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REPORT HIGHLIGHTS

OVERALL ADULT RECIDIVISM FINDINGS

The adult cohort included 9,108 released inmatdg&supervised releases (59.8%) and 3,660
(40.1%) unsupervised offenders.

In 2014, the State of New Jersey Department ofé@tions (DOC) had lower recidivism rates
from 2013 for rearrest post-release (i.e., 51.2&b) similar rates of reconviction and
reincarceration.

Approximately 70% of inmates released in 2014 ditireturn to prison within the three-year
follow-up period of analysis utilized in this repor

The mean time served for the adult cohort was &y8.d

For the index incarceration offense, a violent st (24.2%) was the most common for
inmates followed by a drug offense (22.9%).

The offender’s release type (i.e., supervised msupervised) was a significant predictor of
whether the offender was rearrested. Unsuperviskedses were rearrested and reconvicted
more frequently, while supervised releases wereagcerated more frequently.

ADULT REHABILITATION AND REENTRY PROGRAMMING ANALYS ES

Recidivism on all measures of follow-up (rearreggconviction, reincarceration, and
reincarceration for a community supervision viaajiwas lower for inmates who completed
Residential Community Release Programs (RCRPs) amedo those who did not complete
a RCRP.

Rearrests, reconvictions, reincarcerations, anmtagecerations for a community supervision
violation were lower for RCRP work release prograampleters than those who did not
complete a RCRP work release program.

The employment rate within one year of release migker for inmates who were released
from a work house vs. not released from a work 8q86€.2% vs. 76.1%). This trend was
similar for two years post-release.

Rearrests, reconvictions, reincarcerations, antcaecerations for a community supervision
violation were statistically lower for inmates wbompleted a drug treatment program in 2014,
compared to those who did not.

Differences in employment rates post-release wetend between vocational education
participants and non-participants, in that vocatladucation participants had higher rates of
employment at all stages of the follow-up period.

There were 406 inmates released in 2014 who paated in mandatory education
programming while incarcerated. Mean scores o #s of Adult Basic Education (TABE)
test for this sample increased by almost two grées the first to the last test taken.
Inmates within the mandatory education group had&¥ pass rate on the High School
Equivalency (HSE) exam.

OVERALL JUVENILE FINDINGS

In 2014, the Juvenile Justice Commission recidiviata for all three measures of recidivism
continued a downward trend. New court filings @ased by 5.6 percentage points from 2011
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new adjudications/convictions decreased by 4.9 gmeage points; and new juvenile
commitments decreased by 5.3 percentage points.

» Approximately 76.1% of juvenile offenders did neturn to a juvenile or adult State facility
within three years of release from custody.

» Of those with a high school credential, 82.0% ditdreturn to an adult or juvenile State facility
within three years of release from custody.

YOUTH CHARACTERISTICS OF 2014 RELEASE COHORT

* The juvenile cohort was comprised of 377 releases.

* The average age at release from the JJC was 1&g ye

* The cohort was comprised of 64.7% Black, 23.6% &fsp and 11.7% White, or 88.3%
minority.

* Males comprised 93.9% of the juvenile release dodnmil females comprised 6.1%.

* The average time served in custody for the juvesol®ort was 393 days, which is an increase
in the length of stay from 349 days in 2013.

* The majority of youth served sentences for persdfenses (37.7%), followed by violations
of probation (VOP) (36.3%), weapons offenses (7,2pspperty offenses (7.2%), drug
offenses (6.4%) and public order offenses (5.3%).

JUVENILE COHORT RECIDIVISM WITHIN THREE YEARS

* 76.9% of the cohort had a new court filing/arrest.

» 58.9% of the cohort had a new adjudication/conercti

* 23.9% of the cohort had a new commitment.

* The average time to re-offend for a new court dgilarrest was 302 days.

» The average time to re-offend for a new adjudiceitionviction was 289 days.

* The average time to re-offend for a new commitnerat State facility was 311 days.

DIFFERENCES IN RECIDIVISM (REARREST) ACROSS KEY VAR IABLES

* Males were more likely to recidivate (78.0% males60.9% of females).

» Recidivating youth had accumulated a greater nurobtal adjudications of delinquency in
their history than non-recidivists (6.6 vs. 5.1).

* Recidivating youth had slightly higher scores oa #J3C’s Initial Classification & Custody
Document than non-recidivists (12.7 vs. 12.4).

» Youth of color were more likely to recidivate thahite youth (79.0% vs. 61.4%).

* Youthresiding in the 15 most densely populateéd<itvere more likely to recidivate compared
with other youth (81.0% vs. 73.7%).

* Youth committed/admitted on weapons charges (as thest serious offense) were most
likely to recidivate (96.3%), followed by drug offgses (87.5%), Violations of Probation
(81.8%), public order offenses (75.0%), propertfendes (70.4%), and persons offenses
(68.3%).

« Youth committed/admitted on disorderly personsipdisorderly persons offenses (as their
most serious offense) were most likely to recice@8.9%), followed by 81.8% for Violations



of Probation, 77.1% for8degree offenses, 73.5% fdf Aegree offenses, 71.4% fdt degree
offenses, and 69.0% foPtHegree offenses.

REHABILITATION AND REENTRY PROGRAMMING ANALYSES

Youth who had a GED or high school diploma whewilegthe JJC in 2014 were less likely
to recidivate than those who did not (70.2% vs8%3).

Sex offender specific treatment is provided in begbure and residential environments. The
recidivism rate for those in secure care receigiegoffender treatment was 33.3% and 27.3%
for those receiving sex offender treatment in &esdial setting.

Intensive substance abuse treatment is providéotim secure and residential environments.
The recidivism rate for those receiving most ofitltensive substance abuse treatment in
secure care was 68.4%, as compared to 86.0% fee teceiving the majority of their intensive
substance abuse treatment in a residential setting.

Youth participating in a transitional program haldigher recidivism rate (83.9%) than youth
who did not participate in a transitional prograf2.4%).

Youth who departed secure care recidivated 34 dageer than youth departing residential
programs (278 vs. 312 days).

Youth who spent a majority (51% or more) of tha@ing in custody in secure care settings
recidivated sooner than youth who spent a majofityeir time in residential programs (290
vs. 311 days).



INTRODUCTION

This report is the result of a legislative mandastituted by P.L. 2009, c.329, (C.30: 4-
91.15). The law enforcement agencies of the NaweyeDepartment of Corrections (DOC),
New Jersey State Parole Board (SPB) and the Neseyduvenile Justice Commission (JJC)
are tasked bthe legislature to compile reports that record exaimine annual recidivism rates.
This report is also the result of a legislative nhte instituted by P.L. 2015, c. 144 (a4008). The
DOC, SPB, and JJC are tasked with measuring teetaféness of the State’s reentry initiatives
and programsThis report is the eighth in a series of reportg theasures overall recidivism
levels, describeadult and juvenile cohort characteristics and aredyecidivism factors. It is the
second report that examines reentry programmingistamt with P.L. 2015, c. 144 (A4008).

The initial sections of the report provide an infinotion and the various agencies’
mission statements. Moreover, the report provigesxdensive review of the methodology and
definitions used in this report as they may sigaifity differ between agencies. The following
sections address recidivism of the total samplke stipervised and unsupervised adults, the
adjudicated delinquefuvenile releases, and the characteristics assulwith reoffending for
the overall sampld-urthermore, the factors associated with recidivisenexamined, as are any
patterns that have developed. An exploration of rggarmgramming follows. The final section
focuses on the conclusions from the collaborating agencies.

In New Jersey, while our incarceration and crimeegahave decreased and are
trending downward, we attempt to prepare adult teshaand juvenile residents who
transition from behinds bars to law abiding citigeand back to their families. Law
enforcement agencies such as the DOC, SPB, ancohiitue to prepare adult and juvenile
offenders for release from prison.

Within the mission statement of each agency, réitaiion of these offenders who
will return to society is paramount. Each of theethagencies in this report promote offender
rehabilitation and provide services that will bo@stsuccessful transition back to the
community for adult and juvenile offenders. Theidegsm outcome report is one tool that
measures the effectiveness of New Jersey’s reemtigtives and programs. The success of
these agencies is illustrated in our recidivisresaas less juveniles are returning to juvenile
facilities and less adult offenders are returnimgrison.

Offenders start preparing for rehabilitation and reentmpadiately upon intake into our
system. Inmates receive a comprehensive plan basedhgioassessment scores at intake. The
plan includes the in-prison programs and treatment thatbeilbeneficial to an offender once
released from prison. Programs and treatment, suchdasateon, vocational classes, anger
management, and substance abuse classes, lead inonbettet understand their behavior and
provide them with skills to assist them once they reentecahenunity.

For this report, the recidivism levels of offenders redebin 2014 are analyzed. They are
divided into three groupings: unsupervised adu#ages (i.e., max outs) from the DOC; adult
offenders supervised by the New Jersey State P&8wded or Administrative Office of the
Courts (AOC) Intensive Supervision Program; and fuies released from the New Jersey
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Juvenile Justic€ommission. For the juvenile analysis, recidivisntédined as a new offense
that would be &rime if perpetrated by an adult, committed by evpusly-adjudicated youth
who has been released from a program or returnétadetcommunity. The JJC measures the
recidivism events by analyzing whether youth redglasom custody are arrested, convicted,
or incarcerated for any such new offense. AlthotlghDOC defines recidivism in terms of
reincarceration only, for the purposes of this repiie analysis is expanded to also include
data on rearrest, reconviction, or reincarceratmna community supervision violatiaihat
occurs during the follow-up period.

The report also analyzes factors related to redotryhose adult offenders released in
2014, unless otherwise noted. Specifically, analyskded to Residential Community Release
Program (RCRP) participation, drug treatment progrargminocational education and
mandatory education are completed.

AGENCY MISSION STATEMENTS
New Jersey Department of Corrections

The mission of the New Jersey Department of Caoestis to protect the public by
operating safe, secure and humane correctionditiiexi The mission is realized through
effective supervision, proper classification, apprdprieeatment of offenders, and by providing
services that promote successful re-entry intoetpciAccording to th018 budget, the
department is responsible for managing nearly $ilbibiand employing approximately 8,000
persons, including more than 5,800 in custody ot to supervise approximately 20,000
offenders. The DOC is responsible for 13 institutiorgdeiadult male correctional facilities,
three youth correctional facilities, one worserorrectional institution and a central
reception/intake unit. These facilities collectivdlouse inmates in minimum, medium and
maximum security levels. In addition, the departtmeantracts with various Residential
Community Release Program centers to provide fetrdinsition of minimum security inmates
back into the community.

The Department is committed to providing offendevéh structured learning
experiences, both academic and social, which witlamce their return to the community as
productive citizens. The DOC'’s goal is to provitie bffender with the experiencaad skills
necessary to enter the job market. Comprehensa&eeatic education and cardechnical
training are important elements to a succesBausition into society and tleorkforce.
The department also offers an array of institutioaad community-based program
opportunities for offenders, including communitypda assistancdibrary (lending and law)
services and substance abuse treatment. Other spatigkzvices include victim awareness,
chaplaincy services, transitional services, Intensive SugenviProgram and ombudsman
services, which is one of many options available to o#endo seek redress for problems and
complaints.

Additionally, the DOC, acting in conjunction with the N@ersey State Parole Board,
provides a continuum of treatment services for offendsrthey complete their sentences. Public



safety is enhanced through the development, coatidim administration and delivery of these
institutional and community-based programs andisesv

New Jersey State Parole Board

The New Jersey Parole Act of 1979 places with they Nersey State Parole Board the
authority and responsibility of deciding which intes of the State’s and of the counties’
correctional institutions shall be granted release on parmlevhat the conditions of that release
will be. Since 2001, the Board has been charged tvghresponsibility of overseeing all of the
functions, powers and duties of the State’s 374 s\parole officers who supervise and monitor
parolees. The Parole Act of 1979 created presummarole, meaning that, when an inmate
appears before a Board Panel, the assumption,ebafiything is said or reviewed, is that the
inmate has a legitimate expectation of release swhher parole eligibility date. It is therefore
important that the Board make appropriate releasestbns based on all relevant information.
To assist Board members in this important task Bibard obtains a comprehensive pre-parole
package that includes a current psychological evaluatitmdhmate as well as a risk and needs
assessment togthe LSI-R) to determine what degree of superviaod what program
placement may be appropriate if release is authorized.

The statute provides, as to offenses committed @fter August 19, 1997, that an adult
inmate shall be paroled unless he or she has failed perate in his or her own rehabilitation or
there is a reasonable expectation that the inmdkeiofate conditions of parole. This statutory
standard implements an important objective of paraiamely, to encourage an inmate to avoid
institutional disciplinary infractions and to paipate in institutional programs while
incarcerated. Once an offender is granted parddase, the Board then has the continuing
responsibility of ascertaining and monitoring compliand whe conditions of supervision that
have been established by the Board. If the pamdss not comply with the conditions of
supervision, the Board has the lawful authorityssue a warrant for the arrest of that parolee.
Following an administrative hearing, a Board Panay mither “revoke” the grant of parole and
return the parolee to prison, or modify the offenderi®igaconditions.

The Board is committed to a mission of promotingolpu safety and fostering
rehabilitation of offenders by implementing policiéisat result in effective parole case
management. The Board seeks to accomplish this thrtegadministration of an innovative
parole system. The parole system in New Jerseseadés the needs of the community, victims
and offenders through responsible decision-makimgl @upervision processes. The
implementation of this system results in effectpazole case management and serves to attain
the important goals of the Board, to increase putdifety and decrease recidivism while
promoting successful offender reintegration.

New Jersey Juvenile Justice Commission
The New Jersey Juvenile Justice Commission (JJC) is theagfatey responsible for

providing juvenile rehabilitation and parole services. Hisladd in 1995 by statute, the JJC serves
to coordinate services, planning, and policies affecting gieéint youth throughout the state.
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From prevention to parole, the JJC is a partn#érerentire juvenile justice system, redirecting the
lives of young people.

As a partner with communities, the )\&ks to identify and address specific issues that
face at-risk youth. The JJC awards millions oflatslin state, federal, and private funding each
year to communities allowing them to implement pawogs and services that help at-risk and court-
involved youth grow into successful adults. Mamyth receive the necessary interventions and
rehabilitative assistance in their communities aeder enter a JJC facility or program.

For those who require further contacthwitie juvenile justice system, a comprehensive
classification process, which involves in-depth leaions and assessments, determines each
resident’s placement in the JJC’s continuum of secare facilities, residential community
homes, and transitional programs. These toolsdifeat the rehabilitative services each young
person receives. Medical needs, education levehtah health diagnosis, substance abuse
involvement, suicide risk level, and gang affileatiare also examined and used to guide services.
Routine reassessment measures progress and didgettments to each resident’s placement and
programming.

The JJC also oversees juvenile parole and reeatwcss striving to help youth stay on
track after they return home. Each youth leaves#i€ with a structured reentry plan that includes
a monitoring schedule, required services, and gahl€ Parole Officers document each parolee’s
success with these plans and help youth reconngctiveir community through education, work,
and mentoring.

The JJC has additional significant responsibilitidsch include: partnering with counties
in implementing juvenile justice reforms designedimprove outcomes for young people and
communities; coordinating through County Youth $m¥s Commissions the planning and
expansion of local services and interventions;idistaing standards for county detention facilities
and monitoring compliance; overseeing the implei#on of education programs in county
detention facilities; and, in partnership with t@®vernor’'s Juvenile Justice & Delinquency
Prevention (JJDP) Committee, monitoring compliawié the core requirements of the federal
JJDP Act.

METHODOLOGY

Adult Sample: Department of Corrections
Recidivism Analyses

This portion of the report examines subsequent camactivity of adult offenders
released from the completion of a maximum sentavite the DOC (n=3,660) or released to
supervision by the SPB or the Administrative Offaehe Courts (AOC) Intensive Supervision
Program (n=5,448) in 2014; this resulted in theewavof criminal activity for a total sample of
9,108 adults. This study also later examinesdlease of juveniles (n=377) from the Juvenile
Justice Commission iB014. The subjects were thus placed into oneeofdtiowing three
categories: the unsupervised cohort (DOC), thersigesel cohort (SPB) and the juveni@hort
(JJC).
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The adults who are excluded from this study areraférs who were arrested outside
of New Jersey, offenders without a State Bureddeitification (SBI) number, offendewgho
were deceased, and offenders who were releasedhér agencies (e.g., released to a law
enforcement agency in another state, releasedetbeaal law enforcement agency).

The DOC provides data on athree levels of criminal activity (i.e., rearrest,
reconviction, and reincarceration), as well asatiohs of community supervision:

1. Rearrest: Defined as a rearrest on felony charggsnwhe three-year follow-up (i.e.,
1095 days) regardless of outcome. This count iredudolations forreleases
placed on parole or other forms of supervision.(drgensive Supervision Program).
The rearrest date is tracked for a review of timéatlure.

2. Reconviction: Defined as a felony reconvictiwithin the three-year follow-up (i.e.,
1095 days)This count is collected regardless of whether drtiv® offendewent on to
be readmitted to the DOC.

3. Reincarceration: Defined as a DOC readmissioma fetony convictiorwithin the three-
year follow-up periodi.e., 1095 days) This count also includes inmates released to
community supervision who are reincarcerated foewa offense only.

4. Reincarceration for a community supervision viaati Defined as a DOC
readmission for a community supervised offender wdtarns to eDOC facility
within the three-year follow-up for a violation sfipervision (e.g., dirty urine, curfew
infraction). A community supervised offender witbth a supervision violation and
an arrest for a new crime is classified under‘tbarrest” category only.

The categorizations of the index incarceration rigée were separated consistent with
the federal government’s crime typescluding weapons offenses, drug offenses, property
offenses, violent offenses, community supervisioalations, and“other” offenses. The
category of community supervision violation is ubéd to capture offenders who returned to
prison on either a technical parole violation ef@ation of another form of supervision (e.g.,
Intensive Supervision Program, supervision undegaé Law). The category of “other”
crimes includes offenses that do not fit into thieeotypologies, such as crimes against the
courts (e.g., contempt, failure to appeam)l traffic offenses.

Additional variables are included in an effort to detme whether an association with
recidivism exists. These variables include butraselimited to release type, release age,
time served on sentence, index incarceration offegender, race/ethnicity, marital status,
whether the offender completed a RCRP, disciplirsdiggations while incarcerated, education
level, and prior criminal history. The SBI number wased to electronically retrieve arrest,
conviction and incarceration information for criminal etgethat occurred within New Jersey both
before and after the 2014 release. This has allowedrcbgesa to track the number of rearrests,
reconvictions, and reincarcerations over the courseeahtiee-year follow-up.

Reentry Programming Analyses

This portion of the report examines reentry prograngmin regards to RCRP
participation (i.e., RCRP work program participatiorygltreatment house participation), drug
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treatment programming, and education programmindfei2nt analyses are completed for each
section and sample sizes are specific to each asalysless otherwise noted, the sample of
study includes inmates released from a DOC facilitycalendar year 2014. Similar to the
recidivism analyses, recidivism in this section is wedi as a reincarceration as well as a rearrest,
reconviction, and reincarceration for a communigeyvision violation.

For all analyses of the DOC adult sample, statistigalificance is determined when the
significance ofa is found to be .05 or lower, indicating a 5% riskl@ss of concluding that a
difference between groups exists when there is nahdtfference.

Juvenile Sample: Juvenile Justice Commission

Measures of Recidivism for the Juvenile Cohort

For the JJC analysis, the measures and definitions idfwison were consistent with the
work of the National Council of Juvenile Correctional Admiragirs (CJCA). Recidivism was
defined as “a new offense that would be a crime if gegped by an adult, committed by a
previously-adjudicated youth who has been released faoiprogram or returned to the
community.” Measurement of recidivism refers to the tgpe{ data used to identify an individual
as a recidivist or non-recidivist. While there are variougswhat recidivism can be measured,
the present study focused on three measures. Tlegatineary measures of recidivism considered
in the study address three distinct questions.

1. Do youth have a subsequent delinquency court filing ot addst for a new offense?

2. Do youth have a subsequent adjudication or convictioa feew offense?

3. Do youth experience a subsequent commitment to the 3d@har New Jersey Department
of Corrections for a new offense?

The three measures, therefore, are identified as:

1. New court filing/arrest (regardless of whether it resumtan adjudication of delinquency
or conviction as an adult)

2. New adjudication/conviction

3. New commitment to the JJC or NJDOC

The date recorded for the recidivism event was the avadaltéemost closely representing
when the juvenile committed (or allegedly committed) the oéfense. The study used this
offense date to determine whether a given recidivism ex@nirieed within three, six, 12, 24, or
36 months. The JJC’s Information Technology Unit predié database, based on its Juvenile
Information Management System (JIMS), containing youtiashes and relevant information to
identify youth released from JJC custody during 2(8dr. each of the releases initially identified,
an additional search was conducted with the assistance Aflithimistrative Office of the Courts
(AOC). The AOC provided recidivism-related data fromHAtmily Automated Case Tracking
System database. After matching these data, JJC stafticted case look ups for recidivism-
related data from the State Police Criminal Case History dsgab
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Note that the average age at release for youtheistudy was 18.4 years. As a result, and
as suggested by the three questions noted abevayithy reviewed both juvenile and adult records
for youth in the study in order to assess recidivis

RESULTS
Adult Sample: Department of Corrections
Recidivism Analyses

The full demographics for the 2014 released offenderdheaviewed in Table 1. During
calendar year 2014, 9,108 inmates were released frermudtody of DOC. Of the final sample,
59.8% were supervised releases and 40.2% were relemasedupervised. This is unchanged from
the proportions of unsupervised and supervised reléaged in the 2013 release cohort.

Of the total sample, the majority of released inmates wele, black and single. Most
releases had a high school diploma or higher educietieh (73.3%). The average release age for
all inmates was approximately 35 years of age.

The average number of time served across both cohast887 days; supervised releases
served nearly 100 days more time in prison (averagdiydays) compared with unsupervised
releases (averaging 808 days). The majority of inm@B%) had at least one previous DOC
admission and the largest proportion of inmates wendngea sentence for a violent offense,
followed by drug-related offenses. Almost 31% of all retelasffenders in 2014 attended a RCRP
and of this number approximately 78% were successfulfRR@inpletions.
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Table 1. 2014 Release Cohort Characteristics

Gender
Male 5059 (92.9) 3441 (94.0) 8500 (93.3)
Female 389 (7.1) 219 (6.0) 608 (6.7)
Race/Ethnicity***
White 1728 (31.7) 960 (26.3) 2688 (29.5)
Black 2795 (51.3) 2245 (61.4) 5040 (55.4)
Hispanic 870 (16.0) 436 (11.9) 1306 (14.4)
Other 52 (1.0) 14 (0.4) 66 (0.7)
Marital Status***
Single 3687 (81.0) 2219 (83.8) 5906 (82.0)
Married 452 (9.9) 188 (7.1) 640 (8.9)
Divorced 211 (4.6) 139 (5.2) 350 (4.9)
Separated 186 (4.1) 83 (3.1) 269 (3.7)
Widowed 18 (0.4) 19 (0.7) 37 (0.5)
Education Level***
Some schooling, not a high school graduate 1281} 1057 (30.3) 2338 (26.8)
High school graduate/HSE 3402 (64.9) 2149 (61.5) 5551 (63.6)
Some college and beyond 557 (10.6) 286 (8.2) (8473
Mean Prior Arrests (sd)*** 6.2 (6.4) 9.4 (8.3) 7.5 (7.4)
Mean Prior Convictions (sd)*** 3.6 (4.0) 5.8 (5.4) 4.5 (4.8)
Mean Prior DOC admissions (sd)*** 0.82 (1.2) 1.6 (1.5) 1.1 (1.4)
Prior DOC History***
No prior admissions 3069 (56.3) 1039 (28.4) 4B1)
1 prior admission 1171 (21.5) 1014 (27.7) 21862
2 prior admissions 632 (11.6) 676 (18.5) 1308414
3 prior admissions 353 (6.5) 481 (13.1) 834 (9.2)
4+ prior admissions 223 (4.1) 450 (12.3) 673)7.4
Index Incarceration Offense***
Violent 1760 (32.5) 431 (11.9) 2191 (24.2)
Weapons 392 (7.2) 560 (15.4) 952 (10.5)
Property 822 (15.2) 638 (17.6) 1460 (16.1)
Drugs 1339 (24.7) 731 (20.1) 2070 (22.9)
Community Supervision Violation 834 (15.4) 1028.6) 1869 (20.6)
Other 276 (5.1) 236 (6.5) 512 (5.7)
Mean Release Age (sd)*** 34.8 (10.3) 36.4 (10.5) 35.4 (10.4)
Mean Time Served — Days (sd)*** 907.0 (1088.9) 807.6 (1167.7) 867.1 (1122.2)
Attended RCRP* 1621 (29.8) 1181 (32.3) 2802 (30.8)
Completed RCRP*** 1344 (82.9) 830 (70.3) 2174 (77.6)

Note * p<.05; ***p<.001

Percentages may not sum to 100 due to missingnirafoon.
Column counts may not sum to supervised and unsiggertotals due to missing information.
HSE is the abbreviation of High School Equivalency.
The completed RCRP variable only includes thosenaférs who attended a RCRP.
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Table 2. 2014 Release Cohort Recidivism

Rearrest***
Yes 2326 (42.7) 2336 (63.8) 4662 (51.2)
No 3122 (57.3) 1324 (36.2) 4446 (48.8)
Reconviction ***
Yes 1590 (29.2) 1871 (51.1) 3461 (38.0)
No 3858 (70.8) 1789 (48.9) 5647 (62.0)
Reincarceration***
Yes 2106 (38.7) 671 (18.3) 2777 (30.5)
No 3342 (61.3) 2989 (81.7) 6331 (69.5)
Time to Rearrest***
6 months 492 (21.2) 906 (38.8) 1398 (30.0)
12 months 502 (21.6) 585 (25.0) 1087 (23.3)
18 months 400 (17.2) 356 (15.2) 756 (16.2)
24 months 388 (16.7) 215 (9.2) 603 (12.9)
30 months 296 (12.7) 153 (6.5) 449 (9.6)
36 months 248 (10.7) 121 (5.2) 369 (7.9)
Mean Time to Rearrest
_- Days*** (sd) 468.22 (299.7) 331.74 (273.6) 399.84 (294.9)
Mean Time to Parole
Violation — Days' SIS ()

Note. *** p<.001.

Table 2 shows the recidivism for the 2014 cohoret#ases. During the three year follow-
up period, 51.2% of the overall sample was reates88% were reconvicted and 31% were
reincarcerated in a state prison facility. Of thpeyvised releases, 42.7% were rearrested. Sixty-
four percent of the unsupervised releases wereresgad. This pattern is repeated for
reconvictions, as 51% of the unsupervised releases reconvicted compared with 29% of the
supervised cohort. Conversely, almost 39% of thEertised releases returned to prison, while
18.3% of the unsupervised releases returned @@ gtison facility.

It should be noted that these disparities may tratable to differences in supervision
levels. The results of comparative analyses betwepervised and unsupervised offenders may
be misinterpreted because supervised offendersudnject to greater scrutiny than unsupervised
offenders, and thus may be returned to prison grigdlater frequency due to technical violations or
other reasons that would not occur among an ungiggerpopulation.
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Table 3. Eight-year Comparison of Recidivism Percdages

2007 57% 45% 37%
2008 54% 42% 35%
2009 53% 39% 32%
2010 53% 42% 32%
2011 53% 40% 31%
2012 53% 40% 31%
2013 52% 38% 30%
2014 51% 38% 31%

Table 3 shows the recidivism percentages for regameconviction and reincarceration for
the 2014 release cohort, along with the recidivencentages for the previous seven release
cohort years. The 2014 release cohort experiencatial decrease in rearrests, reconvictions
remained the same and the reincarceration ratelesuup to 31%.

Figure 1. Index Incarceration Offense for 2014 Relase Cohort

7

Graphically displayed in Figure 1 is the overalingpde’s index incarceration offense on
record. This represents the most serious offengary inmates were serving time for before
their release in 2014. The offenses were identifieelonging to one of six categories which
included violent, weapons, drugs, property, comiyusupervision violations and other offenses.
The “other” category is a general category for ¢hoffenses that are not captured by the four
major crime types; the other category may alsausheladministrative offenses and public order
offenses.

Those offenders who returned to prison for a comtgusupervision violation (i.e.,

technical parole violation, Megan’s Law supervisianlation, Intensive Supervision Program
violation) are also captured here. The chart alodeates that 24% of the released sample was
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serving time for a violent offense. This is folled closely by drug offenses (23%) and
community supervision violations (21%).

Table 4. Breakdown of Oriﬁinal Bookini Offense forCommuniti Suiervision Violators

Violent 700 37.5
Weapons 109 5.8
Property 362 194
Drugs 508 27.2
Other 190 7.0
Total 1869 3.2

Note: Original booking offense data were missing for omeate.

Table 4 further explores the original booking offea for the 21% of community
supervision violators in the pie chart above. Thaamty of supervision violators originally
served sentences for violent and drug offense$¥8and 27.2% respectively, totaling 64.7%).
Property offenses comprised 19.4% of the samplédewdther” offenses comprised 10.2%. Only
a small portion of the original booking offenses $apervision violators were weapon offenses
(5.8%).

Figure 2. Reincarceration Rates and Readmission @nses Grouped by Admission Offense
for 2014 Release Cohort
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Readmission rates, as grouped by admission offeaadye viewed in Figure 2. Of inmates
with a return to custody on record within threerggaost-release, individuals initially serving time
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for a violent or drug offense were most likely &iurn to prison. Specifically, released inmates
with a violent index offense were reincarcerated edte of 27.7% and released inmates with an
index drug offense were reincarcerated at a rafd df%. Released inmates initially serving time
for a community supervision violation or properffense were next most likely to return to DOC
custody, at rates of 19.7% and 19.6%, respectiviéhally, of those inmates who returned to
prison within 36 months, 6.5% initially served tifioe a weapons offense and 5.4% initially served
time for an “other” offense.

The types of readmission offenses, as groupedépwrtiiginal index incarceration offense,
are also presented in Figure 2. Overall, releaz®dies who were reincarcerated within 36 months
were predominately readmitted for community supeovi violations, regardless of admission
offense.

There was little variation in readmission offenaesoss categories. However, the second
most frequent category for readmission tended thésame offense type the inmate served time
for initially. For example, released inmates whiiatly served time for violent offenses were
most frequently readmitted for violent offensegdaicommunity supervision violations). The
same can be said for property, drug and other défien The only exception to this rule were
inmates serving time for a weapons offense (whdedrio be readmitted for drug offenses).

Factors Associated with Rearrest

This outcome study examined differences betweesetiado were and were not rearrested
on a number of variables often assumed to congilbatrecidivistic behavior. Rearrest was
explored in place of other metrics of recidivismgcls as reincarceration, to create the most robust
analyses. A rearrest signifies an individual'stficentact with the criminal justice system post-
release. Additionally, utilizing a reconviction oeincarceration event often leads to smaller
sample sizes for analysis due to the time lag edebetween a release and a reconviction or
reincarceration.

The analysis revealed that for the population ssdan 2014, ten factors, out of the eleven
entered into the model, were associated with reamdthin three years. As can be seen in
Appendix B, these factors included gender, raceieitly, age at release, release status (supervised
vs unsupervised), the number of prior convictighs,number of prior DOC admissions, original
admission offense, the amount of time served, tmber of disciplinary allegations while
incarcerated for the current offense, and compiatican RCRP. Educational attainment in and of
itself was not found to be a predictor of rearrésdugh attainment of a college degree was a
significant predictor in the analysis. The factergered in the model explained 23.9% of the
variance in the dependent variable of rearrestthémmore, the model was significant
(x*(19)=1709.89p<.001).

Gender. Gender was significantly related to the likelihaafdearrest. Specifically, compared to
females, males had 1.4 times the odds of rearidsitwihe three-year follow-up periog<.001).

Race/Ethnicity. The variable of race/ethnicity was significantbivariate tests of independence
and multivariate regression models. Proportiondllgck inmates were rearrested more compared

19



to white and Hispanic inmateg?(3)=163.27,p<.001). Multivariate statistics indicated that
race/ethnicity was predictive of rearrest; compdoedhite releases, black releases had increased
odds of a rearrest of 1.2. However, when compapedtite releases, Hispanic releases had
decreased odds of a rearrest (.76).

Age at release. Younger inmates were more likely to be rearresteh tolder inmates; the
differences across age were statistically sigmficlnmates who were rearrested were younger
than those who were not rearrestdd=0B3.8 years,sd= 9.7 vs.M=37.2 years,sd= 10.8,
t(8904.8)=15.80p<.001). Multivariate statistics indicated that agaswnversely related to the
odds of rearrest; for every one year increase & g inmate’s odds of a new arrest decreased by
a factor of almost one (0.93).

Release Satus. The inmate’s release type (supervised vs. unsigaetywas a significant predictor
of whether the inmate was rearrested, with supedvisleases maintaining statistically lower odds
of rearrest (.60).

Prior Conviction History. The average number of prior convictions for thé $ample of inmates
was 4.5 (sd= 4.8), indicating the sample of relgasad extensive criminal histories, and
approximately 82% of inmates who were rearrestetl dh@revious conviction on record. Prior
conviction history was significantly related to thikelihood of a rearrest. For every additional
prior conviction an inmate had, the odds of reamese increased by a factor of 1.1. This pattern
shows an expected ratio of one prior convictiordoh subsequent rearrest.

Prior Correctional History/DOC Admissions. The average number of prior admissions for thle ful
sample of inmates was 1.4€ 1.4). Highlighting the importance of this varlas an indicator

of continued offending, bivariate results demortstithat 56.7% of those with one prior state
prison term were rearrested, 57.6% of those with gvior terms were rearrested, 62.8% of those
with three prior terms were rearrested, and 71.8%ase with four or more prior incarcerations
were rearreste¢{(4)=398.13p<.001). Prior correctional history was significantglated to the
likelihood of rearrest. For every additional pr&tate incarceration, the odds of rearrest were
increased by a factor of 1.1.

Index Incarceration Offense on Record. The index incarceration offense was significant in
bivariate tests of independence and multivariajeagsion models predicting a new arrest. Inmates
serving time for weapons, property, drug, “otherid community supervision offenses had an
increased probability of a new arrest when compdcediolent offenders, with community
supervision violations maintaining the highest odfisearrest (2.2). Specifically, inmates who
committed community supervision violations (65%rrest), property (57.7% rearrest), weapon
(53.8% rearrest), “other” (51.8% rearrest) and dfp@.9% rearrest) offenses were rearrested
proportionally more than inmates who committedaent offense (34.1% rearregt(5)=424.89,
p<.001).

Time Served. Time served was significantly associated with restrpatterns. Compared to those

who served sentences up to one year, inmates wkiedssentences of two years or more had
decreased odds of a rearrest by a factor of .87.
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Disciplinary Allegations. The number of disciplinary allegations againstranate while in prison
was positively and significantly associated withrrest. For every discipline that an inmate had
on record for the current incarceration, the odfigearrest were increased by a factor of
approximately 1.0.

Education Level. Although education level was not a significant jceat of rearrest in and of
itself, it is worth noting that inmates with an edtional attainment of a college degree or higher
were significantly less likely to have an arresthivi three years than those with dhd@rade or
less educatiorp&.05).

RCRP Completion. Finally, inmates who attended and completed an R@&#® significantly less
likely to have a rearrest in the follow up periaiipared with those who did not attend or complete
RCRP programs.05).

REHABILITATION, REENTRY AND TREATMENT INITIATIVESA T DOC

DOC offers rehabilitation, re-entry and treatmenitiatives at DOC facilities and
contracted RCRPs to include education, vocatiorahing, work release, and drug treatment
programming.

Taking into account that different inmates willrfdifferently based on factors discussed
above, when assessing overall program effectivetles®OC uses three key factors to determine
which programs and services allow the offenderctoeve the best results. First, the department
examines how facility-based programs and servioagpare to a nationally recognized evidence-
based practice research on “what works.” Sectdetis a continual examination of internal data
on those released offenders that return to DOCodystThird, the department examines the
inmate’s progress with practicing skills they deysd from programming. Finally, inmates are
provided an opportunity to express which departadgmograms they believe best assisted them
with achieving their fullest potential and theicoenmendations for program improvement by
completing feedback surveys.

Education

Vocational, adult mandatory and youthful offendedisication programming are offered at
DOC facilities. Analyses of each program are presgbelow.

Adult Mandatory Education

Under N.J.S.A. 30:4-92.1 (P.L. 2009, c.330) inmates are over the age of 21 who do
not have a high school diploma or high school egjency degree (HSE) and have 18 months or
more remaining on their sentence before a manda®ease date are eligible for mandatory
education programming to obtain an HSE. Adult nao/ education programming is available
at all 13 facility locations.

Data related to inmate Test of Adult Basic EducatfdABE) scores and High School
Equivalency (HSE) obtainment were examined.

21



There were 406 inmates who participated in mangatducation from the 2014 release
cohort. Note: Implementation of N.J.S.A. 30:4-9@cturred as a series of incremental stages and
participation in educational services increasethf2®13 to 2016. The group’s mean score for the
first TABE test on record for the booking was 58<2.8). The mean score for the last TABE test
on record was 7.4 (sd=3.9). A significant improesinin average scores was noted between the
first test and the last te4{467)=-6.42 p<.001).

Of the 406 inmates who participated in mandatorycatdon and released in 2014, 34.2%
took a HSE exam while incarcerated. Of those valoi an exam, 88% passed.

Recidivism information for the cohort of releasadates who participated in mandatory
education is found below (Table 5).

Table 5. Recidivism Details for Mandatory EducationParticipation

Mandatory Education No Mandatory
Participants Education
n=406 n=8,703
Mean (sd) Percent Mean (sd) Percent
Number of Rearrests** 1.7 (2.1) 62.6 1.3(2.1) 50.6
Number of Reconvictions** 0.8 (1.1) 47.5 0.7 (1.2) 37.6
Number of Reincarcerations 0.3 (0.5) 32.5 0.3 (0.5) 30.4
Number of Reincarcerations
for a Community Supervisior, 0.3 (0.5) 27.8 0.3 (0.5) 31.3
Violation

Note. ** p<.01 int-tests of significance. Number of Reincarceratimrsaf Community Supervision Violation
includes only those inmates who were placed onrsigien at release.

Youthful Offenders Education

DOC provides education programming for youthfuleoffers as required by the State
Facilities Education Act. The State Facilities Ealion Act (SFEA) of 1979 (N.J.S.A. 18A:7B-1
et seq.) was enacted for the purpose of providithgpeough and efficient education to all eligible
students in State facilities. All youth offendersder the age of 20, as well as those under age 21
with an Individualized Educational Plan (IEP), @revided traditional high school coursework.
Students earn credits from their home school disttoward the fulfillment of their high school
diplomas. Youth students are mandated to attenl soiersework until they reach an ineligible
age. SFEA programming is available at three DQfations:Mountainview Youth Correctional
Facility, Garden State Youth Correctional Facilapd Edna Mahan Correctional Facility

One hundred seven (107) inmates who were releas@@14 were eligible for SFEA
programming. The mean first TABE test on recordtf@ index booking within the cohort was
5.6 (sd=3.4). The mean score for the last TABE ¢estecord was 5.37 (sd=4.1). A significant
improvement was not noted in average scores was rizgtween the first test and the last test
(t(88)=.52,n.5)).
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Of the 107 SFEA inmates released in 2014, 52 (4P a high school diploma or higher
education level listed on record at the time oéask.

Table 6 presents the recidivism information for t@hort of released inmates who
participated in SFEA programming. The percentagfeSFEA inmates who were rearrested,
reconvicted, and reincarcerated were found to b&b6,758%, and 55%, respectively.
Approximately 45% of SFEA inmates were returnedptson for a community supervision
violation. SFEA inmates are a distinct group whaorot be compared to the general population
of inmates on measures of recidivism because af éige.

Table 6. Recidivism Details for SFEA Inmates

Mean (sd), Range| Percent
Number of Rearrests 1.8 (1.8), 0-9 72.9
Number of Reconvictions 0.9(1.1),0-5 57.9
Number of Reincarcerations 0.6 (0.6), 0-2 55.1
\N/_umb_er of Reincarcerations for a Community Supewis 0.5 (.6), 0-2 44.9
iolation

Note. Number of Reincarcerations for a Community Sup&wid/iolation includes only those inmates who were
placed on supervision at release.

Vocational Education

DOC provides vocational education programs to tesiat all facilities. There are 23
courses of study which include cabinetmaking, cdshlogy/barbering, plumbing, and graphic
arts, among others.

Recidivism for inmates who participated in vocaibaducation (n=1,228; 13.5% of all
releases) was examined (Table 7). Differencesdmtwocational education participants and non-
participants were noted for rearrests, reconvisti@md reincarcerations. The average number of
rearrests was 1.4 (sd=2.2) for those releases whoad progress through a vocational education
program; this represented a statistically signiftcdifference from the vocational education
participantst(1777.02)=5.9p<.001). The average number of reconvictions onrceaere found
to be lower for vocational education participargsnon-participantdf=0.5 vocational education,
M=0.7 non-vocational educatiomn(1955.26)=8.6p<.001)). A lower percentage of vocational
education participants were reincarcerated compadcedhon-participants. There were no
differences between the groups for a return taprfer a community supervision violation.
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Table 7. Recidivism Details for Vocational Educatn Inmates

Vocational Education Non-Participants
Participants n=7 881
n=1,228 '

Mean (sd) Percent Mean (sd) Percent
Number of Rearrests*** 1.1 (1.9 44.3 1.4 (2.2) 52.3
Number of Reconvictions*** 0.5 (0.9) 28.4 0.7 (1.2) 39.5
Number of
Reincarcerations** 0.3 (0.5) 26.9 0.3 (0.5) 31.0
Number of Reincarcerations
for a Community Supervisior] 0.3 (0.5) 28.8 0.3 (0.5) 27.8
Violation

Note. *** p<.001 int-tests of significance.
Number of Reincarcerations for a Community Supémi¥iolation includes only those inmates who wpl&ced

on supervision at release.

Employment rates for all inmates post-release vetratified by vocational education
participation (Table 8). Statistically significadifferences in the employment rates were found
between the vocational education and non-vocatiedatation groups during the one-, two- and
three-year follow-up intervals. Overall, 95% of iat@s who participated in vocational education
were employed at any time during the three-yedoioup period compared with 94% of inmates
who did not receive vocational education (this didt represent a statistically significant
difference). The results of this analysis sugghat the majority of inmates are able to find
employment within three years of release, but éinployment is typically not consistent across
the years.

Table 7. Vocational Education and Post-Release Erdgyment

Vocational Education No Vocational
Sample Education
n=618 n=3,540
Employed at Any Time Within Year One* 81.4% 75.5%
Employed at Any Time Within Year Two* 67.2% 62.1%
Employed at Any Time Within Year Three 64.1% 59.4%
Employed at Any Time Within Three Yea 95.1% 93.9%

Note. * p<.05; *p<.01
Drug Treatment

The DOC provides addiction treatment services gosiibstance use disorder offender
population. The DOC has made significant changedrtig treatment services since the 2014
cohort was released which will be reflected in fatteports. Licensed drug treatment programs
are now available at eight Residential CommunitieBsge Program (RCRP) facilities (i.e., CURA
Inc., Fenwick House, Garrett House, The Harbor, éHéfall, Kintock-Bridgeton, Kintock-
Newark, and Tully House) and, after an extensianping and renovation process, Mid-State
Correctional Facility reopened in April 2017 as tinst licensed, clinically driven drug treatment
prison operated by the DOC. Living in Balance (LiB)a research-based, psycho-educational
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program which provides treatment sessions for pesrgdio abuse or are addicted to alcohol and
other drugs of abuse. Participation is dependensesntence length and RCRP eligibility. LIB
programs are available in all DOC facilities. Theggging the Family (ETF) program engages the
spouse/committed partner and children of inmatesdli&s in the end of the criminal and addictive
lifestyle of their loved ones. The goals of thegmam are to strengthen marriage and family
relationships of inmates, enhance the well-beinghilfiren of incarcerated fathers, and motivate
and prepare incarcerated fathers to maintain drery dnd crime free lifestyles. Participation is
focused on inmates who will serve the entiretynait sentence behind bars. ETF is available in
nine DOC facilities. Alcoholics Anonymous is avéila in all DOC facilities, Narcotics
Anonymous is available in two facilities, and GaerblAnonymous is available in one facility.

Recidivism for the group of individuals who parngiated in drug programming (n=3,054)
was examined (Table 9). Inmates who participatebiug programming or successfully completed
a drug treatment RCRP were statistically diffefemin those who did not on rearregt(()=6.64,
p=.01), reconvictiony?(1)=13.95,p<.001), and reincarceration outcomg¥¥)=19.27,p<.001),
in that their rates of recidivism were lower thamparticipants on these measures.

Table 8. 2014 Release Cohort Drug Program Particgnts and Recidivism

Rearrested** 49.3% 52.1%
Reconvicted*** 35.3% 39.3%
Reincarcerated*** 27.5% 32.0%
R_elnc_arcerated for a Community Supervision 27 8% 28 0%
Violation

Note. ** p<.01; ***p<.001.

Non-participants were defined as inmates who a#draddrug treatment RCRP and were returned to a facifity
(i.e. non-completers) or DOC inmates who nevemnate a drug treatment RCRP or participated in ang d
treatment programming.

Drug treatment RCRPs in operation in 2014 incluG&tRA Inc., Fenwick, Hope Hall, Harbor House, Kirtec
Bridgeton, Garrett House, and Tully House.

Reincarcerated for a Community Supervision Violatiocludes only those inmates who were placed perstision
at release.

NJDOC RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY RELEASE PROGRAMS

DOC currently has 15 RCRP facilities which servéhboale and female inmates. Of these
facilities, one is a special needs program, two asgessment centers, four are work release
programs, and eight are correctional treatmentrarag with a work release component.

Of the 9,109 inmates who were released in the 3@a4, 2,802 (30.8%) were admitted to

a RCRP and 2,174 (23.9%) of the full release cobmmpleted a RCRP. Approximately 78% of
those admitted to an RCRP completed an RCRP.
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Criminal histories of all inmates within this samphere followed for 36-months post-
release. All four measures of recidivism were lovegrinmates who completed RCRPs in 2014
compared to those who did not complete a RCRP.dR&sin details are set forth in Table 10
below.

Table 9. RCRP Completion and Recidivism

Rearrested*** 47.7% 52.3%
Reconvicted*** 33.4% 39.4%
Reincarcerated*** 22.8% 32.9%
Sggti%rgﬁiated for a Community Supervisior 20.5% 30.4%

Note.*** p<.001.

Non-participants were defined as inmates who aéér@dRCRP and were returned to a DOC facility fion-
completers) or DOC inmates who never attended afRRCR

There were 15 RCRP facilities in 2014. They inciidalbot Hall, Bo Robinson, Columbus House, CURA. |n
Fenwick, Garrett House, Harbor House, Hope Haltéck-Bridgeton, Kintock-Newark, Tully House, Clomt
House, Fletcher House, Urban Renewal 1 and Urbae\wa 2.

Reincarcerated for a Community Supervision Violatiocludes only those inmates who were placed perstision
at release.

Work Release Programs

The four work release programs that were operating014 included Clinton House,
Fletcher House, Urban Renewal 1 (male only) andabbiRenewal 2 (female only). Recidivism
within 36-months of release was examined for insataticipating in work release programs (see
Table 11). Recidivism on every measure of follow{ogarrest, reconviction, reincarceration,
reincarceration for a community supervision viaa)i was lower for inmates who completed a
work program in 2014 compared to those who didcootplete a work program.

Table 10. Work Release and Recidivism

Rearrested*** 41.0% 51.7%
Reconvicted*** 26.5% 38.5%
Reincarcerated*** 14.8% 31.2%
R_elnc_arcerated for a Community Supervision 14.9% 28 5%
Violation***

% p<.001.

Reincarcerated for a Community Supervision Violatiocludes only those inmates who were placed perstision
at release.

In addition, income data for inmates within the 20dohort were requested of the
Department of Labor (DOL). Data were available 4¢t58 inmates. No statistically significant
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differences between work releases and non-worksekewere found, indicating that work releases
and non-work releases maintained similar levelsroployment within the three-year follow-up
period.

Table 11. Work Release and Employment Rates

Work Release| No Work Release
n=248 n=3,910
Employed at Any Time Within Year One 80.2% 76.1%
Employed at Any Time Within Year Two 65.7% 62.7%
Employed at Any Time Within Year Thre¢ 58.9% 60.1%
Employed at Any Time Within Three Yed 91.5% 94.2%

Correctional Treatment Programs with a Wor k Rel ease Component

Eight of the current contracted RCRP facilities @everectional treatment programs with a
work release component. In these facilities, dmagtiment is provided for three months and
continues throughout an inmate’s participation he tvork release component. One of these
facilities is specialized to serve special needsaites with mental health issues only.

In 2014, the eight correctional treatment prograwit a work release component were
CURA Inc., Fenwick, Garrett House, Harbor Housepeéidall, Kintock-Bridgeton, Kintock-
Newark, and Tully House. Recidivism within 36-maostbf release was examined for inmates
participating in correctional treatment programshva work release component (see Table 13).
All measures of recidivism (i.e., rearrest, recation, reincarceration, and reincarceration for a
community supervision violation) were statisticaltywer for inmates who completed these
facilities in 2014 compared to those who did natipgate or complete these facilities.

Table 12. Correctional Treatment Programs with a Work Release Component and

Recidivism
Rearrested** 47.7% 51.9%
Reconvicted*** 33.6% 38.9%
Reincarcerated*** 20.6% 32.5%
Sggti%rgiiated for a Community Supervisior 20.2% 29,50

Note. **p<.01; ***p<.001.
Juvenile Justice Commission
2014 Release Cohort: Youth Characteristics
The 2014 cohort was comprised of 377 youth relefsed JJC facilities. All juveniles

were released from a committed (67.1%) or a probati status (32.9%). More than a third
(41.4%) of the cohort left from secure care (100Pthose were committed youth), 56.8% left
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from residential programs (45.3% were committed ad% were probationers), and 1.9% left
from day programs (100% probationers). The avelaggth of stay in custody was 393 days,
which was an increase of 44 days from 2013. Theageelength of stay was 347 days for youth
departing residential programs (an increase of@® drom 2013), 466 days for youth departing
secure care (up almost 70 days from 2013), andda§8 for youth departing day programs (an
increase of 20 days from 2013).

Of the youth released, 93.9% were males and 6.1% feegnales. The average age at
release was 18.4 years. The racial breakdown o€dhert was 64.7% Black, 23.6% Hispanic,
11.7% White (or 11.7% White and 88.3% non-WhifEfle majority of the youth served sentences
for persons offenses (37.7%), followed by violatoof probation (VOP) (36.3%), weapons
offenses (7.2%), property offenses (7.2%), drugrdés (6.4%), and public order offenses (5.3%).

2014 Release Cohort Recidivism Rates

The reporting of results begins with a focus oreaamination of the overall recidivism
rates for youth released from JJC custody in 2044 shown in Figure 3, the rate of recidivism
increased over time through the three-year pepoédch of the three measures, although there is
a noticeable slowing after 12 months. By one yeldowing release, 63.6% of the youth released
in 2014 had a new court filing/arrest. In addititess than half (41.1%) committed a new offense
resulting in an adjudication/conviction, while 1% fe-offended resulting in a new commitment
to a State facility. At two years following releasecidivism rates had increased: almost three-
quarters (73.3%) had a new court filing/arrest1%.had a new adjudication/conviction, and
21.8% had a new commitment to a State facility. tlBge years after release, slightly more than
three quarters of the youth had new court filinge&ts (76.9%), 58.9% had new
adjudications/convictions, and 23.9% had new comeniits, representing 90 of the 377 youth.

The study also examined average time to recidi@iatelays) for all youth re-offending
within three years. Average time to recidivate wagollows:

» for those with a new court filing/arrest, 301 dé¥8.0 months);

» for those with a new adjudication/conviction, 2&¥8 (9.6 months); and

» for those with a new commitment, 311 days (10.3 tms)n
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Figure 3. Overall Recidivism Rates for Youth Relesed from JJC Custody in 2014
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Recent Trends in Juvenile Recidivism

As part of the analysis, a comparison was made thighprevious years’ findings with
regard to the three measures of juvenile recidivigks indicated in the table below, new court
filings/arrests have decreased over time, down peécentage points since 2011. New
adjudications/convictions have decreased by 12rtepgage points since 2011. And, most
importantly, the data demonstrate that over tinexethas been a decrease in the percentage of
youth recidivating and returning to the system watimew commitment. This is down 8.7
percentage points from 2011. This positive changama that of the youth in the 2014 cohort,
76.1% were maintained in the community.

Table 14. Recent Trends in Juvenile Recidivism, 2Q1to 2014-REVISED

Release Year Court Filing/Arrest | Adjudication/Conviction| Commitment
2011 82.5% 71.09% 32.6%6
2012 78.9% 67.7% 33.1%
2013 78.9% 67.6% 30.2%
2014 76.9% 58.9% 23.9%

11n 2017, the JJC hired a Manager for the ResemrdHEvaluation Unit. During the first year, the d\aer revisited
all data and analyses that were reported whileutiewas without a manager. The multi-year taliiase been
adjusted and revised based on that rigorous regfgyast reports. All data with a plus (+) denotpdated analyses
based on the Manager’s review.
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The JJC also examined changes in the time it tookduth to re-offend, measured in days
from the date of a youth'’s release to the date-afffense. Since 2011, time to recidivate for court
filing/arrest has increased (a positive findinghjl time to recidivate for adjudication/conviction
and new commitments has decreased, as seen inTmble

Table 15. Average Time To Recidivate In Days, 20%h 2014-REVISED

Release Year Court Filings/Arrest| Adjudication/Conviction | Commitment
2011 286 301 335
2012 310 326 333
2013 277 288 308
2014 301 289 311

Differencesin Recidivism: Youth Characteristics

This recidivism study examined differences betwiase who did and those who did not
recidivate in terms of a limited number of youthadcteristics available for examination. The
analysis of bivariate relationships revealed tbatte released population examined in this report,
among the variables having substantial portionbath committed and probationer youth data
available, six factors were associated at a Stalbt significant level with recidivism within tiee
years (on one or more of the three measures).

Gender. Released males were more likely to have reddd/ahan females. The
recidivism rate for males was higher for new cdilitigs/arrests within three years of release
(78.0% vs. 60.9%), for new adjudications/convictions (60.7% vs. 30*%% and for new
commitments (25.1% vs. 4.3%*%).

Race/Ethnicity. Released Black youth were most likely to havel laanew court
filing/arrest (82.4%), followed by Hispanic youtB9(7%), and White youth (61.4%).Again,
Black youth were most likely to have received a ragjudication/conviction (63.1%), followed
by White youth (52.3%), and Hispanic youth (50.6%/jnally, Black youth were more likely to
have received a new commitment (27.0%) followedHispanic youth (20.2%), and White youth
(13.6%)’

As part of the analysis, race/ethnicity was recoohéd “minority” and “nonminority”
categories (with White as the sole race/ethnicitggory coded as nonminority). Minority youth
were more likely to have had a new court filingéstr (79.0% vs. 61.4%%),a new
adjudication/conviction (59.8% vs. 52.3%@s well as a new commitment (25.2% vs. 1318%)

2 X?=3.556, df=1, p=.059.

3 Statistically significant relationships are idéieti using an *X?>=8.19, df=1, p=.004.
4 X?=5.138, df=1, p=.023.

5X?=12.732, df=2, p=.002.

6 X2=5.144, df=2, p=.076.

7 X?=4.543, df=2, p=.103.

8 X2=6.794, df=1, p=.009.

9 X?=0.900, df=1, p=.343.

10x2=2.872, df=1, p=.090.
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Municipality of Residence. Released youth were categorized as residimanénof the
fifteen most densely populated New Jersey cities (frban 15 areas) or ndtThose residing in
the Urban 15 areas were more likely than thoseomWrban 15 areas to have recidivated based
on new court filings/arrests (81.0% vs. 73.7%).Additionally, youth residing in the Urban 15
areas were more likely to have a new adjudicatmm/iction, (65.5% vs. 53.6%*) and a new
commitment (30.4% vs. 18.7%%*}. When honing in on the six most densely populated Jersey
cities}® the relationship between recidivism and residemeeomes more pronounced. Those
residing in the Urban 6 areas were more likely tthense in any other areas to have recidivated
based on new court filings/arrests (82.4% vs. 73)6%Additionally, youth residing in the Urban
6 areas were more likely to have a new adjudicatamviction (68.3% vs. 53.2%)and a new
commitment (33.1% vs. 18.3%%.

Number of Adjudications. The average number of adjudications of delingyen
accumulated by youth at the time of commitment/adion to the JJC (both prior and current
adjudications) was 6.1. The average number ofdachtions for youth who experienced a new
court filing/arrest within three years of releasaswhigher than for those who did not (6.4 vs.
5.1*).1°® The same was true for new adjudications/convisti6.6 vs. 5.4*f° and for new
commitments (6.3 vs. 6.6).

Type of Offense. Youth committed/admitted to the JJC for weapfiernses were most
likely to have had a new court filing/arrest withiree years (96.3%), followed by those entering
with drug offenses (87.5%), Violations of ProbatiBlOPs, 81.8%), public order (75.0%),
property offenses (70.4%), and then persons offens@8.3%).22 For new
adjudications/convictions, the highest rate waswWeapon offenses (74.1%), followed by VOPs
(67.2%), drug offenses (66.7%), public order ofeen§65.0%), property offenses (55.6%), and
finally persons offenses (46.5%* Finally, for new commitments, the highest ratesiar
weapon offenses (33.3%), followed by VOPs (28.584)lic order offenses (25.0%), property
offenses (18.5%), and then person offenses (183%).

Degree of Offense.  Youth committed/admitted to the JJC for disosdpersons or petty
disorderly persons offenses (DP/PDP) were morégylitkehave had a new court filing/arrest within

1 The Urban 15 Cities are as follows: Bayonne Gtgmden City, Clifton City, East Orange City, Ebzgh City,
Irvington Town, Jersey City, Newark City, Passaity(Paterson City, Toms River Township, TrentotyCUnion
City, Vineland and Woodbridge Township.

12X2=2.772, df=1, p=.096.

13 X2=5.436, df=1, p=.020.

14 X2=7.011, df=1, p=.008.

5 The six most densely populated cities are: CamBlrabeth, Jersey City, Newark, Paterson andtoren

16 X2=3.842, df=1, p=.050.

17 X?=8.356, df=1, p=.004.

18 X2=10.669, df=1, p=.001.

9F=6.477, df=1, p=.011.

20 F=7.851, df=1, p=.005.

21 F=0.233, df=1, p=.630.

22 X2=15.650, df=5, p=.008.

23 X2=16.502, df=5, p=.006.

24 X2=5,796, df=5, p=.327.
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three years (88.9%), followed by those enterindiwiOPs (which have no designated degree)
(81.8%), ¥ degree offenses (77.1%Y%2legree offense (73.5%})" degree offenses (71.4%), and
finally 15 degree offenses (69.0%)For new adjudications/convictions, the highest maas for
youth with DP/PDP offenses (77.8%), followed by \&qB7.2%), followed by'3degree offenses
(64.6%), 29 degree offenses (52.9%)" degree offenses (50.0%) and théhdigree offenses
(41.4%).2% Finally, for new commitments, youth with DP/PDRfenses had the highest
recidivism rate (27.8%), followed by VOPs (25.8%)¢ degree offenses (23.5%) 3legree
offenses (22.9%),Mdegree offenses (21.4%), arféidegree offenses (13.8%).

Additional Factors. Several additional characteristics of releasednies were examined,
with a primary concern for their relationship witéw court filings/arrestswithin three years.The
focus of the further analysis was on areas of y@dtimctioning, needs, and prior delinquency and
placement history. For these additional variabdiedéa are collected either exclusively or largely
on JJC’s committed youth (rather than on JJC’sgtiobers). As a result, the findings are relevant
largely for the JJC’s committed population.

* Recidivists were found to score higher on the Jh@t&l Classification & Custody Document
(ICCD) which guides placement decisions and seages broad measure of prior delinquency
and placement history. The average ICCD scorestmdivists was 12.7, compared with 12.4
for non-recidivistg®

» The Comprehensive Informational Assessment to@sses levels of need on eight separate
life domains along with an overall assessment déltmeed. The domains include:
family/household;  educational/vocational;  substancabuse; peers/role  models;
attitudes/behaviors; use of time/leisure activitynedical/physical health; and
psychological/mental health. The analysis considiehe relationship between four of these
needs areas and recidivism. Recidivists were fdondave higher need scores than non-
recidivists regarding substance abuse, 5.2 vs*23.&ducation/vocation, 4.1 vs. 33
peers/role models, 4.0 vs. 3.3,and use of time/leisure 2.3 vs. $5.

REHABILITATION AND REENTRY PROGRAMMING ANALYSES

Youth involved with the JJC receive the same basidcula in three common programs.
New Freedom is a cognitive-behavioral substancealourriculum that works with residents’
thinking patterns to affect and redirect future dgbr through the stages of change. The Phoenix
curriculum is built on a motivational enhancement ecognitive-behavioral model, and is
specifically targeted toward disentangling youtbnirgangs. And ART (aggression replacement
training) focuses on the underlying philosophy #nary act of adolescent aggression, whether in

25 %2=6.221, df=5, p=.285.
26 %2=16.453, df=5, p=.006.
27 %2=5 062, df=5, p=.408.
28 £=0.160, df=1, p=.690.
29 F=13.541, df=1, p=.000.
30 F=16.700, df=1, p=.000.
31 F=6.665, df=1, p=.010.
32 F=18.772, df=1, p=.000.
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school, at home, or in the community, has bothreateand internal causes. ART is an evidenced-
based cognitive behavioral intervention that cdsesisf three components: anger control,
behavioral skills, and moral reasoning.

There are a few key intervention strategies thirdsignificantly based on each youth’s
needs and risk factors. This recidivism study aranh differences between those who did and
those who did not recidivate in terms of severgl keerventions provided by the JJC. This
analysis focused amew court filingsg/arrests within three years (unless otherwise noted).

Sex Offender Treatment. Sex offender specific treatment is provided in kbthsecure and
residential environments. Of the entire coho2% of the youth received sex offender treatment.
Of that subgroup, 40.7% received the treatmentregsalential program and 59.3% received that
treatment in a secure care environment. The rasidivate for those in secure care receiving sex
offender treatment was 33.3% and 27.3% for thosgiving sex offender treatment in a residential
setting®® The number of cases in each of these populat®nrgry small (n=16 for secure and
n=11) for residential sex offender programs.

Substance Abuse Treatment. Of the entire cohort, 34.7% received intensive tarixse
abuse treatment. Like sex offender specific treatmintensive substance abuse treatment is
provided in both secure and residential environsief@if the youth receiving intensive substance
abuse treatment, 71.0% received the majority af treatment in a residential setting and 29.0%
received the majority of their intensive treatmémta secure setting. Some youth received
intensive substance abuse treatment in both verfe@sthe purpose of this analysis, these youth
were classified according to the venue in whicly tleeeive the majority of their substance abuse
treatment—secure or residential. The recidivista far those receiving most of their intensive
substance abuse treatment in secure care was 68s4%mpared to 86.0% for those receiving the
majority of their intensive substance abuse treatrimea residential setting?*

Transitional Reentry Programs. In 2009, the JJC started transitional programseitam
residential facilities on a small scale. Transiéibprograms are available for both committed and
probationer youth (males). Committed youth attesid condition of their parole, and probationers
attend when they have completed a community reBalgmogram and have been granted a release
date. This transitional setting allows residentgdin responsibility gradually as they prepare to
return to their community, in a facility that isosker to their home. The youth receive education
in their home school district or at the transitiopeogram, which follows the Core Curriculum
Content Standards of the NJ Department of Educaiach youth receives a myriad of other
services that are best suited to meet his reldasgipcluding career exploration, health/wellness,
life skills, family reunification or independenting. Residents are permitted to visit their homes
schools, religious services and work sites in ataoce with program policies. A resident’s stay
can range from two weeks to 45 days. Program cetiopl is determined by each resident’s
behavior, their individual completion of transiteingoals and the recommendation of the
transitional team.

33 F=0.287, df=1, p=0.597.
34 x2=6.511, df=1, p=.039.
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By 2014, these transitional programs had taken inothree locations. At Essex
Residential, starting in 2009, youth from Essexdstn and Union counties could be assigned to
this transitional setting. In 2010, the Southerankitional program began for Atlantic County
residents. In 2014, Vineland Preparatory Acadelstyl@ad a transitional component which served
kids from Camden and Cumberland counties. In @iglZohort, 39.5% of the youth participated
in these programs. Youth participating in a traosal program had a higher recidivism rate
(83.9%) than youth who did not participate in ansiional program (72.4%3 As the
transitional programs continue to expand and aehfieN implementation, the goal is to see better
outcomes for youth participating in the fully impiented transitional programs.

High School Completion. For youth without a high school diploma or GED, thEC
provides a full, year-round academic program aligteeCore Curriculum Content Standards of
the Department of Education. Additionally, whil@.8% of youth entering the JJC had their GED
or diploma prior to intake, 47.3% had their GEDdgsloma when exiting the JJC, a substantial
gain. Of those without a high school credential wleaving, the mean age was 17.7, so a primary
contributing factor for their lack of graduationage.

Youth who had a GED or high school diploma whervileg the JJC in 2014 were less
likely to be arrested (Figure 4, 70.2% vs. 82.8%6*)n addition, kids with a high school credential
were less likely to be adjudicated (Figure 5, 53w663.6%*}’ or committed (Figure 6, 18.0%
vs. 28.8%*$2 within three years than those who did not havigh &chool credential.

Figure 4. Recidivism rate for high school graduate vs. non-graduates (arrests)
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3 X2=6.742, df=1, p=.009.
3 X2=8.372, df=1, p.004.
37 X2=4.077, df=1, p.043.
38 X2=6.063, df=1, p.014.
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Figure 5. Recidivism rate for high school graduate vs. non-graduates (convictions)
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Type of Facility. Finally, this analysis compared recidivism acressidential and secure
care settings in a more in-depth way, again fogusin rearrest/court filings, but considering
additional time frames, including time to recidivis

Youth departing residential programs had slightwer rates of rearrest/court filings
within three years (76.6%) than youth departingisesettings (77.3%%. Moreover, youth who
departed secure settings recidivated 34 days soloaeryouth departing residential settings (278
vs. 312 days}? The average number of days until arrest for tisdskids departing day programs
was 470 days. Similarly, youth who spent a maja®l% or more) of their time in custody in
secure care recidivated sooner than youth who sp@ajority of their time in residential programs
(290 vs. 311 dayst:

CONCLUSION

This report is the eighth in a series of reportsasoeing various outcomes relative to
New Jersey’s adult and juvenile offender populatiand meets a legislative mandate. To this end,
the New Jersey Department of Corrections (DOC),Nbw Jersey State Parole Board (SPB)
and the Juvenile Justice Commission (JJC) exantimedecidivism of a select cohort of
offenders (juvenile and adult) released from thstady of each respective law enforcement
agency in calendar year 2014. In addition to meagusverall recidivism levels, this report
describes adult and juvenile cohort characterigtiod analyzes those factors associated with
recidivism. Both supervised (SPB) and unsupervid@@C) releases were examined in the
analyses.

For the purposes of this report, the DOC definesdreism in agreement with the
Department of Justice, Bureauhistice Statistics and the Pew Center on the $tatele
the JJC defines recidivism atcordance with the National Council of Juveniler€ctional
Administrators (CJCA). For thadult analysisthe analysis is expanded beyond the usual
recidivism measure of reincarceration to also idelwdata on rearrest, reconviction, and
reincarceration for a community supervision viaatihat occurs during the follow-up period.
For the juvenile analysis, recidivism wdefined as a new offense that would be a crime if
perpetrated by an adult, committed yraviously-adjudicated youth who has beenassd
from a program or returned to the commun#ythree-year follow-up period was utilized for
all analyses.

For adult offenders in 2014, the State of New Jerseyahfmver rate from 2013 for
rearrest, and maintained similar rates of reconwvistiand reincarceration post-release.
Approximately 70% of adult inmates released in 204ndit return to prison within the three-
year follow-up period. Overall, these rates arédpehan national estimates. A 2014 Bureau of
Justice Statistics (BJ$¢port analyzing recidivism rates in 30 states tbtivat after a three-
year period, 67.8% ohmates were rearrested and 45.2% were reconvid¢tadher, 49.7% of

39 X2=0.023, df=1, p=.879.
40 F=1.942, df=2, p=.145.
41 F=0.501, df=1, p=.480.
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inmates experiencedraturn to prisorf> A more recent report exploring recidivism within nine
years of release also concluded that 68% of releases rearrested within a three-year time
frame#3 The recidivism outcomes presented in this report agaseNew Jersey well below the

estimates for the 30 states included in both BJS studies.

In a 2015 publication from the Brennan Center fastite at the New York University
School of Law, New Jersey was praised for its cniate and prison population reduction. From
2011-2014, New Jersey reduced its prison populdiyf.5% and the crime rate decreased by
20% during this perioft The results of the present analyses support themtitaiNew Jersey
has continued to demonstrate a pattersirotiltaneously reducing recidivism and the crime rate
while maintaining public protection.

Despite the gains made in recidivism and crime da@uctions, the findings of this
report highlight the continued difficulty many intea face upon re-entry, particularly within
12 months. Nearly 53% of releases with a rearreshteare rearrested within the first 12
months of releaseéAfter this one-year mark, rearrest rates drop $icgmtly. These rates are
consistent with national trendsput are concerning nonetheless. The DOC is firmiyrodted
to providing inmates in its custody with programming andueses that will place them in a better
position to succeed at the completion of their sentendes.DEpartment aims to not only protect
the public by operating safe, secure and humaneatmmnel facilities, but also providing proper
classification, appropriate treatment of inmates affieking programs in the areas of education,
behavior modification and substance use treatment tbatqie successful reentry into society.
Specifically, the Department has provided those in Dsb€tody with licensed substance use
disorder treatment and other programming to preventauies use and relapse. The DOC has
worked closely with the Department of Human Services tlortdicensing standards to a
correctional setting, thus providing inmates with the sananent opportunities available in the
community. Licensed drug treatment programs arean@ilable at eight Residential Community
Release Program facilities, and, after an extensive plgrand renovation process, Mid-State
Correctional Facility reopened in April 2017 as the firstiszed, clinically driven drug treatment
prison operated by the DOC.

The Department has also continued its efforts to peoedlcational services to those in
custody with great success. While completing theiteseres, large numbers of inmates are
earning their high school and equivalency diplomasaasdciate degrees. The Department offers
a wide range of vocational programming and has issugéasing numbers of industry-based
vocational certificates so that inmates are better peep#&or meaningful employment once
released. Finally, as offenders complete their seeteand prepare to return to the community,
they receive assistance in obtaining necessary identificatimuments. Assistance is also

42 Durose, M., Cooper, A., & Snyder, H. (2014). Rédigi of Prisoners Released in 30 States in 20a8ems
from 2005 to 2010. Bureau of Justice StatisticS,ept. of Justice, & Office of Justice Programs.

43 Alper, M. & Durose, M.R. (2018). 2018 Update oiisBner recidivism: A 9-Year Follow-Up Period (202614).
Bureau of Justice Statistics, US Dept. of JusBic®ffice of Justice Programs.

44 Eisen, L-B., & Chettiar, I. (2015). The Reversedelédncarceration Act. Brennan Center for Justidéeat York
University School of Law. Available atttps://www.brennancenter.org/publication/reversessiincarceration-act
45 Durose, M., Cooper, A., & Snyder, H. (2014). Riadsm of Prisoners Released in 30 States in 2D@&erns
from 2005 to 2010. Bureau of Justice StatisticS,[uept. of Justice, & Office of Justice Programs.
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provided in such areas as family reunification &nkiage to housing as well as other important
resources.

In this regard, the results of the present analgapport the missions of the DOC. RCRP
participation is related to decreased rates ofdrésim post-release. RCRP work release
participation is related to increased rates of eyplent in the short-term (i.e., within 12 months
of release). Inmates who participate in drug paogning have lower rates of recidivism after
release and participation in vocational educat®rmrelated to decreased counts of rearrests,
reconvictions, and reincarcerations. Vocational cation participation is related to higher
employment rates within 3 years following releagénally, TABE scores significantly improve
between the first and last tests for those wharataded in mandatory education coursework. The
DOC will continue to examine these data to enshet the Department is making a positive
difference in the lives of inmates as they prefareeentry, resulting in improved public safety
in communities throughout New Jersey and beyond.

For the juvenile cohort, the Juvenile Justice Cossion followed the justice system
activity of its released youth for three full yeafier each had been released from custody.
Specifically, at the three-year point, 76.9% of yloeith released had a court filing/arrest, 58.9%
had a new offense leading to an adjudication/cdioncand 23.9% had a new offense leading to
a new commitment to the JJC or to State prison.pohtantly, an examination of juvenile
recidivism rates over a four-year period (2011-20@dicates recidivism rates have decreased for
all three measures. New court filings/arrests hdeereased by 5.6 percentage points, new
adjudications/convictions have decreased by 4.6ep¢fige points, and new commitments have
decreased by 5.3 percentage points. It is importantote that when examined by secure
environment versus residential stays, youth padiong in residential programs were generally
more successful following release to the community.

To provide context for these results, it is worthtimg that the juvenile justice literature
reports that juveniles placed in State correctipmagrams across the country return to offending
and to the correctional system at high rates, dmhery quickly. The 2014 publication by the
Pew Charitable Public Trusts entitled, “Measuringehile Recidivism,” notes the difficulties in
comparing states’ juvenile recidivism rates duevaémying data collection techniques. Some
correctional agencies do not track recidivism ragulor include detailed measures of recidivism.
In addition, the length of time offenders are foléml may also vary from state to state. And, some
jurisdictions do not track juvenile offenders’ invement with the adult system.

The extent of identified personal, family and conmity/neighborhood risk factors faced
by youth placed with the JJC underscore the chgdlento achieving sustained, successful
reintegration back to the community. The JJC cas to work to strengthen communities and
families.

It is important to note that all juveniles leavidgC custody receive parole supervision,
unlike the adult system. The JJC’s Office of JuieeRarole and Transitional Services begins
working with residents early in their stay to prepan individualized transition-release plan. In
addition, while this report focuses solely on th& 3ndividuals released from the JJC’s care in
2014, the JJC serves a total population of mora #8000 annually including youth served
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through its Office of Local Programs and Serviaag] its secure and residential programs. The
Office of Local Programs and Services administerading to develop and implement a
coordinated, community-based continuum of prograntsservices to address the needs of at-risk
and court-involved youth in the community. Thiswtouum of services includes delinquency
prevention programs, court diversion programs, deie alternatives, dispositional options, and
re-entry programs. The juvenile arrest rate in Nlewsey, and nationally, has decreased steadily
over the past decade. These data demonstratdéhdi€’s efforts, including parole services, the
Juvenile Detention and Alternatives Initiative, asmmmunity-based prevention programs, are
having a significant impact on overall public sgfetSince the empirical research in the field
indicates that placement in a correctional faciktyamong the strongest predictors of recidivism,
the importance of the JJC’s work as it relatestwiag youth in these community-based settings
is clear.
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Kaplan-Meier Survival Curves for Days of Survival in Community Before a Rearrest

Cumulative Survival Rate
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Appendix B

Logistic Regression Analysis Predicting Adult Rearest

Predictor Variable B ExpB | Significance
Gender (Reference: Female) 372 1.5 .000
Prior Conviction History 137 1.1 .000
Prior Incarceration History .136 1.1 .000
Release Age -071| 0.9 .000
Admission Offense(Reference: Violent) .000
Weapons Offense .38 1.5 .000
Property Offense .62¢ 1.9 .000
Drug Offense .394 15 .000
Other Offense 403 1.5 .000
Community Supervision Violation 790 | 2.2 .000
Race(Reference: White) .000
Black .184 1.2 .001
Hispanic -.273 .76 .001
Other -.840 43 .015
Release StatugReference: No Supervision) -517| .60 .000
Time Served:(Reference: Up to 1 Year) .042
1-2 Years .006 1.0 .928
2+ Years -.140 .87 .034
Disciplinary Allegations .031 1.0 .000
Education Level (Reference: Some schooling, .055
not a HS graduate)
HS graduate/HSE -.073| .93 .190
College graduate and above -.221| .80 .017
Completed RCRP(Reference: No) -132| .88 .027
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