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Errata Sheet: A Portrait of Prisoner Reentry in Texas

Thisisalisting of the substantive (non-grammatical) errors found in A Portrait of Prisoner
Reentry in Texas (Watson, Solomon, LaVigne, and Travis 2004).

Page X, first paragraph: the following sentence was added: “ Texas s release patterns
reflect these admissions and population trends: 58,949 prisoners were released from
TDCJ prisons and state jailsin 2002, nearly six times the number of prisoners released in
1980 (10,636).”

Page x, second paragraph: changed 84 percent to 86 percent; changed 23 percent to 25
percent; and changed 57 percent to 47 percent.

Page xi, first paragraph: changed 57 percent to 53 percent.

Page xi, second paragraph: changed 59 percent to 58 percent.

Page xiv, first paragraph: changed “...five times the number released two decades ago
(28,543 in 1980)" to “more than five times the number released two decades ago (10,636
in 1980).”

Page 3, figure 1.4: deleted the following note: “ Rel ease data after 1987 include prisoners
released through parole in absentia (state prisoners paroled from non-TDCJ facilities);
prior release data do not because the data are not available for those years” and changed
the remaining note to include release data: “None of the admissions or release data
include TDCJ prisoners who were admitted to county jails and completed their sentence
there” (underline added here to highlight change).

Page 12, first paragraph: changed 64 percent to 63 percent.

Page 27, fourth paragraph: changed 30 percent to 35 percent.

Page 29, fifth paragraph, changed 4 percent to 5 percent.

Page 38, first paragraph, changed 1994 to 1992.

Page 68, second paragraph, changed 135 to 113 and changed “return to al other zip
codes in Houston” to “return to Houston.”

Page 77, second paragraph, changed 93 percent to 419 percent; changed 3.3 yearsto 3.4
years; changed 4.5 years to 4.6 years; and changed 57 percent to 47 percent.

Page 77, third paragraph, changed 76 percent to 75 percent; changed 39 percent to 38
percent; and changed 61 percent to 62 percent.

Page 86, note 52, changed 33,410 to 33,428 and changed 59,572 to 58,949.

Page 93, note 161, changed 34,410 to 33,428 and changed 59,572 to 58,949.
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Returning Home: Understanding the Challenges of Prisoner
Reentry

A Portrait of Prisoner Reentry in Texas is part of a larger Urban Institute initiative entitled
Returning Home: Understanding the Challenges of Prisoner Reentry. The purpose of Returning
Home is to develop a deeper understanding of the reentry experiences of returning prisoners,
their families, and their neighborhoods. With support from the Texas Department of Criminal
Justice, the Houston Endowment, and the JEHT Foundation, the Urban Institute has launched
Returning Home in Texas. This research project involves interviews with state prisoners before
and after their release from state correctional facilities, interviews with ex-prisoners’ family
members, focus groups with residents in neighborhoods to which many prisoners return, analysis
of extant data on local indicators of community well-being, and interviews with community
stakeholders. State laws and policies will also be reviewed to provide the overall political and
policy context. The results of this research on reentry in Texas will be published in 2005 and will
also be part of a larger cross-state analysis based on Returning Home research conducted in
Maryland, lllinois, and Ohio.

viii A PORTRAIT OF PRISONER REENTRY IN TEXAS



Executive Summary

he growing number of prisoners—55,183 in 2001—

Note on Language

returning to neighborhoods throughout Texas

“Confinees” are prisoners under
the custody of TDCJ who have
been convicted of a state jail
felony offense and sentenced to

elevates the importance of prisoner reentry in the
state. This report describes the process of prisoner reentry in

Texas by examining the policy context surrounding reentry,

the characteristics and geographic distribution of the state’s
returning prisoners, how prisoners are prepared for their

release, the process by which they are released, how they are

no more than two years in a
state jail. “State prisoners” are
all other prisoners under the

custody of TDCJ. In this report,
the term “prisoner” represents
all those persons under TDCJ
custody, which includes both
state prisoners and confinees.

supervised once released, and the social and economic
climates of the neighborhoods that are home to the largest
numbers of returning prisoners. This report does not attempt

to evaluate a specific reentry program nor does it empirically

assess reentry policies and practices in Texas. Rather, the

report consolidates existing data on incarceration and release trends and presents a new analysis
of data on Texas prisoners released in 2001. The data used for this report were derived from
several sources, including the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics, Texas
Department of Criminal Justice (TDCJ), Criminal Justice Policy Council, Texas Department of
Public Safety, Houston Police Department, and City of Houston’s Planning and Development
Department. Highlights from the report follow.

Historical Incarceration and Release Trends. Texas’s incarceration and reentry trends are
similar to those observed at the national level. Between 1980 and 2001, the total number of
prisoners in Texas increased fivefold, from 28,543 to 151,003 prisoners. In this period, the per
capita rate of imprisonment in Texas rose 248 percent (from 199 to 693 prisoners per 100,000
residents), mirroring the 242 percent increase in the U.S. imprisonment rate (from 139 to 476
prisoners per 100,000 residents). The growth in Texas’s prison population is largely attributable
to rising prison admissions and longer lengths of stay in prison. Admissions increased primarily
due to an increase in arrests for violent and drug crimes and an increase in the number of felony

convictions. Prisoners were spending more time in prison mainly because most received longer
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sentences and were serving longer portions of their sentences (time served). Falling parole
approval rates and legislation requiring prisoners to serve greater percentages of their sentences
both contributed to the increase in time served. Texas’s release patterns reflect these admissions
and population trends: 58,949 prisoners were released from TDC]J prisons and state jails in 2002,

nearly six times the number of prisoners released in 1980 (10,636).

Profile of Prisoners Released in 2001. Approximately two-thirds (36,538) of TDCIJ prisoners
released to Texas addresses were state prisoners and approximately one-third (18,107) were
confinees. Most were male (86 percent), and nearly half (44 percent) were non-Hispanic black, a
third (32 percent) were non-Hispanic white, and 24 percent were Hispanic. The median age at
release was 34. The greatest share (39 percent) of TDCJ releases had been incarcerated for drug
offenses; 33 percent had been incarcerated for property offenses; and 17 percent had been
incarcerated for violent offenses. One-quarter had violated parole or mandatory supervision either
by committing a new offense or a technical violation. The largest share (53 percent) of prisoners
released in 2001 had served less than two years in state correctional facilities, and the next largest
share (25 percent) had served more than five years. State prisoners were incarcerated, on average,
for 4.6 years after serving 47 percent of their sentences. Confinees were incarcerated, on average,

for 11 months after serving 100 percent of their sentences.

How Prisoners Are Prepared for Release. In 2002, most TDCJ prisoners participated in work
activities, a substantial proportion participated in work-readiness and education programs, and
few are documented to have participated in vocational or formal substance abuse treatment
programs. TDCIJ reports that 85 percent of all prisoners are participating in work activities at any
given time, and 69,506 prisoners (35 percent of potential participants) participated in Project
Rio—TDCJ’s main work-readiness program. Approximately 83,337 prisoners participated in
basic educational programs (approximately 42 percent of possible participants), and 12,463 (6
percent of possible participants) participated in college-level courses and vocational classes. At
least 9,000 prisoners (5 percent of potential participants) were admitted to TDCJ’s formal
substance abuse programs prior to release, and at least 8,700 prisoners participated in postrelease
inpatient substance abuse programs. Additional prisoners reportedly participated in substance

abuse programs, but participation rates for many programs were unavailable.

How Prisoners Are Released. In 2001, 62 percent of Texas prisoners were released through
nondiscretionary means (i.e., mandatory release or expiration of sentence). Of the remaining 38
percent, nearly all were released through the approval of the Board of Pardons and Paroles. Most
state prisoners were released through a parole board decision; confinees are ineligible for this
type of release. The number of prisoners released by a parole board decision has decreased

dramatically over the past decade.
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Life on the Outside: Parole and Probation Supervision. In 2001, more than half (53 percent)
of released prisoners were subject to parole supervision after release (whether released through
parole or mandatory supervision), and 2 percent were subject to felony probation supervision
after release. While most state prisoners are eligible for postrelease supervision through parole or
mandatory supervision, no confinees are. Thus, most (84 percent) state prisoners are subject to

postrelease supervision, compared with less than 3 percent of confinees.

Geographic Distribution of Released Prisoners. The vast majority (99 percent) of Texas
prisoners released in 2001 were released to Texas communities. Over half (58 percent) returned
to 5 of Texas’s 254 counties. A quarter (26 percent, or 14,129 prisoners) returned to Harris
County, 15 percent (7,971 prisoners) returned to Dallas County, 8 percent (4,097 prisoners)
returned to Tarrant County, 6 percent (3,156 prisoners) returned to Bexar County, and 4 percent
(2,342 prisoners) returned to Travis County. Examining returns at a more localized level, the
largest share (23 percent) of supervised releasees returned to the city of Houston, which is located
in Harris County (return zip codes are unavailable for prisoners not released to supervision).
Within Houston, these releasees are most heavily concentrated in 5 of the city’s 185 zip codes,
and these zip codes span seven neighborhoods: Alief, East Houston, East Little York/Homestead,
Kashmere Gardens, Trinity/Houston Gardens, Third Ward, and MacGregor. Each of these
neighborhoods received more than 200 supervised releasees in 2001, more than returned to some
entire counties in Texas. It should be noted that the presence of a halfway house in East Houston
may explain the large number of releases returning to that zip code. High levels of poverty and

crime also characterize most of these neighborhoods.

A PORTRAIT OF PRISONER REENTRY IN TEXAS  xi






Introduction

his report examines prisoner reentry in the state of Texas. Prisoner reentry—the process

of leaving state correctional facilities and returning to society—has become a pressing

issue both in Texas and nationwide. Rising incarceration rates over the past quarter
century have resulted in more and more prisoners being released from prison each year.
Nationally, an estimated 630,000 prisoners were released from state and federal prisons in 2001, a
fourfold increase over the past two decades.' Thus, released prisoners, their families, and the
neighborhoods to which they return must cope with the challenges of reentry on a much greater
scale than ever before.

And the challenges of reentry are many indeed. More prisoners nationwide are returning
home having spent longer terms behind bars than in the past, exacerbating the already significant
challenges of finding employment and reconnecting with family.” Prisoners today are typically
less prepared for reintegration, less connected to community-based social structures, and more
likely to have health or substance abuse problems than in the past.’ In addition to these personal
circumstances, limited availability of jobs, housing, and social services in a community may
affect the returning state prisoner’s ability to successfully reintegrate.”

These challenges affect more than returning prisoners and their families; they can also
have serious public safety implications for the neighborhoods to which prisoners return. Reentry
concerns are most pressing in major metropolitan areas across the country, to which about two-
thirds of the state prisoners released in 1996 returned—up from 50 percent in 1984.° Within
central cities, released prisoners may be even more concentrated in a few neighborhoods.® These
high concentrations of returning prisoners may generate substantial costs to those neighborhoods,
including increases in crime, greater public health risks, and high rates of unemployment and
homelessness. Developing a thorough understanding of the characteristics of returning state
prisoners and the challenges they face is an important first step in shaping public policy toward
improving the safety and welfare of all citizens.

In many ways, the dimensions and challenges of prisoner reentry observed on the
national level are mirrored in the state of Texas. The Texas Department of Criminal Justice
(TDCIJ) is the state agency responsible for individuals incarcerated in state prisons, state jails, and
private prisons. This agency also supervises individuals on parole and mandatory supervision
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through the TDCJ Parole Division and oversees adult probation (community supervision) through
the TDCJ Community Justice Assistance Division. In 2001, 55,183 people were released from
TDCJ correctional facilities—more than five times the number released two decades ago (10,636
in 1980).

Nearly all (99 percent) of the men and women released from Texas facilities returned to
neighborhoods in Texas.® Of those prisoners who returned to Texas, 59 percent returned to 5 of
254 counties in Texas. Approximately a quarter (26 percent) returned to Harris County, 15
percent resumed residence in Dallas County, about 8 percent returned to Tarrant County, 6
percent went home to Bexar County, and 4 percent returned to Travis County.

With the largest share of ex-prisoners returning to Harris County, this report gives special
attention to Houston, the largest metropolitan city in Harris County, using the data set provided
by TDCIJ. Of the prisoners released to supervision who returned to Harris County, 88 percent
established residence in Houston. Within Houston, the flow of these prisoners was further
concentrated in a small number of neighborhoods. A quarter of the 5,823 supervised releasees
who returned to Houston returned to 5 of the city’s 185 zip codes: 77072, the vast majority of
which is encompassed by the neighborhood of Alief; 77078, most of which is included in the
neighborhood of East Houston, where a halfway house is located; 77004, which spans the
neighborhoods of Greater Third Ward and MacGregor; 77026, most of which spans the
neighborhoods of Kashmere Gardens and Trinity/Houston Gardens; and 77016, which is mostly
encompassed by the neighborhoods of East Little York/Homestead and Trinity/Houston Gardens.
These neighborhoods, which already face great social and economic disadvantages, may
experience the challenges of reentry more acutely.

Government leaders, corrections officials, local organizations, and service providers are
keenly aware of the reentry challenges in Texas, and they have begun to use both research and
programmatic knowledge to address them. In July 2002, the Texas Department of Criminal

REENTRY DEFINED

For the purposes of this report, “reentry” is defined as the process of individuals leaving
adult correctional institutions and returning to society. We have limited our scope to
those sentenced to serve time in state correctional institutions to focus on individuals
who are convicted of more serious offenses, are eligible for state correctional
programs, and are managed by state correctional, parole, and felony probation
systems. Texas holds two categories of felons in state correctional facilities. The first
category is referred to as “state prisoner” and the second category is referred to as
“‘confinee.” (See the sidebar “State Jail Confinees” on page xvi for a discussion of the
history of confinees and differences between state prisoners and confinees.) In spite of
differences between these populations, illustration of a more complete picture of reentry
in Texas requires a discussion of both populations since they are both under state
custody and confinees now represent a third of all TDCJ releases. While the two
populations may require different reentry programs and policies, the vast majority of
both populations returns to the community following state custody and are therefore
both components of the reentry phenomenon in Texas. A comprehensive depiction of
reentry in Texas, describing prisoners released from county jails, state prisons, federal
institutions, and juvenile facilities returning to the state, is beyond the scope of this
report. This report is intended to inform the policy and practice for those persons under
adult state custody.
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Justice was awarded $2 million from the U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs,
as part of the federal government’s Serious and Violent Offender Reentry Initiative, which
supports reentry initiatives nationwide. This recent grant provides the opportunity for Texas to
continue to expand upon current reentry initiatives in the state. Specifically, a share of the funds
will be used to develop reentry programs for administrative segregation prisoners, who currently
have access to few or no programs, from three counties (Bexar, Dallas, and Harris).” Texas also
has a well-established reentry program, Project RIO (Reintegration of Offenders), which
launched in 1985. Project RIO assists approximately 70,000 prisoners each year, before and after
their release, in finding and securing employment.'® Several other reentry initiatives have been
established in Harris County in recent years, such as Barriers to Employment, Girl Scouts Behind
Bars, and the InnerChange Freedom Initiative. For example, the Joe Kegans State Jail (located in
Houston) and the United Way’s Career and Recovery Resources agency began Barriers to
Employment, an in-prison program that prepares state jail felons to secure employment following
release.'’ These collaborative efforts are positive steps toward improving reentry outcomes in
Texas and, specifically, in Houston, the city housing the greatest share of returning prisoners.
This report is designed to contribute to the efforts under way in Texas to enhance public
safety and improve the prospects for successful state prisoner reintegration. It is important to note
that this report does not attempt to evaluate a specific reentry program, nor does it empirically
assess Texas’s reentry policies and practices. Rather, the process and characteristics of state
prisoner reentry in Texas are described by answering several questions that frame the

organization of the report:

*  What is the policy context surrounding state prisoner reentry in Texas?
*  Who is returning home?

* How are Texas prisoners prepared for reentry?

* How are Texas prisoners released?

* How are Texas prisoners supervised upon release?

*  Where are Texas prisoners going?

* To which Houston neighborhoods are prisoners returning?

The report begins by describing the policy context surrounding incarceration and reentry
in Texas, followed by a description of the characteristics of prisoners released from Texas in 2001
and the ways in which Texas prisoners are prepared for release. Next we provide an overview of
the institutional release process and of postrelease supervision trends and processes. We then turn
our attention to an analysis of reentry in select Texas counties, and then further focus on Houston,
to which the largest number and percentage of Texas releasees return. We describe and discuss
the characteristics of Houston and the unique challenges the city faces because of the
reintegration of prisoners. The report concludes with a spatial analysis of select neighborhoods in

Houston to which a large percentage of prisoners return. It is our hope that this report will provide
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a useful, factual foundation for the individuals and organizations working to improve reentry

outcomes for state prisoners, their families and neighborhoods, and the general public in Texas.

STATE JAIL CONFINEES

In 1993, the Texas legislature revised the state’s criminal law code and established a
new felony offense class, state jail felonies.'” The legislature shifted low-level drug
and property offenders (nonviolent Class A misdemeanors and third-degree felons)
into this category primarily to reduce overcrowding in state prisons, the cost of
incarceration, and recidivism. This law took effect on September 1, 1994. The majority
(78 percent) of offenders convicted of a state jail felony offense are sentenced to a
term of probation, but most of the remaining offenders are sentenced to a period of
incarceration in one of Texas’'s 17 state jails. Texas criminal justice officials refer to
those prisoners confined in state jails as “confinees” and are referenced as such in
this report.

Confinees are sentenced to state jails for new state jail felony offenses (direct
sentence), up-front time (incarceration prior to release to probation), or probation
revocation; they are not sentenced to these facilities for parole or mandatory
supervision revocation. Unlike state prisoners who generally cannot receive sentences
of less than two years, confinees cannot receive sentences longer than two years. For
all other sentences besides probation revocation (which requires that a confinee serve
the remainder of his sentence), confinees cannot receive a sentence of less than 75
days. While most state prisoners are released early through parole or credits for good
behavior, virtually all confinees serve every day of their sentences since none are
eligible for these early release mechanisms. In turn, 97 percent of state jail offenders
are not supervised upon release while 84 percent of state prisoners are. Confinees,
however, are obligated to participate in six hours of community service or educational,
vocational, or substance abuse programs each day.

In addition to confinees, state jails house for up to two years nonviolent state prisoners
awaiting relocation to a state prison. As of July 31, 1998, confinees accounted for
slightly more than a third (38 percent) of those held in Texas’s state jails; transfer
prisoners accounted for the remaining two-thirds (62 percent).
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ABOUT THE DATA

The data used for this report were derived from several sources. Longitudinal data
describing the policy context of incarceration and reentry trends in Texas were derived
from the U.S. Department of Justice’s Bureau of Justice Statistics and statistics
compiled by various agencies within the state of Texas, such as the Criminal Justice
Policy Council (CJPC) and the Texas Department of Criminal Justice. Community-level
data used to develop the maps of reentry, as well as related demographic and
socioeconomic status data by Houston neighborhood, were derived from census data
compiled by the city of Houston, available from their website, http://ci.houston.tx.us/.
The City of Houston also provided the crime rate data and the files that enabled us to
aggregate and map data according to the 88 Houston community areas. Elycia Daniel,
a Ph.D. candidate at Sam Houston State University, collected the offender services
data for Houston.

The available data from each of these sources spanned different periods—some had
data for only a few years, while others had data for two decades or longer. Rather than
truncating longitudinal data so that graphs and statistics from all sources cover a
common time span, we chose to include all years for which we were able to obtain
data points. As a result, readers will not always be able to make year-to-year
comparisons across graphs. Much of our consecutive longitudinal data begins in fiscal
year 1988, the first year of data that the CJPC was able to review and clean to ensure
its reliability, and stops at fiscal year 2002. In some cases, we were able to obtain a
single data point for a more recent year. In these instances, because of the gaps
between data points, readers may see statistics presented in the text that are not
included in the figures.

Data on the population of prisoners released from Texas prisons and state jails in
calendar year 2001 were obtained from TDCJ and represent only those prisoners
released to the community from TDCJ custody. Prisoners who received sentences of
less than one year are included in the sample. These short-term prisoners face
different reentry challenges since they are housed for relatively short periods of time,
are ineligible for some programs, and are not subject to postrelease supervision.
However, confinees make up a growing proportion of the state prisoner release
population (36 percent in 2002) and, therefore, are included in this report.

The 2001 cohort data from TDCJ include the state, county, and zip code to which
prisoners returned. These data were used to analyze the geographic location of
prisoners following their release. The state and county to which prisoners returned
was available for 65 percent of all prisoners in the data set; the state and county of
release for the remaining 34 percent of prisoners were approximated by using the
state and county of conviction. These data were available for all but 1 percent of
prisoners. Zip codes were used for an analysis of the prisoners returning to the five
counties receiving the greatest share of ex-prisoners. Zip codes were only available
for prisoners released to parole or mandatory supervision (42 percent of all prisoners).
We compared both groups (those with and those without zip code information
available) across a host of demographic and criminal justice characteristics. A chi-
square test revealed statistically significant differences across all variables (see the
summary of the characteristics of these populations in appendix A). Thus, readers
should refrain from generalizing the characteristics of supervised releasees to those of
non-supervised releases (see the summary of the characteristics of these populations
in appendix A).
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ABOUT THE DATA (CONTINUED)

It should also be noted that because zip codes can span neighborhoods and counties,
the maps showing the location of released prisoners to Houston neighborhoods by zip
codes are approximate. The same is true for the Houston crime rate by community data.
Because the crime data were available by police beat rather than by community, the
police beats were aggregated to the community level. As with zip codes, police beats
can span multiple communities and thus the crime rate distributions are approximations.

The Criminal Justice Policy Council’s reports and statistical tables are the basis of most
of the longitudinal data describing trends for TDCJ prisoners. The reported TDCJ
admissions underestimate the actual number of state prisoners admitted to correctional
custody. These data do not include state prisoners who are never admitted to TDCJ
facilities; the data therefore miss state prisoners who complete their sentences in county
jails, out-of-state jails or prisons, or federal prisons. The undercount is noteworthy. Most
of the uncounted prisoners are housed in county jails. Thousands of state prisoners
have been and are held in county jails at any given time (5,778 convicted felons were
held in the county jails in fiscal year 2002). But the largest overflow to the county jails
occurred between 1990 and 1994, during which time TDCJ held up to 26,000 state
prisoners in county jails; the data during these years are thus expected to undercount
admissions and releases to the greatest extent. Likewise, during these years, around
10,000 prisoners were paroled from facilities not administered by TDCJ each year under
“parole in absentia.”

We address these challenges in several ways. To capture the true standing prison
population totals, we add those TDCJ prisoners held in county jails to the standing TDCJ
prison population counts. The prison population counts therefore only miss those Texas
felons not held in either TDCJ facilities or county jails in Texas, such as out-of-state
prisons, but the total number of missed prisoners is expected to be low. Thus, the prison
population estimates should be generally accurate.

Producing an accurate estimation of admissions trends is more difficult given that the
annual admissions of state prisoners to non-TDCJ facilities are unavailable. However, to
show an estimation of the maximum number of admissions possible, we illustrate the
total number of sentences to state prison in addition to the total number of TDCJ
admissions. Sentences to state jail are not available, but because these facilities have
not been overcrowded, the total number of admissions to state jails should approximate
the total number of newly sentenced state jail felons admitted to correctional facilities.
To compare trends for admissions and releases, we report releases from TDCJ facilities
only.
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CHAPTER 1

What Is the Policy Context Surrounding
Prisoner Reentry in Texas?

o fully understand prisoner reentry in Texas, it is first necessary to examine the state’s
trends in sentencing, corrections, and release. This chapter provides an overview of these
trends and describes the factors that contributed to the rapid growth in Texas’s prison

population.

TEXAS PRISON POPULATION ON THE RISE

Over the past two decades, the Texas prison population grew tremendously, reflecting the rise in
prison populations nationwide."® From 1980 to 2002, the Texas prison population increased more
than fivefold, from 28,543 to 151,003 (figure 1.1)."* During this time, the Texas incarceration rate
grew 248 percent (from 199 to 693 prisoners per 100,000 residents) while the U.S. incarceration
rate grew 242 percent (from 139 to 476 prisoners per 100,000 residents) (figure 1.2)."> By the end
of 2002, Texas held the second-largest state prison population in the nation and had the third-

highest state incarceration rate.'®

Figure 1.1. TDCJ prison population, FY 1980 to FY 2002
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Source: Urban Institute analysis of TDCJ, Criminal Justice Policy Council, and U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics.
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Figure 1.2. Texas and U.S. incarceration rates (per 100,000 residents), FY 1980 to FY 2002
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Source: Urban Institute analysis of TDCJ, Criminal Justice Policy Council, U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics, and U.S. Census
Bureau data.

Figure 1.3. TDCJ capacity (number of beds), FY 1980 to FY 1997
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Source: Urban Institute analysis of TDCJ data.

The number of state correctional facilities doubled in the 1980s, from 17 to 35, and
tripled in the 1990s, from 35 to 105." Likewise, between 1980 and 1997, the number of beds
available to house Texas prisoners increased by 473 percent, from 25,129 to 143,908 (figure
1.3)."® The legislature appropriated nearly $2.3 billion between 1988 and 1997 to construct
108,597 beds."”

Overall spending on state corrections has also increased during this time. Between 1990
and 2000, total appropriations for TDCJ increased by 31 percent, rising from $1.8 billion in 1990
(adjusted for inflation) to $2.4 billion in 2000.%° In fiscal year 1999, Texas spent $179 per capita
on corrections, slightly higher than the national average of $162 and representing the 12th-highest

. . . . . 21 . .
per capita corrections expenditures in the nation.” However, given the large number of prisoners
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incarcerated in Texas, these costs average approximately $40 per prisoner per day, which is

significantly lower than the national average of $54.7

EXAMINATION OF TEXAS’S INCARCERATION GROWTH

Although the Texas prison population has grown throughout the past three decades, it grew most
dramatically from 1991 to 1995. In these years, the state prison population grew by nearly 120
percent (from 57,873 to 127,559), and the incarceration rate grew by 114 percent, from 334 to
715 prisoners per 100,000 residents (figures 1.1 and 1.2). This section examines potential causes
underlying these trends, devoting special attention to these years.

A state’s prison population may grow if admissions to prison increase and/or prisoners
spend more time in prison. Increases in both of these factors—prison admissions and the time
spent in prison (time served)—contributed to the growth in Texas’s prison population. Between
1988 and 2002, TDCJ admissions grew 78 percent, from 33,816 to 60,196 prisoners per year
(figure 1.4). Likewise, released prisoners’ time served grew 83 percent, from 1.8 to 3.3 years on
average (figure 1.5). As the following discussion will show, admissions increased during this time
primarily due to a rising number of arrests for violent and drug crimes and an increase in felony
convictions. Notably, crime fell during most of this period of time in spite of growth in the
number of Texas adult residents. Time served increased mainly because most prisoners were
serving longer sentences and prisoners were also serving longer portions of their sentences.
Prisoners served greater portions of their sentences due to falling parole approval rates and

legislation that required prisoners serve longer portions of their sentences.

Figure 1.4. TDCJ admissions, TDCJ releases, and sentences to prison, FY 1980 to FY 2002
80,000

70,000
60,000
50,000
40,000
30,000

20,000

10,000

0 T T T T T T T T T T )
1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002

- = = Sentences to prison & confinee admissions TDCJ releases == TDCJ admissions|

Note: None of the admissions or release data include TDCJ prisoners who were admitted to county jails and completed their
sentence there.

Source: Urban Institute analysis of TDCJ and Criminal Justice Policy Council data.
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Figure 1.5. Time served by Texas releases (in years), FY 1988 to FY 2002
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Source: Urban Institute analysis of Criminal Justice Policy Council data.

Before proceeding to a more in-depth discussion of these trends, an explanation of the
peaks and valleys that characterized TDCJ admissions and releases between 1990 and 1995 is
warranted (figure 1.4).* These fluctuations reflect the fact that the admissions and release totals
only reflect admissions and releases to TDCJ facilities, and during this time many felons were
admitted and released from non-TDCJ facilities (e.g., county jails) due to overcrowding in TDCJ
facilities. Between 1988 and 1990, admissions approximated the total number of sentences to
prison. Then, from 1991 to 1994, many TDCJ prisoners were admitted to county jails rather than
to TDCJ facilities to manage overcrowding.”* Consequently, sentences to prison far exceeded
admissions during this time. The overflow to county jails peaked in 1993 at close to 26,000 state
prisoners (figure 1.6). Admissions grew dramatically in 1995 with the opening of 36,000 TDCJ
beds. Consequently, admissions closely approximated sentences to prison after this year. During

this time, release trends tended to follow admission trends.

Figure 1.6. Convicted felons in county jails awaiting transfer to TDCJ, FY 1988 to FY 2002
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Source: Urban Institute analysis of Criminal Justice Criminal Justice Policy Council.
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Increased Admissions

Increases in crime rates and, in particular, violent crime rates across the United States in the latter
part of the 20th century heightened concerns about public safety and coincided with a shift in the
political landscape. American sentencing policy generally became more punitive, policing
practices more stringent, and revocations of parole and probation more common. The
convergence of these forces together often resulted in increased admissions to prison. This section
reviews the role that each of these factors played in Texas admissions from 1988 to 2002.

Crime Trends

An increase in the number of crimes can lead to an increase in arrests, convictions, and
ultimately, to an increase in prison admissions.”” In Texas, however, crime does not appear to
have contributed to the increase in prison admissions.

Crime in Texas was stable between 1988 and 1991 (figure 1.7). Crime then fell until
2000 when it began to rise slightly. Total crimes fell throughout the 1990s—even while adult
residents in Texas increased in number (by 23 percent).® Taking Texas’s population growth into
account, we find that Texas’s crime rate (reported crimes per 100,000 residents) had begun to
generally decline in 1988 and continued to fall until 2000.

These numbers portray overall crime trends, however, and include many crimes that do
not typically result in prison sentences. Therefore, overall crime could decrease while the prison
population could increase as a result of an increase in serious crimes, which are more likely to
result in prison sentences. Violent (serious) crime rose between 1988 and 1991.*" In 1988, violent
crimes approached 110,000; by 1991, violent crime slightly exceeded 140,000 (figure 1.8).
Violent crime then fell and continued to fall until beginning to slightly increase after 1998. In
2001, violent crimes totaled approximately 120,000. Between 1988 and 1991, property crime
remained stable; it then fell until 2000, when it began to rise again (figure 1.9).%* In 2001,

Figure 1.7. Total number of all reported crimes in Texas, FY 1988 to FY 2001
1,400,000

1,200,000 -\/\/v
1,000,000
800,000
600,000

400,000

200,000

0 T T T T T T
1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000

Source: Urban Institute analysis of Criminal Justice Policy Council data.
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Figure 1.8. Total number of reported violent crimes in Texas, FY 1988 to FY 2001
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Figure 1.9. Total number of reported property crimes in Texas, FY 1988 to FY 2001
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Source: Urban Institute analysis of Criminal Justice Policy Council data.

property crimes totaled less than 1 million. Thus, the most serious offenses (violent), along with
less serious offenses (property), were both falling during the period when Texas’s incarceration
rate was growing most significantly. An analysis of these trends for drug crimes cannot be
included in this discussion since police departments in Texas and throughout the United States do

not record reported drug crimes due to the fact that they rarely involve a victim.
Arrest and Conviction Trends

Regardless of trends for incidence in crime, admissions to prison may increase if police
departments are making more arrests and those arrested receive prison sentences. A marked rise
in arrests for drug and violent crimes, along with an increase in felony convictions, likely

contributed significantly to Texas’s growing admissions.
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Figure 1.10. Adult (age 17 and older) arrests in Texas by select offense types, FY 1988 to FY 2001
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In Texas, adult arrests grew by 25 percent (from 752,698 to 942,481) between 1988 and
1994.% Since that time, adult arrests remained generally stable, although they fell slightly—by 5
percent to 891,437—in 2001. Rising adult arrests may well have contributed to Texas’s
incarceration growth through 1994. Disaggregating arrests by offense type helps to clarify the
impact of arrests on prison admissions. Therefore, we also examine trends for violent, property,
driving-while-intoxicated (DWI), and drug offenses separately.*

Figure 1.10 shows that, between 1988 and 2001, violent crime arrests rose (from 67,275

1.3! The influence of these factors

to 110,840)—even after 1992 when reported violent crimes fel
on the prison population is unclear, however. While violent crime fell, arrests for violent offenses
grew until 1996 and then they largely stabilized. Violent offenders rose as a share of the
admissions population until 1994, when they began to fall as a share (figure 1.11). Arrests for
drug offenses also rose in this period, and drug offenders accounted for a growing share of the
admissions population.®®> Mirroring property crime trends, arrests for property crimes generally
fell in this period.”® Likewise, property offenders’ share of admissions tended to shrink during
this time.

In 1987, Texas created 45 regional narcotics task forces (RNTFs), primarily to decrease
drug crimes in rural areas, but they have operated in urban areas as well.** These decentralized
task forces may have contributed to the increase in drug arrests since a key measure of these
units’ success is the number of drug arrests they make.*” From fiscal years 1997 to 2003 (the
years for which data were available), the RNTFs arrested between 12,000 and 19,500 individuals
annually, accounting for a significant share (10 to 21 percent) of all drug crime arrests during
these years.

Increased arrests only contribute to an increase in the prison population if the arrests lead

to felony convictions and sentences to prison or state jail. In Texas, the total number of felony
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Figure 1.11. TDCJ admissions by offense type as a percentage of all admissions, FY 1988 to FY 2002
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Source: Urban Institute analysis of Criminal Justice Policy Council data.

convictions rose from 73,049 in 1988 to 89,245 in 1991. They then fell until 1996, when they
totaled 74,882. The number of convictions then rose again, reaching 90,669 in 2002. Notably,
during this time, conviction rates had actually fallen. Between 1988 and 1994, conviction rates
fell from 80 to 70 percent and then stabilized.*® A rise in arrests likely contributed to the growth
in the prison population in the first half of the 1990s while rising felony convictions contributed

to the growth in the second half.
Parole and Probation Revocation

Another potential cause of increased admissions is an increase in parole and probation
revocations. In Texas, however, revocations contributed minimally to the increase in TDCJ
admissions during this time.”” A parole or probation revocation may be the result of the
commission of a new crime or a technical violation of a condition of supervision (such as the
requirement to report to the supervising officer). Revocations accounted for a significant but
stable share of all TDCJ admissions from 1988 to 2002, only rising slightly (by 4 percent)
between 1991 and 1994 (figure 1.12).
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Figure 1.12. Revocations as a share of TDCJ admissions, FY 1988 to FY 2002
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Source: Urban Institute analysis of Criminal Justice Policy Council data.

Increased Lengths of Stay

The main cause of Texas’s incarceration growth is the rising length of prisoners’ stays in TDCJ
facilities, or the actual time served in these facilities.”® Time served for Texas prisoners has
increased fairly consistently in the past 14 years (refer back to figure 1.5). Prisoners released in
1988 served an average of 1.8 years; by 2002, they served an average of 3.3 years—an increase of
83 percent. The most marked increase in time served occurred between 1992 and 1995, which
coincided with the largest increase in the TDCJ prison population (from 51,592 to 127,559).
Comparing Texas’s experience with national trends, Texas prisoners’ time served grew 57
percent between 1990 and 2000, outpacing the 32 percent growth in time served by state and
federal prisoners across the nation during that time.* In 1990, Texas prisoners served 1.9 years
on average, approximating the time served by state prisoners throughout the nation (1.8 years).
But by 2000, Texas prisoners were spending 37 percent more time incarcerated than the average
state prisoner nationwide (3.2 years versus 2.3 years). This section reviews the impacts of
sentence length, percentage of sentence served, parole, and good-behavior credits on Texas
prisoners’ lengths of stay from 1988 to 2002.

Sentence Length

Increases in the length of sentences can cause prison populations to grow by increasing the time
state prisoners are incarcerated.*’ In Texas, the sentence length for most state prisoners increased
during much of the past decade and therefore may have contributed to the increase in time served.

For Texas prisoners released between 1988 and 1994, the length of sentence grew
substantially—by 46 percent—from 7.7 to 11.2 years (figure 1.13). This increase in sentence
length applied to all prisoner types: nonviolent offenders’ sentences grew the most—by 60

percent (from 6.8 to 10.9 years); aggravated crime offenders’ sentences grew by 34 percent (from
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10.7 to 14.3 years); and violent crime offenders’ sentences grew by 12 percent (from 11.3 to 12.6
years)." Between 1994 and 1998, the average sentence length dropped dramatically from 11.2 to
6.1 years, and from 1998 to 2002 it remained relatively stable.*

The state jail felon category took effect in fiscal year 1995 (this population will be
discussed further throughout the text; also see “State Jail Confinees” sidebar in the introduction
for further explanation). This legislation lowered the maximum sentence length for nonviolent
Class A misdemeanors and third-degree felons from 25 years to 2 years; prison administrators in
Texas refer to these prisoners as confinees. Prior to this time, all prisoners’ sentences were a
minimum of 2 years; after this time, confinees (the new category of felons) could receive

sentences of as little as 75 days for a new crime and no more than 2 years for any offense.

Figure 1.13. Sentence length (in years) of all TDCJ releases, FY 1988 to FY 2002
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Source: Urban Institute analysis of Criminal Justice Policy Council data.

Between 1996 (the year that data are first available) and 2002, confinees received, on
average, 11-month sentences. Alternatively, state prisoners’ sentences grew longer during this
time, from 7.3 to 9.5 years, since the less serious offenders with shorter sentences removed from
the state prison population. Since state prisoners make up the majority (two-thirds) of all released
prisoners, most prisoners’ sentence lengths increased during this time.

Rising sentence lengths, however, may not translate into increased time served (time
spent incarcerated) if prisoners are, for example, being released early to parole. For confinees,
sentence length directly impacts time served since they are ineligible for parole and mandatory
supervision (and thus early release).* All but the two percent of confinees who are released to
shock probation serve their full term.** Although state prisoners are eligible for parole and
mandatory supervision, the changes in their sentence lengths likely affected their time served. For
example, as the average sentence length for state prisoners grew by 23 percent from 1988 to 2002
(from 7.7 years to 9.5 years), the average time served grew by 85 percent (from 1.8 to 3.3 years).

(Please refer back to figure 1.5.) Clearly, changes in sentence length cannot explain the total
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increase in time served. We will now examine other factors that may have affected state

prisoners’ time served.
Percentage of Sentence Served

Policies and practices for both parole and good-conduct time can affect the percentage of a
sentence that a prisoner serves (discussed below). In addition, in the past decade, a number of
states across the nation, including Texas, have passed legislation requiring state prisoners to serve
longer portions of their sentences.” By making confinees ineligible for parole or mandatory
supervision, the Texas legislature ensured that nearly all of these prisoners would serve 100
percent of their sentences. However, Texas still requires state prisoners (the majority of prisoners)
to serve at least 25 to 50 percent of their sentences—substantially less than the 85 percent
minimum requirement of nearly all other states.*®

In 1987, new legislation required that Texas prisoners’ time served and credits for good
behavior sum to at least 25 percent of their sentences before they were eligible for parole or
release to mandatory supervision.”” Since then, the legislature has increased the percentage to 33
percent, or to 50 percent for some state prisoners who committed serious violent and aggravated
offenses; the most significant legislative increases in the percentage of time served occurred in
1987 and 1993. Although Texas increased this percentage requirement for some prisoners, Texas
remains only one of three states that allow prisoners to become eligible for parole after serving,
with good-time credits, less than 85 percent of their sentences—the percentage recommended by
the federal government.*® Confinees are subject to distinct requirements. Since their creation in
1993, confinees have been ineligible for parole or good-time credits (i.e., release to mandatory
supervision), and all but 2 percent, who are released at a judge’s discretion through shock
probation, serve 100 percent of their sentences.

Trends in the percentage of the sentence that prisoners are serving reflect these legislative
changes (figure 1.14).* State prisoners released in 1993 served 27 percent of their sentences; by
2002, they were serving 58 percent. The percentage of sentence served approximately doubled for
all offender types, including nonviolent offenders.’’ Today, more releasees are also serving 100
percent of their sentences (i.e., were “discharged”), receiving no early release through parole,
good-behavior credits, or shock probation. In 1988, less than 1 percent of all prisoners were
discharged; by 2002, 45 percent were. Although the proportion of discharged state prisoners has
increased, the primary reason for the marked rise in discharges is due to the growth in the number
of confinee releases. In 1988, the confinee category did not exist; by 2002, confinees constituted
35 percent of all TDCJ releases, and 98 percent of them were discharged while only 16 percent of

state prisoners were.
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Figure 1.14. Percentage of sentence served, FY 1988 to FY 2002
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Source: Urban Institute analysis of Criminal Justice Policy Council data.

Figure 1.15. Parole approval rates, FY 1988 to FY 2002
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Parole Eligibility and Approvals

Falling parole approvals were the driving force behind the rise in prisoners’ time served.”' Two
main factors contributed to this decline. First, the percentage of releases who were eligible for
parole dropped from nearly 100 percent in 1988 to approximately 63 percent in 2002.%
Consequently, the number of prisoners considered for parole grew by just 24 percent while the
prison population grew by 227 percent and releases grew by 73 percent. Second, for those
prisoners considered for parole, parole approval rates plummeted from 57 percent to 25 percent
during this time (figure 1.15). The result: the number of prisoners released to parole decreased by
45 percent, from 28,090 in 1988 to 15,426 in 2002.

The creation of the state jail felon category—a growing percentage of prisoners who are

ineligible for parole—in 1993 likely reduced the proportion of prisoners considered for parole.
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Other factors also may have contributed to this result, such as resource constraints, an
increasingly punitive political climate, changes in parole board members, and the increased
housing capacity of TDCJ.

Good-Conduct Time

Eligible state prisoners can receive credit for good behavior (i.e., good-conduct time) for
participating in programs and avoiding disciplinary reports; confinees cannot receive good-
conduct time.”® These credits can affect a state prisoner’s length of stay in two ways. First, as
previously mentioned, some state prisoners are eligible for parole when their good-conduct time
and time served sum to a percentage of their sentence. (Good-behavior credits are not considered
when determining the parole eligibility date for state prisoners convicted of some aggravated
offenses.’®) Second, eligible state prisoners can still be released early through mandatory
supervision (further described in chapters 4 and 5), which may occur when the prisoner’s good-
behavior credits and time served sum to his sentence.”®> The amount of good-conduct time a state
prisoner can receive is not set, but CJPC staff reported that most state prisoners receiving good-
conduct time receive one day of credit for each day served.

Although good-conduct time directly affects the time served by prisoners, changes in
good-conduct time over the past decade did not likely contribute to the increase in prisoners’ time
served, since more prisoners are released today to mandatory supervision than were a decade ago.
In 1988, 22 percent of all TDCJ releasees received mandatory supervision; in 2002, 29 percent
did (figure 1.16).

Figure 1.16. Parole and mandatory supervision releases as percentage of all releases, FY 1988 to FY
2002
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Source: Urban Institute analysis of Criminal Justice Policy Council data.
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SUMMARY

In summary, the state of Texas has experienced significant growth in its prison
population and corrections spending. The prison population increase can be attributed to rising
arrests, more convictions, longer sentences for most prisoners (state prisoners), falling parole
approvals, and legislation requiring prisoners to serve longer portions of their sentences. From a
reentry perspective, we can expect to observe two different types of released prisoners: (1) state
prisoners who have spent longer periods of time in prison for drug, property, and violent crimes
and (2) confinees who have spent shorter periods of time in state jails for drug and property
crimes. The former group will likely have served long enough to have access to a variety of
prison programs, including educational, vocational, employment, and substance abuse treatment
programs. However, they will have been out of the workforce and disengaged from the
community for a longer time, making the reentry adjustment a challenging one. Conversely, the
latter group will have been released after serving very short sentences, making the disruption of
incarceration less pronounced. However, these prisoners may have had less access to the
programs and resources that TDCJ has to offer. These differences in reentry needs and challenges
have implications for program structures, release policies, and postrelease supervision practices,

topics that will be addressed in the chapters that follow.



CHAPTER 2

Who Is Returning Home?

s admissions to Texas prisons and state jails have increased over time, so too has the

number of prisoners being released from these facilities. To better understand prisoner

reentry in the state, it is important to examine the characteristics of the population being

released from TDCJ each year. This section describes the 2001 release cohort, including basic

demographics, reasons for incarceration, time served, transition to release, recidivism rates, and

health challenges.™

DEMOGRAPHICS

In calendar year 2001, TDCIJ released 55,183 men
and women from its custody to the streets.”’ Nearly
all (99 percent, or 54,645) remained in Texas
The

characteristics of those released to Texas are

following release.”® demographic
similar to those of the state’s standing prison
population. The majority (86 percent) of the
release population is male (figure 2.1). Nearly one
in five prisoners are married. Almost half (44
percent) are non-Hispanic black, a third (32
percent) are non-Hispanic white, and a quarter (24
percent) are Hispanic (figure 2.2).

As figure 2.3 shows, nearly three-quarters
(70 percent) of all releasees were less than 40 years
old at release. Most were in their mid-30s at the
time of their release, with the median age at release
being 34. A little more than one-third (36 percent)
were less than 30 years old at release. The
youngest prisoner was 17 years old, and the oldest
was 97.

Figure 2.1. TDCJ releasees by gender, 2001

Female
14%

Male
86%

Source: Urban Institute analysis of 2001 TDCJ data.

Figure 2.2. TDCJ releasees by race/ethnicity,
2001
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Source: Urban Institute analysis of 2001 TDCJ data.

Note: Figures total more than 100 percent due to

rounding.
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Figure 2.3. TDCJ releasees by age, 2001

40% -
35% - 33% 34%
30% -
25% 1 23%

20%

15% -

10% A
6%

1%
0% ,J ; ; ; ; ; | B

17-19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60 and over

Source: Urban Institute analysis of 2001 TDCJ data.

Figure 2.4. TDCJ releasees by primary conviction offense, 2001
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WHY THEY WERE INCARCERATED

As described in the first chapter of this report, an increase in convictions for drug
offenses has contributed to the growth in Texas’s prison population. And, of prisoners released to
Texas in 2001, drug offenses accounted for the greatest share of all convictions (figure 2.4). One
in every 2.5 releasees (39 percent) had been incarcerated for either possessing or selling drugs; 1
in 3 releasees (33 percent) had been incarcerated for property offenses; and 1 in 6 releasees (17
percent) had been incarcerated for violent offenses. The remaining releasees had been
incarcerated for such offenses as driving while intoxicated and weapons offenses.

Of those released to Texas, one-third (18,107) had been serving time for a state jail,

felony offense. See the sidebar, “Highlights of Differences between Confinees and State

16 A PORTRAIT OF PRISONER REENTRY IN TEXAS



Prisoners,” for a discussion of differences between these two populations, including differences in

the offense types committed.

Highlights of Differences between Confinees and State Prisoners Released in 2001

» Twice as many confinee releasees as state prisoner releasees were women (21 versus 10

percent).

* Confinee releasees were slightly less likely than state prisoners to be white (30 versus 34
percent) or Hispanic (21 versus 25 percent) and more likely than state prisoners to be black

(49 versus 41 percent).

* The median age of confinee releasees was slightly younger than that of state prisoners (31

versus 35).

» Compared with state prisoners, confinee releasees were significantly more likely to have
been serving time for drug offenses (54 versus 32 percent), much more likely to have been
serving time for property offenses (42 versus 29 percent), and significantly less likely to

have been serving time for violent offenses (less than 1 versus 24 percent).

* On average, confinees were released after serving 11 months (100 percent of their
sentences). In contrast, state prisoners were released after serving an average of 4.6 years

(47 percent of the average sentence length of 9.7 years).

HOW LONG THEY WERE INCARCERATED

As discussed above, the average time served of Texas prisoners released in 2001 was 3.4 years
and the average sentence length was 6.8 years.” Slightly more than half (53 percent) of the Texas
prisoners released in 2001 served two years or less in prison, 22 percent served between two and
five years, and a quarter served five years or more. (For longitudinal trends on time served, refer
back to figure 1.5.)

TRANSITION TO RELEASE

In 2001, the vast majority (85 percent) of prisoners released by TDCJ were released from a
minimum custody level (figure 2.5). Confinees were only slightly more likely than state prisoners
to be released from minimum custody (88 versus 83 percent). Consequently, most TDCJ
prisoners are released with the benefit of a transition from a higher to a lower security level where
they are able to participate in more programs and assume greater freedoms and responsibility,

which may help prepare them for their release.

A PORTRAIT OF PRISONER REENTRY IN TEXAS 17



Figure 2.5. Texas releasees by custody at release, 2001
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Source: Urban Institute analysis of 2001 TDCJ data.

RECIDIVISM AND THE REVOLVING DOOR

Cycling in and out of prison is common among released state prisoners, whether they are returned
to prison while under parole supervision or not. A recently released study by the Bureau of
Justice Statistics that tracked state prisoners released from prisons in 15 states in 1994 found that
within three years of their release, nearly 52 percent were back in prison for new prison sentences
or technical violations of the conditions of their release.”

The criminal histories of the released state prisoners in Texas demonstrate slightly lower
patterns of reincarceration: within three years of release, 41 percent of state prisoners released in
1994 returned to a state prison or state jail facility.®’ By 1998, the percentage of state prisoners
who had been reincarcerated within three years had dropped to 31 percent—the lowest recidivism
rate in a decade. To compare reincarceration rates of state prisoners with confinees, we must
examine two-year reincarceration rates since those are the only data available for confinees. Of
the confinees released in 1998, 19 percent were reincarcerated in two years; state prisoners
released in 1998 were only slightly more likely (21 percent) to be reincarcerated within this
period.” Notably, confinees released to supervision are significantly more likely to be
reincarcerated than those who are simply discharged. For example, 17 percent of confinees
released in 1998 without supervision were reincarcerated—Iess than half the rate at which
confinees released to supervision were (39 percent).” Data comparing the recidivism rates of
state prisoners released to supervision with those not released to supervision are unavailable.

Also, one in four Texas prisoners released in 2001 had been incarcerated as a parole,
mandatory supervision, or shock probation violator. The percentage of prisoner releasees who, at
incarceration, had violated felony probation is not available—although the percentage is expected

to be high given felony probation revocation trends (see figure 1.12).
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MENTAL AND PHYSICAL HEALTH PROBLEMS

State prisoners nationwide suffer from a range of mental and physical health problems. In 1997,
nearly one-third (31 percent) of state prisoners nationally reported having a learning or speech
disability, a hearing or vision problem, or a mental or physical condition.** The physical health
challenges, along with the related fiscal costs, are rising due to the changing demographics of the
prison population in Texas. The CJPC found a substantial increase since 1994 in the elderly
prison population (ages 55 and older)—a population that tends to experience health problems at a
higher rate than the average prisoner.” In fiscal year 2000, the cost of managed health care in
Texas reached over $267 million (11 percent of TDCJ’s $2.4 billion budget).®®

A specific area of heightened concern is HIV/AIDS in prison populations. Nationally, in
2000, 2 percent of state prisoners were HIV positive, and the overall rate of confirmed AIDS
cases among the nation’s prison population was four times the rate in the U.S. general population
(0.52 percent versus 0.13 percent).”” In Texas, 1.9 percent of prisoners were HIV positive in
2000.°® The reentry challenge of HIV/AIDS is particularly significant considering the findings of
a 2000 study conducted by Dr. William O’Brien, a researcher at the University of Texas Medical
Branch in Galveston (UTMB).” This study found that TDCJ prisoners were developing
resistance to an HIV/AIDS medication as a result of inconsistent administration of the drug.”
While the authors were unable to obtain detailed statistics on other health characteristics of Texas
prisoners,” it stands to reason that the state’s soon-to-be-released state prisoners have rates of
other physical conditions similar to those of prisoners across the country.’

CJPC studies have shown that mental health issues pose an increasingly significant
challenge to TDCJ. Between 1988 and 1998, the total number of TDCJ state prisoners receiving
mental health care (whether on inpatient or outpatient caseloads) increased by 399 percent (from
3,148 to 15,716). At the same time, the number of psychiatric beds available increased by 157
percent (from 823 to 2,116), and the overall prison population increased by 262 percent (from
39,664 to 143,803).” The vast majority of prisoners with mental health issues were served in
outpatient facilities.”* In fiscal year 2000, the cost of psychiatric care totaled $43 million (nearly 2
percent of TDCJ’s budget).”

Mental health issues are also prevalent in the parole and probation population. In 2001,
575,548 individuals were under direct parole or probation supervision in Texas; of these
individuals, an estimated 16 percent (91,603) suffered from a mental illness.”® Twenty-seven
percent (or 29,948 of 110,692) of all direct parolees are estimated to be mentally ill and 13
percent (or 61,655 of 464,856) of direct probationers are. At the same time, 28 percent (25,562)
of mentally ill probationers and parolees were treated: 19 percent received services from the
state’s Mental Health and Mental Retardation programs and 9 percent received services from the
criminal justice system mental health services.

Thus, mental and physical health issues experienced by Texas state prisoners present yet

another reentry challenge and public health opportunity.
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CHAPTER 3

How Are Prisoners Prepared for Reentry?

istorically, prison programs have played an
important role in American corrections.
Whether do,

to positive postrelease outcomes

in fact,

(e.g.
reduced recidivism and long-term employment) has been

prison programs

contribute

the subject of much research and dispute. In the 1970s,
studies suggested that prison programs did not work.””
By contrast, more recent research and meta-analyses
have found favorable results, with treatment groups
across programs consistently achieving at least modest
reductions in recidivism versus comparison groups,
particularly when coupled with programs in the
community.”®

Despite the potential benefits of facility-based
programs, participation in prison programs nationwide is
on the decline. The number of soon-to-be-released state
and federal prisoners who reported participating in

vocational programs dropped from 31 percent in 1991 to

TDCJ Placement Process

With the exception of those prisoners
sentenced to a Substance Abuse
Felony Punishment facility, prisoners
receive an Individualized Treatment
Plan at admission. This plan outlines
the programs appropriate for the
individual. When determining priority
for placement in programs,
preference is given to prisoners
approved for parole and required to
complete a treatment program. Other
prisoners are categorized based on
projected release date, age, custody
level, level of need, whether the
program is offered in the prisoner's
institution, and the availability of
space in the program.

27 percent in 1997.” Similarly, the number who reported participating in education programs

dropped from 43 to 35 percent in that same period.** The number of prisoners who reported

receiving formal substance abuse treatment also dropped, from 25 percent in 1991 to 10 percent

in 1997.*' These numbers are discouraging given the suggested benefit of in-prison programs and

the increasing number of prisoners who are in need of training and treatment.

OVERVIEW OF TDCJ PROGRAMS

TDCJ prisoners have access to a range of programs and services—including education programs,

vocational training, substance abuse treatment, behavior-modification programs, and mental

health counseling—designed to help them reintegrate into communities and reconnect with their

families.
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Figure 3.1 shows that over $241 million was devoted to in-prison programs in Texas in
fiscal year 2000.** These funds come from the budgets of TDCJ and the Windham School District
(WSD), TDCJ’s primary educational and vocational program provider. The vast majority of these
funds are devoted to educational, work, and substance abuse treatment programs. Seven percent
of TDCJ’s budget (nearly $165 million) is devoted to institutional programs. Of TDCJ’s budget,
3.2 percent is devoted to correctional industries (work programs); 2.8 percent is allocated to in-
prison substance abuse treatment; 0.2 percent is devoted to academic and educational programs;
0.1 percent is for Project RIO, a vocational skill program; and 0.6 percent is devoted to other
institutional inmate treatment services such as sex offender treatment programs. To assist with the
transition from corrections to the community, TDCJ also provides some programs to prisoners in
the community following release (both residential and nonresidential), but funding totals for these
programs were unavailable. In addition, WSD reports spending over $76.4 million for educational
and academic programs in fiscal year 2000.* Of these funds, 83 percent was devoted to education
programs in state prisons, 12 percent was devoted to education programs in state jails, 4 percent
was devoted to continuing education programs, and 0.3 percent was devoted to education

programs in parole facilities.*

Figure 3.1. Key TDCJ prisoner program categories by budget, FY 2000
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Source: Urban Institute analysis of TDCJ, Texas Board of Pardons and Parole, and Criminal Justice Policy Council data.

In fiscal year 2004, however, TDCJ’s budget for programs—specifically substance abuse
treatment programs, academic programs, and chaplaincy—dropped 16 percent due to Texas’s
budget deficit.* Overall, TDCJ’s budget fell 5 percent from fiscal year 2003 to fiscal year 2004.%
As a result, Texas prisoners face fewer opportunities to participate in programs today than in
recent years. Further, prisoners may have fewer incentives today to participate in programs than
they did a decade ago, since parole approvals, which include program participation as a

consideration factor, are less likely now than they were a decade ago.
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While no historical data exist on program
participation in Texas, and current data are sometimes
incomplete, we are able to report some estimates of
prisoner participation in programs. WSD reports that
83,337 prisoners (42 percent of possible participants in
fiscal year 2002) participated in its basic educational
programs in fiscal year 2002.*” In addition, 12,463
prisoners (6 percent of possible participants in fiscal year
2002) participated in WSD’s college-level courses and
vocational classes. In 2002, at least 9,000 prisoners (5
percent of potential participants in fiscal year 2002) were
admitted to substance abuse programs prior to release,
and at least 8,700 prisoners could have participated in
postrelease inpatient substance abuse programs (not
including those prisoners who received field referral
services). However, many more prisoners may have
participated in substance abuse programs since most of

TDCJ’s substance abuse programs do not publish

About Program Participation

Data

Unless otherwise noted, individual
program participation and admission
rates are unique. Because prisoners
may have participated in multiple
programs, we are unable to combine
or average rates across program
types with any accuracy. For
example, combining participation
rates across programs in the
Windham School District would
count more than once prisoners who
participated in more than one
program overestimate the
number of individuals who accessed
education programs.

and

participation rates. Also, 85 percent of prisoners participate in work assignments at any given

time, and 69,506 prisoners (35 percent of potential participants in fiscal year 2002) participated in

Project RIO, a prerelease and postrelease work-readiness program (figure 3.2).

Figure 3.2 provides a summary of the main TDCJ programs and services offered to

prisoners incarcerated in TDCJ facilities—both in traditional correctional institutions and in

community-based facilities.* We provide a more in-depth description of these programs below.

While we include descriptions of programs administered by TDCJ Parole Division, we do not do

so for those programs administered by TDCJ Community Justice Assistance Division (the

probation department) because so few TDC]J prisoners (approximately 2 percent) are released to

probation.

EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Data on the nation’s prison populations suggest that the

education level of state prisoners is well below that of the

general population.*

population had not completed high school or received an = College Coursework
equivalency degree in 1997, 40 percent of prisoners in state =  Community
Opportunities

or federal prison had not done so.” In Texas, 43 percent of

state prisoners admitted in 2000 did not possess a high school

While 18 percent of the general

Education Programs

= Basic Education

Programs in Education

diploma or general equivalency diploma (GED).”' Even more
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Figure 3.2. Main TDCJ programs and services, FY 2002

Program Eligible population Where administered FY 2002 admissions Capacity
Education®
Basic Education State prisoners and confinees Correctional facility 76,825 Not available?
College Coursework State prisoners and confinees Correctional facility 7,997 Not available®
Community Opportunities Parolees or MS releasees” Community 3,380 Not available®
Programs in Education
Employment
Career and Technology State prisoners and confinees Correctional facility 16,100° Not available?
Education Training
Division of Continuing State prisoners and confinees Correctional facility 4,466° Not available?
Education Vocational Classes
Project RIO State prisoners Correctional facility 69,506° Not available

Manufacturing and Logistics
Job Training and Work
Programs

State prisoners

Correctional facility

Not available

Not available

Agribusiness and Land State prisoners Correctional facility 2,200° Not available
Minerals Work
Lockhart Work Program State prisoners Correctional facility 1,000° 1,000
Barriers to Employment Confinees Correctional facility Not available Not available
Halfway Houses Parolees or MS releases Community 4,719° 1,199
Project RIO State prisoners Community Not available Not available
Work Release Program Parolees or MS rel b Community Not available Not available
Subst: abuse tr t
In-Prison Therapeutic State prisoners Correctional facility 1,076 800
Community
Prerelease Substance Abuse State prisoners Correctional facility 1,352 1,000
Program
Prerelease Therapeutic State prisoners Correctional facility 814 600
Community
Substance Abuse Felony Confinees Correctional facility 5,849 4,500
Punishment Facility
Field Referral Parolees or MS releases Correctional facility 7,280° Not available
Inpatient aftercare programs Parolees, MS releases, Community 31732d 2,123
(Continuum of Care) probationers from IPTC & SAFP
Outpatient aftercare programs Parolees, MS releases, Community 7,000¢ Not available
(Continuum of Care) probationers from IPTC & SAFP
Mental health care
Mentally Retarded Offender State prisoners and confinees Correctional facility Not Available 989
Inpatient psychiatric facilities State prisoners and confinees Correctional facility Not Available 2,032
Hospital facilities State prisoners and confinees Correctional facility Not Available Not Available
Outpatient care State prisoners and confinees Correctional facility Not Available Not available
Sex offender treatment
Sex offender treatment | State prisoners Correctional facility 299 426
Faith-based initiative
InnerChange Freedom State prisoners Correctional facility 153 200
Initiative
Behavior adjustment programs
CHANGES State prisoners and confinees Correctional facility 23,980 Not available
Cognitive Intervention State prisoners and confinees Correctional facility 10,401 Not available
Family Forward Confinees Correctional facility 4,377° Not available
Women and children's programs
Love Me Tender Program State prisoners and confinees Correctional facility Not available Not available
Girl Scouts Behind Bars Confinees Correctional facility Not available Not available

Source: Urban Institute analysis of TDCJ, Texas Board of Pardons and Parole, and CJPC data.

*The total capacity of all WSD vocational and educational programs is approximately 30,000. Since some inmates

participate in multiple programs, the participation totals listed above may double count inmates admitted; as a result,

the total number of education participants listed above will not sum to the total number of unique inmates
participating in these programs that is listed in the chapter.
PMS signifies mandatory supervision release.

°Program participants.

YEstimated from program capacity and average length of stay.

°FY 2003.
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striking is the fact that, in 2002, 31 percent of state prisoners in Texas prisons could be defined as
functionally illiterate.”

Since 1969, WSD has served as the primary administrator of educational and vocational
programs for TDCJ. WSD operates as an independent school district under the dual supervision
of TDCJ and the Texas Education Authority. In the 2001 to 2002 school year, WSD had 83,337
participants in WSD educational or vocational programs (42) percent of potential participants).”
Overall, WSD has the capacity to serve approximately 30,000 prisoners at any given time through
its 88 schools in TDCJ facilities.”* WSD also reports that 5,347 GEDs and 509 advanced degrees
were conferred to TDCJ prisoners in 2002 (figure 3.3).

On average, prisoners receive the equivalent of one school year (604 hours) of
educational programming during their stay in prison; placement preference is given to those
prisoners required to participate in programs prior to parole release, those nearing their release,
those who are young, and those with the greatest need for education programs.” The following is

a brief description of the education programs offered through the TDCJ.”®

Administered in Correctional Facilities

= Basic Education. WSD’s Division of Instruction offers basic academic programs from
primary to secondary schooling and includes literacy programs, English as a second
language classes, and special education classes for prisoners with special needs.
Among these programs, the literacy program is the most widely accessed. In the 2001
to 2002 school year, 52,639 (26 percent of potential participants in fiscal year 2002)
enrolled in the literacy program. This program targets adults who are considered
functionally illiterate or who are pursuing a GED. Most basic education programs

require a commitment of approximately 15 hours per week of class time.

* College Coursework. The Division of Continuing Education offers college-level
coursework through partnerships with 16 two-year and 3 four-year colleges and
universities. Prisoners who participate receive college credit for their courses.
Approximately 4 percent of the possible participants took advantage of higher-level
academic courses during the 2001 to 2002 school year. WSD does not fund college-
level courses. Outside sources and the prisoners themselves fund these courses. In
2002, 509 college degrees (associate’s, bachelor’s, and master’s degrees) were

awarded.
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Figure 3.3. Academic degrees awarded to TDCJ prisoners by WSD, FY 2002
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Source: Urban Institute analysis of TDCJ data.

Administered in the Community

= Community Opportunities Programs in Education (COPE) Program.97 Upon
release, parolees with low academic achievement levels or who wish to earn their GED
are eligible to participate in the Parole Division’s COPE Program. A substantial
proportion of parolees meet this qualification: Of the 13,200 prisoners released to

parole in fiscal year 2002, 44 percent had not earned a high school diploma or GED.

By the end of fiscal year 2002, 3,380 offenders (26
percent of the prisoners released to parole in that

fiscal year), had enrolled in this program.”®

EMPLOYMENT-READINESS PROGRAMS

The difficulties prisoners face within the labor market, before
incarceration, and after release have been well documented.”
Prisoners often enter prison with poor educational
backgrounds and unstable work histories. While incarcerated,
they lose the opportunity for valuable work experience and
may sever interpersonal connections that could provide links
to employment opportunities.'” These obstacles to finding
legitimate employment add to the reintegration challenges
facing returning state prisoners.

Employment-readiness programs are programs
designed to help prisoners overcome the barriers to
employment and prepare them for reentry into the workforce.

WSD and TDCJ’s Manufacturing and Logistics Division
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offer several in-prison occupational training and career development programs. As of fiscal year
2002, more than 90,000 prisoners were enrolled in WSD employment programs (including
69,506 reported Project RIO participants), and more than 7,300 were involved in employment

programs through the Manufacturing and Logistics Division.'"'

Thus, at least 97,300 prisoners
could have participated in these programs during this time.'” WSD also reports that 13,118
vocational certificates were conferred to TDCJ prisoners in 2002 and that WSD students earned

2,731 industry certificates. A brief overview of some of the main TDCJ work programs follows.

Administered in Correctional Facilities'®

= Career and Technology Education (CTE). CTE offers occupational training courses

to participating prisoners. While the program operates in most adult institutions, only 8

percent of potential participants in fiscal year 2002 participated in CTE programs.'®*
Courses are offered in 34 subject areas that range from electrical trades and plumbing
to graphic arts and information technology.'® The full training program entails 600
hours of coursework and provides entry-level industry training, while the short training
program (for prisoners with specific occupational needs or who will be released
shortly) entails 45 to 200 hours of coursework. CTE also offers an apprenticeship

program and on-the-job training.

= Division of Continuing Education Vocational Classes. The Division of Continuing
Education offers prisoners vocational education classes to earn credits for college or
toward vocational certification. These classes are offered in 29 TDCJ units and cover
such topics as advanced horticulture, electronics, and masonry. But only 2 percent of
potential participants in fiscal year 2002 participated in vocational credit courses

through the continuing education program.

* Project RIO (Re-Integration of Offenders). Project RIO is a prerelease and
postrelease program created in 1985 that works to reduce recidivism by connecting
prisoners to jobs. WSD administers the prerelease component of this program that
includes assisting prisoners to obtain the necessary documentation—such as social
security cards, birth certificates, and driver’s licenses—to secure employment. WSD
staff members also help participants develop a postrelease plan to find and secure
employment and refer them to appropriate in-prison education, vocational training, and
substance abuse programs. Of the 58,949 state prisoners and confinees released in
fiscal year 2002, nearly 35 percent of possible participants had developed plans to seek
services and employment after release through Project RIO.

= Manufacturing and Logistics Job Training and Work Programs. TDCJ’s

Manufacturing and Logistics Division offers work programs and some on-the-job
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training and certification to prisoners. The products manufactured by prisoners and
services are provided free-of-charge or at a reduced cost to the TDCJ and to other
public agencies. Prisoners can work in the division’s varied industries: movement of
freight, managing storage facilities, and management and maintenance of TDCJ’s
automobiles. Prisoners can also receive training and certification in Geographic
Information Systems, computer repair, and braille transcription through the
Manufacturing and Logistics Division; in 2002, 49 prisoners were certified in one of
these areas. In partnership with the Texas Correctional Industries, the division also
employs around 7,300 prisoners in 40 factories that manufacture a variety of products,

including mattresses, shoes, brooms, furniture, and steel products.

= Agribusiness and Land Minerals. This division employs 2,200 offenders in
agriculturally based jobs throughout the state of Texas. Prisoners are employed in

various positions, including farming, tending livestock, and harvesting produce.

* Lockhart Work Program. Located in a secure facility within the TDCJ prison
system, the Lockhart work program employs inmates in a variety of industries that
include manufacturing air conditioner parts, computer components, medical gowns,
and designer lenses and frames under the Private Sector/Prison Industries
Enhancement Program (PIE). This federally funded program excludes the industries
located at Lockhart from federal constraints placed on offender-made goods. In
addition, the PIE program stipulates that a portion of the income prisoners earn is
donated toward facility maintenance, victim restitution, and family support. Prisoners
are able to participate in much of the same programming offered in other prison
facilities, such as educational, vocational, and life skills programs. Lockhart prison has

a capacity of 1,000 men and women.

= Barriers to Employment. This program, offered at the Joe Kegans State Jail in
Houston, offers transitional programming to help confinees reintegrate into the
community. Offenders that qualify for the program transfer to the Kegans facility prior
to release. There they are provided with prerelease counseling and services.
Specifically, the Barriers to Employment program, in partnership with Career and
Recovery Resources (a United Way Agency) offers career and employment readiness
counseling that teaches prisoners how to write a résumé, secure and maintain

employment, and utilize local resources to find employment.'®

Administered in the Community

= Halfway House Programs. There are currently seven halfway houses for parolees and

mandatory supervision releases across Texas, all of which are contracted to private
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nonprofit or for-profit entities. In addition to providing shelter to just-released
prisoners, halfway houses often provide other transitional services, such as
employment counseling and referrals. Prisoners must remain on the property at all
times (unless reporting to their designated place of employment) and contribute a
portion of their earnings to the maintenance of the facility. Prisoners are also required
to remain in the halfway house facility until the proper authorities grant permission to
leave. In fiscal year 2002, these facilities had a capacity to house 1,199 parole and
mandatory supervision releasees at any given time.'”” During this fiscal year, 4,719

parole and mandatory supervision releasees were released from these facilities.'*

* Work Release Program. Some Texas counties administer a work release program
offered to prisoners released to parole or mandatory supervision who are returning to
nonmetropolitan areas that may lack a halfway house program. Prisoners reside in
county jail facilities and follow similar rules to their counterparts in halfway house

programs. Local divisions of the TDCJ Parole Division administer this program.

* Project RIO. The Texas Workforce Commission implements the community-based
component of Project RIO. Project RIO helps ex-prisoners complete their Individual
Strategy and Service Development Plan developed during their incarceration. Project
RIO staff offer job-search assistance, workshops on résumé building and interviewing,
work referrals, and job fairs. Project RIO staff also work to educate employers about
the referral process and its benefits; they also provide a financial incentive program for

. . . 109
employers who hire certain ex-prisoners.

SUBSTANCE ABUSE TREATMENT PROGRAMS

The relationship between substance abuse and incarceration
has drawn the attention of national and state officials alike.
Studies have found that more than half of state prisoners
across the nation reported that they were under the influence
of drugs or alcohol at the time they committed the offense
that led to their imprisonment.''® Furthermore, 74 percent of
state prisoners nationwide who expected to be released in the
year 2000 reported a history of drug and/or alcohol abuse.'"!
The issues surrounding substance abuse in Texas
largely mirror those of the nation. A recent study found that
63 percent of state prisoners are substance users or
chemically dependent and that 39 percent of state prisoners
reported being intoxicated during the commission of their

112

crime. - At the same time, 5 percent of potential prisoner
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participants are known to have been admitted to substance abuse programs in fiscal year 2002.
We expect that a significant number of prisoners have attended voluntary self-help programs such
as Alcoholics Anonymous, Narcotics Anonymous, counseling sessions, and Secular Organization
for Sobriety programs.'® However, the availability of these programs to prisoners depends on the
number of volunteers available at any given time. Participation rates for these programs are
unavailable.

Now we turn to a brief description of the TDCJ Programs and Services Division’s four
substance abuse programs. Together, these programs have a capacity to serve 6,900 prisoners at
any given time and are located in 19 of TDCJ’s 105 units. Combined, the four programs served 5
percent of potential participants in fiscal year 2002. Evaluations conducted by the Criminal
Justice Policy Council suggest that these models have positive effects on the prisoners they
serve.'"* Below, we provide an overview of substance abuse programs and opportunities for

released prisoners to find substance use treatment once they return to the community.

Administered in Correctional Facilities

= In-Prison Therapeutic Community Program (IPTC). IPTC is designed for parole-
approved state prisoners within 12 to 14 months of their release who suffer from
substance abuse. IPTC is mandatory for those selected by the parole board to
participate; these prisoners must complete the nine-month program as a condition of
release to parole. IPTC has a program capacity of 800 prisoners (500 male and 300
female) and admitted 1,076 offenders in fiscal year 2002. The Criminal Justice Policy
Council (CJPC) reports that within a sample population, the recidivism rates of state
prisoners who successfully completed IPTC are lower than for those who did not
complete [PTC. In 1994, CJPC reported that 63 percent of prisoners in the sample
studied completed both in-prison and postrelease treatment components of the IPTC
program. Following the implementation of several procedural changes, completion

rates have increased since this time.'"

» Pre-Release Substance Abuse Program (PRSAP). Operating since 1996, this
program follows a six-month curriculum that includes counseling, anger-management
training, life skills training, and drug and alcohol education. PRSAP works with 1,000
mandatory supervision and parole-approved prisoners who will be released to parole.
PRSAP admitted 1,352 prisoners in fiscal year 2002. According to a 2003 CJPC report,
within the sample studied, PRSAP reduced recidivism rates among participating
prisoners, particularly among those who were considered at high risk of recidivating.
The PRSAP program has the highest completion rate of all substance abuse programs;

85 percent of the sample population completed the six-month curriculum.
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= Pre-Release Therapeutic Community (PRTC). Established in 1997, the PRTC
program targets mandatory supervision or parole-approved state prisoners returning to
the Dallas area. The program curriculum includes six months of substance abuse
treatment, vocational and academic courses, and life skills training workshops. PRTC
has the capacity to serve 600 prisoners at any given time and served 814 prisoners in
fiscal year 2002. CJPC found that recidivism rates are generally lower for prisoners
who complete the entire PRTC program and found that 61 percent of participants do
so. According to CJPC, for the sample studied in 2003, factors unrelated to program
activities (namely staffing shortages and multiple program goals) may have lessened
PRTC’s effectiveness.

= Substance Abuse Felony Punishment Facilities (SAFP). Confinees, probationers,
and parolees with substance use issues may be sentenced directly to SAFPs. Offenders
sentenced to SAFP facilities serve six-month sentences in a SAFP facility, are required
to complete three months of treatment after release in an inpatient substance abuse
treatment facility, and are encouraged to participate in up to nine months of outpatient
care.''® While incarcerated in a SAFP facility, offenders are under 24-hour supervision
and are provided various types of substance abuse treatment education, cognitive
intervention courses, life skills training, and other positive components geared toward
successful reintegration and a crime-free, drug-free lifestyle. At the end of fiscal year
2002, SAFP had a 4,500-bed capacity with 500 beds reserved for parolees; the
program admitted 5,849 offenders in fiscal year 2002. According to a CJPC evaluation,
the recidivism rates for a sample of SAFP participants and nonparticipants are very
similar over time (32 percent for participants and 30 percent for the comparison
group); however, they also reported that the recidivism rate for prisoners who complete
all components of the two-year program drops to 5 percent. Additionally, “CJPC
estimates that for every 100 prisoners placed in the SAFP program the state avoids
$770,000 in incarceration costs.”''” While 68 percent of the sample prison population
completed one month of the three-month outpatient treatment program, only 44 percent
completed all in-prison and postrelease program components.''® CIJPC also reported a
disproportionate number of revocations due to technical violations of parole or
probation among SAFP participants; violators accounted for 55 percent of SAFP

recidivists.

Administered in the Community

Studies have shown that substance abuse treatment programs are most effective when they
encompass an in-prison treatment component as well as an aftercare component.'" Following this
research, the community-based programs run by the Parole Division complement the variety of

in-prison programs provided by the Programs and Services Division.
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= Aftercare Programs (Continuum of Care Programs). Parolees and mandatory
supervision releasees who participated in the In-Prison Therapeutic Community
(IPTC) program and probationers who were incarcerated in a Substance Abuse Felony
Punishment (SAFP) facility participate in this program. IPTC and SAFP programs
require participants to seek three to nine months of substance abuse treatment
following release. TDCJ administers both the inpatient and outpatient care. The
inpatient aftercare program has a program capacity of 2,183 and serves approximately
8,732 prisoners per year.'””” The outpatient substance abuse program, coordinated by
the Programs and Services Division, serves approximately 7,000 parolees and

. 121
probationers per year.

» Field Referral. For parolees and mandatory supervision releasees at risk of substance
abuse who did not participate in IPTC or SAFP, the Division of Parole provides the
Field Referral program. After release, a field officer assesses a prisoner’s substance
abuse treatment needs and refers him or her to the appropriate treatment facility or
program. Since 52 percent of all releasees were released to parole or mandatory
supervision, many TDCJ ex-prisoners have access to this service. The field referral
program has access to 395 inpatient beds, which serve approximately 1,580 prisoners
per year.'> The outpatient program serves approximately 5,700 parole or mandatory

f ol 123
supervision releasees per year.

MENTAL HEALTH CARE

The United States Department of Justice reports that almost 16
. . . Mental Health Care
percent of state prisoners nationwide suffer from mental Options

illness.'** Although the percentage of Texas prisoners receiving

mental health care in 1998 (slightly under 11 percent) was * Hospitals

= Qutpatient Care
= Basic Mental Health

below the national average, the number of prisoners under
mental health supervision in Texas had increased fivefold in 10

Care
years. From 1988 to 1998, the number of Texas prisoners under ; o
. 125 * Inpatient Psychiatric
mental health supervision grew from 3,148 to 15,716. Units

= Mentally Retarded

= Hospitals. TDC]J prisoners have access to two secure Offender Program

hospitals—the Young Medical Facility and Hospital
Galveston. The University of Texas Medical Branch
manages both facilities. Both hospitals provide mental health services and ambulatory,
surgical, and specialty care for prisoners. At the end of fiscal year 2001, there were 459

prisoners incarcerated in TDCJ hospital facilities. '
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= Outpatient Care. Most prisoners with mental health challenges received outpatient
care. In 1988, 2,589 TDCJ prisoners (82 percent of the mental health population)
received outpatient care. A decade later, in 1998, 13,691 TDCIJ prisoners (87 percent of

the mental health population) received outpatient care.'”’

= Basic Mental Health Care. Every Texas correctional institution provides prisoners
with basic mental health care, which can include diagnosis, provision of psychiatric
medication, and counseling.'” Each facility has either mental health professionals on
staff or contracts with outside entities to provide psychological and psychiatric testing,

examinations, and diagnostic services.

* Inpatient Psychiatric Units. Prisoners with significant mental health challenges may
receive more intensive care in one of four inpatient psychiatric units. Prisoners with
serious psychiatric needs are placed in psychiatric units in three correctional facilities
(Jester IV, Montford, and Skyview), and the Program for Aggressive Mentally Ill
Offenders (PAMIO) operates in a fourth unit (Clements). PAMIO is a 450-bed,
inpatient psychiatric facility for administrative segregation prisoners.'” These four
units can serve up to 2,032 state prisoners and had a population of 1,932 at the end of
fiscal year 2002.'*

= Mentally Retarded Offender Program. Prisoners with mental retardation and
developmental challenges are placed in the Mentally Retarded Offender Program,
which is located in two facilities and has the capacity to serve 989 prisoners at a

time."" At the end of fiscal year 2002, this program held 897 prisoners.

SEX OFFENDER TREATMENT PROGRAM

The Sex Offender Treatment Program (SOTP) is an 18-month rehabilitation program for
prisoners who are serving sentences for sex crimes. Currently, SOTP is offered at three TDCJ
facilities. In fiscal year 2002, SOTP admitted 744 prisoners. The program has a capacity to serve
426 prisoners at one time."*? The program targets sex offenders within two years of their release
date and consists of four phases of treatment: (1) in-prison therapy, (2) off-site work programs,
(3) community-based transition programs, and (4) aftercare for offenders released to postrelease
supervision (though few sex offenders are discharged with postrelease supervision
requirements).'”* For those prisoners who complete all program components, the program is
extremely successful: CJPC reports that these prisoners have a 38 percent lower arrest rate and a
39 percent lower reincarceration rate than the comparison group.”** CJPC reports that
approximately a quarter (22 percent in fiscal year 1997 and 25 percent in fiscal year 1999)

complete the 18-month program.
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FAITH-BASED INITIATIVE

In 1997, the Prison Fellowship, a national Christian outreach organization, initiated the
InnerChange Freedom Initiative (IFI), a faith-based intervention program. To prepare prisoners
for reentry, IFI teaches academic, vocational, and life skills classes from a biblical and moral
perspective. While participation is voluntary, the only prisoners who are eligible are those who
(1) are within 18 to 24 months of release, (2) are returning to Harris County and other adjacent
counties, (3) are functionally literate (educational achievement score above 6.0), (4) have no
enemies at the facility, and (5) are willing to accept Christian teachings. The IFI program can
serve up to 200 prisoners and served 153 prisoners in fiscal year 2002. A 2003 CJPC evaluation
found that prisoners who completed the program’s prerelease and postrelease components had a
recidivism rate of 8 percent, substantially less than the comparison group’s 20 percent recidivism
rate; the study also found that 42 percent of participants complete the program.”> A preliminary
evaluation of the InnerChange Freedom Initiative conducted by the University of Pennsylvania
also noted that graduates of this program were 50 percent less likely to be rearrested than a

matched comparison group and 60 percent less likely to be reincarcerated.'*®

BEHAVIOR ADJUSTMENT PROGRAMS

To prepare prisoners for reintegration, WSD also offers - -
Behavior Adjustment

programs that teach social skills and community responsibility. Programs

Some examples of these programs are listed below; all of them
= Changing Habits and
Achieving New Goals
to Empower Success

are administered in TDCJ correctional facilities.'’

= Changing Habits and Achieving New Goals to
Empower Success (CHANGES). This 60-day
Windham School District program teaches prisoners

= Cognitive Intervention

= Parenting

within two years of release life skills for successful

reintegration, including family and parenting skills, civic responsibilities, health skills,
labor market skills, money management, and social skills. In 2002, 23,980 prisoners
participated in the CHANGES program.

= Cognitive Intervention. This program, which was developed with assistance from the
National Institute of Corrections and implemented in 60 of 114 Texas prisons, aims to
build prisoners’ problem-solving and social skills. This program is specifically
designed for and targets prisoners with disciplinary issues and served 10,401 prisoners
in fiscal year 2002.

= Parenting. This program offers confinees classes to help them develop healthy family
relationships using a curriculum developed by Family Forward®, a statewide

organization whose mission is to strengthen families and promote family stability.'*®
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State jail facilities that offer WSD classes also provide confinees the opportunity to

participate in parenting classes. In fiscal year 2003, 4,377 prisoners participated in

parenting classes.

WOMEN’S PROGRAMS

As of August 31, 2002, 7 percent of the TDCJ prison and
state jail population were women."** TDCJ provides programs
exclusively for women incarcerated in TDCJ facilities to

address the issues unique to this population.

» Love Me Tender. This program, which the

Women’s Programs

Love Me Tender
Girl Scouts Behind Bars

Plane State Jail Wrap-
Around Program

University of Texas Medical Branch administers, = The Empowerment
Proiect

aims to increase bonding time for newborns and

their mothers. For those not in the program,

healthy mothers and their newborns are generally separated within six hours of birth.

Girl Scouts Behind Bars. TDCJ’s Programs and Services Division also coordinates
this program in two facilities within the TDCJ—Hilltop and Plane State Jail. The
program’s main goal is to allow mothers and their children to remain in contact during
incarceration. Regular Girl Scout meetings held in the community are combined with

meetings in prison.

Plane State Jail Wrap-Around Program. TDCJ’s Programs and Services Division
also coordinates the Plane State Jail Wrap-Around Program, which offers transitional
services to female confinees returning to Harris County. The division has partnered
with various agencies in Houston committed to meeting the needs of these women,
particularly in the areas of education, job/vocational training, mental health issues,
substance abuse issues, housing needs (several halfway houses offer placement), and
access to health care.

The Empowerment Project. Launched in fiscal year 2003 at the Woodman State Jail,
this program is a pilot program for women who have been sexually abused or were
victims of domestic violence. Participants receive counseling and education during
their incarceration and referrals to groups within their community upon release. The
Austin-based Texas Council of Family Violence administers this program.
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CHAPTER 4
How Are Texas Prisoners Released?

he growth in the TDCJ prison population over the past 14 years has led to an increase in
the number of prisoner releases.'* As figure 4.1 illustrates, in 2002 TDCJ prisons and
state jails released 58,949 prisoners—73 percent more than the number of prisoners
released in 1988 (34,410). These prisoners, like those across the nation, are released either
through a discretionary or a nondiscretionary process. With nondiscretionary release, state
statutes and the prisoner’s court-ordered sentence determine the prisoner’s release date at the time
of sentencing. With discretionary release, a parole board, judge, or other authority reviews the
prisoner’s case, once the prisoner has served a statutorily required portion of his sentence, to

decide whether to release the prisoner earlier than the date specified by the court.'"!

Figure 4.1. TDCJ releases, FY 1988 to FY 2002

70,000

60,000

All TDCJ releases
50,000

40,000

30,000 YA -
20000 e

10,000 28
_~~" Confinee releases only

-

0 ; ; ; ; ; .
1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002

Source: Urban Institute analysis of Criminal Justice Policy Council data.
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Figure 4.2. TDCJ discretionary and nondiscretionary releases as a percentage of all releases, FY 1988
to FY 2002
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Between 1988 and 2002, the percentage of TDCJ releases approved for discretionary
release dropped from 75 to 38 percent. The proportion of discretionary releases began to fall after
1992 (figure 4.2) when, most notably, parole approval rates were falling dramatically (refer back
to figure 1.15). The creation of the state jail felon category in 1994 also contributed to the decline
in discretionary releases since those prisoners are ineligible for the most common forms of
discretionary release (parole and discretionary mandatory supervision). Thus, while the majority
(60 percent) of state prisoners are released through the approval of a discretionary body, only 1

percent of confinees are released through discretionary mechanisms (figure 4.3).'*?

Figure 4.3. State prisoner and confinee discretionary releases as a percentage of all releases, FY
1988 to FY 2002
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Accordingly, nondiscretionary releases accounted for more than half (62 percent) of all

TDCIJ releases in 2002, up from 25 percent in 1988. These prisoners completed their entire

sentence length in prison or state jail, many without review by a parole board or a judge. The use

of discretionary release has important implications for reentry. Under discretionary release, a

panel reviews a prisoner’s case during his incarceration; they consider his institutional conduct,

criminal history, and postrelease plans, such as living arrangements and employment.'* This

review can provide an important incentive for prisoners to comply with institutional rules,

participate in programs, and develop a strategy for reentry. Also, while some nondiscretionary

release mechanisms do not entail postrelease supervision requirements, discretionary release

always entails these requirements. Figure 4.4 summarizes the key characteristics of each release

mechanism.

A CLOSER LOOK AT DISCRETIONARY RELEASE

TDC]J prisoners can be released through one of three

discretionary ~ means:  parole,  discretionary
mandatory supervision (DMS), and shock probation.
Prisoners released through parole and DMS are
subject to postrelease supervision under parole.
Prisoners released through shock probation are
subject to postrelease supervision under probation.
A full description of shock probation is not included
in the text below because it applies to so few
prisoners (approximately 1 percent of all releases in
2002). However, shock probation is counted in this
chapter’s graphs to provide a complete picture of
discretionary release practices.

All state prisoners except those incarcerated
for certain violent crimes, particularly aggravated
violent crimes such as first- or second-degree
assaults, are eligible for discretionary release

through any of these mechanisms. In contrast,

DMS vs. RMS

Prisoners sentenced before September 1,
1996, may be eligible for release to
mandatory supervision (RMS). RMS-
eligible prisoners are released
automatically once their time served and
good-time credits sum to their sentence
length. Prisoners sentenced on or after
September 1, 1996, are ineligible for
RMS but may be eligible for discretionary
mandatory supervision (DMS). To be
released through DMS, however, the
Board of Pardons and Paroles must
review a prisoner's case and award
approval.  Approved are
released to DMS once their time served
and good-time credits sum
sentence length.

prisoners

to their

confinees are ineligible for either parole or DMS. Accordingly, as the confinee population has

grown (since first implemented in 1994), discretionary releases have fallen.
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Figure 4.4. Summary of release types
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prisoner’s release date by authorizing parole (confinees and

prisoners sentenced to death are ineligible for parole). Parole * Confinees

* Prisoners sentenced to

allows a state prisoner to serve the remainder of his sentence in the death™
eat

community under supervision while complying with specified

conditions of release.'* A prisoner is eligible for parole once his time served and credits for good
behavior sum to a certain percentage of his sentence as specified in Texas statute.'*® This
percentage increases for more serious offenses, and ranges from 25 to 50 percent.'*’

State prisoners are informed of their parole-eligibility date upon admission to TDCJ.
Several months prior to a state prisoner’s parole-eligibility date, a parole officer meets with the
state prisoner to review his or her case. The officer records a summary of the case, including his
or her criminal and social background, physical and mental health, and institutional behavior. By
the prisoner’s parole-eligibility date, the Board of Pardons and Paroles reviews the case summary
and approves parole if the prisoner is likely to comply with release conditions and is not likely to
pose a threat to public safety. Prior to making this decision, board members can request that the

prisoner appear before them to answer questions, but they rarely do so given the volume of
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prisoners considered for parole and discretionary mandatory supervision (nearly 8,000 per month
in 2002).'**

The Board sets the prisoner’s release date and conditions of release, discussed further in
the next chapter, when they approve parole.'” The Board can release the prisoner immediately to
parole, set a later parole-release date, or require that the prisoner first participate in an
institutional rehabilitation program for 3 to 18 months. At the time of release, TDCJ provides
parolees with a copy of their release conditions, including the name of their parole officer and the
time and location of their first meeting with the officer. At the initial meeting, the parole officer
reviews parolees’ release conditions with them. Parolees serve the remainder of their sentence
(the sentence length minus the time served in prison) in the community under parole supervision.
For prisoners denied parole, the Board reviews their cases within the next five years.

The number and share of prisoners released to parole has fallen dramatically over the past
14 years. In 1988, 28,090 prisoners were paroled (75 percent of all releases) and, in 2002, 15,426
prisoners were paroled (23 percent of all releases).”” See chapter 1 for a discussion of potential
explanations for this trend.

In 2002, members of the Board of Pardons and Paroles were only slightly more likely to
parole prisoners incarcerated for nonviolent offenses than those incarcerated for violent offenses.

The Criminal Justice Policy Council reports the following approval rates for each offense type:

* Nonviolent 30 percent (11,187 of 37,841)
* Aggravated violent 22 percent (1,586 of 7,130)
* Nonaggravated violent 21 percent (2,186 of 10,262)

* Nonaggravated sex offense 8 percent (201 of 2,496)
* Aggravated sex offense 3 percent (86 of 3,146)

Notably, although prisoners incarcerated for nonviolent crimes were only slightly more likely to
be approved for parole than other prisoners, they still served a significantly shorter portion of
their sentence on average (31 percent compared to between 50 and 60 percent for most other

offense types).

Discretionary Mandatory Supervision

The Board of Pardons and Paroles can also expedite state Ineligible for DMS

prisoners’ release by authorizing discretionary mandatory | e Confinees

supervision (DMS) release. DMS allows eligible state |+ State prisoners incarcerated
prisoners to be released when their time served and their for some aggravated or
good-time credits sum to their sentence length."”' If violent crimes

approved, state prisoners then ser