 50.6
Utah 218 237 185 1995 57.8 81.5 40.4 12.7
Washington 479 294 / 1996 60.2 84.3 42.7 14.0
Wyoming 66.1 485 59.6 1997 60.9 78.9 39.2 135
1998 61.7 78.6 38.1 16.2
Note: Based on the Annual Parole Survey. 1999 61.4 78.6 36.7 16.6
Counts are for discharges between January 1 Note: Based on prisoners with a sentence of more than 1 year who were released
and December 31 of each year. f State pri Dat f the National C i R tina P
—-Not reported. rom ate prison. ata are rrom tnhe National Corrections rReportng Program.
INot calculated.
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Among parole discharges, success
rates rose for blacks and Hispanics;
dropped for whites

Between 1990 and 1999 the success
rates among State parole discharges
increased from 33% to 39% among
blacks and increased from 31% to 51%
among Hispanics, but dropped from
44% to 41% among whites (table 18).
The 11 percentage-point difference in
success rates between white and black
parole discharges in 1990 narrowed to
less than 2 percentage points in 1999.

Table 18. Percent successful among
State parole discharges, by selected
characteristics, 1990 and 1999
Percent successful
Characteristic 1990 1999
Gender
Male 35.9% 39.3%
Female 37.1 47.7
Race/Hispanic origin
White non-Hispanic 44.1%  40.9%
Black non-Hispanic 33.2 39.0
Hispanic 31.0 50.6
Other 33.6 42.2
Age at parole discharge
17 or younger 26.2%  42.9%
18-24 334 36.3
25-29 34.8 42.6
30-34 34.1 39.0
35-39 36.8 38.3
40-44 38.4 39.5
45-54 46.2 43.1
55 or older 56.6 54.5
Method of release
Discretionary parole 51.6% 54.1%
Mandatory parole 23.8 33.1
Type of release
First release 56.4%  63.5%
Re-release 14.6 211
Most serious offense
Violent 39.1% 41.0%
Property 33.8 36.5
Drug 33.7 40.9
Public-order 46.1 47.1
Time served in prison*
Less than 12 months 74.6%  74.0%
12-23 months 67.7 68.7
24-59 months 59.1 62.7
60 months or more 49.5 62.0
Note: Based on prisoners with a sentence of
more than 1 year who were released from
State prison. Data are from the National
Corrections Reporting Program.
*First releases only.
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Hispanic parolees, who had the lowest
rate of success in 1990, had the
highest rate in 1999.

For female parole discharges, the rate
of success rose over 10 percentage
points (from 37% in 1990 to 48% in
1999). The success rate among male
parole discharges increased from 36%
to 39%.

Older parole discharges had the
highest rates of success in both years.
Accounting for 2.1% of discharges in
1999, parolees age 55 or older had the
highest rate of successful completion
(55%). Among parole discharges in
other age groups, success rates fluctu-
ated between 36% and 43%.

Success rates highest among first
releases serving less than 12
months in prison

Among parole discharges, 74% of first
releases who had served less than 12
months in prison successfully
completed parole, the highest success
rate among paroled first releases. As
the length of time served in prison
increased for first releases, the
success rate declined, with offenders
with the longest time served (5 years or
more) having the lowest success rate
(62%). The rate of success for this
group still exceeded the overall
success rate of 42% for all parolees.

In 1999 parole discharges served
an average of 26 months under
supervision, up from 23 months
in 1990

Among first releases from prison,
successful parole board releases
served, on average, 34 months in
1999; while successful mandatory
parole releases served 21 months.
Unsuccessful parole discharges
released by a parole board served an
average 26 months, while those
released by mandatory parole served
19 months. Overall, successful parole
discharges in 1999 served an average
of 27 months under parole supervision
and unsuccessful discharges served
24 months.

Regardless of outcome, State parole
discharges who had been released by
a parole board served longer under
supervision in 1999 than in 1990.

Average time served

Method of on parole*
release 1990 1999
All releases 23 mo 26 mo

Successful releases 25 mo 27 mo
Discretionary 27 34
Mandatory 21 21

Unsuccessful releases 21 mo 24 mo
Discretionary 19 26
Mandatory 22 19

Note: Based on prisoners with a sentence
of more than 1 year who were released
from State prison.

*First releases only.

The size and make-up of California’s
parole population, combined with the
low percent of successful termina-
tions (25% in 1999), affect the
national rate of success for parole
discharges. If data from California
are removed from the analysis, the
comparative rates of success for
discretionary and mandatory parole
change dramatically.

Overall, California accounted

for nearly 30% of all State parole
discharges during 1999. Discret-
ionary parole, though available as a
method of release, is rarely used in
California. In 1999 more than 99%
of California’s parole discharges
had received mandatory parole.

Rates of successful termination higher when California is excluded

When California data are excluded,
the success rate for all parole
discharges rises to 53% (from 42%),
and the rate for mandatory parolees
increases to 64% (from 33%) in 1999.

Percent successful among parole discharges
in California and all other States, 1995-99

California Parole in all other States

All Manda- Discre-
Year parole All tory tionary
1995 22.7% 52.8% 64.0% 54.2%
1996 23.8 56.6 71.6 55.8
1997 22.8 55.9 67.2 55.8
1998 24.3 545  65.7 55.2
1999 25.2 53.3 63.9 53.9
Note: Based on prisoners with a sentence

of more than 1 year who were released
from State prison.
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Table 19. Percent parole violators
among admissions to State prison,
1990 and 1999

Percent of admissions

Region and that were parole violators
jurisdiction 1990 1999
All States? 28.8% 34.8%
Northeast
Connecticut 43.4% 17.4%
Maine 21.3 40.9
Massachusetts 31.4 22.7
New Hampshire 19.3 31.6
New Jersey 20.8 355
New York 18.1 31.5
Pennsylvania 26.1 36.1
Rhode Island 24.9 19.0
Vermont 14.5 17.0
Midwest
lllinois 25.4% 27.3%
Indiana 5.3 9.6
lowa 26.7 19.3
Kansas 35.0 38.2
Michigan 23.2 36.8
Minnesota 231 321
Missouri 26.2 38.8
Nebraska 16.3 16.1
North Dakota 13.8 18.7
Ohio 12.9 17.6
South Dakota 17.7 20.7
Wisconsin 19.2 31.2
South
Alabama 25.9% 9.3%
Arkansas 22.4 25.3
Delaware 6.2 25.3
Florida 5.3 6.9
Georgia 211 20.5
Kentucky 27.5 31.9
Louisiana 14.7 53.1
Maryland 13.8 32.6
Mississippi 13.9 9.7
North Carolina 13.0 12.8
Oklahoma 3.4 14.1
South Carolina 22.8 241
Tennessee 329 36.2
Texas 371 21.0
Virginia 10.2 111
West Virginia 13.0 9.7
West
Alaska 14.0% 44.2%
Arizona 14.0 23.0
California 58.1 67.2
Colorado 20.9 371
Hawaii 27.7 491
Idaho 20.4 32.2
Montana® 19.9 -
Nevada 18.6 17.7
New Mexico 28.4 35.7
Oregon 48.0 25.1
Utah 51.0 55.3
Washington 13.0 10.5
Wyoming 6.4 34.5

Note: Based on data from the National
Prisoners Statistics (NPS-1) series.

--Not reported.

*Excludes the District of Columbia.

°Parole violators comprised 9.5% of admis-
sions in 1999; however, data on other persons
returned after post-custody supervision were
not available.

Number of parole violators returned
to prison continued to rise during
the 1990’s

In 1999, 197,606 parole violators were
returned to State prison, up from
27,177 in 1980 and 131,502 in 1990.
As a percentage of all admissions to
State prison, parole violators more than
doubled from 17% in 1980 to 35% in
1999 (figure 4).

Between 1990 and 1999 the number of
parole violators rose 50%, while the
number of new court commitments
rose 7%. On average, the number of
parole violators grew 4% per year,
while the number of new court commit-
ments rose 0.8% per year.

In 1999 parole violators accounted for
more than 50% of State prison admis-
sion in California (67%), Utah (55%),
and Louisiana (53%) (table 19). In five
States — Florida (7%), Alabama (9%),
Indiana (10%), Mississippi (10%) and
West Virginia (10%) — parole violators
comprised 10% or less of all
admissions.

In 35 States parole violators increased
as a percentage of admissions
between 1990 and 1999. As a
percentage of all admissions, parole
violators rose the most in Louisiana
(from 15% in 1990 to 53% in 1999).

Nearly a quarter of State prisoners
in 1997 were parole violators

Based on personal interviews of State
inmates, an estimated 24% of prison-
ers in 1997 said they were on parole at
the time of the offense for which they
were serving time in prison (up from
22% in 1991). Of the 1,129,180
inmates under the jurisdiction of State
prison authorities at yearend 1997,
approximately 271,000 were parole
violators.

Parole violators in prison in 1997 were
older and more likely to have commit-
ted a public order or drug offense than
parole violators in 1991 (table 20). In
1997 about 25% of parole violators in
prison were age 40 or older, compared
to 17% in 1991. In 1997 an estimated

Admissions to State prison,
by type of admission, 1980-99
Percent of admissions

100%

60% New court

commitments

40%
20% __///_/m
0%
1980 1985 1990 1995 1999
Figure 4

34% were serving time for a violent
offense and 23% for a drug offense. In
1991, 36% of parole violators were in
prison for a violent offense; 19% for a
drug offense. In both years, more than
42% of parole violators reported having
been incarcerated 3 or more times in
the past.

Table 20. Characteristics of parole
violators in State prison,
1991 and 1997
Percent of
parole violators
Characteristic 1991 1997
Gender
Male 96.0% 95.3%
Female 4.0 4.7
Race/Hispanic origin
White non-Hispanic 31.2% 27.5%
Black non-Hispanic 48.4 51.8
Hispanic 17.9 18.3
Other 2.5 2.4
Age at prison release
17 or younger 0.2% 0.1%
18-24 15.1 9.4
25-29 26.1 20.8
30-34 259 241
35-39 16.0 20.3
40-44 9.0 13.9
45-54 5.9 9.3
55 or older 1.9 2.0
Most serious offense
Violent 35.9% 33.7%
Property 35.8 30.1
Drug 19.3 231
Public-order 8.7 12.9
Other 0.3 0.2
Number of prior incarcerations
1 37.8% 42.3%
2 19.4 14.0
3to5 26.8 26.3
6 or more 16.0 17.3
Note: Data are from the Survey of Inmates
in State Adult Correctional Facilities, 1991
and 1997.
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70% of parole violators in prison in
1997 returned for a new offense

Among parole violators in State prison
in 1997, 215,964 (85%) reported that
their parole had been revoked or taken
away for violating the conditions of their
release. Of that number, 70% said that
their parole had been revoked because

of an arrest or conviction for a new
offense; 22% said they had absconded
or otherwise failed to report to a parole
officer; 16% said they had a drug-
related violation; and 18% reported
other reasons such as possession of a
gun, maintaining contact with known
felons, or failure to maintain employ-
ment (table 21).

Table 21. Reasons for revocation among parole violators in State prison,
for all States, California, New York, and Texas, 1997

Reason for revocation All States  California_ New York Texas
Arrest/conviction for new offense 69.9% 60.3% 87.1% 78.8%
Drug related violations 16.1% 23.1% 11.4% 10.7%
Positive test for drug use 7.9 12.2 5.6 4.3
Possession of drug(s) 6.6 8.9 5.6 5.6
Failure to report for drug testing 2.3 4.6 1.3 1.3
Failure to report for alcohol or drug treatment 1.7 1.1 1.9 1.2
Absconders 22.3% 26.6% 18.4% 19.7%
Failure to report/absconded 18.6 24.7 17.2 17.2
Left jurisdiction without permission 5.6 3.9 2.5 4.0
Other reasons 17.8% 20.7% 10.6% 13.8%
Failure to report for counseling 2.4 1.2 2.0 1.9
Failure to maintain employment 1.2 0.7 0.6 0.9
Failure to meet financial obligations 2.3 0.2 0.0 2.7
Maintained contact with known offenders 1.2 1.6 0.4 0.8
Possession of gun(s) 3.5 3.8 1.9 2.3

Note: Data are from the Survey of Inmates in State Adult Correctional Facilities, 1997.
Excludes 37,440 parole violators who reported that their parole had not been revoked. Detail
adds to more than 100% because some inmates may have had more than 1 violation of parole.

California, New York, and Texas, 1997

Table 22. Characteristics of parole violators in State prison for all States,

Characteristic All States  California_ New York Texas
Gender
Male 95.3% 92.9% 96.7% 94.6%
Female 4.7 7.1 3.3 5.4
Race/Hispanic origin
White non-Hispanic 27.5% 30.8% 11.1% 23.1%
Black non-Hispanic 51.8 33.4 54.2 50.3
Hispanic 18.3 31.9 331 26.0
Other 2.4 3.9 1.6 0.6
Age at prison release
17 or younger 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0%
18-24 9.4 8.8 8.6 6.1
25-29 20.8 19.8 19.8 19.1
30-34 24.1 255 26.0 23.3
35-39 20.3 229 20.3 21.1
40-44 13.9 12.8 13.3 15.5
45-54 9.3 8.0 10.2 12.3
55 or older 2.0 2.0 1.8 25
Most serious offense*
Violent 33.7% 24.4% 40.9% 33.3%
Property 30.1 25.3 15.6 36.8
Drug 23.1 27.1 33.6 21.3
Public-order 12.9 22.9 9.4 8.6
Number of prior incarcerations
1 42.3% 28.9% 52.9% 44.1%
2 14.0 12.6 12.6 141
3to5 26.3 27.7 26.7 28.4
6 or more 17.3 30.7 7.8 135

*Excludes other/unspecified offenses.

Note: Data are from the Survey of Inmates in State Adult Correctional Facilities, 1997.
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Half of parole violators incarcerated
in 3 States

The three largest State prison systems
(California, Texas, and New York) held
over half of all parole violators in prison
in 1997. California held 22% of all
parole violators in prison, Texas, 21%,
and New York, 8%. Within each of
these States, the percentage of prison-
ers who were parole violators was
higher than the national level: 39%

in Texas, 38% in California, and 28%
in New York, compared to 24%
nationally.

Among parole violators returned to
prison, those held in California (60%)
were the least likely to have been
arrested or convicted for a new
offense and the most likely to have
been returned for a drug violation
(23%). About 11% of parole violators
in New York and Texas reported a
drug violation as a reason for their
return to prison.

Characteristics of parole violators
varied among the 3 largest States

A higher percentage of parole violators
in California (7.1%) were women than
in Texas (5.4%) and New York (3.3%)
(table 22). Nationally, 4.7% of parole
violators in State prison in 1997 were
women.

New York had the highest percentage
of parole violators in prison who were
black (54%), followed by Texas (50%)
and California (33%). In New York,
11% of parole violators were white;

in Texas, 23%; in California, 31%.
The percent Hispanic among parole
violators ranged from 26% to 33%

in the three States.

New York had the highest percentage
of parole violators convicted of a
violent offense (41%), compared to
33% in Texas and 24% in California.
New York also had the highest
percentage of parole violators returned
for a drug offense (34%), compared to
27% in California and 21% in Texas.



Among the three largest States, parole
violators in California had the longest
criminal histories. More than 58% of
parole violators in California had been
incarcerated at least 3 times in the
past, compared to 42% in Texas and
35% in New York. Nationwide, 44%
of parole violators reported three or
more prior incarcerations.

Methodology

National Corrections Reporting
Program (NCRP)

The National Corrections Reporting
Program collects individual level data
for persons admitted to and released
from State prisons and offenders
exiting parole supervision, in each
year. NCRP is the only national collec-
tion that provides data on offense,
sentence length, and time served for
State prisoners and parole discharges.
While NCRP collects data on all
offenders, this report includes data on
prisoners with a total sentence of more
than a year.

In 1999 release data were reported by
37 States and the California Youth
Authority: Alabama, Alaska, Arkansas,
California, Colorado, Florida, Georgia,
Hawaii, lllinois, lowa, Kentucky, Louisi-
ana, Maine, Maryland, Michigan,
Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri,
Nebraska, Nevada, New Hampshire,
New Jersey, New York, North Carolina,
North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma,
Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina,
South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas,
Virginia, Washington, West Virginia,
and Wisconsin.

These 37 States reported a total of
499,886 releases from prison in the
National Prisoner Statistics series,
which represented 91% of all releases
in 1999. Between 35 and 39 States
provided data on releases from 1990 to
1999. Data were reported on
maximum sentence length for 93% of
227,100 first releases reported to the
NCRP in 1990 and 93% of the 243,055
first releases reported in 1999. Data
were reported on time served in jail for
77% in 1990 and 85% in 1999 and time
served in prison for 95% in 1990 and
99% in 1999.

In 1999, 27 States and the California
Youth Authority reported data on parole
discharges: Alabama, Arkansas,
California, Colorado, lllinois, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri,
Nebraska, New Jersey, New York,
North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio,
Oklahoma, Oregon, South Carolina,
South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas,
Virginia, West Virginia, and Wisconsin.

These 27 States reported 335,646
parole discharges in the 1999 Annual
Parole Survey, which represented 86%
of all State parole discharges in that
year. From 1990 to 1999, 27 to 31
States submitted data on parole
discharges. States that reported only
successful discharges or only unsuc-
cessful discharges were excluded from
calculations of success rates.

Annual Parole Survey

The Annual Parole Survey provides a
count of the total number of persons
supervised in the community on
January 1 and December 31, and a
count of the number entering and
leaving supervision during the collec-
tion year. The survey covered all 50
States, the District of Columbia, and
the Federal System, for all years from
1980-2000.

The 2000 parole survey was sent to 54
respondents, including 52 central
reporters, the California Youth Author-
ity, and one municipal agency. States
with multiple reporters were Alabama
(2) and California (2). The 2000 survey
had a 100% response rate.

National Prisoners Statistics (NPS-1)

The National Prisoners Statistics
(NPS-1) series obtains yearend and
midyear counts of prisoners from
departments of correction in each of
the 50 States, the District of Columbia,
and the Federal Bureau of Prisons.
Excluded from NPS-1 counts are
persons confined in locally adminis-
tered confinement facilities who are
under the jurisdiction of local
authorities.

NPS-1 also collects comparable data
on prison admissions and releases with
a sentence of more than 1 year.
Admission counts include data on new
court commitments, parole violators
returned to prison, and other types of
admission. Data on method of release
from State prison include counts for
mandatory parole, discretionary parole,
other conditional releases, and uncon-
ditional releases from prison. Trans-
fers, AWOL'’s and escapees are
excluded from the release data in this
report.

Surveys of Inmates in State and
Federal Correctional Facilities, 1991
and 1997

The Surveys of Inmates in State and
Federal Correctional Facilities,
conducted every 5 to 6 years, provide
detailed data on individual characteris-
tics of prison inmates. Based on scien-
tifically selected samples of facilities
and of inmates held in them, these
surveys provide detailed information
unavailable from any other source.

To determine characteristics of
inmates to be released by yearend
1999 — including gender, age,
race/Hispanic origin, offense, criminal
history, substance abuse, mental
illness and homelessness — informa-
tion was drawn for this report from the
1997 survey. Comparisons of parole
violators and reasons for revocation in
California, New York, and Texas (self-
representing States in the sample)
were also based on data from the 1997
survey.

For descriptions of the 1991 and 1997
surveys and information on the sample
designs and accuracy of the estimates,
see Comparing Federal and State
Prison Inmates, 1991, September
1994, NCJ 145864, and Substance
Abuse and Treatment of State and
Federal Prisoners, 1997, January
1999, NCJ 172871.
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