ANNOTATED
AGENDA
CITY OF ANTIOCH PLANNING COMMISSION
ANTIOCH COUNCIL CHAMBERS
THIRD & “H” STREETS
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 17, 2013
6:30 P.M.
NO PUBLIC HEARINGS WILL BEGIN AFTER 10:00 P.M.
UNLESS THERE IS A VOTE OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
TO HEAR THE MATTER

APPEAL

All items that can be appealed under 9-5.2509 of the Antioch Municipal Code must be
appealed within five (5) working days of the date of the decision. The final appeal date of
decisions made at this meeting is 5:00 p.m. on THURSDAY, APRIL 25, 2013.

ROLL CALL 6:30 P.M.

Commissioners Baatrup, Chair
Azevedo, Vice-Chair
Westerman
Motts
Sanderson
Hinojosa
Miller

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

PUBLIC COMMENTS

NEW ITEM
Presentation to Mike Langford

CONSENT CALENDAR

All matters listed under Consent Calendar are considered routine and are recommended for
approval by the staff. There will be one motion approving the items listed. There will be no
separate discussion of these items unless members of the Commission, staff or the public
request specific items to be removed from the Consent Calendar for separate action.

1. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: February 20, 2013 APPROVED
MINUTES



* * * END OF CONSENT CALENDAR * * *

NEW PUBLIC HEARING

2. Z-13-02 — The City of Antioch is proposing to amend the Zoning Ordinance in
order to regulate Community Supervision Programs. Regulations would be
applicable City-wide. This project is exempt from the California Environmental
Quiality Act.

RESOLUTION 2013-04

NEW ITEM
- STAFF REPORT

3. Election of Chair and Vice Chair
Virginia Sanderson — Chair
Krystal Hinojosa — Vice Chair

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS STAFF REPORT

WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS

COMMITTEE REPORTS

ADJOURNMENT 9:08 p.m.

Notice of Availability of Reports

This agenda is a summary of the actions proposed to be taken by the Planning
Commission. For almost every agenda item, materials have been prepared by the City
staff for the Planning Commission’s consideration. These materials include staff
reports which explain in detail the item before the Commission and the reason for the
recommendation. The materials may also include resolutions or ordinances which are
proposed to be adopted. Other materials, such as maps and diagrams, may also be
included. All of these materials are available at the Community Development
Department located on the 2" floor of City Hall, 3"® and H Streets, Antioch, California,
94509, between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 11:30 a.m. or by appointment only between
1:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m. Monday through Thursday for inspection and copying (for a
fee). Copies are also made available at the Antioch Public Library for inspection.
Questions on these materials may be directed to the staff member who prepared them,
or to the Community Development Department, who will refer you to the appropriate
person.



CITY OF ANTIOCH
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES

Regular Meeting February 20, 2013
6:30 p.m. City Council Chambers
CALL TO ORDER

Chairman Baatrup called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. on Wednesday, February 20,
2013, in the City Council Chambers. He stated that all items that can be appealed
under 9-5.2509 of the Antioch Municipal Code must be appealed within five (5) working
days of the decision. The final appeal date of decisions made at this meeting is 5:00
p.m. on Thursday, February 28, 2013.

ROLL CALL

Present: Commissioners Motts, Sanderson, Westerman, Miller, Hinojosa
Chairman Baatrup and Vice-Chair Azevedo

Absent: None

Staff: Senior Planner, Mindy Gentry

City Consultant, Victor Camiglia
Public Works Director, Ron Bemnal
City Attorney, Lynn Nerland
Minutes Clerk, Cheryl Hammers

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Gerald Continente began to speak and asked what kind of project is causing this
annexation.

Chairman Baatrup advised the speaker that public comments at this time were for items
not on the agenda and that he could talk on this noticed item shortly. He then asked
City Attorney Nerland to briefly explain the process.

CA Nerland said that after the Planning Commission will be receiving comments on the
Mitigated Negative Declaration. She said that to speak on that item that a speaker card,
which is the yellow card in the back, needs to be completed and placed in the basket to
be given to the Chair. Then a speaker will be called up with the next person on deck so
to speak. If someone is here on behalf of a group they would be given five minutes and
otherwise individuals would be given three minutes to speak. She stated that there will
not be dialogue with the Commission and that comments or questions would be
recorded. Any questions about the annexation process could be answered by staff.
She asked that speakers not duplicate comments.
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CONSENT CALENDAR

1. Approval of Minutes: January 16, 2013

On motion by Commissioner Westerman, and seconded by Vice Chair Azevedo,
the Planning Commission approved the Minutes of January 16, 2013.

AYES: Baatrup, Azevedo, Moits, Sanderson, Westerman, Miller
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: Hinojosa

ABSENT: None

END OF CONSENT CALENDAR

NEW PUBLIC HEARING

2. Public hearing to receive comments on the Northeast Antioch Reorganization
Mitigated Negative Declaration.

City Consultant, Victor Carniglia, provided a summary of the staff report dated February
13, 2013. He said that John Cook with Circlepoint will provide overview of document.
He went through the timeline and indicated that there were flyers in the back and one
provided information on a neighborhood meeting with representatives of the City,
County, and LAFCO next Wednesday, February 27, 2013, at 7:00 p.m. at the
Bridgehead Café.

John Cook gave background of his firm and CEQA. He said that this is a public
opportunity to comment on the environmental document. He went through his
PowerPoint presentation. He said that they did find that any impacts the project could
have can be mitigated. That this is part of public review process, that the document has
been published, that there is a 30 day comment period, that comments will be
addressed in the final document and then brought back for a decision by City Council.

Chairman Baatrup asked staff what is the driving force behind the City moving forward
with the annexation.

City Consultant Carniglia stated that historically this area, which is not within the City,
has the potential to create new jobs, and for any development to occur in this large
industrial area, City services are required. He said that the City did provide services to
the PG&E and GenOn plants which have minimal environmental impact and which have
a significant tax base. He said that because of the tax base and the areas economic
development potential, it is in the interest of the City to annex this area. When the City
filed its application for Area 1, LAFCO requested applications be submitted for Areas 2a
and 2b as well.

OPENED PUBLIC HEARING
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Bill Worrell, lifetime resident of Antioch representing the Sportsman Yacht Club spoke in
favor of the annexation, but stated that the marina (Area 2) does not want to be
annexed. He said that the City has in the past had a poll of registered voters which did
not pass. He said that their club which was formed in the early 30s has a main feature
the ferryboat Sausalito, and that they are a family club with membership of local
residents.

Karri Campbell representing Calpine and the Riverview Energy Center, said that they
have heard about the requirement to utilize public utilities; however, their power plant is
currently connected to Delta Diablo Sanitation but on a well and therefore would not be
required to connect to City water.

CC Carniglia said that the City does have an ordinance in place with distance
requirement mandating sewer hookups.

Mary Angel Tarango said that she has lived on Viera for almost 50 years, that everyone
in that area has a septic and well and asked what is going to happen regarding hookups
and taxes.

Chairman Baatrup said that he is not sure if that is an issue for the environmental
document.

CC Carniglia said that the neighborhood meeting one week from today should provide
answers.

Gerald Continente asked regarding Area 1, what kind of project is being proposed and
for Area 2b what is the impact on ground water. He also wanted to know what kind of
fee would be charged to hookup to services, and if the fee could be waived.

Chairman Baatrup said that no projects are proposed at this moment, that there is no
development at this point and that this is a step in the annexation process and to bring
utilities into Area 2b.

CC Carniglia said that part of this project is to install sewer and water in Area 2b to
allow hookup which should improve the ground water situation and that the overall
environmental effect of such hookups would be positive.

Chairman Baatrup said that the environmental document does address water and sewer
for those parts of area, and the speaker may want to review the document. He said that
more information can be obtained by attending the neighborhood meeting or following
up with staff.

CA Nerland referenced Section XVII which starts on page 73 of the environmental
document and talks about environmental impacts.

Douglas Tokes spoke to say that he lives on Trembath Lane, that he is on a two acre
parcel, that he has no desire to hookup to sewer but would like to hook up to water. He
said that he was also concerned about the possibility of extending the road through,
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which they don’t want. He said that a lot of residents on Trembath and Sinclair have 1+
acre lots and that he would like to see “give and take” when they do improvements.

Ken Wentworth said that he lives on Trembath Lane, that he understands the City would
receive one million dollars from GenOn to finish the annexation process.

Chairman said that he knew nothing about that.

Mr. Wentworth said that he happily moved to the County after living within the City
limits, that he chose to live there, that he has a septic and a well and that he does not
need the City’s help. He said that he did spend time on Monday driving up Wilbur and
found that some business owners don'’t know if they are in the County or the City, that
none of the businesses knew about this hearing, that many of his neighbors did not
receive any notice and that he does not want to spend his time notifying the neighbors.

CC Carniglia said that they rely on property owner lists prepared by the county assessor
and that he will double check to verify that the list they have is the current one. He said

that the notices go to the property owners, which may or may not be the person in the
residence.

Chairman Baatrup said that the process is to notify the affected property owners and
that staff will take another look to verify the accuracy of the notice lists.

Marilyn Placial asked if more notices would be sent out before the next meeting or
should they go door to door.

CC Camiglia said that notices will be sent out for the meeting next week and that the
hearings identified in the presentation will also require notices.

CLOSED PUBLIC HEARING

Chairman Baatrup stated that there would be no action or decision tonight, that there
will be a neighborhood meeting at the Bridghead Café for dialogue and that the
Planning Commission could provide comments to staff on the environmental document,
now or in writing separately.

CA Nerland said that either way was fine.

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

None.

WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS

None.

COMMITTEE REPORTS
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Vice Chair Azevedo said that Transplan met Thursday evening and received a report
about bringing mobility to Contra Costa. He said that items of note are: the fourth bore
of the Caldecott Tunnel should open late 2013; State Route 4 East, Pittsburg to Hillcrest
BART Station, is on schedule and should be completed as proposed; the Sandcreek
interchange should open sometime by the end of the year; had a presentation regarding
sustainability and transportation and a presentation on onramp metering.

ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Baatrup adjourned the Planning Commission at 7:30 p.m.

Respectfully Submitted,
Cheryl Hammers



STAFF REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
FOR CONSIDERATION AT THE MEETING OF APRIL 17, 2013

Prepared by: Tina Wehrmeister, Community Development Director&vo
Date: April 11,2013
Subject: Amendments to the Zoning Ordinance in order to regulate

Community Supervision Programs

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and receive
comments on the proposed Zoning Ordinance amendments and adopt the attached
resolution recommending that the City Council adopt an ordinance regulating
Community Supervision Programs.

BACKGROUND

On October 1, 2011 the Public Safety Realignment Act (Assembly Bill 109) went into
effect transferring responsibility for supervising specified inmates and parolees from the
California Department of Correction and Rehabilitation to counties. In response to AB
109, the Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors approved an AB 109 Public Safety
Realignment Budget which includes $4,035,000 for community programs including
employment support and placement services, resource centers, short and long term
housing access, and peer and mentoring services. Contra Costa County has issued a
Request for Proposals for these services. Private, public, for-profit, and not-for-profit
organizations are able to apply for these funds and the services would be provided at
various unspecified locations County-wide.

Currently, the type of support services that will be offered to former inmates and
parolees (Community Supervision Programs as defined in the proposed ordinance) is
not separately defined in the Municipal Code. As such, these services would fall under
the general Business and Professional Office use classification (similar to family
counseling) and would be pemitted in a variety of commercial, business park, and
office zoning districts throughout the City.

On March 26, 2013 the City Council adopted an urgency ordinance to require a Use
Permit for Community Supervision Programs (as defined in the ordinance) in all districts
where Business and Professional Office uses are permitted while staff prepared a
regular ordinance for Planning Commission consideration and recommendation.
Background information on recidivism rates and findings of necessity due to potential
impacts to sensitive uses are contained in the City Council staff report (Attachment A).
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DISCUSSION

The intent of Community Supervision uses to provide support programs to former
inmates to reduce recidivism and assist individuals in becoming productive members of
society is laudable and necessary given recidivism statistics. However, these statistics
also indicate that these kinds of services raise the potential for negative impacts to the
public health, safety, and welfare, particularly if Antioch received a disproportionate
number of service providers or these uses were concentrated near sensitive uses such
as schools and parks. The proposed ordinance would address these concerns by
specifying where Community Supervision Programs could locate in the community and
in proximity to each other and existing sensitive uses including schools, parks, and
recreation centers. Operational requirements addressing hours of operation, loitering,
and rest areas are also included in the ordinance for Planning Commission
consideration.

The proposed Ordinance is an exhibit to the resolution. The three locations where
Community Supervision Programs could locate without a Use Permit were selected
because of their relative distance from sensitive uses or because it is already a county
social service center in the case of the Delta Fair address. Under the proposed
ordinance, Community Supervision Programs may also be allowed in any zone where
Business and Professional Offices are permitted or conditionally permitted but shall be
subject to approval of a Use Permit and location and operation restrictions.

ATTACHMENTS

A. March 26, 2013 City Council staff report
B. March 26, 2013 City Council minutes



RESOLUTION NO. 2013-**

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF ANTIOCH
RECOMMENDING THE CITY COUNCIL ADOPT AN ORDINANCE AMENDING
SECTION 9-5.203 AND ADDING SECTION 9-5.3836 TOTHE ANTIOCH MUNICIPAL

CODE, DEALING WITH COMMUNITY SUPERVISION PROGRAMS

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Antioch did receive an
application from the City of Antioch requesting approval of amendments to the Antioch
Municipal Code dealing with Community Supervision Programs (Z-13-02 ); and,

WHEREAS, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3), the proposed
changes to the Antioch Municipal Code are exempt because they are more restrictive
than current regulations and will not cause a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect
physical change in the environment; and,

WHEREAS, on March 26, 2013, the City Council adopted an interim ordinance
regulating Community Supervision Programs and directed staff to study the issues and
bring a regular ordinance to Planning Commission for consideration and
recommendation; and,

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission duly gave notice of public hearing as
required by law; and,

WHEREAS, on April 17, 2013, the Planning Commission duly held a public
hearing on the matter, and received and considered evidence, both oral and
documentary.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission, after
reviewing the staff report and considering testimony offered, does hereby recommend
that the City Council ADOPT the ordinance attached as Exhibit 1 to this resolution,

amending the Antioch Municipal Code dealing with Community Supervision Programs
(Z-13-02).

* * * * * * * *

| HEREBY CERTIFY the foregoing resolution was duly adopted by the Planning
Commission of the City of Antioch, County of Contra Costa, State of California, at a
regular meeting of said Planning Commission held on the 17" day of April, 2013, by the
following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

Tina Wehrmeister, Secretary to the
Planning Commission



EXHIBIT 1

ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ANTIOCH

AMENDING SECTION 9-5.203 AND ADDING SECTION 9-5.3836 TO

THE ANTIOCH MUNICIPAL CODE, DEALING WITH
COMMUNITY SUPERVISION PROGRAMS

The City Council of the City of Antioch does ordain as follows:

SECTION 1. The City Council finds as follows:

A.

On October 1, 2011 the Public Safety Realignment Act (Assembly Bill
109) went into effect transferring responsibility for supervising specific
inmates and parolees from the California Department of Correction and
Rehabilitation to counties; and

In response to AB 109, the Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors
approved an AB 109 Public Safety Realignment Budget which includes
$4,035,000 for community programs including employment support and
placement services, resource centers, short and long term housing
access, and peer and mentoring services. Contra Costa County has
issued a Request for Proposals for these services. Private, public, for-
profit, and not-for-profit organizations are able to apply for these funds and

the services would be provided at various unspecified locations County-
wide; and

Atticle XI, Section 7 of the California Constitution provides a city may
make and enforce within its limits all local police, sanitary and other
ordinances and regulations not in conflict with general laws; and

The City has received and anticipates additional requests for the
construction, establishment and operation of Community Supervision
Programs (as defined herein) within the City. However, this use is not
defined in the Antioch Municipal Code and the general category of
“Business and Professional Office” may not take into account potential
impacts of Community Supervision Programs on the surrounding
community such as loitering and increased calls for service and
particularly impacts on sensitive uses such as schools and parks. The
provisions of the City Municipal Code that may regulate the construction,
operation and establishment of Community Supervision Programs in the
City are inadequate and need review, study, and revision. The current



provisions also fail to fully take into account the impacts related to the
location and manner of construction, establishment and operation of
Community Supervision Programs, and the related public health, safety,
and welfare concerns, including but not limited to the impacts they may
have on surrounding uses and the community; and

The 2011 Adult Institutions Outcome Evaluation Report by the California
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, which was attached to the
staff report presented to the City Council on March 26, 2013 and is
referenced with these findings, indicates most recidivists return to prison
within the first year of release, 46% of the recidivists returned to prison
after only 6 months of release, and 75% returned to prison within 12
months of release. Further, the CDCR report discusses arrests rates and
states that average arrest rate for inmates released for one, two and
three-year periods are 57.2%, 70.7%, and 76.7% respectively; and

Widely reported news stories regarding adverse impacts of AB 109 were
also attached to the staff report presented to the City Council on March
26, 2013 and are on file with the City Clerk and on the City’s website at
www.ci.antioch.ca.us. |t is reasonable to conclude that similar adverse
impacts on the public health, safety and welfare will likely also occur in the
City of Antioch; and

The City of Antioch’s crime rate for Part 1 crimes has increased 24% from
2011 to 2012 while arrests are down 14% in the same period as more
particularly described in the presentation by the Police Chief at the City
Council meeting on February 12, 2013 which can be viewed at
http://ci.antioch.ca.us/CityGov/CouncilMeetings/021213/; and

The number of sworn police officers available to serve the City per capita
has decreased significantly due to budget considerations. In 1995 the
number of sworn police officers was 89 and the population was 74,925.
Currently, the number of swormn police officers is 89 and the population is
103,833; and

Statistics have been collected on Post Release Community Supervision
individuals in Antioch and found that 35% have been rearrested; and

While the intent of support programs is to reduce recidivism and assist
individuals in becoming productive members of society, there is potential
for negative impacts to the public health, safety, and welfare if Antioch



received a disproportionate number of service providers or these service
providers were concentrated near sensitive or certain other uses. This
ordinance would define appropriate locations and concentration, distances
from sensitive uses such as schools and parks, and operational
requirements; and

K. Based on the foregoing, the City finds that this Ordinance is necessary in
order to protect the City from the potential effects and impacts of
Community Supervision Programs in the City, potential increases in crime,
and other similar or related effects on property values and the quality of
life in the City’s neighborhoods; and

L. The City Council further finds that this zoning regulation is a matter of local
and City-wide importance and is not directed towards any particular
business that currently seeks to construct or operate a Community
Supervision Program; and

M. The City Council finds that this Ordinance is authorized by the City’s police
powers. The City Council further finds that this Ordinance will not in any
way deprive any person of rights granted by State or federal laws.

SECTION 2. Section 9-5.203 of the Antioch Municipal Code is amended to add the
following definition:

COMMUNITY SUPERVISION PROGRAM. Any facility, building, structure or location,
where an organization, whether private, public, institutions of education, not for-profit, or
for-profit, provide re-entry services to previously incarcerated persons or persons who
are attending programs in-lieu of incarceration including, but not limited to: employment
support and placement services, short and long term housing access including
residential facilities not licensed by the State of California, peer and mentoring services,
and resource centers. Community Supervision Programs may also be known as AB
109 Post Release Community Supervision Programs. Included in this definition are
services provided to individuals on probation or parole.

SECTION 3. Section 9-5.3836 is hereby added to the Antioch Municipal Code, to read
as follows:

Sec. 9-5.3836 Community Supervision Programs.

(A) Community Supervision Programs shall be permitted in the following
specified locations provided that the operational requirements listed in subsection C are
met:



(1) County service building located at 4545 Delta Fair Blvd.

(2) Delta Business Park, Vern Roberts Circle

(3) East 18" Street Specific Plan and Business Park Area north of East
18™ Street between Vineyard Drive and Drive-In Way

(B) Except for the locations listed under subsection A, Community Supervision
Programs may be allowed in any zone where Business and Professional Offices are
permitted or conditionally permitted in Section 9-5.3803 of the Antioch Municipal Code;
Table of Land Use Regulations, but shall be subject to approval of a use permit and
location and operation restrictions set forth in this section.

(C) Operational requirements for Community Supervision Programs are as
follows:
(1) Hours of operation shall be between 8:00am to 7:00pm.
(2) No congregation outside the premises shall be permitted.
(3) If program patrticipants will be at the facility for more than two hours, an
outdoor designated smoking and rest area screened from public view
shall be provided.

(D) Community Supervision Programs shall not be permitted within 1500 feet of
any other Community Supervision Program, or within 1500 feet of any public or private
school, park, or recreation center. This distance shall be a radial distance measured
from property line to propenty line.

SECTION 4. Severability.

If any provision of this ordinance or the application to any person or circumstance is
held invalid, the remainder of the ordinance, including the application of such part or
provision to other persons or circumstances shall not be affected thereby and shall
continue in full force and effect. To this end, provisions of this ordinance are severable.
The City Council of the City of Antioch hereby declares that it would have passed each
section, subsection, subdivision, paragraph, sentence, clause, or phrase hereof
irrespective of the fact that any one or more sections, subsections, subdivisions,

paragraphs, sentences, clauses, or phrases be held unconstitutional, invalid, or
unenforceable.

SECTION 5. CEQA.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3), this ordinance is not subject to
CEQA because the Municipal Code amendments are more restrictive than current
regulations and will not cause a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical
change in the environment.

SECTION 6. Effective Date. This Ordinance shall take effect thirty (30) days after
adoption as provided by Government Code Section 36937.



SECTION 7. Publication; Certification. The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of
this Ordinance and cause same to be published in accordance with State law.

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Ordinance was introduced on ___
day of , 2013 and adopted at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of
Antioch on , 2013, by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAINED:
ABSENT:

Wade Harper, Mayor of the City of Antioch

ATTEST:

Arne Simonsen, City Clerk of the City of Antioch



ATTACHMENT "A"

STAFF REPORT TO THE CITY COUNCIL
FOR CONSIDERATION AT THE MEETING OF MARCH 26, 2013

Prepared by: Tina Wehrmeister, Community Development Director ﬁ)@

Reviewed by: Jim Jakel, City Manager
Lynn Tracy Nerland, City Attorney

Date: March 21, 2013

Subject: Adoption of an Interim Urgency Zoning Ordinance Prohibiting the
Issuance of Permits, Licenses or Approvals for Community Supervision
Programs

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council take the following actions:

1. Motion to adopt the attached interim urgency zoning ordinance prohibiting the
issuance of permits, licenses or approvals for construction, establishment or
operation of Community Supervision Programs, as defined in the ordinance, on an
interim basis pending consideration of amendments to Title 9 of the Antioch

Municipal Code for a period of forty-five (45) days and declaring the urgency thereof
(four-fifths vote required).

2. Provide initial feedback to staff on future zoning regulations.

BACKGROUND / DISCUSSION

On October 1, 2011 the Public Safety Realignment Act (Assembly Bill 109) went into effect
transferring responsibility for supervising specified inmates and parolees from the California
Department of Correction and Rehabilitation to counties. In response to AB 109, the Contra
Costa County Board of Supervisors approved an AB 109 Public Safety Realignment Budget
which includes $4,035,000 for community programs including employment support and
placement services, resource centers, short and long term housing access, and peer and
mentoring services. Contra Costa County has issued a Request for Proposals for these
services. Private, public, for-profit, and not-for-profit organizations are able to apply for these
funds and the services would be provided at various unspecified locations County-wide.

Currently, the type of support services that will be offered to former inmates and parolees
(Community Supervision Programs as defined in the proposed ordinance) is not separately
defined in the Municipal Code. As such, these services would fall under the general Business
and Professional Office use classification (similar to family counseling) and would be permitted
in a variety of commercial, business park, and office zoning districts throughout the City.

The City has already received inquiries from a service provider regarding locating in Antioch.
Since AB 109 went into effect, statistics have been collected on Post Release Community
Supervision individuals in Antioch and found that 35% have been rearrested. This is
comparable to the recidivism rates published by the California Department of Corrections and
Rehabilitation (CDCR), see Attachment “C". The CDCR reports that most recidivists return to
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prison within the first year of release, 46% of the recidivists returned to prison after only 6
months of release, and 75% returned to prison within 12 months of release. Further, the CDCR
report discusses arrest rates and states that the average arrest rate for inmates released for
one, two and three-year periods are 57.2%, 70.7%, and 76.7% respectively.

The intent of Community Supervision uses is to provide support programs to former inmates to
reduce recidivism and assist individuals in becoming productive members of society is laudable
and necessary given recidivism statistics. However, these statistics also indicate that these
kinds of services raise the potential for negative impacts to the public health, safety, and
welfare, particularly if Antioch received a disproportionate number of service providers or these
uses were concentrated near sensitive uses such as schools and parks.

The prohibition of these Community Supervision Program uses would be for 45 days unless
extended pursuant to the California Government Code. The intent is not to permanently ban
services but to rather allow the City the opportunity to study appropriate locations and
concentration, distances from sensitive uses such as schools and parks, and adopt operational
requirements such as hours of operation. This prohibition would not apply to existing social
service organizations that provide services that fall under the definition of a Community
Supervision Program, but would not allow them to expand.

Initial feedback is also being requested on the future ordinance such as location requirements.

For example liquor establishments and adult oriented uses are required to be 500 and 1,500
feet from sensitive uses, respectively.

FISCAL IMPACT

There is no direct fiscal impact with the adoption of the proposed urgency ordinance. There will

be staff time expended to prepare the zoning ordinance addressing Community Supervision
Programs.

OPTIONS

Staff has prepared an alternative urgency ordinance requiring a Use Permit for Community
Supervision Programs in the zoning districts that Business and Professional Offices are
permitted. This option would not prohibit service providers but would allow the City to
conditionally approve or deny the use after a public hearing while staff considers whether to

make the use permit requirement permanent and whether further regulations are warranted
during the 45 day study period.

The Council may also choose not to adopt either urgency ordinance. This would mean that
services provided to Post Release Community Supervision individuals would continue to be
considered a Business and Professional Office use.

ATTACHMENTS

A. Interim Ordinance Prohibiting Community Supervision Program uses for a 45 day period

B. Interim ordinance requiring a Use Permit for Community Supervision Program uses for a 45
day period

C. 2011 Adult Institutions Outcome Evaluation Report from the California Department of
Corrections and Rehabilitation
D

News stories regarding adverse impacts of AB 109
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ATTACHMENT "A"

ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ANTIOCH
ADOPTING AN INTERIM URGENCY ORDINANCE REGARDING THE
ESTABLISHMENT AND OPERATION OF COMMUNITY SUPERVISION

PROGRAMS

The City Council of the City of Antioch does ordain as follows:

SECTION 1. Findings.

A.

On October 1, 2011 the Public Safety Realignment Act (Assembly Bill 109) went
into effect transferring responsibility for supervising specific inmates and parolees
from the California Department of Correction and Rehabilitation to counties; and

In response to AB 109, the Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors approved
an AB 109 Public Safety Realignment Budget which includes $4,035,000 for
community programs including employment support and placement services,
resource centers, short and long term housing access, and peer and mentoring
services. Contra Costa County has issued a Request for Proposals for these
services. Private, public, for-profit, and not-for-profit organizations are able to

apply for these funds and the services would be provided at various unspecified
locations County-wide; and

Article XI, Section 7 of the California Constitution provides a city may make and
enforce within its limits all local police, sanitary and other ordinances and
regulations not in conflict with general laws; and

The City has received and anticipates additional requests for the construction,
establishment and operation of Community Supervision Programs (as defined
herein) within the City. However, this use is not defined in the Antioch
Municipal Code and the general category of “Business and Professional Office”
may not take into account potential impacts of Community Supervision Programs
on the surrounding community such as loitering and increased calls for service.
The provisions of the City Municipal Code that may regulate the construction,
operation and establishment of Community Supervision Programs in the City are
inadequate and need review, study, and revision. The current provisions also fail
to fully take into account the impacts related to the location and manner of
construction, establishment and operation of Community Supervision Programs,
and the related public health, safety, and welfare concerns, including but not

limited to the impacts they may have on surrounding uses and the community;
and
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The 2011 Adult Institutions Outcome Evaluation Report by the California
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, which was attached to the staff
report presented to the City Council on March 26, 2013 and is referenced with
these findings, indicates most recidivists return to prison within the first year of
release, 46% of the recidivists returned to prison after only 6 months of release,
and 75% returned to prison within 12 months of release. Further, the CDCR
report discusses arrests rates and states that average arrest rate for inmates

released for one, two and three-year periods are 57.2%, 70.7%, and 76.7%
respectively; and

Widely reported news stories regarding adverse impacts of AB 109 were also
attached to the staff report presented to the City Council and are on file with the
City Clerk and on the City’s website at www.ci.antioch.ca.us. It is reasonable to
conclude that similar adverse impacts on the public health, safety and welfare will
likely also occur in the City of Antioch; and

The City of Antioch’s crime rate for Part 1 crimes has increased 24% from 2011
to 2012 while arrests are down 14% in the same period as more particularly
described in the presentation by the Police Chief at the City Council meeting on
February 12, 2013 which can be viewed at
http://ci.antioch.ca.us/CityGov/CouncilMeetings/021213/; and

The number of sworn police officers available to serve the City per capita has
decreased significantly due to budget considerations. In 1995 the number of
sworn police officers was 89 and the population was 74,925. Currently, the
number of sworn police officers is 89 and the population is 103,833; and

Statistics have been collected on Post Release Community Supervision
individuals in Antioch and found that 35% have been rearrested; and

While the intent of support programs is to reduce recidivism and assist individuals
in becoming productive members of society, there is potential for negative
impacts to the public health, safety, and welfare if Antioch received a
disproportionate number of service providers or these service providers were
concentrated near sensitive or certain other uses. This interim urgency ordinance
would allow the City of Antioch the opportunity to study appropriate locations
and concentration, distances from sensitive uses such as schools and parks, and
adopt operational requirements such as hours of operation. It is necessary for the
City of Antioch staff to study the possible adoption of amendments to the City’s
Municipal Code and Zoning Code regarding Community Supervision Programs.
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Staff needs time to study whether amendments to the City’s Municipal Code are
necessary to eliminate or minimize the negative secondary side effects resulting
from Community Supervision Programs. Staff needs time to study whether to
limit such businesses to certain zoning districts, and which zoning districts would
be appropriate for such uses. Finally, staff needs time to study whether there
should be a limit on the concentration of Community Supervision Programs in the
City, and if so, whether there should be regulations as to their proximity to
sensitive uses and each other; and

California Government Code Section 65858 subdivision (a) provides: that city
legislative bodies may, to protect public safety, health and welfare, adopt as an
urgency measure an interim ordinance prohibiting any uses that may be in conflict
with a contemplated general plan, specific plan, or zoning proposal that the
legislative body is considering or studying or intends to study within a reasonable
time; that adoption of such urgency measures requires a four-fifths vote of the
legislative body; that such measures shall be of no effect 45 days from the date of
adoption, and may be extended to have a maximum total duration of 2 years; and

The City Council desires to (1) address the community concerns regarding the
establishment and operation of Community Supervision Programs, (2) study the
potential impacts the Community Supervision Programs may have on the public
health, safety and welfare, (3) study and determine what local regulations may be
appropriate or necessary for Community Supervision Programs, (4) study and
determine the appropriate zoning and location for Community Supervision

Programs, if any, and (5) determine appropriate controls for protection of public
health, safety and welfare; and

Without the immediate enactment of this Ordinance, multiple applicants could
quickly receive entitlement that would allow Community Supervision Programs
that pose a threat to the public safety, health and welfare and frustrate these
studies and impair the orderly and effective implementation of contemplated
Municipal Code Amendments and any further authorization of these uses within
the City during the period of the interim zoning regulations may be in conflict

with or may frustrate the contemplated updates and revisions of the Municipal
Code; and

Based on the foregoing, the City finds that there is a current and immediate threat
to the public health, safety, or welfare and that this Ordinance is necessary in
order to protect the City from the potential effects and impacts of Community
Supervision Programs in the City, potential increases in crime, and other similar
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or related effects on property values and the quality of life in the City’s
neighborhoods; and

0. The City Council further finds that this interim zoning regulation is a matter of
local and City-wide importance and is not directed towards any particular

business that currently seeks to construct or operate a Community Supervision
Program; and

P. The City Council finds that this Ordinance is authorized by the City’s police
powers. The City Council further finds that the length of the interim zoning
regulations imposed by this Ordinance will not in any way deprive any person of
rights granted by State or federal laws, because the interim zoning regulation is
short in duration and essential to protect the public health, safety and welfare.

SECTION 2. Urgency Ordinance Imposed.

A. Scope. In accordance with the authority granted the City of Antioch under Article
X1, Section 7 of the California Constitution and California Government Code
Section 65858, from and after the effective date of this ordinance, no permit or
any other applicable license or entitlement for use, including, but not limited to,
the issuance of a business license, business permit, building permit, conditional
use permit, or zoning text amendment shall be approved or issued for the
establishment or operation of Community Supervision Programs in the City of
Antioch. Additionally, Community Supervision Programs are hereby expressly
prohibited in all areas and zoning districts of the City.

B. Definition. For purposes of this ordinance, “Community Supervision Program”
means any facility, building, structure or location, where a organization, whether
private, public, institutions of education, non-for-profit, or for-profit, provide re-
entry services including but not limited to employment support and placement
services, short and long term housing access including residential facilities not
licensed by the State of California, peer and mentoring services, and resource
centers. Community Supervision Programs may also be known as AB 109 Post
Release Community Supervision Programs. Included in the definition are
services provided to individuals on probation or parole.

C. Exceptions. Existing and legally established social service providers are exempt
and may continue to operate at current locations; however, existing providers may

not expand any facility, building, structure, or location under this moratorium or
move to another location.
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D. Statutory Findings and Purpose. This ordinance is declared to be an interim
ordinance as defined under California Government Code Section 65858. This
ordinance is deemed necessary based on the findings of the City Council of the

City of Antioch set forth in the findings, incorporated into Section 1 of this
Ordinance.

SECTION 3. Establishment, Operation and Maintenance of a Community Supervision
Programs in Violation of this Ordinance Declared a Public Nuisance.

The establishment, maintenance or operation of Community Supervision Programs as defined
herein within the City limits of the City of Antioch in violation of this Ordinance is a public

nuisance. Violations of this ordinance may be enforced by any applicable law, with criminal
penalties.

SECTION 4. Severability.

If any provision of this ordinance or the application to any person or circumstance is held
invalid, the remainder of the ordinance, including the application of such part or provision to
other persons or circumstances shall not be affected thereby and shall continue in full force and
effect. To this end, provisions of this ordinance are severable. The City Council of the City of
Antioch hereby declares that it would have passed each section, subsection, subdivision,
paragraph, sentence, clause, or phrase hereof irrespective of the fact that any one or more
sections, subsections, subdivisions, paragraphs, sentences, clauses, or phrases be held
unconstitutional, invalid, or unenforceable.

SECTION 5. CEQA.

A. This ordinance is not a project within the meaning of Section 15378 of the State
CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act) Guidelines, because it has no

potential for resulting in physical change in the environment, directly or
ultimately.

B. This ordinance is categorically exempt from CEQA under Section 15308 of the
CEQA Guidelines as a regulatory action taken by the City pursuant to its police
power and in accordance with Government Code Section 65858 to assure
maintenance and protection of the environment pending the evaluation and
adoption of contemplated local legislation, regulation and policies.

C. This ordinance is not subject to CEQA under the general rule that CEQA applies
only to projects which have the potential for causing a significant effect on the
environment. For the reasons set forth in subparagraphs (1) and (2) above, it can
be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that this ordinance will have a
significant effect on the environment.
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SECTION 6. Effective Date.

This Ordinance shall become effective immediately upon passage and adoption if passed and
adopted by at least four-fifths vote of the City Council and shall be in effect for 45 days unless
extended by the City in accordance with California Government Code Section 65858.

The foregoing ordinance was introduced and adopted at a meeting of the City of Antioch
held on by the following vote.

AYES:

NOES:

ABSTAINED:

ABSENT:

Wade Harper, Mayor of the City of Antioch
ATTEST:

Arne Simonsen, City Clerk of the City of Antioch



ATTACHMENT "B"

ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ANTIOCH
ESTABLISHING INTERIM LAND USE REGULATIONS FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT
AND OPERATION OF COMMUNITY SUPERVISION PROGRAMS

The City Council of the City of Antioch does ordain as follows:

SECTION 1. Findings.

A. On October 1, 2011 the Public Safety Realignment Act (Assembly Bill 109) went into
effect transferring responsibility for supervising specific inmates and parolees from
the California Department of Correction and Rehabilitation to counties; and

B. Inresponse to AB 109, the Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors approved an
AB 109 Public Safety Realignment Budget which includes $4,035,000 for community
programs including employment support and placement services, resource centers,
short and long term housing access, and peer and mentoring services. Contra Costa
County has issued a Request for Proposals for these services. Private, public, for-
profit, and not-for-profit organizations are able to apply for these funds and the
services would be provided at various unspecified locations County-wide; and

C. Article XI, Section 7 of the California Constitution provides a city may make and

enforce within its limits all local police, sanitary and other ordinances and regulations
not in conflict with general laws; and

D. The City has received and anticipates additional requests for the construction,
establishment and operation of Community Supervision Programs (as defined herein)
within the City. However, this use is not defined in the Antioch Municipal Code and
the general category of “Business and Professional Office” may not take into account
potential impacts of Community Supervision Programs on the surrounding
community such as loitering and increased calls for service. The provisions of the
City Municipal Code that may regulate the construction, operation and establishment
of Community Supervision Programs in the City are inadequate and need review,
study, and revision. The current provisions also fail to fully take into account the
impacts related to the location and manner of construction, establishment and
operation of Community Supervision Programs, and the related public health, safety,
and welfare concerns, including but not limited to the impacts they may have on
surrounding uses and the community; and

E. The 2011 Adult Institutions Outcome Evaluation Report by the California
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, which was attached to the staff report
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presented to the City Council on March 26, 2013 and is referenced with these
findings, indicates most recidivists return to prison within the first year of release,
46% of the recidivists returned to prison after only 6 months of release, and 75%
returned to prison within 12 months of release. Further, the CDCR report discusses
arrests rates and states that average arrest rate for inmates released for one, two and
three-year periods are 57.2%, 70.7%, and 76.7% respectively; and

Widely reported news stories regarding adverse impacts of AB 109 were also
attached to the staff report presented to the City Council and are on file with the City
Clerk and on the City’s website at www.ci.antioch.ca.us. It is reasonable to conclude

that similar adverse impacts on the public health, safety and welfare will likely also
occur in the City of Antioch; and

. The City of Antioch’s crime rate for Part 1 crimes has increased 24% from 2011 to
2012 while arrests are down 14% in the same period as more particularly described in
the presentation by the Police Chief at the City Council meeting on February 12, 2013

which can be viewed at http://ci.antioch.ca.us/CityGov/CouncilMeetings/021213/;
and

. The number of sworn police officers available to serve the City per capita has
decreased significantly due to budget considerations. In 1995 the number of sworn
police officers was 89 and the population was 74,925. Currently, the number of
sworn police officers is 89 and the population is 103,833; and

Statistics have been collected on Post Release Community Supervision individuals in
Antioch and found that 35% have been rearrested; and

While the intent of support programs is to reduce recidivism and assist individuals in
becoming productive members of society, there is potential for negative impacts to
the public health, safety, and welfare if Antioch received a disproportionate number
of service providers or these service providers were concentrated near sensitive or
certain other uses. This interim urgency ordinance would allow the City of Antioch
the opportunity to study appropriate locations and concentration, distances from
sensitive uses such as schools and parks, and adopt operational requirements such as
hours of operation. It is necessary for the City of Antioch staff to study the possible
adoption of amendments to the City’s Municipal Code and Zoning Code regarding
Community Supervision Programs. Staff needs time to study whether amendments to
the City’s Municipal Code are necessary to eliminate or minimize the negative
secondary side effects resulting from Community Supervision Programs. Staff needs
time to study whether to limit such businesses to certain zoning districts, and which
zoning districts would be appropriate for such uses. Finally, staff needs time to study
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whether there should be a limit on the concentration of Community Supervision
Programs in the City, and if so, whether there should be regulations as to their
proximity to sensitive uses and each other; and

. California Government Code Section 65858 subdivision (a) provides: that city
legislative bodies may, to protect public safety, health and welfare, adopt as an
urgency measure an interim ordinance regulating any uses that may be in conflict
with a contemplated general plan, specific plan, or zoning proposal that the legislative
body is considering or studying or intends to study within a reasonable time; that
adoption of such urgency measures requires a four-fifths vote of the legislative body;
that such measures shall be of no effect 45 days from the date of adoption, and may
be extended to have a maximum total duration of 2 years; and

. The City Council desires to (1) address the community concerns regarding the
establishment and operation of Community Supervision Programs, (2) study the
potential impacts the Community Supervision Programs may have on the public
health, safety and welfare, (3) study and determine what local regulations may be
appropriate or necessary for Community Supervision Programs, (4) study and
determine the appropriate zoning and location for Community Supervision Programs,

if any, and (5) determine appropriate controls for protection of public health, safety
and welfare; and

. Without the immediate enactment of this Ordinance, multiple applicants could
quickly receive entitlement that would allow Community Supervision Programs that
pose a threat to the public safety, health and welfare and frustrate these studies and
impair the orderly and effective implementation of contemplated Municipal Code
Amendments and any further authorization of these uses within the City during the
period of the interim zoning regulations may be in conflict with or may frustrate the
contemplated updates and revisions of the Municipal Code; and

. Based on the foregoing, the City finds that there is a current and immediate threat to
the public health, safety, or welfare and that this Ordinance is necessary in order to
protect the City from the potential effects and impacts of Community Supervision
Programs in the City, potential increases in crime, and other similar or related effects
on property values and the quality of life in the City’s neighborhoods; and

. The City Council further finds that this interim zoning regulation is a matter of local
and City-wide importance and is not directed towards any particular business that
currently seeks to construct or operate a Community Supervision Program; and
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The City Council finds that this Ordinance is authorized by the City’s police powers.
The City Council further finds that the length of the interim zoning regulations
imposed by this Ordinance will not in any way deprive any person of rights granted
by State or federal laws, because the interim zoning regulation is short in duration and
essential to protect the public health, safety and welfare.

SECTION 2. Interim Land Use Regulations Imposed.

A.

Scope. In accordance with the authority granted the City of Antioch under Article
X1, Section 7 of the California Constitution and California Government Code
Section 65858, from and after the effective date of this ordinance, no permit or
any other applicable license or entitlement for use, including, but not limited to,
the issuance of a business license, business permit, or building permit shall be
approved or issued for the establishment or operation of Community Supervision
Programs in the City of Antioch without said use first obtaining a Use Permit as
provided for under Title 9, Article 27 of the Antioch Municipal Code in any zone
where Business and Professional Offices are currently permitteci or conditionally

permitted in Section 9-5.3803 of the Antioch Municipal Code, Table of Land Use
Regulations.

Definition. For purposes of this ordinance, “Community Supervision Programs”
means any facility, building, structure or location, where a organization, whether
private, public, institutions of education, non-for-profit, or for-profit, provide re-
entry services including but not limited to employment support and placement
services, short and long term housing access including residential facilities not
licensed by the State of California, peer and mentoring services, and resource
centers. Community Supervision Programs may also be known as AB 109 Post
Release Community Supervision Programs. Included in the definition are
services provided to individuals on probation or parole.

Exceptions. Existing and legally established social service providers are exempt
and may continue to operate at current locations; however, existing providers may
not expand any facility, building, structure, or location under this moratorium or
move to another location without first obtaining a Use Permit.

Statutory Findings and Purpose. This ordinance is declared to be an interim
ordinance as defined under California Government Code Section 65858. This
ordinance is deemed necessary based on the findings of the City Council of the

City of Antioch set forth in the findings, incorporated into Section 1 of this
Ordinance.
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SECTION 3. Establishment, Operation and Maintenance of a Community Supervision
Programs in Violation of this Ordinance Declared a Public Nuisance.

The establishment, maintenance or operation of Community Supervision Programs as defined
herein within the City limits of the City of Antioch in violation of this Ordinance is a public

nuisance. Violations of this ordinance may be enforced by any applicable law, with criminal
penalties.

SECTION 4. Severability.

If any provision of this ordinance or the application to any person or circumstance is held
invalid, the remainder of the ordinance, including the application of such part or provision to
other persons or circumstances shall not be affected thereby and shall continue in full force and
effect. To this end, provisions of this ordinance are severable. The City Council of the City of
Antioch hereby declares that it would have passed each section, subsection, subdivision,
paragraph, sentence, clause, or phrase hereof irrespective of the fact that any one or more

sections, subsections, subdivisions, paragraphs, sentences, clauses, or phrases be held
unconstitutional, invalid, or unenforceable.

SECTION 5. CEQA.

A. This ordinance is not a project within the meaning of Section 15378 of the State
CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act) Guidelines, because it has no

potential for resulting in physical change in the environment, directly or
ultimately.

B. This ordinance is categorically exempt from CEQA under Section 15308 of the
CEQA Guidelines as a regulatory action taken by the City pursuant to its police
power and in accordance with Government Code Section 65858 to assure
maintenance and protection of the environment pending the evaluation and
adoption of contemplated local legislation, regulation and policies.

C. This ordinance is not subject to CEQA under the general rule that CEQA applies
only to projects which have the potential for causing a significant effect on the
environment. For the reasons set forth in subparagraphs (1) and (2) above, it can
be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that this ordinance will have a
significant effect on the environment.

SECTION 6. Effective Date.

This Ordinance shall become effective immediately upon passage and adoption if passed and
adopted by at least four-fifths vote of the City Council and shall be in effect for 45 days unless
extended by the City in accordance with California Government Code Section 65858.
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The foregoing ordinance was introduced and adopted at a meeting of the City of Antioch
held on by the following vote.

AYES:

NOES:

ABSTAINED:

ABSENT:

Wade Harper, Mayor of the City of Antioch

ATTEST:

Arne Simonsen, City Clerk of the City of Antioch



ATTACHMENT "C"

California Department of Corrections
And Rehabilitation

2011 Adult Institutions
Outcome Evaluation Report

Office of Research
November 23, 2011



You can abtain reports by contacting the Depariment of Corrections and Rehabilitation at the following address:

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation
Office of Research, Research and Evaluation Branch
1515 S Street, Suite 208S
Sacramento, California 95811
916.323.2919

Or

On the World Wide Web at:
http://www.cdcr.ca.goviadult research branch/

CDCR Office of Research

"Providing quality research, data analysis and evaluation to implement
evidence-based programs and practices, strengthen policy, inform
management decisions and ensure accountability.”

Produced by

Office of Research, Research and Evaluation Branch
Lee Seale, Director
Jay Atkinson, Deputy Director (A)
Brenda Grealish, Research Manager Il
Tina Fitzgerald, Research Manager Il
Kevin Grassel, Research Program Specialist ||

Betty Viscuso, Associate Information Systems Analyst

Permission is granted to reproduce reports.
For questions regarding the contents of this report, please contact
Brenda Grealish, Research Manager |il of Research and Evaluation.

Al



STATE OF CALIFORNIA —DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS AND REHABILITATION EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., GOVERNOR

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

1515 S Street, 95814
P.O. Box 942883
Sacramento, CA 94283-0001
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November 23, 2011

Dear Colleagues:

The mission of the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) is to
protect the public by safely and securely supervising adult and juvenile offenders,
providing effective rehabilitation and treatment, and integrating offenders successfully
into the community. Consistent with this purpose, we are holding ourselves

accountable for data-driven policies informed by the latest research on what works in
corrections and rehabilitation.

As a part of this commitment, | am pleased to present the second in a series of annual
reports on the outcomes of adult inmates released from CDCR correctional institutions.
This report features measures of recidivism by which we can gauge improvement, and
enable us to compare our performance with that of other similarly situated states.

This report is a tangible result of our commitment to transparency and accountability.
My hope is that the data contained in this report will provide new insights to policy-
makers and correctional stakeholders with regard to the dynamics of recidivism. Our
goal is to provide information that will be useful in moving the State forward in our
attempt to increase public safety through the reduction of recidivism.

Sincerely,

Wattho 7 (e

MATTHEW L. CATE
Secretary
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Executive Summary

Introduction

To comport with national best practices, purpose of this report. We chose this
the California Department of Corrections measure because it is the most reliable
and Rehabilitation (CDCR) measures measure available and is well
recidivism by  tracking arrests, understood and commonly used by
convictions and returns to prison. most correctional stakeholders.

Although all three measures are
displayed in charts and tables in
Appendix A, CDCR uses the Ilatter
measure, returns to prison, as the
primary measure of recidivism for the

CDCR has reported recidivism rates for
felons released from custody since
1977. During this time, the methodology
for reporting recidivism has changed.

Figure 1. One-Year Recidivism Rates for Arrests, Convictions and Returns to Prison for
Felons Released Between Fiscal Years 2002-03 and 2008-09'
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Rates for “Arrests” and “Convictions” only inciude those felons where an automated criminal history
record was available from the Department of Justice. These records are necessary to measure
recidivism by arrest and conviction. The data contained in this chart were extracted in June 2011 to
minimize the effects of the time lag in data entry into state systems.
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Commencing with our 2010 report, all
felons are now tracked for the full follow-
up period, regardless of their status as
on parole or discharged. In addition,
recidivism rates are presented based on
numerous characteristics (e.g., com-
mitment offense, length-of-stay).

This report is intended to provide more
detailed information about recidivism to
CDCR executives and managers,
lawmakers and other correctional
stakeholders who have an interest in the
dynamics of reoffending behavior and
recidivism reduction.

Recidivism Definition

CDCR measures recidivism by arrests,
convictions and returns to prison.
CDCR uses the latter measure, returns
to prison, as its primary measure of
recidivism. Throughout this document,
unless otherwise stated, the terms
recidivate and recidivism refer to this
primary measure. CDCR defines
“returns to prison” as follows:

An individual convicted of a
felony’ and incarcerated in a
CDCR adult institution who was
released to parole, discharged after
being paroled, or directly
discharged from CDCR during a
defined time period and
subsequently returned to prison
during a specified follow-up period.

Key Findings
Overall CDCR Recidivism Rates

» The one-year rates have declined
slightly under all measures of
recidivism since FY 2006-07 with
the exception of a small increase in
arrests in FY 2008-09 (Figure 1).

> The total three-year recidivism rate
(return to prison) for all felons

2 Due to reporting limitations, civil addicts are
currently excluded. It is expected that this
limitation will be addressed following
implementation of the Strategic Offender
Management System (SOMS).

Figure 2.
Three-year recidivism rates for felons
released from all CDCR institutions
during fiscal year 2006-07

",

3 Years Out
34.9%

Returned
Within 3 Years
65.1%

N=115,254

released during FY 2006-07 is
65.1 percent (Figure 2).

» Most felons who recidivate return to
prison within a year of release
(73.5 percent).

» Re-released felons recidivate at a
rate 19.5 percentage points higher
than those released for the first time.

CDCR Inmate Personal Characteristics

» Females have a 55.1 percent
recidivism rate, which is
approximately 11 points lower than
that of males.

> Younger felons recidivate at the
highest rate. Inmates released at
age 24 or younger return to prison at
a rate of 71.9 percent.

> Race/ethnicity appears to influence
recidivism rates for first-releases, but
this effect is not evident for re-
released inmates.

> Slightly more than a quarter of all
inmates are paroled to Los Angeles
County after release. Of these
parolees, however, only
57.0 percent recidivated within three
years, which is lower than the
statewide average.
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CDCR Offender Characteristics

> Inmates committed to prison for a
property crime consistently recid-
ivate at a higher rate than those
committed for other types of crimes
including crimes against persons,
drug crimes, and “other” crimes.

> Inmates committed for more serious
crimes do not have higher
recidivism rates. For example,
inmates released for rape have a
lower recidivism rate (51.1 percent)
than those who were committed for
vehicle theft (74.3 percent).

» Although few in number, inmates
released after having served an
indeterminate sentence recidivate
at a much lower rate (12.8 percent)
than those who served a deter-
minate sentence (65.1 percent).

> Felons required to register as sex
offenders (i.e., sex registrants)
recidivate at a higher rate
(66.9 percent) as compared to
other felons (65.0 percent). Eighty-
four percent of sex registrants who
recidivate do so because of a
parole violation.

> Inmates designated as serious or
violent offenders recidivate at a
lower rate than those who are not.

» Inmates participating in mental
health programs recidivate at rates
6 to 11 percentage points higher
than other felons.

» The California Static Risk

Assessment performs well at
predicting inmate risk for recidivism.

vi

CDCR Offender Length-of-Stay
> Recidivism

rates increase with
lengths-of-stay up to two to three

years and decrease thereafter.
Inmates with a length-of-stay
between two to three years
recidivate at the highest rate

(69.8 percent). Those who served
over 15 years in prison recidivated at
the lowest rate (40.1 percent).

There is little variation in the
recidivism rate despite the number
of prior returns to CDCR custody
within the current term.

Although fewer inmates return to
prison as the total number of stays
increase, recidivism rates for those
with more total stays increase with
each additional stay at CDCR
institutions.

CDCR Institutional Missions
> Inmates housed in reception centers

for at least 30 days prior to release
have a recidivism rate that is higher
than any other institutional mission.

> Inmates who had spent time in the

Security Housing Unit (SHU) prior to
release recidivate at a higher rate
than those who had not.

CDCR Programs
> Released

felons who had a
designated developmental disability
recidivate at a rate that is
12.8 percentage points higher than
those who did not have a develop-
mental disability designation.

Participation in in-prison substance
abuse programs, combined with
post-release community-based after-
care results in recidivism rates
(29.3 percent) that are much lower
than those that did not participate in
any substance abuse treatment
program (65.3 percent).



Conclusion

This report demonstrates how recidivism
varies among offenders by their
personal characteristics such as gender,
race, age, and mental heaith status, as
well as by their arrest histories and
behavior while under CDCR custody
and supervision. These findings are
consistent with other jurisdictions across
the United States and have important
implications for correctional policy and
practice.
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Definition of Terms

California Static Risk Assessment (CSRA)

The CSRA is an actuarial tool that utilizes demographic and criminal history data to
predict an offender’s risk of recidivating at the time they are released from CDCR.

Offenders are categorized as low, moderate or high risk of incurring a new criminal
conviction.

Cohort

A group of individuals who share a common characteristic, such as all inmates who
were released to parole during a given year.

Controlling Crime or Commitment Offense

The most serious offense on the conviction for which the inmate was sentenced to
prison on that term.

Correctional Clinical Case Management System (CCCMS)

The CCCMS facilitates mental health care by linking inmate/patients to needed
services and providing sustained support while accessing such services. CCCMS

services are provided as outpatient services within the general population setting at
all institutions.

Determinate Sentencing Law (DSL)

Established by Penal Code Section 1170 in 1976, Determinate Sentencing Law
identifies a specified sentence length for convicted felons who are remanded to
state prison. Essentially, three specific terms of imprisonment (low, middle, and
high) are assigned for crimes, as well as enhancements (specific case factors that
allow judges to add time to a sentence). Opportunities to earn “credits” can reduce
the length of incarceration. Released felons are automatically placed on parole

unless they served all of their prison and parole time while they were incarcerated;
in this case they are then discharged.

Developmental Disability Program (DDP)

CDCR program that ensures inmates with developmental disabilities are accurately
identified; provided with appropriate classification, housing, and protection; and not
subjected to discrimination.

Enhanced Outpatient Program (EOP)

A mental health services designation applied to a severely mentally ill inmate
receiving treatment at a level similar to day treatment services.

First Release

The first release on the current term for felons with new admissions and parole
violators returning with a new term (PV-WNT).

viii
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Indeterminate Sentencing Law (ISL)

Established by Penal Code Section 1168 in 1917, the Indeterminate Sentencing
Law allowed judges to determine a range of time (minimum and maximum) a
convicted felon would serve. Different felons convicted for the same crimes could
spend varying lengths of time in prison; release depended on many factors,
including each prisoner's individual conduct in prison. After the minimum sentence
passed, felons were brought to a parole board that would identify the actual date of

release. Indeterminate sentencing was replaced by Determinate Sentencing
(Penal Code Section 1170) in 1976.

Institutional Mission

Institutions are designated with a mission that meets the security level or special
purpose required for the inmates being housed. Reception centers process
incoming inmates. Levels |, I, lll, and IV house male general population inmates
according to their security classification (low, medium, high-medium, and
maximum). Female institutions provide female offenders with gender-responsive
supervision, treatment, and services. Camps and “other” facilities house low-level
inmates while providing rehabilitative treatment through work, vocation, academic
and substance abuse programs. Institutions may have one or more missions
according to the security needs and/or special purposes.

Manual California Static Risk Assessment (CSRA)

Inmates who do not have automated criminal history data available from the
Department of Justice (DOJ) must have their CSRA score calculated manually.
This is done with a review of a paper copy of the inmate’s rap sheet. Manual
scores are not available for a certain percentage of inmates because CSRA scores
for the FY 2006-07 cohort were computed retroactively as of their date of release
during that time period.

Parole

A period of conditional supervised release following a prison term.
Parole Violation (Law)

A law violation occurs when a parolee commits a crime while on parole and returns

to CDCR custody (RTC) by action of the Board of Parole Hearings rather than by
prosecution in the courts.

Parole Violation (Technical)

A technical violation occurs when a parolee violates a condition of his/her parole
that is not considered a new crime and returns to CDCR custody (RTC).

Parole Violator Returning With a New Term (PV-WNT)

A parolee who receives a court sentence for a new crime committed while under
parole supervision and returned to prison.

Registered Sex Offender

An inmate is designated as a registered sex offender if CDCR records show that
the inmate has at some point been convicted of an offense that requires

registration as a sex offender under Penal Code Section 290. This designation is
permanent in CDCR records.
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Re-Release

After a return to prison for a parole violation, any subsequent release on the same
(current) term is a re-release.

Serious Felony Offenses

Serious felony offenses are specified in Penal Code Section 1192.7(c) and Penal
Code Section 1192.8.

Stay

A stay is any period of time an inmate is housed in a CDCR institution. Each time

an inmate returns to prison it is considered a new stay, regardless of the reason for
returning.

Substance Abuse Program (SAP)

CDCR in-prison and post-release, community-based substance abuse treatment

programs designed to reduce/eliminate offender drug and alcohol abuse and
dependence.

Term

A term is a sentence an inmate receives from a court to be committed to CDCR for
a length-of-time. If an inmate is released after serving a term and is later returned
to prison for a parole violation, the inmate returns and continues serving the
original (current) term. If that inmate returns for committing a new crime, the
inmate begins serving a new term.

Violent Felony Offenses

Violent felony offenses are specified in Penal Code Section 667.5(c).
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2011 CDCR Adult Institutions Outcome Evaluation Report
November 2011

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation

2011 Adult Institutions
Outcome Evaluation Report

1 Introduction

The California Department of Corrections and
Rehabilitation (CDCR) is pleased to present the 2011 Outcome
Evaluation, our second in an annual series of reports analyzing
recidivism for felons released from California prisons. This report
provides information about recidivism to CDCR executives,
lawmakers and other correctional stakeholders who have an

interest in the dynamics of reoffending behavior and reducing
recidivism.

Figure A. One-Year Recidivism Rates for Arrests, Convictions
and Returns to Prison for Felons Released Between
Fiscal Years 2002-03 and 2008-09'
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As with our prior 2010 recidivism report, this report measures
recidivism by tracking arrests, convictions and returns to prison at
one-, two-, and three-year intervals.

Rates for “Arrests” and “Convictions™ only include those felons where an
automated criminal history record was available from the Department of Justice.
These records are necessary to measure recidivism by arrest and conviction.
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We continue to focus on the three-year return-to-prison rate as our
primary measure of recidivism. Our return-to-prison measure, as
described in our 2010 report, includes offenders released from
prison after having served their sentence for a crime as well as
offenders released from prison after having served their term for a
parole violation. It also includes all offenders released from
prison, whether on parole or discharged from parole during the
three-year foliow-up period. We employ an approach that is
consistent with that set forth in last year's report so that
policymakers and researchers can have year-over-year
comparisons. Accordingly, this year's cohort will supplement last
year's data, providing a progressively fuller picture of trends in
recidivism with each successive report. This year's three-year

return cohort focuses on those who were released from prison
during FY 2006-07.

Additionally, we are excited to present for the first time analyses in
this report that examine trends in recidivism among new
populations of offenders. This year we've added analyses
focusing on recidivism rates for the developmentally disabled,
murderers, offenders who have received substance abuse
treatment, and those who have paroled from Security Housing
Units (SHU). We hope that you find these analyses to be topical
and relevant. Each year we look forward to adding still more.

The focus of this year's report — the cohort of offenders released
from prison in FY 2006-07 - provides an opportunity to gauge the
success of correctional practices that governed that cohort, both in
prison prior to their release in FY 2006-07, and on parole up to
three years afterward. At its outermost reaches, this report begins
to capture parole practices reaching into the first haif of 2010, a
period marked by the implementation of reforms set forth in
Senate Bill (SB) 18 (3" Ex. Sess) (Ducheny). These reforms
include the creation of non-revocable parole, incentive funding for
probation departments that adopt best practices, and parole
reentry courts, among others. We look forward to seeing how
these types of changes in correctional practices affect our
recidivism rates in the coming years.

Enthusiasm for this year's recidivism discussion was also stoked
by a significant report issued by the Pew Center on the States
entitled “State of Recidivism: The Revolving Door of America's
Prisons,” which examined recidivism rates among many states
across the country. California is pleased to be among the 33
states that provided data to Pew for this valuable comparative
purpose.

The Pew report confirmed that when measured by “returns to
prison,” California’s recidivism rates are near the highest
nationwide. However, the report also made clear that when
recidivism is measured by re-imprisonment for new crimes only,
California’'s recidivism rates are lower than the nationwide

AT
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average. The Pew report observed that it was two particularities of
California’s parole structure — the placement of virtually every
offender on a period of mandatory parole, and the routine use of
prison stays for punishment of parole violators — that contributed
to California’s high “return to prison” recidivism rates since this
measure includes offenders returned for not only new crimes, but
also parole violations. Absent those practices, California’s
recidivism rate may be similar to those of other states.

In future reports we will monitor how changes to California’s
parole structure impacts its recidivism rates not only with respect
to non-revocable parole, which prohibited certain low-level
offenders from being returned to custody, but also
Governor Brown’s historic realignment legislation, which requires
that all parole violators who are returned to custody serve their
time at local jails instead of prison. California is now in line with
many other states that similarly use jail, not prison, as custody for
parole violators. As a result, we expect to see changes to our
recidivism rates in the coming years as California moves away
from some of the practices that contributed to our high rates.

Ultimately, our goal is that this report and future reports will
continue to spur discussion of the best possible ways for
California to reduce recidivism and better protect public safety.

Figure B. Three-year recidivism rates for felons released from all
CDCR institutions during FY 2006-07
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In this report, a
recidivist is defined
as a convicted
felon who was
released from
CDCR in
FY 2006-07 and
subsequently
returned to CDCR
within a three-year
follow-up period.

2 Evaluation Design

2.1 Objectives and Purpose of the Evaluation

This report presents the recidivism rates for CDCR inmates and
examines how these rates vary across time and place, by person
(personal and offender characteristics), by incarceration

experience (e.g., length-of-stay), and by CDCR missions and
institutions.

2.2 Primary Definition of Recidivism

Aithough there are numerous ways to define recidivism (e.g.,
arrests, convictions, returns to prison), CDCR employs returns to
prison as its primary indicator of a recidivist defined as follows:

An individual convicted of a felony? and incarcerated
in a CDCR adult institution who was released to
parole, discharged after being paroled, or directly
discharged from CDCR during a defined time period
(recidivism cohort) and subsequently returned to
prison during a specified follow-up period (recidivism
period).

The recidivism rate is calculated using the ratio of the number of
felons in the recidivism cohort who were returned to prison during
the recidivism period to the total number of felons in the recidivism
cohort, multiplied by 100.

Recidivism Number Returned to Prison

Rate - Recidivism Cohort

X 100

See Appendix A where this definition is expanded by depicting
recidivism rates using re-arrest and reconviction in addition to
returns to prison. Results for each of these measures are
available for FYs 2002-03 through 2008-09.

3 Methods

This report presents recidivism rates from a three-year follow-up
period for all felons who were released from the CDCR Division of
Adult Institutions (DAI) between July 1, 2006 and June 30, 2007
(FY 2006-07). The cohort includes inmates who were released to
parole for the first time on their current term and inmates who

? Due to reporting limitations, civil addicts are currently excluded. It is
expected that this limitation will be addressed following implementation
of the Strategic Offender Management System (SOMS).
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were directly discharged, as well as inmates who were released to
parole on their current term prior to FY 2006-07, returned to prison
on this term, and were then re-released during
FY 2006-07. Figures, charts and graphs illustrate the relationship
between descriptive variables (e.g., gender, race/ethnicity,
age at parole) and recidivism rates. Expanded analyses of these
variables are available in Appendix B.

3.1 Data Sources

CDCR Offender-Based Information System (OBIS)

Data were extracted from the CDCR Offender-Based Information
System (OBIS) to identify the inmates who were released during
FY 2006-07, as well as to determine which of these individuals
were returned to prison during the three-year follow-up period.

Department of Justice (DOJ) Criminal Justice Information System (CJIS)
California Law Enforcement Telecommunications System (CLETS)

Data were also derived from the DOJ, Criminal Justice Information
System (CJIS), California Law Enforcement Telecommunications
System (CLETS), arrest and convictions data to compute
California Static Risk Assessment (CSRA) recidivism risk scores
at the time of release, and to compute the re-arrest and
reconviction figures included in Appendix A.

CDCR Office of Substance Abuse Treatment Services (OSATS)
Interim Computerized Attendance Tracking System (ICATS)

The dataset containing the release cohort was matched to data
reported to the CDCR Office of Substance Abuse Treatment
Services (OSATS) Interim Computerized Attendance Tracking
System (ICATS). ICATS is a repository for attendance and
completions for inmates/parolees who participate in the CDCR
In-Prison Substance Abuse Programs (SAPs) and Community-
Based Substance Abuse Programs.

CDCR Clark Developmental Disability Automated Tracking
System (CDDATS)

The Clark Developmental Disability Automated Tracking
System (CDDATS) was used to record inmates who have been
screened for a developmental disability upon entry into CDCR and
identifies their developmental disability level designation and
housing location as part of the CDCR Developmental Disability
Program (DDP). CDDATS data are entered by staff at each
institution. Although DECS (Disabilty and Effective
Communications System) is currently the system of record,
CDDATS was the system of record at the time the cohort was
released from CDCR.

November 2011
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Re-released
felons made up
41.8 percent of

the recidivism
cohort.

Revocation Scheduling and Tracking System (RSTS)

For those parolees whose parole was revoked, the CDCR
Revocation Scheduling and Tracking System (RSTS) was used to
identify the type of parole revocations (technical or nontechnical).

3.2 Data Limitations

Data quality is of paramount importance with any and all data
analyses performed by the CDCR Office of Research. The intent
of this report is to provide “summary statistical” (aggregate) rather
than “individual-level” information.

Overall, the aggregate data are robust in that a large number of
records are available for analyses. At an individual level, the
data become less robust as the smaller number of records is
easily influenced by nuances associated with each case.
Consequently, caution must be exercised when interpreting
results that involve a small number of cases. Within this analytical
framework, recidivism rates are only presented for inmate
releases (i.e., denominators) that are greater than or equal to 30.

In addition, recidivism rates are “frozen” at three years, meaning
that after three years the follow-up period is considered to be
completed and no further analyses are performed. As such,
reported rates may fluctuate slightly for the one- and two-year
rates as data used in subsequent reporting years will likely be
updated, particularly for the ‘Arrests’ and ‘Convictions’ presented
in the Appendix since these data are routinely updated in
accordance with criminal justice system processing.

4 Release Cohort Description

Nearly 60 percent of the release cohort was made up of first
releases while 41.8 percent were re-releases. Almost all of the
distributions for the personal and offender characteristics of first
releases were similar to those of the total recidivism cohort.

Personal Characteristics

A total of 115,254 adult men and women were released from
CDCR adult institutions in FY 2006-07 (Table 1). Males
outnumbered females approximately nine to one. There was a
nearly even distribution of inmates between the age of 20 and 44
at release; few inmates were between the age of 18 and 19
(0.6 percent). After 45 to 49 years of age, the number of inmates
declined; individuals over age 60 represented roughly 1 percent of
the cohort. The majority of inmates were Hispanic/Latino
(37.5 percent), followed by White (32.1 percent) and Black/African
American (26.0 percent). Less than 5 percent were Native

American/Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian/Pacific islander
or Other.
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Offender Characteristics

The top 20 counties receiving the largest number of parolees are
presented in Table 1, with the remaining counties grouped into the
“All Others” category. The majority of the inmates paroled to
Los Angeles County (26.4 percent). Of the remaining large
counties in California, the top three that received paroled inmates
were San Bernardino (8.5 percent), Orange (7.6 percent),
San Diego (6.5 percent), and the bottom three were Santa Clara
(3.2 percent), San Joaquin (2.3 percent), and Stanisiaus
(1.5 percent). In the previous 2010 Adult Institutions Outcome
Evaluation Report, San Francisco was depicted since it had a
release population within the top 20 of all county releases. This
year, San Francisco was replaced by Stanislaus.

About two-thirds of the FY 2006-07 recidivism cohort include
inmates who had served their current term for a property crime or
a drug crime. Slightly more than 20 percent were committed to
CDCR for a crime against persons and approximately 12 percent
were committed for “other” crimes. Almost all inmates had a
determinate sentence.

Approximately seven percent of the release cohort were required
to register as a sex offender. In addition, roughly 20 percent of
the release cohort were committed for a crime that was
considered to be serious and/or violent. These percentages
remain consistent for both first released and re-released sex
offenders and serious/violent offenders.

Nearly 86 percent of the release cohort had not been enrolled in
any type of mental health treatment program® while incarcerated
at CDCR. Those designated as Enhanced Outpatient
Program (EOP) (severely mentally ill) made up 4.7 percent of the
release cohort and those assigned to the Correctional Clinical

Case Management System (CCCMS) made up the remaining 9.7
percent.

When assessed for recidivism risk using the CSRA, approximately
53 percent of the inmates were identified as being at a high risk
for being convicted of a new crime, 28.4 percent were medium risk
and 16.3 percent were low risk.

CDCR Incarceration Experience

More than half (58.5 percent) of the FY 2006-07 cohort inmates
served 18 months or less in CDCR institutions. Approximately
71 percent who were released for the first time served 18 months

 EOP and CCCMS are CDCR designations and do not necessarily

reflect a clinical (e.g., Diagnostic and Statistical Manual) mental health
diagnosis.
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or less in CDCR institutions compared to 41.8 percent of
re-releases who served 18 months or less.

The majority of the cohort (58.2 percent) is comprised of first
releases with no returns on their current term. Of those with
returns on their current term, many (45.9 percent) had returned

once. Thereafter, the number of returning inmates gradually
decreases.

Almost half (49.2 percent) of the first releases had only one stay in
a CDCR adult institution, and approximately one-ifth
(20.8 percent) of re-releases stayed two times. Regardless of

type of release, 13.6 percent of the FY 2006-07 cohort had 10 or
more stays in CDCR when released.

Institutional Mission*

Twenty-two percent of the FY 2006-07 cohort released from a
Level |l institution. Another 26.6 percent were released from a
reception center. Combined, this accounts for aimost half of all
releases during FY 2006-07. Among first releases only, slightly
more than 20 percent released from a Level lil or Level IV

institution. Over half of re-releases were released from a
reception center.

The vast majority (94.8 percent) of the release cohort had never
been assigned to a SHU at any point during their term, while 5.2
percent has been assigned to a SHU.

Programs
Only 1.5 percent of the release cohort were in the DDP.

Over 12.5 percent of the release cohort had participated in the
SAP while incarcerated. Eight percent completed the program

while 4.6 did not complete the program prior to release from
prison.

4 Since inmates are often transferred just prior to release to institutions
close to their release county, the last institution where an inmate spent
at least 30 days prior to being released in FY 2006-07 is the inmate's
institution of release. The “Under 30 Days” category reflects those
inmates who were not incarcerated in any one institution for at least
30 days prior to release.
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Table 1. Cohort Description

First Releases Re-Releases Total
Characteristics N % N % N %
Total 67,029 100.0 § 48,225 100.0 § 115254 100.0
Sex
Male 59,154 88.3 || 44,062 91.4 103,216  89.6
Female 7,875 1.7 4,163 8.6 12,038 10.4
Age at Release
18-19 689 1.0 47 0.1 736 0.6
20-24 11,039 16.5 5,019 10.4 16,058 13.9
25-29 13,433 20.0 9,399 19.5 22832 1938
30-34 10,434 15.6 7,436 15.4 17,870 15.5
35-39 10,070 15.0 8,057 16.7 18,127 157
4044 9,123 13.6 7,716 16.0 16,839 14.6
4549 6,714 10.0 5,868 12.2 12,582  10.9
50-54 3,370 5.0 2,977 6.2 6,347 5.5
55-59 1,381 2.1 1,155 24 2,536 2.2
60 and over 776 1.2 551 11 1,327 1.2
Race/Ethnicity
White 20,168 30.1 16,821 349 36,989 321
Hispanic/Latino 27,816 415 §| 15410 32.0 43226 37.5
Black/African American 15,980 23.8 § 14,015 29.1 29,995 26.0
Native American/Alaska Native 518 0.8 576 1.2 1,094 0.9
Asian 416 0.6 308 0.6 724 0.6
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 96 0.1 49 0.1 145 0.1
Other 2,035 3.0 1,046 22 3,081 27
County of Parole
Alameda 2,727 4.1 2,564 5.3 5,291 4.6
Fresno 2,052 3.1 2,479 5.1 4,531 39
Kem 2,270 34 1,777 3.7 4,047 3.5
Los Angeles 21,782 325 8,672 18.0 30454 264
Orange 5,954 8.9 2,774 58 8,728 76
Riverside 4,198 6.3 2,932 6.1 7,130 6.2
Sacramento 3,329 5.0 2,355 49 5,684 4.9
San Bemardino 5,585 8.3 4,161 8.6 9,746 8.5
San Diego 4,063 6.1 3,385 7.0 7,448 6.5
San Joaquin 1,238 1.8 1,444 3.0 2,682 2.3
Santa Clara 1,816 27 1,830 38 3,646 3.2
Stanislaus 872 1.3 830 1.7 1,702 1.5
All Others 11,118 16.6 § 11,588 240 22,706 19.7
Commitment Offense
Crime Against Persons 14,179 21.2 12,141 25.2 26,320 228
Property Crimes 22,802 340 § 16,025 33.2 38,827 337
Drug Crimes 22,124 33.0 § 14,599 30.3 36,723 319
Other Crimes 7.924 11.8 5,460 11.3 13,384 11.6
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Table 1. Cohort Description (continued)
First Releases ‘ Re-Releases 4 Total
Characteristics N % N % N %
Sentence Type
Determinate Sentence Law 72 0.1 14 0.0 86 0.1
Indeterminate Sentence Law 67,029 100.0 48,225 100.0 |j 115,254 100.0
Sex Offenders
Yes 3,606 54 4,223 8.8 7,829 6.8
No 63,423 94.6 44,002 91.2 107,425 93.2
Serious/Violent Offenders
Yes 13,312 19.9 10,171 214 23,483 20.4
No 83,717 80.1 38,054 78.9 91,771 79.6
Mental Health
Enhanced Outpatient Program 2,337 3.5 3,096 6.4 5,433 4.7
Carrectignal Clinical Caeg 5,660 g4 | 5471 113 11131 97
Management System
Crisis Bed 8 0.0 8 0.0 16 0.0
No Mental Health Code 59,024 88.1 39,649 82.2 98,673 85.6
Department Mental Health 0 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0
CSRA Risk Score
Low 13,223 19.7 5,621 11.7 18,844 16.3
Medium 21,024 31.4 11,760 24.4 32,784 28.4
High 31,378 46.8 29,608 61.4 60,986 52.9
N/A 1,404 21 1,236 2.6 2,640 23
Length of Stay
0 - 6 months 10,126 151 2,301 4.8 12,427 10.8
7 - 12 months 26,128 39.0 8,147 16.9 34,275 29.7
13 - 18 months 11,082 16.5 9,708 20.1 20,790 18.0
19 - 24 months 6,250 9.3 7,983 16.6 14,233 12.3
2 - 3 years 5,706 8.5 9,777 20.3 15,483 134
3 -4 years 2,546 3.8 4,440 9.2 6,986 6.1
4 -5 years 1,670 2.5 2,014 4.2 3,684 3.2
5-10 years 2,828 4.2 3,313 6.9 6,141 5.3
10-15 years 575 0.9 468 1.0 1,043 0.9
15 + years 118 0.2 74 0.2 192 0.2
Prior Returns to Custody i
None 67,029 100.0 0 0.0 67,029 58.2
1 0 0.0 22,128 45.9 22,128 19.2
2 0 0.0 11,313 23.5 11,313 9.8
3 0 0.0 6,505 13.5 6,505 5.6
4 0 0.0 3,705 7.7 3,705 3.2
5 0 0.0 2,077 4.3 2,077 1.8
6 0 0.0 1,205 25 1,205 1.0
7 0 0.0 640 1.3 640 0.6
8 0 0.0 357 0.7 357 0.3
9 0 0.0 170 0.4 170 0.1
10+ 0 0.0 125 0.3 125 0.1
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Table 1. Cohort Description (continued)
First Releases | Re-Releases Total
Characteristics N % N % N %
Number of CDCR Stays Ever
1 32,983 49.2 0 0.0 § 32,983 28.6
2 7,926 11.8 10,012 20.8 17,938 15.6
3 5137 7.7 7,485 155 § 12,622 11.0
4 3,964 5.9 5,544 11.5 9,508 8.2
5 3,285 4.9 4,245 8.8 7,530 6.5
6 2,719 4.1 3,467 7.2 6,186 5.4
7 2,190 3.3 2,892 6.0 5,082 44
8 1,846 2.8 2,519 5.2 4,365 3.8
9 1,440 2.1 J 2,089 4.3 3,529 3.1
10 1,163 1.7 1,782 3.7 2,945 2.6
11 944 1.4 1,478 3.1 2,422 2.1
12 777 1.2 1,315 27 2,092 1.8
13 595 0.9 1,086 2.3 1,681 1.5
14 479 0.7 878 1.8 1,357 1.2
15 + 1,581 2.4 3,433 7.1 5,014 44
Institutional Mission I
Lewe! | 12,663 18.9 5,534 11.5 18,197 15.8
Lewel Il 16,951 25.3 8,416 17.5 §| 25,367 22.0
Lewvel Ml 7,654 11.4 2,790 5.8 | 10,444 9.1
Level IV 6,229 9.3 1,684 35 7,913 6.9
Female Institutions 5,337 8.0 3,053 6.3 8,390 7.3
Camps 2,837 4.2 1 0.0 2,838 25
Reception Centers 5,745 8.6 24,903 51.6 30,648 26.6
Other Facilities 8,876 13.2 1,839 3.8 10,715 9.3
Under 30 days 737 1.1 5 0.0 742 0.6
Security Housing Unit (SHU) Status
SHU 2,863 4.3 3,139 6.5 6,002 5.2
No SHU 64,166 95.7 || 45,086 93.5 109,252 94.8
Developmental Disability
Program (DDP) Status
DDP 813 1.2 919 1.9 1,732 1.5
No DDP 66,216 98.8 || 47,306 98.1 §§ 113,522 98.5
In-Prison
Substance Abuse Program
Completed Program 7,103 10.6 2,091 4.3 9,194 8.0
Did Not Complete Program 4,038 6.0 1,317 27 5,355 4.6
Did Not Participate in Program 55,888 83.4 § 44,817 92.9 100,705 87.4
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Figure 1 and Table 2 shows the total three-year recidivism rate for
the FY 2006-07 cohort is 65.1 percent. The recidivism rate for
re-releases is 19.5 percentage points higher than for first releases.
When examining the recidivism rates as time progresses, most
inmates who return to prison do so in the first year after release.

The overall recidivism rate for the FY 2006-07 cohort is
2.4 percentage points lower than the FY 2005-06 cohort. This
reduction is primarily due to the reduction in the recidivism rates
for the first releases, which decreased by 3.8 percentage points,
although there was also a small (1.1 percentage point) reduction
for those who were re-releases.
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Table 2. Overall Recidivism Rates: First releases, Re-Releases and Total

Total One Year Two Years, Cumulative | Three Years, Cumulative
Released Number  Recidivism Number  Recidivism Number  Recidiism
Retumed Rate Retumed Rate Retumned Rate
First Releases 67,029 25,968 38.7% 34,617 51.6% 38,158 56.9%
Re-Releases 48,225 29,199 60.5% 35,075 72.7% 36,861 76.4%
Total 115,254 55,167 47.9% 69,692 60.5% 75,019 65.1%

6 Time to Return

This “Time to Return” section only examines the 75,019 inmates
who returned to prison within three years of release (identified
previously in Figure 1 and Table 2) to assess how long inmates
are in the community before recidivating and returning to prison.

6.1 Time to Return for the 75,019 Recidivists

Figure 2. Three-Year Quarterly and Cumulative Rate of Return Post

Release
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Almost 50 percent
of inmates who
recidivate within

three years do so

within the first
six months.

At one year, this
rate increases to
almost 75 percent.
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Figure 2 and Table 3 illustrate the percentage of inmates who
recidivate during each quarterly (three-month) period, as well as
the total percent of inmates who had recidivated through the end
of the quarter.

Of the 75,019 inmates who return to prison, nearly equal
percentages return during the first quarter and the second quarter
(24.0 and 22.1 percent, respectively). Altogether, nearly half
(approximately 46 percent) of the inmates released returned to
prison after having been in the community for only six months.
Almost 75 percent of the recidivists returned to prison within
12 months of release.

The number of inmates recidivating over time decreases as most
have already returned to prison by the end of the first year. Since
this analysis only focuses on those inmates identified as
recidivists, and because few individuals returned to prison within
the final months of the follow-up period, the 12" quarter
represents the final, cumulative results (i.e., 100 percent) of the
75,019 recidivists.  Collectively, these resuits mirror those
reported for the FY 2005-06 cohort.

Table 3. Three-Year Quarterly and Cumulative Rate of Return Post
Release

| 1t 200 3a  am | v em  7n e | o

10th 11th 12th

Cumulative Percent

Percentage ofRecidivistsI 240% 221% 16.1% 11.3%I 74% 51% 39% 3.0% 23%

240% 46.1% 62.2% 73.5%f 80.9% 86.0% 89.9% 929%f§ 95.2%

7 Recidivism Rate by Demographics

Demographics include the following personal characteristics of
felons: gender, age at time of release, race/ethnicity, and county
of parole. Research has shown that recidivism varies by some of
these demographic factors, and these findings are corroborated
by the data provided below.

18% 16% 1.4%
97.0% 98.6% 100.0%
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7.1 Gender

Figure 3. Recidivism Rates by Gender
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Because males outnumber females almost nine to one in the
FY 2006-07 cohort, gender differences in rates of recidivism are
masked. It is important, therefore, to examine male and female
recidivism rates individually to see if differences exist. As shown
in Figure 3 and Table 4, recidivism rates are considerably lower
for females compared to males. By the end of three years, the

recidivism rate for females is approximately 11 percentage points
lower than that of males.

Males and females who were released for the first time recidivate
at lower rates than those who were re-released, with female first
releases and re-releases recidivating at lower rates than males.
There is an 18.7 percentage point difference in the recidivism rate
between first-released and re-released males. Females have a
24 .1 percentage point difference in the recidivism rate between
first and re-releases. Females who were re-released recidivate at
a rate only six percentage points lower than their male
counterparts. Both males and females experienced an almost

equal decline in recidivism rates from those reported for the
FY 2005-06 cohort.

Despite the fact that female offenders represent a small proportion
of the CDCR inmate population and they have a lower recidivism
rate than males, CDCR continues to emphasize the importance of
increasing rehabilitative opportunities for female inmates through
a commitment to the provision of gender-responsive programs.

Females
recidivate at a
lower rate than

males.
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Table 4. Recidivism Rates by Gender
First Releases Re-Releases Total
Number Number Recidivism Number Number  Recidivism Number Number  Recidivism
Gender Released  Retumed Rate Released  Retumed Rate Released  Retumed Rate
Male 59,154 34,475 58.3% 44,062 33908  77.0% 103,216 68,383 66.3%
Female 7,875 3,683  46.8% 4,163 2953  70.9% 12,038 6,636 55.1%
Total 67,029 38,158 56.9% 48,225 36,861 76.4% 115,254 75,019 65.1%
7.2 Age at Release
Figure 4. Three-Year Recidivism Rates by Age at Release
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Conforming to the general theory that people age out of criminal
activity®, the overall recidivism rate for inmates released in
FY 2006-07 declines with age. Felons in the 18 to 19 year-old
group have a 75.7 percent recidivism rate and those ages 60 and
older have a 46.3 percent recidivism rate (Figure 4 and Table 5).
The exception is a 1.7 percentage point increase from the 30 to 34
year-old age group to the 35 to 39 year-old age group.
Thereafter, the declining trend in the recidivism rate resumes.

The pattern in the recidivism rate for each age group within first
and re-releases mirrors that of the total recidivism rate (i.e., the
gradual decline over time with the exception of the increased
recidivism rate for the 35 to 39 age group).

® Andrews, D.A. and J. Bonta (2006). The Psychology of Criminal
Conduct, 4" ed. Neward, NJ: LexisNexis.

A3
153



2011 CDCR Adult Institutions Qutcome Evaluation Report
November 2011

When compared to FY 2005-06 cohort first releases, FY 2006-07

cohort first releases reflect a reduction in recidivism rates that

range from two to six percentage points across all but one age

group. This exception is the 18 to 19 age group, which has a

one percentage point recidivism rate increase. Although the

reductions are smaller, the FY 2006-07 re-release cohort reflects

a similar pattern of reduction in recidivism rates, with the

exception that the 18 to 19 age group had a larger increase in

their recidivism rate (eight percentage points).

Table 5. Recidivism Rates by Age Group

First Releases Re-Releases Total

Age Number Number  Recidivism Number Number  Recidivism Number Number  Recidivism
Groups Released  Retumed Rate Released  Retumed Rate Released  Retumed Rate
18-19 689 516  74.9% a7 4 81.2% 736 557  75.7%
20-24 11,039 7,32  66.3% 5,019 4,188  83.4% 16,058 1,510 71.7%
25-29 13,433 8,087  60.2% 9,399 7382 785% 22,832 15469  67.8%
30-34 10,434 5700  54.6% 7,436 5603  75.3% 17,870 11,303  63.3%
35-39 10,070 5,531 54.9% 8,057 6260  77.7% 18,127 1,791 65.0%
4044 9,123 4975  54.5% 7,716 5810  75.3% 16,839 10,785  64.0%
4549 6,714 3537  52.7% 5,868 4369  74.5% 12,582 7906  628%
50-54 3,370 1,597  47.4% 2,977 2110  70.9% 6,347 3,707  58.4%
55-59 1,381 602  43.6% 1,155 774 67.0% 2,536 1376 54.3%
60 + 776 291 37.5% 551 324 58.8% 1,327 615  46.3%
Total 67,029 38,158 56.9% 48,225 36,861 76.4% 115,254 75,019 65.1%
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Total three-year -

recidivism rates
are highest

among White,
Black/African-
American, and

Native American/
Alaska Native
race/ethnicity

groups.

Recidivism rates
for race/ethnicity
vary by
first releases and
re-releases.

7.3 Race/Ethnicity

Figure 5. Three-Year Recidivism Rates by Race/Ethnicity
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Figure 5 and Table 6 show the three-year recidivism rates for all
releases are highest among White, Black/African-American, and
Native American/Alaska Native race/ethnicity groups, ranging from
67.1 percent to 72.4 percent. The overall recidivism rate for all
other race/ethnicity groups is roughly 60 percent.

Although small in number, the Native American/Alaska Native,
Asian and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander first and re-release
groups recidivate at rates similar to the other race/ethnicity
groups. Moreover, the recidivism rate for first releases who are
Hispanic/Latino (the largest group represented in the cohort) is
over 10 percentage points lower than that of all other race/ethncity
groups combined (51.2 percent versus 61.0 percent).

The 2010 Adult Institutions Outcome Evaluation Report showed
that recidivism rates by race/ethnicity for the FY 2005-06 cohort
varied between first releases and re-releases. This finding is not
evident for the FY 2006-07 cohort as the dispersion between the
recidivem rates decreased within first releases and increased

within re-releases, leaving little difference between the two
groups.

Comparison of the FY 2005-06 and FY 2006-07 cohort first
releases shows that not only did the Native American/Alaska
Native group no longer have the highest recidivism rate, this group
also had the greatest decline in recidivism rate for first releases

A4S
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(-5.8 percentage points). In turn, the Black/African American first

releases had a 4.5 percentage point decrease in their recidivism

rate. The recidivism rates for both Native American/African

American groups are still quite similar.

For FY 2006-07 re-releases, the Native American/Alaska Native

group still had the highest recidivism rate (79.5 percent), but the

lowest switched from Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander to Asian. In

fact, the Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander re-release group had the

greatest increase in their recidivism rate as compared to the

FY 2005-06 cohort (+1.8 percentage points). Furthermore, the

Asian re-releases had a recidivism rate that was six percentage

points lower that that which was reported for FY 2005-06.

Table 6. Recidivism Rates By Race/Ethnicity

First Releases Re-Releases Total
Number Number  Recidivism Number Number  Recidiism Number Number  Recidiism

Race/Ethnicity Released  Retumed Rate Released  Retumed Rate Released  Retumed Rate
White 20,168 1,935  59.2% 16,821 12,885  76.6% 36,980 24820  67.1%
Hispanic/Latino 27,816 14228  51.2% 15410 11,509  74.7% 43226 25737  59.5%
Black/African-American 15,980 10,419  65.2% 14,015 11,010  78.6% 29995 21429  T14%
Asian 416 212 51.0% 308 213 69.2% 724 425  58.7%
Native American/Alaska Native 518 334 64.5% 576 458 79.5% 1,094 792 72.4%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 96 50 52.1% 49 36 73.5% 145 86 59.3%
Others 2,035 980  48.2% 1,046 750  71.7% 3,081 1,730 56.2%
Total 67,029 38,158  56.9% 48,225 36,861 76.4% | 115254 75019  65.1%
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Recidivism rates
may vary by
county due to a

number of factors:

local jail
overcrowding,
cost avoidance,
prosecutorial
discretion,
community
characteristics
and variability in
law enforcement
and Board of
Parole Hearings
practices.

7.4 County of Parole®

Figure 6. Three-Year Recidivism Rates by County
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Despite the fact that over a quarter of all inmates who were
paroled in FY 2006-07 were released into Los Angeles County,
the Los Angeles County recidivism rate (57.0 percent) is the
lowest of the twelve largest counties (see Figure 6 and Table 7).
Stanislaus, Fresno, and San Joaquin counties have the highest
overall three-year recidivism rates, ranging from 74.2 percent to
77 .6 percent, respectively.

As shown throughout the report, re-released inmates generally
have higher recidivism rates than those released for the first time.
This may also explain Los Angeles County’s low recidivism rate as
it received roughly two-and-a-half times as many first-release as
re-release inmates. This large proportion of first-release inmates
(and their low rate of recidivism) reduced the overall recidivism
rate for inmates released to Los Angeles County.

The difference in the recidivism rate between first-release inmates
and re-release inmates varies greatly by county. Alameda County
has the widest range (31.7 percentage points), with first-release
inmates recidivating at a rate of 47.6 percent and re-releases
recidivating at a rate of 79.3 percent. Fresno County has the

® Direct discharges are not included since these individuals do not have
a parole county.

AV
20



2011 CDCR Adult Institutions Outcome Evaluation Report
November 2011
narrowest range (10.4 percentage points), with first-release
inmates recidivating at a rate of 70.6 percent and re-releases
recidivating at a rate of 81.0 percent.
Minor changes in recidivism rates have occurred since data were
reported for the FY 2005-06 cohort. Despite the fact that the
Kern County recidivism rate decreased by 1.4 percentage points
in FY 2006-07, it moved up two positions on the recidivism ranking
because Riverside County and all others had larger decreases in
their recidivism rates (-3.8 and -3.0 percentage points,
respectively). San Diego and San Bernardino switched positions,
with San Diego having a slightly lower recidivism rate. The
increase in the number of Stanislaus County releases bumped
San Francisco off this chart; this year San Francisco releases are
reflected in the all others category.
In sum, first-releases experienced recidivism rate decreases
across all counties, with Alameda having the greatest decrease
(-6.2 percentage points). The exception was Kern County, which
had no recidivism rate change. Recidivism rate decreases also
occurred for re-releases, although there were slight increases for
Alameda, Sacramento, and San Joaquin counties
(2.1 percentage points and less).
Note that these results represent the county to which the inmates
were paroled; however, inmates may not have remained in the
county to which they were paroled. In addition, inmates may
recidivate in a county other than that of his/her parole. In such
cases, the recidivism is counted in the parole county.
Table 7. Recidivism Rates by County’
First Releases Re-Releases Total

County of Number Number  Recidivism Number Number  Recidivism Number Number  Recldivism
Commitment Paroled  Retumed Rate Paroled  Retumed Rate Paroled  Retumed Rate
Alameda 2,72 1298 47.6% 2,564 2032 79.3% 5,291 3330  629%
Fresno 2,052 1,449 70.6% 2,479 2007  81.0% 4,531 3456  76.3%
Kem 2,270 1457  64.2% 1,777 1388  78.1% 4,047 2845  70.3%
Los Angeles 21,782 11,119 51.0% 8,672 6250  72.1% 30454 17,369  57.0%
Orange 5,954 2866  48.1% 2,774 2154  71.6% 8,728 5020  57.5%
Riverside 4,198 2649  63.1% 2,932 2205  78.3% 7,130 4944  69.3%
Sacramento 3,329 1,501  47.8% 2,355 1867  79.3% 5,684 3458  60.8%
San Bemardino | 5,585 3634  65.1% 4,161 3380  81.2% 9,746 7014 72.0%
San Diego 4,063 2658  65.4% 3,385 2668  78.8% 7,448 5326  71.5%
San Joaquin 1,238 882  71.2% 1,444 1,200  83.1% 2,682 2082  77.6%
Santa Clara 1,816 1,138 627% 1,830 1341 73.3% 3,646 2479 68.0%
Stanislaus 872 578  66.3% 830 685  82.5% 1,702 1,263 74.2%
All Others 11,118 6,831 61.4% 11,588 9,089  78.4% 22706 15820  70.%
Total 67,004 38,150  56.9% 46,791 36,356 77.7% | 113,795 74,506  65.5%

" Direct discharges are not included since these individuals do not have a
parole county.
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At 69.1 percent,
inmates
committed to
CDCR for
property crimes
have the highest
three-year
recidivism rate.

8 Offender Characteristics

Offender characteristics include the categories for the controlling
crime of the current term; sentence type; special classifications of
inmates including registered sex offenders, serious or violent
offenders, mental health status; developmental disability,
substance abuse program participation, and risk to reoffend, as
measured by the California Static Risk Assessment (CSRA) at the
time of release.

8.1 Commitment Offense Category

Figure 7. Recidivism Rates by Commitment Offense Category
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Figure 7 and Table 8 reveal that inmates committed for property
crimes have the highest overall, three-year recidivism rate. Over
half of the inmates released with a property crime commitment
recidivated within the first year of release and 69.1 percent
recidivated within three years of their release. Inmates committed
for crimes against persons, drug crimes or other offenses
recidivate at an almost identical lower rate, whether it was at one,
two, or three years of follow-up.

Re-release inmates with drug crime commitments have a three-
year recidivism rate that is 21.9 percentage points higher than
first-release inmates with a drug crime commitment (76.5 percent
versus 54.6 percent, respectively). Similarly, re-releases with a
crime against a person commitment have a three-year recidivism
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rate that is approximately 19 percentage points higher than first
releases with a crime against a person commitment (73.1 percent
versus 53.8 percent, respectively).

There were slight declines (up to five percent) in the recidivism
rates by Commitment Offense Category for first releases,
re-releases and overall groupings from the FY 2005-06 cohort to
the FY 2006-07 cohort.

Table 8. Recidivism Rates by Commitment Offense Category

First Releases

Re-Releases

November 2011

Total

Number Number  Recldivism Number Number  Recidiism Number Number  Recidivism
Offense Categories Released  Retumed Rate Released  Retumed Rate Released  Returmed Rate
Crime Against Persons 14,179 7,633 53.8% 12,141 8,874 73.1% 26,320 16,507 62.7%
Property Crimes 22,802 14,081 61.8% 16,025 12,749 79.6% 38,827 26,830 69.1%
Drug Crimes 22,124 12,086 54.6% 14,599 11,167 76.5% 36,723 23,253 63.3%
Other Crimes 7,924 4,358 55.0% 5,460 4,071 74.6% 13,384 8,429 63.0%
Total 67,029 38,158 56.9% 48,225 36,861 76.4% 115,254 75,019 65.1%
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8.2 Commitment Offense®®°

Figure 8. Three-Year Recidivism Rates by Commitment Offense
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® Other sex offenses include failure to register as a sex offender, unlawful
sex with a minor, and indecent exposure.
® Other offenses include false imprisonment, accessory, and malicious

harassment.

% ¢S is an abbreviation for “Controlled Substance.”
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Figure 8 and Table 9 show the top three highest three-year
recidivism rates for all releases occurs for inmates who were
committed to a CDCR adult institution for vehicle theft, other sex
offenses and receiving stolen property (ranging from 71.5 to
74.3 percent). The lowest three recidivism rates for all releases
occur for inmates committed to CDCR for murder second,
vehicular manslaughter, and sodomy (ranging from 7.3 to
38.8 percent). Inmates committed for more serious crimes do not
have higher recidivism rates. For example, approximately 74
percent of inmates convicted of vehicle theft recidivate within three
years, whereas approximately 51.1 percent of inmates convicted

of rape (more than 20 percentage points less) recidivate within
three years.

There are also differences when examining commitment offense
grouping by type of release. Despite their commitment crime, all
re-releases have at least a 59 percent recidivism rate ranging from
as low as 59.2 percent (vehicular manslaughter) to 82.6 percent
(vehicle theft). However, such a broad statement cannot be made
for first releases due to the wide range in their recidivism rates,
which vary by as much as 66.1 percentage points. Murder second

is the lowest at 2.8 percent and vehicle theft is the highest at
69.0 percent.

Comparison to the FY 2005-06 cohort shows overall declines in
the FY 2006-07 cohort recidivism rates across most of the
offenses. The largest overall decline was for sodomy
(-22.2 percentage points) and the largest overall increase was for
marijuana sale (+4.8 percentage points). With respect to first
releases, the largest decline was for escape/abscond
(-24.4 percentage points); however, the recidivism rates increased
for three offenses [attempted murder second (+0.8 percentage
points), marijuana sale (+5.6 percentage points) and oral
copulation (+11.8 percentage points)]. For re-releases, the largest
decline was for sexual penetration with object (-15.6 percentage
points); however, the recidivism rates increased for several
offenses [ranging from CS posession for sale (+0.2 percentage
points) to marijuana sale (+2.7 percentage points)].

Please also see Appendix C for an in-depth analysis of the
recidivism behavior of murderers who returned to CDCR either as
a new admission or with a new term over a 15-year time period.
Although this 15-year murderer recidivism report is not directly
related, or necessarily comparable, to the data presented in this
2011 Adult Institutions Outcome Evaluation Report, it is included
for informational purposes.
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The seriousness
of an inmate’s
commitment crime
may be inversely
related to his/her
recidivism risk.
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Table 9. Recidivism Rates by Commitment Offense™

First Releases Re-Releases Total
Number Number  Recidiism Number Number Recidivism Number Number  Recidivism
Offense Released  Retumed Rate Released  Retumed Rate Released  Retumed Rate
Murder First 6 1 N/A 0 0 N/A 6 1 N/A
Murder Second 36 1 2.8% 5 2 N/A 41 3 7.3%
Attempted Murder First 11 0 N/A 5 3 N/A 16 3 N/A
Vehicular Manslaughter 190 51 26.8% 49 29 59.2% 239 80 33.5%
Sodomy 27 10 N/A 22 9 N/A 49 19 38.8%
CS Manufacturing 545 141 25.9% 369 241 65.3% 914 382 41.8%
Kidnapping 143 48 33.6% 92 56 60.9% 235 104 44.3%
Driving Under Influence 1,901 705 37.1% 767 515 67.1% 2,668 1,220 45.7%
Lewd Act With Child 1,018 368 36.1% 804 479 59.6% 1,822 847 46.5%
. Attempted Murder Second 213 81 38.0% 119 75 63.0% 332 156 47.0%
Manslaughter 303 120 39.6% 184 123 66.8% 487 243 49.9%
Marijuana Other 86 26 30.2% 63 49 77.8% 149 75 50.3%
Sexual Penetration with Object 56 22 39.3% 45 29 64.4% 101 51 50.5%
Rape 191 73 38.2% 169 111 65.7% 360 184 51.1%
CS Possession for Sale 6,762 3,094 45.8% 3,380 2,478 73.3% 10,142 5,572 54.9%
Marijuana Possession for Sale 716 356 49.7% 397 280 70.5% 1,113 636 57.1%
Oral Copulation 90 48 53.3% 106 67 63.2% 196 115 58.7%
Forgery/Fraud 2,203 1,055 47.9% 1,438 1,082 75.2% 3,641 2,137 58.7%
CS Sales 2,049 1,013 49.4% 1,190 936 78.7% 3,239 1.949 60.2%
Hashish Possession 29 18 N/A 24 14 N/A 53 32 60.4%
Marijuana Sale 284 152 53.5% 181 131 72.4% 465 283 60.9%
Assault with Deadly Weapon 3,229 1,758 54.4% 2,507 1,795 71.6% 5,736 3,553 61.9%
Arson 149 75 50.3% 154 113 73.4% 303 188 62.0%
Grand Theft 2,106 1,152 54.7% 1,419 1,088 76.7% 3,525 2,240 63.5%
Raobbery 2,817 1,590 56.4% 2,238 1,659 74.1% 5,055 3,249 64.3%
Other Offenses 2,088 1,145 54.8% 1,931 1,449 75.0% 4,019 2,594 64.5%
Escape/Abscond 78 39 50.0% 29 77 77.8% 177 116 65.5%
Other Property 676 305 58.4% 449 348 77.5% 1,125 743 66.0%
Other Assault/Battery 4,873 2,824 58.0% 4,478 3,434 76.7% 9,351 6,258 66.9%
Burglary - First Degree 1,883 1,080 57.4% 1,583 1,243 78.5% 3,466 2,323 67.0%
CS Other 373 223 59.8% 354 268 75.7% 727 491 67.5%
Burglary - Second Degree 4,417 2,733 61.9% 3,052 2,421 79.3% 7,469 5,154 69.0%
Possession Weapon 3,708 2,394 64.6% 2,509 1,917 76.4% 6,217 4,311 69.3%
CS Possession 11,280 7,063 62.6% 8,641 6,770 78.3% 19,921 13,833 69.4%
Petty Theft With Prior 3,585 2,298 64.1% 2,872 2,310 80.4% 6,457 4,608 71.4%
Other Sex Offenses 976 638 65.4% 1,318 1,003 76.1% 2,294 1,641 71.5%
Receiving Stolen Property 3,103 2,036 65.6% 2,103 1,688 80.3% 5,206 3,724 71.5%
Vehicle Theft 4,829 3,332 69.0% 3,109 2,569 82.6% 7,938 5,901 74.3%
Total 67,029 38,158 56.9% 48,225 36,861 76.4% 115,254 75,019 65.1%

" Recidivism rates were not calculated when fewer than 30 inmates
were released.
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8.3 Sentence Type
Figure 9. Recidivism Rates by Sentence Type
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California’s Determinate Sentencing Law'? had been in effect for
about 35 years by the time the inmates in this FY 2006-07 cohort
were released. As a resuit, the vast majority of individuals who
were released served a determinate sentence. Figure 9 and
Table 10 show that despite this fact, the 72 inmates who were
released after having served an indeterminate sentence
recidivated at a rate that was much lower than those who served a
determinate sentence (12.8 percent versus 65.1 percent,
respectively). Those who served an indeterminate sentence are
more likely to be older than those who served a determinate
sentence.

Table 10. Recidivism Rates by Sentence Type'
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Although few in
number, inmates
released after
having served an
indeterminate
sentence
recidivate at a
much lower rate
(12.8 percent) than
those who served
a determinate
sentence
(65.1 percent).

I First Releases Re-Releases Total

I Number Number Recidivism Number Number Recidivism Number Number Recidivism
Sentence Type Released  Returmned Rate Released  Retumed Rate Released  Retumed Rate
Determinate Sentence Law 66,957 38,153 57.0% 48,211 36,855 76.4% 115,168 75,008 65.1%
Indeterminate Sentence Law 72 5 6.9% 14 6 NA 86 11 12.8%
Total 67,029 38,158 56.9% 48,225 36,861 76.4% 115,254 75,019 65.1%

"2 The Uniform Determinative Sentencing Act was enacted by the
California Legislature in 1976.

* Recidivism rates were not calculated when fewer than 30 inmates were
released.
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Offenders who are
required to register
as a sex offender
have a slightly
higher recidivism
rate than those
who do not.
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8.4 Sex Registrants

Figure 10. Recidivism Rates by Sex Registration Flag

g § F &8 & % R % %

One Year Two Years Three Years

SexRegistraion Flag ~ ®No Sex Registration Flag

Figure 10 and Table 11 show that for total releases, the three-year
recidivism rate for offenders required to register as a sex offender
(sex registrants) is 1.9 percentage points higher than those who
do not. First-release sex registrants have a slightly higher
recidivism rate than nonsex registrants (0.9 percentage points)
while re-release flagged sex offenders have a lower recidivism
rate than nonsex registrants (1.9 percentage points).

There was a reversal of the total recidivism rates from FY 2005-06
to FY 2006-07, with the 2006-07 cohort showing an increase in
recidivism in each of the three follow-up years. Examination into
this finding reveals that across the three years, the greatest
increase occurred in the one-year recidivism rates for sex
registrants (+4.8 percentage points). This may be an artifact of
the initial implementation of policies related to Jessica's Law,
passed in November 2006, which led to increased supervision of
sex registrants.

Table 11. Recidivism Rates by Sex Registration Flag

First Releases Re-Releases Total
Sex Registrationl] Number Number  Recidivism Number Number  Recidivism Number Number  Recidivism
Flag Reieased  Retumed Rate Released  Retumed Rate Released  Retumed Rate
Yes 3,606 2,083 57.8% 4,223 3,155 74.7% 7,829 5,238 66.9%
No 63,423 36,075 56.9% 44,002 33,706 76.6% 107,425 69,781 65.0%
Total 67,029 38,158 56.9% 48,225 36,861 76.4% 115,254 75,019 65.1%
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8.4.1 Recommitment Offense for Sex Registrants

Figure 11. Sex Registrant Recommitment Offense
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Recidivating sex registrants are most often returned to prison for a
new nonsex crime than for a new sex crime. As seen in
Figure 11 and Table 12, a larger proportion of sex registrants
return to prison for a new nonsex crime offense (9.7 percent),
exceeding those who return to prison for a new sex crime
(5.9 percent).

A slightly higher proportion of sex registrants return to prison for a
new sex crime or for a new nonsex crime after having served
more than one prison sentence (an increase of 2.2 and
0.7 percentage points, respectively). Regardless of the release

type, 84.4 percent of sex registrants return to prison for parole
violations.

From FY 2005-06 to FY 2006-07, there was a slight decrease in
the proportion of parole violators (-1.6 percent) and an increase in
those who returned for a new sex crime
(+0.9 percent) and a new nonsex crime (+0.8 percent).

November 2011

Offenders who are
required to register
as a sex offender
are more likely to
be recommitted to
CDCR for a new
nonsex crime than
for a new sex
crime.
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Table 12. Sex Registrant Recommitment Offense

ViolentOffenders mDrug Offenders  mRegistered Sex Offenders

Figure 12 and Table 13 depict recidivism rates for violent, drug
and registered sex offenders stratified by age. Individuals who
were identified as a violent offender had the lowest total recidivism
rates (58.1 percent) followed by drug offenders (62.8 percent) and
registered sex offenders (66.9 percent). This same pattern was
found within each age grouping.

Recidivism rates by age followed the same pattern found in the
age at release analysis, except for the youngest age group, which
had the highest rates for these types of offenses. There were less
than 30 registered sex offenders released in this age group, so a
rate was not calculated. Consistent with these earlier findings,

First Releases Retumedl Re-Releases Returned Total Returned
Reason for Recidivism Number Percent | Number Percent Number Percent
New Sex Crime 95 46 216 6.8 311 5.9
New Nonsex Crime 193 9.3 315 10.0 508 9.7
Parole Violation 1,795 86.2 2,624 83.2 4,419 84.4
Total 2,083 1000 | 3,155 100.0 5,238 100.0
8.5 Comparison of Violent, Drug and Registered
Sex Offender Recidivism Rates By Age
Figure 12. Violent, Drug and Registered Sex Offender
Recidivism Rates By Age
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recidivism rates peaked at age 35-39 and declined thereafter for

each group, with the exception that registered sex offender

recidivism rate declines did not begin until after age 45. Again,

the higher recidivism rates for registered sex offenders may be an

artifact of increased supervision requirements.

Table 13. Violent, Drug and Registered Sex Offender

Recidivism Rates By Age*
Violent Offenders Drug Offenders Registered Sex Offenders

Age Number Number Recidivism Number Number  Recidivism Number Number Recidivism
Groups Released  Retumed Rate Released  Retumed Rate Released  Retumed Rate
18-19 58 42 72.4% 81 60 74.1% 1 11 N/A
20-24 1,641 1,17 68.1% 3,351 2,357 70.3% 404 285 70.5%
2529 2,252 1,319 58.6% 6,029 3,952 65.5% 918 635 69.2%
30-34 1,368 745 54.5% 5,461 3,334 61.1% 986 647 65.6%
35-39 944 541 57.3% 6,170 3,927 63.6% 1,243 837 67.3%
40-44 735 417 56.7% 6,008 3,731 62.1% 1,412 985 69.8%
4549 529 271 51.2% 4725 2,922 61.8% 1,279 890 69.6%
50-54 270 130 48.1% 2,399 1,372 57.2% 800 525 65.6%
55-50 112 43 38.4% 906 479 52.9% 400 235 58.8%
60 + 86 20 23.3% 370 175 47.3% 376 188 50.0%
Total 7,995 4,845 58.1% 35,501 22,309 62.8% 7,829 5,238 66.9%

8.6 Serious or Violent Offenders

Figure 13. Recidivism Rates by Serious/Violent Offender Flag
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Figure 13 and Table 14 show that across all three years
serious/violent offenders return to prison at a lower rate than
inmates not flagged for serious/violent offenses. Within the first
year of release, roughly 50 percent of the nonserious/nonviolent
inmates return to prison and 42.8 percent of serious/violent
offenders return to prison. By the third year, nonserious/nonviolent
inmates recidivate at a rate of 66.2 percent and serious/violent
offenders recidivate at a rate of 60.9 percent.

First-release serious/violent and nonserious/nonviolent inmates
recidivate at lower rates (52.1 percent and 58.1 percent,
respectively) than re-release serious/violent and
nonserious/nonviolent inmates (72.5 percent and 77.5 percent,
respectively). When compared to the FY 2005-06 cohort, overall
the FY 2006-07 cohort showed the greatest decline in recidivism
rates for the nonserious/nonviolent offenders, particularly those
who were first releases.

Table 14. Recidivism Rates by Serious/Violent Offender Flag

First Releases Re-Releases Total
Serious/Violentl§] Number Number  Recidivism Number Number Recidivism Number Number  Recidivism
Offense Released  Retumed Rate Released  Retumed Rate Rel d  Retumed Rate
Yes 13,312 6,932 52.1% 10,171 7,378 72.5% 23,483 14,310 60.9%
No 53,717 31,226 58.1% 38,054 29,483 77.5% 91,771 60,709 66.2%
Total 67,029 38,158 56.9% 48,225 36,861 76.4% 115,254 75,019 65.1%

8.7 Mental Health Status'®

Approximately 14 percent of the felons released from CDCR in
FY 2006-07 were designated as either EOP or CCCMS. EOP is
designed for mentally ill inmates who experience adjustment
difficulties in a general population setting, but are not so impaired
that they require 24-hour inpatient care. Similar to secure day-
treatment services in the community, the program includes
10 hours of structured clinical activity per week, individual clinical
contacts at least every 2 weeks, and enhanced nursing services.
Inmates receiving CCCMS services are housed within the general
population and participate on an outpatient basis. Services
include individual counseling, crisis intervention, medication
review, group therapy, social skills training, clinical discharge and
pre-release planning. This is similar to an outpatient program in
the community.

"* EOP and CCCMS are CDCR designations and do not necessarily

reflect a clinical (e.g., Diagnostic and Statistical Manual) mental health
diagnosis.

31



2011 CDCR Adult Institutions Outcome Evaluation Report 33

Figure 14. Recidivism Rates by Mental Health Status
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Figure 14 and Table 15 show that inmates with identified mental
health issues recidivate at higher rates than those who are not.
The recidivism rate is higher for inmates who received mental
health treatment services in the CDCR EOP than those who
received services in the CCCMS. Specifically, the recidivism rates
for the EOP and CCCMS inmates are higher (75.1 and
70.3 percent, respectively) than that for inmates who did not have
a mental health code designation (63.9 percent).

At the end of three years, first-release inmates with an EOP
designation recidivate at higher rate (69.9 percent) than those
designated as CCCMS (62.7 percent). In addition, first releases
who were served by the EOP have a recidivism rate that is
14 percentage points higher than those who did not have a mental
health code designation, and first-release inmates served by the
CCCMS recidivated at a rate that was 6.8 percentage points
higher. In contrast, the recidivism rates for re-released mental
health inmates did not differ much from nonmental health inmates.
Re-released inmates who were EOP or CCCMS have a higher
recidivism rate (79.0 percent and 78.2 percent, respectively) than
nonmental health inmates (76.0 percent).

When compared to the FY 2005-06 cohort, CCCMS inmates had
the greatest recidivism rate decline (-4 percentage points).
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Table 15. Recidivism Rates by Mental Health Status*®
First Releases Re-Releases Total
Number Number  Recidiism Number Number  Recldivism Number Number  Recldivism
Mental Health Code Rel d  Retumed Rate Released  Retumed Rate Released  Retumed Rate
Enhanced Outpatient Program 2,337 1633 69.9% 3,006 2447  79.0% 5,433 4080  75.1%
Correctional Clinlcal Case Management System 5,660 3,551 62.7% 5,471 4,278 78.2% 11,131 7,829 70.3%
Crisis Bed 8 4 NA 8 7 NA 16 " NA
No Mental Heaith Code 59,024 32,970 55.9% 39,649 30,128 76.0% 98,673 63,008 63.9%
Depariment Mental Health 0 0 N/A 1 1 NA 1 1 N/A
Total 67,029 38,158 56.9% 48,225 36,861 76.4% 115,254 75,019 65.1%
8.8 Risk of Recidivism
The CSRA is a tool used to calculate an offender’s risk of being
convicted of a new offense after release from prison. Based on
Observed their criminal history, offenders are designated as having either a
recidivism rates low, medium or high risk of being convicted of a new offense after

release, with the high risk being further delineated with three sub-

increase in line categories (high drug, high property and high violence). Over halif

with predicted of all inmates released from CDCR in FY 2006-07 were
recidivism rates, designated as being at high-risk of recidivism.
as measured by
the CSRA. Figure 15. Recidivism Rates by CSRA Risk Category
T = [ S
P | SO A
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'8 Recidivism rates were not calculated when fewer than 30 inmates
were released.
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As expected, the three-year recidivism rate for all releases is
lowest for those with a low-risk score (42.8 percent) followed by
those with a medium-risk score (59.0 percent), and the high-risk
inmates have the highest recidivism rate (75.6 percent)
(see Figure 15 and Table 16).

Similarly, recidivism rates for first releases and re-releases
increase as inmate risk level increases. However, the lower the
risk score, the larger the difference in recidivism rate between first
releases and re-releases. Low-risk re-releases recidivate at a rate
about 27 percentage points higher than low-risk first releases.
Medium-risk re-releases recidivate at a rate 20 percentage points
higher than medium-risk first releases. High-risk re-releases
recidivate at a rate 11 percentage points higher than high-risk first
releases. The greatest decline in recidivism rates by risk score
from the FY 2005-06 cohort occurred for first releases, which
range from a decrease of 3.4 to 4.2 percentage points.

Table 16. Recidivism Rates by CSRA Risk Category '’

First Releases Re-Releases

Total

Risk Score

Number Number
Released  Retumed

Recidivism
Rate

Number Number
Released  Retumed

Recidivism
Rate

Number
Released

Number,
Retumed

Recidivism

Rate

Low
Medium
High
N/A

13,223 4,579
21,024 10,882
31,378 22,048

1,404 649

34.6%
51.8%
70.3%
46.2%

5,621 3,481
14,760 8,446
29,608 24,079

1,236 855

61.9%
71.8%
81.3%
69.2%

18,844
32,784
60,986

2,640

8,060
19,328
46,127

1,504

42.8%
59.0%
75.6%
57.0%

Total

67,029 38,158

56.9%

48,225 36,861

76.4%

115,254

75,019

9 CDCR Incarceration Experience

For the purpose of this report, length-of-stay refers to the total
amount of time an inmate served in CDCR adult institutions on the
term from which she/he was released in FY 2006-07, regardless
of the number of times an inmate cycled in and out of
incarceration prior to the FY 2006-07 release.

Example: Prior to being released in FY 2006-07, an inmate who
was initially committed to CDCR on August 1, 2002,
initially paroled on August 1, 2004 (24 months served
at CDCR), returned to prison on the same term on
December 1, 2004, was released again on
April 1, 2005 (4 more months served at CDCR), then

" NIA reflects scores computed manually for inmates whose Cll

numbers did not match to the Department of Justice rap sheet data

files. Consequently, the CSRA scores for these inmates are currently
unavailable.

65.1%
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Recidivism rates
peak for inmates
who serve
2 to 3 years
(69.8 percent) and
decline thereatfter,
which may be
attributed to the
effects of age.

returned to prison on the same term on April 1, 2006,
and was released during the FY 2006-07 cohort period
on August 1, 2006 (4 months served at CDCR). Added
together, this inmate would have a total of 32 months in
CDCR for the current term.

9.1 Length-of-Stay (Current Term)

Figure 16. Recidivism Rates by Length-of-Stay
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Figure 16 and Table 17 show that the FY 2006-07 cohort
recidivism rate is 58.3 percent for inmates who served 0 to 6
months on their current term. From that point, the recidivism rate
increases incrementally until it peaks at 69.8 percent for those
who served 2 to 3 years on their current term. Thereafter, the
recidivism rate drops steadily as the length-of-stay increases,
ending with inmates who served 15 or more years having a
recidivism rate of 40.1 percent.

First releases show a different pattern than that of the overall
cohort. First releases peak at 13 to 18 months (60.3 percent)
ending with inmates who served 15 or more years having a
28.0 percent recidivism rate. Re-releases show a similar pattern
to that of the overall cohort, peaking at 13 to 18 months and 19 to
24 months (78.3 percent) and then decreasing thereafter.
Diverging from the first releases and the overall cohort, re-
releases end with inmates who served 15 or more years having a
much higher recidivism rate (59.5 percent). The effects of length-
of-stay may also be confounded by the effects of age.
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There were declines in all length-of-stay categories from

FYs 2005-06 to 2006-07, with the slightest decrease occurring for

those who stayed 2 to 3 years (-0.2 percentage points) to those

who stayed 0 to 6 months (-4.8 percentage points). The exception

was for those who stayed 15-plus years, as their recidivism rates

increased by 2.3 percentage points.

Table 17. Recidivism Rates by Length-of-Stay

First Releases Re-Releases Total
Number Number  Recidivism Number Number  Recidivism Number Number Recidivism

Length-of-Stay § Released  Returned Rate Released  Retumed Rate Released  Retumed Rate
0 - 6 months 10,126 5606  55.4% 2,301 1645  71.5% 12,427 7,251 58.3%
7-12months || 26,128 15340  58.7% 8,147 6159  756% 34,275 21,499  62.7%
13-18months || 11,082 6,680  60.3% 9,708 7509  78.3% 20,790 14,2719  68.7%
19 - 24 months 6,250 3607 57.7% 7,983 6252  78.3% 14,233 9,859  69.3%
2 -3 years 5,706 3245  56.9% 9,777 7586  77.3% 15,483 10,801 69.8%
3-4 years 2,546 1310 515% 4,440 3369  759% 6,986 4679  67.0%
4 -5 years 1,670 775  46.4% 2,014 1,490  74.0% 3,684 2,265  61.5%
5- 10 years 2,828 1,292 457% 3,313 2420  73.0% 6,141 3712 60.4%
10 - 15 years 575 270 47.0% 468 327 69.9% 1,043 597  57.2%
15 + years 118 33 280% 74 44 595% 192 77 40.1%
Total 67,029 38,158 56.9% 48,225 36,861 76.4% 115,254 75,019 65.1%
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Re-released
Inmates who
return to CDCR
incarceration at
least one time
during their current
term have a
recidivism rate
similar to inmates
who have multiple
returns
to custody.

9.2 Number of Returns to CDCR Custody Prior to
Release (Current Term Only)

Figure 17. Three-Year Recidivism Rates by Number of Returns to

CDCR Custody (RTC) on the Current Term Prior to
Release
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Figure 17 and Table 18 show the number of returns to CDCR
custody on the current term for inmates released from CDCR
during FY 2006-07. The “None” category represents inmates
released for the first time (i.e., these individuals have no prior
returns for their current term).

There is little variation in the recidivism rate despite the number of
prior returns to CDCR custody within the current term. A
re-released inmate who returns once on the current term has a
recidivism rate similar to that of a re-released inmate who returns
twice, three times, four times, etc. This relationship changes

when all stays on all terms are taken into account (see
Section 9.3, below).

From FY 2005-06 to FY 2006-07, there were minor shifts in the
recidivism rates for each number of RTCs (with some increasing

ALS
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and some decreasing). The greatest change was for those who
had 10-plus returns, which increased 10.5 percentage points.'®

Table 18. Number of Returns to CDCR Custody on Current
Term Prior to Release

Total
RTCs on Number Number Recidivism
Curmrent Term | Released Retumed Rate
None 67,029 38,158 56.9%
1 22,128 16,711 75.5%
2 11,313 8,794 7.7%
3 6,505 5,119 78.7%
4 3,705 2,881 77.8%
5 2,077 1,582 76.2%
6 1,205 877 72.8%
7 640 448 70.0%
8 357 259 72.5%
9 170 104 61.2%
10+ 125 86 68.8%
Total 115,254 75,019 65.1%

'® This increase is likely due to a manual correction that was applied to a
small number of records in the FY 2006-07 cohort dataset. This
relatively minor update presents with a notable change in the
recidivism rate since there are so few individuals who return to CDCR
10-plus times on their current term. s

November 2011
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Over an inmate’s
entire criminal
career, recidivism
rates increase with
each additional
stay at a CDCR
institution.

9.3 Number of CDCR Stays Ever
(All Terms Combined)

Figure 18. Three-Year Recidivism Rates by Total Number of
Stays Ever

A stay is defined as any period of time an inmate is housed in a
CDCR institution. Each time an inmate returns to prison it is
considered a new stay, regardiess of whether the return
represents a new admission, a parole violation with a new term, or
a return to prison following a parole violation. The number of

stays is cumulative over any number of convictions or terms in an
offender’s criminal career.

As the number of prior incarcerations in CDCR adult institutions
increases, so does the likelihood of return to prison (see Figure 18
and Table 19). Examination of prior CDCR stays for inmates
released in FY 2006-07 supports this assertion. While there are
progressively fewer inmates who return to prison over time, the
recidivism rates for those who do return increases incrementally
with each additional stay, from 47.3 percent for inmates who had
one (first ever) stay to 86.5 percent for inmates who had 15-plus
stays. Almost half (47.7 percent) of the inmates returned to prison
have between one and three CDCR stays, and the greatest
increase in the recidivism rates occurs between one and two stays
(16.8 percentage point increase).
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From FY 2005-06 to 2006-07, there were overall declines in the

recidivism rates for most categories of stays, ranging from six

stays (-0.5 percentage points) to fourteen stays (-4.6 percentage

points). The only increases were for offenders who had two stays

(+2.2 percentage points) and fifteen or more stays

(+0.2 percentage points).

Table 19. Recidivism Rates by Total Number of Stays Ever

First Releases Re-Releases Total
Number Number  Recidivism Number Number  Recidiism Number Number  Recidivism

Stays Released  Retumed Rate Released  Retumed Rate Released  Retumed Rate
1 32,983 15589  47.3% 0 0 NA 32,983 15589  47.3%
2 7,926 4,442  56.0% 10,012 7.062  70.5% 17,938 11,504  64.1%
3 5,137 3177 61.8% 7,485 5536  74.0% 12,622 8713  69.0%
4 3,964 2492  62.9% 5,544 4176 75.3% 9,508 6,668  70.1%
5 3,285 2,143  652% 4,245 3,189  75.1% 7,530 5332  70.8%
6 2,719 1,877  69.0% 3,467 2672 T7.1% 6,186 4549  73.5%
7 2,180 1589  T726% 2,892 2,205  762% 5,082 3,794  747%
8 1,846 1,340 726% 2,519 1983  787% 4,365 3323  76.1%
9 1,440 1,091 75.8% 2,089 1677  80.3% 3,529 2768  784%
10 1,163 887  76.3% 1,782 1,450  81.4% 2,945 2,337  79.4%
11 944 730 771.3% 1,478 1,198 81.1% 2422 1928  79.6%
12 77 606  78.0% 1,315 1092  83.0% 2,092 1,608  81.2%
13 595 463 77.8% 1,086 907  83.5% 1,681 1,370 81.5%
14 479 381 795% 878 729  83.0% 1,357 1110  81.8%
15+ 1,581 1,351  855% 3,433 2,985  87.0% 5,014 4336  865%
Total 67,029 38,158  56.9% 48,225 36,861 76.0% 115,254 75019  65.1%
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10 Recidivism by Institutional Missions
10.1 Institution Missions

Figure 19. Three-Year Recidivism Rates by Institutional
Missions '
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Figure 19 and Table 20 show the three-year reC|d|VIsm rates for
the FY 2006-07 inmates categorized by the last mission? in which
they were housed for at least 30 days prior to being released. The
three-year recidivism rate is highest for inmates who were
released to parole from reception centers (73.5 percent), likely
influenced by re-releases as they are oftentimes housed in
reception centers when their parole has been revoked.
Recidivism rates were fairly comparable for inmates who were

% Since inmates are often transferred to institutions closer to their county
just prior to release, it was decided that the last institution where an
inmate spent at least 30 days prior to being released to parole in
FY 2006-07 would be the inmate’s institution of release. The “Under
30 Days" category reflects those inmates who were not incarcerated in
any one institution for at least 30 days prior to being paroled.

2 gince females are not housed according to levels, all female institutions
are collapsed and displayed as “Female Institutions.” Levels | through
IV are male only. Camps, reception centers, other facilities and under
30 days categories are comprised of both males and females.
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assigned to the first three housing levels (approximately 64 to
67 percent) with inmates who were assigned to camps having the
lowest overall recidivism rate of all CDCR missions (52.3 percent).

While women housed in CDCR female institutions recidivated at a
slightly higher rate than males in Level IV housing (approximately
1.0 percentage point) and CDCR camps (4.9 percentage points),
females still had a lower rate than males housed in Level |
through 11l institutions, as well as inmates housed in reception
centers and “other facilities.”

First releases recidivate at a lower rate (ranging from 48.8 to
62.1 percent) than re-releases (ranging from 72.0 to 80.0 percent).
After ranking the recidivism rates from highest to lowest for each
mission for both first and re-releases (Table 21), comparisons of
the results show that inmates who are housed in reception centers
have the highest recidivism rate when they are first releases and
the third lowest recidivism rate when they are re-releases. In
addition, inmates housed in both Level lll and Level IV institutions
have a higher likelihood to recidivate when they are re-releases.
Women housed in female institutions have the lowest recidivism
rates irrespective of release type.

From FY 2005-06 to 2006-07, the total recidivism rates
decreased, ranging from a 1.2 percentage point decrease for
inmates released from Level Il housing to a 6.5 percentage point
decrease for those released from a camp. The exception was a
slight increase for those released from Level IV housing

(+0.8 percentage points). A similar pattemn was found for first
releases and re-releases.

Table 20 presents the percentage of inmates who were released
with a high CSRA score (i.e., were identified as having a high risk
to recidivate) by mission. Although it may seem logical that
inmate risk to recidivate would increase as housing level
increased, there is actually almost an inverse relationship between
these two factors, with risk to recidivate decreasing as security
housing increases. The exception to this finding is for Level IlI
inmates who have both a high CDCR security housing level and
also represent the greatest proportion of inmates (within the four
housing levels) that have high CSRA risk scores.

Appendix D shows these mission recidivism rates further broken
out by gender and institutions.

November 2011

Although inmates
housed in
reception centers
have the highest
recidivism rate for
all missions overall
and for first
releases, inmates
re-released from
reception centers
have the third
lowest rate for all
missions.
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Table 20. Recidivism Rates by Institutional Missions®’

::lr; e:t edOvai:::‘ First Releases Re-Releases Total
High Risk Number Number Recidiismll Number Number Recidivism Number Number Recidivism
Institutionat Mission}] CSRA Score || Released Retumed  Rate || Released Relumed  Rate ¥ Released Retumed  Rate
Lewl | 53.8% 12663 7415 586% 5534 4205 71.6% 18197 1,710 64.4%
Lewt I 51.1% 16,951 9980  58.9% 8416 6439 765% 25367 16419  64.7%
Lewt 58.1% 7654 4720  61.7% 2790 2231 80.0% 10444 6951 656%
Lewl IV 50.8% 6228 3111 49.9% 1684 1345  799% 7913 4456  56.3%
Female Institutions 32.8% 5337 2604 48.8% 3053 2199  720% 8330 4803 571.9%
Camps 49.5% 2,837 1484  52.3% 1 0 NA 2,838 1484  523%
Reception Centers 50.6% 5745 3568 621% 24903 18850 76.1% 30648 22518 735%
Other Facilities 54.0% 8876 4862 54.8% 1839 1,398 76.0% 10715 6260 584%
Under 30 days 36.9% 37 414 56.2% 5 4 NA 742 418 56.3%
Total 52.9% 67,020 38,158  56.9% 48,225 36,861 764% 115254 75019  65.1%

Table 21. Recidivism Rates by Institutional Missions
Sorted from Highest to Lowest

First Releases Re-Releases
Institutional Recidivism | Institutional Recidivism
Mission Rate Mission Rate
Reception Centers 62.1% Lewel lll 80.0%
Lewel M 61.7% Level IV 79.9%
Level Il 58.9% Level | 77.6%
Lewl | 58.6% Level Il 76.5%
Under 30 days 86.2% Reception Centers 76.1%
Other Facilities 54.8% Other Facilities 76.0%
Camps 52.3% Female Institutions 72.0%
Lewl IV 49.9% Camps N/A
Female Institutions 48.8% Under 30 days N/A

10.2 Security Housing Unit (SHU)

Approximately 5 percent of the felons released from CDCR in
FY 2006-07 were housed in a SHU at some point on the term for
which they were released. Inmates whose conduct endangers the
safety of others or the security of the institution are housed in a
SHU. In most cases, these inmates have committed serious rules
violations (e.g., assault on an inmate or staff) while housed in a
general population setting or have been validated as a member or
associate of a prison gang.

2! Recidivism rates were not calculated where less than 30 inmates
were released.
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Figure 20. Recidivism Rates by Security Housing Unit Status
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Figure 20 and Table 22 show that across all three years inmates
who were assigned to a SHU recidivated at higher rate than those
who have were not assigned to a SHU.

First-release inmates who were assigned to a SHU recidivated at
a rate which was five percentage points higher than first-release
inmates who were not assigned to a SHU (61.7 percent and 56.7
percent, respectively).

Re-release inmates who were assigned to a SHU recidivated at a
rate that was nearly one percentage point higher than re-release
inmates who were not assigned to a SHU (77.2 percent and 76.4
percent, respectively).

See Appendix E for detailed rates of recidivism for inmates
housed in a SHU by CDCR institution.

Table 22. Recidivism Rates by Security Housing Unit Status

November 2011

Overall, inmates
who were
assigned to a

Security Housing
Unit recidivated at a

higher rate than

those who were not.

First Releases l Re-Releases
Number Number Recidivism I Number Nurnber  Recldivism Number Number  Recidivism
SHU Status Paroled  Retumed Rate Paroled Retumed Rate Paroled Retumed Rate
SHU 2,863 1,766 61.7% | 3,139 2,423 77.2% 6,002 69.8%
No SHU 64,166 36,392 56.7% 45,086 34,438 76.4% 109,252 64.8%
Total 67,029 38,158 56.9% | 48,225 36,861 76.4% 115,254 65.1%
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Overall, inmates
with a designated
developmental
disability recidivate
at a higher rate than
those without a
developmental
disability
designation.

11 Recidivism by CDCR Program

There are a number of programs at CDCR. Below are recidivism
rates by program participation where the data are available for

analysis. Future reports will provide results for other programs as
well.

11.1 Developmental Disability Program (DDP)

Criteria for inclusion in the DDP are low cognitive functioning
(usually 1Q of 75 or below) and concurrent deficits or impairments
in adaptive functioning. Both criteria must be met. All inmates
included in the DDP are assigned to housing that addresses their
safety and security needs and are provided with appropriate,
specific adaptive support services. Adaptive support services
include self-care, daily living skills, social skills and self-advocacy.

Figure 21. Recidivism Rates by DDP Participation
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Figure 21 and Table 23 show that across all three years
individuals who patrticipated in the DDP return to prison at a higher
rate than those who did not participate. Within the first year of
release, roughly 60 percent of the inmates from the DDP returned
to prison, whereas those not from the DDP returned at a rate that
was slightly less than 50 percent. By the third year, these
recidivism rates climbed to 77.7 and 64.9 percent, respectively.

First-releases in both groups recidivate at lower rates
(70.7 percent and 56.8 percent, respectively) than re-releases
(83.9 percent and 76.3 percent, respectively).

Table 23. Recidivism Rates by DDP Participation

First Releases Re-Releases

November 2011

Total

Developmental Disability Program Number Number  Recidivism Number Number  Recidiism
(DDP) Status Released  Retumed Rate Rell d __ Retumed Rate

Number
Released  Retumed Rate

Number  Recldiism

DDP 813 575 70.7% 918 771 83.9%
No DDP 66,216 37,583  56.8% 47,306 36,090  76.3%

113,522

1,732 1,348 T7.7%
73.673 64.9%

Total 67,029 38,158 56.9% 48,225 36,861 76.4%

11.2 In-Prison and Community-Based Substance
Abuse (SAP) Treatment Programs?

In-Prison Substance Abuse Programs and Community-Based
(SAPs) are designed to create an extended exposure to a
continuum of services during incarceration and facilitate a
successful re-entry into community living. These services,
provided in both female and male institutions, include substance
abuse treatment and recovery services; social, cognitive and
behavioral counseling; life skills training; health-related education;
and relapse prevention.

Community-based substance abuse treatment programs (also
referred to as “continuing care” or “aftercare”) provide post-release
substance abuse treatment services through the Substance
Abuse Services Coordination Agencies (SASCA). There are four
SASCAs, one in each parole region, that are responsible for

referring, placing, and tracking parolees in appropriate substance
abuse programs.

2 This analysis only includes data for SAP programs operated by the
CDCR Office of Substance Abuse Treatment Services. Data for
substance abuse treatment programs administered by the
Department of Adult Parole Operations (DAPO) (e.g. STAR, RSMC,
PSC) are not included.

115,254

75,019 65.1%
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The combination of
in-prison SAP and
aftercare results in
the best outcome: a
recidivism rate that is
much lower than
those who did not
participate in
in-prison SAP
(with or without
aftercare).

Figure 22. Three-Year Recidivism Rates by Substance Abuse
Treatment Program Involvement
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Figure 22 and Table 24 depict recidivism rates by Substance
Abuse Program (SAP) involvement during and after incarceration.
individuals who completed®® an in-prison SAP recidivated at rates
that were almost identical to those who did not complete an
in-prison SAP, with those completing community-based aftercare
recidivating at the lowest rate (approximately 30 percent).

Given this finding, at first blush it would appear there is little value
offered by the in-prison SAP; however, further examination
revealed higher recidivism rates for those who had no in-prison
SAP and either completed or received some aftercare.
Specifically, the no in-prison SAP group who completed aftercare
still had a recidivism rate that was approximately 16 percentage
points higher than those who were involved in in-prison SAP.
Furthermore, those who did not receive in-prison SAP and only
received aftercare had the highest recidivism rate (79 percent).

The implication of this finding suggests that the combination of in-
prison SAP and aftercare results in the best outcome: a
recidivism rate that is much lower than those who did not
participate in in-prison SAP (with or without aftercare). These

= “Completers” are identified based on clinical judgment that the
participant has successfully met the SAP treatment goals.
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results should be interpreted with caution since the number of
aftercare completers is small.
For further information on SAP participants, see Appendix F.
Table 24. Recidivism Rates by Substance Abuse Treatment
Program Involvement®
First Releases Re-Releases Total
Substance Abuse Treatment Number Number Recldivism Number Number  Recidiism Number. Number Reclidivism
Program Involvement Released  Retumed Rate Rel d  Retumed Rate Rell d Ret d Rale
In-Prison SAP Participant
Completers
No Aftercare 5,540 3,389 61.2% 1,982 1,611 81.3% 7.522 5,000 66.5%
Some Aftercare 927 567  61.2% 80 80  75.0% 1,007 627 623%
Completed Aftercare 636 182 286% 29 13 NA 665 195  29.3%
in-Prison SAP Participant
Non-Completers
No Aftercare 3,286 1,978 60.2% 1,261 1,028 81.5% 4,547 3,006 66.1%
Some Aftercare 455 293 644% 43 20 67.4% 498 322 84.T%
Completed Aftercare 297 88 29.6% 13 4 NA 310 92 29.7%
No in-Prison SAP
Participation
Some Aftercare 126 80 63.5% 189 169 89.4% 315 249 79.0%
_ CompletedAfercare _ | 73 24 320% | 80 __ __ 53  589% § 163 T0 _4T2% _
Did Not Participate in SAP =
or Aftercare 55,689 31,557 56.7% 44,538 33,894 76.1% 100,227 65,451 65.3%
Total 67,029 38,158 56.9% 48,225 36,861 76.4% 115,254 75,019 65.1%

12 Type of Return to CDCR

As illustrated in Figure 23, almost half of the inmates released in
FY 2006-07 returned to prison for a parole violation within the
three-year follow-up period. Nineteen percent of the release

cohort returned to CDCR after being convicted of a new criminal

offense. Almost 50 percent

of the inmates
released during FY
2006-07 returned
for parole
violations within
the three-year
follow-up period.

? These results should not be compared to the FY 2005-06 Division of

Addiction and Recovery Services (DARS) “In-Prison Substance
Abuse Program (SAP) Return to Prison Analysis and Data Tables”
report due to major differences in cohort selection and methodology.
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Figure 23. Three-year outcomes for inmates released from all
CDCR adult institutions in FY 2006-07.
Other Crimes Parole Violations
2% A
Drug Crimes
7%
Proper-t’!/nCnmes Sucsesstul
Three Years Out
35%
Crimes Against
Persons
Y 3%
Approximately
one-third of
inmates released
in FY 2006-07
were not returned
to the CDCR.

Furthermore Table 25, which depicts a breakdown of the reasons
parole violators returned to prison, shows that returns due to
technical violations were slightly higher than for nontechnical
violations (54 versus 46 percent, respectively). Almost all returns
for technical violations were due to violations of parole process.
Finally, almost 20 percent of FY 2006-07 releases returned to
prison after being convicted of a new crime.
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FELON PAROLE VIOLATORS
RETURNED TO CUSTORY (PV-RTC)*

PV-RTC with Principal Charge Information
Charges Dismissed

Total

40,739
1,016

PV-RTC with Charge Information Unavailable | 5,571

Males

Number Percent

86.1%
2.1%
11.8%

(47,326~ 100.0%

Females
Number Percent

3,818 85.2%
40 0.9%
622 13.9%
4,480 ~ 100.0%

Total RTCs
Number Percent

44,557 86.0%
1,056 2.0%
6,193 12.0%

51,806  100.0%

PRINCIPAL CHARGE CATEGORY
{Includes Technical and Non-Technical)

Crimes Against Persons

Total

40,739~ 100.0%

3,818 100.0%

5,002 12.3% 279 7.3% 5,281 11.9%
Weapons Offenses 2,738 6.7% 180 4.7% 2,918 6.5%
Property Offenses 2,274 5.6% 315 8.3% 2,589 5.8%
Drug Offenses 3,420 8.4% 259 6.8% 3,679 8.3%
Other Offenses 6,922 17.0% 585 15.3% | 7.507 16.8%
Violations of Parole Process 20,383 50.0% 2,200 57.6% _2_258_3_ _50.1_% "
[Total — — — 77 T T T |20,739 ~1000% | 3,818~ 100.0% [44,557 100.0%
TYPE OF RETURN TO CUSTODY
Nontechnical Violations 18,988 46.6% 1,504 39.4% 20,492 46.0%
_Technical Vioiations 21,751 53.4% 2,314 60.6%

_|24.065 _  54.0%

44,557 100.0%
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Table 25. Parole Violators Returned to Custody (continued)

Males Females Total RTCs
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
NON-TECHNICAL VIOLATIONS
{Returns for Criminal Violations)
TYPEI
Drug Possession 759 1.9% 66 1.7% 825 1.9%
Drug Use 1,784 4.4% 122 3.2% 1,906 4.3%
Drug Use/Simple Possession 13 0.0% 0 0.0% 13 0.0%
_Miscellaneous Violations of Law 1,547 3.8% 248 65% _| 1795 4.0%
Sub-Total - ] 4103 1041% |° 436 11.4% 4,539 10.2%
[TYPE I
Assauit and Battery 650 1.6% 66 1.7% 716 1.6%
Burglary 438 1.1% 39 1.0% a77 1.1%
Driving Violations 1,264 3.1% 84 2.2% 1,348 3.0%
Drug Possession 3 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 0.0%
Drug Sales/Trafficking 397 1.0% 30 0.8% 427 1.0%
Firearms and Weapons 285 0.7% 18 0.5% 303 0.7%
Miscellaneous Non-Violent Crimes 2,747 6.7% 179 4.7% 2,926 6.6%
Miscellaneous Violations of Law 140 0.3% 4 0.1% 144 0.3%
Sex Offenses 1,098 2.7% 18 0.5% 1,116 2.5%
_Theft and Forgery 1,611 4.0% 257 67% _| 1,868 4.2%
Sub-Total ~ T T 7 T 8633  21.2% | 695  182% 9,328 20.9%
TYPE I
Assault and Battery (Major) 2,693 6.6% 163 4.3% 2,856 6.4%
Burglary - Major 225 0.6% 19 0.5% 244 0.5%
Driving Violations (Major) 453 1.1% 19 0.5% 472 1.1%
Drug Violations (Major) 464 1.1% 41 1.1% 505 1.1%
Homicide 83 0.2% 2 0.1% 85 0.2%
Miscellaneous Crimes (Major) 764 1.9% 50 1.3% 814 1.8%
Rape and Sexual Assaults 210 0.5% 1 0.0% 211 0.5%
Robbery 268 0.7% 29 0.8% 297 0.7%
| Weapon Offenses 1,092 27% | 49  13% 114 26% |
Sub-Total - 76,252  15.3% 373 9.8% 6,625 14.9%
TOTAL 18,988 46.6% 1,504 39.4% 20,492 46.0%
TECHNICAL VIOLATIONS
(Returns for Violations that are not
Criminal)
TYPE VIl - Violations of Parole Process 20,383 50.0% 2,200 57.6% 22,583 50.7%
TYPE |l - Weapons Access 1,361 3.3% 113 3.0% 1,474 3.3%
TYPE lll - Psychiatric Endangerment 7 0.0% = 00% | 8 _ 00% |
TOTAL ~ =~ 21,751  53.4% | 2,314 60.6% | 24,065 54.0%
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13 Conclusion

Recidivism rates are key indicators of correctional performance
that are impacted by all aspects of the correctional system. This
report provides a glimpse into many of these factors. It is
intended to provide a baseline from which to measure future
performance and evaluate the impact of CDCR rehabilitative
programs, policies and practices.

Although most inmates released from CDCR in FY 2006-07
recidivate and return to prison, it is important to recognize that
slightly more than one-third of these releases remain in the
community. This finding provides hope that successful
reintegration of offenders into the community, which is part of
CDCR'’s mission, is possible.

November 2011
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Appendix A

One-, Two- and Three-Year Recidivism Rates for
Arrests, Convictions, and Returns to Prison for Felons'
Released Between FYs 2002-03 and 2008-09%3

Presented in the three figures and tables below are recidivism rates for up to
seven years for felons released from CDCR by arrests, convictions and returns to
prison. Shown first are the one-year recidivism rates for all felon releases from
FY 2002-03 through FY 2008-09. This figure provides the longest period of time
where data are available. While one year of follow-up is the shortest time frame
presented, it is a good indicator of recidivism (as indicated previously in this
report) since almost 75 percent of felons who recidivate do so within the first year
of release. To provide as complete a picture as possible, these one-year rates
are followed by two- and three-year recidivism rates.*

One-Year Recidivism Rates by FY
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0% — - e = o Tt _ z - i
2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09

=s=Amests =B=Convictions ~#~Retums toPrison

Rates for “Arrests” and “Convictions” only include those felons where an automated criminal
history record was available from the Department of Justice. These records are necessary to
measure recidivism by arrest and conviction. Total numbers released for these measures are
therefore smaller than those used to compute “Returns to Prison.”

FYs that do not yet have enough follow-up time to capture recidivism behavior are denoted as
“N/A.”

The data contained in these charts and tables were extracted in June 2011 to minimize the
effects of the time lag in data entry into state systems.

Recidivism rates are “frozen” at three years, meaning that after three years the follow-up period
is considered to be completed and no further analyses are performed. As such, reported rates
may fluctuate slightly for the one- and two-year rates as data used in subsequent reporting
years will likely increase, particularly for “Arrests” and “Convictions” since these data are
routinely updated in accordance with criminal justice system processing.
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Three-Year Recidivism Rates by FY
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Rates for “Arrests” and “Convictions” only include those felons where an automated criminal history
record was available from the Department of Justice. These records are necessary to measure
recidivism by arrest and conviction. Total numbers released for these measures are therefore
smaller than those used to compute “Returns to Prison.”
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Arrests®
One Year Two Years I Three Years
Number Number Recidivism Number  Recidivism Number  Recidivism
Fiscal Year  Released Armrested Rate Arrested Rate Arrested Rate
2002-03 99,482 55,204 55.5% 69,449 69.8% 75,765 76.2%
2003-04 99,635 56,127 56.3% 70,070 70.3% 76,135 76.4%
2004-05 103,647 59,703 57.6% 73,881 71.3% 79,819 77.0%
2005-06 105,974 62,331 58.8% 76,079 71.8% 81,786 71.2%
2006-07* 112,665 65,369 58.0% 79,893 70.9% 86,330 76.6%
2007-08 113,765 64,838 57.0% 79,756 70.1% N/A NA
2008-09 110,033 62,886 57.2% N/A N/A N/A N/A
Convictions*
One Year Two Years Three Years
Number Number  Recidivism Number Recidiism Number Recidivism
Fiscal Year Released Convicted Rate Convicted Rate Convicted Rate
2002-03 99,482 19,643 19.7% 36,087 36.3% 47 443 47.7%
2003-04 99,635 21,509 21.6% 37,881 38.0% 48,350 48.5%
2004-05 103,647 23,464 22.6% 40,022 38.6% 51,026 49.2%
2005-06 105,974 23,428 22.1% 40,635 38.3% 51,650 48.7%
2006-07* 112,665 26,657 23.7% 46,106 40.9% 57,980 51.5%
2007-08 113,765 23,593 20.7% 41,312 36.3% N/A N/A
200809 110,033 21,987 20.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A
Returns to Prison
One Year Two Years l Three Years
Number Number  Recidivism Number Recidivism I Number  Recidivism
Fiscal Year Released Retumed Rate Retumed Rate Retumed Rate
2002-03 103,934 49,924 48.0% 63,415 61.0% 68,810 66.2%
2003-04 103,296 47,423 45.9% 61,788 59.8% 67,734 65.6%
2004-05 106,920 49,761 46.5% 65,559 61.3% 71,444 66.8%
2005-06 108,662 63,330 49.1% 67,958 62.5% 73,350 67.5%
2006-07 115,254 55,167 47.9% 69,691 60.5% 75,018 65.1%
2007-08 116,063 55,075 47.5% 68,672 59.2% N/A N/A
2008-09 112,934 51,030 45.2% N/A N/A N/A N/A

Rates for “Arrests” and “Convictions” only include those felons where an automated criminal
history record was available from the Department of Justice. These records are necessary to
measure recidivism by arrest and conviction. Total numbers released for these measures are
therefore smaller than those used to compute “Returns to Prison”.

The “number released” depicted for Fiscal Year 2006-07 differs slightly from that which was
reported in the 2010 Adult Institutions Outcome Evaluation Report due to a minor error that was
identified related to the extraction of the data used to develop the cohort. Although this
correction resulted in a reduction of 828 records, there was a minimal difference in the one-year
return to prison rate (+0.1 percent) and no difference in the two-year rate. Because the “Arrest”

and “Conviction” data are regularly updated, it is difficult to decipher the impact of this correction
to these two measures, if any.
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Appendix B
Three-Year Recidivism Rates by Offender Characteristics
Felons Released During FY 2006-07
TOTAL RECIDIVATED
TOTAL WITHIN
Offender Characteristics NUMBER One Year Two Years Three Years
RELEASED N Rate N Rate N Rate

Sex

Male 103,216 50,561 49.0%| 63625 61.6%| 68,383 66.3%
Female 12,038 4616 38.3% 6,067  50.4% 6,636 65.1%
Total 115,254 55,167 47.9% 69,692 60.5% 75,019 65.1%
Age at Release

1819 736 400 54.3% 515 70.0% 557 75.7%
20-24 16,058 8,644 53.8% 10,754 67.0% 11,510 T1.7%
25-29 22,832 11,403  49.9%| 14,355 629%| 15469 67.8%
30-34 17,870 8,193 45.8% 10,466 68.6% 11,303 63.3%
3539 18,127 8,619  47.5%] 10,951 60.4%| 11,791 65.0%
4044 16,839 7,917 47.0%| 10028 596%| 10,785 64.0%
45-49 12,582 5809 46.2% 7,332 58.3% 7906 62.8%
50-54 6,347 2,701 42.6% 3.441 54.2% 3,707 58.4%
55-59 2,538 1,024 40.4% 1,275 50.3% 1,376 54.3%
60 and over 1,327 457 34.4% 575  43.3% 615 46.3%
Total 115,254 55,167 47.9°% 69,692 60.5%| 75,019 65.1%
Race/Ethnicity

White 36,989 18,696  50.5%] 23,228 628%| 24,820 67.1%
Hispanic/Latino 43,226 18,640 43.1% 23,787 55.0% 25,737 59.5%
Black/African-American 29,995 15,617 52.1% 19,884 66.3% 21,429 71.4%
Asian T24 318 439% 396 54.7% 425 58.7%
Native American/Alaska Native 1,094 618 56.5% M 67.7% 792 72.4%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 145 64 44.1% 85 58.6% 86 59.3%
Others 3,081 1,214 39.4% 1,571 51.0% 1,730 56.2%
Total 115,254 55,167 47.9% 69,692 60.5%| 75,019 65.1%)
Commitment Offense

Crime Against Persons 26,320 11,898 45.2% 15,295 58.1% 16,507 62.7%
Property Crime 38,827 20,132 51.9% 25,050 64.5% 26,830 69.1%
Drug Crime 36,723 17,088  46.5%) 21,598 58.8%| 23,253 63.3%
Other Crime 13,384 6,049  45.2% 7,749  57.9% 8,429  63.0%
Total 115,254 55,167 47.9%| 69,692 60.5%| 75,019 65.1%)
Sentence Type
|Determinate Sentence Law 115,168 55,163 47.9% 69,683 60.5% 75,008 65.1%
Indeterminate Sentence Law 86 4 4.7% 9 10.5% 11 12.8%
Total 115,254 55,167 47.9% 69,692 60.5%| 75,019 65.1%)
Sex Offender

Yes 7,829 4,018 51.3% 4,891 62.5% 5,238 66.9%
No 107,425 51,149 47.6% 64,801 60.3% 69,781 65.0%
Total 115,254 55,167 47.9% 69,692 60.5%| 75,019 65.1%|
Serious/Violent Offender

Yes 23,483 10,052 42.8% 13,144 56.0% 14,310 60.9%
No 91,771 45115  49.2%] 56548  61.6%| 60,709 66.2%
Total 115,254 65,167 47.9% 69,692 60.5%] 75,019 65.1%|
Mental Health

Enhanced Outpatient Program 5,433 3,223 59.3% 3,860 71.0% 4,080 75.1%
Correctional Clinical Case

Management System 11,131 5,927 53.2% 7,378 66.3% 7,829 70.3%
Crisis Bed 16 8 N/A 11 N/A 1 N/A
No Mental Health Code 98,673 46,008 46.6% 58,442 59.2% 63,098 63.9%
Department Mental Health 1 1 N/A 1 N/A 1 N/A
Total 115,254 55,167 47.9%{ 69,692 60.5%| 75,019 65.1%]
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Three-Year Recidivism Rates by Offender Characteristics
Felons Released During FY 2006-07 (continued)

TOTAL RECIDIVATED
TOTAL WITHIN
Offender Characteristics NUMBER One Year Twao Years Three Years
RELEASED N Rate N Rate N Rate
Risk Score Level
NA 2,640 1,104  418% 1,386 52.5% 1,504 57.0%
Low 18,844 5343 284% 7,282 38.6% 8,060 42.8%
|Medium 32,784 13,571 41.4%] 17773 54.2%| 19,328 59.0%
(High 60,086] 35,149 57.6%| 43,251 70.9%] 46,127  75.6%
Total 115,254 55,167 47.9 69,692 60.5%| 75,019 65.1%
Length of Stay
0 - 6 months 12,427 5004 403% 6,678 53.7% 7,251 58.3%
7 - 12 months 34,275 15436  450%| 19,848 57.9%| 21499 627%
13 - 18 months 20,790 10,736 516%| 13,344 642%| 14279 68.7%
19 - 24 months 14,233 7498 527% 9230 648% 9,859  69.3%
2 -3 years 15,483 8,252 53.3%| 10,133 65.4%| 10,801 69.8%
3 -4 years 6,986 3539 50.7% 4372 62.6% 4679 67.0%
4 -5 years 3,684 1623 441% 2,001 56.8% 2265 61.5%
5 - 10 years 6,141 2,624 A27% 3,395 55.3% 3712 60.4%
10 - 15 years 1,043 406 38.9% 534 §1.2% 597 57.2%
15 + years 192 49  255% 67 34.9% 77 40.1%
Total 115,254 55,167 47.9% 69,692 60.5%| 75,019 65.1%
Prior Returns to Custody
None 67,029 25968 38.7%| 34617 51.6%| 38158 56.9%
1 22,128 12,741 57.6%| 15833 71.6%| 16711 75.5%
2 11,313 7070 62.5% 8414  74.4% 8794 T7.7%
3 6,505 4,249  65.3% 4,927  75.7% 5119 78.7%
4 3,705 2,382 64.3% 2738 73.9% 2,881 77.8%
5 2,077 1,303 627% 1500 72.2% 1,582 76.2%
6 1.205 716  59.4% 824  68.4% 877 728%
7 640 370 57.8% 420 65.6% 448  70.0%
8 357 212 59.4% 242 67.8% 259  72.5%
9 170 86  50.6% 97 57.1% 104 61.2%
10+ 125 70 56.0% 80 64.0% 86 68.8%
Total 115,254 55,167 47.9% 69,692 60.5%| 75,019 65.1%
Number of CDCR Stays Ever
One stay 32,983 10,370  31.4%| 14,004 425%| 15583 47.3%
Two stays 17,938 8,136 454%| 10682 59.5%| 11,504 64.1%
Three stays 12,622 6.404 50.7% 8,074 64.0% 8,713  69.0%
Four stays 9,508 5,057 53.2% 6,250 65.7% 6,668 70.1%
Five stays 7,530 3977 52.8% 4,992 66.3% 5332 70.8%
Six stays 6,186 3,349 54.1% 4248 68.7% 4,549  73.5%
Sewen stays 5,082 2,856  56.2% 3,530 69.5% 3794  74T%
Eight stays 4,365 2548 58.4% 3146 72.1% 3323 76.1%
Nine stays 3,529 2,112 59.8% 2603 73.8% 2,768  78.4%
10 stays 2,945 1,791 60.8% 2195 74.5% 2,337  79.4%
11 stays 2,422 1,524  62.9% 1,826 75.4% 1,928 79.6%
12 stays 2,092 1,359  65.0% 1,594  76.2% 1,608 81.2%
13 stays 1,681 1,117  66.4% 1,312 78.0% 1,370  81.5%
14 stays 1,357 891 65.7% 1,050 77.4% 1,110  81.8%
15 + stays 5,014 3676 73.3% 4,186 83.5% 4,336 86.5%
Total 115,254 55,167 47.9% 69,692 80.5%| 75,019 65.1%j
SHU Status
SHU 6,404 3,397 53.0% 4,211 65.8% 4525 70.7%
No SHU 108,850 51,770 47.6%| 65.481 60.2%| 70494 64.8%
Total 115,254 55,167 47.9% 69,692 60.5% 75,019 65.1%)
DDP Status
DDP 1,732 1,067 61.6% 1,274  73.6% 1,346 77.7%
No DDP 113,522] 54,100 47.7%| 68,418  60.3%| 73,673  64.9%
Total 115,254| 55,167 47.9% 69,692 60.5% 75,019 65.1%!|
In-Prison
|Subastance Abuse Program
Completed Program 9,184 4,013 43 6% 5,316 57.8% 5,822 63.3%
Did Not Complete Program 5,355 2,363 44.1% 3115 58.2% 3,420 63.9%
Did Not Participate in Program 100,705 48,791 48.4%] 61,261 60.8%| 65777  65.3%
Total 115,254] 55,167 47.9% 69,692 60.5% 75,019 65.1%|
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Three-Year Recidivism Rates by Offender Characteristics
Felons Released During FY 2006-07
by Type of Release
Fust Releases Re-Releases
TOTAL
Offender Characteristics To;mgm
e RELEASED One Year Two Years Three Years One Year Two Years Three Years
N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rale N Rale N Rate
Sex T
Nale 103,218 68,383 66.3%|] 23633 400% 31330 530% 34475 583%| 26,912 61.1% 32295 733% 33808 7TO0%
Fermale 12,038 6.636 55 1% || 2329 296% 3.287 41.7% 3,683 468% 2287 549% 2780 668% 2,953 708%
Total 115,254 75,019 65.1%| 25968 38.7% 34,617 S1.6% 38,158 56.9%| 29,199 60.5% 35075 72.7% 36,861 76.4%
Age at Release
18-19 736 557 75.7%) 364 528% 475 689% 516 749% 36 766% 40 85.1% 41 B87.2%
20-24 16,058 11,510 ".7% §271 47.7% 6734 610% 7322 663%| 3373 672% 4020 B0O1% 4,188 834%
25-29 22,832 15,469 87.8%) 5583 416% 7338 546% 8,087 60.2% 5820 619% 7016 746% 7,382 78.5%
30-34 17,870 11,303 83.3% 3838 368% 5,155 494% 5700 546% 4354 586% 5311 714% 5603 753%
35-39 18,127 11,791 65.0%) 3628 360% 4981 495% 5531 549% 4,991 619% 5970 741% 6260 77.7%
40-44 16,838 10,785 84.0% 3311 363% 4513 495% 4975 545% 4608 597% 5515 715% 5810 753%
45-49 12,582 7.906 62.8% 2355 351% 3,195 476% 3537 527% 3454 589% 4137 70.5% 4,369 T745%
50-54 6,347 3707 58.4% 1031 306% 1429 424% 1597 474% 1,670 56.1% 2,012 67.6% 2110 709%
55-59 2,536 1.376 54.3% 394 285% 5§33 386% 602 426% 630 54.5% 742 B42% 774 67.0%
60 and over 1.327 815 46.3%| 182 247% 263 339% 291 375% 265 48.1% 312 566% 324 588%
Total 115,254 75,019 65.1%|| 25968 38.7% 34,617 51.6% 38,158 56.9%| 29,199 60.5% 35075 72.7% 36,861 76.4%
Race/Bhnicity
White 36,989 24 820 67.1% 8,338 413% 10894 540% 11935 592%| 10,358 61.6% 12334 733% 12885 766%
Hispanic/Latino 43,226 25737 59.5% 9577 344% 12870 463% 14228 512% 9,083 588% 10917 708% 11,508 747%
Black/African-American 29.995 21429 71.4% 6984 437% 9444 591% 10419 652% 8633 616% 10440 745% 11,010 786%
Asian 724 425 587% 146 351% 183 464% 212 510% 172 §58% 203 659% 213 692%
Native American/Alaska Native 1,094 792 724% 243 48.1% 307 593% 334 645% 369 64.1% 434 753% 458 T79.5%
Native Haw akan/Pacific Istander 145 86 59.3% 3B I?5% 50 52.1% 50 521% 28 571% B 714% 36 735%
Others 3.081 1,730 56.2%) 638 314% 859 422% 980 48.2% 576 551% 712_681% 750 71.7%
Total 115,254 75,018 651%|| 25968 38.7% 34617 51.6% 38,158 56.9%| 20,199 60.5% 35075 727% 36,861 7T6.4%
Commitment Offense
Crime Against Persons 28,320 16.507 62.7% 4953 350% 6,874 485% 7633 53.8% 6,939 572% 8421 €9.4% 8874 731%
Praperty Crime 38,827 26,830 69.1% 9845 432% 12857 564% 14081 618%| 10287 642% 12193 76.1% 12748 796%
Drug Crime 36,723 23,253 63 3% 8246 373% 10981 496% 12086 546% 8,842 606% 10617 727% 11,167 765%
Other Crime 13.384 8,429 83 0% 2918 368% 3905 493% 4358 550%| 3.131 57.3% 3844 704% 4,071 746%
Total 115,254 75,019 65.1%|| 25968 387% 34617 516% 38,158 56.9%| 29,199 60.5% 35075 727% 36,861 76.4%
Sentence Type
Determinate Sentence Law 115168 75008 65.1%|| 25967 388% 34614 51.7% 38153 57.0%| 29,196 606% 35069 727% 36855 T764%
Indeterrrinate Sentence Law 86 1 12 8% 1 14% 3 42% 5 69%% 3 214% 6 429% 6 429%
Total 115254 75019 65.1%|| 25968 38.7% 34,617 51.6% 38,158 656.9%| 29,183 60.5% 35075 72.7T% 36,861 76.4%
Sex Offender
Yes 7.829 5,238 66.8% 1424 395% 1888 524% 2083 57.8% 2,594 614% 3003 711% 3155 747%
No 1&-&5_&%‘ 24544 387% 32729 516% 36075 569%| 26605 605% 32072 729% 33706 76.6%
Total 115,254 75,019 65.1 25968 38.7% 34,617 51.6% 38,158 56.9%| 29,199 6€05% 35075 727% 36,861 76.4%|
Serlous/Violent Offender
Yes 23483 14,310 60 9% 4372 328% 6,188 465% 6932 521% 5,680 55.8% 6,956 684% 7.378 725%
No 91,771 60,709 66.2%(] 2159 402% 28429 529% 31,226 581% 23,519 61.8% 3&,119 739% 29483 77.5%
Total 115,254 75,019 85.4%|| 25968 38.7% 34,617 51.6% 38,158 56.9%| 29,199 60.5% 35075 72.7% 36861 76.4%
Mental Heaith
Enhanced Outpatient Program 5433 4,080 751% 1,183 50.6% 1520 650% 1633 699% 2,040 659% 2340 756% 2447 79.0%
Correctional Clinical Case
g System 111431 7.829 70.3%) 2468 436% 3277 579% 3551 627% 3459 63.2% 4,101 750% 4278 782%
Crisis Bed 16 1 688% 3 NA 4 NA 4 NA 5 625% 7 875% 7 87.5%
No Mental Heatth Code 98,673 63,098 639%|| 22314 378% 29816 505% 32970 559%| 23694 598% 28626 722% 30,128 760%
| Department Mental Health 1 1 NA [ NA 0 NA 0 NA 1 NA 1 NA 1 NA
Total 115254 75,019 65.1 gi 25968 38.7% 34,617 51.6% 38,158 56.9%| 29,199 605% 35075 72.7% 36,861 T6.4%)
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Three-Year Recidivism Rates by Offender Characteristics
Felons Released During FY 2006-07
by Type of Release (continued)

Frst Relaases Re-Releases
TOTAL
Offender Characteristics NUMBER To;mgm
RELEASED One Year Two Years Thres Years One Year Two Years Three Years
N Rats N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate

Risk Score Level

NA 2,840 1,504 57.0%) 424 302% 581 414% 649 482% 680 55.0% 805 651% 855 69.2%

Low 18,844 8,060 428% 2747 208% 4022 304% 4579 346% 2598 48.2% 3,260 58.0% 3481 619%

Medium 32,784 19,328 59.0% 7108 338% 9772 465% 10882 51.8%| 6462 549% 8,001 68.0% 8446 718%
Hgh 60,986 46,127 756%|] 15688 500% 20242 645% 22048 703%| 19461 657% 23009 777% 24,078 B13%
Total 115,254 75,019 65.1#1 25968 38.7% 34,617 51.6% 38158 58.9%| 29,199 80.5% 35075 72.7% 36,861 T84

Length of Stay

0 - 8 nonths 12427 7.251 58 3% 3768 37.2% 5111 505% 5606 554% 1238 8537% 1,567 681% 1645 715%)
7 - 12 months 34,275 21499 627%|| 10727 41.1% 14006 536% 15340 587%| 4709 57.8% 5842 T1.7% 6,159 756%
13 - 18 months 20,780 14,279 68.7%| 4654 424% 6,096 550% 6880 603% 8,042 622% 7248 747% 7,589 78.3%
19 - 24 months 14,233 9,859 69.3%| 2446 139.9% 3,248 520% 3807 57T% 5052 633% 5982 749% 6,252 783%
2 - 3years 15483 10,801 69.8%! 2,133 374% 2917 511% 3245 568% 6,119 626% 7216 738% 7,556 77.3%
3-4 years 6,986 4,679 67.0% 831 326% 1,177 462% 1310 51.5% 2,708 61.0% 3195 720% 3369 75.9%
4 - 5 yoars 3,684 2,285 61.5%)| 464 278% 686 41.1% 775 484% 1,159 575% 1405 69.8% 1,490 740%
5- 10 years 6,141 3n2 60.4%)| 741 262% 1,125 39.8% 1292 457% 1,683 56.8% 2270 68.5% 2420 730%
10 - 15 years 1,043 597 57.2%) 148 257% 227 395% 270 470% 258 551% 307 856% 327 699%
15 + years 192 7 40 1%d 16 136% 24 203% 33 280% 33 446% 43 58.1% 44 595%
Total 415,254 75,019 85.1%|| 25968 387% 34617 516% 38158 569%| 29,199 60.5% 35075 727% 36,861 76.4%)
Prior Returns to Custody

None 67,029 38,158 589%|| 25968 38.7% 34617 516% 38158 S69% D] NA o NA [} NA
1 22128 16711 75.5%)| [} [ 0 12,741 576% 15833 716% 16711 755%
2 11,313 8794 T1.7% L] 0 0 7.070 62.5% B414 74.4% 8794 TI.T%
3 6,505 5119 78.7% o ] 0 4249 653% 4927 757% 5118 78.7%
4 3,705 2881 778% 4] ¥} ] 2382 643% 2738 739% 2881 778%
J5 2,077 1.582 76.2%) 1] Q 0 1303 62.7% 1500 722% 1,582 782%
6 1,205 877 72.8%) [1] 0 1} 716 594% 824 684% B77 728%|
7 640 448 70.0%| ] 0 o 370 578% 420 658% 448 70.0%
8 357 259 725% Q a 0 212 594% 242 67.8% 259 725%
#9 170 104 81.2% Q 0 0 86 50.8% 97 57.1% 104 61.2%
10+ 125 86 68.8%l| Q 0 (1] 70 S60% 80  64.0% 86 Saﬂ'é+
Total 115,254 75,018 651%|| 25968 38.7% 34,617 51.6% 38158 569%| 29,199 60.5% 35075 727% 35,861 76.4%
Number of CDCR Stays Ever

One stay 32,983 15,589 473%|| 10370 314% 14,004 425% 15589 47.3% 0 00% 0 00% 0 00%
Tw o stays 17,938 11,504 B84.1%| 2,885 364% 4000 505% 4442 580% 5251 524% 6,682 66.7% 7062 705%
Three stays 12622 8713 69.0% 2117 412% 2852 555% 3177 81.8% 4287 57.3% 5222 69.8% 5536 740%
Four stays 9,508 8,668 70.1% 1682 424% 2252 568% 2492 628% 3375 609% 3998 72.1% 4,176 753%
Five stays 7530 5332 70.8%| 1465 446% 1,967 599% 2,143 6852% 2512 582% 3,025 713% 3,189 75.1%
Six stays 6,188 4,549 735% 1273 468% 1711 628% 1,877 69.0% 2078 599% 2,537 732% 2672 T7.1%
Seven stays 5,082 3,794 T4T% 1,104 504% 1459 666% 1,589 726% 1752 606% 2,071 71.6% 2205 762%
Bght stays 4365 3323 76.1% 958 51.9% 1,254 679% 1,340 728% 1590 631% 1,892 751% 1983 787%
Nne stays 3529 2768 78.4%] 755 524% 1,000 ©9.4% 1,091 756% 1,357 65.0% 1,603 76.7% 1677 803%
10 stays 2945 23y 79.4% 632 543% 811 697% 887 76.3% 1,159 65.0% 1,384 T7.7% 1450 B14%
11stays 2422 1928 79.6% 536 S588% 881 721% 730 77.3% 988 668% 1,145 77.5% 1,198 81 1%
12 stays 2,092 1.698 81.2% 451 580% 553 712% 608 780% 908 69.0% 1041 792% 1092 830%
13 stays 1,881 1370 81.5%) 355 597% 438 736% 463 77.8% 762 70.2% 874 B80.5% 907 835%
14 stays 1,357 1,110 81.8% 287 59.9% 348 729% 381 795% 604 888% 701 79.8% 729 830%
15 + stays 5,014 4,336 88. 5’:-.'"( 1,098 694% 1,286 813% 1,351 855% 2,578 75.1% 2,900 B45% 2,985 87.0%}
Totat 115,254 75019 65.4 25968 387% 34617 516% 38,158 56.9%| 20,199 60.5% 35075 72.7% 36861 TBAN
SHU Status

SHU 6404 4525 70.7% 1310 433% 1728 572% 1,899 628% 2,087 61.7% 2482 734% 2626 TT.7T%
No SHU 108850 70494 648% 24658 385% 32888 514% 36250 567%| 27,112 605% 32593 727% 34235 76.3%
Total 115254 75019 65.1% 25968 38.7% 34,8617 516% 38,158 56.9%| 29,199 B0.5% 35075 TaT% 35861 764%
DOP Status

DOP 1,732 1346 TT.T% 426 524% 533 656% 575 707% 641 697% 741 BO.8% 771 BI%%
NO DOP 113,522 73.673 840%|l 25542 386% 34,084 515% 37563 568%| 28558 604% 3434 726% 36090 763%
Total 115,254 75,019 85.1%|| 25988 387% 34617 S51.8% 38153 58698%| 29199 60.5% 35075 T2T% 36,861 78.4#
In-Prison

Subastance Abuse Program

Corpleted Frogram 9,184 5822 633% 2678 31.7% 3695 52.0% 4,138 583% 1,335 B% 1621 715% 1,884 80.5%
Did Not Cormplete Program 5355 3420 83 9% 1513 375% 2,089 517% 2359 584% 850 64.5% 1,026 7759% 1,061 BO6%
Did Not Participate in Program 100,705 65,777 65 3%" 21777 390% 28833 516% 31661 567%| 27014 603% 32428 724% 34,116 761%
Total 115,254 75,019 85.1 250968 38.7% 34,617 51.6% 38.158 56.9%| 28,199 60.5% 35075 72.7% 38,861 1&4;
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Three-Year Recidivism Rates by Offender Commitment Offense
Felons Released During FY 2006-07
by Type of Release
First Releases Re-Releases
TOTAL  ToTAL RECDVATED
Commitment Offense NUMBER NTHREE YEARS One Year Two Years Three Years One Year Two Years Three Years
RELEASED
N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate
Murder First 6 1 N/A 0 NA 0 NA 1 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
Murder Second 41 3 7.3% 0 0.0% 1 28% 1 28% 0 NA 2 NA 2 NA
Manslaughter 487 243 49.9% 65 21.5% 104 34.3% 120 39.6% 83 45.1% 117 63.6% 123 66.8%
Vehicular Manslaughter 239 80 33.5% 22 NA 44 23.2% 51 26.8% 23 46.9% 29 59.2% 29 59.2%
Robbery 5,055 3,249 64.3% 958 34.0% 1,420 50.4% 1,590 56.4%| 1,252 55.9% 1,561 69.7% 1,659 74.1%
Assault/Deadly Weapon 5736 3,553 61.8%|| 1,140 35.3% 1,585 49.1% 1,758 54.4%} 1,370 54.6% 1,691 67.5% 1,795 71.6%
Attempted Murder First 16 3 N/A 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 2 NA 3 NA 3 NA
Attempted Murder Second 332 156  47.0% 39 18.3% 67 31.5% 81 38.0% 59 49.6% 75 63.0% 75 63.0%
Other Assauilt/Battery 9,351 6,258 66.9%|] 1,935 39.7% 2,583 53.0% 2,824 58.0%| 2,736 61.1% 3,280 73.2% 3,434 76.7%
Rape 360 184  51.1% 52 27.2% 64 33.5% 73 38.2% 91 538% 108 63.9% 111 65.7%
Lewd Act With Child 1,822 847  46.5% 221 21.7% 319 31.3% 368 36.1%| 372 46.3% 438 54.5% 479 59.6%
Oral Copulation 196 115  58.7% 34 37.8% 42 46.7% 48 53.3% 47 44.3% 63 59.4% 67 63.2%
Sodomy 49 19 38.8% 7 NA 9 NA 10 NA 6 NA 9 NA 9 NA
Sexua! Penetration with Object 101 51 50.5% 1 NA 20 NA 22 NA 19 42.2% 26 57.8% 29 64.4%
Other Sex Offenses 2,294 1,641 71.5% 448 45.9% 576 59.0% 638 65.4%| 839 63.7% 968 73.4% 1,003 76.1%
Kidnapping 235 104 44.3% 27 18.9% 40 28.0% 48 33.6% 40 43.5% 51 55.4% 56 60.9%
Burglary First 3466 2,323 67.0% 709 37.7% 958 50.9% 1,080 57.4%| 991 62.6% 1,182 74.7% 1,243 78.5%
Burglary Second 7.469 5154  69.0%|| 1.858 42.1% 2,485 56.3% 2,733 61.9%| 1,950 63.9% 2,322 76.1% 2,421 79.3%
Grand Theft 3,625 2,240 63.5% 808 38.4% 1,049 49.8% 1,152 54.7%| 864 60.9% 1,039 73.2% 1,088 76.7%
Petty Theft With Prior 6,457 4,608 71.4%|| 1,547 43.2% 2,066 57.6% 2,298 64.1%| 1,865 64.9% 2,204 76.7% 2,310 80.4%
Receiving Stolen Property 5,206 3,724  71.5%|| 1,483 47.8% 1,864 60.1% 2,036 65.6%) 1,378 65.5% 1,618 76.9% 1,688 80.3%
Vehicle Theft 7,938 5,901 74.3%]|| 2,465 51.0% 3,116 64.5% 3,332 69.0%| 2,136 68.7% 2476 79.6% 2,569 82.6%
Forgery/Fraud 3,641 2,137 58.7% 687 31.2% 951 43.2% 1,055 47.9%| 819 57.0% 1,019 70.8% 1,082 75.2%
Other Property Offense 1,125 743  66.0% 288 42.6% 368 54.4% 395 58.4%| 284 63.3% 333 742% 348 77.5%
CS Possession 19,921 13,833  69.4%|| 4,993 44.3% 6,505 57.7% 7,063 62.6%| 5427 62.8% 6,461 74.8% 6,770 78.3%
CS Possession for Sale 10,142 5,572  54.9%|| 2,002 29.6% 2,740 40.5% 3,094 45.8%| 1,888 55.9% 2,326 ©68.8% 2,478 73.3%
CS Sales 3239 1,949 60.2% 652 31.8% 918 44.8% 1,013 49.4%| 754 63.4% 898 755% 936 78.7%
CS Manufacturing 914 382 41.8% 92 16.9% 122 22.4% 141 25.9%| 183 49.6% 229 621% 241 65.3%
Other CS Offense 727 491  67.5% 156 41.8% 205 55.0% 223 50.8%| 222 62.7% 256 72.3% 268 75.7%
Hashish Possession 53 32  60.4% 13 NA 16 NA 18 NA 12 NA 12 NA 14 NA
Marijuana Possession for Sale 1,113 636 57.1% 229 32.0% 310 43.3% 356 49.7% 216 54.4% 265 66.8% 280 70.5%
Marijuana Sale 465 283 60.9% 93 32.7% 141 49.6% 152 53.5%| 102 56.4% 125 69.1% 131 72.4%
Marijuana Other 149 75 50.3% 16 18.6% 24 27.9% 26 30.2% 38 60.3% 45 71.4% 49 77.8%
Escape/Abscond 177 116 65.5% 24 30.8% 36 46.2% 39 50.0% 61 61.6% 70 70.7% 77 77.8%
Driving Under Influence 2668 1,220 45.7% 431 22.7% 598 31.5% 705 37.1%| 386 50.3% 484 63.1% 515 67.1%
Arson 303 188  62.0% 44 29.5% 60 40.3% 75 50.3% 96 62.3% 106 68.8% 113 73.4%
Possession Weapon 6,217 4,311 69.3%1!| 1,650 44.5% 2,172 58.6% 2,394 64.6%| 1,457 58.1% 1,807 72.0% 1,917 76.4%
Other Offenses 4019 2,594 64.5% 769 36.8% 1,039 49.8% 1,145 54.8%| 1.131 58.6% 1,377 71.3% 1,449 75.0%
Total 115,254 75,019 65.1% | 25,968 38.7% 34,617 51.6% 38,158 56.9%) 29,199 60.5% 35,075 72.7% 36,861 76.4%
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Three-Year Recidivism Rates by Offender Parole County6
Felons Released During FY 2006-07
by Type of Release
First Releases Re-Releases
TOTAL  15TAL RECDVATED
County of Parole NUMBER One Year Two Years Three Years One Year Twao Years Three Years
raeasen N THREEYEARS
N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate

Alameda 5201 3,330 62.9%|| 964 35.4% 1,208 44.3% 1,208 47.6%] 1,647 64.2% 1,955 76.2% 2,032 79.3%
Amador 44 25 56.8% 11 35.5% 13 41.9% 14 45.2% 10 NA 1 NA 1 NA
Alpine 9 5 N/A 1 NA 2 NA 2 NA 2 NA 2 NA 3 NA
Butte 939 612 65.2% 181 36.6% 238 482% 273 55.3%| 268 60.2% 324 72.8% 339 76.2%
Calaveras 57 30 526% 15 40.5% 17 45.9% 20 54.1% 8 NA 10 NA 10 NA
Colusa 45 33 733% 9 NA 12 NA 16 NA 12 NA 16  NA 17 NA
Contra Costa 1,525 1,116  73.2%|| 282 46.1% 354 57.8% 382 62.4%| 607 66.5% 701 76.8% 734 80.4%
Del Norte 78 54  69.2% 24 54.5% 26 59.1% 26 59.1% 22 64.7% 26 76.5% 28 82.4%
El Dorado 250 168  67.2% 55 44.7% 70 56.9% 77 62.6% 82 64.6% 90 70.9% 91 71.7%
Fresno 4531 345 76.3%|| 1,118 54.5% 1,357 66.1% 1,449 70.6%| 1,701 68.6% 1,934 78.0% 2,007 81.0%
Glenn 112 77 68.8% 31 50.8% 33 54.1% 35 57.4% 37 72.5% 42 82.4% 42 82.4%
Humboldt 601 46 74.2% 131 48.9% 167 62.3% 174 64.9%| 220 66.1% 257 77.2% 272 81.7%
Imperial 371 280 75.5% 84 54.5% 107 69.5% 113 73.4%| 135 622% 159 73.3% 167 77.0%
Inyo 45 23 51.1% 12 30.8% 19 48.7% 19 48.7% 4 NA 4 NIA 4  NA
Kem 4,047 2845 70.3%]|| 952 41.9% 1,343 59.2% 1,457 64.2%| 1,090 61.3% 1,327 74.7% 1,388 78.1%
King 808 581  71.9% 169 42.8% 221 55.9% 241 61.0%| 292 70.7% 330 79.9% 340 82.3%
Lake 289 187 64.7% 68 42.5% 79 49.4% 90 56.3% 83 64.3% 93 72.1% 97 75.2%
Lassen 93 56  60.2% 25 46.3% 29 53.7% 30 55.6% 23 59.0% 25 64.1% 26 66.7%
Los Angeles 30454 17,369 57.0%|| 6,403 29.4% 9,655 44.3% 11,119 51.0%| 4,409 50.8% 5,793 66.8% 6,250 72.1%
Madera 624 460 T73.7% 127 485% 152 58.0% 161 61.5%| 249 68.8% 287 79.3% 299 82.6%
Marin 51 35 68.6% 10 NA 122 NA 13 NA 19 NA 21 NA 22 NA
Mariposa 38 26  68.4% 7 NA 1 NA 12 NA 12 NA 14  NA 14 NA
Mendocino 291 190 65.3% 52 40.6% 62 48.4% 71 55.5%| 101 62.0% 116 71.2% 119 73.0%
Merced 885 636  71.9%|| 215 49.4% 265 60.9% 281 64.6%| 306 68.0% 342 76.0% 355 78.9%
Modoc 3 22 71.0% 1 NA 1 NA 11 NA 8 NA 1 NA 1 NA
Mono 27 14 N/A 3 NA 3 NA 3 NA 8 NA 1 NA 1 NA
Monterey 1,004 767  70.1% 216 41.1% 300 57.1% 324 61.7%| 349 61.3% 413 726% 443 77.9%
Napa 156 95  60.9% 33 36.3% 38 41.8% 42 46.2% 45 69.2% 52 80.0% 53 81.5%
Nevada 98 56  57.1% 12 31.6% 15 39.5% 16 42.1% 35 58.3% 38 63.3% 40 66.7%
Orange 8,728 5020 57.5%|| 2,009 33.7% 2,640 44.3% 2,866 48.1%| 1,713 61.8% 2,059 74.2% 2,154 77.6%
Placer 565 384 68.0% 119 41.8% 144 50.5% 157 55.1%| 182 65.0% 219 78.2% 227 81.1%
Plumas 44 26 59.1% 9 30.0% 14 46.7% 15 50.0% 10 NA 1 NA 1 NA
Riverside 7130 4944  69.3%|| 1,922 45.8% 2,429 57.9% 2,649 63.1%| 1,833 62.5% 2,189 74.7% 2,295 78.3%
Sacramento 5684 3458  60.8%]|| 1,147 34.5% 1,470 44.2% 1,591 47.8%| 1,528 64.9% 1,784 75.8% 1,867 79.3%
San Benito 75 49  65.3% 22 40.7% 34 63.0% 36 66.7% 11 NA 13 N/A 13 NA
San Bemardino 9746 7014 72.0%]|| 2,739 49.0% 3,373 60.4% 3,634 65.1%| 2,779 66.8% 3,244 78.0% 3,380 81.2%
San Diego 7448 5326 715%|l 1.876 46.2% 2,433 59.9% 2,658 65.4%| 2,178 64.3% 2,567 75.8% 2,668 78.8%
San Francisco 1614 1224 75.8% 201 52.5% 350 63.2% 374 67.5%| 721 68.0% 825 77.8% 850 80.2%
San Joaquin 2682 2082 77.6%|| 691 55.8% 835 67.4% 882 71.2%| 1,030 71.3% 1,161 80.4% 1,200 83.1%
San Luis Obispo 837 459  54.8% 132 28.6% 193 41.8% 221 47.8%| 173 46.1% 220 58.7% 238 63.5%
San Mateo 1,105 747  67.6% 259 43.0% 330 54.8% 356 59.1%| 314 624% 368 73.2% 391 77.7%
Santa Barbara 886 639 72.1% 255 50.1% 318 62.5% 340 66.8%| 246 65.3% 292 77.5% 299 79.3%
Santa Clara 3,646 2479 68.0%|| 705 38.8% 1,021 56.2% 1,138 62.7%| 1,026 56.1% 1,266 69.2% 1,341 73.3%
Santa Cruz 381 268 70.3% 81 453% 103 57.5% 110 61.5%| 124 61.4% 153 75.7% 158 78.2%

® Direct discharges are not included since these individuals do not have a parole county.
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Three-Year Recidivism Rates by Offender Parole County?®
Felons Released During FY 2006-07
by Type of Release (continued)
First Releases Re-Releases
TOTAL  1o71AL RECOVATED
County of Parole NUMBER One Year Two Years Three Years One Year Two Years Three Years
IN THREE YEARS
RELEASED
N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate
Shasta 1,096 751 68.5% 232 42.1% 297 53.9% 318 57.7% 348 63.9% 421 77.2% 433 79.4%
Sierra 7 5 N/A 4 N/A 4 N/A 4 N/A 1 N/A 1 N/A 1 N/A
Siskiyou 133 90 67.7% 24 39.3% 31 50.8% 33 54.1% 43 59.7% 56 77.8% 57 79.2%
Solano 1,540 1,129 73.3% 353 50.8% 430 61.9% 462 66.5% 565 66.9% 651 77.0% 667 78.9%
Sonoma 778 511 65.7% 158 40.0% 191 48.4% 215 54.4% 231 60.3% 281 73.4% 296 77.3%
Stanislaus 1,702 1,263 74.2% 435 49.9% 537 61.6% 578 66.3% 576 69.4% 661 79.6% 685 82.5%
Sutter 419 290 69.2% 111 48.9% 135 59.5% 148 65.2% 114 59.4% 137 71.4% 142 74.0%
Tehama 360 230 63.9% 83 39.9% 104 50.0% 112 53.8% 96 63.2% 117 77.0% 118 77.6%
Trinity a9 23 59.0% 10 N/A 1 N/A 12 N/A 10 N/A 11 N/A 1 N/A
Tulare 1,491 1,088 73.0% 367 46.7% 474 60.3% 523 66.5% 476 67.5% 547 77.6% 565 80.1%
Tuolumne 74 35 47.3% 18 32.1% 24 42.9% 25 44.6% 8 N/A 10 N/A 10 N/A
Ventura 1,608 1,172 72.9% 411 49.1% 528 63.1% 560 66.9% 508 65.9% 587 76.1% 612 79.4%
Yolo 677 501 74.0% 169 50.6% 209 62.6% 222 66.5% 239 69.7% 271 79.0% 279 81.3%
Yuba 416 305 73.3% 110 51.6% 130 61.0% 142 66.7% 142 70.0% 159 78.3% 163 80.3%
Total 113,795 74,506 65.5% | 25,963 38.7% 34,611 51.7% 38,150 56.9%; 29,009 62.0% 34,685 74.1% 36,356 77.7%

® Direct discharges are not included since these individuals do not have a parole county.
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Current Term Commitment Offense by New Term Commitment Offense for
Felon Sex Registrants and All Other Felon Offenders
Released During FY 2006-07

T Returned with a New Conviction LN ey
Commitment Offense otal Total Returned to
Released | Recidivated | Crime Against Persons | Property Crime | Drug Crime Other Crime Custody

N | % N % N | % N | % N %
Sex Registrants
Crime Against Persons 5,151 3,088 251 8.1 61 2.0 68| 2.2 53] 1.7 2,655 86.0
Property Crimes 1,025 835 66 7.9 39 4.7 32| 3.8 11 1.3 687 82.3
Drug Crimes 1,083 860 68 7.9 20 2.3 70, 8.1 8| 0.9 694 80.7
Other Crimes 570 455 34 7.5 6 1.3 19| 4.2 131 29 383 84.2
Total 7,829 5,238 419 8.0 126 2.4 189] 3.6 85| 1.6 4,419 84.4

Paroie Violation
Commitment Offense Total Total Returned with a New Conviction Returned to
Released | Recidivated | Crime Against Persons | Property Crime | Drug Crime | Other Crime Custody

N_ | % N % N | % N | % N %
All Other Offenders
Crime Against Persons 21,169 13,419 946 7.0 891 6.6 960 7.2 607] 4.5 10,015 74.6
Property Crimes 37,802 25,995 1,112 4.3 5254 20.2| 2010; 7.7 711) 2.7 16,908 65.0
Drug Crimes 35,640 22 393 824 3.7 1,784 8.0 4,166} 18.6 657] 2.9] 14,962 66.8
Other Crimes 12,814 7,974 508 6.4 576 7.2 627 7.9 761 9.5 5,502 69.0
Total 107,425 69,781 3,390 4.9 8,505 12.2] 7,763 11.4| 2,736] 3.9] 47,387 67.9

Current Term Commitment Offense by New Term Commitment Offense for
Felon Serious/Violent Offenders and All Other Felon Offenders
Released During FY 2006-07

- Parole Violation
Parole Offense Total Total Returned with a New Conviction Returmed to
Paroled |Recidivated | Crime Against Persons | Property Crime Drug Crime Other Crime Custody
N | % N % N | % N | % N %
Serious/Violent Offenders
Crime Against Persons 15,436 9,056 631 7.0 551 6.1 605 6.7 405{ 4.5 6,864 75.8
Property Crimes 4,289 2,892 149 5.2 411 14.2 224 7.7 88 3.0 2,020 69.8
Drug Crimes 1,013 582 29 5.0 55 9.5 95| 16.3 31 63 372 63.9
Other Crimes 2,745 1,780 121 6.8 114 6.4 125 7.0 103] 5.8 1,317 74.0
Total 23,483 14,310 930 6.5 1,131 7.9] 1,049 73 627] 4.4] 10,573 73.9
- e Parole Violation
Parole Offense Total Total Returned with a New Conviction Retumed to
Paroled |Recidivated | Crime Against Persons | Property Crime | Drug Crime | Other Grime Custody
N | % N % N | % N | % N %

All Other Offenders
Crime Against Persons 10,884 7,451 566 7.6 401 5.4 423 5.7 255| 34 5,806 77.9
Property Crimes 34,538 23,938 1,029 4.3 4,882 20.4 1,818 7.6 634] 2.6 15,575 65.1
Drug Crimes 35,710 22,671 863 3.8 1,749 7.7] 4,141 183 634 2.8 15,284 67.4
Other Crimes 10,639 6,649 421 6.3 468 7.0 521 7.8 671 10.1 4,568 68.7
Total 91,771 60,709 2,879 4.7 7,500 12.4] 6,903 11.4] 2194 3.6] 41,233 67.9
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Flagged Sex Registrants Released During FY 2006-07 for
Either a Sex Offense or a Nonsex Offense
Who Returned to Prison

by Type of Release

First Release Retums Re-Release Retums Total Retums

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Released for a sex offense
Retumed with a new sex conviction 45 4.6% 98 7.0% 143 6.0%
Retumed with a new nonsex conviction 48 4.9% 104 7.4% 152 6.4%
Retumed for a parole violation 882 90.5% 1,194 85.5% 2,076 87.6%
Total 975 100.0% 1,396 100.0% 2,371 100.0%
Released for a nonsex offense
Retumed with a new sex conviction 50 4.5% 118 6.7% 168 5.9%
Retumed with a new nonsex conviction 145 13.1% 211 12.0% 356 12.4%
Retumned for a parole violation 913 82.4% 1,430 81.3% 2,343 81.7%
Total 1,108 100.0% 1,759 100.0% 2,867 100.0%
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Appendix C

Post Release Criminal Activity of Convicted Murderers
Who Have Paroled Since 1995

Data as of March 31, 2011

Recidivism behavior of murderers who returned to CDCR either as a new
admission or with a new term over a 15-year time period. Although this 15-year
murderer recidivism report is not directly related, or necessarily comparable, to
the data presented in this 2011 Adult Institutions Outcome Evaluation Report, it is
inciuded for informational purposes.

Number of
New Crimes, If Any Paroled Percent |Sentence For New Crime
Inmates
Served 6 Months*
Burglary, 2nd Degree 1 (9/10 - Present)
. . Served 11 Months
Petty Theft with a Prior 1 (3/09 - 1/10)
1 Served 10 Months
7/05 - 5/06
Possession of a Weapon 1 Se(rv/e 92 Monzhs
(5/09 - 9/09)
Served 11 Months*
Robbery ! (4/10 - Present)
Su'b Total for New 5 1%
Crimes
No New Crimes 855 99%
Total 860 100%

*Offenders still serving time for offense.
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Appendix D
Mission and Institution Recidivism Rates by Gender
Released During FY 2006-07
Demographics Recldivism Rates
High Median First Releases Re-Releasas Totat
Median
Age Risk  LOS Number  Number Recidivism | Number Number  Recidivism | Number Number  Recidiism
Mission Institution CSRA (Months)] o eased Retumed __ Rale Released __ Retumed Rate Released  Retumed Rate
Male
Camps ccc 35 529% 184 1,228 686 §6.0% 0 [\ NA 1,226 688 68.0%
cMe 3/ 458% 221 48 27 56.3% 0 0 N/A 48 27 86.3%
scc 38 507% 164 § 1305 685 52.5% 1 0 NA 1,306 685 52.5%
Sub-Total 35 51.6%  17.3 2,578 1,398 54.2% 1 ] NA 2,580 1,398 54.2%
LEVEL | CAL % 614% 37 3N 193 82.1% 529 412 77.9% 840 605 720%
cce 34  546% 78 | 1287 828 64.2% 458 352 76.9% 1,745 1,178 67.5%
CEN 33 569% 55 319 190 59.6% 263 202 76.8% 582 3% 67.4%
cm 3®  S23% 46 | 2825 1480 s64% | 1301 965 B 3,926 2,485 628%
(=Y M 487% 129 187 101 54.0% 8 6 NA 185 107 54.9%
oMF 7 5B9% 57 137 88 62.8% 44 36 81.8% 181 122 67.4%
COR 3%  551% 6.4 889 420 81.0% 229 179 78.2% 918 599 653%
SAC 35  545% 48 524 332 63.4% 186 142 76,3% 710 474 88.8%
CTF 39 43% 47 957 as7 47.8% 198 161 81.3% 1,155 618 535%
cvsp 34  555% 58 atg 163 51.1% 214 164 76.6% 533 327 814%
ovi 45  250% 709 4 2 NA 0 [ NA 4 2 NA
FSP % 526% 18 320 204 62.0% 70 57 81.4% 3% 261 854%
HDSP % 512% 62 ars 202 538% 186 146 785% 561 348 620%
MCSP a8 565% 119 257 148 56.8% 3 2 NA 260 148 56.8%
ISP B 57.9% 41 259 143 55.2% 394 37 80.5% 853 450 70.4%
KVSP 35  57.6% 58 418 284 63.2% 187 115 B 585 a7y 64.8%
tAC 35 520% 51 266 206 56.3% 84 72 : 450 278 61.8%
NKSP 38 488% 82 344 186 57.0% 17 15 NA 361 21 58.4%
PBSP 6  851% 72 277 178 84.3% 66 50 758% 343 228 66.5%
PVSP 7 511% 51 ag 236 80.4% 180 150 78.8% 581 386 68.4%
RID a7  535% 63 318 198 62.3% 159 118 74.2% a7 316 66.2%
SBURN 37  631% 58 0 0 NA 65 50 % 65 50 76.9%
sce a3 547% 76 | 1327 815 61.4% 366 300 82.0% 1,693 1,115 65.9%
SVsSP 3%  546% 5.1 a4 205 81.4% 185 124 80.0% 489 229 67.3%
wsP 36 536% 39 309 172 557% 182 140 76.9% 491 312 63.5%
Sub-Total 36 53.8% 5.5 12,663 7.415 58.6% 5,534 4,295 77.6% 18,197 11,710 64.4%
LEVEL It ASP 3 419% 62 | 3215 1,91 68.4% 1,443 1,024 75.8% 4718 3,005 63.7%
cci 38  425% 53 | 200 1171 56.0% 275 203 73.8% 2,367 1,374 58.0%
cMC % 478% 63 | 2083 1,152 §58% 839 an 73.7% 2702 1,623 60.1%
CMF 3%  484% 68 169 85 50.3% 83 84 1% 252 149 50.1%
CRC 35  493% 54 f 1,563 849 55.0% 1,081 802 74.2% 2,624 1,651 82.9%
SAC 36  520% 65 | 1438 890 61.9% 597 480 80.4% 2,035 1,370 67.3%
CTF 37 487T% 58 413 235 58.9% 129 88 76.0% 542 333 61.4%
cvsP ¥ 52.0% 5.1 1,207 722 50.8% 805 601 147% 2,012 1,323 85.8%
vt B 507% 47 568 332 58.7% 511 402 78.7% 1,077 734 68.2%
FSP 4 61.1% 33 709 454 64.0% 631 510 80 8% 1,340 964 71.9%
HDSP 31 571% 61 84 58 66.7% 42 33 78.6% 126 89 70.6%
SATF a5 523% 7.6 f| 2507 1,571 62.7% 897 683 76.1% 3404 2,254 66.2%
sQ 37 80.3% 3.2 885 §52 824% 1,283 298 77.8% 2,188 1,650 71.5%
Sub-Total 36 51.1% 56 | 16,951 9,980 58.9% 8,416 6,439 76.5% 25,367 16,419 64.7%
LEVEL I CEN 28  527% 34 || 1852 878 47.4% 448 U5 77.0% 2,300 1,223 53.2%
CMF 39  560% 59 624 303 63.0% ax 239 T2.6% 253 832 86.3%
COR 31 523% 7.3 213 123 57.7% 72 59 81.9% 285 182 63.9%
CTF 27 639% 55 823 s77 70.1% 281 228 81.5% 1,104 808 73.0%
FSP 27 6LT% 6.9 455 342 75.2% 180 155 86.1% 635 497 78.3%
mcsP M 503% 77 388 27 701% 169 134 79.3% 567 413 T2.8%
1SP 27 655% 6.1 920 635 69.0% 452 384 80.5% 1372 999 72.8%
NKSP 31 551% 53 288 187 58.4% 35 30 85.7% a2 187 61.4%
PVSP 29 598% 62 | 1127 757 67.2% 404 335 829% 1,531 1,002 71.3%
RID 33 555% 38 698 417 59.7% 326 266 81.6% 1,024 683 66.7%
wsP 20 55.7% 3.0 258 152 58.9% 94 75 79.8% 352 227 84.5%
Sub-Total 29 58.1% 5.1 7,654 4,720 61.7% 2,790 2,231 80.0% 10,444 6,951 66.6%
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Mission and Institution Recidivism Rates by Gender
Released During FY 2006-07 (Continued)
¢
Demographics Recidivism Rates
High Median First Releases Re-Releasss Total
Median
Age Uk LOS § Number  Number Recidivism | Number ~ Number  Recidism | Number  Number  Recidhism
Mission Institution CSRA Months)] pojeased Retumed  Rato | Released Rate Relcased _ Retumed Rate
LEVEL V CAL 32 R27% 1.8 2,873 682 21.8% 339 242 71.4% 3m2 824 27.4%
CEN 26 100.0% 227 1 1 NA 1} 0 NA 1 1 N/A
COR 30 85.1% 88 718 500 69.8% 216 164 759% 832 684 71.2%
SAC 4 60.1% 4.0 358 233 65.1% 193 153 79.3% 551 386 70.1%
HOSP 30 84.0% 65 354 301 85,0% 176 155 88.1% 530 456 86.0%
MCSP 36 63.3% 7.4 53 43 81.1% 26 2 N/A 78 65 82.3%
KvsP 29 62.7% 6.6 468 338 T2.2% 140 119 85.0% 608 457 75.2%
LAC k7] 54.9% 55 591 390 66.0% 186 158 81.1% 787 549 89.8%
PBSP 34 61.3% 6.4 210 149 71.0% 116 95 81.9% 326 244 74,8%
RID 38 60.0% 37 8 8 NA 2 1 NA 10 ] N/A
SATF 29 68.1% 73 148 14 T7.0% 5 47 83.8% 204 161 78.9%
SVSP 31 63.1% 7.5 649 452 69.6% 224 188 83.9% 873 640 73.3%
Sub-Total N 50.9% 35 6,229 3,11 49.9% 1,684 1,345 79.9% 7,913 4,456 56.3%
Receplion Center (CCl 30 56.1% 29 585 363 64.2% 200 161 80.5% 785 524 88.5%
cM 36 62.1% 28 452 285 63.1% 5,853 4,449 76.0% 6,305 4,734 751%
DVt 38 86.5% 2.8 424 287 67.7% 3,075 2470 80.3% 3,499 2,757 78.8%
HDSP 35 52.4% 2.9 20 14 NA 310 232 74.8% 330 246 74.5%
LAC KL §5.6% 2.2 274 140 51.1% 8z 568 69.2% 1,096 708 64.7%
NKSP 35 53.2% 28 932 548 58.8% 778 604 T7.6% 1,710 1,152 67.4%
PITCH 37 51.7% 3.8 1] 0 NA 2474 1,833 74.1% 2,474 1,833 74.1%
RIOCC 37 56.5% 7.8 0 0 NA 353 272 74.9% 363 272 74.9%
RID a7 56.5% 29 268 180 66.9% 1,920 1,442 75.1% 2,189 1,622 74.1%
sa 36 66.4% 25 562 412 73.3% 3810 2,958 77.6% 4,372 3,370 T1.1%
SRITA 38 59.4% 5.1 0 0 NA 1,124 834 74.2% 1,124 834 74.2%
WSP K23 57.6% 30 1,556 853 61.2% 311 2,397 T7.0% 4,667 3,350 71.8%
Sub-Total 36 60.0% 2.9 5,054 3,182 63.0% | 23,840 18,221 76.4% 28,894 21,403 74.1%
Other Facilities CCF 31 58.1% 4.9 8,422 3,789 59.0% 1,767 1370 76.7% 8,208 5,159 828%
LPU 39 0.0% 30 2 1 50.0% 0 0 NA 2 1 N/A
RENT4 33 51.9% 34 283 158 N/A 4 3 NA 297 161 NA
RENT3 35 48.3% 3.6 414 198 47.8% 1 1 NA 415 199 480%
RENT4 k) 58.3% 35 292 1 58.6% 1 0 NA 283 171 58.4%
Sub-Total 3t 57.3% 44 7,423 4317 58.2% 1,793 1,374 76.6% 9,216 5,691 61.8%
Female
Camp cw a7 28.7% 132 258 86 33.3% o 0 NA 258 86 333%
Sub-Total 7 28.7% 132 258 86 33.3% ¢ ) NA 258 86 31.3%
Institutions CCWF 38 28 1% 53 2,126 993 48.7% 483 358 74.1% 2,609 1,351 518%
Cciw ki 34.0% 35 1,183 565 47.8% 1,460 1.058 72.5% 2,643 1,623 61.4%
VSPW 38 35.7% 4.1 2,028 1,048 51.6% 1,110 783 70.5% 3,138 1,829 68.3%
Sub-Total 37 32.8% 4.3 5,337 2,604 48.8% 3,053 2,199 72.0% 8,3%0 4,803 57.2%
Reception Center CCWF 36 23.0% 1.8 178 103 57.9% 139 87 62.6% 317 180 59 9%
cw 38 32.3% 35 16 ] NA 37t 268 70.6% 383 275 70.0%
CRCW 33 26.9% 58 379 188 522% 52 40 76.9% 431 238 55.2%
RIOCC 38 48 4% 88 0 0 N/A 28 18 NA 28 18 NA
SRITA 34 33.3% 36 0 0 NA 6 5 NA 6 5 NA
VSPW 36 48.1% 24 118 76 84.4% 481 313 67.9% 578 389 67.2%
Sub-Totaf 35 34.1% 3.1 691 386 55.9% 1,063 729 68.6% 1,754 1,115 61.6%
Other Facilities  CCF k2] 34.8% 4.8 320 141 44.1% 2 1 NA 342 152 44.4%
LPUFP 28 41.3% 122 63 14 222% 0 NA 83 14 222%
LPUPM 28 51.2% 67 83 30 36.1% 1 0 N/A 84 30 35.7%
RENT1 37 31,0% 3.0 249 92 36.9% 12 5 NA 281 87 37.2%
RENT2 40 50.0% 1.8 9 2 NA 1 1 NA 10 3 NA
RENT3 36 28.5% 33 320 106 322% 4 2 NA 333 108 24%
RENT4 35 34.0% 29 400 180 40.0% [ 5 NA 406 165 40.6%
Sub-Total as 33.8% 3.4 1,453 545 37.5% 46 24 52.2% 1,499 569 38.0%
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Mission and Institution Recidivism Rates by Gender
Released During FY 2006-07 (Continued)
Demographics Recidivism Rates
Median High Median | First Releases Re-Releases Total
Age Risk  LOS Number b Recidiv b Recidivt Number Number  Recidivism

Mission Institution CSRA (Months)| o oeased Retumed  Rate | Released  Retumed Rate Released  Retumed Rate
Under 30
Male
LEVELI CTF 24 100.0% 01 1 1 NA 0 0 NA 1 1 NA

SBURN 54 0.0% 0.3 0 )] NA 1 0 NA 1 0 NA
Sub-Total 39 50.0% 0.2 1 1 NA 1 0 NA 2 1 NA
LEVEL Il [ofe] 27 100% 0.8 1 1 (V7Y 0 0 NA 1 1 NA

CRC 43 33.3% 0.6 3 3 NA 0 ! N/A 3 3 NA

oVl 33 33.3% 0.2 3 0 NA 0 0 NA 3 0 N/A
Sub-Total 33 42.9% 0.2 7 4 NA 0 [} NA 7 4 NA
LEVEL i WSP 30 0.0% 05 2 2 NA 0 0 NA 2 2 N/A
Sub-Total 30 0.0% 0.0 2 2 NA 0 0 NA 2 2 NA
LEVEL vV HDSP 31 0.0% 04 1 0 NA 0 o NA 1 0 NA
Sub-Total 34 43.9% 0.6 1 [} NA 0 0 NA 1 0 NA
Reception Center CCl 32 35.1% 0.5 ” 35 455% 0 0 N/A 77 35 455%

CiM 28 40.0% 0.1 4 3 NA 1 1 NA 5 4 NA

ovi M 43.9% 0.6 57 43 75.4% 0 0 NA 57 43 75.4%

HDSP 27 25.0% 05 4 2 N/A 0 0 NA 4 2 NA

LAC 35 28.1% 04 32 1 34.4% 0 0 N/A 32 34.4%

NKSP 31 43.9% 0.8 139 4 55.4% 0 o NA 139 55.4%

RID 3 44.0% 0.8 25 18 72.0% 0 i NA 25 18 NA

sQ 32 51.8% 0.6 54 40 74.1% 2 2 NA 56 42 75.0%

WSP 30 0 06 198 116 56.6% 0 [\ N/A 198 118 58.6%
Sub-Total 32 41.8% 0.6 590 345 58.5% 3 3 NA 593 us 58.7%
Female
Institutions CCWF 27 0.0% [\X:] 3 2 A 0 0 NA 3 2 NA

ow 36 0.0% 0.3 4 1 NA 0 0 NA 4 1 NA

VSPW 26 20.0% 0.9 5 1 NA o 0 NA 5 1 NA
Sub-Total 29 8.3% 0.8 12 4 NA [ 0 N/A 12 4 NA
Reception Center CCWF 36 12.8% 0.5 78 35 44.9% o 0 N/A 78 35 44.9%

cw 32 250% 03 3 1 NA 1 1 NA 4 2 NIA

CRCW 31 0.0% 04 1 1 NA 0 [\] NA 1 1 NA

VSPW 32 23.8% 0.5 42 21 50.0% 0 0 NA 42 21 50.0%
Sub-Total a3 16.8% 0.5 124 58 46.8% 1 1 NA 125 59 47.2%
Grand Total 35 52.9% 4.3 | 67,029 38,158 56.9% || 48,225 36,861 76.4% | 115254 75,019 85.1%

At
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Appendix E
Three-Year Recidivism Rates*
By Security Housing Unit (SHU) Institution and
Time Between SHU and Parole
Felons Released in FY 2006-07
NLC:\::'E-R TOTAL RECIDIVATED First Releases Re-Releases
institution® RELEASED IN THREE YEARS One Year Two Years Three Years One Year Two Years Three Years
N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate
CCl - SHU
Parole from SHU 88 62 70.5% 37 60.7% 40 65.6% 42 68.9% 13 481% 20 74.1% 20 74.1%
Within 14 DAYS 85 69 81.2% 26 47.3% 34 618% 43 78.2% 22 73.3% 25 83.3% 26 86.7%
15- 30 DAYS 12 7 NA 3 NA S NA S NA 2 NA 2 NA 2 NA
OVER 30 DAYS 734 516 70.3% 176 46.9% 220 58.7% 236 62.9% 230 64.1% 267 74.4% 280 78.0%
CIW - SHU
OVER 30 DAYS 5 1 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 1 NA
COR- SHU
Parole from SHU 263 168 63.9% 79 42.0% 104 S5.3% 114 60.6% 43 57.3% 48 64.0% 54 72.0%
Within 14 DAYS 156 124 79.5% 56 53.3% 74 70.5% 79 75.2% 39 76.5% 44 86.3% 45 88.2%
15- 30 DAYS 27 14 NA 7 NA 9 NA 10 NA 4 NA 4 NA 4 NA
OVER 30 DAYS 4,099 2,848 69.5% 735 40.6% 987 54.5% 1,089 60.1%| 1,385 60.6% 1,666 72.8% 1,759 76.9%
FSP - SHU
OVER 30 DAYS 19 7 NA 1 NA 2 NA 3 NA 4 NA 4 NA 4 NA
PBSP - SHU
Parole from SHU 4 4 NA 2 NA 4 NA 4 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
Within 14 DAYS 65 46 70.8% 20 32.8% 31 50.8% 43 70.5% 2 NA 2 NA 3 NA
15- 30 DAYS 6 4 NA 2 NA 3 NA 3 NA 0 NA 1 NA 1 NA
OVER 30 DAYS 201 158 78.6% 30 50.8% 41 69.5% 43 72.9% 91 64.1% 109 76.8% 115 81.0%
5Q - SHU
OVER 30 DAYS 7 2 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 1 NA 2 NA 2 NA
VSPW - SHU
Parole from SHU 10 7 NA 4 NA 4 NA 4 NA 2 NA 3 NA 3 NA
Within 14 DAYS 8 S NA 2 NA S NA S NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
15 - 30 DAYS 2 2 NA 1 NA 1 NA 1 NA 1 NA 1 NA 1 NA
OVER 30 DAYS 211 145 68.7% 31 40.3% 38 49.4% 42 54.5% 80 59.7% 94 70.1% 103 76.9%
NO SHU 109,252f 70,830 64.8% || 24,756 38.6% 33,015 S51.5% 36,392 56.7%) 27,280 60.5% 32,783 72.7% 34,438 76.4%
TOTAL 115,254 75,019 65.1% 25,968 38.7% 34,617 S51.6% 38,158 56.9% 29,199 60.5% 35,075 72.7% 36,861 76.4%
* Recidivism rates were not calculated when fewer than 30 offenders were released.
! Note: Not necessarily institution from which offenders paroled.
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Three-Year Recidivism Rates*
By Security Housing Unit (SHU) Institution
. R 1
and Total Time Spent in a SHU
Felons Released in FY 2006-07
TOTAL | TOTAL RECIDIVATED First Releases Re-Releases
2 NUMBER | INTHREE YEARS One Year Two Years Three Years One Year Two Years Three Years
Institution RELEASED
N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate
CCl- SHU
1Year 783 549 70.1% 209 47.9% 257 58.9% 281 64.4% 222 64.0% 258 74.4% 268 771.2%
2 Years 76| 56 73.7% 21 52.5% 25 62.5% 27 67.5% 19 52.8% 26 72.2% 29 80.6%
3Years 27 24 88.9% 7 NA 9 NA 9 NA 12 NA 14 NA i5 NA
4 Years 9 7 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 6 NA 7 NA 7 NA
S Years 7 5 NA 2 NA 2 NA 2 NA 2 NA 3 NA 3 NA
6+ Years 17, 13 NA 3 NA 6 NA 7 NA 6 NA 6 NA 6 NA
CIW - SHU
1Year 5 1 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 1 NA
5Years 0 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
COR - SHU
1Year 4,188| 2,891 69.0% 804 41.1% 1,070 54.8% 1,172 60.0%| 1,353 60.6% 1,627 72.8% 1,719 76.9%
2Years 209 162 77.5% 49 48.0% 68 66.7% 77 75.5% 67 62.6% 80 74.8% 85 79.4%
3Years 72 53 73.6% 10 27.0% 21 56.8% 25 67.6% 25 71.4% 26 74.3% 28 80.0%
4 Years 33 23 69.7% 6 NA 7 NA 7 NA 12 NA 15 NA 16 NA
5Years 17 11 NA 1 NA 1 NA 4 NA 7 NA 7 NA 7 NA
6+ Years 26 14 53.8% 7 NA 7 NA 7 NA 7 NA 7 NA 7 NA
FSP - SHU
1Year 16 6 NA 1 NA 2 NA 3 NA 3 NA 3 NA 3 NA
2Years 2 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
PBSP - SHU
1Year 108| 81 75.0% 21 53.8% 26 66.7% 29 74.8% 40 58.0% 49 71.0% 52 75.4%
2Years 64 54 84.4% 12 40.0% 18 60.0% 22 73.3% 25 73.5% 30 88.2% 32 94.1%
3Years 36 29 80.6% 6 NA 11 NA 14 NA 11 NA 13 NA 15 NA
4 Years 23 18 78.3% 5 NA 7 NA 8 NA 8 NA 10 NA 10 NA
5Years 15 13 NA 4 NA 9 NA 11 NA 2 NA 2 NA 2 NA
6+ Years 30 17 NA 6 NA 8 NA 9 NA 7 NA 8 NA 8 NA
5Q - SHU
1Year 4 1 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA NA NA 1 NA
2Years 3 1 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 1 NA 1 NA 1 NA
VSPW - SHU
1Year 219, 152 69.4% 35 40.7% 44 51.2% 48 55.8% 80 60.2% 95 71.4% 104 78.2%
2Years 10 6 NA 3 NA 4 NA 4 NA 2 NA 2 NA 2 NA
3Years 1 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
6+ Years 1 1 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 1 NA 1 NA 1 NA
Any SHU 6,002] 4,189 6€9.8% 1212 42.3% 1602 56.0% 1766 61.7%| 1919 61.1% 2292 73.0% 2423 77.2%
NO SHU 109,252] 70,830 64.8% || 24,756 38.6% 33,015 51.5% 36,392 56.7%| 27,280 60.5% 32,783 72.7% 34,438 76.4%
TOTAL 115,254 75,019 €5.1% 25968 38.7% 34,617 51.6% 38,158 56.9% 29,199 60.5% 35,075 72.7% 36,861  76.4%
* Recidivism rates were not calculated when fewer than 30 offenders were released.
! Total time in a SHU for parole term case.
¥ Last SHU prior to parole.
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Appendix F
Substance Abuse Treatment Programs
Male Felons Released in FY 2006-07
Three Year Recidivism Rates by Program Location
TOTAL RECID§ VATED First Releases Re-Releases

Institution Facility/Building TOTAL IN THREE YEARS One Year Two Years Three Years One Year Two Years Three Years

NUMBER N Rate | N Rate N Rate N Rate | N Rate N Rate N Rate
ASP Avenal State Prison-A 312 231 74.0% 81 42.0% 108 56.0% 126 653%] 86 723% 102 857% 105 882%
CcCl CA Correctional Institute-A 167 117 70.1% 53 40.8% 78 60.0% 85 654%| 31 838% 32 865% 32 86.5%
CcIM CA Institute for Men-A 278 184 66.2% 70 35.7% 100 51.0% 118 60.2%| 52 634% 62 756% 66 80.5%
CA Institute for Men-B 259 166 64.1% 70 365% 96 50.0% 109 56.8%| 47 70.1% 57 85.1% 57 85.1%
CMC  CA Men's Colony-West-A 312 214 68.6% 76 382% 110 55.3% 121 60.8%| 82 726% 90 79.6% 93 82.3%
CRC CA Rehabilitation Center-A 120 80 66.7% 27 342% 42 53.2% 48 608%| 28 683% 30 732% 32 78.0%
CA Rehabilitation Center-C 134 87 64.9% 34 420% 43 531% 44 S543%| 35 660% 42 792% 43 8L1%
CA Rehabilitation Center-E 105 73  6€9.5% 21 333% 35 556% 37 587%| 28 66.7% 35 833% 36 857%
CA Rehabilitation Center-G 179 134  74.9% 46 45.1% 63 61.8% 69 67.6%| 51 662% 64 83.1% 65 B44%
COR CA State Prison, Corcoran-A 336 216 64.3% 92 393% 127 543% 138 59.0%| 60 S588% 72 70.6% 78 76.5%
CTF Correctional Training Facility - South-A 340 231 67.9% 85 40.1% 111 524% 122 57.5%| 81 63.3% 103 80.5% 109 85.2%
Correctional Training Facility - South-8 249 206 82.7% 104 55.0% 133 704% 153 B81.0%| 44 733% 52 867% 53 88.3%
CVSP  Chuckawalla Valley State Prison-A 312 222 1.2% 95 45.0% 126 59.7% 139 65.9%| 63 624% B0 79.2% 83 822%
RID R} Donovan Correctional Facility-A 122 92 75.4% 41 S0.6% 50 61L7% S4 66.7%| 29 70.7% 37 902% 38 92.7%
R J Donovan Correctional Facility-B 95 72 75.8% 35 $93% 39 661% 43 729%| 21 583% 29 B0.6% 29 80.6%
RJ Donovan Correctional Facility-C 81 63 77.8% 16 421% 26 684% 28 73.7%] 31 721% 35 814% 35 8l4%

RJ Donovan Correctional Facility-D 6 3 N/A 1 N/A 1 N/A 1 N/A 1 N/A 2 N/A 2 N/A
SAC CA State Prison, Sacramento-A 696 487 70.0% 201 40.7% 279 56.5% 318 64.4%) 133 65.8% 164 B81.2% 169 83.7%
ISP Ironwood State Prison-A 224 162 72.3% 68 439% 92 594% 105 67.7%| 45 652% 54 783% 57 B8L6%

KVSP  Kern Valley State Prison-A 14 12 N/A 10 N/A 11 N/A 12 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A
LAC CA State Prison, Los Angeles County-A ) 150 123 82.0% 49 57.6% 65 765% 70 82.4%| 35 53.8% 49 754% 53 815%
NKSP  North Kern State Prison-A 1,261 781 61.9% 447 389% 622 542% 696 60.6%| 66 584% 82 726% 8 752%
PVSP  Pleasant Valley State Prison-B 171 124 72.5% 65 49.2% 82 621% 91 689%| 31 79.5% 33 846% 33 84.6%
SATF  Substance Abuse Treatment Facility-Corcoran-A 952 678 71.2% || 251 423% 334 56.3% 379 63.9%| 243 67.7% 286 79.7% 299 83.3%
Substance Abuse Treatment Facility-Corcoran-8 462 287 62.1% 182 42.3% 246 57.2% 264 61.4%] 18 56.3% 23 71.9% 23 719%
scc Sierra Conservation Center-A 225 174 77.3% 83 54.6% 104 684% 112 73.7%| 48 658% 62 84.9% 62 B49I%
Sierra Conservation Center-B 127 82 64.6% 24 32.0% 34 453% 37 49.3%| 36 69.2% 44 BA6% 45 86.5%
SOL CA State Prison, Solano-A 287 208 72.5% 88 47.6% 113 61.1% 122 65.9%| 67 657% 85 833% 8 843%
CA State Prison, Solano-8 120 87 72.5% 34 486% 43 614% 45 643%| 36 72.0% 41 820% 42 84A.0%
WSP  Wasco State Prison-A 1,555 1,062 68.3% 596 46.0% 775 59.8% 841 64.9%| 174 66.9% 209 804% 221 85.0%

DTF Drug Treatment Furlough-Region 4 1 0 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A

MRA- Mandatory Residential Aftercase-S81453 (SASCA})-1 38 13 34.2% 8 211% 12 316% 13 34.2% 0 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A

SASCA. Mandatory Residential Aftercase-581453 (SASCA)-2 13 6 N/A 4 N/A 5 N/A 6 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A

Mandatory Residential Aftercase-SB1453 (SASCA)-3 42 22 52.4% 12 293% 18 439% 22 53.7% 0 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A

Mandatory Residential Aftercase-SB1453 (SASCA)-4 35 16  45.7% 9 265% 13 38.2% 16 47.1% 0 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A
SASCA Substance Abuse Services Coordination Agency-1 304 171 56.3% 85 31.3% 127 46.7% 148 54.4%| 18 563% 23 71.9% 23 719%

Substance Abuse Services Coordination Agency-2 238 137 57.6% 84 37.5% 111 496% 126 56.3% 7 N/A 10 N/A 11 N/A

Substance Abuse Services Coordination Agency-3 5984 287 483% 124 21.4% 223 384% 279 48.1% 6 N/A 8 N/A 8 N/A
Substance Abuse Services Coordination Agency-4 586 339 57.8% || 194 35.6% 271 49.7% 312 57.2%| 20 488% 27 65.9% 27 659%
Total 11,502 7,649 66.5% ||3,565 40.3% 4,868 55.1% 5,449  61.7%|1,753 65.8% 2,124 79.7% 2,200 82.5%
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Substance Abuse Treatment Programs
Female Felons Released in FY 2006-07
Three Year Recidivism Rates by Program Location
TOTAL RECIDIVATED First Releases Re-Releases
Institution Facility/Building TOTAL  INTHREE YEARS One Year Two Years Three Years One Year Two Years Three Years
NUMBER N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate
CCWF  Central California Woman's Facility-A 346 199 57.5% 84 304% 127 46.0% 145 525%| 47 67.1% 51 729% 54 77.1%
Central California Woman's Facility-8 391 187 47.8% 76 252% 109 36.2% 124 412%| 53 589% 62 68.9% 63 70.0%
aw CA Institute for Women-A 563 313 55.6% 114 30.1% 161 425% 182 48.0%| 108 58.7% 126 685% 131 71.2%
CA Institute for Women-C 153 87 56.9% 33 333% 50 43.9% 57 500%] 26 667% 30 769% 30 76.9%
CRC CA Rehabilitation Center-D 187 95 50.8% 38 266% 54 37.8% 62 434%| 25 56.8% 33 75.0% 33 75.0%
FOTEP Female Offender Treatment & Emplymnt Pgm-1 35 15 429% 4 N/A 3 N/A 11 N/A 3 N/A 4 N/A 4 N/A
Female Offender Treatment & Emplymnt Pgm-2 31 11 355% 5 16.7% 9 30.0% 10 33.3% 1 N/A 1 N/A 1 N/A
Female Offender Treatment & Emplymnt Pgm-3 51 30 588% 15 326% 22 47.8% 27 5S8.7% 3 N/A 3 N/A 3 N/A
Female Offender Treatment & Emplymnt Pgm-4 56 22 39.3% 8 160% 16 32.0% 17 34.0% 4 N/A 5 N/A 5 N/A
VSPW Valley State Prison for Women-A 306 179 58.5% 67 28.0% 104 435% 121 506%| 46 687% 53 79.1% 58 86.6%
Valley State Prison for Women-B 457 280 61.3% 96 350% 129 47.1% 144 526%| 97 53.0% 130 71.0% 136 74.3%
MCOP-S Mandatory Conditions of Parole (SASCA)-1 3 1 N/A 0 N/A 1 N/A 1 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A
MRA- Mandatory Residential Aftercase-SB1453 {SASCA)-1 25 6 N/A 3 N/A 6 N/A 6 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A
SASCA Mandatory Residential Aftercase-SB1453 (SASCA)-2 12 6 N/A 2 N/A 4 N/A 6 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A
Mandatory Residential Aftercase-SB1453 (SASCA)-3 32 9 281% 3 10.0% 7 23.3% 8 26.7% 1 N/A 1 N/A 1 N/A
Mandatory Residential Aftercase-581453 (SASCA}-4 29 12 N/A 8 N/A 8 N/A 10 N/A 2 N/A 2 N/A 2 N/A
SASCA Substance Abuse Services Coordination Agency-1 118 46  39.0% 21 202% 31 298% 37 35.6% 6 N/A 8 N/A 9 N/A
Substance Abuse Services Coordination Agency-2 55 19 34.5% 9 196% 11 239% 14 30.4% 4 N/A S N/A 5 N/A
Substance Abuse Services Coordination Agency-3 9 29 30.2% 11 126% 21 241% 27 31.0% 1 N/A 2 N/A 2 N/A
Substance Abuse Services Coordination Agency-4 101 47 46.5% 24 267% 37 411% 39 433% 5 N/A 7 _N/A 8 N/A
Total 3,047 1593 523% 626 27.2% 916 39.7% 1,048 45.5%| 432 582% 523 70.5% 545 73.5%
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ATTACHMENT "D"

Woodland police chief: Crime stats paint 'bleak picture’
by ELIZABETH KALFSBEEK/eka.jsbeek@daiiydemocrat.com Daity Democrat

Created: DailyDemocrat.com

Woodland's crime rates -- which were up 14.7 percent in 2012 over 2011 -- continued to climb during
January.

"Unfortunately, we just got our January monthly stats out today and the trend is continuing," said Police Chief
Dan Bellini at Tuesday's City Council meeting.

Specitically, part one crimes, or major incidents such as murder, rape, vehicle theft, aggravated assault, arson,

are up 23 percent over January a year ago. Burglary is up 45 percent and motor vehicle thett is double what it
was last year, Bellini said.

"I know it's a bleak picture, but I think what's important to understand is that you have a very dedicated public
salety department, and the employees that work there are committed to doing the best they can under the
conditions to provide the best service possible to the community," said Bellini.

The police and fire department's fourth quarter (October-December) statistics report was included in

Tuesday's City Council packet. Bellini expanded on the final quarter of the year by recapping the year in
review, crime wise, to councilmen.

He said 2012 was a bad year across the board for California communities and public salety, that increased
levels of crime are "shocking."

Police responded to 34,477 calls during the year, an increase of 14.7 percent from 2011. Major crimes

increased by 28 percent. Out of the eight major crime categories, only rape (10 incidents) decreased from
2011 (by 65.5 percent).

There were no homicides in Woodland during 2012.

Property crimes (burglary and theft) increased by 44.8 percent (1,533 incidents); motor vehicle thefts by 54.2
percent (202 incidents); aggravated assaults by 12.2 percent (120 incidents); simple assaults by 9.1 percent
(369 incidents) and robbery by 11.9 percent (47 incidents).

"Some in the state would be quick to point to realignment as maybe being the cause for some of the crime
increases we're seeing across the state," said Bellini of former inmates released back into the community since
October 2011. "Unfortunately I'm not so willing to place the blame solely on the shoulders of realignment.
Obviously it probably does play some role, but how much of a role we're not really clear at this point."

Woodland has experienced the biggest influx of post release community supervision individuals in Yolo
County, with 116. West Sacramento has 87, Davis has 17 and Winters has six.

"Realignment was what everyone referred to as the 'non, non, non: non violent, non sexual, non serious'
offenders that were being released back into the community," explained Bellini. "But you have to understand
that's only based on their commitment otfense (the crime for which they were in prison). A | O

"We have people coming back in to the community that have serious, violent crimes in their past, but their



commitment olfense was a property crime, so they're getting released on realignment. It doesn't mean they're
not violent people; it just means that their commitment offense was not violent."

Yolo County received AB 109 funds, or monies for realignment, $400,000 of which goes to front line law
enforcement. Woodland received $160,000.

Councilman Bill Marble, who is on the Public Safety Policy Committee for the League of California Cities,
asked whether these funds are adequate compensation for the extra work load.

"In many communities that are feeling the brunt of impact, or perceived impact (of realignment), the funding is a
fraction of what is probably needed," responded City Manager Paul Navazio. "It's one thing to track

individuals, it's another thing to deal with the ancillary issues. I subscribe to the theory that local government
kind of got the short change on realignment."

The Woodland Police Department has 60 budgeted positions, 59 of which are filled. Of the 59 sworn officers,
nine are out on long term injuries or pregnancy leave. One recent hire is still in training and not on patrel.

Twelve officers work per day, four on day shitt, four on swing and four on graveyard.

There are two officers assigned to monitor not only the post release community supervision ndividuals, but
also those on parole and probation.

In an effort to bolster patrol, these two officers are sharing their time with monitoring these people and
patrolling, said Bellini.

Other officers have been moved out of specialty assignments to go back to patrol due to limited officers,
including a gang officer and the traffic division.

Prior to budget cuts in recent years, Woodland's police force was 71.
Vice Mayor Tom Stallard asked Bellini if there were trends or reasons to attribute the spike in crime.

" don't think you can just point to one factor (that is causing the crime)," answered Bellini. "I think it's a
multitude of factors, and 1 do believe AB 109 or realignment plays a factor in that cause. I think a lot of
communities reduced their public safety as a result of budget problems.

"A lot of our specialized teams are gone, a lot of our ability to be proactive is gone and I think there was an
underestimation of how much of a role that played in the ability to try to keep crime in check.”

Woodland's crime clearance rates are possibly linked to fewer officers on staff as well.

Clearance rates are affected by a lot of factors, explained Bellini, who said victims are not always cooperative
during investigations, especially when gang-related.

Arsons, for example, usually have no witnesses and little physical evidence.
"They're ditficult crimes to solve," he said.

A103

The highest clearance rate in 2012 was for aggravated assault. Out of 489 incidents, 381 were cleared by b2



arrest, or 78 percent. The second highest rate was robberies. Out of 50 incidents, 26 were cleared by arrest,
or 52 percent.

The lowest rate was for arson. Out of 52 incidents, only five were cleared by arrest, or 9 percent.

"Realistically, there are no easy answers to this," answered Bellini when asked by Stallard if there was a
"strategy" in place to deal with the crime surge. "And whatever our response is, is kind of going to have to be
measured within the ability of the city's budget to try to help with resources."”

Follow Elizabeth K alfsbeek at twitter.com/woodlandbeat



Azusa police probation sweep targets felons released under A.B. 109
By Brian Day Stc,f Writer nvitter.com/sgverime San Gabriel Valley Tribune

Posted: sgvtribune.com

AZUSA - Police Friday carried out probation compliance checks primarily targeting convicted felons
sentenced under Assembly Bill 109 of 2011, also known as the California prison realignment.

Of the roughly hali-dozen probationers within Azusa visited by gang investigators, all but one had been
sentenced under A.B. 109 guidelines, Azusa police Sgt. John Madaloni said in a written stateiment.

While the operation resulted in no arrests, "officers left those probationers visited with the knowledge that the
Azusa Police Department would hold them accountable in terms of their probation and early release status
while residing in the city," Madaloni said.

Under the prison realignment, which took effect in October of 2011, criminals whose most recent convictions
are deemed "non-serious” and "non-violent," and who are not considered to be high-risk sex offenders, are

eligible to serve their sentences in county jail rather than state prison. The law was meant to reduce prison
overcrowding as mandated by federal authorities.

Due to county jail overcrowding, inmates are often released early from county custody.

The post-release supervision of criminals sentenced under A.B. 109 has also changed since the law's
implementation. Instead of state parole, they are either supervised by county probation departments - which

local law enforcement officials say is already overburdened - or released with no supervision at all, depending
on specific circumstances.

Azusa police and other departments have raised concerns that felons released onto county probation, known
as Post-Release Community Supervision, are not adequately supervised due to a lack of resources. Police
point to increases in property crime rates since the implementation of A.B. 109 as evidence of the problem.

"As a result of this local crime surge and its correlation with A.B. 109 releases, the Azusa Police Department
has made such compliance searches a policing priority in hopes of curbing unlawful behavior," Madaloni said.
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Report: 15% of offenders return after release in program
overhaul

By SEAN FMERY
V- £ 7 : About 15 percent of offenders now being supervised by county probation
= 2y after an overhaul of the California correctional system were convicted of
[““ | new violations after their release from lock-up, while about a third of the
e offenders were temporarily sent back behind bars on short-term "flash

incarcerations," according to a study of recidivism rates during the first
year of inmate realignment.

The recently released breakdown of recidivism among the individuals
released from prison to county probation supervision during the first year
of inmate realignment shows more than half those subsequently

convicted of new crimes were due to drug charges, statistics provided
by the Orange County Probation Department show.

Created by an Assembly bill, inmate realignment marked a historic change for California's justice system,
moving from state prisons to local jails convicted felons considered "nonviolent, nonserious and non-sex"

offenders and having eligible offenders released from state prison move from state parole to county probation
oversight.

Between realignment going into effect in October 2011 and the one-year anniversary of the program, 2,249
individuals were sent to county probation for supervision, a 13 percent increase over their early projections.

"So often we hear phrases like 'landmark legislation,' and that might be unfortunate because when true
landmark legislation occurs, we might discount what is actually happening,” Chief Probation Officer Steve
Sentman said in a written statement. "In the case of California's public safety realignment plan, this was
indeed a huge change to the way we manage offenders in our state."

The recidivism numbers released by probation are not necessarily a reflection of how many arrests involving
the realignment offenders have occurred during the first year. Local police chiefs have indicated that some

offenders have been arrested multiple times, and probation officials acknowledged that some may have been
arrested in other jurisdictions.

Making a direct comparison between the local recidivism numbers during the first year of realignment and the
number of individuals who were previously sent back behind bars when the offenders were supervised by

state parole is difficult. Realignment significantly changed the way the population of supervised offenders is
managed.

The local recidivism numbers don't take into account newly-créated law enforcement tools included in

realignment, namely "flash incarcerations" that allow probation officers to jail offenders up to 10 days for
violations without court hearings.

Orange County Probation officials say they used flash incarcerations for about 33 percent of those under their
supervision during the first year of realignment. ﬁ , OLo

Along with the 15 percent of offenders who were convicted of new violations, probation officials also moved to%f



send nearly 5 percent of the offenders to jail for not abiding by the terms of their release in what officials refer
to as "technical violations."

While the main driver behind realignment was crowding at the state prison level, backers of the plan also

hoped that moving more responsibility to the local level would help address a state recidivism rate that had
hovered around 70 percent.

"Our strategy will be continued monitoring of our performance so that we remain aware of changes in

outcome and respond with the right tactics," Sentman said. "We know we are doing a better job with these
offenders than our predecessors."

While probation officials deal with released offenders under their supervision, Orange County Sheriff's

Department officials have been faced with a rising population of inmates that are serving longer sentences
and have a more-violent criminal history.

While fears that bed space in the local jail system could run out by late last year didn't come to pass, Sheriff's
Department officials say they have faced a rising inmate population.

Bed space in the jails is closely monitored and evaluated on a daily basis, Sheriff's Department Cmdr. Steve

Kea said. The department is also in the process of creating a pilot project to place some nonviolent
misdemeanor offenders on electronic monitoring and home confinement.

Contact the writer: 714-796-7939 or semery@ocregister com

© Copyright 2013 Freedom Communications. All Rights Reserved.
Erivacy Policy | User Agreement | Site Map
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Recently released inmates and Tulare Co. schools

'

1aGs: tutare, tulare county, local, jessica peres

e 6]

FRESNO, Calif. (KFSN) -- Tulare County is drawing heat over funds it approved for a drug and
rehab facility located next to a school.

For nearly 50 years the Paar Center in Porterville has provided inpatient treatment for people
suffering from drug and alcohol addiction. In the past, the non-profit has received funding from
Tulare County's Health and Human Resources department.

The Tulare County Board of Supervisors approved $150,000 to go towards the Paar Center to
help treat recently released inmates as part of AB-109. These specific clients are former inmates

whose offenses would normally have had them sentenced to state prison, but because of AB-109
they served time in county jail.

Mike Innis, Tulare Co. Supervisor said, "The type of clients which we the probation put in here are
the same type of clients that have always been here they're nonviolent non sex offenders.”

The Porterville unified school superintendent recently expressed concerns with Tulare County

supervisors over their lack of communication with the school district on their plans with the AB-109
money.

Dr. John Snavely. Porterville Unified Schools Superintendent said, "What | was really looking for

when i presented to the board of supervisors was just asking to be a partner in the dialogue of the
type of clientele they will be receiving."

Some parents and the Porterville unified superintendent aren't concerned with what the Paar
Center does, but the fact that they're treating recently released inmates so close to a school.

The Paar Center's five buildings sit right next to Belleview Elementary School. Snavely says the

facility has always been a good neighbor but he's worried the county has approved a change in
the type of clients they will be treating.

Snavely said, "It's been very specific and focused as to who they serve. Now my fear is that
definition is broadened and they can send other individuals who aren't quite as low risk."

Rudy Pina of the Paar Center said, "We have a really good success rate we help the community

we have people in our programs that do night watches in the area so i don't think it's a real
concern as far as safety.”

Pina says the facility does not receive sex offenders and those they treat are heavily screened by
the probation department.

Snavely hopes he will be included in discussions once the Paar Center's contract with the county
is up for renewal in July.

(Copyright ©2013 KFSN-TV/DT. All Rights Reserved )
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Metal thefts on the rise

Published: 3/11 5:21 pm
Updated: 3/11 6:54 pm

Crimes once thought of as more of a rural, farming problem, are
creeping into the city. Metal thefts are up. Things like copper
wiring, manhole covers, even air conditioners are being stolen
and recycled for cash.

Dangling lines and gutted casings are what 17 News found at
the Fairfax Street bridge over the railroad tracks. Metal thieves
stole the wire, cutting the electricity and leaving the overpass
and the one at Oswell Street, in the dark.

Kern County Roads Director, Craig Pope, says his department
has seen an increase in thefts of all things metal.

"We're seeing wire disappear. We're seeing manholes
Bl Metal theft creeping into the city disappear. We're seeing what we call lamp holes dI.Sappear,
And, these cause a great deal of safety for the public because if

you are driving down the road and all of a sudden there's a hole
there, that's a problem," said Pope.

And, it's.a costly problem. Pope says the mile of wire stolen at the overpasses will cost about $60,000 to replace. And,
the thieves will likely only get ten percent of its worth recycling it.

The owner of Abbey Carpet Store told 17 News in January, thieves gutted air cohditioning units on top of his strip mall. It
left business owners there with a $5,000 to $7,000 bill.

Undercover Detective, Mark Jackson, is part of the Rural Crimes division at the Sheriff's Department and focuses on meta
thefts.

"More individuals are remaining out of custody because of A.B.109 and we see a theft increase," said Jackson.

Detective Jackson says metal crimes are up in the last year. And, Bakersfield police say they've been noticeably worse
the last six to eight months.

Crooks who have typically been stealing from ag and oil land are carrying their crimes into urban areas.

"I'm not surprised," said Jackson. "Anywhere where metal is not locked down, is an easy opportunity to steal it and they
will."

Detective Jackson and Bakersfield police say most thieves will take the metal out of the county since recyclers in Kern

County work closely with them. But, they say most serve little time when caught. The BPD says the last suspect
arrested served just three weeks of a 180-day sentence.

More From The Web We Recommend
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Must set better goals for prison realignment
Contra Costa Times editorial © 2013 Bay Area News Group Contra Costa Times .
Posted: ContraCostaTimes.com

What does success look like?

Any Management 101 textbook will cite this as a bedrock question that must be answered before undertaking

a major project. But it is clear that the state of California failed to do so before implementing its historic switch
of confinement responsibilities 17 months ago.

The Legislature should resolve -- and the governor should agree -- to correct that oversight before taking any
further steps to amend the law that went into effect in October 2011.

The realignment, as it is called, was offered as the collaborative answer by Gov. Jerry Brown and the

Legislature to fix a horribly overcrowded state prison system that the federal courts said violated laws for
confinement of prisoners.

Realignment transferred responsibility of many supposedly lower-threat prisoners from state prisons to local
jails or local probation. The state sent money to the local jurisdictions to handle the costs. The move has

successfiilly lowered the state's numbers, but it ballooned populations in local jails as well as increased the
burden on local probation operations.

Brown and his admmistration have told us that realignment has been a major success. The problem is that the
public just has to take their word for it because there is little empirical data to back the claim.

Most of the mformation about the realignment is anecdotal and many of those anecdotes are not very pretty.
There have been some tragic cases of attacks by recently freed prisoners, an apparent dramatic increase in the
number of sex offenders disabling their GPS monitoring devices, spikes in property crimes in some areas as

well as what seem like spikes in the number of homeless encampments, just to name a few. But specific
numbers on all of these range from sketchy to nonexistent.

So much so, in fact, that many victim-rights groups are pressuring lawmakers to radically reform the

realignment plan. Legislators from both sides of the aisle have already begun offering changes to the
realignment law.

On top of'that, the Sacramento Bee has reported that Brown told a private meeting with Stanford law
professors and their students last month that he was concerned with how counties were managing their jail

population. He later confirmed that he is considering legislative modification to address some of the clear
problems.

And, Jefirey Beard, California's corrections secretary, also agreed that the state had not explicitly defined
"what is the criteria for success."

While there is certainly enough smoke in the anecdotes to warrant modification of the law, it seems to us that
there is even a greater need for everyone involved to step back, take a deep breath and then set about crafting
legslation that will spell out what measures California, the federal government and the public should use to
measure success of realignment. It must set some specific and concrete goals around which any corrective
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legislation can be fashioned.

Only then should the Legislature begin exammning and voting on the changes proposed by its members.

AN
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E. CONSULTING SERVICES AGREEMENT FOR CITY MANAGER RECRUITMENT

F. CONSIDERATION OF BIDS FOR THE MARINA BOAT LAUNCH FACILITY THIRD
BOARDING FLOAT (P.W. 523-16B)

G. CONSIDERATION OF BIDS FOR THE MARINA BOAT LAUNCH RESTROOM FACILITY
(P.W. 523-16R)

H. RESOLUTION NO. 2013/15 AUTHORIZING THE SUBMISSION OF A GRANT
APPLICATION TO THE DEPARTMENT OF BOATING AND WATERWAYS FOR THE
IMPROVEMENTS OF THE MARINA BOAT LAUNCHING FACILITY, (P.W. 523-16)

I CONSIDERATION OF BIDS FOR THE 2013 PAVEMENT MAINTENANCE,
RUBBERIZED CAPE SEAL PROJECT (P.W. 328-6)

City of Antioch Acting as Housing Successor to the Antioch Development Agency

J. APPROVAL OF HOUSING SUCCESSOR WARRANTS

Councilmember Rocha reported ltem E was a Consulting Services Agreement for City Manager
recruitment.

On motion by Councilmember Rocha, seconded by Councilmember Wilson, the City Council
unanimously approved the Council Consent Calendar.

PUBLIC HEARING

2. ADOPTION OF AN INTERIM URGENCY ZONING ORDINANCE PROHIBITING THE

ISSUANCE OF PERMITS, LICENSES OR APPROVALS FOR COMMUNITY
SUPERVISION PROGRAMS

Councilmember Rocha recused herself from this item due to potential conflict of interest.

Deputy Director of Community Development Wehrmeister presented the staff report dated March
21, 2013 recommending the City Council take the following actions: 1) Motion to adopt the interim
urgency zoning ordinance prohibiting the issuance of permits, licenses or approvals for
construction, establishment or operation of Community Supervision Programs, as defined in the
ordinance, on an interim basis pending consideration of amendments to Title 9 of the Antioch
Municipal Code for a period of forty-five (45) days and declaring the urgency thereof (four-fifths
vote required), 2) Provide initial feedback to staff on future zoning regulations.

In response to Council, Captain McConnell clarified AB109 applies to those released for non-

violent, non-serious, and non-sexual offenders, irrespective of their criminal history. He provided
a breakdown per agency for AB109 releases and noted Antioch had the majority of the population.

B
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Mayor Harper opened and closed the public hearing with no speakers requesting to speak.

Councilmember Tiscareno stated he was willing to support the forty-five (45) day moratorium to

give staff time to study feasible locations and to amend the Municipal Code to include Community
Service Programs.

Mayor Harper spoke to the importance of providing these services in the community and stated he
supported restricting Community Service Programs to feasible locations.

Councilmember Agopian expressed concern for the recidivism rate for AB109 releases and stated
he felt the help for those individuals needed to be provided when they were incarcerated. He

noted that considering the risks, it is prudent to study the issue during the forty-five (45) day
moratorium and assure facilities are regulated appropriately.

Following discussion and at the request of Council, Todd Belleci, Contra Costa County Probation
Department, came forward to respond to questions. Mayor Harper reopened the public hearing.

Todd Belleci, Contra Costa County Probation Department, reported the bidder’'s conference for
the Requests for Proposals (RFP) begin on March 27, 2013, bids would be due on April 19, 2013,
and County staff would then begin to evaluate bids and award the Requests for Proposals. He

briefly discussed the categories for services and the recidivism rate for those individuals on
probation.

Director of Community Development Wehrmeister reported the County had indicated RFP
contracts would be awarded on May 14, 2013.

Mayor Harper closed the public hearing.

City Attorney Nerland clarified the urgency ordinance recommended by City Staff and the option,

urgency ordinance were both interim urgency ordinances for forty five (45) days, unless extended
by the City Council and both require a 4/5 vote.

Speaking on the following motion, Council directed staff to study feasible areas and identify
Community Supervision Programs in the Antioch Municipal Code.

On motion by Councilmember Agopian, seconded by Councilmember Wilson, the Council
unanimously approved the interim urgency ordinance (attachment B).

Councilmember Rocha returned to the dais.

COUNCIL REGULAR AGENDA



STAFF REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
FOR CONSIDERATION AT THE MEETING OF APRIL 17, 2013

Prepared by: Tina Wehrmeister, Community Development Directord)/‘-)
Date: April 11, 2013

Subject: Annual Election of Chair and Vice-Chair
RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Planning Commission nominate and elect a Chair and Vice-
Chair.

DISCUSSION

Pursuant to Section 9-5.2506 of the Municipal Code, the Commission shall elect a Chair
and Vice-Chair at the last regular meeting of April each year. The new officers will
assume their positions the first meeting of May.

4-17-13



