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Probation
3,942,800

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics and Pew Charitable Trusts
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Dramatic growth in the number of people under correctional control, in particular probation and parole supervision
Growth likely to continue in light of state reforms that divert more people from prison and lead to early release for more behind bars
Given the churning it’s difficult to isolate impact of supervision on crime rates from the impact of prison
“Captive” audience subject to conditions and interventions that, when done right, have the potential to reduce reoffending


Recidivism rates remain stubbornly high

Recidivism of prisoners released in 30 states in 2005, by time from
release to first arrest that led to recidivating event
Percent who recidivated
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Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics

Within three years of release in 2005:

e Two-thirds (68%) of inmates were
rearrested for a new crime

e More than half (55%) were
reconvicted of a new crime

e More than half (55%) were
returned to prison for either a new
crime or a technical violation of
supervision
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Yet for all of this growth in the number of people under correctional control, recidivism rates remain stubbornly high among inmates released from prison
Most of these inmates are released to some form of community supervision




@Empact of probation & parole populations on crime

rates is complicated

e People under supervision account for small share of arrests

O Council of State Governments analysis of arrests in four cities in California (Los
Angeles, Redlands, Sacramento, and San Francisco) between 2008-2011 found
people under supervision accounted for only 22 percent of total arrests

O Consistent with earlier (2005) study by Rosenfeld and colleagues which showed
recently released prisoners (not including jail releases) accounted for one-fifth of
new adult arrests

O Begs the question: what happens when they are off supervision?

e Deterrence versus behavior change

O Pew study of parole outcomes in New Jersey found that many arrests occur after
a parolee has been discharged from supervision. Among those rearrested within
three years of parole release in 2008, nearly half (48%) were no longer under
supervision

e Repeat clients

O Bureau of Justice Statistics found that a sixth (16%) of all inmates released in
2005 accounted for nearly half (48%) of all rearrests within five years
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Crimes committed by people on active probation and parole supervision contribute to overall crime rates but are not the leading driver
Probation and parole may deter offenders from committing crimes while they’re actively supervised but is it having any effect on long-term behavior? 
A small number of former inmates are driving total arrests


“Does Parole Work?”

TABLE 2. Rearrest Outcomes after Two Years, by Supervision
Status at 1994 Release

Unconditional Mandatory Discretionary
releasees parclees parolees

Percent rearrested G2% 51% 54%
Average number of
rearresis 25 21 21

Sowrce: Urban Institute analysis of Bureaw of Justice Statistics data.

TABLE 3. Predicted Probability of Rearrest Two Years after
Release, by Supervision Status at 1994 Release

Unconditional Mandatory Discretionary
releasees (%) parolees (%) parolees (%)

OVERALL 61 61 57

Urban Institute report using
data from the 1994 BJS
recidivism study comparing
people released to mandatory
and discretionary parole and
those released without
supervision at the end of their
sentence

Those released to mandatory
parole had similar recidivism
outcomes to inmates who
“maxed out” but inmates
released to discretionary parole
had better outcomes, even
when controlling for risk
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Urban’s groundbreaking report “Does Parole Work” was the first to compare recidivism outcomes for people released to supervision versus those who served their entire sentence behind bars. 
Discretionary parole works best because it looks at risk, however ill-measured



“Putting Public Safety First: 13 Strategies”

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Define Success as Recidivism Reduction and Measure Performance
Tailor Conditions of Supervision

Focus Resources on Moderate and High-Risk Parolees

Front-Load Supervision Resources

Implement Earned Discharge

Implement Place-Based Supervision

Engage Partners to Expand Intervention Capacities

Assess Criminogenic Risk and Need Factors

Develop and Implement Supervision Case Plans that Balance Surveillance and Treatment

[ERY
o

. Involve Parolees to Enhance their Engagement in Assessment, Case Planning, and
Supervision

11. Engage Informal Social Controls to Facilitate Community Reintegration
12. Incorporate Incentives and Rewards into the Supervision Process

13. Employ Graduated Problem-Solving Responses to Violations of Parole Conditions in a
Swift, Certain, and Proportional Manner
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To help identify what works to change the behavior of people on supervision, and make supervision a viable alternative to prison, Urban convened the leading experts on parole to develop a roadmap for 21st century supervision– the 13 Strategies
States are increasingly adopting many of these practices, which I’ll discuss in the next few slides



Target moderate and high-risk populations

Study of 44 Ohio halfway house programs
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Risk Risk i
who pose the greatest risk
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e Avoid criminogenic effects for low-
risk population

-2%
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e Maximize recidivism reduction and

crime avoidance

Recidivism Rate
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e At least 16 states expanding the
use of risk and needs assessment
as part of JRI
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Source: Ed Latessa and the Pew Charitable Trusts.
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Anecdote on the burden of supervision


Balance surveillance with treatment

The Treatment Gap
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Source: Faye Taxman, George Mason University Center for Advancing Correctional Excellence
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SUD: Substance Use Disorders
Identifying the behavioral and treatment needs of each person is critical to effecting long-term behavior change and making supervision more than just a short-term deterrent





Frontload supervision resources

Percent of prisoners arrested during the year who had not
been arrested since release in 30 states in 2005

Percent armested

50

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 5

Year after release

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics

Research has consistently shown that
the period immediately following
release from prison is the most critical
for recidivism reduction

 Newest BJS recidivism data shows 4
out of 5 released inmates who had
not yet been arrested would
remain arrest free in their third
year in the community

Consistent with earlier study from
National Research Council (2008)
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Shift supervision resources to the first year to increase the deterrent effect, adequately support the needs of returning prisoners, and provide the greatest crime reduction benefits
These data reinforce the need to incentivize success through earned discharge programs that reduce the term of supervision probationers and parolees have complied with release conditions and avoided new criminal behavior



Swift, certain, and proportional sanctions

Many probationers and parolees will violate the rules of
supervision and commit new crimes

Therefore, to avoid over-relying on incarceration:

e Conditions must be realistic and tailored to the individual

e Supervisory agencies must engage government and NGO
partners to expand intervention capacities

e Responses to failures should be swift, certain, and
proportional
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Nod to Kleiman and HOPE


Justice Reinvestment Initiative

e Launchedin 2010

* Includes 17 states:
e Arkansas
e Delaware
* Georgia
* Hawaii
* Kansas
* Kentucky
* Louisiana
* Missouri
* New Hampshire
* North Carolina
* Ohio
e Oklahoma
* Oregon
* Pennsylvania
e South Carolina
e South Dakota
* West Virginia
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As part of its partnership with the Bureau of Justice Assistance, Urban has assessed the preliminary impact of JRI on the 17 states that have participated in the initiative since 2010. 
Before jumping into specifics, must note that much came before JRI, and continues to go on in non-JRI states, and the model has evolved over time. 
Importantly though, these states chose to engage in the initiative because they were discouraged by the poor return on investment from corrections spending (increasing incarceration rates with no discernable impact on recividism rates). 
Justice reinvestment aims to address those concerns by using data and evidence to reinvest criminal justice resources from expensive prison beds to evidence-based alternatives that cost less and improve public safety outcomes.


JRI reforms

Risk and needs assessments

Accountability measures 15
Good time and earned credits 15
Intermediate and graduated sanctions 15

Community-based treatment I

Sentencing changes and departure mechanisms I

Mandatory supervision requirements 7
Problem-solving courts 6
Streamlined parole processes 6
Expanded parole eligibility 5


Presenter
Presentation Notes
These individual components of good practice are well and good but systems change is necessary to make the kinds of improvements necessary to move the needle on crime. 
Examples of EBP implementation in JRI states include changes to sentencing law, release eligibility, and community supervision practice:

Risk and needs assessments: South Carolina adopted an actuarial risk assessment to better understand that type of supervision and services an offender needs to succeed. 
Accountability: Ohio began collecting data from its 187 local probation agencies on offender characteristics and performance.
Good time and earned credits: In Delaware, offenders may reduce time served by up to 60 days per year if they complete risk-reduction programs successfully. 
Intermediate/graduated sanctions (Revocations): North Carolina adopted short jail stays as punishments instead of using a full revocation and limited the ability to revoke to cases in which a person committed a new crime, stopped reporting to probation, or received two jail stays and still didn’t comply with probation.
Community-based services: In Kansas, almost three quarters of its revoked moderate and high risk offenders had at least one behavioral health problem. In response, Kansas will target its risk reduction and substance abuse programs to moderate and high risk offenders. They also offer early termination to low risk probationers who complied with probation, saving resources to reallocate to higher risk offenders.
Sentencing changes: Kentucky is assessing defendants at pretrial to determine their risk to the public will be using this information inform the in/out decision.
Mandatory supervision requirements (Parole): Louisiana allowed first time offenders to be eligible for parole after serving 25 percent of their sentence, down from 33 percent.
 


Conclusion

e Directions for future research
— Unpacking recidivism
e Reforms may in fact increase recidivism
 More crime, but less severity?

— Evaluating actual policy changes
— Analyzing gaps in policy and practice
— Simulating potential changes
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