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Introduction 
 

The Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA) (Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice) awarded 

the District of Columbia’s Department of Corrections (DOC) a Second Chance Act grant in 2017 to develop 

a strategic plan to reduce recidivism in the District by 50 percent over five years. Recognizing the many 

parts of the District’s government and the many federal justice agencies that impact recidivism, the DOC 

and the Criminal Justice Coordinating Council (CJCC) convened a strategic planning group to develop the 

goals and share information and insights regarding the many issues surrounding reentry and recidivism.  

The DOC used its grant to contract with the Vera Institute of Justice (Vera) to staff this process, analyze 

available data, and conduct information gathering in order for the District to develop its plan.  

 

The Goals and Vision of the Strategic Plan 

The DOC and CJCC convened four meetings of the strategic planning group between February and mid-

June 2018. At the second of these, the members established both the indicators of recidivism they wished 

to measure and the vision for the District that they wanted the plan to help move forward. First, the group 

agreed that the plan should track rearrest, reconviction, and reincarceration as measures of recidivism. 

Second, the group’s vision for the plan focused on the role to be played by reducing recidivism in a larger 

effort to improve the health of communities and transform what justice looks like in the District. 

Recognizing the critical role that young adults and women play in the overall health of communities, the 

group chose to focus on these two populations for recidivism reduction efforts. 

 

Vera’s Approach to Our Work 

Vera began its work in February 2018, conducting initial telephone interviews with District and federal 

agencies to determine whether and how they measured recidivism, and to understand what current efforts 

were underway to reduce recidivism. Using the information gathered in the phone interviews, Vera then 

conducted follow-up, in-person interviews with representatives of the public agencies most directly 

involved with the success of returning citizens, including:  

▪ the Federal Bureau of Prisons (BOP);  

▪ the Criminal Justice Coordinating Council (CJCC);  

▪ the Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency (CSOSA); 

▪ the Department of Behavioral Health (DBH);  

▪ the Department of Corrections (DOC); 

▪ the Mayor’s Office of Returning Citizens’ Affairs (MORCA); 

▪ the Metropolitan Police Department (MPD);*  

▪ the Office of the Deputy Mayor for Public Safety and Justice;  
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▪ the Office of Neighborhood Safety and Engagement (ONSE);  

▪ the Office of Victim Services and Justice Grants (OVSJG);  

▪ the Public Defender Service (PDS);  

▪ the Pretrial Services Agency for the District of Columbia (PSA);*  

▪ the Resources to Empower And Develop You Center (READY Center); and, 

▪ the U.S. Parole Commission.  

*indicates interview was conducted by telephone only. 

 

Vera staff also conducted an extensive review of agencies’ policies and programs; research on best and 

evidence-based practices around recidivism reduction and reentry; and previous research and recidivism-

reduction and reentry plans completed for the District. The latter included the following reports: 

▪ 2003 Comprehensive Reentry Strategy for Adults in the District of Columbia 

▪ Serious and Violent Offender Reentry Initiative (SVORI) implementation MOU  

▪ 2009-2015 Strategic Plan for Persons with Serious and Persistent Mental Illness or Co-

Occurring Mental Health and Substance Use Disorders Involved in the Criminal Justice 

System in the District of Columbia 

▪ 2011 Reentry Steering Committee Report and Recommendations 

▪ Measuring Recidivism in the District of Columbia 2012 

▪ CJCC’s 2013 Reentry in the District of Columbia: Supporting Returning Citizens’ Transitions 

into the Community  

▪ Returning Home: A Collective Action Plan for Reentry in the District of Columbia   

 

This report is informed by these previous efforts, and its recommendations build on them. Finally, Vera 

conducted a quantitative study of recidivism in a DOC release cohort. The full study, Exploring 

Recommitment in the District of Columbia’s FY 2015 Department of Corrections Release Cohort, is 

available in the Appendix to this report.
1
 The highlights of that study are presented below. 

 

Key Observations 

This report is intended to provide the framework for a strategic plan for recidivism reduction in the 

District. It is informed by the vision and goals of the strategic planning group gathered through the 

strategic planning sessions, as well as by information and common themes developed through the 

interviews with various individuals and agencies.   
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Four key observations are fundamental to the recommendations in this report: 

1. The District has already embarked on a number of strategic initiatives aimed at reducing 

recidivism, crime, and violence. These enjoy the support of the District’s elected leadership 

and are a firm basis on which to build further efforts. 

2. The commitment of everyone Vera spoke with to improving the odds for returning citizens 

and to putting in place the strongest evidence-based practices to do that was inspiring. 

3. There are simply not enough resources—from treatment slots to affordable places to live—to 

make it easy for returning citizens to realize their full potential and be successful members of 

the community. 

4. The District faces unique and complex challenges in achieving its vision of justice for its 

neighborhoods because of the bifurcated federal-local structure of its criminal justice system. 

 

Why Recidivism Matters 

Many people incarcerated for the first time, whether in jail or prison, are there because they are young, 

lack sufficient education to make a decent life, have been introduced to drugs or to lower-level offenses 

like retail theft by their peers, and have graduated to something more serious. Once detained or 

incarcerated, the risk that these men and women will reoffend rises exponentially—unless this trajectory 

in interrupted. If returning citizens are not offered the services they need, and the support of the 

community and the justice system, their lives are likely to continue with one incarceration after another.   

Those returning without support, who then continue to commit offenses, represent a threat to the safety 

and well-being of everyone; and, for those over-supervised and in communities that are over-policed, 

their lives may end up on the same path because they have been reincarcerated unnecessarily. Those lives 

represent lost, untold assets to the District; families in crisis; and greater risks to public safety. 

To many, reducing recidivism is about watching returning citizens closely so they don’t reoffend or, if they 

do, catching them immediately and returning them to jail or prison. However, we know, from years of 

research, that reducing recidivism is far more complicated. Seeking the success of returning citizens, not 

waiting and watching for their failure, must be the first goal of all who have contact with them. This 

requires coordinated efforts by the community, government and private service providers, and criminal 

justice agencies. Shunning those with “a criminal record” or sweeping up those on supervision for minor 

infractions is counter-productive to public safety. This does not mean that returning citizens should not 

be monitored or be held responsible for their violations or criminal activity. It requires, rather, being 

more measured in response, offering incentives as well as sanctions, and recognizing the harm that 



 

 

6  Vera Institute of Justice 

 

further and more severe punishment, when unwarranted by the seriousness of the behavior or the 

individual’s risk, is likely to do to this individual’s success and the community’s safety.   

 

Principles to Guide a Plan to Reduce Recidivism 
 

The recommendations in this report are framed by six key principles distilled from Vera’s work with the 

strategic planning group and interviews with key stakeholders. They include the following:  

1. Women and young adults are critical assets to the current and future health of the District.  

Their potential is often lost when they have contact with the criminal justice system, when 

they become “offenders” and “ex-offenders” with all the collateral damage that brings. Thus, 

the District loses those who might build strong, healthy families; bring energy, creativity, and 

innovation to the creation of new economic opportunities for the District; contribute to the 

tax base of the city; and raise the next generation of productive, contributing citizens. 

2. The health of communities is influenced by how criminal justice agencies respond to the 

behavior of all who live in the District. A robust, evidence-based vision of what produces 

public safety can help turn the presence of crime into an opportunity to rebuild a 

community’s sense of agency and engagement in its own safety. 

3. It is critical that agents of the criminal justice system focus on restoring the ability of those 

who have already become enmeshed in the justice system to become self-motivated assets to 

their families and communities. 

4. To do that effectively, criminal justice agencies and human service providers need a shared, 

evidence-based approach to public safety that is not focused solely on law enforcement, and a 

collaborative partnership built on mutual respect and support in pursuit of a common 

mission. 

5. All agencies whose work touches on the task of restoration of people and communities should 

have articulated agreements to share, as allowed by law, information about those they serve 

when it is in the interests of those served; to avoid unnecessary duplication of services; to 

share resources; and to coordinate their work. 

6. Both human service and criminal justice agencies need the full-throated support, political and 

financial, of all elected officials and community leaders in the District to work toward 

reducing the rearrest, reconviction, and reincarceration of its residents, and thus toward 

strengthening communities. 

 

 

 



 

 

7  Vera Institute of Justice 

 

What We Know About Recidivism in the District 
 

The District of Columbia has undertaken past analyses to guide recidivism reduction efforts. In 2012, the 

Criminal Justice Coordinating Council (CJCC) commissioned a study to assess recidivism in the District. 

It focused on three outcomes: rearrest, reconviction, and reincarceration. The study found that among 

those individuals released from the D.C. DOC in FY2007, 62 percent were rearrested, 36 percent were 

reconvicted, and 36 percent were reincarcerated over a three-year follow up period.
2
 These rates are 

similar to those found in two previous studies by the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS). A BJS study that 

tracked releasees from prisons in 11 states in 1983 found that 63 percent were rearrested, 47 percent were 

reconvicted and 41 percent were reincarcerated within three years of release.
 3

 A second BJS study that 

followed releasees from prisons in 15 states in 1994 found a 68 percent rearrest rate, 47 percent 

reconviction rate and 25 percent reincarceration rate within three years of release.
4
 

 

Vera’s current study examines recommitments to DOC in a FY2015 DOC release cohort over a follow-up 

period of 33 to 44 months. The study sample is drawn from the District of Columbia Custodial Population 

Study, which included both individuals sentenced to DOC and those detained pretrial.
5
 DOC provided 

post-release justice, socioeconomic, and health data through the end of May 2018 for the study sample. 

Vera did not have access to data on rearrests, reconvictions, or reincarceration at BOP.  

 

Two subgroups of the release cohort hold particular interest for recidivism mitigation initiatives in D.C.  

The first is females and the second is young adults between the ages of 18 and 24 years. Analyses were 

conducted on each of the three samples. A summary of results for the full release cohort are presented 

below, while those for females and young adults are found in the respective sections of this report. The 

complete analyses for all three samples are available in the Appendix. 

 

Characteristics of the Release Cohort 

The primary characteristics of the 7,744 individuals released from the D.C. DOC in FY2015 were as 

follows. The majority were male (87 percent) and Black (91 percent). The mean age at release was 35 

(±12) years. The mean years of schooling for the release cohort was 11 (±2). Upon entry to DOC, less than 

one third of the release cohort was employed full-time (31 percent) and almost one half was unemployed 

(46 percent). The median length of stay from arrest to release was 24 days.  

 

Recommitment to DOC 

Ten percent of the release cohort was recommitted to DOC within six months (180 days). About half of 

releasees were recommitted after 3½ years (1,260 days). The median time to re-commitment after release 

was 259 days. By comparison, the CJCC study referenced above found that in the FY2007 D.C. DOC 
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cohort, 36 percent were reconvicted and 36 percent were reincarcerated over a three-year follow up 

period. The relatively high rate of recommitment in the current study may be partly explained by the fact 

that many people return to DOC as pretrial detainees and are not sentenced at release. 

 

Factors Associated with Recommitment 

The current study demonstrates that certain subgroups of the FY2015 DOC release cohort were more 

likely to be recommitted to the DOC after release than others.
6
 Regarding the two subgroups that are 

prioritized in this report, women had a lower probability of recommitment than men, and young adults 

aged 18-24 had a higher probability of recommitment than those over age 24.    

 

Most subgroup differences in the probability of recommitment in the FY2015 DOC release cohort 

persisted even after accounting for the influence of demographic, socioeconomic, health, and justice 

factors. Generally, these findings suggest that it may be fruitful for recidivism reduction efforts to focus 

on: 

• younger releasees, 

• those identified as racial or ethnic minority groups, 

• releasees with lower levels of education, and  

• those charged with crimes specified as violent/dangerous according to the D.C. Code Chapter 22 

Section 4501. 

 

Importantly, the higher probability of recommitment for males compared to females was explained, at 

least partially, by the influence of socioeconomic factors. Sex differences in recommitment were 

diminished in size and no longer statistically significant after accounting for the impact of education. In 

other words, years of schooling was a significant moderator of sex differences in recommitment risk. 

Notably, this study demonstrates that educational attainment is a protective factor for recidivism, 

especially among males, giving further weight to arguments for the value of spillover effects of 

investments in education.  This finding strongly points to the potential value of ensuring that male 

releasees have access to education as well as the supports they need to attain their educational goals. 

 

Regarding factors associated with recidivism, key findings in the analysis of the FY2015 DOC release 

cohort echo those in the 2012 CJCC study, including higher rates of recidivism among males, black 

releasees, and younger people. Further research is needed to examine the mechanisms behind these 

findings. For example, while the communities with the highest rates of recidivism are also primarily black 

communities (Wards 7 and 8, and some parts of Ward 5), perhaps it is factors such as living in 

neighborhoods with high rates of unemployment and low levels of educational attainment, and being 
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young with a prior history of arrest or incarceration, as well as structural factors such as racial 

discrimination, that contribute to the high risk of recommitment among black people.  

 

 

Target Populations for Recidivism Reduction 
 

At the first strategic planning session, on April 24, 2018, the strategic planning group identified two 

populations for which specific recidivism-reduction efforts would be targeted. These two populations are 

women and young adults (ages 18 through 24). The following sections discuss the unique characteristics 

and needs of each target population and offer recommendations for reducing recidivism among them 

within the District.   

 

Responding to the Unique Needs of Justice-Involved Women 

 

Women make up a smaller proportion of those in the criminal justice system nationally. In 2016, women 

made up 14.5 percent of people incarcerated in jail and 7.4 percent of all people incarcerated in state and 

federal prisons.
7
 In the District in 2015, 12 percent of DOC’s custodial population and 4 percent of DC 

Code offenders in BOP custody were women.
8
 In 2017, women made up 16.4 percent of those supervised 

by CSOSA.
9
 

 

Nationally, women also tend to have lower rates of recidivism than men. A study of national releases in 

1994 found that, in the three years following release from prison, 58 percent of women were rearrested 

(compared to 68 percent of men), 40 percent were reconvicted (compared to 48 percent of men), and 39 

percent returned to prison (compared to 53 percent of men).
10

 One study of 2005 national release data 

measured recidivism five years out, finding that approximately one-quarter of women were rearrested 

within six months of release, one-third within one year, and just over two-thirds within five years. All of 

these rates were lower than those of men, regardless of the incarceration offense or the recidivism 

period.
11

 A second study of this release cohort extended the period of measurement to nine years post-

release (2005-2014) and found 77 percent of women were rearrested at least once during that time period 

(compared to 84 percent of men).12  

 

Two other studies have tracked women’s recidivism over an eight-year period. The first followed 506 

women released from prison to parole in 1998 and found 47 percent of the women recidivated, with 23 

percent (of the total) sustaining a new conviction and 25 percent returning to prison for a technical 

violation. Additionally, 40 percent of the women that recidivated did so within the first year.
13

 The second 

eight-year study looked at rearrest, reconviction, and reincarceration for federal releases between 2005 



 

 

10  Vera Institute of Justice 

 

and 2013 and found, across the board, women were less likely than men to be rearrested (36 percent, 

compared to 52 percent of men), reconvicted (22 percent, compared to 34 percent of men), and 

reincarcerated (15 percent, compared to 27 percent of men) during their reentry.
14

  

 

The 2012 CJCC study of recidivism in the District found that, overall, men and women recidivated at 

roughly the same rate.
15

 Interestingly, though, that study did find differences by gender among the three 

measures of recidivism—women were 7 percent less likely to be rearrested and 9 percent less likely to be 

reincarcerated than men, but were 8 percent more likely to be reconvicted than men.
16

 The numbers for 

revocations in the District, however, are more similar to national trends—among those supervised by 

CSOSA in 2017, women accounted for only 10.9 percent of those revoked to incarceration, despite making 

up 16.4 percent of the supervised population.
17

 

 

Drivers of Recidivism Among Women 

While some drivers of women’s recidivism are similar to those of men, research shows that women 

coming into the justice system tend to be more socially marginalized, creating unique and complex 

challenges to reentry.
18

 These challenges intersect with wider systems of racial and gender inequality and 

impede successful reentry in ways that are not easily captured in recidivism rates. Women are more likely 

to be mothers of minor children and to be the primary caretakers of those children. One study found that 

61.7 percent of women in state prison (compared to 51.2 percent of men) were parents of minor children, 

and that 77.1 percent of women (compared to 26.1 percent of men) provided most of the daily care for 

their children prior to incarceration.
19

 

 

Justice-involved women’s higher rates of mental illness, substance use disorders, poverty, and histories of 

trauma have been linked to reentry challenges and poor outcomes. Nationally, 69.2 percent of women in 

state prisons and 72.3 percent of women sentenced to jail met the criteria for drug dependence or abuse.
20

 

Approximately 20 percent of women in state prisons (compared to 14 percent of men) and 32.3 percent of 

women sentenced to jail (compared to 25.5 percent of men) met the threshold for serious psychological 

distress, and 65.8 percent of women in state prisons (compared to 34.8 percent of men) and 67.9 percent 

of women in jail (compared to 40.8 percent of men) had a history of mental health problems.
21

 A 2002 

study of national jail inmates found that 44.9 percent of women (compared to 11.2 percent of men) were 

victims of prior physical abuse, and 35.9 percent of women (compared to 4 percent of men) were victims 

of prior sexual abuse; for 66.7 percent of women (compared to 10.5 percent of men) the abuse was by an 

intimate partner.
22

  

 

Past work in the District has demonstrated similar trends with regards to mental illness and substance 

use. CSOSA’s 2015 data revealed that “while nearly half of men on parole or supervised release had an 
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identified mental illness… [the prevalence of] mental health issues among women was higher at nearly 80 

percent.”
23

 One study of women returning home from prison found that even though men convicted of 

drug offenses are more likely to recidivate than women convicted of drug offenses, “[i]n the months 

following their release from prison women are more likely than men to engage in drug use, to have 

problems stemming from drug use, and to have partners who drink or use drugs daily.”
24

  

 

Women also experience greater employment challenges than men. One study found only 40 percent of 

women were employed at the time of their arrest compared to 60 percent of men and another found only 

one-third of women were employed 8-10 months post-release compared to over half of men.
25

 

Additionally, women are far less likely than men to participate in job placement services, be legally 

employed following release, or be able to meet their financial needs post-release, and are more likely to 

rely on public assistance.
26

 Women who are able to obtain jobs after release earn, on average, $1.50 less 

per hour than formerly incarcerated men.
27

 The report, D.C. Women in Prison: Continuing Problems and 

Recommendations for Change, noted that offering women a working wage for their labor while 

incarcerated reduces recidivism and improves employment opportunities post-release, though many 

correctional institutions across the country pay women well under $1 per hour, if they pay them at all.
28

 

 

The literature and research on the value of intimate relationships to reduce recidivism for women is 

mixed, and largely overlooks the substance of such relationships.
29

 A 2003 study of women on probation 

“found that women who were living with a significant other were less likely to be involved in non-drug 

crimes while these same relationships enhanced the likelihood of drug-related activities,” but found that 

living with an intimate partner did not have a statistically significant impact on reducing recidivism over 

eight years post-release.
30

 This limitation is serious, given that though “women report roughly the same 

degree of family support as men… the source of that support is quite different, with men relying on female 

family members (mothers, aunts, sisters, grandmothers) and women on their children.”
31

 Thus, while 

formerly incarcerated men’s relationships involve people the men can depend on for support post-release, 

women are much less likely than men to receive support from a parent or partner and their significant 

relationships are generally with dependents for whom they are the primary provider (or were prior to 

their incarceration).
32

 

 

Justice-involved women consistently identified parenting as a priority during their reentry, and research 

has identified links between parental stress and women’s recidivism.33 Separation from children is also a 

particular challenge for women while incarcerated. The 2016 report, D.C. Women in Prison, noted that 

“the United States lags behind the rest of the world in developing prison nursery programs,” which have 

shown positive benefits for mother and child, “including increased secure attachment and knowledge of 

child care, and decreased recidivism rates.”
34
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It is also important to note how the intersectionality of gender and race has differential effects on 

recidivism risk factors. A study looking at federal recidivism rates between 2005 and 2013 found “racial 

variation in the effect of education, drug use, and neighborhood concentrated disadvantage on recidivism” 

for women.
35

 Researchers noted differences in the following areas: 

▪ Drug use: For both white women and women of color, drug use was a strong predictor of 

recidivism, but the magnitude of the effect was much stronger for women of color. 

▪ Mental health: White women with “stable mental health histories” were significantly less likely 

to recidivate, but the same effect was not true for women of color. The authors noted, however, 

that some of this variation could be due to women of color being incorrectly classified as not 

having a history of mental illness. 

▪ Risk scores: While women assessed as “high risk” were more likely to fail on parole overall, risk 

scores were significantly more predictive of white women’s recidivism. Additionally, the study 

found white women were far more likely to recidivate when returning to disadvantaged 

communities than women of color in similar situations.  

▪ Education: For women of color, obtaining a high school diploma decreased the probability of 

failure and increased the time until failure much more significantly than for white women.  

▪ Relationships: Generally, women who lived with a partner were less likely to recidivate, but the 

findings were not statistically significant, suggesting “marital relationships may not have the 

same protective effect for women as they do men.” The study also questioned the validity of 

relationships as a protective factor for women of color, finding that while “living with a partner 

decreased the risk of recidivism for white women,” it only delayed time to recidivism for women 

of color.  

 

Vera’s Analysis of Recidivism among Women in the District 

Vera’s study provides empirical evidence about recommitments to DOC in a sample of females drawn 

from the FY2015 DOC release cohort (N=982). This cohort was followed over a period of 33 to 44 months. 

While the highlights are presented below, the full analysis is available in the Appendix.  

 

About ten percent of the female FY2015 DOC release cohort was recommitted to DOC within six months 

(180 days). Over 40 percent of female releasees were recommitted after three and a half years (1,260 

days). The median time to recommitment after release was 246 days.   

 

Vera’s analysis demonstrates that some subgroups of the women in the release cohort were more likely to 

be recommitted to DOC after release than others. For example, young adult females ages 18-24 had a 

higher probability of recommitment than older female releasees, as did black female releasees compared 
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to other racial or ethnic groups. Similarly, female releasees who were unemployed had a higher 

probability of recommitment than those with full- or part-time employment. 

 

Some subgroup differences in the probability of recommitment among females persisted even after 

accounting for the impact of demographic, socioeconomic, health, and justice factors. These findings 

suggest that it may be fruitful for recidivism reduction efforts to focus on specific sub groups of female 

releasees including: 

• women who remain at DOC more than 7 days from arrest to release, and 

• women with less than full-time employment. 

 

Notably, other subgroup differences in the probability of recommitment among females were explained, 

at least partially, by the influence of socioeconomic factors. For example, in the female cohort, the higher 

probability of recommitment for younger releasees and for black releasees was diminished in size and no 

longer statistically significant after accounting for the impact of education and employment. These 

findings strongly point to the potential benefits of ensuring that young female releasees have access to 

education and full-time employment that pays a living wage, as well as the supports they need to attain 

their educational goals and maintain long-term employment. 

 

Current Efforts to Help Justice-Involved Women in the District 

Multiple agencies dealing with justice-involved women in the District have established programs and 

services intended to address their unique needs and help them avoid recidivating. For example, DOC uses 

a gender-responsive risk and needs assessment for the women in its custody, and has established a 

Women’s Program that includes gender-specific programs and services, and separate Residential 

Substance Abuse Treatment and Reentry Units for women.
36

 Despite the fact that women have a 

considerably shorter average length of stay than men, DOC also reports that 92.5 percent of women in its 

custody in 2017 participated in programs and services.
37

 

 

CSOSA has established specialized female supervision teams, a centrally located field unit dedicated to 

women where they can receive gender-specific services, and a separate unit for women in its Reentry and 

Sanctions Center (RSC) where women can receive transitional housing, an intensive needs assessment, a 

44-day holistic program, referrals to substance abuse treatment programs, and the opportunity to 

participate in an aftercare support group as a way to avoid reincarceration.
38

 CSOSA has also established a 

Community Engagement and Achievement Center solely for women, and has hosted an annual Women’s 

Reentry Forum since 2004.
39
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CSOSA and MORCA have worked together to arrange twice-yearly bus trips for women’s families to FCI 

Hazelton, where the largest number of DC women are held, and partnered with Hope House to offer video 

visitation for up to 10 women a week.
40

 

 

BOP and CSOSA have worked to coordinate informally with DBH to exchange lists every few months of all 

DC women with serious mental illnesses who are approaching release, to connect women with service 

agencies that will work with them in the community.
41

 BOP has established a central office, now known as 

the Women and Special Populations (WASP) Branch, to oversee classification, management, and 

programming for female offenders, and offers gender-specific programming for women at some of its 

facilities.
42

 BOP’s Mothers and Infants Together (MINT) Program also provides for some women who are 

pregnant upon commitment to be sent to a Residential Reentry Center (RRC) for the last two months of 

their pregnancy and remain there for three to six months after giving birth, to bond with their children.
43

 

 

Recommendations for Reducing Recidivism among Women in the District 

Agencies dealing with justice-involved women in the District have clearly recognized the need for gender-

responsive approaches. These approaches, generally, are those that reflect an understanding of “the 

realities of women’s lives … [and] address social (e.g., poverty, race, class and gender inequality) and 

cultural factors, as well as therapeutic interventions. These interventions address issues such as abuse, 

violence, family relationships, substance abuse and co-occurring disorders. They provide a strength-based 

approach to treatment and skill building. The emphasis is on self-efficacy.”
44  

 

This is extremely important, as research has shown that gender-responsive programming is essential to 

reducing recidivism among women. For example, a meta-analysis of 37 studies and almost 22,000 women 

in correctional settings found that those who participated in gender-responsive interventions had greater 

odds of community success and that programs tailored for women are not just effective, they are actually 

more effective for women than evidence-based, gender-neutral programs.
45

 Similarly, cognitive behavioral 

therapy that is gender-neutral has been found to have no impact on women’s likelihood of recidivism.
46

 

One study even found that women who received gender-neutral programming (including mixed-gender 

treatment groups) reported an increase in impaired functioning, such as problems with work, family, and 

relationships.
47

  

 

While the current efforts to help justice-involved women in the District are promising, there are several 

other strategic priorities recommended here that should be adopted to reduce recidivism. 
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➢ Recommendation Number 1: Use gender-responsive risk and needs assessment 

instruments and validate them locally.  

It is well-recognized now that a “[risk assessment] instrument that is tested on a total correctional 

population will naturally misclassify females.”
48

 Risk assessment literature has found that 

including parental stress, family support, self-efficacy, and mental health measures improves 

recidivism prediction for women.
49

 Gender-responsive risk factors include depression, psychotic 

symptoms, housing safety, and parental stress. Gender informed assessments also account for 

women’s assets, or strengths, which in turn play a protective role and mitigate the risk of negative 

outcomes. Research on gender-responsive risk and needs assessments also suggests that many 

women traditionally considered “high-risk” should be more accurately characterized as “high-

needs,” calling for a shift from punitive to rehabilitative approaches.
50

 The use of gender-

responsive tools helps practitioners identify the most salient needs faced by women and can 

inform case management and service delivery.
51

 A number of gender-responsive tools for women 

have been developed, including the Women’s Risk/Need Assessment (WRNA), the WRNA 

Supplement, Service Planning Instrument for Women (SPIn-W), COMPAS Women, the LSI-R, 

and the Inventory of Needs (ION).
52

 

 

While DOC uses a gender-responsive risk and needs assessment instrument, the extent to which  

other agencies are using assessment instruments that have been tailored to women’s particular 

risks and needs is unclear. All agencies dealing with justice-involved women in the District in 

pretrial, correctional, and community supervision settings should ensure that they are using risk 

and needs assessment instruments that have been validated for gender responsivity, and these 

tools should be used for all women in their custody or under their supervision. Agencies should 

also consider sharing the results of these assessments, to ensure continuity in the provision of 

needed services. Further, as most risk and needs assessment instruments were originally 

validated on national populations or in other jurisdictions, agencies should undertake local 

validation studies to make sure that the tools they are using properly reflect the risks and needs of 

women in the District. 

 

➢ Recommendation Number 2: Consider adopting the Women Offender Case 

Management Model.  

The Women Offender Case Management Model (WOCMM)—also known as Collaborative Case 

Work (CCW-W) 47—has demonstrated success, with evaluations consistently finding lower 

recidivism rates, absconding rates, and technical violations among participating women.
53

 The 

WOCMM “evolved from gender-responsive, evidence-based practices, and was designed to reduce 

recidivism, increase the availability of services and enhance the lives of women. The model is 
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intended for use not only with women sentenced to probation but also with those going through 

the spectrum of reentry processes, and results were also consistent with the risk principle, 

impacting higher-risk women to a greater degree than medium risk women.
54

 Since this model 

has been shown to reduce both reoffending and technical violations of supervision, it should be 

considered for use with women under community supervision and women who are returning 

from incarceration. 

 

➢ Recommendation Number 3: Provide training on the effects of trauma and adopt 

trauma-informed practices. 

The vast majority of justice-involved women and girls have experienced violence, and the nature 

of that violence is often different than that experienced by men, including intimate-partner 

violence, as well as sexual, emotional, and mental forms of violence.
55

 Because of the prevalence 

of past violence among justice-involved women, it is essential that the criminal justice system 

incorporate trauma-informed approaches. According to the Substance Abuse and Mental Health 

Services Administration (SAMHSA), a trauma-informed approach “is inclusive of trauma-specific 

interventions, whether assessment, treatment or recovery supports, yet it also incorporates key 

trauma principles into the organizational culture,” which include safety; trustworthiness and 

transparency; peer support; collaboration and mutuality; empowerment, voice, and choice; and 

cultural, historical, and gender issues.”
56

 It is true, of course, that justice-involved men also have 

high rates of past trauma and could benefit from trauma-informed approaches as well.
57

 In order 

to reduce recidivism among women, however, it is important that training on trauma and trauma-

based practices be specific to the types of violence commonly experienced by women and their 

reactions to that trauma. To the extent that such training has not already been provided, actors 

throughout the District’s criminal justice system, including police, community supervision and 

corrections officers, judges, prosecutors, and service providers, should receive training on the 

effects of women’s trauma and how to incorporate trauma-informed approaches into their 

interactions with justice-involved women. 

 

➢ Recommendation Number 4: Ensure gender-responsive programming and services 

are available to as many women as possible.  

While many gender-responsive programs and services do currently exist, they are not always 

available to all women. For women in the custody of DOC, this is often due to the limited or 

undetermined amount of time they will spend in DOC facilities. Every effort should be made to 

extend programs and services to all women and to connect women leaving DOC custody with 

comparable programs and services in the community. While some programs require a minimum 
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amount of time to complete, DOC should consider alternative, shorter, gender-responsive 

programs for those women who will be incarcerated for brief or unknown periods of time.  

 

The lack of access to gender-responsive programs and services seems particularly acute at BOP. 

For example, the Female Integrated Treatment Program is only available in one facility—FCI 

Danbury.
58

 Similarly, BOP’s Steps Toward Awareness, Growth, and Emotional Strength 

Program—a residential treatment program for those with a primary diagnosis of Borderline 

Personality Disorder—is only available at certain men’s facilities, despite the fact that 75 percent 

of those diagnosed with Borderline Personality Disorder are women.
59

 Efforts should be made to 

expand appropriate program options to additional facilities to serve all women who need them.  

 

➢ Recommendation Number 5: Evaluate existing gender-responsive programming 

and services for effectiveness.  

Since the District already provides a number of gender-responsive programs and services, efforts 

to further reduce recidivism among women will need to be able to account for their effectiveness. 

Existing programs should be fully evaluated to determine what, if any, effect they are having at 

reducing recidivism among women. Any programs established in the future should be similarly 

evaluated at the appropriate time to make sure that they are having the desired effects. 

 

➢ Recommendation Number 6: Provide programing and services to address the 

particular needs of women of color. 

As detailed above, recidivism risk factors differ for women of color. Vera’s analysis also found that 

women of color released from DOC have a higher probability of being recommitted there. While 

research in this area is still fairly limited, the District should consider how programs and services 

could be better tailored towards women of color, perhaps by combining gender-responsive 

approaches with culturally competent treatment models.
60

 Multnomah County, OR, has taken 

this approach, working with service providers to set up culturally specific programming, including 

a residential treatment program for African American women.
61

 District agencies should also 

engage specifically with returning women of color to determine their most acute needs and how to 

effectively respond to them. 
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Responding to the Unique Needs of Justice-Involved Young Adults 

Recent research in developmental neuroscience has indicated that the adult brain is not fully developed 

until people reach their mid-20s. This research has shown that 18- to 24-year-olds, typically referred to as 

young adults or emerging adults, often have less impulse control, particularly in situations of negative 

emotional arousal; are strongly influenced by peer pressure; and are more inclined to risky behavior than 

adults.
62

 Childhood trauma and neglect can further delay brain development.
63

 

 

It is not surprising, then, that young adults are overrepresented in the criminal justice system, both 

nationally and in the District. In 2016, 18- to 24-year-olds made up 9.6 percent of the U.S. population, but 

accounted for 24.6 percent of arrests nationally and 10.8 percent of all state and federal prisoners.
64

 In 

2012, the most recent year for which data by age group is available, 18- to 24-year-olds made up 25.8 

percent of jail inmates nationwide.
65

  

 

In the District in 2015, 18- to 24-year-olds made up 12.7 percent of the population, but were: 

▪ 27 percent of arrests,  

▪ 38.2 percent of admissions to DOC, 

▪ 25 percent of DOC’s custodial population,  

▪ approximately 20 percent of those under CSOSA’s supervision, and  

▪ 12.4 percent of DC Code offenders in BOP.
66

 

 

Among young adults in the criminal justice system, substance use and mental illness are common. 

Nationally, 64.2 percent of 18- to 24-year olds incarcerated in prison and 61.9 percent of 18- to 24-year 

olds serving jail sentences met the criteria for drug dependence or abuse.
67

 For this same age group, 14.9 

percent of those in prison and 26.3 percent of those in jail met the threshold for serious psychological 

distress, and 26.3 percent of those in prison and 42.3 percent of those in jail had a history of mental 

illness.
68

  

 

Young adults nationally also have very high rates of recidivism. A study of individuals released from state 

prison in 1994 found that 75.4 percent of 18- to 24-year-olds were rearrested within three years, and 52 

percent were reconvicted.
69

 Another study of individuals released from prison in 30 states in 2005 found 

that 51.8 percent of 18- to 24-year-olds were rearrested within one year, and 90.1 percent were rearrested 

within nine years.
70

 

 

Young adults are not only involved in the criminal justice system as offenders, however. They are also 

among the most frequent victims of crime. In 2016, the national rate of violent victimization for 18- to 24-
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year-olds was 30.9 per 1,000 (compared to 21.1 per 1,000 for all victims of violent crime).
71

 In the District 

in 2016, 15.8 percent of victims of felonies were 18 to 24 years old.
72

 Overall, young men between 16 and 

24 experience higher rates of violence than any other age group, with young men of color among the most 

likely to be victims of serious violence, including homicide.
73

  

 

Vera’s Analysis of Recidivism among Young Adults in the District 

Vera’s study provides empirical evidence about recommitments to DOC in a sample of young adults aged 

18 to 24 years drawn from the FY2015 DOC release cohort (N=1,192). This cohort was followed over a 

period of 33 to 44 months. While the highlights are presented below, the full analysis is available in the 

Appendix.  

 

Ten percent of the young adult FY2015 DOC release cohort was recommitted to DOC within six months 

(180 days). About 60 percent of young adult releases were recommitted after three and a half years (1,260 

days). The median time to recommitment after release was 246 days.   

 

Vera’s analysis demonstrates that some subgroups of the young adults in the release cohort were more 

likely to be recommitted to DOC after release than others. For example, in the young adult cohort, men  

had a higher probability of recommitment than women, as did black releasees compared to other racial or 

ethnic groups. Similarly, young adults who were unemployed had a higher probability of recommitment 

compared to those with full- or part-time employment. 

 

Most subgroup differences in the probability of recommitment among young adults persisted even after 

accounting for the impact of demographic, socioeconomic, health, and justice factors. These findings 

suggest that it may be fruitful for recidivism reduction efforts to focus on specific groups of young adult 

releasees including: 

• males, 

• black releasees, 

• those with less than full-time employment, and 

• those who remain at DOC from 2 to 12 weeks. 

 

Notably, sex differences in the probability of recommitment among young adults were partially explained 

by the influence of socioeconomic factors. Among young adults, the higher probability of recommitment 

for men compared to women was reduced considerably, although still statistically significant, after 

accounting for the impact of employment. This finding strongly points to the potential benefits of 

ensuring that male young adult releasees have access to full-time employment that pays a living wage, as 

well as the supports they need to maintain long-term employment. 
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Current Efforts to Help Young Adults in the District 

While the increased national focus on justice-involved young adults as a distinct group is a fairly recent 

development, there are some existing programs in the District which may help in reducing their risk of 

recidivating. A prime example is CSOSA’s Young Adult Initiative for people aged 25 and under, which 

employs specialized supervision teams that provide integrated case management, streamlined access to 

programs, and supervision plans tailored to the unique needs of young adults.
74

 CSOSA intends to 

evaluate the Young Adult Initiative to determine whether it is more effective than general supervision 

strategies and whether there are other ways to improve supervision outcomes for young adults.
75

  

 

The District’s Youth Rehabilitation Act (YRA) also provides a mechanism for some young adults to avoid 

the lasting consequences of a felony conviction by having that conviction set aside if they comply with the 

terms of their sentence.
76

 Analysis by the Criminal Justice Coordinating Council (CJCC) has shown that 

recidivism rates were significantly lower for young adults sentenced under the YRA who received the 

benefit of the “set aside.”
77

 As discussed in more detail below, the potential to further reduce recidivism 

among young adults would be greatly enhanced if amendments to the YRA, recently enacted by the DC 

Council, are fully implemented.  

 

The Pathways Program operated by the recently established Office of Neighborhood Safety and 

Engagement (ONSE) also appears to have great potential to reduce recidivism among young adults. While 

not limited to that specific age range, the program focuses on decreasing criminal justice involvement 

among those most likely to be victims or perpetrators of violent crime, by providing reintegration services 

and using restorative justice practices.
78

 Since young adults are disproportionately represented among 

both victims and perpetrators of violent crime, they are very likely to be participants in this program and 

could therefore see improved outcomes. 

 

The District also has several programs aimed at helping young adults, though not specifically those with 

criminal justice involvement. The Marion Barry Summer Youth Employment Program (MBSYEP) and the 

Pathways for Young Adults Program (PYAP), for example, both provide job skills and work readiness 

instruction and services for 18- to 24-year-olds, while the DC ReEngagement Center helps young adults 

without a high school diploma or GED reconnect with educational opportunities and provides supportive 

services, and the DC Career Connections Program provides work readiness training and individual 

coaching to those aged 20 to 24.
79
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Recommendations for Reducing Recidivism among Young Adults in the 

District 

Reducing recidivism among young adults by 50 percent over five years is an ambitious goal that will 

require coordinated efforts by District and federal agencies at many levels. While much of the national 

focus on justice-involved young adults as a distinct group—and many of the interventions being tried to 

help them—are relatively new, there are a number of initiatives recommended here which should be 

considered as strategic priorities. 

 

➢ Recommendation Number 7: Coordinate or combine planning for recidivism 

reduction among young adults with the strategic planning required by the Youth 

Rehabilitation Amendment Act of 2018, and ensure the Act is fully funded and 

implemented.  

The Youth Rehabilitation Amendment Act of 2018 (“the Act”) was enacted by the DC Council on 

September 6, 2018.
80

 The Act makes several extremely important changes to the YRA. First, it 

expands the definition of “youth offender” from those under 22 to those 24 or younger, and it ties 

the age limitation to the time when the crime was committed, rather than the time of conviction.
81

 

Second, it allows anyone who qualifies as a youth offender to request that the court set aside the 

conviction upon completion of the sentence, instead of restricting that opportunity to those 

explicitly sentenced under the YRA.
82

 Finally, it requires the Mayor to submit a strategic plan to 

the Council by September 30, 2019 for the provision of developmentally appropriate facilities, 

services, and treatment for youth offenders.
83

 That strategic planning required would 

complement the strategic plan to reduce recidivism among young adults, and those efforts should 

be coordinated, if not combined.  

 

It will also be essential for the Act to be fully funded and implemented. The current fiscal impact 

statement of $1.2 million over four years does not include the costs of actually providing the 

developmentally appropriate facilities, services, and treatment identified in the Mayor’s strategic 

plan.
84

 Additionally, since the Act would now require most youth offenders to file affirmative 

motions asking the court to set aside their convictions, it is likely that significant funding will be 

required to assist them in doing so. The best practice would be to provide appointed counsel to 

prepare and file motions requesting the set aside, as the process would likely be challenging for 

any layperson, let alone a young adult. CJCC’s analysis demonstrated that having the conviction 

set aside was the factor that most significantly reduced recidivism.
85

 Without effective assistance 

in convincing the court to grant the set aside, much of the benefit of the Act would be lost. 
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➢ Recommendation Number 8: Provide training and education for people throughout 

the criminal justice system on working with young adults.  

Understanding the effects of ongoing brain development from adolescence through the mid-20s 

can be difficult, but that understanding is key to responding appropriately and effectively to 

young adults at different points within the criminal justice system. Considering the high rates of 

adverse childhood experiences (ACE) among youth in the District—almost one-half had one ACE 

and almost one-quarter had two ACEs—it is also extremely important for those dealing with 

justice involved young adults to understand the effects of childhood trauma on brain 

development, as well as on mental illness and substance use later in life.
86

 Training on brain 

development, addressing the effects of childhood trauma, and evidence-based approaches to 

dealing with young adults should be provided to police and corrections officers, prosecutors, 

judges, and other criminal justice system stakeholders, as well as interested community members 

and organizations.
87

 Educational efforts like this could also be a key factor in shifting the 

narrative around young adults generally. It is important to note that the discussion of 

“incomplete” brain development risks having an infantilizing effect, suggesting that young adults 

are incapable of making better decisions. It is extremely important that training such as this focus 

on the tremendous potential for behavioral change at this stage of development if young adults 

are effectively engaged to become agents of their own success. 

 

➢ Recommendation Number 9: Develop diversion options focusing on young adults.  

Diversion programs are an effective way of reducing recidivism by reducing convictions and 

limiting justice-system involvement. While the District has diversion programs focusing on 

juveniles, there do not appear to be any specifically targeting young adults.
88 

Programs for both 

pre-arrest and post-adjudication diversion of young adults should be established. Pre-arrest 

diversion by police officers is expanding nationally through many models, such as Crisis 

Intervention Team (CIT) programs or Law Enforcement Assisted Diversion (LEAD). In the LEAD 

model, for example, young adults may be connected with appropriate services such as substance 

abuse treatment or cognitive behavioral therapy (CBT) programs rather than having charges filed 

against them.
89  

 

A good post-adjudication option would be to establish a young adult court. Similar to drug courts 

or mental health courts, young adult courts have been established in multiple jurisdictions to 

address the needs of young adult charged with more serious offenses by providing services and 

developing a culture of accountability, with the dismissal of charges or convictions upon 

successful completion.90 Most of the young adult court programs are fairly new and there has not 

yet been sufficient time to evaluate their effects on reducing recidivism. A qualitative study on the 
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planning and early implementation of the San Francisco Young Adult Court, however, noted that 

system partners and participants in the program found it to be a good model for supporting young 

adult success, and that the retention rate in the program’s first year-and-a-half was 65 percent.
91

 

In conjunction with the YRA, a young adult court in the District might be particularly appropriate 

for youth offenders who are identified as at risk of violating community supervision and losing the 

opportunity to have their convictions set aside. 

 

While expanding diversion options for young adults could potentially provoke some backlash 

from members of the public who want to see harsher sanctions for criminal conduct, expanding 

educational outreach about young adults to community members and organizations, and focusing 

on the evidence about brain development and childhood trauma, as recommended above, should 

help to dampen the impact. 

 

➢ Recommendation Number 10: Establish sufficient community-based programming 

focused on the needs of young adults.  

While there are already some community programs for young adults, the District should work 

with community-based organizations and health providers to make sure there is appropriate and 

sufficient programming to meet the needs of all justice-involved young adults, whether they are 

serving a community-based sentence or returning from incarceration. There are several programs 

nationally that have proven successful and can serve as models. Two programs that are frequently 

cited as being particularly effective are Roca and UTEC.
92

 Both target high-risk young adults, 

frequently those with serious criminal justice or gang involvement, and both engage in repeated 

outreach to potential participants, rather than having people referred or requiring participants to 

agree to services upfront.
93

 UTEC, based in Massachusetts, provides individual case management, 

and workforce and educational programming; in FY2017, 90 percent of the young adults 

participating were not arrested during the year.
94

 Roca, originally based in Massachusetts but 

starting a program in Baltimore this summer, is a long-term program with two years devoted to 

behavioral change—including a modified CBT curriculum found effective in community 

corrections settings, educational and workforce readiness programming, and transitional 

employment—and two years of follow-up; in FY2017 84 percent of its participants had no new 

arrests and 63 percent had retained unsubsidized employment for at least a year.
95

  

 

Another program, the YouthBuild Offender Project, operates in 46 states as an incarceration 

diversion program and a reentry program, involving young adults in building housing in their 

communities for low-income families, as well as providing job skills training, counseling, and 

educational opportunities.
96

 A 2008 evaluation of the program found that only 28 percent of 



 

 

24  Vera Institute of Justice 

 

graduates recidivated within two-and-a-half years, compared to 44 percent of dropouts. More 

recently the program reported a one-year recidivism rate of only 11 percent for all justice-involved 

participants.
97

 

 

➢ Recommendation Number 11: Adapt existing programs to more specifically address 

and incorporate young adults with justice involvement.  

Existing programs in the District for young adults could also be utilized to more directly address 

recidivism reduction. The MBSYEP, PYAP, DC ReEngagement Center, and DC Career 

Connections, for example, all provide services for young adults, but none appear to have any focus 

on those with criminal justice involvement. A more targeted approach toward this population 

could achieve greater results. The DC Career Connections Program, which is currently only 

available to those aged 20 to 22, should also expand eligibility to include all young adults aged 18 

to 24. On the other hand, the Project Empowerment Program, which provides similar treatment, 

and educational, job readiness, and life skills training, does target those with felony records and 

has a stated goal of reducing recidivism, but only people who are 22 or older are eligible.
98

 

Expanding eligibility for this program to people 18 or older could better target recidivism among 

young adults.  

 

➢ Recommendation Number 12: Consider hiring peer navigators—young adults who 

have had prior experience with the criminal justice system and been successful 

afterwards.  

Young adult peer navigators could help newly justice-involved young adults navigate the array of 

services and programming and understand the challenges of reentry and the requirements of 

community supervision.
99

 Employing navigators who are themselves young adults and have had 

similar experiences with the criminal justice system and reentry could be particularly effective. 

 

 

➢ Recommendation Number 13: Provide effective mental health treatment for young 

adults with serious mental illness. 

Young adulthood is frequently the time of onset for serious mental illness (SMI), and young 

adults who develop SMI are at even higher risk for criminal justice involvement than the general 

population.
100

 Recently a therapeutic model called Multisystemic Therapy for Emerging Adults 

(MST-EA) has been adopted to both address the mental health treatment needs of young adults 

with SMI and reduce their rate of recidivism.
101

 The most recent clinical study of MST-EA found 

that 76 percent of those treated demonstrated a reduction in psychiatric symptoms, and 82 

percent had no new arrests during treatment.
102

 The District should make sure treatment 
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providers are using therapeutic models like MST-EA that have been developed specifically for 

young adults. Consideration should also be given to providing education and resources for family 

members of young adults with serious mental illness to better equip them to offer support at 

home.  

 

➢ Recommendation Number 14: Enhance and possibly expand DOC’s young adult 

unit.  

Based on the unique needs of young adults, some states have designated specific facilities for just 

this population. One of the oldest is the Anthony Correctional Center in West Virginia, which 

houses 18- to 25-year-old men and women sentenced under that state’s Youthful Offenders Act 

and has a strong focus on educational and vocational programming.
103

 While it does not appear 

that there has been a rigorous evaluation of the outcomes for young adults sent to this facility, one 

article reported that about 80 percent of those who complete the program do not recidivate.
104

 

The Mountain View Youth Development Center in Maine, a former juvenile facility, was 

redesignated in 2014 as a medium security facility for young men aged 18 to 25 and has a similar 

focus on treatment and educational and vocational programming.
105

 

 

More recently, several jurisdictions have established or are developing specialized units within jail 

or prison facilities specifically for young adults through Vera’s Restoring Promise initiative.
106

 

Starting with the TRUE Program at the Cheshire Correctional Institution in Connecticut and 

expanding to units in the Middlesex Jail in Billerica, MA, the South Carolina Department of 

Corrections, and, most recently, a unit for young women at the York Correctional Institution in 

Connecticut, these units aim to dramatically transform the experience of incarceration for 18- to 

25-year-olds.
107

 Beyond merely providing additional programming, these units focus on the 

developmental needs of young adults, providing specialized training for correctional staff, and 

emphasizing emotional growth, restorative justice approaches to dispute resolution, practical life 

skills, mentoring by older inmates, and maintaining supportive relationships with families and 

communities.
108

 While it may be too soon to gauge the full impact of these young adult units, early 

results have been promising. The TRUE Program experienced vastly reduced disciplinary issues, 

no fights or attacks on correctional officers occurred in its first year of operation, and only one of 

the nine young men released to the community from the program so far was returned to prison 

(for a technical parole violation only).
109

  

 

Vera has been informed that DOC recently opened a special unit for young adults modeled on the 

TRUE Program, which is an excellent start. DOC should ensure that staff working on this unit are 

provided with the same sort of specialized training as in the TRUE Program, and should continue 
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to study what is being done in other young adult units and facilities and incorporate the best 

practices for its own young adult unit. While not every young adult will be appropriate for a 

specialized unit like this, DOC should expand this unit if there is not sufficient space for all of 

those eligible. DOC should also consider establishing community-based transitional housing for 

young adults based on a similar model. Finally, DOC should make sure that at least some 

developmentally appropriate programming is provided for those young adults not eligible for the 

specialized unit. 

 

➢ Recommendation Number 15: Work with BOP to keep young adult DC Code 

offenders close to home and provide them with appropriate programs and services.  

While BOP tries to keep DC residents as close to the District as possible, and the majority are 

located at facilities within 500 miles, a number of young adult DC code offenders are placed in 

facilities much farther from home.
110

 Visits from family and maintaining strong connections to 

communities have been found to greatly reduce recidivism among incarcerated people of all ages, 

but those needs are especially acute for young adults, so the importance of keeping them in 

facilities close to home is heightened.
111

 Additionally, BOP does not have programs targeted to 

young adults. The closest it has is the Bureau Rehabilitation and Values Enhancement (BRAVE) 

Program which is available for people age 32 or younger.
112

 However, in addition to not being 

limited to or designed for young adults, the BRAVE Program is aimed at adjustment to 

incarceration, rather than reducing recidivism, and it is only offered in two facilities, only one of 

which is anywhere near the District.
113

 

 

Ultimately, BOP should develop specific programming and services to address the particular 

needs of young adults, which will help all incarcerated people in that age range, not just those 

from the District. BOP should also consider establishing an RRC in the District specifically for 

young adults, perhaps in conjunction with DOC. More immediately, however, BOP and DOC 

should work towards an agreement to allow more DC young adults to serve their sentences, or at 

least the final year of their sentences, at DOC. This would allow young adults to maintain ties or 

reconnect with families and their community prior to release, which would put them in a better 

position to connect with appropriate programs and services upon reentry.  
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General Recommendations 
 

Over 2,000 people return to the District from prison every year; CSOSA has about 11,000 people on 

supervision on any given day.
114

 Approximately 7,500 individuals are released from the DC DOC each 

year, nearly 5,000 of whom return directly to the community.
115

 While the current recidivism reduction 

strategic planning is focused specifically on women and young adults, the following sections offer 

recommendations for improving reentry and reducing recidivism generally which will also benefit those 

two target populations.  

 

Enhancing Oversight and Coordination of Recidivism Reduction 

Activities  

District Efforts to Support Reentry 

Vera’s examination of past studies and reentry plans conducted in the District over the last 15 years 

reveals that significant time, consideration, and planning has been dedicated to the aim of improving the 

reentry process for returning citizens in the District. There are certainly tangible outcomes from those 

efforts, including increased information sharing between BOP and CSOSA; the creation of MORCA; 

efforts to interrupt the cycle of violence, victimization, and retaliation in the NEAR Act; and soon, the 

READY Center. Further, there are many other current projects and programs underway to reduce crime 

and violence in the District—all of which have the potential to help reduce recidivism. Many of those we 

interviewed pointed to the desire of political leaders to address the combined issues of reentry and 

recidivism, and to the abundance of services available to returning citizens in the District—although some 

also noted that the need for services still exceeds the capacity of existing services. It is clear, however, that 

numerous District and federal agencies, service providers, and community groups are all focused on ways 

to support citizens returning to the community after a period of justice involvement.   

  

➢ Recommendation Number 16: Provide oversight for the recidivism reduction 

strategic plan and tracking outcomes, and ensure that relevant agencies approve 

any necessary steps for implementation. 

To achieve the goal of reducing recidivism among the target populations by 50 percent over five 

years, a determination needs to be made about which strategies will be adopted and the steps 

necessary to implement them. This will require a group or agency to oversee the process. Whether 

this is the CJCC, the Reentry Steering Committee, or some other group or agency, it is important 

that this responsibility be specifically assigned so that it is clear who will be coordinating, 

following up on implementation, assessing and reporting on the success of the strategies adopted, 

and proposing improvements or changes. Similarly, it needs to be clear exactly who will be 

tracking the three recidivism measures agreed upon by the strategic planning group and how that 
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will be done, so that progress toward the overall goal can be tracked. Finally, some stakeholders 

suggested in interviews with Vera that previous strategic planning efforts had not been as 

successful as they could have been because input was solicited from various agencies while 

developing the recommendations but not when developing plans for implementation. Whether or 

not this was the case, this issue can be avoided by seeking explicit agreement from all involved 

agencies not only on which strategies to adopt, but also on what steps they will agree to take in 

order to implement those strategies. 

 

➢ Recommendation Number 17: The READY Center, MORCA, the Reentry Action 

Network, and CSOSA should coordinate the provision of services to returning 

citizens to ensure that there are no gaps or duplicated efforts.   

Although all District agencies providing services may work with the population of returning 

citizens in some way, from Vera’s interviews with stakeholders it appears that the primary groups 

addressing the provision of services to returning citizens are the new READY Center, MORCA, 

and the Reentry Action Network (RAN). In addition, CSOSA offers services to those under its 

supervision and also refers them to other agencies. 

 

The READY Center will be a one-stop resource on the DOC grounds for those leaving the jail.  

Many of the city’s agencies will have staff present to work with those being released and assure 

they have needed documents and are connected to appropriate services. The READY Center staff, 

including some who are called Navigators, will work with those in the jail before they are released 

to prepare them for their return to the community.
116

 The planning has been thorough. When it 

initially opens, the READY Center will serve only those leaving the custody of DOC. The plan is 

for READY Center services to extend to those returning to the community from BOP custody.
117

 

However, expansion of services will occur after the pilot phase is completed and the operational 

details have been worked out.
118

 

 

According to its founding mission statement MORCA’s role is: 

to provide zealous advocacy, high-quality services and products, up-to-date, useful 

information for the empowerment of previously incarcerated persons in order to create a 

productive and supportive environment where persons may thrive, prosper and 

contribute to the social, political and economic development of self, family, and 

community.
119

 

Based on its current budget and staffing, though, MORCA is not able to provide case management 

or direct services, but does serve as a source of information and referrals for returning citizens.
120
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The RAN, organized by OVSJG, is a coalition of nonprofit organizations providing direct services 

to returning citizens.
121

 Its mission is: 

to bring together a network of client-centered reentry services providers to exchange 

information, strengthen services, discuss and address issues of mutual concern, and be a 

collective voice in order to best meet the complex and varied needs of DC’s incarcerated 

persons and returning citizens based on mutual respect, collaboration, and progressive 

policy and program development.
122

 

 

In addition to the above groups, CSOSA provides case management for all those under its 

supervision and also refers them to different District agencies for programs and services.  

 

While the multiplicity of organizations and agencies addressing the needs of returning citizens is 

certainly one of the District’s strengths, there is some potential for services to be duplicated or for 

there to be gaps if individuals are dealing with more than one of these entities and services are not 

coordinated. For example, a person leaving DOC custody who is sentenced to CSOSA supervision 

might first stop at the READY Center and be connected with services, but CSOSA might not know 

what had already been provided when that person reports for supervision. To make sure that 

there are no gaps or duplications, the READY Center, MORCA, RAN, and CSOSA should 

communicate regularly and coordinate their efforts. 

 

➢ Recommendation Number 18: As MORCA is undergoing its own strategic planning 

process, the District should consider its mission and resources. 

As quoted above, MORCA’s original mission statement suggests that it was intended to play a 

more active role in the provision of services. In Vera’s review of previous reentry studies and 

plans for the District, and in some interviews with current stakeholders, however, there were 

indications that MORCA may lack the financial resources, staff, and political standing to 

accomplish this challenging mission. It has changed directors five times in its 12 years and 

remains primarily a referral and information-sharing organization without the stature needed to 

convene or coordinate other efforts.  

 

MORCA is currently engaged with consultants on its own strategic planning effort, which will 

likely address these issues and clarify its mission.
123

 In light of the opening of the READY Center, 

though, the District should consider what ongoing role MORCA is to play. MORCA could be a 

critical piece of the District’s safety infrastructure if it were seen that way and appropriately 

funded. For example, if it had the funding, MORCA could hire and train community navigators 
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who could help returning citizens understand the landscape of services available, guide them to 

obtain needed documents and enrollments, and assist them with some of the processes involved 

in securing services. 

 

If the District is not willing or able to provide the resources needed for MORCA to fully serve the 

community of returning citizens, then it should consider whether MORCA should be merged with 

other efforts like the READY Center. On the other hand, if it is determined that MORCA does 

have a distinct role to play, it might be better situated within the Office of the Deputy Mayor for 

Public Safety and Justice. Its current placement within the Mayor’s Office of Community Affairs 

suggests that its main purpose is to address the political concerns of a particular constituency, 

while placing it within the Office of the Deputy Mayor for Public Safety and Justice would 

enhance its position as a public safety agency and better emphasize its primary purpose of 

coordinating programs and services for returning citizens.   

 

Information Sharing and Case Coordination 

The bifurcated federal-local structure of the District’s criminal justice system can complicate efforts to 

share information about individuals within that system. It appears that federal agencies are able to share 

information with each other—for example, information from BOP on release dates, release plans, and in-

prison programming for incarcerated DC residents is available to CSOSA through access to BOP’s 

SENTRY database system and the receipt of automatically generated reports. However, the Privacy Act of 

1974 prevents federal agencies from sharing information with non-federal agencies, other than law 

enforcement, without signed releases. CSOSA does currently share some information with DBH for 

individuals being released from BOP who have severe behavioral health issues, but only with a signed 

release of information.   

 

➢ Recommendation Number 19: Both federal and local agencies should assess their 

information needs and determine how they might be able to share information 

needed to better serve returning citizens.  

Returning citizens typically have contact with many agencies in their efforts to reenter their 

communities successfully, such as DOC, CSOSA, MORCA, DBH, the Department of Employment 

Services (DOES), the Housing Authority, clinics and hospitals, and many community- and faith-

based organizations. For those returning from BOP custody, information about programming and 

services they received while incarcerated would also be important for successful reentry planning. 

While few of those organizations need all of the information about an individual’s case, some will 

need more than is now available. Most agencies, absent shared information, will do their own 

intake and potentially duplicative assessments.  
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Federal and District agencies should work together to determine exactly what information it 

might be necessary to share and what it would require to do so. It is entirely possible that the 

Privacy Act would prohibit federal agencies from sharing any information without individual 

signed waivers. Understanding what is and is not possible, however, is an important first step. 

That understanding would inform planning for how to overcome obstacles to information 

sharing, whether that entails a better system for facilitating individual waivers or even pursuing 

legislative change at both the federal and local levels.   

 

 

Coordinating with Non-Criminal Justice Agencies to Meet the Basic 

Needs of Returning Citizens 

While many of the officials we interviewed spoke with pride about the wealth of services available in the 

District, several core needs emerged from many of our interviews; these fall under two broad categories: 

housing and childcare, and education and employment. 

 

Housing and Childcare 

In a 2018 report, CSOSA reported that almost 12 percent of its caseload lived in unstable housing, and 

that those in unstable housing were 37 percent more likely to fail supervision.
124

 The District’s struggles to 

ensure adequate affordable housing have been profiled recently in both the Washington Post and the New 

York Times.
125

 As gentrification and redevelopment in the District continues, the loss of affordable 

housing is one of the most negative consequences.
126

  

 

Affordable housing appears to already be a priority on the District’s agenda. However, generally available 

affordable housing does not in itself address the problems of those returning from incarceration. In 

addition to the broader issue of being rejected for their criminal record, some groups need more specific 

and targeted attention. Returning citizens who are the primary caretakers of young children also need 

assistance with childcare to be able to comply with supervision requirements and successfully reintegrate 

into society. 

 

➢ Recommendation Number 20: The District’s Housing Authority should share its 

policies and regulations regarding putting returning citizens on family leases more 

broadly. 

The District’s public housing authority has, commendably, opened doors to some returning 

citizens, allowing their names to be added to their family’s lease. While some agencies, like 

CSOSA, do work with the Housing Authority to get approval for individuals with certain charges 
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to live in Section 8 housing, awareness of Housing Authority policies in this area is not universal. 

Several people Vera spoke with continue to believe that the formerly incarcerated are forbidden to 

live in public housing by federal law. That is not the case, and HUD has issued specific guidance 

to local authorities on allowing returning citizens to live in public housing.
127

 In order to provide 

the greatest number of returning citizens with the possibility of living with their families in public 

housing, the Housing Authority should make sure that its policies regarding those with criminal 

records are disseminated widely to both public agencies and community organizations. This 

should include a statement of the criteria the Authority uses to guide their decisions. 

 

➢ Recommendation Number 21: The District needs a significant increase in the 

availability of supportive housing for returning citizens dealing with mental illness 

or co-occurring disorders. 

Returning citizens living with mental illness in the District are more likely to be in unstable 

housing situations.
128

 Mental illness and problematic substance use can also interfere with their 

ability to function and meet supervision requirements and put them at risk of being revoked or 

arrested. These individuals are especially in need of subsidized, supportive housing where they 

can receive needed services. However, an extensive review by the Council for Court Excellence of 

DBH’s work with justice-involved individuals and the criminal justice system as a whole found 

significant problems with access to DBH housing for justice-involved individuals with mental 

illness.
129

 In addition to long wait times and a housing waiting list more than double DBH’s 

capacity, DBH does not consider those with justice involvement to be a special population unless 

they have severe and persistent mental illness or are in crisis.
130

 This means that returning 

citizens with less severe mental illness are not given special consideration for housing, even 

though they are at high risk for homelessness and recidivism.
131

 Additionally, DBH provides a 

very limited window to help with reentry planning for those with mental illness.
132

 Consequently, 

in FYs 2015 and 2016, only one justice-involved individual was housed each year from prison or 

jail in DBH’s Home First Program, and none were reported housed in FYs 2014 and 2017.
133

 The 

District needs to significantly increase the availability of this supportive housing for returning 

citizens, both by creating more capacity and by ensuring that justice-involved individuals with 

mental illness or co-occurring disorders are treated as a special population by DBH and given 

priority for the supportive housing that exists.  
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➢ Recommendation Number 22: The District needs to create more supportive housing 

for returning citizens taking custody of their children and make sure that existing 

housing is fully utilized.  

Returning citizens who take custody of their minor children face many difficulties in finding 

housing and taking care of those children. While the problem is not solely limited to women, 

parenting and lack of stable housing have been specifically identified as two of the greatest 

challenges for returning women in the District. Focus groups with women returning to the 

District conducted by the Council for Court Excellence for its 2016 report, Beyond Second 

Chances: Returning Citizen’s Re-entry Struggles and Success in the District of Columbia, 

revealed “tensions between adhering to the requirements of community supervision and the 

particular challenges facing women,” such as parenting or work responsibilities, or even 

conflicting times of mandated treatment and supervision check-ins.
134

 The report also found that 

women face difficulties in acquiring stable housing in the District because of their role as primary 

caregivers. For example, though at the time the report was written, there were two housing 

partners that could accommodate single women, 25-30 percent of returning women have custody 

of young children, and a general “lack of understanding [by system actors] that time limits on 

housing are not conducive to successful re-entry,” prevents women from having enough time in 

supportive housing to successfully follow through on basic things like getting proper 

identification, applying to jobs, or taking care of their children.
135

 In addition, when women were 

unable to find stable and safe housing, they reported “feeling there is no choice but to go back to a 

former partner or abuser, despite the risks involved and the trauma of considering the 

outcomes.”
136

 To help reduce recidivism, particularly among women, the District needs to create 

more supportive housing for returning citizens who are custodial parents.  

 

To properly assess how much additional supportive housing is needed, however, it is important to 

make sure that existing options are fully utilized. For example, OVSJG is currently funding 

transitional housing for formerly incarcerated women which has yet to have a waiting list, 

suggesting a lack of broader awareness of this program.
137

 The District should make sure that 

information about this transitional housing program and other available housing for custodial 

parents is provided to all returning citizens, criminal justice agencies, and community 

organizations, so that they may take full advantage of existing opportunities. 

 

Additionally, while supportive housing for returning citizens with children may often focus on 

parenting classes or other needs of the parent, it is important to also focus on the needs of their 

children. Children of returning parents may have, depending on their ages, conflicting feelings 

and responses to the return of formerly incarcerated parents, and any supportive housing for 
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returning custodial parents should include counseling and services to help their children adjust to 

the change.
138

 

 

➢ Recommendation Number 23: Provide childcare for justice-involved individuals.  

For justice-involved women who are the primary caretakers for minor children, the difficulty in 

balancing taking care of their children with the need to find employment and comply with 

community supervision requirements has been a consistent issue.
139

 Similarly, justice-involved 

young adults, particularly those who are unemployed, are often given the responsibility of caring 

for minor children. Lack of childcare itself can also be a significant barrier to employment for 

returning citizens, especially for returning women.
140

 During one of Vera’s interviews with 

CSOSA, the challenges of both women and young adults bringing children to their meetings with 

community supervision officers (CSOs) was specifically raised.
141

 Providing childcare for 

returning citizens in the District was identified as one of the priorities in the 2003 Strategic Plan, 

but it doesn’t appear that this was ever implemented. In the short term, the District should 

explore a partnership with CSOSA to provide childcare at least for those under supervision when 

they need to meet with their CSOs or take part in programs and services there. Longer term, the 

District should work to provide free or heavily subsidized childcare for all returning citizens to 

make it easier for them to participate in programming and to seek and maintain employment.  

 

➢ Recommendation Number 24: Provide subsidized or supportive housing for high-

risk young adults returning from incarceration.  

Many returning young adults were incarcerated while still in their teens, often directly from a 

family home. As they are released from incarceration in the adult criminal justice system or age 

out of the juvenile justice system, they are frequently unable to return to living with their families 

due to estrangement, the nature of their charges, housing restrictions, or perceived or actual 

dangerousness, especially when their parents have other, minor children and there are potential 

child welfare concerns.
142

 As a result, 1 in 10, or 3.5 million, young adults nationally experience 

homelessness in a year, 73 percent for a month or more.
143

 Of these young adults experiencing 

homelessness, nearly half have also been incarcerated, either in the juvenile system or the adult 

criminal justice system.
144

 

 

To provide for these returning young adults, the District should provide independent living 

services with rental assistance.
145

 In addition to providing these young adults with a place to live, 

evidence from a major study of youth aging out of foster care suggests that greater receipt of 

independent living services is related to a reduction in violent behavior and, thus, could lead to 
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reduced recidivism among young adults.
146

 For returning young adults who want or need more 

support, transitional housing or specialized foster care should be considered as alternatives. 
147

 

 

 

Education and Employment 

A CSOSA report noted that 31 percent of individuals under its supervision in FY 2017 did not have a high 

school diploma or GED, 46 percent had only a high school or equivalent diploma, and only 18 percent had 

something higher than a high school degree.
148

 The latest information from DOC indicates that only 8.9 

percent of those in its custody had a college education.
149

 This is especially concerning since a recent 

analysis of 2016 DC job postings by the Urban Institute found that only 18 percent require no more than a 

high school degree, while 74 percent require a bachelor’s degree or higher.
150

   

 

Despite the District’s growing economy, most of those returning from incarceration are unemployed—56 

percent of the employable clients under CSOSA supervision were unemployed in 2017.
151

 Lack of 

education or experience, gaps in employment history and outdated skills due to long periods of 

incarceration, and employer reluctance to hire those with criminal records all contribute to the difficulty 

finding jobs. The District’s Ban the Box legislation has likely helped with employer reluctance to some 

degree, but, according to an examination by the City Paper in October 2017, many problems with 

compliance and enforcement remain.
152

 Justice-involved women and young adults tend to have particular 

difficulties securing employment, but finding and maintaining a job can have a significant impact on 

recidivism—Vera’s analysis of the 2015 DOC release cohort, included in the Appendix to this report, found 

that having full-time employment reduced the risk of recommitment by 64 percent among women and 23 

percent among young adults. Thus, the District will need focused strategies to increase educational and 

employment opportunities. 

 

➢ Recommendation Number 25: The District should expand adult educational 

opportunities, with a focus on high school diplomas and postsecondary education. 

The number and quality of jobs that are available in the District without at least a high school 

diploma are extremely limited. Given this, the priorities for adult educational programs should be 

on providing opportunities to earn high school diplomas and increasing access to postsecondary 

education.
153

 Returning citizens should be given assistance to reduce difficulties with applications 

and securing financial aid. To increase access to programs, the number of sites and the frequency 

of offerings should be expanded. New approaches, such as free, online access to courses and 

educational programming at places like libraries and community centers or educational 

programming offered via DCTV, with only exams required to be taken at supervised locations, 
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could also help returning citizens balance the need for educational opportunities with the other 

demands of supervision and reintegration.  

 

➢ Recommendation Number 26: The District should ensure that education and 

employment preparation and training point to real jobs in the current economy.  

Educational and job training options for returning citizens are often restricted to a few traditional 

career paths for which there may not be great demand in the local economy. By looking at local 

educational, employment, and unemployment data, broken down by industry, and possibly 

supplementing it with real-time job-vacancy data from private sources like Burning Glass, the 

District could identify industry trends and determine what employees are most in demand, as well 

as the education and training they need.
154

 DOES and OSSE could then coordinate to tailor 

educational, job training, and CTE programs to prepare returning citizens for jobs in industries 

with the greatest demand. 

 

Another approach to consider is sector-based training, which similarly tries to match worker skills 

with current employer demands.
155

 This approach identifies local economic sectors where 

employment is growing and likely to continue doing so, where the desired employees need some 

skills and training but below the level of a bachelor’s degree, and where employers have had some 

difficulty finding employees with the needed skills and training.
156

 Partnerships are then created 

between employers in those sectors or their industry associations, training providers, and 

government agencies and/or community-based organizations, who then work to develop specific 

training programs which will provide low-income workers with the necessary technical and soft 

skills, as well as any needed supportive services.
157

 Sector-based training is similar to the “career 

pathways” model which has already been proposed in the District.
158

 However, with sector-based 

training, employers are more substantively involved in the development and implementation of 

these training programs and know that individuals who complete them are likely to have the 

specific skills they need, and, thus, they are more likely to hire and retain participants.
159

 While no 

sector-based training programs so far have specifically targeted justice-involved individuals, 

approximately 20 percent of the people involved in one major study of three programs applying 

this approach were formally incarcerated, and the results for the formally incarcerated 

participants in the “treatment” group were significantly better than for those in the control group 

across all measures, including months employed, hours worked, wages, and total earnings.
160
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➢ Recommendation Number 27: Enhance and expand employment programs for 

returning citizens. 

The Project Empowerment (PE) program run by DOES is the primary subsidized employment 

program available to returning citizens in the District. PE targets those with the greatest barriers 

to employment, serving approximately 700 to 800 participants annually. Participants must 

exhibit at least three of the following characteristics: 

• Basic skills deficiency 

• Lack of secondary school educational credential  

• A documented history of substance abuse 

• Homelessness 

• A history of job cycling  

• Conviction of a felony
161

 

Although not strictly limited to those with justice involvement, typically more than 90 percent of 

PE participants are returning citizens.
162

 The program assesses participants’ life and work skills, 

assigns them a case manager, evaluates their other needs, and refers them for supportive 

services.
163

 Participants attend a four-week job readiness/life skills training focusing on 

interviewing skills, behavior management, and basic computer literacy, and are then placed in 

subsidized employment for up to six months, with the possibility of a six-month extension if the 

participant is guaranteed an unsubsidized job at the end.
164

 Those who have not found 

unsubsidized employment at the end of the subsidized period are offered up to six weeks of 

additional professional development and job search assistance.
165

 Once a participant finds 

unsubsidized employment, retention specialists provide ongoing contact and support for up to 

one year.
166

 PE has also provided retention incentives to participants, though those have been 

suspended in the past and it is unclear if they are currently being offered.
167

 

 

PE appears to be a fairly successful program. Between 2006 and 2014, roughly half of its 

participants found unsubsidized jobs, and, of those who did in 2014, around 70 percent kept the 

job for six months and around 50 percent kept the job for at least a year, results which are 

comparable to other subsidized employment programs.
168

 PE does not track recidivism rates for 

its participants, but in 2014, CSOSA reported that only 2 percent of supervised PE participants 

were reincarcerated, compared to 9 percent of the general supervised population.
169

  

 

Despite the success of the program, there are areas for potential improvement. While it is unclear 

if there is currently a waiting list for the program, there has been in the past, and the District 

should consider expanding the program if there are more eligible applicants than program 

slots.
170

 It may also be necessary to add additional staff, particularly if the program is expanded, 
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as caseloads can run as high as 100 per staff member.
171

 The program should consider adding 

formal mentoring or peer support group activities during all phases of the program, as these have 

been found effective in similar programs.
172

 Either as part of an expansion of PE, or as a similar 

but separate program, perhaps for participants with slightly fewer barriers to employment, the 

District should also consider having participants put directly on the payroll of the employers 

during subsidized employment, and phasing in partial subsidies over the course of subsidized 

employment, practices which have been successful in other programs and may make for a 

smoother transition to unsubsidized employment.
173

 

 

Further, research done by MDRC has demonstrated that providing formerly incarcerated people 

with subsidized employment was generally not enough to impact recidivism significantly.
174 What 

worked was pairing subsidized employment with skills development, mentoring, and support for 

tackling other reentry obstacles—like back child support and fines and fees—over many months or 

even years.
175

 While PE does provide some supportive services, it appears this is mostly in the 

early phases of the program and it is unclear how long those services continue. If it is not already 

doing so, PE should consider extending supportive services even after participants have found 

unsubsidized employment. The program should also track more detailed data on participant 

outcomes, including recidivism rates; if the reductions in recidivism reported by CSOSA in 2014 

were not anomalous, that alone might justify expanding the program.
176

   

 

In addition to PE, the new ONSE Pathways program, though not a reentry or employment 

program per se, appears to be a promising approach to reducing recidivism and improving 

employment opportunities for people with significant justice-involvement. The program takes a 

broad health-based approach focused on reintegration, including employment; it is currently in 

its beginning stages and limited to 25 participants per nine-month cycle.
177

 The District should 

continue to evaluate this program, and should consider expanding it if the results are positive. 

 

➢ Recommendation Number 28: Encourage coordination and cooperation between 

criminal justice agencies and education and employment programs in the 

community. 

In reviewing the lessons from twenty years of funding reentry and employment programs for 

formerly incarcerated people, the Annie E. Casey Foundation noted that effective strategies to 

help people find employment upon release need to begin when they are incarcerated, but the 

disconnect between education and employment programs in prison and those in the community 

could make comprehensive release planning difficult.
178

 Correctional facilities need to assess 

people’s educational and skill levels and develop plans for them to take advantage of the 
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appropriate programming available in the facility.
179

 For individuals to fully benefit from the 

programming and services they receive while incarcerated, however, they need to be connected to 

similar or complementary services in the community when they are released.
180

 

 

A perfect example of this sort of coordination currently occurring in the District is the DC Jail 

Work Readiness Program. This partnership between DOC and DOES allows eligible individuals to 

complete the job readiness/life skills portion of the PE program while incarcerated at DOC, and 

those who complete it can be placed in subsidized employment through PE immediately upon 

release.
181

 DOC also offers a program in coordination with the DC Central Kitchen, a successful 

community-based culinary job training program whose graduates with histories of incarceration 

were 91 percent less likely to recidivate compared to national averages, which presumably makes 

it easier for participants to enter the community-based program upon release.
182

 DOC should 

explore the possibility of additional partnerships and coordination of programming with outside 

agencies and community-based organizations. Similarly, BOP should consider coordinating its 

educational and occupational training programs for DC Code offenders with programs in the 

District.  

 

Another examples of successful coordination and cooperation among criminal justice agencies 

and training or employment programs is PE’s work with CSOSA and MORCA to recruit 

participants and leverage resources for returning citizens.
183

 The DC Central Kitchen and CSOSA 

have also worked together to facilitate referrals to that program and to arrange for meetings with 

CSOs to be scheduled at times that would not interfere with participation in the program.
184

 The 

District should encourage additional collaborative relationships like this between criminal justice 

agencies and training or employment programs to make the provision of services to returning 

citizens more efficient and productive. 

 

➢ Recommendation Number 29: Conduct outreach to employers based on recent 

national evidence of an increased willingness to hire formerly incarcerated 

individuals. 

The District has engaged in previous outreach efforts to employers to encourage them to hire 

returning citizens and to understand the concerns they have about doing so, and the Council for 

Court Excellence has conducted a thorough survey of employers in the District.
185

 In the past, 

surveys of employers demonstrated considerable reluctance to hire justice-involved individuals. 

For example, a widely cited 2001 survey found that approximately 62 percent of employers 

definitely would not or probably would not hire someone with a criminal record, while only 

around 12 percent definitely would and 26 percent probably would.
186

 Similarly, the 2011 CCE 
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survey of employers within the District found that only one-third had hired a previously 

incarcerated person or would do so if given the chance.
187

 

 

However, more recent national evidence shows that employers are increasingly willing to hire 

people with criminal records and that many major employers have had extremely positive 

experiences with them as employees. For example, a 2017 report from the Trone Private Sector 

and Education Advisory Council to the ACLU showed that major corporations like Total Wine & 

More, Starbucks, Home Depot, American Airlines, Koch Industries, and Under Armour had 

adopted hiring practices to include people with criminal records.
188

 The report also noted that 

employers who had hired people with criminal records generally found them to have greater job 

loyalty than other workers; Total Wine & More found that annual turnover was more than 12 

percent lower for employees with criminal records, while Electronic Recyclers International 

reduced turnover from 25 percent to 11 percent after adopting a program to recruit employees 

with criminal records.
189

 The lower turnover rates allowed these companies to save significant 

amounts on recruitment and training.
190

 

 

Similarly, a 2018 survey conducted by the Society for Human Resource Management and the 

Charles Koch Institute found that only 14 percent of HR professionals and 26 percent of managers 

nationally were unwilling to hire someone with a criminal record, and 63 percent of HR 

professionals reported having already hired workers with criminal records.
191

 The survey found 

that 67 percent of HR professionals and 82 percent of managers felt that the “quality of hire” for 

workers with criminal records was as high or higher than for those without records, and 74 

percent of managers and HR professionals believed the cost of hiring workers with criminal 

records was the same or lower than the cost of hiring workers without records.
192

 Additionally, 

this survey found that over 50 percent of both managers and non-managers were personally 

willing to work with people with criminal records.
193

 

 

The District should conduct an outreach campaign to local employers to inform them of this 

growing evidence of a greater willingness among employers to hire returning citizens and 

encourage them to be more open to doing so. This could be a more effective approach than simply 

surveying employers about hiring returning citizens, as evidence from social psychology suggests 

that providing information about prevalent opinions and social norms can be effective in 

changing beliefs and behaviors.
194

 An outreach campaign to local employers should also make 

sure they are aware of existing incentives to hire people with criminal records, such as the Work 

Opportunity Tax Credit (WOTC) and the Federal Bonding Program.
195
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➢ Recommendation Number 30: Consider adopting measures employers have already 

identified that would encourage them to hire returning citizens. 

Previous surveys of employers, both in the District and nationally,have already identified several 

factors that would make them more willing to hire returning citizens. One of the biggest and most 

frequently identified concerns that employers have is liability for negligent hiring lawsuits related 

to an employee’s criminal record.
196

 To alleviate this concern, the District should consider 

providing liability protection, like that provided by a number of other states, for employers who 

hire returning citizens.
197

 CCE’s 2011 survey of employers also found that they would be more 

willing to hire previously incarcerated people if some kind of “certificate of good standing” was 

available to justice-involved individuals who had demonstrated reliability and good character 

over time, similar to those provided in New York and Illinois.
198

 CCE’s recommendation that the 

District consider providing such certificates is still valid and should be explored further. The 

District should also consider providing a local tax credit to employers who hire returning citizens, 

similar to the federal WOTC but perhaps with a higher maximum credit, particularly as the 

current WOTC program is set to expire on December 31, 2019 unless reauthorized.
199

  

 

A recent study by the RAND Corporation provides additional support for ideas like certificates of 

good standing or a local tax credit. When presented with a hypothetical scenario where the 

maximum tax credit for hiring someone with a criminal record was raised from $2,500 to $5,000, 

the percentage of employers who would consider hiring the person went from 59 percent to 77 

percent.
200

 Similarly, when presented with a hypothetical scenario when the potential employee 

with a criminal record was provided with a post-conviction certificate that also verified work 

history, the percentage of employers who would consider hiring the person went from 59 percent 

to 81 percent.
201

 

 

 

 

Encouraging Criminal Justice Agencies to Revise Policies and Practices 

The strategic planning group has decided that reduction in rearrests, reconvictions, and reincarcerations 

will all be used as measures of recidivism reduction. While all three involve actions of the returning 

citizens, the actions and responses of criminal justice agencies to a variety of behaviors also influence 

recidivism, and it is important for those agencies to act to reduce recidivism. The aim of all agencies in the 

criminal justice system in the District should be making every returning citizen a success in maintaining a 

stable, law-abiding life.   
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Metropolitan Police Department 

Recently, much of the focus in research on policing has shifted to preventive policing: spotting and 

learning from residents the conditions in particular places that lead to crime—whether the presence of 

gangs, poorly lit streets, abandoned houses used for criminal purposes, poorly maintained parks and 

playgrounds, empty storefronts, or simply too many young people with nothing to do. All of these 

encourage criminal activity, and many can be remedied with imaginative approaches to problem-solving 

and the cooperation and involvement of residents. But to do so, policing must be approached as a 

partnership, not just with other agencies, but with the residents themselves in the interests of improving 

the health and safety of everyone. 

 

Considering the role of policing in reducing recidivism and ensuring public safety in the District, while 

also promoting the success of returning citizens, the MPD should examine how to find the proper balance 

between accountability and support for those citizens struggling with reentry. Decades of research, most 

recently by the Arnold Foundation, points to the negative impact of even a few days of detention and 

incarceration on an individual’s risk of further offending.
202

 This is especially true for young adults 

without a long criminal and/or incarceration history and for women, for whose families an arrest may 

have extensive collateral consequences.   

 

As the primary law enforcement agency for the District, MPD has an important role to play in ensuring 

public safety. But it is also important to examine whether custodial arrests are always the best option to 

safeguard public safety and the health and well-being of communities and whether there might be better 

responses to small violations (for example, loitering, fare jumping, panhandling, soliciting, graffiti, open 

container, etc.) that may be more nuisance than serious crime. 

  

➢ Recommendation Number 31: The District should evaluate the effectiveness and 

public safety impact of the MPD’s use of field citations. 

In the District, MPD is empowered to issue field citations for some offenses.
203

 Those cited may 

pay a fine immediately or go to court. Citations can be an extremely effective way to avoid pulling 

someone more deeply into the criminal justice system.
204

 It is important that the District learn 

more about how those citations are being used and whether it is possible to expand their use. An 

evaluation of the use of citations should examine the criteria used to determine eligibility;  

the department’s practices in applying those criteria; the frequency with which the non-payment 

of fines imposed leads to arrest, detention, or incarceration; and the public safety outcomes for 

those given citations compared to those arrested for similar offenses. Based on this evaluation, 

the District should consider whether it is possible to expand the use of citations without 
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compromising public safety, and whether policy or legislative change is required to accomplish 

that. 

 

➢ Recommendation Number 32: Because those on supervision are not currently 

eligible for field citations in lieu of arrest, CSOSA and MPD should create 

procedures other than custodial arrest to sanction minor infractions or nuisance 

offenses committed by those on supervision who are classified as low risk.   

For someone on parole or mandatory supervision in the District, an arrest has immediate and 

sometimes serious consequences. For example, someone on supervision is not eligible for a field 

citation and is therefore automatically subject to a custodial arrest and detention for up to five 

days.
205

 CSOSA and MPD should consider whether a system of warnings might be appropriate for 

the most minor offenses and, perhaps in cases of other low-level offenses, immediate return to the 

CSOSA where the CSO could determine the response appropriate to the level of the offense. Such 

alternatives to arrest in these cases would not only avoid detention for up to five days for minor 

infractions, but would also allow the CSOs who are most familiar with the individuals under 

supervision to make determinations about proper sanctions in these cases rather than just 

making a recommendation and having the ultimate decision made by the releasing authority. 

 

U.S. Parole Commission and Court Services and Offender Supervision 

Agency 

The U.S. Parole Commission makes a number of crucial decisions that can affect recidivism as defined in 

this project. The Commission: 

▪ decides on when a person in prison (in parole cases) will be released; 

▪ sets the conditions by which returning citizens have to live while on supervision; 

▪ decides whether those conditions have been violated seriously or often enough that an 

individual will be revoked to prison; and 

▪ sets the term/duration of the sentence to be served for the violation. 

 

➢ Recommendation Number 33: The Parole Commission should set individualized 

conditions of supervision in every case, based on risk and needs assessments, and 

should update those conditions regularly. 

The Parole Commission currently imposes numerous general conditions for everyone released to 

supervision.
206

 The Commission’s certificates of release and Notices of Action (NOAs) require 

those on supervision to abide by all of these general conditions for the duration of the supervision 

period, regardless of their level of compliance or assessed risk. Many conditions are common 

sense: do not possess a firearm, for example, and, follow the instructions of your supervision 
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officer. Others, however, may not be particularly relevant in every case and could pose 

unnecessary difficulties even for those trying hard to remain compliant.   

 

Research on correctional supervision and treatment has developed evidence-based practices to 

reduce reoffending and promote successful completion. These include the use of a validated risk 

and needs assessment, and the tailoring of conditions of release, frequency of reporting, and the 

types and frequency of the treatment ordered to the particular risk level and needs of the person 

being supervised, as too much supervision and programming have been found to be counter-

productive to success for low-risk individuals.
207

 Evidence-based practices also call for regular 

reviews of the conditions imposed on those on supervision to ensure that they are appropriate to 

the individual’s continuing risk and behavior, and for their reduction or increase as indicated.
208

 

 

CSOSA has created many programs and specialized caseloads and regularly applies evidence-

based practices in setting its own policies and procedures.
209

 The requirement by the Parole 

Commission of standard conditions in every case, however, flies in the face of such practices. The 

Parole Commission should set conditions of supervision in every case that are tailored to the risk 

level and needs of the individual.  

 

Further, while new risk assessments are conducted every six months, or in response to a life 

changing event or rearrest, it is unclear whether any of those required general conditions can ever 

be lifted, and any change to the conditions of supervision must be approved by the Parole 

Commission. While Vera understands that there is an expedited procedure to request changes to 

supervision conditions, interviews with some stakeholders suggested that there can be lengthy 

delays before the Parole Commission acts on such recommendations. The Parole Commission 

should give CSOs the authority to change the conditions of supervision as warranted by updated 

risk assessments, changes in circumstances, or extended periods of compliance.   

 

➢ Recommendation Number 34: The Parole Commission should be transparent about 

its guidelines for sentencing following an arrest and should give CSOs more 

authority to decide whether revocation is appropriate. 

CSOSA automatically submits an Alleged Violation Report (AVR) to the Parole Commission in 

response to every arrest of someone on supervision and has discretion to submit an AVR for a 

violation of conditions not involving a new arrest. Some of the stakeholders interviewed informed 

Vera that the Parole Commission routinely issues warrants regardless of the outcome of the 

arrest, the seriousness of the charge, or the assessed risk level of the person in question. Vera was 

also informed that the Parole Commission ordered revocation in the majority of cases, even those 
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involving only technical violations and not a new arrest. Vera did not have access to data on 

warrants or revocations and could not determine whether this was accurate or not. If true, 

however, both of these practices run counter to research on what policies and practices are most 

likely to help those on supervision succeed, as well as the experience of jurisdictions that have 

recently achieved great success in reducing recidivism among probationers and parolees.
210

  

 

Vera was also unable to determine how often the Parole Commission follows the 

recommendations of CSOs regarding warrants, revocations, or other sanctions. But those CSOs 

are the ones with the direct experience of assessing the risk and needs of those they are 

supervising and of overseeing their overall compliance with conditions and their progress in 

achieving a stable, law-abiding life. Because of this greater understanding of the situation of the 

individual under supervision, the Parole Commission should grant CSOs more authority to 

impose appropriate sanctions on their own, even in response to new arrests, and only submit 

AVRs in cases where they believed revocation might be warranted. 

 

Bureau of Prisons 

In 2016, the Congressionally-chartered Charles Colson Task Force on Federal Corrections issued a 132-

page report with six categories of recommendations for improving the BOP’s operations to increase public 

safety after its prisoners are released.
211

 Several recommendations spoke to the need for closer 

collaboration with local agencies and a more seamless hand-off to community supervision agencies. 

Having reviewed all of their recommendations, we can merely agree with them and urge that they be 

followed. Implementing the Task Force’s recommendations on expanding available programming, 

particularly educational and occupational programming, using risk and needs assessments to determine 

the appropriate programs and services, and focusing on comprehensive reentry planning, would be of 

particular importance for efforts to reduce recidivism in the District.
212

 

 

 

Conclusion 
 

This report is intended to provide information and recommendations that will assist the District in its 

efforts to reduce recidivism, but it should be viewed as merely one step in an ongoing process. It may not 

be possible, or even advisable, to attempt to implement all of the recommendations immediately. While 

some may be easier to adopt in the short term, others will require longer term planning and work. 

As part of continuing process of strategic planning for recidivism reduction, the District should determine 

which of the recommended measures ought to be pursued, their relative priority, and whether they should 
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be considered as short-, medium-, or long-term efforts. Based on those determinations, specific work 

plans can be produced to set out the necessary steps towards implementation, timelines, and the agencies 

or groups that will be responsible for undertaking each step toward implementation. Vera hopes that this 

report will be used to enhance the already considerable work the District has done to provide services and 

support to improve the reentry experience, and to help returning citizens in finding a path that allows 

them to avoid future involvement in the criminal justice system.    



 

 

47  Vera Institute of Justice 

 

APPENDIX 
 
 
 

September 14, 2018 

 

Exploring Recommitment in the District of Columbia’s 

FY2015 Department of Corrections Release Cohort 
 

 

Marilyn Sinkewicz, PhD 

Yu-Fen Chiu, MS 

Leah Pope, PhD 

Jim Parsons, MS 

 

 

  



 

 

48  Vera Institute of Justice 

 

Exploring Recommitment in the District of Columbia’s FY2015 DOC Release Cohort 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The District of Columbia (D.C.) is well aware of the importance of recidivism in its response to the 

justice-involved population it serves. The District uses information about recidivism to identify and 

channel resources for programs and policies, as well as to communicate with stakeholders about public 

safety and detainee wellbeing.  The goal of the quantitative research presented in this report is to 

provide empirical evidence to guide planning for recidivism initiatives in D.C.  

The District of Columbia has undertaken past analyses of recidivism to guide recidivism reduction 

efforts. In 2012, the Criminal Justice Coordinating Council (CJCC) commissioned a study to assess 

recidivism in the District. It focused on three outcomes: rearrest, reconviction, and reincarceration. The 

study found that among those individuals released from the D.C. DOC in FY2007, 62 percent were 

rearrested, 36 percent were reconvicted, and 36 percent were reincarcerated over a three-year follow 

up period.1 These rates are similar to those found in two previous studies by the Bureau of Justice 

Statistics (BJS). A BJS study that tracked releasees from prisons in 11 states in 1983 found that 63 

percent were rearrested, 47 percent were reconvicted and 41 percent were reincarcerated within three 

years of release.2 
 A second BJS study that followed releasees from prisons in 15 states in 1994 found a 

68 percent rearrest rate, 47 percent reconviction rate and 25 percent reincarceration rate within three 

years of release.3 

The specific aims of this study are to:  
 

1. Estimate rates of recommitment in a recent D.C. Department of Corrections release cohort. 

2. Examine demographic, health and justice factors associated with recommitment. 

3. Estimate rates of recommitment and factors associated with recommitment among two sub 
groups of interest: women and young adults. 

 
 

 

 
1 Kiminori Nakamura and Douglas Weiss, Measuring Recidivism in the District of Columbia, 

(Washington, DC: Criminal Justice Coordinating Council, 2012), 
https://cjcc.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/cjcc/publication/attachments/CJCC%204%204%202011
%20Recidivism%20Study.pdf. 

2 Allen Beck and Bernard Shipley, Recidivism of Prisoners Released in 1983, (U.S. Department of 
Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1997).  

3 Patrick A. Langan and David J. Levin, Recidivism of prisoners released in 1994 (Washington, DC: 
U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2002), 
https://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/rpr94.pdf. 

https://cjcc.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/cjcc/publication/attachments/CJCC%204%204%202011%20Recidivism%20Study.pdf
https://cjcc.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/cjcc/publication/attachments/CJCC%204%204%202011%20Recidivism%20Study.pdf
https://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/rpr94.pdf
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METHOD 
 
Data and sample 
The current study examines recommitments to DOC in a FY2015 DOC release cohort over a follow-up 

period of 33 to 44 months. The study sample is drawn from the District of Columbia Custodial 

Population Study, which included both individuals sentenced to DOC and those detained pretrial.4 DOC 

provided post-release justice, socioeconomic, and health data through the end of May 2018 for the 

study sample.  

The full sample is referred to as the DOC release cohort (N=7,744). Two sub samples were identified  
because they hold current interest for recidivism mitigation initiatives in D.C. The first is females (N=982) 
and the second is young adults between the ages of 18 and 24 years (N=1,942). Analyses were 
conducted on each of the three samples. 
 
Variables 
The outcome variable of interest was a dichotomous measure of recidivism that indicates 
recommitment to DOC during the post-release observation period of 33 to 44 months. 
 
Covariates of interest were constructed from available demographic, socioeconomic, health and justice 
data.  
 
Demographic information about releasees was self-reported. These variables include 

• Sex: male, female 

• Age at index release: 18-24, 25-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50+ years 

• Race-ethnicity: Black, Hispanic, Asian, White, other race 

• Birthplace: DC born, born outside DC 
 

Information about the socioeconomic status (SES) at index arrest was also self-reported. SES variables 
include 

• Education: years of schooling 

• Employment: full-time, part-time, unemployed, welfare 
 

Health information was derived from multiple sources. The physical health variable was based on self-
reports. The substance use variable was based on releasees’ voluntary requests for related services. The 
mental health variable was based on diagnoses provided by providers (psychiatrists or licensed 
practitioners). These assessments were made using DSM-IV or ICD9 criteria based on symptoms 
presented by the individual at the time of examination and/or prior responses to mental health 
screening questions. Detainees could be referred for assessment by any staff member or provider at any 

 

 
4 Shawn M. Flower, District of Columbia Custodial Population Study: Seeking Alignment between 

Evidence Based Practices and Jail Based Reentry Services (Washington DC: Justice Research and 
Statistics Association & The Moss Group, Inc. Sept. 2017). 
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point during contact with DOC. The three dichotomous health indicators described below do not 
represent estimates of rates of disease, mental illness and substance use. It should be kept in mind that 
individuals often hide their illness because of stigma and fear. Further, the lack of a diagnosis during 
contact with DOC does not mean that an individual was not diagnosed prior to agency contact or that he 
or she is not experiencing distressing symptoms. Therefore, the prevalence of mental illness was likely 
considerably higher than suggested by this data. 

• Physical condition: yes, no 

• Mental health condition: yes, no 

• Substance use condition: yes, no 

•  
 
Justice information was derived from administrative data. The typology for most serious offense at the 
arrest connected with the index release was provided by DOC. The violent/dangerous variable indicates 
the releasees were charged with a crime specified by the DC Code Chapter 22 Section 4501. The gang 
affiliation variable is based on self-reports or determinations by DOC staff. 

• Most serious offense at arrest of index release: serious person crimes, tangible object crimes, 
violation of law or authority, white collar or misdemeanors, external jurisdiction inmate.  

• Length of stay from index arrest to release: 0-7 days, 8-31 days, 2-3 months, 4-6 months, 7-9 
months, 10-12 months, 13+ months 

• Violent/dangerous: yes, no 

• Gang affiliation. yes, no 
 
Analytic strategy 
The release from DOC occurred in FY2015 and the post-release follow up period ranged from 33 to 44 
months (970 to 1,320 days). For those with more than one release in FY2015, the analysis was based on 
the person’s first release in that year, defined as the index release.  
 
Basic descriptive statistics were used to report cohort characteristics and recommitment rates over the 
follow up period based on analyses of the data provided by DOC. Kaplan-Meier survival models stratified 
by key characteristics were used to estimate differences in the cumulative proportion of those who 
were recommitted to DOC over the post-release observation period. Cox proportional hazard models 
with tests for the proportionality assumption were used to examine demographic, socioeconomic, 
health and justice factors associated with recommitment. 
 
 
 
 
RESULTS  
 
The results of this study are presented in three sections. The first set of findings is based on the full 
FY2015 DOC release cohort. The second section is based on the female release cohort and the third 
section on those less than 25 years of age at release referred to as the young adult release cohort. 
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1. FY2015 DOC release cohort 
 
1.1 Release cohort characteristics 
The characteristics of the FY2015 DOC release cohort (n=7,744) are presented in Table 1. Most releasees 

were male (87 percent). The mean (±SD) age at release was 35 (±12) years. Black releasees comprised 

the largest race-ethnic component of the cohort (91 percent). Two thirds of the release cohort was born 

in DC. Regarding socioeconomic status, the mean (±SD) years of schooling for the release cohort was 11 

(±2). Less than one third of the cohort was employed full-time at arrest (31 percent) and almost one half 

was unemployed (46 percent).  

Results for health conditions indicate that more than one quarter of the release cohort had a physical 

condition (27 percent) while a small minority experienced mental health (5 percent) and/or substance 

use (3 percent) conditions. The relatively low percentages for mental health and substance use 

conditions may be partially explained by several factors. Substance indicators were based on voluntary 

requests for related services and mental health indicators were derived from diagnoses provided by 

providers (psychiatrists or licensed practitioners) at any time during contact with DOC. In general, 

individuals often hide their illness because of stigma and fear. Consequently, some detainees may 

experience psychological distress that goes undiagnosed. Therefore, the prevalence of mental illness is 

likely considerably higher than suggested by this data. 

Justice information indicates that the most prevalent charge category among releasees was serious 

person crimes (49 percent), followed by tangible object crimes (23 percent). The median (q1, q3) length 

of stay from arrest to release was 24 (4, 112) days. One third of the release cohort was charged with an 

offense which is considered violent/dangerous according to DC Code Chapter 22 Section 4501. A small 

minority of the release cohort was designated as gang affiliated (4 percent). 
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Table 1. FY2015 DOC release cohort characteristics (n=7,744)

 

percent n

Demographics

SEX   

Male 87 6,762

Female 13 982

AGE AT RELEASE

18-24 25 1,942

25-29 16 1,252

30-39 25 1,950

40-49 16 1,269

50 and up 17 1,331

Mean

RACE

Black 91 7,012

White 4 306

Hispanic 4 317

Asian 0 22

Other 1 59
BIRTHPLACE

DC 66 5,121

Non-DC 34 2,623

Socioeconomic status

EDUCATION

Mean years of schooling

EMPLOYMENT

Employed full-time 31 2,371

Employed part-time 2 126

Unemployed 46 3,596

Welfare 0 10

Missing 21 1,641

Health

PHYSICAL

Yes 27 2,098

No 73 5,646

MENTAL

Yes 5 370

No 95 7,374

SUBSTANCE

Yes 3 250

No 97 7,494

Justice

MOST SERIOUS OFFENSE AT INDEX RELEASE

Serious Person Crimes 49 3,778

Tangible Object Crimes 23 1,815

Violation of Law or Authority 18 1,375

White Collar or Misdemeanors 9 683

External Jurisdiction Inmate 1 93

LENGTH OF STAY ARREST TO RELEASE

0-7 days 35 2,747

8-31 days 19 1,448

2-3 months 17 1,283

4-6 months 15 1,123

7-9 months 7 524

10-12 months 4 274

13+ months 4 345

mean LOS

VIOLENT/DANGEROUS

Yes 33 2,565

No 67 5,177

GANG AFFILIATION

Yes 4 299

No 96 7,445

101 days

35 years

11 years
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1.2 Release cohort: Recommitment to DOC 
Figure 1 shows that 10 percent of the FY2015 DOC release cohort was recommitted to DOC within six 
months of release (180 days) and about half of releases were recommitted after 3 ½ years (1,260 days).  
The median time to recommitment after release was 259 days.  Concerning number of recommitments 
over the post-release period (at least 970 days), 23 percent of releasees experienced one re-
commitment, 13 percent experienced 2 re-commitments, and 16 percent experienced three or more 
recommitments to DOC.  
 
By comparison, the CJCC study referenced above found that in the FY2007 D.C. DOC cohort, 36 percent 
were reconvicted and 36 percent were reincarcerated over a three-year follow up period. The relatively 
high rate of recommitment in the current study may be partly explained by the fact that many people 
return to DOC as pretrial detainees and are not sentenced at release. 
 
 
Figure 1. Release cohort re-commitment rates (N=7,744) 

 
 
 
 
1.3 Release cohort: Differences in recommitment to DOC by key characteristics 
Survival analyses were conducted to examine sub group differences in recommitment. The survival 

curves visually demonstrate that the release cohort is not a homogenous group. Kaplan-Meier survival 

estimates show the cumulative proportion of those who are recommitted to DOC over the post-release 

period. The number of days since release is displayed on the horizontal x axis while the probability of 

survival (0 to 1) is shown on the vertical y axis, i.e. the probability of not experiencing recommitment. 

The shaded areas on each side of the lines show 95% confidence intervals, which can be interpreted as 

the range of values consistent with the data in this study. Sub groups represented by lower lines in the 
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charts have a lower probability of surviving re-commitment, which means a higher probability of 

experiencing recommitment to DOC.  

Figures 2 and 3 below display the survival probability of recommitment for the FY2015 release cohort 
stratified by sex and age, respectively. These key characteristics correspond to the identified sub groups 
of interest. Figure 1 shows that males had a higher probability of recommitment than females. Similarly, 
Figure 2 shows that young adults 18-24 years of age had a higher probability of recommitment 
compared to people aged 25 or older. 
 
Survival curves in Figures 4, 5 and 9 to 11 suggest that the following sub groups had a higher probability 
of re-commitment: 

• Black releasees compared to Whites, Hispanics, Asians and other race-ethnic groups (Figure 4). 

• Releasees with part-time employment, those who are unemployment and welfare recipients 
compared to those with full-time employment (Figure 5). 

• Releasees with a 2- to 3-month length of stay have the highest probability of recommitment 
while those with 0 to 7 days length of stay have the lowest probability (Figure 9). 

• Releasees charged with a crime considered violent/dangerous according to DC Code Chapter 22 
Section 4501 (Figure 10). 

• Those designated as affiliated with a gang (Figure 11). 

 
Figures 6 to 8 suggest that the experiences of those with and without health problems (physical, mental, 
substance) are similar. 
 
Figure 2. Release cohort survival probability since release by sex: females v. males
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Figure 3. Release cohort survival probability since release by age: young adults < 25 years v. 25+ years 

 
 
 
Figure 4. Release cohort survival probability since release by race-ethnicity: Asian, Hispanic, White, 
Black, other race-ethnicity 
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Figure 5. Release cohort survival probability since release by employment status: employed full time, 
employed part time, unemployed, welfare 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6. Release cohort survival probability since release by health status: physical problem (1) v. none 
(0) 
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Figure 7. Release cohort survival probability since release by mental health status: mental health 
problem (1) v. none (0) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 8. Release cohort survival probability since release by substance use status: substance use 
problem (1) v. none (0) 
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Figure 9. Release cohort survival probability since release by length of stay from arrest to release:  

category 1) 0-7 days, category 2) 8-31 days, category 3) 2-3 months, category 4) 4+ months 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 10. Release cohort survival probability since release by violent/dangerous status according to DC 
Code Chapter 22 Section 4501: violent/dangerous (1) v. not violent/dangerous (0) 
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Figure 11. Release cohort survival probability since release by gang affiliation designation: gang affiliated 

(1) v. not gang affiliated (0) 

 
 
 
 
 
1.4 Release cohort regression analysis 
The survival analyses above suggest that there was variation in the post-release experiences of those in 

the FY2015 DOC release cohort. The next set of analyses examines whether these differences were due 

to chance (statistical significance) or they could be explained, at least partially, by other factors for 

which data is available (covariates). Cox proportional hazard models were used to identify statistically 

significant factors (p<.05) that were associated with recommitment while controlling for the impact of 

other variables. All covariates were tested to ensure that they did not violate the proportionality 

assumption. Hazard ratio estimates, adjusted for covariates, are interpreted as the ratio of the hazard of 

recommitment for a 1-unit change in the corresponding covariate.  

Table 2 displays the recommitment adjusted hazard ratios (AHR) for the FY 2015 DOC release cohort for 

recommitment. Most subgroup differences in the probability of recommitment in the FY2015 DOC 

release cohort persisted even after accounting for the influence of demographic, socioeconomic, health 

and justice factors.  

Younger releasees were more likely to be recommitted. Each year increase in age was associated with a 

2% decrease in the recommitment hazard (AOR 0.98, p<.001).  

The recommitment hazard for Black releasees was more than twice as high compared to each of the 

other race groups. For example, the recommitment hazard for Whites was about half that of Blacks 

(AHR 0.49, p<.001). However, as discussed at the end of this section, more research is required to reveal 
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the pathways behind this finding, particularly the influence of neighborhood effects and structural-level 

factors such as employment rates and racial discrimination that can help inform evidence-based policy 

and programmatic decisions.  

Each additional year of schooling was associated with a 3 percent reduction in the recommitment 

hazard (AHR 0.97, p<.001). This finding gives further weight to arguments for the value of positive 

spillover effects of investments in educational attainment. 

Releasees with mental health problems had a lower recommitment hazard (AHR 0.76, p.004). This result 

is interesting given the substantial efforts in D.C. to link seriously and persistently mentally ill persons to 

community-based care and resources.  

Table 2 also shows that those charged with tangible object crimes (AHR 1.73, p<.001) and violations of 

the law or authority (AHR 1.61, p<.001), compared to violent crimes, had higher recommitment hazards, 

as did those charged with a crime specified as violent/dangerous by the DC Code Chapter 22 Section 

4501 (AHR 1.48, p<.001). 

Importantly, the higher probability of recommitment for males compared to females was explained, at 

least partially, by the influence of socioeconomic factors. Sex differences in re-commitment decreased in 

size and were no longer statistically significant after accounting for the impact of education (AHR 0.98, 

p.906). Therefore, years of schooling was a significant moderator of sex differences in re-commitment 

risk. This study demonstrates that educational attainment is a protective factor for recidivism, especially 

among males, giving further weight to arguments for the value of the indirect positive effects of 

investments in education.  This finding strongly points to the potential value of ensuring male releasees 

access to education as well as to the supports they need to attain their educational goals. 
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Table 2. Release cohort: Recommitment adjusted hazard ratio estimates from Cox proportional hazard 
models 

 
 
Regarding factors associated with recidivism, key findings those in the 2012 CJCC study, including higher 

rates of recidivism among males, black releasees, and younger people. Further research is needed to 

examine the mechanisms behind these findings. For example, while the communities with the highest 

rates of recidivism are also primarily African American communities (Wards 7 and 8, and some parts of 

Ward 5), perhaps it is factors such as living in neighborhoods with high rates of unemployment and low 

levels of educational attainment, and being young with a prior history of arrest or incarceration, as well 

as structural factors such as racial discrimination, that contribute to the high risk of re-commitment  

among Black people. Nonetheless, the findings from the current study provide general guidance about 

where to focus recidivism efforts and how to target resources. 

 

The findings for the female release cohort are presented in the next section.  

AHR P  value

Demographics

FEMALE 0.98 .906

AGE AT RELEASE 0.98 <.0001

RACE

Black ~ ~

White 0.49 <.0001

Hispanic 0.40 <.0001

Asian 0.38 .091

Other 0.45 .020

Socioeconomic status

YEARS OF SCHOOL 0.97 <.0001

Health

PHYSICAL 1.09 .088

MENTAL 0.76 .004

Justice

MOST SERIOUS OFFENSE AT RELEASE

Serious Person Crimes ~ ~

Tangible Object Crimes 1.73 <.0001

Violate Law or Authority 1.61 <.0001

White Collar or Misdemeanors 0.91 .339

External Jurisdiction Inmate 0.76 .219

VIOLENT / DANGEROUS 1.48 <.0001

GANG AFFILIATION 0.93 .403
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2. FY2015 DOC female release cohort 
 
Women were identified as one of two sub groups of releasees of particular interest to the District of 
Columbia justice system. This section presents the results of analyses drawn from the female cohort 
released from DOC in FY 2015.  DOC provided post-release justice data for this cohort through May 
2018, a period of up to 44 months. 
 
2.1 Female release cohort characteristics 
The characteristics of the FY2015 DOC female release cohort (n=982) are presented in Table 3. The 
mean (±SD) age at release was 36 (±11) years. Black releasees comprised the largest race-ethnic 
component of the female cohort (91 percent). Just over half of the female cohort was born in DC. 
Regarding socioeconomic status, the mean (±SD) years of schooling was 11 (±2). A small minority of the 
female cohort had either full-time (four percent) or part-time (one percent) employment at arrest.  
  
Results for health conditions indicate that about one third of the female release cohort had a physical 

condition while a small fraction experienced mental health (two percent) and/or substance use (one 

percent) conditions. The relatively low percentages for mental health and substance use conditions may 

be partially explained by several factors. Substance indicators were based on voluntary requests for 

related services and mental health indicators were derived from diagnoses provided by providers 

(psychiatrists or licensed practitioners) at any time during contact with DOC. Generally, individuals are 

known to hide their illness because of stigma and fear. Consequently, some detainees may experience 

psychological distress that goes undiagnosed. Therefore, the prevalence of mental illness is likely 

considerably higher than suggested by this data. 

Justice information indicates that the most prevalent charge category among female releasees was 

serious person crimes (53 percent), followed by tangible object crimes (22 percent). The median (q1, q3) 

length of stay from arrest to release was 8 (3, 49) days. One third of the female cohort was charged with 

an offense which is considered violent/dangerous according to DC Code Chapter 22 Section 4501. Only 

one woman was designated as gang affiliated. 
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Table 3. FY2015 DOC female release cohort characteristics (n=982) 

  

percent n

Demographics

AGE AT RELEASE

18-24 20 196

25-29 16 161

30-39 27 263

40-49 20 193

50 and up 17 169

Mean

RACE

Black 91 892

White 7 64

Hispanic 2 16

Asian 0 2

Other 0 3

Missing 1 5
BIRTHPLACE

DC 54 532

Non-DC 46 450

Socioeconomic status

EDUCATION

Mean years of schooling

EMPLOYMENT

Employed full-time 4 44

Employed part-time 1 10

Unemployed 21 202

Welfare 0 0

Missing 74 726

Health

PHYSICAL

Yes 32 317

No 68 665

MENTAL

Yes 2 23

No 98 959

SUBSTANCE

Yes 1 7

No 99 975

Justice

MOST SERIOUS OFFENSE AT INDEX RELEASE

Serious Person Crimes 53 517

Tangible Object Crimes 22 220

Violation of Law or Authority 13 125

White Collar or Misdemeanors 12 117

External Jurisdiction Inmate 0 3

LENGTH OF STAY ARREST TO RELEASE

0-7 days 49 479

8-31 days 19 191

2-3 months 14 139

4-6 months 11 105

7-9 months 3 34

10-12 months 2 22

13+ months 1 12

mean LOS

VIOLENT/DANGEROUS

Yes 32 311

No 68 671

GANG AFFILIATION

Yes 0 1

No 100 981

40 years

11 years

53 days
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2.2 Female release cohort: Recommitment to DOC 
Figure 12 shows that about 10 percent of the female FY2015 DOC release cohort was recommitted to 
DOC within six months of release (180 days); over 40 percent were recommitted after 3 ½ years (1,260 
days).  The median time to re-commitment after release was 246 days.  Concerning number of re-
commitments over the post-release period (at least 970 days), 19 percent of female releasees 
experienced one re-commitment, 10 percent experienced 2 re-commitments, and 17 percent 
experienced three or more recommitments to DOC.  
 
 
Figure 12. Female release cohort recommitment rates 

 
 
 
 
 
2.3 Female release cohort: Differences in recommitment to DOC by key characteristics 
 
Survival analyses were conducted to examine sub group differences in recommitment among women. 

The figures below visually demonstrate that the female release cohort is not a homogenous group. 

Kaplan-Meier survival estimates show the cumulative proportion of those who are re-committed to DOC 

over the post-release period. The number of days since release is displayed on the horizontal x axis 

while the probability of survival (0 to 1) is shown on the vertical y axis, i.e. the probability of not 

experiencing re-commitment. The shaded areas on each side of the lines show 95% confidence intervals, 

which can be interpreted as the range of values consistent with the data from this study. Sub groups 

represented by lower lines in the charts have a lower probability of surviving re-commitment, which 

means a higher probability of experiencing re-commitment to DOC.  
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Figures 13 to 15, 19 and 20 suggest that the following sub groups had a higher probability of 
recommitment: 

• Young women 18 to 24 years of age compared to those aged 25 years or older (Figure 13). 

• Those identified as Black compared to Whites, Hispanics, Asians and other race-ethnic groups 
(Figure 14). 

• Those who were unemployed at arrest compared to those with full- or part-time employment 
(Figure 15). 

• Female releasees with a 2- to 3-month length of stay had the highest probability of re-
commitment. Those with 0 to 7 days length of stay had the lowest probability (Figure 19). 

• Those charged with a crime considered violent/dangerous according to DC Code Chapter 22 
Section 4501 (Figure 20). 

 
Figures 16 to 18 suggest that the experiences of female releasees with and without health problems 
(physical, mental, substance) are similar. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 13. Female release cohort survival probability since release by age: young adults <25 years v. 25+ 
years 
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Figure 14. Female release cohort survival probability since release by race-ethnicity: Asian, Hispanic, 
White, Black, other race 

 
 

 

Figure 15. Female release cohort survival probability since release by employment status: employed full 

time, employed part time, unemployed, welfare 
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Figure 16. Female release cohort survival probability since release by health status: physical problem (1) 
v. none (0) 

 
 

 

Figure 17. Female release cohort survival probability since release by mental health status: mental 

health problem (1) v. none (0) 
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Figure 18. Female release cohort survival probability since release by substance use status: substance 

use problem (1) v. none (0) 

 
 

 

Figure 19. Female release cohort survival probability since release by length of stay from arrest to 

release:  category 1) 0-7 days, category 2) 8-31 days, category 3) 2-3 months, category 4) 4+ months 
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Figure 20. Female release cohort survival probability since release by violent/dangerous status according 

to DC Code Chapter 22 Section 4501: violent/dangerous (1) v. not violent/dangerous (0)

 

 

2.4 Female release cohort regression analysis 

The survival analyses above suggest that there was variation in the post-release experiences of women 

in the FY2015 DOC release cohort. The next set of analyses examines whether these differences were 

due to chance (statistical significance) or they could be explained, at least partially, by other factors for 

which data is available (covariates). Cox proportional hazard models were used to identify statistically 

significant factors (p<.05) that were associated with recommitment while controlling for the impact of 

other variables. All covariates were tested to ensure that they did not violate the proportionality 

assumption. Hazard ratio estimates, adjusted for covariates, are interpreted as the ratio of the hazard of 

recommitment for a 1-unit change in the corresponding covariate.  

Table 4 displays the recommitment adjusted hazard ratios (AHR) for the female FY 2015 DOC release 

cohort. Several subgroup differences in the probability of recommitment persisted after accounting for 

the influence of demographic, socioeconomic, health and justice factors. Full-time employment reduced 

the re-commitment hazard for female releasees by 64 percent (AHR 0.36, p.008). Females with physical 

health problems had a lower re-commitment hazard (AHR 0.63, p.046). Concerning length of stay, 

women who were at DOC for one week or less had the lowest re-commitment hazard. For example, the 

hazard of recommitment for those who stay two to three months was more than twice that of those 

that stay up to sever days (AHR 2.13, p.017). A larger sample is needed to draw inferences about 

associations between gang affiliation and recidivism. 

Notably, other sub group differences in the probability of recommitment among females were 

explained, at least partially, by the influence of socioeconomic factors. For example, the higher 
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probability of recommitment for younger compared to older releasees was reduced in size and no 

longer statistically significant after accounting for the impact of education and employment (AHR 0.99, 

p.140). These findings strongly point to the potential benefits of ensuring that younger female releasees 

have access to education and full-time employment that pays a living wage, as well as the supports they 

need to attain their educational goals and maintain long-term employment. 

 
Table 4. Female release cohort: Recommitment Adjusted Hazard Ratio Estimates from Cox 

Proportional Hazard Models 

 
 
 
 
  

AHR P  value

Demographics

AGE AT RELEASE 0.99 .140

RACE

Black ~ ~

White 1.14 .834

Hispanic 0.00 <.0001

Socioeconomic status

YEARS OF SCHOOL 0.96 .437

EMPLOYED FULL TIME 0.36 .008

Health

PHYSICAL 0.63 .046

MENTAL 1.40 .511

Justice

MOST SERIOUS OFFENSE AT INDEX RELEASE

Serious Person Crimes ~ ~

Tangible Object Crimes 1.49 .320

Violation of Law or Authority 1.30 .518

External Jurisdiction Inmate 1.19 .700

LOS ARREST TO RELEASE

0-7 ~ ~

8-31 1.75 .095

2-3 months 2.13 .017

4+ months 1.79 .075

VIOLENT/DANGEROUS 1.44 .295

GANG AFFILIATION 6.40 <.0001
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3. FY2015 DOC young adult release cohort 
 
Young adults were identified as one of two sub groups of releasees that hold particular interest for the 
District of Columbia justice system. This section presents the results of analyses drawn from the young 
adult cohort age 18 – 24 years released from DOC in FY 2015. DOC provided post-release justice data for 
this cohort through May 2018, a period of up to 44 months 
 
3.1 Young adult release cohort characteristics 
The characteristics of the FY2015 DOC young adult release cohort (n=982) are presented in Table 5. The 
mean (±SD) age at release was 21 (±2) years. The vast majority were male (90 percent). Black releasees 
comprised the largest race-ethnic component of the young adult cohort (93 percent). Almost three 
quarters was born in DC. Regarding socioeconomic status, the mean (±SD) years of schooling for the 
young adult release cohort was 11 (±2). Over half of young adults were unemployed at time of arrest (52 
percent).  
  
Results indicate that only a small minority experience health problems. Twelve percent of the young 

adult cohort had physical, 5 percent mental health and 3 percent substance use conditions. As 

mentioned previously, the relatively low percentages for mental health and substance use conditions 

may be partially explained by several factors. Substance indicators were based on voluntary requests for 

related services and mental health indicators were derived from diagnoses provided by providers 

(psychiatrists or licensed practitioners) at any time during contact with DOC. Individuals are generally 

known to hide such illnesses because of stigma and fear. Consequently, some detainees may experience 

psychological distress that goes undiagnosed. Therefore, the prevalence of mental illness is likely 

considerably higher than suggested by this data. 

Justice information indicates that the most prevalent charge category among young adult releasees was 

serious person crimes (63 percent), followed by tangible object crimes (23 percent). The median (q1, q3) 

length of stay from arrest to release was 16 (3, 104) days. Almost one half of the young adult cohort was 

charged with an offense which is considered violent/dangerous according to DC Code Chapter 22 

Section 4501 (44 percent). A small minority was designated as gang affiliated (7 percent). 
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Table 5. FY2015 DOC young adult age 18-24 release cohort characteristics (n=1,942) 
percent n

Demographics

MEAN AGE

SEX   

Male 90 1,746

Female 10 196

RACE

Black 93 1,811

White 1 24

Hispanic 5 91

Asian 0 0

Other 1 9
BIRTHPLACE

DC 71 1,387

Non-DC 29 555

Socioeconomic status

EDUCATION

Mean years of schooling

EMPLOYMENT

Employed full-time 23 440

Employed part-time 1 29

Unemployed 52 1,006

Welfare 0 1

Missing 24 466

Health

PHYSICAL

Yes 12 236

No 88 1,706

MENTAL

Yes 5 101

No 95 1,841

SUBSTANCE

Yes 3 58

No 97 1,884

Justice

MOST SERIOUS OFFENSE AT INDEX RELEASE

Serious Person Crimes 63 1,219

Tangible Object Crimes 23 443

Violation of Law or Authority 9 183

White Collar or Misdemeanors 4 79

External Jurisdiction Inmate 1 18

LENGTH OF STAY ARREST TO RELEASE

0-7 days 41 795

8-31 days 18 344

2-3 months 14 274

4-6 months 13 259

7-9 months 6 112

10-12 months 3 65

13+ months 5 93

mean LOS

VIOLENT/DANGEROUS

Yes 44 853

No 56 1,089

GANG AFFILIATION

Yes 7 131

No 93 1,811

11 years

100 days

22 years

  



 

 

73  Vera Institute of Justice 

 

3.2 Young adult release cohort: Recommitment to DOC 
Figure 21 shows that 10 percent of the young adult cohort age 18 to 24 years was recommitted to DOC 
within six months of release (180 days) and about 60 percent were recommitted after 3 ½ years (1,260 
days).  The median time to re-commitment after release was 246 days.  Concerning number of re-
commitments over the post-release period (at least 970 days), 25 percent of young adult releasees 
experienced one re-commitment, 15 percent experienced two re-commitments, and 18 percent 
experienced three or more recommitments to DOC.  
 
 
Figure 21. Young adult release cohort recommitment rates 

 
 
 
 
3.3 Young adult release cohort: Differences in recommitment to DOC by key characteristics 
Survival analyses were conducted to examine sub group differences in recommitment among young 

adults. The following figures visually demonstrate that the young adult release cohort is not a 

homogenous group. Kaplan-Meier survival estimates show the cumulative proportion of those who are 

re-committed to DOC over the observation period. The number of days since release is displayed on the 

horizontal x axis while the probability of survival (0 to 1) is shown on the vertical y axis, i.e. the 

probability of not experiencing re-commitment. The shaded areas on each side of the lines show 95% 

confidence intervals, which can be interpreted as the range of values consistent with the data in this 

study. Sub groups represented by lower lines in the charts have a lower probability of surviving re-

commitment, which means a higher probability of experiencing re-commitment to DOC.  
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Figures 22 to 24 and 28 to 30 suggest that the following sub groups of young adults had a higher 
probability of recommitment: 

• Males compared to females (Figure 22). 

• Those identified as Black compared to Whites, Hispanics, Asians and other race-ethnic groups 
(Figure 23). 

• Those who were unemployed at arrest compared to those with full- or part-time employment 
(Figure 24). 

• Young adults with a 2- to 3-month length of stay had the highest probability of re-commitment 
(Figure 28). Those with 0 to 7 days length of stay had the lowest probability of re-commitment. 

• Those charged with a crime considered violent/dangerous according to DC Code Chapter 22 
Section 4501 (Figure 29). 

• Those considered to be gang affiliated (Figure 30). 
 
Figures 25 to 27 suggest that the experiences of young adult releasees with and without health 
problems (physical, mental, substance) are similar. 
 
 
Figure 22. Young adult release cohort survival probability since release by sex: females v. males 
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Figure 23. Young adult release cohort survival probability since release by race: Asian, Hispanic, White, 

Black, other race-ethnicity 

 
 

 

Figure 24. Young adult release cohort survival probability since release by employment status: employed 

full time, employed part time, unemployed, welfare recipient 
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Figure 25. Young adult release cohort survival probability since release by health status: physical 
condition (1) v. none (0) 

 
 

 

Figure 26. Young adult release cohort survival probability since release by mental health status: mental 

health condition (1) v. none (0) 
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Figure 27. Young adult release cohort survival probability since release by substance use status: 

substance use problem (1) v. none (0) 

 
 

 

 

Figure 28. Young adult release cohort survival probability since release by length of stay from arrest to 

release:  category 1) 0-7 days, category 2) 8-31 days, category 3) 2-3 months, category 4) 4+ months 
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Figure 29. Young adult release cohort survival probability since release by violent/dangerous status 

according to DC Code Chapter 22 Section 4501: violent/dangerous (1) v. not (0)

 

 

 

Figure 30. Young adult release cohort survival probability since release by gang affiliation designation: 

gang affiliation (1) v. not (0) 
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3.4 Young adult release cohort regression analysis 

The survival analyses above suggest that there was variation in the post-release experiences of young 

adults in the FY2015 DOC release cohort. The next set of analyses examines whether these differences 

were due to chance (statistical significance) or they could be explained, at least partially, by other 

factors for which data is available (covariates). Cox proportional hazard models were used to identify 

statistically significant factors (p<.05) that were associated with recommitment while controlling for the 

impact of other variables. All covariates were tested to ensure that they did not violate the 

proportionality assumption. Hazard ratio estimates, adjusted for covariates, are interpreted as the ratio 

of the hazard of recommitment for a 1-unit change in the corresponding covariate.  

Table 6 displays the recommitment adjusted hazard ratios (AHR) for the young adult FY 2015 DOC 

release cohort. Most subgroup differences in the probability of recommitment persisted after 

accounting for the influence of demographic, socioeconomic, health and justice factors. The 

recommitment hazard for females was less than half of that for males (AHR 0.48, p.063). Whites (AHR 

0.18, p.021) and Hispanics (AHR 0.67, p.049) had lower hazards of recommitment than Blacks. Full-time 

employment reduced the re-commitment hazard for young adult releasees by 23 percent (AHR 0.77, 

p.003). Compared to young adults charged with serious person crimes, those charged with tangible 

object crimes or violations of the law or authority had greater hazards of recommitment while external 

jurisdiction inmates had lower hazards. Concerning length of stay, young adults who were at DOC for 8 

days to 3 months had the highest re-commitment hazards. For example, the hazard of recommitment 

for young adults who stay two to three months was over 50 percent greater than that of those that stay 

7 days or less (AHR 1.57, p<.001).  

Notably, sex differences in the probability of recommitment among young adults were partially 

explained by the influence of socioeconomic factors. Among young adults, the higher probability of 

recommitment for men (compared to women) was reduced considerably, although still statistically 

significant, after accounting for the impact of employment. This finding points to the potential benefits 

of male young adult releasees having access to full-time employment that pays a living wage, as well as 

to the supports they need to maintain long-term employment. 
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Table 6. Young adult release cohort: Re-commitment Hazard Ratio Estimates from Cox Proportional 

Hazard Models 

   

AHR P  value

Demographics

FEMALE 0.48 .063

RACE

Black ~ ~

White 0.18 .021

Hispanic 0.67 .049

Other 0.32 .266

Socioeconomic status

YEARS OF SCHOOL 0.99 .535

EMPLOYED FULL TIME 0.77 .003

Health  

PHYSICAL 1.05 .746

MENTAL 0.84 .393

Justice

MOST SERIOUS OFFENSE AT INDEX RELEASE

Serious Person Crimes ~ ~

Tangible Object Crimes 1.28 .093

Violation of Law or Authority 1.39 .030

White Collar or Misdemeanors 0.84 .470

External Jurisdiction Inmate 0.09 .017

LOS ARREST TO RELEASE

0-7 ~ ~

8-31 1.39 .003

2-3 months 1.57 <.0001

4+ months 0.96 .716

VIOLENT/DANGEROUS 1.07 .586

GANG AFFILIATION 0.90 .459
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SUMMARY 

This study finds that about half of the FY2015 release cohort from DOC were recommitted after 3 ½ 
years. This result generally aligns with those from previous studies, in particular prior research on a 2007 
DOC release cohort.  
 
The current analyses uniquely examine the relation between recidivism and a) socioeconomic status; b) 
health conditions; and c) justice information. The findings point to a need to focus recidivism reduction 
efforts on younger releasees, males, those identified as race-ethnic minorities, and releasees with lower 
levels of education. Generally, employment and shorter lengths of stay are protective factors for 
recidivism. In contrast, being charged with a crime specified as violent/dangerous according to DC Code 
Chapter 22 Section 4501 and gang affiliation are risk factors for recidivism. 
 
The current study also examines two sub groups that are of particular interest to recidivism reduction 
initiatives in the District of Columbia. Among female releasees, the rate of re-commitment to DOC was 
greater than 40 percent after three years. The findings suggest that it may be fruitful for recidivism 
reduction efforts to focus on specific sub groups such as younger women, those identified as Black, 
those with longer lengths of stay at DOC, and those with less than full-time employment. 
 
Among young adult releasees, the rate of re-commitment to DOC was 60 percent after 3 ½  years. The 
findings point to focusing recidivism reduction efforts on males and young adults identified as Black, as 
well as those who experience longer lengths of stay and those with less than full-time employment.  
 
In conclusion, it is notable that sub group differences in the probability of recommitment were 

explained, at least partially, by the influence of socioeconomic factors. For example, the risk of 

recommitment for younger compared to older female releasees was reduced in size and no longer 

statistically significant after accounting for the impact of education and employment. Similarly, the risk 

of recommitment for young adults compared to older releasees was moderated after accounting for the 

impact of employment. These findings clearly highlight the potential benefits of ensuring that releasees 

have access to education and full-time employment that pays a living wage, as well as the resources 

required to meet their educational goals and to sustain employment. 
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